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The benefits of peer review have long been recognized in research literature as a key component
in Academic Writing courses. As writing courses become more inundated with Al-generated
(GenAl) content, however, it is important for instructors to rethink feedback practices in second
language classrooms. This action research was conducted as part of a three-year government
funded study aimed at understanding the positioning of four types of feedback (self-checks,
peer review, teacher, and GenAl feedback) from learner perspectives. Survey results showed
students’ perceptions of the benefits and limitations of each type of feedback, as well as their
preferences for the future as they advanced to more difficult writing courses. The paper concludes
with considerations for language teachers to re-envision the feedback process in their specific
teaching contexts to help improve students’ critical assessment of their writing and facilitate
academic integrity.
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here are many strategies for improving the quality of Academic Writing (AW) in L2

classrooms. The main source of feedback is the writing teacher who is expected to
give feedback on several drafts of a piece of writing before submission. Today, however,
peer-feedback is generally considered to be an essential academic skill for first-year
students in higher education as a key component of learner development (Gao & Schunn
(2023). Peer-feedback, however, can be challenging for less proficient L2 students as
it requires a high degree of cognitive processing. It involves identifying strengths and
areas to improve, making concrete suggestions for improvement, and coming to decisive
conclusions about the quality of the writing (King, 2002; Zhang & Gao, 2024). Self-
assessment through checklists is thus also encouraged as a means of reflecting on writing
to improve writing competence. With the emergence of Generative Al (GenAl), such as
Chat GPT (OpenAl, 2022), the feedback process has seen tremendous changes which
require careful navigation in the current AW landscape.

The researchers of this study report on a three-year government-funded study
which examined perceptions of four types of feedback, namely self-check, peer review,
teacher, and GenAl feedback. In particular, the researchers sought to understand
the benefits and limitations of each feedback type, as well as future preferences from
learners’ perspectives. Results helped the authors to understand the most suitable style
of feedback to use in their L2 classrooms to help students improve critical assessment,
promote independent learning, and encourage integrity in academic writing. Through
this study, the authors hoped to provide more clarity on how to navigate the feedback
process in a world of GenAl.

Four Feedback Types in Academic Writing

There are four types of feedback that can be used by instructors of AW courses.
Traditionally, instructors have taken on the leading role in giving feedback as the “expert’
or “authority” in the AW classroom. However, over the years, as communicative methods
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began to transform L2 classrooms and research into the efficacy of corrective feedback
increased, teacher feedback, in turn, shifted to helping learners take a more active part

in the learning process. Through dialogue, students are now encouraged to think more
deeply about their learning to address specific problems and critically think about how to
make improvements instead of relying solely on the teacher for guidance (see Wei & Liu,
2024, for a systematic review of peer feedback). There are numerous studies which also
encourage the use of checklists. Self-guided checklists, for example, are used as a starting
point to train students in peer feedback (de Almeida Soares, 2021), facilitate awareness-
raising (Vasu et al., 2018), enhance accountability (Ford, 2015), and improve overall
writing competence (Ratminingsih et al., 2018). However, peer feedback has taken on the
most prominent role today as it is “crucial for encouraging and consolidating learning”
(Hyland & Hyland, 2000). Although research has shown that it is the reviewer (not the
writer) who might benefit more from the peer-feedback process (Lundstrom & Baker,
2009), more recent studies have demonstrated that there are reciprocal benefits (Cao et
al,, 2019).

In the past two years, GenAl has become an “inextricably part of how students will
write in the academy and beyond” (Dobrin, 2023, p. 20), with some pushback from
instructors and administrative departments. Universities now recognize GenAl as an
effective learning tool in AW classrooms but also acknowledge the potential for academic
misconduct. Clear university policies have thus since been established at the authors’
institutions, emphasizing ethical usage and academic integrity. Dai et al. (2023, p.84)
conceptualized ChatGPT as having a “rich potential to empower students and enhance
their educational experiences and resources.” In their study, they found that GenAl
provided more detailed feedback than the teacher’s and of a similar quality. This finding
was also similar to Mizumoto and Eguchi (2023), who found ChatGPT reliable and
accurate. Escalante et al. (2023) recommended a blended approach as they found an
equal balance among student preferences for Al and human feedback without having
a negative effect on learning outcomes. On the other hand, Mayer (2024) cautions that
students must be taught how to use GenAl ethically and responsibly. These studies
illustrate that the research literature is not unequivocally supportive of any one method
as each has its own benefits and drawbacks.

It is difficult to determine which type of feedback is most suitable for learners as it
depends on various factors, such as the teaching context and approach, course goals,
learner proficiency, level of feedback training, mode of review (oral or written), and
even gender differences and power dynamics. This study, therefore, focused on student
perception of the four types of feedback to ascertain which they found most suitable
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for their needs, challenges faced, and how they preferred to move forward as they faced
more advanced writing.

Research Background and Context

Since November 2022, when ChatGPT was launched publicly, there has been a
significant rise in the number of free or reduced cost GenAl tools which have become
available. In the authors’ universities, this resulted in English teachers and administrative
departments having to make sudden decisions about how or whether to incorporate
GenAl into English courses and establish specific guidelines on its usage. In June 2023,
the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT)
released a public statement on how to handle Al in primary and secondary schools
stating that “Generative Al should be addressed based on the potential benefits and
possible risks that may arise from its use in educational fields” (MEXT, 2023a, pp. 29-30).
The Ministry quickly followed up with a second document in July for technical colleges
and universities (MEXT, 2023b) expressing that universities should take a proactive
approach in providing appropriate guidelines depending on institutional goals. The
researchers felt that it would be an excellent opportunity to discover learner perception
of GenAl as well as current feedback practices.

Both researchers’ universities place a strong emphasis on academic freedom and
integrity as fundamental to education. Independent learning and critical thinking
practices are an inherent part of the AW course to facilitate learner development. AW
especially played a crucial role in preparing freshman students for more advanced in their
second to fourth years. After one year, students were expected to understand how to
produce logical, academic texts with well-supported ideas using credible sources. They
were further expected to critically identify strengths and weaknesses in their own and
other students’ writing. For this study, GenAl was included along with self, teacher and
peer-checks as part of the writing process making four feedback types (See Table 1).

Feedback Process During the Semester

Students were expected to complete two essays during the 16-week course. Several
review activities and feedback lessons were included to help students critically reflect on
their writing. The x-axis in Table 1 illustrates when writing assignments were due and
how the four types of feedback were organized during the 16-week course. The authors
also categorized each feedback type into categories and levels based on the expected
standard of learner development at specific parts of the course. The y-axis shows the
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three levels labelled as L1, L2, and L3. L1 feedback was more directive, L2 feedback more responsibility to the learners. During and after peer-feedback lessons, students
was guided, and L3 emphasized higher cognitive processes that would foster learner were invited to ask the teacher questions in the Google Doc on specific areas that they
development (see Appendix A for details). were uncertain about rather than use the generic phrase, “please check my essay.” This

encouraged the student to reflect deeply on their writing and engage in critical dialogue
Table 1 with the teacher.

Four Types of Feedback and Expected Level of Self-directedness
Self-checklist
Before the peer-feedback class, students were asked to complete a self-checklist to
assess their own writing. A five-point checklist was given for the first essay, and a more
comprehensive eight-point checklist was used for the second essay. Appendix A gives an
overview of the specific criteria included in each checklist.

Peer-Feedback

The peer-feedback class was held the week prior to final submissions. This gave
students sufficient time to revise their writing and ask the teacher for assistance. Various

Key: o group tasks (quizzes or games) were organized to review important grading criteria
(L1) Level 1 Directive Feedback (T) Teacher Feedback with the rest of the class time used for peer feedback and revisions. This “feed-forward”
(L2) Level 2 Guided Feedback (P) Peer-feedback approach (Duncan, 2007) encouraged students to become more actively involved in the
(L3) Level 3 Developmental Feedback ~ (S) Self-check feedback process from an earlier stage of the writing process and helped them to be more
(AD) Generative Al Feedback proactive before the final assignment was due.
GenAl Feedback

Teacher Feedback
After receiving advice from the teacher and peers, students prompted GenAl for

feedback on specific areas and suggestions for improvement. The prompts and results (in
L1 or L2) were shared in the open online forum to increase knowledge about how to use
the tool effectively. In accordance with the rules of academic integrity and plagiarism,
students were reminded not to simply copy and paste Al suggestions, but to critically
think about the suggestions and decide if the Al advice corresponded with what was
taught in class. It was also emphasized that Al feedback should match their personal style
of communication (or their “voice”).

Following the process writing approach, students were asked to submit an outline
three weeks before the final essay submission (Weeks 4 and 10). Detailed feedback was
given on the first draft of the outlines by the teacher in a Google Document following
the grading criteria. Students revised their drafts based on the teacher’s advice in
preparation for the peer-feedback lesson (Weeks 7 and 13) . Outlines were graded as
part of the final essay grade which gave students extrinsic motivation (see Kirchhoff,
2016) to participate actively during the feedback lesson. In the past when the outlines
did not receive a grade, there were mixed levels of participation. Students were given

the choice to use their L1 or L2 during peer feedback. Communication with the teacher Overall, having these four types of feedback on writing drafts helped students to

was done in the L2. The same approach was used for the final essay. For the first essay, understand their strengths and weaknesses in various AW components. By engaging in
the teacher provided directive and guided feedback (L1-L2 in Table 1). For the second critical dialogue, students could review important points together, which encouraged
essay, only developmental (L3) feedback was given on the final essay to hand over learner development. As students’ knowledge of AW conventions deepened, they began
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to understand how to use GenAl as a tool for learning. Having to include an academic
writing disclaimer at the end of their essays with a description of how/if GenAl was used
and sharing the prompts (Appendix B) further helped students to understand how to
become more self-reliant.

Data Collection and Analysis
Two questions guided this study:

What are students’ perceptions of the benefits and limitations of different feedback
types in the AW classroom?

What do students consider to be the most suitable method of feedback as they
encounter more advanced writing courses?

These questions sought to understand benefits, drawbacks, and future feedback
preferences from student perspectives. A second study is currently being conducted to
understand teacher viewpoints.

Data were collected through a survey conducted at the end of the semester about
student preferences. Eighty-eight students completed the survey fully. Incomplete
surveys were discarded. Students were informed that the researchers would be collecting
responses for research purposes and that the results would have no effect on their grade.
The researchers obtained consent to share survey results so that teachers could gain a
better understanding of feedback preferences. Surveys were completely anonymous to
protect student identities.

Survey Findings: Feedback Benefits, Drawbacks, and Future Preferences

Students were asked about their preferences in a survey administered at the end of the
semester (Appendix C). Quantitative data was collected from questions 1-3 (Q1-Q3) and
qualitative data was collected from Q4-Q5. Students responded to the survey in English.
Regarding the first question (Q1), Figure 1 shows that students overwhelmingly chose
teacher feedback as their first choice (42 of 88 students or 48%) followed by Al (21 of 88
students or 24%).
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Figure 1
Student ranking of four types of feedback (n=88)

For their second choice, Al feedback was the preferred method (43 of 88 students or
49%) followed by teacher feedback (21 of 88 students or 24%. Peer review and self-checks
received the lowest preference ratings.

Figure 2 illustrates both the most preferred feedback-type and preferred combinations

of feedback for students among teacher, peer, and Al (Q2 and Q3 in the survey). As a
follow-up, students were asked to explain the reason for their choices in Q4.
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Figure 2
Specific feedback preferences (single and combination)

Again, students overwhelmingly chose teacher feedback (69%) if they were allowed
only one type of feedback. Surprisingly for the researchers, 29% of students thought
it would be ideal if they could use GenAl only for feedback. When asked about which
combination of feedback they thought would be most suitable, students again chose
Teacher/Al at 62%. This shows the level at which GenAl has started to influence student
preferences over peer review. In past research conducted by the researchers, peer review
was considered one of the more useful tasks in AW courses (McCarthy & Armstrong,
2019). This shift to GenAl as the preferred method yielded valuable insight.

Benefits and Challenges of Feedback Types

Qualitative data were first downloaded and then sorted into benefits and challenges
under three categories, namely teacher, GenAl, and peer. There was no preference
for self-checks. Employing content analysis, the researchers then searched for
commonalities within the data.

Benefits

Appendix D presents a breakdown of the key reasons for learner preferences for
three types of feedback. Salient points gleaned were that students consider teachers the
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authority in the classroom as they set the tasks and grade the final product. Students do
not fully trust feedback from other sources (peers or themselves) and consider GenAl to
be the best method to complement teacher feedback. Students recognized the limits of
teacher feedback (lack of time, immediacy, and quantity) and felt that using GenAl was a
more suitable method to receive sufficient and more immediate feedback. Interestingly,
although students recognized that GenAl feedback did not always match the assignment
goals or course expectations, they felt that it could help to improve their writing in the
following ways:

consistent and accurate feedback on grammar and vocabulary
concrete and detailed suggestions for improvement if the prompt is written well

user-friendly, easily accessible at any time of the day (unlike the teacher), and offers
multilingual support

Overall, students felt that GenAl was the best method to improve their writing outside
of class. However, what they agreed on almost unanimously is that after receiving Al
feedback, they required teacher feedback for final confirmation to produce a high-
quality piece of writing. This suggests perhaps that their level of self-directedness and/or
knowledge of AW components was at a stage where they were not yet ready to take full
responsibility for their learning. This dependence on the teacher as the final authority
was natural for freshman students who had experienced only one year of university
education. For students who preferred peer-feedback, they felt that classmates could
help to generate additional ideas, express different viewpoints, and provide accurate
feedback based on course requirements. As GenAl did not know course requirements,
students relied on peers to ensure that essays met the expected standard. Students
also reported that peer reviewers recognized bias and stereotypes, which Al tended to
overlook. An interesting observation was that higher proficiency students tended to
have a more positive overall attitude towards peer feedback, which is a similar finding to
Gao et al. (2023). Working with peers encouraged a reciprocal relationship as students
supported each other in improving their essays, which further created a more dynamic
and interactive classroom atmosphere.

Challenges

Appendix D shows key challenges that learners experienced for the three feedback
types. Research literature showed that the main issue typically perceived by students
when receiving teacher feedback is the lack of detailed comments (Lee, 2008; Zacharias,
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2007). However, in this study, the students’ main concern was that the teacher was not
always readily available. Although teacher feedback on initial drafts was detailed both
written and orally, how often the teacher could provide feedback and the quantity of
comments was limited due to time constraints, and number of students. Thus, students
reported that it was more useful to prompt GenAl for feedback independently outside of
class with the 90 minutes of lesson time being used for reviewing AW components and
asking questions.

Regarding GenAl feedback, students were aware that it was not always trustworthy.
GenAl did not understand specific structural patterns taught in class, nor did it produce
credible or accurate sources unless specifically prompted. Even then, students realized
that they had to read the source themselves to judge its credibility. Another major
challenge for students was that without a well-written prompt, Al feedback was too long,
overly generalized, and complicated to read, which made it difficult to decide which
advice was beneficial. On the other hand, students reported in the survey that they were
learning how to write better prompts to receive more effective feedback by reading other
students’ prompts in the forum and seeing the results generated (Appendix E).

Regarding peer feedback, some students lacked confidence to give feedback saying
they did not have the ability (even when guided by self-checklists), and in one case, a
student said it was “scary!” Some reported that they found their partner’s feedback to
be untrustworthy and/or “wrong.” Although the teacher explained that even incorrect
feedback could be beneficial as recognition of peer errors showed an understanding of AW
knowledge, students argued that feedback was not useful unless it improved their writing.

A final point raised by students was the preference for written feedback regardless of
the type, as they were able to read it several times as they made revisions. Listening to
the teacher during one-to-one sessions was difficult for lower proficiency students and
a few said that they could not find the words quickly to respond to the teacher in the
limited time frame. Students further reported that it was effective to take notes on their
paper drafts or in a notebook while listening to the teacher’s feedback. Google Docs thus
proved to be an effective tool for the teacher to guide discussions, as well as leaving a
‘paper’ trail to remember feedback, check prior drafts, and follow student progress from
draft to the final product.

Survey Findings: Beyond First Year Writing

When asked which feedback would be most suitable to prepare them for more advanced
writing courses (Survey, Q5), students’ responses were somewhat mixed (Figure 3).
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Figure 3
Learner preference for feedback in the future

Similar to the previous responses given to Q1-Q3, Teacher Feedback remained the
number one choice (44%), followed by Al feedback (32%). However, unlike Q1-Q3,
which saw Teacher Feedback at 69% Al Feedback at 29%, Peer Feedback at 2%, and
Self-checks at 0%, learners’ felt that in the future, it would be more effective for them
to discuss writing collaboratively with peers (15%) and think more independently about
their own work (9%). The reasons given for their choices were overall more thoughtful
as they carefully considered their future academic and research life at the university (see
Appendix F for excerpts taken from survey responses).

Discussion and Concluding Thoughts

The purpose of this study was to understand student feedback preferences on
academic writing, challenges faced, and their perceptions on how they would like to
approach feedback in future writing courses. Findings presented in this study gave
practical insights into the role of GenAl in AW courses and its impact on traditional
teacher and peer feedback. It further offers suggestions for how instructors could
navigate this new landscape.
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GenAl as a Complement to Teachers and Peers

Students’ inability to discern whether GenAl’s feedback is accurate or not
demonstrates that teacher feedback remains essential for instructors to help students
navigate GenAl responses. GenAl feedback during the AW course was generally accurate
concerning academic expression, logic and coherence. However, its inability to pick
up certain nuances such as bias, stereotypes, and culturally offensive content made
it necessary for teachers to raise awareness of its shortcomings and train students
accordingly. With sufficient exposure to how to write effective prompts to match
learning needs, GenAl can serve as a useful collaborator (Michel et al. 2025; Warschauer,
et al., 2023) to facilitate action, such as helping students to improve writing problems
that they have self-diagnosed.

GenAl and Independent Learning

As Al feedback can be tailored to personalize learning with effective prompts, it can
be used effectively alongside self-checklists as a tool for transformation, motivation, and
engagement. That is, if students use GenAl responsibly and collaboratively, they can self-
diagnose weaknesses in their writing and then use GenAl to understand how to improve
these areas. By training themselves how to write and rewrite prompts to address specific
areas in their writing, students can engage with their learning more actively outside of
the classroom and sharpen their critical thinking skills.

Overdependence on GenAl

Although several benefits of using GenAl emerged from the data, one area of major
concern for the researchers observed in student responses was their trust in GenAl
without critical assessment of the feedback responses. Without having deep foundation
knowledge of academic writing competencies, some students struggled to understand
the feedback, even in their L1. In some cases, students did not understand how to apply
the advice, which resulted in simply copying and pasting the suggested improvements
without further thought. In these instances, the teacher reminded students of academic
integrity regarding plagiarism and directed them to the university’s guidelines on
GenAl usage. Students were especially encouraged to develop and trust their own
‘voice’ by back-translating English feedback into the L1. There were some students who
disregarded the self-checklists, opted out of discussions with peers or the teacher, and
decided to place their faith solely in GenAl feedback. At the end of the semester, these
students were unable to confidently or effectively produce a piece of writing at the
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expected standard, as they had not developed the ability to critically evaluate writing or
deepen the learning process. In this way, used irresponsibly, GenAl feedback was found
to negatively affect learner development.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The researchers did not try to identify whether GenAl or human reviewers were
superior, or if students saw progress in their academic writing skills due to any particular
method of feedback. Instead, we aimed to understand students’ perceptions of the
benefits and limitations of four types of feedback and their preferences as they advanced
to more challenging writing assignments.

There are two limitations which need to be discussed before presenting the final
reflections. Although this study included students in various faculties with varying levels
of proficiency, it would be difficult to generalize findings to all AW teaching contexts. For
instructors who have a similar student body and curriculum, this research can provide
insights, but depending on factors such as students’ attitude to feedback, proficiency
level, course goals, number of students taught, and teacher constraints among others,
results may differ. A second limitation is the burden on the teacher to prepare and
provide different types of feedback for each assignment. To understand how to provide
feedback, students need to be trained. This requires substantial effort from the teacher,
which will not be possible in classes with large student numbers.

Currently, the researchers are conducting interviews with teachers to understand
their perspectives on the four types of feedback. Sharing the findings from the study
can help instructors to reflect on feedback practices in their own classrooms and lead to
open discussions with colleagues. Another possible study would be to understand the
relationship between students’ proficiency level and the most suitable kind and level of
feedback to help facilitate learner development. A third study, which the researchers have
recently begun, is understanding how students are using GenAl for AW and analysing
the prompts they use. Having an academic integrity disclaimer showing if/how GenAl
was used and asking students to show the prompts helps students to understand the
importance of maintaining academic integrity and the teacher can understand how to
better guide the students.

Findings from this research were quite illuminating, and it is hoped that readers will
reflect on their current teaching situations and consider how to (re)frame feedback in the
AW process.
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Notes

1. Google Docs is an Al-powered document to help create, edit, and collaborate in real
time with others on content.
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their writing. completely in to understand disclosure.
the L2 with the students’ ability
goal of improving | to critically self-
understanding assess their own
of writing and writing.
improving learning
outcome.
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Level 2 Guided Feedback

Teacher (T) Peer (P) Self-Check (S) GenAl (Al) Teacher (T) Peer (P) Self-Check (S) GenAl (Al)
Teacher Guided Dialogic Peer Five-point Self- Assistive GenAl: Prescriptive Guided Peer Basic Self-checklist: | GenAl Use
Feedback: The Feedback: After checklist on GenAl used for Feedback: Feedback: Students | Checklist divided | Prohibited: GenAl
teacher reviews reviewing key grading criteria: generating ideas The teacher follow the basic into before and must not be used
the specific criteria | grading points structure, content, | for brainstorming provides detailed | self-checklist after writing at any point during
that will be used for the specific language, format, | and writing an feedback on when assessing the assignment. the assignment.
to grade writing assignment, and references for | outline. Students errors identifying | their peer’s Before writing: Students are

assignments from
the planning
stages to the final
product. Written
feedback given via
Google Docs as
suggestions and/or
probing questions.
Students asked to
think of solutions
to improve their

student(s) are
encouraged to
write constructive
feedback on

a clean copy

of the writer’s
assignment
(printed copy or
in Google Doc)
and then engage
in dialogue

the specific writing
assignment.
Checklist to be
completed before
the peer review
lesson and then
used in discussion
with peers to guide
improvements.

ask Al to give
general advice

on their writing
and provide
suggestions for
improvement.
Students engage in
critical discussion
about the Al
feedback with

a peer based on

Level 1 Directive Feedback

strengths, areas
to improve

and specific
suggestions or
recommendations
to improve the
writing (Google
Docs or printed
assignment). This
requires minimal
processing of

writing. Writer
and reader(s)
compare findings
to improve writing
assignments.
Discussion done
inthe L1 or L2
based on comfort
level. The goal

of the feedback

is to understand

brainstorming,
researching the
topic, writing

an outline and

a first draft.
After writing:
structure; quality
of key sentences
in the writing
assignment (e.g.,
thesis statement,

required to write
assignments
based on prior
knowledge and/
or through
researching
sources. Students
are asked to
acknowledge that
no Al was used
during the writing

writing based to improve grading criteria. information from | key points in the topic sentences, process in the
on teacher peer’s writing. Students asked to students and grading criteria supporting academic integrity
suggestions. Discussion done disclose whether results in short- through peer ideas, restated disclaimer.
Verbal feedback in the L1 or L2 GenAl was used in term gains in work. thesis); unity and | Students are
given one-to- based on comfort their writing (or learning. Modeling coherence; format; | allowed to use
one during the level. The goal of not) and in what direct feedback non-academic software to help
following lesson the feedback is capacity. aimed to provide language. with translations
using the Google | to become more training for and grammar or
Doc comments critical when students in how spell checks.
and student assessing another to give feedback
replies to steer the | student’s work. in peer review
discussion. classes.
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Appendix B
Examples of Academic Integrity Disclaimer and Student Prompts
Academic Integrity Disclaimer

This essay [The Economic Benefits of the introduction of IRs] was created with assistance

from [ChatGPT4.0]. This tool was used for the following purposes:
to generate ideas for background research
to improve grammar and spelling
to translate from Japanese to English

The following are the prompts that were used:
IRAMHS BIRROFUNE LT 2B BZ28A T FEn
AP NCEDDDEBEEDRBIIOVNTENNZR L ERHA TN
IRPAARDEBRS G 112 mOHEHZ B AT RN

1, (student name), declare that 1 have not plagiarized (copy and pasted) information
directly from online or printed sources, or from Generative Al. All sources used in this
essay have been cited correctly and included in the reference list.

Academic Integrity Disclaimer

This essay [The Disadvantages of Fast Fashion] was created with assistance from
[ChatGPT-4]. This tool was used for the following purpose:

to check my grammar and academic language

The following are the prompts that were used:

Explain the grammatical errors in my essay.

Read this essay and make suggestions to improve the academic language. Explain

why my expressions are not academic.

1, (student name), declare that 1 have not plagiarized (copy and pasted) information
directly from online or printed sources, or from Generative Al. All sources used in this
essay have been cited correctly and included in the reference list.
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Appendix C

Survey Questions

This survey describes the four types of feedback used in this course.
Teacher feedback
Self-Checklist
Peer Feedback
GenAl Feedback

Q1. Rank the following four types of feedback in order of preference from 1 (my first

choice) to 4 (my last choice).

Q2. If you could only receive one type of feedback, which would you prefer?

Q3. If you could receive a combination of feedback, which would you prefer?

Q4. Explain the reason for your preferred choices of feedback

QS. In the future when you will face more advanced writing (e.g. writing research papers

NEXT PAGE »

in your field), what kind of feedback do you think would be best to help you to
become a better writer? Explain the reason for your choice(s).
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Appendix D
Reasons for Learner Preferences and Challenges Experienced
Benefits
Teacher Al Partner
Expert on writing Comprehensible Gives objective advice
2. Personalize learning for Provides suggestions for 2. Expresses different
students improvement viewpoints
3. Confirm accuracy of Ease of use & accessibility 3. Quality advice when
feedback from other Checks vocabulary, accurate
sources grammar, spelling 4. Can evaluate writing
4. Provide general and specific Encourages independent
feedback out-of-class learning
5. Teachers grades the essay Unbiased
Challenges
Teacher Al Peer
1. Cannot respond Complicated feedback 4. Difficulty Giving Feedback
immediately Disconnect with academic | 4. Advice Not Trustworthy
essay 5. Unpreparedness
Unsure which advice is 6. Lack of Ability
useful

Appendix E

Example of ChatGPT Feedback in the Online Forum

Useful GenAl Feedback

Prompt: Read the following essay and make suggestions to improve the academic language.

Explain why my expressions are not academic.

Response:

Here’s a detailed academic review of the first half of your essay, including suggestions to

improve the academic tone and explanations for why some expressions are not formal

enough:
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Vague GenAl Feedback

Prompt: Check my essay and give me suggestions for improvement.

Response:

Your essay presents a compelling view of Al to revolutionize healthcare and
manufacturing with strong arguments backed by examples. Here are some suggestions to
improve clarity, coherence, and flow.
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Appendix F
Reasons for future feedback preferences
Al feedback

This is because Al feedback can be improved if we gave it proper way to check our essays.
And other reason is that the data base of Al is based on the frequency of native speakers’
grammer usage and we can have Al feedback whenever we want. However it is not good to be
completely dependent on Al feedback since it can’t always provide true informations. We also
need to be checked by teachers.

Teacher Feedback

I think teachers feedback is the most effective because the information teachers provide is
reliable than other systems of feedback-Al, my friends, and myself.

Peer Feedback

The skill of mutual evaluation with a partner is important, and it is an area I want to
improve. My method of mutual evaluation in this class was imperfect, thus I was not able to
put all of my effort into improving the other person’s writing. However, I cannot always rely
on the teacher. I would like to place more importance on mutual evaluation in the future, as it
allows us to evaluate on an equal footing and to utilize the skill of the other person’s writing in
our own writing.

By Myself Independently

I think feedback by myself is best because in the future I will have to check my paper by
myself and I have already learned the way to revise the essay thank to my teacher, OOO-sensei.

Combination of feedback

I think the combination of feedback from teacher and partner and Al is the best, because the
teacher gives me advice about structure, the partner gives me other examples 1 haven't realized,
and Al gives me very detailed advice and other expressions I can use.

Teacher tells me about the structure (most important in essay), peers evaluate whether my
content is interesting, and Al shows some mistakes of spelling or grammar.
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