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TOM TAT

Viéc tich hop cong nghé vao gido duc da trd nén phd bién, mang lai loi ich cho ca
gidng vién va sinh vién va duoc chimg minh qua céc béo céo. Su xut hién lién tuc
clia cac cong cu sd hoa da thiic day cac nha nghién ctiru xem xét diém manh va diém
yéu ciia chung, ciing nhu cach giang vién danh gia tac dong ciia chung dbi véi viéc
giang day va hoc tap. Nhiam dap tng cac muc tiéu nay, nghién ctru nay da nghién
clru cach sira 16i qua 20 doan vén cia sinh vién, dong thoi thu thap thong tin tir 16
giang vién c6 kinh nghiém day viét va da timg trdi nghiém véi ChatGPT. Két qua
cho thiy ring, mic di cac cong cu s6, cu thé 1a ChatGPT mang lai gié trj I6n nhung
can két hop véi viée stra 16i truyén thong tir giang vién dé ting cudng hiéu qua hoc
tap va nang cao k¥ nang viét cua sinh vién.
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ABSTRACT

The integration of technology into educational practices has gained widespread
popularity and proven beneficial for both instructors and students. The constant
emergence of digital tools has prompted researchers to examine their strengths
and weaknesses, as well as how educators view their impact on teaching and
learning. To address these objectives, the current study investigated the corrective
feedback provided on paragraph writing assignments by 20 students, alongside
gathering information from 16 writing instructors familiar with the utilization of
ChatGPT. Results revealed that while digital feedback is valuable, exemplified by
ChatGPT, it is essential to complement it with manual corrections from instructors
to enhance students' learning and writing skills acquisition process.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Providing effective and timely feedback in writing
correction is a crucial intervention in language instruction
(Hassan & Abba [1]). Through immediate and corrective
assessments, instructors assist learners in refining their
writing skills by identifying errors and guiding
improvements. Traditionally, error correction in language
education has been arduous and time-consuming for
instructors, which leads to delays in returning assignments
and missed learning opportunities for students. However,
with the integration of technology and digital tools into
language education, this process has undergone a
significant transformation. In a technology-driven teaching
environment, “online corrections and feedback can
facilitate students’ writing in multiple aspects, such as
vocabulary, language use and mechanics” (Xu [2]). Both
instructors and students benefit from the advantages offered
by digital error correction tools.

Different views are also revealed in recent research. A
survey by Hojeij and Ayber [3] aims to evaluate how digital
tools and platforms for providing feedback influence the
improvement of students’ writing abilities. Their study
demonstrated the enduring value of these tools in
empowering students to produce higher-quality written
work over time. Nonetheless, several studies have
compared the effectiveness of digital tools versus human
correction in error correction for student writing. While no
consensus has emerged, scholars such as Herra and
Kulinska [4] spotlight the indispensable role of teachers
and their feedback. It is widely acknowledged that teachers’
personalized feedback is essential and cannot be
overlooked. Therefore, it should be integrated with digital
feedback to maximize the effectiveness of students’ writing
outcomes. Also, Shein et al. [5] emphasizes the importance
of integrating technology and education in a balanced way
by stating that “educators should bear in mind their guiding
role as well as the function of technology in assisting them,
which means the value of a win-win, coordinated
development of technology and education.”

Based on the ongoing discussions in the research
community, this study seeks to delve into the limitations of
a very updated and powerful tool, ChatGPT, an Al-driven
tool which is considered to empower a potential digital
expertise in writing enhancement (Song & Song [6]). The
study also examines educators’ viewpoints on employing
error correction techniques, both human-based and digital,
to enhance students’ writing proficiency.

Two research questions were formulated:

What are the specific limitations of ChatGPT in the context
of writing enhancement?

How do educators perceive the effectiveness of error
correction techniques, including both human-based and
digital approaches, in enhancing students’ writing skills?

2. CONTENT
2.1 Research Methods

« Participants

The participants in this research comprised 16
professionals and lecturers from the Faculty of English
Language at Lac Hong University. Their profound
knowledge in language teaching was valuable to the
contributions of the research findings. All of them utilized
ChatGPT in correcting errors for students’ assignments.
They were well-informed and willingly consented to
participate in the research procedures. Ethical issues are
always taken into account to gain participants’ trust.

«» Data collection instruments

Researchers collected data from multiple sources,
including surveys and interviews, to gain deeper insights
and reflexivity into the educational phenomenon (Dubey et
al. [7]). In addition, a 12-item questionnaire and 5 questions
for semi-structured interviews were prepared to capture
participants’ information.

A questionnaire is a means to collect quantitative data
and enable the researcher to gather information quickly and
effectively through a set of predetermined question items
(Coe et al. [8]). The first part examines the lecturers’
frequency of ChatGPT use and its effectiveness in
identifying errors in language mechanics, structure, and
organization. The second part assesses the lecturers’
confidence in ChatGPT’s feedback on higher-order
concerns and identifies the main challenges encountered
while using the tool. The third part seeks the lecturers’
opinions on the perceived roles of ChatGPT in future
writing instruction, aiming to clarify how it can be
integrated with human correction to maximize students’
writing competence. This comprehensive approach ensures
that all aspects of ChatGPT’s utility and the challenges
faced by educators are thoroughly explored, providing
valuable insights for future applications and improvements.

Last, interviews with professionals experienced in
writing instructions were chosen to collect data for this
topic. Interviews offer opportunities to explore
participants’ experiences, perspectives, and varied beliefs
gathered in an open-minded and comfortable approach
among educators (Vonkova et al. [9]). Such valuable
information cannot be obtained merely through
questionnaires. Specifically, the interview contents aim to
provide a comprehensive understanding of how ChatGPT
is currently being utilized, its strengths and weaknesses,
and how it can be improved and better integrated with
traditional teaching methods. By capturing the nuanced
insights of experienced educators, the interviews
complement the quantitative data collected through the
questionnaire, offering a richer and more detailed picture of
the role of Al in writing instruction. After that, to explore
more information on lecturers’ perspectives in applying
ChatGPT for error corrections, one-on-one interviews were
set up to gather data. Throughout the process of the
interviews, the researcher not only relied on predetermined
questions but also flexibly asked follow-up questions to
elicit diverse opinions. Responses were simultaneously
recorded for further analysis.

+» Research procedures
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The researchers employed a mixed-methods approach
over a three-month period from August 2023 to October
2023, gathering both quantitative and qualitative data to
maximize the benefits of each methodology.

First, an analysis of students’ writings using ChatGPT
3.5 was conducted to scrutinize its strengths and
weaknesses. This method provided valuable insights into
the assessment of the analyzing effectiveness in terms of
language mechanics and writing organizations.

Subsequently, a questionnaire with 12 items was
distributed to 16 faculty members of the Faculty of English
Language at Lac Hong University. This step aimed to
garner diverse perspectives and expert opinions from
within the academic institution, enriching the research with
valuable insights and observations from the expertise. The
questionnaire, administered through Google Forms,
allowed for rapid synthesis of the data. To ensure reliability
and validity, the data were also entered into Excel for
accurate calculation of percentages, means, medians, and
standard deviations.

Additionally, 6 interviews were administered with
professionals regarding this topic. Those interviews were
recorded, ensuring no details are missed and facilitating the
recall process.

Finally, the process of gathering information for the
analysis and discussion period was carried out. This phase
facilitated the extraction of meaningful patterns,
identification of key factors, and formulation of insightful
conclusions, thus adding profoundness and significance to
the research findings.

2.2 Findings and Discussion

2.2.1 Discrepancies of ChatGPT in analyzing students’
writing mistakes:

During the analysis of students’ errors within specific
paragraphs on a given topic, ChatGPT 3.5 primarily
focuses on surface-level factors. These include grammar
and syntax, spelling and mechanics, paragraph structure,
clarity and conciseness, word choice and vocabulary, as
well as consistency and coherence. These fields are
categorized into language mechanics and writing structure
and style.

o,

« Language mechanics

Picture 1 exemplifies the findings of the current
research. It depicts an excerpt from a student’s narrative
paragraph that has been analyzed by ChatGPT. ChatGPT
demonstrates  proficiency in  swiftly identifying
grammatical and syntax errors like the lack of articles (a,
an, the) in some places, but it can clearly identify those
positions. Also, its limitations become evident when
confronted with the intricacies of comprehending complex
sentences within the broader context of a paragraph.
Despite its capability to detect mechanical mistakes, such
as subject-verb agreement or punctuation errors, ChatGPT
struggles to ensure consistency in tenses throughout a
narrative, especially the use of past tenses throughout the
whole paragraph, not just one sentence “I phoned her and

appointed a place” as it suggested. Finally, it overlooked
the inclusion of suitable linkers to seamlessly connect
ideas, and it lacked the adeptness to capture the emotional
subtleties vital for crafting a vibrant and captivating
narrative paragraph.

You
Analy2e the erroes in this pangraph et up M 6, | go 1o market 50 buy some byl thea go to 4
cofies shop, then | go the family hoosshore because & sye there, then | ask the recaptionist 1o

Wrag 2 ook ks gift for y close fiend, then | phons har and appoint & place 40r us tn mast

ChatGPT

Here's &n anadysis of the 4e10ry 7 The Pacagraph

1. Lack of artcies: Tha parageagh i misaing artickes (such &5 “Ihe” of "a") in severs praces, which
aftects grammatical correctness and clarity For example, Il should be 7 90 10 the market” iInstesd
of ¥ go to market"

2. Missing preposiion: in the phrase "then | go the family bookstors” the preposiion " is
missing bedorn “the famiy bookstore.” It shoudd ba “then | 9o 10 the family bookstore.™

3. Lack of paraied stroctune: The kst of actions in Bhe paragraph lacks parsliel structute. For
example. “go to market " "go 1o  coffee shop,” and "o the family bookstone™ should ot follow the
same patien, such as "go 1o the maned.” "go to the catiee shop,” and "go o the famely
bookstone”

4. Missing DOSSessive Rrorours: it 1he Dhease “wrap 2 DOOK as gif.* “giit® should be preceded by »
poststsve pronoun 1o ndicale ownership, i should Be "wrap » book as 4 giit”

8. Incorrect werh Sense: The phrase I phone her and 2ppoint a place” should use the past tense
for “appont” 1o mantan consistancy wen the rest of tha paragraph. it show'a be "1 phoned har

nd sppoined & place.” ¥

Picture 1. ChatGPT ’s analysis on the language mechanics of
students” writing

Compared to the digital tool, human language is rich in
subtleties and connotations that are often challenging for
artificial intelligence to fully comprehend and replicate.
Furthermore, the context of a paragraph, including its
intended audience, purpose, and cultural nuances, plays a
significant role in shaping the meaning and impact of the
text, a level of understanding that ChatGPT may not fully
achieve. As a result, even though ChatGPT can provide
valuable insights and assist in proofreading, the human
touch remains indispensable for crafting narratives that
resonate deeply with readers.

¢ Writing structure and style

Anadyze thes parageaph's organaation and style: Respect 5 a good personalty in the peopio. First,
the peopie have respect, they are u'lu.‘r;l'.‘mrq Eoeryore hree Respect for samebody that
mears when you have a meeting with boss at 00 am. You must 1o be late, 800 2.m it a mesling
time, & not your time you 90 %0 the comparny. Second, somaons hefp you, ind you s3y: thark you
vory mech® R is a respect, Respect tha older and the chig

O ChaGPT

This paragraph lacks clanty snd coterance n crganization and style. Let's beaak It down

1. Organization: The parsgraph ks clear structure snd transitions between ideas. & umps from
0N pOINE 10 AnOther without & chaer Now. Thare's a mix of ditlerent ideas about respect without 2
cohesve thread connecting them
2 Style
o Grammar and Syntac: There are several grammaticnl amors s amowand sentence
sructyres throughout the paragragh, making it difficuit to undeestand For example, Fiest
he pecple have respect, they are whually listering” lacks clarity doe to the abrupt transition
betmeen idass and the lack of 3 chear subjact for “thay”
o Word Choloe: Some words an used incomectly or nappropnatels sech as “Everyone low”
instead of "Everyone kves Tha delracts fom the overal clarity and coherence of the

paragraph

Lack of Consistency: The sty fluctuates, sometimes being nformal (Everyone love™ and st
other times attempting formalty (Re ¢ 1 for somebody that means_ ") This inconsistency

Mmakes the paragraph feel digjointed

Picture 2. ChatGPT ’s analysis on the organization and style
of students’ writing
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In terms of organizing paragraph structures, ChatGPT
3.5 can provide basic corrections and suggestions to
improve a student’s original writing, it may struggle to fully
grasp the intricacies of structuring a definition paragraph
and logically developing ideas. The tool often focuses on
surface-level improvements rather than mastering the
overall format of a definition paragraph. Ideally, a
definition paragraph should begin with a topic sentence that
introduces both the topic and the controlling idea.
Subsequent supporting sentences should expand upon this
idea by offering specific definitions, unique examples, and
additional details to elucidate the term or phrase being
defined. However, the model’s suggestions may not
consistently align with this ideal structure, which highlights
its limitations in understanding and executing complex
writing formats.

2.2.2 Writing lecturers’ perspectives on the application of
ChatGPT in error correction

Table 1. Lecturers’ view on ChatGPT'’s deficiencies in
language understanding and nuance recognition

Deficiencies Percentage of
lecturers’ view
(n=16)

a. Challenges in understanding

Contextual understanding 62.5%

Ambiguity resolution 43.75%

Complex sentences 56.25%

b. Recognizing language nuances

Idioms 37.5%

Inconsistency 50%

Emotional tone 93.75%

+» Challenges in understanding

The table indicates that a majority of lecturers recognize
the limitations of ChatGPT’s contextual understanding,
with 62.5% of respondents acknowledging this issue.
Additionally, 43.75% of lecturers highlight the challenge
posed by long and complex sentences, noting that the tool
struggles to accurately decipher structure or grammar when
faced with unclear meanings in student writing
assignments, as it cannot infer hidden meanings. Lastly,
56.25% of participants report difficulties encountered by
ChatGPT in identifying errors and word combinations
within sentences containing complex structures.

+« Difficulties in recognizing language nuances

From the findings of both the questionnaire and
interview responses, ChatGPT shows challenges in
recognizing language nuances. According to the results,
37.5% of respondents from the questionnaire and half of the

interviewees noted difficulty in understanding idioms.
Additionally, 50% of the participants showed that shifts in
languages or tenses were observed to impact the tool’s
understanding capabilities, accounting for 93.75%,
perceived ChatGPT’s deficiency in grasping human
emotional factors in students’ writing. Specifically, two
interviewees emphasized that this limitation posed a
significant challenge for the tool in identifying students’
sarcastic or humorous sentiments in narrative or opinion
paragraphs.

To sum up, these findings accentuate the critical role of
lecturers in thoroughly evaluating the analysis provided by
Al-driven tools like ChatGPT, particularly in terms of
grammatical  accuracy, contextual  understanding,
consistency in tense usage, and emotional nuances. While
these tools offer valuable assistance in identifying errors
and providing feedback, it is essential for educators to
recognize their limitations and exercise caution in relying
solely on their outputs. Instead, lecturers should adopt a
balanced approach that integrates both manual and digital
skills to enhance students’ writing proficiency effectively.
By combining their expertise with the capabilities of Al
tools, educators can provide more comprehensive and
personalized  feedback, thereby facilitating the
development of students’ writing skills in a more holistic
manner. This approach ensures that students receive
guidance that addresses not only surface-level errors but
also deeper aspects of language usage and expression,
ultimately fostering more meaningful learning experiences.

Correspondingly, the study by Al-Garaady and Mahyoob
[10] presents findings and discussions that align with the
assertions of this research. Their study, which aims to
assess the effectiveness of ChatGPT in identifying writing
errors among EFL learners, underscores the essential role
of educators in providing manual feedback.

+«+ Suggestions to optimize the blending of ChatGPT
and manual corrective feedbacks in writing instructions

Table 2. Lectures’ suggestions on the combination of
technological tool and traditional methods in writing corrective

feedbacks
Category Mean Median  Standard
(%) (%) Deviation
(%)
Develop a clear 85 85 4.77
feedback workflow
Focus Al on lower- 80 80 4.65
order concerns
Focus human feedback 90 90 2.68
on higher-order
concerns
Encourage peer support 55 55 5.00

All of the experts who answered the interview and
questionnaire questions provided critical responses on how

SIS JSIHU, Issue 21, March 2025
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to take full advantage of Al tools and human error
correction techniques.

First, developing a clear feedback workflow allows
instructors to check and double-check their corrective
tasks. Lecturers can use technological tools to analyze
students’ writing mistakes and then provide further
comments for students’ improvement. The high consensus,
with high mean and median values among educators,
highlights the importance of applying this technique. This
finding aligns with Zawacki-Richter et al. [11], who
established that a clear workflow enhances the consistency
and efficiency of feedback, leading to better learning
outcomes.

Second, from the synthesized figures, it can be seen that
experts agree Al tools should focus on addressing lower-
order concerns such as grammar and spelling, with a high
mean and median of 80%. The low standard deviation
indicates strong consensus. This approach leverages Al’s
strengths in providing quick and consistent feedback on
basic errors, as supported by Mahapatra [12], who claims
that “ChatGPT strengthens the role of a teacher as a
facilitator because many time-consuming tasks in large size
writing classrooms such as monitoring content,
organization, vocabulary use and grammatical accuracy can
be easily performed by ChatGPT.”

Also, the figures show overwhelming agreement (mean
of 90%) that human feedback is essential for addressing
higher-order concerns like sociolinguistics, emotional
factors, and coherence. The very low standard deviation
shows near-universal recognition of this significance.
Clearly, human instructors are better suited to provide
nuanced feedback on complex writing issues. According to
Cheng and Zhang [13], under the practices of native and
non-native English-speaking teachers in providing written
corrective feedback to EFL students, teachers’ feedback
plays a crucial role in improving students’ writing skills.
Their study emphasizes the importance of tail’red feedback
in the learning process, highlighting how spe’ific and
personalized feedback can significantly enhan’e the writing
abilities of EFL learners.

Last but not least, encouraging peer support has the
lowest mean (55%) and the highest standard deviation
(5.00%), which offers more variability in expert opinions.
While peer support is recognized as beneficial, it may not
be seen as essential as the other strategies. Vuogan and Li
[14] note that peer feedback can enhance engagement and
motivation, but its effectiveness can vary depending on the
implementation and context. To optimize its effect,
lecturers should provide clear guidance and specific criteria
tailored for certain writing genres so that students are able
to give persuasive comments and constructive feedback to
their partners.

The aforementioned results provide a solid foundation
for integrating Al tools and human intervention in writing
instruction. Based on the high consensus among educators,
it is possible to create a comprehensive and effective
writing instruction framework. This claim is supported by

numerous studies in this realm which can provide a
profound basis to enhansce students’ writing competence.

3. CONCLUSION

The present study examined the limitations of utilizing
ChatGPT for providing corrective feedback on learners’
writing with the act of analyzing paragraph submissions
from 20 students. In addition to this analysis, a triangular
methodology was employed to gather reflective insights
from 16 lecturers with experience in writing instruction at
Lac Hong University. The findings shed light on the
shortcomings of digital error correction tools like
ChatGPT. Based on the perspectives of the lecturers, the
researcher asserts the necessity of a collaborative approach
between human and digital correction to optimize the
efficacy of error correction, thus enabling students to fully
benefit from technological advancements while receiving
critical support from lecturers.

However, despite earnest efforts to adhere to
standardized research protocols, this study faced certain
constraints. Specifically, time limitations and a restricted
participant number hindered the generalizability of the
findings to larger populations. With more extensive time
investment to address these limitations, the research could
yield more refined outcomes.
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