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ABSTRACT

This article presents two action-research projects. In the first part, 81English as a
Foreign Language university students were tasked with comparing teacher feed-
back with feedback from ChatGPT. Grounded theory analysis revealed a general
preference for teacher feedback, but students acknowledged benefits of ChatGPT,
including convenience, judgment-free feedback, versatility, and its role as a learning
companion. Students also highlighted negatives such as problems with reliability,
lack of human interaction, absence of personalized feedback, poor speaking com-
ponent, and difficulties handling slang and cultural nuances. In the second project,
19 students trialed and rated four teacher-directed activities using ChatGPT, subse-
quently detailing independent use. Positive learning outcomes emerged for vocab-
ulary, while students had varied opinions on using ChatGPT to improve grammar
and paragraph organization skills. When students were prompted to describe an
independent learning task using ChatGPT, they mainly described activities resem-
bling teacher-directed class activities.

KeywoRrbs English-language learning, ChatGPT, feedback on writing,
Al-generated learning applications

1. Introduction

1.1 History of ChatGPT
In his classic 1950 article, “Computing machinery and intelligence”, A. M. Turing
questioned whether machines could think (Turing, 1950). To answer this ques-

1 The authors used ChatGPT as a tool to gather ideas from research studies prior to September,
2022. In order to verify ChatGPT citations, the authors analyzed the original sources. ChatGPT
was also used in this paper to provide corrections in grammar, spelling, and APA formatting.
ChatGPT also offered several semantic suggestions to make the authors’ sentences more concise
and comprehensible. Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Jennifer
Preschern (Jennifer.Preschern@jku.at).
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tion, he described a protocol called The Imitation Game, later coined The Turing
Test. A machine and a human would complete an identical task; subsequently, a
second human was asked to determine whether a man or a machine completed
the assignment (Turing, 1950). The concept was that a program could be con-
sidered intelligent if a human could not distinguish whether they were chatting
with another human or a machine (Benko & Sik Lanyi, 2009). Machines imitating
human cognition were further discussed at a conference at Dartmouth University
in 1956, where John McCarthy first coined the term “artificial intelligence” (Mc-
Carthy et al,, 1955).

Large Language Models (LLM) are a more recent artificial intelligence (Al) de-
velopment. LLMs have evolved as powerful tools for a range of tasks, including
natural language processing (NLP), machine translation, and question-answering
(Chowdhary & Chowdhary, 2020). A significant breakthrough for these LLMs
occurred in 2017 with the introduction of technology known as Transformer
Architecture in a seminal work by Vaswani et al. (2017). While there exist older
versions of chatbots, broadly defined as virtual agents capable of engaging with
users through natural language processing technology, none of them is as effec-
tive as OpenAl’s ChatGPT (Generative Pre-trained Transformer) and the various
follow-up models that use the Transformer Architecture (Min et al,, 2021).

ChatGPT is an LLM that autonomously learns from entered data and can cre-
ate sophisticated and seemingly intelligent writing (Van Dis et al,, 2023). Released
in November 2022 by OpenAl, a lab that studies artificial intelligence, ChatGPT
has received significant public attention amongst professionals, students, policy-
makers, and experts in the field of higher education (Lin et al.,, 2023). It became
one of the most used forms of Al technology with more than 100 million active
users in just two months after its release (Williams, 2023). ChatGPT’s capabilities
have since revolutionized traditional learning and writing methods (Imran & Al-
musharraf, 2023).

1.2 ChatGPT Use in English Language Learning Classrooms?

Ever since the appearance of LLMs, educators and researchers have advocated
for their potential as effective tools for language learning (Fryer et al,, 2020) while
acknowledging the potential of abuse of these new tools (Bleumink & Shikhule,
2023; Cotton et al., 2023; Huang, 2023). While a limited number of studies to date
have specifically examined the use of ChatGPT for English language learning, re-
searchers have explored the role of older chatbot models which are known to ef-
fectively engage students in assisting them in acquiring English (Jeon et al., 2023).

2 Since this project was planned and implemented very shortly after ChatGPT appeared, the litera-
ture that influences its conception to a large extent focuses on older chatbot models.
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According to studies analyzing the effectiveness of the older Chatbot models
for language learning, students generally enjoy interacting with chatbots and find
this motivating for improving their English skills (Kohnke, 2023; Hsu et al,, 2023).
Research has also demonstrated that integrating chatbots accelerates overall Eng-
lish language competence (Fryer et al,, 2019; Xu et al.,, 2021) as well as effectively
improving students’ English conversational skills (Kim et al,, 2019; Huang et al,,
2022). In addition to oral skills, chatbots are helpful in improving students’ gram-
mar and punctuation (Kim et al,, 2019; Vazquez-Cano et al., 2019).

While research has generally documented the positives of integrating older
Al technology into language learning classrooms, certain challenges have also
been documented. Because concepts such as empathy are foreign to machines,
chatbots are less effective in maintaining goal-oriented conversations (Coniam,
2014). Compared to human interaction, chatbots are also less capable of sustain-
ing learner interest through their automated answer (Fryer et al,, 2019), and con-
versations with users can be less appropriate or useful than human interaction
(Hill et al.,, 2015).

With the release of ChatGPT on November 30, 2022, OpenAl provided a tool
that seems to be much better equipped than older models to improve foreign
language learning but also contains an increased potential for misuse of this new
technology. Since then, educational researchers have explored how this new Chat-
bot technology can be used in education, particularly in the higher education set-
ting. Several studies have demonstrated that ChatGPT has various capacities con-
ducive to (language) learning, including creating quizzes and providing feedback,
facilitating student interaction through a chat platform, and enhancing knowl-
edge dissemination (Deng & Yu, 2023; Fuchs, 2023). ChatGPT can also facilitate col-
laboration between students (Geher, 2023), and improve student efficiency (Yan,
2023), as students can use it for idea generation, language translation, and error
correction (Firat, 2023; Imran & Almusharraf, 2023; Vargas-Murillo et al.,, 2023).

While there are many potential benefits to ChatGPT for learning, academics
have also struggled with how to regulate and police academic dishonesty and
cheating that can be a result of using the technology with duplicity (Bleumink
& Shikhule, 2023; Cotton et al., 2023; Huang, 2023). Since ChatGPT is adept at
answering questions, composing essays, and can even write creatively, it could be
used to complete a task for a student provided it is given an adequate prompt
(Dergaa et al., 2023; Farazouli et al, 2023; Rudolph et al., 2023; Taecharungroj,
2023). This potential of misuse has led several institutions of higher education to
abandon mandatory bachelor theses, for example, the Faculty of Business Ad-
ministration of Prague University of Economics and Business (Kardanova, 2023),
or the Studienbereich Management and Entrepreneurship, FH Wien der WKW
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(Redaktion Science ORF, 2024). It has also, on a lower level, changed many of the
requirements of language courses at Johannes Kepler University; re-introducing,
regrettably, an emphasis on hand-written tests rather than portfolio work. An-
other, much broader, concern is that students will rely too much on technology
and fail to develop the critical thinking skills so direly needed for the 21* century
(Chukwuere, 2024).

2. The Two Research Projects

2.1 Purpose and Research Focus of Present Studies
While various studies have analyzed the potential positives and negatives of chat-
bot technology in the English language classroom, only a limited number have
sought input from students as to their attitude and use of the tool. However,
gaining insights into how students interact with Al technology in language learn-
ing is crucial for integrating these tools into language education programs in or-
der to improve language learning outcomes (Hargreaves, 2023; Sun & Hoelscher,
2023). The attempt to find out what students think about Al technology and
how they use it lies at the heart of the two projects this article describes: that of
asking students to compare teacher feedback and guidance with feedback from
ChatGPT on written assignments, and that of investigating how they (can) work
independently with the new tool for the purpose of language learning.

In project one of this study, researchers asked students to share their experi-
ences with ChatGPT'’s feedback compared to teacher feedback on written assign-
ments, hoping to find answers to the following research questions:

From a student’s point of view, ...

1RQx1 ...isteacher feedback superior or inferior to feedback provided by ChatGPT?

1RQ2 ... what are the advantages using ChatGPT for language learning and its
benefits over teacher feedback?

1RQ3 ... what are the limitations of using ChatGPT for language learning, particu-
larly as compared to feedback provided by a teacher?

In the second project, researchers sought student input on the usefulness of a num-
ber of language learning tasks that used ChatGPT, in a process that started off with
the teacher suggesting some activities and then asking students to use ChatGPT
independently for self-directed learning. The goal here was to explore the potential
of applying ChatGPT in the classroom (teacher-directed activities) and to find out
to which extent students could use the tool autonomously for language learning
purposes, looking for answers to the following two research questions:
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2RQ1: From a student’s perspective, are teacher-directed activities that use
ChatGPT in the classroom helpful for language learning?
2RQ2: Can students use ChatGPT independently to foster their language learning?

Participants for both research projects provided informed consent to participate
in the online surveys, and their involvement was voluntary and anonymous. This
report will describe each study independently.

2.2 Project One: ChatGPT Feedback vs. Teacher Feedback: Methods

Participants

The survey that investigated ChatGPT feedback vs. teacher feedback research was
completed in June and July 2023 at Johannes Kepler University (JKU) in Linz, Aus-
tria. A convenience sampling approach (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) was taken to
identify participants for this survey. The survey targeted students enrolled in B2
level English as a Foreign Language courses, with a total of 81 students complet-
ing the questionnaire. The participant demographics encompassed a variety of
academic disciplines, including social economics, business, technical and natural
sciences, and law. Students’ English levels were relatively advanced, ranging from
B2 to C1 using the Common European Framework for References for Languages.
55.7 % of the sample identified as male, 43 % as female, and 1.3 % as diverse. 13.9 %
of students were 18—19 years old, 48.2% were 20—21, 21.5 % were 22—23 6.3 % were
24-25 and 10.1% were older than 26.

Design of Research Instrument

The survey was developed using Google Forms in consultation with all Eng-
lish-language teachers at JKU (see Appendix1). The survey instrument included
sections for demographic information (e.g., age, gender, and academic discipline;
questions1-4) and Likert Scale rating questions. These questions assessed partici-
pants’ perceptions of ChatGPT, specifically its effectiveness in improving grammar
(questions), its impact on motivation to enhance English skills outside of class
(question 6), frequency of usage during the term (question7), and the intention
to continue using ChatGPT after the course concludes (question 8). Additionally, a
single closed-ended question invited students to compare ChatGPT feedback with
feedback provided by teachers (1RQ1). The survey also featured four open-ended
questions (questions10—13), prompting students to elaborate on the usefulness
of ChatGPT for language learning (1RQ2), as compared to teacher feedback, and
on the and drawbacks of feedback provided by ChatGPT as compared to teacher
feedback (1RQ3). One final question checked whether students had actually com-
pared ChatGPT feedback with that provided by the teacher (question 14).
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Analysis Procedures

Potential participants were invited to complete the survey during their English
courses. For the closed-ended survey questions, descriptive statistics, including
percentages, were used to analyze the Likert-scale responses.

The open-ended questions were analyzed with grounded theory, following the
method proposed by Corbin and Strauss (2008). This approach facilitated the
exploration of emerging patterns and the identification of themes and categories
within student responses. The data coding process involved copying and pasting
the responses into ChatGPT, which was then asked to use grounded theory and
identify themes®. Subsequently, researchers independently analyzed individual re-
sponses to assess agreement with the Al-generated thematic analysis.

The questions “What aspects of ChatGPT do you find useful for language
learning?” and “Describe the benefits of ChatGPT feedback compared to teach-
er feedback” were jointly analyzed, as they yielded similar responses which were
consolidated in the analysis section. Similarly, the questions “In your opinion,
what are the limitations of ChatGPT for language learning?” and “Describe the
drawbacks of ChatGPT feedback compared to teacher feedback” were consoli-
dated for analysis.

RESULTS OF PROJECT 1

Frequency of ChatGPT Usage

Researchers asked participants how often they used ChatGPT to improve their
English language skills during the 2023 spring term. A majority of participants
(53.8%) responded that they only used the technology once during the term.
30.8 % used the technology two to four times, and a smaller percent (15.4 %) fre-
quently used the technology, citing five or more times.

Grammar Improvement and Motivation
In question 5, students were prompted to evaluate the influence of ChatGPT feed-
back on their knowledge of grammar. The outcomes predominantly conveyed
a positive sentiment, with 65.5% of students affirming that ChatGPT feedback
helped or significantly helped enhance their English grammar proficiency. Con-
versely, 29.1% expressed a neutral stance regarding the impact of ChatGPT on
their grammar skills, while a comparatively smaller percentage, 21.5%, indicated
that Al interaction was not (a little bit or very) helpful in improving their grammar.
Questions 6 asked students if they found ChatGPT motivating to improve
English, particularly outside class time. Student responses exhibited a diverse
range of sentiments regarding whether ChatGPT interactions contributed addi-

3 The prompt was: Using grounded theory, identify the themes in these student comments.
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tional motivation to their learning endeavors. 32 % responded ChatGPT did not
motivate them to spend more time on English, 33.3% were neutral, and 28.2%
were more motivated due to ChatGPT. 6.5 % did not respond.

Comparison with Teacher Feedback

Respondents were then asked to compare the efficacy of ChatGPT feedback with
that of teacher feedback. The results are visually presented in Figure 1. The major-
ity of students found that ChatGPT feedback is not as good as teacher feedback
in helping them learn English.

FIG. 1 ChatGPT Feedback Compared to Teacher Feedback (n=79)

Much worse than a teacher || | }lll

About the same as a teacher

Slightly worse than a teacher | | | | N QI

Slightly better than a teacher

Much better than a teacher

Usefulness of ChatGPT for Language Learning as Compared to Teacher Feedback
The responses from participants regarding their use of ChatGPT reflect diverse
perspectives on its utility for language improvement. Four themes emerged in
this analysis.

Convenience and Immediacy of Feedback. Participants appreciate the prompt
and direct feedback provided by ChatGPT. They value ChatGPT’s availability af-
ter class, emphasizing the convenience of seeking assistance without time con-
straints. Comments such as “Easy access to feedback”, “Ask questions without
annoying a person” and “It functions really fast” highlight this theme.

Judgment-Free Feedback. Another major theme underscores the beneficial
objectivity and neutrality of ChatGPT compared to teacher feedback. Many par-
ticipants feel that Al feedback remains neutral, providing unbiased feedback free
from opinion or grading tendencies. Comments like “It's more neutral”, “It’s ob-
jective”, “It does not have an opinion” exemplify this theme. Students also feel
more comfortable taking risks with language using ChatGPT activities due to this
objectivity.
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Versatility of ChatGPT for Learning. Another major theme emphasizes the
wide range of possible uses of ChatGPT. Students describe how the technology
can be used for vocabulary, writing, grammar, and overall knowledge. As one stu-
dent wrote, “It gives me more ideas to write and phrase my text”. Students also
mention the multifaceted capabilities of the technology and cite many ways it
could be used to help them learn, for example that the technology can be asked
to suggest “higher level vocabulary which | wouldn’t normally consider or the
teacher might not have time [...] to suggest me”. Participants thus acknowledge
the ability of ChatGPT to address various language-related needs.

ChatGPT as a Learning Companion. In addition to its versatile uses, students
report utilizing the technology in various ways to improve their skills. They note
that ChatGPT has a significant impact on vocabulary and writing. For example,
participants mention that “Chatbot offers different levels of language; therefore,
my vocabulary gets wider”, “It helps me make paragraphs”, “When | have no ideas,
the chatbot proposes some”, and “The ability to rework my texts using better
vocabulary. It suggests words that | might not have known. Also, | can check my
texts for grammar and logical errors”. Thus, students find the tool supports their
learning. For example, participants state, “ChatGPT knows about everything; it’s
far better to use ChatGPT than Google Translate”, and “It is beneficial for language
learning because it allows interactive practice, provides grammar and vocabulary
help, offers good word choice, and allows active written communication”.

Drawbacks of ChatGPT Feedback Compared to Teacher Guidance

Questions 11 and 13 revealed varied perspectives on the limitations and negative
aspects of ChatGPT for language learning and as compared to teacher feedback.
Again, grounded theory analysis was used, and five themes emerged that consol-
idated student experiences.

Reliability. A significant theme that surfaced was the lack of trust in ChatGPT
feedback. Students expressed reservations about the accuracy of corrections and
voiced doubts about the tool’s reliability, citing the necessity to cross-reference
to other online sources or seek validation from a teacher. They also point out
the danger of potential misunderstandings. Responses such as “l am not sure if it
corrects everything right” and “You can’t rely on it 100 %; sometimes the feedback
isn’t right” underscore this theme.

Lack of Human Interaction. Another recurring sentiment was the preference
for human interaction in language learning. Participants frequently emphasized
the irreplaceable role of a human teacher, highlighting the importance of social
connectedness, personalized insights, and the ability of a teacher to adapt to in-
dividual needs. Comments such as “I prefer sitting in class with other people and
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learning a language”, “You can'’t interact with ChatGPT, you will lose interest in
learning a language if you just sit in front of a computer” show these concerns.

Lack of Personalized Feedback. A third theme that emerged focuses on the
absence of personalized feedback. While ChatGPT can provide in-depth and de-
tailed information, participants noted that the feedback lacks the specificity that
teachers provide. For example, participants responded, “At my text, it only cor-
rects a lot of commas, but without any context; It only provides different versions
and corrects mistakes, but it does not really give you personal feedback”. Students
described how teachers not only offered individualized feedback but also provid-
ed guidance and description without the need to seek further assistance.

Poor Speaking Component.* Many students emphasized the need for interac-
tive speaking practice. Participants highlighted the inability of ChatGPT to facili-
tate pronunciation improvement and interactive spoken exercises, asserting that
these aspects are crucial for language development.

Inadequacy in Handling Slang and Cultural Nuances. Many participants not-
ed challenges faced by ChatGPT in understanding slang and specific terms relat-
ed to youth culture. The chatbot’s limitations in capturing cultural nuances and
contextual language use were emphasized. Students noted limitations such as, “I
have made the experience that when it comes to ‘slang’ or specific words from
youth culture, the chatbot can’t help you”, “Some words which are used in ‘slang’
are difficult for ChatGPT to recognize their meaning”. Students also commented
on the occasionally artificial language the Al produced: “It sometimes does not
write naturally like a human would”.

Discussion of Project One

This action-research project aimed to investigate how students experienced
ChatGPT feedback as compared to teacher guidance. The results suggest that
while students appreciate some of the benefits of the technology, such as its im-
mediacy and objectivity, over 50 % of the participants still perceived the input of
the machine as inferior to teacher instruction. Some of the benefits of ChatGPT
include availability and 24/7 access. Students also appreciate that the Al feedback
is not graded and comes without bias. Finally, they allow that the technology is
versatile in its uses and can serve as a good learning companion.

4 In the fall of 2023, ChatGPT added an interactive speaking component to its app. At the time of
this research survey, this feature was not available. Therefore, these results reflect critiques of an
older ChatGPT model. Just as with other answers that ChatGPT provides, it is not fully reliable
here as well. For example, in a self-test of the researchers, it was not able to spot a wrong stress
placed on “development” (stress on development, a frequent problem for Austrian learners),
essentially providing no guidance towards the correct stress pattern.
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While students acknowledged these benefits, they also described several
drawbacks. The biggest limitation identified is the lack of reliability of the tech-
nology, considering that ChatGPT often makes mistakes or even invents facts.
Students expressed a preference for human interaction during the learning pro-
cess and noted a deficiency of ChatGPT in providing personalized feedback, as
compared to that of a teacher. Additionally, at the time the research was conduct-
ed, ChatGPT had a poor speaking component, which students saw as a drawback,
further commenting on its limitations in handling slang and cultural nuance.

2.3 Project Two: Learning Activities Using ChatGPT

Participants

The second research project was completed in December 2023 with 19 B1 Level
sociology students, of which 20 % identified as male, 78 % as female, and 2% as
diverse. Further, 22.2 % of students were 18—19 years old, 38.9 % were 20-21,16.7 %
were 22-23 years old, and 22.2 % were older than 26.

Design of Research Instrument

The learning activities survey was developed by the researchers, and it included
demographic information. Students were then provided with four teacher-direct-
ed activities using ChatGPT: two vocabulary activities, one paragraph organization
task, and one grammar correction activity (see Appendix2). Students were direct-
ed to cut and paste the teacher prompt into ChatGPT and complete a follow-up
learning task. Afterward, students were asked to rate the effectiveness of each ac-
tivity with two questions, the first focusing on how useful they found this par-
ticular activity, and the second asking whether they could imagine using this type
of activity independently for their own learning. After completing each activity,
students were directed to rate the learning effectiveness. There was also a question
that asked students to describe their own learning activity using ChatGPT.

Analysis Procedures

Descriptive statistics including percentages were used to analyze results. For the
open-ended question, grounded theory analysis was utilized to describe themes
of how students use ChatGPT on their own.

RESULTS OF PROJECT TWO: Teacher-directed Activities Using ChatGPT (2RQ1)
Students were asked to rate the usefulness of the four teacher-directed ChatGPT
activities for their language learning. The results are provided in Table1. A fol-
low-up question asked whether they would use the type of activity again for their
independent learning. The results are provided in Table 2.
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TAB.1 Usefulness of ChatGPT Activities (n=19)

not at all not very .. a little bit very

useful useful noopinion useful useful
Vocabulary Activity 1 0% 530% 0% 31.60 % 63.20 %
Vocabulary Activity 2 5.30% 15.80% 5.30% 42.10% 31.60%
Paragraph Organization 10.60 % 15.80 % 0% 42.10% 31.60 %
Grammar 5.30% 2110 % 5.30% 2110 % 47.40%

TAB.2 Possible Use in Future (n=19)

definitely  probably probably definitely
will not will not unsure will use will use
use again  use again again again
Vocabulary Activity 1 0% 0% 53% 84.2% 10.5%
Vocabulary Activity 2 10.5% 21.1% 211% 26.3% 211%
Paragraph Organization 10.5% 10.5% 15.8 % 421% 21.1%
Grammar 53% 15.8% 10.5% 52.6% 15.8%

Discussion of Project Two: Teacher-directed Activities Using ChatGPT

It is interesting to see that students rated those activities as “very useful” that to
a certain extent shift the cognitive burden of finding/learning new words or iden-
tifying grammar mistakes to the machine. The ‘winner’ is Vocabulary Activity1,
with 94,7 % of students agreeing on its overall usefulness. Conversely, only 31.6 %
each rated the more higher-level tasks of analyzing a paragraph, and the possibly
more linguistically challenging Vocabulary Activity 2 as very useful. Also, the Par-
agraph Organization and, somewhat surprisingly, the Grammar Activity lead the
aggregated “not useful” category with 26.4 % each.

We can also see a certain reluctance to transfer those teacher-directed activ-
ities considered “useful” into students’ independent learning. While Vocabulary
Activity1is still most popular, only 10.5 % of students will “definitely” use it again,
with 84.2 % ready to “probably” use it. Interestingly, the two more complex tasks,
Vocabulary Activity 2 and Paragraph Organization, found more takers, with 21.1%
of students each thinking that they would “definitely” use these kinds of activities
again, and 63.2 % opting for the “probably” possibility. This misalignment between
perceived usefulness of an activity and students’ willingness to transfer it into
their own learning repertoire would merit further investigation.
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RESULTS OF PROJECT TWO: Independent Use of ChatGPT for Language Learning
(2RQ2)

Students were then asked to describe a learning activity that they created on
their own using ChatGPT. The analysis of the 14 answers, of which two were not
related to language learning, reveals two general ways that students were using
the Al to assist their independent learning. Both ways are similar to the tasks pro-
vided in-class by the teacher, as detailed below.

Vocabulary Improvement. Most students (7) reported using ChatGPT on their
own to improve their vocabulary. They reported uses such as finding synonyms or
rewriting texts using higher-level vocabulary. Some students used ChatGPT like
a dictionary to define unknown words or created fill-in-the-gap exercises. All but
one (see below) of the tasks they created were similar to the two teacher-directed
activities completed in class.

Grammar Correction. A second theme shows the use ChatGPT for grammar
correction (2). Again, students largely used the technology in similar ways as in
class when working on the teacher-directed activities. For example, students re-
ported giving ChatGPT sentences or paragraphs and asking it to correct mistakes.

Student-Created Tasks that Differ from Teacher Suggestions. While most stu-
dents reported independently using ChatGPT in ways similar to teacher-directed
tasks, three students reported unique ways. For example, one student reported
using ChatGPT for reading comprehension. The student input a text and asked
ChatGPT to generate multiple-choice questions about the text. Another student
reported using the technology to create a mind-map of a topic to help obtain key
words about the topic. The third student asked for suggestions on how to improve
their speaking skills and reported that ChatGPT came up with suggestions such as
creating “a language Exchange [sic]” or using “language learning Apps [sic]”.

Effectiveness of Student-Created Tasks for Language Learning. After describ-
ing their independently created tasks, students were asked to rate the learning
effectiveness of using ChatGPT on their own. 57.9% reported that it was very
effective, 31.6 % reported effective, and only 10.5 % were undecided on the effec-
tiveness.

Project Two: Discussion of Independent Learning Activities Created by Students
For Project Two, Part Two, students were tasked with independently creating
learning activities that used ChatGPT, after conducting trials of various teach-
er-directed ChatGPT tasks. Subsequently, they were asked to outline their inde-
pendent utilization of ChatGPT to enhance their learning and share their insights.
Results indicate that students find ChatGPT technology beneficial for vocabu-
lary learning. The technology proves useful in identifying synonyms for words,
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rephrasing texts with more sophisticated vocabulary, and generating fill-in-the-
blank activities for vocabulary practice. However, students expressed mixed sen-
timents regarding the use of ChatGPT for grammar improvement and metacog-
nitive learning activities such as ones enhancing paragraph organization skills.

When asked to describe their independent use of ChatGPT for learning pur-
poses, the majority of students detailed variations of teacher-directed tasks, sug-
gesting that students derive benefits from teacher guidance even when using
the technology independently. Vocabulary activities were frequently mentioned.
While ChatGPT was not used to facilitate learning new grammar rules in this case
study, students did describe using it to rectify grammatical mistakes.

3. Conclusion

These two action research projects aimed to reveal students’ perceptions on the
use of ChatGPT, firstly of ChatGPT feedback compared to teacher instruction and
secondly on implementing activities that use ChatGPT both in the classroom and
independently. General findings indicate that students find ChatGPT supportive
of their learning, but they still prefer and require teacher direction to optimize the
efficient use of the technology. Student answers also revealed a certain reluctance
to use ChatGPT independently, which might be a result of a general reluctance
for independent work rather than one for using the technology.

Limitations of this research project include the relative fuzziness of the concept
of feedback, particularly among students. While JKU course teachers tend to mark
passages in student writing that could be improved and provide suggestions on
what could be improved, ChatGPT tends to just re-write passages without indicat-
ing why and what was wrong. Only rather elaborate further prompting will pro-
vide an answer that might classify the type of mistake and thus help students, for
example, to revise a particular grammar phenomenon themselves. Another limi-
tation is that the rather folkloristic use of the term “grammar” will trigger different
concepts within individual students. However, for a first exploration into student
thinking on the use of ChatGPT for language learning purposes, it was deemed
necessary to use these mundane, everyday terms in order to avoid an unnecessari-
ly complicated questionnaire that might frighten off potential participants.

Particularly in the second project the low number of participants represents
a further limitation. The 19 students in this study constituted a relatively homog-
enous group with a lower B1 English level. Findings suggest that students pre-
fer using ChatGPT for vocabulary learning, yet they are not particularly adept at
creating their own learning experiences using ChatGPT technology. Replicating
this study with a larger and more heterogeneous group could yield insights into
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whether students with higher English proficiency levels can utilize ChatGPT tech-
nology more autonomously.

Both projects indicate that students use and benefit from vocabulary activities
with ChatGPT. A prospective experimental research study could further investigate
whether students can independently acquire vocabulary with ChatGPT with an
achieved proficiency comparable to teacher-directed, in-class vocabulary activities.
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Appendix1

ChatGPT Feedback vs. Teacher Feedback Research Survey

This research is being conducted by the Fachsprachen Department at Johannes Ke-
pler University to better understand student experiences with ChatbotGPT for lan-
guage learning. Answers to these questions will be kept anonymous. The results may
be published in research journals and shared at conferences.

For questions 1—9, and 14, please mark only one answer each.

(1) Do we have your permission to use your answers for publication and confer-
ence presentation?

T e | N ]

(2) How old are you?

’ 18—19 years old ‘ 20-21 years old ‘ 22-23 years old ‘ 24-25 years old 26+ years old

(3) What is your gender?

’ Male ‘ Female ‘ Divers ‘

(4) What program do you study at JKU?
’ SOWI ‘ TNF ‘ Re ‘ Med Other

Questions 5 and 6 ask you to rate how much you agree or disagree with the sentences.

(5) ChatbotGPT feedback is helpful to improve my grammar.

’ Strongly agree ‘ Agree ‘ Neutral ‘ Disagree ‘ Strongly disagree ‘

(6) ChatbotGPT motivates me to spend time outside of class improving my English.

’ Strongly agree ‘ Agree ‘ Neutral ‘ Disagree ‘ Strongly disagree ‘
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Choose the best answer for questions 7-9.

(7) How often did you use ChatbotGPT to help improve your English skills this term?

’ one time ‘ 2-3 times ‘ 4-5 times ‘ 5—6 times ‘ 7+ times ‘

(8) Will you continue using ChatbotGPT to improve your English skills after this
course is done?

’ Definitely yes ‘ Probably yes ‘ Unsure ‘ Probably no ‘ Definitely no ‘

(9) Chatbot GPT feedback helps me learn English ...

’ much better ‘ better ‘ about the same ‘ less ‘ much less ‘

... than feedback from a teacher.

For questions 10—13, please provide your opinion. Use a few sentences for each question.
(Approximately 25 words each)

(10) What do you find useful about ChatbotGPT for language learning?

(11) In your opinion, what are the limitations of ChatbotGPT for language learning?

(12) Describe the benefits of ChatbotGPT feedback compared to teacher feedback.

(13) Describe the negatives of ChatbotGPT feedback compared to teacher feedback.

(14) Did you compare teacher feedback and chatbot feedback as described by
your teacher?

T v | e

Thank you for completing this survey!
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Appendix2

ChatGPT Activities Rating

The language department is analyzing the effectiveness of various ChatGPT activi-
ties. Your answers to these questions are anonymous. The results may be shared in a
research paper. Except for question 11, please mark only one answer each.

(1) What is your gender?

’ Male ‘ Female ‘ Divers ‘

(2) How old are you?

’ 18—19 years old ‘ 20-21 years old ‘ 22-23 years old ‘ 24-25 years old 26+ years old

Vocabulary Activity 1 Description:

You did this for homework: Students write their own essay. Cut and paste into
ChatGPT. Ask ChatGPT to rewrite this text using more C1 level words. Choose 3
of the words. Write sentence with each these new words.

(3) Vocabulary ACtiVity 1: Rate how useful this activity was in terms of improvin
P g
your Engllsh vocabulary knowledge.

’ Not at all useful. | Not very useful No opinion. A little bit useful. Very useful.

(4) Vocabulary Activity 1: How likely are you to use this activity again on your own
time to improve your skills?

Definitely will Probably will Unsure Probably will Definitely will
not use again. not use again. ' use again. use again.

Vocabulary Activity 2 Description:

Using C1 Cambridge level English or higher, create fill-in the blank sentences to
practice the following words using the context of gender rights. The target words
should be used as the answers. Sanctions, values, social construct, glass ceiling,
segregate, segregation, legislate, legislation, dominate, domination, salary, harass,
harassment, assume, assumption. Read the text and answer the fill-in blanks.
Then, check your work by asking ChatGPT to give you the answers.

(5) Vocabulary Activity 2: Rate how useful this activity was in terms of improving
your English vocabulary knowledge.

’ Not at all useful. | Not very useful No opinion. A little bit useful. Very useful.
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(6) Vocabulary Activity 2: How likely are you to use this activity again on your
own time to improve your skills?

Definitely will Probably will Unsure Probably will Definitely will
not use again. not use again. ’ use again. use again.

Organization Activity Description:

You did this for homework. Cut and paste a news article into ChatGPT. Write:
Using this article as a reference, write a 3-paragraph essay why ChatGPT should/
should not be allowed to complete writing homework. Include an introduction
paragraph with an overview of what it should/should not be allowed.

Then, include 2 more paragraphs describing reasons.

Then, analyze ChatGPT work. In 2 sentences, identify the theme of each para-
graph. Highlight transition words.

(7) Organization Activity: Rate how useful this activity was in terms of improving
your knowledge of text organization.

’ Not at all useful. | Not very useful No opinion. A little bit useful. Very useful.

(8) Organization Activity: How likely are you to use this activity again on your
own time to improve your skills?

Definitely will Probably will Unsure Probably will Definitely will
not use again. not use again. ’ use again. use again.

Grammar Activity Description:

Cut and paste your text from homework 2 with statistic description. Write:
Correct the grammar in each sentence of this text. Put the original sentence and
the corrected version underneath it. Provide a rationale what is wrong, in anything.
Chatbot will give you the problem:s.

Then, write: Tell me which mistake is the biggest problem. Chatbot will tell you.
Then write: Create a practice paragraph at a B2 level using the same topic as my
original text where | can identify problems with xxxxx (write your biggest prob-
lem). Include some errors.

See if you can identify the errors.

Then, write “Tell me the errors in this text”.

(9) Grammar Activity: Rate how useful this activity was in terms of improving
your English grammar knowledge.

’ Not at all useful. | Not very useful No opinion. A little bit useful. Very useful.
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(10) Grammar Activity: How likely are you to use this activity again on your own
time to improve your skills? Markieren Sie nur ein Oval.

Definitely will Probably will Unsure Probably will Definitely will
not use again. not use again. ' use again. use again.

Your Own Choice Activity Description:

(11) Using ChatGPT, create an activity to improve your English language learning.
Describe the ChatGPT activity you created on your own here.
If you have no ideas, write “l do not know”.

(12) Your Own Choice activity: Rate how useful this activity was in terms of im-
proving your English vocabulary knowledge.

’ Not at all useful. | Not very useful No opinion. A little bit useful. Very useful.

(13) Your Own Choice activity: How likely are you to use this activity again on
your own time to improve your skills?

Definitely will Probably will Unsure Probably will Definitely will
not use again. not use again. ' use again. use again.
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