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ABSTRACT

This study statistically compared the differences between Chat Generative Pre-Trained 
Transformer (ChatGPT) and teacher instruction, comparing the use of ChatGPT with teachers’ roles 
in developing English as a Foreign Language writing. A mixed-method approach was employed. The 
quantitative component examined learners’ writing performance, before and after revisions given by 
ChatGPT, as well as before and after receiving teacher instruction. Additionally, the study explores the 
differences between the results in the two groups. The qualitative analysis explored outcomes of using 
ChatGPT and identified teachers’ roles through observational data. A total of 50 English-language 
learners from a public university were involved as a sample. The results, based on Test of English as 
a Foreign Language Internet-Based Test (TOEFL-iBT) criteria, revealed that teacher instruction led 
to higher scores and greater improvement than the use of ChatGPT revisions. Key implications of this 
study highlight teachers’ roles in areas ChatGPT cannot replicate: (a) understanding writing criteria, 
(b) developing individual critical thinking, and (c) offering ethical guidance. Integrating ChatGPT 
into writing curricula and AI professional development are recommended.
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CHATGPT VS TEACHER’S ROLES IN DEVELOPING EFL WRITING

In terms of English proficiency, many countries that do not have English as their dominant 
language are ranked low to very low in English language proficiency in the English as a second and 
foreign language membership, according to the English Proficiency Index (Education First, 2023). 
In other words, such countries will fall behind on the world economic stage if English teachers and 
learners cannot improve their use of English as a tool for advancement through education.

Fortunately, incorporating AI into English as a Second Language (EFL) curricula opens an 
opportunity for learners to improve their English proficiency. Currently, EFL educators are grappling 
with how to integrate AI into the development of English language skills, whilst maintaining academic 
integrity and addressing concerns such as critical thinking and personalized instruction.

The rapid transition to learning with AI means that teachers are challenged with new teaching 
and learning methods, and assessment protocol. An online platform powered by a large AI language 
model like Chat Generative Pre-Trained Transformer (ChatGPT) plays a vital role in EFL writing 
development, providing valuable opportunities for EFL learners to enhance their English proficiency 
(Masoudi, 2024; Meniado et al., 2024).
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However, due to concerns regarding the use and misuse of ChatGPT, education institutions in 
many countries have banned the use of the chatbot (Reuters, 2023). For example, Alharbi (2024) 
addressed the gap between students and teachers perceiving different awareness and ethical concerns in 
using AI. Additionally, Tlili et al. (2023) reported issues related to cheating, honesty and truthfulness, 
misleading privacy, and manipulation with respect to the use of ChatGPT. Teachers and administrators 
see ChatGPT as opening a Pandora’s box, posing threats to learners’ development of critical thinking 
and writing abilities (Hong, 2023).

The potential for the use and misuse of AI encourages language educators to develop greater 
awareness, through questioning the use of AI in teaching languages. Are teachers still necessary, 
especially in the digital age? What specific roles should educators play in fostering learners’ English 
writing skills, alongside technological advancements? Language teachers need to accept that they 
cannot fully control the use of AI in learners’ English writing. The challenge, then, is how teachers 
can use AI as a good facilitator in assessing learners’ writing skills, while also balancing ethical 
considerations, cultivating learners’ critical thinking skills, and facilitating authentic writing—all of 
which are best taught by teachers.

To facilitate the development of writing competency among EFL learners, it is important to first 
clarify the potential roles of teachers, in comparison with ChatGPT. The following study provides 
a direct comparison between ChatGPT and teachers to determine which is the more effective in 
improving EFL writing skills.

Research Objectives
The aim of this study was to statistically compare the differences between ChatGPT and teacher 

instruction, and to compare the outcomes of using ChatGPT with teachers’ roles in developing EFL 
writing skills.

Research Questions
In this study, the author sought to answer three research questions. First: Are there any significant 

differences in the overall English writing performance of learners before and after using ChatGPT, 
as well as before and after receiving teacher instruction? Second: Is there a statistically significant 
difference in overall English writing performance between learners who used ChatGPT for revision and 
those who made revisions under direct teacher instruction? Third: What are the outcomes documented 
in observational records that compare the roles of ChatGPT with that of teachers?

LITERATURE REVIEW

English Language Writing
Flower and Hayes (1980), through their protocol analysis, identified three components of 

the writing process: (a) the writer’s long-term memory, (b) the writing processor, and (c) the task 
environment. The writer’s long-term memory consists of knowledge of the topic, audiences, and 
writing plans. The writing processor has three components: planning, translating, and reviewing. The 
last operational process, the task environment, comprises two components: the rhetorical problems, 
and the text produced. In this study, we examined the role of the writing processor, investigating 
whether ChatGPT or a teacher serves as a more effective facilitator in developing English writing 
skills in EFL contexts.

The first key component, the writer’s long-term memory, is crucial in helping EFL learners 
develop writing skills. Knowledge of an essay topic falls into this category. According to the Teaching 
English to Speakers of Other Languages International Association (2024), ChatGPT can generate 
topics for discussion and creative writing prompts, so that learners can improve their ability to write 
creatively. In contrast, teachers might be the best facilitators with respect to planning and providing 



3

International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 14 • Issue 1 • January-December 2024

direct feedback. Additionally, teachers are better placed to discuss ethics in writing, such as issues 
concerning copyright and plagiarism (Hong, 2021). It is assumed that helping learners’ long-term 
memory using both ChatGPT and teacher instruction can help students develop their English writing 
skills. Rudolph et al. (2023) proposed that learners can benefit from experiential learning through 
ChatGPT, which can generate various problem-solving scenarios and provide personalized tutoring. 
Skehan (1986, cited in Bigelow & Watson, 2013) asserted that teachers can help build confidence in 
language use and develop student aptitude. All these studies indicate that, overall, problem-solving 
enables learners to construct a language product—that is, writing.

Swain (1995) stated that in developing second and foreign language output, the first goal is 
to focus on the process of acquiring language, rather than only the product. The writing process 
stage—planning, translating, and reviewing EFL writing—falls into a similar category. The focus 
of the following study was whether ChatGPT or a teacher would be the better processor in helping 
learners plan, translate, and review their English writing.

From Computer-Assisted Language Learning to ChatGPT
This next section provides a concise, historical overview of the evolution from Computer-Assisted 

Language Learning (CALL) to advanced AI technologies like ChatGPT. It also reviews relevant 
studies on the advantages and limitations of ChatGPT, with particular emphasis on the central focus 
of this research.

CALL is defined as the search for, and study of, computer applications in the teaching and learning 
of language. It is the most important and relevant means of using technology in language learning 
today. CALL’s premise is that technology is there to serve language learning, not vice versa (Levy, 
1997, 2009). CALL was developed in the 1950s and continues to be developed in the 21st century. 
According to Warschauer (1996), CALL now encompasses four phases: behavioristic, communicative, 
integrative multimedia, and integrative internet. Today, CALL is no longer a discipline restricted 
to digital technology in formal language education, but has been adopted into mobile applications 
applied in learning and daily life (Chen et al., 2021). Language learners now enter a world in which 
their language literacy depends on CALL technology.

ChatGPT offers itself as a state-of-art technology for education. When users input a prompt into 
ChatGPT, it analyzes the input and rapidly generates a response drawn from information acquired, 
via machine learning in engagement with the internet (“ChatGPT,” 2024). Current versions (3.5 and 
4.0) have been pre-trained on massive amounts of data, allowing them, when prompted, to learn 
language patterns and associations used to generate human-like interactive text. ChatGPT excels 
at processing, distilling, and presenting information verbally, in human-like text. It is, therefore, an 
important asset for academic writers, particularly when users must outsource some of their written 
works (Pavilik, 2023, cited in Lingard, 2023).

Because ChatGPT works on a machine-based learning system, it has benefits and constraints. 
Lingard (2023) summarized its capacity and limitations: “ChatGPT generates responses that are 
grammatically correct and semantically meaningful. It can cultivate a piece of writing such as 
brainstorming ideas, generate counterarguments, summaries, and abstracts, edit to improve clarity 
and coherence” (pp. 261–270). ChatGPT can generate coherent and fluent text on various topics 
(Baskara & Mukarto, 2023), but the free version (3.5) can produce responses of only 500 or fewer 
words. Furthermore, it has limitations with respect to integrity and plagiarism (Perkins, 2023).

Examining the history of CALL, in relation to AI tools like ChatGPT, reveals that the use of 
technology tends to shorten the process of English language development. According to Crystal 
(2004), writing with technology lessens the length of English language development, regardless of 
how far that technology can be developed. Innovation is then anticipated in each of the three traditional 
domains of language and communication: production, transmission, and reception. Consequently, 
a key goal of the research in this article is to critically assess which of these areas ChatGPT might 
respond to most effectively.
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Effectiveness of ChatGPT in English Writing
This section illustrates how ChatGPT can enhance development of language learning skills, 

particularly in the context of EFL. By providing automated assistance in language acquisition, ChatGPT 
offers opportunities for learners to practice and enhance their linguistic abilities, particularly in 
writing. Several notable studies are reviewed to highlight the potential role of ChatGPT in supporting 
EFL learners’ development of English writing skills. These studies serve to introduce the broader 
possibilities of integrating artificial intelligence into language instruction, positioning ChatGPT as 
a supplementary tool for fostering learner autonomy and enhancing writing proficiency.

In 1978, Vygotsky’s sociocultural concept of scaffolding theory was shown to help learners 
develop cognitive intelligence. He believed that learning occurs at two levels: individual and social 
with effective helping aids. Attention to both, these levels develops the Zone of Proximal Development 
(ZPD) in learners. Without the ZPD, students might fail to increase their learning capability. ChatGPT 
can facilitate the advancement of the ZPD by providing rapid feedback, when compared with that 
available through teacher instruction—which requires more time in which to build up the ZPD. The 
study presented here explores whether ChatGPT or a teacher can be a more effective facilitator of 
student learning.

ChatGPT can be used in developing learners’ language skills, to scaffold the learning process by 
providing feedback to students on their language use, and acting as a partner in practicing language, by 
recommending activities for more language practice (Bin-Hady et al., 2023). ChatGPT can generate 
writing prompts and provide feedback on written work, both of which can improve learners’ writing 
skills (Baidoo-Anu & Owusu Ansah, 2023). Moreover, it considers the event and writing order, 
including the use of main findings, explanatory sentences and a conclusion (Rudolph et al., 2023). It 
also considers verb tense, as related to the given topic (Fitria, 2023). Moreover, Baskara and Mukarto 
(2023) assert that ChatGPT improves both the efficacy of and engagement in language instruction.

Numerous research studies have explored the effects of ChatGPT on English language learning 
outcomes. Li et al. (2023) found that all the participants who used ChatGPT demonstrated different 
degrees of improvement in their writing scores. Song and Song (2023) compared writing papers 
between participants in both control and experimental groups. The results showed that the overall 
English writing pre-test scores of the experimental group increased from 39.26 to 59.12. In addition, 
Huang et al. (2023) indicated that AI was frequently used to assist students in learning writing, 
reading, vocabulary, grammar, speaking, and listening. as compared with their counterparts in a 
non-AI course. Furthermore, Yan (2023) revealed that a potential applicability of ChatGPT is in 
developing a second, language writing pedagogy.

The outcomes of these studies are significant, for both EFL educators and learners. Notably, the 
use of ChatGPT in an EFL classroom has yielded compelling evidence in favor of English writing 
proficiency. Furthermore, by endorsing collaborative writing facilitated by ChatGPT, educators can 
cultivate and sustain learners’ enthusiasm and interest in writing outcomes, and ultimately scaffold 
students’ overall growth and writing proficiency.

Teachers’ Roles in Technology Use
There have been controversies inherent in the use of technologies in EFL writing. Should teachers 

be replaced with AI in terms of teaching methods and assessments, for example? How should AI be 
appropriately used in writing? To begin to answer these questions, teachers must be competent in the 
use of the relevant technology. Accordingly, the International Society for Technology in Education 
(ISTE) standards for educators categorize what competent teachers should know and should be able 
to do with technological competencies (ISTE, 2024). These standards are categorized under the 
following headings:

•	 Learner
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•	 Leader
•	 Citizen
•	 Collaborator
•	 Designer
•	 Facilitator
•	 Analyst

Research studies have emphasized these seven key areas as listed above. Studies have shown that 
teachers and learners seek out and adapt to new technologies. Regarding learners, collaborators, and 
facilitators, Chiu et al. (2023) revealed that intrinsic competence in learning with a chatbot depended 
on both teacher support and student expertise (i.e., self-regulated learning and digital literacy). 
Additionally, teacher support better satisfied the need for relatedness, and offered less satisfaction 
regarding the need for autonomy. Wang and Kruk (2024) revealed a strong link between teacher 
confirmation and credibility and teacher-to-student academic engagement. Apridayani et al. (2024) 
suggested that problem-solving, a fundamental skill in writing, should utilize a combination of teacher 
and student assessment, and doing so affected the good quality of student essays.

Teachers should encourage learners to participate responsibly in the digital world. Perkins (2023) 
found out that online assessment was associated with increased risk of compromising academic 
integrity. Studies have indicated that learning with technological environments and classifiers are 
able to accurately detect whether paragraphs were written by ChatGPT or a human, findings that are 
important for curriculum designers to consider (Berriche & Larabi-Marie-Sainte, 2024).

Analysts, too, benefit from the work of St-Onge et al. (2022), who proposed four cautious, and 
technology analytical concerns about how to effectively use data for e-assessment in higher education: 
(a) consequences for how learners decide to move forward, (b) pre-occupation with potential cheating, 
(c) the importance of pedagogical alignment, and (d) the affordances available to them.

Although meeting the ISTE standards for teachers’ technology competencies is important, the 
key role of a teacher in the digital age is to go beyond what AI cannot accomplish. One primary 
focus of this study, therefore, was to explore how teachers might foster the ISTE standards—and go 
even further.

METHODS

The research documented in this article utilized a mixed methodology. In response to the first 
research objective, quantitative methods were used to statistically compare the differences in EFL 
learners’ writing development, when utilizing ChatGPT versus following a teacher’s instruction. 
Meanwhile, in attending to the second research objective, a qualitative method was used to discern the 
difference between utilizing ChatGPT, as compared with the role of teacher in developing EFL writing.

Data Collection
Data collection was divided into two parts: (a) the population under study and (b) participant 

selection criteria.

Population Under Study
The population of this study comprised EFL undergraduate learners enrolled in an English 

language course at a public university. Before enrolling in these courses, the learners had to pass a 
Fundamental English compulsory course, which is required to be completed during either the first 
or second semester of their first year. The compulsory examination used for the midterm and final 
examinations of Fundamental English is designed in compliance with the course syllabus, which 
also includes writing. In addition, all learners who pass the writing section take the same standard 



6

International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 14 • Issue 1 • January-December 2024

examinations for both the midterm and final examinations. Only those learners who gained a score 
of 17.5, 18, or 18.5 out of 25 on the writing part of both exams were included in the population of 
this study. Using these conditions, it was possible to assume that these learners possessed a similar 
competence level in English writing.

Participant Selection Criteria
The researcher applied a purposive sampling method to recruit 50 learners for this study; this 

number of participants was chosen due to time constraints and manageability issues.
In the first semester of the 2024 academic year, the total number of the learners enrolled in 

English courses was approximately 1,000. According to the section system currently available, these 
learners were divided into 40 sections, and each section had approximately 25 learners. The researchers 
identified sections in which were enrolled the most participants who scored between 17.5 and 18.5 
on the compulsory writing exams; five sections out of the 40 were then selected. The 50 learners 
were divided into two groups: the ChatGPT group, and the teachers’ instruction group. All learners 
were volunteers who gave consent to the ethical considerations of this study and felt comfortable 
using computer-based tests.

Instruments
The Internet-Based Test

The Educational Testing Service (2023) standards indicate that writing performance can be 
measured by writing a 300-word independent essay in 30 minutes Accordingly, participants were 
assigned a 300 word-essay for three tests: (a) a pre-test, (b) revision from ChatGPT, and (c) revision 
under teacher instruction on the same topic: “What is your favorite subject, and why?”

A Test of English as a Foreign Language Internet-Based Test (TOEFL-iBT) Independent Writing 
Rubrics measure (2023) was used to determine participants’ essays scores on all tests, with raw scores 
presented in Figure 1.

After the resulting scores were obtained, the raw scores were converted into scaled scores (see 
Figure 3). Finally, the researchers compared those scores with the English proficiency skill according to 
the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR); these are shown in Figure 4.

With regards to scoring validity, researchers summarized and used three marking criteria from 
the Educational Testing Service (2023). These were: development, organization, and language use.

For reliability, the author requested three inter-raters who were experts in testing, as well as in 
teaching English writing skills. These experts graded the pre-tested participants, the revisions from 
ChatGPT, and the revisions from teacher instruction.

ChatGPT
The researchers used ChatGPT, organized by OpenAI (Version 3.5), in the revision, with the 

following prompt: “Revise this essay to 300 words, adhering to TOEFL iBT criteria: development, 
organization, and language use”, followed by each learner’s pre-test essay. IBM SPSS Statistics v26 
was used to compare mean scores for all tests.

Observation Records
Observation records were obtained from field notes, and then categorized into five reports: (1) 

a comparative analysis of the percentage of writing errors, (2) examples of writing development, (3) 
reports of the misuse of gender pronouns, (4) reports of technical issues, and (5) reports of ethical 
issues.

Data Collection Procedure
The data collection procedure is outlined in Table 1.
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In Steps 1 and 2, participants were asked to write, using Microsoft Word, a 300-word essay in 
30 minutes, on the topic of “What is your favorite subject, and why?” Essays were then given to the 
three inter-raters, who scored them using Writing Raw Score Rubrics (see Figure 1). The inter-raters 
returned their marked scores, comments, and feedback to the researcher.

In Step 3, revisions were assigned to the first group after they finished their pre-test, using 
ChatGPT. These participants were provided with a prompt that read: “Revise this essay in 300 words, 
adhering to TOEFL iBT criteria: development, organization, and language use.” In this step, field 
notes were taken to record issues that occurred while participants used ChatGPT.

In Steps 4 and 5, revised essays using ChatGPT were again sent to the inter-raters to score. The 
inter-raters returned the marked essays, with comments and feedback, to the research team, who then 
compared the mean scores of the pre-test and the ChatGPT revision, using IBM SPSS Statistics v26.

In Step 6, all comments and feedback for the pre-test and the ChatGPT revisions from the three 
inter-raters were collected and read by the research team. They then summarized the feedback using 

Figure 1. Writing raw score rubric

Note. Adapted from Educational Testing Service (2023). TOEFL Criteria Marking Scheme. https://​
leapscholar​.com/​blog/​toefl​-writing​-score​-2/​
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keywords, highlighted errors, sentence corrections, and all comments from the inter-raters; these 
were then returned these to the second group.

In Step 7–9, revisions were administered to the second group, under teacher instruction, by 
having the participants revise their pre-test essays, according to feedback and comments provided. 
Their English writing teachers then trained students on how to revise their essays, according to the 
comments and feedback. The revised papers were then returned to the inter-raters to score. The 
inter-raters marked the participants’ papers and returned the scores, with comments and feedback, 
to the researchers—who also took field notes. The mean scores of the pre-test and the revised essays 
were compared, according to the teachers’ advice.

Once again, IBM SPSS Statistics v26 was used to compare mean scores between the two groups.

Quantitative Analysis
In response to the first research question, paired-samples t-test using IBM SPSS Statistics v26 

were conducted to compare the mean scores of the pre-test and the ChatGPT revisions, as well as 
between the pre-test and the teacher instruction revisions. For the second research question, an 
independent-samples t-test was conducted, to compare the mean scores between the two groups.

Qualitative Analysis
To answer the third research question, observational records were reported from field notes. 

Merriam (2009) describes a four-step process of field note analysis: (a) reviewing, (b) analyzing, (c) 
categorizing, and (d) reporting. At the first step, researchers read through every marked score and errors 
on the pre-test, and then separated the essays into two groups: revision from ChatGPT, and revision 
from teacher instruction. Next, they analyzed the percentage of writing errors among participants in the 
two groups, based on the marking and the scoring criteria (development, organization, and language 
use). Analyzed errors and other issues found throughout the experiment were categorized. Finally, 
researchers compared the percentage of the errors on the pre-test between the two groups. This was 
done through a comparative report, while other issues and notable essay extracts were summarized. 
These findings are described in the Qualitative Findings section.

Table 1. Data collection procedure

Step Procedure

1 Pre-test: 50 learners wrote a 300-word essay on “What is your favorite subject, and why?”

2 Three inter-raters marked participants’ writing scores with comments and feedback.

3 The first group revised their essays by using ChatGPT (field notes recorded).

4 The three inter-raters marked participants’ scores with comments and feedback.

5 Mean scores compared between the pre-test and ChatGPT.

6 Returned all comments and feedback to the second group.

7 The second group revised their essays according to teacher instruction (field notes recorded).

8 The three inter-raters marked participants’ scores with comments and feedback.

9 Mean scores compared between the pre-test and revision under teacher instruction.

10 Two groups’ mean scores compared.
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QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Paired-Samples and Independent-Samples t-Test Reports
Table 2 shows the mean writing performance scores of the ChatGPT group. The learners’ mean 

pre-test score was 2.46, and the mean of the ChatGPT revision score was 3.92. The pre-test standard 
deviation (SD) was 0.54, and the ChatGPT revision SD was 0.96. These results show that there was 
an increase in the mean scores between pre-test and ChatGPT revision at 1.46.

As shown in Table 3, the t-test analysis indicates an increased mean score from pre-test (2.46) 
to ChatGPT revision (3.92), which is 1.46, which is statistically significant at the p = .000 level. The 
differences between the mean of the pre-test and ChatGPT revision scores were reported to be –1.46, 
t(df24) = –11.78, Sig. = .000, p < .001. This suggests that there is a highly significant difference in 
learners’ overall English writing performance, both before and after ChatGPT revision.

Remark: * a deviated data is explained in the discussion section titled AI Professional Development.
Table 4 shows the mean scores of the writing performance of the teacher instruction group. The 

mean pre-test score was 2.57, and the mean teacher instruction score was 4.87. The pre-test SD was 
0.40, and the revision SD was 0.26. These results show that there was an increase of 2.30 in the mean 
scores between pre-test and teacher instruction revision.

As seen in Table 5, the t-test analysis indicated that an increase in mean score from pre-test (2.57) 
to teacher instruction (4.87) was 2.30, which is statistically significant at the p = .000 level. The 
difference between the mean pre-test and teacher instruction scores was –2.30, t(24) = –24.72, Sig. 
= .000, p < .001. This can be interpreted as indicating that there was a highly significant difference 
in learners’ overall English writing performance, both before and after receiving teacher guidance.

Table 6 shows the mean writing performance scores of both groups. The ChatGPT mean score 
was 3.92, whereas the mean of the teacher’s instruction score was 4.87. Standard deviations were 
0.96 and 0.26, respectively. These results suggest that the mean English writing performance scores 

Table 2. Results of pre-test and revisions from the ChatGPT group

Group N M SD

Pre-test 25 2.46 0.54

Revision 25 3.92 0.96*

Note. N = number; M = mean, SD=Standard Deviation.

Table 3. Paired-samples t-test results for pre-test and revision of the ChatGPT group

ChatGPT Paired differences t df Sig. (2-tailed)

M SD SEM 95% CI of the difference

Pre-test revision 1.46 0.62 0.12 –11.78 24 .000*

[–1.71, –1.20]

Note. M = mean; SEM = standard error mean; CI = confidence interval.
*p < .001.

Table 4. Result of pre-test and revision from teachers’ instruction scores of the teachers’ instruction group

Group M SD

Pre-test 2.57 0.40

Revision 4.87 0.26

Note. M = mean.
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of learners in the teacher instruction group were higher than those in the ChatGPT group, at mean 
score of 0.95.

Table 7 shows the results of an independent t-test of the revision scores of the two groups. The 
result F=14.67 t(df48) = –4.73, sig..000, p= <.001) shows that there was a significant difference 
between the ChatGPT and the teacher instruction groups. This suggests that learners who received 
teacher instruction had significantly higher revision scores, as compared with those who used ChatGPT.

A Comparison Between the Two Groups’ Development
Figure 2 illustrates that the mean difference of the pre-test (2.46) and ChatGPT revision (3.92) 

is 1.46, whereas the mean difference between the pre-test (2.57) and teacher instruction (4.87) is 
2.30 out of 5. These results indicate that there is a greater improvement in writing after the teacher 
instruction than after ChatGPT revision.

TOEFL-iBT Scores
The pre-test results of both groups (2.46 and 2.57) fall into a TOEFL-iBT writing rubric mean 

of 2.50 out of 5, which can be converted to a scaled score (see Figure 3) of 17 out of 30. In contrast, 
after revision under teacher instruction, a raw score of 4.87 corresponds to a scaled score of 29. On 
the other hand, after ChatGPT revision, a raw score of 3.92 corresponds to a scaled score of 25.

Learners improved their English writing performance from a score of 17 to 29, reflecting 
an increase of 12 points, which corresponds to a 70.59% development after teacher instruction. 
Meanwhile, after ChatGPT revision, their writing performance increased by 8 points, or 47.05%.

Table 5. Paired-samples t-test results for pre-test and teacher instruction revision group

Teacher instruction Paired differences t df p (2-tailed)

M SD SEM 95% CI of the difference

Pre-test revision 2.30 0.46 0.93 –24.72 24 .000*

[–2.49, –2.10]

Note. M = mean; SEM = standard error mean; CI = confidence interval, df = degree of freedom.
*p < .001.

Table 6. Mean scores of the ChatGPT and teacher instruction groups

Group N M SD SEM

ChatGPT 25 3.92 0.96* 0.19

Teacher’s Instruction 25 4.87 0.26 0.05

Note. N = number; M = mean; SD = Standard Deviation, SEM = standard error mean.

Table 7. Mean scores of the ChatGPT and teacher instruction groups: Independent-samples t-test results

Score Levene’s test for equality 
of variances

t-Test for equality of means

F p t df p Mean 
difference

Standard error 
difference

95% CI of the 
difference

Equal variances 
assumed

14.67 .000* –4.73 48 .000* –0.94 0.19 [–1.34. –0.54]

Equal variances not 
assumed

–4.73 27.52 .000* –0.94 0.19 [–1.35. –0.53]

Note. CI = confidence interval.
*p < .001.
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It can be concluded that the overall English writing performance of EFL learners improved more 
statistically and substantially after they had received instruction from a teacher, compared with using 
ChatGPT for revision.

A Shift in English Language Writing Competency
To compare TOEFL-iBT with CEFR levels, the pretest result (17) was multiplied with the four 

English language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing). The average calculation yielded 
a TOEFL-iBT score of 68, corresponding to a B1 level on the CEFR scale (see Figure 4).

The writing results after the use of ChatGPT and the teacher instruction with the combination of 
the four skills can be scored at 100 and 116, respectively. These conversion scores from both groups 
correspond to the C1 level on the CEFR scale.

One can conclude that the quantitative results demonstrate that learners’ English writing 
performance improved from 68 (Intermediate) to 100 and 116 (Advanced), after the integration of 
ChatGPT and teacher instruction, respectively. This reflects a similar development level through the 
combined use of ChatGPT and teacher instruction, moving from the “Intermediate” (B1) level to 
the “Advanced” (C1) level.

Figure 2. A comparison between the pre-test and the revision mean scores of the two groups: Overall English writing performance

Figure 3. TOEFL-iBT scaled scores rubric

Note. Adapted from LeapScholar (2024). TOEFL writing score: Latest scoring system & marking 
scheme of 2023 explained. https://​leapscholar​.com/​blog/​toefl​-writing​-score​-2/​
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QUALITATIVE FINDINGS

The qualitative outcomes drawn from the observational record (field notes) are presented in five 
reports: a comparative analysis of the percentage of writing errors, examples of writing development, 
reports of the misuse of gender pronouns, reports of technical issues, and reports of ethical issues.

Comparative Analysis of the Percentage of Writing Errors
Figure 5 presents a comparative analysis of the percentage of writing errors derived from the 

pre-test scores of all 50 participants, along with those in the ChatGPT revision group and the teacher 
instruction revision group.

As delineated in Figure 5, the examination of errors obtained from the returned comments and 
feedback revealed that participants in the pre-test phase exhibited ambiguous development at a rate 
of 95%, alongside deficiencies in organizational structure at a rate of 97%. Notably, most deductions 
during the pre-test were attributed to issues in language use, accounting for 99% of observed 
shortcomings.

For the first group, after ChatGPT revision, there was substantial decrease in comments and 
feedback pertaining to development and organization, plummeting to figures of 13% and 19%, 
respectively. In contrast, errors concerning language use diminished—a mere 4%.

Figure 4. A comparison between CEFR level with TOEFL-iBT

Note. Adapted from English First (2024). Converting from one English level to another. https://​www​
.efset​.org/​english​-score/​#converting​-from​-one​-english​-level​-to​-another

Figure 5. Comparison between writing errors
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After teacher instruction, the degree of comments and feedback regarding errors in development 
and organization reduced significantly, to 5% and 12%, respectively; errors related to language use 
were entirely eradicated.

Examples of Writing Development
Three notable examples demonstrating pre-test and revisions from ChatGPT group are presented 

in Extracts A and B. The Teacher’s instruction group is elaborated in Extract C.

Extract A
This pre-test was scored as having not adhered to the topic, and demonstrating deficiencies in 

idea development, organization, and language use. It was given a score of 0.
Hi!, i’m … you can call me … I am … years old. I live in … But families in the provinces. My 
favorite color is … I like to be outside …
Although ChatGPT was used to help rewrite this essay, the required subject was still not addressed. 

Moreover, the word count was still too low after the revision, thus, grade deductions were made 
regarding essay development and organization. The use of ChatGPT resulted in an improvement in 
the language use, however, leading to a score of 1.

Hello I’m … but you can call me … I am … years old. I live in … But family resides in the 
provinces. Purple like lavender is my favorite color. I enjoyed spending time outdoor with friends.

Extract B
The pre-test in Extract B was marked by deficiencies in development. A lack of coherence in 

connecting ideas led to inadequate organization. Furthermore, grammatical errors were prevalent 
throughout the essay. It was given a score of 1.92.

I like this subject because the teacher is fun … The teacher is very kind. Teachers make learning 
English not boring. Can actually use what you study in everyday life.
After the ChatGPT revision, the key answer to the subject was still omitted and the demonstrative 

pronoun “this” was not eradicated. The word count was short by approximately fifty words, however, 
an improvement in the language use was noted, leading to a final score of 3.

I’m drawn to this subject because of the engaging teaching style of the instructor. The teacher 
consistently fosters an enjoyable … Additionally, this subject requires minimal homework, which 
aligns … Furthermore, this subject yields excellent results.
In Group 2, a participant’s essay significantly improved from a score of 1.92 to 4.75, after the 

teacher’s instructional guidance during the revision process.

Extract C
I like the field that I am studying in, which is … Because I learned both … Both difficult and 
easy words and can use those words again You can … Lastly, studying with the teacher was …
At first, this essay was marked as having not addressed the topic, with deficiencies in development 

and vague ideas—causing poor organization. After the teacher taught this participant how to write 
a good essay, they submitted the revision and received a score of 4.75.

I’m passionate about studying in the subject called Hotel Management. Combining both theory 
and hands-on experiences caught my attention. Despite enjoyable teaching environment, … 
Quick-paced lecture sometimes … Nonetheless, the relaxed atmosphere fosters enjoyment in 
learning the subject.

Reports of Misuse of Gender Pronouns
Two notable examples from the participants in ChatGPT group indicated ambiguity in pronoun 

usage.
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Extract D
Before delving into your favorite subject …

Extract E
Due to teacher Nancy’s humorous and kind demeanor, his engaging teaching style.

Reports of Technical Issues
There were seven examples of technical issues during the ChatGPT revision, as elaborated in 

Table 8.
As indicated in Table 8, revisions to extracts A and B generated by ChatGPT were submitted 

without addressing a specific subject. According to the field notes, the given prompt clearly stated that 
the essay should be revised under topic’s name. ChatGPT cannot provide its own answer responding 
to the topic; therefore, had the participants introduced an additional prompt, such as, “Relate this 
essay to the topic” along with “What is your favorite subject and why?’—Psychology and English, 
respectively,” the inclusion of these subjects in the prompt may have enabled ChatGPT to enhance 
the quality of their essays.

For Extracts F–J, which are not presented here, the revisions generated by ChatGPT were 
submitted with low word counts, ranging between 50 and 100. We noted that if the participants had 
been provided a follow-up prompt, such as “Expand this essay to 350 words,” the resulting technical 
issue could have been resolved, possibly improving the overall revision scores.

ChatGPT cannot cover all essay requirements. Learners still need to know how to overstate the 
prompt to respond to the essay topic and criteria.

Report of Ethical Issues
The revised introduction in Extract K, generated by ChatGPT, lacked proper citations. One can 

see that in case of citation, without guidance from the teacher, ChatGPT was unable to assist this 
learner in providing correct citations.

Extract K
Experts attribute EFL countries’ low level of English proficiency to a combination of factors 

including structural problems in their education systems and cultural barriers.
In summary, ChatGPT is limited in its ability to provide instructions on essay writing criteria, 

identify gender pronouns, reorganize disorganized essays, and generate ethical citations—all areas 
that remain dependent on teacher guidance.

DISCUSSION

Identifying Teachers’ Roles
The ISTE’s (2024) seven standards for teachers in the digital age are no longer adequate. 

Teachers should go beyond what AI cannot replicate. Although significant improvements in writing 
performance have been observed using ChatGPT, and it can function as a rapid and effective personal 
language tutor, the teacher’s role remains indispensable. The results of this study highlight the need 

Table 8. Reported technical issues with ChatGPT

Extracts Technical issues with ChatGPT

A, B Topic unidentified

A, B, F, G, H, I, J Second prompt required for expanding the essays
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for teachers in the digital age to focus on areas where AI falls short—and cultivate the unique, human 
skills that technology cannot replicate. The research in this study found that ChatGPT could not teach 
students to fully comprehend writing criteria. Additionally, it was unable to facilitate the development 
of individual critical thinking. Finally, it could not provide ethical guidance in regarding academic 
integrity. These critical educational elements require the nuanced understanding and expertise that 
only human teachers can offer.

Understanding Writing Criteria
According to Flower and Hayes (1980), the writing process comprises three key components: 

planning, translating, and reviewing. While these elements are essential, they are not sufficient on their 
own. An understanding of writing criteria should be incorporated into the process. The study reveals 
that teachers, as more proficient processors, are better equipped to instruct learners on comprehending 
writing criteria, prior to the planning phase of writing.

Because ChatGPT is a machine learning-based form of AI, it can only offer responses based on 
information gleaned from existing, generalized data. It is incapable of helping users understand writing 
criteria, expressing emotions, making decisions (by stating what subject is favorable to the users), or 
providing subjective opinions, especially regarding personal preferences. The topic given for the tests 
in this study exemplifies these limitations, given that ChatGPT was unable to respond meaningfully 
to the essay prompt without being provided precise instructions. This strongly suggests that it is up 
to teachers to help learners understand writing criteria, before planning what and how to write.

According to the comparative analysis of the percentage of writing errors (Figure 5), there are three 
main criteria regarding how to teach students to improve their essay writing. These are development, 
organization, and language use.

Regarding development, learners who receive lower scores in this area should receive guidance 
to ensure that their essays consistently address the topic, beginning in the first paragraph. In addition, 
teachers should remind learners that an error in calculating the number of words can result in a loss 
of one to two points. During the drafting process, it is essential to calculate the number of words per 
sentence and the number of sentences per paragraph. Most importantly, learners should be trained 
to type 300 words in 30 minutes, covering all key points.

With respect to organization, given the persistent errors in organization shown in Figure 5, one can 
infer that ChatGPT is still unable to effectively reorganize a disorganized draft. Teachers should guide 
learners, therefore, in how to organize their essays by paragraphing and linking each paragraph to a 
single sub-idea. They should also encourage students to use ChatGPT to compare the revisions with 
the structure and organization of their original pre-test responses. In addition, teachers should provide 
instruction on how to align explanations and details with the main idea and sub-ideas. Guidance should 
also be given on the appropriate number of sentences needed to maintain well-organized paragraphs.

Regarding language use, and again referring to Figure 5, it is evident that ChatGPT significantly 
reduced most of the ambiguity in the students’ responses. Teachers can further leverage the advantages 
of ChatGPT, by guiding learners in comparing their pre-test responses with ChatGPT-generated 
revisions, on both a word-by-word and sentence-by-sentence basis. This process will allow students 
to focus on their use of academic vocabulary, identifying grammatical errors, and assessing the 
appropriate use of idiomatic expressions.

Developing Critical Thinking
Swain (1995) asserted that a primary concern of second language acquisition is to develop effective 

output, but that we must consider the “‘process,’ NOT only the ‘product’.” Although revising with 
ChatGPT can produce a highly effective product”, it cannot produce an effective process in regard 
to English writing practice—the process of writing can only be done well with teacher instruction.

In the development of critical thinking skills, only teachers can guide individual learners through 
the process of writing essays, step-by-step. Scaffolding, as an initial writing stage, helps students 
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generate a comprehensive response to any given topic (Vygotsky, 1978). From there, learners are 
taught to generate, and then organize, their main idea and sub-ideas, systematically building on them 
until they reach the final stage of formulating a conclusion. Although ChatGPT can contribute to 
the scaffolding process by generating a finished, good-quality paper as an example, it is unable to 
facilitate critical thinking, when the scaffold is removed and the learner’s ZPD is allowed to grow 
independently. ChatGPT lacks the ability to foster deeper cognitive processes needed to generate 
original critical ideas, form rational arguments, and expand on sub-ideas. Only teachers can guide 
learners through this crucial developmental process. Ultimately, it is the teacher’s influence that 
ensures critical thinking and the ability to write effectively.

Ethical Guidance
ChatGPT cannot provide ethical guidance, as shown from the research provided in this article. As 

per Lingard’s assertion (2023), ChatGPT operates on a machine-based learning system, which offers 
both benefits and limitations. ChatGPT generates responses for grammatical and semantic purposes 
effectively but is limited in areas of integrity and plagiarism (Perkins, 2023). It cannot teach students 
how to prevent plagiarism, such as paraphrasing sentences while preserving the core meaning, and 
how to do in-text citations. Academic essays require thorough, accurate citations—and according to 
this study, teachers are still needed to guide learners regarding proper citation practices

AI Professional Development
Adopting new technology for education requires professional development. Teachers should 

be competent in using AI for their pedagogy. They should be not only instructors, but also able to 
offer technical support. Teachers need to understand the limitations of ChatGPT and know how to 
integrate ChatGPT into their courses; they should stay up to date with trends in using AI-assisted 
as an effective platform for EFL learners. Javaid et al. (2023) suggests that teachers can function as 
training assistants; Aithal and Aithal (2023) recommend that teachers in higher education should 
attend courses in data analytics, AI literacy, and digital literacy.

There exists significant variation in learners’ abilities to effectively use ChatGPT. Table 8, for 
example, indicates that numerous instances were reported of students not reaching the required word 
count, despite very clear commands. This suggests that learners should be taught and trained to be 
aware of issues inherent in giving prompts for ChatGPT to create their essays. They should also learn 
more effective and complex ways to address AI prompts, such as “Revise this essay in 350 words,” 
or “Write an essay on what is your favorite subject—English writing.”

Implementing ChatGPT Into EFL Writing Curricula
Although teacher instruction facilitates EFL learners receiving improved TOEFL-iBT scores, it 

was noted from result (Figure 4) that a similarly tangible shift was achieved through use of ChatGPT, 
helping participants move from the Intermediate (B1) level to the Advanced (C1) level in CEFR. 
This supports Crystal’s proposal that writing with technology shrinks the length of English language 
development (2004). From the findings (Figure 4), improvements in CALL for writing pedagogy 
correspond with higher levels in the language production domain; specifically, the test result indicates 
that ChatGPT can contribute to improved writing development in a short amount of time. Certainly, 
in this study, ChatGPT proved its potential in response to “product” question. Pursuant to the shift in 
improvement from B1 to C1 of CEFR levels, EFL universities should integrate ChatGPT into their 
English language writing curricula, under teacher supervision. By incorporating ChatGPT, the role of 
teachers as facilitators would evolve, focusing on providing writing guidance and personalized support.

The utilization of ChatGPT for initial assessments and feedback can save teachers valuable time 
normally spent on checking for errors. This time can then be redirected toward the planning and 
development of a more effective and engaging English writing curriculum, ultimately enhancing 
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learners’ writing performance and overall language proficiency. The integration of such rapid 
technology with ChatGPT promises a more efficient and productive EFL educational environment.

English Proficiency and Economic Opportunities in EFL Countries
To avoid being ranked as “low” or “very low” in English proficiency, as indicated by the English 

Proficiency Index (Education First, 2023), countries may consider the findings of this study as offering 
valuable insights into the use of ChatGPT for improving EFL writing competency. However, when 
comparing the shift in skills from Intermediate to Advanced, it is evident that the use of ChatGPT 
is a more effective tool for enhancing the English proficiency of EFL undergraduate learners, when 
used under a teacher’s guidance

CONCLUSION

The results of this study have demonstrated, quantitatively and qualitatively, that teachers 
contribute more to the development of EFL writing, when compared with ChatGPT. This conclusion 
is supported by the summarized data presented in Table 9.

The results of this study can be summarized in three main points: the overall English writing 
performance of EFL learners, the teacher’s roles that ChatGPT cannot replicate, and the necessity of 
implementing ChatGPT into both EFL writing curricula and professional development for teachers 
in the realm of AI.

First, the overall English writing performance of EFL learners improved more statistically and 
substantially after they had received instruction from teachers, as compared with when they used 
ChatGPT for revision. This was according to TOEFL-iBT independent writing raw scores of 4.87 to 
3.92, respectively. Moreover, greater improvement in writing essay raw scores was noted in the form 
of 12 points (70.59%) after teacher instructions, as compared with 8 points (47.05%) after revision 
of ChatGPT, according to TOEFL-iBT scaled scores. The data suggests that a combined approach, 
integrating ChatGPT with teacher instruction, might help EFL learners achieve a shift from CEFR 
levels B1 to C1.

Second, observational data indicate that the role of teachers remains indispensable and cannot 
be replaced by ChatGPT. Three areas stand out: understanding writing criteria, fostering critical 
thinking, and providing ethical guidance on academic writing. This suggests that, although ChatGPT 
can produce a written product, it cannot effectively scaffold the writing process—this is a task that 
only teachers can fulfill. ChatGPT is unable to generate or clarify opinions and reasoning related to 

Table 9. The superior roles of teachers compared with ChatGPT

ChatGPT Teacher’s roles

47.05% Better writing development 70.59% Better writing development

13% Errors in development 5% Errors in development

19% Errors in organization 12% Errors in organization

4% Errors in language use 0% Errors in language use

Unable to understand essay writing criteria Able to provide instruction on essay writing criteria

Unable to make decisions or form opinions Able to provide critical instruction

Misuse in grammar (pronouns) Able to teach and correct grammar

Unable to reorganize a disorganized essay Able to provide step-by-step essay writing instruction

Unable to provide ethical citations Able to provide ethical instruction

Provide product of EFL writing Provide process of EFL writing
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emotions without precise prompts, nor can it organize disjointed ideas. Thus, when ChatGPT fails to 
help learners comprehend writing criteria, it is also unable to assist them in resolving writing issues.

Finally, it is recommended by the author of this study that ChatGPT be integrated into EFL writing 
curricula, but under teacher supervision. To achieve effective implementation, ongoing practice and 
professional development in AI integration for writing instruction are essential. This will contribute 
to enhanced professionalism in the development of technology-driven education.
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