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ChatGPT #ENGEIESIERIGI R

SES
EHRITEAY, +E

HE

% DL ChatGPT AR RN A MR K EEHA N AW LR, ATE MW —EHFm A HFR
WAt RAEZ—. ANLEGRB —EHFHHRARPREALIE. ZES5EEZANTE,
ChatGPT % By —i& 5 1E 9 M K B K R R A B g 3L, {2 ChatGPT 4 By 3iE — & B 1E M AF % R
xR D, AXUEEELEEHBATZXNF XHE 46, KET 62 B FEHRINEIE
FAHFHEXIR, MUHREFXFHHTAATEE O ERERRKXANTE, FAN
BA0T 7 H AT SCE PEEOT e B T 2 IE M SR A0 ChatGPT By 2 EM R AR A, HER
ChatGPT 4 1 2 IE M FAR 718 i A& BB E# M, A4 ChatGPT 78 IE —1& 5 1E JUi%
77 T B R R R — AR

K2R
ChatGPT, W2 EMR4k, EIRF XHE

jillf3

15|

KDLk, —EEERMAEER IBIGHESEHMN SRR TEZER, 237
HFfnFHATRKE (EH, 2007) . Z & 51 RAR BB 2R 008 0 Rk B ARG
WHEIR G =ZH 2. MEUTEINEARNLE, B304 kSRS (automated written corrective
feedback, f& X AWCF ) 48 x T B A Wr g jr | F =& 2% (Koltovskaia. Svetlana, 2020) , ¥
Y ZEHFREREANES TR, T ChatGPT /E A A KA AIETHA, RFEMANNFEA,
WEHZFFERET AEZIARAME X MUALNIES (Gatt. Krahmer, 2017) , 5% S50 E 1 £
K E1EIF M (automated writing evaluation ) T EAH L, ChatGPT &t B A s s o % b FE/E XX
B AR, &38 B384t f8 A 23R 7+ ChatGPT B9 4% i # ( Yushan Zhou, 2023) . ChatGPT
AL RAE KB ME AR, TRANFEE BT EHETEFNIEELSEERE, TR
ESENAR. g4, ZEHIER B #ED (Kasneci, E. et al., 2023) , E&HBHIFHITES
B E R #E (Deng, J. & Y. Liu, 2022) .

SWE R, AAERATKE, —BHLFE T KEREEI N EIGERESTYER
R A% (Ferris, 2013 ), 1B =& #0452 E 4 QAR ERIEEA MRS, AITEEETES
RFZiEHEAERRRN L W) Gfoss)| AR B E 2 EM RGN A BN (Lee, 2004). HHK
A EERG ERAT S ENIET R AT LB, A ERAITERE AT N
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mEAfE S, E—ERELE, XTRME ERNG THEE. AT EANFHLE,
ALEGREIRATHAR GG EREZNER, JFIHEERHG R, E—cE8E L%
A IEHE Y EE RN R, MBI R 73 (Jim Ranalli, 2018 ), X 4, 8 7~ 2 i it
A IR T SR R A2 F & fo TR

EERF XHEYHE, HENH —ES RGN RER AR, ATE GG TRA
HFH —EEERERE. BEABT _EIRENARRE., YELHERIWT. MEALE
AN EE, BRPXRENATECLETARZLE, WA ALE 6 HAR 6 E FF P X
R AKTREREOHEGEH PR (XA £hF. EF7E, 2023). ik, AL ChatGPT
S, R B FH @ IE R AR f ChatGPT B 2 EM R RE, Y EH it =&
154 A3 Al ChatGPT # BY JUE N BN EEREE—E 2B foskws L8, UM A ERE XHE
R B — B

2 AR IR

TIEHHSEMNERE T U B E A0 LW AMAEA, FF A MRS (written
corrective feedback, ## WCF) & H# £ Y AEX 5 WE KA NSRIFE, 0 L4488 RaA
A8 B A 2 8] 89 5 {E 2 (oral conferences ) #47, % T ChatGPT E 7] WL 4 @ JURH R4 £,
AR XA At ChatGPT Aok i 0 5 T S 1E 4 48 M Rk, AW K AEHEH A 44,

2.1 MR I E IR

Rk T2 B 2 MR AT 5 4 b M3 4 (Hyland. Hyland F, 2006 ), 4245
T 2 IE MR A%t 2K A K 8 (Ferris, D.. Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2004; Ellis, 2009 ). 2 Jfi x4 @ 2| i
MR AR B S E (Jamoom, 2016 ). % A Xt 2% )i 45 1 2| M R 47 # &% (Chen et al,, 2016) K #
HH A EMR AW A MM (Bitchener et al., 2004 ). 7EZ T4 T4 E MR 7 HEH, HAEFR L
FEENE BT ARG REL AT, EXEEANS BT WHFART, AAZFH @Y
EMRFFATRRED.

BRl, %R0 EERHN AR L RHEKER. Ellis (2009) #4 & 2 E R
RSN EERE. HER. TEERE. RESERERE. ETRERE. ER.
Wilson 1 Czik (2016) Mi& & KFFoH XN HANEEIAT R, & 8% HE 24 B R4 8 5t
KM SEEEAENSERERBLNEE. KNSERGLEENEER, HHE. KANE.
AT ATEM. BF BRAPAE; N EERREEENEER, A ER. B
SR AT XA E K, RN EZA N F I F NS ERIERER, BERp LR 2@, b,
HAHEFR. BETHREAFARERN S HYESEANFEREHEE. HITREF AW
BRA LB AE RS, 4 FAEEARNRIE, #FEGE T AR (Ferris, 2006 ).
R A4 W, FF KA RAR T 65 %2 T 4 EREH A K, BHEH EME TR 4 3 R 4% (Han,
2017).

MAFRAET T HHBIFHAT I I EERENEE, KT TEE. FREEEKX.
T B L b foxd 2 IE R AR B E R A B BT AR B BB fr kAR (Lee, 2008 ).

FAEMNPEHYEERFHSEELTHR. FAEAXNXHTHN EERME, AlwqgERmiziEl. &
BEEREASE, BARNIETHITY, BARGBIEFEAERENEAANEREANLE, ©
FAEMEE RN T A EZWIK (Chandler, 2003 ),
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®E, AAAROEE T RIFSEAERGANARE, MARREF A2 XHYE, &R
BTG E SN E, )4 Chandler BRF 5T & AT By B3 RAG X% & 1l 5 1EHRRA
P, BEAS D ¥ A W iR (Chandler, 2003). Ellis 2464 (Ellis et al., 2008 ) M| B & T &
SRR AT LRI T TP BN E R RAF A —ET AN EE.

PIEfEENSAARELZR, —EIGHNRELAE —EE£2R, AXWELEWNAFAR
A, ZAIRMHBEREHY _ESERGRNEARAAAN ESENFEY EMER
WK, BEMAK, At — FE AT E R .

2.2 BEhE R S1ER TR

MEHE AN IE AR, B E RS 1ERS (automated written corrective feedback, {4
P AWCF) Wi KRR R W ZE S L. 8 20 & KB 1E R A B T2 8 K% 738 (Jim
Ranalli, 2018 ), [ B4R ft Kot HA2EH R # B & JFH K EE LW SRR (Stephanie
et al., 2022; Jessie S. Barrot, 2023 ), RARZERE. Wi, ZEHFE AR WL IE MR R B
EAEMGBEETMARAR, BHERTERBAFAZTAMRNELE D, RRMEEN NG ERR
(Jim Ranalli, 2018). Hut, ARFBLEHARWH _EEERBMEA —EAEENL, EEERFRF X
HEFB T T TATER AR FER.

7 ChatGPT ¥ By — &% ¥ 7w, WAEINFENNHARE KR EEDAEFIE EHFH
77, {540 ChatGPT % By 318 —1E17 L% 2 (Javaid M, 2023 ) Fu3EiE —iEE1E (SuY, 2023; £
HEAESE, 2024), BUA M IR R RRER D, £ xt ChatGPT # By —1E 5 E W Z W Ay, ¢
F ChatGPT 2 G b AR B — B HF X —RAM, ENFNHNTE. TUEATEAFEH S
. EPOEEAR IBEEWNHF I E, AAHRKRENED, UF TR AWRIEA
(chatbot) # By T 3GE —iE 3152 W E1E (Chen H, 2020), ChatGPT 1E 4 4 i &R KEE A, H
BRI R AT AMATFRNE R, A, KRR RETERS X#HF EFERRE, &R
ChatGPT # By & S E R FATIE, UHIE—ER8E FHAINAHNATZ .

RAAHRORREEHERTERG T RAGGE —EREZ L RAFENFISEE, BF 44
WA E EEENLEEF T A fe 2 Y (Koltovskaia, 2020 ), 3% 1, )N T8 2 7~ 2% IF Rz 3 12
S M A X TRASB T, mik, AR AT B @ R G A ChatGPT 4 1 R 4%, R
MEHRFRE. FTPHEFEHFFRENMET, BEAEFREITFRANZHT, REEHEMEX
ERHATHN, WG FF A F ChatGPT 3t B 34 4 5k 5 1E R Ak #4536 .

3 #R BFR

AHE I AR A e AL R P S UIE R AT =18 B R AR BRI R A, F AN
AN KA E F £, EERFRFT XHFNRE, EWH L ChatGPT % By 5 1F 8948 X 5L 447
J AR, ChatGPT % By o XA — 15 B9 5 1F B A 7 38 3 52 Bt — P e I, ACSCR N E 41
45 ChatGPT Ao P T 5 W Rt 8y 4 =, I N1 5 F LA 247 ChatGPT #9155 4 B A X
BEEE A7, BRI ChatGPT % By —i& 51 R o AT R 1. b Ral b, AR SUR 49 0F & 45 Bk
ChatGPT % 8y — & 5 1F K A% sk 8-, DA 4 WA AN 147 e 4 B DLUE 4 % — B = e e
LA I N —1E 3] 154 B T 32 ] ChatGPT # B o X 5 1E#R M — 54,

ARSI AT A W T | H—, #UTHE A E R AE A ChatGPT 4 24 IE M R A%
KBABBA 4 7E? =, ChatGPT 45 8 £4 1E #E SUA% 8y JH 98] 18 75 2 B B L 22 48 6 VR Bl ?
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Hb, AR AR BT ERGRERE, WELEHIF oA K ChatGPT 4 By
“EAEMNERERG. RATERERE. B I FHEEEZA ChatGPT # B — B 5 W B &
BH.

AR FAE

A VLA P AL R R LU0 X R XTE F W e RIE AR RER, 2
FNFEHARFULEEXFIL. ZRRIERF D (L F XHTEERR, EFH4F
XIEEM, AFAFEAIG AR, AF. FELRFERRGIEE. 7 —4FXEWREH 7D
W RPLREPHR . — 3 —IREY P A1 b SUAE

AF R IR 62 B RERIEAFENEX, FREXHRE T EHBTHERHE, £
PR HRTREX, D FEEXHTRH LA BT, &FHN 21534 5. EX0F
WRH S ER A RFTRAERAE SR LT B . B4, FXOREEEIOIRE
MREAXH, F—2FXERZHHEL, i FEE, X7 ihBe s Re X, &b
troFhE., AR AUEQRBHEMGRENEX, REEAGEERLE. WE, #ARAFEH
ChatGPT4.0 iR A (J& X #% ChatGPT) K ¥ £MEX, K& ChatGPT K5 1E S, #7iE i
F A A XA ChatGPT A JAE R 8y 8%, 75 4 ChatGPT #y45 BSUAY.

£ TAHFTEARYE X E ACTFL SME i J7 46 7 77 41 (2012 b)) #1527 ApvE b 4 1 fo 0 45
PARE R, AR RIS 1. W89 A RS AR T Bl R AR (L B RTP R, A XX
AR AE AT B AR o 1k IR 72 F R f1 ChatGPT for higher education and professional development : A
guide to conversational Al ( Atlas, 2024 ) ¥ it 7 i A T# gk N\ 8 BARK$E 4, B “fR2 —4 H X
W, REUTERGAZRRERFENG T EL FEKTFHREHR EREALLZAN
FAWEEAT: Bh, ERERIALAEEA. XFHE LR, LK, #TRERRL, Z8#
MR, AIEVEML, A REE.

A RNFRRIET AL . F—F, WRREXBRDK, K55 EESH Wilson 1
Czik (2016) ¢4 W 2] M SIS 8 2 RAATHI G0 #, (RAEIE 5 AT 4 4 4 0 R0 4 77
MAnEmmE AR, ETHIFRBEELE. FE. TEFEREEFR, TR TFAANFELHEX,
ChatGPT {& t 8935 4 8 AR, AXARBAAET BSF BN EL TS X, B4
UGS R KRR — RO R X =P, AU E O #HAT R, RE
FLARH BT R A5 KA R R RG], A Je 6 AR AD A T BT Bl R g ok, ok 1. B =,
ARt ChatGPT H T R A% #AT 4 #5, R & FLAKEY ChatGPT RA% KA K AT, M6 K
GAn A, WG W R ChatGPT 4 B R Bt 4m ik, Wik 2. FWF, A4 Fit #Ffn ChatGPT
FE R R A K, 18 AT E R kA ChatGPT 5 8 R AR KA K R HA R, HiEWA
TRFHF B I o E IR XL W AR G0 4G AR TR R, AT A A TR B e D A
R, FHF, REELEA AR FORNA L. 247 %6 4 8 R A5 A1 ChatGPT 5 8 R AR 89 57 [ ,
ATRNE . B R E A7 E L 4F ChatGPT 45 1 24 1 R 45 W IE# 1, JFAE ¢t 45 8 4 IE R
W25 N AR 0 SRR B R MY . EARE BT, ARSUHYRR U E AU AT H A IR M A,
7] Bt 0 3 K Z K ChatGPT #4T SR R4, AT R E N HIT RS . U B RN
AL BT HY R B TSR AR P, HT Rt fr ChatGPT RAR A B W R £ M KA, KX UK
o RAR WA A R R ATATE



34 Bl R 3GE # 4 (2025)

ERWE VR E R LS
FERGEE  AHRY

T R BE. $REHT, TREATENPER
TR IC R AR AE AP LR B AT R, A SORRA . 1B IR o 4 T R R <

2 I AT XA BB R R, EHATRE SCAS S, S8 Ed AR E/ERNIE L
IR R AT BRSNS, EFHTRE, BRARRGHS

R BRARIE EE. S5 a5 e s R
MXEAT. BENAHEERHEEER, BEULXEERH, 24X

BARE Bk H A F AN
e 3 B M 7 T 4 BT R, Bl £ BRI . B RUE i
Ta %'ﬁf% /%E
B SRRk SR AL, 3] B B T A0 R A A B A

- AR EERAB RN R, &R R T A AT, B X
R AR EEE, BTN

\ BT A A T A AT N B R (DL E Y A A A L
At A BE R

% 2.ChatGPT ¥ T Kk 4 75 %
R KR ELARL

KT R HEGRENT, TREATENER
T LR AR SEAEENCE R AR, Bl ORNRA . BB A A W R R
o 1A LA ATXAM BB R R, EHATRE CASE, S84 Ed AR E/ENIE L
& ik R TR THEREMN . B EEER, BRAERNHL
LM T BB R RR, (BRI SR ER
s ARG AT RA. XA RHTEEGASER
SRR NXEAT. BEABRHEEGH ILREEAH
S ER A X XE LA E R B, Bl KRBT R A B R R 1R A
AR REFHEIFAEBES R TERA
BT MXEREZENEAEGA, RAZFNE RN GIENE
5 =B

5.1 RiRZEE Gt

A ShRIE B ZOF AR HE 1t 339 4, ChatGPT KA 3Lt 1137 4, ChatGPT Wy R4 #i = A T
HWR G E. REENRGER LG TR, BARE L%,
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3 B A R R R R

R K %W&% qmmw&%
HE /AN ot HE /AN ot
KF RAR 43 13% 19 2%
78] L RUAR 73 22% 73 6%
- 18 LA 13 4% 325 29%
1Bk R 115 34% 141 12%
S 0 0% 323 28%
Fra s A RUR 14 4% 17 1%
& R AR 32 9% 97 9%
ERAE 18 5% 78 7%
= SR XA 15 4% 50 4%
R 4R 9 3% 14 1%
G107 iA s 7 2% 0 0

B R 4, P RAE fr ChatGPT RAR 4 AT R4k 0 £, TN R E =6
B FEFia CRAR, 187 KA b b 34%, A0 KA & b 22%. 7 A R A A R B B4R 1Y
BT, HIFRAHATIEELEWO SR, EFHERATEN O, HIFRIHATT D H2HEILE
He, A 4%, T ChatGPT B9 41 W R 4 MR L A5 el [/l X & s b £, ##%AREE S
57%, 2 T, ChatGPT 4t %4 18] JC A3 v th R4k o th i B 0 T 1 2K el 3% Bk o b, BT =,
ChatGPT 17 L AniE & B RAR AT 3T AR, DURE B £, XERPIFEMM NS, HF
AUERALE AT TIETH RN, 168 BN E S Ff] AL A T8 a0 & .

TE X F kT BAR R R AR T, BT R AR B &tk ChatGPT RUARHY & thok, L2 el 3%
AKX U EENE BT A ETEHR, ChatGPT RN ER AT EH K. Y ChatGPT &
W, FAEXWRT. SAERH - BEN TS, EREH, AREFNERREENEK
RAARE. XA Z BT ChatGPT 8 KARH R, B B ChatGPT R & i 3¢ SO B 1 R #H47 KUK
Rz H “EEMIT WRETR.

EEW R, HF G %kt R 4% 2%, ChatGPT R4k 3F AR 33t & % ik Jn thy KU
REBHFEREANE., BT, 2 ChatGPT ZE1E SUR R 1 SUR RUAS R A% 7 T e
AR ], 7EIE S AT o B B 48 7 M R W b b B, {EEKTT S, ChatGPT & M R4k iy
BEFES. XAIE ChatGPT 72 XML, BB WG EF @G HE, B &ERFF - F4
i 72 R A5k Bt A, R 3 B 1R LB v fu i 2 A A

5.2 #HIHF0 ChatGPT R imby4F S
5.2.1 2 S it )R o

T, BB ABREM. —HE, HITE AR ELEEMEE, BFRRENE
W R EME R BN F SR AE PER. 7 — AW, ZWE R E RO L%
Bt [ RAR A LB 5 R, #T 2 ATE RSB S, A F AL FraiE iz 440,
B2 RAEENER T, ULFEREARMEL B DHMER, 5 SFERTERELE.
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HR, HIRBAE —EBE LBAFANMAERF I REEENME. Az R
T 7R, e A $R E| Duck Syndrome Bf, F P #1845 W A E B9 KA X — 2 IR K
KXTHOHERE, B SFELTERRE ORER, TUMRAMAZWE. ZBES. EF7
—RET, UASURERERAG], ERBTAREHEAEERGE, REMELKEFTHRSE
Z Rt ArIE 1 693, ERX PR AN BB, HWARTAEXHFEHEERSET. R
S A, HF BB T WA AR, F AR A DT B 18 5 6 [ fe s
Bz HECFR T B CEE, BUF AT BTRIHE T ACF IR I8 A5 R x4 85 5L A
EFHIRM. FAEGREE CEATERGHBER T HLEE, T2, ZFHET F EREFE
RUBFM, NBER R EE AR AR, AR RERERE, 2 K80
Ak, XE—TRELBTERY XHF, EmBERGmeLENZn. S/ LAREEX
B, XGEAR T IHEAEETERR.

R, BIBRARSE £ . TG, 6y E AR E B R LT A IR
ey A AR, BERRE, BFAERHE AN TRERNES, RERAFETHERNFERA.
HR, #IME RGBT HEAERERRI, DEEERBURERS, T EXTRRAN, #
JiA AR ERFEIFN, SRS HATHER RS, XA THRLXFLANES, E—EE
B LSO S . Bl Ao BT AR AR SCH 4B S BUR A R “RARERIRE I mAn A, B EE
RA MU RIL.”

5.2.2 ChatGPT [ il &

H 5%, ChatGPT W XA N EFHER S, BREWEXRERN, ARBENSFNM.
ChatGPT iR A A0 FEEXF N DB LR, FRIEEBCARERN T AR B EH X
k. [E B, ChatGPT ZEFATIA L&k, EMERFERHEMUENIB PO ELLEENH
WEVERENEL BRENXELFERXENEX., MILZT, FHEFETRAR
OBV IRNC R R R AT IR, T SR RS 77 T B R Ak 2 A TR

HK, ChatGPT BB R MM ER Z HAKMRE. A FHF RS, ChatGPT FUR A X &
G FT NG RES. ChatGPT ZERE FMANE Z K ERE R A, EFAETXERY. AX
WL SR B B R34 8 BT T 0 B RO, X AU T R B T R AR THE R AR EE T, FT
FHFERBRGHRER OO TR FHFHFAER I KERREERTBA X, 7L, EEE
REE, BREHENEROLAZLN. BAHARMTHIERAEIGH, REHELSENE
BAEL, REFAHFHIRNZAERHRAX T N EE Y.

%5, ChatGPT W ERM# 5 B3t A, ChatGPT 3% 4 E# M RIKHAT T KB W E U,
EFAELHEE. FAETAKATAIRNEALT, IHABERCARLESEE. HLZT,
HIAETE AL, AR EN T EY ERR BRI EAA T RFAEHRTARRERES. KEH
ERFMEFWNERAATIEGRY EIBHENET K THEGNER, —EIRFETEARE
B B A R A AT et AR

5.3 #HMFN ChatGPT RiEHIES
B 6, #FRAR A ChatGPT R B Z B K, R ER D T ChatGPT #y K% 31

B, AR YE, HITAMNEMBRFEREEREE. WILEEE, FRANEE AT,
Dtk 26 0 R 45 #5 B 3t/ T ChatGPT B9 R4 408 . T ChatGPT MR IEHT 55 M N WY 45 A4 3T A 1y
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PrA4eiR KL #IT VIR, H#T T ABNALCAEEEH&S, ExFETHNLRL, 7L
Ao E AL Bt 57%.

HR, iR AR Fr ChatGPT B4R 9% XA [E], A A SCBCEE B 20 R4 o, 20 B R4 4 B
BRI EERG. FERSE. LB AN A TS, WARBEHIT4 tFENE -
EHATEM TS, ZHRAEZZRATH O AR EA . @ ChatGPT REFEMA T HMNNIAE
BERTFAENET, MEBREHN IR, NEEAEEREMER, HIF KR ChatGPT RAk
WHRMEFAENERELER A, EFENAREEFEEH, R4 TEERENRE
B MBS A B, R F A E RN A, {2 ChatGPT W R 4% F 8 N384 19 % DL E 34 fo
BEEGRHANE, HEARFALEH, MEXTFELANEZEHNER. KA B4
SHALEGBEGNEED Y, WREEZEZ TIEE KR, ZITF & Nz N X B F 484
BRAENHAR, FEEFEAIEY, TEFATERE, TUEFRANEFHNIES, EX
ATLE GREHERIF.

R, #F R A ChatGPT RARE SR EFE. HITRBHIES UF A YT NiEE AT
HEE, FPHHAF BRI TFELN P R, UTHEMERS N E, HE <91 BN, 7£H&
BB RIAE, HITHMERGEH T, UEEEE. T ChatGPT R4k 09iE & X F 48
RFAENFANIEEAT, BABEHRIERE-—EBRE L 2mEFX AR ARAHE, REBERL
SEMZ R B, FOW % BB A A TR G R e A R, (8K BB M R IR e AR
Xt AEBHEH A R BN A R

®E, R A ChatGPT R AT MR BB, E P 62 T £ A E S KT,
ETEF A FRHAATRAE, BT P2 HIEmRIREAFENEI S, dEETATHX,
ER SRR EINZITAFENRS, AR THZBRFMBEHNTAXZR. T ChatGPT R4k
FEORRE, SRZAEAS, EX At AT RATMANENFHANIRASRE, XFER
BN HE RN H G, NS SFAERIT. M@ HHERANIES, EEFEFERAA
THERNGES. RN BENE, HFEXTESNFEN TR, ¥ EGeOoaR B NMELSY
BRAEV, EHTEAT, BTN w0 EILE A KT, X—ME-ALEfLER
.

5.4 ChatGPT K iRBYFIRTE

T i, AR RA] I 55 4 ChatGPT #9451 KB, 24 8 /MK, 13X 55 A4 ik
B RMNK 2 NG, —F W, ChatGPT I H W B k3 ah &4 R —# 0 A B8
R XA T, F B, ChatGPT 2k Ml x #E &, RBAIXAW, EXAW. 5 —F @,
ChatGPT R 54 R A 5 £ P A BN 2 4018, RS OL T, HR B2 F £ R R A,
FTEARERA F AN EFER. AR AT O & T,

5.4.1 f 0B

2 4 . Shake Shack /& L i ] B @& 15 Pl sk Ao bLig ,
ChatGPT R % : Shake Shack & s & BL A Pk 4L A Lid

AR R E AR, {2 ChatGPT RN T #18 “BE..... Lowon”, RAEWE TH A B HE
B, AR N ERRAR.
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5.4.2 Wi~ H

F4BIAEKRDM, KADTFEEANH L.

ChatGPT Rt : &K & DA, REXE T+ EHEAGH L,

T BINE, FANKARRINRE, EFRAREAFEGLENGER. T ChatGPT | “&
w7 A BT, RALOE, AR,

5.4.3 ML

F4 e LA, Hoh RIEANTH L.

ChatGPT Bi% : A2 T, Hacdih 2 A KRG Lo

FHEG AR BEENE A, RBREEME T g, “fo LiEMAL” HBTFRARRHZS
W72, {8 ChatGPT &M 7 “Li” X—K#EERE, L “MhT” &% “fo L th”, B R
JEH N R ST At R, 1 BOEIE SRR R, R R

5.4.4 IR

FA . 2HH R, EFRL,

HOF B/ H A, EiEPERK,

ChatGPT Rk : & 2| 77 LA Rjeh, R AeE IR,

FAEXN BT R RA T 18 < L7, REF Y, ChatGPT H ARG X — K EHIX,
AXHEAT T TR SR 4k

5.4.5 H A Y

FA EAMAET P REYTESAELGSE, TR Shake Shack 49 A LR B4R 4L FE

ChatGPT R ¥t : RMNBAESH T EEFHETHEANSE, RETERWTHRE, I3t
Shake Shack #9 & AL &AM A A F o

HxtF A #A T, ChatGPT Apn T #HME &, b8 kB M X E T, K UHFEEF EH %
# W9 A B — 4T 4 B *t Shake Shack By K +fb & RRESH, B “RETHHEEL E0AY,
AR R
5.4.6 57k

F4 . PEHOKF LR EAFIES AL LagiRAL

ChatGPT B3t : P EHF £ T 53 53] o WiRAZ A9 N,

IRFAEGAGAKRER, HEXEKRFBAH, ChatGPT #4477 —EBRENBE, EHLR
ST BRI EER, RN BRI ER, NI “PEAFTFHRENEEF I L
VIR F .

5.4.7 ZHE R

FA ZFRETILFARS ARG, FAELBRTK AN 3,
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ChatGPT A Bt : R K@ A ZFTFRE M, £ EFHFAEEE KK S A4k I,

FITRNET - G HE?

EERFEA S, B REES Y ERLL, RiEH T A THEEF, A AR,
XHATFHFAEE EBR. (2 ChatGPT [NER T ¥ £ W R4, HFAREKZEFA, I E ChatGPT
BT RMpF AR EE, BANETEANFELES, EZHRAALE, FRAZEENKR,

5.4.8 E R

FA  RCIFFEBANRRXGEFZIE R, BA, AGRRIAAAMNGLTS, 22X
Ao

ChatGPT R %5t : &IAA £ BAL LI RGP ZARHM, BA—LRRFA AAMNGEE,
R DL Eda o

FAENRERE “GIRIESFHAAMINFCHEEFEFN”, B ChatGPT By BRI Rk & “Hik
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Abstract

With the continuous development of generative large language models such as ChatGPT, Al-
assisted second language learning has become one of the hot research topics in recent years. The
research on Al-assisted second language education involves various aspects such as vocabulary
acquisition and second language writing. There has been an emerging numbers of research
on ChatGPT-assisted second language writing, but the research on ChatGPT-assisted writing
in Chinese as a second language is still relatively scarce. This paper collects 62 essays from
intermediate and advanced American college-level learners of Chinese as a second language from
an intensive immersion Chinese learning program located in China. It compares and summarizes
the similarities and differences between the written corrective feedback types provided by the
Chinese instructors and Al, and contrasts the content and form of the Chinese instructors’ written
corrective feedback with that of ChatGPT. It analyzes the accuracy of the written corrective
feedback of ChatGPT from the lexical and syntactic perspectives, in the hopes of providing insights
for the application of ChatGPT in the feedback of Chinese as a second language writing.
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