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ABSTRACT

This literature review investigates the effect of ChatGPT in
delivering written corrective feedback (WCF) for English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) academic writing, using studies published
from 2022 to 2025. Research indicates that ChatGPT feedback
offers considerable benefits in formative contexts, including
immediacy, personalization, and clarity that improve learners'
revisions and confidence. Unlike other automated writing
evaluation tools, ChatGPT offers more contextually informed and
interactive feedback, making it a valuable asset in the writing
process. However, limitations arise in feedback concerning
advanced writing abilities, rhetorical components, and cultural
nuances, underscoring the need for teacher feedback. Equity and
ethical issues, such as learner dependency and disparate access,
Keywords: ChatGPT,  underscore the imperative for careful integration. The review

Written Corrective asserts that ChatGPT ought to be integrated into educational
Feedback, EFL frameworks to enhance instructor and peer feedback, facilitating
Academic Writing effective assessment and genuine skill development.
Introduction

Academic writing is a cornerstone of higher education and professional communication, as it
enables students and practitioners to convey complex ideas effectively while engaging in
knowledge construction, documentation, and critical evaluation (Lloyd-Jones & Masterton,
2010). Among academic genres, argumentative writing is particularly significant since it
requires learners to integrate linguistic competence with critical skills such as analysis,
evaluation, and problem-solving (Ferretti et .al, 2007; Widyastuti, 2018). As Chance (1986)
observes, writing represents the linguistic manifestation of critical thinking, fostering idea
generation, organization, and intellectual growth. Consequently, academic writing serves as
both a linguistic endeavor and an essential avenue for intellectual engagement and professional
advancement (Chance, 1986).

Given its complexity and central role in higher education, developing proficiency in academic
writing remains a continuous difficulty for many EFL learners (Chen et al., 2024). Written
corrective feedback (WCF) has long been recognized as a key pedagogical strategy to address
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these challenges by providing targeted guidance on errors and promoting sustained
improvement in students’ writing skills (Cao & Zhong, 2023; Su, Lin, & Lai, 2023). However,
conventional teacher feedback often falls short of offering the individualized, timely support
that many learners require (Scheeler, 2004).

Technological advances in education have introduced new opportunities to enhance WCF
practices (Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Godwin-Jones, 2024). Automated Writing Evaluation
(AWE) systems, for example, offer prompt and data-informed feedback on grammar,
vocabulary, and mechanics, demonstrating clear benefits for EFL writing instruction (Li, 2021).
Nonetheless, such tools have been limited to surface-level corrections and lack the capacity to
provide contextualized, personalized feedback necessary for complex academic writing tasks.
As an advanced large language model, ChatGPT offers dynamic, context-sensitive, and
conversational feedback that extends beyond the capabilities of traditional AWE systems (Jiao
& Yu, 2023). In this environment, WCF is crucial for enhancing accuracy, fostering self-
awareness, and facilitating sustained writing progress; however, its effectiveness depends on
the nature of the feedback, the cultural context, and the learner's perspectives (Kluger & DeNisi,
1996).

Meanwhile, there are several benefits to applying ChatGPT-generated corrective feedback in
academic writing, but the effectiveness of ChatGPT compared with traditional feedback tools
such as teacher and peer feedback remains unclear. Various language learners tend to use
traditional feedback, such as teacher or peer feedback, while others choose ChatGPT feedback
for its immediacy, accessibility, and impartiality (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Firat, 2023). This
scenario calls for a systematic literature review to evaluate ChatGPT's implementation in EFL
academic writing settings, focusing on its effectiveness, accuracy, and educational
consequences.

Purpose of the study

This literature review examines the role of ChatGPT in providing written corrective feedback
for academic writing in EFL classes, drawing on empirical papers published between 2022 and
2025. Moreover, this study will present and categorize previous research on the effects of
ChatGPT's feedback on learners' academic writing across grammar, vocabulary, sentence
structure, coherence, punctuation, and spelling, among other important linguistic domains.
Besides, this study compares and contrasts the strengths and weaknesses of ChatGPT with
teacher and student feedback to examine the pedagogical implications of ChatGPT for using Al
to teach English as a foreign language writing. Dwivedi et al. (2023) and Firat (2023) persisted
that some learners preferred the immediacy and perceived impartiality of artificial intelligence,
whereas others highlighted the knowledge of instructors or the collaborative nature of peer
contributions more (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Firat, 2023). To clarify the objectives above and
establish the theoretical and empirical foundation for this study, the following section will
review the literature on written corrective feedback, particularly ChatGPT, teachers’, and peers’
feedback in EFL academic writing contexts.

Literature Review

ChatGPT as an Al-based Feedback Tool

Despite ChatGPT having been introduced as a revolutionary tool for transforming education
since 2022, especially in writing (Kohnke et al., 2023), the effectiveness of ChatGPT in
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delivering written corrective feedback has not been specifically examined in existing studies.
In fact, ChatGPT has strong natural language processing (NLP) capabilities, including
contextual comprehension, coherent and human-like text generation, and prompt-based
feedback. As a result, these functions could help learners improve their language skills and
become more proficient in the targeted language.

There are three main types of written corrective feedback in many EFL classrooms: peer,
ChatGPT, and teacher feedback. According to Ferris and Roberts (2001), the most typical and
conventional kind of feedback is teacher feedback in students’ writing, such as pointing out
mistakes and then offering suggestions for improvement (Ferris and Roberts 2001). Most
learners depend significantly on teacher feedback for their revised writing tasks (Sheen et al.,
2009). Many studies have shown that EFL learners can improve their grammatical structure,
including punctuation, tense, clauses, and sentences (Bitchener and Ferris 2012). Overall,
teacher feedback is necessary to provide experienced guidance and instruction to address the
specific demands of individual learners, as it is considered an authentic and accurate feedback
tool for EFL learners, though it is time-consuming and can be heavy on the workload (Lyster,
1998).

Secondly, peer feedback plays a crucial part in language learning, which is a development in
education. This is because peer feedback not only provides comments on another's writing, but
it also strengthens a collaborative learning environment. Previous literature review has
increasingly examined peer feedback (Hewett, 2000; Liu & Hansen, 2002), showing numerous
benefits. Numerous studies (Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Cho & MacArthur, 2010; Storch,
2005; Topping, 1998) indicate that peer feedback improves students' writing skills in critical
thinking, social interaction, and linguistic dimensions. Sato (2013), Sato and Lyster (2012), and
Sippel and Jackson (2015) asserted that students can proactively engage in class through peer
feedback to enhance second-language acquisition. Peer feedback facilitates active analysis of
peers' writing, leading to a deeper understanding of one's own writing deficiencies (Storch,
2005). Peterson and Portier (2014) noted that peer feedback is advantageous for both students
and those providing feedback. This approach helps students cultivate critical thinking and
language analysis skills (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). As students acquire experience in applying
the specified criteria for writing evaluation, their self-assessment skills advance (Lundstrom &
Baker, 2009). In brief, peer feedback is considered a beneficial practice for students’ academic
writing (Xiao & Lucking, 2008). In general, peer feedback is an alternative feedback tool for
EFL learners to improve their collaboration, engagement, and critical reflection; however, it
still has some drawbacks, such as differences in learners’ levels and feedback quality.

Al feedback has recently made a substantial contribution to written corrective feedback. Steiss
et al. (2024) argue that Al can serve as automated corrective feedback for writing, enhancing
learners’ writing skills, provided by ChatGPT, while reducing teachers' workload, which they
frequently carry across many classes. Wu (2024) indicates that tools have advanced notably in
lexical resources, grammatical accuracy, and discourse generation. Al technology analyzes
grammar and spelling, providing significant assistance in identifying writing issues and
recommending enhancements (Alharbi, 2023). ChatGPT (Chat Generative Pre-trained
Transformer) is an Al tool that engages users in conversation, providing responses to inquiries
and requests in a dialogic format (OpenAl, 2023). ChatGPT uses a large language model to
comprehend and generate responses like a human across various topics, employing
computational techniques and extensive data to connect ideas and interpret prompts in context
(Barrot, 2023). Wenzlaff and Spaeth (2022) assert that ChatGPT's explanations are almost
indistinguishable from those of humans.
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Barrot (2023) observed that ChatGPT can assess a text's concentration, clarity, and
organization. However, many studies regarding ChatGPT as a feedback tool have yielded
inconclusive outcomes (Steiss et al., 2024; Wu, 2024). In contrast, Dai et al. (2023) found that
ChatGPT's feedback is unambiguous and comprehensible, helping learners understand their
errors and improve their writing skills. In contrast, some research claims that ChatGPT is less
reliable than teacher feedback. Besides, other findings showed that ChatGPT frequently offers
process-oriented feedback (instructing on task approaches), which significantly decreases
students' strategies more than task corrections. Therefore, these results indicate that ChatGPT
illustrates significant potential to assist learners in enhancing their skills and fostering greater
autonomy in learning. These mixed findings suggest that the effectiveness of written corrective
feedback from ChatGPT depends on various factors, including learners’ requirements, the
suitability of the feedback type, and so on.

Research has shown that ChatGPT can provide timely, tailored, and situational written
corrective feedback as an assistant tool for language learners (Dwivedi et al., 2023). In fact,
learners correct their grammar and vocabulary mistakes and enhance their writing in real time
with the help of ChatGPT (Tran et al., 2025), rather than conventional forms of feedback such
as teacher or peer feedback. Thanks to several interactive explanations and various feedback
options, this feature helps learners self-regulate their learning and produce language more
actively, according to Kuhail et al. (2023). With the increasing demand for written feedback,
many experts raise awareness about the trustworthiness of Al’s feedback (Kim et al., 2025).
Previous literature reviews have shown that ChatGPT performs effectively when combined
with other traditional methods in the context of written corrective feedback for EFL writing.

ChatGPT in Providing Corrective Feedback

Recent research has shown that ChatGPT has had a significant impact on EFL academic
writing, especially by offering corrective feedback, fostering student autonomy, and providing
diverse linguistic assistance. However, there are many factors, including reliance on Al-
generated suggestions, their reliability, and how learners genuinely respond to the feedback.
Therefore, the effect of ChatGPT feedback should be analyzed to solve these relevant problems.
The objective is to collect findings, including the effect of ChatGPT feedback on EFL learners’
academic writing in terms of positivity and negativity.

Overview of Empirical Studies (2022—-2025)

Numerous empirical studies and systematic reviews have investigated whether ChatGPT
feedback positively affects students’ academic writing and helps learners enhance their writing.
Teng et al. (2024) found that ChatGPT can analyze input quickly and consistently, and
customize it better than conventional peer or teacher feedback, in both timeliness and scope.
Imran et al. (2024) emphasized that ChatGPT fosters learner autonomy in learning by allowing
learners to continuously revise and reflect on their writing tasks.

Rahman et al. (2022) agreed that learners using ChatGPT for academic writing tasks performed
better in grammatical and lexical accuracy compared to those who received peer feedback
solely (Rahman et al., 2022). Similarly, Su et al. (2023) demonstrated that feedback from
ChatGPT improved language accuracy, idea generation, and logical coherence. However, many
researchers have raised concerns about potential drawbacks, such as general or inaccurate
feedback (Mun, 2024), including plagiarism and authenticity, which are significant threats
(Muioz, 2025).

ChatGPT is considered an ideal tool for EFL learners and educators, especially in academic
writing. There are several benefits of applying ChatGPT feedback in developing writing skills.
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because it can provide immediate written corrective feedback and enhance autonomous
learning. In contrast, depending too much on ChatGPT would hinder critical thinking and an
active learning environment, as learners would focus solely on ChatGPT’s feedback. It is
necessary to conduct a literature review to analyze the impact of ChatGPT-generated feedback
on the delivery of written corrective feedback. Overall, previous studies have shown that written
corrective feedback from ChatGPT helps EFL learners improve their linguistic accuracy,
autonomy, coherence, and cohesion, while others raise awareness of the overreliance on Al
tools and of vague or overly general feedback from Al.

Thematic Analysis by Linguistic Features
Grammar and Vocabulary

Research indicates that ChatGPT consistently enhances grammar for language learners.
Rahman et al. (2022) demonstrated that postgraduate EFL learners improved their grammatical
accuracy through the utilization of ChatGPT feedback in writing tasks (Rahman et al., 2022).
Mun (2024) asserted that ChatGPT demonstrates a significantly more advanced lexical
capability than tools such as Grammarly, which primarily enhance learners' vocabulary. Huang
and Wang (2023) similarly highlighted its efficacy in detecting collocational errors and the
application of academic language in writing tasks.

Sentence Structure

Multiple studies indicate that when learners use ChatGPT to assist with writing tasks, their
sentences exhibit greater complexity, reflecting a wider range of syntactic structures. Su et al.
(2023) found that learners improved their revision of run-on sentences and fragmented
structures more effectively with ChatGPT feedback. Mufioz (2025) observed that writing tasks
revised with ChatGPT feedback exhibited improved clause-level structure, particularly in
academic contexts (Mufioz, 2025).

Cohesion and Coherence

A number of studies indicate that ChatGPT offers valuable insights into coherence and structure
in writing skills. Pariyanto et al. (2023) demonstrated that Indonesian EFL learners enhanced
the coherence of their writing paragraphs through Al-generated feedback. Su et al. (2023)
highlighted ChatGPT's contribution to improving coherence by helping students restructure
their ideas for greater clarity and effectiveness.

Punctuation and Spelling

ChatGPT excels in recognizing punctuation errors and spelling mistakes. Mufioz (2025)
observed a notable reduction in typographical errors in students' final compositions (Mufioz,
2025).

Masoud Rahimi employed a sequential explanatory mixed-methods approach to evaluate the
effect of written corrective feedback on the academic writing of EFL learners (Rahimi, 2025).
As aresult, two classrooms were randomly selected: one with 30 EFL learners receiving AWCF
electronically and another with 26 EFL learners receiving WCF in a non-electronic format. The
data were collected via IELTS Writing Tasks 1 and 2 and an individual semi-structured
interview. Findings indicated that electronic learners performed better than their non-electronic
peers in task achievement, grammatical range, and correctness. However, this study fails to find
any differences in coherence, cohesion, and lexicon between the two groups. The individual
semi-structured interview with the electronic learners revealed both positive and negative
attitudes and perceptions towards the AWCEF. This study analyses the pedagogical implications
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of an activity to illustrate how instructional methods and academic learning classrooms support
EFL learners in interaction activities and writing skills.

The recent emergence of technologies based on ChatGPT signals transformative shifts in the
theory and practice of written corrective feedback in L2 instruction. Da Yan seeks to examine
L2 authors' behavior, awareness, and affective factors using ChatGPT as a writing-correction
feedback tool for academic writing. This research examined prompt-writing methods, revised
processes, and the application of metacognitive and cognitive strategies to feedback. The
findings revealed that behavioral engagement correlated with individual variations in language
proficiency, and participants inadequately regulated their learning processes metacognitively.
ChatGPT produced an effective learning environment but required a lot of time and effort. The
study provides various concepts and recommendations for education for educators and
researchers to apply ChatGPT in language teaching (Yan, 2024)

A recent study by Ozdere (2025) discussed the integration of Al-based feedback in academic
writing, focusing on 16 undergraduate students majoring in English Language and Literature
and English Language Teaching at Nigde Omer Halisdemir University during the 2023-2024
spring term (Ozdere, 2025). The researchers employed ChatGPT and You.com to evaluate
students’ drafts across various paragraph types and combined this feedback with targeted
training sessions. Their findings revealed notable improvements in writing performance, as
reflected in significant score increases between first and final tasks, with You.com generally
assigning higher scores than ChatGPT. Moreover, qualitative data from focus group interviews
indicated that students perceived Al feedback as timely and effective in identifying weaknesses,
particularly when reinforced by supplementary training.

Shao et al. (2025) conducted a systematic literature review of 26 research papers published
from 2022 to 2025 regarding the application of ChatGPT in EFL writing assessment. Research
indicates that although ChatGPT is effective for formative assessment, it is unreliable for
summative assessment and advanced writing skills, including argument, coherence
maintenance, and adherence to academic standards. These results are important for this study
because they show how important it is to compare ChatGPT's minor changes with peer
feedback, which may help with idea development, logical progression, and overall coherence.
Shao et al. (2025) have raised concerns about the reliability, fairness, and morality of
ChatGPT’s feedback. They amplified the importance of combining ChatGPT with human
efforts in educational settings.

Ustiinbas (2024) investigated EFL learners' perceptions of the effects of ChatGPT feedback on
their academic writing (Ustiinbas, 2024). The study collected data through semi-structured
interviews and video recordings of students' interactions with ChatGPT over five weeks. The
findings show both advantages and disadvantages of using Al corrective feedback, shaped by
learner characteristics, preferences, and ChatGPT's efficacy in writing training. The study
provided useful insights into students' experiences, primarily focusing on their thoughts instead
of contrasting ChatGPT's feedback with alternative sources. This gap underscores the need for
the field to directly compare ChatGPT with peer feedback for postgraduate English majors to
improve their academic writing.

Discussion
Strengths Highlighted in Literature

Collectively, previous studies have highlighted that ChatGPT is a combination of earlier
automated writing evaluation tools rather than an isolated one, as it can incorporate additional
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features to produce effective written feedback for EFL learners. There are several benefits of
ChatGPT feedback in EFL academic writing, such as cyits immediate, personalization, and
clear instructions. One benefit is timeliness: ChatGPT provides fast feedback, allowing learners
to receive suggestions and explanations immediately (Steiss et al., 2024; Yan, 2024), compared
to other automated writing evaluation tools, which often require more time than ChatGPT. This
is a better solution for learners than traditional teacher or peer feedback, which typically takes
a long time.

The second advantage is customization: ChatGPT not only produces tailored written feedback
but also integrates other factors from learners, such as their learning objectives, needs, and
stages. Because ChatGPT may change its feedback based on learners' requirements, questions,
and revisions, unlike static grammar checkers like Grammarly (Thai et al., 2025). The
interactive and conversational elements let users ask follow-up questions and receive tailored
answers, encouraging more personalized learning (Wu & Yu, 2024; Jiao et al., 2023; Mizumoto
et al., 2024; Eguchi, 2023). Moreover, different studies show that ChatGPT's feedback is clear
and easy to understand. The findings showed that students reported that ChatGPT provides clear
explanations of grammar and structure problems to help them fix their mistakes (Huang et al.,
2023). Specifically, ChatGPT’s feedback helps EFL learners comprehend more easily,
depending on their language proficiency level, making it suitable for some EFL learners
compared to other tools. Besides, ChatGPT feedback could assist learners who are not good at
grammar and sentence structure, thanks to its potential for providing accurate, immediate
feedback on writing tasks (Wu, 2024). In short, ChatGPT feedback improves EFL learners'
academic writing and increases their confidence in learning and correcting their mistakes by
extending the benefits of earlier automated writing evaluations to better adapt to each learner’s
goals.

Limitations Reported

Firstly, the primary limitation is the generation of inaccurate information, commonly known as
“Al hallucinations”. Tonmoy et al. (2024) stated that when ChatGPT is provided with complex
language input or ambiguous instructions from users, it would generate irrelevant results even
though they are significantly grammatically correct. Another noticeable limitation is that
ChatGPT often provides overly common responses. Specifically, Yan (2024) clarified that
ChatGPT could identify simple mistakes; however, it rarely correctly recognizes grammatical
mistakes in complex sentences, including connections, logic, and tone. As a result, this
disadvantage reduces ChatGPT's impact on more experienced users.

Moreover, the more reliance on ChatGPT, the more prevention of critical thinking and
autonomous learning habits. Aziz et al. (2026) and subsequent studies have highlighted that the
drawback of overreliance on ChatGPT feedback could hinder learners’ ability to correct their
own writing and lower their critical thinking and problem-solving skills (Aziz et al., 2026).
Mun (2024) stated that learners who depend on ChatGPT would increasingly lose their ability
to write independently. Akgiin and Greenhow (2021), emphasized concerns about misuse
leading to plagiarism or the dissemination of illegal information, especially in the learning
environment without clear teacher instructions (Akgilin and Greenhow 2021). Yan (2024)
recommended that learners be given sufficient training materials on Al, specifically ChatGPT,
to ensure they have a full understanding of ChatGPT's use and can learn effectively and
responsibly (Yan, 2024). To make the most of its benefits and avoid its hazards, it should be
used with pedagogical precautions and clear directions.
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Pedagogical Implications

There are several strategies that can make ChatGPT more effective as a teaching tool. However,
it should be used as a supporting tool instead of replacing teachers’ roles. Human involvement
involves helping students think critically, addressing problems at the discourse level, and
guiding their growth through personalized, nuanced support. When ChatGPT is used to teach
academic writing, it needs to be well-planned and grounded in effective teaching methods.
Teaching models built on the TPACK framework (Gonscherowski & Rott, 2025) can make it
much easier to use generative Al technologies in ways that align with current technology and
good teaching practices. Teachers can assign tasks that ask students to contrast information
generated by Al with that of peers or teachers, rate its usefulness, or edit texts again.

Furthermore, plagiarism, excessive reliance, and cheating in school are concerns when students
use ChatGPT for academic writing. Akgiin and Greenhow (2021) and Yan (2024) emphasized
the importance of teaching students Al literacy so they can understand the advantages and
disadvantages of ChatGPT. Teachers need to set clear rules and provide ongoing support to
ensure learners use Al in schools in a moral and responsible way. Ultimately, the standardization
of rubrics is essential for the equitable evaluation of Al-influenced writing, notably via
assessment frameworks attuned to Al that gauge not only linguistic precision but also advanced
competencies such as argumentation, coherence, and creativity (Hmoud et al., 2024).
Longitudinal studies must examine the effects of prolonged exposure to Al feedback on learners’
competency, engagement, and independent thinking over time.

Gaps and Directions for Future Research

Despite the growing literature validating ChatGPT's potential to facilitate EFL writing classes,
significant research gaps persist. There is an urgent need for additional empirical research,
especially studies utilizing quasi-experimental and longitudinal methodologies, to better
understand the enduring impacts of Al-assisted writing support. Although current research
frequently highlights immediate improvements in grammar and organization, there is a paucity
of studies investigating the long-term effects of Al tools on writing, learner motivation, and
retention. Secondly, subsequent studies should evaluate the efficacy of ChatGPT-generated
feedback relative to conventional feedback sources, including instructor and peer assessments.
Although Al delivers speed and scalability, human input provides contextual and emotional
support that may be essential for advanced writing skills. Comprehending the relative
significance of different feedback sources can guide more equitable and pedagogically sound
integration tactics (Sheen, 2010a).

The perceptions of learners and teachers regarding ChatGPT are still inadequately examined.
Despite students typically expressing favorable initial perceptions of Al tools, qualitative
research regarding user experiences, emotional reactions, and confidence levels remains scarce.
Instructors' perspectives on the pedagogical benefits and challenges of Al integration warrant
further investigation, particularly in culturally unique EFL contexts such as Vietnam.
Additionally, future studies should focus more on Asian EFL contexts, especially Vietnam,
where cultural learning norms, teacher-centered classrooms, and exam-oriented systems may
affect learners’ interpretation and application of ChatGPT feedback. Vietnamese EFL learners
may demonstrate different levels of trust, dependency, or critical engagement with Al compared
to learners in Western educational environments. Subsequently, future research should examine
the enduring effects of ChatGPT on learners' autonomy and writing proficiency. Because,
depending on Al feedback, it could prevent the development of self-correction skills and critical
analysis. Therefore, it is essential to measure the role of extended ChatGPT usage on students'
proficiency for self-learning writing, strategic revision, and skill transfer across tasks to
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comprehensively assess its genuine educational value.

Conclusion

Although this systematic study identifies serious shortcomings, it shows that ChatGPT has
potential for EFL academic writing assessment. There are 26 empirical studies showing that
ChatGPT is suitable for providing feedback and assessing writing in formative contexts,
offering grammatical and organizational feedback comparable to that of humans. However, the
reliability of ChatGPT diminishes in summative assessment contexts and when evaluating
advanced writing skills, underscoring the indispensability of human correction in complex
contexts. In practical classroom implementation, ChatGPT can be integrated as an initial
feedback layer before human feedback. For instance, students can first submit their drafts to
ChatGPT to receive immediate feedback on grammar, vocabulary, and structural clarity. After
revising based on Al feedback, peers can provide feedback on groups to encourage
collaborative reflection and audience awareness. Lastly, teachers can provide higher-level
feedback focusing on argumentation, coherence, and critical thinking. This staged integration
allows ChatGPT to support lower-level language correction while human feedback addresses
deeper pedagogical and contextual aspects of academic writing. In terms of findings, there are
three essential components for effective implementation. ChatGPT is intentionally integrated
into existing teaching frameworks to support, rather than replace, the role of instructor abilities.
The tool's existing shortcomings in cultural sensitivity and linguistic complexity require
meticulous rubric building and ongoing improvement of grading standards. Moreover, ethical
issues should be taken into consideration to ensure equal accessibility, and educational
institutions should impose rules for both educators and learners. Future research should focus
on long-term studies to assess ChatGPT’s feedback on academic writing and explore different
responses from EFL learners to adopting written corrective feedback from ChatGPT. By doing
this, more training programs will be developed for language educators. Given ChatGPT's
substantial growth, it is important to maintain a balanced approach that uses ChatGPT as a tool
for EFL learners, alongside teacher feedback as a crucial part of instruction and evaluation. The
collaboration between ChatGPT and language educators in EFL classrooms depends on the
assessment of Al efficiency and pedagogical competence to maintain the quality of learning
assessments and improve writing skills.
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