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TE L. WMHZHEMETAMEAMENEZECT, ¥HEX AN L - - 352 L2 HIFL
720 REROFEZIAIZFHLEVIA T4 Y THEEAILLDT7 4 —FNy 72 THLORL %
AT T 5 E OB TR U B RIS RO 720 BRI, FREWERE, R, Bk sRIEIC B T
%) OFENFiZ 7 v — P CHIE L7z, 4. HWiC X 2 WFEORE L UROIRE R &L 410 X
HAI 74— Ny 7 pb0F %2 REIENE, FEHAZHEMRRTAIZM N 2 L a5 EEE ]
FTLHBMNLI—F - LTHTAZ LW TE S, FIFICE SICAIDRIET B RRICBVTIE, &
FEIA T A Y TEED FRBOMOBR LMH L ORFHEANOERE VD ALDAT LR WAk E 2
NECTULICETCHOLENRH LS9,

[¥—7— K] ChatGPT. &ML N7zftl). ATHLRIGAED . MAIRES

1. FUBHIC

2022 SERICHEESINZWPINZ T2 /1Y —Tdh 5 ChatGPT %, £ ODEEHIZLHELRFIE
o7z 2023 RIS  OHEEH XK AL (generative artificial intelligence) FIH 22T Oy
LERML, 2024 E12IF WL OPDERRML 2 — IRE N2 44 KDOFHLE T L O7 Yang
& Li (2024) (. ChatGPT OHBFFHIIDOWTOREDIT L A LD, KRFETHEGEE L TORGE
BEZ MYy 27 LT, ChatGPT 2 54 74 Y T OWNELELRL 74 — KN 72 Lo Twb
ELTWwh, 36 KOG MES L7z Lietal. (2024) (&, AFZEAHIBGICIZT ¥ 7 L ALK % Ful
WCHFRBBIRDD . Iy Ea— 2 - LY - S3Y - 88 - SR Ee Lo 3 840
WCEEDBETHRERTWAZ EZMELTW5H, Lo, Hew & Jong (2024) &, 72 ADIiE
XOMBEATE) - &5 - RMOBM BB L, EOBSICL BN S L BN MER D -
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TERIEL TV, AFETHREFEHFTOAIMAIZOVTIIS I IELRERADND 5205 HEIL AL
DEEFHIEIVL OO ELXHA L6, IR KRERIENLE L > TV 5,

RETWFETA T4 v 7% FICHRET 25513, 2020 475 O DeepL i HICIHET . Al —
A0t U IR 7 1 FI 3 % R L C & 72 (Wi - Lees, 2022a: 1, 2023a) o il 2. THI (2022b)
TIIHEEMNE L % M Z. DeepL 72 & AT AP WIEFERBBIALR R S 20w %, [H
AR=7 | [SiEr—2] [HEEER] OWMEZHOTIHMI L7z BRI, AROAMIZE»
LEROFMAZM TVl e (WA KR=7), BEFETA T4 27 AENLRELD» L RIE O/
ErRVBELTLI A TA T4 VP ETEESELRMEALDHLDOT [FA4 T4 7] Ly K&
GV TAIFHAORFEZEETLIRETIE AV E (BErXr—2), BHELVWHIFHTHLHE—-F
FEERNICERLEOEAN 2 LR AT 2 2 EAHBFNICHY P L) D2 ERTRETH D
Zr (HEEHEFER. oW TiE L,

ENZED%. NWHWZ ChatGPT 238 L. R b 74 74 ¥ ZFETIHEM T 5 Al . DeepL
o ZZREREBRE I 7 AL A 5. Z HIICHEH T& % ChatGPT ICA W L7z, $EHIE. ToEEY
LA REEZERT [HERBE DX ¥ VR "2k L ey oS THEEEL. ZOHTHED
oA EIC2 HICE Lo/ (W, 2023c). 1213, AL AMOSHELALZRITTELDIEE—
7D 7 Wb SNz FEEO A (DDC: Digital-to-Digital Conversion) 123 &2 \W\W2 & TH 5, Al I,
ANEZBEHLDLE EW) T Fa RN T —Ta bt wo o7V 7 VIBIRICS/EZ TR T 5562
i =S7E#H (ADC: Analog-to-Digital Conversion) %, 7Y% ML EN-EiEEZHG L W) 7T F
o Z R CIHG S % SaE A = S8 (DAC: Digital-to-Analog Conversion), ¥ L T A&
W) 7 KR 279 23 2 =4 —3 3 ¥ (AAC: Analog-to-Analog Conversion) (23T
AHERETLZEDNTER . B 1 2DORFIT AL K L 7B EREE L ToRFEIIIE,
Al Zfib 7w THRL S 7261 (embodied ability) & AI ZFIH9 5 [AIJLEMRES | (Al
augmented ability) 2SHHEH%ET 2 [HAMHEESI] (integrated ability) (275 2 L TH 5 % HEH
X OBMEWTE % BRI S TR L 72,

C OEBEHE T DL Lo BER BRI IED & 22 A5 ChatGPT (GPT-4) M L 7235555 1 7 4
VTBREAREOYIE - MBHEREO [WEIA T4 27 -V A= 7 A/B] (2023 4EEERT R
DME 7 T AL 2024 FERM OME 7 7 A L HARBE/ERZ 7 A) —IZOo00WTHET L% &
FEHld, HRARFAZ LD HBEFM Ty LA JEL W) —20 [Silir—2a] CENEZKY. H

FELVGEOMEARD B U [HEEER] W I K= i TR s h/z6e7]
& TATIEERMBE )] DSHIERE T 5 [HAWRE)I] OB E HIE L2 /2 ATFIHICO VT,
Z O % DDC IZBR Y . MHIBRIY 2 AT KA 28T TW B EETH D 5,

PHREERIEAZRY—TLI12, BRAHEAR 1 HoRET LIS, #LT b, IoT, KERKIZ
GHREDY I LI LETFTOBRRTEDL R TE L b, 72, EFRTIOFEBLFRTMAIN 2 D
DEDLEZTVRV, TOEEBREIZ 1 20FFHETHY., EHRHEEFINEBELTCHG R
D OFEBRERETLIEEZLATY D,

DFCld, FTANEHBEES A 71 v 7 RECHFEONLREW M2 (F28),
W, WELAROT#HZFHH FE3HE) LB T BEORTAI Z2flibaWigEigs & Al 215
T a8y x TN ZNIN (F4HEESHE) T, KREIK, Kk Feoiobht vrI
TADHEMEBELBBOE5HORBLEIRT S (556 3),
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2. AIFIAERICEEY 38BEHE<

FFILTNE T ChatGPT 2 FIH L2355 T 4 7 4 ¥ FREEERICOVTHIT BT, wiD
POBFEEZITTEe TNHOFRBIIMIRL, TN 2R FHOPITE ALTEHIIOWT O %
—YPHIH e LhvHED VI, T TAEROFMEZIHMHT L0, RERSED L) iffz 2
J2b0TIE AV E2MHICHALTBL ., ZOHWOFMIE. () NWTHRSAEICcH’
WBEN5,

(1) AXEKIZ. ZEPENPEE AITRITSEZEDTIIAV

EHRDZVT RO 1O, ALEHBO T 4 7 4 ¥ 7488IE, ED AT & RATA R S &
HHDERVATNIZETH D, 7205 AKEERTHEFIAI PSRBT LEEI BT 4 —F Ny s
5900 (5.2), BHOFELRETFEALEDTTH (5.1 %

(2) AEEIF. ZEOREMERZNICOVTAIICHAASELRL

[ATOFAFEIZ. ASZZBEELI ] Lo HMI L Db 28 AEKRTIIZ Yy (D
T—REREDIZDODT VA YA N=I VY ITRNONRTTTTIATAYTDTY T4 VR
L7 A4 FTHEEBETIE. Yo ATFHEEEIEL TS (4.2),

(3) AXEIE. AIDNIVY Z—2 3> EEHMZ D

BB ToER AL IZ, NV Y R — 3~ (hallucination : HHFEIZEIN LRV T b EIF) %
B3N TERZE SNTWE, 2% KREROTT Y7 M, NEOWE (RROFRLPLEED
B E) 38RV EIICLTVwE I E T, RERIINVY A=Y a v oEZmAOMz
TWh EBEAEBRTIIINITREZNV Y A=Y a VIRBIEZEIN TV RW(GB2B L O,
(4) AEEKIZ. ZEPRETEEVEEATEET S

[ALDSH 5 EFAIEFIBL o E LABICAIZATEAA L TREZHEEIETLEY ] LI BED
ISP ND, 7205 AREBIT, MEEBIGE LMl S O A X o THEEPAI ZAEFATE
Zwl, L7z LTHHMBRICARNIC RS RnE )L Twa (3.2,4.3,5.1),

(5) AEKEDZLEIL. Al DFRHI - HETEHBKRLT [BEPDF] 2R2003

(A AT ORN - SET2 20 TZTWBZ2FTHY, FAOEENZENS V] v
BEaDENRDH D, L LAFEEIZHEE T 5 Revision Report Z#HM L. HAIT AT PR LI ED
LRVDT 4 — RNy 7Oz [AooE] L3ah2HCRET %L, N ZR
ZU0%LTw5 (5.2),

(6) AEEKIZ. ZMHINELEL L TEENLZXFEDERSZBET

HDHNHRETEREL L. AMOERE AL FHF VY a— M A M=) —DEVWE T IZHS
% Z &5 T&7: (Sittenfeld & Meadows, 2024) X, Al & [# { BRI EDOLH ] (“maximally
unsurprising outcomes”) % fA4:#E (regurgitate) 9 4721772 & o 2 H 5 (Fourcade &
Farrell, 2024), 7Z20AREBERFHIR L TWDL 54 74 v 7. ALERZ2WEER (narrative mode)
Tlid 7% { — MW CTH M 2 BF 2 ZR T 2 Bk (paradigmatic mode) I2HED bDTH 5
(Bruner, 1986 : Hiifil, 2018). “#HA:13 % 97 F MY HE & U CRREM 2 SUR 2 92 2 & & BRI
T5, SHEIMNEFEITA 714 v 7L LTI L TES ER HEETIE v FHEIADSE < SCEIL,
SREEICHIETIERICHEADLVE V) FIRT [BL I V0N E] L2b2 0B L k0H
5THb, REBIL. SFHEET O M T CERIRE | oY 2 UhoMt % HIE L T3 (3.1
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BLOHER D,

(7) XEKEIZ. ZHEICALERAEETHOZINThOEEMZERFEIED
[—EFRAEICAIZfbEs L, PAFATIKF L CTRELEE L hd] L )Baed LiE
LIHZ 2T %o ZOARFEERTIE, AIZHEDOTIIX UL L 2HIRBRE, AINPSDT 1 —
RNy 2 G LB CWET 2 T ARBOZNZENOEE LoEHR 2 EKSE5(3.1,4.1,4.3,
5.1,5.2),

(8) KEEBTIE. 2EP AIZHRETHEEZERLEW
[RFFATFAHEZZRGTClE 2] L)t RFICH PN D, ZHEREROFEE. H
HAIZEETAZLERODOLNT ARV, ALZBET 201, AT 74— Ny 22 AF T 54
“ZTHb (5.1,52) %

(9) AXEEKIZ. ZAEP A ZEFATIETCERBOFEEREZEHDILEBE LTV

[ALIC X ) 2EOPELRERPELNS | LOF L I FHPNLD, REKRTIZ, FAEIEN
723k U C AR IR BART e O WORIRR 7 4 — KN 7 % 5.3 CHA Il
L2 Tw5o AL, ATISRI-SET2 RTS8 5 2 L TRV R Z, ARG, B X0
FHENAL T 4 — FNy 72 BB L RO UET L2 R UK T 2 BRICOIREIILTD, Z D
B FEDIBEALRFEEREEOTVDLIEPRET Y — Mo bRBENTWS (3.2
DFE3, 4307 vr— MER, 5.2, 5307 v — MER),

(10) FEEKIZ. AP EHENICEEFERHE T2 BET

Lk ATKAEIC D Ee 5755, ATIC K ) FAEDPEFFEOFEH EMAICBWTHREEZ K> T D
TRV L VI FBMIZTL b EBRINFE TOMELEBRLS DA D X512, RIEKIT.
EARY =T, FEFPAI 2T L AR EEEZHE TS L) IR HEE2HZT05, ALD R
AU, RIS AR W R EE SR AT 57010, RWEEHICHAz- T LIZLIEREV#
HARIAN A S WRERER E OIREZ Z T R T E R S ve BN ALZIEHT %56, 4
BHSPELTVWDY) =T 4 Y 7B LT, BHTIATA YT NEEHDBEIENTEL, RE
Bl FAEZFHENREEL - 12752 L EHIELTWDS (3~5),

VLo 10 HHICH7: 5 M 23T AL FIICRT 23841 % & A BRI L7z, IRETIEARSE
BOME A HHT %,

3. XREOBIR

341 AEEOHR

REBIZ, [HEIFA T4V -VAZ V7 A/B] OB FNNZRIZED SN HIITH A T,
Al ZHWFIC L HEL THMMeshgeh]) &0 AL 2 L oEL TALIERNEEN | 2%
NENICETT, RENICAIZEEFVWC 2 LANSHLORANAZEEN 2N LS5 [HE
WD) Z#BICOF S22 HINE Lize AEBEDHIRLRGEOKRIERE (6) T~/
E91C, FRHEEE oM TECEZPBED, FMLTEL L COREN LR TH L, G, NE
WZOWTUE AL 23 KT BRI 4 AOFTERRRBEF N2 mO 572012, ZOANTL2ET %
W HDEVIEEDANZ ZDPELRELEAPET L L EZHIBL Bk [42 7Y 54 ]
M), ELICFDRIHICHHEMOHIE, FAEMN A 2T 7% Lad S BHE MR CRE
FA T4 VTR AR I —F =12 b 2L Thb, TNIIEZDNET HIELTF M OMdy
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St B AITCHRER S1HR(L St B AITCHRER SR SRt  SHIL
Ihie Ihi Ihie Ihfk Ihi EInfk Ihic Shrk Iniz Ihi:
®IGe A =g IEfREE =G EBEEE RIEE IRARRE RIGE IEARRE

7 A h Pl h 7 | 7 5 pa
SRR 5B 2P ER SBARRRE SE5ERRE
(HE5) €-2:319) (Ji3R) €-2:319)

H1 REREHEEBEENDZE. BLUHHB LS higeS - Al HERIVEES - HERVEEHDRR

THHWSHERE 2 IGE L, BN ENEEOI—F—2F T 122435, 20 HIEK
OB\BFIIN 1 THTE 5,

—fcFEH) (KT BOFR) 3HH (MTIAGRIR) ICHRTEFICS L. SWIRZ5
O GHEIEP R OHEEZITo TH HATVWALRED L ) ZHOLHEEZEL 2L TELZY (X
DE1ER) e Lo TINETIA T4 7 NELDLrRELEnEOTH- 72, RFEEIT, 5
AT TP LT AT 25RHI - SET Qi) o7 4 —FNv 7252 %, FAEITAL 7 14—
KNy 7 % PR e A E 5 TV 20T, BSOMRENEZEHLTHSDIA T4 &~
TN EWIRSED (E2EBOIKMOER). T4 T4 ¥ ZHJIMN AL TR S N222E13, &ET
YE¥(ZBLCY —T 4 ¥ 7 H—JRHER D LRI —ORY S 2 FE L, R#25CTY =71 Y THieh)
Zla 38, KBO AIGRNGED 2 HS OGSzt s (B3EM. )V —7+4
STHABENDLE.HODTA T4 Y FRT DAL 74— KNy 2 ADOHFEIEENY, 5454
VT DOREINFIAITE SRS NS (B4R o 20 ALIEIRIC X 0 HFEIT 5 2 Bl % -
RHFAEIRRRTY —F 4 Y IR EO %NS, AL TR ENTIA T4 v 7 e g Mbd 5 (6
5B, ZoXHic, BN LD DRIBICHE> TWoRBEIZ, AIT74— Ny 7 LHLD
RN ZIEMLTO LT OEDTHMRIL L, ZORENMEICE D E T o 2%E T 55l %
bo THFRRI DI LI 2005, HEWERNITHL (KTIEKAER).

LHHAZDORDELERT EOWIERIEFENOBEEPFEERL SN LI Tl v, FEEE 20
FIERE L 72 H G OV 5l T80 ELTLE -] Lo EORIT L LBV, 208
CARAY—%WMUT, FAEPENMEZLLTOEKL, ¥ ARAY =K THDEERL AL 2358
L8 B EFEOMEIORE 2 BARNICED 5 2 L 2 EHRITHA TV,

3.2 FEEKROBEBHRER EFFES#H
CDEI) M EHOARERIE, FIZ6 DDOEMEERETEY LoTwb, #FETA T 1~
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FDOERELEFCHIZOWTO [Lrbudyya ], BREEEEDENIFEDO W [FEEE
HROFEE] “HEL2HETRW"HLVIE B ZEPHELRE " LROMEE AT [7
FIA V] Al LTHWXE (B ISHLTAIRS 74— Ny 723 6o TEEZHD
WaIT 5 TAIH A 7 v ], dEHp#E 289 [HB#ElL ¥ AR —2@BLTHVELT Y &
ADWNN=T 2 v Al BFHFELMIBHETICEL [MEFAM, ©o62THDE (ZhHpo
PRI RIR) o

CNSDEHRE, LAAS—TREIHAD [ buyryar] 68 15HD [HERFA
KELZFTRIOI)ICEE L. L BIP O LHIICELRZDF, Ll T NNRITED S
N7z v 2 A4 OFERAS, i< 300 FELL 1, BT 1,000 L LERECELLPHLTH S,
FAL A 7V ] R ClE 3 mICiFteds, %I Tid 5 MIZLE 20T, B [FEkE ThoigE ]
OWNEELHL LT, WoBEREME T cHzZEE LS,

£1 EARZ—EE

i 3
frrurrvar (§1H) fvrursiay (1H)
%ﬁiﬂzk{cﬁi@?‘aﬁ (%5 %—4 JH) —_— T NI4Ty (5 2-4 ) "
rotoAs 58T ALY A7 (5-1438) | ik E ORI
AL A 2 (4 9-14 )
Wik7 2+ (4 1538) Wik7 2+ (4 15:8)

FD6EZEDIL [T A4 V]I TAIYA 27V THIRF A ] 12, WEONRETHHER
WL7e K21, ZPhOOMEOEBETA T4 Y 7 OREHEBTH SR ERLTWS *, RE
ik, ATZFH L2 VWIEO T, R4 onBzHLTw5, ERIE, FEHEFNENICEH
BOONTWBIREZHEE LTwa 25 FEEIC, HEORIEEE TIIHAMBERIC O %235 ml
% EONFEMERED T T B ENTELVI LR Ao TS, TD2H, F2D X)) LT
fliist T, CORETIFAIZTHT AP, Al ZbhvHMMLI NI oREEERL TS
Z & RIS TR L,

®2 FMEESD (54742 THIDH)

B SO NEY MO X 55 T %M
T b T A VR D 0 ORI 22% 13%
AT ZFIH L 22 Wi AL A 7V O P HAHEE 0% 55% 0% 60%
WRF A b 33% 47%
I Al %1 7 )L ® Revision Report 33% 33%
Al R %38 45% 40%
AL %A 7V O AR 12% 7%

ZEET OX A R — 5l & FHIEIC OV T OB R IED, ENIZIZIZE A EOFENRI D

BEHFIZOWTHELME L EDbND, ZOZ L2 EMTFTTVDE L) ICELNL DO,
YIZET v — M EBRESSHERER) COREMBIEDMRE R LIELI THL, ZOT 7 —
ME, EBEESSHEREOFRIC L2220, 13 H A 14 8 H O33R R I #E ICRE A 2 KIE L 72
bOTHb, TIITRLAEMIE [Q.08 [Wi/drE] MEMICH T, ZOREICAIEMEL T2 ]
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x3 EREGT7CIT—MILBDFEDHBREE
75 AA (GBEZ T R) 75 AB (WHZ I R) 79 AC (HsrsA) "
A B C D A B C D A | B | c| oD

2023 | 144 | 4% | 0% | 0% | 16% | 74 | 0% | 0%
R | (78%) | (22%) | (0%) | (0%) | (70%) | (30%) | (0%) | (0%)

2023 | 8% | 6% | 0% | 0% | 104 | 3% | 0% | 0% | 9% | 54 | 04 | 0%
#®H | (57%) | (43%) | (0%) | (0%) | (77%) | (23%) | (0%) | (0%) | (64%) | (36%) | (0%) | (0%)

2024 | 15% | 1% | 2% | 0% | 154 | 4% | 1% | 0% | 16% | 114 | 14 | 2%
Wi | (83%) | (6%) | (11%) | (0%) | (75%) | (20%) | (5%) | (0%) | (52%) | (38%) | (3%) | (7%)

THO, HMEEX [A:HTIEFTEAL] [B:RHTidFs][C:DHFVHTWEESRV] [D:HT
FZESHRW]TE: ENE ] PHEIN TV, 7272 L EDORZIITHERESZ 5720 T ORTIIAK
LTwa,
BahPOoZHACENIOT V7= MINELTWAEDIFTIEZVWOT, £3DT—713%
EREIIL2RSR WV, L2l BEOMEEIIH LTI, BEMNRME (AL B) 28ILALT
HY. HEMZEE (CLD) BPDbTFLTHHIELSTRIE, L THAERAREERZ I EMIHE
iLTwbEEZONDL, COZLZ2MHRELLLET, DT, H432TALI 2 bR WIFEMRKES
DNBLONIIZDONWT, FEEETAI 74— XNy 2 &2GEHTE ATV A 7V ] 2o THET 5,

4. Al ZFEHEVEEERES

REBED 6 DOWEMBEZDOI B FHIE LTAIZAMHLEZVOIRTA > ay sy v a v ]|[iE
LSRR [77 b4 V] [HRFE] [WRTAM] THLH, AETIE, ThHoH b, K
WCHAT 2 TAL A 7 V] EHRICBIES 5, [FREE XEROE] [77 b4 ] [HIRT A ]
ZoWTHIET 5,

41 BEREXEDIEE

ARFEETIE ChatGPT 25, AMEMiOEER CRIENICIEIATRRITIEDOGTRDO T 4 — KNy
7 RT 5. 2% FEFENZTORH EUT2ZTM- T, ZNEHmAaHHuze FoE
ATBLRRFNET 4 — FNy 2045 mIERSND 2R ) Rk v, €2 TRERIZ, il
REETIEH T VWb TV AR, AARE L WEFEDOZITHED FEERLRIZOVTORH O WD
PERZFEPICIRET 5, fHEOHMEL, NN ROk, ZORE» SB[ EEHNRE
LOBIERERITHE LT I L TH D, FEFIE. EREA IOV T I L HERFISCRT 2 8EL
TBLo ZORIIE, FEFESLWELLEZ) TRVWELDORTTH S LWL\, EFIFAEICE
NEERL, RTOBENLZECIMD, T2ZF0ENDPEALREORECEEAR LTV S 2%
FAICENRD, EFE FEFTNV—TTRHEL TRV ERNRICOVWTEiMLTE L LI 1R b2
RO, RICEHIL, FFES LA RVELZRL T, TR REES LVWIEICHEEH IS, 7
V=TS (FOE) (W, 2020) TOFFLEZEU T, FEi, FAEPEERE L RO H %=
PEEL, FOROEFMAIIENEL I R 2L TwE, DT, TAhiEEE Uholk
BIHH IOV CHiHIC R T %,
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(1) B (EBFAELAERH) &&FH (FTEEHAERFTHEER)

PEFEPRRRG E I OO WD S, A%, BN RIRE T5 5 OPRRNLIERET 550
P BIU, BAONZAEPHL 6NVt Eh (2512E, B2 5N 5535745 5 HETE L B
BDELLTERETHRED) LVIBEDPSXRIL TS, EENFHEFHHIZE > TINS5 X
BHWDOZ EThbL, PHHRETREHZ. FIVo2KAZAFEIFITHLT. ZORNET L7720
DAF == (5, 2020) HBE> TRV EDRIZLAETH D, L72h > TE L OHRERE
BV BREZZFHATD, EFEOEEH A, WEAGH AELGE, BLOWEATHOH
B, WEEOXNOBEIITEALFEEZL) T ENTELV, TNOSDOHHPIZOWTIE, B
RIS X B3 E AT K E Vo TE e TRHDORBNIDOWTOWMELRIERE SRV E, 24E
BINHOMTHRINZZTCHEHEAR LS b2E2WETTHY, ML L) ZHEVEE L LD
WS, WD D B & FEITHSORFEOMM Z 5T L. BHEVZIRLISHS T &8
T& %,

(2) ITHEETAH

HAFELTIE LI LIE TR 29I SN2 Ok L CORFE L TIRITIZH IS EEILEE Sh i,
LAd 20Xk EDEFE (subject) &, # BEDOITHEAITOTAT (agent) TH DI LU F
Nb, ZOLRDHAETIEEZ LW, BRED LGV ET AT E U CEREIC A 5 MAEY 15T
DIREFEITIEZ Vo SHICZOMAEYIFEIL., —HOLFETEREINTWSLEME (topic) THAHZ
ELXDWNS LI FEND Z L%,

WEETIHF ENS FFEEINT. COLHICHRMICT LD EHLIB I 2505 WiES LV EFE
BIREATo72X e, 2 TRV (LIFLIIHAFTEEBERL 72 &9 23EFE) 2XT7ICLTRRT S
&L REZBRO72OICKEORFE X FHATEZFZAER., WHOHTEHART ORI RTVILTH
5 EHWT 2% BHAAWES LWELERE L TEAT I LIE—H—F I3 hinds,
O HEEIE. ATV A 7 VIZBIF S 1o0FkEE 2D, FEOFEVDZFED b,

EXIIZOR/ETHIZOW T, [35E% # (B, Subject = Agent = Topic 12T 52 L 2% 2
X [IEFEDOREL Tl Agent + Action THEE L BFI Z YLD D L HILANT L | [IREEFH 2 -
72 SVC %, FFEAT Agent 127 & % W B REHE L R°. There is/are i X Z I &5 P & Fxh
BENY PR L] Lol LEFPIIL T, FEICIORMEL O HADHE N LE XU AT
WRLTELTA—FN 7 E2BIRTHI LD 5,

(3) ZENEEX MR

EHE ATAELITAZ EF LB CRIRBERBM L HLDOREARIZE B 72HT, ZHEEH
MR ) REGEDH D I L A HZ B MBFNIIL, FTHETE R FEPERTHLH5H6. K
ANBRTHFIIN T H2ERD b~ 2550 584, [THIEHR—=H1EH] (from old information to
new information) DWAIZ LA o THLEEZIGE P L EDNDH D, SO HHEOLTHE (=
WA EOHMPOWZ BD) ERiZ 5 EHENVCELZHRELL T 50T, ZOLEEITEEAZ
BB LA I RETHLILIHR D, TOREFACEERIEL2OI2E, XF7 7T THUO
N7 %R L CHBRE S5,

(4) A#flaiE

Bl dr BT ORAENL M LEITBWTH, T, “we', “you" # LB EIZHT 5, 5 bEy
7 (X) 2WTimLhITvtA %, “Doyouknow X?" &\ 9 LTIHDLHED VDL, ZBRZDLS
LGRSO EOAMEER K R Tw5 X9 R AL 25 2 kv L., BEIECHRE DAY
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BLZETICEVIBERED 72 LTwARv, H5 Wi “Now I'm going to explain " & W o 72X 912
HOAARLELREY)FLLTZ vy A ICBEL S B LV, 354 5061L LTI, “We should
be friendly with the people of sexual minority.” % & & A EAZ “we” & FI W T #H & Fop =% (&
LT, ZOERLOPERER) ORYZHIZLTLEI B DSV,

) Vo2 AR E ZABOREGFAOBHIALETH VIFICA#EY THE LA RT 20, F
BTEZITHNT T T THRMONRT AR SETHEEDR D E AT 5, — AR ZABO#EY)
BAEICOWTIRBIEOLBHBHFTHHIIN TV LD, TORIZOWTII L) THLREL L
wk, FAEIZAI 74— FNy 2 THESNZ T, “we”, “you’ ZREMTHEITEI L2 DD
LOTEBEVPLETH 5,

(5) RS

X% f#i2 (concise) 2752 ,id, 5451 >~ 27 ®3C (Clear, Correct, Concise) D 12Ty
H. BMOIEHEREFE T TEIEDN TV D, MEKOL W, [ERAVREICEIN L T
LZHEMRUCBNTH - LD MibNLZEXHTD1DOTH L, EWHEDNDE I TEL LI FHEHEL]
(=% DNRII% > THO W SN EFEHE # ) 2B S 2 BRRRICZITTw 5, Lo
TEZIZOEICBOWTOMAOHIEM 2o TIHELY LT b, FIC, Edo— AWMt s s
ABRATFAOM T EOHHIED T, Y FO T RBMREARD “we” 2 LEITE L% HI B
L7z, XEOHIZ —REESETLE ) BN ZHEELZDT5IEI28), CHERZKIEIC
HIRS 22 S L CTwh, COMEZELE T, PARTELEEHTZ2TE, M volk—
EDOEX TR ONDLNENKIECA B 0D L2 HEET L. MRS _wa@%EK;D\i
HBIZAT 74 = FNRNy 7 OHFEIRRADIIASIIRIOERT b

Dby (B L RoIRE | ofRflE LC5 DOHAIWODWTHHICHAZ Lz, 29)wvoiz
HHIZOW TR FPOFEOMEERZ HO TV RVE, oD DAINLDT 4 — F)Ny 7 bk
BRI DT, L B2IUNEETDH 5,

42 TIMIALE

RREDHAD N T, FEFIIDDC &L o LHFEERHVLD S, SEOALNEN—FT 4 A7
EWwo 7T Yy VIR (Digital: D) &N - #H &350 ABOLH Lo T a7k
(Analog: A) ZHER - #R LT L0 L) Bl 6T =572 (Conversion: C) 122\ T
X% L7z SiREIE, Al OMIEY;TH 5 DDC. AMDMTH L AAC. AMATE 57207
AL ZFESTIZATH XX ADC & DAC D 4 D240 S5 N7z, ADC Z R ARIAFTH RE L&D
EAIRCTATTHLZSESE, TOANTLPBRELWTA T 7N FT IR, 2D
ADH S DEEERRHEF N2 KoTLEI D57, DACTAIFHZHEZBRELDIZ, ALIZ
TR 3L LEZONL) OMEZEERPSITCT — Y 2N T A5 ENTERL B D007, FHWY
BTATTaHERCMTILICHLT, AMIZE Yy 77— 71230 AT ITH TRV CHEAERK

WKBOTHEANAL L) HEL I, ZONMEAOBEBKELE W RY &8I R Ml LT
T IENERNTH D, ATRRICIIEREZNEOLE (XL HHE ) 2HF L Dot
FHL. AL 2ET R V] H50IE THHZEZRHELIRE ] XE2ELRIOMEIEL %%,
COBMHTARERIE, Tyl OMBERDLBICFENAIZMHE) S 2@ L TWD, FEHIE
T IA VRIRD IO DHERERITOM T E TE LT MP L BISRT LI LX) I~ DFE
D AIFIHZTWS,
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TN A VEEDZZODOFMED S B, REOHRE L TWAEDIE, FTTHWATS [a7] &
(77 b4 7] ORBTHL, SNOOPEOIEICH 501, THHMPMEAZ W T L& BRI
BLTOUARVEDAICHSDOXHEZHTELRETRZV]E W) HRWIHEIZB T2 7072y
YaFNLRERTHL S RERIZ. 7+ -~y MULLZaTET T E A DT 74 VEMS T,
FAENEL Ty LA IS L TFORGIRE SR ST TBLEBEE2T L2 HIELTWwD, 72
a7ET7T NS4 VORABIL R LT, FHENT Y 4 ORFENHTLHEEFEDDL L HIZLT
Wb,

421 A7DT+—<v b

a7 HEIL, FAECHDPEL FEDOL Y LA IZOVWTOLUT® (1) ~ (9) OWEHZkD &
Bo FHIF, REEINL T+ =<y M- TINSDHHZHAT 5. LASHEIIHATE 2
LTWb, FEHEOINT TOREBRT, HAEIBISNIHIELFAETRVERD, HFECHEEZ LTS
5 LB R VBRI S W Do TVENLTH S, HHOMEEDRTIZIX,
TATOT LA VA=V 7FRRT - V=T TOFEYHCOFH 2 EZANDLH, ALIFHL
THDLERNWZ LIERTHERTNEEBY)THE, TNLOFENRIERIIOVWTEZ LT LD
BWIBIZTY N IA vEFOTEWIT RV, FLTRALEZHFWTIWIT 2w & RT3 24E
FEET S, a73WRIESLVEFICEINLT Y FIA4 VAL, mOBERANAFT, HE0
R ZEICREIELI 0L TH D, FHIEE 1ENL. ZoEIX. 300 iER 1,000 7 & v o 725E
BaBICERRY 2 LICEL BT b0 Tid %, SMRNEL. WKL E CIEM2 D fiRIc
(FLTEMARMIZ) BT LI ELREHH LTV D,

(1) FPE»Z :TOOIDWT] TiEARL TOODAAIZDWT] &L TE AT EARNIC

FLAT b0
(2) F—T—F:TVLA VA= V&R ET5-6 AT S GEAMDPREY WS
Bl TEL),

3) A - FULAL My 7 &) Ty [ LDOEREFHT S,

(4) WHwiEE WL TEE77 V] TEL TOODHFEIHFETAALL) LEXT
WBHN] &, TELRFHAMIHET S,

(5) MHORR:FHEED L) M ED 5 VIIATE EOBLETI &R L2wh %t AT 5,

(6) IEFE X v t— (take-home message or takeaway) * Ft & IC Z N2 TIELWE
WIAbo Db RY R Ay L=V 1 XTEL,

(7) ERIER (thesis statement) : X does Yin Z DI CTHLAT 5. XIZhEY 7, YIZbE Yy
ZIZOWTOFERZIFFROBISLH/RZDT (X IZZEVW)IHETYZLTWAS]E v
TR ERET LD L,

(8) WM BIRDHNZE (BMOREDOA) © £ T [Z] & —HEISE VBRI HIR % HAKRY
12328 (Z1,20,25)0 TNEDENENDRTANTTIT T2 HRT DT, LEIC
B TCZORZEHEPLLTHMS LT L,

9) 4 MV FOHBOEHRE TEL7ZITUENIIEEL 5 M PVEEET D, TRHNRT
ERWaRL, BRI A PV RS THREDHFE 251K 2 & b1k,

INLDIODHEHDH B, HICKY DA (2) & 8) THbH, (2) OF—TJ—FiF, 7L
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AVAM=I VT THEINT V=TI ENHE DI LIV ORI NTDDOTH D, AT
FOX—T—FEMiosT, LALRTR (2,7, 7)) DCTEDLDETFOEZTB2RVE, (7) OF
RIORDPEFIT T, (8) OFROBMRPLBFIRNTE RV, (2) & (8) WFHEBL T ) LENDH S,
ZDATDRRIES %I ETIERVDOT, FAEICIIELI APy e A2 HDOTEL I
Rz, D, EEMAEICOWTHEICEAL L)L TWwD, Bl LZa T LTHEEIZax v
FEMZ T, ROT I M T4 ¥ OFERICD%RITF 5,
422 TIRIA4 DT =<y b
FHEFRICATEZDEICLTT Y NI Y EERT 50 77 M4 2 b a7 EREBRICEEEDER
L7274 =<2 bDT 74 VIZHER S D05 FOMEIZERMICUT oMY TH 5D, = OffkIL.
PGB COMBERRINT 7T T T4 T4 Y IHEETH D0 RERIE, Fimr [EKER ] R
LTwa (Wi, 2023b). “FA4ik. 2HiIHHE (Bl 1.1) & 3#7HHE (B, 1.2.1) %, Word 7 7
ANOEGEHEEREEZM-> THEX, 1 00 FHEIHFITH LTI LT, 2L, HEOX
TORBELELZESE. 1 20HAICOWTHAREZLG2ETHRT I L ED 5,

1 i (Introduction)
1.1 ENZMREEL (Hook) : Ty A BLUERIIOWTTELLIFLL DHEZEOMLE
I 720D, R o (] IS (FEy sz (] 27)
1.2 —#YfEH (General Statement) : HEHIL % N CIIRT 2 AN 2 EIRICO%IT 5729
Do
1.2.1 [EARIERE | o [KR]ICHYE T2 I LA ey 2% [KR] JT, FPEvy Y
WZOWTOHIRE: EE2IRT,
1.2.2 [EAKER] o [H] [SH4T 5 Py Z IR ITXEMEL»H B &
REERBRHLGEORNE [HE] UT, 5202080 %E,:ZRT,
1.3 FiRIER (Thesis Statement) : [fiz] Z%&E S5 [#] 14T 2L T, [XdoesYin
Zl ORTIDOLy A EROTERZIRRT %o
1.3.1 FRIWROME : ERIROM%IT, TE L7721 2y, Z,, Z, IHITIRL T,
Ty A DL ES 2 %,
2 A1 (Body Paragraph 1)
2.1 FHX 1 (Topic Sentence 1) : Z; O EIRNA % i ICB <5
2.2 ZFEX 1 (Supporting Sentence 1) @ FOF5Rk% O AR B 2B~ 5,
2.2.1 1 O A FHY 1 (Supporting Detail 1) R HIH 2 S SIZFE L L iR 5%,
2.2.2 T 1 ORI 2 (Supporting Detail 2) : b ZE S U CEEL WA &) 5
2.3 F L ®X (Concluding Sentence 1) : A 1 DEEZ* F L0 5,
3 K2 : Al &R UHEET, Z, IV Tk s %,
K 3 A 1 L UAEE T, Zs DWW TRk S %0
5 #&am (Conclusion)
5.1 FiRHE$#R (Thesis Restatement) © i CHB Rz FREF R L LRI T ;L 5, &
DEVHEZIZED, FHEICFROERAEVE LI VEIMEZZAOND L )T S,
5.2 ZHy (Summary) @ KiOENEIT ) COHBADRLRLIEHTE LD LOREE
Mo

11
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53 a2 b (Final Comment) : Z (Z,, Z,, Z;) (DWW T OBAKW RN ED X 9 7
BERPRBLAELEZLODVERIZZ, A I OO —HRNEREIZZ 5,

NG TFTITA4 T4 v THEEOFEIZEMLT 2% 6, U TG % Eik—EAN 2050
BlOFoR (F o) Lwvi) =y FZEIMLT 2 2 & T, MLz BRILT AT L TH D, 7228
FHhROPIZIZ, COMEEBEIENTIC. X777 70FOERREERLTCLEW, BHXOBE
L) T EERBEEPTHRTHERTLEIBTD VS, FFIC, — BRI SR SO 2 & THE
DOXEMH &, BEVENEFEIHTL o ITNHICH L TCIIZEOHBKHFIT, H DV idHt
MEINZTo v o4 &2 RT, BFRET L 2 EDRUEZLEERIIEZ TV, BIRETHEEIL,
Al OHWZFEDOD LD DT OVTIFEBLTH, @wo2%2DIZ2o2nTIEH T VFEIHL T
Wpn

—WROFAIL, BAEIHRICENT, THEEOLIHIICWER IR L - CEEHEIBLTCLE
Vo TNLOHER [HHEHEETTY NI VAL ERPDLL W] LD, FEHET [T
FIA VRPN THELZLIZI D HETFRAGOBRZREMEZ BEZFWIIBET LI LN TE L,
ZOBENS, XORRIETEZEZ ) LEMEBIE LD THI LN, 7o b IA VKRS H
HIZT&5, L2L, XEZFHEWTCLITIEZDIIGWMENIBoL IR oTLEY ] L
W4z,

FEHOHEIIT EL VDS, PBROFETHTSOEBEZZMET LI L2 HHE LTWwb, Xl
CHNIA 2 # K REPFI L, X a2V RISHAE LTSI EELMHERL, S512EED
ZLHEMMAZUNTH o700 E AT HHEHIE, ~AMKICLEEHEEHNQL T L LIRT, X
HEMIAYNEEREEZNES . A WEEIZ. B EZNLILTL2IERENLEEETH). LIFL
WBHOLORMAARET LI LD N O ENEH T LRVFEN L LTHAEETIE R W,
TEHS, MR A B R ZICIEIATRETH 5. Lo THEHIX. FAEBT Y M IA V2R
W REETHEL. BO0RELZMAICHDI Y RTVE I ITHRRILT S L5 LT 5,

43 HXRTAb

Al 2D WIREBRELORBIIWRT A N TH L, WERTFT AL (5047) THAEZ, ATIFD
LAADZEFHED /- POUMLBIMETIC, HOPFENE TR SEZT v £ 1 DHwIN—
VarokiEedEd, FHE. WRT A MIERoERO ) bEiT3 a0 1. BT 250 1/
EOHEXLEDLILEX AR —DRNP ORI, COREZAIZHHTL2D00, Al ZFHH
Lz [Ao))] (b hzie))) dFERT S LZ2MlHL T b,

300D LY LA 2B S ELHMOFTEDOFAEDOHFD 1 ~2EH THVIE, 205 HVT—K
MKICHEE T2, BELLINLOFAIASDPER LTy v 4 ZIT LA LB L TS0
THH)o ENHRMOMEEII S TN 1,000 FEOT v £ A4 ZHEFRT L2 L IIHEMER X ) T,
MTHEEF2HRITIEAEVR Y, TR OFEL LR, PLFOHOT Y B4 DRE%
B LS, ELE2FVTWDEI)ITHD, SO LI, TAMEZEBFLZASHENTE S L,
I N DEED Z 93 L7z,

FANEZRE, (A F—"—] GREIRER) & [30k] & [FE:] 054 574 ¥ 7 O=Z KBRS
FZOENICBVTHRELRMENR LV DTH D, 2L ZNEN, FEPE AR —%Hl L TH
TELDBDLELLTH, TNEFOELEZMOZHETITHINE, SEDOIA T4 v T D2dD

12
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I HHBETE L EH TN T0D 2 ZREEMTD E)ICEZ 00, BRRET ~
r—bo Q.07 [#BHRE] ozl CHffSh2BREIHON] ORETH S,
A (HTEES), B (RRHTWEEL). C(HEVHTWEESHL W), D (HTEEHZWV) O
BHGIE 46%. 49%. 4%, 1% TH - 72D T, FBEREICO W TOEZOHWILE T LR
ZLDOTEZWESH 2,

Db, COFETIE, ALZ DL WREBREZD ) b, FEELUEROIE - 77 T4 V52K -
WRFATD3DNOWTHM Lz SRODAI ZFH L 2WIREDIEBE LS H > T2, RET
T HAI 74— PNy 72 flio 72388 L& TL %,

5. Al 74— KNy 7 & E->-BEERERZ (A1 27)1))

ChatGPT @7 4 — F Nv 7 R § 2 EM R (TALHA 7 v ]) &, (1) FECRRGHEE
FHEIFAI A DL TICELORREZHC? (1 ENHTIE 100 3. #2200 58EH 2 HiEL
3 %), (2) Revision Report TE1 : 22/E13. AT 74 — FNv 2 2SR LANLER/EZ%REIL. £
OB\BTHEALZZILET LD, OD2OOFEFHTHEK S5 (Revision Report 1FFEH AT X T
Frv L, RELRBEZMALZY L2714 — Ny 2 28T 5), ZOELHFHE
— Revision Report fER Z AL 3 |, #ZIZ 5 BIEED &S, FTIEZD 2 00FEFKIZOWTIHN
L. TOALYA 7V EEZTBORFARFEIZOW TS MiiHICHYT %,

51 ENERRE

AL, FECHERPE R EARNICRET O 40 SREEZ > TIT). FARTY I V2T TIK
EREETVEZDOTA =Y —Z2WRIZHARICEH S22 0IHE I 3%, WHLHSDOER
% IR OTRICE S PCHERT 2 2 FAENHEL AT A0, FFE. /8 L GEE L Uk
DORA Y FOLPYRTORIFEE ST —RA ¥ MHERFEL, FEES LR TEL Z &0 Ei
T 5, COFERAEOMI L, HICEFETH VRS SR D ITREZRL LTHSOERK % ik
T#I$ % ADC (Analog-to-Digital Conversion) DiGHALTH 5, ZDB\BFETHOEENEE L T
WIIEWSIFE, IS AT 74— RNy 7% D S o BRI [Z)HIFEL o 7c0n ] %Y
WEE D, LTz, HFVEZICHMEERT L HEEREET R R0 T, BE L WgERE
DINT ¥ AFHEHBE L ITH S R R 5 v,

FHFFSE LS v 7 v 7 LT, Microsoft Word (#E#L) 7 7 4 Vo FICHREZ HENTW L,
TEXTEPEL L, AICZFOERZ2HIEL-0IC, PTEEXFZF VI VERT LT E
U TR NHEEIC 2 2DTT =70y 7 FafbETnh, SHIZFEAEICIE. =27 EBLL
BIER EOMPETELET T ZH VL2 ELBD TS, FEFTHGSTREAZ N y 71200 THE
CLIFVZ, ZLOBEED I E Y ZIZOVTHRFETHEEZRR LI LTI L ALV, TAL
FHEPT I N IA Y THEAM UICE# G BE 2, M2 b3 ICHETRIAT L 2 L I1dH
FEWITATRETD 5o

BCDBRR72E I, NMIKRBOFREHEZ LTHOTEITFDL LI D, ZFETHLEITHAT
WA EE RN, HEBOMMICBWTE D, T e E L ARAIIES DL Dbk
NEEHTETULHEEIE, BOoNHERRZ, oS EDEM M HOMmML e bt 2 & I8
RLTVDEINHTH D, it d R IFEFICET T LX), 2O5BA ORI GHEE
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Mikz BiZo 5 LN TE D, ERZORMBIEZOFHIIHTOITA T4 Y 7ITBR RN LT
Hbo [LIEATATETDH, MANETREELS L 22 LEHT 5] LalET 5 0OARANZE
T3 %L B,

Z D5, “English for General Academic Purposes” & # 2 % ##& - @R TOREFTET A 714 ~
7'\, “English for Specific Academic Purposes” Z ) BB TOREER L IA T4 ¥ 7LD B
W72, HE CIRFAEIILETTORLE D% ) HATERIRLHAEMIZENRTY2 25 TH 5,
ZFOLHITHELWERE - B TOIGET A T4 v 7BV T, AIEEEORHIZRD 51D
RETHA) ¥ bLBDONGEVETIUE, T4 71 ¥ ZIZEFEMWTUEORV PE Y 712D
WTENE L 2RV,

AL OV TRHETREEF, CORBICE KR EGZRVWIETH L, £
2023 EFEDEE TIE, FREEEIZ D W T Revision Report D5 RED B E 5 2 Tnize 7208
ZHITHL, £ LTHEROFMizZ LX) & LTHEDNC AL 2R 2 8D — i O#LED
HIHFEZ PR WP, £ 5T 2024 FERIHIA S 3 FEOELHEFORNOG KL F 2 v 7T 5
20T, —YoRBEHliZ LAavZ EIC Lz, FAEIEDTO X ) IZHR 7

(RO R L LESTA. HBICHLDEHERMICNTEAI 74— F Ny 2 &IRIZLT
FATR % £ &5 Revision Report T3 o FAT FFIZ AL 2o THLZ HIFDETL
LobdIZT B L. Revision Report TH { WA A7 € % ). Revision Report O HEDME < 7
D ET. ML YIEFEND PR COT, JRT A TEB R EBICAR Y BALZ KD ks 2
TTEFT, &) LHMCIREELHGZDIA T4 Y I NERLCENEIICLIZAL 7 £ —
RNy 7 CHBICAIL 722 0% LTHEIEDITTLZEE W,

HEBMNHET LR L OFERIBENOHATE 0L OEHREMFR L7, B 0%ED,
BWHEPELIZONZE T OWTOMFEEZRD, LD T 7 — MERIVRIET 5 L 912, wmi%
MICIZIEE AL DFENRIDIFEDOR Y HIZOWTHE L EbN S,

5.2 Revision Report D{ERL

DR L 2SR A R — D T O A KR O ChatGPT (GPT-4) I27 w7 M &HITA
NLTIA—F N 7 %8B, 74— Ny 7 IETRTLIDODT 74 IVITE LD THEITEAT S,
FHEIZEORRL T 7 ANOHRPSLHGORLANDT 4 — KXy 7 %30 3 OB flio T
"o 5, 12ODT7 74NV FTAXA=FEEANDT A = KNy 2 BPETNTWDLIEICED, 2
HRIMBOFEED T A T4 VT ORT 2 A ENTELOT, BRNLEEPNEFTE 5,

AT 74— FnNy 70k, (A) FRERHIE B) XARUETO 2 O THEEN TS, 39D LEHL
CEI L, (A1) GEERBY Lo W 2 BEV 20 2 3H L2353, (A2) HREIEFT ) A
b (BIEMHROER EBIEORE). (B1) KETL NV 1 IEIH OO SR 2 RE SRR #
LAV ORI SARICEET L2 D, (B2) WETL AL 2 0 REIKR A AE < L~V O 2241 Y SR
WCHETL72b D, (B3) EIVANIL 3t EAEEL RV O SRICYET L7z D, Th 5o

Tar7 L (51 SH) ORE#EIE. ROLE & TASKS & OUTPUT # 45 1 )@ & L, TASKS @
52 BEFE o Step 1 4°5 Step 5 TAN E NI ORHI L SET T 27D L MR L DOTH 5,
ARG HEREETIE T O Y 7 M Ver. 4.2° L o TWAYS, 70V 7 MRETH o & REIK
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EMo7zDiE, “plain English” & W) HFlEZEALKETH L, ZOEFEERTI IMMbhsHik%
THRYT MIAND ZEIZL o TCRLYET P SHEFM BRI EA LR o T2, 7272 L “plain
English” TlE—ABr & ABORAASS N SN DT, 70y 7 FCTRZNSOHIIERT 2 &
IIBIHEF LTV 7,

PG, R EREHECZROBIZALI 7 4 — FNNy 722D, F#AETEREH#GEL, TO
THH 7 53 ) 7. Revision Report & % 3E Rl & S22 B R 2 flio> TRE S € 5,

(1) ERAPWET LR L AL 74— F RNy 2723 IC L CHEBELAELEZEL,

(2) UETOHE YT L-ELEFTICOWTARHRERZI 200 ZHIT 5, Lhbhrh R
FTWIGEOFH - FHIZ SiE L L THICOT S5 2 L2,

(3) AIDSEAZEFR ALOWETDOHF TEAIZREL ZOFEIIOVWTHALEI L #E L, ZORE,
Y7 EORREFEORBEFINT LI L 2T 5, HUOE T EDHLER. (1) IR
RUAFESHLE B 05 BRT LRI L o 123E b &,

(4) Al B EAEE oM« Al ORBIPSEAR, BOOEEOFEE LOMEN %
LD b, FRICERR - AL H AT - AMEXLFICOWTIIAS R Y D5 &E .

(5) AL 2 H2EA R EORTER - Al OWET 2 SR AFE, BB - IERE - 38 2 S0 ik ©
ELOOFEH - FHZ T E0b, TOBICRRED [FEEETRoRE | oONEEZT
X528 HT %,

(6) =MW aT AL b ROV TOFMRLENRHIIIOWTHHIZE

romEBETIE, (1) & (6) YN TIIEAITFEALHA L ZONEZSIICE LD RITUER
LBRVCEATZHHZHZET A2 CTIIEPRRELTREN B LI L LW L 2EZFIINHT 5,
FUORFTEOLEE, FHEIIT 27 LOMHREFHEL TELZ2TSRL 20 E LA — MIT]
MY 5o ZOFVOWPD T OB, FHEH 1L ChatGPT &AL THAOREM 2N T2 2 &b
T X %, Revision Report DFLAEEIE, FHIZOWTHMNTBH A SHEE L B0, HABROK
A T-DICETHLHAELZM) L E2MERL T D, 720 ATT7 4 — KNy 7 GO
BHICZSHORVEETZ L2 IRV E. HOOBERICEREREGZH &) EH
Mo 7o MG %o Revision Report DVER O —ERIFIZZERH 2 - TIT 9 25, EHIET LD
AL R Z L CHAE» DB Z 20T 5,

4713 S 72 Revision Report % 5 R THiAR NS %o Revision Report (25 & 172 v miid
ff, EETRNE RIS A, B IEREONS TA N EDT B - OBEVIIREE S o mfE
WIZHEIL L T B—, HWIDSLERERATICIE, RELFETIRA Y M ENZ 5. FEDPWUET L2
WCASBAE BRI > TR B BHIE. ERPRTTBIEERMAZ S SONLFTA M- TRAL M B
IERCAN 2 & 1172 Revision Report & 3TXT 12D 7 7 4 WIZHEA L CTELMEITRENT 5,

WX HRREDORDMIZEEH ) 5 Revision Report & % T - 725413, 9 H 4 D Revision
Report I 6NN A T4 b - TRXA Y b - BIEELZMHERT S0 RITRT - ZV—TTHWIZ
FEHEPODT 4 — BNy 7 THALRI LR LA BB N L OFN% 7 7 ATHET 2%
WTMIZR LT L T E0ld, JwiEXzHavE2SHbLCHSOREET A 74 v 713§
LEBEEDDLILTH D, HBERORMZHMT 57201213, HGON7 + —< Y ZAD55H
S LRI TH B L FEHIIH AHAL T D %,
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GBIDDLNVTRESI NS LERBETO LD L NV ZERPE, FEOHCREIE IR T
Who FAENTLARVIEHLTELO0THNIEE 72 RIRL a2 o72] R THHRLIES S
LRV Z2BEIZT L] Ll RTHYPHRHOF R LT LV, EHFEZOBILETIE, £ D
FHRFEARBMICA LT OBRT 2RO L ANV E EIFT, SRSEIOEXOE 25 T 5,

Revision Report Zfitr & L IFEFIZL > TR LWEETH 5, EFIE. ATBLLDRIOT 1 7 4
VIUBEIORME BV D, FEEERY ORTLROGIREIEEY SIS, FEOERITOFY
#{E T & %, “Bloom's Taxonomy” & L CHIH N2 EE HEEOBE (Armstrong, 2010) (., HAE
R A 5 FERIZ, Remember (FEf%) — Understand (Bfi#) — Apply G#EH) — Analyze (%5°#7)
— Evaluate (iFfffi) — Create (fli&) DNEF TIHERTW 5, LLAIOEZHL KRB 2 EL L Tw
720, VW3 FHOEEOIELWHEHIZOWTF 2y 7 LTBIETAZ EThHhoTz, EH
BXZOFEMTHRETLE Y, BEOELVWEHANTE 2d o 25405 £/ LCEH LT o PR
ZIMEZ L C B0 E MR T A LR TELRD o7 T L TR, ROYETITIE 22 % h
REMIDSENT o 720 RS ALISIRHEI L RET 2T 5 & 81T, FAEPHDORLE VR 7224
CaEIFHLFHEL T B0, ZLTENE L) BRUGETIORLE VI TETAEL TV E e v
I ERDFEFIZOVTHAD LD TE o TOHHT - FFlli - BlED SFHRIHALEDRENY - %
FRIENPTE, BEDLSHICEHKILTE 2, FEPRERICOVTHARHLEL TS Z LIZET
IRL7225 FEHEAEDARFEEIIOWTHEN KRG ZINTWE, ZIPDARERD S 4 5UE
DERBBNTL %o MM, [ UREW 2 BWIICRINT 2 2 LIS KRR 2 &P LCwniz
R TN TH B,

5.3 EEROREH

FHENAI AT 2 OREIE. BREBEORBTH S, FAEITAIFA 7 V0D EL (F
W 3m, #%E5ME) CHEDHEREZEZ EFTWAIITEN HoRilEEEE LTI LD
TEED WD, TR BELMOIRRR T 4+ —~< v FOEE EOE(EZFTE T VEDL LW,
FNEDORREEM) 72012, FHIIWRT A MPIHTE L F TS, O TTy A ORERZRET
HILERDD, MBEOTIIIREIN T 720, FEIFZAIZME) 2L TELPEZIZN
ERABALTWD, TOFRZHEEHED [HE] ZEHRPTLHIVDLNE LNhv, Z0EEE LT
1 R OFMNIE 2D 10% JithTH Y. &FEFMMO 350 1 i) 22250 1 H#E ()
ZHEOLMKRTANT AL LOWEFENEZFMTE S 2 L5, 7 A MRIOFAEDIT LWEHILC,
FEPAIZRHTLIERFRELTVDE, COFEOTRICIE, FEVPS T ST RBENS, %
EHHGOEENZREIC LT 27200 ATOFWEE HICOF T NZEBLTWwLILEL D
%o

FHO [HE]ITHL T FEFIEEOIELHFFTHUEER Revision Report 1EH O — & & %3 H
LTI EREBTAIADVENE LG, £ 9 Vo 2RI A TIT 2 5 EIX
BN TR LT, WERENMOERDPFEOMEFRB 2T 2T RELZLEEZ DAL LT
DA T v, ZAERIT. FIC2FELBR B ICBW TIEFEOHY) R FH -2 2o L
PEETHDLEEZEZTWD, FEEHZ EUE—-HRERO X S ICHED 1 RAECHMOBEHIZS
D v, EFRIIEREMO /2012 10-15 HRTHCHEEICA S DN FCHiloMys 7 5 2 Tl et
DEFRED [HFETA T4 v 7 - ) A=V 7] BEOHERELHATHFHE L TV EEIE V.
FIV o FEIZE 5 T, WXERHED L1, BWEPICEEPERLEY 40320
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HEFITTEDL I LIZHETH S, F 72 Revision Report TE D & 5 I HAKMNITIRESN TR L
ZUNE RO RWEED, RETICHHHEERB L TE EEENTHB L3 v E 2RI RO
FICiED. BENTEU D OBEEZ BB L 2T ESR S 2w 2AEDHEEZ B - 9 I2Bw,
HRERTFONTICR LI EDNB L Ve ZIVo2REE 25 L. BB EIDLBEOE
PRENATOEL ZLIE—EOMYEDH L EEZTWhH,
FOEZOHBOERFER LD LNV, BLIEET V7 — o [Q. 04 [HMEdsuE]
BEOHEHHEIZ] THDH, TOMIIHLTIE, TA:#ETXS, B:A LW, C:br)EXw,
D: A LEW, E: T X5 OREFEMINTVED, BHEOFEDMEEGIZ. 1% 6% :
92% : 0% : 0% CMEUT 1 HTUIEHARHR) Th o7

F 7 ADTEIC) MT, EFIFAEORTEBIST LI LN TE D, FAOEDOERRY
2o, —~ANOEYORRTHP 2% VDL, T, FAEENZIE L SERVR D) )7 THLH K % bt
FCnwb e, BIMNIEEDODPLEE LT TL 50 FNUE7 5 A A — M ORITH < IR T 2 Lw
BM7Zo720 #ih e ) SELREMZ 72055, fEFEPAOFEBRITRM AP, Pl THHET
MOE¥R a5 Ll HEEHESFVFELBLEL, RIS — DX &2 179 25
FIUTFAEICE S THEFRICL > TOHBHR LML > T0EH EELE TV,

PlE, ZomTIE, ELHFIHLE L Revision Report B D AL 44 7 )V % I EAQTHED
BHOELE L LT OoEIE, REMEMTERIE AT 7 4 — RNy 7 2RI L2 488I2 oW Tl
LAY COREE2EZTVLIONAI ZLOIRETH LI LIFHOHETHRRZZEBY TH 5,

6. HHYIC

REBIE AT 2 LOTRECEEDOYMMES NN AT CH LI, AT 74— Ny 7 2FH L
ToARE T AT IREEI A ML, TOM 2B S¢5 2L THRAMRNIAECAZ L2 HIEL
Too AT =H b, FEDPAL #Ho THRWICHGTDOIA T4 v 7 HEMEEL L) &
HYHBETH AT FEFALZHHT L2 ETH- TV Ao B, F#EO A Zm D,
FHERPFEOFREN DL —IIEZ DT L TH D,

ZFOOIRERIZ, AL LOIREE AT 74— KNy 7 #FAT 53584, SZHaH & FHE
MOW TR L7z. Al 26 LOIFEII BT 5555 & SUROREIE, BIRR AL 74 — NNy 7 24
BRIZL2wzoicd, T2, BEROSHELEWREICT 220 EETH o720 77 M4 V5K
WCEBERRM IR, AT A EICOTERE THOTLAETZV] H50IE [AS
CENELARE | LBELMBHTLHEEZHIIOTIELBDOTH o7, £ LTHI, HiEE D3
ST TIAT4 YT OMETEELEBT A L2 REEELLDTY Do T2, MR A
2% LIWIRT A T AL S FEE LML S ICHFHErHLE T, BmBEOREY A cHt
TEDLIELEFPHRITERSIELIENTE,

WXEMAETIZHSOFERZIFELT 2 HATLIRBTE LW (ADC) 2852 & T,
AIDSEDT7 4 — NNy 7O S5 2 & &2EZ. FRICEDOTA T4 ¥ 7R IEEICFRR S
iz TOLEELIY MAZIT 2O MEEZHZTERET LI L TH o720 ALYV A 7 VT,
FEEREIO) A FFEREZFICEETI ST, 30D L NVOURWRETZ IR B T FAENFY
HEZHCRETED L)Lz, 20X ICHAEZZRO TYO L &, £ OFEIZER IR
FTLLIALFVDOLANLVE LIFTOL T EBBLETE, AL 7 4 — PNy 713, 5 & RLRE
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Vo BRI VESE D SR L. R D ERITOIRE A AT LR WMREICT 20T
Hotze BHRIZET Vr—FORE»SL D, FAENARERICHLE L, FBHEEZRLE, FUTOR—
ADMYTHEH LA L TSI EDibiliz,

C T CAREEROIIR IOV THIBRRTE o REBIE, WIZEENORF T, S5 1 M4
RN TRFEM R L2 REECTHITL LI RBLIEZHIELEIA T4 VT RETH o720 FHIWEE
ZHWE LZWRFEIZBWTIX, 7007 M TERL T2 EFERNED S A iE0BERE2/ L7
Dy 74 =Ky ZPFEOLVNVEEZER LV TLIETREREM L&) RRELZITLLIT
TThbo AL o TUIRKOEHEIZH EHITREZEAS 90

ZH DT D3 HRATRTH B EFEFHIIERZ TS, 81 M. FEHENHIIOTF TV B IEE
NG U CTHEFFEDFRLE L ROV TORKNIFEL FEL T2 8 ThH D, FIZFEICRDD, #
NI T =< VA (E7 7B RBIERONY 74 7 l) RT3 CICED GFamm) 2
TEBLH¥HFZLEIVE V. LoTa—Fid, N7+ =<V ADEDWSDBENTEZ LA LT
LafE L. FEEPBERNEBO TCHLOMDOTE L L) IIHRT 5. MBRICHEGHET A T4
YUIEEIZBWT D, i, LX) aRHADPHARLT SRMM S 2 EA B L. HAGEGEILE
DOEEEORFHD S & D X 9 B Peih e AR M THHINAD 2 D7 &% BARBI L IZHT T 2 LT D
bo B HEWVEFHZFIIAI 74— Ny 72 WEHTE R\,

2RI, FRENAI T A= FNy 2 ICHERDELED L HITHLDOTEEZ EET L2222 THE
BLLEIISLTBIET A2 LB LETH DL, REEICBVTH, 17 7 ADFLEDOWETELDT
NRTCIBEIPAEL W) LRI AL Lo #HE, ATICED20DIEE—~RT 4 — FNy
T DBRIZH, o TV AEREOBRRARNEEZETHE LRI A — Ny 2 2fTIRETH b, *
DE)BMMEICED 74— FNy 7RI, FREFAL 2o T AT THRWIIIA T4~
THREER RO DRNCALEES I

53 RIS, mMEIMIZERBDNREDOL S VORBD R KR &2 H IO 2R T LMK T A
FEVS AL RITERETHA I ¥ AEBROWEKT X M, FEIE A XY — 2 L TEK
RE-EEL Yy A OFMHENE AN TEL I E 2RO, SOWEKRT A T, #Hhiiix, 40
Revision Report TOFEVDEHF LG A MR T LI LN TE D, FRFICZOWERT A ML, 4D
EoTHO—D2DHEEL ), 4E D Revision Report 2 T #2479 2 & IZD %D o 72D TE R VH
EEDLND, TOLHIT, ALIZX > TbE N7 14— FXNy ZBEEZ G2 T2, s o
ANBEERIC L 2 XAV ETH S, ERTE I A AL L o TABEMOIN AR EI % 5 DI,
M) OFREE BRICEINZFHELTTHA I,

UEAPBRETOEZDO AITGEHMN S A 74 V7 BEORETH B, 055D ALIZZE Lk
27259, PSR BIEEDLIRABLE D TUXV VDS 9 He RimTlERFEI, 75
Mo TER] (75 8 ¥, 1979 ; Plato, 2012) & [/84 Fu &) (75 b ¥, 1967 ; Plato,
2005) THiIV7Z2Y 7 57 A%BFIZ LT (W, 2024a) 5H%OHEL 252 LI2T 5,

[ER] ©FE 105 TH»NE Y 7 77 A&, EHT A - BIET 550 - B2 8555 M0 3
DERXI L7z ZO3ODHMERBTLIHLE LT, V75T ARREY - BANEY - ALK
By hMRERR L BEHIRAOMAMEA L, BHEOBRIIOWTLIXLIEEZ 2. £
Hid, BRCBOTHPE L HBELE LW 2R BEAOMEREASMAH L LTWD, H2FH
DEHEOR R X, FHFHOMHMA BENIICH O THERAICOWTOIELWEEZH L) L %0
%o BABMERZZOFEICEFEIATI. LAL, E3FHOMmRIZ, FHACHHEHIICONT
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DELWEEIZHIZLA DI, — AL S TERES LSRR B2 HMNE T2 H -
TWwb eV 777 AL,

CoxtiE FEIEAT 5 L HEMKOFTHEHE - FROFHEFEE - SHOEZT OXI
BTE D, BEMROFHEMHE L, ELIHELSELVWILEZROLDESH, TOHBITEAI
BEETE LV, BilIHEIL. BOOARELEHEHHTAZI LD A7 REMTEA S, EL
TZED) A7 LR AR ASSHEMEHNL, SHRICOVWTOHAIZED TS (W, 2024b). %
BOBHEEEE L HEMROZHEMAZOMBMZIEL LA D LRSS, Sz KT 2
B EAT>TVD, 7205 SEOBEH L. STHEOMEHAOHELZANA S L3, 72725
LLLARZDLFOEL ) FERLTWEZTTHD, ALIZZFD L) L SFEBEEICHYT 50
2d LN,

HRPLSHEEEEIZRRYU TIOR3 FOR] ORFTY 7 I35 22605081235V 74
ANTHbA, VT4 AMNIRBHLImMZT 28 LHEREFT 5. ZI0vozy 74 A M
BELGLAAZZOZHM ZEIFHMELZERO L HI12, AmO LM 2 FHmr LA N2
TTHb, V74 AME, ELLELELVWILEZE2RODLZEICIEBLZ LRV, ALIZZFA
YT 4 AMIBPUTW D,

V7 IT A WRRY T4 A MOMOBRERH L 220, MEETLIANEZHET L. MEE
THANE HOEREE (FTATVLI7T747—) %0, FamficiGMb. 4 Fax] 12k
F5V 2757 AOBRMIC L720521E, MoBERIE, WHEokEa L8z Ee ke 35, ik
. A EREEOZNZNOEH EWE L ZN S OMEEHIZOWTHALZETH D,

VI TTF A B S, BMIEEEHEIL, TRy v d 5 LRI 2T EER ST
PUHTHE 2R 2TV R v, BEZZOLARLVTIEDL I L, FREOSHEMHZ AIOE
FEERLANVIZEEDTLE)IZETH L, TOLNVE LIETAMIE ALICA Y — FTHEXF BT
B\ TATA TN, BIEREE GEE - UR) EEERE (A=) —) IOoWnTIRET S &
IS, FEBEICHMERRT AL, ZLTHERAADICAG L RELR L AMENAZ L2
ARTNELE SRV HEVIIEHONEEEZ T, ROIHIIFIRELEL ) h—Hlli, #H
HICETMEHERLST ST LAMZMA I L 282, TOBRBTULEL 2> TL A 5EHEE L H
HEREETARETH D, WTNICE L, ATBROEET A 74 V7 HBFIZ. Ao LRR
2Lyt ORMTRDOLTIC, Ty A HELZB L TOMOBERE Ty L/ PELRTOME &
DM b o EENTHREZS ) JAOHR EMH L ORGEhZ T ERBTIHEMROSiEL—
F—L LTHfETE %,

E

1 https://edx.nii.ac.jp/lecture/20231013-05

2 TNSHOHFEOEFITOWT, Ml (2023¢) Tt “ability”, “capacity”, “proficiency” O 7 % fii
WIHT TV SllZENS 2D - L b — N HFETH % “ability” I2H— L 72,

3 [BEFEFGAT AV - VAV T AB] IZEFA T4 Y ZUAMCD. F ¥ 54~ HEEAEUE - 3R
Y A5 2 (GORILLA) TOHBICEDSHEN) A=V 75 A MEfie, Jbliimg cEo g
FERPVHEEHE LTHENTVLA, AMETIR) A=Y 7 EFERIZOWT OB ITENT 5,
B, 2023 EEICHENE L 72 ChatGPT L DA ¥ % 57 ¥ a3 ¥ %3 Uz HEEWNFEREE OFFEIZ O v
TIIME (2023d) 2 TV 72 & 720,

4 7272L. ChatGPT LLHi® DeepL D HAED 1 D%, [FAED L - & HAFBARBEZ HAETHEH
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SRR ERES ST L E B8

B, ZTOBEICASDLVEBERZEYVRT I L] Thotz7zn, FAEIZHARERBOIEMRZ
ATIZEE T, ZOREBEWUEIT 2 I EWCHEBFHORPFEEHL Lz ALIC 80% FEEEDKE L O Wit
FHD SR BT, ZOREEIC LT AEHIZ T To072b I TH b EHWEEHE L W HTIE,
72& 2 50 ~ 60% DL ETH 5128 LIEFE 0% OIRED S W2 EARTRBEZ ER- P2 T
Lo B X512, EhSMAL2EANTHLE, 520N 7MPr2RETLIELDIEENICH
WTHb, FAT4 VI DFERE2, AV—F VY I7OERIERIELIELEZ LS, FEEZ
ORHEZZ CRBL TBARETH D, €IV oo dEEL. E£HIEIFIHT S Al % DeepL 205
ChatGPT I 2 720 AEETOREEIRZ, TY M54 VOHAREEZRENLIEFELEE, 2050 ~
60% FEEDREE DO YGER . ChatGPT 225 DIRAB T 4 — KN v 7 2 BELIL LN HEHD LT L &K
BTz

fih, REBRIIFED AIFAZELTOVWRVOT, H%Y % HIE Revision Report fEB D BIZE
EZERD1IDELTAIZMIZ LB TEL, 4270 7O ARMLTEY (F8k1). AL FIHD
B RIGE TN AL ZIEH T2 2 L DEHIHO T 5,
https://www.i-arrc.k.kyoto-u.ac.jp/english_jp#frame-260

WEH R ETH S EGAP Writing 1: Academic Essays (i) & EGAP Writing 2: Research
Writing (HHH) 13, HEHKFOVRY M) 55 v a— KFTE 5%, (https://repository.kulib.
kyoto-u.ac.jp/dspace/handle/2433/266844)

KD [WiEFT A 74 7 - ) A= 7 A/B] Tld, W UEEDHY (A) L% B) Z#E#HELT
A DI EDERWI RV BOVEZIHIBEE S S AZHATEY ., 22 TRELEDHVTERE
75 AL BRMMHIRIE Y 5 A Z M L CHY T 5 2 L2 BHEDFITHTL 50 ko T, [
EXROIRE | OWNFIREI E BT TELLRFRE LB R EEME) L HITLTWh,
FEBEOFRTIZ, 50 1% 100 1M & v o 2RI R LT W E v, FoA5HE R & 5%
DITA T4 TR (60% & 50%) ISR L7z, Lo T % MR ERLTH 5,

2023 4EFEHTH 1E ChatGPT i OB T2 R A 720, 33003 % E RS ARiMW 7 5 X 250
T ChatGPT i~ 72, 1,000 ifi % %R T 2 RMZFEOHBEE Y FATH o722 7 A CTIEIHED
DeepL ZifiJH$ 5% L Liz/z0, £ 3 TIE 2023 4ERM D7 5 2 CF— 7 3Rt AL TV,
ZH D HAFRIEIGED & 9 2 F5EE 2 L TOOIE] oOORFETH L &) Z hxgik (21
1960) OR#HE?> ST 5% HIE, HAFEEDIGES L0 EFRLEINT 2 L) 2 Lk, K& il
DEIRELEI DD TH b, b A= B, AEANCHRELZHZ L2BICLIFLITAVWSNRT
Wb,

ZZTH, HKHENE LT LRI HrLRIREENEALTNEILETHELIEDREINT NS,
AT THFETA T4 ¥ I BRIBICEIE SN D RICB VT, ATOTIRO#EYEZ K C& 57250
V=74 YT NEFLHETH 5,

WilET A T4 v 7T DeepL & fli o TW7zIE, 813, HARFERR 2 HFEICHIR L 29 v HAGE
W& ¢ 504 (pre-edit) DOMFEZIZFEITHAALZ LI LED o7, FHEPS [T 08
BIWFEOREL DI, HAFEOBXWZ ME 2 SNz Lo 85 2 & 2 Miniz
LTHbo FAIIFICHFERMRZAIRE LA VWHATEZHWRHE. £ < O DeepL HREFIFTUC I,
ZE)ENE ST There is/are Wi LS ELL FI2% { Bih/z,

ZITIE (8] Lo RHIREHZ M - 7225 R CTHENITLOR [Ty =0 F ] ORz
Thbo, FHIETHPHBEL 5 7 THH I L ZBURLTEMRAZH O LT DA Fil i,
Wil Ry 2 v VBN ST 2REHBBEICRZ 5. FBETIE. MAEH T THEMZ22D, X
IRLBEIFARF LD FOEITA. BESTIERI L2 00 0ME O ERE R LSS
ELZH00Bbrbhnwildobdhd, Tiud. OARGETIEEH GREE) ARicz-sTLy»H
NF, ZoOHNHA & LA 0ALRBSINTL 228, 2L TRICIEEFED FFEICHY T 555
BHTI VI EEWTV DM KT ¥ v 7 &M A TR KRR HPIESVW T[T V]
(FRWIry TN vF) ZHLABERIC [V—] (AbL—=F 10 F) ZHLTHTEZSLO0ET
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SRR ERES ST L E B8

BEOKSEETD L, ThiE, EETE, LU, FFEE a3 2L CWKshiE (F
%) ML TLOKRELZ LOEHETDTHERS Z L ITRA SN S, F#id [3FETIE. £ Agent
+Action D7 ¥V — Xy FTEHLBFAEL KL LOFETRNRS, ZNUINOM 2% HHILHE T
RARE | EECRDESHIAT L, T Y — Sy FORKRIE, T EBHEOMICEWEAMDINE
BENLZEDEFTEZLIPDICLLTEH L LHAICHEEMEZ DI ENTE S, 60 %EMBR 72
FEVPBEYS LAENLT VY =SV FEITVWENLHAT L &, STPIHEOTEIEL S L
AVEFOBFAR TAGD IR T vy =N FCHiBAELEELY XL WO TE] Evo
TR R TEEHD D,

72720 TIHE@R—FEER] ool E [1T2F +474] OBAIBEZET 6, EETIRLIE
LIZBBEOFENAMEL S ND 2 & B FEEICRHAZ L. WRICODVTOFENIE, Bl (rule) Tid7%
CJEAD (principle) #%# 52 & TH Y. FHEFIIEAER, LHEOTMNRLETORT L EOLHELE
HEBEICHW T2 LrknwZ & HEEIER b,

£33, Clear, Correct, Concise ® 3C IZ, Concrete # X T 4C £ T AHARETIIRWNEEZ TV,
AR AN CHIRIZIE LS KHIMRBTH - TH, L0 BARELZ L O THAHI TR VA
DLBELLNLTH b,

M GEF)) & N TH—0 [FAELIER] oMz () THLLAEZET, ALIE CEYA) »
It (XL DD DEKICERNRTENDEZ DO, (FEfF) 2LEIETHAD GEY) 2ZDA
DRHBVICER TSI EFTERVETEL

HOEEIP PO OTNCEMNN LT 2T L3, BHOPWL o L JMERAIREZEEZWREILLTH
PRER S BV E VI A, FEIIH (2021) »OHFEAT, HHAERIE, WP HEERE
FTAHRNCIELTZO [a7] & [Ty IA4 V] D753 —<y b CHMET 5, KREEROT +—< v
MIFHERHGSAFORBE T LI OUR LT 572D TH 5,

WOREZBETT 512, FEEVIMEDLOTE 2 TEX L7200 MMICFET S Lo A
XSICLETH D, 2O [LOBEH] OMmFICONTIE, [HENE Y 2 12OV THRIIFKRE L7
BMOL2b7ehhozbon, SZFTHRAMODTELZ] R HENE Yy 2 12B3HMLTEBY, &
DR R ICHEH ) | 7 EOBBUI OV TERMIZEZ TBLLRETH D, MAT. Thb
DOBFZEDLOREIE, —L—XEHEL TEIENT 5. 29 Vo 2ROV T, FEZAMOHK
FEHONHDBEEDO AT L) SEETE 2 LEHIIEZ T b,

7o LR - AR, RAR - AW R4, BIXOEFELHAO KL o B EIIEMEA
ERRONDL, ZLDOFEIINLDOMENEIZEALLE 2V, PEOFAEIZINSDVWTR
2 (BLLRTRT) KBWTOMENEZ#YRT, F72, WIRT A POELIZOWTHEATRE
o i, Mg 728 EPSAELTVERY OMENTH L. TOFIEL L RS, &) OEN
MNOHZEDOFEPHEBAEPIZL TR BT OXPIITREE LA TL b0 RFDEEHEH»FHY -
A =F VFIZOWTRRNRIFEZ B o TWA I EZBRH LTI R 5%V,

A:B:C:D OIS AEHNZETHERD I I D, 2023 EFERIM: 7 9 X A(6:12:0:0), 7 5 A B(11:
7:0:0), FESZ:2752A(9:5:0:0, Z5AB (11:15:0:0), 75 AC (3:11:0:0).
2024 4EHIM : 79 AA (6:9:2:1), 9AB (12:4:1:0), ZF5AC (13:12:3:1),
PP T AT 2DV, ZOBEEE, i< Revision Report & HHITHHE L TV 5
DT TIRELERAEEZ, AL 74— FNy 7 Z2HHT5 AL A 7 VO—EE LTwh,
LHPLT Y b T4 Y ORREMMERNFE, FAHEORMICER L THEFILT 5, LR TZ
DX HFAEERB LA, EHEZLEZBLTT Y M54 Y OBMOZ0OM#KICREL, 29
Voo 7R NI A ROEREHEEZ LT 2N TE RV T, BRERNEZOHD
BRECTIEIET, 2OX) RKAIEE X, BB T2 L9112, HSNAEEFHOYEZREONE &
LaWZ EIZTHZLIZEoTHREICR 5720

LIZVZSHEY - CMERLZFHT2 L, BRILAVZ 27 YAPEGETAHELTLE) 2 LI
Ladrbe LoT. EHFIARFMLE FRERLD SE) REFHLOIHZEIO TV 5, HIFE

21



SRR ERES ST L E B8

OFHD Ty % HEZ 7FER FIRZE b1 H 5 TRVD W72 0 HEE % e S i J R R < |
WY R A R,

25 ZZTHRLTBLIREIG, 40%EIZEST, AIT7 7Y EIEAL 7 7Y O ORI T
WZETHb, FEPLILHAHT AL % —% v b ED Weblio (https://ejje.weblio.jp/) DFIYEHE
HBEREIZ, HAREZ ANNBEREZHB TS, ZRZOANBHFEZT TRLADO LNV T il
WZTE 2T OMPEHEI IS LR 2 L 13D IR TH Do S 512 Weblio Bifii 2 FIZA 7 10—
VT IUELLV RV TO ALFIRO AN BN D Do DIERAIZME->TWE 7 2 7% A P eflio T
W 7Y A P RET S EIENETH L.

26 707 ORHIIEE DO 7T 7 TR L Tw b, https://yanase-yosuke.blogspot.com/2023/11/
ver4chatgpt-3.html

27 FAESLTIREH TN — THIMEAORF A TR T A E E R LI ‘we” 29 T LIFFEF DAL TV
L, THAEFHEEARLTW R0 I bbb Rwv ‘we” % LIELIFHEI DT, 7027 M Tl “we” O
fEHZEET TS, 5N FMm SIS E TR WA, IR 1 RABEREIE > TLED
HNZELTLIEDNLVOTTO Y T FNTIEELTWE, 2O, i INEER Lo H 3
L TWd, 220378 7 N Tk SN 722 B % ChatGPT A4 A T 2 LIFHETIE RV,

28 ATHhOHLDONNT =V AZDVWTHEL, TOMUREFTHE LT LI LOE M, Y= Vv F
(2015) ZETHMEINT WS, i, T+ =3V ADTXRTEx THICSHLTE 2 b Tldsk
WZ kX Polanyi (1958,1966) A" ¥ LL TWw 5,

29 fF§k 213, 2 HOZEEORILHFE, Revision Report TOWE], MWRMEOBEZE LA BRL TV 25,
AREBROFEEZHENT 2—2D0F100 & LTni7E &0,

30 HEEIE. WRER S ITHRT A MR, FEPFHWLEET Y B IZOWTHS B THRIST BRI
LzwEfioTwd, #ECELZTFLEYF =2 a YRR EOFED 12725, SHOFEAEN
19 %nBEEAPP>TLE ) REDEE LT, FAEPZ Yy L4 ZWHEL-AFZET 77
ANVTRIETZZERZEZONL, ZOBED [HEFTAT A7 - VA= 7] 3@y 732
WZHEDWTWEDT, Z0O L) ROEFERAFMONGE T L LEFENLOPEONRE R L0 D
LN, BELDPORZORTERE N ) F 29 513, AE—F V FOERIUERH I 4T,
FEIREH (E3RHH) SO AMBHZ VIR TH 50 AE—F ¥ 7O AMNRIGEIX, SHORK
PFEHHFICE o TRIT TEN 2 VIREZ L EHIZZ 2 TV b,

SE X

IO A (2020) [FEFEMGEE] AWEE

Tz AYEy, J (2015) [BEAOREE—F = A5 5RM~] (FHERKIBR) AT 38 (FHFI
2007 4E (2 HIkR)

Z 1R (1960) [RIZHSPEV—HAREAM] <A LB

FAME (2021) [TAFITOMFIATL L, ROV a vERL L &I, BKEBIEITFLEVBAICRD
F | SRR RS A B R RS S EHE £ v ¥ — WEHE M Y = 7% A . https://www.
i-arrc.k.kyoto-u.ac.jp/english/interviews/transcripts_jp#frame-482

77 by (1967) 34 Fux] (BEEARIN EHRFNE.

77 by (1979) THER] (BEEARIN) G

MR A (2018) [ 2 €WREEEBAITEC L » TEELR O P —wiH - FHBIC L 5 — B iet ] 1555
XALEEMZE] 16, 12-32. https://doi.org/10.14960/gbkkg.16.12
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1183 1

ChatGPT 7’027+ (Ver. 4.2)

# ROLE
- You are a college instructor of academic English writing who respects the style of “plain language.”

- You do not open canvas when you do the tasks below.

# TASKS

Execute the following tasks step by step:

Step 1: Review the student’s text (delimited by three equals) and correct any spelling, grammar, and
punctuation errors. Do not make stylistic changes at this stage.

Step 2: Compile a detailed list of the corrections made in Step 1, each marked with an alphabetical
identifier (starting from “a.”). Include explanations for each correction.

Step 3: Slightly refine the result of Step 1 without omitting its specific information and details: The
refinement must be in the academic English at the high school level that respects the plain language
style, which is defined below:

## PLAIN LANGUAGE STYLE

- Strive for clear, accessible writing.

- Avoid complex or overly formal expressions.

- Use concise sentences that still maintain academic depth.

## ACADEMIC ENGLISH STYLE

- Exclude first-person pronouns (“I,” “we”) and second-person pronouns (“you,” “your”).

- Avoid asking questions.

- Avoid tag questions (like “isn’t it?").

- Eliminate contractions (e.g., “don’t,” “can’t,” “it's”).

- Avoid comma splices and run-on sentences.

- Avoid excessively short sentences.

Step 4: Slightly refine the result of Step 1 in the academic English at the college entry level that
respects the plain language style; Do not omit the content’s information and details.

Step 5: Slightly refine the result of Step 1 for publication in the academic journals that highly
respects readability by adopting the plain language style; Do not omit the content’s information and
details.

# OUTPUT

Print out the following outputs; do not open canvas.

1. **Usage Correction** <the result of Step 1>
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. **Usage Issues** <the result of Step 2>
. **Revision 1: High School Level** <the result of Step 3>

. **Revision 2: College Level** <the result of Step 4>

a h~ W N

. **Revision 3: Academic Journal Level** <the result of Step 5>

CZWHRE - BERILTH Wk Z AT 5

1% 2

2 BDFEDETR - WET - MRT X PEX

2HEADER1 (FEPENZTTECEL, TRTEXDT )

These days, Al defeats professional players in shogi, chess or game of go. Al learns things from a
lot of data. In shogi, AI has two types, conventional AI and deep learning AI. Many professional
shogi players study with conventional AI. However, deep learning Al is stronger than conventional
Al This is because AI user has difficulty to memorize the movement that deep learning AI makes.
This essay describes that understanding why deep learning AT makes a movement is difficult.

Deep learning AI don't teach the reason why he judges his movement is the best one. In Al
learning, output from AI must be assessed by a function. This function gives AI the assessment in
the movement. Conventional AI developer makes this function, so the user of this type of Al

understand easily why AI makes a movement.

FEADKET1 (FEPAI 74— FNy 7 &2BE L TYRT LR, TRTEXDOF F)
Artificial intelligence (AI) now defeats professional players in shogi, chess, and the game of go by
learning from vast amounts of data. In the realm of shogi, Al is categorized into conventional AT
and deep learning AI. While deep learning Al demonstrates superior performance, professional
shogi players frequently utilize conventional AI for study. This trend attributed to the difficulty
users face in memorizing deep learning AI's moves. This essay describes why comprehending deep
learning AI's movements is challenging. Unlike conventional Al, deep learning AI does not provide
the reasons for its decisions. In Al training, outputs are evaluating by specific functions that provide
feedback on the AI's moves. Conventional AI developers design this function, so conventional Al

users understand the AI's decision more easily.
FEADHRRT A b CAEDPME ZHAFITH AL 272 L T A M>FEICT Y £ 4 % 200

SCFARBEIC M L7 THESC ZEZERL T D, §RTHEIZOE E)

Artificial intelligence defeats professional players in shogi, chess, and game of go. In the realm of
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shogi, Al is categorized into conventional AI and deep learning AI. While deep learning
demonstrates superior performance, professional shogi players frequently utilize conventional Al
for study. This trend attributes the difficulty users face in memorizing deep learning AI's moves.
This essay describes why understanding deep learning AI's decision is challenging.

Unlike conventional Al, deep learning AI does not give the reason for its decision. In Al training,
outputs are evaluated by specific functions that provide feedback on AI's moves. These functions
calcurate the score related to the positions of three shogi pieces, such as the kind and other two
pieces, for example. The conventional AI developer designs this function, so its user can understand

the AT's moves easily.

FEBOER1 (FESHNZTTHCAEL, TXRTUEXDT )

In today’s Japan, a lot of people love to use the word “jiko-sekinin” (self-responsibility, in
English). They use it easily in daily conversation like this: “Oh, it's not my business. You have to take
responsibility for your own. Self-responsibility, you know.” This word, in fact, is not so popular in
the opposite idea of self-responsibility, was used more frequently. According to “Rentai-sekinin”, if
someone in a group make a failure, everyone in that group takes responsibility for that. Even if they
themselves don’t make any error, people should compensate just because they are in the same
group. Because of this unreasonableness, many Japanese people dislike the idea. For such people,
the notion of “jiko-sekinin” might be quite easy to accept. The idea was transported from Europa,
based on individualism. It means that individuals should take responsibility only for what they have
done. This idea has been favored by many people. Recently, however, the word is often used in a
quite strange way. Think about part time workers, who cannot afford even to live a daily life, for
example. “You are in trouble because you cannot get enough money for your job. You are not well
paid because you don't have needed ability or qualification. These are resulted from what you have
chosen so far, and that is all your self- responsibility.” A lot of people are suffering from such
argument. The claim may seem strange, but it is difficult for many to point out the strangeness. This
report will reveal the original meaniFng of the word “jiko-sekinin” and how the word has been used

in such an unreasonable way.

FEBOHET1 (FANPAI 74— Ny 7 2BF L CHEILAEL, $TXTELDFE F)

In contemporary Japan, the term “jiko-sekinin,” meaning self-responsibility in English, is widely
used. It is commonly mentioned in daily conversations like this: “Oh, it's not my business. You have
to take responsibility for yourself. Self-responsibility, you know.” Previously, the term was less
prevalent, with the more traditional and commonly known concept of “rentai-sekinin” or joint
responsibility. Under “rentai-skinin”, if one person fails, the entire group bears responsibility. This
collective approach, often perceived as unfair, led to the rise to preference for “jiko-sekinin” among
Japanese people. The concept of jiko-sekinin, inspired by European individualism, suggests that
individuals should be responsible only for their own actions. However, in recent times, the term has

been employed in peculiar ways. Consider part-time workers who struggle to make ends meet. They
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are frequently told that their financial hardships are solely their self-responsibility, exactly as a
result of their own choices. This perspective, while seemingly logical, presents problems, leading to
a simplistic and often unchallenged understanding. This report will clarify the original intent of

jiko-skinin and examine its contentious usage in modern Japan.

FEBOHMERT A b (FAEPMOSHETITHCLEL, L2727 A MIFAECT Y 1 % 200
NFREEEM LB THZIEZERL TS, IRTEXDOE )

In contemporary Japanese society, the term “self-responsibility” is widely used. It is commonly
mentioned even in daily conversations. However, the term, inspired by Western individualism, is
not applied in peculiar way. Consider part-time workers who are financially struggling. Under the
concept of today’s self-responsibility, their current situations are often attributed solely to their past
actions, including that they didn’'t acquire necessary skills or license. A large number of Japanese
individuals suffer from this approach. This paper explains the original intent of the word “self-

responsibility,” and examine its unique ussage in Japan.
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Survey and Practical Report

Empowering English Learners to
Become Autonomous Users through
the Use of Al: A Reflective Practical
Report on Academic English Writing
Courses at Kyoto University*

Yosuke Yanase’

Abstract

This practical report provides a reflective analysis of how the author used generative Al
(ChatGPT) in the English Writing-Listening A/B courses at Kyoto University during the first and
second semesters of the 2023 academic year and the first semester of 2024. The special goal of the
courses was to improve students’ integrated ability of English proficiency by combining their embod-
ied ability with AT-augmented ability, aiming to empower students to become autonomous language
users. Through the combined assignments of writing without using AI and then revising that writing
based on Al feedback, students deepened their learning in a step-by-step manner. Survey responses
indicated notably positive evaluations of course satisfaction, learning outcomes, and lesson pace. By
strengthening teacher-led instruction in English usage and style, as well as the ways students engage
with Al feedback, educators can foster autonomous learners who skillfully apply AI when composing
English texts for real-world settings. However, as Al continues to evolve, English writing courses will
need to place even greater emphasis on nurturing students’ motivation for intellectual exploration
and dialogue with others—needs that AI cannot fulfill.

[Keywords] ChatGPT, embodied ability, Al-augmented ability, integrated ability

1. Introduction

ChatGPT, a groundbreaking technology released towards the end of 2022, prompted many
educators to respond swiftly. In 2023, numerous educators published papers on the use of genera-

tive artificial intelligence (AI), and in 2024, several systematic reviews were published. Yang & Li

* The current English edition is the secondary publication of the original Japanese edition, which this
bulletin contains on the preceding pages. The author independently translated the original into English,
utilizing AI resources, such as DeepL, Grammarly, ChatGPT (GPT-4), and Perplexity (Claude 3 Opus.)

* Institute for Liberal Arts and Sciences, Kyoto University
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(2024), who summarized 44 papers, found that most of the research on educational use of ChatGPT
focused on teaching English as a foreign language at universities, using ChatGPT for content gener-
ation, feedback, and more. Li et al. (2024), who reviewed 36 articles, reported that the research was
global in scope, with a regional focus in Asia and North America, and covered a variety of disciplines
including computer science, psychology, linguistics, education, and social sciences. Lo, Hew & Jong
(2024) summarized the findings of 72 empirical papers in terms of behavior, emotion, and cogni-
tion, with both positive and negative reports from all perspectives. While there are varied opinions
about the use of AI in English language education at Kyoto University, too, the educational use of
generative Al has become a major trend despite some concerns.

The author primarily teaches English writing at the university and has been actively exploring
methods to use Al (Yanase and Lees (2022a), Yanase (2023a)). Additionally, Yanase (2022b) used
the concepts of “cyborgs,” “language games,” and “plurilingualism” to advance a theoretical argu-
ment that the view of English education must change with the use of Al Specifically, the author
noted that human intelligence has always been accompanied by the use of tools (“cyborg”) and that
different types of English writing exist, ranging from memo-writing to reflective writing of a long
essay (“language games”). He also questioned whether it was educationally appropriate to prohibit
students from using their first language in a monolingual manner (“plurilingualism”).

After these publications, the general-purpose ChatGPT appeared, prompting the author to
switch from the monofunctional DeepL to the multi-purpose ChatGPT in writing classes. The author
presented on this educational AT use at several events, including the National Institute of Informat-

”! The author’s understanding can be summarized

ics “DX Symposium for Educational Institutions.
in two main points (Yanase, 2023c): First, AI can only replace and surpass humans in Digi-
tal-to-Digital Conversion (DDC) of language. AI cannot replace humans in Analog-to-Digital Con-
version (ADC), where humans produce language from the analog medium, their own mind and
body, into a digital medium, such as a word processor. Al cannot replace humans in Digital-to-Ana-
log Conversion (DAC), either, where humans transform the information contained in digitalized
language into the analog medium of their own mind and body. Additionally, AI cannot substitute for
human communication between two individuals, which is AAC (Analog-to-Analog Conversion). The
other understanding is that the proficiency of English as a foreign language in the age of ubiquitous
AT will rely on the “integrated ability” in which the “embodied ability” without the use AI and the

2 complement each other. The author explained this concept through the yin-

“Al-augmented ability
yang diagram of ancient Chinese philosophy.

Using the theoretical understanding above, this practical report describes the author’s use of
ChatGPT (GPT-4) in his “English Writing-Listening A/B” in the Liberal Arts Education Program of
Kyoto University (two regular classes in the first and second semesters of AY2023 and two regular
classes and one retake class in the first semester of AY2024).® This practical report examines the
process of English academic essay writing by Japanese university students, framing it as a distinct
“language game.” The practice adopted a “plurilingual” approach that recognized the interplay
between Japanese and English. It also sought to cultivate an “integrated ability” by fostering a syn-

ergistic relationship between embodied ability and AI-augmented ability, metaphorically described
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as a “cyborgian” integration. Furthermore, AI use was intentionally restricted to the DDC domain to
prevent over-reliance.

It should be pointed out here that teaching style may change from semester to semester or
even from one class to another. The teaching method this paper reports on may change in future. It
is also important to note that the author does not consider this practice with Al to be particularly
unique. This paper is a case study report, from which the author hopes readers will gain inspiration
for developing new teaching styles.

The report addresses typical misconceptions about AI use in English writing classes in Chapter
2. Tt then explains the overall class policy in Chapter 3, followed by explanations of the course com-
ponents without AT use and those that utilize AI in Chapters 4 and 5, respectively. Finally, the report
summarizes the author’s practice and discusses educational prospects drawing inspiration from

Socrates in Chapter 6.

2. Dispelling Misconceptions about Al Use in English Writing Classes

When explaining the use of ChatGPT in English writing classes, the author encountered several
misconceptions. Entrenched misunderstanding led some people to become less receptive to infor-
mation regarding Al To avoid such unsuccessful communication, this paper presents ten typical
examples of these misconceptions and briefly explains that the author’s practice does not align with
these misconceptions. Detailed arguments will be presented in the sections specified in parentheses
0.

(1) This practice did not allow students to use Al for writing English on their behalf.

One prevalent misconception is the assumption that Al-assisted writing instruction entails stu-
dents having Al generate English sentences on their behalf. However, students in this practice only
received feedback from Al. (5.2) They were the ones who initiate English writing. (5.1)*

(2) This practice stopped Al from affecting students’ creativity and critical thinking skills.

Critics often argue that AI users lose the habit of thinking for themselves. However, this prac-
tice prohibited any use of Al in the idea generation process, from brainstorming for an essay theme
to constructing a paragraph outline. (4.2)

(3) This practice minimized Al hallucinations.

Presently, generative Al is considered to be perilous due to its production of hallucinations
(fabrications not based on facts). However, this practice minimized hallucinations by prohibiting
the AI from enhancing the content (e.g., presenting evidence or producing more concrete claims).
In fact, no substantial hallucinations have been observed in this practice so far. (5.2, Appendix 1)
(4) This practice prevented students from cheating.

Some worry that students are tempted to abuse AI to complete their assignments. However,
this practice prevented students’ misuse through the author’s task supervision. The evaluation poli-

cies also ensured that misuse did not gain unfair scores. (3.2, 4.3, 5.1)
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(5) This practice encouraged students to carefully review Al feedback to upgrade their
voices.

Concerns have been raised that students might simply accept Al feedback without improving
their English proficiency. However, this practice emphasized the Revision Report (discussed later)
and created an individualized learning experience for each student. (5.2)

(6) The goal of this practice was to help students acquire a standard writing style for
academic writing.

There was a report that a novelist and a newspaper editor could immediately discerned the dif-
ference between a short story written by a human author and one written by an AI (Sittenfeld &
Meadows, 2024). Some described AI as only regurgitating “maximally unsurprising outcomes.”
(Fourcade & Farrell, 2024) However, this practice focused on the paradigmatic mode of writing, in
which texts must allow for immediate and unambiguous comprehension, not on the creative writing
in the narrative mode. (Bruner, 1986; Yanase, 2018) Students aimed to acquire a standard style for
academic writing, which, nevertheless, is a challenging task for foreign language learners. It is not
uncommon for language learners to write in an unconventional style that diminishes readability.
This practice sought a standard writing style in academic English that produced “no surprising out-
comes” regarding language conventions. (3.1, Appendix 1)

(7) This practice aimed to help students understand when to use Al and when not to.

Some teachers worry that students might become overly reliant on AI and stop learning
English. However, in this practice, students learned the significance of writing English sentences
from scratch without AI and revising them using Al feedback. (3.1, 4.1, 4.3, 5.1, 5.2)

(8) This practice did not require students to operate on Al.

Some instructors claim that students do not attend college to learn how to use Al. However,
this practice did not require students to utilize AlI; instead, the author operated it to obtain Al feed-
back for students. (5.1, 5.2)°
(9) This practice aimed to motivate students to learn English by using Al.

To stimulate students intellectually, this practice provided them with extensive Al feedback on
their English writing, to a degree unthinkable by a human teacher. The author used the time saved
by having the AI correct and revise on his behalf to provide personalized attention and higher-level
instruction on students’ writing. Consequently, most students seemed quite motivated to learn, as
indicated by students’ responses in questionnaires. (Table 3 in 3.2, questionnaire results in 4.3, 5.2,
5.3)°
(10) This practice aimed to encourage students to be autonomous users of English.

Some people have voiced concerns that AI will decrease students’ sense of autonomy in learn-
ing and using English, similar to the concern above about AI dependence. However, as the brief
description so far has suggested, students were instructed on the proper use of Al in writing tasks,
to be utilized after the semester. Furthermore, without Al, students would have to continue to rely
on native-English speaking instructors for many years, often for a high fee, to acquire a standard
academic English writing style. With Al, students can improve their writing skills independently, in

proportion to their reading abilities. This practice empowered students to become autonomous
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users of English. (3-5)
Hopefully, the brief description of the 10 items so far has dispelled some typical misconcep-

tions about AI use. The next chapter will provide an overview of this practice.

3. Overview of this Practice

3.1 Objectives of this Practice

In addition to the objectives set forth in the common syllabus for “English Writing-Listening
A/B,” this practice aimed to combine the “embodied ability” without using AI with the “AI-
augmented ability,” aiming to develop the “integrated ability” of English proficiency. This study pur-
sued a conventional style of academic writing, adhering to established linguistic norms, as discussed
in the preceding chapter. However, with respect to content, the objective was to encourage students
to produce texts that were uniquely their own—texts that only they could or should write—thereby
reinforcing their individual value and competitive edge in an increasingly AI-driven world (see “4.2
Completion of Outline” below). The ultimate end was empowering students to become autonomous
users of English utilizing AT when appropriate to write for real-world purposes. This was in line with
the mission of the Division of English Language Education to which the author belongs: “to develop
competent users of academic English through the promotion of autonomous language learning.””
Figure 1 illustrates the process of achieving this goal.

Figure 1 indicates that the ability for expression (shown in black) is generally weaker than the
ability for comprehension (shown in white). Foreign language learners cannot usually write at the
same quality of what they read, even after extensive reading experience (Phase 1 in the figure). As a

result, improving writing skills has been challenging. However, in this practice, Al can help by pro-

Embodied Embodied Al- Embodied Embodied Embodied Al- Embodied Embodied Embodied
Productive Receptive augmented Receptive Productive Receptive augmented Receptive Productive Receptive
Ability Ability Productive Ability Ability Ability Productive Ability Ability Ability
Ability Ability
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5
(Augmentation) (Embodiment) (Augmentation) (Embodiment)

Figure 1. Difference between productive and receptive abilities, and the relationship between embodied,
Al-augmented, and integrated abilities.
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viding usage correction and three levels of stylistic revision to English texts written by students.
Students, who can appreciate the value of Al feedback, are encouraged to enhance their productive
ability (grayed in Phase 2). As students develop their writing skills with the help of AI, they also
realize the importance of precise reading and extensive vocabulary. This leads to an improvement in
their receptive skills and the transformation of Al-augmented expression skills into their own
embodied expression skills (Phase 3). As their reading skills expand, their understanding of AI feed-
back deepens, and their writing skills are further augmented by AI (Phase 4). Students who refine
their understanding of the English language through AI augmentation eventually embody their
Al-enhanced writing skills (Phase 5). In this way, both their productive and receptive abilities are
gradually enhanced and embodied through AI feedback. This process leads to the integration of
both abilities with an increased awareness of the features of English language.

It is important to note that distinct advancements in English language skills, as shown in Fig-
ure 1, may not occur every week. Students often feel frustrated when they repeat the same mistakes
despite Al feedback. However, the author hoped that over the semester, students would feel a sense
of improvement in their abilities. They were encouraged to continuously utilize Al after the semes-

ter, leading to their increased integrated English ability.

3.2 Teaching Components and Evaluation Policy of this Practice

The author’s practice was built on six main components: 1) “Introduction” - emphasizing the
importance of English writing and instructing effective methods to enhance writing skills; 2) “Usage
and Style Instruction” - addressing the differences between Japanese and English in usage and
style; 3) “Outline” - assisting students in organizing the unique content they can provide or their
true voice that originates from themselves; 4) “AI Cycle” - combining AI feedback and draft revision;
5) “Textbook” - covering essential topics from the designated standard textbook;® 6) “Final Test” -
requiring students to write shorter versions of their English essays without using Al, a dictionary, or
any other reference material.

These components were scheduled as shown in Table 1 over the semester, from “Introduction”
in Week 1 to the “Final Test” in Week 15. The difference was due to the distinct word counts for the
final essay, as outlined in the common syllabus: more than 300 words in the first semester and more
than 1,000 words in the second semester. While the first semester had three “AI Cycle” sessions, the
second semester required five. The author decided to reduce the content of the “Usage and Style

Instruction” in the second semester for that reason.’

Table 1. Semester Schedule

First Semester Second Semester
Introduction (Week 1) Introduction (Week 1)
Usage and Style (Weeks 2—4) Outline (Weeks 2—4)
Textbook Textbook

Outline (Weeks 5—8)
Al Cycle (Weeks 9—14)
Final Test (Week 15) Final Test (Week 15)

Al Cycle (Weeks 5-14) | Usage and Style
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Table 2. Score Distribution (Writing portion only)

Task Categories Task Sub-categories First Semester Second Semester
Assignments to Complete the Outline 22% 13%
Tasks without AI Use Writing English Drafts in the AI Cycle 0% 55% 0% 60%
Final Test 33% 47%
. Revision Report in the AI Cycle 33% 33%
Tasks with AI Use - 45% 40%.
Final Essay from the AI cycle 12% 7%

Of the six components mentioned, “Outline,” “AI Cycle,” and “Final Test” required assignments
that were subject to scoring. Table 2 displays the percentage of scores for these assignments.'° This
score distribution resulted in slightly higher scores for the non-AI assignments. While the author
values intrinsic motivation, he acknowledges the critical role extrinsic motivation plays, as exempli-
fied by scores, in real classroom management. Therefore, the evaluation policy presented in Table 2
communicated to the students that the class emphasized the development of embodied skills with-
out relying on Al

Students showed a good understanding of the semester plan and assessment ratios. Appar-
ently, most students were satisfied with the course policy. This observation was supported by the
results shown in Table 3, which displayed the class satisfaction ratings in the anonymous class sur-
veys administered by the Institute for Liberal Arts and Sciences (ILAS). Students responded to the
surveys during the 13th or 14th week, according to ILAS instructions. The specific question shown
here was “Q.08 [Satisfaction] Overall, I am satisfied with this class.” The available answers were “A:
Applies,” “B: Applies somewhat,” “C: Does not apply very much,” and “D: Does not apply at all.” The

option “E: No response” had no entries, so it is not included in the table.

Table 3. The Numbers and Percentages of Student Satisfaction Responses in the Anonymous Questionnaires

Class A (regular class) Class B (regular class) Class C (retake class)"

A B C D | A B C p | Al B ]| c|oD
1° semester| 14 4 0 0 16 7 0 0
in 2023 (78%) | (22%) | (0%) | (0%) | (70%) | (30%) | (0%) | (0%)
2" semester 8 6 0 0 10 3 0 0 9 5 0 0
in 2023 (57%) | (43%) | (0%) | (0%) | (77%) | (23%) | (0%) | (0%) | (64%) | (36%) | (0%) | (0%)
1° semester| 15 1 2 0 15 4 1 0 15 11 1 2
in 2024 (83%) | (6%) | (11%) | (0%) | (75%) | (20%) | (5%) | (0%) | (52%) | (38%) | (3%) | (7%)

The data in Table 3 should be interpreted with caution because not all students participated in
the survey. However, it appears that students generally viewed this practice positively, as most
responses were positive (A and B), with a few negative responses (C and D) observed.

This chapter has provided an overview of the class. Chapter 4 will discuss some of the Al-free

teaching components, while Chapter 5 will focus on the “AI Cycle,” which utilizes AI feedback.
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4. Teaching Components without Al

Among the six teaching components of this practice, those not using Al in principle are “Intro-

” @

duction,” “Usage and Style Instruction,” “Outline,” “Textbook,” and “Final Test. This chapter reports
on three of these components, “Usage and Style Instruction,” “Outline,” and “Final Test,” which

were particularly relevant to the “Al cycle” that will be explained in Chapter 5.

4.1 Usage and Style Instruction

In this practice, ChatGPT provided extensive feedback that would be practically impossible for
a human teacher to offer due to the workload. Nevertheless, students could have felt overwhelmed
by the amount of feedback if they had not been taught how to utilize it effectively. Therefore, this
practice included in-class instruction on some of the differences between Japanese and English in
usage and style that were not necessarily covered in the textbooks. The instruction focused on learn-
ing from the comparison of contrastive expressions to revise and write short English sentences. The
author created pairs of example sentences to illustrate these differences, often contrasting natural
English sentences with unnatural ones. The students discussed these contrasts in groups and ver-
balized their analyses. Then, they received new unnatural English sentences for rewriting. Through
this collaborative activity (Yanase, 2020), the author expected the students to realize the cross-lin-
guistic differences in usage and style and apply this knowledge to their use of English. Below is a
brief description of the main items of the usage and style instruction.

(1) Articles (definite and indefinite) and nouns (countable and uncountable)

Native English speakers naturally distinguish between distinct types of nouns, such as generic/
particular, countable/uncountable, and singular/plural. However, Japanese speakers do not usually
make these distinctions, and most of them have not developed schemata (Imai, 2020) for these dis-
tinctions. Therefore, no matter how much Japanese speakers read English texts, they usually fail to
recognize the effects these distinctions produce. Theoretical explanations are crucial to help Japa-
nese speakers understand the distinctions between definite and indefinite articles, countable and
uncountable nouns, and singular and plural forms of countable nouns. This awareness can help stu-
dents reduce their errors and improve their English language skills.

(2) Agent and Action

Whereas a subject'” is often omitted in Japanese sentences, it is almost always required in
English sentences. The subject of an English sentence should preferably be the agent that performs
the action of the verb that follows. English frequently produces many sentence constructions, rare
in Japanese, with inanimate subjects. Additionally, for a better flow of sentences, English prefers
that inanimate subject to be also the topic mentioned in the context.

The subject choice preference in English may sound difficult for Japanese students when sum-
marized in such an abstract way. However, when a sentence with a subject choice typical of English
was paired with a sentence that was not (often a direct translation of Japanese), students found the

former to be more readable, using their reading ability they had developed for university entrance
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examinations."® Although students did not learn to produce only natural English sentences over-
night, this theoretical awareness served as a critical guideline in the AI cycle and deepened students’
learning.

The author encouraged students to consider the following principles in English writing: “Prior-

9«

itize the Subject = Agent = Topic pattern,” “Use the Agent + Action scheme to determine the subject
and verb,” “English sentences lose dynamism'* when writers too frequently use SVC constructions
without action verbs, passive constructions without Agent subjects, and there-is/are constructions
with no substantial subjects.” The author also encouraged students to observe their English texts
and the AI feedback from these perspectives.
(3) Passive Voice and Perspectives

After teaching that English generally prefer active voice sentences with the agent-subject and
action-verb pattern, the author introduced exceptional cases where the passive voice is preferred.
Typical examples include when the topic is more important than the agent; when the tone of a
request should be attenuated in an interpersonal relationship; and when the flow of “from old infor-
mation to new information” is crucial.” Additionally, the author explained that aligning the per-
spectives (i.e., from which direction entities are observed) in a series of sentences makes the text
more readable, and that passive constructions may be preferable in such cases. To convey this point
clearly to students, the author presented pairs of paragraphs and had them compare and contrast
them.
(4) Personal Pronouns

 «

Many first-year university students use personal pronouns such as “I,” “we,” and “you” too fre-
quently in argumentation. They may start their academic essays with questions like “Do you know
X?”, which can sound disrespectful and fail to capture the reader’s interest. Additionally, some stu-
dents pointlessly present themselves as narrators in their essays, such as saying “Now I'm going to
explain....” They also carelessly use “we,” as in “We should be friendly with the people of the sexual
minority,” which reveals their bias regarding inclusion and exclusion.

To show that such uses of first- and second-person pronouns are unnecessary and occasionally
inappropriate, the author made students compare paragraph-by-paragraph pairs. Although the cur-
rent standard textbooks cover the proper use of first- and second-person pronouns, students proba-
bly need more detailed instruction on this point. In the author’s experience, some students used
first- or second-person pronouns unnecessarily or inappropriately even after they had once been
erased in AI feedback.

(5) Concision

Concision, one of the 3C’s of writing (Clear, Correct, Concise)'®, is covered in the standard text-
books. The current age of exploding information detests redundant writing. However, as a test-
taking strategy, many high school teachers recommend that students maximize word count within
time constraints, sometimes advising them to “write as many words as possible,” even at the
expense of conciseness. Therefore, the author introduced supplementary materials to teach concise
writing. In particular, the author encouraged students to eliminate unnecessary clauses containing

“I” or “we” and to delete interrogative sentences that interrupted the flow of the text. Through such
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tasks, students realized that redundant writing would significantly reduce the amount of informa-
tion in an academic paper. Instruction on concision helped students recognize the rewriting prow-
ess of Al feedback. These usage and style instructions were critical because much of the feedback

from AI would have been wasted without students’ awareness on these points.

4.2 Completion of Outline

At the beginning of this report, the author used terms such as DDC and AAC. D (Digital)
denotes language on a digital medium, for example, a hard disk, whereas A (Analog) represents lan-
guage on the analog medium, i.e., the human body and mind, and C (Conversion) signifies language
processing. Thus, language processing is divided into four categories: DDC, which is the dominant
domain of AI; AAC, which can only be performed by humans; and ADC and DAC, which should be
performed by humans as much as possible without relying on AI. Humans should refrain from
using Al in DAC because overusing Al to summarize texts, for example, will result in the loss of
human ability to interpret them from their unique perspectives. Given AI’s superior ability to pro-
cess and reproduce prevalent ideas from vast datasets, the value of widespread accounts (“<com-

mon stories>"""

) diminishes in the age of AI. Consequently, original and unique narrative gains
more significance. To emphasize this, the author’s teaching practice strictly prohibited students
from using Al in any stage of essay development, from brainstorming to outlining.

Among the various assignments for completing the outline, the graded submissions were the
“core” and “outline,” which will be explained below. These assignments emphasized the profession-
alism in academic writing to start writing only after deciding on the essential message to the target
audience.'® The author’s practice aimed to train students to develop the habit of completing a blue-
print before writing essays. The author also provided specific examples of cores and outlines to help
students deepen their understanding of the essay blueprint.

4.2.1 Core Format

The core task required students to decide on the following (1) to (9) items for the essay they
planned to write. Students should fill in these items according to the specified format. The author
encouraged students to write in Japanese, for he had learned from his experience that students’
planning in English often led to vague descriptions and loose arguments unless students were
exceptionally proficient in English. As previously stated, the procedure included individual brain-
storming and pair/group discussions but not Al use. The author advised students not to write an
outline or main text before completing these core pieces of information. Outlines and texts written
without clear core ideas would only be unclear, wasting the reader’s time. From the first week, the
author emphasized that the course was not just about writing 300 or 1,000 words without grammat-

ical errors but about expressing complex ideas clearly, correctly, concisely, and concretely.

(1) Topic: Be specific, for example, “about A of B” instead of “about B.”
(2) Keywords: List several keywords after brainstorming (add more if necessary).
(3) Originality: Explain how the essay differs from essays dealing with similar topics.

(4) Target audience: Be specific, for example, “music fans of A who are considering doing B”
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rather than “music fans of A.”

(5) Intended Effect: Describe what cognitive or behavioral changes the writer wishes to
induce in readers.

(6) Take-home message or takeaway: Write the most essential message in one sentence so
that readers can remember it immediately.

(7) Thesis statement: Enter a statement in the form of X does Y in Z, where X shows the
topic, Y indicates the claim about the topic (equivalent to the control sentence), and Z
describes the reasons or examples for the claim.

(8) Specific Descriptions of Reasons and Examples (only in the second-semester classes):
Write three specific reasons or examples (Z,, Z,, Z3) for Z as previously represented
generally. Each of these will constitute a body paragraph, and students can change the
number of paragraphs when necessary.

(9) Title: Invent a title that comprehensively represents the information in the above

items. Alternatively, a symbolic title to draw the reader’s attention may suffice.

Out of these nine items, the most crucial ones were (2) and (8). The keywords in (2) were cho-
sen from a list of words generated during a brainstorming session. If students did not thoroughly
consider the arguments (Z,, Z,, Z3) using these keywords in advance, they would fail to provide rea-
sons or examples for the arguments (8) after writing the thesis statement (7). Both (2) and (8)
needed to be examined simultaneously. As completing the core was not an easy task, the author
advised students to start working on the essay plan from the first week. He also asked them about
their ideas occasionally. Once students completed the core, the author provided feedback, which
helped students to write the outline.

4.2.2 Outline Format

After formulating the core, students created outlines. The author provided students with the
outline format, which was structured as below. The structure was based on the standard paragraph-
ing writing pattern in the English-speaking sphere, although the author explained the introduction
part in terms of the Chinese four-part rhetorical pattern of “ #2745 ”: Raise a topic, Develop it,
Turn it, and Conclude it. (Yanase, 2023b). Students wrote for two-digit items (e.g., 1.1) and three-
digit items (e.g., 1.2.1) using the bullet point function in a Word file. Students wrote only one sen-

tence per bullet, although they could add bullet points if multiple sentences were necessary.

1. Introduction
1.1 Impressive Opening Sentence (Hook): A sentence intended to capture the atten-
tion of the maximum number of potential readers. The sentence is often equivalent
to “Raising a topic” in the four-part rhetorical pattern.
1.2 General Statement: A commentary that connects the opening statement to the spe-
cific claims of the essay (thesis statement) presented later.
1.2.1 Sentences Corresponding to “Develop the Topic™: Sentences that elaborate

on the raised topic by describing the topic’s current status, for example.
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1.2.2 Sentences Corresponding to “Turn the Topic”™: Sentences that change the
direction of the discourse typically by pointing out a problem that the topic
contains, indicating the need for some kind of response.

1.3 Thesis Statement: The “Conclude the topic” statement that brings the “Turn” to a
close and presents the argument of the entire essay in the form “X dose Yin Z.”
1.3.1 Supplement to the Thesis Statement: Providing brief descriptions of Z,, Z,,
7 to give readers a clearer perspective of the essay.
2. Body Paragraph 1
2.1 Topic Sentence 1: A sentence that briefly states the point of Z;.
2.2 Supporting Sentence 1: Evidence or reasons to support the point above.

2.2.1 Supporting Detail 1 for Supporting Sentence 1: Further details to be added.

2.2.2 Supporting Detail 2 for Supporting Sentence 1: Additional information if
necessary.

2.3 Concluding Sentence 1: A summary of Body Paragraph 1.
3. Body Paragraph 2: Arguing for Z, using the same Body Paragraph structure.
4. Body Paragraph 3: Arguing for Z; using the same Body Paragraph structure.
5. Conclusion
5.1 Thesis Restatement: Rephrasing the thesis statement. This paraphrasing increases
readers’ understanding of the implications of the thesis.
5.2 Summary: Summarizing the Body Paragraph arguments by changing expressions
to enhance readers’ understanding.
5.3 Final Comments: Stating the implications, prospects, or future tasks of the points

discussed in Z (Z,, Z,, Z), indicating the general significance of this essay.

The paragraph writing structure organizes the argument by sequentially arranging the compo-
nent units of “abstract assertion — concrete evidence or examples (— summary).” Some students
unfamiliar with this thought pattern often disrupt the argument flow within a paragraph by discuss-
ing something unrelated to the opening sentence. This often happens when they write multiple sen-
tences in the supporting sentence section. The instructor provided individual guidance to students
through desk-to-desk observation in class and during the review of submitted outlines. While the
author trusts the current Al for judgment about language convention, he has reservation about its
reasoning ability to connect sentences coherently.”

A few students claimed they did not see the significance of the bullet point style, preferring
writing a draft immediately. The author explained that the bullet point style would help writers
observe the development of their own thinking from a third-party perspective, making the editing
process more manageable.

The author speculated that these students found it challenging to objectify their thoughts.
Writing with an outline, editing as one writes, and occasionally reviewing the outline involves more
reflective thinking than writing in a single sitting. Reflective thinking to objectify oneself is rare in

daily life, and it often leads to an awareness of one’s own shortcomings. It is not surprising that
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some students did not like it. However, reflective thinking is essential in academic argumentation.
Therefore, the author encouraged students to construct their outlines in systematic bullet points

and to organize their thoughts to facilitate a third-person observation.

4.3 Final Test

The last component of the Al-free instruction was the final test. During the 50-minute session,
students wrote a shorter version of the essay they previously completed, without using any refer-
ence materials such as dictionaries, notes, and Al The author announced at the beginning of the
semester that the final exam would account for about one-third of their overall grade in the first
semester and one-half in the second semester. Additionally, the author emphasized that although
this class would use Al it would emphasize students’ embodied abilities that did not rely on Al

In the first semester classes, about 10-20% of the students finished the final test in approxi-
mately 20 minutes. These students likely memorized their completed essays. In contrast, memoriz-
ing an essay of 1,000 words was significantly more difficult for second-semester students. Conse-
quently, only a small number of students completed the test that quickly. Students also appeared to
be writing English sentences as they gradually recalled the story development. The author made this
observation while supervising the test, and several students have testified to this later.

The test answers did not contain significant problems in any of the three major components of
writing: “story” (logical development), “style,” and “usage.” Although the students had been writing
the content throughout the semester, the author believed that their ability to produce that much
high-quality English without any reference indicated a solid foundation for future writing.*® This
belief was supported by the responses to “Q.07 [Learning Outcomes] The expected learning out-
comes were achieved through this class” in the anonymous class questionnaire. For the responses A
(applicable,) B (somewhat applicable,) C (not very applicable,) and D (not applicable,) the percent-
ages were 46%, 49%, 4%, and 1%. These figures suggested that the author’s judgment of the learn-
ing outcomes was probably reasonable.”

This chapter has discussed three Al-free teaching components: usage and style instruction,
completing outlines, and final tests. Only with these foundations by established AlI-free instruction

can learning from Al feedback function adequately, which the next chapter will explain.

5. Teaching components with Al feedback (“Al Cycle”)

The teaching component using ChatGPT feedback (“AI Cycle”) consisted of two parts: (1)
English Draft Writing,”> where students wrote a draft without using AI, aiming for 100 words per
session in the first semester and 200 words in the second semester, and (2) Revision Report Writ-
ing, where students revised their draft utilizing AI feedback and summarized their learning out-
comes (Students received feedback on their Revision Report from the author.) This process was
repeated three times in the first semester and five times in the second. After completing the Al cycle,

students submitted final essays, which constituted the other teaching component involving AI use.

41



SRR ERES ST L E B8

5.1 English Draft

Students usually spent about 40 minutes writing English drafts in class. With their outlines
already completed, they focused on writing accurately and concisely without worrying about the
storyline.”® Before they began writing, the author presented PowerPoint slides to review the usage
and style issues they learned. The goal of this draft writing was to practice Analog-to-Digital Con-
version (ADC), where students needed to express their ideas in English even if it resulted in unnatu-
ral language. The value of Al feedback is amplified when students have first struggled to formulate
their own English expressions, providing a context for analysis and learning. On the other hand, if
they spend too much time crafting sentences, they may not reach the target word count. Therefore,
students must find the right balance between writing quality and writing speed.

Students were required to write their drafts using word-processing software, such as Microsoft
Word, on their laptops. Using word-processing software was necessary because converting hand-
written work to digital form for the AI processing consumes too much time for class management.
Students were permitted to use a Japanese-English dictionary application on the web or a separate
device. Although students chose their own topics to write about, most had limited experience read-
ing about these topics in English. These students were practically unable to express their complex
thoughts in English without using a Japanese-English dictionary.

As mentioned before, one must have extensive reading experience before they can write well.
One’s writing is typically not as proficient as their reading, both in terms of quality and quantity.
Many Japanese researchers have developed their ability to write academic papers by focusing on
reading articles in their specific field. By concentrating on their reading in a particular field, they
can learn the terminology and logical development specific to that field. The downside is that they
often struggle to write outside of that field. Many Japanese researchers regret that despite their pro-
ficiency in academic writing, they find it challenging to write personal letters, for example.

In this respect, English writing taught in the liberal arts education program (“English for Gen-
eral Academic Purposes”) is probably more demanding than English paper writing in the special-
ized programs that teach “English for Specific Academic Purposes.” In the latter, students with
extensive reading experience in the field are familiar with the terminology and logical development
frequently used in the articles. Thus, in the liberal arts education program, the use of Japanese-
English dictionaries should be allowed.** If it is not, the writing will have to be on non-academic and
daily topics.

The other feature to note about the English draft was that no scores were presented to this
assignment. During the previous practice in AY2023, about half of the scores for the Revision
Report were offered to students. However, this scoring system might have encouraged some stu-
dents to use Al secretly to increase their draft scores.”> Consequently, starting from the first semes-
ter of the 2024 academic year, the instructor only checked submissions without assigning evalua-

tion points. The author made statements like below to persuade students.

“The draft will not be graded. It is the Revision Report that will receive points, where you

summarize the learning outcomes from the AI feedback on your draft. If you use Al to improve
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the English draft beyond your own ability, there will be little left to write in the Revision Report,
and your score for it will be lower. More importantly, you will miss opportunities to improve
your English skills. You may even lose the course credit due to a low score on the final exam.
Please be honest about your writing ability in your draft to learn much from the AI feedback

and improve your writing skills.”

In the author’s observations, most students grasped the significance of this class policy after
the initial explanation. The remaining students also improved their understanding as the course
progressed, and eventually, most students appeared convinced by this learning method, as the ques-

tionnaire results above suggest.

5.2 Revision Report

The author entered English drafts submitted by students one by one into the premier version
of ChatGPT (GPT-4) with a prompt to receive feedback. The author then compiled all AI feedback
into a single file. Having feedback for all students in one file allowed them to observe how others
wrote, facilitating their incidental learning.

Al Feedback comprised two parts: (A) usage correction and (B) stylistic revision. These parts
included (A1) English sentences corrected for mechanical errors in usage, including punctuation
and spelling; (A2) a list of corrections showing the expressions before and after correction, along
with reasons for correction; (B1) Level 1 Revision: English sentences revised to the academic writ-
ing style of U.S. high school students; (B2) Level 2 Revision: English sentences revised to the aca-
demic writing style of U.S. university students; (B3) Level 3 Revision: English sentences revised to
the academic writing style of scholarly journals.

The structure of the prompt was straightforward, with ROLE, TASKS, and OUTPUT as the first
layer, and Steps 1 through 5 of the second layer of TASKS. It only corrected and revised English
sentence input without improving the content. At the time of authoring this report, the prompt is
Ver. 4.2.%° (See Appendix 1) The prompt performance improved the most when the term “plain
English” began to be used in the prompt. As this term was typically used for revising purposes in the
English-speaking sphere, the prompt almost eliminated pedantic expressions from the text revision.
However, because “plain English” encouraged the use of first- and second-person pronouns, the
prompt additionally commanded that their use be avoided.”’

Students received Al feedback the week after they wrote their draft. They read it carefully and
completed the Revision Report, consisting of the items below, during and outside class time for self-

study.

(1) Revision: Students presented the text they rewrote after reviewing Al feedback.

(2) Reasons for Revision: Students explained the reasons for their revision in (1). This
item was intended to reinforce the principles of English writing through verbalization.

(3) Vocabulary: Students reported on the vocabulary they learned from AI feedback. They
were encouraged to cite the definitions and example sentences from English-English
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dictionaries on the web. The words mainly included those adopted in (1) but also
included those they did not incorporate after consideration.

(4) Usage Issues: Students summarized their problems in English grammar they discov-
ered in the AT corrections. They were particularly encouraged to analyze their usage of
definite and indefinite articles and countable and uncountable nouns.

(5) Stylistic Issues: Students summarized the principles for writing in a clear, correct, and
concise academic style they learned from the Al revision. They were advised to refer to
the content of the usage and style instruction by the author.

(6) General Comments: The students expressed their thoughts, feelings, and challenges

regarding their studies.

Students were required to summarize their learning outcomes analytically, except for items (1)
and (6). Simply listing the learned items was not graded as it did not demonstrate their understand-
ing. When summarizing their learning, students were encouraged to utilize free online English-
English dictionaries and provide citations for the explanations in their reports. Students were also
advised to use their native language, Japanese, for the maximum accuracy in analysis. If students
encountered irrelevant Al revisions that did not align with their intentions, they were advised to
consider if their drafts contained any ambiguities that potentially led to AT’s misinterpretations. The
Revision Report was partly completed during class time as the author visited desks and answered
questions from students about the revision.

The author graded all submitted Revision Reports, highlighting in green the excellent analyti-
cal comments, in yellow the descriptions that needed attention, and in red the errors, using the
color principle similar to traffic signals. The author added comments in red text where explanations
were necessary. He also revised in red when incorrect or inadequate English sentences remained in
students’ revisions. After compiling the Revision Reports from all students with the highlights, com-
ments, and revised English sentences into one file, the author returned it to students the following
week.

After receiving their Revision Reports, students reviewed the highlights, comments, and revi-
sions. Then, they were instructed to discuss their findings from the instructor’s feedback in pairs or
groups. If time permitted, they shared their findings with the class. The main focus of this task was
increasing their awareness of their English writing by discussing tips for writing better academic
English. The author always emphasized that verbal analysis of one’s performance would save time
for skill acquisition.*®

Students were free to choose the level of stylistic revision they utilized. For example, students
were not penalized for not advancing to the Level 3 revisions or only staying at Level 1. The author
noticed that many students voluntarily increased the level of English texts they reviewed to improve
the quality of their draft revisions.

Reading the Revision Report was a joyful experience for the author The AI feedback liberated
the author from the endless correction of usage issues, which was the hallmark of writing instruc-

tors before the advent of AI. Al enabled the author to guide students to higher levels of learning.
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“Bloom’s Taxonomy,” a hierarchy of instructional goals (Armstrong, 2010), places goals from lowest
to highest: Remember - Understand - Apply - Analyze - Evaluate - Create. In the past, the author
spent most of their time checking and correcting at the third level of taxonomy, the application of
the rules that students remembered. The author was usually unable to check at the second level,
that is, whether, after all, the students’ understanding of the grammar was accurate. Spending suffi-
cient time revising their writing style was only too demanding. However, by entrusting the correc-
tion and revision to Al, the author could learn about the students’ higher-order learning: how they
analyzed and evaluated their writing and how they created revisions based on their analysis and
evaluation of their learning outcomes. Students’ analysis, evaluation, and creation informed the
author of their thinking patterns and further refined his teaching skills. As indicated above, students
were generally satisfied with this practice, and the author also had positive feelings about this teach-
ing method. The positive feelings motivated the author to improve his practice further. His feelings
were quite different from those he had when he had to spend a significant amount of time mechani-

cally correcting the same mistakes week after week.

5.3 Final Essay

The final step in which students could utilize AI was before submitting their completed essays.
Even though students were supposed to have written the required number of words after multiple
rounds of AI feedback (three in the first semester and five in the second semester), some students
still did not meet the word count. Additionally, many did not finish the referencing and formatting
tasks. To compensate for these delays, the author allowed them to submit the final version of their
essays just before the final test. Since the final essay was completed outside of class, students could
use Al. Some instructors may criticize the author for being too lenient in granting this permission.
However, the author believed it was acceptable for students to use AI during their busy pre-test
period. This concession was made justified by the evaluation policy. The final essay only constituted
about 10% of the total assessment, while the final test accounted for approximately one-third (the
first semester) and one-half (the second semester). The author believed that English proficiency
without AI could be adequately assessed. The ultimate ground for this permission came from the
author’s belief, drawn from various observations, that students must have learned to use Al
thoughtfully.

Some instructors might criticize the author’s practice of allocating class time for drafting and
revision reports, arguing that such individual work should be completed outside of class to reserve
class time for lectures or interactive activities. However, the author believed that maintaining an
appropriate pace of learning for students was crucial, especially when the classes were compulsory
courses. Current first-year students have limited free time, as their timetables show. When the
author arrived in the classroom 10—-15 minutes before the class to set up the computer equipment,
the majority of students were often reviewing textbooks for other subjects or the designated vocabu-
lary book for the class, particularly in the first semester. These students found it helpful to start
writing drafts or Revision Reports in class while the author supervised, ready to provide support

when necessary. Some students reported that making in-class progress on assignments facilitated
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continued work outside of class. Conversely, starting assignments from scratch at home often led to
procrastination or complete abandonment. This understanding supported the author’s decision to
allocate class time for assignment work.

The author’s perception above may be supported by the anonymous class questionnaire “Q.04
[Speed of Progress] How fast is the progress of the class?”. With the prepared responses to this
question “A: too fast, B: a little fast, C: just right, D: a little slow, E: too slow,” the response rates
were 1%: 6%: 92%: 0%: 0% (round to the nearest whole number).

Furthermore, when students engaged in tasks in class, the author was able to observe their
individual progress. As the author walked around the classroom in a relaxed manner, students
tended to talk to him more often than he expected. Some asked simple questions that were probably
embarrassing to ask in front of their classmates, wheras others challenged the author with highly
advanced questions. While students were working on their assignments, the author focused on
observing them without doing any other work. When appropriate, the author started a quiet one-
on-one conversation with a student, which built a strong teacher-learner relationship.

This chapter has described the instructions using AI feedback that gradually progressed
towards completing the final essay through multiple AI cycles consisting of English draft writing
and Revision Report writing.”” As noted in the previous chapter, students’ prior learning experience

without AT was critical for instruction using AI feedback.

6. Conclusion

The author’s teaching method aimed to improve students’ embodied abilities through Al-free
instruction, enhance their Al-extended abilities through the AI Cycle, and combine both abilities to
develop the integrated ability. Students were encouraged to use Al to improve their writing skills
after the semester ended. The author’s ultimate goal was to promote students’ autonomy, empower-
ing them to change themselves from being classroom learners to autonomous users of English in
the real world.

This practice involved careful planning of instruction with and without AI in terms of the
schedule and the evaluation policy. Providing instructions on usage and style before students used
AT helped them effectively learn from extensive AI feedback and verbalize their learning from their
mistakes. The systematic approach to completing the outline assisted students in organizing their
unique perspectives or original messages, which is critical human skills in the AI age. The current
teaching approach also aimed to enhance students’ ability to think and express themselves in the
format of standard English paragraph writing. Lastly, the final test, which accounted for a signifi-
cant portion of the overall assessment, required students to write in English without AI or dictio-
nary references. Presumably, most students realized that they could produce high-quality English
independently.

In the draft writing stage, the author emphasized that the value of AI feedback would be
enhanced when students struggle through the ADC process to translate their vague thoughts into

English. Students were encouraged to present their honest writing, and to ensure this, the author
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assigned zero scores to the task. A key component of the AI Cycle was requiring students to move
beyond basic error correction and engage in self-directed stylistic revision. This involved inde-
pendently establishing learning goals based on the three levels of Al feedback provided. When stu-
dents’ autonomy was respected, many raised their learning goals without pressure. The AI feedback
enabled the author to focus on higher-level instruction instead of mechanical corrections. The
responses to the anonymous class questionnaire indicated that students were satisfied with this
practice, felt it was effective for their learning, and regarded the pace of learning as optimal.

The scalability of this teaching method should be addressed. While the course described was
specifically designed for first-year university students at a research-focused institution, who aim to
write academic papers in English, other universities that do not primarily focus on academic
English can implement similar courses. They could adjust the prompt to eliminate academic
requirements or modify the quality of AI feedback. This approach could also be effective in some
high schools.

However, there remain three key considerations. First, it is crucial to provide analytical guid-
ance on English usage and style tailored to students’ proficiency levels. Just as one cannot instantly
replicate a performance after merely watching someone play the piano or hit a baseball marvelously,
students require expert assistance. Coaches analyze the elements contributing to successful perfor-
mance and help students enhance their observational and self-analysis skills. Similarly, effective
writing instruction entails instructors offering concrete examples of expressions that promote clar-
ity and readability. It also addresses common mistakes rooted in students’ first languages. Without
this type of guidance, students may struggle to utilize ample Al feedback effectively.

Second, instructors must review and, when necessary, revise the inadequate changes students
implement based on Al feedback. This study rarely found cases where all revised editions in a class
were flawless. Therefore, instructors should provide additional feedback to clarify any ongoing mis-
understandings or oversights in addition to the initial AI feedback. This human intervention is
especially crucial before students learn to write independently with the aid of AL

Third, it is essential to have methods, such as a final test, to assess how well students have
learned to express themselves.” In this study, the final test required students to write a shorter ver-
sion of the English essay they had worked on throughout the semester without any assistance. The
test allowed the author to evaluate students’ learning outcomes. The final test also provided stu-
dents with a clear goal, likely motivating them to enhance the quality of each Revision Report. In
summary, to maximize the benefits of AI-powered feedback, students still need considerable sup-
port from human instructors. Only students of considerable talent and motivation could inde-
pendently utilize AT without instructors’ support.

The current report has summarized the author’s writing classes with Al so far. However, Al
will continue to develop, demanding humans to seek prospects for the future. This report concludes
with reference to Socrates (Yanase, 2024a), as depicted by Plato in The Republic (Plato, 2012) and
Phaedrus (Plato, 2005), as a source of insight for the future.

In Book 10 of The Republic, Socrates distinguishes three kinds of knowledge: the knowledge of

using, the knowledge of making, and the knowledge of producing imitations. According to Socrates,
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these are exemplified by the horse rider, the harness maker, and the painter who imitates the har-
ness. The rider has the knowledge of using a harness and seeks to understand what is right, good,
and beautiful in a harness through practical experience. The harness maker, on the other hand,
aims to acquire correct beliefs about the use of the harness by listening to the rider’s knowledge and
adhering to that belief. However, the painter possesses little regard for the use of the harness. The
painter focuses only on technical knowledge to create a picture that resembles a harness to the ordi-
nary viewer.

Analogously, a distinction can be made between the real-world language user, the school lan-
guage learner, and the language imitator. The real-world language user seeks what is right, good,
and beautiful in language use. They must take on the risks and responsibilities of using language in
real-world situations, and they must often compromise linguistically. Yet, dealing with these chal-
lenges deepens the real-world language user’s practical knowledge of linguistic communication
(Yanase, 2024b). On the other hand, the language learner in school practices language production
in the hope of correctly acquiring the knowledge of the language user in the real world. In contrast,
the language imitator has no interest in what is right, good, and beautiful in language use. AI can be
compared to such a language imitator.

Somewhat similar to painters and language imitators are the sophists that Socrates and his
associates discuss in the Phaedrus. The sophist applies only superficial rhetorical knowledge to
argumentation. Like a painter who specializes in depicting what looks like a harness, the sophist
only produces language that appears to be an argument to the layperson. The sophist is not inter-
ested in seeking the right, good, and beautiful language.

Socrates holds philosophers in high regard for their love of knowledge, criticizing the limita-
tions of knowledge possessed by painters and sophists. Philosophers are dedicated to learning how
to seek knowledge through dialectic and aim to master the science of rhetoric. According to
Socrates’ explanation in Phaedrus, the search for knowledge primarily involves synthesizing and
dividing ideas. The art of argumentation involves understanding different types of human nature,
various forms of argumentation, and the interplay between these two elements.

To truly embrace the teachings of Socrates, language instructors should not end their lessons
when students submit seemingly coherent essays. If education is limited to this level, students’ use
of language will be confined to the capabilities of Al language generation, which humans can never
match in speed. Writing instructors must teach students language conventions (usage and style)
and argumentation (story) to encourage them to explore knowledge and understand different types
of readers in communication. Or rather, language instructors should initially teach students to love
seeking out knowledge and understanding diverse types of individuals and then proceed to instruc-
tion on language conventions and argumentation methods necessary for these initial purposes. In
any case, English writing education in the age of AI should not solely focus on having students sub-
mit well-constructed essays. Instead, it should be geared towards pursuing knowledge and fostering
dialogue with others through essay writing. Knowledge and dialogue will empower students to

become autonomous language users in the real world.
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Notes

1
2

10

11

12

https://edx.nii.ac.jp/lecture/20231013-05

Regarding the English translation of these terms, Yanase (2023c) previously used distinct terms
“ability,” “capacity,” and “proficiency.” However, in this paper, they have been unified under the most
general term “ability.”

“English Writing-Listening A/B” courses also include mandatory classroom listening tests based on
self-study using an online automatic material distribution and scoring system (GORILLA), as well as
vocabulary learning based on a common vocabulary list. However, this report omits descriptions of
listening and vocabulary parts. For details on autonomous vocabulary learning through interactions
with ChatGPT implemented in the 2023 academic year, please refer to Yanase (2023d).

However, one of the goals of the writing instruction with DeepL was to “utilize students’ most sophis-
ticated thinking skills in Japanese and produce English that matches that precision.” Therefore, stu-
dents spent substantial time revising the English that DeepL translated from their Japanese drafts.
The main activity was to raise the AI output English of about 80% quality to a much higher standard.
However, from the perspective of English acquisition, learners should repeatedly practice creating
English from a 0% English state, even if it results in English of 50-60% quality. As is well known,
creating something from scratch is far more challenging than improving something that already ex-
ists. To transfer writing skills to speaking practice, students should experience this challenge more
frequently. Thus, the author switched from using DeepL to ChatGPT. In this practice, students wrote
in English while looking at their Japanese outlines and later attempted to raise their 50—60% quality
English to much higher quality with the help of abundant feedback from ChatGPT.

At the same time, this practice did not prohibit students from using AI. Those who wished to do so
could use AI as a reference material when writing their Revision Reports. The author published the
prompt for correction and revision on his blog, encouraging students to use it when appropriate.

This estimate is based on daily classroom observations and the responses regarding satisfaction and
learning outcomes in the anonymous course questionnaire that will be discussed later.
https://www.i-arrc.k.kyoto-u.ac.jp/english_jp#frame-260

The designated standard textbooks, EGAP Writing 1: Academic Essays (for the first semester) and
EGAP Writing 2: Research Writing (for the second semester), can be downloaded from Kyoto Uni-
versity’s repository. (https://repository.kulib.kyoto-u.ac.jp/dspace/handle/2433/266844)

In Kyoto University’s “English Writing-Listening A/B” courses, the same instructor typically does not
teach the same students in the first-semester class (A) and the second-semester class (B) consecu-
tively. However, the author teaches retake classes, where students occasionally take the first and sec-
ond-semester retake classes consecutively, both taught by the same instructor. Therefore, the content
of the “usage and style instruction” uses different example sentences for the first and second semes-
ters whenever possible.

The actual grading uses intuitive scores like 50 or 100 points, and the total is converted to the writing
allocation in the total assessment for the first and second semesters (60% and 50%). Therefore, the
percentages are approximate.

In the first semester of the 2023 academic year, the author used ChatGPT only in the regular first
semester classes requiring 300 words to see how it would fit in teaching. Class C, which was a retake
class for the second semester course requiring 1,000 words, continued use DeepL. Thus, the data for
Class C in the first semester of 2023 is not included in Table 3.

According to Mikami grammar (Mikami, 1960), Japanese does not have subjects the way English
does. In Japanese, the “X” in “X wa ...” is often a topic. Therefore, the determination of the subject
in English requires a significant cognitive shift for Japanese speakers. It is worth noting that Mikami
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grammar is often preferred when teaching Japanese to non-Japanese.

This episode also demonstrates that the prerequisite for improving expressive ability is possessing
solid comprehension ability. In an era where English writing is significantly assisted by Al it is essen-
tial to develop reading ability sufficient to evaluate the appropriateness of Al support.

While the metaphor of “dynamism” is used here, students liked the analogy of a “one-two punch
combination.” The author disclosed being a martial arts enthusiast to lighten the atmosphere, then
compared Japanese to judo and English to mixed martial arts that heavily use boxing techniques. In
judo, it takes time to engage, and even when a throw is executed, it is sometimes unclear whether it
resulted from the winner’s action or the loser’s inadequate footwork or posture. This is similar to how,
in Japanese, the verb (predicate) only appears at the end, with various minor expressions preceding
it, and sometimes, the equivalent of an English subject does not appear at all. On the other hand, in
mixed martial arts using boxing techniques, one quickly approaches the opponent and throws a “one”
(quick jab), immediately followed by a “two” (straight punch) to knock out the opponent and decide
the battle. This is analogous to how, in English, the subject (agent) is often immediately followed by
the verb (action), stating the main idea at the beginning of the sentence. The author explained with a
laugh, “In English, first throw a one-two punch combination with Agent + Action, quickly stating the
subject and verb at the beginning of the sentence. Other detailed information should come later.” The
one-two-punch analogy also intuitively conveyed to students how a long insertion between the sub-
ject and verb makes awkward English. When the author, over 60 years old, physically demonstrated a
one-two punch combination while out of breath, it seemed to stick in students’ memories, and some
of them began to write comments like “I've finally grasped the rhythm of writing concise English sen-
tences with the one-two punch analogy.”

However, students were also taught that when a conflict arises between the principles of “from old
information to new information” and the principle of “agent + action” combination, English often
prioritizes the latter. Students were taught that writing with style means applying principles, not fol-
lowing rules, and making deliberate choices about elements such as textual flow and rhythmic sound.
The author is considering adding “Concrete” to the 3Cs of Clear, Correct, and Concise, making it 4Cs.
This is because many students’ writings lack persuasiveness due to insufficient concreteness in de-
scription despite logical clarity, grammatical correctness, and concision in expression.

Yanase (forthcoming) argues, using radical translations of Heidegger’s terminology from Being and
Time in < >, that AI has overwhelming ability in generating <common stories> favored by the <av-
erage person>, but cannot generate the <narrative> of a person attempting to achieve their unique
<existence> in place of that person.

The author learned from Mori (2021) that academics should always clarify the main point they want
to convey before delivering a speech, whether it is short or long. The author always uses the “core”
and “outline” formats before writing papers or making oral presentations. These formats have been
gradually improved through the author’s classroom and personal experiences.

In order to construct a compelling argument, it is necessary to employ a “theory of mind” that accu-
rately anticipates the mental processes of diverse readers. The writer should consider multiple per-
spectives, such as that of a reader who initially had only a vague interest in the topic but has read this
far, or that of a reader who is knowledgeable in the topic and critical of the argument’s development.
It is also important to recognize that the mental states of these readers change with each sentence
read. The author believes that human experts are still more reliable than the current Al in this type of
reasoning.

However, there were differences in how individuals performed in certain areas, such as definite/
indefinite articles, countable/uncountable nouns, and subject-verb agreement. While many students
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made almost no mistakes in these areas, a small number of students repeatedly made mistakes in
one or all of these. Another noteworthy point about the final test was spelling mistakes resulting from
incorrect pronunciation. Although not numerous, these spelling errors indicate the pronunciation
distinctions that students habitually overlooked. Kyoto University should address the lack of system-
atic instruction in pronunciation and speaking in its English education.

The number of responses for A: B:C:D were as follows. First semester 2023: Class A (6:12:0:0), Class
B (11:7:0:0); Second semester 2023: Class A (9:5:0:0), Class B (11:15:0:0), Class C (3:11:0:0); First
semester 2024: Class A (6:9:2:1), Class B (12:4:1:0), Class C (13:12:3:1).

Although students did not use AI in drafting English texts, this drafting was closely linked with the
subsequent revision report. Thus, English draft writing is categorized here as part of the AI cycle.
Students with low-quality outlines often paused and pondered during the drafting process. When
identifying these students during classroom rounds, the author provided them with necessary sup-
port to organize their outlines. Since these students were unable to complete enough drafts within the
class time, the deadline for draft submissions was extended until midnight of that day. These flexible
measures were made possible by not grading the quality of submitted drafts, as will be mentioned
later.

However, using a cross-linguistic Japanese-English dictionary often results in unintended nuances in
English. Therefore, the author recommended using both Japanese-English and English-English dic-
tionaries (including thesauruses). Students who learned to use English-English dictionaries started
with a particular English word they came up with and then looked it up in an English-English dictio-
nary or thesauruses to find more precise words.

It is worth noting that for today’s students, it is becoming increasingly difficult to tell the differ-
ence between Al and non-Al applications. For example, the Japanese-English dictionary feature on
Weblio (https://ejje.weblio.jp/) allows students to input not only a single word but also an entire
phrase, making it more convenient than traditional printed dictionaries. Additionally, the Weblio
website offers an Al translation feature for translating multiple sentences on the same screen. This
blurring of the lines between AI and non-AI applications can make it challenging to determine which
websites are using Al technology and which are not.

The latest version of the prompt is available at the author’s blog. https://yanase-yosuke.blogspot.
com/2023/11/ver4chatgpt-3.html

The author is well aware that in academic papers, author groups use “we” when presenting their own
hypotheses, for instance. However, first-year students too frequently use “we” for ambiguous refer-
ences. Therefore, the prompt prohibits the use of “we.” Additionally, while question sentences are
not entirely absent from academic papers, first-year students tend to overuse them, disrupting the
flow of the text. Thus, the prompt prohibits the use of question sentences as well. The prompt further
restricts the use of contractions and tag questions. Despite these measures, however, ChatGPT occa-
sionally produces expressions that are prohibited by the prompt.

The importance of reflecting on one’s own performance and articulating that understanding is ex-
plained in works such as Waitzkin (2008). However, Polanyi (1958, 1966) discusses the impossibility
of fully articulating all aspects of performance.

Appendix 2 contains two students’ drafts, revised editions, and answers in the final test.

The author envisions final exams where students make oral presentations based on their written
essays. While student presentations would be an excellent approach, accommodating all students
could take multiple weeks. An alternative option would be for students to submit audio recordings
of themselves reading their essays. However, assessing oral skills might lead to student complaints,
as the current “English Writing-Listening” course follows a standardized syllabus. Unfortunately,
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the university’s English curriculum lacks mandatory speaking courses, and even the electives (E3)
do not offer introductory speaking classes. The author believes that providing foundational speaking
instruction is a crucial and inevitable step for the future of English education at Kyoto University.
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Appendix 1

ChatGPT Prompt (Ver. 4.2.)

# ROLE
- You are a college instructor of academic English writing who respects the style of “plain language.”

- You do not open canvas when you do the tasks below.

# TASKS

Execute the following tasks step by step:

Step 1: Review the student’s text (delimited by three equals) and correct any spelling, grammar, and
punctuation errors. Do not make stylistic changes at this stage.

Step 2: Compile a detailed list of the corrections made in Step 1, each marked with an alphabetical
identifier (starting from “a.”). Include explanations for each correction.

Step 3: Slightly refine the result of Step 1 without omitting its specific information and details: The
refinement must be in the academic English at the high school level that respects the plain language
style, which is defined below:

## PLAIN LANGUAGE STYLE

- Strive for clear, accessible writing.

- Avoid complex or overly formal expressions.

- Use concise sentences that still maintain academic depth.

## ACADEMIC ENGLISH STYLE

- Exclude first-person pronouns (“I,

” « ” «.

we”) and second-person pronouns (“you,” “your”).
- Avoid asking questions.

- Avoid tag questions (like “isn’t it?”).
- Eliminate contractions (e.g., “don’t,” “can’t,” “it’s”).

- Avoid comma splices and run-on sentences.

- Avoid excessively short sentences.

Step 4: Slightly refine the result of Step 1 in the academic English at the college entry level that
respects the plain language style; Do not omit the content’s information and details.

Step 5: Slightly refine the result of Step 1 for publication in the academic journals that highly
respects readability by adopting the plain language style; Do not omit the content’s information and

details.
# OUTPUT

Print out the following outputs; do not open canvas.

1. **Usage Correction** <the result of Step 1>
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. **Usage Issues** <the result of Step 2>
. **Revision 1: High School Level** <the result of Step 3>

. **Revision 2: College Level** <the result of Step 4>

a W N

. **Revision 3: Academic Journal Level** <the result of Step 5>

Insert the text to be corrected and revised here.

Appendix 2

Two students’ drafts, revised editions, and answers in the final test

Draft 1 by Student A (the original English text written solely by students on their own.)

These days, Al defeats professional players in shogi, chess or game of go. Al learns things from a
lot of data. In shogi, AI has two types, conventional AI and deep learning AI. Many professional
shogi players study with conventional AI. However, deep learning Al is stronger than conventional
Al This is because AI user has difficulty to memorize the movement that deep learning AT makes.
This essay describes that understanding why deep learning AT makes a movement is difficult.

Deep learning AI don’t teach the reason why he judges his movement is the best one. In Al learn-
ing, output from AI must be assessed by a function. This function gives Al the assessment in the
movement. Conventional AT developer makes this function, so the user of this type of AT understand

easily why AT makes a movement.

Revision 1 by Student A (the original English text the student wrote using AI feedback.)

Artificial intelligence (AI) now defeats professional players in shogi, chess, and the game of go by
learning from vast amounts of data. In the realm of shogi, Al is categorized into conventional AT
and deep learning AI. While deep learning AT demonstrates superior performance, professional
shogi players frequently utilize conventional AI for study. This trend attributed to the difficulty
users face in memorizing deep learning AI's moves. This essay describes why comprehending deep
learning AI’s movements is challenging. Unlike conventional AI, deep learning AI does not provide
the reasons for its decisions. In Al training, outputs are evaluating by specific functions that provide
feedback on the AI's moves. Conventional Al developers design this function, so conventional Al

users understand the AT’s decision more easily.

Answer in the final test by Student A (the original English text written solely by students on their
own. The test requested the student to produce a shorter version of their essay, approximately 200
words.)

Artificial intelligence defeats professional players in shogi, chess, and game of go. In the realm of
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shogi, Al is categorized into conventional AI and deep learning AI. While deep learning demon-
strates superior performance, professional shogi players frequently utilize conventional AT for study.
This trend attributes the difficulty users face in memorizing deep learning AI’'s moves. This essay
describes why understanding deep learning AI’s decision is challenging.

Unlike conventional AI, deep learning AI does not give the reason for its decision. In Al training,
outputs are evaluated by specific functions that provide feedback on AI’s moves. These functions
calcurate the score related to the positions of three shogi pieces, such as the kind and other two
pieces, for example. The conventional AI developer designs this function, so its user can understand

the AT’'s moves easily.

Draft 1 by Student B (the original English text written solely by the student on their own.)

In today’s Japan, a lot of people love to use the word “jiko-sekinin” (self-responsibility, in
English). They use it easily in daily conversation like this: “Oh, it’s not my business. You have to take
responsibility for your own. Self-responsibility, you know.” This word, in fact, is not so popular in
the past. Instead, the word “rentai-sekinin” (joint responsibility, in English), which can be said to be
the opposite idea of self-responsibility, was used more frequently. According to “Rentai-sekinin”, if
someone in a group make a failure, everyone in that group takes responsibility for that. Even if they
themselves don’t make any error, people should compensate just because they are in the same
group. Because of this unreasonableness, many Japanese people dislike the idea. For such people,
the notion of “jiko-sekinin” might be quite easy to accept. The idea was transported from Europa,
based on individualism. It means that individuals should take responsibility only for what they have
done. This idea has been favored by many people. Recently, however, the word is often used in a
quite strange way. Think about part time workers, who cannot afford even to live a daily life, for
example. “You are in trouble because you cannot get enough money for your job. You are not well
paid because you don’t have needed ability or qualification. These are resulted from what you have
chosen so far, and that is all your self- responsibility.” A lot of people are suffering from such argu-
ment. The claim may seem strange, but it is difficult for many to point out the strangeness. This
report will reveal the original meaniFng of the word “jiko-sekinin” and how the word has been used

in such an unreasonable way.

Revision 1 by Student B (the original English text the student wrote using Al feedback.)

In contemporary Japan, the term “jiko-sekinin,” meaning self-responsibility in English, is widely
used. It is commonly mentioned in daily conversations like this: “Oh, it’s not my business. You have
to take responsibility for yourself. Self-responsibility, you know.” Previously, the term was less prev-
alent, with the more traditional and commonly known concept of “rentai-sekinin” or joint responsi-
bility. Under “rentai-skinin”, if one person fails, the entire group bears responsibility. This collective
approach, often perceived as unfair, led to the rise to preference for “jiko-sekinin” among Japanese
people. The concept of jiko-sekinin, inspired by European individualism, suggests that individuals
should be responsible only for their own actions. However, in recent times, the term has been

employed in peculiar ways. Consider part-time workers who struggle to make ends meet. They are
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frequently told that their financial hardships are solely their self-responsibility, exactly as a result of
their own choices. This perspective, while seemingly logical, presents problems, leading to a sim-
plistic and often unchallenged understanding. This report will clarify the original intent of jiko-

skinin and examine its contentious usage in modern Japan.

Answer in the final test by Student A (the original English text written solely by students on their
own. The test requested the student to producea shorter version of their essay, approximately 200
words.)

In contemporary Japanese society, the term “self-responsibility” is widely used. It is commonly
mentioned even in daily conversations. However, the term, inspired by Western individualism, is
not applied in peculiar way. Consider part-time workers who are financially struggling. Under the
concept of today’s self-responsibility, their current situations are often attributed solely to their past
actions, including that they didn’t acquire necessary skills or license. A large number of Japanese
individuals suffer from this approach. This paper explains the original intent of the word “self-

responsibility,” and examine its unique ussage in Japan.
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