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Abstract

While ChatGPT has significantly impacted education by offering person-

alized resources for students, its integration into educational settings poses

unprecedented risks, such as inaccuracies and biases in AI-generated content,

plagiarism and over-reliance on AI, and privacy and security issues. To help

teachers address such risks, we conducted a two-phase iterative design process

that comprises surveys, interviews, and prototype demonstration involving

six EFL (English as a Foreign Language) teachers, who integrated ChatGPT

into semester-long English essay writing classes. Based on the needs iden-

tified during the initial survey and interviews, we developed a prototype of

Prompt Analytics Dashboard (PAD) that integrates the essay editing history

and chat logs between students and ChatGPT. Teacher’s feedback on the

prototype informs additional features and unmet needs for designing future

PAD, which helps them (1) analyze contextual analysis of student behaviors,

(2) design an overall learning loop, and (3) develop their teaching skills.

Keywords: Learning Analytics, Teacher Dashboard, Human-Computer

Preprint submitted to Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence May 31, 2024

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

19
69

1v
1 

 [
cs

.H
C

] 
 3

0 
M

ay
 2

02
4



Interaction, Language Learning, Generative AI

PACS: 0000, 1111

2000 MSC: 0000, 1111

1. Introduction

The creation of ChatGPT [1], a Large Language Model (LLM) chatbot

developed by OpenAI, has catalyzed groundbreaking changes across various

sectors of society. By integrating human feedback into a pretrained LLM [2],

ChatGPT excels in a range of Natural Language Processing (NLP) tasks,

including machine translation, information retrieval, and question-answering

interaction [3]. One of ChatGPT’s key advantages is its accessibility to real-

world users, facilitated by conversational interactions through web interfaces

and the ability to customize its functionality via prompt engineering [3].

ChatGPT emerges as a transformative tool in education [4], where a

fast-growing number of students and teachers adopted ChatGPT to generate

personalized feedback and assist in the creation of learning materials at any

time and place [5, 6]. In particular, ChatGPT has been successful in the

domain of language learning, where students with different levels of language

proficiency can benefit from customized resources [7]. Thus various stake-

holders in language learning recognize ChatGPT as a powerful auxiliary tool

for adaptive and personalized learning [4].

While ChatGPT offers exciting opportunities, there exist a variety of

challenges to using it in the field of education. Along with other LLM-based

services, ChatGPT is prone to produce inaccurate information, hallucina-

tions, and a wide range of biases [8, 9, 10, 11]. Educational experts also have
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warned that an over-reliance on ChatGPT may undermine students’ critical

thinking and problem-solving abilities [11, 10]. In particular, students who

blindly copy-and-paste the answers from ChatGPT will miss the learning

opportunity to develop a logical and consistent flow [8]. Lastly, ChatGPT

may exacerbate educational disparities, as it generates meaningful responses

for students who have the proficiency to formulate the right prompts.

To analyze student behaviors and to reflect on their practices, teach-

ers have been employing Learning Analytics Dashboards (LAD) even before

ChatGPT was invented [12, 13, 14]. With an extensive amount of chat logs

between students and ChatGPT, we expect that the role of analytic tools

will only grow bigger [15]. Nevertheless, there is a significant knowledge gap

between the design of conventional LAD and future classrooms integrated

with ChatGPT. For example, it is unclear how an analytic dashboard can

help teachers gain an in-depth understanding of student behavior, prevent

students’ over-reliance and misuse, and facilitate effective use of ChatGPT.

The role of a dashboard in effectively integrating ChatGPT into future edu-

cational paradigms is yet to be determined.

In this paper, we introduce Prompt Analytics Dashboard (PAD), an inter-

active tool for teachers to track, analyze, and respond to student-ChatGPT

interaction. To examine its roles and design implications grounded in real

teaching experiences rather than hypothetical scenarios, we conducted an it-

erative design process alongside semester-long English for Foreign Languages

(EFL) writing courses, focusing on the following research questions.

• RQ 1 What are the benefits and risks of integrating ChatGPT from

the teacher’s perspective during English classes?
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• RQ 2What capabilities of PAD do teachers need to understand student

behavior and the educational impacts of ChatGPT?

• RQ 3 How will the integration of PAD shape future education?

The contribution of this paper is three-fold. First, we investigated teach-

ers’ perceptions of the challenges and impacts of using ChatGPT in the

context of language learning. Second, through the two-phase iterative de-

sign process, we identified expected benefits, required features, and design

implications of PAD. Lastly, we envisioned how PAD will be able to promote

(1) contextual analysis of reasons behind student behaviors, (2) design of an

overall learning loop for students, and (3) teachers’ self-reflection on their

teaching practices.

2. Related Work

Our work aims to design a dashboard for teachers in the context of uti-

lizing ChatGPT (i.e., LLM-powered chatbot service) in English learning.

In this section, we review previous literature on how ChatGPT and other

LLM-powered systems are employed in educational domains, and designed

to engage educational experts.

2.1. Large Language Model Systems in Education

Advancements in artificial intelligence (AI) during the 2010s have intro-

duced several capabilities in education, including the adoption of the Internet

of Things, swarm intelligence, and deep learning [16]. In recent years, Large

Language Models (LLMs), exemplified by the Generative pretrained Trans-

former (GPT-3) [17], have achieved significant progress in natural language
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processing (NLP). At this moment, ChatGPT, an LLM-driven chatbot, is

capable of understanding and responding to almost natural human language

[18], and it could support various tasks related to text-based inputs.

Numerous studies have explored ChatGPT’s capabilities in tutoring stu-

dents. [19] observed LLMs can serve as tutors for both students and teachers,

providing reliable outcome codes for direct application in real-world coding.

[20] discussed the use of LLMs like GPT-3 and Codex in computer science

education, specifically for generating code explanations and programming

assignments. [21] developed the ‘Programmer’s Assistant’, a system that

explores the utility of conversational interactions with LLMs in software de-

velopment. [22] evaluated the effectiveness of hints generated by ChatGPT

against those authored by human tutors in algebra. Furthermore, [23] intro-

duced DAPIE, a system designed to enhance step-by-step problem-solving

by deconstructing LLM responses.

In the context of language education, LLM has significant possibilities,

because it is specialized in all-around user requests. The empirical studies

on leveraging ChatGPT to develop a second language (L2) mostly focused

on writing skills, vocabulary, and assessments [24, 1]. ChatGPT can serve

as a personal tutor for students, thereby answering their questions in real-

time [25]. RECIPE, a ChatGPT-integrated learning platform, is tailored for

students in the context of EFL writing education [26]. [27] explored Chat-

GPT’s capability through student-ChatGPT interaction data collected from

RECIPE. In addition, students can receive real-time scoring and feedback on

their essays with a pipeline leveraging ChatGPT [28]. From an instructor’s

perspective, ChatGPT improves the teaching experience by generating teach-
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ing and assessment methods for instructors, thereby shifting the paradigm

of educators’ role [29]. For instance, LLMs can assist in developing teach-

ing materials such as quizzes and assignments [30] and streamline scoring

processes [28].

Despite these advantages, instructors express concerns about the integra-

tion of ChatGPT in education regarding academic integrity and reliability.

Instructors face challenges in detecting plagiarism when students use Chat-

GPT, as the tool can seamlessly generate text that may not be easily distin-

guishable from student’s writing [31]. Additionally, ChatGPT may provide

incorrect or biased information to students. This is particularly problematic

for students who rely heavily on external sources for information acquisition,

as it may impact their learning and understanding [32]. [33] therefore em-

phasizes the necessity of an effective mechanism for instructors to detect and

monitor students’ usage of LLM. Given these opportunities and challenges,

it is crucial to understand instructors’ perceptions and develop systems that

alleviate their concerns regarding the use of ChatGPT in educational set-

tings.

2.2. Human-Centered Learning Analytics

[12] defines learning analytics dashboard(LAD) as a unified interface that

consolidates various indicators related to learner(s), learning process(es),

and/or learning context(s) into one or more visual representations. One of the

main target stakeholders for LAD is teachers, who integrate dashboards into

Virtual Learning Environments (VLE) to view and assess students’ changing

behaviors and performances [34]. For instance, Student Inspector focused

on tracking and visualizing learners’ interaction in e-learning systems [35],
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whereas Student Success System utilized analytical dashboards to help ed-

ucators identify at-risk students [36]. Despite the advancement of learning

technology leading to the development of many LADs, only a few are actually

utilized in real-world settings.

To mitigate this gap, the concept of ‘human-centered learning analytics’

(HCLA) was recently introduced, emphasizing the consideration of human

aspects in the design of LADs [37]. The design methods for the pre-existing

dashboard were focused on enhancing usability and usefulness [38], reduc-

ing time spent on data skimming, and aiding in the accurate interpretation

of information [39]. Compared to previous dashboard design methods, the

HCLA dashboard keeps an active involvement of educational stakeholders

in the design process and the incorporation of their suggestions into the

visual outputs. These approaches offer the advantage of differing from tra-

ditional technically inclined methods, better reflecting the perspectives of

actual users.

Recent studies have applied HCLA in three distinct approaches [40]: co-

design with stakeholders to understand their authentic needs, employing the-

oretical and methodological approaches to enhance the HCLA process, and

focusing on data literacy in the context of human perception. The back-

ground of this approach is from human-computer interaction, focusing on

human values and concerns at the center of technology design and assess-

ment, with co-design methods integrating user participation [41, 42]. In this

context, HCLA must consider designing with educational stakeholders who

lack expertise in data and analytics [40, 43].

While there are numerous advantages to using HCLA in dashboard de-
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sign, it tends to focus narrowly on specific functionalities and their assess-

ment. This approach often overlooks the broader classroom environment and

may not fully consider the implications for all stakeholders. In this paper,

we focus on designing human-centered PAD by adopting HCLA with an iter-

ative design process but primarily focus on qualitatively finding implications

through a dashboard prototype by adopting a real-world class environment

dataset.

3. Methodology

3.1. A Semester-long Essay Writing Course with ChatGPT

The study aims to get insights for designing PAD (Prompt Analytic Dash-

board), which are grounded in real teaching experiences rather than hypo-

thetical scenarios. Therefore the design process was performed alongside

semester-long English for Foreign Languages (EFL) writing courses. During

the courses, students were required to write and revise their essays based on

weekly learning objectives.

For seamless integration of ChatGPT with the essay writing process, stu-

dents used EWP1, a web-based essay writing platform, where students can

use ChatGPT API while composing and revising their essays throughout the

semester. We refer to this repetitive writing process as “ChatGPT-student

interaction.” Instead of using the off-the-shelf ChatGPT, the platform aligns

the API’s behavior to support English writing education and to lead the stu-

dents, by using hidden base prompts. For example, at the beginning of each

1The actual name and the citation of the tool are removed for the double-blind review

process.
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Table 1: Participant demographics

Participant ID Age Group Gender
Years in

Teaching
STEM Statistical background

P1 30-39 Female 6 Non-STEM No statistical background

P2 40-49 Male 25 Non-STEM Statistical experience via research

P3 40-49 Female 15 STEM Statistical experience on big-data

P4 40-49 Female 17 STEM Statistical background on her major

P5 40-49 Male 13 Non-STEM Statistical experience via research

P6 50-59 Male 26 Non-STEM No statistical background

session, it proactively prompts students to review the learning objectives

instead of passively waiting for student requests.

3.2. Participants

We recruited six university English teachers (see Table 1 for demograph-

ics), who were teaching the aforementioned essay writing courses alongside

the study. They had an average of 17 years of teaching experience (MIN

= 6, MAX = 26). The courses were categorized based on students’ English

proficiency levels: intermediate and advanced writing classes for undergrad-

uates, and an academic writing class for graduate students. All teachers had

taught English courses across various proficiency levels. Two of them held

degrees in STEM fields, while the others specialized in teaching English. Re-

garding statistical knowledge, two teachers lacked a background in statistics,

whereas the others had some familiarity through their academic experiences.

All teachers consented to participate in this study, which received approval

from our institutional review board.

3.3. Two-phase Iterative Design Process

To collect insights based on actual teaching experiences, we divided the

study into two phases, corresponding to the semester-long course timeline.
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The first phase of the study was conducted two months after the semester

began. It aimed for two types of findings: (1) teachers’ perception of using

ChatGPT in English education, and (2) initial design inspirations of PAD by

observing how teachers track, evaluate, and guide student-ChatGPT interac-

tion. Based on the insights gathered, we developed a web-based prototype of

PAD (Prompt Analytics Dashboard) for teachers, prior to the second phase

of the study. The prototype features a wide range of charts and other com-

ponents, displaying actual essays and log data collected along the semester,

as detailed in Section 5.

To collect feedback on the prototype and explore the potential impact of

PAD in future EFL classes, we initiated the second phase of the study right

after the semester ended. In this phase, we introduced the prototype, allow-

ing teachers to try out the dashboard’s components. Finally, we conducted

a semi-structured interview, as detailed in Section 6.1.

During the entire study, we collected voice recordings of the interviews.

While transcribing the interviews, we also made notes based on our observa-

tions. After conducting a qualitative analysis using this dataset, we derived

design implications by synthesizing the outputs from both phases. For de-

tailed information on methods and analysis procedures, please refer to the

respective sections for each phase.

4. Phase 1

The first phase of the study was conducted two months after the classes

has begun, in order to wait until teachers accumulated enough experience

in applying ChatGPT (via EWP) to their teaching practices. This phase
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comprises two steps, as reported in the following sections.

4.1. Examining Teachers’ Perspective via Survey and Interview

To begin with, we carried out a survey and follow-up interviews to ex-

plore teachers’ viewpoints and concerns of using ChatGPT in their class-

rooms. During the survey, teachers evaluated ChatGPT’s utility in fostering

a variety of English skills - such as reading, grammar, vocabulary, writing, lis-

tening, and speaking [44] on a 7-point Likert scale that varied from -3(Very

Unhelpful) to 3(Very Helpful). Subsequently, they evaluated a variety of

potential risks associated with allowing students to use ChatGPT for their

essay writing exercises - such as plagiarism, biasing, lack of information, lack

of empathy, inconsistency, ChatGPT misinterpreting, ChatGPT may leak

sensitive student information, security concerns, no verification of answer

quality, degrading critical thinking ability, and inaccurate answer - as iden-

tified in [33]. After teachers completing the survey, we conducted follow-up

interviews that inquired how they interpreted the survey questions, what

specific experience affected their choices, and how their students had been

using the EWP platform so far.

4.2. Observing How Teachers Evaluate Student-ChatGPT Interaction

The second step of phase 1 aims to gather insights that would inform

the design objectives of PAD. To achieve the goal, we observed how teachers

would evaluate students’ essay editing history along with corresponding chat

logs. Prior to the observation, we selected three randomly selected students,

and prepared hard copies of their chat logs and the corresponding essays. To

make sure the selected students were representative of the class population,
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(a) Examples of student-ChatGPT interaction. (b) Three-steps dashboard sketch.

Figure 1: Contents of interview handouts.

we validated that the chat logs contained distinct patterns of prompting, and

the quality of the essays spanned a broad spectrum of proficiency levels, from

basic to advanced. While reviewing the chat logs and essay editing history,

teachers were asked to highlight interesting parts, and write memos on it, as

if they were doing the weekly routine of evaluating homework. We also asked

them to think aloud why they thought certain behaviors were educationally

effective or not, and how they would respond to them.

Following the observation, we presented the rough initial sketch of the

PAD’s UI (Figure 1b) that features three typical stages of visual analytics

(overview, zoom and filter, and detail-on-demand [45]). Lastly, we sought to

understand teachers’ needs for features and information to be incorporated

into the prototype, by posing the following questions:

• Is there additional information of individual students (besides their

names) that you want to see?

• What filtering method would be useful for identifying problematic be-

haviors?
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• If PAD supports student grouping, how will you use it?

• How would you compare different groups of students?

4.3. Analysis

With the completed surveys, interview transcripts, and observational

notes, we conducted a qualitative analysis with a mixed approach. To elabo-

rate the process, two researchers collaboratively analyzed the dataset, engag-

ing in multiple rounds of open-coding until they reached a consensus. First,

they identified common concerns and challenges based on the survey results

and the interview transcripts. Subsequently, they extracted teachers’ needs

for PAD from the notes taken during the observational study.

4.4. Findings

In this section, we present three significant challenges that teachers en-

countered in (1) assessing the effectiveness of learning, (2) handling excessive

additional workload and responsibilities, and (3) addressing reliability, pri-

vacy, and security concerns. These challenges provided us with motivations

for designing the prototype, presented in Section 5.

4.4.1. Assessing the effectiveness of learning

Overall, all the teachers involved in the study acknowledged ChatGPT’s

proficiency in a wide range of text generation tasks, such as producing phrases

for learning new vocabulary, rephrasing or translating text, or generating

paragraphs for given topics. Nevertheless, they were disappointed by Chat-

GPT’s incompetence in accounting for educational outcomes. As highlighted
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by five teachers, ChatGPT encourages students to use ideas offered by exter-

nal sources rather than to formulate their own opinions, thereby diminishing

students’ opportunities to think critically. In particular, all the teachers

were seriously concerned about students’ behavior of asking ChatGPT to

write paragraphs or even an entire essay, “I observed a few students copy-

and-pasted AI-generated paragraphs without reading them. That was not

just plagiarism but also harmful to their critical thinking,” as P1 said. Hence,

a majority of teachers advised students against requesting ChatGPT to gen-

erate paragraphs, flagging such behaviors as non-educational.

Assessing a prompt’s educational effectiveness may not be straightfor-

ward, given that the teacher must consider both the student’s intent and the

impact on learning. For example, according to P4’s observation, students

with lower writing proficiency frequently stuck at the beginning of writing

their essays. Thus generated content would be rather beneficial if students

used it as scaffolding of their essay structure. Similarly, P5 noted that trans-

lating text into English may hold educational value, particularly in certain

situations, such as preparing speech scripts. In consequence, to precisely as-

sess the educational efficacy of Student-ChatGPT interaction, teachers need

to review the prompt, ChatGPT’s response, and the corresponding segment

of the essay editing history.

The last aspect that teachers cared about was the alignment between

prompts and the learning objectives. Notably, every teacher emphasized that

their classes focus on enhancing students’ ability to construct essays with a

clear and effective structure, rather than on learning advanced vocabulary or

grammar. From that perspective, prompts about structural aspects of the
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essay must have greater potential values, compared to prompts about general

knowledge. For example, P3 highlighted the need for filtering prompts with

the learning objectives of the week, by saying, “Using each chapter’s keywords

as filtering criteria, teachers should be able to see what students have learned

this week, and how they incorporated it into their essays.”

To sum up, our findings suggest that the assessment of learning effective-

ness requires a holistic examination of the prompts that students used, their

application of the responses, and how these align with the learning objectives.

4.4.2. Additional workload and responsibilities

Following the two months of integrating ChatGPT into their teaching

practices, teachers felt an increased amount of extra work and responsibil-

ities. The most tedious and time-consuming task at hand was plagiarism

detection, which requires teachers to manually review chat logs and the cor-

responding essay editing history. There exist even harder cases of subtle and

nuanced plagiarism in which students made small modifications to the gener-

ated content. P6 pointed out that checking every potential case of plagiarism

is almost infeasible, unless the copied text contains low-quality expressions

obviously due to the technical limitations of ChatGPT, as P2 noted.

Teachers anticipated an additional workload in instructing ChatGPT on

the learning objectives of their classes. They also mentioned the lack of

such contextual understanding is the root cause of ChatGPT misinterpret-

ing students’ inquiries, and thus generating irrelevant and non-educational

responses. For example, P4 highlighted, “ChatGPT is not good at align-

ing its feedback (on students’ essays) to the lecture. Feedback is often too

generic, and occasionally conflicting with the point that I taught.” She also
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suggested that a more effective approach to instructing ChatGPT could in-

volve uploading all lecture notes, which would enable ChatGPT to accurately

interpret lecture-related questions, and generate responses aligned with the

learning objectives.

Teaching the usage of ChatGPT during their lecture hours was another

extra duty for teachers. In particular, they considered it essential to give

students instructions, with positive and negative examples, on how to ar-

ticulate one’s intent through prompts and judge the quality of ChatGPT’s

responses. According to P3, even students with high proficiency in English

may struggle with the above tasks.

Lastly, evaluating homework involves extra tasks for teachers to review

the edit history and corresponding chat log. Therefore, while acknowledging

the benefits of the contextual information, all teachers were interested in

how PAD will be able to enhance the efficiency of the homework evaluation

process. For instance, a few teachers envisioned the system to automatically

find essays having an identical issue (e.g., plagiarism), and generate feedback

messages.

4.4.3. Promoting ethical and responsible utilization of ChatGPT

Given that the study was conducted alongside the college EFL program,

fostering ethical and responsible utilization of ChatGPT within the academic

context was a primary concern of the teachers. In particular, three teachers

emphasized the importance of safeguarding sensitive or confidential informa-

tion. For example, P3 is particularly worried that students’ original research

ideas in their prompts might become part of the model and eventually shared

with other ChatGPT users. P6 expressed similar concerns about the privacy
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and security issues, by saying, “I don’t know how private that is or if there

are any security concerns.”

Biases in ChatGPT-generated content were another major concern, as it

was trained on unvetted data from the internet, which might reflect a wide

range of biases and stereotypes that people have. For instance, P3 pointed

out that ChatGPT often generates politically biased responses, putting po-

tentially negative impacts on students.

While teachers expressed concerns about inaccurate and unreliable infor-

mation in responses generated by ChatGPT, they also pointed out internet

search engines had the same issue - and it is individual students’ responsibil-

ity to cross-validate any information obtained from external resources with

textbooks, academic journals, or more reputable websites. Nonetheless, P5

suggested that the proliferation of AI-generated content in the near future

may exacerbate the challenge of discerning reliable human-created content.

5. Dashboard Prototype

Based on the needs identified during phase 1, we developed a prototype

of a teacher’s dashboard (Figure 3), which supports them in analyzing essay

writing and chat logs. The dashboard is part of a larger system, as outlined

in Figure 2, where students use EWP to write essays every week, and interact

with ChatGPT. The essays and chat logs are automatically evaluated with

three AI models (e.g., RECIPE4U [46], FABRIC [47], and GPT-4 [48]) that

identify misusing prompts, extract chatting patterns, evaluate essays, and

match prompts to the learning objectives. Lastly, the teacher dashboard

integrates all the information into charts and other analytic components.
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This is a detail explanation of Figure 3. (a) Population pool: The dash-

board displays information calculated based on the selected population pool.

Teachers can narrow the analysis pool by selecting classes, students, and

weeks. (b) Overview: This is an overview chart with the x-axis fixed to

weekly, allowing you to see the chat count over time, the last saved essay

score graded by AI, and the misuse count. (c) This area consists of three

tabs, (c-1) a chart for chatting patterns, (c-2) additional filtering options

based on learning objectives, and (c-3) the ability to deliver messages to stu-

dents. (d) Teachers can track changes to essays by moving sliders. (e) Shows

the students’ entire chat history. Teachers can search, and each prompt has

a tag so teachers can check the chat content.

Below we define four design goals of the dashboard that we kept in mind

while designing it.

• DG1. Providing a quick overview of student-ChatGPT inter-

action. In order to help teachers quickly grasp how their students

have been doing, the dashboard features a variety of charts of (1) weekly

chat frequency, (2) weekly essay evaluations, and (3) weekly misuse fre-

quency charts. It also visualizes the frequencies of 12 common patterns

of Student-ChatGPT dialogue [49].

• DG2. Identifying common patterns in undesirable usage of

ChatGPT. Since preventing students from misusing ChatGPT was

one of the top-priority needs, the dashboard was designed to highlight

AI-detected misuse or non-educational prompts.
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• DG3. Facilitating in-depth analysis of essay editing and chat

log. In order to help teachers get a comprehensive understanding

of students’ behavior, the dashboard displays the essay editing history

alongside the corresponding chat log. Moreover, the dashboard lists the

learning objectives of each class unit (i.e., chapter), and allows teachers

to filter prompts by a specific objective.

• DG 4. Customizing Prompt Instructions. To aid teachers

in delivering personalized instructions to students, we incorporate a

feature that allows the addition of custom instruction. This text is

transmitted to the student-side system.

Figure 2: The dashboard system architecture encompasses EWP, the student-side system

collecting essays and chat logs, which are then analyzed by three AI models (RECIPE4U

[46], FABRIC [28], GPT-4 [48]). The teacher’s dashboard integrates the tags and the raw

data into various analytic components.

5.1. Use case Scenario

To demonstrate the capability of the dashboard, this section presents a

couple of use cases of Maria, a university EFL teacher, using the dashboard
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for her essay writing classes. Her students had been actively using EWP,

the student-side essay writing platform integrated with ChatGPT API, for

revising their essays.

5.1.1. Investigation of students’ behavior, from the overview to the chat log.

During the third week of the semester, Maria grew interested in how

students had been writing essays. She accessed the dashboard, reviewed

the overview chart (B in Figure 3), and noticed a notable surge in prompts

for Week 3, which suggests a favorable development. However, a further

examination of the chart revealed that a lot of prompts used in Week 3

were highlighted in red, indicating that the AI models had flagged them

as potential misuses. Maria checked the chatting patterns component (C-1)

and figured out that most of them were flagged as “Requests for Generation”,

which was a typical case of misuse. Being curious about the reason behind the

high number of such requests, she examined individual prompts in the Chat

Logs section (E in Figure 3). Finally, Maria fully understood the situation.

The students had been copy-and-pasting paragraphs generated by ChatGPT

for their essays. She thought, “This approach does not foster proper English

learning. I must stop them.”

5.1.2. Customizing ChatGPT for additional guidance.

Maria decided to give students extra guidance by modifying ChatGPT’s

behavior. She selected the class code and the week in the population pool

section (A in Figure 3). Then she accessed the “Custom Weekly Home-

work for Student” tab (C-3) and wrote a few preamble prompts, which will

be automatically merged to every prompt written by students. In order
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Figure 3: Screenshot of dashboard prototype.
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to gracefully decline students’ requests for content generation, she used a

preamble prompt instructing ChatGPT: “Assume that you are an English

teacher. Do not give a direct answer to the student’s request. Instead, mo-

tivate them to try by themselves. You may give them hints though.” In

order to remind students of the learning objectives of the week, she created

another preamble prompt: “When students ask you to generate supporting

examples, remind them the three steps [...]” Thereafter, students engaging

with the customized ChatGPT noticeably reduced the number of prompts

requesting content generation.

5.1.3. Handling individual student’s problem

One day, Maria received an email from a student questioning the reliabil-

ity of ChatGPT’s responses. Since the email provided little context, Maria

delved into the student’s essay editing history and realized that his essay

focused on the environmental impact of cattle farming. Moreover, she noted

that one of his prompts, which sought worldwide statistics on cattle farming,

was tagged with the “learning objective: reference for supporting details”

tag. This enabled Maria to grasp the complete context of the student’s in-

quiry. In her response, she recommended double-checking any factual data

provided by ChatGPT. Additionally, she will emphasize the value of critical

thinking in her next lecture.

6. Phase 2: Design Implications and Future Impact

6.1. Interview Process

In order to get teacher’s feedback on the prototype and potential use cases

of PAD in future EFL classes, we conducted a semi-structured interview after
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the semester ended. First, we introduced each component of the dashboard

prototype, and let teachers freely explore the prototype and try out the fea-

tures without any specific task or time restriction. In the meantime, we

explained the detailed usage and technology of AI-supported essay evalua-

tion upon the participant’s request. Lastly, we conducted a semi-structured

interview by posing the following questions:

• To what extent do you think the prototype would meet the needs men-

tioned in the first phase?

• Did you find any additional features or unmet needs while using the

prototype?

• How would you interpret and utilize the charts and other results?

• Do you have any plan of using PAD in future EFL classes?

6.2. Analysis

Most teachers enjoyed using the prototype, expressed a wide range of

feedback, and suggested ideas for further improvements. To identify com-

mon patterns of the feedback and suggestions, five researchers collaboratively

conducted thematic analysis [50]. They first individually read the entire in-

terview transcripts, and created codes that capture noteworthy findings. As

a result of the first round, 158 codes were posted on an online whiteboard2.

Subsequently, the researchers had online meetings to assess the importance

of each code, merge similar codes, and summarize them into themes, which

2https://www.figma.com/figjam/
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took multiple rounds of iteration until they reached a consensus. As a result,

we came up with four themes summarizing teachers’ feedback on the dash-

board prototype, additional features and unmet needs, and potential impact

in future EFL classes.

6.3. Result

6.3.1. Improving the comprehension of analytic results

As illustrated in Figure 3, the prototype contains a variety of charts and

other representations of statistical overview, which is commonplace in the

domain of dashboard design. However, most participants preferred to get

a quick overview rather than to perform in-depth statistical analysis. For

example, P1 had trouble grasping the Weekly Overview chart (B in Figure 3),

citing that such complex visualization might require statistical expertise and

visualization literacy. Similarly, P3 observed that the bar chart representing

the frequency of students’ prompting intentions (C-1 in Figure 3) is time-

consuming and challenging to apply to teaching practice. P4 proposed that

a brief summary, such as three to four sentences outlining the general trend,

would be more practical, stating, “By reviewing the dashboard for 10 minutes

before every class, I would be able to identify and approach students who

have misused it.”

On the other hand, most teachers found the filtering options (C-2) use-

ful, and proposed extra features, including keyword-based search of prompts,

students, and even essay sections. P5 wanted to create multiple groups of

students and compare their behavioral patterns. P1 envisioned advanced in-

teractivity, such as “flagging students who frequently misused the ChatGPT”

and “clicking red dots in the Weekly Overview chart to see corresponding chat
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logs”.

Despite being enthusiastic about AI-powered automation, teachers were

unconvinced about the capability and reliability of AI technology to automate

their tasks - e.g., essay grading, misuse detection, prompt classification, and

extraction of students’ intent from chat logs. Taking it a step further, they

wanted to supervise the internal mechanism and to take control over it. For

instance, P3 stressed that the definition of misusing is subject to various

factors, stating, “It might be better to just group similar prompts (without

explicitly tagging them) [...] so that I can decide how to handle them later,

having enough understanding of the situation.”

6.3.2. Optimizing the efficiency of teacher’s duty

As elaborated in Section 4.4.2, incorporating ChatGPT into an educa-

tional environment might add extra workload for teachers, such as monitor-

ing chat logs to identify non-educational usage, guiding students to effectively

use ChatGPT, and fine-tuning ChatGPT to meet the course’s learning ob-

jectives. Nevertheless, all the teachers concurred that the dashboard would

also reduce their current duties by promoting in-depth analysis of student’s

behavior and learning progress, reducing time spent on manual tasks (e.g.,

homework grading, feedback write-up), and recommending strategies to en-

hance student engagement. For example, P5 and P6 noted that the dash-

board prototype would streamline the process of monitoring individual stu-

dents’ task completion, mentioning, “As an instructor, I normally do a ton of

manual tasks, such as opening students’ assignments, screen-capturing them,

and copy-pasting into feedback messages. Of course, I also need to check if

there are any mistakes. It’s magnificent that the dashboard can make it
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faster and less burdensome.” (P5)

6.3.3. Enhancing the academic performance of students

Teachers suggested several strategies to improve students’ academic per-

formance by leveraging the dashboard. First, most of them noted that the

Custom Instruction feature (C-3 in Figure 3) would be useful to provide

personalized guidance. P3 planned to compose a variety of exercises and

let ChatGPT deliver the best-suited one for each student. Similarly, P4

envisioned preparing a series of exemplary prompts, and letting ChatGPT

recommend them to students encountering difficulty. Second, using the same

feature (C-3), teachers wanted to define what misusing or non-educational

prompts are, and how ChatGPT should deflect them, as P1 said, “If a stu-

dent asks ChatGPT, ‘Please combine my sentences’, I would let ChatGPT

provide some examples of combining sentences rather than doing it for the

student.”

Teachers also pointed out that the dashboard might be useful while

preparing the content for upcoming classes, as P1 said, “I would use the

dashboard to list up questions that students are commonly asking, and will

go over them during the next class.” Also, P3 stated, “In cases where stu-

dents receive particularly low scores, I would give them extra homework so

that they would get a better understanding of the topic.” P5 had a similar

idea, “If I find everybody’s essay score has dropped, I’d say ‘What is going

on?’, and will try to figure out the reason using the dashboard. [...] I think

the dashboard would be useful for teachers to improve or even restructure

the course for the next classes.”

Lastly, even though the dashboard had been designed for teachers, par-
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ticipants speculated that some of its features would be useful for students.

For example, P2 envisioned bringing his laptop to the class and reviewing

exemplary and misusing patterns in the dashboard. Also, enabling students

to review their previous chat logs would be useful to seamlessly continue

their studies. Based on the above and other use cases of students using the

dashboard, there is a recognized need for a students’ dashboard.

6.3.4. Supporting adaptive teaching strategies

During the interview, we noted that each participant’s teaching strategy

has distinctive qualities, which may not be clear at the beginning but tend

to emerge gradually over time. it is thus essential for the dashboard to offer

tools for teachers to build their own educational environments. For example,

P1 and P3 suggested that the evaluation criteria of educational outcomes

might vary across classes, teachers, and even assignments.

In order to support adaptive teaching, teachers need to participate in the

design process of the dashboard, by testing the efficacy of the current design

and telling how they would customize and adapt its functionalities. For

instance, P1 proposed a new dashboard feature to efficiently review references

attached to each part of student essays. Likewise, many teachers (P1, P4-6)

expressed the need for tracking certain types of students’ behavior, such as

copy-and-pasting ChatGPT’s response and paraphrasing.

7. Discussion

We have examined the significance of PAD in English education and ex-

plored the potential integration of ChatGPT into classroom settings. In that

vein, we discuss how PAD can promote (1) contextual analysis of reasons
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behind student behaviors, (2) designing an overall learning loop for students,

and (3) self-reflection on teaching practices.

7.1. Supporting Contextual Analysis of Student Behaviors

Many existing educational dashboards are designed to assist educators in

assessing the educational impact and predicting student behaviors through

visual and statistical analytics [51]. Teachers who participated in our research

largely concurred that statistical insights could be beneficial for educational

researchers, but less helpful for teachers assessing students’ progress, iden-

tifying issues like incorrect prompt usage and repetitive questioning, and

comprehending reasons behind students’ prompts and their acceptance or

rejection of specific responses. There was a consensus among teachers that

PAD should prioritize facilitating semantic and pragmatic analyses.

To provide personalized educational assistance, it is essential for teachers

to deeply understand student behavior, as highlighted by [52]. This princi-

ple holds true for PAD, with all participants deeming it vital to grasp the

reasons behind students’ prompts and their acceptance or rejection of Chat-

GPT’s responses. Unfortunately, reviewing each chat log line by line posed a

significant challenge for teachers, and they proposed several ideas to facilitate

contextual analysis, such as employing LLM or other advanced AI technology

to generate summaries of student behaviors and decipher the meanings be-

hind them. They also emphasized the importance of those summaries being

in plain English so that teachers can quickly comprehend and act upon the

insights provided.

By offering historical analysis and enriching teachers’ understanding of

the overall class performance, dashboards can facilitate a shift from performance-
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based to process-based assessment. Traditional assessments, which rely on

exams and homework to evaluate student abilities, are static [53]. In con-

trast, alternative assessment techniques encourage reflection on strengths and

weaknesses, setting future learning goals, and have been shown to positively

affect language learners’ performance [54, 53]. Adopting ChatGPT allows

teachers to gather comprehensive learning histories from students, enabling

alternative assessments throughout the learning process.

7.2. Empowering Teachers Designing an Overall Learning Loop

It is widely known that teachers envision their roles and responsibilities to

extend beyond merely transferring knowledge, and involve crafting curricula

to achieve optimized learning outcomes [55]. Along the process of optimiza-

tion, teachers would iteratively create and revise their teaching strategies,

based on extensive experience and understanding of student behavior [56],

in ways to reflect their teaching philosophies and intentions for guiding stu-

dents toward specific learning goals [57]. Likewise, we frequently observed

teachers envisioning how to improve their teaching strategies by integrating

ChatGPT as part of the educational environment.

In particular, they were concerned about four types of misuse that can

potentially undermine learning effectiveness: (1) Prompts that violate stu-

dent ethics, (2) Ambiguous prompts that fail to elicit meaningful responses,

(3) ChatGPT responses that detract students from educational value, and

(4) ChatGPT responses that include inaccurate or hallucinating informa-

tion. Teachers were keen to rapidly and efficiently detect such cases of misuse

through the use of PAD. Although the presence and the significance of misuse

are clear, the questions of what defines misuse and how to mitigate remain
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subjects for further research. For example, developing criteria for identifying

misuse requires careful consideration of LLM in learning contexts. Teachers

may have different opinions of whether a certain use case is either educa-

tionally beneficial or detrimental, depending on educational contexts and

teaching philosophy. Therefore, it is crucial for PAD to allow teachers to

tailor their own learning environments, including strategies for detecting and

mitigating misuse.

7.3. Promoting Self-Reflection on the Teaching Practice

Educational dashboards in general can be used as a decision-making tool

that supports teachers in planning their curricula, evaluating educational

progress, and tracking individual students [58, 59]. Furthermore, they enable

teachers to reflect upon their own professional conduct and abilities and keep

tailoring their teaching methods to students’ needs, which is an integral part

of a teacher’s professional development[60].

In a similar vein, every participant showed commitment to develop, assess,

and refine their teaching methods, as reported in sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3.

For example, most teachers would continuously monitor common patterns

of misusing prompts, and develop their own strategies for mitigating them.

They also would like to evolve personalized guidance, such as recommending

sample prompts to struggling students. Another group of teachers envisioned

using ChatGPT for real-time assessment and feedback generation aligned

with their learning objectives. These ideas illustrate the teachers’ strong

motivation to enhance their professional practices; nevertheless, the current

version of both ChatGPT and PAD have ample room for improvement.

To foster teachers’ self-reflection and professional growth, we advocate
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that future PAD developers take into account the following recommendations.

First, PAD should provide straightforward, efficient, and reliable methods

for creating new ChatGPT functionalities. These functionalities may include

identifying and addressing prompt misuse, generating personalized guidance,

and facilitating real-time assessment and feedback generation. Second, PAD

should have comprehensive knowledge of teaching plans and methods, en-

suring that ChatGPT is equipped with this information to generate valid

responses. For example, personalized guidance, real-time evaluation, and

feedback generation ought to be tightly aligned with the class curriculum,

learning objectives, and educational philosophy. Thirdly, PAD should offer

comprehensive yet straightforward methods for understanding the context of

students’ behavior. Unlike traditional educational dashboards that prioritize

intricate statistical and visual analytics, our teachers require more practical

analysis to understand the reasons behind students’ behavior. Finally, al-

though PAD is primarily designed for teachers, it is essential to incorporate

a student-centered system that directly gathers feedback from students.

8. Limitations and future work

Our study methodology has a couple of limitations. First, due to the

strict criteria for participation, we managed to recruit six teachers who in-

corporated ChatGPT into college-level EFL essay writing classes and focused

on qualitative interview data. However, assuming that more schools are in-

terested in incorporating ChatGPT into their curriculum, future studies will

be able to validate our findings and design considerations in a wider range

of subjects and learning environments. Second, our participants briefly tried
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the prototype and imagined how it could help them in their previous classes.

In order to assess the longitudinal effect of PAD and to gather insights from

teachers’ hands-on experience, we plan to deploy the PAD and let teach-

ers use it in the context of actual teaching. Third, given the fast-evolving

nature of AI and large language models, the findings and recommendations

presented in this paper should be considered as a snapshot of the current

state of ChatGPT. Lastly, future research would develop and test PAD that

incorporates the design considerations that we discussed in Section 7. De-

spite these limitations, we believe that the contribution of the current study

is of importance of promoting a more effective use of PAD, and to enhance

teacher’s professional development.

9. Conclusion

The significance of this research paper lies in its exploration of the role and

design considerations of PAD (Prompt Analytics Dashboard). The method-

ology employed in this research is twofold. First, we interviewed six teach-

ers reflecting on their experiences of incorporating ChatGPT to semester-

long EFL essay writing classes. Our findings highlight teacher’s concerns

about evaluating the learning effectiveness, the heavy workload of oversee-

ing student-ChatGPT dialogues, and the reliability and security issues of

ChatGPT. We then implemented an educational dashboard prototype that

offers a wide range of tools for teachers to analyze the actual log data of

student-ChatGPT interaction. After experiencing the prototype, teachers

expressed thoughtful feedback and unmet needs for designing future PADs,

which helps teachers (1) analyze contextual analysis of student behaviors,
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(2) design an overall learning loop, and (3) develop their teaching skills. We

hope the paper provides valuable insights for both educators, researchers,

and developers interested in harnessing the power of AI to make learning

more effective, efficient, and engaging.
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[12] B. A. Schwendimann, M. J. Rodŕıguez-Triana, A. Vozniuk, L. P. Prieto,

M. S. Boroujeni, A. Holzer, D. Gillet, P. Dillenbourg, Perceiving Learn-

ing at a Glance: A Systematic Literature Review of Learning Dashboard

Research, IEEE Transactions on Learning Technologies 10 (1) (2017)

30–41, conference Name: IEEE Transactions on Learning Technologies.

doi:10.1109/TLT.2016.2599522.

[13] K. Verbert, X. Ochoa, R. De Croon, R. A. Dourado, T. De Laet,

Learning analytics dashboards: 10th International Conference on

Learning Analytics and Knowledge: Shaping the Future of the Field,

LAK 2020, LAK 2020 Conference Proceedings - Celebrating 10 years

of LAK (2020) 35–40Publisher: Association for Computing Machinery.

36

https://www.cureus.com/articles/138667-artificial-hallucinations-in-chatgpt-implications-in-scientific-writing
https://www.cureus.com/articles/138667-artificial-hallucinations-in-chatgpt-implications-in-scientific-writing
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S266734522300024X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S266734522300024X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iotcps.2023.04.003
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S266734522300024X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S266734522300024X
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-3417/13/9/5783
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-3417/13/9/5783
https://doi.org/10.3390/app13095783
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-3417/13/9/5783
https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2016.2599522
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?scp=85082395570&partnerID=8YFLogxK
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?scp=85082395570&partnerID=8YFLogxK
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?scp=85082395570&partnerID=8YFLogxK


doi:10.1145/3375462.3375504.

URL http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?scp=

85082395570&partnerID=8YFLogxK

[14] J. Kim, I.-H. Jo, Y. Park, Effects of learning analytics dashboard: ana-

lyzing the relations among dashboard utilization, satisfaction, and learn-

ing achievement, Asia Pacific Education Review 17 (1) (2016) 13–24.

doi:10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8.

URL https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8

[15] J. Han, H. Yoo, Y. Kim, J. Myung, M. Kim, H. Lim, J. Kim, T. Y. Lee,

H. Hong, S.-Y. Ahn, A. Oh, RECIPE: How to Integrate ChatGPT into

EFL Writing Education, in: Proceedings of the Tenth ACM Conference

on Learning @ Scale, 2023, pp. 416–420, arXiv:2305.11583 [cs]. doi:

10.1145/3573051.3596200.

URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.11583

[16] X. Zhai, X. Chu, C. S. Chai, M. S. Y. Jong, A. Istenic, M. Spector,

J.-B. Liu, J. Yuan, Y. Li, A Review of Artificial Intelligence (AI)

in Education from 2010 to 2020, Complexity 2021 (2021) e8812542,

publisher: Hindawi. doi:10.1155/2021/8812542.

URL https://www.hindawi.com/journals/complexity/2021/

8812542/

[17] L. Floridi, M. Chiriatti, GPT-3: Its Nature, Scope, Limits, and Con-

sequences, Minds and Machines 30 (4) (2020) 681–694. doi:10.1007/

s11023-020-09548-1.

URL https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1

37

https://doi.org/10.1145/3375462.3375504
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?scp=85082395570&partnerID=8YFLogxK
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?scp=85082395570&partnerID=8YFLogxK
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-015-9403-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.11583
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.11583
https://doi.org/10.1145/3573051.3596200
https://doi.org/10.1145/3573051.3596200
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.11583
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/complexity/2021/8812542/
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/complexity/2021/8812542/
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/8812542
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/complexity/2021/8812542/
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/complexity/2021/8812542/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11023-020-09548-1


[18] M. Pradana, H. P. Elisa, S. Syarifuddin, Discussing ChatGPT

in education: A literature review and bibliometric analysis, Co-

gent Education 10 (2) (2023) 2243134, publisher: Cogent OA

eprint: https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134. doi:10.

1080/2331186X.2023.2243134.

URL https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134

[19] S. Sarsa, P. Denny, A. Hellas, J. Leinonen, Automatic Generation of

Programming Exercises and Code Explanations using Large Language

Models, in: Proceedings of the 2022 ACM Conference on Interna-

tional Computing Education Research - Volume 1, 2022, pp. 27–43,

arXiv:2206.11861 [cs]. doi:10.1145/3501385.3543957.

URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.11861

[20] S. MacNeil, A. Tran, J. Leinonen, P. Denny, J. Kim, A. Hellas, S. Bern-

stein, S. Sarsa, Automatically generating cs learning materials with large

language models, arXiv preprint arXiv:2212.05113 (2022).

[21] S. I. Ross, F. Martinez, S. Houde, M. Muller, J. D. Weisz, The Pro-

grammer’s Assistant: Conversational Interaction with a Large Language

Model for Software Development, in: Proceedings of the 28th Inter-

national Conference on Intelligent User Interfaces, 2023, pp. 491–514,

arXiv:2302.07080 [cs]. doi:10.1145/3581641.3584037.

URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07080

[22] Z. A. Pardos, S. Bhandari, Learning gain differences between ChatGPT

and human tutor generated algebra hints, arXiv:2302.06871 [cs] (Feb.

38

https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2243134
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.11861
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.11861
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.11861
https://doi.org/10.1145/3501385.3543957
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.11861
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07080
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07080
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07080
https://doi.org/10.1145/3581641.3584037
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07080
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.06871
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.06871


2023). doi:10.48550/arXiv.2302.06871.

URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.06871

[23] Y. Lee, T. S. Kim, S. Kim, Y. Yun, J. Kim, DAPIE: Interactive Step-

by-Step Explanatory Dialogues to Answer Children’s Why and How

Questions, in: Proceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Fac-

tors in Computing Systems, ACM, Hamburg Germany, 2023, pp. 1–22.

doi:10.1145/3544548.3581369.

URL https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3544548.3581369

[24] D. Yan, Impact of ChatGPT on learners in a L2 writing practicum:

An exploratory investigation, Education and Information Technologies

(Apr. 2023). doi:10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4.

URL https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4

[25] E. Sabzalieva, A. Valentini, Chatgpt and artificial intelligence in higher

education: Quick start guide (2023).

[26] J. Han, H. Yoo, Y. Kim, J. Myung, M. Kim, H. Lim, J. Kim, T. Y.

Lee, H. Hong, S.-Y. Ahn, et al., Recipe: How to integrate chatgpt into

efl writing education, in: Proceedings of the Tenth ACM Conference on

Learning@ Scale, 2023, pp. 416–420.

[27] J. Han, H. Yoo, J. Myung, M. Kim, T. Y. Lee, S.-Y. Ahn, A. Oh,

Cheddar: Student-chatgpt dialogue in efl writing education (2023).

arXiv:2309.13243.

[28] J. Han, H. Yoo, J. Myung, M. Kim, H. Lim, Y. Kim, T. Y. Lee, H. Hong,

39

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2302.06871
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.06871
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3544548.3581369
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3544548.3581369
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3544548.3581369
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581369
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3544548.3581369
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11742-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.13243


J. Kim, S.-Y. Ahn, A. Oh, Fabric: Automated scoring and feedback

generation for essays (2023). arXiv:2310.05191.

[29] J. Rudolph, S. Tan, S. Tan, ChatGPT: Bullshit spewer or the

end of traditional assessments in higher education?, Journal of

Applied Learning and Teaching 6 (1) (2023) 342–363, number: 1.

doi:10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9.

URL https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/

view/689

[30] X. Lu, S. Fan, J. Houghton, L. Wang, X. Wang, Readingquizmaker:

A human-nlp collaborative system that supports instructors to design

high-quality reading quiz questions, in: Proceedings of the 2023 CHI

Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 2023, pp. 1–18.

[31] D. R. Cotton, P. A. Cotton, J. R. Shipway, Chatting and cheating: En-

suring academic integrity in the era of chatgpt, Innovations in Education

and Teaching International (2023) 1–12.

[32] Z. Ahmad, W. Kaiser, S. Rahim, Hallucinations in chatgpt: An unreli-

able tool for learning., Rupkatha Journal on Interdisciplinary Studies in

Humanities 15 (4) (2023).

[33] N. L. Rane, S. P. Choudhary, A. Tawde, J. Rane, Chatgpt is not capable

of serving as an author: ethical concerns and challenges of large language

models in education, International Research Journal of Modernization

in Engineering Technology and Science 5 (10) (2023) 851–874.

40

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.05191
https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/view/689
https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/view/689
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9
https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/view/689
https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/view/689


[34] A. L. Dyckhoff, D. Zielke, M. Bültmann, M. A. Chatti, U. Schroeder,
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