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Abstract: Feedback provided by artificial intelligence is increasingly common in English academic writing, yet controversies
exist regarding its effectiveness. This study conducted a three-level meta-analysis of 38 valid studies to explore Al feedback s
impact on students’ academic English writing performance and its influencing factors in the higher education setting. Results
indicated a moderate effect size, with significant influences from Al feedback tools, content, mode, and the sequence of human-
Al hybrid feedback mode. These findings offer valuable insights for English writing instruction in the Al era, particularly in
optimizing the design, implementation, and integration of Al feedback tools into pedagogical practices.
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1. 3| %

A AATLE G (GenAl, 4= ChatGPT. Deepseek %= Copilot) #3%A#t—F )T Al 51F
B89 Ko GenAl AT KAEZHEA (LLM) , RS AERBEALKFHOLLR, AFIHR
BEERN, FMEESHETERFH Y. R, Al RO AEMEES . A BERE
(AWE)L R £i5iE E® (e ZA04R) RINE&3E), B2 555569 E5)(Chen & Cui, 2022);
B RAUZE A Ao LR 808 0] B AF £ F SIZAE R 2 (Guo et al., 2024). GenAl ZARAF —Z 8%, 12
LB Ve A Fr IR A5 AR N R, 38 R 15) R VAR A ) B P AR ) KR 69 Bk (Fan et al., 2024).

BRTFAAFRERN SN, ALEZRBIATHEALZH Al RBIFAERBFRKEERIL
0¥, AR A\IFEL AR A BB, A AR IR FRREAFRE. Bk, ALRY
ATFAARLEA: 1) ALFRABMN KFAFREBEELLGERZZ4T? 2) HERFZ L
HRALR BRI KFAFREIEBHERNG KL ?

ALH Al BB 69484F & L F Carless #= Boud (2018)42 th #9:2 L #4177 K %ho Al R I A94R
R X H: FAXITHTK, BRAEBE ATEARGETHLF I RNGE L, FAHZREZE
A F 2] gy A2, mFREBEMHEGBRMERABOLERFNEN TIFEFLEERT
49 B V£ R X(Zhai & Ma, 2023).
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2. BFRF &

2.1. Xtk #

L #RA R T 2024 5 12 A #47. £ IA94EEA : Web of Science, Scopus #= EBSCO. # #
PR A dodh & A K LAk, FF R B ]S B Ao SUak R A BEAT IR H) . 8 L H 89 K418 5 Al R
MBHEAHERT R K. KMNLERATATAR, TROHEEZEELFTALFTHRRLY
Fl, U EAERRYE, FEZERLKR R FZLRL 601 H.

2.2. X4

LR IR AT R I T 1) LARAEGFHFIERTIERNT Al R FIEF L 2) LIRA I
RN LR G R kT 3) LA EREEE % TE L 4) LHBT LKA 1.
SCHR R = 145 R A T 2% ik 89 Effective Public Health Practice Project (EPHPP) L £ (Thomas %,
2004; Yan %, 2022), HET AENEE: AE5FEBERE, FRLET. RERE, KEKETF
EABSHEHBEBRN, HANREHBRR P I ZANAFRET TS HEA —NEEIFR
MAIFAREIFOHRL, ANBAREFHF, LLRADBE WA R TR EZ AL (Yan F,
2022), RE IS E AL AEL T FHEL AR, S TAESHNINS, B pEEELTRE
m— . FEAMER EZGT RN AR, Bk, AANLIKET 39 K.

2.3. X k%45

AT AN Lk 3 FRAT 7 @t 4T %mah . 1) PriE R e Al RO T & 2) REA M xR
TR T AR RAG3E] 3) RBT AR 4) RBTAAE 5) RBIRIR 6) AWRERIF AT %
AR AL R FH AT, —&MARR A Cohen’s alpha = .88, 3T A AL a7, &
{2 g AR AT AR B — & L,

2.4. HEPHT

FAAK F Cohen’s d (Cohen, 1988) & i+ H 2 i = 4547, 7 Cohen’s d # 3% Hedges’ g (Hedges,
1981), B A HA4 & N RFT 50 848 LAk £ 69 28 2 1571 (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 5 ¥ & A
MMERBFOLESNLTE. A, —NMHALBFEREZ IR E, MEXEHYZZ TR A
FEAR#i M (Cheung, 2014)0 AFF 5K R T ZK-F Lo A7 B 2 48 458 %047 F 89 % £ 1m £ (Ngo et al.,
2024).

B TIRT Al R 5 £ REF R BERG R A6y SARBOL I, T AP EZHAT M. H
PRAEAT 48 R by ettt RAMNF#ATT FFEALN, EANNIEF, A—BLEFHXLEAN g=
52.32 (Rad et al., 2023), A2 T( x—3SD, x+ 3SD)# 7€ A (Acuna & Rodriguez, 2004), & ¥4 i
Bk e REMNALST YT E 38 Ko

3. AL
3.1 EHAKKEF

EI1IFPERT AIABMM XFAFREEZEENERZILE, RFPZKFLHHEER, &
I EH g=0.78, &I ¥ F 2 (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014),
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X1 AEERF ML R

A B & 95% E 4z X A i) A
k g SE Lower Uj ‘pper Q df P Tzlevel.? I 2level3 T21eve12 I 2lev312
= kF 221 078 021 036  1.19 391571 220 <.0001 0.67 6651% 146 30.4%

3.2, A7 EELE

AFRTHEATTRATEZAE, ATVEEZOINEReE 2 7. AFEZE0A, & AR
IR, RIAR. RIMEARRSR BT FIONATEET KT 2FGADEA.

FEAIRZEY, GenAl#9 2 E & K(g=1.85,p<0.001), k2 AWE (g=0.44,p<0.01),
B RALE A (g = 0.04, p > 0.05), ZHEEF (g =-0.04, p > 0.05). GenAl &% I T LA =4 T
B, ERBRGEBAET, BRRM(g=1.95,p<0.001)8% % KT 53R (g=0.56,p<0.01)
B A6 B (g =0.82, p < 0.05).

BRI X TP, AMRES BB 6928 E(g = 1.04, p < 0.05)% FIE R Al T AT R B (g =
0.24, p > 0.05). BT AMIRAE B R B IA Al RITH & 2 K, BT AR F 89 5
PIFHITTH—F I, Wk 2 BT, 5P ALAL-Al (g =270 % B ER K, EARAAL-
AILAI(g=091), %HEEH R AI-ATL(g=0.76), X Z & AHAL-Al(g=0.26),

GO EERT AR NT TS, BRAAAZFGRATER. RESER Al TEAE)(g =
0.83, p < 0.0l K#RAEED(g=0.65, p<0.05)FET EROHKLE. I, RREIFiE(=
1.18, p<0.01)bRARBEX (BPiEpmitiE, g=0.51, p<0.05) WX EE L K,

2 AT RS

BANVEE KEHKE K F i pia
[95% & 13 X 18]]
GenAl 55 1.85[1.11, 2.59] t@,21m=3.76 0.01"
Al Ak T A AWE 162 0.44 [-0.002, 0.88]
B RAEA 1 0.04 [-2.6, 2.68]
PLE #iE MT 3 -0.04 [-2.34, 2.26]
T . A P4 164 0.83[0.33, 1.32] ta,219=0.14  0.71
LR AL AR 57 0.65 [0.15, 1.45]
Bk £ ‘ ‘iiFi‘é' 91 1.18[0.57, 1.79] t 2219 =297 0.09
PRiE+HIE S 130 0.51[0.002, 1.01]
HAK Rk 16 1.95[0.99, 2.91] fo5 =383  0.02°
B A2 B3R B 143 0.56 [0.09, 1.04]
RN 62 0.82[0.24, 1.41]
X 12 il Ejﬁi 86 0.24[-0.13, 0.88] f.29=672  0.01°
AHURA BAR 135 1.04 [0.57, 1.45]
ALLAL 82 0.76 [0.37, 1.14] t 5 =414 0.008"
AL-Al 17 0.26 [ -0.22, 0.74]
ABRS BIR T 4 /5 5 AL-AT-AI 21 2.72[0.45. 431]
AL-ALLAL 15 0.91 [-0.09, 1.74]
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4. Wit H ¥4

A F 38 T Al BAR FiEAF AT T Ao R BT, Al RIREIEEIAR 0.78, L9
Al RItfe R K FAZIBEHEELAN., BLRATEZAE, SNAAWATERZER ZFE THK
IATEZE, AR AR TE. RBAE. R XBAAIRES R T 6955,

% T A Bk A Ak (hybrid intelligence)iX —HEA#RAE T X 4%, ak&4 At 8 Akata 5 (2020)4%
di, BIARXEMEFRGIAMEY, URANRERFALIMNE LR ETRGES. A5
R, ABRS R SRR E YR K, TR EFASRS BT AASATLE Al Z H#
BEAMAE, A aAFR, BINRANRESREXTFIZ A6 £ F, KRNELTAL
P ALAT-Al BAT-AI-AT WX A BERF I A L&MW T 5] 20k 5. A Nguyen F(2024)
e, AHRAIIMRE TR AL URAER 694 A, 52 Al 55 AZBIRE LS, Adm#h
BHEZ R

AFR#E—F £ AILAL-Al XI—F I HAT-ALALH ZAGER® LK, a&RE2ED
(Ryan & Deci, 2020) 7T F| TA##&FX — I % . AIENRERP I RN, FFALETHRATEE P LN
Bitfed ey @, FAT ATELRTRMA ALTREGRE, HRAABEERF0EF
Ko MG, ALRIGABREFRIFE—FI 94T, BAAXZELK. 5, FLET Al
IR EE BT REK, T RILMAER, TRAALIRS, FATRRESHIKE 0
U A ES I, Kmdrdl B 25 K RBAEE K

AFFRIERI, ¥BHRRBEAREASRMOOAXMERS, RAFRBARETE, Afm Ngo ¥
(2024) K N EEARF B 2R R AR B, MBRARIMAREKHF. £2FTRET Al RITTEGTRE,
Ngo ¥ £ &4 ] AWE TE, mAHMTLERATERKN Al. P RMBEAFEEHF, TXTH
BERAEBH BRI T BEA AL 2 F. RSB T AR BN ZRKEEY EFREMERFH
FAEFEE N, REREIGELFAEETN, BHALRAE AL ETERRE.

AR TR TR A SRR E AT 2F R0, L+ GanAl WA B R AT ELE K,
GenAl £ T K Zi& 5 # BN, s @& A MR, L% ARkEt. Mz T, AWE,
RHAUE AFe LR EIFARM T LN, FeZ3F A RBZT R,

st Al T A 694 A BT 30 A Rt R A RX AN T2V ATERA A TR F. Rim, AZIXK
BEKRKTALEN. £ GenAl K, EARFA L TERAITLEFLAETE, i, RIBTEAL
HRELETHEF: ARBEIFEQGRITIL I HFIE R LA e BB H B F A RNLHE
S LA & LR D

PR, KFRA AlRITEBHERKF PO ARE T FIET &, FBAT AP, &
REBFFNIAK LR AL E R, ARFRLTE— S IRE L TBLRANZNTHF L LR
ZAAE B Al TE, AR THRAR LT (G5 F R X HFfA i is ) kg Kb Al RUR
B F M. I, & GenAlB /K, HIFHAEK R SHRINAEL ALGUMEF . efTiE miX—7A
T, BdE AIRRRAAIRFAGR T F 4, LIEFHE—FHER,
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