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 EFL students often face significant difficulties in English writing, particularly regarding 
vocabulary limitations, grammatical accuracy, idea organization, and coherence. The rapid 
development of generative artificial intelligence (AI) has significantly influenced 
educational practices, particularly in English writing instruction. Tools such as ChatGPT, 
Grammarly, and QuillBot are increasingly used by students to support various writing 
activities. This study aimed to investigate EFL students’ attitudes toward the use of 
generative AI in English writing activities, including their habits, perceived effects, and 
challenges associated with its use. The study employed a quantitative descriptive survey 
design involving 54 students from the English Language Teaching Department of a 
university in Indonesia. Data were collected through an online questionnaire consisting of 
16 items grouped into four dimensions: attitudes, habits, effects, and challenges. The data 
were analyzed using descriptive statistics, including frequency, percentage, mean, 
median, mode, range, and standard deviation. The findings revealed that students 
generally demonstrated positive attitudes toward the use of generative AI in English 
writing activities. Among the four dimensions, the effects of generative AI obtained the 
highest mean score (M = 3.25), followed by habits (M = 3.21), attitudes (M = 3.17), and 
challenges (M = 3.10). The findings indicate that students perceived generative AI as 
beneficial, practical, and supportive in improving their writing activities. Students reported 
using AI tools to generate ideas, improve grammar and vocabulary, paraphrase sentences, 
and complete writing assignments more efficiently. However, concerns regarding 
dependency, reduced independent thinking, and the accuracy of AI-generated content 
were also identified. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
EFL learners constantly struggle with vocabulary limitations, grammatical errors, poor idea 
organization, and a lack of coherence, making writing one of the most difficult skills to master 
in language learning. The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) has significantly 
transformed educational practices, particularly in language learning and teaching. One of the 
most recent developments is generative artificial intelligence (GenAI), which is capable of 
producing human-like text and assisting users in a wide range of writing tasks. Tools such as 
ChatGPT, Grammarly, and QuillBot are increasingly used by students to generate ideas, revise 
drafts, and improve the quality of their writing. These tools provide immediate feedback and 
suggestions, making them valuable resources in modern educational contexts (Shoufan, 2023; 
Kasneci et al., 2023). 
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In the context of English as a Foreign Language (EFL), writing is widely recognized as 
one of the most challenging skills to master. Learners often struggle with vocabulary 
limitations, grammatical accuracy, idea organization, and coherence. As noted by Hyland 
(2003), writing requires both linguistic competence and the ability to structure ideas effectively. 
To address these challenges, technological tools have been increasingly integrated into 
language learning. Recent studies have shown that generative AI can support writing 
development by helping students improve grammar, generate ideas, and organize their texts 
more effectively (Yang et al., 2025; Kim, 2023). The ability of AI tools to provide instant 
feedback allows learners to revise their writing in real time, which can enhance both writing 
quality and learning efficiency. 

From a theoretical perspective, students’ acceptance of generative AI can be explained 
through the Technology Acceptance Model proposed by Fred Davis (1989), which emphasizes 
perceived usefulness and ease of use as key factors influencing technology adoption. In line 
with this model, previous research indicates that students are more likely to use AI tools when 
they find them helpful and easy to operate. In addition, the interactive features of generative 
AI, such as providing suggestions and corrections, can increase students’ motivation and 
confidence in completing writing tasks (Shoufan, 2023). 

However, despite these benefits, the use of generative AI in academic writing also raises 
important concerns. Several studies highlight issues related to academic integrity, plagiarism, 
and students’ overreliance on AI-generated content (Perkins, 2023). When students depend 
excessively on AI tools, they may have fewer opportunities to develop critical thinking skills 
and independent writing abilities. Furthermore, distinguishing between human-written and AI-
generated texts presents challenges for educators in assessing students’ work, raising concerns 
about authorship and authenticity. 

In addition to benefits and challenges, students’ perceptions and attitudes toward 
generative AI have become an important focus in recent research. Studies by Tlili et al. (2023), 
Liang & Mao (2023), Almassaad et al. (2024), and Eairheart & Azimzadeh (2024) indicate that 
students generally have positive attitudes toward AI tools due to their usefulness and efficiency 
in completing writing tasks. However, some students also express concerns regarding the 
accuracy of AI-generated content and the potential negative impact on their independence and 
writing skills. These findings suggest that students’ attitudes toward generative AI are complex 
and influenced by various factors, including digital literacy, prior experience, and learning 
context. 

Empirical evidence further supports these findings. A study conducted in Vietnam in 
2023 involving 369 English-major students found that learners perceived ChatGPT as easy to 
use and beneficial for language learning, although their perceptions of its usefulness were 
relatively neutral (Shoufan, 2023). The study also revealed that students demonstrated generally 
positive attitudes toward the use of generative AI, while negative attitudes remained low. These 
findings highlight the importance of balancing AI use with appropriate pedagogical strategies 
to ensure effective learning outcomes. 

Despite the growing body of research on generative AI in education, several gaps remain 
in the existing literature. First, many studies focus on the general use of AI rather than 
specifically examining its role in EFL writing contexts. Second, research that directly 
investigates students’ attitudes toward generative AI in writing is still limited. Third, there is a 
lack of studies conducted in developing country contexts, particularly in Indonesia. Therefore, 
this study aims to explore EFL students’ attitudes toward the use of generative AI in English 
writing. Understanding these attitudes is essential for helping educators integrate AI 
technologies effectively while maintaining students’ independent writing development. 
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Therefore, this study aimed to investigate EFL students’ attitudes toward the use of 
generative AI in English writing activities. In addition, this study explores students’ habits, 
perceived effects, and challenges regarding the use of generative AI in English writing. The 
findings of this study are expected to provide insights for educators regarding the integration of 
generative AI in EFL writing instruction. To guide the investigation, this research formulation 
is formulated into the following specific research questions: 
1. What are the EFL students' attitudes toward the use of generative AI in English writing? 
2. What are the students' specific habits in using generative AI in their writing activities? 
3. What are the perceived effects and challenges associated with the use of generative AI tools 
in English writing? 
 
Benefits of Generative AI in Language Learning (TAM) 
Recent studies have highlighted the potential of generative artificial intelligence (AI) tools in 
supporting language learning, particularly in writing development. Research by Kasneci et al. 
(2023), and Yang et al., (2025) indicates that AI-powered writing tools can assist students in 
improving grammatical accuracy, generating ideas, and organizing texts more effectively. 
These tools provide immediate feedback, enabling learners to revise their writing in real time. 
As a result, students can identify errors more efficiently and enhance the overall quality of their 
writing. In EFL contexts, where learners often struggle with vocabulary, grammar, and 
coherence, such technological support plays a crucial role in facilitating writing development. 

From a theoretical perspective, students’ acceptance of generative AI can be explained 
through the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) developed by Davis (1989). TAM 
emphasizes two key factors: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. When students 
perceive AI tools as beneficial and easy to operate, they are more likely to adopt them in their 
learning process. Supporting this view, Shoufan (2023) found that students tentative to engage 
with AI tools because they simplify writing tasks and provide practical assistance during 
brainstorming and revision stages. Consequently, generative AI not only improves students’ 
writing performance but also enhances their motivation and confidence in completing writing 
tasks. 
 
Challenges and Ethical Concerns of AI Use 
Despite its advantages, a growing body of research has raised concerns regarding the use of 
generative AI in academic writing. Study by Perkins (2023) highlights issues related to 
academic integrity, plagiarism, and students’ overreliance on AI-generated content. These 
studies suggest that students may depend excessively on AI tools to produce complete texts 
without actively engaging in the writing process. As a consequence, learners may have fewer 
opportunities to develop essential skills such as critical thinking, idea generation, and 
independent writing. 

Furthermore, the increasing use of AI-generated content presents challenges for 
educators in maintaining academic honesty. It is often difficult to distinguish between human-
written and AI-generated texts, complicating assessment practices and raising concerns about 
authorship. Kasneci et al. (2023) also argue that excessive reliance on AI tools may negatively 
affect students’ cognitive engagement and learning autonomy. These findings indicate that 
while generative AI offers valuable support, it simultaneously introduces significant 
pedagogical and ethical challenges that must be carefully addressed. 
 
Students’ Attitudes Toward Generative AI in English Writing 
Another important area of research focuses on students’ attitudes toward the use of generative 
AI in education. Studies by Tlili et al. (2023), Liang & Mao (2023), Almassaad et al. (2024), 
and Eairheart & Azimzadeh (2025) report that students generally demonstrate positive attitudes 
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toward AI tools due to their perceived usefulness and ease of use. Many learners find these tools 
helpful in completing writing tasks more efficiently, particularly because of their ability to 
provide instant feedback and suggestions. 

However, students’ attitudes are not entirely positive. Some learners express concerns 
about the accuracy and reliability of AI-generated content, while others worry that frequent use 
of AI tools may reduce their independence and negatively affect their writing ability. In 
addition, students’ attitudes are influenced by various factors, including digital literacy, prior 
experience with technology, and learning context (Getenet et al., 2024). These findings suggest 
that students’ attitudes toward generative AI are complex, dynamic, and require further 
investigation, particularly in specific learning contexts such as EFL writing. 

Although previous studies have explored the benefits, challenges, and students’ 
perceptions of generative AI in education, several gaps remain in the existing literature. First, 
many studies focus on general AI use rather than specifically examining EFL writing contexts. 
Second, research directly investigating students’ attitudes toward generative AI in English 
writing remains limited. Third, studies conducted in developing country contexts are still 
insufficient. Therefore, further research is needed to investigate EFL students’ attitudes toward 
the use of generative AI in English writing activities. Understanding students’ attitudes, habits, 
perceived effects, and challenges may provide valuable insights for educators regarding the 
effective integration of generative AI in EFL writing instruction. 
 

METHOD 

This study employed a quantitative descriptive survey design to investigate EFL students’ 
attitudes toward the use of generative artificial intelligence (AI) in English writing. This design 
was selected because the research aims to describe students’ attitudes and identify patterns 
based on their responses. According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), survey research is used 
to provide a quantitative description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying 
a sample of that population. Survey research is particularly appropriate for examining learners’ 
attitudes in educational contexts. This study is grounded in the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM) proposed by Davis (1989), which explains that perceived usefulness and perceived ease 
of use influence users’ acceptance of technology. TAM has been widely applied in educational 
technology research to examine users’ attitudes toward digital tools (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; 
Scherer et al., 2019). 

This study was conducted at the English Language Teaching (ELT) Department of a 
university in Indonesia. The participants consisted of 54 EFL students who had experience 
using generative AI tools in English writing activities. The participants were familiar with tools 
such as ChatGPT, Grammarly, and QuillBot, which are commonly used to support writing 
activities, including idea generation, grammar checking, and paraphrasing. A convenience 
sampling technique was employed, where participants were selected based on their availability 
and willingness to participate. Convenience sampling is commonly used in educational research 
when participants are easily accessible (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Although the sample size 
is relatively small, it is considered sufficient for descriptive studies that aim to explore attitudes 
within a specific context (Fraenkel et al., 2012). 

The data were collected using an online questionnaire distributed through Google 
Forms, which was specifically designed to measure students’ attitudes toward the use of 
generative artificial intelligence (AI) in English writing. The instrument itself consisted of two 
main sections: Demographic Information and the Attitudes Toward Generative AI Scale. The 
demographic section collected participants’ background data, including gender, academic level, 
level of experience in using AI tools (such as ChatGPT, Grammarly, etc.) in English writing, 
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 and the overall frequency of using AI in English writing. Meanwhile, the Attitudes Toward 
Generative AI Scale included statements adapted from the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM) and relevant previous studies on AI in education (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh & Davis, 
2000; Shoufan, 2023). The items were grouped into four distinct aspects: Students’ Attitudes 
toward Generative AI, Students’ Habits in Using Generative AI, Effects of Generative AI on 
English Writing, and Challenges of Using Generative AI. All items were measured using a 4-
point Likert scale, consisting of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, and 4 = 
Strongly Agree. The use of a four-point Likert scale without a neutral option was intentionally 
intended to reduce central tendency bias and encourage respondents to provide clear and 
decisive responses (Chyung et al., 2017). 

After the questionnaire was developed and reviewed to ensure clarity and relevance, the 
researcher distributed the online questionnaire using Google Forms. The link to the 
questionnaire was shared through student communication platforms, such as WhatsApp groups. 
Before completing the questionnaire, participants were informed about the purpose of the study 
and asked to provide their consent. A total of 54 EFL students voluntarily responded to the 
questionnaire within the given time frame. All responses were automatically recorded in Google 
Forms and subsequently downloaded in spreadsheet format for analysis. The collected data 
were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Descriptive 
statistics were used to summarize students’ attitudes, including frequency, percentage, mean, 
median, mode, range, and standard deviation (Pallant, 2020). 
 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Findings 

Data from 54 EFL students were gathered and analyzed in this study. The participants consisted 
of students from the 2nd, 4th, 6th, and 8th semesters of the English Language Teaching 
Department who had experience using generative AI in English writing activities. Most 
respondents came from the 4th semester with 28 students, followed by the 2nd semester with 
16 students. Meanwhile, the 8th semester consisted of 5 students, and the 6th semester consisted 
of 3 students. Most participants were female students, indicating that female students 
outnumbered male students in this study. Table 1 presents the demographic profile of the 
participants based on gender and academic level. 

Table 1. Demographic profile of participants 
 

Academic Level N Gender (Male) f Gender (Male) % Gender (Female) f Gender (Female) % 

2nd Semester 16 5 31.25 11 68.75 

4th Semester 28 5 17.86 23 82.14 

6th Semester 3 1 33.33 2 66.67 

8th Semester 5 2 40.00 3 60.00 

The student participants responded to statements representing their attitudes toward 
using generative AI in English writing activities. Items 1–4 examined students’ attitudes toward 
AI-assisted writing activities. Based on Table 2, students’ attitudes toward using generative AI 
obtained a mean score of 3.17, a median score of 3, a mode score of 3, a range score of 2.5, and 
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 a standard deviation of 0.61, indicating a high level of positive attitudes toward the use of 
generative AI in English writing activities. 

Table 2. Frequency percentages of students’ responses 
 

No Item SD (%) D (%) A (%) SA (%) 

1 I believe AI is beneficial for improving my English writing skills. 0 5.7 71.7 21.6 

2 I find AI easy to use in writing assignments. 3.8 3.8 62.3 30.2 

3 AI helps me understand how to write in English better. 3.7 3.7 68.5 24.1 

4 AI is important in current English writing learning. 0 9.3 64.8 25.9 

5 I use AI to generate ideas for writing. 1.9 5.6 55.6 37 

6 I use AI to improve grammar and vocabulary. 1.9 5.6 57.4 35.2 

7 I use AI to paraphrase or restructure sentences. 3.7 18.5 53.7 24.1 

8 I use AI for all types of English writing assignments. 7.4 24.1 50 18.5 

9 AI helps me complete writing assignments more quickly. 0 9.3 55.6 35.2 

10 AI increases my confidence in writing English. 1.9 16.7 57.4 24.1 

11 AI helps me learn from my writing mistakes. 3.7 3.7 57.4 35.2 

12 AI makes me more independent in learning writing skills. 1.9 18.9 58.5 28.8 

13 I feel too dependent on AI in writing activities. 5.6 27.8 35.2 31.5 

14 I worry that using AI may reduce my writing ability. 1.9 13 53.7 31.5 

15 I doubt the accuracy of the results provided by AI. 0 11.1 61.1 27.8 

16 The use of AI makes me less independent in thinking while writing. 0 14.8 51.9 33.3 

 
Most respondents agreed or strongly agreed that AI is beneficial for improving English 

writing skills (93.3%). Students also believed that AI is easy to use in writing assignments and 
helps them understand English writing more effectively. In addition, many respondents agreed 
that AI supports current English writing learning activities. Overall, respondents demonstrated 
positive attitudes toward integrating generative AI into English writing activities. 

Items 5–8 examined students’ habits in using generative AI for English writing 
activities. This aspect focused on students’ routines in generating ideas, improving grammar 
and vocabulary, paraphrasing sentences, and completing writing assignments using AI tools. 
Based on Table 3, this aspect obtained a mean score of 3.21, a median score of 3.5, a mode 
score of 3.5, a range score of 3, and a standard deviation of 0.78, indicating a high level of AI 
usage habits among students. Most respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they use AI to 
generate ideas for writing activities (92.6%). Students also reported using AI to improve 
grammar and vocabulary during writing activities. In addition, many respondents agreed that 
AI helps them paraphrase and restructure sentences more effectively. However, compared to 
the other items, some students showed lower agreement regarding the use of AI for all writing 
assignments. This indicates that several students still limit the use of AI depending on the type 
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of assignment. Overall, respondents demonstrated active habits in utilizing generative AI for 
English writing activities. 

Items 9–12 examined the effects of generative AI on students’ English writing activities. 
This aspect focused on writing productivity, confidence, and writing development. Based on 
Table 3, this aspect obtained the highest mean score of 3.25, a median score of 3, a mode score 
of 3, a range score of 2.5, and a standard deviation of 0.69, indicating a high level of positive 
effects from using generative AI in English writing activities. Most respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed that AI helps them complete writing assignments more quickly (90.8%). 
Students also believed that AI increases their confidence in writing English and helps them 
learn from writing mistakes. Furthermore, many respondents agreed that AI supports them in 
developing writing skills independently. Overall, respondents demonstrated positive responses 
regarding the effects of generative AI on English writing activities. 

Items 13–16 examined the challenges experienced by students while using generative 
AI in English writing activities. This aspect focused on dependency, writing ability, information 
accuracy, and independent thinking. The descriptive statistics showed that this aspect obtained 
a mean score of 3.10, a median score of 3, a mode score of 3, a range score of 2.5, and a standard 
deviation of 0.72, indicating a high level of agreement regarding the challenges associated with 
the use of generative AI in English writing. To complement the findings presented in the 
previous sections, Table 3 summarizes the descriptive statistics for all four aspects examined in 
this study: attitudes, habits, effects, and challenges. This comparison provides a comprehensive 
overview of students’ perceptions and experiences regarding the use of generative AI in English 
writing. 

 
Table 3. Descriptive statistics of students’ attitudes toward using generative AI in English writing 

Aspect Mean Median Mode Range Standard Deviation 

Attitudes (1-4) 3.17 3 3 2.5 0.61 

Habits (5-8) 3.21 3.25 3.5 3 0.78 

Effects (9-12) 3.25 3 3 2.5 0.69 

Challenges (13-16) 3.10 3 3 2.5 0.72 

Overall 3.10 3 4 3 0.70 

As shown in Table 3, the “Effects” aspect obtained the highest mean score (M = 3.25), 
whereas the “Challenges” aspect recorded the lowest mean score (M = 3.10). The “Habits” and 
“Attitudes” aspects obtained mean scores of 3.21 and 3.17, respectively. Although variations 
were observed among the four aspects, all of them achieved mean scores above 3.00, indicating 
a generally high level of agreement among the respondents regarding the use of generative AI 
in English writing activities. 

 
Discussion 
The findings of this study revealed that EFL students generally demonstrated positive attitudes 
toward the use of generative AI in English writing activities. The overall mean score indicated 
a high level of agreement across all investigated aspects. Among the four aspects, the effects of 
generative AI on English writing obtained the highest mean score (M = 3.25), followed by 
students’ habits in using generative AI (M = 3.21), students’ attitudes toward generative AI (M 
= 3.17), and challenges of using generative AI (M = 3.10). These findings suggest that students 
perceived generative AI as beneficial, practical, and supportive in 
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completing English writing activities. However, students also expressed concerns regarding 
dependency, critical thinking, and writing independence, indicating that their perceptions 
toward AI were not entirely positive but also reflected critical awareness regarding the 
limitations of AI-assisted learning. Overall, these findings can be interpreted through the 
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) developed by Davis (1989), which explains that users’ 
acceptance of a technology is primarily influenced by their perceptions of its usefulness and 
ease of use. 

The findings regarding students’ attitudes toward generative AI showed that most 
students perceived AI tools as useful and easy to use in English writing activities. Students 
believed that AI could help improve writing skills, support writing learning, and assist them in 
understanding English writing more effectively. This finding indicates that generative AI has 
become an accessible learning support tool for EFL students, particularly in overcoming 
difficulties related to grammar, vocabulary, and idea organization. This finding aligns with 
previous studies conducted by Tlili et al. (2023), Liang & Mao (2023), and Shoufan (2023), 
which reported that students generally demonstrated positive attitudes toward AI tools because 
of their usefulness and efficiency. Furthermore, these findings strongly support the Technology 
Acceptance Model (TAM) developed by Davis (1989), which posits that users’ acceptance of a 
technology is primarily influenced by perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. Students 
were more willing to accept and utilize AI tools because they considered them beneficial and 
practical in supporting their writing tasks. 

The findings regarding students’ habits in using generative AI demonstrated a high 
mean score (M = 3.21), suggesting that students actively used AI tools for generating ideas, 
improving grammar and vocabulary, paraphrasing sentences, and completing writing 
assignments. This finding reflects that generative AI has become part of students’ writing 
routines and learning practices. Many students relied on AI particularly during brainstorming 
and revision stages because AI tools could provide immediate assistance and writing support. 
This finding corroborates studies conducted by Yang et al., (2025), and Kasneci et al. (2023), 
which found that AI-powered tools could facilitate writing development by improving 
grammatical accuracy, supporting idea generation, and helping students organize texts more 
effectively. In relation to TAM (Davis, 1989), students’ active habits in using AI reflect 
perceived usefulness because students continuously used the technology after experiencing its 
benefits in writing activities. However, several students showed lower agreement regarding the 
use of AI for all writing assignments, indicating that students still considered the context and 
purpose of assignments before deciding to use AI tools. 

The findings concerning the effects of generative AI on English writing obtained the 
highest mean score (M = 3.25) among all aspects. Most students agreed that AI helped them 
complete writing assignments more quickly, increased their confidence in writing English, and 
helped them learn from writing mistakes. These findings imply that generative AI not only 
functioned as a technical writing assistant but also contributed to students’ confidence and 
learning development during writing activities. In EFL contexts, students often experience 
anxiety and lack confidence when writing in English. Therefore, AI-generated suggestions and 
instant feedback may help students feel more confident and motivated during the writing 
process. These findings are consistent with previous studies conducted by Shoufan (2023), and 
Yang et al., (2025) which emphasized that generative AI could improve writing productivity, 
learning efficiency, and students’ motivation in language learning. In addition, these findings 
support Hyland’s (2003) perspective that writing development requires both linguistic 
competence and idea organization, which may be supported through technological assistance. 
From the TAM perspective (Davis, 1989), students’ positive 
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responses regarding the effects of AI further strengthen the argument that technologies 
perceived as beneficial are more likely to be accepted and continuously used in educational 
settings. 

The findings regarding the challenges of using generative AI revealed that students were 
aware of several concerns related to dependency, reduced writing ability, information accuracy, 
and independent thinking. Although students generally showed positive attitudes toward AI, 
many respondents agreed that excessive use of AI might negatively affect students’ 
independence in writing and thinking processes. This finding indicates that students recognized 
the potential risks of becoming overly dependent on AI-generated content. In addition, doubts 
regarding the accuracy of AI-generated information suggest that students did not completely 
trust AI outputs and still considered human evaluation necessary. These findings support 
previous studies conducted by Perkins (2023), and Kasneci et al. (2023), which highlighted 
concerns regarding academic integrity, plagiarism, reduced cognitive engagement, and 
overreliance on AI technologies. In relation to TAM (Davis, 1989), although students perceived 
AI as useful and easy to use, the findings indicate that technology acceptance does not eliminate 
users’ awareness of the limitations and risks associated with AI use. Therefore, the integration 
of generative AI in EFL writing instruction should be balanced with activities that encourage 
critical thinking, creativity, and independent writing practices. 

The findings of this study provide several pedagogical implications for stakeholders, 
teachers, and students regarding the integration of generative AI in EFL writing instruction. In 
general, the positive attitudes demonstrated by students indicate that generative AI has strong 
potential to support English writing learning activities in higher education contexts. However, 
the findings also showed that students were concerned about dependency and reduced 
independent thinking. Therefore, the implementation of AI in education should not only focus 
on technological adoption but also on responsible and balanced usage. For educational 
stakeholders, the findings imply the importance of establishing clear institutional policies and 
ethical guidelines regarding the use of generative AI in academic writing. Since AI tools such 
as ChatGPT, Grammarly, and QuillBot are increasingly accessible among students, educational 
institutions should provide regulations concerning academic honesty, plagiarism prevention, 
and responsible AI-assisted learning practices. These implications are supported by Perkins 
(2023), who emphasized that the rapid development of AI technologies presents challenges 
related to educational assessment and authorship authenticity. Furthermore, from the perspective 
of the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989), institutional support and accessibility may 
influence users’ willingness to adopt technology effectively. 

For teachers, the findings suggest that generative AI can be integrated as an instructional 
support tool in English writing classrooms. Teachers may use AI tools to facilitate 
brainstorming activities, provide writing feedback, support grammar correction exercises, and 
encourage students to revise their drafts independently. These findings align with studies 
conducted by Yang et al., (2025), and Shoufan (2023), which found that AI tools could improve 
students’ writing performance and learning efficiency when integrated appropriately into 
educational practices. Nevertheless, teachers should also encourage critical thinking, creativity, 
and originality to prevent excessive dependence on AI-generated content. For students, the 
findings imply that generative AI can become an effective learning companion in improving 
English writing skills. AI tools may help students generate ideas, improve grammar and 
vocabulary, revise writing drafts, and increase confidence in completing writing assignments. 
These implications are consistent with studies conducted by Tlili et al. (2023) and Almassaad et 
al. (2024), which found that students benefited from AI technologies because of their 
practicality and efficiency. However, students should also maintain active engagement in the 
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writing process and avoid relying entirely on AI-generated responses. Instead, AI should be 
used as a supportive learning tool that enhances students’ creativity, critical thinking, and 
writing competence. 

This study has several limitations that should be considered. First, the study involved 
only 54 EFL students from one university in Indonesia using a convenience sampling technique. 
Therefore, the findings may not fully represent the attitudes of EFL students in different 
educational contexts. Second, this study focused specifically on students’ attitudes, habits, 
perceived effects, and challenges regarding generative AI in English writing activities. Other 
variables, such as students’ writing achievement, digital literacy, motivation, and teachers’ 
perceptions, were not investigated in this study. In addition, this study employed a quantitative 
descriptive survey design, which mainly described students’ responses without exploring 
deeper experiences related to AI use in writing activities. Therefore, future research is 
recommended to involve larger and more diverse participant groups from different educational 
institutions and contexts. Future studies may also employ mixed-method or qualitative 
approaches to obtain deeper insights into students’ experiences and perceptions regarding 
generative AI in language learning. Furthermore, future researchers may investigate the long-
term effects of generative AI on students’ writing development, creativity, critical thinking 
skills, and academic integrity in EFL contexts. 
 
CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that EFL students exhibit highly positive attitudes 
toward generative AI, viewing tools like ChatGPT, Grammarly, and QuillBot as useful, 
accessible, and practical resources for enhancing writing productivity, confidence, and 
grammatical proficiency. These active usage habits align directly with the core assumptions of 
the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989). However, this acceptance is critically 
balanced by an acute awareness of key pedagogical challenges, specifically around 
psychological dependency, diminished independent thinking, and concerns over the baseline 
accuracy of AI content. Ultimately, while generative AI yields significant potential to 
streamline language acquisition and text production, educational institutions must implement 
deliberate pedagogical strategies that actively safeguard critical thinking and independent 
writing development. 
 
DECLARATION OF AI AND AI-ASSISTED TECHNOLOGIES 
The use of generative AI tools (e.g., ChatGPT) or other AI-supported technologies in the 
preparation of this manuscript must be disclosed by the authors. For instance, during the 
development of this work, DeepL (version 24.4.3) was employed to enhance linguistic accuracy 
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