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Abstract
The growing use of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) in higher education has created new opportunities for academic writing instruction, although questions remain about students' writing development and their control over AI-assisted writing. This study examined changes in academic writing performance following GenAI-assisted instruction and explored students' use of GenAI and perceptions of learner agency. A one-group pretest-posttest mixed-methods design was employed with 35 English-majored students at a Vietnamese public university. During a four-week instructional period, students independently brainstormed ideas, compared their outlines with AI-generated suggestions, drafted their essays, and used GenAI to obtain feedback based on IELTS Writing Task 2 criteria before revising their work. Writing performance was assessed through classroom-based pretests and posttests completed without AI assistance. A questionnaire containing closed-ended and open-ended questions collected students' reported practices and experiences. The results showed a statistically significant increase in mean writing scores from 7.19 to 7.87 (*p* < .001). Most students reported using GenAI for planning, feedback, and revision while maintaining responsibility for their writing decisions. However, some acknowledged accepting AI-generated suggestions without fully understanding them. The findings suggest that structured GenAI-assisted writing activities may provide opportunities for writing development and active decision-making. Nevertheless, the absence of a comparison group limits causal interpretation. The study highlights the importance of guiding students to evaluate AI-generated feedback while maintaining responsibility for their academic writing.
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1. Introduction
This study focuses on the development of academic writing skills of English major students with regard to idea generation, structural organization, lexicon selection, and presentation of perspective. Such skills require constant practice, feedback, and reflection on one’s writing.
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI), such as ChatGPT, can be helpful in generating ideas, polishing language and providing feedback. The conversational format allows requesting clarification and alternative phrasing.
Previous studies have already started to explore the possibilities of using ChatGPT in writing instructions. For example, Algaraady and Mahyoob (2023) examined the possibilities of error detection and identification in EFL writing. Athanassopoulos et al. (2023) explored the use of ChatGPT in a multilingual foreign language course. In Vietnam, Lai and Trinh (2025) reported positive student experience with vocabulary, grammar, idea generation and motivation. However, positive experience is not an evidence of achievement. Tran (2025) revealed that performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions are critical for the acceptance of ChatGPT.
The above-mentioned literature review gives rise to several questions concerning the use of GenAI in writing activities of students. Although the feedback provided can be used for revising the writing, its educational value lies in the assessment of AI recommendations. Whether to accept, reject or modify such feedback involves the evaluation of its relevance, comprehension of its contents, and responsibility for the result.
Taking into account the above-mentioned considerations, this study seeks to find out how the writing performance of English-major students may change due to the use of GenAI and how they perceive the use of GenAI in this activity. The sample included 35 students of a single class of a Vietnamese university. Four-week intervention involved writing activities with GenAI usage with special attention to the responsibility of students for their writing decisions.
The research questions are as follows:
Research Question 1. What changes take place in the academic writing performance of English-major students after GenAI-assisted writing instruction?
Research Question 2. How do students report the use of GenAI in the academic writing process and its role in their learner agency?
2. Literature Review
2.1. Generative Artificial Intelligence in Academic Writing
Other writing aids offered by generative artificial intelligence (GenAI), aside from grammar correction tools, include conversational platforms, which allow students to brainstorm ideas, pose questions, and seek feedback during any stage of writing. Algaraady and Mahyoob (2023) explored ChatGPT’s ability to identify and analyze writing errors committed by EFL students, stressing the tool’s relevance to the issue of feedback provision. Athanassopoulos et al. (2023) evaluated its use as a writing tool for foreign language learning in multilingual and multicultural classroom settings. Such applications can be considered relevant to the issue of academic writing support. Yet, progress in AI-assisted writing does not mean that students can produce such text on their own. Such considerations become especially important when writing becomes an objective to develop. GenAI is perceived as an instructive tool in the current study, and the quality of its feedback will be evaluated.
2.2. GenAI and Academic Writing Performance
Writing proficiency involves various aspects including content generation, text organization, coherence and cohesion, vocabulary, and grammar. Each of these elements can develop at different paces, making it important to consider the nature of the assessment of writing development. Lai and Trinh (2025) tested ChatGPT based on aspects of academic vocabulary, usage of grammatical structures, idea generation, and motivation of English major students. The researchers noted that there were generally positive student perceptions of GenAI; yet, the perception of advantages provided by AI does not mean actual improvement in writing skills. Thus, students may perceive the feedback of the platform as valuable without experiencing any changes in their independent writing proficiency. Such a situation influenced the method of writing improvement measurement in this study. Writing proficiency was tested using independent pre- and post-tests measured using an analytic rubric aiming to assess the changes in students' writing scores in the absence of GenAI help during tests.
2.3. Students' Use of GenAI in Academic Writing
Students can apply GenAI for planning, language improvement, or revision depending on their needs in the writing process. In order to solve this problem, it is necessary to investigate not only the reasons why students use technology but also how students apply GenAI. Tran (2025) studied factors influencing the adoption of GenAI for academic writing by English-major students using the UTAUT model. Performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions turned out to be the major factors, with performance expectancy being the strongest predictor of the phenomenon. Although these findings help explain technology adoption, they provide another angle in comparison with the self-reported GenAI use during independent writing assignments by students. Dua et al. (2025) conducted a mixed methods research studying perceptions of AI in academic writing among 212 second-year English-major students in Vietnam. Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, attitude, and behavioral intention were investigated. Students were found to have a positive perception of AI as an effective writing tool although doubts about the correct implementation of AI in academic learning were expressed. Following this direction, the current research analyzes self-reported GenAI use by students in academic writing in the context of an instructional intervention with a focus on the writing stages when GenAI was used and students' reaction to feedback.
2.4. Learner Agency in GenAI-Assisted Writing
The idea of learner agency in relation to GenAI-supported writing refers to students’ ability to take intentional decisions and retain agency in their writing while facing the suggestions offered by GenAI regarding ideas, language use, or text structure. Learner agency is exercised by recognizing the need for writing improvement, assessing the feedback, and deciding if it should be accepted, modified, or rejected. Still, such a decision does not always imply that the student independently evaluates the feedback. It is possible for the student to generate improved text by adopting all suggestions provided by GenAI without comprehending them. Thus, the quality of the resulting text does not depend on the level of independence in the agency of the student. GenAI may force students to reconsider their writing solutions; however, this issue is important in terms of how students respond to the feedback. The problem was noted by Dua et al. (2025) who argued that it is crucial to encourage original thinking and academic responsibility among students in the face of ubiquitous GenAI usage. In this study, learners’ perceptions of their agency were explored by means of their self-reports about assessment of GenAI feedback and decisions about writing, and responsibility for their work. While open-ended questions gave more information about agency, they did not reveal actual writing behavior of students.
2.5. Research Gap
The prior literature has been concerned with the use of GenAI as a writing tool, benefits of using GenAI, and factors affecting technology adoption. In the Vietnamese setting, Lai and Trinh (2025) have studied the benefits in writing perceived by students, and Tran (2025) has researched the acceptance of ChatGPT. A mixed methods study by Dua et al. (2025) investigated students' perceptions of the technology. All these studies provide valuable information regarding students' experience with GenAI. Nevertheless, neither perceived usefulness nor technology adoption per se guarantees any improvement in writing performance measured independently. Evaluation of students' engagement with GenAI feedback will involve assessment of their self-reported perceptions and decision-making process. This issue is considered in the current study, together with writing performance improvement during a four-week instructional intervention.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design
The research used a one-group pretest-posttest mixed-methods design to explore changes in the academic writing performance of English-major students after GenAI-assisted writing instruction. In addition, it explored students' self-reports of GenAI use and learner agency perception. Quantitative data included writing scores and closed-ended questionnaire items, whereas qualitative data were obtained from open-ended questionnaire items. Since no control group was used, it is impossible to attribute any changes in writing performance to GenAI-assisted writing instruction.

3.2. Participants
The sample included 35 English-major students of a single intact class at a Vietnamese public university. All participants took part in the four-week instructional intervention, both writing tests, and the questionnaire. Limited sample size and single class constrain the generalizability of the findings.
3.3. GenAI-Assisted Writing Instruction
The four-week intervention used a structured writing process involving GenAI in planning and revision while maintaining student responsibility for the writing task. This process involved brainstorming, requesting GenAI-generated outline, comparing the suggested structure with personal ideas and asking for clarifications if needed. Students drafted independently and requested GenAI feedback based on four IELTS Writing Task 2 criteria: Task Response, Coherence and Cohesion, Lexical Resource, and Grammatical Range and Accuracy. They analyzed the feedback and made revisions, deciding which suggestions to accept. During the intervention, GenAI served as an external source of ideas, organizational help, and feedback, not substituting students' writing decisions.
3.4. Research Instruments
There were two research instruments: academic writing tests and a student questionnaire.
Academic writing tests
The pretest and posttest were independently scored by two raters: the researcher and another English teacher according to the four IELTS Writing Task 2 Band Descriptors. If the discrepancy exceeded 0.5 band points, the raters discussed it until reaching a consensus score. Only the scores on which there was a consensus were used. Thus, inter-rater reliability was not calculated retrospectively, and the consensus scoring did not provide any measure of agreement.
Student questionnaire
The Vietnamese questionnaire included closed-ended questions about GenAI use, ten five-point Likert-scale items, and open-ended questions about students' experiences. Items E1-E5 referred to evaluation and decision-making, whereas items A1-A5 concerned perceived learner agency. The questionnaire was developed specifically for this study, reviewed by two lecturers specialized in the subject area, and pilot-tested by five students. No psychometric validation and analysis of internal consistency were performed; therefore, Likert items were analyzed individually.
3.5. Data Collection
Data collection included pretest, four weeks of GenAI-assisted writing instruction, posttest, and a student questionnaire.
Students independently took both writing tests in-class without GenAI and reference materials. During the intervention, participants performed planning, drafting, and revising under structured GenAI assistance described in Section 3.3. The Vietnamese questionnaire collected information about self-reported writing practices, evaluations of AI-generated feedback, and perceptions of learner agency. Closed-ended questions provided quantitative data, whereas open-ended questions helped to collect qualitative data about participants' experience.
3.6. Data Analysis
Pretest and posttest scores were presented with means, standard deviations, and individual score differences. The paired samples t-test was run, followed by the Shapiro-Wilk test of the difference scores. Since the assumption of normality was not satisfied, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test was run to detect changes in writing performance.

Responses to closed-ended questions were analyzed through frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. Ten Likert items were analyzed individually, and item A5 was analyzed separately since it referred to accepting AI suggestions without a full understanding.
The researcher coded open-ended responses and grouped recurring ideas into themes connected with GenAI use, feedback evaluation, and writing decisions. No second coder independently coded the data.
Qualitative themes were compared with the descriptive results of the questionnaire to clarify the reported experience and find potential contradictions. Writing scores and questionnaire results were analyzed jointly without establishing any cause-and-effect relationship between GenAI use and writing improvement.
3.7. Ethical Considerations
Permission was received from the relevant academic unit, and students were informed about the study and agreed to participate in it. The writing assessment results of all 35 participants were used for research purposes. Writing records were anonymized with participant codes, and questionnaire results were reported at the group level.
4. Results
This section presents the findings from the writing pretest and posttest and the questionnaire completed by 35 English-majored students. The results address changes in writing performance, students' reported GenAI use, evaluation practices, and perceptions of learner agency.
4.1. Changes in Academic Writing Performance
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for students' writing performance before and after the four-week instructional period.
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Pretest and Posttest Writing Scores (N = 35)
	Assessment
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Pretest
	35
	7.19
	0.92

	Posttest
	35
	7.87
	0.53

	Mean difference
	35
	+0.68
	0.46


Writing scores increased over the instructional period, with 33 students showing improvement and two maintaining their initial scores. The lower standard deviation in the posttest also indicates less variation in students' final performance. Although the extent of improvement differed across participants, the overall pattern was positive.
Table 2. Statistical Comparison of Pretest and Posttest Scores
	Statistical test
	Statistic
	p-value

	Paired-samples t-test
	t(34) = 8.74
	< .001

	Shapiro-Wilk test of difference scores
	W = 0.836
	< .001

	Wilcoxon signed-rank test
	W = 0
	< .001


The Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the difference scores were not normally distributed. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test was therefore considered the primary inferential analysis and confirmed a statistically significant difference between the two assessments. The paired-samples t-test produced a consistent result, with a mean difference of 0.68 and a 95% confidence interval of [0.52, 0.84].
These findings indicate an improvement in measured writing performance over four weeks. However, the one-group design does not establish that GenAI-assisted instruction caused this change.
4.2. Students’ Patterns of GenAI Use during Academic Writing
The questionnaire examined when students used GenAI, the procedures they followed, their responses to AI-generated feedback, and the frequency of interaction.
Table 3. Reported Patterns of GenAI Use (N = 35)
	Questionnaire item
	Response
	n
	%

	Stage at which students began using GenAI
	Before writing
	17
	48.6

	
	After completing a draft
	11
	31.4

	
	Throughout the writing process
	7
	20.0

	Writing procedure
	Independent brainstorming and drafting, followed by AI feedback and revision
	9
	25.7

	
	AI-assisted planning, independent drafting, AI feedback and revision
	20
	57.1

	
	AI-generated draft followed by student revision
	4
	11.4

	
	AI assistance during the drafting of individual sections
	2
	5.7

	Response to AI-generated feedback
	Selecting suitable suggestions
	17
	48.6

	
	Modifying AI-generated suggestions
	6
	17.1

	
	Continuing interaction with AI before deciding
	12
	34.3

	Frequency of interaction per writing task
	1 to 2 times
	8
	22.9

	
	3 to 5 times
	16
	45.7

	
	6 to 10 times
	6
	17.1

	
	More than 10 times
	2
	5.7

	
	Unable to estimate
	3
	8.6


Note. Percentages were calculated from 35 responses and may not total exactly 100% 
because of rounding.
Nearly half of the students (48.6%) reported beginning their interaction with GenAI before writing, primarily to develop ideas or prepare an outline. Another 31.4% began using AI after completing a draft, while 20.0% reported using it throughout the writing process.
The most frequently selected writing procedure involved using GenAI during planning, writing the draft independently, and returning to GenAI for feedback before revision (57.1%). A further 25.7% reported brainstorming and drafting independently before requesting AI feedback. Together, these two procedures accounted for 82.9% of responses. Nevertheless, four students (11.4%) reported beginning with an AI-generated draft, indicating that some students adopted a more AI-directed approach.
Students also differed in how they handled AI-generated feedback. Seventeen students (48.6%) reported selecting suggestions they considered suitable, while twelve (34.3%) preferred continuing their interaction with GenAI before making decisions. Six students (17.1%) most closely identified with modifying AI suggestions themselves.
In terms of interaction frequency, the largest group (45.7%) reported interacting with GenAI three to five times per writing task. The results suggest that AI use often involved repeated exchanges rather than a single request for assistance. However, these figures describe students' self-reported practices and do not establish how consistently they followed the instructional procedure.
4.3. Students' Evaluation of AI-Generated Suggestions
Five questionnaire statements examined students' reported evaluation and decision-making practices. Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics for these items. Percentages were calculated from 35 responses and may not total exactly 100% because of rounding.
Table 4. Evaluation and Decision-Making Practices (N = 35)
	Item
	Statement (abbreviated)
	Mean
	SD
	Agree or strongly agree

	E1
	Evaluating AI suggestions before using them
	3.80
	1.11
	74.3%

	E2
	Comparing AI suggestions with original ideas
	4.09
	0.78
	80.0%

	E3
	Modifying suggestions to meet writing needs
	4.23
	0.81
	91.4%

	E4
	Rejecting inappropriate or unnecessary suggestions
	4.23
	0.73
	88.6%

	E5
	Checking factual information and references suggested by AI
	4.49
	0.70
	88.6%


Students generally reported evaluating AI-generated content rather than accepting suggestions without consideration. Checking factual information and references received the highest mean, while modifying and rejecting unsuitable suggestions also attracted substantial agreement.
Nevertheless, evaluating suggestions before using them (E1) received the lowest mean and showed the greatest variation. This difference suggests that evaluation practices may not have been equally consistent across participants. The results reflect students' reported behavior and do not establish how accurately they evaluated AI-generated content.
4.4. Students' Perceptions of Learner Agency
Items A1–A5 examined students' perceived control over GenAI use, responsibility for writing decisions, and reflection on their writing.
Table 5. Students' Perceptions of Learner Agency (N = 35)
	Item
	Statement (abbreviated)
	Mean
	SD
	Agree or strongly agree

	A1
	Exploring alternative ways of expressing ideas
	4.09
	0.89
	85.7%

	A2
	Deciding when and how to use GenAI
	4.23
	0.60
	91.4%

	A3
	Remaining responsible for writing content and organization
	4.23
	0.77
	85.7%

	A4
	Reflecting on writing decisions
	3.94
	0.80
	71.4%

	A5
	Accepting AI suggestions without fully understanding them
	3.17
	1.22
	42.9%


Students generally perceived themselves as retaining control over GenAI use and responsibility for their writing. Reflection on writing decisions received somewhat less agreement, suggesting that perceived control did not always involve the same degree of reflection.
Item A5 revealed a more complex pattern. Although most students reported making their own writing decisions, 42.9% acknowledged sometimes accepting AI-generated suggestions without fully understanding them. Responses to this item were also more varied than those to the other learner agency statements.
This finding suggests that perceived control over GenAI use may coexist with difficulties in evaluating its suggestions. Students' reported independence should therefore be interpreted cautiously.
4.5. Students’ Experiences with GenAI-Assisted Writing
The open-ended responses offer additional insight into the quantitative findings. There were three recurring themes: the use of GenAI for writing support, the evaluation of generated suggestions, and students' efforts to maintain control over the writing process.
GenAI as a source of ideas and writing feedback
Participants reported using GenAI to understand new concepts, generate arguments, and organize ideas. Others focused on feedback after the draft, paying attention to grammar, vocabulary, coherence, and alignment with IELTS Writing Task 2 criteria. Such responses shed light on the differences in the patterns of GenAI use mentioned in Table 3 and suggest that students used the tool in accordance with their writing needs at any point in time, with some giving preference to planning and others to revising their work.
Evaluating and modifying AI-generated suggestions
Some students reported doubting or rejecting suggestions containing unnecessary complex vocabulary, unnatural phrases, or arguments inconsistent with their intended meaning. Others described requesting clarification or an alternative suggestion when the initial feedback was not satisfactory. These responses reveal the evaluation and decision-making strategies reflected in Table 4 and imply that the students sometimes evaluated the appropriateness of AI-generated content prior to its use. However, these responses are self-reported and do not confirm the consistent application of such strategies.
Maintaining control and avoiding dependence
The participants reported being concerned about maintaining their writing style and avoiding overreliance on GenAI. Some described writing independently before seeking feedback, while others admitted having difficulties in generating ideas and identifying weaknesses without AI assistance. One participant described shifting towards waiting for AI feedback after drafting rather than reviewing independently. These responses help understand the tension described in Table 5. Although 91.4% of students indicated that they decided when and how to use GenAI, 42.9% admitted to accepting suggestions without understanding them. Thus, maintaining control did not appear to be easy, especially when evaluating feedback proved challenging.
In conclusion, the qualitative findings add to the generally positive perceptions of learner agency but highlight certain limitations in the reported practices. As the data are derived from the questionnaires, they cannot confirm whether the students actually made certain writing decisions.
4.6. Summary of Findings
The findings show a statistically significant increase in writing scores after the four weeks of instruction. The average score increased from 7.19 to 7.87, and 33 out of 35 students had higher posttest scores. The questionnaire findings demonstrate that the students used GenAI for multiple purposes, including planning, feedback, and revision. The majority of participants reported choosing, modifying, or discussing in more detail the AI-generated suggestions rather than accepting them without any changes. The responses regarding learner agency were generally positive although some students admitted using suggestions without understanding them.
The open-ended responses provided context for these findings. The students reported the benefits associated with idea generation and language revision as well as concerns about inappropriate suggestions, unnatural writing style, and overreliance on AI.
Overall, the findings indicate improved writing scores during the instructional period and shed light on how the students engaged with GenAI. Caution is required when interpreting the relationship between these two findings due to the lack of a comparison group and self-reporting nature of the questionnaire data.
5. Discussion
5.1. Changes in Academic Writing Performance Following GenAI-Assisted Instruction
The first research question examined changes in academic writing performance following four weeks of GenAI-assisted instruction. Writing scores increased significantly, with 33 of 35 students showing improvement. The lower posttest standard deviation also indicated less variation in students' performance.
One possible explanation concerns the structured writing process. Students developed ideas independently, compared their outlines with GenAI suggestions, and drafted before requesting feedback based on IELTS Writing Task 2 criteria. This procedure provided opportunities to identify weaknesses and reconsider writing choices during revision.
Previous studies have examined ChatGPT's potential for identifying EFL writing errors (Algaraady & Mahyoob, 2023) and supporting foreign language writing (Athanassopoulos et al., 2023). The present findings are consistent with the possibility that AI-generated feedback can support writing activities. However, the observed improvement cannot be attributed solely to GenAI. Regular practice, instructional guidance, and familiarity with writing tasks may also have contributed.
Moreover, only overall writing scores were retained. The study therefore cannot determine which writing dimensions improved most. The findings establish changes in assessed performance rather than the independent effect of GenAI-assisted instruction.
5.2. Students' Patterns of GenAI Use in Academic Writing
The second research question examined students' reported GenAI use and perceptions of learner agency. Planning and revision emerged as prominent stages of AI assistance. Most participants reported drafting independently before consulting GenAI for feedback, broadly reflecting the instructional procedure.
Open-ended responses further indicated that students used GenAI to develop arguments, clarify ideas, and address language problems. These accounts suggest that students perceived GenAI as a resource for particular writing needs rather than necessarily as a tool for producing complete essays.
Nevertheless, some students reported beginning with AI-generated drafts. This variation suggests that structured instruction did not ensure uniform GenAI use. Teachers may therefore need to consider students' writing processes alongside their final texts, particularly how they develop ideas and respond to AI-generated feedback.
5.3. Evaluating AI-Generated Feedback and Learner Agency
Students generally reported evaluating AI-generated suggestions, particularly by checking factual information, modifying recommendations, and rejecting unsuitable changes. Open-ended responses provided examples of students questioning overly complex language or arguments inconsistent with their intended meaning.
These findings suggest that students perceived themselves as exercising judgment during GenAI-assisted writing. The instructional sequence may have provided opportunities for such decisions, especially when students compared AI-generated outlines with their ideas and evaluated feedback before revision.
However, perceived agency was not without limitations. Although 91.4% reported deciding when and how to use GenAI, 42.9% acknowledged sometimes accepting suggestions without fully understanding them. This tension indicates that perceived control does not necessarily involve consistent evaluation of AI-generated content.
Some students also described difficulties maintaining their writing style or identifying weaknesses without AI assistance. Learner agency, therefore, involves more than choosing when to use GenAI. It also concerns students' ability to assess suggestions and make informed writing decisions.
As these findings relied on questionnaire responses, they reflect reported practices rather than directly observed behavior. Writing drafts and AI interaction records would provide stronger evidence of how students exercise agency during revision.
5.4. Pedagogical Implications
The findings suggest that GenAI may be integrated more meaningfully when its role is defined within the writing process. Independent brainstorming and drafting can be followed by AI-assisted feedback and revision, allowing students to retain responsibility for their written work.
Explicit guidance on evaluating feedback also appears relevant. Despite generally positive perceptions of decision-making, some students reported accepting suggestions without sufficient understanding. Teachers could ask students to justify their decisions to accept, modify, or reject AI-generated feedback, with attention to intended meaning and task requirements.
IELTS Writing Task 2 criteria may offer a reference for examining feedback on content, organization, vocabulary, and grammar. Students can consider whether AI-generated suggestions identify genuine weaknesses, although such feedback should not be treated as equivalent to assessment by trained human raters.
Independent writing assessments remain important for distinguishing students' writing performance from the assistance available during practice. These implications are tentative and should be considered within the study's limited classroom context.
5.5. Limitations and Directions for Future Research
The study involved 35 students from one intact class over four weeks, without a control group. Its findings have limited generalizability, and the observed improvement cannot be attributed solely to GenAI-assisted instruction.
Although two raters assessed the writing tests, only consensus scores were retained. Inter-rater reliability could therefore not be calculated. In addition, questionnaire findings relied on self-reports, and the qualitative responses were coded by one researcher without independent review. These limitations restrict conclusions about students' actual GenAI use and learner agency.
Future research could involve larger samples, comparison groups, and longer instructional periods. Retaining individual raters' scores would allow reliability assessment, while examining writing drafts and AI interaction records could provide more direct evidence of students' writing decisions.
6. Conclusion
In this research, the effect of learning with GenAI on academic writing competence development and the use of writing assistants by English major students was studied through a four-week pilot intervention program at a public Vietnamese university. Students (N=35) underwent the process of incorporating GenAI technologies into writing activities including ideation, planning, feedback, and revision.
As the results indicate, there is a statistically significant score change from 7.19 before the intervention to 7.87 after the experiment and an increase for most participants. Yet, in light of the study's one-group design, the score change cannot be associated exclusively with GenAI-based teaching.
According to the questionnaire results, students were actively using GenAI technology to aid their writing processes, while still remaining responsible for the decisions they make, analyzing and changing suggestions provided. A few respondents admit that they had followed some of the suggestions without fully comprehending their meaning.
These results have several implications regarding the effectiveness of learning through interacting with GenAI. First of all, the use of GenAI for academic writing competence development may require some assistance for maintaining students' independent decision-making and active participation. Specifically, brainstorming and feedback-seeking, as well as revision analysis, should help.
Thus, future research should involve more participants, comparison group, and proof of revisions to study these suggestions further.
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