AI-Assisted English Writing among English Language Major Students at UFLS, UDN: A Survey of Practices, Perceived Impacts, and Challenges
Abstract
We analysed 659 survey responses from students on English-related programmes at the University of Foreign Language Studies, The University of Danang, about how they use AI when writing in English. The questionnaire covered eight writing activities, eleven writing-process domains (39 items), five perceived-benefit items, challenges, ethics-related responses and optional requests for support. ChatGPT appeared in 495 responses (75.1%) and grammar correction in 499 (75.7%). Final proofreading recorded the highest process mean (M = 4.74); accuracy and reliability checking the lowest (M = 3.62). Spelling and punctuation (M = 4.84) and grammar and expression (M = 4.83) received the highest ratings. Over-reliance was a concern for 68.9% of students, while 58.9% reported contextual misunderstanding and 29.4% were unsure about ethics or authorship. These results reflect self-reported practices and perceptions, not actual writing proficiency or causal effects.
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Tóm tắt
Nghiên cứu khảo sát cắt ngang phân tích 659 phản hồi của sinh viên thuộc các lớp học tại Trường Đại học Ngoại ngữ, Đại học Đà Nẵng. Nghiên cứu mô tả tám hoạt động viết có hỗ trợ AI, 11 lĩnh vực trong quy trình viết (39 mục), năm đánh giá lợi ích cảm nhận, khó khăn và nhu cầu hỗ trợ. Có 495 sinh viên (75,1%) báo cáo sử dụng ChatGPT và 499 (75,7%) sử dụng AI để sửa ngữ pháp. Hiệu đính cuối cùng có điểm trung bình cao nhất (M = 4,74), trong khi kiểm tra độ chính xác và tin cậy thấp nhất (M = 3,62). Lo ngại phụ thuộc quá mức (68,9%) và AI hiểu sai ngữ cảnh (58,9%) là các khó khăn thường gặp; 29,4% không chắc chắn về vấn đề đạo đức hoặc quyền tác giả. Kết quả phản ánh cảm nhận và hành vi tự báo cáo, không chứng minh năng lực viết tăng lên hoặc quan hệ nhân quả.
Từ khóa: trí tuệ nhân tạo tạo sinh; viết tiếng Anh; sinh viên chuyên ngành tiếng Anh; quy trình viết; liêm chính học thuật; Việt Nam
1. Introduction
Writing can benefit from the use of generative artificial intelligence to aid with brainstorming, structuring, editing and improving grammar, rewriting and polishing of final manuscripts. It is important especially for English-as-a-foreign-language writers but has implications for accuracy, authorship, reliance and data privacy (Kohnke et al., 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023). Not all of these applications have equal academic value; receiving a single line of advice is not equivalent to asking an artificial intelligence agent for a completed essay.
Barrot and Meniado (2023) et al. (2024) have charted ChatGPT's promise and pitfalls for the foreign language writing classroom, with Wang (2025) offering a more fine-grained analysis. Through these accounts, we have perceived a demand for empirical and more descriptively grounded findings within any given institutional or class setting. How does AI feature at different stages of the foreign language writing course, in terms of what kind of learners are most concerned with its pros and cons and in what ways they express their need for assistance? We offer such findings as a synthesis here.
The research questions for the study were as follows: (1) In what ways has AI been used to aid English writing? (2) What are perceived advantages and (3) issues with reliability, ethics and application of which people using AI have encountered? And (4) What assistance is being sought? However, all findings are descriptive, based on self-reports. The impact is not assessed in terms of writing skills judged objectively.
A process view is useful here. Different activities such as suggesting an alternative word, paraphrasing a sentence, searching for evidence, writing a paragraph and explaining a grammar error imply different learning outcomes and authorship. The same was reported in some studies from Vietnam: language learners would use ChatGPT for looking up vocabulary, grammar checking, revision and idea generation but would feel unsure about the reliability of the output and lack of support at institutional level (Lai & Trinh, 2025; Bui & Tong, 2025). The institutional level is a good starting point because unless course teams map the type of AI use first, they cannot provide specific guidance for different stages of study.
2. Literature Review
More recently, studies have found that generative AI is a popular tool used by EFL writers to generate, develop, outline, draft and revise (Barrot, 2023; Meniado et al., 2024; Wang, 2025). Some examples include Meniado et al. (2024) studying students in Thailand and Vietnam, while Lai and Trinh (2025) studied academic writing by English-major students. It helps to think of this as a process - writing is one process, checking facts, improving style and proofreading are others.
Some studies have found in controlled environments the use of AI feedback can be academically beneficial (Alkamel & Alwagieh, 2024; Mahapatra, 2024; Poláková & Ivenz, 2024). However, the usefulness is subjective and cannot be measured from just questionnaire responses. Students must be tested with blinded assessments on their writing both prior to use of AI and subsequently.
Much of this help is mediated through the feedback mechanism. Classroom and intervention studies of AI feedback in which the feedback is scaffolded and mediated by a teacher show the learners feel it improves or is found to improve their writing (Alkamel & Alwagieh, 2024; Mahapatra, 2024; Poláková & Ivenz, 2024). However, uptake is not automatic: a suggestion to help their writing will only do so if the person taking it notices it, decides that it is relevant to this task and can explain the alteration it brings about. They may adopt it unquestioningly to improve the surface of this text, but not their own personal repertoire. This is one reason why the apparent helpfulness, though strongly felt, cannot be equated to a gain from a learning perspective.
The output from such tools should still be scrutinised carefully, ensuring that all claims are valid, references properly cited and the appropriate authorship is acknowledged (Kasneci et al., 2023; Tlili et al., 2023). In the case of Vietnam, these issues have been discussed by Bui and Tong (2025) with regards to students majoring in English. More broadly, these observations have also been echoed in general studies and reports discussing ChatGPT's use in education (Lo, 2023; Woo et al., 2024). It is clear that teachers must now give specific instructions, related to writing, about verifying evidence, revealing AI help and maintaining intellectual property in the work produced.
The student's own voice and expressed needs in terms of what they require is also part of the evidence base, not an afterthought. When students ask for help, they highlight where the process is not working for them - planning a text, identifying specific vocabulary, improving a piece in view of feedback received, citing sources without plagiarising, proof-reading a completed draft. The assistance in these cases uses AI as scaffold to their own writing. It therefore becomes possible to plan and design the course and tasks around known needs (such as, for example, providing worked examples with outlining or proof-reading for plagiarism), not generic advice about using AI responsibly.
3. Methodology
3.1. Design, participants and recruitment
This study is a cross-sectional survey on self-reported use of AI tools writing in English of students who are on English-related programmes at the University of Foreign Language Studies, The University of Danang. The questionnaire collected demographics, multiple-response reports of AI activities and tools, 39 writing-process ratings, five perceived-benefit ratings, reported challenges, one ethics/authorship item and optional open-ended feedback. The writing-process items were answered on a seven-point frequency scale (1 = Never, 7 = Always) and the perceived-benefit items on a seven-point scale (1 = low; 7 = high).
The analytic set contains 659 responses: 348 from the English Language programme (Year 1 and Year 2) and 311 from English Teacher Education. They completed it in class. This set underwent the descriptive analyses described below. The study does not assert any probability sampling or representativeness from the wider population.
Table 1. Participant characteristics (N = 659)
	Characteristic
	Category
	n
	%

	Program
	English Language
	348
	52.8

	Program
	English Teacher Education
	311
	47.2

	Year of study
	Year 1
	198
	30.0

	Year of study
	Year 2
	273
	41.4

	Year of study
	Year 3
	51
	7.7

	Year of study
	Year 4
	137
	20.8

	Gender
	Male
	341
	51.7

	Gender
	Female
	317
	48.1

	Gender
	Not reported
	1
	0.2

	Weekly AI-writing time
	0 hours
	89
	13.5

	Weekly AI-writing time
	1–2 hours
	247
	37.5

	Weekly AI-writing time
	3–5 hours
	197
	29.9

	Weekly AI-writing time
	6–10 hours
	83
	12.6

	Weekly AI-writing time
	More than 10 hours
	43
	6.5


Note. One participant did not answer the question about gender. The percentages therefore relate to N = 659. Weekly time is not a question relating to the use of a tool.
3.2. Measures, analysis and ethics
Multiple-selection questions were used to record the tools, eight defined tasks of writing activities and issues experienced with writing. There were 39 multiple-item questions that were grouped descriptively by eleven writing-process domains. Four other questions about oral presentation were deleted as they did not relate to the actual production of written work. All 659 completed surveys provided answers to both sets of 39 and five perceived-benefit questions. Cronbach's alpha for the process set was .994, and .990 for the benefit scale, so it appears to be high, raising questions of whether these are redundant questions or patterned responding, i.e., not necessarily showing that the eleven domains are empirically distinct.
The eleven process domains were: goal, genre and audience; source identification and content preparation; initial drafting; grammar and vocabulary; naturalness, style and coherence; consistency, structure and cohesion; accuracy and reliability checking; plagiarism avoidance and citation management; final proofreading; multilingual and translation support; and writing workflow management. The five benefit items covered grammar and expression, spelling and punctuation, idea organisation and paragraph structure, writing style and consistency, and argument development with sentence and paragraph links. The challenge items were selected from a predefined list, the ethics/authorship item offered Yes, No and Not sure, and the support question at the end of the questionnaire was the only item analysed as free text.
Eight optional future-oriented attitude items each had only 159 valid responses (24.1%) and 500 missing (75.9%). We excluded them from the Results and from any substantive conclusions. The optional question on desired AI support produced 554 nonempty answers (84.1%). Descriptions of those answers are illustrative only; we ran no formal coding or inter-rater reliability check.
All the percentages have been derived from the total population of 659 surveys. The individual means for each domain were calculated from each of their elements and the mean and sample standard deviation of each group of data has been reported. The benefits were summarised on an item by item basis with the percentage of people who had indicated categories 5-7. Analysis was conducted on a completely de-identified dataset which did not include any names or student identification numbers. No ethics committee approval or institutional authorisation was obtained. The survey was voluntary and anonymous in nature.
4. Results
4.1. AI writing activities and tools
ChatGPT headed the list of tools (495, 75.1%), followed by Grammarly (307, 46.6%), Bard/Gemini (295, 44.8%) and QuillBot (203, 30.8%). The two most common responses included Grammar correction (499, 75.7%) and vocabulary/style suggestions (427, 64.8%). Some answers did not tally as they refer to different questions, for example, 89 stated no hours weekly and 80 used "no AI tool."
Table 2. Most frequently reported AI-assisted writing activities and tools
	Type
	Item
	n
	%

	Activity
	Grammar correction
	499
	75.7

	Activity
	Vocabulary/style suggestions
	427
	64.8

	Activity
	Style editing
	400
	60.7

	Activity
	Paragraph-structure suggestions
	363
	55.1

	Activity
	Outlining
	343
	52.0

	Activity
	Essay/thesis writing
	312
	47.3

	Activity
	Text analysis/commentary
	284
	43.1

	Activity
	Email writing
	213
	32.3

	Tool
	ChatGPT
	495
	75.1

	Tool
	Grammarly
	307
	46.6

	Tool
	Bard/Gemini
	295
	44.8

	Tool
	QuillBot
	203
	30.8

	Tool
	No AI tool selected
	80
	12.1


Note. Multiple selections allowed. Percentages are calculated with N = 659 (the number of students surveyed) and do not add up to 100%. Eight activities are mentioned. The row stating 'no AI tool' only represents the use of tools and time spent is recorded in a table.
4.2. AI across the writing process
This was the final proofreading, which scored , with (M = 4.74), the next being multilingual/translation support, (M = 4.53). These were followed at the other end of the scale by the accuracy and reliability checking, (M = 3.62) and the authoring process support, (M = 3.71). These results show how often AI tools are being used, but they are not measures of how accurately or completely they have been used to check the text. Since a significant proportion of the survey replies indicated that they use little or no AI, these overall means must be considered in the light of the sensitivity analysis on the response patterns in §7.
Table 3. AI use across eleven writing-process domains
	Domain
	M
	SD
	Valid n

	Final proofreading
	4.74
	1.89
	659

	Multilingual and translation support
	4.53
	1.87
	659

	Grammar and vocabulary
	4.31
	1.87
	659

	Naturalness, style, and coherence
	4.30
	1.83
	659

	Goal, genre, and audience
	4.22
	1.84
	659

	Consistency, structure, and cohesion
	4.18
	1.82
	659

	Initial drafting
	4.10
	1.87
	659

	Plagiarism avoidance and citation management
	4.08
	1.84
	659

	Source identification and content preparation
	3.77
	1.83
	659

	Writing workflow management
	3.71
	1.77
	659

	Accuracy and reliability checking
	3.62
	1.78
	659


Note. Seven-point frequency scale (1 = Never, 7 = Always). Each participant’s domain score was the average of its constituent items. All domains had 659 complete respondent scores.
4.3. Perceived benefits
Spelling and punctuation (M = 4.84) and grammar and expression (M = 4.83) had the highest ratings, followed by style, organisation and argument development. The lower scores were concentrated in the areas linked to organisation, with only a slight difference between them (both M = 4.41) and then argument development was the worst (M = 4.30). So the improvements they perceived were focused on low-level accuracy and expression than higher-order composing.
Table 4. Perceived improvement in English writing
	Area
	M
	SD
	% rating 5–7
	Valid n

	Spelling and punctuation
	4.84
	1.90
	68.6
	659

	Grammar and expression
	4.83
	1.90
	67.2
	659

	Idea organisation and paragraph structure
	4.41
	1.88
	56.9
	659

	Writing style and consistency
	4.41
	1.88
	57.4
	659

	Argument development and sentence/paragraph links
	4.30
	1.88
	54.3
	659


Note. Seven-point self-report items (1 = very low, 7 = very high); no objective writing assessment was included.
4.4. Challenges and ethical concerns
Over-reliance (454, 68.9%) came out top, the next most selected being the lack of awareness in the correct context of use of AI (388, 58.9%). In response to the ethics/authorship question, 120 (18.2%) answered Yes, 345 (52.4%) No and 194 (29.4%) responded that they were Not sure. The high proportion of not sure (194 students) implies that this may be an area for which further clarification would be beneficial. This is not to say that there is a problem of misconduct, merely indicating that the lack of clear decision rules as to what is and what is not appropriate AI use is significant.
Table 5. Challenges and ethical/authorship responses
	Indicator
	n
	%

	Risk of over-reliance
	454
	68.9

	AI misunderstands context
	388
	58.9

	Expression lacks nuance
	269
	40.8

	Integration with course systems
	233
	35.4

	Privacy and data security
	199
	30.2

	Tool cost
	176
	26.7

	No significant difficulty
	132
	20.0

	Ethical/authorship: Yes
	120
	18.2

	Ethical/authorship: Not sure
	194
	29.4

	Ethical/authorship: No
	345
	52.4


Note. Challenge categories permitted multiple answers; ethics/authorship was a single-choice item. Percentages use N = 659.
4.5. Learner needs
For the optional open-ended needs question, there were 554 nonblank responses. Some representative comments were: a desire to know the lecture plan, what words would be used, when to do their revision, support with references and what the criteria for a good assignment were. While these are not systematically coded categories, the frequencies for each are not provided. The nature of such needs is often multi-dimensional and overlapping themes are possible.
5. Discussion
The functions that students most frequently reported using AI for were grammatical correction and lexical revision. The proofreading that was most involved with was the concluding proofreading. This is in accordance with studies already mentioned, that by Barrot (2023), Meniado et al. (2024) and Wang (2025) in L2 writing support. One cannot, however, conclude anything about whether these students have become more competent writers.
One point worth noting is how infrequently AI is used to confirm or verify the accuracy (and reliability). The text it produces may include unsubstantiated claims or invalid citations (Kasneci et al., 2023). The low score does not indicate that students fail to do any kind of independent checks (although it certainly could be interpreted to mean that), but the next stage is to develop a tool that would ask the specific question of looking at original sources than only using AI.
Overall, participants felt the biggest benefit is in grammar, punctuation, spelling and expression whereas argument development was less useful. Problems tended to centre on the over-use of the program and failure to see its context, meaning that AI, although user-friendly, can pose educational dangers if its use is not balanced by a critical awareness of its purpose.
​As important is a lack of grasp of the context. Students may receive grammatically fluent responses, but may end up with the wrong register, something that changes their intended focus or does not adhere to a specific style or brief (for example if they are asked for a report as opposed to an essay). As well as showing students how to compose better prompts, we must encourage them to compare the AI response against the overall context of the assignment and examine any changes made, as the essay will have reflected their personal voice (Kasneci et al., 2023; Tlili et al., 2023).
Almost three in ten respondents were unsure whether they had met ethical or authorship problems. Together with privacy concerns, that finding points to a role for assignment-level guidance on acceptable assistance, disclosure, data uploads and ownership of final text (Bui & Tong, 2025; Tlili et al., 2023). The open-ended requests for scaffolding supply further context, though they were not subjected to formal qualitative coding.
A further caution concerns what perceived benefit can show. There was no pre- or post-test, no external rubric and no blind assessment of writing in this study, so the benefit ratings record what students believed had improved, not measured development. The caution matters most for argument development, the lowest-rated benefit: a text can feel more fluent and cohesive after AI revision without the writer's own ability to build an argument having deepened. Pairing surveys of this kind with independently scored writing samples is the obvious next step, and it is built into the future-work plans in §7.
6. Pedagogical Implications
Teachers may benefit from highlighting that some forms of AI assistance (such as developing ideas or writing plans, writing and revising drafts, proofreading and citing references) are appropriate, while other forms of use (e.g. plagiarism) are less so. Students can be encouraged to compare AI output with the original sources and highlight any assertions that cannot be supported. In addition, students can be asked to write reasons for accepting, changing or rejecting AI suggestions. Colleges can also give examples of proper disclosure and avoid using personal information and unpublished work.
The division should also be structured so as to be teachable, as an example, during the planning stage the tutor can offer support for the process of brainstorming and outlining, the drafting stage can offer assistance with reformulation; in the final stages of editing and proofreading the tutor's advice will be accepted provided the student can justify it. There must also be clear information as to what the tutor will not allow: such as fabricating sources, submitting text without verification and claiming AI generated text as their own when submitting work. These should be illustrated by specific examples at the level for the students to identify.
However, verification needs to be treated in its own right and not just as a reminder and the time spent on it should be more than just a couple of brief exercises (e.g. students being asked to track down the origin of a given quote from an AI, spot the missing reference or highlight sentences in a rewritten paragraph whose origin they cannot yet confirm). The practical advice on how to protect privacy (e.g. students should avoid submitting drafts of their work to be checked with private or personal content, the work of other students or any other content they are not allowed to share) and the information on the tools that are allowed to be used, should be specific and provided by the educational institutions.
7. Limitations and Future Research
Because of being conducted in a single institution, being cross-sectional, self-report and not being conducted in a laboratory situation, no inference of causation or of effectiveness for all Vietnamese students could be drawn from the study. Moreover, the sample did not include probability-based sampling. The questionnaire was administered in classes with no Ethics Committee approval, which is the formal system to guide research; therefore, these results are not generalisable to all Vietnamese students. Although there were 159/659 responses to an optional section on attitudes with eight items, this section was also excluded. Moreover, high alpha values could indicate that they are redundant; this could mean the eleven domains as defined in this study are not all separate. Finally, open-ended responses were not checked for inter-rater reliability. It is also to be noted that they were just summarised, as it was optional.
For future work, the dimensionality of the AI-use scales should be explored further and they should be paired with ratings based on separately scored writing samples. Care should be taken in interpreting results from those who selected 'none' when asked how many hours a week they spent on AI-writing (89 people) and those who selected 'did not use AI at all' in the AI tool question (80 people). 86 respondents used the same rating over all the 39 questions asking about the writing process. Of these 86, 79 rated themselves to never spend any time each week writing using AI and 79 reported not using any AI tool. Leaving out these 86 people, the means for 'edit the final draft before completing the writing task' increased from 4.74 to 5.26 while the mean for 'proof-read to ensure you are accurate' went from 3.62 to 3.97 (n = 573) while they continue to be the highest and lowest ranked activities, respectively. Alpha for AI-use questions fell from .994 to .988; similarly for the five perceived-benefit questions, alpha is reduced from .990 to .980. This suggests that people may not use AI or lack response differentiation, so the mean of the entire sample must be treated with caution as a indicator of active-user behaviour.
Two final comments about data collection should be mentioned. The data collected in class could have led to a bias towards socially desirable responses for the variables representing effort and benefit and students with little experience of AI may have hypothetically rather than experientially answered some of the process items (some of these issues were discussed in the sensitivity analysis above). The data was collected in one institution during one collection period - there was no possibility to dissociate cohort or institutional effects from the patterns reported above.
8. Conclusion
In total, the AI-assisted writing in this study by 659 UFLS, UDN students mostly focused on grammar correction and final proofreading than text-level accuracy checking. Although students believed that using AI writing would improve their local language performance, they also considered dangers including over-reliance on AI tools and possible misinterpretation of contextual usage. The use of AI writing thus requires critical use in a writing class, focusing on checking out, ownership and confidentiality.
A balanced approach to implementation and use of these writing aids needs to be taken. Students are asking not to be given the full writing product but to be scaffolds throughout their writing process in forms of outlines, vocabulary and expressions for their topic of writing, revising guidance, citation help and checklists. This suggests that students value AI tools as aids in the writing process than as replacement. A pragmatic application of the research findings would be to develop writing instruction that facilitates such demands, teaches verification and safeguards the authorship.
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