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Abstract

The rapid diffusion of generative artificial intelligence (AI) tools such as ChatGPT, alongside
long-established automated writing evaluation systems such as Grammarly, has begun to
reshape how academic English writing is taught, practised, and assessed in higher education.
This conceptual review synthesises recent peer-reviewed scholarship to examine how these
tools intersect with established models of writing pedagogy, including process, genre, and
feedback-oriented approaches. The review situates generative Al within a longer trajectory of
computer-assisted writing support before turning to its distinctive pedagogical implications:
altered drafting and revision behaviour, changing patterns of teacher and peer feedback, and
new anxieties surrounding authorship, originality, and academic integrity. Particular attention
is given to English as a second or foreign language contexts, where generative Al has been
reported to lower affective barriers to writing while simultaneously raising concerns about
linguistic dependency and diminished self-editing capacity. The article is methodologically a
narrative literature review rather than an empirical study; no primary data were collected.
Drawing on this literature, the review argues that generative Al is best conceptualised not as a
substitute for writing instruction but as a mediating tool whose pedagogical value depends on
deliberate task design, explicit Al literacy instruction, and revised assessment practices.
Implications for classroom practice, institutional policy, and future empirical research are
outlined.
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INTRODUCTION

Academic writing has long occupied a central place in English
language pedagogy, functioning simultaneously as a marker of
disciplinary competence, a site of language development, and a
gatekeeping mechanism for academic advancement. The public
release of ChatGPT in late 2022 introduced a qualitatively new
kind of writing support into this landscape. Unlike earlier
computer-assisted tools that corrected or scored existing text,
generative Al systems can produce fluent, contextually
appropriate prose from a brief prompt, effectively collapsing
the boundary between assistance and authorship (Warschauer et
al., 2023) [71. This development arrived against a backdrop in
which automated writing evaluation (AWE) tools, most notably
Grammarly, had already become embedded in many students'
writing routines, offering sentence-level correction, style
suggestions, and originality checks (Koltovskaia, 2020) [,
Taken together, these two generations of technology now
confront English language educators with an unprecedented set
of pedagogical questions.

The pedagogical stakes are considerable. Writing instruction in
English language classrooms has traditionally drawn on
process-oriented models that treat planning, drafting, and
revision as recursive cognitive activities requiring sustained
learner effort (Flower & Hayes, 1981) Bl as well as genre-
based approaches that make explicit the rhetorical and
linguistic conventions of academic text types (Hyland, 2007)
[, Generative Al intervenes directly in these processes: it can
draft, restructure, and revise text on a learner's behalf, and it
can do so in ways that are difficult for instructors to detect
(Pedersen, 2023) [ At the same time, proponents argue that
when used reflectively, these tools can scaffold planning,
model academic register, and reduce the affective burden of
writing in a second or foreign language (Tseng & Warschauer,
2023) U6l This tension between disruption and opportunity
forms the analytical core of the present review.

This article synthesises recent scholarship to examine how
generative Al tools are reshaping academic English writing
pedagogy, with attention to both dedicated generative systems
such as ChatGPT and hybrid AWE platforms such as
Grammarly that have progressively incorporated generative
features. The review is organised around four themes that recur
across the literature: the evolution of Al-mediated writing
support; the reconfiguration of feedback and revision practices;
implications for learners of English as a second or foreign
language; and the challenges these tools pose for academic
integrity and assessment design. The article closes with a
discussion of pedagogical implications, a statement of the
review's limitations, and directions for future empirical inquiry.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

From Automated Writing Evaluation to Generative Al
Computer-assisted writing support in English language
classrooms predates ChatGPT by several decades. Automated
writing evaluation systems were initially developed for large-
scale essay scoring and gradually migrated into classroom
feedback tools, offering learners rule-based commentary on
grammar, mechanics, and, in more advanced systems,
discourse-level coherence (Li et al., 2015) ). Grammarly

emerged within this tradition as a widely adopted browser- and
application-based tool that flags grammatical errors, suggests
lexical alternatives, and reports an overall clarity or correctness
score. Empirical work on Grammarly's use in second language
(L2) writing classrooms has generally found that it produces
accurate, high-precision feedback on discrete error types while
remaining less reliable for higher-order concerns such as
argument structure or coherence (O'Neill & Russell, 2019;
Ranalli, 2018) [ ¥, Student engagement with this feedback,
however, is uneven: case-study research shows that learners
vary considerably in whether they treat AWE suggestions as
prompts for reflection or as instructions to be mechanically
accepted, a distinction with direct consequences for whether the
tool supports genuine language development (Koltovskaia,
2020) 61,

Generative Al represents a discontinuity within this trajectory
rather than a simple extension of it. Where AWE tools respond
to text a learner has already produced, generative systems can
originate text from minimal input, effectively performing the
drafting stage of the writing process rather than merely
commenting on it (Pedersen, 2023) [!2], This shift has prompted
scholars to reconsider foundational models of writing as a
cognitive process. Flower and Hayes's (1981) F*! classic account
frames writing as an iterative interplay of planning, translating,
and reviewing, undertaken by an individual writer operating
under working-memory constraints; generative Al complicates
this model by allowing a substantial share of the translating
stage to be offloaded to a non-human agent, raising open
questions about what is actually being learned when a text is
produced this way (Liu et al., 2024) &1,

Generative Al, Feedback, and the Revision Process

A substantial strand of recent research compares Al-generated
feedback with feedback from peers or instructors. Banihashem
et al. (2024) 1 conducted a study in which ChatGPT-generated
feedback on argumentative essays was compared with peer
feedback on the same texts, finding that the Al-generated
feedback was more comprehensive in identifying structural and
argumentative weaknesses, although questions remained about
whether students engaged with this feedback as deeply as they
did with peer commentary. This finding resonates with a
broader pattern in the literature: generative Al feedback tends
to be technically thorough and consistently available, but its
pedagogical value depends heavily on how instructors scaffold
students' use of it, since feedback that is simply accepted rather
than critically evaluated does little to build learners'
independent revision skills (Onal & Kulavuz-Onal, 2024) 1%,
The instructional context in which generative Al is introduced
appears to shape outcomes considerably. Raptopoulou (2025)
US] reported that when ChatGPT was integrated into a
philosophy of education course through structured, goal-
directed activities, students used it to generate initial structures
and summarise complex material, developments that were
described as supportive of academic literacy rather than a
shortcut around it. Such findings imply that generative Al's
pedagogical effect is not a fixed property of the tool itself but
an outcome of the surrounding task design, echoing the broader
argument in the AWE literature that automated feedback
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functions best as a complement to, rather than a replacement
for, human instruction (Ferris, 2010) 21,

Implications for English as a Second or Foreign Language
Writers

For learners writing in English as an additional language,
generative Al carries distinctive affordances and risks.
Warschauer et al. (2023) I'! argue that Al-generated text can
lower the linguistic barriers that often accompany academic
writing tasks for multilingual students, offering vocabulary,
sentence patterns, and organisational scaffolding that would
otherwise require extensive teacher support. Their analysis also
cautions, however, that heavy reliance on Al-generated
language risks producing text that exceeds a learner's genuine
proficiency, a mismatch that can mask developmental needs
from both the learner and the instructor. Tseng and Warschauer
(2023) [l extend this argument by proposing that rather than
prohibiting  Al-writing tools, second language writing
instruction should explicitly teach students how to interrogate,
revise, and take ownership of Al-generated content, treating the
technology as an object of critical literacy instruction in its own
right.

This concern connects to a long-standing debate in second
language writing research about the relationship between
corrective feedback, whether human or automated, and durable
language development (Ferris, 2010; Ortega, 2003) [ 11,
Complexity measures used in this tradition, such as syntactic
sophistication and sentence variety, provide one lens through
which researchers might assess whether Al-assisted writing
reflects a learner's underlying interlanguage or a borrowed
proficiency that does not transfer to unsupported writing
contexts (Ortega, 2003) 'l This question remains largely
unresolved in the empirical literature on generative Al
specifically, representing an important gap that the present
review returns to in its discussion of future research.

Academic Integrity, Authenticity, and Assessment

The literature is markedly more settled on the disruptive
implications of generative Al for academic integrity. Kofinas et
al. (2025) B1 examined whether authentic assessment formats,
long considered comparatively resistant to misconduct because
they require personalised, context-specific responses, could still
safeguard integrity in a generative Al environment. Their
findings across two United Kingdom higher education
institutions indicated that authentic assessment design alone did
not reliably prevent Al-generated submissions from passing as
genuine student work, challenging a widely held assumption in
assessment design literature. This finding has direct relevance
for English writing pedagogy, where authentic, personalised
writing tasks have traditionally been championed as an antidote
to plagiarism.

A related concern documented across the literature is the
declining reliability of detection as a control mechanism.
Because generative Al produces fluent, low-error text that
increasingly resembles human writing in surface features such
as readability and sentence variety, instructors and even
specialised detection software struggle to distinguish Al-
generated from student-authored prose with confidence

(Pedersen, 2023) 21, This difficulty is compounded by longer-
term shifts in the readability and lexical density of published
academic writing that predate generative Al but may make
stylistic detection heuristics still less reliable going forward
(Plavén-Sigray et al., 2017) [31. Collectively, this body of work
suggests that policy responses relying primarily on detection
and prohibition are unlikely to be sustainable, pointing instead
towards assessment redesign and process-based evaluation as
more durable responses.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

This review addresses the following objectives:

1. To examine how generative Al tools, in relation to
established automated writing evaluation systems, are
reshaping academic English writing pedagogy.

2. To analyse the implications of generative Al for feedback,
revision, and the development of independent writing
competence, with particular attention to English as a
second or foreign language contexts.

3. To identify the principal challenges that generative Al
poses for academic integrity and assessment design in
English writing instruction.

4. To outline pedagogical and policy implications, together
with directions for future empirical research in this area.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This article is conceptual and review-based rather than
empirical in design. No primary data were collected, and no
human participants were involved. The review draws on a
narrative synthesis of peer-reviewed journal articles published
predominantly between 2015 and 2025, identified through
targeted searches of academic databases and publisher
platforms using combinations of the terms generative artificial
intelligence, ChatGPT, Grammarly, automated writing
evaluation, academic writing pedagogy, second language
writing, and academic integrity. Sources were selected for
inclusion on the basis of their relevance to English language
writing pedagogy in higher education, their publication in peer-
reviewed venues, and, wherever possible, the availability of a
verifiable digital object identifier (DOI). The review does not
claim to be a systematic or exhaustive survey of this rapidly
expanding literature; rather, it aims to synthesise recurring
themes and tensions in a manner useful for practitioners,
curriculum designers, and researchers seeking an orientation to
the field. As a conceptual review, the article does not report
statistical findings but instead offers an interpretive synthesis,
structured thematically, with explicit acknowledgement of the
limitations this design entails.

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

Reconfiguring the Writing Process

The literature reviewed above suggests that generative Al does
not simply add another feedback channel to existing writing
pedagogy; it intervenes in the writing process itself. Where
AWE tools such as Grammarly operate largely at the review
and editing stage, generative Al can participate in planning and
drafting, stages that process-oriented pedagogy has traditionally
treated as the locus of a learner's own meaning-making (Flower
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& Hayes, 1981). This has two related consequences for
classroom practice. First, instructors can no longer assume that
a submitted draft reflects a learner's unaided planning and
translating processes, which complicates formative assessment
of those processes. Second, and more constructively, generative
Al creates opportunities to make the normally invisible stages
of writing more visible for instructional purposes: a student's
prompts, Al-generated draft, and subsequent revisions can
together form a process log that instructors can review and
discuss, provided that disclosure of Al use is built into task
design rather than treated as an afterthought.

Feedback Ecologies: Human, Peer, and Machine

A second theme concerns how generative Al is altering the
ecology of feedback available to student writers. Evidence that
Al-generated feedback can be more comprehensive than peer
feedback on structural and argumentative dimensions
(Banihashem et al., 2024) 1 suggests a genuine pedagogical
opportunity, particularly in large classes where sustained
individual instructor feedback is difficult to provide. Yet
comprehensiveness is not synonymous with pedagogical
effectiveness. The AWE literature has repeatedly shown that
the value of automated feedback depends on learner
engagement with it rather than its mere availability
(Koltovskaia, 2020; Ranalli, 2018) [ 4] and there is no strong
reason to expect generative Al feedback to be exempt from this
pattern. A plausible synthesis emerging from the literature is
that generative Al is best positioned as one voice within a
broader feedback ecology that also includes peer review and
instructor commentary, rather than as a stand-alone
replacement for either.

Equity and Linguistic Diversity

The implications of generative Al are not uniform across the
student population. For multilingual and English-as-an-
additional-language writers, the capacity of generative Al to
model academic register and reduce the cognitive load
associated with translating ideas into a non-native language
represents a genuine equity opportunity, potentially narrowing
gaps between students with differing levels of prior exposure to
academic English (Warschauer et al., 2023) [!7l. At the same
time, the risk that Al-generated language may outstrip a
learner's demonstrable proficiency raises a distinct equity
concern: assessments that reward fluent Al-assisted output may
inadvertently obscure genuine gaps in learners' independent
English proficiency, with downstream consequences for how
accurately institutions can certify graduates’ language
competence. Resolving this tension requires writing pedagogy
to distinguish more clearly between assessment of a finished
product and assessment of a learner's demonstrated process and
self-editing capacity.

Institutional and Assessment Challenges

The evidence reviewed here on academic integrity carries
significant implications for institutional policy. The finding that
authentic assessment design does not, on its own, reliably resist
generative Al misuse (Kofinas et al., 2025) I suggests that
many institutions' current first line of defence may be less

robust than assumed. Combined with the acknowledged
unreliability of Al-text detection tools, this points towards a
need for multi-layered responses: process-based assessment
components such as annotated drafts, oral defences, or in-class
writing; explicit disclosure requirements for Al assistance; and,
perhaps most importantly, a shift in assessment criteria towards
evaluating a student's critical engagement with, and revision of,
Al-assisted output rather than the surface fluency of the final
text alone. None of these measures is individually sufficient,
but the literature suggests that combining them offers more
resilience than reliance on any single mechanism.

FINDINGS

1. Generative Al tools differ qualitatively from earlier
automated writing evaluation systems because they can
originate text rather than merely evaluate it, which shifts
their pedagogical impact from the editing stage of writing
to the planning and drafting stages.

2. The pedagogical value of Al-generated feedback, whether
from ChatGPT or Grammarly-type tools, depends heavily
on how instructors structure student engagement with that
feedback rather than on the sophistication of the feedback
itself.

3. For English as a second or foreign language writers,
generative Al offers meaningful support in reducing
linguistic barriers to academic writing, but this benefit is
accompanied by a risk of proficiency masking, where Al-
assisted text does not accurately reflect a learner's
independent competence.

4. Authentic and personalised assessment tasks, previously
considered relatively resistant to misconduct, do not
reliably prevent generative Al misuse, indicating that
academic integrity strategies reliant on task design alone
are insufficient.

5. Al-text detection tools remain unreliable as a primary
safeguard, which strengthens the case for process-based
and disclosure-based assessment approaches over
detection-based enforcement.

SCOPE FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Several avenues merit further empirical investigation.
Longitudinal studies are needed to determine whether sustained
use of generative Al tools in academic writing instruction
supports or undermines the durable development of learners'
independent English proficiency, extending the interlanguage
complexity measures used in earlier second language writing
research (Ortega, 2003) "1 to generative Al-assisted contexts
specifically. Comparative studies across disciplinary and
institutional contexts, including under-researched settings such
as Indian higher education, would help clarify how local
assessment cultures and resource constraints shape the
pedagogical uses of these tools. Further work is also needed on
the design and evaluation of explicit Al literacy curricula for
writing classrooms, on equity implications for students with
differing levels of prior digital access, and on the development
of assessment rubrics that can reliably evaluate a student's
critical engagement with Al-generated text rather than the
fluency of the final product alone.
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CONCLUSION

Generative Al tools have introduced a genuine discontinuity
into academic English writing pedagogy, extending the long-
established influence of automated writing evaluation systems
such as Grammarly into the drafting and idea-generation stages
of writing that instruction has traditionally treated as central to
language development. The literature reviewed here indicates
that these tools carry real pedagogical opportunities,
particularly for multilingual and second language writers, but
that these opportunities are not self-realising: they depend on
deliberate task design, explicit instruction in critical
engagement with Al-generated text, and a corresponding
redesign of assessment practices that no longer rely primarily
on authentic task design or automated detection to safeguard
academic integrity. Rather than treating generative Al as either
a threat to be excluded or a tool to be adopted uncritically,
English language educators are better served by an approach
that positions these systems as one component within a broader,
deliberately structured feedback and instructional ecology. As
the technology and its use in classrooms continue to evolve
rapidly, sustained empirical attention to its effects on writing
development, equity, and assessment validity will remain
essential.
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