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Abstract

This systematic literature review examines the use of artificial intelligence (Al) in foreign language writing
instruction in higher education, with particular attention to writing development and pedagogical challenges.
Guided by PRISMA 2020 and the PICo framework, the review synthesizes 30 empirical studies published between
2021 and 2025 and retrieved from Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar. The findings show that Al-
supported tools, including ChatGPT, Grammarly, QuillBot, Wordtune, and neural machine translation, are most
consistently associated with improvements in grammatical accuracy, lexical choice, sentence-level clarity,
drafting efficiency, and selected aspects of text quality. Some studies also report reduced writing anxiety, stronger
motivation, and increased learner confidence. These benefits, however, are uneven. The evidence is stronger for
immediate textual improvement than for rhetorical development, independent authorship, or sustained composing
ability. The review argues that Al-supported writing becomes pedagogically meaningful only when embedded in
lecturer-mediated instruction, critical Al literacy, and explicit attention to ethical authorship. Without such
mediation, Al risks producing more polished texts while leaving learners’ writing judgement underdeveloped.
The review contributes by distinguishing Al-assisted text improvement from writer development and by
positioning lecturer guidance as central to responsible Al integration in foreign language writing pedagogy.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence,; Foreign Language Writing, Higher Education; Pedagogical integration;
Systematic Literature Review

1. Introduction

Foreign language writing places a heavy burden on university learners because it requires linguistic accuracy,
textual organization, coherence, and rhetorical appropriateness to operate at the same time within academically
acceptable texts (Hwang et al., 2023; Wale & Kassahun, 2024). At university level, this difficulty becomes more
visible. Students are expected to write analytically and with disciplinary sensitivity, although many receive limited
individualized guidance during the composing process (Malik et al., 2023; Mohammad, 2024). Empiral studies
continue to report weak lexical resources, difficulty paraphrasing academic content, and recurring problems in
task achievement, coherence, and grammatical accuracy among tertiary learners (Hwang et al., 2023; Marzuki et
al., 2023; Werdiningsih et al., 2024). The problem is not simply that students make errors. They are often required
to produce academic writing before they have developed sufficient control over the linguistic, rhetorical, and
strategic demands of composing.

Al now occupies a much larger place in foreign language writing instruction than traditional editing software once
did. Recent studies show that Al-supported tools are used across idea generation, outlining, drafting, paraphrasing,
revision, grammar correction, and feedback uptake (Alharbi, 2023; Guo & Li, 2024; Marzuki et al., 2023). The
tools themselves vary widely: automated writing evaluation systems such as Grammarly and Pigai, paraphrasing
applications such as QuillBot and Wordtune, generative platforms such as ChatGPT, and integrated learning
environments such as Smart RoamLingo, Writerly, and Cami Al (Marzuki et al., 2023; Muslimin et al., 2024;
Tsai et al., 2024; Xu & Jumaat, 2024). This range matters pedagogically. Al no longer enters writing only at the
point of correction; it can shape how learners plan, draft, revise, and interpret feedback during routine composing
practice (Marzuki et al., 2023; Tseng & Lin, 2024). That same expansion also sharpens the risks. Studies have
linked AT use to efficiency and text improvement, but also to overreliance, superficial revision, plagiarism, and
uncertainty about whether Al-assisted texts represent learners’ actual writing competence (Guo & Wang, 2024;
Sawangwan, 2024; Tsai et al., 2024; Woo et al., 2024).

The rapid growth of research has not produced a settled pedagogical picture. Existing studies differ in the tools
examined, instructional designs adopted, learner populations involved, and outcomes reported. As a result, it
remains difficult to separate short-term performance gains from broader developmental effects or to identify the
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conditions under which AI meaningfully supports writing instruction (Alharbi, 2023). This review is therefore not
designed merely to catalogue recent studies. It synthesizes what current evidence shows about pedagogical
outcomes, instructional risks, and the mediating role of teachers in Al-supported foreign language writing in
higher education. The review addresses two questions: How does the use of Al influence students’ foreign
language writing performance and development in higher education? What pedagogical insights and challenges
emerge from the integration of Al into foreign language writing instruction in higher education? These questions
allow the review to move beyond adoption narratives and examine how Al supports, complicates, and reshapes
writing pedagogy.

Methods

Review Protocol

This review followed Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020
guidelines, which provide a structured framework for transparent study identification, screening, eligibility
assessment, and reporting. PRISMA was selected because it is widely used across education and social science
research and offers clear procedural guidance for evidence synthesis. In addition, the review design was informed
by the systematic review recommendations of Mohamed Shaffril et al. (2021), particularly in relation to search
management, screening procedures, and evidence organization.

Before conducting the search, the reviewers established a protocol covering the review questions, database
selection, search terms, eligibility criteria, screening procedures, quality appraisal, and thematic synthesis. The
review was limited to English-language peer-reviewed journal articles published between 2021 and 2025 that
examined Al-supported foreign language writing in higher education. Two reviewers screened the records
independently to reduce selection bias. Disagreements were resolved through discussion until consensus was
reached.

Formulation of research questions

The review questions were structured using the PICo framework, because the focus was not only on intervention
effects but also on educational practice and context. In this review, the Population comprised higher education
students engaged in foreign language writing, the Interest was the use of Al tools to support writing performance
and development, and the Context referred to higher education settings in which Al was integrated into foreign
language teaching and learning. This framing produced two review questions: i) How does the use of Al influence
students’ foreign language writing performance and development in higher education?; and ii) What pedagogical
insights and challenges emerge from the integration of Al into foreign language writing instruction in higher
education?

Systematic search strategies

The search process was organized into three stages: identification, screening, and eligibility. Each stage was linked
directly to the review questions and the inclusion criteria.

Identification

The identification stage began with four primary keywords: writing skill, artificial intelligence, foreign language,
and higher education. These were expanded into related terms such as writing performance, academic writing,
composition, EFL writing, Al chatbot, ChatGPT, machine learning, and Al-assisted writing. The purpose was not
to capture every publication mentioning Al, but to identify studies in which Al was used directly to support foreign
language writing in university settings. Searches were conducted in Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar.
Scopus and Web of Science provided controlled database coverage, while Google Scholar was used only as a
supplementary source. To limit noise, only the first six pages of Google Scholar results were screened. This
strategy produced 493 initial records for screening.

Table 1: The search string

Database  Search String

TITLE-ABS-KEY (("writing skill*" OR "writing strateg*" OR "Writing Performance" OR
"Academic writing" OR "composition" OR "EFL writing") AND ( "artificial intelligence" OR
"AI" OR "AI chatbot" OR "ChatGPT" OR "machine learn*" OR "deep learn*" OR "artificial

Scopus intelligence use*" OR "artificial intelligence assist*" ) AND ( "foreign language" OR "non-native
language" OR "english as a foreign language" OR "Arabic as a foreign language" OR "AFL" OR
"FLL" OR "EFL" ) AND ( "higher education" OR "college" OR "university" OR "tertiary
education"))
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ALL=(("writing skill*" OR "writing strateg*" OR "Writing Performance"” OR "Academic
writing" OR "composition" OR "EFL writing") AND ( "artificial intelligence" OR "AI" OR "Al

chatbot" OR "ChatGPT" OR "machine learn*" OR "deep learn*" OR "artificial intelligence use*"

WOS OR "artificial intelligence assist*" ) AND ( "foreign language" OR "non-native language" OR
"english as a foreign language" OR "Arabic as a foreign language" OR "AFL" OR "FLL" OR
"EFL" ) AND ( "higher education" OR "college" OR "university" OR "tertiary education"))
Screening

Screening applied the criteria specified in Table 2. The search was limited to articles published from 2021 to 2025
because the search began in February 2026, before the 2026 publication year was completed. Only English-
language empirical studies published as peer-reviewed journal articles were retained. Database filtering and
duplicate removal excluded 277 records that were outside the publication period, non-English, non-journal
articles, or duplicates. A total of 216 articles then proceeded to eligibility assessment. The total number of records
entering screening must be corrected consistently across the text, table, and PRISMA diagram.

Eligibility
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Figure 1: The flow diagram

At the eligibility stage the reviewers assessed the titles and abstracts of the 216 remaining articles against the
review objectives and inclusion criteria. A further 186 articles were excluded because they focused on East or
Southeast Asia, school education, second language learning only, review-based evidence, or topics outside the

scope of the study. This process produced 30 empirical articles for quality appraisal and synthesis.

Table 2: The selection criterion is searching

CRITERION INCLUSION EXCLUSION
Language English Non-English
Timeline 2021-2025 <2020 or > 2025

Literature Type

“ © CINEFORUM

Journal (Article)

Conference, Book, Review
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Publication Stage Final In Press

Geographic Region Middle East (West Asia) East Asia and Southeast Asia

Relevance to RQ Al in foreign language writing Al in second language writing
Quality Appraisal

The 30 selected articles were appraised using six criteria adapted from established systematic review practices in
educational research (Mohamed Shaffril et al., 2021). The criteria assessed whether each study stated its purpose
clearly, established the usefulness of the work, described its methodology, defined key concepts, compared its
findings with related work, and acknowledged limitations. Each criterion was scored as Yes (1), Partial (0.5), or
No (0). Studies scoring at least three out of six were retained. All 30 articles met this threshold and were therefore
included in the final synthesis.

Table 3: The Quality Assessment Criteria

Assessment criteria

QA1 Is the purpose of the study clearly stated?

QA2 Is the interest and the usefulness of the work clearly presented?
QA3 Is the study methodology clearly established?

QA4  Are the concepts of the approach clearly defined?

QAS  Is the work compared and measured with other similar work?

QA6  Are the limitations of the work clearly mentioned?

Data Extraction and Analysis

Data were extracted from the 30 included articles, with particular attention to the abstract, results, and discussion
sections. The extraction focused on evidence relevant to the two review questions, including writing outcomes,
forms of Al use, pedagogical conditions, learner responses, lecturer roles, and reported challenges. The extracted
information was first organized in a comparison table to support systematic cross-study analysis. Following Braun
& Clarke (2019) approach to thematic analysis, the analysis involved identifying recurring patterns, clustering
related findings, examining thematic frequency, and interpreting relationships across the extracted evidence.

The analysis produced two broad thematic categories aligned with review questions. The first concerned the
influence of Al use on students’ foreign language writing performance and development in higher education. The
second concerned the pedagogical insights and challenges associated with integrating Al into foreign language
writing instruction. Six subthemes were developed within these two categories. Theme naming and refinement
were conducted collaboratively by the corresponding author and co-authors through iterative discussions. These
discussions focused on resolving inconsistencies, clarifying interpretive boundaries, and ensuring alignment
between the themes, review questions, and study objectives.

Results
Table 4: The developed themes and sub-themes
. Study o 7 T OV
Studies Design Country = é: = O =z E
<« 2 = < = E
4 = < J O B
1 (Al-Shaboul et al., 2024) QL Jordan / /
(Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak,
2 2025a) MX Turkey / /
. . Iraq & Czech
3 (Al Obaydi & Pikhart, 2025) MX Republic / /
(Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak,
4 2025b) MX Turkey / /
139

@G} 29 © CINEFORUM



CINEFORUM
ISSN: 0009-7039
Vol. 66. No. S3, 2026 (Special Issue 3)

5 (Almashour et al., 2025) QL Jordan / /
6 (Alghannam, 2025) QL Saudi Arabia / /

7 (Mohammad et al., 2023) QN Saudi Arabia / /

8 gg;‘;’;‘“di & Al-Khalifah, o Saudi Arabia / /

9 (Taskiran & Goksel, 2022) QN Turkey / /

10 (S. E. Al-Alami, 2024) MX UAE / /

11 (Mabhdi et al., 2025) ON Iraq / /

12 (Mahmud, 2025) MX Saudi Arabia / /

13 (AbdAlgane et al., 2025) MX Saudi Arabia / /

14 (S. Al-Alami, 2024) MX UAE / /
15 (Almahboob, 2025) QN Saudi Arabia / /

16 (Alshehri, 2025) MX Saudi Arabia / /

17 (Al Mahmud, 2023) QN Saudi Arabia / /

18  (Abdullah, 2025) QL Oman / /

19 (Alyami et al., 2025) MX Saudi Arabia /

20 (El-Esery, 2025) QN Saudi Arabia /

21 (Almusharraf et al., 2025) QN Saudi Arabia / /

22 (Alsofyani & Barzanji, 2025) MX Saudi Arabia / /

23 (Elmotri et al., 2025) MX Saudi Arabia / /

24 (Sanosi, 2022) QN Saudi Arabia / /

25 (Jmaiel et al., 2025) QN Saudia Arabia / /

26 (Mohammed & Khalid, 2025) MX Iraq /

27 (Altamimi, 2025) QL Saudi Arabia / /

28 (Fathi & Rahimi, 2024) QL Iran / /

29 (Alkamel & Alwagieh, 2024) QN Yemen / /
30 (Al-Raimi et al., 2024) QN Oman / /

QN = Quantitative Studies; QL = Qualitative Studies; MX = Mixed-method studies; LAWQ = Linguistic
Accuracy and Writing Quality; MSEA = Motivation, Self Efficacy, and Anxiety; AFPI = Al Feedback and
Pedagogical Integration; CAIGS = Critical Al Literacy and Guided Scaffolding; LMHF = Lecturer Mediation and
Holistic Feedback; WIVEI = Writer Identity, Voice, and Ethical Integrity

Background of the selected article

This review synthesized 30 empirical studies published between 2021 and 2025, reflecting the rapid growth of
research on artificial intelligence in foreign language writing instruction in higher education. The largest
concentration of studies was found in Saudi Arabia (n = 16), followed by Turkey (n = 3). Smaller clusters were
identified in Jordan with two studies each, while Iran and one joint Irag—Czech Republic study were represented
by one study each. This distribution shows that the evidence base is strongly shaped by Arab higher education
contexts, with Saudi Arabia functioning as the dominant research site.

The selection of Middle East as the geographical focus of the review was deliberate. Many contexts in this region
share relatively centralized curricular structures, assessment-oriented instructional practices, and limited everyday
use of the target language outside the classroom. In addition, a substantial proportion of the included studies
involve Arabic-speaking learners, whose foreign language writing development may be shaped by distinctive
linguistic and rhetorical conditions, including diglossia, cross-linguistic transfer, and sensitivity to formal
academic register. These conditions make the region a meaningful site for examining Al-supported writing
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pedagogy. Still, the regional frame should not be read as implying uniformity. Middle Eastern higher education
systems differ in language policy, institutional capacity, Al regulation, and writing assessment practices.

Methodologically, the studies were distributed across mixed method (n=12), quantitative method (n=12), and
qualitative studies (n = 6). This distribution gives the review both outcome-oriented and process-oriented lenses.
Quantitative studies tended to focus on measurable aspects of writing performance, whereas mixed-method and
qualitative studies offered broader insight into learner and teacher experience, feedback processes, instructional
design, and ethical concerns surrounding Al use. The publication trend further indicates the recency of the field,
with the majority of studies published in 2025, suggesting that research on Al-supported foreign language writing
remains in an emergent and rapidly developing stage.

The thematic distribution shows a field moving beyond the question of whether Al improves writing scores.
Lecturer roles appeared most frequently (n = 12), followed by psychological factors (n = 11) and critical Al
literacy and student guidance (n = 11). Al-generated feedback, human evaluation, and pedagogical integration
were also well represented (n = 10), while linguistic accuracy, productivity, and writing quality appeared in nine
studies. By contrast, linguistic identity, writer’s voice, and ethical integrity were the least explored issues,
appearing in only four studies. This pattern is telling that literature has begun to move beyond a narrow concern
with whether Al improves writing performance and is increasingly engaging with broader pedagogical questions
such as teacher mediation, learner guidance, and responsible integration. At the same time, the limited attention
to writer identity and linguistic integrity indicates a significant gap, particularly in multilingual and culturally
situated writing contexts.

AI and Students’ Writing Performance and Development

The first major theme concerns how Al affects students' foreign language writing performance and their longer-
term development as writers. Three subthemes emerged from the reviewed studies: linguistic accuracy and writing
quality; motivation, self-efficacy, and anxiety; and Al feedback and pedagogical integration.

Subtheme 1: Linguistic Accuracy and Writing Quality

The strongest evidence for Al-supported writing appears in visible textual performance. Grammarly, ChatGPT,
QuillBot, Wordtune, and neural machine translation were used to correct errors, support drafting, assist
paraphrasing, and guide revision. The most consistent gains were reported in grammar, spelling, sentence
construction, and lexical choice. Al appears most effective when the writing problem is local, explicit, and
technically correctable. Evidence for coherence, organization, and rhetorical control was less stable, and these
outcomes seemed more dependent on task design, instructional support, and learner guidance (Alkamel &
Alwagieh, 2024; Al-Shaboul et al., 2024; El-Esery, 2025, Sanosi, 2022).

Al also helped students generate ideas, reformulate sentences, elaborate content, and revise drafts, which enabled
them to produce clearer and more fluent texts with less immediate difficulty (Jmaiel et al., 2025; Mahdi et al.,
2025; Mohammad et al., 2023). However, better written products should not be taken as direct evidence of deeper
writing development. In many cases, Al seems to improve the text faster than it develops the writer. The current
evidence is stronger for gains in text production than to independent rhetorical control, originality, autonomy, or
sustained authorial decision-making. This limitation is especially important because much of the available
research is short-term and still centred on English as a foreign language, with limited longitudinal evidence on
whether learners can transfer Al-supported improvements into independent writing ability (4bdAlgane et al.,
2025; Alkamel & Alwagieh, 2024; Al-Shaboul et al., 2024). The evidence therefore points to a narrower
conclusion. Al-supported writing tools improve linguistic accuracy, fluency, and selected aspects of text quality,
especially grammar, vocabulary, and revision efficiency. What remains unclear is whether these immediate gains
develop into sustained learner autonomy, stronger rhetorical judgement, or the ability to produce stronger texts
independently without continued Al support.

Subtheme 2: Motivation, Self-Efficacy, and Anxiety

Al-supported writing also influenced learners’ psychological engagement with foreign language writing,
particularly in relation to motivation, self-efficacy, and anxiety. Across the reviewed studies, learners often
described Al tools as making writing tasks more manageable because they offered immediate support for idea
generation, paraphrasing, grammar, and revision. This form of assistance appeared to increase motivation and
positive engagement when learners viewed the tools as useful, accessible, and relevant to their immediate writing
needs (Almusharraf et al., 2025; Alyami et al., 2025, Mohammad et al., 2024, Mohammed & Khalid, 2025). In
this sense, Al functioned not only as a technical writing aid but also as affective support, especially for learners
who struggled to begin, extend, or revise written texts.

A similar caution is needed when interpreting gains confidence in writing. Learners frequently reported that Al
tools helped them manage vocabulary, grammar, and text development more effectively, while self-efficacy and
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satisfaction appeared to influence their willingness to adopt and continue using Al technologies (Almusharraf et
al., 2025; Al-Raimi et al., 2024; Altamimi, 2025). Yet confidence is not the same as competence. Al may make
students feel more supported during writing, but this does not necessarily mean that they have developed stronger
independent control over higher-order thinking, rhetorical judgement, or authorship (S. E. Al-Alami, 2024). The
evidence therefore supports a cautious interpretation: Al can strengthen learners’ perceived ability to write before
it strengthens their independent writing ability.

Al was also associated with reduced writing anxiety and a more comfortable learning environment, but this pattern
was conditional rather than universal. The same tools that make writing less intimidating can also create
dependence, encourage passive acceptance of feedback, or weaken students’ ownership of the text. Concerns
about overdependence, plagiarism, inaccurate feedback, weak personalization, and limited cultural
appropriateness recur across the studies (4lmahboob, 2025; Altamimi, 2025; Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak, 2025b).
These concerns are significant because much of the evidence remains perception-based and short-term. As a result,
current findings justify claims about emotional support, motivation, and perceived self-efficacy more strongly
than claims about sustained affective development or independent writing growth.

Subtheme 3: Al Feedback and Pedagogical Integration

Al-generated feedback has become a common source of support in foreign language writing because it offers
speed, accessibility, and individualized responses that lecturers may struggle to provide at the same scale. Its
strongest contribution lies in lower-level corrective feedback, particularly grammar, spelling, sentence-level
clarity, and procedurally clear revision. In some studies, Al feedback performed comparably to teacher feedback,
but the evidence does not establish Al as superior to human evaluation. Its value is narrower. Al is useful for
immediate and scalable feedback, while human evaluators remain stronger where writing requires interpretation,
rhetorical sensitivity, contextual judgement, and response to learner meaning (4! Mahmud, 2023; Al Obaydi &
Pikhart, 2025; Alsofyani & Barzanji, 2025, Taskiran & Goksel, 2022).

The pedagogical value of Al feedback depends heavily on how it is mediated. Although Al-generated responses
were often perceived as efficient and wide-ranging, they could also be inconsistent, overly focused on correctness,
and limited in relation to meaning, voice, affective support, and cultural nuance. Students, teachers, and
supervisors therefore did not treat Al feedback as automatically authoritative. They evaluated, adapted, accepted,
or rejected Al suggestions according to rhetorical purpose, disciplinary expectations, and the intended meaning
of the text (4! Obaydi & Pikhart, 2025; Alghannam, 2025; Almashour et al., 2025; Bani Amer et al., 2025). This
pattern shows that Al feedback is most useful when it becomes something learners judge, not something that
replaces judgement.

The literature therefore points toward a hybrid model of pedagogical integration. Stronger outcomes were
generally reported when Al feedback was embedded in guided instruction, used to support reflection, and
combined with teacher mediation rather than applied in isolation. Al literacy, instructional design, assessment
knowledge, and teacher professional development are central to this process because they determine whether
feedback is merely received or critically used (Alshehri, 2025; Elmotri et al., 2025, Fathi & Rahimi, 2024). Al
should therefore be understood as a feedback-extending tool, not a teacher-replacing technology. Its educational
value depends on whether it expands feedback opportunities while preserving human interpretation, learner
authorship, and sustained developmental support.

Pedagogical Insights and Challenges in AI-Supported Writing

The performance evidence discussed above shows what Al can improve in students’ written products.However,
it does not explain when Al use becomes pedagogically meaningful. Therefore, the second theme shifts attention
from writing outcomes to the instructional conditions that shape Al-supported writing. Three issues were
especially prominent across the reviewed studies: critical Al literacy, lecturer mediation, and the protection of
writer voice and ethical authorship.

Subtheme 1: Critical AI Literacy and Guided Scaffolding

Across the included studies, Al was most defensible pedagogically when it functioned as a cognitive scaffold
rather than as a producer of finished texts. It supported planning, paraphrasing, drafting, and revision within
structured learning environments, instead of replacing learners’ own composing processes (Al-Shaboul et al.,
2024; Alwasidi & Al-Khalifah, 2025; Mohammad et al., 2023; Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak, 2025a). Tools such as
QuillBot, ChatGPT, and Al-supported translation systems were associated with improvements in paraphrasing,
sentence reformulation, idea expansion, and writing performance, particularly among learners who needed support
to initiate, extend, or refine written texts (Al-Raimi et al., 2024; El-Esery, 2025; Mahdi et al., 2025; Mohammad
et al., 2023). The pedagogical value of Al therefore lies not simply in making writing easier, but in reducing
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selected cognitive burdens while keeping learners responsible for meaning-making, textual ownership, and final
writing decisions.

This scaffolding depends on critical Al literacy and explicit student guidance. Several studies warn against treating
surface improvement as evidence of independent higher-order writing development, especially when learners rely
on Al without reflective control (S. E. Al-Alami, 2024; Alwasidi & Al-Khalifah, 2025; Jmaiel et al., 2025). Al
use therefore requires safeguards against overreliance, plagiarism, and passive acceptance of machine-generated
output (Alkamel & Alwagich, 2024; Almusharrafet al., 2025; Alyami et al., 2025). Guided use was also associated
with motivation, self-efficacy, satisfaction, and readiness to write, particularly when students were explicitly
taught how and when to use Al productively (Almusharraf et al., 2025; Fathi & Rahimi, 2024; Mohammed &
Khalid, 2025). The central issue is not whether Al can support writing. It can. The more important question is
whether learners are required to question, revise, and justify its output rather than surrendering judgement,
authorship, and higher-order writing decisions to the tool.

Subtheme 2: Lecturer Mediation and Holistic Feedback

A second insight from the reviewed studies is that Al does not diminish the pedagogical importance of lecturers.
It changes the nature of their role. Al systems were consistently valued for providing rapid, detailed, and often
accurate feedback on grammar, spelling, and lower-order revision. Yet this efficiency does not replace human
academic judgement. Comparative studies show that Al feedback may, in some cases, perform similarly to teacher
feedback and may even produce stronger short-term gains. However, human feedback remains more reliable when
writing requires interpretation, dialogue, rhetorical sensitivity, disciplinary awareness, and purposeful response to
learner meaning (Al Mahmud, 2023; Al Obaydi & Pikhart, 2025; Alghannam, 2025; Alsofyani & Barzanji, 2025;
Taskiran & Goksel, 2022). Lecturer mediation is therefore most important at the point where writing moves
beyond correction into meaning-making.

The reviewed studies also reposition lecturers as validators, monitors, and designers of assessment practice.
Instructors valued Al for grammar checking, paraphrasing, coherence support, and idea development, but they
remained concerned about originality, creativity, academic integrity, and student overreliance (Almahboob, 2025;
Al-Shaboul et al., 2024; Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak, 2025b). In advanced writing contexts, these concerns extended
to organization, argument development, learner autonomy, and supervisor-student interaction (Bani Amer et al.,
2025). Even when automated writing evaluation and automated written corrective feedback were viewed
positively, their educational value depended on teacher oversight, pedagogically informed design, and user-
centred refinement (Alshehri, 2025; Elmotri et al., 2025). Lecturers are therefore needed less as routine language
correctors and more as academic gatekeepers who evaluate meaning, coherence, argument, authorship, and
integrity.

Subtheme 3: Writer Voice, Linguistic Identity, and Ethical Integrity

The preservation of linguistic identity, writer voice, and ethical integrity remains one of the least resolved issues
in Al-supported foreign language writing. Al tools were widely reported to support brainstorming, paraphrasing,
grammar checking, and coherence improvement, but these benefits were repeatedly accompanied by concerns
about originality, authenticity, and excessive dependence. Al can make student writing more technically polished
while also flattening personal voice, cultural nuance, and rhetorical distinctiveness, especially when automated
systems privilege standardized or monolingual norms (AbdAlgane et al., 2025; Altamimi, 2025; Yilmaz Virlan &
Tomak, 2025a). Pedagogically meaningful Al use should therefore be judged not only by textual polish, but also
by whether learners retain authorship and interpretive control over their writing.

However, the literature does not portray students simply as passive users of Al. Some studies show that
multilingual learners actively evaluated, adapted, or rejected Al suggestions when those suggestions threatened
intended meaning, personal voice, or culturally grounded expression. In this sense, translanguaging and critical
mediation may be understood as forms of writer agency rather than deficiency (Almashour et al., 2025; Altamimi,
2025). Issues of voice and identity are also closely tied to plagiarism, overreliance, and weak academic ownership,
leading several authors to call for explicit Al literacy, institutional guidance, and instructor-mediated use
(AbdAlgane et al., 2025; Altamimi, 2025; Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak, 2025b). Al adoption therefore cannot remain
tool-centred. It requires pedagogy-centred regulation that protects originality, cultural situatedness, and critical
judgement.

Discussion

The main contribution of this review lies in the distinction between textual improvement and writing development.
Across the reviewed studies, Al tools such as ChatGPT, Grammarly, QuillBot, Wordtune, and neural machine
translation were most consistently associated with grammar, vocabulary, sentence clarity, drafting efficiency, and
error correction. These gains matter, especially for foreign language learners who struggle to begin, extend, and
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revise academic texts. Yet they are also the areas where Al appears to provide its most reliable support, whereas
evidence for its contribution to organization, argumentation, rhetorical control, and independent composing ability
remains less consistent. This uneven pattern cautions against treating polished output as proof of learning. Al can
improve the document before it improves the writer. Reported gains in motivation, confidence, and reduced
anxiety should be interpreted with the same caution. They show that Al can make writing feel more manageable,
but they do not, by themselves, demonstrate stronger independent writing competence.

This distinction explains why instructional design and critical Al literacy are central to Al-supported writing.
When Al supports planning, paraphrasing, sentence reformulation, idea expansion, and revision within structured
learning contexts, it can reduce immediate cognitive burden and make feedback more accessible. The same
support, however, can bypass learning when students accept machine-generated suggestions without evaluating
meaning, voice, or rhetorical fit. The key pedagogical issue is not whether Al is available. It is whether learners
are required to make decisions about Al output. Students need to question, adapt, reject, and justify suggestions.
Without that evaluative work, Al may produce better texts while leaving the learner’s writing judgement
underdeveloped.

The findings also recast the nature of lecturer expertise in Al-supported writing. Al can reduce part of the
corrective workload, particularly in grammar, sentence-level revision, and surface accuracy. It cannot, however,
reliably judge whether a text presents a defensible argument, preserves the writer’s intended meaning, or responds
appropriately to academic and cultural expectations. Lecturer guidance, critical Al literacy, and explicit attention
to authorship are therefore needed to ensure that Al feedback becomes material for evaluation rather than a
shortcut around evaluation. Without such mediation, Al may increase fluency and confidence while leaving the
deeper work of writing development largely unresolved.

Conclusion

Al has become a significant resource in foreign language writing instruction in higher education, but its
contribution remains uneven. The reviewed studies show that Al-supported tools are most consistently associated
with linguistic accuracy, writing efficiency, feedback access, and selected aspects of text quality. Some studies
also linked Al use to greater learner confidence and lower writing anxiety (Almusharraf et al., 2025; Mahdi et al.,
2025; Sanosi, 2022). These benefits, however, were strongest in lower-order correction, drafting support, and
immediate performance. They were weaker in relation to rhetorical development, independent authorship, and
sustained composing ability. Al should therefore be understood as targeted support within the writing process, not
as automatic writing improvement.

The educational significance of Al depends on how it is integrated into teaching and assessment. The most
meaningful outcomes were reported when Al functioned as a scaffold for planning, paraphrasing, revision, and
feedback while leaving judgement with learners and lecturers (Alwasidi & Al-Khalifah, 2025; Fathi & Rahimi,
2024; Yilmaz Virlan & Tomak, 2025b). Lecturer expertise remains central in evaluating authorship, coherence,
argument quality, and ethical Al use (Alghannam, 2025; Taskiran & Goksel, 2022) Critical Al literacy,
pedagogical guidance, and human oversight are therefore not supplementary concerns. They are the conditions
under which Al-supported writing becomes educationally defensible.

The current evidence base is still limited by short-term designs, context-specific samples, and a strong focus on
English. Research on other foreign languages, longitudinal writing development, and pedagogical models that
combine Al scaffolding with sustained human guidance remains comparatively thin. Future studies should
examine not only whether Al improves written products, but how learners develop judgement, originality, critical
thinking, and ethical responsibility over time. The field now needs evidence on writing development, not only
evidence on Al-assisted text production.
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