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Abstract

The aim of this mixed-methods study was to explore how artificial intelligence (Al) affected the
writing accuracy and creativity of 86 Saudi university students with upper-intermediate to advanced
English proficiency levels in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context. The participants were
divided into two groups: one used Al assistance for writing tasks, and the other relied on traditional
classroom-based instruction. The students using Al had significantly reduced grammar, spelling, and
vocabulary errors, which highlights the efficacy of Al tools in enhancing the mechanical aspects of
writing and facilitating the accurate expression of ideas. Conversely, students using traditional writing
practices demonstrated greater creativity in their writing, albeit with more grammatical errors. Al-
though Al can significantly improve EFL learners’ technical proficiency, educators should balance its
use with methods that foster creativity. This research offers valuable insights for educators aiming to
integrate technology effectively into Saudi EFL classrooms
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Introduction:

Writing is a complicated task that requires a
grasp of different linguistic skills and cognitive
processes. Technology-assisted approaches to
learning have radically changed educational prac-
tices and brought innumerable benefits to English
as a foreign language (EFL) learners. This study
attempts to investigate the impact of artificial in-
telligence (AI) tools on Saudi EFL learners’ writ-
ing performance, with a focus on comparing tra-
ditional writing instruction approaches and their
limitations as highlighted in international EFL
literature. The study evaluates the effectiveness
of integrating Al tools into EFL writing classes in
Saudi Arabia, examining whether these tools en-
hance students’ writing skills or hinder progress
by fostering dependence on technology. Specifi-
cally, the study investigates differences in writ-
ing performance between students using Al tools
and those relying on traditional writing practices
to identify areas of improvement and assess the
overall impact of Al integration.

The participants in this study were male and
female university students with English language
proficiency levels ranging from upper interme-
diate to advanced, as classified by the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languag-
es (CEFR). A mixed-methods approach, com-
bining qualitative and quantitative methods, was
employed to collect and analyse data. A question-
naire was used alongside an analysis of students’
writing samples to evaluate their performance
both with and without the use of Al tools. This
study aims to provide insights into the potential
of Al to enhance writing instruction and contrib-
ute to the development of effective teaching prac-
tices in EFL contexts.

Despite the plethora of recent studies on
the use of Al in education, particularly in EFL
learning and teaching contexts, there are notable
research gaps. Few researchers have compared
the writing proficiency of EFL students using Al
tools with that of EFL students using traditional
methods. Moreover, few researchers have com-
prehensively investigated the efficacy of Al tools
to determine whether Al hinders or improves
EFL students’ writing proficiency, particularly in
a Saudi Arabian context.

Thus, the aim of this study was to explore
the use of Al tools in enhancing English writing
proficiency among intermediate—advanced-level
students in Saudi Arabia. Specifically, the author

investigated how the integration of Al affected
various aspects of their writing proficiency, in-
cluding grammar, vocabulary, spelling, creativi-
ty, and coherence. By analysing the effectiveness
of Al tools compared to traditional methods, the
study provides insights into the best strategies for
improving writing skills with the integration of
Al tools into EFL classrooms in the Saudi edu-
cation context. This research not only advanc-
es our understanding of how Al tools influence
language proficiency but also offers practical
implications for educators seeking to optimise
language learning and teaching in Saudi Arabia.

Research objectives

This study was based on the following ques-
tions:

1. How does the use of Al tools affect the En-
glish writing proficiency of intermediate—
advanced-level EFL students in Saudi Ara-
bia compared to traditional methods?

2. To what extent do Al tools hinder or assist
the specific grammar, vocabulary, coher-
ence, and creativity of intermediate—ad-
vanced-level students’ writing in Saudi Ara-
bia compared to traditional methods?

Literature Review

EFL writing challenges and traditional ap-
proaches

Writing is vital for enabling EFL learners
to communicate effectively in different academ-
ic and professional contexts (Bhowmik, 2021).
However, it is a daunting task, since it requires
great effort and many skills, including knowl-
edge of syntax and vocabulary, organisation,
mechanics, and the steps of the writing process.
In addition, writers must show comprehension of
the subject matter and convey the right impres-
sion to the intended audience (Hussin & Aziz,
2022). However, EFL students’ problems in writ-
ing can lead to poor academic performance and
their inability to secure jobs in the future (Moses
& Mohammed, 2019).

Since writing is a complex and crucial skill
underpinning students’ learning, communication,
and academic performance, it has received con-
siderable research attention. Different tradition-
al approaches were used to teach writing before
Al was introduced into education. One of the
oldest is the form-dominated approach, which
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views writing as oral habit formation. It focuses on
learning through imitation and includes activities
such as fill-ins, sentence completions, and reading
model imitations (Iskandar, 2020). In reaction to
the form-dominated approach, educators began to
avoid direct writing instruction and focused instead
on allowing students to express ideas, which led to
the process approach of the 1970s. This approach,
in contrast to the form-dominated approach, aims
to develop students’ writing skills, including plan-
ning, revising, and drafting, rather than conveying
knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, mechanics, and
spelling (Albesher, 2022). In the 1980s, researchers
devised the content-based approach, which involves
giving students a topic area to write about, using
topic-centred modules to help students become topic
experts with a grasp of the structures and vocabulary
needed to facilitate writing (Iskandar, 2020).

Other approaches that started to emerge at the
beginning of the twenty-first century have relied on
the integration of technology into education, includ-
ing computer-assisted learning (Iskandar, 2020), and
with the emergence of Al, technological advances
are shaping education. Al is now an integral part of
language learning and has changed the way people
learn by providing them with personalised learning
experiences and real-time feedback (Kamalov, Da-
vid, & Ikhlaas, 2023).

The emergence of Al in education

John McCarthy began to develop Al in 1956
through the invention of early thinking machines
(Viktorivna, Vornachev, Oleksandrivna, & Oleksan-
drivna, 2022). In the 1980s, researchers developed
and evaluated intelligent tutoring systems (Almel-
hes, 2023), which led to Al transforming the way
humans think, work, and learn. Al is defined as a
system that can perform tasks that were once consid-
ered unique to humans, such as speaking, thinking,
and observing (Chaudhry & Kazim, 2022). Its use in
EFL teaching and learning is expanding rapidly be-
cause it can aid students in producing written work
and provide them with instant feedback (Markuzi,
Widiati, Rustin, & Indrawati, 2023). The useful-
ness of Al for language learning has been debated
for 30 years, but it eventually gained popularity due
to great advances in educational technology (Al-
melhes, 2023). Natural language processing pro-
grammes are key elements of Al (Kamalov et al.,
2023), allowing students to interact with chatbots in
place of real tutors and providing them with learning
opportunities and prompt feedback (Simuka, 2022).

Writing is a challenging process for EFL teach-
ers and learners. EFL students usually face lan-
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guage barriers (Zhao, 2023) and find it difficult to
master the grammar, vocabulary, syntax, content,
and structure of writing (Markuzi et al., 2023).
The traditional student-teacher relationship has
changed dramatically since education institutes
began to adopt blended learning courses using
platforms to allow teachers to receive students’
assignments without the need for direct communi-
cation (Ghufron & Rosyida, 2018). Al tools have
replaced some of the traditional teacher roles, such
as providing personalised tutoring, assisting stu-
dents in writing, and providing real-time feedback
on different aspects of the writing process (Miran-
ty, Widiati, Cahyono, & Tengku Sharif, 2021). Al
learning tools focus mostly on checking for gram-
mar errors and plagiarism (Zhao, 2022). The use of
Al-based tools, such as Grammarly and Quillbots,
offers interactive, personalised experiences for im-
proving writing skills and enhancing learners’ moti-
vation (Han et al., 2023). Grammarly, for example,
has been used as an automated writing evaluation
tool to correct students’ grammatical errors, in ad-
dition to honing the organisation and structure of
sentences, saving teachers time in correcting stu-
dents’ work, and allowing students to produce bet-
ter-quality writing (Miranty et al., 2021). Wordtune
is a more advanced Al tool that assists students with
their writing. It is an Al-powered technology that
provides help to students during the writing pro-
cess by analysing what they want to say. Wordtune
then presents many suggestions for rephrasing the
users’ words and formulating their ideas into com-
plete sentences (Zhao, 2022). It is an interactive
tool that gives instant feedback based on a model
that understands students’ ideas. More intelligent
Al systems have recently been introduced to facil-
itate EFL learners’ language acquisition, especially
their writing (Bilal, Safdar, Faiz, & Afgar, 2023).
ChatGPT offers effective support for different as-
pects of writing, including grammatical precision,
vocabulary enrichment, and enhancement of gen-
eral composition (Bilal et al., 2023), thus ensuring
correct writing in terms of cohesion and coherence
(Song & Song, 2023). ChatGPT has the unique
ability to generate texts, answer users’ questions,
and complete various problem-solving language
tasks (Xiao & Zhi 2023). However, all these tools
have risks, and researchers have criticised them for
hindering intrinsic writing abilities and encouraging
dishonesty (Marzuki et al., 2023).

Studies supporting AI’s positive influence
on writing skills

Many researchers have evaluated the impact
of Al learning tools on students’ writing abilities.
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Xiao and Zhi (2023) conducted a study to col-
lect empirical evidence of students’ perceptions
of ChatGPT and to discover whether ChatGPT
assisted or hindered learning. They found that
the participants used ChatGPT for text revision
and to improve the structure and content of their
essays, since the tool provided them with exam-
ples to support their arguments. It also assisted
them in writing essays for international assess-
ments. Bilal et al. (2023) also studied the opti-
misation of ChatGPT as a writing aid for EFL
learners. The researchers assessed improvements
in writing between two cohorts of students: the
first taught in the traditional way, and the second
using ChatGPT as a writing assistant. The results
showed that ChatGPT improved EFL learners’
proficiency. Real-time assistance and feedback
contributed to significant improvements in dif-
ferent aspects of the writing process, such as
‘grammatical accuracy, vocabulary selection,
and overall compositional skills. This also led to
refined sentence structure and increased lexical
breadth, helping EFL learners improve the lin-
guistic qualities of their writing. Learners also
expressed satisfaction with the immediate feed-
back function, which increased their motivation
for writing. Marzuki et al. (2023) emphasised the
same benefits of integrating Al into EFL teach-
ing. The researchers aimed to discover teachers’
perspectives on using Al as a writing aid for stu-
dents. They found that teachers thought Al tools
could be integrated to cater to students’ personal
needs in education and could help students orga-
nise and produce logically arranged and coherent
ideas. The teachers also claimed that Al writing
assistants enhanced vocabulary usage and pre-
vented repetition. Song and Song (2023) studied
the impact of Al tools on EFL learners’ writing
skills. Their findings were similar in terms of the
benefits students gained from using Al tools to
assist them in their writing.

The positive impact of Al tools, such as
ChatGPT, on EFL learners’ writing skills has been
debated in many of these studies. Although Al
tools provide students with instant feedback that
improves their structure, organisation, grammar,
and vocabulary usage in writing, the use of such
tools has raised some serious concerns. Overreli-
ance on Al tools for writing can weaken students’
intrinsic writing abilities, limiting their creativity
and critical thinking skills (Marzuki, et. al, 2023).
It has also been noted that the language EFL stu-
dents use in their writing can be highly complex
at times. Song and Song (2023) noted that using
ChatGPT to aid EFL learners can pose challenges

with contextual accuracy and overreliance on the
tool, thus threatening creativity and critical think-
ing. Using ChatGPT without training on how to
write correct sentences may lead to biased and
misleading information, negatively affecting the
content of EFL learners’ writing. The long-term
impact of Al tools is also a concern for learners.
There are serious concerns about Al tools giving
misleading feedback and information. Although
Al tools depend on extremely large databases to
generate ideas, their responses can have limited
references, leading to incorrect or contrived re-
sponses (Xiao & Zhi, 2023). In addition, serious
doubts about academic integrity may arise when
learners use Al tools to write their academic pa-
pers or essays (Kamalov et al., 2023). Ahmed
(2023) stated that ChatGPT still fails at tasks
where ‘emotion, logic, specialist expertise, or up-
to-date information’. (P.44) are required, point-
ing out that the logic of this Al model is deficient.

English began to be taught in Saudi Arabia
in the 1920s and became compulsory in public
schools in the 1950s, but this did not lead to im-
proved English language acquisition among Sau-
di EFL learners (Aljameel, 2022). Vision 2030
aims to reform education and integrating tech-
nology into education is a prerequisite for this
reform. Some studies have supported the posi-
tive impact of Al tools, while others have shown
hesitation among learners and experts about em-
ploying Al tools such as ChatGPT for the learn-
ing of writing, Alhalangy and AbdAlgane, 2023).
The latter for example, studied teachers in Saudi
Arabia to discover whether ChatGPT can support
learning and increase motivation. The teachers in
their study agreed that ChatGPT can be extreme-
ly helpful for EFL learners and increase their
motivation. Rahman (2023) conducted a study at
Al Qasim University with 50 undergraduate stu-
dents to investigate the effectiveness of Al tools,
such as Grammarly, for improving the writing
skills of Saudi undergraduate students. His find-
ings proved that using Grammarly significantly
reduced students’ writing errors, especially errors
in their use of verbs, articles, and plurals. Stu-
dents were also satisfied with the improvements
and received fewer negative comments from in-
structors. Alotaibi (2023) emphasised the role of
Grammarly in refining undergraduate students’
writing abilities at Al Majmaa University in Sau-
di Arabia. A sample of 120 students agreed on
the benefits of using Al tools, specifically Gram-
marly, for enhancing their writing, especially
regarding grammatical structures. However, the
results of studies conducted in Saudi Arabia have
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often diverged from the results of studies con-
ducted in other countries showing the positive
role of Al tools in improving the writing skills of
EFL learners. AbdAlgane and Othman (2023) re-
searched experts’ perspectives on using ChatGPT
for EFL writing in Saudi Arabia. They showed
that although educators believed in the ability
of ChatGPT to improve Saudi learners’ writing
skills, some hurdles could hinder its use, such as
the lack of a speedy internet connection and the
financial cost of advanced Al models. They also
believed that it required technical knowledge and
training to be used efficiently, which learners may
not have. Ahmed (2023) studied the preferences of
learners in Saudi Arabia and found that they pre-
ferred traditional teaching over ChatGPT tutoring.
Although Saudi learners found ChatGPT easy to
use, they also stated that it was not reliable and
therefore could not replace their traditional teach-
ers on the writing course, thus contradicting other
studies conducted in the Saudi EFL context. Al
generally plays a pivotal role in improving Saudi
students’ writing skills, as most studies in Saudi
contexts have indicated. However, the cautious at-
titudes of experts, teachers, and students towards
adopting Al tools, according to Aljameel (2022),
are due to the barriers caused by external factors,
such as a lack of teacher and student training, inad-
equate technological infrastructure, and deficient
technological resources.

Comparative studies on traditional and Al
approaches

Many studies have been conducted to compare
traditional methods for teaching writing to Al ap-
proaches. Wei (2023) studied collaborative learn-
ing with and without Al tools in a Chinese context.
The activities in both groups led to improved lan-
guage proficiency; however, collaborative activ-
ities, supported by Al-powered tools, were more
effective in providing immediate and personalised
feedback for learners, which increased motivation
and developed the EFL learners’ language skills.
On the level of error analysis and feedback, Alga-
raady and Mahyoob (2023) studied the capability
of ChatGPT to analyse the writing errors of EFL
learners. The results showed that ChatGPT was
useful only for analysing surface-level errors.
For deeper-level structural errors and pragmatics,
ChatGPT could not replace traditional teachers’
feedback. Song and Song (2023) also proved that
Al-supported writing classes for Chinese students
led to superior EFL proficiency levels over stu-
dents who were taught writing in traditional class-
es. Al Mahmud (2023) also conducted a study
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with a control and an experimental group in a high
school in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, to measure the
impact of Wordtune on students’ writing abilities.
The results revealed that Wordtune had a signifi-
cant impact on the experimental group’s writing
compared to the writing skills of the control group.
It improved grammatical accuracy and added clar-
ity to the learners’ writing at the end of the study.
Therefore, empirical evidence has proved that the
integration of Al tools into writing classes can
enhance and support EFL learners’ abilities to
produce accurate and coherent writing and Sau-
di learners are no exception. They can benefit
greatly from using Al tools such as Grammarly,
Wordtune, and ChatGPT to hone their writing
skills and abilities and produce better writing. Re-
searchers are currently studying the most efficient
ways to integrate Al into the teaching of writing
while preserving human characteristics that can-
not be replaced by Al models. Malik et al. (2023)
found that Al tools for academic writing should be
integrated in such a way that they preserve human
creativity and critical thinking skills.

Although Al has received great research at-
tention in recent years, there are still many unex-
plored issues. The positive impact of Al tools for
teaching writing to EFL students is undeniable.
However, researchers still need to find ways to
prepare learners for the proper integration of Al
tools into their learning processes. In addition, it is
still unclear what long-term impact Al tools have
on the personal aspects of writing, such as the tone
and creativity of the writer. Current studies also
lack evidence regarding the impact of external
factors, such as social, emotional, and economic
circumstances, on the efficacy of Al tools in edu-
cation. In this study, the author aimed to discover
what aspects of writing improved and what issues
were raised after Saudi EFL university students
used Al tools. The implications of this study will
help educators maximise the benefits of Al tools
for Saudi EFL learners and tackle the barriers that
might arise from the use of Al tools to assist with
writing.

Theoretical framework

The focus of this study was to integrate tech-
nology into language learning and teaching. Tech-
nology-enhanced language learning (TELL) has
been employed for the purpose of this study. Ac-
cording to Zainuddin (2023), TELL is employed
to integrate technology, such as computers, apps,
and Al tools, into EFL learning of communica-
tion skills, such as computer-mediated commu-
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nication (CMC), which leads to scaffolding and
improves the linguistic competence of EFL learn-
ers (Kranthi, 2017). This framework can provide
insights into the affordances and limitations of
Al tools in supporting language learning tasks,
including writing, and how learners perceive and
use these tools.

Methodology

To collect data for this study, the author used
a mixed methods approach to provide a compre-
hensive understanding of the influence of Al on
the writing skills of Saudi participants. The author
combined both quantitative and qualitative data
collection methods to enhance the results of the
study. Quantitative data were gathered through
questionnaire to capture Saudi students’ percep-
tion, expectation, and attitudes regarding the use
of Al tools in their writing. On the other hands,
using qualitative data provides deeper insight on
the types of errors and the area of student’s writ-
ing that were improved or hindered due to the
use of Al tools which effects the quality of their
writing. Thus, using mixed methods to integrate
data is considered useful for research because it
offers a variety of different results. According to
Fielding (2012), ‘integration is really the heart of
the whole mixed methods exercise because the
purpose of mixing methods is to get information
from multiple sources and so the issues in bring-
ing together the information are crucial’ (p. 127).

The data collection started with a survey ques-
tionnaire sent online to the participants, followed
by writing exercises in traditional face-to-face
classes. For the writing exercises, the partici-
pants were divided into two groups: one group
comprised 40 students who were asked to write
paragraphs without the assistance of Al, and the
other comprised another 40 students who were
asked to write with the assistance of Al tools.
Both quantitative and qualitative data were col-
lected through the questionnaire, but the writing
samples also captured qualitative observations
of Saudi students’ writing and linguistic compe-
tence.

Participants

A total of 86 male and female university stu-
dents in their first year at Taibah University that
had intermediate—upper-intermediate levels of
English proficiency were chosen to participate in
this study by filling in the questionnaire. The par-
ticipants’ language level was as determined by

the Common European Framework of Reference
for Language (CEFR). By including participants
with a range of proficiency levels, the author
aimed to provide insights applicable to a wide
range of EFL learners in Saudi contexts. Aca-
demic research ethical guidelines were followed
carefully to ensure the confidentiality of the par-
ticipants’ data and to maintain their anonymity.
The data collected were used only for research
purposes and were accessible only to the author.

Questionnaire distribution

Participants received a questionnaire that
was specifically constructed and designed for the
purpose of this study. It was reviewed by four
experts in the field to evaluate its quality and en-
sure the reliability and validity of the questions
included, aligning with the study’s objectives.
The questionnaire then sent to the students on-
line. It was designed to gather information on
their perceptions, experiences, and attitudes to-
wards Al writing tools. The questionnaire includ-
ed 30 close ended items related to the frequency
of Al tool use, perceived benefits, challenges,
and their impact on the participants’ EFL writ-
ing skills, including grammar, vocabulary, and
spelling and 3 open- ended questions to gather
additional insights of the student’s perception
towards the use of Al in their writing. The ques-
tionnaire also asked about their preferred writing
assistance methods. The questionnaire contained
both closed-ended items, with responses given on
a 4-point Likert scale, and open-ended items to
gain a better understanding and deeper insights
into the participants’ perceptions by exploring
their views and comments. For instance, what are
the main advantages of using Al writing tools to
improve your writing skills? see examples of the
rest of the questions and some students’ answers
are listed below.

This combined quantitative and qualitative
data provided valuable comparative insights into
students’ writing with and without using Al tools
in the context of Saudi EFL writing.

Analysis of writing samples

The participants’ writing samples were col-
lected during traditional face-to-face classes as
part of their regular assessment of writing skills.
The author collected 80 out of the 86 participants’
writing samples from 2 groups of 40 students
who were asked to write about 4 different topics.
One group used Al tools such as ChatGPT and
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Grammarly, to assist their writing, and the other
group did not. The author analysed the writing
samples according to a rubric that was designed
and validated by the English language Unit in the
institution where the study conducted. The rubric
was scrutinized and approved by the testing com-
mittee in the ELC unit to assess various aspects
of writing accuracy, including grammar, spelling,
and vocabulary However, all students were giv-
en the same topics and wrote between 200 and
250 words per topics. To assess various aspects
of writing accuracy, including grammar, spelling,
and vocabulary the author followed carefully
the rubric to ensure validity and reliability of the
findings. The analysis involved both quantita-
tive measures, such as error counts and accura-
cy rates, and qualitative evaluations of writing
quality. By comparing the writing performance
of participants who used Al writing tools with
the performance of those who did not, the author
aimed to identify differences in writing outcomes
between the two groups. Overall, following this
approach permitted a comprehensive examina-

iii Breaking Ground or Barriers? The Influence of AI on English Writing
hred Skills Among Saudi University EFL Learners I

tion of the influence of Al on EFL writing skills,
combining quantitative data on their perceptions,
attitudes, frequency of IA tools, and writing ac-
curacy with qualitative insights into their creativ-
ity and expression.

Study tool

The author used Python to statistically anal-
yse the questionnaire data by using the percent-
age and frequencies and then calculate the aver-
ages and means for the students’ responses to the
questionnaire. For the writing analysis, the author
calculated the number and average of writing er-
rors for both groups and compared the average
number for each category for each group based
on a specific assessment rubric (see Appendix 1).

Data analysis

The first data collection method was a ques-
tionnaire, and the participants’ responses were
calculated, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Students’ responses to the questionnaire
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly
disagree
Q1. Artificial intelligence (AI) writing tools help me improve my grammar skills.
Females 21 (32.3%) 37 (56.9%) 5(7.7%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 5(23.8%) 14 (66.7%) 1 (4.8%) 1 (4.8%)
Vocabulary
Q2. Al writing tools help me improve my vocabulary usage.
Females 30 (46.2%) 29 (44.6%) 5(7.7%) 1 (1.5%)
Males 5 (23.8%) 14 (66.7%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (9.5%)
Spelling
Q3. Al writing tools help me improve my spelling skills.
Females 20 (30.8%) 39 (60.0%) 4 (6.2%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 4 (19.0%) 14 (66.7%) 2 (9.5%) 1 (4.8%)
General Perception
Q4. Using Al for writing tasks enhances my overall writing accuracy.
Females 27 (41.5%) 29 (44.6%) 8 (12.3%) 1 (1.5%)
Males 5 (23.8%) 12 (57.1%) 2 (9.5%) 2 (9.5%)
Q5. Al writing tools limit my ability to express creativity in writing.
Females 14 (21.5%) 33 (50.8%) 12 (18.5%) 6 (9.2%)
Males 5(23.8%) 11 (52.4%) 4 (19.0%) 1 (4.8%)
Qo6-Traditional classroom writing practices encourage more creative expression compared to Al
writing.
Females 26 (40.0%) 26 (40.0%) 10 (15.4%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 3 (14.3%) 11 (52.4%) 5 (23.8%) 2 (9.5%)
Q7- I prefer using Al writing tools over traditional classroom methods for improving my writing
skills.
Females 23 (35.4%) 30 (46.2%) 8 (12.3%) 4 (6.2%)
Males 7 (33.3%) 9 (42.9%) 4 (19.0%) 1 (4.8%)
Q8. Al writing tools make the writing process more efficient for me.
Females 30 (46.2%) 30 (46.2%) 3 (4.6%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 5(23.8%) 13 (61.9%) 2 (9.5%) 1 (4.8%)
Q9. I feel confident in my writing abilities when using Al writing tools.
Females 26 (40.0%) 34 (52.3%) 3 (4.6%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 4 (19.0%) 13 (61.9%) 3 (14.3%) 1 (4.8%)
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Q10. Al writing tools provide helpful feedback on my writing.

Females 31 (47.7%) 30 (46.2%) 3 (4.6%) 1 (1.5%)
Males 5(23.8%) 13 (61.9%) 1 (4.8%) 2 (9.5%)
Q11. I believe AI writing tools are essential for improving EFL learners’ writing proficiency.
Females 24 (36.9%) 33 (50.8%) 5(7.7%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 3 (14.3%) 13 (61.9%) 3 (14.3%) 2 (9.5%)
Q12.1 find Al writing tools easy to use.

Females 28 (43.1%) 31 (47.7%) 4 (6.2%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 4 (19.0%) 14 (66.7%) 1 (4.8%) 2 (9.5%)

Q13. AI writing tools help me identify and correct errors in my writing more effectively than
traditional methods.

Females 34 (52.3%) 23 (35.4%) 6 (9.2%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 5 (23.8%) 13 (61.9%) 1 (4.8%) 2 (9.5%)
Q14. I enjoy using Al writing tools as part of my learning process.

Females 27 (41.5%) 28 (43.1%) 7 (10.8%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 5(23.8%) 12 (57.1%) 3 (14.3%) 1 (4.8%)
Q15. Al writing tools provide sufficient support for my language learning needs.

Females 28 (43.1%) 28 (43.1%) 7 (10.8%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 8 (38.1%) 10 (47.6%) 1 (4.8%) 2 (9.5%)
Q16. I believe Al writing tools contribute positively to my overall language proficiency.
Females 28 (43.1%) 33 (50.8%) 2 (3.1%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 6 (28.6%) 13 (61.9%) 1 (4.8%) 1 (4.8%)
Q17. Al writing tools motivate me to practice writing in English.

Females 27 (41.5%) 30 (46.2%) 6 (9.2%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 3 (14.3%) 12 (57.1%) 5(23.8%) 1 (4.8%)
Q18. I find Al writing tools to be more reliable than human feedback for improving my writing.
Females 24 (36.9%) 24 (36.9%) 13 (20.0%) 4 (6.2%)
Males 5 (23.8%) 8 (38.1%) 5(23.8%) 3 (14.3%)

Q19. I feel more comfortable making mistakes when using Al writing tools than when writing
without them.

Females 22 (33.8%) 29 (44.6%) 12 (18.5%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 5 (23.8%) 13 (61.9%) 1 (4.8%) 2(9.5%)
Q20. AI writing tools provide personalised assistance based on my writing strengths and
weaknesses.

Females 20 (30.8%) 36 (55.4%) 8 (12.3%) 1 (1.5%)
Males 2 (9.5%) 14 (66.7%) 1 (4.8%) 4 (19.0%)
Q21. I believe Al writing tools are suitable for learners at all proficiency levels.

Females 24 (36.9%) 36 (55.4%) 3 (4.6%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 7 (33.3%) 11 (52.4%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (14.3%)
Q22. Al writing tools help me meet the requirements of academic writing tasks.

Females 25 (38.5%) 35 (53.8%) 4 (6.2%) 1 (1.5%)
Males 4 (19.0%) 14 (66.7%) 1 (4.8%) 2 (9.5%)
Q23. T am satisfied with the quality of feedback provided by Al writing tools.

Females 24 (36.9%) 35 (53.8%) 3 (4.6%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 4 (19.0%) 12 (57.1%) 3 (14.3%) 2 (9.5%)
Q24. Al writing tools help me save time when completing writing assignments.

Females 35 (53.8%) 26 (40.0%) 2 (3.1%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 5(23.8%) 11 (52.4%) 2 (9.5%) 3 (14.3%)
Q26. Al writing tools enhance my understanding of English language rules and conventions.
Females 27 (41.5%) 30 (46.2%) 6 (9.2%) 2 (3.1%)
Males 7 (33.3%) 10 (47.6%) 2 (9.5%) 2 (9.5%)
Q27. 1 feel more independent in my language learning journey when using Al writing tools.
Females 24 (36.9%) 34 (52.3%) 4 (6.2%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 5(23.8%) 13 (61.9%) 2 (9.5%) 1 (4.8%)
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Q28. Al writing tools help mé overcome language Barriers moré effeétively.

Females
Males

27 (41.5%)
7 (33.3%)

30 (46.2%)
11 (52.4%)

7 (10.8%)
1 (4.8%)

1(1.5%)
2(9.5%)

Q29. I believe Al writing tools have the potential to revolutionise language learning.

Females 27 (41.5%) 29 (44.6%) 6 (9.2%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 8 (38.1%) 8 (38.1%) 4 (19.0%) 1 (4.8%)
Q30. Overall, I believe Al writing tools are beneficial for improving EFL learners’ writing
proficiency.

Females 24 (36.9%) 34 (52.3%) 4 (6.2%) 3 (4.6%)
Males 4 (19.0%) 13 (61.9%) 2 (9.5%) 2 (9.5%)

Table 1, which shows the analysis of Sau-
di students’ responses, indicates the learners’
strongly positive attitudes towards Al writing
tools. These tools are perceived to enhance gram-
mar skills, writing accuracy, spelling, and vo-
cabulary usage, while also providing substantial
support in overcoming language barriers and fos-
tering independent learning. The use of Al tools
in language education can offer personalised, ef-
ficient, and effective learning experiences, poten-
tially enhancing EFL learning. These results were
also supported by the answers to the open-end-
ed questions, The analysis of the open-ended
questions followed a thematic analysis (Braun
& Clarke, 2006) to ensure a clear and structured
process. The responses were carefully reviewed
multiple times to gain a thorough understanding
of the data. Key patterns and ideas were identi-
fied and coded, which were then grouped to get
the common themes and to capture recurring pat-
terns. These themes were reviewed and refined to
ensure they were clear, distinct, and aligned with
the research objectives. Finally, the themes were
linked to the research questions, with quotes
from the responses included to support and illus-
trate the findings. This process ensured a reliable
and transparent analysis as shown in the follow-
ing section.

Examples of open-ended question analysis

Q31: What are the main advantages of us-
ing AI writing tools to improve your writing
skills?

Common themes from all participants were
as follows:

* Ease of use and accessibility
* Immediate feedback on grammar and spelling
 Improvement in vocabulary and language use

* Increased confidence in writing abilities
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Q33: How do you think the integration
of AI writing tools affects the overall learning
experience in English classrooms?

Frequent answers were as follows:

* Enhances learning by providing person-
alised feedback

 Helps students stay engaged and motivated

e Balance needed between Al use and tradi-
tional methods to foster creativity

Q34: Do you think Al tools have improved
or hindered your writing skills?

* Common themes among all responses were
as follows:

* Mostly positive feedback on improvement in
writing skills

» Acknowledgement of potential hindrances
due to dependence on Al

The analysis of open-ended responses re-
vealed generally positive perceptions of Al
writing tools since they significantly helped the
students improve their writing, including gram-
mar, vocabulary, and overall writing confidence.
However, the participants also expressed val-
id concerns about overreliance on Al tools. For
example, some students were saying that Al did
all the writing for them without giving them con-
structive feedback on their writing. also, they do
the writing in no time without using their own
knowledge on the topics.

Nevertheless, the author conducted further
analysis of Saudi students’ use of Al for their
writing. Tables 2 and 3 below compare the num-
ber of errors (grammar, spelling, and vocabulary
usage) in writing samples produced by the two
groups: one using Al tools and one not using Al
tools.
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Table 2
Average number of errors in students’ writing

Group Number of Average number Number of Number of Number of
students of errors per grammar errors spelling errors vocabulary
writing per writing per writing errors per
writing
Group A 40 15 6 5 4
(without AI)
Group B 40 5 2 1 2
(with Al)
Table 3
Total number of errors in students’ writing samples
Group Number of Total errors for Total grammar Total spelling Number of
students all samples (40 errors for all errors for all Vocabulary
samples samples samples errors per writing
Group A 40 15 * 40 = 600 6* 40 = 240 5 *40=200 4 *40 =160
(without AI)
Group B 40 5*40=200 2 *40 =280 1*40=40 2*40=80
(with AD)

The analysis of the average number of errors
for both groups showed that errors were signifi-
cantly lower in the group using Al tools (200
errors) than in the group not using Al tools (600
errors). Grammatical errors were reduced from
240 (without Al) to 80 (with AI). Also, spell-
ing errors decreased from 200 (without Al) to
40 (with AI). On the same scale, the vocabu-
lary usage errors decreased from 160 (without

Table 4

Al) to 80 (with AI). These findings indicate that
Al tools had a significant impact on improving
linguistic skills, such as grammar and spelling.
However, Saudi students’ writing also improved
in terms of coherence, creativity, overall lan-
guage expression, and task completion. Table
4 compares the average scores for creativity,
coherence, and language expression for both
groups’ writing.

Average scores for creativity, coherence, and language expression

Group Number of Average Average Average overall Average
students creativity score coherence score language task completion
expression and
variation score
Group A 40 7/10 8/10 8/10 4.5/5
(without AI)
Group B 40 5/10 9/10 7/10 5/5
(with AT)

was higher in Group A (without Al), with an
average score of 7/10, than in Group B (with Al),
with an average score of 5/10. Also, coherence
was higher in Group B (with AI), with an aver-
age score of 9/10, than in Group A (without Al),
with an average score of 8/10. Additionally, the
overall language expression was lower in Group
B (with AI), with an average score of 7/10, than
in Group A (without AI), with an average score of
8/10. Task completion was almost similar, with
an average of 4.5/5 in Group A compared to 5.5
in Group B.

Discussion

According to the questionnaire data, the over-
all findings indicate the positive impact of using
Al tools on improving the writing skills of Saudi

EFL learners. The students’ responses showed that
about 80% of them believed using Al tools signifi-
cantly improved their grammar skills. These find-
ings aligned with the overall writing accuracy and
spelling skills improvement due to the tools pro-
viding learners with immediate corrective feed-
back that helped them internalise correct linguistic
forms. Both genders expressed a strong belief in
the positive influence of Al tools, although males
slightly edged out females in their assessment of
accuracy according to the data extracted. This
aligns with the findings of Al Mahmud (2023),
who stated that using Al tools, such as Wordtune,
greatly influences Saudi students’ ability to write
and grasp grammar skills. However, in terms of
vocabulary usage, the findings showed strong
agreement among Saudi learners, regardless of
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their gender, that Al tools helped them improve
their vocabulary variation and overall writing
accuracy. The findings support the results of
Bilal et al. (2023) and Alotaibi (2023), who
claimed that using Al tools like Grammarly and
ChatGPT improved overall writing competence
among EFL learners. However, opinions varied
regarding the open-ended questions. Some Sau-
di students believed that using Al tools in their
writing limited their free expression and hin-
dered their creativity by making them rely heav-
ily on the tools. Moreover, the repetitive state-
ments suggested by the tools did not help them
write creatively as illustrated in table 4. Simi-
larly, there were split opinions about whether
traditional methods encouraged more creativity,
with higher disagreement among males. More-
over, about 60% of the students, especially
males, agreed that Al increased their confidence
in writing and provided helpful feedback. Based
on the students’ responses to the questionnaire
and despite their mixed feelings about creativity,
they exhibited a general preference for Al tools
over traditional methods, with slight variability
among males. Most of the students agreed that
Al tools enhanced their efficiency during the
writing process, underscoring the practicality
and time-saving benefits of these tools and their
ease of use. This finding contradicts the find-
ings of AbdAlgane and Othman (2023), who
believed that despite experts’ perspectives on
using ChatGPT for EFL writing and the ability
of this tool to improve the writing skills of Saudi
learners, students may still need training to cope
effectively with this technology.

Nevertheless, the comparison of students’
writing samples revealed notable findings in
terms of both linguistics competence, measured
by the number of errors, and overall proficien-
cy, such as creativity and coherence. This com-
parison highlighted the significant impact of
Al tools on improving the accuracy of Saudi
students’ EFL writing by significantly reducing
the number of errors in the group of students
who used AI across the tested categories of
grammar, vocabulary, and spelling. This find-
ing contradicts Zhao (2023), who claimed that
EFL learners find it difficult to master the gram-
mar, vocabulary, syntax, content, and structure
of writing, and that students need traditional
student—teacher relationships to obtain useful
feedback and improve their writing. However,
Al tools provide students with instant feedback
on their errors without the need to communicate
with their teachers.
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In terms of coherence and creativity, the find-
ings revealed that the group of students who did
not use Al tools exhibited greater creativity in
their writing, perhaps because Al tools tend to
employ standardised language and follow set
patterns, potentially limiting creative expres-
sion. Students who wrote without Al gave more
real-life examples and included their own expe-
riences and perceptions regarding the requested
topics. In contrast, students who used Al tools
produced more coherent and varied language
expressions. These findings suggest that, al-
though AI tools can enhance the technical as-
pects of writing, they may do so at the cost of
reducing creative expression. This aligns with
Marzuki (2023), who stated that overreliance on
Al tools in writing can weaken students’ intrin-
sic writing abilities, limiting their creativity and
critical thinking skills.

Overall, the findings of this study suggest
that Al tools are beneficial for improving writ-
ing proficiency and enhancing EFL students’
linguistic knowledge; however, they limit their
creativity and free language expression by forc-
ing them to follow structured sentences in their
writing. However, the sample of this study is
small compared to the EFL contexts as larger
number may indicate different results. Also, fur-
ther research is needed to explore the long- term
impact of Al tools on language learning, in par-
ticular writing skills.

Conclusion

This study highlights the impact of Al tools
on the writing proficiency of Saudi EFL learn-
ers. The findings show that Al tools significant-
ly improve grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and
overall writing accuracy, with a notable reduc-
tion in errors. Both male and female students
expressed strong beliefs about the benefits of
Al tools, particularly for the technical aspects
of writing. However, the findings also reveal a
potential disadvantage since students expressed
concerns about diminished creativity and over-
reliance on Al-generated content. Traditional
methods may foster greater creativity and per-
sonal expression. Despite these concerns, the
overall preference for using Al tools reflects
their practicality and time-saving advantages.
Thus, to maximise the benefits of Al tools, they
should be integrated with traditional teaching
methods to ensure that human interaction and
creativity are not compromised. Also, future re-
searchers should focus on enhancing the creative
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aspects of Al tools and ensuring that the feedback
they provide is focused and contextualised. More
studies are needed to explore the long-term im-
pact of Al tools on language learning, particu-
larly in terms of creativity, critical thinking, and
deep linguistic understanding. In summary, the
author concludes that, while Al tools effective-
ly enhance linguistic skills, a balanced approach
that integrates both Al and traditional methods
may be necessary to cultivate both technical pro-
ficiency and creative writing ability.
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Appendix 1
The rubric of correcting writing samples
5 Kl 3 2 1 0
Topic Relatedness & All of the writing is | Most of the writing The writing is off topic.
Task Completion on topic & all parts Do not continue marking this
of the task are fully paper.
addressed. addressed. rtially addressed.
‘Word Count There are at least There are145-149 “There are 130-134words. | There are less than 130
(O topic sentences should | 150 words. words. ‘words. ‘words.
not be included in the word
count)
Format “The writing is in the form | The writing is not in the form
ofa ofa b,

Cohesion Connectors (¢.g. and, but,

e etc.) are not used or used
incorrectly.

Coherence Most of the sentences in the

i writing do not have a clear &
logical organization of
Vocabulary There is an adequate There is an inadequate range
range of vocabulary | range of range of range of vocabulary for the task
for the task with the ‘with more than 4 vocabulary
exception of | error. b " ocabulas errors.

Grammar The writing is There are more than 4
grammatically i errors in the writing. grammar errors in the writing.
correct with the

Spelling The words in the There are 3 spelling There are 4 spelling There are more than 4
writing are spelled il ‘mistakes in the mistakes in the writing. spelling mistakes in the
correctly with the writing.
exception of | error.

Punctuation There are 2 punctuation There are more than 2
errors in the writing. punctuation errors in the
writing.
Capitalization ‘There are 2 capitalization | There are more than 2
crrors in the writing. capitalization errors in the
writing.
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