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Abstract

This qualitative study investigates how frequently students rely on AI tools to support a 
group archival writing project. Reflective essays from 27 undergraduate students reveal 
both when and how they use ChatGPT throughout the writing process. The findings show 
that students most often turn to ChatGPT during the early stages—such as brainstorming 
and outlining—and rely on it less as they move toward finalizing their drafts. Many partic­
ipants described using ChatGPT to overcome writer’s block, particularly when initiating 
research papers. These insights support the argument for thoughtfully integrating AI into 
writing classrooms not only to assist students in navigating the writing process but also to 
help them understand the value of AI as a learning tool and the importance of using it 
appropriately and responsibly in academic contexts.
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1 Introduction
Students often face challenges that disrupt or delay their progress in 
writing, a phenomenon that is widely recognized. Commonly referred to 
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as writer’s block, this well‑documented issue is one that students frequently 
cite as a primary barrier to completing academic essays. Unlike human 
writers, ChatGPT is immune to such cognitive stalls. When students get 
stuck at any part of the writing process, they can leverage ChatGPT to 
generate ideas and content (Beck and Levine 2023). Additionally, the 
tool’s ability to provide feedback on higher-order concerns—such as 
organization, coherence, and clarity—offers significant advantages for 
both native and non-native writers (Yoon et al. 2023). While the general 
capabilities and limitations of AI are widely recognized (Wang et al. 
2024), it remains unclear when and why students choose to transition 
from independent writing to AI assistance. Su et al. (2023) explored the 
potential of using ChatGPT to support students throughout the writing 
process. The researchers examined the editing, proofreading, and reflec­
tion stages and concluded that ChatGPT could support the structural, 
dialogical, and language aspects of argumentative writing.

As AI continues to emerge across many disciplines, it has also sparked 
fear among educators. For example, some teachers worry that students 
may use ChatGPT to write their papers (Beck and Levine 2023); some 
universities have gone so far as to ban students from using ChatGPT for 
coursework (Ho et al. 2023). When students rely on ChatGPT to write their 
papers, in whole or in part, it brings the issue of academic integrity into 
question (Han et al. 2023). Anecdotal evidence from research studies has 
pointed to the difficulty that instructors face in distinguishing between stu­
dent-generated and AI-generated text (Corizzo and Leal-Arenas 2023; 
Li et al. 2023). These concerns have sparked a spirited debate about how 
to address students’ use of ChatGPT and other AI tools for course-related 
work. ChatGPT is, in many ways, simply a tool—similar to Grammarly or 
Microsoft Editor and, dare I say, even a graphing calculator. Students 
rely on these tools to support their work; however, like any tool, these 
tools can also be misused or abused.

Some people who see the potential of ChatGPT argue that AI should 
not be viewed as a cheating tool, much less an enemy of writing studies. 
Even so, many educators also recognize AI’s potential to support learn­
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ing, which aligns with broader conversations about educational equity. 
Regardless of intent, tools are designed to serve as aids to people, 
and permitting this kind of aid in the classroom is an important part of 
providing equitable education for all students. Regardless of intent, tools 
are designed to serve as aids to people, and permitting this kind of aid 
in the classroom is an important part of providing equitable education 
for all students; equity in education means providing tailored resources 
and support to help all students succeed, despite differences in their 
circumstances (OECD 2023). Acting as a learning tool, ChatGPT can 
help provide greater equity in education to both native and non-native 
students of English in order to address the opportunity gap that has 
plagued the education system in America (Heaven 2023). Some students 
need more help than others when it comes to writing. Not everyone 
claims writing is their strong suit. There are some students with limited 
language proficiency who struggle with communicating in the target lan­
guage; this struggle makes it challenging for them to write clear, coherent 
sentences. Artificial intelligence tools like ChatGPT can provide a positive 
learning experience for all students and help ensure some measure of 
success because they offer a more level playing field for those who face 
additional barriers to learning (e.g., challenges such as limited language 
and writing proficiency, cultural assimilation, and learning disabilities). 
Overall, teachers—specifically EFL teachers—tend to hold largely posi­
tive perceptions of ChatGPT (Mohamed 2024; Shaikh et al. 2023). There 
is broad agreement among both teachers and students that ChatGPT is 
valuable. Whether people want to openly admit it, many people already 
incorporate some form of AI into their daily routines (Ho et al. 2023; 
Knowles 2022; Pack and Maloney 2023; Rahman et al. 2023; Salvagno 
et al. 2023). Given ChatGPT’s wide-ranging capabilities, it is no surprise 
that many teachers and students alike are eager to integrate it into their 
academic and professional work.

1.1 Research Questions

Taken together, these points help frame my own perspective on ChatGPT’s 
role in writing instruction. In some respects, I see ChatGPT as an equal­
izer. We should not, therefore, dismiss ChatGPT for what it can do for 
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students (e.g., write their papers), but we should embrace it as a tool 
to guide students in using AI appropriately for writing support—such as 
offering model examples and text suggestions. In this article, I argue for 
viewing ChatGPT as a 24/7 support hotline—a resource students can 
access instantly for assistance without needing in-person or phone-based 
interaction. Consequently, this study addresses the following research 
questions: At what stage of the writing process do students most frequently 
use ChatGPT, and what specific trigger points prompt them to seek 
AI intervention? Exploring these questions is vital; identifying the exact 
points at which students struggle will enable educators to develop more 
targeted, in-depth instructions, helping students navigate common obsta­
cles and foster greater writerly independence.

2 Literature Review

2.1 Writer’s Block and Traditional Interventions

Writer’s block is a common disruption in the writing process and can be 
perceived as an embodied experience that occurs across populations, 
including secondary students, undergraduates, and professional writers 
(Enriquez and Vaughan 2024). Rose (2009)’s definition of writer’s block, 
“an inability to begin or continue writing for reasons other than a lack of 
basic skill or commitment” (3), shifts the focus away from a deficit view 
of ability. This viewpoint helps explain writer’s block prevalence across 
different learners in different contexts. In support of this broader framing, 
studies attribute writer’s block to multiple, intersecting causes. Students 
often experience writer’s block when they lack sufficient background 
knowledge about a topic, especially when composing informative texts. 
Additionally, writer’s block may appear at key moments in the writing 
process—typically in the introduction and conclusion—when students are 
uncertain about how to initiate or finalize their ideas (Bastug et al. 2017). 
Within higher education settings, college students have reported experi­
encing writer’s block because they were not sure how to effectively write 
a particular concept, such as the structure of a thesis, or they experienced 
anxiety provoked by stringent evaluative criteria (Prihandoko 2021). 
Beyond student writers, professional writers also report blocks, despite 
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extensive writing experience. According to Ahmed and Güss (2022), 
some causes of writer’s block for professional writers are more physiolog­
ical, including life stress, general anxiety, depression, and burnout. Other 
identified causes include motivational (e.g., fear of criticism or rejection), 
cognitive (e.g., problems due to errors in planning or rigid thinking), or 
behavioral (e.g., procrastination or lack of time to write) (Ahmed and 
Güss 2022). Taken collectively, research studies depict writer’s block as 
a normal, distributed phenomenon that can appear at any stage of a 
recursive writing process rather than as evidence of inadequate skill.

Because writer’s block has many different causes, there is no single solu­
tion. Research suggests that interventions must be flexible and context-
dependent, serving as a menu of options to help writers resume their 
work. For instance, among college business students, some solutions iden­
tified for writer’s block include working in teams and receiving feedback 
(Salem 2018). Likewise, professional writers often use process‑regulating 
strategies, such as taking breaks, discussing ideas with others, shifting to 
different projects, taking a walk, reading a book, or watching a movie 
(Ahmed and Güss 2022). While these approaches alleviate immediate 
pressure and encourage reorientation, they often delay actual output or 
fail to address the specific labor needed to finalize a draft. Furthermore, 
because most conventional solutions predate the AI era, they fail to 
account for contemporary writing workflows in which AI now assists with 
invention, outlining, organization, and editing, to name a few.

2.2 AI‑Supported Writing Processes

To address the gaps left by these traditional interventions, AI tools offer 
a functional alternative, as they are immune to the affective blockers 
that often impede human writers. ChatGPT, for example, provides critical 
scaffolding that helps students overcome inertia during the prewriting, 
drafting, and revising/editing stages of the writing process. In practice, 
these tools streamline tasks that are traditionally time-consuming or cog­
nitively taxing to perform in isolation. While researchers are still mapping 
the technology’s full boundaries, a working understanding of its broader 
utility is already emerging (Dergaa et al. 2023; Salvagno et al. 2023). 
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Studies suggest that students view AI as an essential bridge across the 
writing process. In their study, Tica and Krsmanović (2024) discovered 
that students used ChatGPT as a tool to assist them with their assignments, 
with 46.3% saying that they used ChatGPT very frequently (136); 27.5% of 
students used ChatGPT for essay and research writing tasks, and 23% of 
them used ChatGPT to generate example essays (137). Complementing 
these functions, students applied ChatGPT primarily for proofreading, 
sentence correction, and text structuring (137–138). By intervening at these 
specific friction points, ChatGPT allows users to bypass writing paralysis 
and make steady progress toward a finished draft.

Beyond its role as a writing assistant, the actual output of AI tools 
has become a subject of scholarly scrutiny. Researchers have sought to 
assess the quality of ChatGPT-generated essays to determine if they meet 
academic standards. Some studies have found that AI-generated text can 
exceed the quality of student-produced writing. Li et al. (2023) randomly 
sampled 900 out of 14,908 student reflections, and the results showed that 
the ChatGPT-generated response had higher scores across all criteria, 
outperforming student-written reflective responses for a pharmacy course. 
Parallel to these findings, Zhou et al. (2023) compared the writing perfor­
mance of ChatGPT to Chinese English majors and the results indicated 
that ChatGPT performed better in narrativity, word concreteness, and 
referential cohesion; however, it performed worse in syntactic simplicity 
and deep cohesion. Similar results from Li et al. (2023) and Zhou et al. 
(2023) were found in Yan (2023)’s study. In a study of eight Chinese 
undergraduate EFL majors, Yan (2023) found that ChatGPT could write 
across disciplines as effectively as the average learner, utilizing an ad­
vanced workflow to regenerate content based on specific requirements. 
Collectively, these studies show that while ChatGPT can help students 
develop language skills, it also supports the development of their broader 
writing skills. ChatGPT can offer students feedback on their argumenta­
tive essay outlines, suggest strategies for selecting evidence, and even 
generate potential rebuttals and counterarguments (Su et al. 2023). The 
combination of these strengths with observed weaknesses reinforces a 
model in which AI support is integrated into an instructor-guided process 

Journal of Writing and Artificial Intelligence

jwai.org
2026: Volume 3, Issue 1
Quang C. Ly

6



emphasizing human oversight and iterative revision. Many students rec­
ognize the quality of AI-generated content from the outset and frequently 
rely on ChatGPT as a dependable tool to support their academic success. 
For these students, ChatGPT addresses many of the writing challenges 
they face and has become a valuable element of their academic toolkit.

The high quality of AI-generated content holds particular promise for spe­
cific populations, though targeted research on English learners remains 
comparatively limited. Whether these students experience a language-
mindset issue (Rong et al. 2025) or a content- or language-related writing 
block (Xu et al. 2026) that affects their writing performance, they can 
benefit from using ChatGPT to assist them with the multidimensional layers 
of writing. Barrot (2023) argues for positioning AI as a supplementary 
writing tool because ChatGPT considers variables such as pragmatics, 
semantics, format, grammar, syntax, and coherence when it produces 
text. Students—regardless of their level of English proficiency—often turn 
to ChatGPT for writing support because it can produce clear, concise, 
and coherent sentences that enhance effective communication. Relatedly, 
research on EFL and L2 learners highlights the benefits of using ChatGPT 
to generate essays. Because ChatGPT can produce full-length texts, sec­
ond language learners gain exposure to linguistic features of the target 
language in context. By offloading the cognitive burden of mechanical 
syntax to the AI, students can maintain consistent compositional progress. 
For instructors who permit AI use, the goal remains a balanced pedagog­
ical cycle—one in which metalinguistic awareness ensures that the student 
remains the primary architect of the text, using AI to support the cognitive 
act of writing (Barrot 2023; Xu et al. 2026) rather than diminishing their 
writing skills.

2.3 ChatGPT’s Roles, Limitations, and Feedback

Given these performance capabilities, the focus of research has shifted 
to the varied instructional roles ChatGPT can fulfill within the classroom. 
Among ChatGPT’s many features, its writing assistance stands out as 
the most impactful for students, offering critical support throughout their 
academic work. ChatGPT can assume varied roles—such as professor, 
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manuscript reviewer, audience member, or writing partner (Beck and 
Levine 2023; Pack and Maloney 2023). For example, undergraduate 
students at a Chinese university viewed ChatGPT as a peer tutor that can 
help improve a paper, including providing guidelines on how to write 
an introduction and problem section in a technical proposal. Driven by 
AI’s high accessibility, some students rely less on language centers and 
teachers, using ChatGPT to produce new ideas more efficiently (Xiao 
and Zhi 2023). Consequently, this versatility often leads users to anthro­
pomorphize AI tools. Some students, then, perceive AI as almost human, 
a peer they feel more comfortable approaching with questions than their 
own instructors (Han et al. 2023). This tendency toward personification 
reflects ChatGPT’s highly adaptable nature and ability to simulate the 
nuanced interactions of a human peer. Furthermore, when used for edu­
cational purposes, ChatGPT can generate audience- and genre-tailored 
drafts that students compare to deepen their understanding of revision 
and rhetorical decision-making (Beck and Levine 2023). Additionally, 
because ChatGPT can engage in every stage of the writing process
—brainstorming, generating counterarguments, summarizing content, 
drafting abstracts, and editing for clarity and coherence (Lingard 2023)
—it serves as an antidote to writer’s block. Accordingly, researchers 
emphasize conceptualizing ChatGPT not as a replacement for the writer 
but as a guide that facilitates growth within a reflective writing process 
(Ho et al. 2023).

Despite its wide-ranging applications, ChatGPT also exhibits limitations. 
It cannot provide emotional or individualized life experiences in the text 
it produces (Barrot 2023), and it can include inaccurate source citations, 
misattributed concepts, and false or biased information (Dergaa et al. 
2023). Regardless, ChatGPT remains a trusted tool among users due to 
its powerful versatility, significant time‑saving advantages, and ability to 
deliver expansive, accessible knowledge across diverse domains (Tica 
and Krsmanović 2024). When viewed as more than just a “cheating” tool, 
ChatGPT can assume several productive roles: a virtual tutor providing 
instant, tailored support to learners; an assistant helping educators create 
supplementary materials; and a domain expert supporting students with 
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complex, subject-specific tasks. In addition, ChatGPT can act as a collab­
orative learning companion by enriching group activities through inter­
active engagement, serve as a reflective tool that encourages learners 
to assess and improve their performance, and promote critical thinking 
by sustaining dialogue, posing follow‑up questions, and guiding deeper 
exploration of challenging concepts (Zhu et al. 2023).

Perhaps the most critical role for AI in the compositional cycle is its ca­
pacity to provide immediate evaluative feedback. Because seeking and 
incorporating feedback is central to writing development, peer review 
often serves as a primary method for strengthening papers. Empirical 
data suggest that ChatGPT provides faster, more efficient feedback than 
traditional methods. For instance, based on its analysis of student essays, 
ChatGPT can supply appropriate feedback, revision suggestions, and 
supporting rationales while frequently offering praise (Ho et al. 2023). 
Such immediate input is highly beneficial for guiding a writer from 
initial draft to final product. While teachers also provide feedback, their 
responses are often delayed or less detailed due to high student volumes 
and looming deadlines. Consequently, students benefit from using Chat­
GPT for instant feedback and detailed explanations, creating valuable 
opportunities to master writing style and grammatical rules in real time.

Research further highlights systematic differences between the nature of 
human- and AI-generated feedback. Comparative analysis by Guo and 
Wang (2024) found that while human instructors prioritize content and 
linguistic accuracy, ChatGPT provided a more balanced distribution of 
comments across content, organization, and language. Their study of 
Chinese EFL undergraduates also revealed a difference in feedback 
style: instructors tended to offer more inquiry-based and information-
rich feedback, whereas ChatGPT leaned toward directive suggestions, 
explicitly stating what required revision and offering a higher frequency 
of praise (Guo and Wang 2024). Despite the efficiency of automated 
feedback, scholarly consensus suggests that its accuracy remains incon­
sistent, necessitating a multi-source approach. While Yoon et al. (2023) 
observed a strong correlation between human and ChatGPT scoring, 
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they identified significant constraints in AI feedback. In their examination 
of 50 ELL student essays, the researchers found that ChatGPT struggled 
with higher-order structural elements; specifically, the tool was unable 
to identify controlling ideas accurately and was imprecise in detecting 
the repetition of ideas. Instead, the AI’s feedback on coherence often 
relied on the presence or absence of transitional words rather than a 
deep understanding of logical flow (Yoon et al. 2023). Ultimately, these 
findings underscore the necessity of triangulated feedback. Because AI 
tools have identifiable limitations in recognizing nuanced features such 
as coherence and cohesion, they function most effectively when used 
to supplement feedback from teachers and writing centers. This allows 
writers to address the limitations of one source with the targeted strengths 
of another.

Although preliminary research suggests that AI can support students 
throughout the compositional cycle (Barrett and Pack 2023; Su et al. 
2023), empirical data are still needed to determine which specific stages 
prompt the highest usage and what forms of assistance students prioritize. 
Existing literature has examined how students use ChatGPT, but it has not 
yet identified when and why they turn to it during the writing process, par­
ticularly in moments of writer’s block. This gap raises important questions: 
What prompts a student to consult ChatGPT while composing an essay? 
Which specific tasks do they rely on the tool to perform? Addressing this 
gap is the objective of the present study.

3 Methods

3.1 Participants and Recruitment

This study was conducted during the spring 2024 semester while I taught 
four sections of WRS 106: First-Year Writing II. Given my growing interest 
in archival studies and the potential for students to develop research 
skills in this area, I aimed to explore how students might use artificial 
intelligence for archival research—an area not fully explored in the liter­
ature. Because my WRS sections were the only course in the Department 
of Writing Studies that focused on archival research—and because these 
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students were the most accessible for data collection—I selected my own 
students as participants in the study. Therefore, all students enrolled in my 
course who were 18 years or older at the time of the study were eligible 
to participate. After obtaining the necessary approvals, including IRB 
approval, I enlisted the help of another faculty member in the department 
to assist with the recruitment process. To minimize the presence of undue 
influence or bias in asking my own students to participate in the study, this 
colleague managed the informed consent component of the IRB process. 
This colleague visited each of my sections at the beginning of class and 
read my consent script aloud, which explained the research project to 
the students and their role in the study should they wish to participate. 
While my colleague read the consent script, I stepped out of the room 
in order to give them privacy. The consent form stated that participation 
was voluntary and that neither monetary compensation nor extra credit 
would be provided.

At the conclusion of the semester, students who wished to provide their 
work products gave their consent by indicating in their reflection essay 
whether they allowed me to use their deliverables in my research study 
(e.g., “I consent to you using my work for your research” or “You can 
use my work” or some other variations of clear consent). Each of the 
four sections had 19 undergraduate students, totaling 76 students for the 
semester. In total, only three students did not submit their reflection essays. 
And some students either did not provide consent or failed to clearly state 
their consent (likely because they forgot to indicate consent or refusal), 
resulting in their papers being excluded from the study. In the end, 
for the actual study, 35 students provided written consent, representing 
participants from each of the four sections. Specifically, the participants 
included 18 students who self-identified as male (15 freshmen and three 
sophomores) and 17 students who self-identified as female (11 freshmen, 
five sophomores, and one junior).

3.2 Artifacts

The final project had a mix of individual and group deliverables. One of 
the data sources was students’ reflection essays, which were completed 
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individually. Students were asked to reflect on their experience conduct­
ing research in the archive and, if applicable, their use of artificial 
intelligence tools like ChatGPT for their project. This 500‑word reflection 
addressed three main areas. First, students described the steps they 
took in the archive to locate the necessary information for the project, 
including the strategies they used and the challenges they faced and 
overcame. Second, they explained their use of ChatGPT (or other AI 
tools) as a research resource, detailing how it assisted their work, any 
limitations or challenges they encountered, and reasons for not using AI if 
applicable. Finally, they reflected on what they learned from the archival 
experience, including how the project shaped their understanding of 
the research process and whether conducting archival research changed 
their approach to general research. This essay was one of the deliverables 
submitted alongside the archival research paper.

The second data source was the archival research paper, which required 
students to conduct slow research on a topic related to the University 
of Miami. For the research paper, students had to select a significant 
topic that affected the university and trace the topic’s history and repre­
sentations in the archives. The research paper was 8–10 pages and 
asked students to articulate the conversation around their topic across 
one decade, including how the topic evolved, who or what initiated the 
conversation, what caused shifts in it, and who the major participants 
were. They also had to identify any missing voices, possible reasons for 
the silent voices, and the current state of the conversation. The project 
was designed to enhance students’ research skills, deepen their appre­
ciation of historical context, strengthen their understanding of rhetorical 
situations, and help them craft a compelling narrative about the university. 
Students who used AI in their papers were asked to highlight the sections 
containing AI-generated content and include proper citations to indicate 
its use. Structurally, this archival research paper was completed in groups, 
and students were allowed to select their teammates (3–4 students per 
group). Though the research paper was written together as a team, all of 
the groups had divided the tasks associated with completing the paper 
and assigned each student individual tasks; students informed me of this 
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division of labor during our group conferences. Thus, after reading each 
reflection essay, it became clear that each participant’s decision to use AI 
was made individually, without the consultation or approval of the other 
members of their group.

3.3 Data Analysis

To code the reflection essays, I began by reading each essay in its entirety 
to get a general sense of how often and in what ways participants 
used AI for the project. This step helped me understand participants’ 
research and writing processes. After completing the initial overview, I 
conducted several rounds of coding to begin processing the data. In the 
first round, I read through all 35 reflection essays to identify recurring 
themes and made a mental note of them. This step was designed to 
provide a macro‑level view of the commonalities participants experienced 
while working on the same project. In the second round, I highlighted 
any mentions of AI tools and how participants used them. To minimize 
irrelevant information, I focused on highlighting and noting the reasons 
participants chose to use or not use AI tools (e.g., ChatGPT) for the 
project. Following this step, I documented the reasons by copying and 
pasting the relevant parts of their reflection essays into a Word document. 
This process resulted in 35 single paragraphs, one for each participant; 
given the requirements of the essay, participants had to address several 
areas of their research experience, and they dedicated one paragraph 
to talking about AI (hence, one paragraph for each of the 35 partici­
pants). In the third round of coding, I read through the 35 paragraphs 
and broadly summarized the reasons that participants used AI with a 
short phrase (e.g., one participant used ChatGPT to help with the thesis 
statement, so I categorized this reason as “Used to Refine Thesis”). Then, 
in the fourth round of coding, I created another document to list all of 
the reasons that I had identified from the 35 paragraphs on AI usage. 
By the end of the coding process, I identified 25 reasons participants 
used AI and 15 reasons they did not use AI. Finally, I combed through all 
the participants’ paragraphs and counted how frequently they mentioned 
any of the identified reasons in their essays and wrote participants’ 
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names next to them (pseudonyms were used to protect the identities of 
all participants).

To confirm the reasons that were manually coded and to identify any 
additional ones not considered during the initial coding process, I used 
Microsoft Copilot to analyze the 35 paragraphs. I chose to use Copilot 
because it was included in the Microsoft 365 package that my institution 
provided to faculty and students. The prompt that I used to generate the 
output was as follows: “Create themes for reasons why students decided 
to use AI and why they did not use AI.” Because of technical constraints 
and Copilot’s 16,000‑character limit, I could not paste all 35 paragraphs 
in one session. After I typed in the prompt, I pasted 19 paragraphs 
into Copilot (the maximum allowed before I ran out of characters) and 
then repeated the process with the remaining 16 paragraphs. Copilot 
generated six categories for reasons that participants used AI and five 
reasons that participants did not use AI. However, when comparing the 
40 reasons that I manually identified (25 for using AI and 15 for not using 
AI) with the 11 categories that Copilot produced, I noticed that Copilot’s 
categories, such as (1) Idea Generation and Brainstorming and (2) Pref­
erence for Personal Thought Process, were broader and more general, 
and the output did not specify the reasons for using AI. This level of 
specification is necessary for instructors to understand how students are 
using AI in their work. Thus, the results from Copilot were extraneous to 
what I coded. The output did not produce any additional reasons that 
may have been overlooked during my manual coding process.

To enhance the readability of the data, I asked Microsoft Copilot to 
organize the 25 reasons for using AI that were extracted from the partic­
ipants’ reflection essays into a table using this prompt: “Create a table to 
organize this information,” and then I pasted the 25 reasons participants 
stated for using AI, along with the names of the participants who stated 
the reasons, into the prompt box. Copilot generated a two-column table 
with the list of reasons on the left side and the name of the participants 
on the right side. From there, I asked Copilot to organize the information 
using this prompt: “Organize it in a logical manner.” Copilot organized 

Journal of Writing and Artificial Intelligence

jwai.org
2026: Volume 3, Issue 1
Quang C. Ly

14



the 25 reasons into five categories, while miscellaneous reasons that did 
not align with the writing process were placed in a separate category I 
created. Afterward, I mapped the five categories onto the writing‑process 
stages based on which stage they aligned with most clearly. For the 
prewriting stage, the categories included brainstorming/idea genera­
tion and thesis/outline. In the drafting stage, the categories included 
research/information gathering and writing assistance. For the revising 
and editing stage, the category included proofreading/editing. The final 
category, overcoming challenges, did not fit neatly into any aspect of 
the writing process but was addressed toward the end of the analysis. 
The results corresponding to these five categories and their alignment 
with the writing‑process stages are presented in Tables 1–6, with Table 6 
representing the miscellaneous category I created.

3.4 Delimitations

Because of the space constraints of a typical research article, I could 
not address all the data from my study. Therefore, this article focuses on 
the reasons participants chose to use AI and the stages of the writing 
process during which they used it. The data also revealed 15 reasons 
students gave for avoiding AI; however, the limits of this article do not 
allow me to examine that set of data with the depth and care it warrants. 
Consequently, of the 35 students who consented to participate, only the 
27 who discussed their reasons for using AI were included in the final 
dataset. The eight students who wrote exclusively about avoiding AI were 
excluded because this study centers on reasons for using AI.

4 Results
At the start of the archival research project, I granted my class permission 
to use AI (e.g., ChatGPT) for their work. I wanted students to be transpar­
ent about their use of AI, so I explicitly authorized it without placing any 
restrictions on how they could use it. This unrestricted access encouraged 
participants to discuss their AI use openly in their reflection essays, result­
ing in richer and more detailed data. The reasons students provided for 
using AI also align with patterns reported in the literature (see Literature 
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Review section) on common AI usage among college students. Tables 1–6 
present the reasons participants chose to use AI during the project.

Task Contributors

Brainstormed ideas for the project topic Anna, Brody, George, Nick, Sam

Provided ideas and perspectives to explore 
further on the topic

Adam, Sam, Tara

Table 1: Brainstorming and Idea Generation

Task Contributors

Gave ideas for the thesis Amelia, Anna, Paige, Raven

Helped refine the thesis George, Lisa, Mary, Ruth

Created an outline Ashley, George, Mary, Nick, Ruth

Table 2: Thesis and Outline

Task Contributors

Provided information on the topic Aaron, Adam, Austin, Ben, Brody, Ian, 
Izzy, Nelson, Stacy

Helped streamline the research process 
by managing, summarizing, and 
interpreting information

Fred, Nelson

Noted that AI responses should be 
supplemented with additional research 
to corroborate information and fill gaps 
or inconsistencies

Sam

Table 3: Research and Information Gathering

Task Contributors

Generated main points for the essay Kerry, Nick

Helped express ideas Ruth

Wrote the introduction Ian

Helped create transitions in the draft Mary

Assisted with integrating quotes Kerry

Journal of Writing and Artificial Intelligence

jwai.org
2026: Volume 3, Issue 1
Quang C. Ly

16



Task Contributors

Condensed multiple ideas into a single point Anna

Simplified complex information Fred, Kerry

Reworded sentences to avoid repetition Rachel

Revised long sentences Ben

Wrote the conclusion Lisa

Table 4: Writing Assistance

Task Contributors

Organized information Kerry

Organized references in alphabetical order George

Double‑checked citations Alice

Proofread the draft Mary

Table 5: Proofreading and Editing

Task Contributors

Helped with getting started Eric, Larry, Mary

Assisted in overcoming writer’s block Mary

Provided support when feeling burned out Lisa

Table 6: Overcoming Challenges

5 Discussion
In reviewing the reasons for AI usage, it appears that participants used 
AI throughout the various stages of the writing process. Scholars Dobrin 
(2015) and Faigley (2016) have proposed different iterations of the writing 
process, with some identifying the process as consisting of three steps 
(Flower and Hayes 1981) and others identifying the process as consisting 
of five steps (Laplante 2018, 47–74). Regardless of the number of steps 
proposed, the steps in most models tend to overlap (Alber-Morgan et al. 
2007; Dobrin 2015, 18). For this analysis, I adopted the approach that 
organizes the writing process into three stages—prewriting, drafting, and 
revising/editing—because this framework offers clarity and consistency 
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for grouping and interpreting the data. While simplified, these stages 
capture the essential progression of writing a research paper and provide 
a practical structure for analysis.

5.1 Prewriting Stage

The prewriting stage involves selecting a topic, making a plan, and 
developing a thesis (Faigley 2016, 35–41). During this stage, participants 
particularly sought help with crafting their thesis statements. Participants 
had a general idea of their research topic and asked ChatGPT for help 
with giving ideas for their thesis (as cited by Amelia, Anna, Paige, and 
Raven) and for refining their thesis (as cited by George, Lisa, Mary, and 
Ruth). Importantly, turning to ChatGPT was not a sign that participants 
were incapable of crafting their own thesis, but rather it was a sign 
that they recognized their initial thesis could be improved. Most of them 
wanted to reword their original thesis to make it sound more sophisti­
cated, as cited by Mary, who “took a dumbed down and simplified 
version of [their] thesis into the AI machine and summarized the advanced 
version it spit back.”

In addition to seeking help with thesis refinement, the next leading reason 
for using AI during this stage of the writing process was to brainstorm 
ideas for the project (as cited by Anna, Brody, George, Nick, and Sam). 
For most students, the archival research paper was a new and unfamiliar 
task, so it was expected that they might struggle to generate ideas while 
searching the digital archives. Not only that, but participants were re­
searching topics that they had limited knowledge of, so it was challenging 
to find a starting point. Consequently, participants relied on the help of 
AI to give them a jumping-off point, as stated by Nick: “ChatGPT played 
a pivotal role … aiding us in brainstorming topics and generating main 
points throughout the essay.” Brody expressed a similar position: “It was 
a great way to brainstorm and generate ideas and pointers crucial to my 
project.” The participants’ reasoning aligns with the findings reported in 
Wang et al. (2024)’s study, in which students similarly noted that AI is a 
helpful tool for getting started on writing assignments and for supporting 
idea generation and the production of high‑quality sentences (7–12).
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Moving further into the prewriting stage, it is common for students to 
draft outlines of their intended content. This step helps them consider 
the direction of their paper and determine what points are necessary to 
cover. Nick, for instance, believed ChatGPT was “pivotal as a planning 
and outlining tool.” Participants across all sections used ChatGPT to give 
them an outline to work with because they needed guidance in writing 
the paper. As this was the final research paper for the class, the length 
of the paper (8–10 pages) was likely intimidating, and participants may 
have needed help coming up with ideas for how to reach the page 
requirement. This was the position of Ashley: “What I use ChatGPT for 
most is when I outline essays. … ChatGPT can assist in creating a clear 
outline, streamlining the process, and ensuring that your essay covers all 
necessary points.” Likewise, most participants wanted a clear sense of 
what their paper would cover so they could determine whether they had 
enough material to meet the page requirement and identify the types of 
sources and ideas they needed to research. Asking ChatGPT to suggest an 
outline for the research paper was cited by Ashley, George, Mary, Nick, 
and Ruth. Along the same lines, George used ChatGPT twice for outline 
purposes: “We also used it [ChatGPT] to help structure our presentation 
and paper by prompting it to create an outline for the topic.” Similarly, 
Mary took the same approach, asking ChatGPT for help with outlines for 
her essay and presentation. However, most participants did not attempt 
to create their own outlines before seeking feedback from an AI tool, 
which suggests that some students rely more heavily on AI during the 
initial planning stages because these readily accessible tools can quickly 
streamline many parts of the writing process (e.g., creating outlines). AI 
tools like ChatGPT can enhance short‑term task performance (Fan et al. 
2025, 507), so instead of experiencing a stall in the project, participants 
used AI to maintain momentum. This feature of ChatGPT helps explain 
why many found it useful for improving their writing and completing 
project tasks.

Beyond brainstorming and outlining, starting a project can be challeng­
ing for students, as they may not have a clear idea of where to begin or 
what ideas would be feasible to pursue (as cited by Eric and Larry). Going 
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straight to ChatGPT instead of brainstorming independently can under­
mine the creative process that educators aim to cultivate. At the same 
time, however, seeking assistance from ChatGPT can also serve as an 
appealing way to kick-start the writing process. AI tools like ChatGPT can 
be perceived as a virtual assistant, similar to asking a classmate, friend, 
or even Google for help, which may seem innocent and acceptable from 
the user’s perspective. With this viewpoint in mind, it can be argued that 
ChatGPT functions as one possible remedy for writer’s block—a position 
Ashley would agree with: “When starting a research project, it’s common 
to feel overwhelmed by the sheer volume of information available on the 
internet. ChatGPT can help narrow down your topic, suggest keywords 
for effective searches, and even recommend reputable sources to explore 
further. Whether delving into academic journals, books, or online articles, 
ChatGPT can provide guidance on where to begin.” Moreover, Brody 
believed that ChatGPT facilitated his research process by enabling him 
to begin earlier than he otherwise would have. As he explained, “I feel 
my research process may have been delayed without ChatGPT, and I 
think it is a great tool for students to brainstorm information when they 
hit a block.” This kind of obstacle can contribute to writer’s block—a 
point both Brody and Mary acknowledged. Without AI assistance, some 
participants’ projects would likely have been delayed, which could have 
negatively affected their grades. Although some instructors may hold 
negative views of ChatGPT because of its ability to generate fully written 
essays (among other features), students tend to view it as a necessary 
resource for meeting their learning goals.

5.2 Drafting Stage

The next stage in the writing process is drafting, in which writers begin 
developing a working version of their piece. In this stage, individuals 
draw on the ideas and structure outlined during prewriting and translate 
them into a coherent draft as they begin constructing paragraphs (Faigley 
2016, 43–51). Notably, this stage of the writing process accounted for 
the greatest number of reasons participants chose to use AI. Participants, 
for example, asked ChatGPT to help them write the introduction and 
conclusion of their paper. At the beginning of drafting, students often 
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struggled to get started. For participants like Ian, ChatGPT provided the 
support needed to get words on the page and continue making steady 
progress. Moreover, toward the end of the project, students often felt 
fatigued and burned out, which could lead to procrastination or a loss 
of motivation. At this point, some participants turned to ChatGPT to draft 
portions of their papers. This kind of cognitive fatigue was the reason 
that motivated Lisa to ask ChatGPT to write the conclusion paragraph 
of her research paper. Understandably, final class projects can be espe­
cially demanding, as the end of the semester is a high‑pressure period 
marked by overlapping exams and assignments. To manage this load, 
some students turned to artificial intelligence for support. Lisa’s reasoning 
for using ChatGPT aligns with findings from Abbas et al. (2024), who 
reported that students experiencing high academic workload and time 
pressure were more likely to use ChatGPT.

Beyond drafting support, students also used ChatGPT to clarify their 
reading materials, showing that their reliance on AI went beyond mere 
text production. Depending on the type of source, whether a journal 
article, an archival document, or a complex report, students sometimes 
struggled to understand what they read, so they turned to AI for support. 
For example, Fred used ChatGPT to summarize long archival texts for 
clearer understanding. Similarly, Kerry used ChatGPT to simplify difficult 
material and get advice on integrating quotes into the research paper. 
And Ben used ChatGPT to consolidate long sentences and create bullet 
points for a PowerPoint presentation. Collectively, participants’ responses 
show that they perceived AI as a practical resource for saving time 
and reducing their workload. Students can seek help from professors to 
understand texts, integrate sources, or rephrase sentences—but if AI tools 
like ChatGPT can perform these tasks more quickly and effectively, it raises 
the question of whether educators should encourage students to use these 
tools. Even Fan et al. (2025) discovered that ChatGPT improved students’ 
writing performance even more than the condition that involved support 
provided by a human expert (507).
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AI’s expanding capabilities have increased its usefulness to students. 
Although some instructors may view ChatGPT primarily as a shortcut that 
undermines academic integrity, students recognize its broader functions 
and use it for far more than producing text. Usher and Amzalag (2025) 
found that master’s‑level graduate students sought seven types of assis­
tance from AI chatbots: (1) content generation and expansion, (2) source 
integration and verification, (3) concept clarification and definitions, (4) 
writing consultation, (5) text refinement and formatting, (6) rephrasing 
and modifying content, and (7) translation assistance (8). These types 
of assistance also appeared among the undergraduate students in the 
present study. Specifically, some participants struggled to articulate their 
ideas, and ChatGPT enabled them to convey their thoughts more clearly 
(as cited by Kerry, Nick, and Ruth). There were participants who used 
ChatGPT to reword sentences to avoid repetition (as cited by Rachel), 
while others relied on the AI to condense long sentences into a manage­
able length (as cited by Ben). Participants also used ChatGPT to generate 
transition phrases for their paragraphs (as cited by Mary) and to inte­
grate quotes into their essays (as cited by Kerry). Thus, by using ChatGPT 
during their research projects, students can recognize where they struggle 
in writing and consider the suggestions it offers, thereby supporting skill 
development within a technology‑enhanced learning process.

Although AI technologies have progressed considerably, they remain im­
perfect, and users understand that these tools can occasionally generate 
inaccurate or fabricated information. In a study by Tica and Krsmanović 
(2024), 45% of students who used ChatGPT frequently said it was reliable 
compared to 55% who said it was not (138–139). This finding, alongside 
those found by Shaikh et al. (2023), suggests that users do not blindly 
accept everything ChatGPT provides. Students understood that ChatGPT 
could not truly comprehend user input, which required them to evaluate 
its output critically. Their prior experience with AI made them aware of 
the possibility of hallucinations. As a result, while drafting their papers, 
participants simultaneously conducted research to identify sources that 
substantiated their ideas and claims. In addition, students can sometimes 
become confined to a single perspective, with their research shaping and 
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limiting what they believe is available on their topic. It becomes impor­
tant, then, to seek guidance from external resources to push the research 
beyond their current scope. This approach is demonstrated by Adam, 
Sam, and Tara, who turned to ChatGPT to gain additional perspectives 
on their topics. Sam also believed that AI‑generated responses should be 
supplemented with additional research to corroborate information and 
address gaps or inconsistencies in the data. His position indicates that 
he is aware of the false or unreliable outputs that AI can produce. This 
skepticism aligned with broader patterns observed in research. Lee et 
al. (2025), for example, found that students who use AI do not accept 
all outputs at face value. Their research led them to learn that students 
expressed skepticism over the credibility of ChatGPT’s output, with some 
students expressing doubts about its accuracy and potential to generate 
incorrect or illogical information (14). Participants such as Sam had 
encountered fake data and erroneous information, so when they used 
ChatGPT, they knew they had to read the results carefully and evaluate 
their validity. This demonstrates a critical awareness of AI‑generated 
content. While students generally hold positive views of ChatGPT, they 
also recognize that it is a technology with flaws. Still, these limitations do 
not deter them from using the tool, as they continue to view it as helpful 
for their writing.

In the broader context of research habits in the AI era, students increas­
ingly relied on AI tools to conduct quick, targeted searches—often by en­
tering a prompt and receiving relevant information without having to sift 
through unrelated material. Many students also do not instinctively think 
about using library databases as a starting point for locating information 
on a research topic; instead, they view AI tools as more intuitive and ac­
cessible. Although educators continue to promote the value of academic 
resources such as library databases and Google Scholar, students often 
preferred turning to AI tools like ChatGPT as their primary starting point 
for research. For the participants who used AI, drawing on ChatGPT to 
gather content was especially helpful when writing the archival research 
paper. Izzy, for example, used ChatGPT for background information on 
diversity, equity, and inclusion, in addition to brainstorming ideas related 
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to Florida and the University of Miami. Whereas Austin used AI to find 
out the founding dates of the university’s athletic programs, Adam used 
AI to help identify connections between education inequality and events 
like the Vietnam War by exploring complex interactions. Sam, on the 
other hand, used ChatGPT to provide insights, context, and background 
information on his campus diversification topic. And Sofie used ChatGPT 
to provide background on topics like university enrollment and clubs. 
Moreover, once information is gathered, AI can streamline the research 
process by efficiently organizing, summarizing, and presenting content 
in bullet points (as noted by Fred and Nelson)—a level of convenience 
that library databases do not typically offer, since they require students 
to invest more mental effort in identifying relevant sources and extracting 
key ideas on their own.

It is clear that participants treated ChatGPT as their default search 
engine. Whereas students once turned to Google for information, many 
now go directly to ChatGPT—the new Google—to explore their topics. 
This shift was the leading reason participants reported using ChatGPT 
for their project (as cited by nine of them: Aaron, Adam, Austin, Ben, 
Brody, Ian, Izzy, Nelson, and Stacy). For example, Stacy said, “I looked 
up on ChatGPT what college life was like for students through 1965–
1975, and how it changed because of the Women’s Rights Movement.” 
Similarly, Ben also used ChatGPT to gather information on his topic: “I 
used it to help find some of the events in my time period, by just asking for 
certain highlights in UM’s history between 2001–2011.” Participants noted 
that ChatGPT simplified the research process by filtering out irrelevant 
results and highlighting useful content, a point echoed by Nelson, who 
stated that ChatGPT helped him “understand the topic in depth and made 
the research process more efficient.” Instead of entering a broad topic 
with a few keywords into Google and navigating pages of results, AI pro­
vided participants with concise, targeted material without unnecessary 
clutter. This advantage was especially apparent in Adam’s experience: 
“By leveraging AI, I was able to sift through extensive archival materials, 
digitized documents, and historical records related to education at UM 
during the 1965–1975 period. This proved to be very useful for pulling out 
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important information and insights in an expedient manner. I had a lot 
more time to connect pieces of information together because I spent less 
time finding them.” In this process, participants also began to learn the 
basics of prompt engineering—the idea that the clarity and specificity of 
the questions or instructions they provide directly shape the quality of the 
responses they receive. Because ChatGPT is reactive, its output depends 
entirely on the user’s input, and the responses it generates vary based on 
the effectiveness of each prompt (Su et al. 2023). As they refined their 
prompts to obtain more accurate and useful information, participants 
also developed greater awareness of word choice, learning to select 
their language more carefully to elicit clearer, more precise responses. 
This emerging awareness became part of their revising and editing stage, 
reinforcing the role of thoughtful language use in guiding the tool’s output.

5.3 Revising and Editing Stage

In the final stage of the writing process—the revising and editing stage—
writers refine and polish their work as they prepare it for either submission 
or publication. This stage requires individuals to evaluate their draft, incor­
porate feedback, revise sentences, and proofread (Faigley 2016, 55–60). 
Although class time was dedicated to peer review at the 50% and 75% 
draft stages of the archival research paper, it was evident that students 
also sought additional feedback from ChatGPT. Mary, for instance, used 
AI to help proofread her draft, whereas Kerry relied on it to organize 
her paper. In the final stage of the project, students also checked their 
citations and sources, making ChatGPT especially useful for tasks beyond 
seeking feedback on their draft. Some participants needed assistance 
with managing their references. George, for instance, used ChatGPT to 
alphabetize his list of references, and Alice used it to double‑check her 
citations. Taken together, these examples show that participants were 
intentional in their efforts and used AI strategically to ensure their work 
met the expectations of the project.

Building on this final stage, the revising and editing stage required groups 
to bring their separate contributions together into a single, coherent 
document. Because this archival research paper required collaborative 
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writing, students had to learn how to blend multiple styles and voices into 
a unified text. This weaving process is inherently challenging, as it involves 
revising and reshaping sentences from several authors to create a smooth, 
continuous flow of ideas. Without this integrative work, group‑written doc­
uments often become disjointed—especially when sections are copied 
and pasted together without further editing to ensure logical connections 
and transitions. From my teaching experience assigning and evaluating 
group papers, I know that students rarely devote the necessary time to 
this step, even though it is essential for producing a cohesive product. 
To manage this challenge, participants used ChatGPT to assist with 
the integration process by inputting their teammates’ contributions and 
asking the AI tool to perform the initial synthesis, helping them establish 
a unified draft. For example, Anna noted that “ChatGPT was useful for 
condensing all our ideas into one.” Furthermore, when writers receive 
feedback from multiple peers, the sheer volume of suggestions can feel 
overwhelming, making it difficult to integrate all relevant points into a 
single essay. In such cases, AI tools like ChatGPT can help by condensing 
and synthesizing these contributions into a cohesive, coherent narrative. 
Mary echoed Anna’s experience, explaining, “We also asked it to proof­
read a rough draft version of our essay. Our first rough draft was an 
outline of our compiled notes, lacking sophistication and fluidity. We 
asked ChatGPT to improve said fluidity through easing our transitions.” 
Together, these accounts illustrate how participants relied on ChatGPT not 
only for mechanical support but also to manage common writing‑process 
difficulties, particularly the cognitive bottlenecks and stalled momentum 
that have the potential to contribute to writer’s block during collaborative 
and revision‑heavy stages.

In contrast to the earlier stages of the writing process, where participants 
used ChatGPT frequently during prewriting and drafting, the revising and 
editing stage saw a noticeable decline in AI usage, with only four partici­
pants reporting using it at this point in the process. As the semester drew to 
a close and the end of the project came into view, their focus likely shifted 
toward simply finishing the paper rather than refining every detail. This 
period may also have coincided with peak cognitive fatigue, reducing the 
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motivation to engage in additional research or further idea development. 
Overall, participants appeared to rely on AI most heavily during the initial 
stages of research and writing, when the more demanding tasks—such as 
outlining, gathering sources, and drafting—typically occur. This pattern 
aligns with findings from Barrett and Pack (2023), who reported that 
students and teachers viewed GenAI as more acceptable during the early 
writing stages (such as brainstorming and outlining) and less acceptable 
in later stages, where using GenAI to complete writing tasks was consid­
ered inappropriate. Although AI use decreased in the final stage of the 
writing process, its continued presence shows that participants considered 
ChatGPT indispensable to completing the research project.

5.4 Overall Findings

Based on participants’ reflection essays, they used ChatGPT as a support­
ive aid throughout the writing process rather than a shortcut to avoid 
doing the work themselves. Those who engaged with AI tools did so to 
strengthen their archival research papers across the three major stages 
of the writing process, using ChatGPT to explore new ways of expressing 
ideas and to locate information relevant to their projects. Whether in the 
prewriting stage, when they asked ChatGPT for help refining thesis state­
ments; in the drafting stage, when they sought clearer sentences; or in the 
revising and editing stage, when they requested feedback, participants 
felt they could depend on the tool to enhance their work. Importantly, 
participants did not view ChatGPT as a form of cheating because they 
did not ask it to write their entire paper. Instead, they saw ChatGPT as a 
collaborative partner—something that contributed to their work but did 
not function as an author. Participants completed their own research, 
conducted their own analysis of archival materials, and wrote their pa­
pers independently. When they needed help, however, they found it more 
convenient and efficient to turn to an AI tool: opening their laptop, typing 
a question, receiving an immediate answer, and continuing to write. For 
them, ChatGPT became a necessary resource. It served as a supplement 
that deepened their thinking, helped them initiate and complete drafts, 
and provided support when they felt stuck.
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Using ChatGPT also helped participants develop a sharper awareness 
of its strengths and limitations, an understanding grounded in firsthand 
experience rather than hearsay. It is important for students to interact 
directly with AI tools so they can understand what the technology can 
and cannot do, make informed decisions about when to use it, and 
determine whether it is acceptable or appropriate for a given task. In 
the present study, some participants learned that ChatGPT could produce 
incorrect information, a possibility that made them more critical readers 
of AI‑generated output and more attentive to evaluating its reliability. 
Students in Wang et al. (2024)’s study reported similar awareness, noting 
that AI-generated writing can be overly general, repetitive, impersonal, 
or lacking a distinct voice (9–10), underscoring the importance of human-
driven writing. While the present study focused on participants who used 
ChatGPT, those who chose not to use AI still understood why others found 
it beneficial, particularly for overcoming writer’s block or receiving gram­
mar‑related feedback. Only one participant explicitly described AI use as 
“cheating.” Several others preferred conducting research independently 
because they valued engaging directly with archival sources, as Ben 
noted. Interestingly, some participants used AI so infrequently that they 
nearly forgot it was available; tools like ChatGPT never even crossed their 
minds, as one participant observed. The overall findings illustrated that 
participants approached ChatGPT as a purposeful learning tool, using it 
strategically and critically to support their writing goals. At the same time, 
participants maintained ownership of their writing and balanced human 
judgment with AI assistance.

6 Conclusion
Overall, the data revealed that participants were aware of both the bene­
fits and drawbacks of AI. They demonstrated thoughtful and appropriate 
use of the technology—a perspective clearly captured by participant 
Amelia: “ChatGPT is a fantastic research tool if one uses it correctly 
and does not abuse its power.” From an instructional standpoint, I want 
my students to develop the knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to 
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conduct research and write effective papers. I recognize this goal can be 
achieved, in part, through careful and responsible use of AI.

At the same time, given how advanced AI has become and how much 
more sophisticated it is likely to grow, there are concerns that students 
may become overly dependent on it for their thinking and writing. Despite 
this concern, participants in the present study reported that they do not 
accept ChatGPT’s output uncritically. Instead, they read its responses 
with caution, which suggests a discerning approach to AI‑generated 
content. As a result, their writing reflected a blend of AI‑assisted and 
human‑authored work. Still, even when students use AI responsibly, the 
act of integrating its language can blur boundaries between original 
wording and borrowed phrasing. During the writing process, students 
may engage in patchwriting—borrowing phrasing or reshaping AI output
—which raises important questions about how academic integrity should 
be reconsidered in the era of AI (Puxon et al. 2024). This intersection 
between AI‑generated language and students’ own writing illustrates the 
increasingly complex relationship between authorship, originality, and 
technological assistance. As students navigate this relationship, educators 
must consider how traditional definitions of academic integrity should 
evolve alongside emerging writing technologies.

Students in other studies have likewise noted that they must use ChatGPT 
appropriately—as an assistant rather than a replacement—if they want 
to strengthen their skills (Xiao and Zhi 2023), demonstrating that they 
recognize their own responsibility in producing original work. At the same 
time, I recognize the real possibility of metacognitive laziness, described 
as “learners’ dependence on AI assistance, offloading metacognitive 
load and less effectively associating responsible metacognitive processes 
with learning tasks” (Fan et al. 2025, 506); some participants even cited 
this risk as a reason they turned to ChatGPT. Even so, banning ChatGPT 
outright would prevent students from developing the discernment needed 
to determine when they actually need AI. Encouraging students to exper­
iment with it—within reason—allows them to decide how it fits into their 
learning and intellectual growth. Viewed together, these patterns suggest 
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that the central task is helping students develop the judgment needed to 
determine when AI can assist them—especially when they are stalled by 
writer’s block—while still requiring them to remain active thinkers in their 
own writing.

Importantly, participants did not use ChatGPT simply to lift ideas or 
replace their own thinking. Rather, they relied on it to organize material, 
identify potential research directions, refine drafts, integrate quotations, 
and summarize texts. In some regards, AI functions like a mobile writing 
center—almost like having a professor on speed dial—and, in many 
cases, like a 24/7 support hotline. The variety of ways participants 
engaged with ChatGPT aligns with research showing that students use 
the tool for multiple, practical purposes, including as a dictionary, trans­
lation aid, co‑writer, or editor (Lee et al. 2025, 14). Consequently, fully 
banning AI in writing courses could limit some students’ ability to succeed, 
especially when it may prevent them from overcoming a disruption in 
their writing process. Tools such as Grammarly and calculators are widely 
accepted resources that students can use without penalty; if AI brings 
these functions together in one place, it raises a question: Why restrict 
access to a tool that consolidates what is already permissible?

Thus, writing instructors should not assume that every student will use AI 
or feel responsible for policing its use through detection websites. Such 
an approach is ineffective because AI detectors can still produce false 
positives (Sullivan et al. 2023). Instead of banning AI, teachers should 
strengthen students’ digital literacy so they can use these tools responsibly 
and ethically (Campbell and Cox 2024, 104). Some scholars outline a 
general plan that any discipline can adopt for introducing AI in courses 
where writing is a key learning outcome. The purpose of this plan is to 
guide students in using AI to “facilitate the writing process but not to com­
pletely author the work” (Campbell and Cox 2024, 106). In other words, 
AI should serve as a resource that contributes to learning rather than 
replacing the effort required to write. Ultimately, I argue that prohibiting 
AI use can restrict, or delay, students’ learning progress. Some students 
need additional help when grappling with complex ideas—whether in 
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writing or other academic areas—and AI tools like ChatGPT can offer 
clear, concise, or comprehensive explanations. ChatGPT can also present 
qualitative information in a broader and more accessible way (Niloy et 
al. 2024), which several participants in this present study found useful. AI, 
therefore, functions as an additional educational resource that students 
can consult when working through challenging material. At the same 
time, using ChatGPT—or any AI tool—to assist with parts of a paper does 
not exempt it from critique by those who question its appropriateness or 
application. While such use may be acceptable, it can also raise doubts 
about a student’s abilities, knowledge, or authorship. This is a response 
that students must be prepared to address.

Looking ahead, examining the ways students choose to use AI provides a 
more accurate picture of its role in their writing practices. As AI becomes 
increasingly woven into daily life, it is important that we learn to adapt 
to it and guide its use thoughtfully in educational settings. Akata et al. 
(2020) argue that hybrid intelligence is the next major development, 
where “humans and machines cooperate synergistically, proactively, 
and purposefully to achieve shared goals, showing AI’s potential for 
amplifying instead of replacing human intelligence” (19). Although some 
educators fear that letting students use ChatGPT may prevent them from 
developing foundational writing skills, this concern did not materialize in 
the present study. Students who used ChatGPT did so to extend their own 
thinking, approaching it as a tool to augment their human intelligence. 
Treating ChatGPT as an additional resource aligns with research empha­
sizing the continued importance of strong student–teacher relationships 
in the learning process (Mohamed 2024; Shaikh et al. 2023). For now, 
we need to accept that AI is here to stay and learn to work with it in ways 
that support our students throughout the writing process.

Publication Details and Disclosures

Generative AI Use

Microsoft Copilot was used for exploratory support to help identify additional reasons 
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