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Abstract

Purpose: Recent advancements in artificial intelligence (Al)-powered technologies, particularly
ChatGPT, have sparked significant interest in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) education.
This review aims to explore the landscape of ChatGPT’s application in EFL writing.
Design/Approach/Method: Given the nascence of this field, the study conducts a scoping
review by analyzing 16 empirical studies published before December 2023 to investigate the
role of ChatGPT in EFL writing.

Findings: The review explores the current and potential uses of ChatGPT in EFL writing, high-
lighting its dual role as both a writing assistant and an assessment tool. On one hand, ChatGPT is
widely acknowledged for providing real-time feedback that enhances writing quality and efficiency.

On the other hand, challenges and concerns remain prevalent.
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Originality/Value: The findings reveal key gaps in the literature, such as the need for more inter-
disciplinary research, the adaptation of Al models to meet the linguistic and cultural needs of EFL
learners, and the integration of multimodal Al tools. The review emphasizes the importance of
critical thinking and information literacy training for educators and students while addressing eth-
ical considerations. These insights offer a roadmap for future research and the practical implemen-

tation of Al in language education, providing valuable guidance for different stakeholders.
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Introduction

Recent developments and advancements in artificial intelligence (Al) and natural language process-
ing have given rise to many Al-powered language technologies. ChatGPT, as one of the most fore-
front generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) tools, has received widespread attention due to its
capability of generating human-like conversations in real time. While Al-driven conversational
agents (CAs), such as Siri, Alexa, and Google Assistant have been widely used across a variety
of domains for decades, they are limited by their rule-based approaches and often struggle with
complex queries (Kusal et al., 2022; Wellnhammer et al., 2020; Xiao et al., 2023). In contrast,
ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2023) distinguishes itself as a more advanced conversational system and can
generate more contextually appropriate responses. Such a feature has unsurprisingly been embraced
by English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners because the application can not only offer them a
personalized and interactive learning experience (Ray, 2023), but also has the potential to address
some common challenges EFL learners face in the learning of writing, including but not limited
to a lack of constructive feedback for revisions (Zhang & Hyland, 2023), insufficient metacognitive
support for higher-level writing skills, such as planning and organization (Aldabbus & Almansouri,
2022), and inadequate vocabulary and grammatical knowledge (Gayed et al., 2022). For example,
research has indicated the usefulness and effectiveness of ChatGPT in brainstorming (Barrett &
Pack, 2023), enhancing lexical diversity (e.g., Kartal, 2023), proofreading (e.g., Ozgeli’k, 2023),
and improving writing efficiency (e.g., Yan, 2023). Moreover, the application can also help students
improve their writing skills by providing examples of well-structured essays and guiding them
through the revision process (Hong, 2023; Kim et al., 2023). Despite its usefulness, studies have
also raised concerns about students’ overreliance on the tool, potentially impeding the development
of language skills and self-regulation (Barrot, 2023). Research also suggests that while ChatGPT

provides rich information and assists in writing, it also presents risks of plagiarism, misuse, and
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ethical concerns related to generating misinformation and biased content (AlAfnan et al., 2023;
Zimmerman, 2023). In other words, current research perspectives on Generative Pre-training
Transformer (GPT) in writing education are diverse, but the results are mixed. These necessitate a
scoping review of the use of ChatGPT in EFL writing practices. Conducting a scoping review
can yield a more holistic understanding of ChatGPT’s applications in EFL writing contexts and con-
tribute to a refined view of its impact on language education. This knowledge will be valuable to

language educators, policymakers, and researchers in this evolving field.

Rationale

Although published studies have explored the applications and challenges of ChatGPT in EFL contexts
from multiple perspectives, few studies have synthesized and analyzed the existing body of literature to
offer an overview of the current state of affairs of ChatGPT in foreign language education. This scoping
review addresses this gap by reviewing empirical studies on the applications, benefits, and challenges
of ChatGPT in foreign language education. By providing a comprehensive understanding of the use of
the tool in EFL writing with a focus on how such a tool can be leveraged to enhance EFL learning out-
comes, this review contributes to the growing literature on Al-powered writing tools in foreign lan-

guage education, offering pedagogical insights, recommendations, and directions for future research.

Review questions

This review specifically addresses the following four questions:

1.  What are the general characteristics of the existing literature on ChatGPT in EFL writing?
2. How is ChatGPT currently being used in EFL writing?
3. What are the prevailing attitudes toward the use of ChatGPT in EFL writing?
4. What are the key benefits and challenges associated with incorporating ChatGPT in EFL
writing?
Methodology

A scoping review was carried out to explore the landscape of ChatGPT in EFL writing. Such a
methodology was chosen due to its suitability for mapping out the breadth and depth of research
in emerging fields (Munn et al., 2018). This approach allows the inclusion of a wide range of pub-
lished studies, providing a holistic view of the research landscape (Peters et al., 2021).

To conduct the scoping review, a systematic search of academic databases, including Google

Scholar, Web of Science, Scopus, and ProQuest was performed using the key terms in Table 1.
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Table 1. Search terms.

Technology terms

Language learning terms

ChatGPT

ChatGPT (3.5)

Generative Al

Generative Artificial Intelligence
Artificial Intelligent
Conversational Agent

Dialogue System

Chatbot

Conversational Al

Natural Language Processing

Large Language Model

Writing

Automated Essay Evaluation (AEE)
Assessing Writing

Writing Assessment

Feedback

English as a Foreign Language

EFL

ESL

Bilingual

Non-native Speaker

Learn English

Specifically, the search identified potential literature using the following Boolean conjunction:
(“ChatGPT” OR “ChatGPT (3.5)” OR “Generative AI” OR “Generative Artificial Intelligence”
OR “Artificial Intelligence” OR “Conversational Agent” OR “Chatbot” OR “Conversational AI”
OR “Large Language Model”) AND (“English as a Foreign Language” OR “EFL” OR “English
as a Second Language” OR “ESL” OR “Bilingual” OR ‘“Non-native Speaker” OR “Learn
English”) AND (“Writing” OR “Automated Essay Evaluation” OR “AEE” OR “Assessing
Writing” OR “Writing Assessment” OR “Feedback™). Drawing upon the snowball technique
(Ridley, 2012), manual searches of key journals in the fields of artificial intelligence, education,
and language learning, were also conducted to ensure a comprehensive coverage.

A total of 2,310 candidates were identified through both automated and manual searches. The cri-
teria in Table 2 were then followed to exclude studies that were irrelevant to the scope of the review.
For example, conceptual studies and research that focused on Generative Al tools other than ChatGPT
were excluded. The employment of the criteria screened out 108 articles. The full texts of all these
candidates were then reviewed to determine their eligibility for inclusion in the review.

A total of 16 pieces of scholarship were identified as suitable for the scoping review. Key infor-
mation from each article, including research design, research site, participants, sample size, and the

status of English (ESL vs. EFL), was extracted. Table 3 provides a detailed overview of the articles.

Results

General characteristics of the literature reviewed (Review question 1)
As shown in Table 3, the reviewed literature can be characterized by a broad geographic distribu-

tion, diverse research methodologies, and an exclusive focus on ChatGPT. All the studies were
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Table 2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for literature search.

Criterion Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

Empirical focus Empirical studies investigating applications, Non-empirical studies such as theoretical
challenges, and potentials of ChatGPT in papers and opinion pieces
English as a Foreign Language (EFL)/
English as a Second Language (ESL)

writing
Scope Studies focusing on ChatGPT in ESL/EFL  Studies not focusing on Al-powered writing
writing assistant tools or their applications,
challenges, and potentials in ESL/EFL writing
Participants Participants who are either EFL or ESL
learners
Language of Studies published in English Studies published in languages other than
publication English

Note. This review was carried out in December 2023; as a result, studies published after the date were not included.

published in 2023, highlighting the recent surge of interest in ChatGPT in language education as
well as the nascence of the technology. The research predominantly employed mixed methods
(47%) and explanatory designs (33%). A noticeable trend across these studies is the involvement
of both teachers and students as participants, though a significant portion of the studies focuses
on university students (60%). Geographically, the research spanned various countries, including
the United States, Vietnam, China, Japan, Korea, and Arabic-speaking regions, with a concentration
in Asia (approximately 67% of the studies). Sample sizes vary widely, ranging from small-scale
studies with fewer than 10 participants (20%) to large-scale research, such as Mizumoto and
Eguchi (2023) involving over 12,000 student essays. While the majority of studies on this topic
are journal articles, a notable exception is Schlosser’s (2023) master’s thesis. All the research
was conducted in the setting of universities, many of which explored participants’ perceptions of
and experiences with the efficacy of ChatGPT in supporting language learning, particularly in

improving writing skills.

Uses of ChatGPT in EFL writing (Review question 2)
Two themes emerged from the review regarding the use of ChatGPT in EFL writing: ChatGPT has

been used as a writing assistance tool and a writing assessment tool.

ChatGPT as a writing assistance tool. Though not designed for the purpose of writing development,

the review found that ChatGPT has emerged as a versatile writing assistance tool in facilitating EFL
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Table 3. Studies included in this scoping review.

ESL/  Sample
Citation Country Study design Setting Participants EFL  size
Barrett and Pack United States Cross-sectional University Teachers ESL 246
(2023) questionnaire (n=68) and
design students
(n=158)
Nguyen (2023) Vietnam Mixed method University Teachers EFL 20
Schlosser (2023) Spain Mixed method University  University EFL 42
students
Xiao and Zhi (2023) China Explanatory study University University EFL 5
students
Yan (2023) China Multi-method University University EFL 35
qualitative students
approach
Mohamed (2024) Japan Mixed method University University EFL 10
teachers
Nurseha (2023) Japan Case study University University EFL 20
students
Marzuki etal. (2023)  United Case study University University EFL 10
Kingdom teachers
Guo and Wang China Explanatory study University University EFL 55
(2023) teachers
(n=35) and
students
(n=>50)
Gegkin et al. (2023) Arab Explanatory study University  University EFL 48
teachers
(n=>5) and
students
(n=43)
Mizumoto and International  Qualitative study University Students’essay EFL 12,100
Eguchi (2023) (n=12,100)
Song and Song China Randomized University University EFL 50
(2023) controlled trial students
(n=>50)
Hawanti and Indonesia Quasi-experiment University University EFL 73
Zubaydulloevna students
(2023) (n=73)

(continued)
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Table 3. (continued)

ESL/  Sample
Citation Country Study design Setting Participants EFL  size
Al-Garaady and Arab Mixed method University University EFL 88
Mahyoob (2023) students
(n=88)
Schmidt-Fajlik Japan Explanatory study University University EFL 69
(2023) students
Bok and Cho (2023) Korea Mixed method University University EFL 71
students

students’ writing, with its generative nature and various pathways to improving their
writing (Alharbi, 2023). EFL learners have harnessed ChatGPT to brainstorm, improve coherence,
and enhance grammar. A finding across the studies is that learners actively used ChatGPT to gen-
erate ideas during the brainstorming stage, though they often critically evaluated and refined the
outputs rather than adopting them outright (Xiao & Zhi, 2023). Additionally, students found that
providing detailed prompts yielded more useful responses. They emphasized that specific, positive,
and structured prompts helped optimize the tool’s capabilities. This finding suggests that learners
adopt an iterative approach, where ChatGPT serves as an idea generator, but the students take an
active role in revising and contextualizing the output (Xiao & Zhi, 2023; Yan, 2023).

Likewise, Yan (2023) identified that students used ChatGPT basically as a text generator, para-
phraser, grammar checker, and summarizer. Furthermore, the process of using ChatGPT appears to
follow developmental phases, beginning with simple, exploratory tasks and advancing to more
complex writing practices. As learners become more familiar with ChatGPT, they integrate add-
itional Al tools to ultimately streamline their writing workflows to avoid plagiarism and enhance
text quality. Across the board, the studies suggest that ChatGPT serves as a valuable writing assist-
ant by supporting idea generation, offering immediate feedback, and allowing users to interact crit-
ically with the content it produces. However, it requires clear instructions and user interventions to

maximize its potential.

ChatGPT as a writing assessment tool. Some studies highlight the potential of ChatGPT to streamline
writing feedback and assessment (Al-Garaady & Mahyoob, 2023; Schmidt-Fajlik, 2023). Although
not a replacement for human instructors, ChatGPT complements the limitations of human instruc-
tors by offering real-time error detection and grammar checking. Bok and Cho (2023) surveyed 73
EFL learners and found that more than half appreciated ChatGPT’s usefulness in detecting errors

related to vocabulary, accuracy, flow, and grammar.
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However, when comparing ChatGPT to human instructors, Al-Garaady and Mahyoob (2023)
found that while ChatGPT was effective in identifying superficial errors, it struggled with deep
structural and pragmatic issues. For instance, it accurately flagged redundant adverbials and misor-
dered elements, but it was less adept at interpreting the learners’ intentions behind certain errors.
Moreover, ChatGPT also missed certain grammatical errors, such as article usage and preposition
omission, although it provided corrected versions afterward. Despite this, the number of errors iden-
tified by ChatGPT exceeded those identified by human instructors, but the effectiveness of these
identifications varied based on the quality of prompts used, suggesting that refining prompts
could improve accuracy.

Schmidt-Fajlik (2023) compared ChatGPT to other grammar checkers and found that ChatGPT,
along with other tools, can effectively detect errors in grammar, punctuation, and spelling.
However, ChatGPT’s interface was preferred due to its clear explanations and added translation
capabilities, making it particularly useful for learners with lower English proficiency. Likewise,
ChatGPT was found to provide detailed feedback on grammar, vocabulary, and style. It was particu-
larly effective in suggesting improvements to formality and overall clarity of students’ writing. The
tool flagged more errors (13 in one sample) compared to other tools like Grammarly (Schlosser,
2023). However, unlike Grammarly, ChatGPT did not always provide automatic, structured feed-
back, requiring users to ask specific questions for feedback. It also generated irrelevant text, which
could confuse students if not reviewed carefully.

Efforts to enhance ChatGPT’s ability as a writing assessment tool have also been explored.
Mizumoto and Eguchi (2023) finetuned a GPT-3.5 model using prompt engineering and applied
it to assess 12,100 essays from the ETS Corpus of Non-Native Written English (TOEFL11).
They enriched the model with rubrics derived from IELTS Task 2 Writing band descriptors, inte-
grating these with linguistic features like lexical diversity, syntactic complexity, and textual cohe-
sion. Their research demonstrated that while the base GPT model already provided a reasonable
accuracy in grading, the integration of specific linguistic features notably enhanced its performance.
Notably, lexical features had the greatest impact on improving the accuracy of assessments. This
fine-tuning not only shortened the time taken to rate essays but also increased scoring consistency
and enabled the provision of immediate feedback that aligns with established grading standards.

Overall, the evidence points to ChatGPT as a valuable supplementary tool for grammar checking
for non-native speakers of English. It offers detailed, accessible feedback, though it may not fully
address nuanced issues, such as complex linguistic structures and writers’ intent, areas where
human instructors excel. Moving forward, writing assessment should incorporate higher-level
skills such as organization, style, and argumentation, beyond just grammar checking. Future
studies should focus on designing holistic prompts that enable ChatGPT to conduct more compre-

hensive writing evaluations.
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What are the attitudes toward ChatGPT in EFL writing? (Review question 3)

Most studies exploring the integration of ChatGPT into EFL writing focus on the benefits and chal-
lenges, largely from the perspective of teachers and students. As an initial probe, a dominant pro-
portion of studies (62.5%) have investigated the perceptions of teachers and students on ChatGPT’s
role in EFL writing. Both groups recognize its potential, yet express concerns about its broader
implications in education.

Teachers, being central to the integration of educational technologies, play a crucial role in deter-
mining how ChatGPT is used in the classroom. Nguyen (2023) and Mohamed (2024) found that most
teachers agree on the potential benefits of ChatGPT, particularly in terms of facilitating lesson plan-
ning, generating teaching materials, and providing additional reading resources. However, many edu-
cators remain cautious, especially when it comes to ChatGPT’s role in assessment and evaluation.
They are concerned about students’ potential overreliance on the tool, the accuracy and credibility
of its outputs, and its effect on students’ critical thinking and academic integrity. These findings
are echoed by studies from Nurseha (2023) and Marzuki et al. (2023), which noted that while teachers
recognize ChatGPT’s usefulness in helping students expand their thinking during the writing process,
concerns about originality, academic dishonesty, and plagiarism persist.

Student perceptions reflect a similarly nuanced view. According to Xiao and Zhi (2023), students
perceive ChatGPT as a powerful tool that supports writing, particularly by enhancing their vocabu-
lary, grammar, and providing immediate feedback. Many students reported using ChatGPT to
prepare for standardized tests like IELTS, appreciating the personalized and interactive learning
experience it offers. However, they also recognize its limitations, particularly in supporting more
advanced writing skills such as structuring arguments and creating coherent, original content.
Like the teachers, students are aware of the potential risks of plagiarism and emphasize the need
for clear guidance and regulations to ensure the responsible use of ChatGPT in writing.

A cross-sectional study by Barrett and Pack (2023) explored both teacher and student perspec-
tives on the use of ChatGPT at different stages of the writing process, such as brainstorming, out-
lining, revising, and feedback. Both groups found the tool most helpful in the early stages, such as
generating ideas and organizing thoughts, where it serves as a supportive tool rather than replacing
the student’s creative process. Interestingly, teachers expressed more positive attitudes toward
ChatGPT’s use in providing feedback and evaluating student work, whereas students were more
reserved. Similarly, Schlosser (2023) found that students felt that ChatGPT, while helpful,
should be used alongside teacher feedback for more comprehensive error correction. Despite
these differences, both groups emphasized the importance of transparent and ethical use of the tool.

Yan (2023) provided further insights into student perceptions by investigating their actual use of
ChatGPT in writing tasks. Students frequently praised the writing quality and variety of language

styles produced by ChatGPT. However, consistent with other studies, concerns about plagiarism
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and the fairness of using Al tools in academic settings were prevalent. Interestingly, due to the foci
of L2 writing on composition structure, grammar, and semantic accuracy, students in this study
didn’t encounter issues indicated by students from the other studies, including lack of originality
of texts, and lack of domain expertise (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Xiao & Zhi, 2023). In line with
the aforementioned studies, students were concerned about inequity and plagiarism issues
brought up by ChatGPT, showing more concern rather than satisfaction.

Despite the powerfulness and versatility of ChatGPT, both teachers and students exhibited
mixed attitudes about the use of ChatGPT in EFL writing. Undeniably, they believed in the
promise of this technology in language education and expressed curiosity in exploring its proper
use. In the meantime, they harbor concerns about issues arising with the advent of ChatGPT,
such as potential plagiarism and overreliance. Also, most of the studies sought to understand tea-
chers’ perceptions of ChatGPT integration, with fewer efforts examining students’ perceptions.
Interestingly, there exists a discrepancy in teachers’ and students’ perceptions of ChatGPT, espe-
cially when it comes to writing evaluation and assessment. This asymmetrical attention underscores
the importance of comprehensively understanding the perceptions of both stakeholders to ensure

effective implementation and address potential concerns.

Benefits and challenges of ChatGPT in EFL writing (Review question 4)

Research has increasingly highlighted the potential benefits of using ChatGPT in EFL writing. First
of all, ChatGPT can be accessed at any time and from any place, providing EFL learners with rich
language input, and flexible, personalized learning opportunities outside the traditional classroom
setting (Mohamed, 2024). ChatGPT’s ability to deliver instant feedback is particularly valuable for
EFL learners who may not have instant feedback from instructors. Bok and Cho (2023) reported
that learners were able to enhance paragraph flow and learn more appropriate vocabulary
through ChatGPT’s suggestions. The ability to generate well-structured sentences allows learners
to produce more readable and coherent texts with fewer errors.

Second, beyond learning gains, ChatGPT is recognized for enhancing student engagement and
motivation. For example, Song and Song (2023) found that ChatGPT provided students with real-time
feedback on grammar, vocabulary, sentence structure, and organization during writing tasks. The study
showed students’ significant improvements in all aspects of writing, including organization, coher-
ence, and vocabulary after using ChatGPT. Students also reported higher motivation and engagement,
attributing this to the autonomy and personalized feedback offered by the Al Similarly, Hawanti and
Zubaydulloevna (2023) observed a significant reduction in anxiety among students using ChatGPT.

Moreover, ChatGPT can help reduce the burden on teachers in both writing assessment and
material design (Mohamed, 2024). It has been praised for its consistency and efficiency in assessing

writing, particularly in detecting surface-level errors such as grammar and vocabulary. It also
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provides time-efficient, uniform feedback across a large number of essays, reducing teacher work-
load and minimizing human biases in scoring (Gegkin et al., 2023; Mizumoto & Eguchi, 2023).

However, several challenges have also been discovered. ChatGPT’s capacity to generate human-
like text can assist students in brainstorming ideas or even drafting entire essays. While this offers
rich language input, it raises concerns about academic integrity, as students might rely on the Al to
complete their tasks, thereby undermining their writing development. Issues of plagiarism also arise
when students use Al-generated text without proper understanding or credit (Barrett & Pack, 2023;
Nguyen, 2023; Song & Song, 2023). Additionally, overreliance on ChatGPT may discourage stu-
dents from engaging with traditional learning methods or from interacting with human instructors
(Marzuki et al., 2023; Mohamed, 2024; Nguyen, 2023; Nurseha, 2023). A critical concern is dimin-
ished authorship, where students reported that ChatGPT sometimes alters their original writing sig-
nificantly, leaving them disconnected from the final product. This concern was noted by the
participants in multiple studies, with some expressing fears about losing their voice and style
during the revision process (Al-Garaady & Mahyoob, 2023).

Another challenge is ChatGPT’s struggle with providing culturally and contextually sensitive
feedback, crucial for grasping pragmatic language use in learning environments. Bok and Cho
(2023) noted that while students found ChatGPT’s corrections helpful, they expressed frustration
about the lack of explanatory feedback, which limited their ability to fully understand their mistakes
and develop critical thinking skills in writing. Teachers have also observed that ChatGPT may be
unsuitable for lower-intermediate learners, as effective use of the tool might require a B2 level
(upper-intermediate) proficiency on the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR) scale (Nguyen, 2023). Moreover, the complexity and length of ChatGPT’s
feedback may be inaccessible to certain learners (Guo & Wang, 2023; Schlosser, 2023). Several
other studies have also highlighted the potential for biased language use inherent in the model’s
training, which could distance learners from authentic English learned through real human inter-
action (Hawanti & Zubaydulloevna, 2023; Mohamed, 2024).

While ChatGPT offers immediate feedback, it sometimes provides inconsistent textual output,
particularly with complex language rules or less common idiomatic expressions (Hawanti &
Zubaydulloevna, 2023; Schlosser, 2023). It also struggles with commenting on students’ writings
in terms of deep meaning, creativity, and coherence, areas where human raters excel. Despite its
strengths in identifying formal errors, ChatGPT’s feedback lacks the personalization and contextual
awareness that human assessments offer. A significant challenge with Al-based assessment tools
like ChatGPT is the overemphasis on formal aspects of writing (e.g., grammar and vocabulary).
This focus can result in higher scores for grammatically correct essays that lack content depth or
creativity, skewing assessments of writing quality (Mizumoto & Eguchi, 2023). Al-Garaady and
Mahyoob (2023) found that while ChatGPT could effectively detect grammatical errors, it struggled
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with deeper structural and pragmatic issues, which are critical in advanced writing. Human instruc-
tors, in contrast, were more effective at recognizing errors related to tone, context, and deeper

meaning, highlighting the limitations of Al in fully understanding the complexities of EFL writing.

Discussion

From an initial 2,310 entries gathered from selected databases, 16 studies met the inclusion criteria
and were thoroughly examined in this scoping review. The objective was to assess the current land-
scape of research on the use of GenAl, particularly ChatGPT, in EFL writing instruction and iden-
tify gaps for future exploration. Notably, most of the studies were published in 2023, reflecting a
surge of interest following the release of OpenAl’s ChatGPT (see Section on Review question
3). These areas are of particular relevance due to the recent availability of OpenAI’s ChatGPT.
As multimodal Al tools like GPT-4 and DALL-E 2 become more widespread, it is expected that
research will broaden to cover applications in the near future (Law, 2024).

Besides, most of the studies employed off-the-shelf ChatGPT, which didn’t tailor to the specific
cultural and linguistic context of learners and teachers. Some teachers have observed that ChatGPT
is unsuitable for lower-intermediate learners, suggesting that students must achieve at least B2 on a
CEFR proficiency scale to use ChatGPT effectively (Nguyen, 2023). The feedback provided by
ChatGPT, often complex and lengthy, may not be accessible to all learners (Guo & Wang,
2023). Plus, successful and effective scaffolding involves the critical pedagogical step of
“fading”—gradually removing this support to ensure students can perform independently—and
becomes complex (Beed et al., 1991; van de Pol, 2012). As scaffolding is designed to be a tempor-
ary support structure, its success not only lies in how well it adapts to and supports the learner’s
current needs but also in how effectively it can be removed, allowing learners to assume full respon-
sibility for their learning tasks (Sawyer, 2006). There’s a risk of overreliance on ChatGPT, where
students might depend too heavily on Al for ideas, corrections, and writing strategies, hindering
their ability to write independently. Improving ChatGPT’s utility in scaffolding involves adapting
the large language model to better align with second language learning theories and tailoring
prompts to generate more appropriate responses (Al-Obaydi et al., 2023). This could involve train-
ing models to recognize and adjust to various proficiency levels, simplifying language as needed,
and providing feedback that directly supports learning objectives. Given access to ChatGPT API
services, interdisciplinary collaboration is also encouraged to modify off-the-shelf GPT and train
GPT-powered CAs for specific learning and teaching purposes based on evidence from second lan-
guage learning and EFL writing research.

The studies reviewed highlighted the versatility of ChatGPT for EFL writing, with a predomin-
ant focus on the university level (see Section on Review question 2). While ChatGPT is being uti-

lized in diverse learning contexts, the majority of studies concentrate on higher education. It is
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important to recognize that most studies (67%) investigating the use of ChatGPT in EFL writing
primarily focused on learners’ and teachers’ perceptions in higher education context as distinct
areas of inquiry. Also, these studies often explore perceptions separately, without diving deeply
into the actual practices involving ChatGPT by either students or teachers. Perceptions can be
highly contextualized based on how teachers and learners use ChatGPT. This gap between percep-
tions and practices highlights an urgent need for more empirical research studies. Future studies
should also consider ways of integrating ChatGPT into EFL writing education across different
grade levels.

As for attitudes toward ChatGPT, not surprisingly, despite the controversy raised about its pos-
sible threats to academic integrity and education equity, both teachers and students share positive
attitudes toward using this tool for language learning and teaching. One of the most outstanding
benefits for students frequently mentioned in the existing literature is its capability to respond to
varied requests in a personalized and efficient way (Mohamed, 2024; Nguyen, 2023). For teachers,
ChatGPT can help generate lesson plans, tests, and reading materials referring to different profi-
ciency levels (CEFR, etc.) if given proper interactive prompts (Koraishi, 2023; Nguyen, 2023),
and help with automatic essay scoring and giving feedback. Notably, despite teachers’ positive per-
spectives on this application of Al in grading and feedback, it’s noteworthy that students were less
enthusiastic about the idea of teachers’ use of Al to evaluate their work (Barrett & Pack, 2023). This
discrepancy highlights the need for a balanced approach that considers both the efficiencies offered
by Al and the importance of maintaining human intervention in language education.

Despite the limited number of intervention studies, the results collectively highlight the potential
of ChatGPT as an effective tool in improving language learning from both cognitive and affective
dimensions. Current insights are mostly from students’ or teachers’ self-reported data and qualita-
tive studies. Future studies call for more empirical studies investigating students’ actual self-
regulated use patterns across different contexts, including both structured classroom and unstruc-
tured out-of-class settings. More experimental studies are needed to further explore and validate
ChatGPT’s effectiveness across diverse language learning contexts and learner populations. A
broader and more robust evidence base is necessary to ascertain the generalizability and long-term
impact of ChatGPT integration in EFL language education. Moreover, comparative studies exam-
ining ChatGPT against other Al-powered language learning tools and instructional approaches
would provide valuable insights into its relative efficacy and unique contributions to EFL learning.

The ethical concerns surrounding ChatGPT’s use in EFL writing, especially regarding plagiar-
ism, are prominent. Given the absence of global regulations, some institutions, particularly in
English-speaking countries like the United Kingdom, have banned its use in assignments. Yan
(2023) proposed that any direct or lightly edited use of Al-generated texts constitutes plagiarism.

However, banning Al outright may not be a sustainable approach. Instead, policies should



14 ECNU Review of Education 0(0)

encourage responsible use. Nguyen (2023) suggested protocols like submitting both a rough draft
and an Al-assisted final version. Policymakers and educators must collaborate to ensure proper
application (Perkins & Roe, 2023). However, issues like data privacy and biases remain underex-
plored. Future efforts should include addressing underexplored issues like data privacy, Al hallu-
cinations, and biases. Institutions and educators must work together to ensure that Al tools like
ChatGPT are used ethically while supporting student learning (Rane, 2023).

A less discussed aspect of Al literacy in the studies reviewed might suggest that it has been
largely overlooked in current EFL writing education. Teaching EFL writing in the era of
Generative Al goes beyond language instruction; it requires reinforcing information literacy and
critical thinking skills. Many studies have noted ChatGPT’s inconsistent feedback and generation
of false positives (Ray, 2023), but how students and teachers handle these issues in real writing
practice remains unclear. A major concern with Al systems is “hallucination,” where the Al gen-
erates content that doesn’t align with reality or logic (Buselic, 2023). This happens because Al
models do not truly understand the content, they identify patterns in the data they were trained
on. Although ChatGPT offers personalized learning assistance, it requires users to apply critical
thinking and information literacy to assess the quality and originality of its outputs (Buselic,
2023). These skills are essential in the 21st century and should be integrated into language educa-
tion. A learner’s ability to critically evaluate Al-generated content will significantly impact the reli-
ability and effectiveness of their language learning. To optimize the use of ChatGPT, students must
be trained to critically assess its outputs and understand when and how to apply them appropriately.
This dual focus on language proficiency and cognitive skills will prepare students to use Al tools
both effectively and ethically.

Last but not the least, many of the articles reviewed emphasize the need for professional devel-
opment in prompt engineering for educators. The complexity of large language models like
ChatGPT often limits their interpretability, making mastery of prompt engineering essential for
effective interaction with the Al (Jacob & Weber, 2023; Knoth, 2024). Educators recognize that
specialized training in crafting prompts would significantly improve their ability to use
ChatGPT, enriching students’ learning experiences (Mohamed, 2024; Nguyen, 2023). The variabil-
ity in ChatGPT’s responses based on how queries are worded highlights the importance of this skill
(Hawanti & Zubaydulloevna, 2023). Learners also stand to benefit greatly from prompt engineer-
ing, as well-designed prompts can enhance the quality and relevance of ChatGPT’s outputs (Yan,
2023). However, this requires a foundational understanding of how Al models generate language.
Integrating prompt engineering into the curriculum for both teachers and students is crucial. This
skill set will not only improve Al interactions but also deepen understanding of AI’s capabilities
and limitations. Training in prompt engineering can transform Al challenges into opportunities, fos-

tering creativity, critical thinking, and collaboration in educational settings.
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Limitations

One key limitation of this review is that all the studies included were published in 2023, coinciding
with the recent surge in interest following the release of ChatGPT. As a result, the review may not
capture a sufficiently broad time span of literature, unlike other reviews that cover more extended
periods. Future reviews will need to extend and expand this scope as more research emerges to
provide a more comprehensive understanding of ChatGPT’s role in language education. Another
limitation is that many of the findings are based primarily on explanatory or preliminary qualitative
results. These studies tend to focus on exploring the initial potential and applications of ChatGPT,
but need more longitudinal or empirical evidence to draw more definitive conclusions. Further
research, including experimental and longitudinal studies, is required to validate and deepen

these initial insights.

Conclusion

Future research should focus on expanding the scope of studies across diverse educational contexts and
examining the long-term impacts of Al integration in language learning. Interdisciplinary efforts are
also needed to tailor Al models to the unique linguistic and cultural needs of EFL learners.
Moreover, studies should explore beyond text-based Al and investigate how multimodal Generative
Al tools can be integrated into EFL writing to enhance meaning-making. In addition, the review high-
lights the importance of addressing ethical considerations, including data privacy and language bias,
alongside educating learners about these issues. While educators and students recognize the value of
ChatGPT, future studies should emphasize the need to strengthen critical thinking and information lit-
eracy to maximize its potential. Many studies also stressed the importance of prompt engineering for
effective interaction with Al, underscoring the need for specialized training for both teachers and lear-
ners. As ChatGPT and other Al-powered writing tools continue to evolve, it is crucial to maintain a
balanced approach that integrates human oversight with Al assistance to foster authentic learning.
Ultimately, a collaborative effort between educators and policymakers will be essential to ensure the
ethical and effective use of Al in EFL writing education. Overall, this scoping review contributes to
the body of knowledge by providing a foundational understanding of ChatGPT’s role in current
EFL writing and paves the way for future research and policy development, aiming to optimize the

use of Al tools in language education while addressing their inherent challenges.
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