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1. Overall Evaluation
This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic: the integration of generative AI tools in EFL academic writing self-study. The focus on senior English majors and the Vietnamese higher education context adds practical value to the discussion. The study is well-structured and presents descriptive statistical findings in a clear and organized manner.
However, despite its topical relevance and relatively coherent structure, the manuscript presents several substantial conceptual and methodological weaknesses. In its current form, the study is primarily descriptive, yet it makes theoretical claims that exceed what the data can reasonably support. Major revision is therefore required before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
2. Strengths
1. Timeliness and relevance
The topic of AI-assisted writing in EFL contexts is both current and significant. The manuscript engages with recent literature on generative AI and higher education.
2. Clear structure and organization
The manuscript follows a conventional research article format (Introduction, Theoretical Background, Methodology, Results, Discussion, Conclusion), which enhances readability.
3. Transparent descriptive reporting
The presentation of means, standard deviations, and percentages is clear. The breakdown of AI usage across writing stages (pre-writing, drafting, revising) provides useful descriptive insights.
4. Pedagogical orientation
The study offers practical recommendations that may be valuable for instructors and institutions navigating AI integration.
3. Major Concerns
3.1. Insufficiently Developed Research Gap
The manuscript claims a research gap based on:
· A lack of localized studies in regional Vietnamese institutions, and
· Limited application of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to GenAI in self-directed writing contexts.
However, the gap is not sufficiently theorized. It remains largely geographical rather than conceptual. The manuscript does not systematically demonstrate:
· What specific limitations exist in prior TAM-based AI studies,
· Whether previous studies have failed to examine writing-stage differentiation,
· Or what theoretical inconsistency or unresolved issue necessitates this study.
As currently framed, the “gap” does not convincingly justify the theoretical ambition of the manuscript.
3.2. Misalignment Between Theoretical Framework (TAM) and Research Questions
The study claims to adopt the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). However:
· The research questions are descriptive:
· RQ1: How students use AI tools.
· RQ2: What their perceptions are.
· There is no testing of TAM relationships (e.g., PU → behavioral intention, PEOU → PU).
· No inferential statistics (e.g., regression, structural modeling) are conducted.
· TAM constructs are not operationalized in a way that allows theory testing.
As a result, TAM functions more as a rhetorical framework than an analytical model. The study does not actually “apply” TAM in a meaningful empirical sense. The authors should either:
· Reformulate the study as a purely descriptive perception study and significantly reduce TAM claims, or
· Redesign the analytical section to test TAM-based relationships.
3.3. Methodological Limitations in Addressing RQ1
RQ1 seeks to understand how students utilize AI tools in their writing self-study.
However, the study relies exclusively on self-reported questionnaire data. There is:
· No analysis of actual writing samples,
· No AI interaction logs,
· No process-tracing data,
· No observational or experimental validation.
Thus, the study measures perceived practices, not actual writing behavior. The language in the manuscript frequently implies behavioral conclusions that the data do not robustly support. This distinction must be clarified.
3.4. Declared Mixed-Methods Design Without Adequate Qualitative Integration (Major Issue)
The manuscript explicitly states that it employs a mixed-methods design and includes open-ended responses as qualitative data. However, the qualitative component is minimally described and insufficiently integrated into the findings.
Specifically:
· There is no clear explanation of the qualitative sample size (How many responded to open-ended questions?).
· No detailed coding procedure is reported (e.g., number of coders, inter-coder reliability, coding framework development).
· No illustrative participant quotations are provided.
· Thematic analysis is claimed, but themes are presented only as summarized labels (e.g., “AI-dependency,” “ethical concern”) without textual evidence.
· The qualitative findings do not substantially extend, challenge, or deepen the quantitative results.
As presented, the study functions almost entirely as a quantitative descriptive survey with brief narrative commentary. The qualitative data do not play an analytically significant role.
This raises a fundamental issue:
The study cannot be convincingly classified as mixed-methods in its current form. A genuine mixed-methods design requires methodological integration, complementarity, or triangulation. At present, the qualitative component appears superficial and underdeveloped.
The authors should either:
· Substantially expand and rigorously report the qualitative analysis (including coding process, representative quotations, and integration with quantitative findings), or
· Reframe the study as a primarily quantitative descriptive survey with limited open-ended feedback.
3.5. Over-Interpretation in the Discussion
The discussion section introduces strong conceptual claims, including:
· “Ethical resilience”
· “Redefinition of the writing process”
· “Cognitive load delegation”
· “Affective filter reduction”
However, the study does not directly measure:
· Ethical resilience,
· Cognitive load,
· Affective filter,
· Or writing quality outcomes.
These interpretations extend beyond the empirical evidence presented. While theoretical integration is valuable, claims must remain proportionate to the data. Currently, several arguments appear speculative rather than data-driven.
3.6. Overstated Conclusions
The conclusion suggests a “transformative shift” and “redefinition” of writing competence. Given that:
· The sample size is relatively small (N = 60),
· The study is limited to one institution,
· The design is descriptive rather than experimental,
Such strong claims are not sufficiently warranted. The conclusion should be reframed to reflect the exploratory and context-specific nature of the findings.
4. Minor Issues
1. Some tables are inconsistently labeled (e.g., repeated table titles such as “Distribution of AI Tools Used…” for different datasets).
2. The qualitative component is relatively thin compared to the strong theoretical claims made.
3. Terminology such as “corrective scaffold,” “ethical resilience,” and “techno-autonomy” should be more clearly operationalized or used more cautiously.
4. The integration between the “Previous Studies” section and the stated research gap needs tightening.
5. Recommendation
Major Revision
The manuscript has potential due to its timely topic and structured presentation. However, substantial revisions are necessary to:
· Clarify and strengthen the conceptual research gap,
· Align the theoretical framework (TAM) with the actual research design,
· Clarify the qualitative findings
· Moderate over-interpretation in the Discussion,
· Reframe conclusions to match the empirical scope,
· Clarify methodological limitations regarding self-reported data.
If these issues are addressed rigorously, the study could make a meaningful contribution as a context-specific descriptive investigation of AI use in EFL writing self-study.
