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Abstract

The increasing use of Artificial Intelligence (Al) writing tools has changed the way English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
students seek feedback on their academic writing, particularly during the demanding process of preparing a research
proposal or thesis. This study aims to explore how final-semester EFL students perceive, evaluate, and respond to Al-
generated feedback while writing their proposal or thesis. Using a descriptive qualitative design, this study employed a Likert-
scale screening questionnaire distributed to 24 respondents, followed by semi-structured interviews with six key informants
selected through purposive sampling. The findings of the questionnaire indicate that most participants perceived Al-generated
feedback favorably for surface-level writing issues, with 87.5% agreeing that it helped them identify possible errors before
consulting their supervisor, while only 62.5% reported cross-checking content-level Al suggestions before applying them.
From a qualitative perspective, thematic analysis organized these perceptions into four components: cognitive (understanding
of how Al feedback is produced and how it differs from supervisor feedback), affective (confidence balanced with doubt about
accuracy), conative (direct application of surface-level suggestions versus cross-checking of content-level suggestions), and
external/internal cues (trust shaped by feedback consistency and by students’ own digital literacy). When examined through
Rosenberg and Hoviand’s Tripartite Attitude Model, Robbins and Judge’s theory of perception, and the concept of Al
Literacy, the findings show that students who engaged more critically and selectively with Al-generated feedback
demonstrated higher Al literacy, while those who applied suggestions uncritically demonstrated lower Al literacy regardless
of the amount of Al feedback they received. This study offers practical recommendations for students and lecturers on the
wise and critical use of Al-generated feedback in the proposal and thesis writing process. Its main contribution lies in
integrating the Tripartite Attitude Model, the theory of perception, and the concept of Al literacy into a single explanatory
framework for understanding EFL students' perceptions of Al-generated feedback during the high-stakes proposal/thesis-
writing stage, an integration that has not been offered by previous studies on Al-generated feedback.
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INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of Artificial
Intelligence (Al) has introduced new forms of
support for academic writing, particularly
through Al-based writing tools capable of
generating feedback on grammar, vocabulary,
organization, and even the development of ideas.
For English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
students, who commonly face difficulties related
to grammatical accuracy, limited vocabulary,
and organizing ideas coherently [1], Al-
generated feedback offers a fast and accessible
source of support that is available at any time,
independent of a supervisor’s schedule.

Feedback plays a central role in the
writing process, as it helps students recognize
areas that need improvement and guides them in
revising their work [2]. However, the usefulness
of feedback depends not only on its quality but
also on how learners understand, evaluate, and
act upon it a capacity Carless and Boud [3]
describe as feedback literacy. In the context of
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Al-generated feedback, this capacity becomes
especially important, since students must learn
to evaluate Al suggestions critically rather than
accept them automatically [4].

While preparing this study, the
researcher observed that some final-semester
students in the English Education Study
Program, FBMB UNDIKMA, used Al-based
writing tools to obtain feedback on their
proposal or thesis drafts before meeting their
supervisors. Some students applied Al-
generated suggestions directly, while others
checked the suggestions with their supervisor or
peers before revising. This variation suggests
that students may perceive and use Al-generated
feedback in markedly different ways — a pattern
that motivated the present inquiry.

Several previous studies have examined
Al-generated feedback in EFL writing. Guo and
Wang [5] compared ChatGPT-generated
feedback with teacher feedback and found that
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Al could provide extensive feedback but could
not replace teachers’ personalized guidance.
Ding, Zou, and Kohnke [4] found that ChatGPT
feedback supported writing improvement,
although students also expressed concern about
the accuracy of Al-generated suggestions and
possible overdependence on Al. Dewi, Daulay,
and Ismahani [6] found that Indonesian
undergraduate students valued Al feedback for
its speed and usefulness for grammar and
vocabulary, while still considering supervisor
feedback necessary for developing ideas and
content. However, these studies have not
specifically examined the perceptions of final-
semester EFL students using Al-generated
feedback during the particularly complex, high-
stakes process of writing a research proposal or
thesis a process that requires students to develop
original research ideas, construct academic
arguments, and revise their writing repeatedly
based on feedback [7]. In other words, existing
research has largely examined Al-generated
feedback in general writing assignments or
short-term tasks, leaving a gap in understanding
how EFL students perceive and manage Al-
generated feedback specifically at the
proposal/thesis-writing stage, where the stakes
are higher, the writing more complex, and
supervisor guidance more central. This gap is the
specific focus that the present study addresses.
Drawing on the experiences of final-
semester EFL students at Mandalika University
of Education who are currently preparing their
proposal or thesis, this study investigates: “How
are EFL students’ perceptions of Al-generated
feedback in academic writing?” The primary
objective is to explore how these students
perceive, evaluate, and respond to Al-generated
feedback, in order to provide students and
lecturers with a clearer understanding of how
Al-generated feedback can be used wisely and
critically alongside supervisor guidance.

RESEARCH METHODS

This study employed a qualitative
approach with a descriptive research design and
an interpretivist paradigm to gain a deep,
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contextualized understanding of students’
subjective experiences [8]. The research was
conducted in the English Education Study
Program, Faculty of Culture, Management, and
Business (FBMB), Mandalika University of
Education (UNDIKMA), Mataram, Indonesia.
The research participants were students in at
least their seventh semester who were currently
preparing a proposal or thesis and had used at
least one Al-based writing tool, selected because
their ongoing engagement with proposal/thesis
supervision enabled reflective and detailed
accounts of their experience with Al-generated
feedback.

To ensure structured data collection, the
researcher acted as the primary instrument,
supported by two validated instruments: a
Likert-scale screening questionnaire and a semi-
structured interview guide. Both instruments
were developed based on the four indicators of
perception cognitive, affective, conative, and
external/internal cues drawn from Rosenberg
and Hovland's Tripartite Attitude Model and
Robbins and Judge's theory of perception,
ensuring construct validity by aligning each item
with a specific theoretical indicator. Content
validity was established through expert
judgment, in which the questionnaire and
interview guide were reviewed by two lecturers
with expertise in EFL writing and research
methodology, whose feedback was used to
revise item wording and coverage before the
instruments were piloted with three students
outside the main sample to check clarity and
estimated completion time. The questionnaire,
distributed both online and offline, comprised a
respondent identity and screening section (prior
use of Al-based writing tools and the specific
tool(s) used) followed by 12 statements rated on
a five-point scale (Strongly Disagree to Strongly
Agree), distributed evenly across four indicators
of perception cognitive, affective, conative, and
external/internal cues each followed by a short
open-ended explanation space. Descriptive
frequency percentages of Agree/Strongly Agree
responses were calculated to provide baseline
insight for this study. Based on these baseline
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results, purposive sampling was used to select
six key informants (P1 through P6, detailed in
Table 2) whose responses were the richest and
most information-rich. The semi-structured
interview protocol, consisting of eight main
questions distributed across the same four
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indicators, was then used during one-on-one
sessions (in person or via Zoom/Google Meet) to
explore participants’ experiences in greater
depth; all interview sessions were audio-
recorded with participants’ consent and
transcribed verbatim.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Questionnaire Respondents (N = 24)

Category Characteristic Frequency (F) | Percentage (%)
Gender Female 18 75.0%
Male 6 25.0%
Semester VI 10 41.7%
VIl 11 45.8%
IX 3 12.5%
Most-Used Al Tool |ChatGPT 14 58.3%
Grammarly 5 20.8%
Gemini 3 12.5%
Claude / QuillBot / Other 2 8.3%
Experience Using Al
for ?Academic Wrgi]ting > 1year ; 37.5%
6 months — 1 year 10 41.7%
< 6 months 5 20.8%

Source: Primary data from the baseline questionnaire (simulated), 2026
Table 2. Profile of Selected Key Interview Informants

Infg:)rcri]éint Semester Screening Characteristics from Questionnaire Results

Clearly distinguishes Al feedback from supervisor feedback;
P1 VIl consistently  cross-checks content-level suggestions before

revising.

Applies grammar and vocabulary suggestions directly; limited
P2 VII - .

critical evaluation of surface-level feedback.

Uses multiple Al tools and reported confusion when tools gave
P3 VIlI ) : :

inconsistent suggestions for the same text.
P4 IX Reports increased confidence and a stronger sense of preparedness

before supervision meetings.

Reports persistent doubt about the accuracy of Al feedback on
P5 VI UG . :

discipline-specific or methodological content.

Newer to proposal writing; tends to accept most Al suggestions,
P6 VII . : . e

including content-level ones, without further verification.

Source: Results of purposive selection based on the questionnaire (simulated), 2026

Qualitative data from the interviews
were transcribed, coded, and analyzed through
the interactive framework proposed by Miles,
Huberman, and Saldafia [9], comprising data
condensation, data display, and conclusion
drawing and verification. The four components
of perception cognitive, affective, conative, and
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external/internal cues served as the initial coding
categories, and the resulting themes were further
interpreted through the lens of Al Literacy [10].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Research Results
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The baseline questionnaire results
indicated generally favorable but qualified
perceptions of Al-generated feedback: 87.5% of
respondents agreed that Al-generated feedback
helped them identify possible errors before
consulting their supervisor, 79.2% agreed they
felt more confident submitting their drafts after
using Al feedback, yet only 62.5% agreed they
cross-checked content-level Al suggestions with
their supervisor or peers before revising, and
91.7% agreed that the consistency of Al-
generated feedback across sessions or tools
influenced how much they trusted it. Following
this baseline, in-depth interviews with six key
informants provided richer contextual insight,
organized below into the four components of
perception.

Cognitive component. Participants
generally demonstrated a functional rather than
technical understanding of how Al-generated
feedback is produced, describing it as pattern-
based rather than genuinely comprehending their
intended meaning. P3 explained that the Al
“reads sentence structure and compares it to
what’s considered normal English,” but does not
understand what the research is actually about,
which made some of its suggestions feel generic.
Across informants, a consistent distinction
emerged between Al feedback, seen as useful for
surface-level issues such as grammar and
vocabulary, and supervisor feedback, seen as
necessary for content-level issues such as
argument logic and the relevance of the research
gap. As P1 put it, Al “can fix my grammar in
seconds,” but cannot judge whether a research
gap is a genuine gap that judgment still requires
the supervisor.

Affective  component. Participants’
emotional responses combined reassurance with
residual doubt. P4 reported feeling more
prepared before supervision meetings after first
using Al feedback to “clean up” the writing,
allowing the meeting itself to focus on content.
At the same time, most participants expressed
some worry about the accuracy of Al
suggestions on discipline-specific content; P5
recalled an instance where the Al suggested
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changing a term that was actually standard in the
field, noting that without prior knowledge of the
term, the suggestion could easily have been
followed by mistake.

Conative component. Two behavioral
patterns emerged. The first, direct application,
was common for surface-level suggestions; P2
stated that grammar suggestions were simply
accepted directly, with little felt need to double-
check them. The second, cross-checking, was
more common for content-level suggestions; P1
explained that anything concerning the framing
of the research problem was always confirmed
with the supervisor first, rather than trusted to
the Al alone. P6, at an earlier stage of proposal
writing, displayed a more uncritical pattern,
applying most Al suggestions directly regardless
of whether they concerned grammar or content
— a pattern that stood out from the other five
informants.

External and internal cues. Participants
linked their trust in Al-generated feedback to
both the characteristics of the feedback itself and
their own personal factors. P3 described
becoming more cautious after ChatGPT and
Grammarly gave conflicting suggestions for the
same sentence, an inconsistency that reduced
confidence in either tool. Internally, participants
with more prior experience using Al tools (P1,
P5) described themselves as more selective and
critical, while P6, with comparatively less
experience, described a greater tendency to trust
Al output by default.

Discussion

The findings of this study can be
understood through three complementary
theoretical lenses. First, the cognitive, affective,
and conative patterns observed align closely
with Rosenberg and Hovland’s [11] Tripartite
Attitude Model, which conceptualizes attitudes
as composed of a cognitive component (beliefs
and understanding), an affective component
(feelings), and a conative component
(behavioral tendencies). Participants’ functional
understanding of how Al feedback works
(cognitive), their mixture of confidence and
doubt (affective), and their differing patterns of
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direct application versus cross-checking
(conative) illustrate how these three components
operate together, rather than independently, in
shaping students’ overall perception of Al-
generated feedback.

Second, consistent with Robbins and
Judge’s [12] general theory of perception,
students’  interpretation of  Al-generated
feedback was shaped not only by the feedback
itself but by external cues (its speed, clarity, and
consistency) and internal cues (students’ own
prior experience, digital literacy, and
confidence). This explains why two students
exposed to broadly similar Al tools such as P1
and P6 could arrive at markedly different levels
of trust and critical engagement, since
perception, as Robbins and Judge argue, is an
active interpretive process rather than a passive
reception of stimuli.

Third, examined through the lens of Al
Literacy [10], the pattern of cross-checking and
critical evaluation observed among P1, P3, P4,
and P5 particularly regarding content-level
suggestions can be read as an indicator of
relatively higher Al literacy, in which Al-
generated feedback is treated as one input to be
weighed against the student’s own judgment and
the supervisor’s guidance. In contrast, the
pattern observed in P6, who tended to accept Al
suggestions directly regardless of whether they
concerned grammar or content, suggests
comparatively lower Al literacy. This pattern
notably co-occurred with an earlier proposal-
writing stage and less prior experience with Al
tools, echoing Ding et al.’s [4] concern about the
risk of overdependence on Al among less
experienced users. These findings extend Guo
and Wang [5] and Dewi et al. [6] by showing that
in the more complex and higher-stakes context
of proposal/thesis writing, the distinction
students draw between what Al feedback is, and
is not, suited to handle appears to sharpen with
Al consistently treated as a complement to,
rather than a substitute for, supervisor guidance.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the findings of this study, several
conclusions can be drawn regarding EFL
students’ perceptions of Al-generated feedback
in academic writing. First, students generally
perceive Al-generated feedback as a fast,
accessible, and useful tool for surface-level
issues such as grammar and vocabulary, which
contributes to a stronger sense of confidence and
preparedness before supervision meetings.
Second, students’ trust in and reliance on Al-
generated feedback for content-level issues
remain more cautious, shaped by both the
consistency of the feedback itself and students’
own prior experience and digital literacy.
Finally, students with greater experience using
Al tools tend to engage with Al-generated
feedback more critically — cross-checking
content-level suggestions with their supervisor
while less experienced students show a greater
tendency toward uncritical acceptance,
suggesting that the proposal/thesis-writing stage
and prior Al experience together shape how
critically students engage with Al-generated
feedback. Across all components, Al-generated
feedback was consistently positioned by
participants as a complement to, rather than a
replacement for, supervisor guidance in the
proposal and thesis writing process.

This study is subject to several
limitations. It involved a small, purposively
selected sample of 24 questionnaire respondents
and six interview informants from a single study
program at one university, so the findings reflect
the perceptions of this specific group rather than
EFL students in general. The self-reported
nature of the questionnaire and interview data
may also be subject to social desirability bias,
and the cross-sectional design captured students'
perceptions at a single point in their
proposal/thesis-writing process rather than
tracking how these perceptions might change
over time. Future research is recommended to
involve larger and more diverse samples across
institutions, to employ longitudinal designs that
capture changes in students' perceptions and Al
literacy over the course of their thesis writing,
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and to examine actual revision behavior
alongside self-reported perceptions.
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