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Abstract

Though ample research has been done to examine bias in
Al-generated outputs, a significant gap remains in user per-
ceptions of confidence and identity while using generative
Al tools. Our research examines the impact of generative
Al tools on multilingual and international students’ academic
self-confidence and motivation to learn English. While these
tools can improve grammar and quality of writing, they may
also affect identity, dependency, and authenticity. In this pa-
per, we present three findings from qualitative interviews with
multilingual and international students. First, we introduce
the concept of a confidence boost versus identity gap: while
GALI enables students to produce polished, academic English
and increases confidence in submitted work, it simultane-
ously reinforces feelings of inadequacy and dependence. Sec-
ond, we find that GAI use produces a tension between depen-
dency and resistance. Some students rely on GAI to reduce
cognitive load and overcome barriers to starting tasks, while
others actively resist it due to concerns about authenticity and
adopting an “Al voice.” Third, we identify split effects on
language learning motivation. For some students, GAI serves
as a model that inspires them to improve, while for others
it reduces the motivation to develop their own English profi-
ciency. These findings show that generative Al is not a neutral
tool, but one that greatly influences students’ sense of identity
and confidence in academic work. We argue that while GAI
can help multilingual students feel more confident in English-
dominated academic spaces, it can also reinforce dominant
linguistic norms and reduce skill development. We discuss
recommendations for designing GAI systems that emphasize
authenticity, learning, and skill development rather than sim-
ply optimizing for correctness and efficiency.

1 Introduction

Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) tools are rapidly
transforming how academic work is produced. For exam-
ple, a student would normally have to request feedback from
their professor or teaching assistant and wait for their edits.
However, a GAI system developed at Georgia Tech Univer-
sity was able to give edits on short-answer questions that
matched the level of detail and structure of a human teaching
assistant (George 2023). As these tools continue to evolve,
they can support multilingual and international students in
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producing natural-sounding, grammatically correct English
(Xiao et al. 2025). Because writing is so central in higher
education, GAI systems can also reduce linguistic barriers
by helping with broader tasks such as brainstorming ideas,
structure, or the argument of an essay, or giving smaller re-
visions to grammar, syntax, and diction (Wang 2024).

Despite these benefits, our findings highlight the broader
implications of GAI use, including participants’ experiences
of diminished confidence in their ability, overreliance, and
the loss of personal voice and expression. These concerns
are especially critical for multilingual students, for whom
language is not only a tool for communication but also a
part of their identity and sense of belonging. While prior
research has examined performance and productivity met-
rics associated with GAL less is understood about how these
tools may influence students’ self-confidence and motivation
to improve their English abilities.

In this work, we investigate how generative Al relates
to academic self-confidence and English learning motiva-
tion among multilingual and international students. Through
qualitative interviews and thematic analysis of 14 student
participants of varying academic standing, we ask:

* R1: How does generative Al shape multilingual students’
academic self-confidence in English-related tasks?

* R2: How do non-native English speakers navigate over-
reliance when using generative Al?

* R3: How does using generative Al influence motivation
to improve English fluency?

Our findings suggest that GAI is not a neutral tool, but
one that creates tension in how learners experience language
and identity. We make three novel contributions:

* We show that while generative Al can increase confi-
dence in produced outputs, it may also weaken confi-
dence in one’s own linguistic ability. A majority of stu-
dents felt reassured by their polished academic writing,
stating that using GAI to correct grammar or spelling
is a necessity before submitting an assignment. How-
ever, many students also noted that using GAI reinforces
perceived gaps between themselves and native English
speakers, contributing to feelings of inadequacy and de-
pendence. We label this tension as confidence boost ver-
sus identity gap, highlighting how performance confi-



dence can coexist with feelings of personal incompe-
tence.

* We further find how students’ use of generative Al is split
between reliance and restraint. On one hand, students de-
pended on GAI to reduce cognitive load by generating
grammatically correct sentences, helping them start as-
signments, and refining their writing to sound more “na-
tive” or professional. A majority of students described
using GAI to overcome the difficulty of beginning tasks
or to quickly translate their ideas into polished English.
On the other, some students actively resisted overuse
due to concerns about authenticity and losing their per-
sonal voice. Some reported editing GAI outputs that felt
“too professional” or worried that their writing may be
perceived as Al-generated. We frame this as a tension
between dependency and resistance, reflecting students’
awareness that GAI outputs are not neutral and shape
how their writing and identity are perceived by others.

* Our third contribution is that generative Al has divergent
effects on students’ motivation to improve their English
proficiency. For some students, GAI outputs served as
inspiration to improve their English by exposing them
to more advanced vocabulary and sentence structure. As
a result, seeing these edits motivated them to reach a
similar level of fluency. These students describe learn-
ing from GAI by comparing their own writing to more
polished responses and adopting the new language. For
others, however, the efficiency and availability of GAl re-
duced the need to actively develop independent language
skills. Instead of engaging with the learning process, they
relied on GAI to produce high-quality outputs, often fully
copying or lightly editing them. We characterize this as
a split effect on language learning motivation, showing
how the same tool can both support and undermine learn-
ing depending on how it is used.

Our findings suggest that GAI influences non-native En-
glish speakers’ academic work by simultaneously enabling
high-quality results while introducing potential risks of
dependency, reduced motivation, and diminished personal
voice.

We conclude by discussing implications for the design
of generative Al tools that can better support language de-
velopment while preserving authenticity and confidence. By
centering the experiences of multilingual students, this work
contributes to ongoing conversations in Al ethics and edu-
cation about how to design more equitable, learner-centered
generative Al systems.

2 Related Work

Prior work surrounding large language models has high-
lighted several benefits, such as instant language transla-
tion that benefits non-native speakers (e.g., Ghosh 2024;
Hakansson and Phillips-Wren 2024), and allowing users to
produce more polished and fluent work (e.g., Hwang et al.
2025; Li et al. 2024b; Zhao 2023). At the same time, risks
of GAI use have also been studied. Some researchers have
identified issues related to overreliance, reduced skill de-
velopment, and dependence (Tao et al. 2026), while oth-
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ers have studied risks such as decreased comprehension and
critical thinking skills (Robles and Ek 2024). Much of this
work evaluates the results of GAI through a lens of quality
(Joosten et al. 2024), efficiency (Li et al. 2024a), or output
bias (Afreen, Mohaghegh, and Doborjeh 2025).

However, less has been studied on how GAI affects users’
internal confidence, motivation to learn languages, and iden-
tity. In this section, we break down related work in two sec-
tions: 1) how GAI influences language learning and sense
of identity for multilingual students, and 2) how GAI shapes
their agency, reliance, and decision-making behaviors.

2.1 GAI and Language Learning for
Multilingual Students

When it comes to academic writing, multilingual students
face challenges such as language barriers, feeling a lack of
confidence when writing (Lillis and Curry 2010), and feel-
ing pressure to sound “native” in terms of tone and writ-
ing style (Flores and Rosa 2015). To mitigate the challenges
that come from GAI tools being increasingly integrated into
writing, researchers have started exploring how these sys-
tems reshape ethics in communication and writing. For ex-
ample, McKee and Porter (2020) argue that GAI writing
tools are not neutral, and instead actively influence decision
making and perceptions of credibility. Their work shows
that GAI in writing may reinforce dominant narratives of
what counts as “good” or “professional” writing. In addi-
tion, Grammarly and other editing tools that have been his-
torically used by students to help revise grammar and sen-
tence structure can also reinforce a single, standardized form
of English. This raises concerns of a loss of personal voice
and authentic writing style (Koltovskaia 2020).

Researchers have also found that multilingual students of-
ten perceive GAI models as approachable and much less
intimidating than traditional educational settings. In partic-
ular, practicing English conversation and writing becomes
much easier with GAI tools (Zhai 2022). This shows that
GALI tools can significantly reduce barriers to participation
by helping students communicate more fluently and confi-
dently in academics. However, existing work largely frames
GALI as a tool for improving writing rather than looking at
how GAI reshapes students’ relationships with their own
language skills. Much of current research focuses on the flu-
ency, correctness, and efficiency of GAI tools rather than
identifying how these systems influence user’s sense of be-
longing, identity, and agency over their personal voice and
writing style.

This gap is especially important in academic environ-
ments where “professional” or “acceptable” English is of-
ten expected and rewarded. Researchers argue that genera-
tive Al systems reinforce dominant societal norms and fur-
ther marginalize vulnerable populations rather than existing
as a neutral tool (Bender et al. 2021; Birhane et al. 2022).
In terms of language-learning, Al-editing systems such as
Grammarly or ChatGPT can marginalize diverse forms of
sentence structure and language expression by standardizing
text to sound “native” (Blodgett et al. 2020; Flores and Rosa
2015). In the same vein, Agarwal, Naaman, and Vashistha
(2025) and Dobbe, Gilbert, and Mintz (2020) reveal that



GAI systems are inherently biased towards dominant expec-
tations about what style of communication should be valued.

In addition, language is not just a tool for communica-
tion, but also a significant part of one’s identity and ability
to participate in social contexts (Bucholtz and Hall 2005).
This is important because language holds power over one’s
sense of identity and belonging in a space, which can be an
especially vulnerable feeling for multilingual or non-native
English speakers. For this population, the pressure to sound
“native” may reinforce feelings of inadequacy or low self-
worth. While prior work in this space has explored how GAI
tools influence participation, representation, and perceptions
of legitimacy in English writing, less is known about how
generative Al tools influence students’ sense of confidence
and relationship to their own writing voice. We fill this
gap by revealing how multilingual and international students
perceive confidence, authenticity, and language learning mo-
tivation while interacting with GAIL

2.2 GAI, Agency, and Decision-Making Behaviors

Much of current research has explored how generative Al in-
fluences values, agency, decision-making, and user behavior
(Dobbe, Gilbert, and Mintz 2020). Such interactions include
reliance due to GAI efficiency (Li et al. 2024a), cognitive of-
floading (Hou et al. 2025), and blind trust in GAI tools (Para-
suraman and Riley 1997). It’s true that GAI systems can
significantly reduce the activation energy required to start
difficult tasks due to their widespread availability and effi-
ciency. In particular, GAI is often used to help users brain-
storm ideas, create outlines, or generate polished responses
(Li et al. 2024b). However, this convenience can also dimin-
ish the need for active engagement, critical thinking, and
even the necessary struggle during the writing process. By
accurately reproducing the natural flow and language style
of human communication, GAI models create “artificial in-
timacy” with the user (Yun, Su, and Yi Wang 2026). As a re-
sult of this deeply personalized and frictionless interaction,
GAI models diminish the need for active intellectual engage-
ment and reflection, decreasing users’ sense of agency and
control over their writing (Yun, Su, and Yi Wang 2026).
In other words, the need for internal struggle during aca-
demic tasks that is imperative for one to develop their own
thoughts simply evaporates. This type of passive reliance
on GAI tools is destructive to the learning process; schol-
ars warn against passive GAI use due to its ability to cause
“cognitive inertia”, a concept that highlights the loss of in-
tellectual effort and deep comprehension skills as a result of
GAI overuse (Lee et al. 2025).

Further research dives deep into the concerns over genera-
tive Al automation and dependence. Goodman (2021) states
that GAI cannot make decisions or judgments, despite ap-
pearing authoritative or efficient. In addition, these systems
are not very capable of accounting for disagreement, ambi-
guity, or human values, especially in socially nuanced con-
texts (Robinson 2023). In academic writing contexts, this
raises concerns about the impacts of students accepting Al-
generated language as “correct” without understanding or
even pushing back on the reasoning behind those results.

Scholars also argue that seamless GAI automation may
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negatively impact users’ sense of identity by decreasing their
psychological ownership over the generated text (Joshi and
Vogel 2025). This loss occurs because having a sense of psy-
chological ownership over academic work requires active ef-
fort and engagement with the task. This type of cognitive in-
vestment is actively suppressed by GAI systems, especially
due to the fact that their edits are invisible. As these systems
continue to evolve, they completely blur the boundary be-
tween original human thought and algorithmic generation.
This lack of transparency limits the user’s awareness of how
their original draft is different from the GAI tool’s edits.
In turn, it becomes difficult to track how the user’s deci-
sions shape their output. To mitigate this, researchers Inman
and Ribes (2019) describe a concept called “seamfulness”,
which argues that GAI systems should reveal their underly-
ing infrastructure and technical limitations to better support
user agency and trust. These concerns are especially rele-
vant in academic contexts where excessive GAI use without
seamful integration may significantly undermine opportuni-
ties for learning and skill development.

Researchers have also explored issues of authenticity
when it comes to Al-generated outputs, finding that users
often worry about losing authenticity in their work (Guo
et al. 2025) or sounding Al-generated when using GAI tools
(Gero, Long, and Chilton 2023). Other authors agree, argu-
ing that GAI systems must be evaluated for misuse and over-
reliance (Javadi et al. 2021). While conversations about how
to address these concerns are still ongoing, less attention is
being paid to how multilingual students specifically experi-
ence the tension between authentic writing and the pressure
to sound fluent. Our work fills this gap by showing how mul-
tilingual students simultaneously rely on and resist GAI sys-
tems, and how this tension affects their sense of identity and
motivation to develop their own English skills.

3 Methods

To understand how generative Al shapes academic self-
confidence and language learning motivation among non-
native English speaking students, we conducted a two-phase
qualitative study consisting of a broad recruitment survey
followed by semi-structured interviews. In this paper, we
use “non-native English speakers” to refer to participants for
whom English is not a first language, which was the defin-
ing criterion for our interview sample. We additionally re-
port where participants are multilingual (speak more than
one language) or international (studying on a student visa),
as these are related but distinct attributes that not all par-
ticipants share in the same way. This approach allowed us to
first capture a wide range of experiences and sentiments with
generative Al use, and then dive deeper into such sentiments
through follow-up interviews.

We recruited participants from the University of Wash-
ington’s Seattle campus through a combination of online
and in-person strategies. Initially, the recruitment survey was
distributed via various student Slack channels and through
word-of-mouth to collect as many responses in our target
population as possible. In addition, we posted flyers contain-
ing the QR code to the survey and our study inclusion crite-
ria across campus to reach a broader and more diverse audi-



ence. The survey invited participants who self-identified as
non-native English speakers and/or as multilingual or inter-
national students and who had experience using generative
Al tools such as ChatGPT, Gemini, or Claude for academic
or communication purposes.

For follow-up semi-structured interviews, we selected a
subset of 14 survey participants who who were non-native
English speakers and spoke a multitude of languages and
used generative Al tools often in their daily lives to capture
a range of experiences, use patterns, and attitudes towards
these systems. Participants’ current student status included
7 undergraduate, 9 master’s, and 2 PhD students. Partici-
pants reported fluency in a range of languages in addition
to English, including Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Farsi, Hindi,
Gujarati, and French. All participants were over the age of
18 and verbally consented to participate and be recorded
during the interview. As compensation for their time, inter-
view participants received a $20 gift card as a result of the
Human Centered Design and Engineering department’s Di-
versity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Committee mini grant
funding opportunity.

3.1 Data Collection

The initial recruitment survey collected demographic infor-
mation, prior experience with generative Al tools, and gen-
eral attitudes towards using them. The survey also included
open-ended questions about how participants use GAI for
writing, communication, and learning, which informed the
development of the interview questions.

We then conducted 14 semi-structured interviews with se-
lected participants (hereafter referred to as P1-14) to explore
their experiences in greater depth. Interviews focused on
three main areas: 1) how participants use generative Al for
English writing and communication, 2) how GAI use influ-
ences their confidence in academic work, and 3) how GAI
influences their motivation to improve English proficiency.
We also asked follow-up questions about participants’ per-
ceptions of authenticity, reliance, and ownership over their
communication. Interviews were conducted over Zoom and
lasted 45-60 minutes. All interviews were audio-recorded
and transcribed for analysis.

3.2 Data Analysis

We analyzed the interview transcripts using thematic anal-
ysis (Braun and Clarke 2006) to identify recurring patterns
and themes. First, we conducted qualitative coding on each
transcript to generate 86 initial codes related to GAI use,
confidence, motivation, and identity. After the initial codes
were generated, we grouped them into higher-level cate-
gories or themes using Excel. This led to the identification
of three key themes that are highlighted in this paper: confi-
dence boost vs. identity gap (Section 4.1), tension between
dependency and resistance (Section 4.2), and split effects
on language learning motivation (Section 4.3). Through-
out the analysis phase, we constantly iterated and compared
codes across participants to ensure that findings captured
both shared and conflicting experiences.

This study was reviewed and approved by the university’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB). All participants provided
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verbal consent prior to interviews, and remained completely
confidential in analysis. Pseudonyms are used in this paper
for each participant to protect their identities.

4 Findings

In this section, we explain our findings from qualitative in-
terviews with 14 student participants. Most of the partici-
pants were very comfortable using GAI tools for English-
related tasks, with 8/14 (57.1%) using GAI tools daily and
6/14 (42.9%) using them once or a few times a week. Spe-
cific use of these tools varied, ranging from translating sen-
tences and improving grammar to writing emails or drafting
essays. Participants also exhibited an awareness of perceived
harms of GAI overuse, stating concerns like “I am worried
I might start speaking or writing like AI” (P8). Such senti-
ments reveal potential harms of GAI use on this population,
such as a loss of linguistic agency and diversity.

4.1 Confidence Boost vs. Identity Gap

A primary theme that emerged from our interviews was a
tension between increased confidence in English output and
a sense of linguistic inadequacy as a result of generative Al
use. While participants described feeling more confident in
their ability to produce grammatically correct and academi-
cally appropriate English through the use of generative Al,
this confidence was often tied to the output itself rather than
to their own perceived English proficiency.

Participants consistently expressed that GAI enabled
them to submit academic work confidently, particularly be-
cause they didn’t need to worry about grammar or spelling
errors. As P1 explained, using GAI was a “relief,” as they
could “confidently hand in that paper knowing [their] En-
glish is not going to deduct [their] grade.” Similarly, P4
was “confident in the final results after having ChatGPT edit
[their] assignment,” highlighting how generative Al allows
students to easily meet academic expectations. P12 echoed
this sentiment, stating how nice it was that ”[they are] al-
most guaranteed a good grade on any writing assignment
nowadays with Al.. it’s so awesome.” However, this confi-
dence was short-lived after being asked if they could pro-
duce similar results independently. The same participant ad-
mitted, “If I don’t use Al...I don’t know. Probably not.” P9
also stated, ”Without Al I could never do the same quality
of work or get the same grades.” Across 6/14 (42.9%) inter-
view participants, academic self-confidence stemmed from
GAl-assisted submissions, not from personal ability.

At the same time, exposure to Al-generated content
caused insecurities within participants’ perceptions of their
own English capabilities. Several participants described
feeling embarrassed when comparing their own writing to
Al-generated content. P1 depicted their reaction to seeing
ChatGPT’s edited version of their essay, stating, “this is
completely different. .. what on earth am I writing ? My writ-
ing is so bad compared to this.” In addition, P7 stated that
they would ”still feel very uncertain about [their] writing
if there was no Al to correct [them].” P11 expressed similar
insecurities, stating ”ChatGPT writes so well, so profession-
ally. It makes me feel like I am bad at writing, and not fluent



in English at all. Especially academically.” Such comments
reveal that rather than simply existing as a supportive tool,
Al-generated outputs serve as a standard for what acceptable
academic English should look like - a standard that partici-
pants felt they could not achieve on their own.

This desire to consistently produce high-quality academic
work contributed to a reliance on generative Al as a nec-
essary tool for communication. Participants reported a lack
of confidence in submitting work without using GAI due to
concerns about their grammar and tone. For example, P6
stated that even if “I write my own sentences, I would not
be confident with my grammar. [...] I would never submit
my work on my own, without running it through an Al I
wouldn’t get [a] good grade.” In the same vein, P12 ex-
pressed that they would feel “very insecure” about their
writing without correcting it through ChatGPT first. Inter-
estingly, even when participants felt confident in their ideas
at a high-level, they still felt insecure about how they con-
veyed them without GAI use. P5 described this feeling, stat-
ing "I know I can create good ideas, and I am confident in
them. But when I go to present or write my ideas, I feel like
they sound so weak or unprofessional. This is why I use AL.”
Similarly, P3 also felt ”/...] confident that [he] can think at
a high-level,” but was "insecure in how [he] communicated
the thoughts.” This suggests that potential judgment from
others plays a role in how multilingual students present their
work.

In addition to confidence, this tension also impacted par-
ticipants’ sense of identity and belonging. P9 described how
relying on GAI “remind[s] me that I did not ... adapt to
the community,” emphasizing the gap between themselves
and “fluent native English speaker[s].” P13 shared the same
sentiment, stating "I still feel there’s a huge gap between me
as an international student and local people, especially on
the speaking and the communication.” In this way, GAI use
not only allowed for high-level communication, but it also
reinforced participants’ perceptions that they have not yet
assimilated into English-speaking communities at the level
that they desire. In addition, P14 shared the same worries
about not fitting in with their native English-speaking peers,
stating ”I am confident in my writing and academic assign-
ments when using Al, but when it comes to socializing with
people here ... i feel so awkward”. They also admitted that
they “wish [they] could speak with Al corrections...” This
evidence shows that there exists a gap between written com-
munication ability and speaking ability, causing these multi-
lingual students to feel different and disconnected from their
native English-speaking peers.

These comments suggest that generative Al has certain
negative impacts on this population. By considering Al-
generated content as the standard for “correct” and ““accept-
able” academic English, these tools risk reinforcing dom-
inant, native-speaker norms of English while undermining
non-native students’ sense of authenticity and agency over
their writing. Rather than serving as a tool that simply re-
duces language barriers, generative Al may amplify feelings
of insecurity and inadequacy among multilingual students,
reshaping how they perceive their place within English-
dominant environments.
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4.2 Tension Between Dependency and Resistance
in GAI Use

A second key theme that emerged from our interviews was
a tension between dependency on generative Al for English-
related tasks and an active resistance to overusing it. While
some participants relied heavily on GAI to complete tasks
more efficiently, others were much more cautious due to
concerns about authenticity, skill-learning, and adopting an
“Al voice”. This tension illustrates how GAI use is not con-
sistent and widespread among this population, but is instead
adopted to varying degrees based on personal concerns.

A majority of participants described a strong dependency
on GAI to correct grammar or fix tone to ensure their En-
glish sounded up-to-par and fluent. For instance, P13 re-
membered asking GAI whether their writing “sounds like
what a native speaker would say”, while P14 used GAI to
refine social messages to their friends to “sound more like
a native English speaker.” This reflects a broader pattern in
which GAI is not only used to correct grammar, but used to
translate one’s personal expression into a socially “accept-
able” standard. Another part of this dependency was driven
by the desire to produce high-quality work without much
cognitive effort. 8/14 (57.1%) participants mentioned using
GALI as a tool that reduces cognitive load and the barrier to
starting tasks. For example, P1 noted that they “use it for ev-
erything”, highlighting the extent to which GAI had become
integrated into their life. Similarly, P2 described using GAI
to bypass less interesting academic tasks altogether, relying
on it to write full essays. P4 also used GAI tools to reduce
cognitive load, stating “Because in undergrad, I also had
a lot of assignments that I knew didn’t mean much to me,
or were not very enriching, and I just wanted to get them
done quickly. So [...] I would not do the reading, I just put
it all on ChatGPT and be like, okay, just give me the im-
portant points.” Participants frequently described starting as
the most challenging part of academic work, turning to GAI
to overcome this barrier. As P11 explained, “starting any
task really is always the most difficult part. So I use Chat to
help me get over that hump.” This shows that GAI functions
as a tool to reduce cognitive load and the activation energy
to start tasks, enabling students to complete work that they
might otherwise avoid or delay.

Another key factor of this dependency was GAI’s conve-
nient and highly effective nature. P6 mentioned that com-
mon generative Al tools such as ChatGPT and Gemini are
”so easy to use because they are easily accessible on the in-
ternet and don’t require much setting up.” Other participants
(P6, P9, P11) echoed this idea that the availability of gener-
ative Al makes it that much more alluring and tempting to
use. P11 in particular stated "If I had to pay to use Chat
or something, then yeah I would never use it. But it’s free,
and that makes it so hard to not turn to for assignments.” In
addition, P6 described wanting /... ] more barriers to gener-
ative AI” so that they "wouldn’t be able to use it as much”.
Such comments reveal that the availability and accessibility
of generative Al tools greatly impact feelings of reliance for
students.

Interestingly, despite some participants’ heavy reliance on



generative Al, some also expressed a strong resistance to
GAI use due to concerns about authenticity and its impact
on their learning and identity. One participant (P10) out-
right distrusted their GAI outputs, stating that “they could be
weird or unreliable and require additional verification.” P13
felt the same way, stating “I still have to double-check the
responses all the time because the outputs are weird some-
times. It makes me not want to use Chat.” In addition, par-
ticipants were concerned about how their use of GAI might
be perceived by others. P5 described being “very cautious”
because they did not want their work to “sound like [it] is
Al generated.” They also expressed embarrassment at the
possibility of their work being flagged as Al-generated or
inauthentic.

Another concern that came up was GAI’s impact on voice
and long-term language development. Several participants
described actively modifying Al-generated outputs to bet-
ter reflect their personal voice or writing style. For exam-
ple, P7 explained that when GAI responses sounded “too
native” or “too professional”, they would “tweak it again
to sound more like [them]”. Others expressed anxiety about
internalizing Al-generated language. P8 was “[...] worried
[they] might start speaking or writing like AI”, or that their
own writing might begin to “look obviously Al-generated.”
These concerns highlight an awareness that GAI language
is not neutral, but carries a distinct voice. As a result, these
tools risk standardizing the diverse voices of non-native En-
glish speakers.

These findings reveal that GAI use is conflicting be-
cause participants establish their level of reliance or resis-
tance based on personal values. While some students de-
pend on GAI to meet a certain level of English proficiency
and reduce the activation energy to start tasks, others resist
its influence to preserve authenticity and take agency over
their learning. This tension reveals important implications
as well. As GAI systems become embedded in daily aca-
demic tasks, they not only shape how tasks are completed
but also influence how users define credibility and what it
means to preserve one’s own voice. In doing so, generative
Al introduces new pressures for multilingual students to bal-
ance efficiency with authenticity, potentially restricting how
they express themselves and develop their English skills.

4.3 Split Effects on Language-Learning
Motivation

A third key theme that emerged from our interviews was
the split effect of generative Al on language learning moti-
vation. While some participants described GAI as a strong
motivating factor to improve their English proficiency, oth-
ers mentioned that reliance on GAI reduced their incentive
to improve their language skills. This finding suggests that
students experienced generative Al as influencing motiva-
tion in different ways, depending on how they engaged with
it.

Four out of 14 student participants described using gen-
erative Al as a tool to motivate them to improve their En-
glish. By exposing users to more polished, fluent, and ex-
pressive language, GAI provided a quick reference point
for what “better” English could look like. For instance, P1
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explained that seeing Al-generated revisions of their work
motivated them to continue improving their writing skills.
Their end goal was to reach a level where only minor edits
would be needed. Similarly, P7 recounted how they would
compare their own “basic” writing to GAI outputs and iden-
tify new vocabulary or phrasing to adopt the next time they
wrote, noting that they were “kind of learning English from
ChatGPT.” In these cases, GAI created a feedback loop that
helped learners recognize gaps in their communication and
model what more advanced English could look like.

In addition, participants described other interactive uses
of GAI that supported their learning beyond writing. P4 ex-
plained how conversational interactions with GAI helped
them understand cultural nuances in the US, such as humor
or social cues that were not present in their home country.
In the same vein, P13 noted using GAI as a resource to “ex-
plain jokes and slang terms that [they] were not familiar
with.” This suggests that GAI can serve as an accessible,
low-pressure learning tool that enables curiosity.

At times, even concerns about the influence of genera-
tive Al became motivating. P8 mentioned the possibility
of “sounding like AI” encouraged them to seek out more
authentic human interactions to improve their English. P6
echoed this, stating “I feel like AI might have, uh... [...]
somehow transferred a little bit to my, uh, speaking English
as well. I am speaking to my native friends more to lessen
this.” Such experiences show that using GAI not only failed
to support these students directly, but also encouraged re-
flection on what it means to develop their own voice.

However, other participants had a contrasting view of the
use of GAI in their daily lives. For these students, genera-
tive Al tools actively reduced their motivation to improve
their English skills because they used them to simply pro-
duce correct outputs rather than as a resource for learning.
As a result, the need to engage deeply with the English lan-
guage diminished. P9 explained this trade-off, noting that
while GAI greatly increased their ability to communicate in
English, it “decrease[d] the motivation to train [themselves]
in English speaking without AL In addition, P2 stated ”/...]
I improve my grades when I do use AL |[...] But with AI I'm
not really learning the English.” This reflects a broader shift
in which tasks that originally required learning can be out-
sourced, reducing the need for deep language engagement.

This dynamic was further reinforced by other uses of
GALI, such as copying or lightly editing Al-generated re-
sponses. As discussed in previous findings, some partici-
pants acknowledged that they were “not really learning from
Al”, even as they continued to rely on it for daily tasks (P6).
In particular, participants 2, 3, 4, and 10 mentioned using
GALI passively for tasks such as writing essays, generating
presentation scripts, and drafting emails. For these students,
GAlI reduces the perceived need for skill development, as the
immediate goal of producing proficient English and getting
a good grade on academic tasks can be achieved without to-
tal language proficiency.

Interestingly, one participant was affected by both sides of
this tension. P7 described wanting to improve their English
skills while simultaneously relying on generative Al for edit-
ing English comprehension and expression. They mentioned



multiple times that ”I really want to become fluent in En-
glish, but I just have to use Al to edit my work. Otherwise
I will not get good grade. But I do hope to become fluent
where one day I will not need AI.” This suggests that motiva-
tion and dependency are not mutually exclusive; GAI does
not simply increase or decrease language learning motiva-
tion, but instead reshapes the level at which learners choose
to engage with it.

Together, these findings suggest that generative Al intro-
duces a fundamental shift in the effort once required for lan-
guage learning for non-native English speakers. By lower-
ing the barriers to producing high-quality English, GAI can
both inspire learners to improve and reduce the necessity of
doing so. However, this has important implications as well.
As Al-generated writing becomes more normalized in aca-
demic environments, there is a risk that language learning
becomes optional rather than essential for students. In the
United States, results and achievements are often prioritized
over process, and this cultural norm, along with the acces-
sibility of GAI tools, may contribute to long-term stagna-
tion in language learning, despite short-term gains in per-
formance. This raises critical questions about how to design
GAI systems that support, not replace, language learning.

5 Discussion

Through 14 qualitative interviews with non-native English
speakers, we observe three key findings. First, participants
described increased confidence in their academic work while
simultaneously expressing uncertainty about their own En-
glish abilities without Al assistance. Second, participants de-
scribed a tension between reliance and resistance, balancing
the efficiency of GAI with concerns about authenticity, per-
sonal voice, and learning. Finally, participants described di-
vergent effects on their motivation to improve their English:
some used GAI outputs as models for learning, while oth-
ers felt less need to independently practice when GAI could
produce polished English.

These findings suggest that participants experience GAI
as more than a productivity tool. Their accounts indicate that
GAI use can shape how they evaluate their own English abil-
ities, how they think about acceptable academic English, and
how they approach language-learning activities. While prior
work emphasizes the productivity and accessibility benefits
and/or harms of generative Al systems (Li et al. 2024b), our
study examines motivation and identity-related impacts on
multilingual students as a result of generative Al use.

A central contribution of this research is suggesting how
generative Al is not just a tool for productivity, but may
function as a system that actively shapes non-native En-
glish speakers’ sense of identity by standardizing English
language expression. Across our findings, participants’ ac-
counts suggest that GAI does not simply help students write
or perform better on academic tasks; for our participants, it
appeared to shape what counts as “good” or “acceptable”
English, how they evaluate their own abilities, and how they
see themselves relative to GAI outputs. Students described
this dissonance between feeling confident in their submit-
ted academic work and insecurity in communicating in daily
life. Part of this divide stemmed from the fact that they felt

754

unable to live up to Al-generated English content (Lepp
and Smith 2025). They mentioned not being able to repro-
duce GAI’s outputs, a lack of confidence when submitting
work without GAI edits, and feeling like their own writ-
ing is unprofessional or unacceptable. A clear contributor
to this tension is the fact that generative Al tools reinforce
dominant forms of native English by standardizing outputs
(Agarwal, Naaman, and Vashistha 2025; Basoah et al. 2025).
Historically, automated editing tools such as Grammarly
strip personal voice, variable sentence structure, and vocab-
ulary choice to consist of a single, dominant English form
(Koltovskaia 2020). In addition, previous literature found
that commonly used generative Al tools such as ChatGPT
could decrease local dialects and cause the user to adopt the
system’s political, cultural, or linguistic biases (Bauer 2025).
As aresult, the authenticity and personal voice of the authors
are stripped away (Hwang et al. 2025), leaving a result that
is homogeneous and difficult for them to replicate.

Although some resistance to this standardization was
shown in our findings by students editing Al-generated con-
tent to better reflect their writing style, a majority of par-
ticipants in our study still struggle with feeling a lack of
confidence in their English communication abilities when
compared to Al-generated content. Several participants de-
scribed this as contributing to a feeling of not belonging in
their English-dominated communities, suggesting that the
standardization of language expression may carry significant
weight for this population.

Another contribution to this research is highlighting the
tension between performance success and intentional learn-
ing with GATI use. Our research shows that there exists a crit-
ical divide between what generative Al currently produces
(high-quality output) and what non-native English speak-
ers actually need (support for learning and skill develop-
ment). Participants in our study frequently described using
GAL tools to produce polished writing without engaging in
any active language learning (Kumar Navneet, Chandra, and
Zhang 2026). As a result of this passive use, some partic-
ipants became fully dependent on GAI for English com-
munication, and patterns commonly adopted by GAI writ-
ing can creep into their own writing (Anderson, Galpin,
and Juzek 2025). This concern extends previous research
about the implications of outsourcing tasks to generative Al
in educational spaces. If students can consistently produce
high-quality, academically successful work through genera-
tive Al without putting in the internal work, traditional signs
of language proficiency (well-written essays, correct gram-
mar) may no longer reflect genuine language ability (Buy-
serie et al. 2024; Rahnuma 2026).

More importantly, the incentive to learn underlying lan-
guage skills may diminish, especially due to the accessibility
and efficiency of GAI tools (Brainnita Oktarina et al. 2024).
This has important implications for learning and skill de-
velopment for this population. If left unchecked, GAI may
contribute to an environment in which non-native English
speakers can produce work that appears equivalent to that of
native speakers, while still experiencing a weakened sense of
confidence, identity, and ability. This raises concerns about
internalized inequities, where proficiency gaps are no longer



outwardly visible but may persist in students’ lived experi-
ences. Therefore, it is vital that GAI systems are designed
for supporting learning and skill-development to mitigate
these inequities.

Addressing these implications requires considering the
broader context in which generative Al operates. In its cur-
rent state, the global economy suffers from an “optimiza-
tion” and “productivity” culture, where success or achieve-
ment is directly tied to a person’s amount and quality of out-
put. In this toxic productivity realm, a person’s self-worth is
often tied to their output, creating a negative cycle of iden-
tity and confidence loss (Afota et al. 2024). The widespread
availability and efficiency of GAI tools further emphasize
this tension, allowing students to optimize their workflow
without necessarily building internal confidence. Instead of
treating this as a failure of student behavior, we argue that
this issue may reflect a design gap: current GAI systems are
designed for correctness, efficiency, and fluency, but do not
necessarily support meaningful practice or skill-building. As
a result, these tools may undermine opportunities for learn-
ing rather than consistently support them. To bridge this
gap, we propose design recommendations that emphasize
the learning process and skill development.

6 Design Recommendations

We propose several design recommendations for genera-
tive Al tools that better support non-native English speak-
ers while mitigating the risks of dependency, loss of authen-
ticity, and reduced motivation for skill development. While
most are targeted at developers of GAI systems, we also pro-
vide usage recommendations for students themselves (Sec-
tion 6.3).

6.1 Encourage Active Engagement with GAI
Over Passive Use

In our study, 10/14 (71.4%) students mentioned using gener-
ative Al tools very often in their daily lives. They use these
tools primarily to generate ideas, write full responses, or im-
prove sentence structure, vocabulary, or flow. In addition,
8/14 (57.1%) participants mentioned using generative Al
tools passively for actions such as copy-pasting outputs or
asking for fully written responses to an essay prompt, for ex-
ample. Doing this allows them to complete high-effort tasks
with minimal engagement and cognitive efforts.

For learning-oriented use cases specifically, designers
should consider generative Al tools that do not provide fully
written (or rewritten) responses right away. Instead, these
systems could emphasize the learning process through a
back-and-forth interaction system. This could include fea-
tures such as highlighting and explaining specific grammar
or vocabulary changes and encouraging users to attempt re-
visions themselves before revealing suggestions. For exam-
ple, the GAI tool could prompt the user to try revising a
sentence on their own based on high-level comments. If the
user tries and is still not satisfied with the result, the tool
can reveal its interpretation of the sentence, highlighting the
changes it made in bright red text. The tool should also
ask clarifying questions when the user requests edits to dive

755

deeper into the actual needs of the user. Adding these inter-
actions can help shift generative Al from a tool that currently
offloads cognitive load to one that actively supports learning
and skill development.

After generating a response, the tool should explain why
certain grammatical or stylistic changes were made to the
original draft. Implementing these forms of friction is an ex-
ample of “seamfulness,” (Inman and Ribes 2019) by making
technology interventions visible to the user in order to en-
courage awareness and more intentional engagement from
them. Seamful interactions between the user and GAI sys-
tems can help users remain autonomous over their work
and fully involved in the writing process. This will not only
improve language development for non-native users, but it
will also reduce passive overreliance on tasks that normally
would require higher cognitive load.

However, it is important to note that this kind of fric-
tion is not appropriate for all contexts of use. Participants
in our study also used generative Al for time-sensitive tasks
such as emails and urgent communication, where delayed
responses would likely be frustrating rather than beneficial.
Friction-based designs may also disadvantage users who
rely on GAI tools for accessibility support, such as those
with disabilities that affect writing or language processing.
We therefore frame this recommendation in terms of specific
learning-oriented use-cases (“practice” or “study” settings)
rather than for a general, daily writing assistant.

6.2 Preserve User Voice and Authenticity

Participants frequently expressed concerns that their writ-
ing might “sound like AI” or simply unlike themselves. In
particular, 6/14 (42.9%) participants worried that they might
adopt an “Al voice” and start writing or speaking like GAI
naturally. Because current GAI tools produce outputs that
are written in a very specific tone and style, it can be obvi-
ous to some when work is Al-generated.

Therefore, GAI tools should step away from generating a
single standard of correct English and preserve the user’s
original tone and style when making edits. One feature
may have toggles that allow users to customize their prefer-
ences for tone, formality, and level of change to their orig-
inal draft. For example, the user can toggle between “light
revision”, “medium revision”, or “heavy revision” editing
styles, where a light revision would preserve original tone
and formality, and heavy revision could revise tone in ad-
dition to grammar or vocabulary. Implementing this feature
would bring back agency into human-Al interaction, allow-
ing the user to have full control over what type of GAI output
they desire (Ghosh et al. 2026).

It is also important that systems avoid correcting all as-
pects of a draft and only focus on what the user asks for.
For example, if users ask for better sentence flow, then the
corrected draft should only revise the flow and not edit orig-
inal sentence structures, tone, or level of vocabulary. By ex-
panding what counts as “acceptable”, GAI systems can bet-
ter value users’ unique writing signatures, rather than ho-
mogenize them into a singular voice. This is also useful for
GAI systems not adding their own ‘signature’ to student
writing, thus making it sound less authentic (Baron 2024)



and putting students with lower English proficiency at higher
risks of being accused of using GAI in academically dishon-
est means (Kadoma, Metaxa, and Naaman 2025).

Another way generative Al systems can preserve authen-
tic writing is to build a persona of the user’s authentic
writing style from their unedited draft, and follow that
persona’s writing structure for suggested edits. This relates
to inverse prompting mechanisms, which are defined as the
process of creating prompts from a provided text or artifact
(Hong et al. 2025). Implementing this technique could allow
the system to understand the user’s baseline identity, includ-
ing their preferred vocabulary choices, sentence structure,
and sentence cadence, before any edits are suggested. It is
already known that current models of LLMs are highly ca-
pable of extracting and personifying a user’s identity from
conversational data (Yun, Su, and Yi Wang 2026). By cap-
italizing on this, the GAI model may be able to make edits
that mirror the user’s natural voice and writing style instead
of erasing or standardizing the diverse linguistic identities of
multilingual students.

We note that this recommendation carries trade-offs that
would need to be considered before implementation. Build-
ing a personalized GAI model raises privacy concerns and
can introduce risks of profiling users based on their linguis-
tic identity. This kind of model also assumes a writing style
is stable and consistent enough to match, when in practice
a user’s voice may shift across contexts or over the course
of language development. Therefore, implementation of this
feature would need to give users control over what data is
retained and for how long. It would also need to be adapt-
able to the user instead of acting like a fixed baseline of their
linguistic identity.

Collectively, these recommendations could support the
movement of GAI systems away from a paradigm that sim-
ply performs a set of tasks a user requires support in, and
move toward the assistant role that fosters interpersonal
growth and boosts user confidence. Implementing these rec-
ommendations may greatly improve GAI assistants’ ability
to be effectively personalized as writing tools, and support
growth in ways that writers themselves want to see (Hwang
et al. 2025). While this paper specifically focuses on the
needs of non-native English students in terms of English
proficiency and academic writing, we suggest that the adop-
tion of a truly assistive (and not completionist) paradigm to
GALI development could benefit all users.

6.3 Incorporate Mindful GAI usage in Workflows

As the usage of GAI tools in industry positions is becom-
ing increasingly unavoidable, with companies implementing
practices such as “tokenmaxxing” to incentivize or require
regular engagement with GAI as part of their performance
reviews (Roose 2026), students might consider developing
a mindful approach towards such engagement if presented
with no other choice. While we are cognizant of the issues
of regular GAI usage, both as highlighted in this paper and
other research (e.g., Bedard et al. 2026; Ghosh et al. 2026;
Kosmyna et al. 2025), it might be useful to develop a healthy
GALI usage strategy when the options of GAI refusal or low
usage are not viable for other reasons.
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Students might consider developing a working relation-
ship with GAI systems whereby they have standardized
prompting structures that they have tested and found ef-
fective for their purposes. This might include explicitly en-
coding some of the instructions specified in Section 6.3, as
well as other meta-prompting strategies such as providing
broader context, restricting responses to a specified struc-
ture, and including references or examples that responses
must have similarities with, to name a few (Zhang, Yuan, and
Yao 2023). To build this practice, students might also discuss
GAI usage with their instructors for coursework, and nego-
tiate acceptable usages (such as ideation or reading summa-
rization) that might support both their English language pro-
ficiency and overall career development (Ghosh 2024).

7 Limitations and Future Work

Due to our recruitment strategies and the fact that our re-
search team originated from the same university, 13 out of
our 14 interviewees were from our university, an R1 in-
stitution in the United States with competitive admission
rates and tuition fees. This may decrease the diversity of
our participant pool, because participants implicitly had a
moderate-to-high English proficiency (which we did not
measure) by virtue of meeting the English language require-
ments of the University.

In addition, we acknowledge that our sample size of 14
is not a holistic representation of all multilingual or non-
native English speakers across the world. Because we did
not specifically seek out students of certain races, ethnic-
ities, or nationalities for this study to guarantee diversity,
the demographics of our participants were limited to Indian,
East Asian, and Italian students, which does not encapsu-
late the broad range of experiences that other nationalities
may face in this regard. We believed that seeking out partic-
ipants from certain nationalities to fill a diversity gap would
introduce bias into the study and be an unfair research prac-
tice that recruits study participants because of some aspect
of their (often-marginalized) identity, and we therefore only
interviewed participants who filled out our survey. Future
work may take a broader approach and sample students from
many different countries or ethnicities to capture a broader
range of sentiments from this population.

Finally, all interview prompts and questions were con-
ducted in English, as that was the research team’s primary
language and the language of instruction of this university.
However, some interview participants had limited English
proficiency (still above a fairly high threshold of proficiency
as required for admission into this university), which might
have impacted their answers during the survey and inter-
view. Future work might benefit from conducting interviews
in the participants’ native languages, or at least having that
option as opposed to English-only interviews, to ensure full
understanding and thorough, coherent answers.

These sampling constraints mean that our findings should
be interpreted as participants’ personal experiences using
GAL tools rather than as evidence of broader, higher-level
effects. In particular, the study cannot establish long-term
causal relationships between GAI use and language profi-



ciency, motivation, dependency, or identity due to its sample
size.

8 Conclusion

Our work bridges a critical divide in current research sur-
rounding the impacts of generative Al. While prior research
focuses on biases in Al output or how generative Al affects
education, we hone in on how academic self-confidence, ten-
sions between dependency and resistance, and the motiva-
tion to improve one’s English are experienced in relation to
to GAI use. We position GAI not as a neutral tool for learn-
ing, but one that may shape learners’ sense of identity in
an English-dominated environment. To address this, we pro-
pose design recommendations for GAI tools that prioritize
learning and skill development instead of correctness and
efficiency. Ultimately, we aim to understand how non-native
English speakers navigate language learning, and advocate
for generative Al technologies that better support authentic-
ity for multilingual learners.
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