Writing in the AI era: Rethinking writing, research and teaching
 

Position statement 
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) has entered second language (L2) writing with extraordinary speed and with remarkably little agreement about what, precisely, it means for the field. In this focus paper, I argue that AI represents neither the end of L2 writing nor a simple technological solution to long-standing pedagogical challenges. Instead, it presents us with a profound reconfiguration of what it means to write, to learn to write, and to evaluate writing in additional languages. While AI tools can scaffold linguistic resources, expand access to disciplinary genres, and redistribute forms of expertise, they also risk deskilling writers, flattening authorial voice, obscuring responsibility, and intensifying inequities. My view perhaps borders on the humdrum in proposing that the field should resist both prohibition and uncritical adoption. I do, however, suggest that rather than asking what AI can do for writing instruction, we need to ask what kinds of writing—and writers—we wish to develop. What seems increasingly clear is that the future of L2 writing in the AI era will be shaped less by technological capacity than by the values we, and our academic communities, choose to encourage. 

1. Introduction: Writing technologies and the recurrent sense of crisis 
I’m probably not alone in getting a strong sense of déjà vu about all this - that familiar feeling we’ve been here before. Anxiety about the effects of technology on writing is hardly new in L2 writing, and over the past 40 years the field has repeatedly encountered innovations that promised to transform writing instruction (Hyland, 2026). Some of us will remember the introduction of word processors, spellcheckers and grammar checkers, while others were around when concordancers, learner corpora, machine translation, and automated writing evaluation were introduced into classrooms (Chapelle, 2001; Ng et al, 2023). Each was greeted with a mixture of optimism and unease, often framed in terms of the risks posed to authenticity, dependency, and learning. With hindsight, of course, most of these tools were gradually domesticated. They reshaped writing practices, sometimes in significant ways, but they neither rendered writing obsolete nor fundamentally displaced the role of writers themselves.

GenAI has nonetheless provoked a renewed and sharper sense of crisis. This is, in large part, because it seems to raise risks of a different order (e.g. Eaton, 2025). Unlike earlier technologies, Large Language Models (LLMs) do not simply support writing by correcting errors or retrieving examples; they generate extended, coherent texts that closely resemble those produced by human writers. For those concerned with L2 writing development, this capacity is unsettling. If a system can produce a plausible essay, literature review, or research report in seconds, what remains of writing as a site of learning? What exactly are students doing when they submit AI-assisted texts? And what are teachers assessing when authorship itself becomes opaque? 

This paper is offered as a dialogic intervention on these issues rather than a definitive account. It is a prompt and platform for pushback rather than a vain attempt to bring closure. In the spirit of Disciplinary Dialogues, my aim is not to resolve these questions, but to clarify what is at stake, articulate some of the key issues and take a position that invites response. It seems to me, after a career dabbling in L2 writing and with an interest in writing as a social practice, that much of the current discussion of AI in writing is overly instrumental, preoccupied with detection, regulation, or efficiency (Mondal et al., 2025). What risks being overlooked is the extent to which AI forces us to confront foundational assumptions about writing itself: its relationship to learning, identity, voice, and disciplinary participation. In this sense, AI is less a technological problem than a disciplinary mirror: one that reflects back our priorities, values and compromises. 

2. What does AI offer L2 writing? 
2.1 Linguistic scaffolding and reduced cognitive load 
Perhaps the most frequently cited benefit of AI for L2 writers is its capacity to provide immediate linguistic support (e.g. Deep & Chen, 2025). LLMs can supply grammatically well-formed sentences, conventional lexical choices, and fluent phraseology across a wide range of genres. For writers working in an additional language—particularly at lower proficiency levels—this support may reduce cognitive load, allowing greater attention to ideas, organisation, and rhetorical purpose. From this perspective, AI can be understood as a powerful scaffold rather than a shortcut. Research on written corrective feedback, automated feedback systems, and corpus consultation has consistently suggested that these linguistic resources can facilitate accuracy and fluency when learners engage with them actively and critically (Darvin, 2025; Zhang & Hyland, 2024).

What distinguishes AI is not the principle of support, but its scope and integration. Instead of offering students isolated corrections or decontextualized examples, AI provides them with extended stretches of discourse that model how meanings are conventionally realized in particular genres. For some learners—especially those with limited language proficiency or access to expert guidance—this access to extended model texts may broaden participation in academic and professional communities that have traditionally been difficult to enter. 

2.2 Feedback, revision, and opportunities for practice 
AI also offers unprecedented opportunities for feedback and revision. Unlike human teachers, AI systems are continuously available, respond instantly, and impose no apparent limits on time or patience (Zhang & Hyland, 2024). They can comment on clarity, coherence, and tone, suggest alternative formulations, and prompt further elaboration or reorganisation. For students who receive minimal teacher feedback due to class size or institutional pressures, this responsiveness may create additional space for drafting and redrafting (Zhang & Hyland, 2022). From a process-oriented view of writing development, there is a clear appeal to this. Sustained engagement with revision is central to learning to write, yet it is precisely this engagement that many L2 classrooms struggle to support. Increasing class sizes, heavier workloads and ever-greater expectations on teachers make AI an attractive option for teachers faced with burn-out (Hyland, 2025). AI, then, may make iterative revision more feasible. Whether this potential is realized pedagogically, however, depends on how such feedback is framed and how learners are encouraged to respond to it. 


2.3 Genre awareness and disciplinary access 
A further promise of AI lies in its apparent sensitivity to genre. When prompted appropriately, AI can generate texts that approximate disciplinary genres, drawing on recognisable rhetorical moves, organisational patterns, and conventional expressions. This output can function as an accessible source of genre knowledge for EAP students. In this respect, AI may function as a genre informant, providing accessible exemplars that help demystify academic writing. Used reflexively, such texts can support noticing and analysis, encouraging learners to examine how writers structure arguments, signal stance, and engage readers (Hyland, 2005). This, of course, aligns well with sociocultural perspectives that view writing as mediated action rather than as an autonomous skill (e.g. Prior, 2015).

2.4 Levelling the playing field? 
An increasingly prominent argument in favour of AI is that it may help level the playing field for learners who have historically been disadvantaged in academic writing contexts (Connel Pensky et al., 2025). Students from under-resourced educational backgrounds, those with limited exposure to English-medium instruction, or those whose first languages employ different scripts—such as Arabic or Thai—often face a double burden: learning disciplinary conventions while simultaneously managing unfamiliar orthographic, lexical, and rhetorical systems. From this perspective, AI can function as a compensatory resource. By reducing the effort required to manage surface-level linguistic demands, AI allows writers to devote more time and greater attention to ideas, argumentation, and disciplinary content. For learners whose prior schooling has offered limited opportunities to engage with extended academic writing in English, such support is invaluable: facilitating participation in practices that would otherwise remain inaccessible. In this sense, then, AI has the potential to redistribute access to forms of linguistic capital that have traditionally been unevenly available. 

At the same time, the levelling metaphor warrants caution (Williamson et al., 2020). Access to AI is extremely uneven and deeply stratified, shaped by institutional provision, digital infrastructure, and familiarity with academic technologies. Moreover, greater textual fluency does not automatically translate into greater epistemic participation. There is a risk that AI-enabled involvement remains superficial, enabling students to meet formal requirements without gaining deeper control over disciplinary meaning-making (Li & Zhang, 2024). The equity argument, then, is not a reason for uncritical adoption, but an important reminder of what is at stake. For L2 writing specialists, the challenge is to harness AI in ways that genuinely expand participation rather than merely smooth over inequality at the level of text. Whether AI narrows or widens existing gaps will depend less on the technology itself than on how we make use of it: on the pedagogical and institutional contexts in which it is embedded.

3. What are the risks? Conceptual and ethical stakes 
3.1 Beyond assistance: Authorship, voice, and responsibility 
Much of the discussion surrounding AI in writing education has been framed in terms of assistance versus replacement. While this distinction is intuitively appealing, it risks reducing a complex pedagogical issue to a question of rule compliance. From the perspective of L2 writing, the more consequential issue concerns authorship and responsibility (Gold, 2026; Li, 2025). Writing is not simply the production of text that meets external criteria; it is an act through which writers take responsibility for meanings, positions, and claims. 

For L2 writers, this responsibility is closely tied to the development of voice. Voice, as it has been discussed in L2 writing research, is not a stable personal essence but a situated capacity to project stance, align with readers, and negotiate disciplinary expectations (Hyland, 2005; Matsuda & Tardy, 2007). AI can assist writers in realizing these meanings linguistically, particularly when they lack access to conventional expressions or disciplinary genres. However, when AI-generated language is adopted wholesale or without reflection, the link between writer and text is diminished. The risk here is not simply that texts become less authentic, but that learners have fewer opportunities to experience writing as a site of authorial decision-making. The broader pedagogical question, then, is what does it mean to be accountable for a text in an era of generative assistance? Academic writing presupposes an author who can be questioned, challenged, and asked to justify claims. When AI use obscures responsibility for these choices, then the issue is not technological but educational. It signals a move away from writing as dialogic engagement and toward writing as a deliverable to be optimised (Macfarlane, 2017).

3.2 Learning, cognitive engagement, and the illusion of fluency 
A second, deeper risk lies in the relationship between writing and learning. Research in L2 writing has long demonstrated that fluent textual output is a poor proxy for development (e.g. Polio, 2017). Learning to write involves sustained cognitive and rhetorical engagement: generating ideas, evaluating alternatives, revising in response to feedback, and reflecting on the effects of linguistic choices. These processes involve considerable effort and anguish, particularly for L2 writers working within unfamiliar academic cultures. 

AI complicates this relationship by making fluent, well-structured text readily available. The danger is not that learners consult AI, but that institutions may come to equate the production of acceptable texts with learning itself. When fluency is mistaken for competence then pedagogical priorities are decisively distorted. Although many institutions around the world encourage the integration of AI into teaching and learning, teachers are not always fully prepared to cope with the challenges arising from it. Students may gain credit for texts that display surface control but which mask limited engagement with ideas or disciplinary reasoning. It is important to stress that this outcome is not inevitable. AI can support learning when it is used to prompt revision, comparison, and reflection (Alexander et al, 2025). However, these benefits depend on instructional framing (Hyland, 2026). Without explicit guidance, AI aligns too easily with product-oriented views of writing that the field has spent decades attempting to move beyond. The problem, once again, is not AI per se, but the ease with which it fits institutional pressures for efficiency and measurable output. 

3.3 Writing assessment, trust, and institutional priorities
One of the most serious risks GenAI poses for L2 writing education is its potential to undermine the assumption that grades recognise individual effort. Writing assessment rests on a fragile moral economy where teachers assume that texts represent students’ developing abilities, and students assume their effort and learning will be recognised. AI unsettles this relationship by making assistance both powerful and invisible.

Institutions have largely responded to this challenge by shoring up the status quo: strengthening the importance of writing product over process, introducing detection tools and creating policy statements which draw firm boundaries around acceptable use. These measures clearly offer some short-term reassurance but are deeply problematic from the perspective of L2 writing pedagogy. For one thing, detection technologies are notoriously unreliable, particularly for L2 writers whose texts may already deviate from native-speaker norms. More importantly, surveillance-oriented approaches reposition students as potential offenders and teachers as enforcers, undermining trust and diverting attention from learning (Hope, 2010). Most striking here, however, is how clearly these responses reveal institutional priorities. Rather than rethinking assessment in light of new writing practices, the default position is to preserve existing systems through control and monitoring. In this way, AI functions as a kind of stress test for educational values, exposing the extent to which efficiency, standardisation, and accountability have come to outweigh pedagogical considerations.

3.4 Inequality, standardisation, and whose English 
AI also raises persistent questions about inequality and linguistic diversity. As noted above, while AI may lower some barriers to participation, particularly for learners from under-resourced backgrounds, it simultaneously risks reinforcing dominant norms of academic English. Because generative models are trained primarily on standardised, Anglophone texts, they tend to reproduce particular ways of writing and valuing knowledge (Floridi, 2023). For L2 writers, this creates a tension between access and conformity. AI may enable them to meet institutional expectations more easily, but at the cost of greater alignment with narrow norms. The risk here, then, is not merely stylistic homogenisation, but the marginalisation of alternative voices and rhetorical traditions (Seddiki & Korichi, 2026). These concerns, of course, echo long-standing critiques within L2 writing of deficit models and monolithic standards. AI does not introduce these inequalities, but its uncritical adoption may amplify them. 

4. Reframing core constructs in L2 writing research 
4.1 Agency, mediation, and distributed writing 
The emergence of GenAI also compels us to revisit how agency is conceptualised in writing. Sociocultural theories have long argued that writing is mediated action, shaped by tools, genres, histories of use, and institutional expectations (e.g. Prior, 2006). From this perspective, AI is not an alien intrusion into writing practice but a powerful new mediational means. What distinguishes GenAI, however, is its capacity to produce extended stretches of language that conform to valued academic norms, complicating traditional understandings of mediation. Tools such as dictionaries, corpora, or model texts support writers in making choices; they do not usually make those choices on the writer’s behalf. AI, by contrast, produces rhetorically shaped text that can be adopted with minimal transformation. 

The pedagogical question, therefore, is not whether agency is distributed—this has long been the case—but how responsibility for meaning-making is negotiated when a tool takes on an expanded authorial role. For L2 writing research, this raises a critical concern. Agency has never meant unassisted independence but has always implied developing the ability to make informed rhetorical decisions. When AI use is opaque or unexamined, that developmental curve is at risk. Writers may create institutionally acceptable texts without necessarily strengthening their ability to evaluate alternatives, anticipate reader needs, or justify choices. In this sense, AI foregrounds a tension between participation and development that has always existed in writing pedagogy but is now harder to ignore. 

4.2 Interaction, metadiscourse, and reader alignment 
From a discourse perspective, the limits of automation become most obvious in the area of interaction. It probably goes without saying now, but academic writing is fundamentally interactive: writers do not simply present information but position themselves in relation to readers, signal degrees of certainty, and negotiate alignment with disciplinary values. Research on metadiscourse has shown how these interactional resources are central to constructing credibility and managing relationships in academic texts (Hyland 2005). GenAI can reproduce many of the formal markers associated with interaction—hedges, boosters, transitions, and engagement features—but it does so without communicative intent (Jiang & Hyland, 2025).

The resulting texts often display interactional fluency without any relational grounding. For experienced readers, this can produce a sense of expressive emptiness: the moves are present, but the commitment behind them is missing. For L2 writers, this creates both opportunity and risk. AI-generated text can provide exposure to interactional patterns that are otherwise difficult to acquire, particularly for writers from educational traditions where explicit stance-taking is discouraged. At the same time, reliance on AI risks reducing interaction to formula. If stance is treated as something to be inserted rather than negotiated, learners may struggle to develop a sense of audience and responsibility that extends beyond surface features. Pedagogically, this suggests that metadiscourse instruction becomes more, not less, important in the AI era. AI-generated texts can serve as valuable objects of analysis here, allowing learners to critique interactional choices, evaluate appropriacy, and consider alternatives. In this way, AI can be repurposed as a vehicle for rhetorical awareness rather than a substitute for it. 

4.3 Originality, intertextuality, and participation 
GenAI also unsettles long-standing assumptions about originality and plagiarism. Academic writing has always been intertextual, relying on shared phrases, genre conventions, and disciplinary repertoires. L2 writing research has repeatedly challenged romantic notions of originality, arguing instead for a view of writing as participation in ongoing conversations (Hyland, 2004). GenAI intensifies this intertextuality by automating the combination of prior texts. Rather than responding defensively, the field has an opportunity here to clarify what originality means in educational contexts. If originality is understood as a contribution—such as advancing an argument, offering an interpretation, or positioning oneself within a debate— then surface novelty becomes less central. This reframing has particular significance for L2 writers, who are often disproportionately sanctioned for textual borrowing. AI exposes the inequities embedded in traditional plagiarism regimes by making visible how much academic writing depends on shared language (e.g. Liang et al., 2023). The ethical challenge is therefore not simply to police textual similarity, but to teach writers how to use shared resources responsibly and transparently. 


5. Some thoughts on teaching writing with AI: Possibilities and priorities
5.1 Framing pedagogic possibilities
Despite our concerns, it would be misleading to deny the genuine pedagogical possibilities that GenAI offers L2 writing instruction. As noted above, AI tools can support idea generation, provide rapid feedback on form, and model genre conventions. For learners working in a second language in unfamiliar academic genres, these affordances can reduce anxiety and increase participation. There is emerging evidence that carefully scaffolded AI use can support noticing, revision, and experimentation, especially when learners are encouraged to interrogate outputs rather than accept them uncritically (Hou et al, 2026). But these benefits are conditional. They depend on a pedagogical framing that positions AI as a provisional resource rather than an authoritative voice. Without such framing, the same tools that support engagement can undermine learning by short-circuiting problem-solving and rhetorical decision-making. In other words, AI can be pedagogically productive, but only when it is made pedagogically visible – emphasising, once again, the key role of teachers in the process.

One productive response to AI, then, is to bring it into the open, requiring students to make their interactions with AI explicit. Reflective commentaries, process logs, or annotated drafts can document how AI was consulted, what was accepted or rejected, and why. Such practices foreground decision-making rather than output and reinforce the idea that responsibility for the text ultimately rests with the writer. For L2 writers, these activities can be particularly valuable. They legitimise struggle, encourage metalinguistic awareness, and provide instructors with insight into learners’ developing rhetorical competence. Importantly, they also shift assessment away from suspicion toward dialogue and underscore the importance of writing as a process -  reminding us that the pedagogic possibilities of AI extend beyond the product of writing itself.  

5.2 Levelling the playing field for low proficiency learners
While AI offers powerful resources for writing development, it does not automatically guarantee equitable learning opportunities and students with limited proficiency often struggle to interpret AI outputs – a recipe for confusion or disengagement. Through scaffolding, guided mediation, and structured task design, teachers can work to overcome this, breaking down complex interactions into manageable steps, modeling critical evaluation of AI-generated language, and gradually releasing responsibility to learners. This is likely to involve introducing key vocabulary or sentence frames needed for a task and providing practice with short, controlled examples before learners use AI within teacher designed structured prompts. Teachers might also model how students can evaluate AI texts, guiding them to notice grammar, vocabulary, or discourse features. Finlly, teachers can encourage students to reflect on what AI helped them with and where it caused confusion, leading to discussion of strategies for using AI critically and effectively. This staged approach can prevent cognitive overload and assist weaker learners to build confidence and autonomy. 

In this way, then, pedagogy can level the playing field by transforming AI from a potentially overwhelming tool into a scaffolded resource. Teachers clearly play a key role here in mediating access, designing tasks that highlight language patterns, and providing training so students learn not only from AI but also how to use it strategically. By embedding AI within a framework of pre-task preparation, guided practice, and reflective post-task activities, teachers can ensure that low-proficiency learners are able to engage meaningfully and critically, rather than passively, with AI. In short, it is not AI itself but the pedagogical design surrounding it that creates equitable opportunities for learning.

5.3 Designing tasks for meaning-making and situated knowledge 
Task design obviously plays a central role in shaping how AI is used. Those that privilege generic responses and decontextualised summaries can be easily automated but tasks that require local knowledge, collected data, personal positioning, or engagement with specific disciplinary conversations all resist wholesale outsourcing. This doesn’t mean that tasks must exclude AI, but that they should ask writers to move beyond what AI can easily provide. Emphasising inquiry, interpretation, and stance reinforces writing as a process of meaning-making rather than text assembly. Such an approach is consistent with the long history of L2 writing research that emphasises process, genre awareness, and situated practice (see Leki et al, 2008). It also offers opportunities to discuss purpose of writing, AI limitations, and ethical practices. This aligns better with long-standing arguments in L2 writing for transparency and learner responsibility.

5.4 Reestablishing process and extending time
One troubling implication of AI concerns its alignment with institutional pressures to accelerate writing. Universities increasingly push efficiency, demanding faster turnarounds, smoother texts, and measurable outputs. GenAI fits neatly here, offering fluent prose with minimal time investment. Yet as all teachers know, developing writing skills in an additional language is slow, involving uncertainty, false starts, and sustained engagement. When AI is introduced as a labour-saving device, it risks compressing the very processes that writing instruction seeks to cultivate.  Drafting becomes effortless; revision becomes polishing; feedback becomes error correction. The danger is not that students will use AI, but that institutions will quietly recalibrate their expectations of what writing instruction should accomplish. The question shifts from how students learn to write to how quickly they can produce acceptable text.

5.5 Aligning feedback with learning
While AI can assist with surface-level issues, it cannot replace dialogic feedback that engages with ideas, argumentation, and reader expectations (Zhang & Hyland, 2022). Assessment, similarly, should be aligned with learning rather than detection. Portfolio assessment, reflective summaries, iterative drafting, peer review, and oral components can capture dimensions of writing development that single-shot submissions obscure. These approaches are not novel, but AI underscores their importance by revealing the limitations of product-only focused assessment. Ultimately, teaching writing with AI requires reaffirming what the field already knows: that writing development is gradual, situated, and relational. AI can support this work, but only when pedagogy remains anchored in these principles. 

5.6 Shifting to process assessments
Assessment is where the tensions surrounding AI become most visible. As noted above, concerns about authorship, integrity, and detection have dominated university responses to AI, often leading to restriction and surveillance-oriented solutions which do little to support learning and can disproportionately target L2 writers. Treating AI as a threat is more likely to encourage concealment than inspire reflection (Eaton, 2025; Macfarlane, 2017) and a more sustainable response might be to redesign assessment around transparency and dialogue. This would acknowledge AI use in writing and shift emphasis toward process documentation alongside finished texts. Methods such as collecting work over time using portfolios to show development, recording specific and actionable notes on student writing behaviours, holding discussions to understand the "why" behind student writing choices, comparing drafts, and so on should figure more on our radar. The challenges here are obviously considerable and it is unclear what approaches might work best or be most feasible in different learning contexts, but their value lies in foregrounding responsibility and re-aligning assessment with education.

6. Possible directions for research 
It seems to me that GenAI challenges us to study emerging practices without allowing the gee whizz of technological novelty to eclipse insights from theory and pedagogy. Much of the research so far has been speculative, impact-focused, or technologically oriented, and what we now need is a research agenda that is empirical, theoretically informed, and alert to the values that underpin L2 writing scholarship. Essentially this means moving beyond detection and measurement to focus on interaction, identity, and participation. In particular, there is a need to investigate how AI use varies across contexts, proficiency levels, and institutional settings. Understanding these variations is essential if we are to develop pedagogically sound and ethically defensible responses. I suggest that these are some of the key issues.

6.1 Reasserting writing as inquiry
If GenAI is to be integrated meaningfully into L2 writing research and pedagogy, we must begin by reasserting writing as a mode of inquiry rather than textual production (Richardson, 2000). Writing has long been understood not simply as a skill to be mastered, but as a means through which learners explore ideas, negotiate disciplinary meanings, and develop scholarly identities (Lillis & Scott, 2007). AI challenges this understanding precisely because it can produce text without inquiry. The risk is that fluency becomes decoupled from thinking, and surface competence is mistaken for development. Research, therefore, needs to attend less to whether AI-generated text is indistinguishable from human writing, and more to how AI use reshapes the cognitive, social, and affective dimensions of composing. This includes examining how writers make decisions when AI is available, what forms of agency they perceive themselves to have, and how responsibility for meaning is negotiated across human–machine interactions.

6.2 Context, inequality, and uptake 
AI use is unlikely to be uniform across contexts, proficiency levels, or institutional settings, so that research must attend to variance in uptake and outcomes. Learners with a strong grasp of academic literacies might use AI strategically, as a tool to compare texts or refine outputs, while less experienced writers may lean more heavily on it as a proxy for rhetorical reasoning. These differences have implications for learning trajectories and fairness. This makes cross-contextual studies particularly beneficial. How AI is used and valued in well-resourced universities in the Global North may differ markedly from practices in under-resourced contexts or in educational systems where English occupies a different sociopolitical position. Without such comparative work, we risk our locally contingent research findings as globally significant. 

6.3 Methodological implications for research
AI also raises important methodological questions. While existing work based on textual analysis, corpus comparisons, or measures of writing quality remain valuable, they cannot fully capture the nature of AI-mediated writing. There is a pressing need for research designs that foreground process, interaction, and reflexivity. This may include screen capture, stimulated recall, ethnographic observation, and longitudinal case studies that trace how writers learn to work with, resist, or reinterpret AI tools over time. Such work is particularly important for understanding differential impacts across contexts. Access to AI, norms governing its use, and the stakes attached to writing vary widely across institutions and regions. Without attention to these differences, claims about benefit or harm risk reproducing the very inequities the technology is said to address.

6.4 Pedagogical research and teacher agency
Another priority concerns the role of teachers. Discussions of AI often position instructors as either gatekeepers enforcing integrity or facilitators helping students exploit new tools. This binary is limiting. Writing teachers are always designers of learning environments and research should explore how they exercise agency in shaping AI use, negotiating institutional mandates, and articulating pedagogical values. Attention to teacher perspectives is especially urgent in contexts where writing instruction is marginalised and under-resourced. In such contexts, moreover, it is often the writing teachers who are cheerleading the introduction of AI and seeking to use it productively with their students. (e.g. Akanda & Talukder, 2026; Chen & Gong, 2025). Understanding how teachers navigate AI-related pressures can illuminate broader questions about professional identity, authority, and resistance in contemporary higher education.

6.5 Dialogue not hasty accord
Finally, it is important to resist the impulse toward premature consensus. The speed with which AI has entered educational discourse has encouraged definitive statements and policy prescriptions. Yet the implications of AI for writing are still unfolding. Rather than seeking closure, the field would benefit from sustained dialogue grounded in empirical research, theoretical clarity, and pedagogical experience. Disagreement, in this sense, is not a problem to be solved but a resource for thinking.

7. Conclusion: Values not tools 
GenAI has arrived at a moment when L2 writing instruction is already under pressure. Long-standing tensions between efficiency and improvement, access and standards, support and surveillance have all been sharpened, rather than created, by AI. I have argued here that the central question is not whether AI should be used in L2 writing, but what its use signals about how we (and the institutions we work for) understand writing itself.  

When AI is adopted mainly for its capacity to produce fluent text quickly, it devalues learning as engagement and risks reinforcing a view of writing as output rather than inquiry. At the same time, dismissing AI outright ignores its potential to lower linguistic barriers, expand access to valued academic genres, and support participation for writers who have historically been disadvantaged by dominant norms of academic English. What all this means is that the deeper risks associated with AI are not, in fact, mainly technological at all. They concern the erosion of authorial responsibility, the redefinition of learning as surface fluency, and the strengthening of inequalities through standardisation and control. These risks are amplified when AI is adopted uncritically—as a means of managing workloads, accelerating production, or preserving assessment regimes. 

The challenge is therefore not adoption versus rejection, but critical integration grounded in a clear understanding of what we value about writing and education. For us as L2 writing researchers and teachers, this means insisting on agency, transparency, and responsibility as explicit values and central commitments. It also means making visible the pedagogies involved in developing our students. In this sense, AI functions less as a disruptor than a prompt, encouraging us to ask what kinds of writers—and what kinds of educational relationships—we wish to cultivate. The arguments developed here reflect my own reading of what AI has brought into focus for L2  writing, rather than an attempt to define a position the field should adopt. I offer these observations not as a settled position but as an invitation to dialogue. Responses that challenge these assumptions, draw on contrasting contexts, or foreground alternative values will, I hope, extend rather than close the conversation about what L2 writing might become in the AI era.
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