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Abstract: 
This study examines English Education students' perceptions of using ChatGPT as a grammar 
correction tool in academic writing at Universitas Negeri Padang. Employing a descriptive 
quantitative design with a survey method, the study investigated students' perceptions through 
the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) framework, which encompasses four constructs: 
Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, Behavioral Intention, and Actual Use. The 
participants were 217 undergraduate students from the class of 2022 who had completed 
academic writing courses and had prior experience using ChatGPT. Data were collected using a 
20-item questionnaire with a four-point Likert scale and analyzed using descriptive statistical 
analysis with SPSS version 27. The findings revealed that students held very positive perceptions 
across all four TAM indicators: Perceived Usefulness (mean = 3.33), Perceived Ease of Use (mean 
= 3.38), Behavioral Intention (mean = 3.11), and Actual Use (mean = 3.38), with an overall mean 
of 3.30, categorized as very positive. Students particularly valued ChatGPT's effectiveness in 
correcting grammatical errors, improving writing quality, and providing immediate feedback. 
However, concerns emerged regarding over-reliance on AI tools, potential inaccuracies in 
complex academic contexts, and issues related to academic integrity. The study concludes that 
ChatGPT has considerable potential as a supportive tool for improving grammatical accuracy 
and writing efficiency among English Education students, though thoughtful integration with 
pedagogical guidance remains essential for maximizing its benefits while fostering independent 
learning and upholding academic integrity. 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW  

Grammar is widely recognized as one of the most fundamental components of language 
proficiency, particularly in the context of academic writing. It provides the structural foundation 
through which ideas are organized, arguments are constructed, and meaning is communicated 
with precision and clarity. According to Andleeb et al. (2025), grammatical accuracy is not merely 
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a technical requirement but a key indicator of language proficiency that directly influences the 
persuasiveness and credibility of scholarly arguments. In academic settings, the ability to write 
grammatically correct texts reflects a student's mastery of formal language conventions and 
their capacity to engage with complex subject matter at the level expected by higher education 
institutions. Without a solid grasp of grammar, students are likely to produce writing that is 
difficult to read, logically incoherent, and academically unconvincing (Tiwari, 2023). This makes 
grammar instruction and support a central concern for educators and researchers in the field of 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL). Saengboon and Panyaatisin (2022) further emphasize that 
grammar serves both as a descriptive system of how language works and as a prescriptive guide 
for appropriate language use, making it indispensable in academic contexts where clarity, 
accuracy, and formality are highly valued. 

Despite the recognized importance of grammatical competence, a substantial number of 
EFL learners continue to struggle with applying grammar rules accurately in their academic 
writing. Research consistently shows that common errors such as tense inconsistency, subject-
verb disagreement, article misuse, incorrect use of prepositions, and inappropriate use of 
cohesive devices remain prevalent among undergraduate students (Huyen & Khuyen, 2025). 
These errors are not incidental; rather, they reflect deeper challenges in second language 
acquisition, including interference from the learners' first language, limited exposure to 
authentic academic English, and insufficient grammar practice in meaningful contexts. 
Watcharapunyawong and Usaha (2013) found that tense and article errors are the most 
frequent among EFL learners, followed by word form and preposition mistakes, patterns that 
are similarly observed among Indonesian university students. Jaya et al. (2025) note that the gap 
between knowing grammar rules and applying them in authentic writing contexts remains a 
major challenge for EFL learners, particularly in academic genres that require formal register and 
syntactically complex structures. In Indonesia, where English is taught as a foreign language and 
students have limited opportunities to use English outside the classroom, these challenges are 
particularly pronounced. 

At Universitas Negeri Padang (UNP), grammar-related difficulties are consistently 
observed in the academic writing of English Education students. Students' essays, research 
proposals, reports, and thesis drafts frequently exhibit grammatical errors that undermine the 
overall quality of their writing. While grammar instruction is formally included in the curriculum 
through dedicated Academic Writing courses, the feedback students receive on their 
grammatical performance is often inconsistent and insufficiently detailed. This is largely a 
consequence of structural constraints within the educational environment: large class sizes and 
heavy teaching workloads limit the extent to which lecturers can provide timely, individualized, 
and ongoing feedback to each student (Nassaji et al., 2021). As a result, students often feel 
inadequately supported in their efforts to identify and correct their grammatical errors, 
particularly when they are working on extended writing tasks outside of class hours. Hikmah 
(2025) reports that grammatical errors account for more than 60% of total writing errors among 
Indonesian undergraduate students, encompassing article misuse, verb tense confusion, and 
incorrect subject-verb agreement. These persistent patterns confirm that despite years of 
formal grammar instruction, a significant proportion of students still struggle to apply grammar 
rules accurately in formal academic writing. 

The increasing integration of artificial intelligence (AI) tools in education has opened new 
possibilities for addressing this feedback gap. Among the most prominent AI-powered tools to 
emerge in recent years is ChatGPT, a large language model developed by OpenAI that is capable 
of understanding and generating human-like text across a wide range of topics and tasks. In the 
context of language learning and academic writing, ChatGPT has attracted particular attention 
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for its potential to serve as a grammar correction tool. Unlike traditional grammar checkers that 
rely on fixed rules and pattern matching, ChatGPT uses deep contextual understanding to detect 
nuanced grammatical errors, suggest structural improvements, and provide explanations for 
corrections (Schmid & Fajlik, 2023). According to Mahapatra (2024), ChatGPT offers faster and 
more accessible feedback compared to conventional grammar resources, making it especially 
valuable in situations where students have limited or irregular access to teacher support. 
Furthermore, Andrés et al. (2025) highlight that AI writing assistants like ChatGPT are 
increasingly seen as transformative tools that can support writing fluency, reduce students' 
writing anxiety, and foster greater independence in the learning process. 

However, the integration of ChatGPT into academic writing practices is not without its 
challenges and limitations. A number of scholars have raised concerns about the accuracy of AI 
generated grammar feedback, particularly for complex sentences that require nuanced 
contextual judgment (Karagoz, 2025). Abumalik (2025) warns that excessive reliance on AI based 
correction tools may prevent students from internalizing grammar rules and developing 
autonomous error-detection skills, ultimately hindering their long-term linguistic development. 
Deep and Chen Yixin (2025) further caution that while AI writing assistants can enhance writing 
quality in the short term, overdependence may reduce learners' critical thinking engagement 
and self-correction capacity, which are essential for durable grammatical mastery. In addition, 
issues related to academic integrity such as the potential for students to submit AI corrected 
work as their own without sufficient engagement with the feedback have also emerged as 
concerns among educators and institutional policymakers (Gustilo et al., 2024). 

Given both the potential benefits and the documented limitations of ChatGPT in academic 
writing, it is essential to understand how students perceive this tool and what factors shape their 
acceptance and use of it. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), originally developed by 
Davis et al. (1989) and later expanded into TAM 3 by Venkatesh and Bala (2008), provides a 
widely validated theoretical framework for examining technology acceptance. TAM proposes 
that users' perceptions of a technology's usefulness and ease of use are the primary 
determinants of their behavioral intention to adopt it, which in turn predicts actual usage 
behavior. In the context of ChatGPT for grammar correction, this framework is particularly 
relevant because it captures the multidimensional nature of students' acceptance decisions, 
accounting not only for their practical evaluations of the tool but also for the individual and 
contextual factors that shape those evaluations. 

Preliminary observations at Universitas Negeri Padang indicate that English Education 
students from the class of 2022 who have completed Academic Writing courses and have had 
exposure to digital tools in their studies have begun to incorporate ChatGPT into their writing 
and editing practices. Despite this growing uptake, there is a notable absence of systematic 
empirical data on how these students perceive ChatGPT specifically as a grammar correction 
tool, and whether their perceptions align with the TAM constructs of Perceived Usefulness, 
Perceived Ease of Use, Behavioral Intention, and Actual Use. This represents a significant gap in 
the existing literature, particularly within the Indonesian EFL context, where research on AI-
powered grammar correction tools remains limited. 

Several previous studies provide important context for the present research. Lubis et al. 
(2025) investigated students' perceptions of ChatGPT for academic writing at FKIP Universitas 
Riau and found generally high perceptions across all TAM indicators, with students particularly 
appreciating the tool's ease of use and usefulness for grammar correction and idea generation. 
Khider and Othman (2025) reported similarly positive perceptions among EFL students at 
University College of Haql, noting that students found ChatGPT effective for improving grammar, 
organizing content, and enhancing overall writing quality, though concerns about over-reliance 
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were also expressed. Mun (2024) examined Korean EFL learners' use of ChatGPT as an AI-
assisted writing feedback tool and found that students in the ChatGPT condition significantly 
outperformed those using peer feedback in terms of grammatical accuracy and lexical quality, 
while also reporting more positive perceptions of the tool's convenience and anxiety-reducing 
effects. Dinh (2025) further found that undergraduate English majors in Vietnam perceived 
ChatGPT as beneficial for vocabulary enhancement, grammatical accuracy, and the 
development of a more formal academic writing style, though students also noted challenges 
related to overdependence and the difficulty of interpreting complex AI-generated feedback. 
Despite the valuable insights provided by these studies, none of them situate their findings 
within the specific context of English Education students at Universitas Negeri Padang, and few 
focus exclusively on grammar correction as a distinct and targeted use case. The present study 
therefore contributes to the literature by addressing these gaps. 

The purpose of this study is to empirically describe and analyze the perceptions of English 
Education students from the class of 2022 at Universitas Negeri Padang toward the use of 
ChatGPT as a grammar correction tool in academic writing, as measured through the four 
constructs of the Technology Acceptance Model: Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, 
Behavioral Intention, and Actual Use. The findings are expected to provide empirically grounded 
insights that can inform how AI tools are integrated into EFL writing instruction, guide students 
in making more intentional and effective use of ChatGPT, and contribute to the broader 
academic conversation on AI in language education. 

 
2. METHOD  

This study employed a descriptive quantitative research design using a survey method to 
examine English Education students' perceptions of ChatGPT as a grammar correction tool in 
academic writing. A descriptive quantitative approach was selected because it is well-suited for 
systematically describing and quantifying characteristics of a defined population based on 
structured data collection instruments (Jik Lee et al., 2024). Rather than examining causal 
relationships, this design aimed to provide an accurate and detailed picture of students' 
perceptions as they exist, using numerical data to identify patterns and trends across a large 
sample. The use of a survey method was appropriate for this study given the need to collect data 
from a substantial number of participants within a practical timeframe while maintaining 
consistency in how questions were presented and interpreted. 

 
Population and Sample 

The population consisted of 218 undergraduate students from the English Language 
Education Study Program at Universitas Negeri Padang, class of 2022, distributed across ten 
parallel classes (K1–K10). A total sampling technique was employed, in which all members of the 
population were included as participants (Giri, 2024). This approach was chosen because all 
students in the cohort had completed the Academic Writing course and had confirmed prior 
experience using ChatGPT. The questionnaire was distributed electronically via each class’s 
WhatsApp group. Out of 218 students, 217 returned completed questionnaires (response rate: 
99.5%), all of which were complete and suitable for analysis. 
 
 
Research Instrument 

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire adapted from Lubis et al. (2025). 
The questionnaire consisted of 20 statements organized according to the four TAM indicators: 
Perceived Usefulness (items 1–5), Perceived Ease of Use (items 6–10), Behavioral Intention 
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(items 11–15), and Actual Use (items 16–20). Each statement was measured using a four-point 
Likert scale with response options of Strongly Agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly 
Disagree (1). A four-point scale was deliberately chosen to avoid the neutral midpoint that 
characterizes five-point scales, thereby encouraging respondents to commit to either a positive 
or negative stance. The content validity of the questionnaire was established through expert 
judgment: the instrument was reviewed by a lecturer from the English Language Education 
Study Program at Universitas Negeri Padang, who assessed the clarity, relevance, and alignment 
of each item with the corresponding TAM construct and the research objectives. Revisions were 
made based on the validator's feedback prior to final administration. 

 
Data Analysis 

The collected data were processed and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 27. Descriptive statistical analysis was employed to calculate the 
mean score for each item and for each of the four TAM indicators, as well as an overall mean for 
all 20 items. The mean scores were interpreted using the perception rating scale adapted from 
Gliem et al. (2015): Very Positive (3.26–4.00), Positive (2.51–3.25), Negative (1.76–2.50), and 
Very Negative (1.00–1.75). This classification enabled standardized interpretation of students' 
perceptions at both item and indicator levels, facilitating meaningful comparisons across the 
four TAM constructs. 

 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
Research Findings 

This section presents the findings of the descriptive statistical analysis conducted on the 
questionnaire data collected from 217 English Education students at Universitas Negeri Padang. 
The data were organized according to the four TAM indicators: Perceived Usefulness, Perceived 
Ease of Use, Behavioral Intention, and Actual Use. Table 1 provides an overview of the mean 
scores for each indicator and the overall mean. 

Table 1. Descriptive Data of Students' Perceptions of ChatGPT 

No. Indicator Mean 

1. Perceived Usefulness 3.33 

2. Perceived Ease of Use 3.38 

3. Behavioral Intention 3.11 

4. Actual Use 3.38 

Overall Mean 3.30 (Very Positive) 

 

As shown in Table 1, the overall mean score of 3.30 places students' perceptions in the 
very positive category according to the rating scale of Gliem et al. (2015). This finding indicates 
that, across all four dimensions of the TAM framework, English Education students at Universitas 
Negeri Padang have a highly favorable view of ChatGPT as a tool for grammar correction in 
academic writing. Among the four indicators, Perceived Ease of Use and Actual Use share the 
highest mean scores at 3.38, followed closely by Perceived Usefulness at 3.33, while Behavioral 
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Intention records the lowest mean at 3.11, which is nonetheless still categorized as positive. The 
consistent pattern of positive to very positive scores across all indicators suggests a broadly 
favorable orientation toward the adoption and continued use of ChatGPT in academic writing 
contexts. 

Perceived Usefulness of ChatGPT 

The first indicator, Perceived Usefulness, refers to the degree to which students believe 
that using ChatGPT improves their performance in grammar correction and academic writing 
tasks. Table 2 presents the item-level results for this indicator. 

Table 2. Students' Perceptions of the Usefulness of ChatGPT 

No. Statement SD 
(%) 

D 
(%) 

A  
(%) 

SA 
(%) 

Mean Interpretation 

1. I find ChatGPT useful in my 
academic writing. 

0.9% 1.8% 46.1% 51.2% 3.47 Very Positive 

2. ChatGPT assists me quickly in 
finding relevant references, 
thereby saving my time. 

2.3% 7.8% 40.1% 49.8% 3.37 Very Positive 

3. ChatGPT is useful for correcting 
my grammatical errors in the 
academic writing process. 

1.4% 7.4% 50.7% 40.6% 3.30 Very Positive 

4. ChatGPT helps me to improve my 
writing skills. 

2.3% 12% 47.9% 37.8% 3.21 Positive 

5. ChatGPT provided useful 
explanations and suggestions to 
improve the quality of my 
academic writing. 

1.4% 4.1% 55.3% 39.2% 3.32 Very Positive 

Total Mean 3.33 Very Positive 

 

Table 2 reveals that the Perceived Usefulness indicator obtained a total mean score of 
3.33, categorized as very positive. At the item level, the highest mean was recorded for item 1 
("I find ChatGPT useful in my academic writing," mean = 3.47), reflecting a broad consensus 
among students that ChatGPT is a genuinely valuable tool for supporting their academic writing. 
Item 2 (mean = 3.37) and item 5 (mean = 3.32) also yielded very positive scores, indicating that 
students appreciate ChatGPT's ability to help them locate relevant references efficiently and to 
receive useful explanations and suggestions for improving writing quality. Item 3, which 
concerns the usefulness of ChatGPT for correcting grammatical errors specifically, obtained a 
mean score of 3.30, also falling in the very positive range. This finding is particularly significant 
for the purposes of the present study, as it confirms that students perceive ChatGPT as an 
effective grammar correction tool rather than merely a general writing aid. The lowest score in 
this indicator was item 4 ("ChatGPT helps me to improve my writing skills," mean = 3.21), which 
falls in the positive rather than very positive category, suggesting that while students value the 
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immediate corrective function of ChatGPT, they are slightly less certain about its role in 
producing long-term improvements in their overall writing competence. 

Perceived Ease of Use of ChatGPT 

The second indicator, Perceived Ease of Use, examines the extent to which students find 
ChatGPT free of effort and simple to operate in the context of grammar correction. Table 3 
presents the item level results for this indicator. 

Table 3. Students' Perceptions of the Ease of Use of ChatGPT 

No. Statement SD 
(%) 

D  
(%) 

A  
(%) 

SA  
(%) 

Mean Interpretation 

6. The features of ChatGPT are 
easy to use. 

0.9% 4.1% 37.8% 57.1% 3.51 Very Positive 

7. ChatGPT is very flexible in its 
use. 

1.4% 2.8% 43.8% 52.1% 3.46 Very Positive 

8. Interactions with ChatGPT are 
clear and easy to understand. 

0.9% 5.1% 48.4% 45.6% 3.38 Very Positive 

9. I can easily become proficient 
in using ChatGPT. 

0% 9.7% 45.2% 45.2% 3.35 Very Positive 

10. I feel comfortable using 
ChatGPT for academic writing. 

2.3% 9.7% 51.2% 36.9% 3.22 Positive 

Total Mean 3.38 Very Positive 

 

The Perceived Ease of Use indicator yielded the highest total mean score among the four 
indicators at 3.38, categorized as very positive. Item 6 ("The features of ChatGPT are easy to 
use," mean = 3.51) recorded the highest mean score not only within this indicator but across the 
entire questionnaire, signaling that students find the interface and functionalities of ChatGPT 
highly accessible and user-friendly. Item 7, which addresses the flexibility of ChatGPT in its use, 
also obtained a very positive mean of 3.46, suggesting that students value the adaptability of 
the tool across different types of writing tasks and academic contexts. Items 8 and 9, both rated 
very positive with means of 3.38 and 3.35 respectively, indicate that students find it easy to 
understand ChatGPT's responses and to become proficient in using it over time. The lowest score 
in this indicator was item 10 ("I feel comfortable using ChatGPT for academic writing," mean = 
3.22), which falls in the positive category. This slight drop may reflect residual hesitation among 
some students about fully integrating AI tools into their academic writing workflow, possibly due 
to concerns about appropriate use or academic integrity. 

Students' Behavioral Intention to Use ChatGPT 

Behavioral Intention refers to students' conscious plan or motivation to use ChatGPT for 
grammar correction in academic writing in the future. Table 4 presents the item-level data for 
this indicator. 
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Table 4. Students' Behavioral Intention to Use ChatGPT 

No. Statement SD 
(%) 

D  
(%) 

A  
(%) 

SA 
(%) 

Mean Interpretation 

11. I intend to use ChatGPT in the 
future. 

1.4% 10.1% 46.5% 41.9% 3.29 Very Positive 

12. I will frequently continue using 
ChatGPT for academic writing. 

0.9% 12.4% 47.5% 39.2% 3.24 Positive 

13. I am confident that I will continue 
using ChatGPT for academic 
writing. 

2.8% 22.1% 45.6% 29.5% 3.01 Positive 

14. Using ChatGPT during the 
academic writing process is a 
good idea. 

5.5% 26.7% 33.6% 34.1% 2.96 Positive 

15. I will recommend ChatGPT to my 
friends for academic writing. 

3.2% 16.1% 50.7% 30% 3.07 Positive 

Total Mean 3.11 Positive 

 

The Behavioral Intention indicator obtained the lowest total mean among the four TAM 
constructs at 3.11, categorized as positive rather than very positive. Item 11 ("I intend to use 
ChatGPT in the future," mean = 3.29) was the only item in this indicator to reach the very positive 
threshold, indicating that most students plan to continue using the tool. Items 12 and 13, with 
means of 3.24 and 3.01 respectively, suggest that while students are generally inclined to use 
ChatGPT frequently and express a degree of confidence in continued use, this intention is 
somewhat tempered by uncertainty. The lowest scores were observed in item 14 ("Using 
ChatGPT during the academic writing process is a good idea," mean = 2.96) and item 15 ("I will 
recommend ChatGPT to my friends for academic writing," mean = 3.07), both categorized as 
positive. The relatively lower scores in this indicator, compared to Perceived Usefulness and 
Perceived Ease of Use, are noteworthy. They suggest that even when students perceive a tool 
as useful and easy to use, additional factors such as concerns about academic integrity, 
uncertainty about institutional policies on AI use, and the risk of overdependence may temper 
the strength of their intention to adopt and recommend it. 

Students' Actual Use of ChatGPT 

The fourth indicator, Actual Use, measures the extent to which students currently and 
regularly employ ChatGPT in their academic writing activities. Table 5 presents the item level 
findings for this indicator. 

Table 5. Students' Actual Use of ChatGPT 

No. Statement SD 
(%) 

D 
(%) 

A  
(%) 

SA 
(%) 

Mean Interpretation 

16. I often use ChatGPT in my 
academic writing process, such as 

0.9% 4.1% 37.8% 57.1% 3.51 Very Positive 
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for essays, articles, research 
proposals, and similar works. 

17. I often use ChatGPT to improve 
grammar and spelling in my 
academic writing. 

1.4% 2.8% 43.8% 52.1% 3.46 Very Positive 

18. I often use ChatGPT for 
paraphrasing purposes. 

0.9% 5.1% 48.4% 45.6% 3.38 Very Positive 

19. I often use ChatGPT to search for 
references or additional sources of 
information for my academic 
writing. 

0% 9.7% 45.2% 45.2% 3.35 Very Positive 

20. I often use ChatGPT to generate 
ideas for my writing topics. 

2.3% 9.7% 51.2% 36.9% 3.22 Positive 

Total Mean 3.38 Very Positive 

 

The Actual Use indicator obtained a total mean score of 3.38, equal to Perceived Ease 
of Use and the highest alongside it. Item 16 ("I often use ChatGPT in my academic writing 
process, such as for essays, articles, research proposals, and similar works," mean = 3.51) and 
item 17 ("I often use ChatGPT to improve grammar and spelling in my academic writing," mean 
= 3.46) both recorded very positive scores, confirming that the majority of students actively and 
regularly incorporate ChatGPT into their writing practices. Items 18 and 19, with means of 3.38 
and 3.35 respectively, indicate that students also use ChatGPT for paraphrasing and for 
searching supplementary references, suggesting that their use extends beyond grammar 
correction to a wider range of writing support functions. Item 20 ("I often use ChatGPT to 
generate ideas for my writing topics," mean = 3.22) recorded the lowest score in this indicator, 
which is positive rather than very positive, implying that while idea generation is a recognized 
feature, students are slightly less likely to rely on ChatGPT for this purpose compared to 
grammar and structural editing tasks. 

Discussion 
The findings from this study reveal that English Education students at Universitas Negeri 

Padang hold consistently positive to very positive perceptions toward the use of ChatGPT as a 
grammar correction tool in academic writing, as measured across all four constructs of the 
Technology Acceptance Model 3 (TAM 3) proposed by Venkatesh and Bala (2008). An overall 
mean score of 3.30 confirms that students' collective perceptions are firmly situated in the very 
positive range, indicating broad acceptance of ChatGPT as a tool that is perceived to be both 
useful and accessible for supporting their grammatical accuracy and writing quality. 

The very positive perception of Perceived Usefulness (mean = 3.33) aligns closely with the 
findings of previous studies conducted in comparable EFL contexts. Lubis et al. (2025) similarly 
found that students at FKIP Universitas Riau perceived ChatGPT as highly useful for grammar 
correction and academic writing tasks, while Khider and Othman (2025) reported that EFL 
students in Saudi Arabia valued ChatGPT's capacity to improve grammar and enhance overall 
writing quality. The present findings are also consistent with those of Mun (2024), who 
demonstrated that learners using ChatGPT as an AI-assisted feedback tool showed significant 
improvements in grammatical accuracy and lexical quality, and reported positive evaluations of 
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the tool's usefulness in their writing process. Within the TAM 3 framework, Venkatesh and Bala 
(2008) identify cognitive instrumental processes such as output quality and result 
demonstrability as key antecedents of perceived usefulness. The high scores observed in items 
related to grammar correction accuracy and the quality of explanations provided by ChatGPT 
suggest that students' perceptions of usefulness are grounded in tangible, observable benefits 
that the tool delivers in their day-to-day writing activities. However, the relatively lower score 
for item 4 ("ChatGPT helps me to improve my writing skills," mean = 3.21) warrants attention: 
while students clearly appreciate the immediate corrective function of ChatGPT, they appear to 
be somewhat less certain about whether the tool contributes to their long-term grammatical 
development. This is consistent with the argument advanced by Abumalik (2025), who warns 
that excessive reliance on AI-based correction tools may limit opportunities for deeper language 
processing and reflective engagement with grammar rules. 

The very positive perception of Perceived Ease of Use (mean = 3.38) is similarly consistent 
with existing research. Alalwan et al. (2016) demonstrated that perceived ease of use directly 
enhances users' perceptions of an application's usefulness, a relationship that appears to be 
operative in the present context: students who find ChatGPT easy to navigate and interact with 
are more likely to view it as a productive tool for their academic writing. The high scores for 
items related to interface usability, flexibility, and ease of becoming proficient (items 6, 7, and 
9) suggest that ChatGPT's design characteristics are well suited to the needs of undergraduate 
students who may not have advanced technical skills. However, the slightly lower score for item 
10 ("I feel comfortable using ChatGPT for academic writing," mean = 3.22) suggests that despite 
finding ChatGPT technically accessible, some students harbor residual discomfort about using it 
in academic contexts. This discomfort may be linked to uncertainties about the appropriateness 
of AI use in academic settings, as flagged by Gustilo et al. (2024), who note that ambiguity 
surrounding institutional policies on AI use can undermine students' confidence and sense of 
legitimacy in using such tools. TAM 3 identifies individual-level factors such as computer anxiety 
and perceived enjoyment as determinants of perceived ease of use (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008); 
the variability observed across items in this indicator likely reflects these individual differences 
among students. 

The positive, rather than very positive, perception of Behavioral Intention (mean = 3.11) 
represents the most nuanced finding of this study. While students clearly intend to continue 
using ChatGPT in the future and show a degree of willingness to recommend it to peers, the 
lower scores for items 13, 14, and 15 suggest that their intention is accompanied by reservations 
rather than unconditional enthusiasm. This pattern is consistent with the theoretical position of 
TAM 3, which holds that behavioral intention is jointly shaped by perceived usefulness, 
perceived ease of use, and attitude toward the technology, and that experience moderates the 
relationship between intention and actual use (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008). Kasneci et al. (2023) 
provide a relevant theoretical lens for interpreting these findings, emphasizing that users of 
large language models like ChatGPT must exercise critical judgment because such models can 
produce outputs that are plausible but factually or grammatically incorrect. Students' awareness 
of this limitation appears to moderate their behavioral intention, leading to an approach 
characterized by selective and reflective use rather than unqualified reliance. Deep and Chen 
Yixin (2025) similarly argue that the benefits of AI writing tools are maximized when learners use 
them strategically, maintaining their own agency in the revision process rather than delegating 
all corrective decisions to the AI. 

The very positive perception of Actual Use (mean = 3.38) confirms that ChatGPT is already 
actively integrated into the academic writing practices of English Education students at 
Universitas Negeri Padang. The high scores for items 16 and 17 indicate that students frequently 
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use ChatGPT in the production of academic texts and for improving grammar and spelling, 
reflecting the operational reality that AI tools have become practical fixtures in students' writing 
workflows. These findings are consistent with Dinh (2025), who found that undergraduate 
English majors in Vietnam regularly utilized ChatGPT for grammatical accuracy and academic 
writing style development, and with Mun (2024), who observed significant actual usage of 
ChatGPT as a writing feedback tool among Korean EFL learners. The slightly lower score for item 
20 (idea generation, mean = 3.22) suggests that students draw a distinction between using 
ChatGPT as a grammar editing tool a role, they embrace enthusiastically and using it as an 
ideation tool, a function toward which they are more cautious. This distinction may reflect 
concerns about originality and intellectual ownership, reinforcing the importance of clear 
pedagogical guidance about the appropriate scope of AI tool use in academic writing contexts. 
TAM 3 attributes actual use behavior not only to behavioral intention but also to facilitating 
conditions such as access, institutional support, and prior experience with the technology 
(Venkatesh & Bala, 2008); the very positive actual use scores in this study suggest that these 
enabling conditions are largely present for students at Universitas Negeri Padang. 

Taken together, the findings of this study support the proposition that TAM 3 is a valid 
and productive framework for understanding EFL students' adoption of AI grammar correction 
tools. The consistent positive-to-very-positive pattern across all four indicators demonstrates 
that Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use effectively predict both Behavioral 
Intention and Actual Use in this context, in alignment with the core propositions of the model. 
At the same time, the study reveals that students' perceptions are not uniformly uncritical: the 
relatively lower scores for behavioral intention items and certain ease-of-use items point to the 
presence of moderating concerns related to accuracy, academic integrity, and over-reliance that 
future pedagogical and policy interventions will need to address. 
 
4. CONCLUSION  

This study set out to describe the perceptions of English Education students from the class 
of 2022 at Universitas Negeri Padang toward the use of ChatGPT as a grammar correction tool 
in academic writing, guided by the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as the theoretical 
framework. Based on the analysis of questionnaire data from 217 respondents, the study 
concludes that students hold positive to very positive perceptions across all four TAM indicators, 
with an overall mean score of 3.30 that places their collective perceptions firmly in the very 
positive category. 

In terms of Perceived Usefulness (mean = 3.33), students believe that ChatGPT effectively 
supports their grammar correction needs and provides clear explanations that contribute to 
their understanding of grammar rules. Regarding Perceived Ease of Use (mean = 3.38), students 
find ChatGPT highly accessible and flexible, with minimal technical barriers to effective use. With 
respect to Behavioral Intention (mean = 3.11), students express a positive though cautious 
inclination to continue using ChatGPT, moderated by concerns about over-reliance, diminished 
autonomous grammar development, and academic integrity. Finally, Actual Use (mean = 3.38) 
confirms that ChatGPT is already actively integrated into students' academic writing activities, 
including grammar correction, paraphrasing, and reference searching. 

These findings carry important implications for students, lecturers, and curriculum 
developers. For students, the results affirm the value of ChatGPT as a supplementary grammar 
tool while underscoring the importance of maintaining critical engagement with AI generated 
feedback and continuing to develop independent grammatical competence. For lecturers and 
academic writing instructors, the study highlights both the opportunities and the risks associated 
with AI tool use in the classroom, pointing to the need for explicit pedagogical guidance on 
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responsible and effective use of ChatGPT alongside conventional writing instruction. For 
curriculum developers and institutional policymakers, the findings suggest a need for clear, 
evidence-based policies on AI tool use in academic settings that balance innovation with 
academic integrity. 

This study is subject to limitations that should be acknowledged. The use of a 
questionnaire instrument limits the depth of insight into students' perceptions, as it does not 
fully capture the reasoning behind their responses. Additionally, the study is confined to a single 
cohort at a single institution, which may limit generalizability. Future researchers are 
encouraged to employ mixed-methods designs combining questionnaire data with interviews or 
focus groups. Studies involving broader populations across multiple programs or institutions 
would also contribute to more generalizable conclusions about EFL students' perceptions of AI-
powered grammar correction tools. 
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