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ABSTRACT 

This study explores how machine translation (MT) influences 

the English writing process and performance of 29 9th-grade 

EFL students with limited English proficiency. Over 10 writing 

tasks conducted during the semester, participants had varied 

accessibility to MT. The research compared their performance 

when MT was permitted versus when it was not, assessed 

through evaluations of their assignments. Employing the 

technology acceptance model (TAM) as the analytical 

framework, the study utilized teacher notes and retrospective 

think-aloud interviews to glean insights into participants' MT 

usage and the influencing factors. Results indicate that MT 

usage significantly enhances final writing outcomes. A closer 

examination revealed that participants with MT access 

predominantly used writing strategies during the planning phase 

but evaded the drafting and reviewing processes. They tended 
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Introduction  
 

 The national policy in Thailand emphasizes the necessity for English 

as a Foreign Language (EFL) students to attain proficiency in all four 

language skills to actively engage in the global economy and enhance the 

country's international standing (Franco & Roach, 2018). Despite consistent 

efforts, Thai students continually struggle with writing proficiency, which has 

been attributed to various factors. Thailand's position at 101st out of 113 

countries in the 2023 "EF English Proficiency Index" indicates an alarming 

deficiency in English proficiency (Bangkok Post, 2023). Students with low 

English proficiency exhibit an inadequate level of competence and ability in 

using the English language (Aina et al., 2013). Research validates concerns 

about Thailand's language competence, with writing identified as a significant 

challenge among students (Nopmanotham, 2016; Tanmongkol et al., 2020; 

Wongsothorn et al., 2003). Secondary EFL students in Thailand encounter 

hurdles in constructing coherent paragraphs or essays. Addressing these 

multifaceted challenges is essential to bolster Thai students' English writing 

abilities and ensure their competitiveness on the global stage. 

 The utilization of MT, which employs algorithms to convert text or 

speech from one language to another (Hutchins & Somers, 1992), signifies a 

significant trend in English writing classrooms, marking the evolving 

landscape of language learning facilitated by technology. Extensive research 

highlights its advantages for individuals with limited proficiency, enhancing 

word count, syntactic complexity, and accuracy (Cancino & Panes, 2021; Tsai, 

2019). While integrating technology complements traditional teaching 

methods, it is essential to recognize its limitations in capturing contextual 

nuances (Namfah, 2023). This underscores the necessity for a comprehensive 

to compose assignments in their native language (L1), which 

was Thai, and directly translate them into English when utilizing 

MT. Conversely, when MT was unavailable, many participants 

abandoned the tasks entirely. Factors like perceived limited 

linguistic competence, disengagement from the writing process, 

ease of MT accessibility, perceived effectiveness of MT, and 

peer influence were critical determinants in their MT usage 

decisions. This study emphasizes the need for guiding effective 

integration of MT as a supportive tool, discouraging over-

reliance. 

Keywords: Machine Translation (MT), writing performance, 

writing process, students with low English proficiency 
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exploration to understand how MT influences the writing performance, 

strategies, and processes of specific students. Although studies have touched 

upon the use of MT in English writing among Thai secondary students 

(Tanmongkol et al., 2020; Wonglakorn & Deerajviset, 2023), a research gap 

remains, specifically concerning the unique challenges faced by students with 

low English proficiency in MT-assisted writing contexts.  

 To understand this phenomenon, the technology acceptance model 
(TAM) (Davis et al., 1989), widely discussed in educational contexts (Lu et 
al., 2019; Yang & Wang, 2019), offers a framework to comprehend factors 
influencing how students perceive the usefulness of technology, their 
intention to use it, and other underlying elements in their English writing 
processes. Therefore, this research aims to bridge this gap by scrutinizing the 
specific effect of MT on students with low English proficiency.  
 To guide the study, the following three research questions were 
formulated:  

1. What is the low English proficiency students’ writing 
performance when MT is allowed and not allowed? 

2. What are the low English proficiency students’ writing strategies 
when MT is allowed and not allowed? 

3. What factors influence their decision to use MT in their writing? 
 

Literature Review 
 

Writing Process 
 
 Crafting a high-quality written piece involves navigating through 
various essential steps and overcoming inherent writing challenges (Garcia & 
Pena, 2011). For EFL students, composing written texts in a second language 
often poses difficulties related to vocabulary and grammar proficiency. 
According to Kellogg (2001), writing comprises memory, cognitive abilities, 
and verbal expression. Effective writing strategies encompass several phases, 
such as planning, drafting or translating, and reviewing. During the planning 
stage, pre-writing techniques, such as brainstorming for idea generation, 
freewriting for creativity, and mind mapping for organizing thoughts, lay the 
groundwork. Brainstorming facilitates diverse perspectives, while revising 
and editing guarantee clarity. Structuring ideas through brainstorming offers 
a clear content direction. Visual organization via mind mapping, highlighted 
by Williams (2003), emphasizes planning and reflecting on prewriting 
materials for cohesive content. In drafting, freewriting stimulates the natural 
flow of ideas. Williams (2003) emphasizes this stage as vital for bringing life 
to the work, encompassing all relevant information while overlooking errors. 
During reviewing, collaborative brainstorming sparks creativity, while peer 
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feedback elevates writing quality. Revision and editing refine content, 
focusing on grammar and structure for coherence. Concluding with self-
reflection promotes self-awareness and growth within this comprehensive 
approach to writing challenges and polished compositions (Harmer, 2004). 
 
Machine Translation (MT) and L2 Writing 
 
 MT is the automated process of converting text or speech from one 
language to another, employing computer algorithms and artificial 
intelligence techniques (Briggs, 2018; Hutchins & Somers, 1992). Google 
Translate (GT), a notable MT system, merges statistical and neural machine 
translation algorithms to automatically translate text or speech. MT, while 
valuable, might not always ensure precise and contextually suitable 
translations, particularly in specialized domains. Enhancing MT output 
quality involves human input and rigorous post-editing, crucial for tasks 
requiring professional and nuanced translation (Alhaisoni & Alhaysony, 
2017). Integrating technological abilities with human expertise acknowledges 
the complexities of translation, ensuring refined and dependable outcomes 
tailored to the specific challenges of diverse domains. 
 The integration of MT in EFL writing classrooms presents both 

opportunities and challenges, considering the intricate nature of the writing 

process. Studies underscore the significant assistance MT offers, particularly 

in terms of benefiting non-native English speakers (Tsai, 2019). For EFL 

students influenced by their L1, adopting MT for translation allows access to 

a broader range of lexical items and phrases, enhancing text cohesion, 

syntactic complexity, and overcoming early language barriers (Alrajhi, 2023; 

Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 2001; Ducar & Schocket, 2018; Garcia & Pena, 

2011; Yang et al., 2023). Research highlights MT's role in error reduction, 

grammar enhancement, and fostering positive writing strategies (Lee, 2020; 

Stapleton & Kin, 2019). Nonetheless, concerns persist about students' over-

reliance on MT, which is perceived as a shortcut that fosters dependency 

rather than a supportive tool (Kelly & Bruen, 2014; Namfah, 2023; Prichard, 

2008). Such dependency raises worries about hindering language skill 

development and limiting genuine expression of thoughts (Namfah, 2023). 

Lee (2014) noted that heavy reliance on MT may lead students to prioritize 

completing writing tasks over comprehensive revision. 

 Various factors of students' decisions to use MT in writing have been 
extensively studied. An instructional factor in this regard involves instructors 
increasingly allowing the use of online dictionaries and translation tools like 
Google Translate in writing classrooms (Lee, 2014; Tsai, 2019; Wonglakorn 
& Deerajviset, 2023). Additionally, students' individual traits play significant 
roles. Language proficiency has emerged as a pivotal factor (Lee, 2020; 
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Stapleton & Kin, 2019). Students with lower proficiency levels tend to rely 
more on MT when composing pieces in their L2. Moreover, despite initial 
skepticism, students generally hold positive attitudes toward MT, indicating 
its potential to produce writing comparable to or even better than self-
generated content (Alrajhi, 2023). This positive attitude is further reinforced 
by students' perceptions of MT's ease of use, accessibility, and convenience 
(Alrajhi, 2023; Cancino & Panes, 2021; Wonglakorn & Deerajviset, 2023). 
 
The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as a Theoretical 
Framework  
 
 The technology acceptance model (TAM) stands as a widely 
recognized theoretical framework used in educational research to clarify and 
forecast individuals' acceptance and use of technology (Davis et al., 1989; Lu 
et al., 2019; Yang & Wang, 2019). In the context of this study, focusing on 
the utilization of MT by low English proficiency students in English writing, 
TAM serves as a guiding framework. TAM primarily revolves around four 
key factors explaining user acceptance of technology (Davis et al., 1989): 1) 
perceived usefulness, which concerns participants' beliefs regarding how MT 
enhances their performance or simplifies English writing tasks; 2) perceived 
ease of use, which explores how easily participants navigate MT while writing 
in English; 3) intention to use, which reflects participants' plans to use MT 
for their writing tasks, considering factors like perceived usefulness, ease of 
use, attitudes toward MT, and external influences; and 4) usage behavior, 
which involves observing the actual application of MT. Observing how 
participants apply MT in their English writing helps validate intentions and 
evaluate practical applications. Integrating intention to use and usage 
behavior into the TAM framework provides a comprehensive understanding 
of how low English proficiency students perceive, adopt, and utilize MT in 
their writing process. 
 

Methodology 
 

Research Context 
 
 The research was conducted within a secondary school situated in the 
eastern region of Thailand operating in accordance with the Thai Basic 
Education Core Curriculum. The student cohort enrolled in this school was 
characterized as low-proficiency based on the outcomes of the Ordinary 
National Educational Test (O-NET).  
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Participants 
 
 The participants of the study, who were 29 Thai EFL students aged 
14 to 18 and enrolled in the 9th grade of public school in Thailand, had 
exhibited low English proficiency levels. They had opted to take this specific 
course as an elective in English, aiming to enhance their English skills beyond 
the core fundamental English subjects. Despite their initial classification, they 
voluntarily joined an elective English writing course, revealing their keen 
interest in improving writing skills. The participants, who had struggled in 
previous attempts with grades such as "D", “F”, or "Incomplete," had 
undertaken the course multiple times, highlighting persistent challenges in 
learning English. This academic background, marked by repeated enrollments 
and lower grades, served as crucial context for analyzing their writing 
performance.  
 
Research Instruments 
 
Writing Prompts  
 
 Derived from an elective English writing classroom curriculum, the 
10 writing tasks, aligned with the curriculum of an English writing classroom, 
played a vital role in evaluating participants' writing skills and exploring their 
use of MT tools across diverse task types. The prompts were designed to elicit 
expressive responses, emphasizing the development of narrative, descriptive, 
and comparative writing skills in an EFL context. 

- Four narrative writing prompts: Participants constructed and 
narrated stories or personal  experiences through prompts used to elicit 
creative and expressive responses. 

- Four descriptive writing prompts: Participants created detailed and 
vivid descriptions of  various subjects, places, or scenarios. 

- Two comparative writing prompts: Participants made comparisons 
between two or more  elements, subjects, or concepts.  

 

Teacher’s Notes  
   
 These notes served as a record of the teacher's observations while the 
participants were engaged in the writing tasks with varying degrees of access 
to MT. These observations were conducted during class time, providing 
insights into how participants interacted with MT and how it affected their 
writing processes and performance. The photos were captured during the 
research sessions with the informed consent of the participants, offering a 
multimedia dimension to the data collection process. They provided a visual 
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record of participants' engagement with the writing tasks and their interaction 
with MT tools. 
 
Retrospective Think-aloud Interview 
 
 After class, a retrospective think-aloud interview was conducted, 
prompting participants to reflect on their writing experiences using their own 
writings and photos. The verbalization training sessions were conducted 
within the initial two weeks of the semester, spanning the first two classes 
and totaling approximately 3 hours. These sessions were introduced to help 
students acclimate to verbalizing their thoughts while completing tasks. 
Additionally, practice sessions or exercises were conducted before 
implementing the protocol in the actual research activities to familiarize 
students with the process. Despite prior verbalization training, some 
participants faced challenges expressing thoughts, often resorting to visual 
aids, such as drawings, to articulate their decision-making processes regarding 
MT use. These drawings became tangible representations of their cognitive 
strategies, revealing insights into their navigation of MT tools and writing 
decisions. With participant consent, photos of these drawings were captured, 
adding a visual dimension to the research data and offering a unique 
perspective on decision-making in L2 writing. 
 
Data Collection  

 

 During the second semester of the 2022 academic year, participants 

engaged in writing tasks distributed as hard copies. The researcher also served 

as a teacher in this class. Writing prompts were introduced after structured 

content delivery. These prompts were presented during specific class 

sessions, namely, class 3, class 5, class 7, class 9, class 10, class 13, class 15, 

class 16, class 17, and class 18, respectively. Participant access to MT tools 

varied, as illustrated in Figure 1. The researcher refrained from intervening or 

suggesting the use of MT to observe the natural occurrence of participants' 

utilization of MT. From the outset, the participants predominantly employed 

the Google Translate application on their mobile phones and tablets. 
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Figure 1  
 
Procedure of Data Collection  
 

 

 During the second semester of the 2022 academic year, participants 
engaged in writing tasks distributed as hard copies. The researcher also served 
as a teacher in this class. Writing prompts were introduced after structured 
content delivery. These prompts were presented during specific class 
sessions, namely, class 3, class 5, class 7, class 9, class 10, class 13, class 15, 
class 16, class 17, and class 18, respectively. Participant access to MT tools 
varied, as illustrated in Figure 1. The researcher refrained from intervening or 
suggesting the use of MT to observe the natural occurrence of participants' 
utilization of MT. From the outset, the participants predominantly employed 
the Google Translate application on their mobile phones and tablets. 
 A total of 155 writing samples from individual assignments served as 

the primary data for analysis. Completed during designated class time, these 

in-class assignments had no effect on participants' final grades. Instead, they 

functioned only as research activities, ensuring participants engaged without 

academic consequences. Throughout class sessions, the researcher observed 

participants and documented their activities by taking photographs. Post-

class, participants had individual meetings to discuss completed tasks. They 

were encouraged to verbalize thoughts or share insights in their native 

language about their writing experiences, using pen and paper if preferred. 

This comprehensive approach facilitated a detailed exploration of 

participants' interactions with MT and their writing strategies. 
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Data Analysis 
  
 The evaluation of the participants’ writing was conducted using a 10-
point scoring rubric, encompassing criteria such as writing organization (2 
points), comprehension (2 points), vocabulary (3 points), and grammar (3 
points). Regarding the rubric's origins, it was adapted from the school's 
existing writing rubrics to ensure alignment with their specific requirements 
and assessment standards. As for the assessment process, the researcher and 
one qualified co-rater, a university English lecturer, were tasked with 
collaboratively evaluating the writing samples. The teacher's notes provided 
behavioral insights, while photos added context to interactions with writing 
tasks and MT. Content analysis, employed with teacher's notes and 
retrospective think-aloud interviews, was used to extract themes and insights, 
enabling a systematic exploration of participants' experiences with MT 
integration. The analysis was based on the lens of the TAM, which 
encompasses perceived usefulness, perceived ease-of-use, intention to use, 
actual use, and external variables. To ensure consistency and reliability 
between the two coders, an intercoder reliability analysis was performed using 
Cohen's kappa statistic, and it revealed a substantial level of consistency 
between the two raters (kappa = 0.81, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.736, 0.875]). 
 

Findings and Discussion 
 

Research Question 1: What is the Low English Proficiency Students’ 
Writing Performance When MT is Allowed and Not Allowed? 
 
 Table 1 presents the writing scores for each participant according to 
each writing prompt, comparing writing when MT was allowed and when it 
was not. Notably, when MT was permitted, participants achieved higher 
average scores (mean = 4.70) compared to when it was restricted (mean = 
1.16). When MT was not allowed, many of them received scores of 0 due to 
submitting blank pages, resulting in a much lower average score of 1.16. The 
data reveals a range of individual scores, from 1.95 (P12) to 4.65 (P18), 
highlighting diversity in writing abilities. Scores under the MT-allowed 
condition demonstrated consistency, falling within a range of 3.24 (Task 5 
DW) to 4.62 (Task 3 NW). In contrast, scores of writings without MT varied 
widely, from 0.22 (Task 4 NW) to 1.97 (Task 8 DW). 
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Table 1 

 

The Writing Scores of Each Participant According to Each Writing Prompt, Based on 

When MT was Allowed and When It was Not Allowed (n = 29) 

 
 MT was allowed. MT was NOT allowed. 

Average 
per 

participant 

 Task 
1 

NW 

Task 
3 

NW 

Task 
5 

DW 

Task 
7 

DW 

Task 
9 

CW 

Task 
2 

NW 

Task 
4 

NW 

Task 
6 

DW 

Task 
8 

DW 

Task 
10 

CW 

P1 2 3 2 8.5 4 0 0 0 1 1 2.15 

P2 5 3 3 8 4 2 0 2 1 0 2.80 

P3 5 3 3 8 3 1 0 3 1 0 2.70 

P4 5 4 3 8 5 0 0 4 2 0 3.10 

P5 4 5 4 9.5 5 1 0.5 2 3 2 3.60 

P6 3 6 2 7 5 0 0 3 2 0 2.80 

P7 2 4 5 7.5 4 0 0 1 1 1 2.55 

P8 3 5 3 9.5 4 1 0 0 2 1 2.85 

P9 4 6 3 8 3 2 0 0 3 1 3.00 

P10 2 4 2 6.5 3.5 2 0 0 1 1 2.20 

P11 3 3 5 7 4 2 0 2 2 1 2.90 

P12 2 4 3 6.5 3 0 0 0 1 0 1.95 

P13 2 2 4 8 5 3 0 0 4 2 3.00 

P14 2 5 6 8 3 1.5 0 2 5 1 3.35 

P15 4 4 3 7 6 2 0.5 0 2 0 2.85 

P16 3 5 5 6.5 3 3 0.5 2 1 0 2.90 

P17 7 5 2 8 3 3 1 1 1 1 3.20 

P18 8 5 3 9.5 6 4 2 3 4 2 4.65 

P19 2 5 3 8 4 0 0 0 1 3 2.60 

P20 3 3 2 7 5 0 0 0 2 1 2.30 

 MT was allowed. MT was NOT allowed. 

Average per 
participant 

 Task 
1 

NW 

Task 
3 

NW 

Task 
5 

DW 

Task 
7 

DW 

Task 
9 

CW 

Task 
2 

NW 

Task 
4 

NW 

Task 
6 

DW 

Task 
8 

DW 

Task 
10 

CW 

P21 4 5 2 9.5 3 3 0 0 5 2 3.35 

P22 2 5 2 7.5 2 0 0 2 2 1 2.35 

P23 5 6 3 6.5 3 1 0 3 2 2 3.15 

P24 6 6 4 6 4 0 0 1 1 2 3.00 

P25 5 7 5 8 5 2 0 1 2 1 3.60 

P26 5 7 3 6.5 6 2 1 1 2 2 3.55 

P27 4 6 5 9.5 6 2 1 2 1 1 3.75 

P28 3 4 2 8 5 0 0 0 1 2 2.50 

P29 3 4 2 8 3 0 0 0 1 1 2.20 

Aver
-rage 
per 
task 

3.72 4.62 3.24 
 

7.78 4.12 1.29 0.22 1.21 1.97 1.10 
2.92 

4.70 1.16 

Note: NW = narrative writing prompt, DW = descriptive writing prompt, and CW = 

comparative writing prompt 
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 Figure 2 displays writing samples, exhibiting a distinct contrast in 

participants' task completion with and without MT. When MT was allowed, 

participants not only successfully finished the assignments, but their work 

was also in contrast to that produced when MT use was restricted, which led 

to submission of nearly blank pages. Due to numerous blank page 

submissions, many participants received scores of 0, resulting in the lower 

average assignment scores when MT was not allowed. One participant, P17, 

attempted to draw their ideas when MT was prohibited but eventually failed 

to produce any written content.  

Figure 2 

 

The Samples of Writing from the Participants When Machine Translation (MT) was 

Allowed Versus When It Was Not  

 

 MT was NOT allowed. MT was allowed. 

P17 

  

P25 

  
  

This study underscores the significance of MT in assisting students 

with low English proficiency in developing essential vocabulary and grammar 

skills necessary for task completion. Throughout the study, participants were 

required to produce narrative, descriptive, and comparative writings. It 
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became evident that when MT was permitted, participants showed a greater 

capacity to surmount language barriers. This was achieved through the 

translation process from their native, linguistically richer L1 language, Thai, 

into their L2 language, English, enabling them to generate coherent written 

content. This contributes to the literature on the role of MT in EFL writing. 

Previous studies exploring MT usage in English writing among Thai 

secondary students (Nopmanotham, 2016; Tanmongkol et al., 2020; 

Wonglakorn & Deerajviset, 2023) have suggested that students utilize MT as 

a supportive tool in their writing performance. Also, these findings are 

consistent with prior research which similarly concluded that MT usage 

positively impacted students' performance by expanding their repertoire of 

lexical items and phrases (Cancino & Panes, 2021; Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 

2001; Garcia & Pena, 2011; Tsai, 2019). This positive impact was reflected in 

higher average scores and a more consistent range of performance in terms 

of task completion. 

 However, the absence of MT, leading to lower scores and even 

absolute zeros in some participants' submissions, raises significant concerns. 

When MT use was prohibited, participants frequently submitted blank pages, 

rendering raters unable to assign scores. This lack of MT resulted in a broader 

range of scores, predominantly lower overall. Moreover, this study sheds light 

on the heavy reliance of students with low English proficiency on MT for 

language translation. The feeling of uncertainty or incapability to generate 

content without the assistance of MT could potentially discourage them from 

attempting tasks, resulting in blank submissions. Therefore, when 

understanding the effect of MT on Thai EFL students with low English 

proficiency, it is essential to consider both task completion and the students' 

attempts on tasks as crucial considerations.  

 

Research Question 2: What are the Low English Proficiency Students’ 

Writing Strategies When MT is Allowed and Not Allowed? 

 

 The teacher's notes and retrospective interviews provided a 

comprehensive insight into the participants' utilization of MT during their 

writing tasks, as demonstrated in Table 2. When MT was allowed, the writing 

process encompassed multiple stages. During the planning phase, participants 

brainstormed writing prompts, gathered information, and outlined their 

plans, initially conducting most planning in English before translating into 

Thai. Subsequently, during outlining and drafting, they shifted entirely to 

Thai, crafting descriptive, narrative, and comparative writing in their L1. In 

the drafting and reviewing phases, participants translated their 'L1 Thai 
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writing' into 'L2 English writing' using MT, considering their writing task 

completed after transcribing MT-generated English translations onto paper. 

Conversely, when MT was prohibited, participants solely sought assistance 

from peers or the teacher, relying on their L1 Thai. However, their attempts 

to create content with limited language skills were abruptly halted, resulting 

in many submitting blank pages. This contrasted sharply with their writing 

approach when MT was permitted, highlighting the significant impact of MT 

on their writing process and content creation. 

 

Table 2 

 

Writing Strategies and Language Use when MT was Allowed and NOT Allowed 

 
Access to MT Writing stages Language use 

Writing strategies when 
MT was allowed 

During planning 
- Brainstorming 
- Gathering information 
- Outlining 
 

 
English into Thai 
English into Thai 
Thai only 

During drafting 
- Composing  
- Translating  
- Back translating 
 

 
Thai only 
Thai into English 
English into Thai 

 During reviewing  
- (No observation of writing strategies)  

- 

Writing strategies when 
MT was NOT allowed 

During planning 
- Seeking assistance from peers or the 
teacher 
 

 
Thai only 

During drafting  
- (No observation of writing strategies) 
 

- 

During reviewing  
- (No observation of writing strategies) 

- 

 

Participants’ Writing Strategies When MT Was Allowed 
 
 When MT was allowed, the participants extensively integrated MT 
with writing strategies across the various stages of writing. For example, P17, 
when MT was allowed, reused an idea from a previous descriptive task and 
supplemented it with MT. Consequently, he was able to construct a sentence 
with the idea he intended to convey (Figure 2).  
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During Planning  
 

 The participants formed collaborative groups, translating prompts 
from English to Thai with MT to ensure comprehension (Figure 3).  
 
Figure 3 
 
The Image Shows the Participants Translating the English Prompts into Thai During 
Planning. 

           

 

 They brainstormed ideas related to the directions of the writing 

prompts. This dynamic and resourceful approach highlights participants’ 

collective effort, shared responsibility, and a dedication to obtaining a 

thorough understanding of the writing prompts.  

P11  
[CW-MT-A) 

ก็แปลก่อนวา่ครูจะใหเ้ขียนอะไร ท าอะไรมัง่ 
“Just translate first what the teacher asks us to 
write or do.” 

P20  
[CW-MT-A)
  

ก(็ช่ือเพื่อน) กล็องเอาของเคา้มาแสกน ออกมาคลา้ยๆกนั 
"(Friend's name) also tried scanning his/her stuff, 
and it came out similar." 

 

 When permitted to use MT, participants systematically gathered 

information by browsing English websites such as Pinterest and Wikipedia 

(Figure 4). They sought relevant content for their writing tasks and then 

employed Google Translate add-ons to seamlessly translate the English text 

into Thai. 
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Figure 4 
 
A Participant’s Illustration Produced during the Retrospective Think-aloud Interview to 
Show How They Gathered Information from English Websites Using Google Translate 
Add-ons. 
 

 

 
 

 

Translation: 
Finding the information needed using 
the Google Translate application, 
summarizing the information, working 
on the assignments, and submitting the 
assignments to the teacher 

 This translation step was vital for complete comprehension and 

enabled them to understand and utilize the gathered information effectively. 

Using the translated information, participants organized their thoughts on 

paper in their L1 Thai, structuring ideas and planning coherent narratives to 

respond to prompts (Figure 4). Their systematic process, from information 

search to translation to organization, was greatly facilitated by MT, enabling 

easy access to, comprehension of, and utilization of English content for 

supporting their writing tasks. 

P27  
[DW-MT-A) 

ใน pinterest มนัมีอยูว่า่ตอ้งมีอะไรบา้ง...กดู็บา้งเป็นแนวทาง 
"On Pinterest, there was information. Just take a 
look as a sample." 
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During Drafting 
 

 After completing their planning, the participants turned to MT to 
bridge the linguistic gap between Thai and English. They wrote in their L1 
Thai. To finalize their responses, the participants physically transferred MT-
generated English translations onto paper, transitioning from a digital format 
to a tangible one for submission (Figure 5).  

P27  
[DW-MT-A) 

พอกดออกมาแลว้กล็อกส่งครู 
"Once it's typed out, just copy it and submit it to 
the teacher." 

 

Figure 5 

 

The Images Show That Participants Translated Thai into English and Transferred It onto 

Paper for Submission. 

 

 

 

Translation: 
 
Planning what to write in the Thai language 
 
 
 
Using the Google Translate application to 
translate [from Thai language] into English. 
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 Moreover, the participants distinguished themselves through their 

meticulous attention to translation quality in their process. They took 

measures to ensure accuracy by exchanging mobile phones with friends, and 

comparing translations and back translations from different MT applications. 

This approach aimed to identify disparities and inconsistencies in translation 

output.  

P28  
[DW-MT-A) 

ก ็[ช่ือเพื่อน] ลองกดดว้ยวา่ใช ้google ในมือถือกบัในหนา้จอ 
มนัจะออกมา เหมือนกนัมั้ย  แลว้กบ็างทีไม่เหมือน 
"Then, [friend's name] tried searching it to see if 
using Google on the phone and on the desktop 
would show the same thing. Sometimes, it doesn't 
match." 

 They even considered using multiple MT applications simultaneously 

to enhance verification.  

P28  
[DW-MT-A) 

มนัจะมีเวบของไทย [ส าหรับแปล] ถา้คลา้ยๆกพ็อโอเค  
"There’s a Thai website [for translation]. If it's 
similar, then it's okay." 

  

 During Reviewing    

 

 The findings revealed that participants extensively used MT during 

the planning and drafting stages when its use was allowed. However, they 

refrained from using it during the reviewing stage. Samples of their 

submissions demonstrated numerous grammatical errors, including 

fragments and run-on sentences, highlighting the influence of their native 

language, Thai, being translated into English (Figure 6). Additionally, some 

participants submitted their writing in French (Figure 6), mistakenly believing 

it was in the English language. 

 



Namfah (2024), pp.134-164 

LEARN Journal: Vol. 17, No. 2 (2024)                                                         Page  

 
151 

 

Figure 6  

 

Sample of Participants’ Submissions  

 Some participants mentioned that although they reviewed their own 

writing, they struggled to determine if the language was appropriate.  

P2  
[NW-MT-A) 

เชค็ก่อนส่งไป จะรู้มั้ยล่ะวา่ใช่หรือเปล่า 
"Should I check it before submitting? I don't know 
whether it's correct or not." 

 This behavior might be linked to their perception that once they had 

transferred the translated English text into the submission, the writing 

process had concluded. This inclination was reflected and implied in their 

depiction of the writing process in Figures 4 and 8. 

 

Participants’ Writing Strategies When MT Was Not Allowed 

 

 When MT was not permitted, the participants resorted to various 

alternative strategies in their writing process. Some sought assistance from 

peers or the teacher in Thai language, attempting to create content using their 

limited language skills and vocabulary. Meanwhile, others faced challenges 

and submitted blank pages. For instance, P13 depicted the process of package 

delivery through drawing (Figure 7). P13 illustrated the idea by drawing a 

picture and included some words they knew, like 'packing, item, number, 

name, address, and send.' Despite having access to peers and teacher support, 

P13 ultimately abandoned the task.  

 

P13  
[NW-MT-NA)  

ผมรู้วา่ตอ้งเขียนอะไร แต่แค่นึกค าไม่ออกเฉยๆ กท่ี็ถามครู
ไงวา่ค  าวา่ “ท่ีอยู”่ ภาษาองักฤษมนัวา่ไง 
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“I knew what I had to write, but I just couldn't 
think of the word. It's like asking the teacher 
what the word 'ทีอ่ยู'่ is in English.” 

 

 MT was NOT allowed. MT was allowed. 

P13 

  
 
Figure 7 
 
The Samples of Writing from the Participants When MT was Not Allowed Versus 
When It Was. 
 
 The participants faced challenges when MT was not allowed, 
expressing uncertainty despite the fact that other resources, like teacher and 
peer assistance, were available. This uncertainty led to a feeling of being 
"stuck" (Figure 8), vividly described as sitting in front of blank pages, unable 
to initiate responses.  
 
Figure 8 
 
The Image on the Left Shows How Participants Expressed Feelings of Being 'Stuck' When 
They were NOT Allowed to Use MT, Whereas the Image on the Right Describes How 
They Employed MT in Their Writing Process. 
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Translation       -----------------------------------          Beginning with planning, then using 

Google Translate to assist in 

completing the assignments, 

finalizing them, reviewing them, and 

submitting them to the teacher 

 It is worth noting that a hard copy Thai-English dictionary was 

available at the front of the classroom. Only a few participants made use of 

it, and they stopped using it because they felt it was 'too slow' and difficult to 

use.  

P19  
[DW-MT-NA)  

ลองแลว้ [ใชพ้จนานุกรมหนา้หอ้ง] แต่หนูเปิดไม่ค่อย
เป็น กลายเป็นชา้เกินแลว้กไ็ม่รู้ 
“I tried [using the dictionary in front of the 
classroom], but I couldn't really use it. It 
became too slow, and I didn't know.” 

  

 During a writing assignment without MT, one participant exclaimed, 

'Give me my phone. I am 'clueless' and 'hopeless' now. Should I submit a blank 

assignment?’ This reflects frustration and a heavy reliance on MT. "Clueless" 

suggests feeling lost without the MT for guidance, and "hopeless" indicates 

despair or helplessness without its support. The participant conveys the idea 

that without access to the phone or its assistance, completing the assignment 

might be challenging, expressing a willingness to submit it as a blank or 

unfinished piece of work.  

 This finding shows that there is a range of opportunities and 

challenges in EFL writing classrooms following the integration of MT. The 

opportunities emerged as EFL secondary students (Tsai, 2019; Wonglakorn 

& Deerajviset, 2023; Yang et al., 2023) demonstrated the application of 

writing strategies across the writing process, in stark contrast to the almost 

absent use of writing strategies when MT was not permitted. The analysis 

indicated that when MT was allowed, participants primarily utilized MT 

during the planning and drafting stages. MT played a pivotal role by 

facilitating the translation of their content, a necessary step for completing 

the writing tasks. The participants' dedication to translation evaluation, 

involving cross-checking and contemplating various MT applications, 

demonstrated their commitment to delivering accurate and contextually 

appropriate translations. Previous studies on writing strategies encompass 

various techniques and approaches individuals can use to plan, compose, 

revise, and edit written texts (Garcia & Pena, 2011; Williams, 2003). Similarly, 

they involve employing diverse linguistic structures, vocabulary, and sentence 
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formations to effectively convey ideas and concepts in writing (Kellogg, 

2001).  

 However, this finding primarily emphasizes a drawback of MT in 
terms of shaping the writing strategies of low English proficiency participants 
throughout the writing process. Although MT offers potential improvements 
in accuracy and relevance, its efficacy should be maximized by human review 
and post-editing processes, leveraging human expertise (Ducar & Schocket, 
2018) and nuanced translation (Alhaisoni & Alhaysony, 2017). In this study, 
participants abstained from using machine translation during the reviewing 
process, which differs from Wonglakorn and Deerajviset's (2023) 
observations that found students were capable of completing all stages of 
writing. Harmer (2004) emphasizes the pivotal role of the reviewing stage for 
self-reflection and peer feedback. Participants in this study overlooked this 
stage, considering their work complete and feeling no necessity to revisit or 
review their writing. The use of MT among students with low English 
proficiency raised concerns as it seemed to foster dependency rather than 
being used as a supportive tool (Namfah, 2023; Prichard, 2008). Therefore, 
this study highlighted that the use of MT, combined with students' low 
English proficiency, hindered the completion of the loop involving human 
review and post-editing stages, thereby impeding the development of L2 
writing skills, consistent with Stapleton and Kin (2019). These challenges 
necessitate additional measures and instructional approaches in writing 
among students with low English proficiency to advance their writing 
development. 
 
Research Question 3: What Factors Influence Their Decision to Use 
MT in Their Writing? 
 
 The choice to use of MT in writing processes is influenced by several 
significant factors. These identified factors, such as perceived limited 
linguistic competence, disengagement from the writing process, accessibility 
and ease of MT use, perceived effectiveness of MT, and peer influence, play 
crucial roles in determining whether individuals decide to utilize MT tools 
during their writing tasks. 
 
Perceived Limited Linguistic Competence 
 
 Despite receiving instruction from their teacher, they found 
challenges in applying this knowledge. This was due to their own beliefs about 
their limited linguistic competence. Questions regarding English grammar, 
including questions on verb-form formation and construction of 
grammatically correct sentences, also arose. Uncertainties, such as 
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questioning the "-ed" form of the verb "go," highlighted participants' 
struggles with grammar concepts.  
 

P10 
[DW-MT-NA) 

ผมกรู้็แค่เพรสเซ่นซิม ครู C สอนมาแลว้แหละเม่ือวาน แต่ลืม
แลว้ 
“Just simple tense…that I know. Teacher C. 
taught me something yesterday but I can’t 
remember now.” 

P18 
[DW-MT-NA) 

หนูเขียน แบบวา่ I am going to go to send package to go at 

Bangkok ไดม้ั้ยคะ ไม่แน่ใจเท่าไหร่ ขอเชค็อีกรอบไดม้ั้ยคะ 
“Can I write – I am going to go to send package 
to go at Bangkok.”? I am not sure. Can I check 
again now?” 

P1 
[DW-MT-NA) 

เติม ed ให ้go แลว้เขียนยงัไง 
“What is the –ed form of go?” 

  

 The participants turned to MT due to perceived limited linguistic 

competence, relying on it as a tool to compensate for deficiencies in 

vocabulary, grammar, and language proficiency. The vocabulary gaps made it 

difficult to articulate thoughts effectively in English. Hence, they resorted to 

using MT. 

P1 
[DW-MT-NA) 

ผมกรู้็ศพัท ์[ภาษาองักฤษ] อยูไ่ม่ก่ีค  า ใหไ้ปหาเองมนัยากนะครู 

“I know only a few pieces of English vocabulary. 
It is very hard for me to find the English words.” 

P20 
[DW-MT-NA) 

…ศพัท ์[ภาษาองักฤษ] นอ้ย นึกศพัทอ์งักฤษไม่ค่อยออก  
“…Limited vocabulary…always cannot figure out 
what it is in English.” 

 

Disengagement from the Writing Process 

 

 A lack of motivation or interest in writing tasks leads to 

disengagement or unwillingness to participate actively. Their choice to use 

MT reflected a desire for convenience and efficiency in quickly completing 

assignments without significant effort in engaging in the writing process. 

They suggested using MT to "get things done" quickly. 

 

P2 ใหใ้ชห้รือไม่ใชย้งัไงกไ็ม่ดีข้ึนหรอก ใหม้นัเสร็จๆมีส่ง 
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[DW-MT-NA) “Use it [machine translation] or not, I will not be 

able to be good in English. Just get things done.” 

P2 
[DW-MT-NA) 

ก็ไม่ใช่ของชอบ ไม่อยากสน ไม่ถนดั ท าไม่ไดดี้หรอก ท าไม
ครูไม่ใหผ้มใชมื้อถือ แลว้คะแนนจะไดดี้ๆล่ะ 
“[English is] not my type, not my interest, not my 
aptitude…I cannot do it well. Why don’t you just 
give me back my phone and let me gain a better 
score?” 

  

Peer Influence 

 

 Observing peers widely using MT in their writing influenced the 

participants to follow suit. Additionally, recommendations, opinions, or 

experiences shared by others could motivate an individual's decision to use 

MT in writing. 

 

 

P19  
[DW-MT-NA)  

ครูดูดิ ใชก้นัทั้งหอ้ง แลว้จะใหห้นูไม่ใช ้กไ็ม่ตอ้งไปกินขา้ว
แลว้ 
"Teacher, everyone in the class is using it, so why 
shouldn't I use it? If I don't use it, I won't be able 
to eat lunch." 

P13  
[NW-MT-NA) 

[ช่ือเพื่อน] เอาใหดู้วา่คราวก่อนไดค้ะแนนดี ใหล้องเอาใส่กู
เก้ิลกลบัไปกลบัมา กใ็ชดี้นะ 
"[Friend's Name] showed me that she got a good 
score last time. She tried using Google Translate 
back and forth, and it worked well." 

 

Accessibility and Ease of MT Use 

 

 The individuals valued MT due to its time-saving feature, eliminating 

the need to spend time considering individual English words or dealing with 

vocabulary issues. They also appreciated the application's user-friendly 

interface which encouraged its convenient use.  

 

P2  
[NW-MT-A) 

ใชง่้าย แค่จ้ิมๆ 
"Easy to use, just a few clicks." 

P19 ไวมาก ไม่ตอ้งคิดเยอะเร่ืองศพัท ์ 
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[NW-MT-A) “Save time…I don’t need to think about this word 

[pinning the words in his assignment] at all.” 

P1 
[DW-MT-NA) 

…สรุปกดกเูก้ิลเอาง่ายกวา่แหละ... 
"...it is easier to get it from Google [Translate]…" 

 Also, the availability of free and accessible Wi-Fi at their school made 

MT a practical and cost-effective choice without any additional expenses. 

P8 
[NW-MT-NA) 

เรามีเนทฟรีนะครู ใช่มั้ย ท าไมจะไม่ใช ้มนัฟรีนะ! 
“Our school provides free Wi-Fi, right? Why 

don’t we just use it? It is free!” 

Perceived Effectiveness of MT 

 

  The participants reported having trust in the accuracy and reliability 

of MT-generated writing assignments. They also believed in the usefulness 

and effectiveness of MT in improving their writing performance. 

P27  
[NW-MT-A) 

เวลาเขียน [ดว้ย MT] มนัไดป้ระโยคยาวๆ แถมถูกดว้ย มีงาน
ส่งมีคะแนน 
"When writing [with MT], I can create long and 
correctly structured sentences, and the 
assignments I submit get scores." 

P19 
[NW-MT-A) 

แค่พิมพไ์ทยเด๋ียวมนักใ็หอ้งักฤษมา...ถูกดว้ย 
“Just type in Thai. Then! English word is 

there…it’s correct” 

 Also, the participants expressed confidence in verifying MT-

generated translations, showcasing their sense of control and proficiency. 

They also recognized various shortcuts and techniques which could be used 

to enhance MT effectiveness, including comparing results from multiple 

phones for accuracy. This highlights their active engagement and exploration 

of diverse MT strategies and features. 

P18 
[CW-MT-A) 

รู้อยูว่า่ตอ้งรีเชค็ยงัไงวา่มนัเวร์ิคมั้ย แถมมีพวกช๊อตคทั วธีิใช ้
เทคนิคตั้งเยอะใหใ้ชเ้ร่ิดๆ บางทีกเ็อาไปเทียบกบัของคนอ่ืน 
“We know how to recheck if the GT is accurate or 

not. There are many shortcuts, tricks, and 

techniques to use GT effectively. Sometimes, we 

compare results from all phones.” 
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 This finding resonates with the TAM principles by emphasizing how 

perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness influence participants' 

decisions to accept and adopt MT in their writing processes. These factors 

resulted from the interaction between MT users and the technology itself, 

supporting the TAM framework (Davis et al., 1989; Lu et al., 2019; Yang & 

Wang, 2019). Regarding perceived ease of use, the participants valued MT for 

its time-saving features and user-friendly interface, which made it accessible 

and straightforward, thus encouraging its convenient use. Additionally, the 

accessibility of free Wi-Fi also promoted its perceived ease of use. Moreover, 

the participants' trust in the accuracy and reliability of MT aligns with 

perceived usefulness in TAM, as their belief in the technology's effectiveness 

in improving writing performance contributed to their positive perception of 

MT. This explanation further contributes to the existing literature on MT 

acceptance in writing when MT is allowed (e.g., Cancino & Panes, 2021; 

Wonglakorn & Deerajviset, 2023; Yang et al., 2023). 

 Furthermore, the participants' reliance on MT was notably influenced 
by external factors inherent in their behaviors. Specifically, these were 
perceived limited linguistic competence, disengagement from the writing 
process, and peer influence. This underscores the significant impact of 
students' English proficiency levels on their utilization of MT. Previous 
studies have highlighted various factors influencing students' use of MT, 
emphasizing its effectiveness in providing lexical items, improving grammar, 
and enhancing cohesion (Garcia & Pena, 2011). This study extends this 
perspective by exploring personal factors such as perceived limited linguistic 
competence, which may contribute to disengagement from the writing 
process. This disengagement, in turn, can be amplified by peer influence, 
leading participants to overly rely on MT. Thus, it emphasizes the critical role 
of perceived limited linguistic competence, demonstrating that participants 
turned to MT as a last resort due to their own limited English proficiency. 

 
Implications 

 
Addressing Writing Challenges Among Students with Low English 
Proficiency  
 
 Recognizing the writing challenges faced by participants, such as 
limited English vocabulary and grammar uncertainties, teachers can tailor 
language learning interventions to address these specific challenges. Targeted 
vocabulary building and grammar instruction can complement the use of MT. 
Additionally, the use of MT can be complemented by targeted language 
learning strategies, aiming to enhance overall writing proficiency by 
addressing specific linguistic challenges. 
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Balanced and Healthy Use of MT in the EFL Writing Process  

 Recognizing students' reliance on MT due to perceived language 

limitations emphasizes it is imperative to enhance writing instruction in the 

EFL classroom, particularly for those with limited English proficiency. By 

delving deeper into the learning journey, teachers can grasp the significance 

of each step, the challenges encountered, and the insights gained, thereby 

enriching the educational experience. MT can be strategically integrated into 

instruction, with comprehensive guidance on its effective use provided 

throughout the various stages of writing, including drafting, revising, and 

editing. This strategic approach enables students to leverage MT as a 

supplementary tool to enhance their writing skills rather than merely relying 

on it as a replacement, thereby fostering improved learning outcomes. 

Moreover, encouraging collaborative writing projects enables students to 

collaborate, exchange ideas, and offer feedback to one another. Through 

collaborative efforts, students are motivated to actively develop their writing 

abilities, reducing their over-reliance on translation tools and enhancing their 

overall writing proficiency. 

 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Studies 

 

 The study's context-specific nature, influenced by factors such as the 

educational setting and participant demographics, might limit the broader 

application of its findings. The exclusive focus on students with low L2 

proficiency constrains the generalizability of the conclusions drawn. Future 

research endeavors should aim to explore the effectiveness of integrating MT 

across diverse language proficiency levels to gain a more comprehensive 

understanding. Additionally, while this study captured the students' use of 

MT within a specific timeframe, it did not follow up on the long-term effects 

of MT on their writing development. Subsequent investigations should delve 

into the prolonged impact of MT integration on students' language 

proficiency development and consider practical challenges in implementing 

interventions, such as time constraints and resource availability. Moreover, 

there is a need to design writing instruction that advocates for balanced and 

healthy use of MT in the EFL writing process. Assessing the effectiveness of 

such instruction in enhancing the writing process itself, rather than solely 

focusing on performance improvement, should be a key consideration for 

future studies. 
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