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Annotation. This article presents a comparative linguistic analysis of student-
written and Al-generated essays composed in English based on identical prompts. Three
tools were used for the analysis: LIWC, Versatile/VersaText, and Grammarly. The results
revealed differences in linguistic accuracy, lexico-grammatical organization, readability,
analytical nature, and cognitive characteristics. Al-generated texts demonstrated higher
formal accuracy and a more pronounced analytical style, whereas human-written texts
were characterized by a higher number of linguistic errors and a greater degree of
authenticity. The study demonstrates that the combined use of multiple tools allows for the
identification of distinct linguistic features distinguishing human and Al-generated
writing and can be valuable for the analysis, assessment and teaching of academic
writing.
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chatbots, linguistic features.

Posb KopIyCHBEIX OHJIAMH-UHCTPYMEHTOB B aHAJIH3E,
OIICHUBAHWHU U 00yYeHUH aKaJIeMHIYEeCKOMY ITUCEMY

Annomayun. B oannoti cmamve npedcmagnen cpagHUmenbHblll JUHSGUCIUYECKUL
aHanuz acce, HANUCAHHBLIX CMYOEHMAaMu U  C2eHEePUPOBAHHBIX  UCKYCCMEEHHLIM
UHMENIeKMOM HA AHSAULICKOM SI3blKe HA OCHO8€ UOEHMUYHLIX 3a0anull. /[ nposedeHus
ananuza ucnoavzosaiucoy mpu uncmpymenma: LIWC, Versatile/VersaText u Grammarly.
Pe3ynomamui uccnedosanus 6ulA6UNU Pa3iuyus 8 JTUHSBUCMUYECKOU MOYHOCMU, J1eKCUKO-
2pAMMAMUYECKOl  Op2aHu3ayuy, 4umaberbHOCmu, aHATUMUYecKoM Xapakmepe U
KOCHUMUBHBIX 0CODEHHOCMAX meKcmos. Tekcmbl, cceHepuposanuvie UCKYCCMBEHHbIM
UHMENIEeKMOM, NPOOEMOHCMPUPOBANU OOJlee 8bICOKULL YPOBEHb (DOPMATIbHOU MOYHOCMU U
bonee  BbIPANCEHHBIN AHATUMUYECKUL CMUIb, mMo20a KAk MeKCcmbl, HANUCAHHbLE
CMYO0enmamu, Xapakmepuzosaiucb OONbUUM KOTUYECHEOM SA3bIKOBLIX OUUOOK U bosee
8bICOKOU cmeneHvlo aymenmuunocmu. HMcciedoeanue nokasviéaem, 4mo KOMHIEKCHOE
UCNONIL30BAHUE HECKOJILKUX OHAAUH-UHCIMPYMEHMO8 NO380Jem 6bls8UMb XApaAKmepHbvle
JIUHEBUCMUYECKUe O0CODeHHOCU, OmauYaowue meKCmol, CO30AHHbIE YEN0BEKOM, Om
MEKCMOo8, C2eHEePUPOBAHHBIX UCKYCCMEEHHBIM UHMELIEKIMOM, U MOXdcem OblMb NONE3HbIM
OJis1 aHanu3a, OYeHUBAHUsL U 00YYeHUS AKAOEMULECKOMY NUCbMY.
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Knwouesvie cnosa: axademuueckoe nucobMo, OyeHusamue, AHAIU3, OHAAUH-
UHCIMPYMEHMbL, KOPNYCHOBLI NOOX00, 4am-00omul, TUHeBUCMUYECKUE 0COOEHHOCMIU.

Akademik yozuvni tahlil qilish, baholash va o‘qitishda
korpusga asoslangan onlayn vositalarning o‘rni

Annotatsiya. Ushbu maqolada bir xil topshiriglar asosida ingliz tilida talabalar
tomonidan yozilgan va sun’iy intellekt yordamida yaratilgan esselarning qiyosiy lingvistik
tahlili amalga oshirilgan. Tahlil jarayonida uchta vositadan LIWC, Versatile/VersaText
va Grammarly dasturlaridan foydalanilgan. Tadgiqot natijalarida lingvistik aniglik,
leksik-grammatik tuzilish, matnning o ‘qish uchun qulayligi, tahliliy xususiyati hamda
kognitiv ko ‘rsatkichlari bo ‘vicha muayyan farqlar aniglangan. Sun’iy intellekt tomonidan
yaratilgan matnlar yuqori darajadagi formal aniglik va anigroq ifodalangan tahliliy uslub
bilan ajralib turgan bo ‘Isa, talabalar tomonidan yozilgan matnlarda lingvistik xatolar
soni ko ‘proq bolishiga qaramay, ularda autentiklik darajasi yuqoriroq ekanligi
kuzatilgan. Tadgiqot bir nechta onlayn vositalardan kompleks foydalanish inson va sun’iy
intellekt tomonidan yaratilgan yozma matnlarni farqlovchi o‘ziga xos lingvistik
xususiyatlarni aniglash imkonini berishini hamda akademik yozuvni tahlil gilish, baholash
va o ‘qitishda samarali bo ‘lishi mumkinligini ko ‘rsatadi.

Kalit so‘“zlar: akademik yozuv, baholash, tahlil, onlayn vositalar, korpus
yondashuvi, chatbotlar, lingvistik xususiyatlar.

KIRISH

Corpus linguistics provides a methodological framework for the systematic study of
linguistic patterns based on large or specially curated text collections. Unlike traditional
qualitative analysis, the corpus approach allows the researcher to quantitatively compare the
frequency of lexical, grammatical, syntactic, and discourse features in different types of
texts. Biber (1988), for example, demonstrated the feasibility of using computerized analysis
to identify multidimensional differences between different registers of the English language.
This approach is particularly relevant for the study of Al- generated writing , since texts
created by humans and artificial intelligence can be compared across a whole set of
measurable linguistic parameters. In modern applied linguistics, corpus analysis is also used
to study the written language of learners of English as a foreign language (EFL). McEnery
and Hardie consider corpus linguistics as a method for identifying patterns of language use
through the systematic analysis of authentic text data. This approach allows us to consider
student essays and Al- generated text essays as two comparable corpora and, analyzes them
not only in terms of overall linguistic correctness, but also in terms of lexical diversity,
syntactic organization, readability, functional words, cognitive and discursive
characteristics. Later studies confirmed that differences between Al- generated and human-
written texts can manifest themselves on several levels at once. Berber Sardinha (2024)
applied multivariate analysis to compare Al- generated and human-authored texts and found
significant differences in the language profiles of the two types of texts.

This problem is particularly significant in teaching English as a foreign language. For
EFL students, written assignments traditionally allow teachers to assess not only
grammatical accuracy but also the student's ability to independently express ideas, organize
arguments, use academic vocabulary, and create coherent text. The advent of generative Al
complicates this assessment, as modern language models are capable of producing texts that
meet the formal requirements of the academic genre.

METHODS
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In this study AP English language composition essays written by cadets and ChatGPT
were selected to analyze, assess and compare. Both cadets and Al Chabot were given the
same instructions and the works were collected for discourse analysis since Al- generated
and student-written Texts can vary in lexical diversity, syntactic complexity, academic
vocabulary, readability, discourse markers, cognitive and social characteristics, and the
number of superficial errors. However, no single indicator can be considered a reliable and
universal marker of Al authorship. Therefore, multivariate corpus analysis using multiple
tools appears to be a more valid approach for studying the differences between human and
Al- generated texts. Hence, for this analysis online corpus tools like LIWC,
Versatile/VersaText, and Grammarly were used for instant results.

Al-generated Human-written text
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Figure 2

Al-generated Human-written

inan increasingly interconnected world, the dominance of English as a global language has led to & decline
inforeign language acquisition among native English speakers. while English proficiency provides

ges in ation, the absence of multilin Kills may place
monalingusl English speakers ata dizadvantage in economic, cultural, and c. 2. This paper

synthesizes arguments from various sources to examine the drawbacks of m
the necessity of multilingusl ducation. b
Economic and Professional Disadvantages

One of the primary drawbacks iz itz impact an
opportunities Berman (2010) eriticizes the US. gavernment's limited perspective on foreign language

learning, noting that |angusge acauisition is often reduced to economic and security needs rather than
being viewed asa broader educational necessity. Furthermore, Cohen (2012) challenges the assumption

that English 15 5 global that several major econemies, including
China and India, operate in multiple |anguages. Businesses that rely solely on English risk losing

Cultural and Diplomatic Limitations
in addition to econamic disadvantages, monolingualism can hinder cultural and diplematic engagement
Oaks (2010) arguss thatforeign language learningfosters globa | awareness, enhances cross-cultural
communicatian, and improves diplomatic relations. The inabi ity to speak multiple languages can [imit
meaningful 8
collaborations. Cohen (2012) reinforces this argument by illustrating that multilinguslism isa necessity in
various global contexts, from healtheare to governance, where English alone is insufficient.

Cognitive Benefits of Multilinguallsm

Beyand practical ad its. Research suggests that
individuals who learn multiple [anguages develop enhanced problem-solving skills, improved memory, and

" has signif

greater cognitive flexibil ity (Oaks, 2010). Studies have shown that bilingualindividualstend to outperform
their manolingual peers In executive functioning tasks. The lack of fareign language education in English-
contribute to cog and limit intellectusl growth,

Counterarguments and Rebuttal

Opponents of mandatory foreign language learning, such as Thomas (2012), argue that English remains the
dominant language in business, science, and technology, making additional language acauisition
unnecessary. However, this perspective averlooksthe realitythat many global interactions eccur in nan
English-speaking enviranments. Az Cohen (2012) points out, even within the United States, Spanish iz
spaken by millions, growing need for in domestic as well as
international settings.

conclusion

While English remains a pawerful global language, manolingualism presents clear ecanomic, cultural, and
v the ability to speak multiple |angunges enhances

@ inarap

fosters cultural 8 = 0
and adaptable, English-speaking countries must prioritize multilingua| education and encourage language
learning beyond instrumental purposes.

Taremain

D you think monolingual pesple are in more benefits today? Since pastyears the
ome more and more requastable, Moreover, majoritly believethat

e5 supports education and play crucial rolean the econamy. Nevertheless,
dizpite of itz benefits learning new tongues able to damage the national calture.

The modern society show that every year education in liader countries change from the
national to the major world languages. As David Thomas claimed the most developed and
multinational language around the warld which i5 beyand of natives speakers the most famous
second language (Sourse B). Infact, more than 85 percent of Europeans learn english as a second
language and alsoin Asian countries this ancient language inereasingly be popular Wherever you
g0, if itisto findingthe job or enter highly aualified educationa | institutions, the first auestion
which they ask will be your knowledge of languages, because community who know English can
accessthe Information which they need in complect resourse or will be able to speak with the.
fareign people without any problems and mizunderstanding. Therefore, English is multinational
language effectively globalized from the massive cities to the tiny towns towards the impact to the
science, commerce, global politics, music and definitelytothe internet, asto the globalization
English hasmuch requestest in the economy and political sydes.

inaddition, in diplomatic meetings between countries or justa dialogue of business
leaders of huge companies on I
"Language as & gatewsy to Global Communities” (Sourese A) languages open the ways of seening
the world from theother sides. For instance, in recent vears much of proffesions such as scientist,
government, policy, military especially and etc, want the employees with the knowledge of English
due to the need of |angunge to communicate with foreiginers. in fact, |anguages are gates for

communication nations ta each ather, thus manelingual peaple accasionally have problems inwark
or study, they pay for a translator or use the technologies for understanding, obviously itis
shameable and not profiateble. However , the government should be more carefully due to of the
policy debate not only betwean countries but also batwean people too.

Inthe modern life there are different types af fury battles, one af this tacticus (s damage
the culture of nation As Russell Berman sssertedthat America learning langunges for anly policy
and military ways (Seurce A). The werld can see such an idea without any problems because of
fights of America an some other countries but most of the Americans are manolingual. One factor is
that they do not know other languages and do not understand the traditions and concepts of other
peaples or religions. Althought, Americans themselves sometimes wander whether the state is nat
Using itfor it= own vain purposes

Inconelusion, the community think that it is essential to learn languages for awn
benefits. Learning new languages open the doors o information of the world, talk with new
peoples and get new exparsence, learning something new never was atrocsious and its obvieusly
this demand perseverance, determination and some desire.

Figure 3

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
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Linguistic Features analysed by Versatile/Versatext show significant differences
between Al- generated and human-written texts at the level of lexical and grammatical
characteristics. The Al text is shorter: 515 words versus 577 words in the human text-but
contains a higher proportion of academic words (19.61% vs. 3.12%) and text-specific words
(28.16% vs. 21.84%). This may indicate a tendency for Al to use more formal and
academically oriented vocabulary, while human-written essay is characterized by a higher
proportion of basic functional and common vocabulary. The difference in syntactic
organization is especially noticeable: the average sentence length in the Al text is 20.81
words, while in the human-written text it is 25.95 words; however, the average number of
syllables per word is significantly higher in the Al text (2.42 versus 1.82). The Kincaid
index also differs significantly with 19.30 for the Al text versus 26.94 for the human-written
text, although both texts are automatically classified as C2. Despite the fact that cadets’ level
is not C2 based on their recent proficiency test results, citing from the delivered sources
might influence the overall CEFR level of their essays. Moreover, the type-token ratios are
almost comparable (49.90% and 47.49%), indicating a fairly similar level of lexical
diversity. Overall, the data suggest that Al text does not necessarily have significantly
greater lexical diversity, but it does display more complex and academic vocabulary,
whereas human text contains longer sentences and a higher proportion of functional and
common words.

Regarding the LIWC, results also demonstrate significant differences between the two
text types, primarily in measures related to cognitive processes, social focus, and text
authenticity. Human-written essay has a significantly higher Cognitive score Processes than
Al generated with 17.62 to 9.61, which may indicate a more active expression of reasoning,
explanation, cause-and-effect relationships, and evaluation of ideas. A similar trend is
observed in the Social category. Words and Allure show 3.64, 1.37 and 4.21, 1.83
respectively which may indicate a more pronounced personal and social component of
human writing. In contrast, Al- generated text shows a slightly higher Positive Tone (2.97,
2.30) and a significantly higher Analytic score (93.74, 89.27), which may correspond to a
more structured, formal, and objective-analytical style. The most notable is the authentic
score: 76.11 in the human-written text versus 22.51 in the Al- generated text. This is a
potentially important difference, as it indicates a more pronounced linguistic authenticity of
the human text. However, the I-words score is 0 in both texts, and the negative tone scores
are similar (1.14 vs. 0.96). Thus, the LIWC in this comparison shows that the human text is
characterized to a greater extent by cognitive, social, and authentic linguistic representation,
while the Al text appears more analytical and less personalized. However, these scores
should be interpreted as statistical/linguistic characteristics of the text, and not as
independent evidence of the text's origin from a person or Al.

Grammarly was used to check mainly accuracy and the third image demonstrates the
most obvious difference between the two types of Al- generated texts. The essay is
presented as a grammatically and stylistically well-organized text: the sentences have a
consistent structure, the vocabulary corresponds to an academic register, and the presented
fragment shows virtually no signs of superficial linguistic errors. In human-written essay, on
the contrary, Grammarly identifies a large number of potential errors and problem areas,
including the use of prepositions, articles, word choice, collocations and grammatical
structure: for example, “in diplomatic meetings, dialogue of business leaders, professions
such as scientist, government, policy ”, “employees” with the knowledge of English”, “pay
for a translator or use the technologies for understanding”, "obviously it is shameable and
not "profietable.” From an English language teaching perspective, this indicates a significant
difference in surface-level accuracy: Al- generated text exhibits a significantly more edited
and normative linguistic form, while human-written text retains characteristics of the natural
L2 writing process, including grammatical, lexical, and collocation errors. Combined with
the Versatile/Versatext result, this suggests that the Al-based text is characterized not only
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by more academic vocabulary and a certain structural organization, but also by higher
formal linguistic precision. However, it is important not to interpret this result as proof that
the Al-based text is superior as Grammarly primarily evaluates the formal features of
written language, while the presence of errors in a student's text may reflect the actual level
of English proficiency and the individual process of developing L2 writing. Furthermore, the
presented image shows specific fragments rather than a quantitative accuracy indicator for
the entire corpus, so it is more accurate to speak in this article about an observed trend rather
than an absolute difference.

CONCLUSION

The results presented for these three tools allow us to formulate the following general
conclusion of the study. A comparative analysis shows that student-written and Al-
generated essays have different linguistic profiles, and differences are found simultaneously
on several levels: formal accuracy, lexical and grammatical organization, readability,
cognitive characteristics, and the degree of expression of personal and social components.
Al- generated The text in the studied material is characterized by higher formal precision, a
more pronounced analytical organization, and a greater representation of academic and
specialized vocabulary. The LIWC results, in turn, show differences in the Analytic,
Authentic, and Cognitive categories. Processes, Social Words, Allure, and Tone, all human-
written text shows significantly higher Authentic and Cognitive scores Processes, while Al-
generated text has a higher Analytic score and a slightly more pronounced Positive score
Tone. These results suggest that human writing in this study largely reflects individual
language production, personal engagement, and meaning-making processes, while Al-
generated writing has a more standardized, analytical, and formally verified nature. At the
same time, the results show that the differences between the two types of texts are not
reduced to a simple ““correct and incorrect” or “complex and simple” opposition.
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