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Abstract

Generative artificial intelligence has created new possibilities for supporting second language aca-
demic writing, but less is known about how learners take up such support within ordinary writing
instruction. Drawing on Activity Theory, this qualitative classroom-based case study examined how
ChatGPT was used in an Uzbek university academic writing course and what tensions shaped stu-
dents’ movement from Al assistance toward appropriation. The participants were 10 first-year EFL
students majoring in English literature and English language teaching at Fergana State University.
Across a ten-week course, data were collected through a background questionnaire, baseline writing
task, six Al-mediated writing tasks, ChatGPT interaction logs, draft-revision pairs, reflective writing
logs, semi-structured interviews, stimulated recall interviews, and teacher field notes. Thematic anal-
ysis identified three themes. First, students initially used ChatGPT as a substitute for difficult writing
work, especially for paragraph generation, correction, and rewriting, but gradually developed more
task-specific uses. Second, ChatGPT created a tension between convenience and learning responsi-
bility, as it helped students produce more fluent paragraphs while sometimes weakening control over
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meaning, authorship, and revision decisions. Third, teacher mediation, including Al-use rules, prompt
modeling, feedback, reflection, and classroom dialogue, helped regulate Al use. The findings suggest
that ChatGPT-mediated writing development depends not only on tool access but also on pedagogical
mediation that helps learners evaluate, regulate, and explain Al-supported writing decisions.

Keywords: ChatGPT-mediated writing, academic writing, Al-use literacy, generative artificial
intelligence, EFL writing instruction, Activity Theory

Introduction

Academic writing has remained a demanding area of second language development because it requires
learners to coordinate linguistic accuracy, lexical range, rhetorical organization, coherence, cohesion,
audience awareness, genre expectations, and revision decisions within a cognitively intensive com-
posing process (Ferris, 2014; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Hyland, 2019; Manchon, 2011; Silva, 1993).
For learners who write in English in foreign language contexts, these demands are often intensified
by limited exposure to academic English beyond the classroom, insufficient access to individualized
feedback, restricted opportunities for guided revision, and the need to manage both language form
and academic meaning while producing written texts (Ferris, 2014; Hyland, 2019; Manchon, 2011).
Academic writing instruction therefore involves more than helping students correct errors or produce
acceptable final drafts. It also requires sustained support for planning, idea development, organization,
feedback interpretation, revision, and gradual control over the textual and rhetorical practices through
which academic meanings are constructed (Hyland, 2019; Manchén, 2011; Russell, 1997).

Within this pedagogical context, generative artificial intelligence has introduced new possibilities for
supporting second language writing. Tools such as ChatGPT can assist learners with brainstorming,
outlining, grammar correction, sentence reformulation, vocabulary selection, feedback interpretation,
revision, and model text generation, and recent studies have shown that learners and teachers increas-
ingly perceive these tools as useful additions to writing instruction (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Maha-
patra, 2024; Meniado et al., 2024; Song & Song, 2023; Teng, 2024; Yan, 2023). Recent work on
Al-mediated writing has also shown that generative Al can support grammar development, academic
writing, collaborative revision, and feedback uptake when its use is embedded in structured writing
tasks rather than treated as unrestricted text generation (Al-Sofi, 2026; Emerson et al., 2026; Fadilah,
2026; Phuong Linh et al., 2026; Tran, 2026). However, the emergence of Al-mediated writing support
also changes the pedagogical conditions under which academic writing is learned. Because generative
Al can provide fluent text, immediate feedback, and apparently authoritative suggestions, it can sup-
port learning while also raising questions about dependence, authorship, academic integrity, learner
agency, feedback reliability, and the extent to which students remain responsible for the intellectual
and linguistic work of writing (Guo & Wang, 2024; Koltovskaia et al., 2024; Lin & Crosthwaite, 2024;
Marzuki et al., 2023; Steiss et al., 2024).

Research on ChatGPT and second language writing has expanded rapidly and has already provided use-
ful evidence on its pedagogical potential. Existing studies have examined the effects of ChatGPT-sup-
ported instruction on writing performance, motivation, engagement, writing self-efficacy, and writing
skill development, with many findings suggesting that Al-supported instruction can improve aspects
of writing when it is embedded in pedagogically structured activities (Asadi et al., 2025; Boudouaia
et al., 2024; Ghafouri et al., 2024; Jmaiel et al., 2025; Mahapatra, 2024; Song & Song, 2023; Teng
& Huang, 2025; Zare et al., 2025). Other studies have focused on Al-generated feedback and have
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compared ChatGPT feedback with teacher, peer, or human evaluator feedback, showing that ChatGPT
can provide rapid and extensive comments but may also produce feedback that is generic, exces-
sive, inaccurate, weakly contextualized, or insufficiently aligned with task demands and learner needs
(Banihashem et al., 2024; Guo & Wang, 2024; Lin & Crosthwaite, 2024; Solovey, 2024; Steiss et al.,
2024; Wang et al., 2024). A further body of work has examined learner perceptions and experiences,
showing that students often value ChatGPT as a writing assistant, editor, proofreader, companion, or
mentor, while also expressing concerns about accuracy, overreliance, originality, and the weakening
of independent writing effort (Allen & Mizumoto, 2024; Barrett & Pack, 2023; Meniado et al., 2024;
Punar Ozgelik & Yangin Eksi, 2024; Strobl et al., 2024; Teng, 2024; Yan, 2023). In EFL academic
writing contexts, Al use has also been linked to informal learning opportunities, academic writing
performance, and students’ motivational engagement with writing tasks, although these studies also
point to the need for closer attention to how learners regulate Al support during actual composing and
revision (Kosimov & Murotova, 2025; Tran, 2026; Valizadeh et al., 2026).

Taken together, these studies show that the field has moved beyond the simple question of whether
ChatGPT can generate useful text. The more pressing issue now concerns how learners take up Al sup-
port inside writing instruction, how they negotiate Al suggestions in relation to teacher guidance and
course expectations, and what tensions emerge when assistance, learning, authorship, and assessment
become intertwined in Al-mediated academic writing practice. This issue is especially important in
EFL contexts where students may have access to powerful Al tools but limited prior experience with
academic writing, process-based revision, and explicit Al-use rules. The present study is located in
this research space and examines ChatGPT-mediated academic writing as a situated pedagogical activ-
ity in which Al support is not only received but also interpreted, modified, resisted, or appropriated
by learners. The study contributes to research on Al-mediated L2 writing by showing how students’
movement toward appropriation was visible in three related shifts, early broad prompts for paragraph
generation and correction gradually gave way to more task-specific diagnostic prompts; the division
of labor shifted from Al-led rewriting toward student-controlled revision; and teacher-imposed rules,
prompt modeling, reflective logs, and feedback made Al-supported writing decisions more visible,
accountable, and pedagogically discussable in the classroom activity system.

Literature Review
Theoretical Perspective

This study is informed by cultural-historical Activity Theory, which views human action and learning
as mediated, object-oriented, socially organized, and historically situated (Engestrém, 1987, 2001;
Leont’ev, 1978; Vygotsky, 1978). From this perspective, learning is not reducible to individual cog-
nition or isolated skill acquisition. It emerges through relations among subjects, mediational tools,
rules, communities, divisions of labor, and objects of activity (Engestrom, 1987, 2001). Early formu-
lations of Activity Theory emphasized mediated action between subject, object, and tool, while later
formulations expanded the unit of analysis to collective activity systems involving rules, community,
and division of labor (Engestrom, 1987, 2001; Vygotsky, 1978). This expanded view is especially
relevant to academic writing because writing is not only a linguistic act. It is shaped by institutional
expectations, genre conventions, teacher feedback, peer interaction, assessment criteria, model texts,
digital resources, and the purposes for which writing is produced (Hyland, 2019; Russell, 1997). In
an academic writing course, therefore, students do not simply use language to complete assignments;
they participate in a structured activity system in which writing tasks, feedback practices, classroom
rules, and available tools shape what counts as successful writing and how learners understand their
role as writers.



From Assistance toward Appropriation: An Activity-theoretical Perspective on ChatGPT

Within such an activity system, ChatGPT can be understood as a mediational artefact that may reor-
ganize the conditions of writing practice. It can provide access to language resources, alternative for-
mulations, feedback, explanations, and revision possibilities, but it can also redistribute parts of the
writing work between learner, teacher, peer, and machine (Jacob et al., 2024; Koltovskaia et al., 2024;
Yan, 2023; Zou et al., 2025). This redistribution is pedagogically significant because students may use
ChatGPT for different purposes across the writing process. Some may use it to generate ideas, clarify
structure, improve grammar, revise style, check coherence, or understand feedback. Others may use it
to produce whole sections of text, avoid difficult composing decisions, or replace rather than support
their own writing effort (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Marzuki et al., 2023; Teng, 2024). Activity Theory pro-
vides a useful way to examine these differences because it directs attention to how tool use is shaped
by the object of activity, available rules, community expectations, and the division of labor within
the course. In this sense, ChatGPT is not treated only as an external writing aid but as a tool that may
alter who does particular parts of the writing work, how responsibility is assigned, and how students
understand the object of academic writing. Related activity-theoretical work in applied linguistics has
similarly shown that mediated action becomes meaningful through the social and institutional organi-
zation of activity, rather than through tool access alone (Valizadeh, 2026; Zou et al., 2025).

A central concept in this study is tension, understood in relation to contradictions within activity sys-
tems. Contradictions are not merely individual problems or negative attitudes; they are structural ten-
sions that reveal how an activity is being reorganized (Engestrom, 1987, 2001). In ChatGPT-mediated
academic writing, such tensions may emerge between learning and outsourcing, assistance and depen-
dence, accuracy and authorship, teacher expectations and Al-generated suggestions, or institutional
rules and learner practices. Recent studies have already shown that ChatGPT can support writing
through feedback, revision, and language improvement, but they also show concerns about inaccurate
feedback, generic output, overreliance, plagiarism, and reduced critical engagement (Guo & Wang,
2024; Lin & Crosthwaite, 2024; Marzuki et al., 2023; Steiss et al., 2024; Teng, 2024). These concerns
are not only limitations of a tool; they are signs of changing relations within the writing activity sys-
tem. Of interest here is the contradiction between two objects that may coexist within the same writ-
ing course, including producing a polished paragraph and developing learner control over academic
writing decisions. ChatGPT can support the first object quickly, but it supports the second only when
learners remain involved in evaluating, modifying, and explaining Al-mediated revisions.

The notion of appropriation is therefore important for this study. Learners may not simply adopt Al
support as given. They may adapt prompts, compare Al suggestions with teacher feedback, selectively
accept or reject recommendations, revise generated text, or gradually develop more regulated forms of
tool use. Appropriation, in this sense, refers to the process through which learners bring a mediational
tool into their own writing activity in ways that remain connected to task purpose, intended meaning,
and learning responsibility. It is visible not only in whether students use ChatGPT, but in how they for-
mulate prompts, evaluate output, preserve or alter meaning, justify revisions, and decide which parts
of the writing work should remain under their own control. The movement from assistance to appro-
priation therefore provides a way to examine how students position ChatGPT within their academic
writing activity. Closely related to this process is Al-use literacy, understood here as the ability to use
generative Al in writing through task-specific prompting, critical evaluation of output, responsible
revision, and explanation of Al-supported writing decisions. This view connects Al-use literacy to
academic writing pedagogy rather than treating it as a purely technical skill.

Previous Studies

Empirical research on ChatGPT and second language writing has developed along several overlapping
lines. One major line has examined the effects of ChatGPT-supported instruction on writing performance
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and learner engagement. Several intervention and mixed-methods studies have reported that ChatGPT
can support academic writing development by helping learners generate ideas, organize content, revise
drafts, and improve language accuracy (Boudouaia et al., 2024; Mahapatra, 2024; Song & Song, 2023;
Teng & Huang, 2025). Similar findings have been reported in studies that integrated ChatGPT with
teacher feedback or writing instruction, where students showed gains in writing performance, motiva-
tion, or engagement when Al support was used as part of a structured pedagogical sequence (Asadi et
al., 2025; Ghafouri et al., 2024; Jmaiel et al., 2025; Zare et al., 2025). Recent studies further show that
Al-mediated writing support can be integrated into grammar feedback, collaborative L2 writing, argu-
mentative writing, essay writing instruction, and academic writing motivation, although the value of this
support depends on how Al use is pedagogically framed and regulated (Al-Sofi, 2026; Emerson et al.,
2026; Fadilah, 2026; Phuong Linh et al., 2026; Tran, 2026). For example, Emerson et al. (2026) exam-
ined constrained, learner-initiated GenAl feedback in collaborative L2 writing, while Fadilah (2026)
focused on Al-mediated peer collaboration in EFL argumentative writing. These studies are relevant to
the present study because they shift attention from Al output alone toward the instructional structures
that regulate learner engagement with Al-supported writing. These studies demonstrate the potential of
generative Al to address long-standing constraints in writing instruction, particularly limited access to
immediate feedback, individualized language support, and repeated opportunities for revision (Ferris,
2014; Hyland, 2019). However, they also suggest that the benefit of ChatGPT depends on how the tool is
integrated into teaching, how students are guided to use it, and whether Al support strengthens or weak-
ens learners’ own engagement with writing tasks (Asadi et al., 2025; Ghafouri et al., 2024; Mahapatra,
2024; Song & Song, 2023).

A second group of studies has examined ChatGPT as a source of written feedback. This line of research
has compared Al-generated feedback with teacher feedback, peer feedback, and human evaluator feed-
back, producing a more cautious picture of Al support. Studies have shown that ChatGPT can generate
large amounts of feedback quickly, address language and organization problems, and provide revi-
sion-oriented comments that students may find useful (Banihashem et al., 2024; Guo & Wang, 2024;
Solovey, 2024; Wang et al., 2024). At the same time, the feedback literature shows that ChatGPT
cannot be treated as equivalent to teacher feedback. Human feedback has been found to be stronger
in clarity, accuracy, prioritization, contextual sensitivity, and alignment with pedagogical goals (Guo
& Wang, 2024; Lin & Crosthwaite, 2024; Steiss et al., 2024). Research on undergraduate argumenta-
tion also suggests that ChatGPT can identify some argumentative elements but may produce lengthy,
incorrect, or insufficiently affective feedback (Wang et al., 2024). Studies of written corrective feed-
back have similarly shown that GPT-assisted feedback may vary across identical prompts, overcorrect
learner texts, or provide responses that are not well calibrated to learner needs (Lin & Crosthwaite,
2024). This evidence is important for the present study because it shows that Al feedback requires
interpretation. The pedagogical issue is not only whether feedback is available but whether learners
know how to evaluate, filter, modify, and apply it within a writing course.

A third line of research has focused on learner perceptions, preferences, and experiences. Students
often report that ChatGPT is useful because it is accessible, fast, non-judgmental, and capable of pro-
viding language support at different stages of writing (Allen & Mizumoto, 2024; Meniado et al., 2024;
Punar Ozgelik & Yangin Eksi, 2024; Teng, 2024; Yan, 2023). Some studies describe ChatGPT as a
companion, writing buddy, learning assistant, or mentor, indicating that learners may experience the
tool as a dialogic support rather than merely a correction device (Ghafouri et al., 2024; Punar Ozgelik
& Yangin Eksi, 2024; Strobl et al., 2024; Teng, 2024). Learners have valued Al assistance for grammar
correction, editing, proofreading, vocabulary development, organization, and confidence building, and
some have preferred ChatGPT over peer support for editing because it is perceived as more convenient
and less face-threatening (Allen & Mizumoto, 2024; Solovey, 2024). Research on EFL students’ aca-
demic uses of Al also suggests that Al adoption is shaped by perceived usefulness, motivation, task
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demands, and the wider learning environment, not only by access to the technology itself (Tran, 2026;
Valizadeh et al., 2026). However, this same literature also indicates that positive perception does not
resolve deeper pedagogical questions. Students may value ChatGPT while still depending on it exces-
sively, accepting inaccurate suggestions, failing to evaluate generated feedback critically, or using it in
ways that conflict with course expectations and academic integrity principles (Barrett & Pack, 2023;
Meniado et al., 2024; Teng, 2024; Yan, 2023).

More process-oriented studies have begun to examine how learners actually work with ChatGPT
during writing and revision. Research on graduate students’ use of ChatGPT for academic text revision
has shown that engagement with Al feedback includes behavioral, cognitive, and affective dimensions,
such as prompt formulation, selective uptake, confidence, frustration, and uncertainty (Koltovskaia
et al., 2024). Case-based research on Al-assisted discourse has shown that a second language writer
may use ChatGPT across brainstorming, research, drafting, and revision while still needing to manage
generic ideas, fabricated sources, unreliable suggestions, and risks to authorial control (Jacob et al.,
2024). Work on real-time generative Al use has further shifted attention toward when, why, and for
how long learners use Al during writing, which is important because Al support may vary across writ-
ing stages and task demands (Hwang et al., 2025). Activity-theoretical research on doctoral writing has
also shown that generative Al-assisted L2 writing involves complex relations among writer goals, tool
affordances, institutional expectations, ethical concerns, and strategy regulation (Zou et al., 2025). In
the regional EFL literature, Al-mediated informal language learning has also been linked to academic
writing performance, but further classroom-based evidence is still needed to show how students actu-
ally distribute writing responsibility between themselves and Al during drafting and revision (Kosi-
mov & Murotova, 2025). These studies represent an important movement in the literature because
they move beyond simple outcome or attitude questions and begin to examine Al-mediated writing as
a process of negotiation, regulation, and decision-making.

Across these lines of inquiry, several major patterns can be identified. First, ChatGPT appears to be
useful for expanding access to immediate writing support, especially in relation to brainstorming,
language correction, revision, and feedback (Mahapatra, 2024; Meniado et al., 2024; Song & Song,
2023; Teng, 2024; Yan, 2023). Second, its pedagogical value depends strongly on task design, teacher
guidance, learner proficiency, prompt quality, and the extent to which students critically evaluate
Al-generated responses (Asadi et al., 2025; Fan et al., 2024; Guo & Wang, 2024; Koltovskaia et al.,
2024). Third, Al support creates recurrent concerns around overreliance, generic language, inaccurate
or excessive feedback, fabricated information, authorship, and the weakening of independent writing
effort (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Jacob et al., 2024; Marzuki et al., 2023; Steiss et al., 2024). Fourth, much
of the literature still approaches ChatGPT through outcomes, perceptions, feedback comparison, or
tool evaluation, while fewer studies examine how students take up Al support as part of the ordinary
ecology of writing instruction, where teacher expectations, course rules, peer norms, task require-
ments, and learner goals interact. The need for such work is not based on the absence of previous
research, but on the complexity that previous research has revealed. As generative Al becomes part of
writing classrooms, the field needs more situated accounts of how learners use it, what problems arise
in practice, and how assistance may or may not become appropriation.

Current Study

The present study builds on this literature by examining ChatGPT-mediated academic writing in the
context of an Uzbek university academic writing course. Previous research has shown that ChatGPT
can support L2 writing through feedback, revision, language improvement, idea generation, and moti-
vation, but it has also shown that Al support can create problems of dependence, accuracy, authorship,
and uneven learner control (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Guo & Wang, 2024; Koltovskaia et al., 2024; Lin &
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Crosthwaite, 2024; Mahapatra, 2024; Teng, 2024). The present study takes these findings as a starting
point and focuses more closely on how Al support is taken up within academic writing activity. This
focus is important because the value of ChatGPT in writing instruction depends not only on the quality
of its output but also on how learners understand, evaluate, adapt, and regulate that output in relation
to course expectations and the object of learning to write academically. Rather than treating ChatGPT
as a simple intervention, feedback provider, or perception object, the study examines the tool as part
of a wider writing activity in which learners, tasks, teacher mediation, classroom rules, peer relations,
and academic writing expectations intersect. This orientation allows attention to be directed toward
the practical and pedagogical conditions under which Al support becomes helpful, problematic, nego-
tiated, or contested. The study therefore focuses on how ChatGPT entered the division of labor in an
academic writing course, how students negotiated responsibility for drafting and revision, and how
classroom rules and teacher mediation shaped their movement from broad Al assistance toward more
selective forms of appropriation. The study is guided by the following research questions:

1. How is ChatGPT taken up as writing support within an Uzbek university academic writing course?
2. What tensions shape students’ movement from Al assistance toward appropriation in ChatGPT-
mediated academic writing?

Method
Research Design and Participants

The study adopted a qualitative classroom-based case study design to examine how ChatGPT was
taken up as writing support within an academic writing course. A case study design was appropriate
because the study focused on a bounded instructional setting in which students, writing tasks, teacher
guidance, course rules, peer interaction, and Al-mediated writing practices developed over time
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Yin, 2018). The purpose was not to measure the effect of ChatGPT on
writing achievement or to compare Al-supported writing with a control group. Rather, the study aimed
to understand how students used ChatGPT during academic writing tasks, how their use of the tool
changed across the course, and what tensions emerged as Al assistance became part of their writing
activity. The study was informed by Activity Theory, which guided the interpretation of ChatGPT-
mediated writing as a socially situated and tool-mediated activity.

The study was conducted at Fergana State University in Uzbekistan in a first-year undergraduate aca-
demic writing course. The course was offered to students majoring in language-related fields, particu-
larly English literature and English language teaching. The course met for two hours per week over ten
weeks and focused on the development of academic writing through paragraph-based writing tasks,
guided revision, teacher feedback, and classroom discussion of academic writing conventions. The
main instructional areas included topic sentence development, paragraph unity, supporting details,
coherence, cohesion, sentence clarity, vocabulary choice, academic style, and revision.

The participants were 10 first-year EFL university students enrolled in the course. They were selected
through convenience sampling because they were accessible to the researcher and were taking the
same academic writing course during the period of data collection. The students were between 18
and 20 years old. Their English proficiency was approximately intermediate level, based on teacher
assessment, classroom writing performance, and self-reported proficiency. All participants had access
to ChatGPT through their own digital devices, either smartphones or laptops. The freely accessi-
ble version of ChatGPT available to students at the time of data collection was used throughout the
study because it represented the form of Al access realistically available in the instructional context.
The study did not compare different model versions or subscription levels; therefore, ChatGPT was
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treated as a classroom-accessible generative Al writing support tool rather than as a technically fixed
experimental treatment. Participation in the study was voluntary. Students were informed that the
research focused on their experiences of using ChatGPT during writing tasks and that their decision
to participate would not affect their course grades. Pseudonyms were assigned to all participants, and
identifying information was removed from interview transcripts, reflective logs, writing samples, and
ChatGPT interaction records.

Course Procedures and ChatGPT Use

The study was embedded in the regular academic writing course rather than conducted as a separate
intervention. During the ten-week course, students completed six academic writing topics. This num-
ber was selected because it allowed repeated observation of students’ Al-mediated writing practices
while remaining realistic for a two-hour-per-week course. The topics were sequenced from basic para-
graph control to more developed academic revision. Each topic required students to produce an aca-
demic paragraph of approximately 180-220 words. In-class drafting activities were usually completed
within 30—40 minutes, while revision and ChatGPT-supported work were completed either during
class or as guided homework.

At the beginning of the course, students received an orientation on responsible ChatGPT use. The teacher
explained that ChatGPT could be used as a writing support tool, but not as a substitute writer. Students
were allowed to use ChatGPT for brainstorming, outlining, improving topic sentences, checking gram-
mar, revising vocabulary, improving coherence and cohesion, comparing alternative sentence versions,
and asking for explanations of writing problems. They were not allowed to submit a fully Al-generated
paragraph as their own work, delete Al interaction records required for the study, or use ChatGPT in
ways that prevented them from explaining their own writing decisions. These guidelines were revisited
during the course when students had questions about acceptable and unacceptable Al use.

The teacher acted as the writing instructor and as the mediator of responsible Al use. In the instruc-
tional role, the teacher explained academic writing conventions, introduced paragraph models, guided
students through drafting and revision, and provided feedback on student writing. In the Al-mediation
role, the teacher demonstrated examples of useful and weak prompts, discussed the need to evaluate
Al-generated suggestions, and encouraged students to compare ChatGPT feedback with task require-
ments and teacher comments. ChatGPT was therefore positioned as one resource within the writing
course, alongside teacher feedback, peer discussion, model paragraphs, rubrics, and students’ own
revision decisions. Table 1 summarizes the course procedure.

Table 1. Overview of the Course Procedure

Week Course focus and writing activity Main instructional/research procedure
1 Orientation to academic writing expectations, Background questionnaire, baseline paragraph
responsible ChatGPT use, and baseline writing written in 35 minutes, initial interview

without ChatGPT. Baseline topic: One challenge
faced by first-year university students.

2 Topic 1: Paragraph unity and topic sentence Drafting, ChatGPT-supported revision,
development. Sample topic: The role of reflective log
technology in language learning.

3 Topic 2: Supporting details and idea development. Drafting, ChatGPT-supported revision,
Sample topic: Effective ways to improve English reflective log, teacher notes
writing.

(Continued)
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Week Course focus and writing activity Main instructional/research procedure
4 Topic 3: Coherence and cohesion. Sample Drafting, ChatGPT-supported revision,
topic: Advantages and disadvantages of online reflective log
education.
5 Mid-course Consolidation and reflection on Mid-course interview and stimulated recall
ChatGPT use. using selected logs and drafts
6 Topic 4: Academic vocabulary and sentence Drafting, ChatGPT-supported revision,
clarity. Sample topic: The importance of reading reflective log, teacher notes
for academic success.
7 Topic 5: Academic style and revision. Sample Drafting, ChatGPT-supported revision,
topic: The influence of artificial intelligence on reflective log
student learning.
8 Topic 6: Integrated academic paragraph writing. Drafting, ChatGPT-supported revision,
Sample topic: How university students can reflective log
become more independent learners.
9 Final revision workshop and review of selected Final revised writing samples, selected
writing samples. ChatGPT records, teacher notes
10 Final reflection on Al-mediated academic writing.  Final interview, final stimulated recall, complete

artifact collection

Data Collection Procedures

Multiple qualitative data sources were collected to provide a detailed account of students’ ChatGPT-me-
diated writing practices. These included a background questionnaire, a baseline writing task, six
Al-mediated writing tasks, ChatGPT interaction logs, draft-revision pairs, short reflective writing logs,
semi-structured interviews, stimulated recall interviews, and teacher field notes. The background ques-
tionnaire collected descriptive information about age, major, years of English study, self-rated English
proficiency, self-rated writing ability, previous academic writing experience, prior use of ChatGPT
or similar Al tools, and access to digital devices. The baseline writing task was completed in the first
week without ChatGPT and was used to contextualize students’ initial writing practices rather than to
generate a quantitative pretest score.

For the six Al-mediated writing tasks, students followed the same general cycle. They first planned
or drafted their paragraph, then used ChatGPT for support, revised the text, and submitted the draft,
ChatGPT record, revised paragraph, and reflective log. ChatGPT interaction logs were a central data
source. For each task, students recorded their prompts, ChatGPT responses, the parts of the response
they used, the changes they made, and the reasons for accepting, modifying, or rejecting suggestions.
Because students used ChatGPT on smartphones and laptops, they were allowed to submit the logs
as copied text, screenshots, or exported conversation records. A structured log template was used to
make the records comparable across students and tasks. Draft-revision pairs were collected for each
Al-mediated task and included the initial draft, the ChatGPT-supported revision, and the final sub-
mitted paragraph. These texts helped identify how Al support entered the writing process, including
changes in topic sentences, supporting details, organization, transitions, vocabulary, grammar, and
academic tone. After each Al-mediated task, students also completed a short reflective writing log of
approximately 150-200 words, explaining what they asked ChatGPT to help with, which suggestions
they found useful or unhelpful, what they changed, and whether they felt that the final version still
represented their own writing.
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Semi-structured interviews were conducted at three points: before the Al-mediated writing cycles
began, around the midpoint of the course, and at the end of the course. The initial interviews explored
prior experiences with academic writing, perceived writing difficulties, previous Al use, expectations
about ChatGPT, and concerns about using Al for writing. The mid-course interviews focused on actual
use of ChatGPT, emerging difficulties, perceived benefits, and changes in the writing process. The final
interviews examined overall experiences, perceived learning, dependence or independence, authorship
concerns, and future views on Al use in academic writing. Interviews lasted approximately 20-30 min-
utes and were audio-recorded with participant permission. The interviews were conducted in Uzbek,
which allowed participants to explain their experiences in the language most comfortable to them.
The teacher-researcher conducted the interviews and produced the initial English translations of the
excerpts used in the manuscript. To support translation accuracy, the translated excerpts were checked
against the original recordings, with priority given to preserving the semantic content of participants’
accounts rather than producing overly polished English versions.

Stimulated recall interviews were conducted around the midpoint and at the end of the course. In
these sessions, students were shown selected excerpts from their ChatGPT logs, drafts, and revised
paragraphs and were asked to explain why they wrote specific prompts, why they accepted or rejected
particular Al suggestions, how they changed Al-generated text, and how they judged whether a revised
paragraph still represented their own writing. The recall prompts focused on concrete writing-process
evidence rather than general attitudes. Students were asked what writing problem they were trying to
solve through a prompt, which part of a ChatGPT response they used or ignored, whether they under-
stood an Al-revised sentence, what changed between the initial and final draft, and whether the final
version still felt like their own writing. This procedure helped connect student accounts with actual
prompts, draft-revision pairs, and revision decisions. Teacher field notes were also kept throughout the
course to document classroom events, student questions, teacher explanations of Al-use rules, observed
difficulties, peer discussions, and recurring issues related to ChatGPT use. These notes were used

Table 2. Data Sources and Analytic Purpose

Data source Timing/frequency Main analytic purpose

Background Week 1 To document students’ writing background, prior Al use,
questionnaire self-rated proficiency, and access to digital devices
Baseline writing  Week 1 To contextualize students’ initial paragraph writing

task practices before ChatGPT-mediated tasks

Al-mediated Six tasks across Weeks 2—8 To observe repeated use of ChatGPT during planning,
writing tasks drafting, revision, and reflection

ChatGPT After each Al-mediated task To examine prompts, Al responses, student uptake,
interaction logs modification, rejection, and stated revision reasons
Draft-revision After each Al-mediated task To trace textual changes between initial drafts,

pairs Al-supported revisions, and final submitted paragraphs
Reflective After each Al-mediated task To capture students’ explanations of Al use, perceived
writing logs usefulness, difficulty, and authorship awareness
Semi-structured Initial, mid-course, and final ~ To examine prior writing experiences, changing Al-use
interviews stages patterns, dependence, authorship, and perceived learning
Stimulated recall Mid-course and final stages To connect students’ explanations with concrete prompts,
interviews ChatGPT responses, and draft-revision evidence

Teacher field Throughout the course To document classroom events, teacher mediation, student

notes questions, prompt modeling, and observed tensions
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mainly to contextualize patterns found in logs, drafts, reflections, and interviews, especially moments
where teacher rules, prompt modeling, or classroom discussion appeared to influence later student use
of ChatGPT. Table 2 summarizes the main data sources and their analytic purpose.

Teacher-researcher Positionality and Ethical Procedures

The classroom instructor also participated in the research process. This dual role was methodologi-
cally relevant because teacher mediation formed part of the activity system under investigation. The
study followed ethical procedures for research involving human participants. All procedures per-
formed in this study involving human participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of
the institutional research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki Declaration and its later amendments
or comparable ethical standards. The study was approved by the ethics committee of Fergana State
University (REC-FSU-20/2025). Students were informed about the purpose of the study, the types of
data collected, voluntary participation, confidentiality, and the right to withdraw. Because the study
involved ChatGPT interaction records, students were advised not to enter personal, sensitive, or identi-
fying information into ChatGPT. ChatGPT logs, screenshots, exported conversations, writing samples,
reflective logs, and interview transcripts were anonymized before analysis.

Data Analysis

Data analysis followed a thematic approach informed by Activity Theory (Braun & Clarke, 2006,
2021; Engestrom, 1987, 2001). The analysis began with organizing all data by participant and writing
task. Each participant file included the background questionnaire, baseline paragraph, ChatGPT logs,
draft-revision pairs, reflective writing logs, interview transcripts, stimulated recall data, and relevant
teacher field notes. The researcher then read the complete dataset several times to become familiar
with students’ writing practices, Al interactions, and reflections. The analysis involved two connected
layers. The first layer was thematic and focused on identifying recurring patterns in how students used
ChatGPT during planning, drafting, revision, and reflection. Initial codes included broad prompting,
paragraph generation, grammar correction, vocabulary replacement, idea expansion, accepting Al
wording, modifying Al output, rejecting unsuitable suggestions, asking for explanation, comparing
Al feedback with teacher feedback, and maintaining or losing control over meaning. These codes
were then grouped into focused categories such as product-oriented prompting, selective uptake,
dependence on Al fluency, diagnostic use of ChatGPT, and regulated prompting. The second layer
was Activity Theory-informed. At this stage, the focused categories were interpreted in relation to
mediation, object, rules, community, division of labor, and contradiction. This second layer helped
examine how ChatGPT changed the distribution of writing work and how tensions emerged between
producing a polished paragraph and developing academic writing competence. Table 3 summarizes the
analytic procedure.

Table 3. Summary of the Data Analysis Procedure

Analysis cycle Main analytic focus Examples of codes/categories Main data sources

Cycle 1: Coding Identifying what Brainstorming, outlining, topic sentence ChatGPT logs,

practical uses of  students used revision, grammar correction, vocabulary  draft-revision pairs,

ChatGPT ChatGPT for during  improvement, sentence reformulation, reflective logs
writing tasks coherence improvement, cohesion repair,

idea expansion, feedback seeking,
translation, style improvement, full-text
generation

(Continued)
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Analysis cycle Main analytic focus Examples of codes/categories Main data sources
Cycle 2: Examining Accepting suggestions, modifying ChatGPT logs,
Coding student how students Al-generated text, rejecting suggestions,  revised paragraphs,
responses to Al treated ChatGPT copying closely, asking for clarification, reflective logs,
output suggestions comparing Al feedback with teacher semi-structured
feedback, questioning Al accuracy, interviews,
using ChatGPT to avoid difficult writing stimulated recall
decisions interviews

Cycle 3: Activity  Identifying tensions ~ Learning versus outsourcing, assistance  Full dataset,

Theory-informed  in the writing activity = versus dependence, teacher expectations including interviews,

interpretation system versus Al suggestions, Al fluency writing artifacts,
versus student voice, correction versus ChatGPT records,
understanding, academic integrity versus  field notes
convenience

Themes were developed by comparing evidence across interviews, ChatGPT logs, reflective accounts,
draft-revision pairs, stimulated recall interviews, and field notes. The first research question was
addressed mainly through patterns identified in Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, while the second research ques-
tion was addressed through the Activity Theory-informed interpretation in Cycle 3. Particular atten-
tion was given to convergence and divergence across data sources. For example, a student claim that
ChatGPT was used only as support was checked against the prompt record, the degree of textual
overlap between draft and revision, and the stimulated recall explanation. Similarly, evidence of more
regulated use was retained only when it was visible in both the interaction record and the student
explanation of the revision decision. Divergent cases, including cases where students continued to
depend heavily on Al-generated wording, were retained in the analysis rather than forced into a linear
developmental pattern.

Trustworthiness was supported through triangulation, reflexive memo writing, peer debriefing, and an
audit trail. Triangulation was achieved by comparing what students said in interviews and reflections
with what they wrote in drafts and what they recorded in ChatGPT logs. Reflexive memos were written
during coding and theme development to document analytic decisions and researcher assumptions.
An audit trail was maintained through organized records of data collection procedures, coding deci-
sions, theme development, and selected examples from the dataset. Themes were retained only when
they were supported by more than one type of data, and representative excerpts were selected from
interviews, reflective logs, ChatGPT interactions, and writing samples. During the later stage of anal-
ysis, selected coded excerpts and theme interpretations were discussed among the authors to examine
whether the interpretations were adequately supported by the dataset. These discussions focused par-
ticularly on uncertain cases, such as whether a revision represented selective uptake, close copying, or
emerging appropriation. The purpose was not to calculate inter-coder reliability, which is not required
in reflexive thematic analysis, but to strengthen interpretive transparency and reduce overdependence
on a single reading of the data.

Findings

Three major themes were identified from the analysis. These themes explain how ChatGPT entered
students’ academic writing activity, how dependence on Al became both a practical support and a
learning risk, and how teacher mediation helped regulate the use of ChatGPT within the course. The
findings are presented through thematic interpretation, cross-case patterns, and selected process-level
evidence from ChatGPT logs, draft-revision pairs, reflective writing logs, stimulated recall interviews,
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Table 4. Cross-case Patterns in ChatGPT-mediated Writing Practices

Pattern identified Main evidence in the dataset Interpretation

across the course

Broad product-oriented Early logs included requests such as ChatGPT was initially positioned as

prompting in early tasks  “write a paragraph,” “make it academic,” or a substitute for difficult composing
“correct my paragraph.” work.

Close uptake of Several early draft-revision pairs showed The tool improved visible fluency,

Al-generated wording revised sentences that were close to but student control over wording
ChatGPT output. was sometimes limited.

Task-specific prompting  Later prompts asked about topic sentence  Students began to use ChatGPT

in later tasks clarity, supporting details, paragraph more diagnostically and selectively.
connection, or whether one idea was
unrelated.

Modification of Al Some students changed Al wording to fit Al output became a source of

suggestions classroom topics, personal examples, major- options rather than a final text.
related content, or paragraph purpose.

Continued dependence A smaller group continued to rely on Movement toward appropriation

on Al wording ChatGPT for academic vocabulary, idea was uneven rather than complete.
development, or sentence reformulation.

Teacher-regulated Al use Logs and reflections showed later Classroom rules and teacher
restrictions such as “do not write full modeling reorganized the division
paragraph” or “do not rewrite.” of labor between student and Al.

and teacher field notes. Table 4 provides a cross-case overview of the main patterns identified across
the ten participants. The table is not intended to quantify the study statistically, but to make the spread
of the qualitative patterns more transparent.

From Substitution to Scaffolding: Developing Al-use Literacy in Academic Writing

The first theme concerns the gradual change in how students used ChatGPT during the academic
writing course. In the early weeks, students mostly approached ChatGPT as a product-generating or
correction tool. Their interaction logs showed broad prompts such as “write a paragraph,” “correct
my paragraph,” “make it academic,” or “improve my writing.” These prompts suggested that students
were not yet using ChatGPT to think through writing problems, but often expected the tool to solve the
problem for them. This early pattern was connected to their proficiency and limited confidence in aca-
demic writing. Students found paragraph writing difficult because they had to control topic sentences,
supporting details, grammar, vocabulary, coherence, and academic style at the same time.

“At the beginning, I did not know how to start the paragraph. I wrote the topic in
ChatGPT and asked it to write one paragraph. I thought this was helpful because the
paragraph was better than mine.” (S2, mid-course interview)

“I used ChatGPT first for correcting grammar. I just wrote, ‘correct my paragraph.’[
did not know how to ask about topic sentence or supporting details. I only wanted the
paragraph to be correct.” (84, semi-structured interview)

“Sometimes I copied the sentence because it sounded academic. I knew the meaning
generally, but I could not write like that by myself.” (S6, stimulated recall interview)
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The ChatGPT interaction logs and draft-revision pairs supported these accounts. In several early tasks,
revised paragraphs became more fluent and grammatically accurate after ChatGPT use, but some revi-
sions were close to Al-generated output. During stimulated recall interviews, students could often
explain the general meaning of the revised paragraph but had difficulty explaining why particular lexi-
cal or syntactic changes had been made. ChatGPT therefore improved the visible quality of some texts
before students had developed full control over the revisions.

A representative early example comes from S3 in second week. The task required students to write a
paragraph about the role of technology in language learning. S3 used ChatGPT before developing an
independent paragraph structure and asked for a complete academic paragraph. However, the subse-
quent revision was not pure copying because the student selected parts of the Al response and removed
content that did not fit the class discussion.

Table 5. Process Evidence from Early Product-oriented ChatGPT Use

Writing-process element Evidence from S3, Week 2

Student prompt “I need write a short paragraph about [how] technology helps language
learning. Please give me [a] good academic paragraph, not long, with topic
sentence and examples.”

ChatGPT response Technology plays an important role in language learning because it gives

excerpt students access to many educational resources. For example, learners can
use online dictionaries, grammar websites, videos, and language-learning
applications to improve their English outside the classroom.

Submitted paragraph Technology plays an important role in language learning because it gives
students lots of access to much useful learning resources. By online
dictionaries for example, educational videos, and language-learning apps,
these students can improve vocabulary and their grammar. These tools also
can make learning more easy because students can continue practicing
English at home when they are not in the classroom.

Reflective account | first asked ChatGPT because | did not know how to make my paragraph
academic. | used and copied its organization [i.e. the paragraph written by Al
tool], but | changed some examples and words in my own paragraph. | think
ChatGPT help[ed] me write better, but | still need to learn how to make this
structure by myself.

This example illustrates the early form of mediation in the activity system. ChatGPT helped S3 move
from a simple draft to a more organized paragraph, but the object of activity was still mainly the pro-
duction of a more acceptable text. The reflective account also shows an emerging distinction between
using Al to improve a paragraph and learning how to construct such a paragraph independently.

Across the course, this pattern changed for several participants. As students completed repeated writ-
ing tasks and received teacher guidance on paragraph unity, topic sentences, supporting details, coher-
ence, and academic style, their prompts became more focused. Instead of asking ChatGPT to produce
a complete paragraph, some students began asking whether their topic sentence was clear, whether
supporting details were related to the main idea, whether a sentence was too informal, or how two
ideas could be connected more logically.

“Later I understood that I should write first. Then I can ask ChatGPT about one
problem. For example, I asked if my topic sentence is clear. This was more useful than
asking it to write everything.” (S1, final semi-structured interview)
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“In the first tasks, my prompts were very general. After teacher showed examples, [
asked more exact questions. I asked ChatGPT, ‘Are my examples connected to my main
idea?’ Then I could understand my problem better.” (S8, reflective writing log)

“I did not use all the answer. I asked ChatGPT to give one more supporting detail, but
I changed it because the example was not from my own experience.” (S5, stimulated
recall interview)

In the early tasks, revision often meant accepting a corrected or rewritten version. In later tasks, some
students used ChatGPT to compare alternatives, clarify why a sentence was weak, or evaluate whether
the paragraph was coherent. Reflective writing logs also showed growing awareness of the difference
between using ChatGPT to finish a task and using it to learn from the task.

“When ChatGPT only corrected my sentence, I did not learn much. So I started to ask,
‘Why is this sentence wrong?’ Then I could see the grammar problem.” (S3, reflective
writing log)

“The Al sentence was more beautiful, but it was not exactly my idea. I used only part of
it and kept my meaning.” (S10, stimulated recall interview)

“I learned that ChatGPT is useful when I know what I want. If [ only say ‘make it
better,’ it changes many things and I become confused.” (S8, final semi-structured
interview)

This theme shows that ChatGPT was first taken up as a substitute for difficult writing work but gradu-
ally became a scaffold for more specific writing problems for several participants. In Activity Theory
terms, the mediational role of ChatGPT changed over time. At first, the tool tended to take over parts of
the writing activity. Later, it began to mediate students’ engagement with the object of academic writ-
ing by helping them notice problems, compare choices, and revise more consciously. This movement
was not complete, but it indicated a developing form of Al-use literacy within the course.

Dependence as Shortcut and Tension: Learning Responsibility Under Al Convenience

The second theme concerns the tension between the practical usefulness of ChatGPT and the risk of
dependence. Students repeatedly described ChatGPT as helpful because it reduced the difficulty of
academic writing. It helped them find vocabulary, correct grammar, generate ideas, organize para-
graphs, and make their texts sound more academic. For intermediate EFL students, these forms of
support addressed real difficulties. However, the same convenience also created a central tension in the
activity system: ChatGPT helped students produce better-looking paragraphs, but it could also reduce
their responsibility for making writing decisions themselves.

“When I cannot find academic words, I ask ChatGPT. It gives better words very fast.
Without it, I spend much time and still [ am not sure.” (S7, semi-structured interview)

“The difficult part for me is supporting details. Sometimes I have an idea, but I cannot
develop it. ChatGPT gives examples, and then I can continue.” (S9, reflective writing log)

“I used ChatGPT more when the topic was difficult. If I had no idea, I asked it to give
me points. It helped me, but sometimes the points were not really my thinking.” (S3,
mid-course interview)
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The draft-revision pairs showed how this dependence worked in practice (Table 6). In some cases,
students’ initial drafts were short, underdeveloped, or grammatically problematic, while their revised
paragraphs became much more fluent after ChatGPT use. At the same time, stimulated recall inter-
views revealed that students did not always understand the changes fully. Some accepted Al sugges-
tions because they sounded “better,” “more academic,” or “more correct,” even when they could not
explain the specific change. For example, this was the case for one of the participants in the fourth
week illustrates this tension clearly. The writing topic was advantages and disadvantages of online
education. S4 had an initial paragraph with relevant ideas, including studying from home and internet
problems, but the student asked ChatGPT to make the paragraph academic and add a disadvantage.
The revised version became more fluent, yet the student’s reflective account suggested dependence on
Al wording because the Al sentence was accepted mainly because it sounded better.

Table 6. Process Evidence of Dependence on Fluent AI Output

Writing-process Evidence from S4, Week 4

element

Initial draft “Online education has advantages and disadvantages. It is good because students
can study at home. They do not need go to university every time. But online education
also has problem. Some students do not listen carefully and internet sometimes not
work.”

Student prompt “Make this text [my paragraph] academic. My paragraph is too simple. Also add one

sentence about disadvantage.”

ChatGPT response  Online education provides flexibility because students can learn from different places
and manage their own schedules. However, it may reduce direct interaction between
teachers and students, which can make some learners feel less supported.

Final submitted Online education has some advantages and some disadvantages for university

version students. One important advantage that should be talked about is its flexibility
because many students can study from home and manage their time more easily.
However, online education may reduce direct interaction between teachers and their
students. Also, internet problems and connections can interrupt learning and make
lessons difficult to follow.

Reflective account  “ChatGPT made my paragraph more academic. | added many sentences because
my own paragraph was simple and short. After teacher gave me feedback | saw that
some sentences were not so good, so | added internet problem because it was my
own idea.”

This example shows that dependence was not a simple case of misuse. S4 already had relevant content
in the initial draft, but lacked the linguistic resources to express it in academic form. ChatGPT there-
fore functioned as a shortcut to academic fluency. The tension appeared when the Al version became
more authoritative than the student’s own idea development. The later addition of the internet-problem
sentence after teacher feedback shows how teacher mediation helped return part of the writing respon-
sibility to the student.

“I accepted this sentence because it sounded better. But when I read it again, I was
not sure about one word. I knew the general meaning, but not exactly.” (§4, stimulated
recall interview)

“ChatGPT made my paragraph very formal. I liked it, but some words were not words 1
usually use. I think maybe it was too high for my level.” (S10, semi-structured interview)
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“Sometimes I used the Al version because I thought it must be correct. Later I saw that
it changed my idea a little.” (S6, reflective writing log)

This pattern revealed a tension between fluency and ownership. Students wanted their paragraphs to
sound academic, but they also felt uncertain when the final text no longer sounded like their own writ-
ing. Some students believed that a text remained theirs if they wrote the first draft and used ChatGPT
only for correction. Others felt less ownership when ChatGPT changed sentence structure, vocabulary,
or supporting details too much.

“If I write first and ChatGPT only corrects grammar, 1 feel it is my writing. But if it
changes many sentences, I feel maybe it is not completely mine.” (S1, final semi-structured
interview)

“I think it is my paragraph when I choose and change the suggestions. But if I copy all,
then it is ChatGPT paragraph.” (S5, stimulated recall interview)

“The problem is that Al writes better than me. When I see the better version, I want
to use it. But then I ask myself if I learned something or only copied.” (S8, reflective
writing log)

The central contradiction was therefore between two possible objects of the writing activity. One
object was to produce a polished paragraph that looked accurate and academic. ChatGPT supported
this object quickly. The other object was to develop academic writing competence through planning,
drafting, revising, and understanding writing choices. This object required slower and more active
engagement. When students used ChatGPT to avoid difficult composing decisions, the first object
became dominant. When they used ChatGPT to ask for explanation, evaluate alternatives, or revise
their own drafts, the two objects became more aligned.

The data also showed that students’ dependence did not develop in the same way. Around half of the
participants moved toward more regulated ChatGPT use, while a smaller group of two or three stu-
dents continued to rely heavily on Al-generated wording, especially for vocabulary, idea development,
and sentence reformulation. Their logs continued to include broad prompts and large-scale rewriting.
Other students gradually moved toward more regulated use. They wrote their own first drafts, used
ChatGPT for specific problems, rejected suggestions that changed their meaning, and avoided words
they could not explain.

“Now I use ChatGPT after my own writing. Before, I asked it to write first. I think this
is different because now I have my own paragraph and Al only helps me improve it.”
(S5, final semi-structured interview)

“I still need ChatGPT for grammar, but I do not copy everything. If I do not understand
the sentence, I do not use it.” (S8, reflective writing log)

“For me, it is still difficult because the Al version is always better. I try to change it, but
sometimes I depend on it too much.” (S6, final semi-structured interview)

This theme shows that dependence was not simply a negative outcome. It was a practical response to
the difficulty of academic writing, but it became problematic when the tool reduced students’ respon-
sibility for understanding and controlling their texts. In Activity Theory terms, ChatGPT changed the
division of labor in the writing activity. Parts of idea generation, language selection, organization, and
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revision were transferred from the student to the tool. The major tension concerned how much of this
redistribution functioned as scaffolding and how much became outsourcing.

Teacher-mediated Appropriation: Reorganizing the Al-supported Writing Activity System

The third theme concerns the role of teacher mediation in shaping students’ movement toward more
productive use of ChatGPT. The data showed that students did not automatically learn to use ChatGPT
effectively because they had access to it on their smartphones or laptops. Access made Al support avail-
able, but teacher mediation made its use more pedagogically meaningful. Teacher guidance, Al-use
rules, prompt modeling, feedback, and classroom dialogue helped students distinguish support from
substitution and encouraged them to treat ChatGPT output as something to evaluate rather than copy.

At the beginning of the course, students were uncertain about acceptable Al use. Some thought any
use of ChatGPT might be considered cheating. Others believed that using Al was acceptable as long as
they changed a few words. These uncertainties were visible in the interviews and teacher field notes.
Students needed explicit guidance on what kinds of Al support were permitted and why they had to
keep records of their prompts, responses, and revisions.

“Before teacher explained, I did not know if using ChatGPT was cheating. Then 1
understood that we can use it, but we must show how we used it.”’ (S2, mid-course
interview)

“Teacher said ChatGPT can help, but it cannot be the writer. After that I tried to write
first and use ChatGPT after my draft.” (S7, reflective writing log)

“At first, I thought if I change some words, it becomes my paragraph. In class, we
discussed that I must understand and control the paragraph.” (S9, stimulated recall
interview)

The Al-use rules created boundaries around tool use. Students were required to write an initial draft,
keep ChatGPT records, and explain their revisions. These procedures made Al use visible and account-
able. Several students reported that the requirement to submit interaction logs and reflective writing
logs made them more careful because they could not simply copy Al output without explanation.

“Because we had to submit the ChatGPT log, I became more careful. I could not only
copy. I had to write why I used the suggestion.” (S1, final semi-structured interview)

“The reflective log made me think about my use. Sometimes I saw that I used ChatGPT
too much, and I did not learn from that part.” (84, reflective writing log)

“When teacher asked us to explain the change, I started to ask ChatGPT for explana-
tion, not only correction.” (S5, final semi-structured interview)

Teacher feedback also helped students evaluate ChatGPT output. The interviews and stimulated
recall data showed that students often trusted ChatGPT because its responses were fluent and confi-
dent. However, classroom discussion and teacher feedback helped them notice that Al suggestions
were not always appropriate for the task. ChatGPT sometimes added general statements, changed the
intended meaning, used vocabulary beyond the student level, or weakened paragraph unity. When the
teacher drew attention to these problems, students began to understand that fluency did not always
mean suitability.
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“ChatGPT gave me a good sentence, but teacher showed that it was not connected to
my topic sentence. I did not notice because the grammar was correct.” (S3, stimulated
recall interview)

“The Al sentence was more academic, but it changed my meaning. After teacher explained
this, I checked meaning first, not only grammar.” (S8, final semi-structured interview)

“Teacher feedback was more connected to our lesson. ChatGPT corrected many things,
but sometimes not the main problem.” (S6, semi-structured interview)

The clearest evidence of teacher-mediated regulation appeared in later prompts where students explic-
itly restricted ChatGPT’s role (Table 7). For example, S8 in week 8 asked ChatGPT not to rewrite the
paragraph but only to check whether the supporting details were connected to the topic sentence. This
kind of prompt differed from the broad rewriting requests seen in earlier tasks.

Table 7. Process Evidence of Regulated ChatGPT Use

Writing-process Evidence from S8, Week 8
element

Initial draft excerpt  “Independent learners do not wait for teacher. They plan their study, check their
mistakes, and use resources. Time management is also important. If students are
independent, they can learn better because they know what they need.”

Student prompt “Please check connection between topic sentence and details. Dont rewrite my
paragraph. Just tell me if there is a problem.”

ChatGPT response “Your first and third supporting details are clearly connected to independent learning.
excerpt The second detail about time management is related, but you need to explain how
managing time helps students take responsibility for their own learning.”

Final submitted University students can become more independent learners if they plan their study

version carefully, check their own mistakes in their writing or speaking, and when they use
different learning resources and tools outside the classroom effectively and frequently.
Moreover, time management is also very important and supports independent
learning because students learn to organize their progress without waiting for teacher
reminders. These can help learners take more responsibility for their development.

Reflective account  “This time | used ChatGPT only for checking. It said my time management idea
needed more explanation. | revised myself. This was better because ChatGPT did not
write instead of me.”

This episode shows a more developed form of appropriation because the student defined the role of
the tool before receiving the response. ChatGPT was not asked to generate or rewrite the paragraph; it
was asked to diagnose a specific problem. The division of labor was therefore reorganized: the student
remained responsible for the paragraph, ChatGPT provided limited diagnostic feedback, and the final
revision was completed by the student.

The repeated writing cycle was also important. Students drafted, used ChatGPT, revised, reflected, and
discussed their writing across six topics. This repetition gave them opportunities to compare different
kinds of Al use and to revise their practices. For some students, appropriation developed through this
repeated cycle. They began to use ChatGPT after writing their own drafts, ask narrower questions,
check whether suggestions matched teacher feedback, and avoid accepting sentences they did not
understand.
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“After some tasks, I had a method. First, [ write my paragraph. Then I ask about topic
sentence or grammar. I do not ask ChatGPT to write the whole paragraph now.” (S1,
final semi-structured interview)

“I learned that ChatGPT is useful when I know my problem. If [ do not know my problem,
it gives many answers and I become confused.” (S8, reflective writing log)

“In the last tasks, I used ChatGPT like a helper. But I still needed teacher because
teacher knows what we study in class.” (84, final semi-structured interview)

Table 8 summarizes how teacher mediation operated across the course. These forms of mediation did

not eliminate dependence, but they made Al use more visible, discussable, and accountable within the
classroom activity system.

Table 8. Teacher Mediation and Regulation of ChatGPT Use

Form of teacher Classroom function Evidence in student practice

mediation

Al-use rules Established boundaries between Students were required to draft, keep logs, and
support and substitution explain Al-supported changes

Prompt modeling Showed differences between broad Later prompts included restrictions such as “do
rewriting prompts and focused writing not write full paragraph” or “do not rewrite”
questions

Teacher Helped students evaluate whether Al Students revised Al-generated sentences that

feedback suggestions matched task goals were fluent but too general or not connected to

the paragraph

Reflective logs Required students to explain Students reported noticing when they had
acceptance, modification, or rejection of used ChatGPT too much or accepted wording
Al suggestions they could not explain

Classroom Made authorship, fluency, suitability, Students began distinguishing correction from

dialogue and responsibility open topics of learning and polished wording from ownership
discussion

This theme shows that appropriation was not produced by the tool alone. It emerged through the
organization of the course activity system. Teacher rules clarified acceptable use, teacher feedback
helped students judge Al suggestions, reflective logs required students to explain their decisions, and
classroom dialogue made the limits of Al output visible. In Activity Theory terms, teacher mediation
reshaped the rules and division of labor in the system. ChatGPT remained a powerful mediational tool,
but the teacher helped prevent it from replacing the object of the course. Instead, Al use was gradually
redirected toward the development of academic writing competence.

Discussion

This study examined how ChatGPT was taken up as writing support within an Uzbek university academic
writing course and what tensions shaped students’ movement from Al assistance toward appropriation.
The findings showed that ChatGPT did not enter the writing course as a stable or uniformly used tool.
In the early writing tasks, students often used it to generate paragraphs, correct grammar, make language
more academic, or reduce the difficulty of beginning a text. Across the course, however, several students
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began to use ChatGPT more selectively, especially for checking topic sentences, developing supporting
ideas, diagnosing coherence problems, asking for explanations, and revising specific parts of their own
drafts. This pattern indicates that Al-mediated writing support should not be understood only in terms
of the technical affordances of ChatGPT. Its pedagogical value depends on how students position the
tool within the writing activity, how much responsibility they retain over meaning and revision, and how
classroom rules and teacher mediation shape the division of labor between student and Al.

The first finding concerns the movement from broad substitution-oriented use toward more scaffolded
uses of ChatGPT. This finding is consistent with research showing that ChatGPT can support L2 writ-
ing by providing immediate help with brainstorming, grammar, vocabulary, organization, revision,
and feedback (Mahapatra, 2024; Meniado et al., 2024; Song & Song, 2023; Teng, 2024; Yan, 2023). It
also aligns with recent studies showing that Al-mediated writing support becomes more useful when
embedded in structured writing tasks rather than treated as unrestricted text generation (Al-Sofi, 2026;
Emerson et al., 2026; Fadilah, 2026; Phuong Linh et al., 2026; Tran, 2026). The present study adds a
process-oriented account of how this shift occurred in a classroom activity system. Students did not
simply become better Al users because they had repeated access to ChatGPT. Their prompts became
more focused when they had clearer writing goals, teacher-modeled examples of useful prompts, and
repeated opportunities to compare Al output with their own drafts and classroom expectations. This
suggests that Al-use literacy in L2 writing is closely tied to writing knowledge itself. Students could
ask better questions of ChatGPT when they better understood topic sentences, supporting details,
coherence, cohesion, and revision.

The second finding concerns dependence as both a practical resource and a learning risk. For interme-
diate EFL writers, dependence on ChatGPT was not merely a sign of misuse. It reflected real linguistic
and rhetorical constraints, including limited vocabulary, uncertainty about academic style, weak con-
trol over sentence structure, and difficulty developing supporting ideas. In this respect, the findings
extend second language writing research that treats academic writing as a demanding process involving
language control, rhetorical organization, feedback interpretation, and revision (Ferris, 2014; Hyland,
2019; Manchon, 2011; Silva, 1993). At the same time, the data showed that ChatGPT could produce
fluent and apparently authoritative revisions that students were not always able to explain or control.
This finding supports earlier concerns that Al-generated feedback and revision may be generic, exces-
sive, inaccurate, weakly contextualized, or difficult for learners to evaluate (Guo & Wang, 2024; Lin
& Crosthwaite, 2024; Steiss et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). The important point is that dependence
should not be treated as a single problem. It functioned as scaffolding when students used ChatGPT
to notice problems, request explanations, compare alternatives, and revise their own drafts. It became
closer to outsourcing when students accepted Al wording mainly because it sounded better, when they
could not explain the revised language, or when the Al version displaced their intended meaning. From
an Activity Theory perspective, this pattern reveals a contradiction between two objects of the writing
activity. One object was to produce an acceptable academic paragraph that sounded accurate, fluent,
and organized. ChatGPT supported this object quickly and visibly. The other object was to develop
academic writing competence through planning, drafting, revising, and understanding writing choices.
This object required slower and more reflective engagement. The tension between these two objects
explains why ChatGPT could be experienced as both helpful and problematic. It reduced the burden of
writing, but it also redistributed parts of the writing work from the student to the tool. The pedagogical
issue was therefore not whether students used ChatGPT, but which parts of the writing process were
delegated to it and whether students could still account for their decisions.

The third finding highlights teacher mediation as the key condition that made ChatGPT use more
pedagogically meaningful. The study showed that access to ChatGPT did not automatically produce
responsible or developmentally useful writing practices. Students needed classroom rules that clarified
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acceptable Al use, prompt modeling that showed how to ask focused writing questions, feedback that
helped them evaluate Al output, and reflective logs that required them to explain accepted, modified,
or rejected suggestions. This finding supports previous work suggesting that generative Al has greater
pedagogical value when integrated into structured instruction and human feedback ecologies (Asadi et
al., 2025; Ghafouri et al., 2024; Guo & Wang, 2024; Song & Song, 2023). It also extends process-ori-
ented research on Al-assisted L2 writing by showing how teacher mediation can reorganize the divi-
sion of labor within a writing course (Jacob et al., 2024; Koltovskaia et al., 2024; Zou et al., 2025).
The teacher did not simply allow or prohibit Al use. Rather, teacher mediation made Al use visible,
discussable, and accountable through the combined effect of rules, prompt modeling, reflective logs,
and feedback. This point is important because the study does not show that one form of mediation
independently caused appropriation; instead, it shows that students’ more regulated Al use emerged
from the configuration of mediational practices organized across the course.

The findings also contribute to current debates on authorship and academic integrity in Al-supported
writing. Students did not define authorship only according to whether ChatGPT had been used. Instead,
they linked ownership to drafting first, choosing suggestions, modifying Al output, preserving intended
meaning, avoiding words they could not explain, and being able to justify revisions. This suggests that
authorship in Al-mediated L2 writing may be better understood as control over meaning and revision
responsibility rather than as a simple distinction between human writing and Al writing. Such a view
does not remove concerns about academic integrity, but it shifts attention toward pedagogical practices
that help students document, evaluate, and explain Al-supported writing decisions. In this study, reflec-
tive logs, stimulated recall, teacher feedback, and prompt restrictions helped make authorship a matter
of accountable participation in the writing process.

The findings have several pedagogical implications for Al-mediated academic writing instruction.
First, teachers should avoid treating ChatGPT either as a prohibited shortcut or as a neutral writing
assistant. The results suggest that productive use depends on how the tool is positioned within the
writing task. Students benefit when they are asked to draft first, identify a specific writing problem,
and use ChatGPT for limited support rather than full-text generation. Second, Al-use rules should
be procedural rather than only moral. Instead of simply warning students not to plagiarize, teachers
can require prompt records, draft-revision pairs, reflective notes, and short explanations of accepted,
modified, and rejected suggestions. Such procedures help make Al-supported writing visible and allow
teachers to distinguish scaffolding from outsourcing. Third, prompt modeling should be integrated
into writing pedagogy. Students need examples of questions that ask ChatGPT to check coherence,
explain grammar, compare sentence versions, or identify unrelated supporting details, because these
prompts keep the student in control of the writing process. Fourth, teacher feedback remains central
because ChatGPT may improve sentence fluency while missing paragraph unity, task relevance, level
appropriateness, or intended meaning. For this reason, Al feedback should be treated as one feedback
source within a wider classroom ecology rather than as a replacement for teacher response. Finally,
Al-use literacy should be taught as part of academic writing development. Learners need support
not only in using ChatGPT, but also in deciding when not to use it, when to keep simpler student-
owned wording, and how to explain why a revision improves the text without weakening authorial
responsibility.

Conclusion
This study showed that ChatGPT-mediated academic writing among Uzbek university EFL students

involved a partial and uneven movement from substitution-oriented use toward more regulated
appropriation. Students initially relied on ChatGPT to generate, correct, or rewrite text because academic
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writing exceeded their confidence and available linguistic resources. Across the course, repeated writing
tasks, teacher guidance, Al-use rules, reflective logs, and classroom discussion helped several students
use ChatGPT more selectively for explanation, idea development, coherence checking, and revision.
The findings indicate that ChatGPT does not automatically support academic writing development
through access alone. Its pedagogical value depends on whether learners are guided to evaluate,
regulate, and explain Al-supported writing decisions. The study is limited by its small sample, single
institutional context, short course duration, and reliance on classroom-generated qualitative data. The
teacher-researcher role also requires cautious interpretation, although multiple data sources were used
to compare student accounts with logs, drafts, stimulated recall explanations, and field notes. Future
research should examine larger and more diverse EFL contexts, compare different proficiency levels,
and follow learners over longer periods to understand how Al-use literacy develops over time. Further
studies should also investigate how different forms of teacher mediation, including prompt modeling,
draft-first rules, Al-use logs, and feedback comparison, influence authorship awareness and writing
development in Al-mediated academic writing.
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