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Abstract

Language loss, in the setting of increasing globalization and growing diaspora communities of
Chinese descent, is also often treated as evidence of cultural dissolution. Informed by the Sinophone
framework and theories of language shift and cultural memory, we explore the Thai movie How to
make Millions Before Grandma Dies in order to understand how Thaichinese families create a kind of
cultural return in a linguistic condition of rupture. In addressing these themes and language choice, the
chapter employs qualitative textual analysis, narrative analysis and symbolical interpretation of
language use, interaction and emotional expression across three generations. The grandparent
generation keep Teochew and deep Chinese culture memory, whilst the parent between Chinese and
Thai language/value. The grandchild generation is completely Thai-assimilated and in a post-
Sinophone condition. The article contends that language transmission ends but culture gets
reproduced in embodied practices, kinship rituals, celebrations of the seasonal cycle, religious
celebration and affective relationships.
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BIRRAIE N e 2R B, TERFEALIIIE O T 28 R B BT 48, /)22 5 B B e A It i 3 N
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'V (S HmBEBEY  OGE (FTEERISMNRY »  (LEIERSMER) ;. (How to Make Millions Before Grandma Dies) 2 1% 4>
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DAB O N OIS B E Bz Ot 7e, sRai L hoh. 25 258, SHu0#EE A& 5
(GEEE, 2013) o R EERE RS2 O AT A AR A — A% 0y, EEAAE P 11
¥, sEIS AR BRSO IS B, SRARES S RE S I HED, RESUHI Z AR R H 2
RO M . EULAESE TR, WpmEE AR O EREES, HBEE., Mg BE
A TE B R A B T AR A RS HE R RE R — 8y (SR &K, 2011) o Ang (2011) 2 H 78 nr i B 7t 77 [
K [ASASCHEN ] EERE A RIS B, RO 52 LR B A R RSOz, (R
AN, N—EERLEE TIPS REENRGT: RB2 50 REEE =R RE A,
AP RS FH 288 A £ ZNEIERE S, AT A IER LT, BBIEATsE EEEEA T
B, BRI EHG, (HLE H A el f7 H A AE R R DL R A% 30 AR AR R
e NEFEE. Bk, BEAEHRESHMRERE, EE SRR LR, Btk s
AEEE (GBFESE, 2011, 2013) o 1F (EFREE WS HiAE SRR IEEEE M MhER
RRBEEN, RGBS AE . R, [EAEBAE TR B g, B A SR R ZIR
B R BT R M AR, ldn; RSN &y [ B | A2 L6t 22 1 ISR Al el B 2 2
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EHE(E, 2024),

2. FEHREEEEY

A S % (language shift) Atk & &5 5 ERGT IR GG 5 M0 A0 1 S 2R A 2
i, EEREDBERRE, SRR ST E T REHE SR, e
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Af e T S H PR SO, 5R ST R T IR SLRC R g s dl, DRI B SO SGE 5 A
AR AL fa bk

3. XAECIREL AR ]

FCIBAN MG, T [FEfE] B [Eel] 1, BHARrSEn R EAILFEmEE, &
B e SOR, B REPHEREE R d, AR AN ) EE
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BRI AR, Bl FER . AR S AR, ERE SRS R AR — P
WA R —H SRR | R . BAEER A TEER EREAE ST . DM AR A, AIERS BB H
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AW LA I 5 SO LR R J6 A, 0T (& PhaRE B ) A phan e 7E
B[ (1) B AN . N A LR HE B
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BESRIEGEEL T S AR T, (HiF 2 RAETAERE . Ak EHSERE, DA, R
PGB BB P 4R TN | I EGEAE RS, 2011 EJEE, 2013) . B (&5
SR ST R | RIIRE, (AR s A EEEE 5 B R T SCARR ) 50E B SO Ah [ml iR ) 1)
BRG], A E— P A BRI A B, BRI RS S A T
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AANDARIE ST, SEmBIERBE 7S, 1 (5SS 7255, HIREE
i (A% 00 58 SR A AE AT SLAR S P SCAL ThRE, B [ SCfbiEfh ] o WIRIEEEE S iR, £
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it BRSSO T B IS R R R . AR AR R A T (SR
B BURG) H AR s AR R AU SR AL JRE sk B A e IRAR AR . T AR ST BT S AR AL AR 2R
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M S EAR HERRRE ST, 58 5 W e 1 R L Eh b BT

NOCHKIE D EARE S 25N, AR, B, AR B A T dn
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RERMR IR, SE BRI S e R 2 T FIRIARIA, DI, DLREsCERAEnT U
ACRE B R, R SRR P B B8 pald T B2 3 (1 SRR
23 FHPFERTEER
FARZE R, RSB AIRCIE: A P&927 02200, AR RS EEEE
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Abstract

The rapid growth of generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAl) has influenced writing practices in
higher education, particularly in EFL contexts. While GenAl can support grammar and vocabulary,
unstructured use may reduce students’ independent analysis and writing ownership. This study
examined the effects of a structured instructional flow, “Write First, AI Coach Later,” on students’
statistical report writing performance and satisfaction. The participants were 49 English-major
undergraduate students studying at a private university in Thailand. A one-group pre-test—post-test design
was employed. Students completed a statistical report writing task by drafting independently first and then
using GenAl as a revision coach through a compare-and-revise process. Writing performance was
assessed using a 30-point rubric, and student satisfaction was measured using a 12-item Likert-scale
questionnaire with three open-ended questions (Cronbach’s a = .94). Results showed that post-test
writing scores (M = 22.14, SD = 6.55) were higher than pre-test scores (M = 15.75, SD = 1.94), with
a mean gain of 6.39 points. A conservative paired-samples estimate based on summary statistics
indicated that the improvement was statistically significant, t(48) = 6.55, p < .001. Questionnaire
results also indicated high satisfaction across perceived writing improvement (M = 4.31, SD = 0.67),
responsible Al use and learning ownership (M = 4.07, SD = 0.73), and confidence and transfer (M = 4.13,
SD = 0.73). Overall, the findings suggest that structured GenAl guidance can support revision-based
learning while maintaining students’ responsibility for interpretation and evidence-based explanation.

Keywords: Al-assisted Writing, Self-revision, EFL Writing; Al Literacy, Higher Education

Introduction

The rapid development of Artificial Intelligence (Al) tools for writing, such as ChatGPT, has
increasingly influenced writing education in higher education (Gabay et al., 2025; McDonald et al.,
2025). In English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts, these tools can provide useful support for
learners, particularly in grammar accuracy, vocabulary selection, and sentence improvement (Kohnke,
2024). As a result, many students can produce texts that appear more fluent and professional. However,
the same tools also introduce new risks in the learning process when students use Al as a replacement
for thinking rather than as support for improvement (Dang et al., 2024; Todd, 2025).

Writing ability develops through more than producing a final “correct” text (Liu et al., 2024).
It involves cognitive and learning processes such as planning ideas, selecting evidence, organizing
information, drafting, monitoring clarity, and revising. When students rely on Al to generate interpretations
and paragraphs instantly, they may skip these processes and focus only on submitting a complete
product (Gabay et al., 2025; McDonald et al., 2025). This pattern can lead to “shallow learning,”
where learners engage less deeply with content and become less responsible for managing their own
learning (BéreSova, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024). Over time, over-reliance may reduce self-regulated
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learning and weaken students’ independent problem-solving ability (Mohebbi, 2025). Therefore,
the key concern is not whether students use Al, but whether they learn to use it in ways that still
develop their own reasoning and writing competence.

This issue is especially important in statistical report writing, an advanced writing genre that
requires both language proficiency and analytical thinking (Uccelli, 2023). Statistical reports are
commonly used in business contexts to communicate findings from numerical data, such as sales
performance, customer satisfaction, or operational results (Black, 2023). To write an effective statistical
report, students must interpret charts and figures accurately, identify meaningful patterns, and explain
trends logically using evidence-based language (Black, 2023). They must also communicate in a
professional tone suitable for business stakeholders (Uccelli, 2023). In this way, statistical report writing is
not only a grammar task; it is a genre that integrates data literacy, reasoning, and professional
communication. For EFL learners, this genre can be challenging because it requires simultaneous
control of content interpretation and language expression (Zirak Haseeb Chicho & Muhammed Al-
Kassab, 2023).

In a Thai private-university context, undergraduate English programs commonly expect
students to develop professional language competence and lifelong learning habits (Dang et al., 2023;
Hakansson Lindqvist et al., 2024). In an Advanced Writing course, producing a statistical report is a
key requirement aligned with these expectations (Uccelli, 2023). Nevertheless, instructors have
observed a growing pattern of “prompt-and-paste” behavior. Rather than analyzing data independently,
some students ask Al to interpret charts, identify trends, and generate complete report drafts. In such
cases, the final writing may appear accurate and polished, but students’ understanding of the data and
their reasoning process may remain limited. This conflicts with course goals that emphasize critical
thinking, independent analysis, and ethical technology use.

At the same time, Al has become a strong trend in education, and students may perceive Al
use as automatically “smart” or “modern” (Chen et al., 2022; Shi et al., 2022). However, without
guidance, trend-based use can disrupt learning instead of supporting it (Kasman & Judijanto, 2024).
For language students in arts-based programs, the core value is not only producing text quickly, but
developing human communication skills, interpreting meaning, making judgments, selecting
appropriate evidence, and expressing ideas with responsibility and purpose (Sari, 2023; Todd, 2025).
These competencies are difficult to develop if students outsource the central thinking process to Al
(Todd, 2025). Therefore, it is necessary to teach students to use Al correctly: as a supportive tool that
helps refine and improve their work, while students remain the primary analysts and writers.

To respond to this need, the researcher designed a structured six-step teaching flow called
“Write First, Al Coach Later.” The main principle of this model is that students must complete the
first stage of analysis and drafting by themselves, and Al is introduced only after students produce an
initial report draft. Al is then positioned as a mentor to help students improve clarity, organization,
and professional tone, rather than replacing students’ reasoning. Accordingly, this study aims to
promote ethical and effective Al use in statistical report writing by protecting students’ independent
thinking while still allowing Al to function as a learning support.

Objectives of the Study

This study aimed to examine whether a structured Al-guided writing approach can strengthen
students’ learning in statistical report writing. While Al tools can support grammar and style,
uncontrolled “prompt-and-paste” use may reduce students’ independent analysis and ownership of
writing. Therefore, the six-step teaching flow “Write First, AI Coach Later” was implemented to
ensure that students first interpret data and draft independently, and then use Al only for revision

1405




The 16™ National and the 12% International PIM Conference 2026
April 29, 2026

support, such as enhancing textual clarity, strengthening organizational coherence, and refining
professional register. Based on this rationale, the following research hypothesis was tested, and the
research question was posed.

Research Hypothesis

HI1: After participating in the “Write First, AI Coach Later” instructional flow, students’
statistical report writing performance will be higher than before the intervention.

Research Question

RQ1: To what extent were students satisfied with the “Write First, Al Coach Later” teaching
flow and its usefulness for learning statistical report writing?

Research Framework

This study is guided by a process-oriented view of writing and recent research on structured
GenAl use in learning. The instructional intervention, “Write First, Al Coach Later,” represents the
independent variable and operationalizes a rule-based sequence in which students first interpret data
and draft independently and then use GenAl for revision-focused feedback. This sequencing is
consistent with research on self-regulated writing in revision, which emphasizes that learning gains
depend on how learners monitor and apply feedback during rewriting (Tian et al., 2022). It is also
aligned with recent work on Al literacy and self-regulated learning in GenAl-supported higher
education, which highlights the need for guided, reflective Al use to maintain learner agency and
responsible decision-making (Anders & Speltz, 2025; Shi et al., 2025). The dependent variables are
(1) statistical report writing performance measured by a rubric-based score and (2) student satisfaction
measured by a post-activity questionnaire. Overall, the framework assumes that separating drafting
from Al support preserves students’ responsibility for interpretation and evidence-based explanation
while enabling language-focused improvement during revision, consistent with evidence that Al-
assisted feedback can support revision and writing quality when used appropriately (Mekheimer,
2025; Tran, 2025).

Literature Review

1. Al-assisted writing in higher education

The rapid development of generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAl) has reshaped academic
writing practices in higher education (Gabay et al., 2025; Li & Wu, 2025). Al-assisted writing refers to the
use of Al tools to support one or more stages of the writing process, such as planning, drafting, revising,
and editing. In higher education, GenAl can generate suggestions, provide feedback, or refine language,
which may improve surface-level accuracy and fluency (Cardon et al., 2023). However, the learning
value of Al-assisted writing depends on whether students remain responsible for content reasoning
and decision-making (Nguyen et al., 2024).

In EFL contexts, Al tools are frequently used to support grammar accuracy, vocabulary
selection, and sentence refinement, which can help students produce more fluent texts (Zhao, 2023). This
benefit is particularly attractive for learners who experience language barriers and lack confidence in
academic writing. However, the expanding role of Al in writing classrooms also requires careful
pedagogical design because writing development involves more than producing surface-level correctness
(Alharbi, 2023).
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Nguyen et al. (2024) argue that although Al can enhance writing products, writing
pedagogy must be reevaluated to protect students’ higher-order thinking and analytical skills. This
view aligns with process-based approaches to writing, which emphasize planning, selecting evidence,
organizing ideas, drafting, and revising as essential learning steps. When students allow Al to replace
these processes, the written product may improve while learning quality declines. (Todd, 2025)
similarly highlights the risk of “shallow learning,” where students focus on quick completion and rely
heavily on Al, potentially reducing self-regulated learning and independent problem solving (Zhai et
al., 2024). Therefore, the key challenge is not whether Al should be used, but how it should be
integrated so that students remain responsible for meaning making and decision-making during
writing.

2. Unstructured Al use and “prompt-and-paste” behavior

A major concern in Al-assisted writing is uncontrolled or unstructured use, especially
when students treat Al as a substitute writer (Todd, 2025). In classroom practice, this often appears as
“prompt-and-paste” behavior, where students ask Al to interpret content and generate full drafts with
limited personal analysis (Wang, 2025). In such cases, Al may produce writing that looks accurate
and professional, but the student’s reasoning process and learning ownership remain unclear. Todd
(2025) notes that this pattern can weaken writing development because students do not practice the
cognitive steps needed for long-term improvement.

This concern becomes more serious in writing tasks that require interpretation and
evidence-based explanation (Zirak Haseeb Chicho & Muhammed Al-Kassab, 2023). When a task
demands reasoning, students must actively engage with information, evaluate evidence, and construct
claims. If these steps are outsourced to Al, students may lose opportunities to develop essential
analytical skills that academic writing is intended to build (Zhai et al., 2024). As a result, researchers
increasingly emphasize the need for instructional structures that guide when and how students interact
with Al rather than leaving Al use entirely to student choice.

3. Prompt literacy and the need for guided student Al interaction

Because Al responses depend heavily on prompts, prompt literacy is increasingly
discussed as a key skill in GenAl-assisted learning. However, (Kim et al., 2025) argue that limited
evidence remains regarding the prompt patterns that emerge when students interact with Al across
different levels of Al literacy, as well as how these patterns are associated with task performance.
This implies that students may not naturally use Al ethically or strategically without explicit guidance.
Consequently, scholars emphasize intentional task design and classroom guidelines that shape how
students interact with Al, especially in complex writing tasks (Kim et al., 2025; Nguyen et al., 2024).

A practical pedagogical direction is to separate student drafting from AI support,
positioning Al as a learning coach rather than a substitute writer (Nguyen et al., 2024). This approach
safeguards students’ independent reasoning as a core learning process while allowing Al to support
revision in clarity, organization, and language quality. It also encourages ethical Al use by reducing
the risk that students submit Al generated drafts without adequate understanding of the underlying
content.
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Table 1: Key Concepts in the Present Study

Concept Working Definition in This Study

Use of GenAl to support writing stages (planning, drafting, revising, editing), either
through feedback or text generation.

Al generates interpretations and/or major parts of the text; student ownership and reasoning
may be reduced.

Al-assisted writing

Al-as-writer

Student drafts first; Al is used mainly for feedback and revision support (clarity,
organization, professional tone).

Statistical report writing | Introduction of the visual, overall trend, key details/comparisons, and evidence-based
moves interpretation in a formal tone.

Al-as-coach

Note: Working definitions are adapted from relevant literature and operationalized for the present study.

4. Statistical report writing as a high-risk genre for shallow Al use

Statistical report writing is an advanced writing genre that integrates language proficiency
with analytical thinking (Galvan, 2023). In business-related contexts, statistical reports communicate
findings from numerical data, including survey results and performance indicators, and require writers
to interpret visuals accurately, identify trends, and explain results logically for stakeholders (Zirak
Haseeb Chicho & Muhammed Al-Kassab, 2023). This genre therefore demands evidence-based
explanation, clear organization, and an appropriate professional tone.

Statistical report writing typically follows a set of core moves: introducing what the
chart/table shows, stating an overall trend or main message, highlighting key comparisons or extremes
and providing a brief interpretation based on evidence. These moves require both accurate data
interpretation and clear, formal language (Galvan, 2023). Because GenAl can easily generate trend
descriptions, this genre is particularly vulnerable to overreliance if students skip independent analysis.

For EFL students, statistical report writing is challenging because it requires simultaneous
control of content reasoning (interpreting data) and language expression (reporting trends clearly and
formally) (Al-Raimi et al., 2024; Zirak Haseeb Chicho & Muhammed Al-Kassab, 2023). If students
rely on Al to produce the main message, they may submit improved language without developing the
analytical skills required for evidence-based reporting. Therefore, statistical report tasks require
structured Al guidance to ensure that students remain responsible for data interpretation and evidence-
based explanation.

5. Pedagogical response: “Write First, AI Coach Later” and aligned assessment

To address the risks of unstructured Al use, the present study applies a structured instructional
flow, “Write First, Al Coach Later” (Chiu, 2024). The model separates independent drafting from Al-
supported revision to protect students’ reasoning while improving clarity and professional tone.
Specifically, the model requires students to draft first without Al, ensuring that they practice analysis
and decision-making (Cardon et al., 2023). Next, Al is used as a coach to provide feedback rather than
to generate full text. Students then compare their original draft with Al feedback and revise their
writing accordingly (Chiu, 2024). This sequence promotes ethical and reflective Al use by shifting Al
from a “ghostwriter” role to a “learning coach” role.

This structured flow is particularly suitable for statistical report writing because it protects
students’ independent interpretation of data while still providing language support during revision. In
other words, students remain responsible for the main message and evidence-based explanation, while
Al support is focused on improving clarity, organization, and professional tone.
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6. Alignment with assessment: rubric-based measurement of learning outcomes

To ensure consistency between pedagogy and evaluation, learning outcomes should be
assessed using criteria that reflect both writing quality and ethical authorship. In the current study,
students’ performance is assessed using a rubric emphasizing Academic Integrity & Originality,
Format & Structure, Language, Tone & Professional Style, Content & Coherence, and Accuracy &
Use of Digital Tools. These categories align with the intended outcomes of the intervention. For
example, drafting first and revising after feedback is expected to strengthen organization and
coherence, while using Al as a coach may support professional language and vocabulary. In addition,
explicit guidance against prompt-and-paste supports academic integrity by encouraging original
student work.

Taken together, the literature suggests that Al can support writing development when its
use is structured to protect independent reasoning and writing ownership (Nguyen et al., 2024) and
when students receive guidance on effective student and Al interaction (Kim et al., 2025). Therefore,
the present study examines whether students’ rubric-based writing performance improves after
participating in the “Write First, Al Coach Later” flow and explores students’ satisfaction with the
method (Chiu, 2024).

Table 2: Instructional Flow and Assessment Focus of the “Write First, AI Coach Later” Model

Key assessment focus

Stage Core student activit Learning purpose
g y gpurp (rubric categories)
Receive the writin . .
1. Task g Clarify expectations and task
. prompt and task . —
assignment . constraints
requirements

Content & Coherence; Format &

2. Write First

Produce an initial draft

Build ownership; practice

Structure; Academic Integrity &

(Post-test)

draft using selected
feedback

clarity, logic, and professional
reporting

(Pre-test) independently (no AI) interpretation and organization Originality
Use Al to obtain
Recei ision-ori L T Professional Style;
3. Al Coach feedback on the draft (not eceive revision oriented anguage, Tone & Professional Style;
. support for improvement Format & Structure
full text generation)
i ; refl h ;L T
Review the draft and A Notice gaps; reflect on Content&Co erence; anguage, one
4. Compare . . strengths/weaknesses and & Professional Style; Academic
feedback side-by-side .. . L
needed revisions Integrity & Originality
. . Overall rubric score (all categories),
Rewrite and th Apply feedback; strength
5. Revise ewnte and 1mprove the PP’y feecback; strengfien especially Content & Coherence;

Language, Tone & Professional Style;
Format & Structure

6. Submit

Submit the final
improved version

Demonstrate improved
performance and ethical tool use

Overall rubric score (all categories)

Note: The stages summarize the instructional sequence used in this study and the rubric categories used to evaluate learning outcomes.

Research Methodology

Participants: the participants were 49 English-major undergraduate students studying in a
private university in Thailand. Convenience sampling was used because the study was conducted
within an intact class. Participation was voluntary, and students provided informed consent prior to
data collection.

Research Design
This study employed a one-group pre-test—post-test design to examine changes in students’
statistical report writing performance after participating in the “Write First, Al Coach Later” instructional
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flow. This design was selected because the intervention was implemented within an intact class as
part of regular instruction. Although the design allows examination of performance change over time,
it cannot fully rule out alternative explanations such as practice effects or increased familiarity with
the task. Therefore, the findings are interpreted as evidence of improvement following the intervention,
while acknowledging that alternative explanations cannot be fully ruled out. Future studies should
include a control or comparison group and analyze paired raw scores to strengthen causal interpretation.

Task and Instructional Procedure

The writing task required students to produce a short statistical report paragraph based on a
selected visual, for instance, a pie chart, bar chart, or table. The intervention followed a six-stage
instructional flow:

1. Assign: The teacher provided the writing task and requirements.

2. Write First (Pre-test): Students produced an initial draft independently (no Al).

3. Al Coach: Students used GenAl to obtain feedback on their draft (revision-focused rather
than full-text generation).

4. Compare: Students compared their draft with Al feedback side-by-side.

5. Revise (Post-test): Students rewrote their draft using selected feedback.

6. Submit: Students submitted the final revised version.

Instruments

Writing Performance Rubric (Pre-test and Post-test):

Students’ statistical report paragraphs were assessed using a rubric with a total score of 30
points. The rubric consisted of five weighted categories: Academic Integrity & Originality (10%,
3 points), Format & Structure (30%, 9 points), Language, Tone & Professional Style (25%, 7.5
points), Content & Coherence (25%, 7.5 points), and Accuracy & Use of Digital Tools (10%, 3
points). Each category was rated on a five-level scale from 4 (Excellent) to 0 (Unsatisfactory), and
weighted scores were calculated to obtain the final total. The same rubric was applied to both the pre-
test (“Write First”) and post-test (“Revise”) drafts to describe performance change across the
intervention.

Table 3: Writing Performance Rubric

M
Category Focus Weight .ax Scale
points
Academic Integrity & Originality, ethical writing, proper citation/Al 0% 3 40
Originality transparency °
Format & Structure Organiz.ation, layout, clear sections, business report 30% 9 40
conventions
Language, Tone & Business vocabulary, grammar accuracy, formal
. . 25% 7.5 4-0
Professional Style professional tone
Content & Coherence Completeness, relevance, logic, clarity, coherence of 25% 75 40
ideas
Accuracy & Use of Digital Correct mechanics + appropriate use of digital 0% 3 40
Tools templates/tools °
Total 100% 30

Note: Rubric developed by the authors for the present study. Scale: 4 (Excellent) to 0 (Unsatisfactory); total score = 30 points.
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Student Satisfaction Questionnaire:

A post-activity satisfaction questionnaire was administered after students submitted their
revised (post-test) draft. The questionnaire consisted of 12 five-point Likert-scale items (1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and three open-ended questions. The Likert items measured perceived
writing improvement, responsible Al use and learning ownership, and confidence and transferability.
The open-ended questions asked students to describe (1) what Al helped them with most, (2) what
they still needed to do by themselves, and (3) how they planned to use Al for future writing tasks.
Internal consistency of the 12 Likert items was high (Cronbach’s a = .94, n = 49), indicating strong
reliability.

Table 4: Structure of the Student Satisfaction Questionnaire

I
Section Focus t(enn)ls Example indicators
. .. Usefulness of Al . . .
Perceived writing . . grammar/vocabulary correction; noticing mistakes;
. feedback for improving 4 . .
improvement learning useful phrases; final draft improved
the draft
. Independent drafting wrote first draft without Al still had to think about data;
Responsible Al use & . . .
. . and Al-as-coach 6 rules encouraged responsible use; intention to draft first;
learning ownership . .
mindset Al as coach rather than copying
Confidence & Confidence and future ) confidence to write about charts/graphs; usefulness in other
transfer applicability subjects/work
Open-ended Qualitative reflections 3 Al helped most; student role (not Al); future plan for Al
responses use

Note: Questionnaire developed by the authors for the present study.

Data Collection

Pre-test drafts were collected at the end of the “Write First” stage. Post-test drafts were collected
after the “Revise” stage. The satisfaction questionnaire was administered immediately after students
submitted the final revised version.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) were used to summarize students’ pre-test
and post-test writing scores and questionnaire responses. Open-ended responses were reviewed and
summarized qualitatively to illustrate common student reflections regarding the role of Al feedback
and learning ownership.

Ethical Considerations
Participation was voluntary and confidentiality was maintained. Students’ identities were
anonymized during analysis, and all data were used for research purposes only.

Results

Research Hypothesis (H1)

The research focused on changes in students’ statistical report writing performance between
the pre-test (Write First) and post-test (Revise) stages. The raw scores were analyzed using descriptive
statistics (mean and standard deviation) to describe performance changes. In addition, an approximate
paired-samples t value was derived using a conservative estimate based on summary statistics to
indicate whether the observed gain was statistically meaningful. Table 5 displays the results related to
the research hypothesis.
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Table 5: Statistical Report Writing Performance Before and After the Intervention (n = 49)

Test Mean (M) SD t df p
Pre-test (Write First) 15.75 1.94
Post-test (Revise) 22.14 6.55 6.55 48 <.001
Gain (Post—Pre) 6.39 —

Note: Total score = 30. Gain = Post — Pre. The t value is a conservative estimate derived from summary statistics; p < .001.

According to Table 5, students’ mean writing score increased from 15.75 (SD = 1.94) in the
pre-test to 22.14 (SD = 6.55) in the post-test, indicating improved statistical report writing
performance after participating in the “Write First, Al Coach Later” instructional flow. The gain of
6.39 points represents approximately 21.3% of the total 30-point rubric. A conservative paired-
samples estimate indicated that the improvement was statistically significant based on a conservative
estimate, t(48) = 6.55, p < .001. Overall, the findings support Hl, showing higher post-test
performance after the intervention.

In addition to mean differences, variability patterns were considered. The post-test showed
substantially higher variability than the pre-test (SD = 6.55 vs. 1.94), suggesting that improvement
was not uniform across learners and that some students benefited more strongly than others. Because
the current report does not include the full set of individual paired scores for distribution plotting,
future analysis will include a gain-score histogram to clarify whether improvement was primarily
moderate across most participants or concentrated among a smaller group with large gains.

Research Question (RQ1)

Students’ satisfaction with the “Write First, Al Coach Later” learning flow was summarized
using descriptive statistics. The questionnaire examined students’ perceived usefulness of Al feedback,
responsible Al use and learning ownership, and confidence and transferability to other contexts. Table
6 presents the summary of student satisfaction results.

Table 6: Student Satisfaction with the “Write First, Al Coach Later” Learning Flow (n = 49)

Items Mean
Dimension Focus SD
() ™
Useful f AT feedback for i ing th
Perceived writing improvement SeTuiness o eedback for improving e 4 4.31 0.67
draft
R ible Al learni
esponSfb ¢ Aluse & learning Independent drafting and Al-as-coach mindset 6 4.07 0.73
ownership
Confidence & transfer Cogﬁdence and applicability to other 2 4.13 0.73
subjects/work

Note: Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Cronbach’s o = .94.

According to Table 6, students reported a high level of satisfaction with the instructional
approach. The highest dimension was perceived writing improvement (M = 4.31, SD = 0.67),
indicating that students generally agreed that AI feedback supported revision, particularly in
improving grammar and vocabulary accuracy, noticing errors, learning useful report phrases, and
strengthening the final version. Students also reported positive perceptions of responsible Al use and
learning ownership (M = 4.07, SD = 0.73), suggesting that the “write first, Al second” guideline
encouraged students to maintain ownership of interpretation while using Al primarily for revision
support. In addition, confidence and transfer (M = 4.13, SD = 0.73) indicated that students felt more
confident writing from charts and graphs and perceived the approach as useful for other academic or
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workplace writing tasks. Overall, these findings suggest that structured GenAl guidance can support
both writing development and responsible Al use in advanced writing tasks.

Discussion

This study examined whether the structured GenAl sequence “Write First, Al Coach Later”
could improve EFL students’ statistical report writing while supporting responsible Al use. Overall,
students’ writing scores increased from pre-test to post-test, suggesting that requiring independent
interpretation and drafting before consulting Al may help preserve students’ ownership of meaning-
making while allowing Al to support revision and language refinement. This pattern is consistent with
scholarship warning that unstructured “prompt-and-paste” practices can reduce learning ownership
and that separating drafting from Al support can position Al as a coach rather than a substitute writer.

The larger post-test variability suggests that the intervention did not benefit all learners
equally. Some students may have applied Al feedback more effectively than others due to differences
in baseline proficiency, confidence, or ability to interpret and act on feedback. Questionnaire results
also indicated positive perceptions of the approach, supporting the value of structured GenAl
guidance for revision-based learning in advanced writing tasks. To strengthen interpretation of these
findings, future research may examine whether writing improvement is associated with student
satisfaction by computing correlations between gain scores computed as post minus pre and questionnaire
outcomes, including overall satisfaction and key dimensions such as perceived improvement and learning
ownership. This analysis would clarify whether students who improved more also perceived greater
usefulness of Al feedback. Such evidence would help explain whether students who benefited more
from the intervention also reported stronger perceived learning gains.

Conclusion

This study provides evidence that a structured “Write First, Al Coach Later” instructional flow
can support statistical report writing development in an EFL context while promoting responsible Al use.
The approach suggests a practical classroom model in which students remain responsible for
interpretation and evidence-based explanation, and Al is used primarily to support revision quality.
Because the study employed a one-group design, future research should use controlled comparisons
and stronger inferential testing to confirm effectiveness across learner profiles.
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