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ABSTRACT

ChatGPT is an artificial intelligence language model that generates human-like text based on user input. It is
trained on large datasets and produces clear and relevant responses, making it a useful tool for studying discourse
and content knowledge. Its growing use in academic and communication settings influences how users construct
meaning, understand information, and produce written texts. This study examines the influence of ChatGPT on
discourse knowledge and content knowledge in writing within educational contexts. A quantitative approach was
employed using a 5-point Likert-scale survey comprising four sections: demographic profile (2 items), discourse
knowledge (10 items), content knowledge (17 items), and ChatGPT use (16 items). A total of 165 students from
two Malaysian public universities, enrolled in German as a third language or as an elective, participated in the
study. The findings show that ChatGPT improves students’ engagement, critical thinking, and writing
performance. However, it has no significant effect on content knowledge and discourse knowledge, as these
depend more on learners’ cognitive processes and prior knowledge. The results also show that gender does not
significantly influence the use of ChatGPT or its relationship with writing knowledge. Overall, ChatGPT
supports the writing process, but deeper writing development depends mainly on learner-related factors.
Therefore, ChatGPT should be used as a supportive tool in teaching rather than as a replacement for cognitive
and pedagogical development.

Keywords: ChatGPT, Language Learning, Writing Performance, Content Knowledge, Discourse Knowledge
INTRODUCTION

Background of Study

The rapid growth of ChatGPT has significantly influenced higher education by transforming how students access
information, communicate ideas, and complete academic tasks. Unlike traditional technologies that function
mainly as search engines or calculation tools, ChatGPT acts as an interactive conversational tool that can assist
students in generating ideas, organizing content, and improving written work (Baidoo-Anu & Ansah, 2023). As
its use becomes increasingly common in academic settings, it is important to examine its impact on two key
aspects of learning: academic discourse and content knowledge.

One area that ChatGPT may influence is academic discourse. Academic discourse refers to the specialized
language, communication practices, and conventions used to construct and convey knowledge in academic
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contexts (Hyland, 2009). Through features such as grammar correction, text generation, paraphrasing, and
structural guidance, ChatGPT has the potential to enhance students' academic writing and communication skills
(Khampusaen, 2024). As a result, students may become more effective in presenting arguments, organizing ideas,
and producing academically acceptable written work. Another important area is content knowledge, which refers
to an individual's understanding of subject-specific concepts, facts, theories, and principles (Shulman, 1986).

Despite the growing number of studies on ChatGPT, this topic remains highly relevant because most early
research focused broadly on STEM fields or treated all students the same. However, Al does not affect every
field of study in the same way (Adhikari et al., 2025). This paper addresses that research gap by studying a
unique student group that is 67% female and heavily concentrated in the Social Sciences and Humanities (57%).

Focusing on this specific group is important. The humanities and social sciences rely completely on text, reading
comprehension, and critical writing to prove a student understands a topic. In these fields, the line between using
Al as a writing assistant and letting Al do the actual thinking is incredibly thin. As these tools become a
permanent part of university life, we must find out if Al is helping students learn or acting as a crutch that
damages critical thinking (Abdallah et al., 2025). Therefore, this study investigates how using ChatGPT
influences the writing style and subject mastery of students in text-heavy, interpretive majors.

Statement of Problem

The use of ChatGPT in higher education has become an important issue in current academic writing practices,
particularly because students are increasingly using artificial intelligence tools to support idea generation,
language improvement, translation, and text organisation. Recent studies have shown that ChatGPT can play a
positive role in students’ learning experiences. For example, Youssef et al. (2024) found that ChatGPT usage
positively influenced student engagement, critical thinking abilities, and academic achievement among
university students. Similarly, Lo, Hew, and Jong (2024), in their systematic review on ChatGPT and student
engagement, reported that ChatGPT has been widely discussed as a transformative yet controversial tool in
teaching and learning, particularly in relation to behavioural, emotional, and cognitive engagement. These
studies suggest that ChatGPT is no longer merely a writing support tool but has become part of students’
academic learning process.

However, the use of ChatGPT in writing also raises several concerns. Although ChatGPT may help learners
produce texts more quickly and confidently, students may also become dependent on the tool for surface-level
writing support, such as grammar correction, translation, and sentence refinement. Abbas et al. (2024) found that
frequent ChatGPT usage may be associated with negative academic outcomes such as procrastination, memory
loss, and lower academic performance when students rely on it excessively. This indicates that while ChatGPT
can support learning, its use needs to be examined carefully, especially in relation to how learners engage with
the deeper aspects of writing. In academic writing, learners are not only expected to produce grammatically
accurate sentences, but also to develop meaningful content and organise ideas in a coherent and purposeful way.

In the context of writing, content knowledge and discourse knowledge are two important forms of knowledge
that influence the quality of students’ written work. Content knowledge refers to the ideas, facts, and information
that writers need to develop their writing, while discourse knowledge refers to how writers organise, connect,
and communicate those ideas effectively. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) explain that expert writers do not
merely tell what they know, but transform knowledge by evaluating, reorganising, and adapting ideas according
to the writing purpose. This is important because students who use ChatGPT may receive immediate responses
or suggested texts, but it is still necessary to understand whether this use is related to their ability to manage
content knowledge and discourse knowledge in writing.

Another issue is that learners from different backgrounds may experience and use ChatGPT differently. Gender
and academic discipline may influence how learners approach writing tasks, how they seek support, and how
they perceive the usefulness of ChatGPT. Abbas et al. (2024) suggested that future studies could compare the
dynamics of ChatGPT usage across different fields of knowledge and gender to examine possible differential
effects. This recommendation provides a clear direction for further investigation, particularly as students from
science and technology disciplines may have different writing needs compared to those from the social sciences
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and humanities. Therefore, examining ChatGPT, content knowledge, and discourse knowledge across gender
and discipline can offer a more focused understanding of how learners use and perceive ChatGPT in academic
writing.

Furthermore, Lo et al. (2024) highlighted the need for future research to examine under-explored aspects of
student engagement in ChatGPT-supported learning environments, including self-regulation and critical
thinking. This is closely related to writing because learners need to regulate their writing process, evaluate
information, and decide how to use Al-generated responses responsibly. Therefore, this study is conducted to
explore the influence of ChatGPT on different types of knowledge in writing, particularly content knowledge
and discourse knowledge. By examining learners’ perceptions and the relationships between ChatGPT and
writing knowledge, this study may provide a clearer understanding of how ChatGPT functions as a support tool
in academic writing while also highlighting the importance of critical and strategic use among learners.

Objective of Questions and Research Questions

This study is done to explore the influence of ChatGPT on different types of knowledge in writing. Specifically,
this study is done to answer the following questions;

e [s there a significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across
gender?

e H,:. There is no significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge
across gender

e [s there a significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across
disciplines?

e H,». There is no significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge
across disciplines

e How do learners perceive ChatGPT in writing?

e How do learners perceive the use of content knowledge in writing?

e How do learners perceive the use of discourse knowledge in writing?

e [s there a significant relationship between ChatGPT and content knowledge?
Hos: There is no significant relationship between ChatGPT and content knowledge

e I[s there a significant relationship between ChatGPT and discourse knowledge?

Hos: There is no significant relationship between ChatGPT and discourse knowledge

LITERATURE REVIEW
Theoretical Framework of the Study
Bereiter and Scardamalia’s theory of Writing

Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1981) theory of writing presents two categories of writers: the novice and the expert
writer. The novice writer is said to undergo the knowledge-telling process. This strategy focuses on retrieving
information directly from memory and writing it down with minimal planning or revision. It involves identifying
topics, searching memory, and listing relevant knowledge, rather than transforming ideas to suit a rhetorical
purpose. Expert writers are said to undergo a knowledge-transforming process when they write. Knowledge
transformation is the process of acquiring, modifying, and applying information to create valuable, usable
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knowledge, often changing its form from tacit (implicit) to explicit. It involves stages like contextualization,
engagement, and internalization to turn data into actionable insights.

Both types of writers use content and discourse knowledge in writing. Content knowledge refers to the facts,
concepts, and information within a specific subject area, while discourse knowledge focuses on how language
is used to construct meaning, identity, and social reality within specific contexts. Discourse knowledge refers to
the knowledge about HOW to communicate the ideas of the content knowledge. According to Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1987), novice writers rely on a knowledge-telling process to elaborate ideas, whereas expert writers
evaluate their content knowledge before composing their texts. Discourse knowledge is knowledge about how
to communicate content effectively in writing. This knowledge includes the writer’s knowledge of the text
structure and the genre of the writing task. It also includes knowledge of rhetorical strategies. For the novice
writer, the discourse knowledge is limited. Writers may not clearly structure arguments or adapt their writing for
an audience. For expert writers, the discourse knowledge guides decisions about what content to include, where
to place it, and how to frame it.

ChatGPT in writing

The emergence of artificial intelligence (Al) has transformed academic writing, with ChatGPT becoming one of
the most widely used tools among students. Developed by OpenAl, ChatGPT facilitates different stages of the
writing process, including idea generation, content development, sentence structure, grammar correction, and
editing of written work (Baidoo-Anu & Ansah, 2023). According to studies (Kasneci et al., 2023; Lo, 2023),
ChatGPT can help students produce clearer and well-structured writing by offering examples, suggestions for
paraphrasing, and organizational guidelines that adhere to academic writing rules. With the help of these
characteristics, students may be able to write more efficiently and express ideas more clearly. Although ChatGPT
can support the writing process, overreliance on the tool may limit students’ ability to evaluate information,
develop their own arguments, and apply their knowledge in writing (Tlili et al., 2023). Concerns regarding
academic integrity and the degree to which written work represents students’ own comprehension and cognitive
effort are also raised by the usage of Al-generated text (Cotton et al., 2023). As a result, ChatGPT should be
regarded as a writing assistance tool that enhances, rather than replaces, the acquisition of discourse and content
knowledge necessary for successful academic writing.

Past Studies
Past Studies on ChatGPT and writing

Previous research indicates that ChatGPT helps students throughout the writing process, not just during
proofreading. According to several studies by Mahapatra (2024), Teng (2024), and Meniado et al. (2024);
ChatGPT helps students come up with ideas, get formative feedback, organize material, edit drafts, and improve
their motivation and writing engagement. Mahapatra (2024) discovered that using ChatGPT as a formative
feedback tool enhanced the academic writing abilities of ESL students, especially in terms of producing targeted
ideas, making connections between ideas and sentences, structuring content, and enhancing grammatical
precision. Similarly, research from Teng (2024) reported that ChatGPT formative feedback influenced the
learners’ writing motivation, self-efficacy, engagement, and collaborative writing tendency. Additionally,
Meniado et al. (2024) discovered that EFL students used ChatGPT for idea organization, brainstorming, outline
refinement, concept clarification, and draft editing. These results suggest that ChatGPT serves as a writing
assistant that facilitates the development of ideas and the enhancement of text.

Prior research serves as a foundation for examining ChatGPT in connection to discourse and content knowledge.
ChatGPT is linked to both content and discourse aspects of writing as evidenced by its stated usefulness for
brainstorming, concept clarification, feedback, motivation, idea structure, and draft revision. However, these
aspects have rarely been examined explicitly under the construct of content knowledge and discourse knowledge.

But there are several limitations of ChatGPT's contribution to writing. According to Ding et al. (2025), the
researchers found that ChatGPT formative feedback improved mechanics, tone, grammar, APA formatting, and
overall writing quality; it did not significantly improve content or organization. Students who got both instructor

Page 512
www.rsisinternational.org


http://www.rsisinternational.org/

, 7, APB-LEAPS 2026 | International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science (IJRISS)
ISSN: 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/1JRISS APB-LEAPS 2026

Special Issue | Volume X Issue XXI Jllly 2026 APB-Authors’ Leading Excellence in
Academic Papers 2026

-
[=]
2

2

~

and ChatGPT input, on the other hand, showed improvement in every area, including organization and content.
This implies that ChatGPT may be more effective for language accuracy and general revision, while its
usefulness in higher-order writing dimensions such as content development and discourse organization is still
unclear. Thus, the present study extends the earlier studies by investigating the impact of ChatGPT on content
knowledge and discourse knowledge as two distinct aspects of writing knowledge.

Conceptual Framework of the Study

The conceptual framework of this study is presented in Figure 1 below. This study is rooted in the concepts of
content and discourse knowledge in writing by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987).

Academic writing is a complex process, and writers need to go through several stages in the process to complete
the task. The processes are facilitated using writing strategies (Khairuddin et.al., 2021). However, some
strategies are more often used than others to complete the assignment. The use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies are used by academic writers when they need to paraphrase information for the task (Rahmat, 2020).

Additionally, this study merges the concepts in content and discourse knowledge by Bereiter and Scardamalia
(1987) to correspond with the concepts of the studies by Raoofi et al. (2017). In the context of this study,
metacognitive, social, and affective writing strategies are used by writers to solve content knowledge. Next,
writers use effort regulation and cognitive strategies to attend to discourse knowledge.

The inclusion of ChatGPT by writers can mirror the behaviour of expert writers described by Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1987). The expert writer can apply, modify, and analyse content knowledge, and at the same time
have complex discourse knowledge. The study by Youssef et al., 2024). Found that the use of ChatGPT can
influence a person’s critical thinking abilities, academic achievement, ChatGPT usage, and student engagement.
The use of ChatGPT in writing not only facilitates the writing process, but its use also mirrors the behaviour of
expert writers. Additionally, this study explores the relationship between ChatGPT and both types of knowledge
in writing.

CONTENT KNOWLEDGE

(through Metacognitive,
Social &Affective)

CHATGPT IN WRITING

DISCOURSE
KNOWLEDGE (through

Effort Regulation &
Coentive)

Figure 1- Conceptual Framework of the Study ChatGPT in Writing
METHODOLOGY

This quantitative study is done to explore the influence of ChatGPT on different types of knowledge in writing.
A convenient sample of 165 participants responded to the survey. The instrument used is a 5-point Likert-scale
survey and is rooted from Raoofi, et.al (2017) & Youssef, et.al (2024) to reveal the variables in Table 3 below.
Table 1 below shows the categories used for the Likert scale; 1 is for Strongly Disagree, 2 is for Disagree, 3 is
for Undecided, 4 is for Agree, and 5 is for Strongly Agree.
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Table 1- Likert Scale Use

1 Never

2 rarely

3 Sometimes
4 Often

5 Always

Table 2- Distribution of Items in the Survey

SECTION | VARIABLE CONSTRUCT NO OF ITEMS
B DISCOURSE KNOWLEDGE Effort Regulation 4 10 (.945)
Cognitive 6
C CONTENT KNOWLEDGE Metacognitive 10 17 (.960)
Social 4
Affective 3
D CHATGPT Critical thinking abilities | 4 16 (.955)
Academic achievement 4
ChatGPT usage 5
Student engagement 3
43 (.974)

Table 2 shows the distribution of items in the survey. Section B has 10 items on discourse knowledge. Section
C has 17 items on Content knowledge. Section D has 16 items on ChatGPT.

Table 3- Reliability Levels, Cronbach’s Alpha Ranges, and Their Interpretations

Reliability Level

Cronbach’s Alpha range

Interpretation

Excellent 0.9 and above Indicates very high internal consistency
Good 0.80-0.89 Reflects strong internal consistency
Acceptable 0.70-0.79 Indicates acceptable internal consistency
Questionable 0.60-0.69 Reflects questionable internal consistency
Poor Below 0.6 Indicates poor internal consistency
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In order to determine the internal reliability of the instrument, a reliability analysis is conducted. Table 3 above
shows the distribution and interpretation of the Cronbach Alpha range. According to Ahmad et al. (2024),
Cronbach Alpha scores between 0.7 to 0.9 are considered acceptable to excellent.

Table 2 also shows the reliability of the survey. The analysis shows a Cronbach alpha of .945 for Discourse
knowledge, .960 for Content knowledge, and .955 for ChatGPT. The overall Cronbach alpha for all 43 items is
.974; thus, revealing a good reliability of the instrument chosen/used. Further analysis in SPSS is conducted to
present findings that answer the research questions for this study.

Findings
Demographic Analysis

According to Zienefuss, et.al (2021), researchers report demographic data in percentages to establish sample
representativeness and allow for generalizability to a larger population. The report also provides an overview of
participants’ characteristics. Percentages offer a clear and understandable picture of the sample makeup.

Table 4: Percentage for Demographic Profile

Question Demographic Profile | Categories Percentage (%)
1 Gender Male 33%

Female 67%
2 Discipline Science & Technology 43%

Social Sciences & Humanities 57%

Table 4 presents the demographic profile of the respondents involved in this study. In terms of gender, 33% of
the respondents were male, while 67% were female, indicating a relatively balanced gender distribution.
Regarding academic clusters, most respondents were from the Social Sciences and Humanities cluster (57%),
followed by the Science and Technology cluster (43%).

Inferential Statistics

According to Shah (2024), there are three main functions of a T-test. Firstly, T-tests are done to compare means.
This test is also done to determine if the average scores (mean) or values of two groups, or one group against a
known value, are different enough to be considered statistically meaningful and are not just due to random
chance. Secondly, T-test is done to test hypotheses. Researchers use t-tests to test hypotheses about means, such
as whether a new treatment significantly impacts a variable or if there's a difference in performance between two
distinct groups. Lastly, T-test is done to identify significant differences. The output of a t-test provides a p-value
(significance value). If this p-value is below a predetermined threshold (often 0.05), it indicates a statistically
significant difference, allowing researchers to conclude the populations from which their samples were drawn.

Findings for Gender

This section presents data to answer research question 1: Is there a significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT,
(b) content, and (c¢) discourse knowledge across gender?

Ho1: There is no significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across
gender
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Table 5: T-Test for (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across gender

Group Statistics

Std. Error

QIGENDER N Mean  Std. Deviation Mean
ChatGPT MALE 55 4.0148 67625 .09119
FEMALE 110 4.0057 .62709 .05979
CONTENT_KNOWLEDCE  MALE 55 3.6374 .94191 .12701
FEMALE 110 3.8316 .74135 .07068
DISCOURSE_KNOWLEDGE MALE 55 3.6127 .93869 .12657
FEMALE 110 3.7718 70426 06715

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of the
Significance Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df One-Sided p Two-Sided p Difference Difference Lower Upper
ChatGPT Equal variances assumed 1.203 274 086 163 466 932 -00909 10632 -.20085 21903
Equal variances not .083 101.153 467 934 .00909 .10904 -.20721 .22539
assumed
CONTENT_KNOWLEDGE  Equal variances assumed 2.806 .096 -1.445 163 .075 150 -.19412 13431 -.45933 07110
Equal variances not -1.336  88.430 .093 .185 -.19412 14535 -.48295 09472
assumed
DISCOURSE_KNOWLEDGE  Equal variances assumed 3.087 .081 -1.220 163 112 224 -.15909 13041 -.41660 .09842
Equal variances not -1.110 85.326 135 270 -.15909 14328 -.44396 .12578

assumed

A two-sample t-test was performed to compare (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across
gender. There were no significant differences for (a) ChatGPT (p=.932), (b) content (p=.150), and (c) discourse

knowledge(p=.224) across gender. Null hypothesis is rejected for Ho.

Findings for Disciplines

This section presents data to answer research question 2: Is there a significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT,
(b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across disciplines?

Hoo: There is no significant relationship between (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across

disciplines

Table 6: T-Test for (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across gender

Group Statistics

Sid. Frrar
Q2015 N Mean St Deviation Mean
ChatGPT S&T 71 3.9850 62029 07362
S5H&B 94 4.0266 66039 06811
CONTENT_KNOWLEDCE ~ S&T 71 3.7291 70676 08348
55H & B 94 3.7954 89234 9204
DISCOURSE_KNOWLEDGE S&T 7l 3.6859 72846 08645
S5,H & B 94 3.7436 83789 08642

Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for Equality of

Varlances t=test for Equality of Means
45% Confidence Interval of the
Significance Mean std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df One-Sided p  Two-Sided p  Difference Differance Lower Upper
ChatGPT Equal variances assumed 013 908 -.411 163 341 N:1-¥4 -.04156 10118 -.24135 15823
Equal variances not -414 155.421 340 679 -.04156 10029 -.23967 15655
assumed
CONTENT KNOWLEDGE  Equal variances assumed 2.238 137 -516 163 303 607 -.06629 .12859 -.32020 .18763
Equal variances not 532 162.610 298 595 06629 .12452 231218 17960
assumed
DISCCURSE_KNOWLEDGE Equal variances assumed 1.241 .267 -.463 163 322 644 -.05770 .124685 -.30383 15843
Equal varlances not -472 159,738 319 638 -05770 12224 -.29912 18371

assumed

A two-sample t-test was performed to compare (a) ChatGPT, (b) content, and (c) discourse knowledge across
disciplines. There were no significant differences for (a) ChatGPT (p=.682), (b) content (p=.607), and (c)
discourse knowledge(p=.322) across gender. Null hypothesis is rejected for Hoo.
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Descriptive Statistics

Why is there a need to report the mean and standard deviation? According to Vetter (2017), the mean (M)
represents the average, or centre of a data set. Standard deviation (SD) indicates the typical distance of individual
observations from the mean, which shows the data’s variability or spread. A low SD means the data points are
clustered close to the mean whole high. SD indicates they are more spread out. It is good to have a high SD.

Findings for ChatGPT
This section presents data to answer research question 3: How do learners perceive ChatGPT in writing?

In the context of this study, this is measured by (i) critical thinking abilities, (ii) academic achievements, (ii)
ChatGPT usage, and (iv) student engagement.

Table 7- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for CRITICAL THINKING ABILITIES (CT)

ITEM M SD

CTQ1 I usually need clarification on the precision and reliability of information provided | 4.03 0.83
by ChatGPT, which enhances my critical thinking skills.

CTQ2 ChatGPT’s responses made me doubt their validity, leading me to seek further | 3.96 0.85
clarification or evidence.

CTQ3 I actively explore alternative viewpoints or sources of information when using | 4.03 0.79
ChatGPT to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the topic.

CTQ4I need clarification about the accuracy of ChatGPT’s output, which often | 4.09 0.76
encourages me to evaluate the information and conduct additional research
independently.

Table 7 shows how using ChatGPT affects the students' critical thinking skills. Overall, the high average scores,
ranging from 3.96 to 4.09 out of 5, show that students do not blindly trust ChatGPT. Instead, they are very
cautious and double-check their work. The highest score belongs to item CTQ4 with an average of 4.09, which
shows that students feel a strong need to check the accuracy of ChatGPT's answers, and this encourages them to
do their own independent research. Similarly, items CTQ1 and CTQ3 both scored an average of 4.03, showing
that students actively look for outside sources and alternative viewpoints to make sure they fully understand a
topic. Finally, item CTQ2 scored an average of 3.96, revealing that when ChatGPT gives an answer, it often
makes students doubt its truthfulness, which pushes them to go look for proof. In short, these numbers prove
that instead of making students lazy thinkers, ChatGPT acts as a wake-up call that forces them to think critically
and double-check their facts.

Table 8 - Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENTS (AA)

ITEM M SD
AAQL1 | actively explore alternative viewpoints or sources of information when using | 3.99 0.79
ChatGPT to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the topic.

AAQ2 ChatGPT brings innovative ideas that are ready to be shared with students. 3.98 0.86
AAQ3 Students can anticipate robust writing guidance from ChatGPT. 3.92 0.81
AAQ4 ChatGPT has improved my academic performance. 4.00 0.83
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Table 8 shows that respondents generally had positive perceptions of ChatGPT's contribution to academic
achievement, as reflected by the high mean scores ranging from 3.92 to 4.00. The highest mean was recorded
for the statement that ChatGPT has improved academic performance (M = 4.00, SD = 0.83), followed closely
by the use of ChatGPT to explore alternative viewpoints and sources of information for a more comprehensive
understanding of topics (M = 3.99, SD = 0.79). Respondents also agreed that ChatGPT provides innovative ideas
that can be shared with students (M = 3.98, SD = 0.86) and offers valuable writing guidance (M = 3.92, SD =
0.81). Overall, the findings suggest that ChatGPT is perceived as a beneficial educational tool that supports
learning, enhances academic performance, and encourages knowledge exploration.

Table 9- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for CHATGPT USAGE (CU)

ITEM M SD
CUQ1 ChatGPT is a state-of-the-art writing model that is favorably used today. 4.00 0.80
CUQ2 Students seek help from ChatGPT’s assistance in composing essays and articles. 4.07 0.78
CUQ3 ChatGPT helps students in German language translation. 4.25 0.81
CUQ4 Employing ChatGPT significantly improves human productivity. 3.90 0.83
CUQ5 The advent of ChatGPT marks a groundbreaking transformation in Natural | 3.97 0.84
Language Processing capabilities.

The findings in Table 9 show that learners generally perceived ChatGPT positively as a supportive tool in writing.
The highest mean score was recorded for an item (M = 4.25, SD = 0.81), suggesting that learners particularly
valued ChatGPT for language support, especially in translation-related tasks. This finding is meaningful as
beginner language learners often require assistance in understanding vocabulary, sentence structure, and
meaning during the writing process. In addition, learners also agreed that they seek assistance from ChatGPT
when composing essays and articles (M = 4.07, SD = 0.78), indicating that ChatGPT may function as a writing
companion that helps them generate and organize ideas. The lowest mean score was recorded for the item on
productivity (M = 3.90, SD = 0.83), yet the score still reflects a positive perception. Overall, the findings suggest
that learners view ChatGPT as a practical and accessible tool that can support writing, translation, and idea
development.

Table 10- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for STUDENT ENGAGEMENT (SE)

ITEM M SD
SEQL1 ChatGPT is more interactive, human-like, and engaging for the students. 3.90 0.97
SEQ2 ChatGPT increases confidence in my ability to conduct research/to search for | 3.99 0.88
materials

SEQ3 ChatGPT is easy to use and more engaging for me 4.15 0.85

The findings in Table 10 indicate that ChatGPT contributed positively to learners’ engagement in writing-related
activities. The highest mean score was recorded for the item “ChatGPT is easy to use and more engaging for
me” (M =4.15, SD = 0.85), suggesting that learners found ChatGPT accessible and engaging in their learning
process. This ease of use may help reduce learners’ anxiety and encourage them to participate more confidently
in writing tasks. Learners also reported that ChatGPT increased their confidence in conducting research or
searching for materials (M = 3.99, SD = 0.88), which shows that ChatGPT may support independent learning
and information-seeking behaviour. Although the item “ChatGPT is more interactive, human-like, and engaging
for the students” recorded the lowest mean score (M = 3.90, SD = 0.97), the result still reflects a generally
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positive perception. Overall, the findings suggest that ChatGPT can enhance student engagement by making the
writing process more interactive, supportive, and less intimidating for learners.

Findings for Content Knowledge

This section presents data to answer research question 4: How do learners perceive the use of content knowledge
in writing? In the context of this study, this is measured by (i) metacognitive, (ii) Social and (ii) Affective writing
strategies.

Table 11- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for MTEACOGNITIVE (MWS)

EM M SD
MWSQ 1 | organize my ideas prior to writing. 3.50 1.08
M\_N_SQ 2 | revise my writing to make sure that it includes everything | want to discuss in my | 3.87 0.98
writing.

MWSQ 3 | check my spelling. 4.04 1.02
MWSQ 4 | check my writing to make sure it is grammatically correct. 4.00 1.02
MWSQ 5 | evaluate and re-evaluate the ideas in my essay. 3.74 1.07
MWSQ 6 | monitor and evaluate my progress in writing. 3.76 1.01
MWSQ 7 | revise and edit an essay two or more times before | hand it in to my teacher. 3.84 1.08
MWSQ8 | go through the planning stages in my writing. 3.81 1.05
MWSQ9 I go through the drafting stages in my writing. 3.85 1.04
MWSQ10 I go through the revising and editing stages in my writing. 3.82 1.01

Table 11 presents the mean and standard deviation values for students’ metacognitive writing strategies. Overall,
the findings indicate that students frequently employ metacognitive strategies during the writing process, with
mean scores ranging from 3.50 to 4.04. The highest mean score was recorded for checking spelling (M = 4.04,
SD = 1.02), followed closely by checking grammatical correctness (M = 4.00, SD = 1.02). This suggests that
students place considerable emphasis on reviewing language accuracy in their writing. Students also reported
revising their writing to ensure that all intended points were included (M = 3.87, SD = 0.98) and going through
drafting stages (M = 3.85, SD = 1.04), indicating active engagement in monitoring and improving their written
work. Similarly, revising and editing essays multiple times before submission (M = 3.84, SD = 1.08), going
through revising and editing stages (M = 3.82, SD = 1.01), and planning stages (M = 3.81, SD = 1.05) obtained
relatively high mean scores. In contrast, organising ideas prior to writing recorded the lowest mean score (M =
3.50, SD = 1.08), suggesting that students are less consistent in planning their ideas before beginning the writing
task. Overall, the results indicate that students tend to focus more on monitoring, revising, and editing their
writing than on pre-writing planning activities.

Table 12- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for SOCIAL (SWS)

ITEM M SD

SWSQL In order to generate ideas for my writing, | usually discuss the writing topic with | 3.77 1.05
a friend or classmate.

Page 519
www.rsisinternational.org


http://www.rsisinternational.org/

APB-LEAPS 2026 | International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science (IJRISS)

° ISSN: 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/1JRISS APB-LEAPS 2026
N Special Issue | Volume X Issue XXI July 2026 APB-Authors’ Leading Excellencein
~ Academic Papers 2026
SWSQ 2After revising and editing my essay thoroughly, | ask a friend or my classmate | 3.61 1.10
to read and comment on it.
SWSQ 3l try to identify friends or classmates whom | can ask for help in my writing. 3.79 1.06
SWSQ 4 When | have trouble writing my essay, | try to do it with my classmates or | 3.81 1.08
friends.

Table 12 presents the mean and standard deviation values for students’ social writing strategies. Overall, the
findings indicate a moderately high use of peer-based strategies, with mean scores ranging from 3.61 to 3.81.
The highest mean score was recorded for completing writing tasks collaboratively with classmates or friends
when facing difficulties (M = 3.81, SD = 1.08), suggesting that students actively rely on peer support during
challenging writing situations. This is closely followed by identifying peers who can assist with writing (M =
3.79, SD = 1.06) and discussing writing topics with friends or classmates to generate ideas (M = 3.77, SD =
1.05), indicating that peer interaction plays an important role in the idea-generation stage of writing. Students
also reported asking peers to read and provide feedback after revising and editing their essays (M = 3.61, SD =
1.10), which, although slightly lower than the other items, still reflects a moderate level of engagement in peer
review practices. Overall, the results suggest that students moderately depend on social interaction to support
different stages of writing, particularly in idea generation and problem-solving, while peer feedback on
completed drafts is slightly less frequently practiced.

Table 13- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for AFFECTIVE (AWS)

ITEM M SD

AWSQL1I try to write an essay in class with confidence and ease 3.37 1.12
AWSQ?2I try to relax whenever | feel afraid of writing. 3.67 1.02
AWSQ3I encourage myself to write even when | am afraid of making mistakes 3.79 1.00

The findings in Table 13 show mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) for affective. The highest mean score was
recorded for the item AWSQ3I, suggesting that learners tended to encourage themselves to continue writing in
spite of their fear of making mistakes. This was followed by item AWSQ2 (M=3.67, SD=1.02) indicating that
learners are trying to manage their anxiety during writing. Meanwhile, the lowest mean score is item AWSQ1
(M= 3.37, SD = 1.12) suggesting that learners’ confidence in writing was present but not strong.

Findings for Discourse Knowledge

This section presents data to answer research question 5: How do learners perceive the use of discourse
knowledge in writing? In the context of this study, this is measured by (i) Effort regulation and (i1) Cognitive
writing strategies.

Table 14- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for EFFORT REGULATION (ERS)

ITEM M SD

ERSQ 11 write a lot to develop my writing skills. 3.81 1.09

ERSQ 2I often work hard to do well in my writing even if I don’t like German writing tasks. | 3.67 1.01

ERSQ 3Even if the writing activities are difficult, I don’t give up but try to engage in them. | 3.93 0.92

ERSQ 41 concentrate as hard as | can when doing a writing task. 391 |0.95
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The findings in Table 14 present the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) for effort regulation. The highest
mean score was recorded for item ERSQ 3, suggesting that most learners demonstrate persistence and continue
engaging in writing tasks despite perceiving them as difficult. This was followed by item ERSQ 4 (M = 3.91,
SD = 0.95), indicating that learners exert considerable effort to maintain focus during writing tasks. Meanwhile,
item ERSQ 2 recorded the lowest mean score (M = 3.67, SD = 1.01), suggesting that although learners may not
particularly enjoy German writing tasks, they still strive to perform well.

Table 15- Mean (M) and Standard Deviation (SD) for COGNITIVE (CWS)

ITEM M SD
CWSQ1, I use memorized grammatical elements such as singular and plural forms, verb | 3.76 0.90
tenses, prefixes and suffixes, etc, in my writing

CWSQ 21 put newly memorized vocabulary in my sentences. 3.69 0.97
CWSQ 3In order to generate ideas for my writing, | usually engage myself in | 3.73 0.98
brainstorming.

CWSQ 41 use different words that have the same meaning. 3.48 1.05
CWSQ 51 use my experiences and knowledge in my writing. 3.87 0.89
CWSQ 61 try to use effective linking words to ensure clear and logical relationship between | 3.76 0.88

sentences or paragraphs

Table 15 shows the mean and Standard Deviation (SD) for Cognitive. The highest mean score (M = 3.87, SD =
0.89) was recorded for item CWSQ 5I, indicating that students use their experiences and knowledge in their
writing. Two items recorded identical mean scores (M = 3.76), namely CWSQ 11 and CWSQ 6l1. These findings
indicate that students utilise memorised grammatical elements, such as singular and plural forms, verb tenses,
and the use of prefixes and suffixes, in their writing. In addition, students reported attempting to employ effective
linking words to ensure clear and logical relationships between sentences and paragraphs. The lowest mean score
for the cognitive domain was recorded for item CWSQ 41 (M=3.48), indicating that students use different words
with similar meanings in their writing.

Exploratory Statistics

According to He (2024), correlation is a statistical technique that shows how strongly two variables are related
to each other or the degree of association between the two. It's a common tool for describing simple relationships
without making a statement about cause and effect. This section presents data to answer the research question
on correlation. According to He (2024), the coefficient is significant at the .05 level, and a positive correlation
ismeasured on a 0.1 to 1.0 scale. Weak positive correlation would be in the range of 0.1 to 0.3, moderate positive
correlation from 0.3 to 0.5, and strong positive correlation from 0.5 to 1.0.

To determine if there is a significant association in the mean scores between ChatGPT and writing, the data are
analyzed using SPSS for correlations. Results are presented separately in Table 16 below.

Table 16- Correlation between ChatGPT and Different Forms of Knowledge

Correlations
ChatGPT CONTENT DISCOURSE
KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE
ChatGPT Pearson Correlation 1 537" 562"
Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 <.001
N 165 165 165
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CONTENT Pearson Correlation 537 1 874
KNOWLEDGE Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 <.001
N 165 165 165
DISCOURSE Pearson Correlation 562" 874" 1
KNOWLEDGE Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 <.001
N 165 165 165
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Findings for the Relationship between ChatGPT and Content Knowledge

This section presents data to answer research question 6: Is there a significant relationship between ChatGPT
and content knowledge?

Hos: There is no significant relationship between ChatGPT and content knowledge

With reference to Table 16 above, ChatGPT has a strong, positive relationship with Content knowledge
(r=.537**) and (p=<.001). Thus, null hypothesis is rejected for Hoz.

Findings for ChatGPT and discourse knowledge

This section presents data to answer research question 7: Is there a significant relationship between ChatGPT
and discourse knowledge?

Ho14 There is no significant relationship between ChatGPT and discourse knowledge

With reference to Table 16 above, ChatGPT has a strong, positive relationship with discourse knowledge
(r=.562**) and (p=<.001). Thus, null hypothesis is rejected for Hoa.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The findings indicate that students’ perceptions of ChatGPT in writing are reflected in their critical thinking, as
they recognise the need to verify the accuracy of its output. This, in turn, encourages them to evaluate information
critically and engage in further independent research. This aligns with previous studies highlighting that
ChatGPT responses may be inaccurate or misleading, thereby requiring critical evaluation, while also fostering
students’ independent learning and higher-order thinking skills (Dahlkemper et al., 2023). In terms of academic
achievement, ChatGPT is found to contribute to improvements in students’ performance, supported by prior
research reporting positive effects on learning outcomes, writing performance, and higher-order thinking
development (Wang & Fan, 2025). Regarding usage, ChatGPT is found to assist students in German language
translation, which is consistent with Jiao et al. (2023), who reported that ChatGPT, particularly GPT-4,
demonstrates strong machine translation capabilities across languages. For student engagement, the survey
findings indicate that students perceive ChatGPT as easy to use and engaging, which is supported by Rahman
and Watanobe (2023), who found that students generally view ChatGPT as a user-friendly and engaging learning
tool.

The next variable examined was content knowledge. In the metacognitive domain, students actively monitored
their spelling and writing to ensure grammatical accuracy when using ChatGPT. This is likely due to possible
inaccuracies in ChatGPT outputs, which require critical evaluation and metacognitive monitoring during writing
tasks (Urban et al., 2025; Dahlkemper et al., 2023). In the social domain, students frequently engage in
discussions with friends or classmates to generate ideas for writing, highlighting the role of peer collaboration
in the planning stage. In contrast, seeking feedback from peers after revising and editing essays is less commonly
practiced, suggesting lower engagement in peer review at the final stage of writing. This suggests the importance
of peer interaction in supporting writing development, although students do not always actively engage in peer
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feedback (Pham, 2021). For affective writing strategies, students reported self-encouragement, reduced fear of
mistakes, and greater confidence in writing. They also report being able to write essays in class with greater
confidence and ease. These findings suggest that learners’ writing self-efficacy plays an important role in
fostering confidence and persistence in writing tasks (Cheng et al., 2026). In addition, affective strategies such
as self-encouragement and managing fear of mistakes appear to help learners reduce writing anxiety and sustain
their writing performance despite challenges (Palani & Sulaiman, 2022).

The third variable examined how learners’ perceptions of using discourse knowledge in writing are reflected in
their effort regulation. The findings show that learners do not give up easily when writing is difficult. They
remain engaged in the tasks and persist in their efforts. Even when they do not particularly like writing in
German, they still put in effort to perform well. This implies that effort regulation plays an important role in
sustaining learners’ motivation and persistence in challenging tasks (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). In terms of
cognitive writing strategies, the findings show that learners draw on their experiences and knowledge, use linking
words to ensure coherence, and engage in brainstorming to generate ideas for their writing. These strategies are
widely recognised as key components of cognitive writing processes that help learners organise ideas, develop
content, and improve text coherence (Bhat et al., 2022; Youngerman, 2018).

In general, the findings suggest that ChatGPT plays a supportive role in enhancing students’ engagement and
higher-order thinking, but its influence on content knowledge and discourse knowledge is not significant, as
these areas are mainly developed through learners’ own cognitive processes, self-regulation, prior knowledge,
and learning experiences (Zimmerman, 2002; Pintrich, 2000; Alexander, 2003; Kasneci et al., 2023).

CONCLUSION

Summary of Findings and Discussions

Overall, the findings suggest that ChatGPT functions as a supportive educational tool, particularly in enhancing
students’ engagement, critical thinking, higher-order thinking skills, and writing performance. However, its
impact on content knowledge and discourse knowledge is not significant, as these areas are more strongly
influenced by learners’ internal cognitive processes, self-regulation, prior knowledge, and learning experiences.
In addition, the results indicate that gender does not significantly affect students’ use and acceptance of ChatGPT
or its relationship with content and discourse knowledge, which is consistent with previous research. In
conclusion, these findings highlight that while ChatGPT supports the writing process, the development of deeper
writing knowledge remains largely dependent on learner-related factors rather than demographic differences or
tool usage alone.

Implications and Suggestions for Future Research
Theoretical and Conceptual Implications

The findings of this study align with Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1981, 1987) theory of writing, indicating that
ChatGPT primarily supports students at the knowledge-telling level, where ideas are generated and organised
with limited transformation. This explains its non-significant influence on content and discourse knowledge,
which requires deeper knowledge transformation driven by learners’ cognitive abilities, self-regulation, and prior
knowledge.

Conceptually, the findings suggest that ChatGPT can be integrated into the framework as a supportive tool within
writing strategies. While it enhances engagement, critical thinking, and the use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies, it does not directly develop content and discourse knowledge. Instead, these are shaped by learners’
metacognitive, social, affective, and effort regulation strategies. Thus, ChatGPT functions as a facilitating rather
than determining factor, supporting the writing process without replacing internal cognitive development.

Pedagogical Implications

The pedagogical implication of this study suggests that ChatGPT should be used as a supportive tool in writing
instruction rather than a replacement for learning. Educators should guide students to use ChatGPT critically,
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particularly by verifying information and reflecting on its outputs, to strengthen their critical thinking and
metacognitive skills. In addition, teaching should place greater emphasis on developing students’ content and
discourse knowledge through activities that promote self-regulation, peer interaction, and effort regulation. This
includes encouraging peer feedback, structured writing practice, and explicit instruction on text organisation and
rhetorical strategies. Therefore, while ChatGPT can enhance engagement and support the writing process,
effective learning still depends on well-designed pedagogical approaches that foster deeper cognitive
development.

Suggestions for Future Research

Future research could explore the long-term effects of ChatGPT on students’ writing development, particularly
regarding content and discourse knowledge, to determine whether continuous use supports deeper knowledge
transformation. In addition, experimental studies could be conducted to examine the impact of guided versus
unguided use of ChatGPT on students’ writing performance and strategy use. Future studies may also investigate
learners of different proficiency levels to better understand how ChatGPT supports cognitive and metacognitive
processes across varying abilities.

Furthermore, more research is needed to identify effective instructional approaches for integrating ChatGPT to
enhance discourse knowledge, such as text organisation and rhetorical strategies. The role of teacher guidance
in promoting critical use of ChatGPT and preventing over-reliance should also be examined. Lastly, future
studies could explore the use of ChatGPT across different languages and disciplines, as well as issues related to
ethical use and student dependency. Researchers should also investigate different patterns of Al use, including
prompt strategies, revision practices, and students’ ability to evaluate Al-generated content critically.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to express my deepest gratitude to Professor Dr. Noor Hanim Rahmat for her invaluable guidance,
insightful advice, and constructive feedback throughout the completion of this project. My sincere appreciation
is also extended to the Academy of Language Studies, UiTM, for the continuous support and the provision of
excellent facilities that greatly facilitated this work. Finally, I wish to convey my heartfelt thanks to my
teammates and the respondents, particularly the Bachelor of German Language students, for their cooperation,
commitment, and support throughout this journey.

REFERENCES

1. Abbas, M., Jam, F. A., & Khan, T. I. (2024). Is it harmful or helpful? Examining the causes and
consequences of generative Al usage among university students. International Journal of Educational
Technology in Higher Education, 21, Article 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-024-00444-7

2. Abdallah, N., Katmah, R., Khalaf, K., & Jelinek, H. F. (2025). Systematic review of ChatGPT in higher
education: Navigating impact on learning, wellbeing, and collaboration. Social Sciences & Humanities
Open, 12, 100-115.

3. Adhikari, C., Das, P. K., & Das Biswas, S. (2025). Al in higher education: An analysis of ChatGPT's
impact on scholarly communication. Educational Point, 2(2), 45-58.

4. Ahmad, N., Alias, F.A., Hamat, M., & Mohamed, S.A. (2024) Reliability Analysis: Application of
Cronbach’s  Alpha in  Research  Instruments. SIG: e-L  earning@CS, 114-119.
https://appspenang.uitm.edu.my/sigcs/

5. Alexander, P. A. (2003). The development of expertise: The journey from acclimation to proficiency.
Educational Researcher, 32(8), 10—14.

6. Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987). The psychology of written composition. Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Inc.

7. Bhat, A., Agashe, S., Mohile, N., Oberoi, P., Jangir, R., & Joshi, A. (2022). Interacting with next-phrase
suggestions: How suggestion systems aid and influence the cognitive processes of writing. arXiv.
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.00636

Page 524
www.rsisinternational.org


http://www.rsisinternational.org/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-024-00444-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-024-00444-7
https://appspenang.uitm.edu.my/sigcs/
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.00636
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.00636
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.00636

APB-LEAPS 2026 | International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science (IJRISS)
ISSN: 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/1JRISS APB-LEAPS 2026

Special Issue | Volume X Issue XXI July 2026 APB-Authors’ Leading Excellencein
Academic Papers 2026

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

Baidoo-Anu, D., & Ansah, L. O. (2023). Education in the era of generative artificial intelligence (Al):
Understanding the potential benefits of ChatGPT in promoting teaching and learning. Journal of Al, 7(1),
52-62.

Bereiter, C., & Scardamalia, M. (1987). The psychology of written composition. Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Cotton, D. R. E., Cotton, P. A., & Shipway, J. R. (2023). Chatting and cheating? Ensuring academic
integrity in the era of ChatGPT. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 61(2), 228-239.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2023.2190148

Cheng, S., Lin, C., Wei, D., & Chen, Y. (2026). A longitudinal psychological model of writing
development: interactions among self-efficacy, regulation, and anxiety. Frontiers in Psychology, 17,
1757045. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2026.1757045

Ding, L., Zou, D., & Kohnke, L. (2025). ChatGPT as an automated writing evaluation tool: How students
perceive it and how it affects their writing. Education and Information Technologies, 30, 26777—
26799. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-025-13775-3

Dahlkemper, M. N., Lahme, S. Z., & Klein, P. (2023). How do physics students evaluate artificial
intelligence responses on comprehension questions? A study on the perceived scientific accuracy and
linguistic quality.

He, L. (2024) The Application of SPSS Correlation Analysis in the Study if Precision Teaching of English
in Universities. Applied Mathematics and Nonlinear Science, 9(1), 1-13. http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/amns-
2024-1371

Hyland, K. (2009). Academic discourse: English in a global context. Continuum.

Jiao, W., Wang, W., Huang, J. T., Wang, X., & Tu, Z. (2023). Is ChatGPT a good translator? Yes with
GPT-4 as the engine. arXiv. https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08745

Kasneci, E., Sessler, K., Kiichemann, S., Bannert, M., Dementieva, D., Fischer, F., Gasser, U., Groh, G.,
Glinnemann, S., Hiillermeier, E., Krusche, S., Kutyniok, G., Michaeli, T., Nerdel, C., Pfeiffer, F., Poquet,
0., Sailer, M., Schmidt, A., Seidel, T., & Kasneci, G. (2023). ChatGPT for good? On opportunities and
challenges of large language models for education. Learning and Individual Differences, 103, 102274.
https://doi.org/10.1016/1.1indif.2023.102274

Khairuddin,Z, Rahmat, N.H., Noor, M.M., & Khairuddin,Z. (2021) The Use of Rhetorical Strategies in
Argumentative Essays. Pertanika Journal of Social Sciences & Humanities, 29(S3), 263-285).
https://doi.org/10.47836/pissh.29.S3.14

Khampusaen, D. (2024). The impact of ChatGPT on academic writing skills and knowledge: An
investigation of its use in argumentative essays. LEARN Journal: Language Education and Acquisition
Research Network, 18(1), 963-988.

Kasneci, E., et al. (2023). ChatGPT for good? On opportunities and challenges of large language models
for education. Learning and Individual Differences, 103, 102274.

Lo, C. K., Hew, K. F., & Jong, M. S.-Y. (2024). The influence of ChatGPT on student engagement: A
systematic review and future research agenda. Computers & Education, 219, 105100.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2024.105100

Mahapatra, S. (2024). Impact of ChatGPT on ESL students’ academic writing skills: A mixed methods
intervention study. Smart Learning Environments, 11, Article 9. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-
00295-9

Meniado, J. C., Huyen, D. T. T., Panyadilokpong, N., & Lertkomolwit, P. (2024). Using ChatGPT for
second language writing: Experiences and perceptions of EFL learners in Thailand and Vietnam.
Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 7, Article 100313.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100313

Pham,V.P.H.(2021). The effects of collaborative writing on students’ writing performance. SAGE Open.
Palani, K., & Sulaiman, N. A. (2022). A systematic review: Strategies to reduce writing apprehension.
International Journal of Academic Research in Progressive Education and Development, 11(3), 1740—
1765. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v11-13/14938

Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E. V. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning components of
classroom academic performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82(1), 33-40.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.33

Page 525

www.rsisinternational.org


http://www.rsisinternational.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2023.2190148
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1757045
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1757045
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/amns-2024-1371
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/amns-2024-1371
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08745
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08745
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2023.102274
https://doi.org/10.47836/pjssh.29.S3.14
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2024.105100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2024.105100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2024.105100
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-00295-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-00295-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-00295-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100313
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100313
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100313
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v11-i3/14938
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v11-i3/14938
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.33
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.33
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.33

APB-LEAPS 2026 | International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science (IJRISS)
ISSN: 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/1JRISS APB-LEAPS 2026

Special Issue | Volume X Issue XXI July 2026 APB-Authors’ Leading Excellencein
Academic Papers 2026

-
o
2

2

~

27

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

. Pintrich, P. R. (2000). The role of goal orientation in self-regulated learning. In Handbook of Selt-
Regulation.

Rahmat,N.H. (2021) An Investigative Study of Cognitive and Metacognitive Paraphrasing Strategies in
ESL Writing. International Journal of Academic Research in Business & Social Sciences, 11(3), 76-87.
http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v11-13/8919

Raoofi, S. Miri,A., Gharibi,J. & Malaki, B. (2017). Assessing and Validating a Writing Strategy Scale
for Undergraduate Students. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, Vol 8(3), pp 624-633.
Retrieved from http://www.academypublication.com/issues2/jltr/vol08/03/23.pdf

Rahman, M. M., & Watanobe, Y. (2023). ChatGPT for education and research: Opportunities, threats,
and strategies. Applied Sciences, 13(9), 5783.https://doi.org/10.3390/app13095783

Shah, M. A. (2024). Meaning and Statistical Analysis of T-Tests in SPSS. Journal of Saidu Medical
College, 14(1), 64-65. https://doi.org/10.522006

Shulman, L. S. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching. Educational Researcher,
15(2), 4-14. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X015002004

Teng, M. F. (2024). “ChatGPT is the companion, not enemies”: EFL learners’ perceptions and
experiences in using ChatGPT for feedback in writing. Computers and Education: Artificial
Intelligence, 7, Article 100270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100270

Tlili, A., Shehata, B., Adarkwah, M. A., Bozkurt, A., Hickey, D. T., Huang, R., & Agyemang, B. (2023).
What if the devil is my guardian angel: ChatGPT as a case study of using chatbots in education. Smart
Learning Environments, 10(1), 15. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00237-x

Urban, M., Brom, C., Lukavsky, J., Déchtérenko, F., Hein, V., Svécha, F., Kmoni¢kova, P., & Urban, K.
(2025). “ChatGPT can make mistakes. Check important info.” Epistemic beliefs and metacognitive
accuracy in students’ integration of ChatGPT content into academic writing. British Journal of
Educational Technology, 56(5), 1897—-1918. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13591

Vetter, T.R. (2017) Descriptive Statistics: Reporting the Answers to the 5 Basic Questions of Who, What,
Why, When , Where, and a Sixth, so What? Anesth Analg, 12595), 1797-1802.
https://doi.org/10.1213/ane.000000000000247 1

Wang, J., & Fan, W. (2025). The effect of ChatGPT on students’ learning performance, learning
perception, and higher-order thinking: Insights from a meta-analysis. Humanities and Social Sciences
Communications, 12, Article 621. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-025-04787-y

Youssef,E., Medhat,M., Abdellatif,S., & Al Malek,M. (2024) Examining the effect of ChatGPT usage on
students’ academic learning and achievement: A survey-based study in Ajman,UAE. Computers and
Education: Artificial Intelligence, 7(Dec 2024), 100316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caecai.2024.100316
Youssef, E., Medhat, M., Abdellatif, S., & Al Malek, M. (2024). Examining the effect of ChatGPT usage
on students’ academic learning and achievement: A survey-based study in Ajman, UAE. Computers and
Education: Artificial Intelligence, 7, 100316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100316

Ziegenfuss, J. Y., Casey A. E., Jennifer M. D., Meghan M. J., Thomas E. K, and Marna, C.. (202) Impact
of Demographic Survey Questions on Response Rate and Measurement: A Randomized
Experiment. Survey Practice 14 (1), https://doi.org/10.29115/SP-2021-0010.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2002). Becoming a self-regulated learner: An overview. Theory Into Practice, 41(2),
64-70.

Page 5

26
www.rsisinternational.org


http://www.rsisinternational.org/
http://www.academypublication.com/issues2/jltr/vol08/03/23.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/app13095783
https://doi.org/10.522006
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00237-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13591
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13591
https://doi.org/10.1213/ane.0000000000002471
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-025-04787-y
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-025-04787-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100316
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100316
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100316
https://doi.org/10.29115/SP-2021-0010

