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Abstract
Exploring Artificial Intelligence as a Literacy Practice: Graduate Students’
Navigation of Al and Academic Writing

Recent advancements in artificial intelligence (Al) writing technologies, including writing
evaluation, feedback, translation, and text generation tools, have revolutionized existing
literacy practices in higher education. Although numerous studies have been conducted to
investigate Al in academic writing, they are mostly underpinned by a skills-based literacy
approach or view Al as a threat to the student work’s authenticity, disregarding the
potential role of writing with Al as a literacy event that shapes students’ literacy practices.
Therefore, this qualitative case study aims to explore how Al-based writing assistants can
shape the literacy practices of graduate students at one university with an English medium
of instruction in Kazakhstan and the implications of this for their academic writing. Data
were gathered from eight participants through focus groups, qualitative questionnaires, and
arts-based research instruments, namely ‘significant circles’ and image cards. Thematic
analysis was used for data analysis. Drawing on the literacy as a social practice approach
(Barton & Hamilton, 1998; Hamilton, 2010; Street, 1984) and the Framework for
Information Literacy for Higher Education (ACRL, 2016), the study found that students’
positive perspectives were related to AI’s help with language mechanics (skill-based
literacies) and providing access to scholarly discourses (academic socialization).
Moreover, Al fostered ethical scholarship and shaped scholarly identities as students faced
challenges of Al, including unreliability, overcorrection, and overreliance. Participants
used Al because it offered them a space to navigate social and institutional literacy
practices to be ethical scholars, write scholarly, and foster their scholarly identities and
voices. Finally, graduate students’ use of Al in academic writing could best be understood

as a set of institutional social practices where Al allowed them to mediate scholarly



viii
expectations and develop writer identities valued by tertiary institutions. The results of this
research will enhance teachers’ and policymakers’ comprehension of how students utilize
Al in academic writing and offer implications for teaching writing at universities.

Keywords: artificial intelligence, academic writing in English, literacy as a social

practice.



AHaaTna

Kacanapl UaTesuiexTTi CayarThlibik [IpakTukacsl Peringe 3eprrey:

Marucrpanrrapabin 2K Men Akagemusiiibik ZKasyna barnap Anysl
XKacangp! nuaremiexktke (JKM) Herizaenrex xazy TEXHOJIOTUSCHIHAAFBI COHFBI JKETICTIKTED
KOFapbl OKY OPBIHAAPBIHAA CAyaTTHUIBIKTHI OKBITYABIH KOJIaHBICTAFbl TOKIpHOECiH
aifTapibIKTail e3repTTi. by jKeTICTIKTep KaTapblHJIa »ka3y/bl OaraiaiiThIH XKoHE Kepi
OaiinaHbic OepeTiH, ayapMa >KacalThIH KOHE MOTIH ’a3aThlH Kypasljap/bl aTal eTyre
Oomnanpl. AkaneMusIbIK kazyaarsl KM MyMKIHAIKTEPIH 3epTTey MaKCaThIHa KONITEreH
3epTTey )KYPri3UIreHIMeH, oJapblH KOMIILIIr cayaTThUIBIKTHI IepOec AaFapuiap
YKUBIHTBIFbI PETIHIHJIE TYKbIpbIMAal 16l HeMece XKV -11 CTYIeHTTIK )KYMBICTBIH
IIBIHANBLIBIFBIHA KAYIN TOHIIPETIH Kypasl peTiHae Kapacteipaasl. by XU -ni xazyna
KOJIJITaHY/IbIH CTYJCHTTEP/IIH CayaTThIIBIK IPAKTUKACHIH KAJIBIITACTBIPAThIH CAyaTThUIBIK
mapachl peTIHAET1 9JICYETT1 POIiHIH ecKkepluiMeyine okeneni. Ocbuiaiiia, Kelc-cTaan
omiciHe Heri3aenreH Oy canansl 3eprrey KM -re Heri3aenreH a3y KypaaaapbiHbIH
KazakcTaHHBIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHE OKBITATHIH Olp YHUBEPCUTETIHICT1 MATUCTPAHTTAPIBIH
cayaTTbUIBIK MPAKTHUKAChIH KaJlall KaJIbIITACThIPA aJlaThIHBIH JKOHE OJIap/IbIH aKaJAEMUSIIBIK
JKa3ybIHA KaJai ocep €TeTIH/IIrH 3epTTeyre OarpITTalFaH. JlepekTep ceriz KaThICYIIbIIaH
¢bokyc-TonTap, canaljisl cayaJHamalap, )KoHe eHepre Heri3/IeNreH 3epTTey Kypajaaapsl,
aTan aifTkanJa “MaHbI3JIbIIBIK HIeHOepiepi” xKoHe CypeT KapTanapbl apKbUIbl )KHHAJIBL.
JlepekTepai Tajijay YLIiH TaKbIPBINTHIK TajaAay 9/1iC1 KOJAaHbUIAbI. Byl 3epTTey aKyMbIChI
cayaTThUIBIKTBI QJIEYMETTIK MpaKkTUKa peTinae Kapactelpsin (bapron & IN'amunbton, 1998;
I'amunbron, 2010; CtpuT, 1984), )xorapsl 6u1iM Oepy/ieri aknapaTThIK cayaTThUIBIKTBIH
Heridaemenik HopmanapbeiHa (KKE3K, 2016) cyiieneni. Hotmxkecinne, crynentrepain KU-
re JereH oH ke3kapacs! JKU-1iH Tin MexaHUKacbIMeH KeMeri (1epOec cayaTThUIBIK

JaFAbUIAPhI) JKOHE FBUIBIMH JUCKYypCTapFa KOJ JKeTKi3yre MyMKIiH/IK OepyiMeH



(akameMHSITBIK QJIeyMETTeH 1ipy) OailiaHbICThI eKeHi aHbIKTaabl. COHBIMEH KaTtap,
cryaertrep JKU-ni KonmaHa OTHIPLIT KYMOH/II carla, aMaiaH ThIC TY3€TY JKOHE TOYeI i
OOJIBIIT KTy KayIli CHSIKTBI KHBIHABIKTapFa Tan oosasl. Hotmwkecinae, KU -1iH FeUTBIMU
ATHKAHBI JAMBITHII, FHUIBIMA TYJIFATBUIBIKTE KB TACTRIPYAAFhl POJIi AHBIKTAJIIE.
Kareicymsinapasie KU konmany ce6e6i — KU cTyneHTTepre alIeyMeTTiK )KoHe
WHCTUTYITUOHAIBIK CayaTThUIBIK TPAKTHKAIAPBIHIA KOH TAYbIT, STHKATBIK FAJIBIM 00ITY,
FBUTBIMH MOHEP/IE JKa3y, )KOHE ©37ICpPiHIH FRUIBIMU TYJIFAChI MCH JAaYBICHIH JIAMBITYFa
MYMKIHIIK 0ep/ii. COHBIMEH, MaruCTPAHTTAPBIH akaieMUsUTBIK jka3yaa XKW kommanysH
WHCTUTYITUOHAIBIK 9JICYMETTIK MTPAKTHKAIAPIBIH KUBIHTHIFBI PETIH/IC KapacThIPyFa
6omaner. Mynaa KU cTyneHTTepre o3/iepiHe apThUIFaH aKaJIeMUSUTBIK YMITTEP/I1 aKTayFa
YKOHE JKOFaphl OKY OPBIHIApBIH/Ia OaFalaHAThIH Ka3yIIbl TYJIFACHIH JaMBITYFa MYMKIHIIK
Oepeni. by 3epTTeyniH HOTHXKeENEep1 OKBITYIIBLIAp MEH OUTIM Oepy casicaThIH aHBIKTAYIITbI
TYJIFaNapra CTyJeHTTEePAIH akaJAeMUsIbIK skazyaa KM -1 kanail KoJaaHaThIHBIH TePEHIPEK
TYCIHyre KOMEKTECII, YHUBEPCUTET JCHTeHIH/IE Ka3y/Ibl OKBITY OOMBIHINIA YCHIHBICTAPFa
Heri3 0oJ1a ajgamsl.

Tytiinoi co30ep: *acaHbl MHTEIUICKT, aFbIIIIBIH TUTIHIET1 aKaIEMUSUTBIK JKa3y,

cayaTTBUIBIK QJIEyMETTIK IMPaKTUKa PETIHIE.
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AHHOTAIUA
HN3yuenue UckyccrBennoro Unreniexkra B Kauecrse Conuanbnoii [lpakruxkn: Kak
Marucrpantbl Opuentupyrorces B UckyccrBeHHoM MHTe /IeKTe H AKaeMHYECKOM
IHucsme

HenaBuue noctmxeHust B 00J1aCTU TEXHOJOTHM JIJIs1 TUChMa, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha
nckyccrBeHHOM uHTeIekTe (M), Bkitouas MHCTPYMEHTHI JIsl OLICHKH TUChMEHHOU
peun, 0OpaTHOM CBsI3U, TIEPEBOIA U TEHEPAIIMH TEKCTa, 3HAYUTEITHHO U3MEHUIIH
CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO MPAKTUKY 00y4EHUS TPAaMOTE B BBICIIUX YYEOHBIX 3aBEACHHSX.
HecMoTpst Ha TO, YTO MHOTOUYNCIICHHBIE UCCIIEIOBAHUS OBLITH TIPOBEICHBI C IIEJIBIO
n3ydeHus Bo3moxkHocreir UM B akagemMudeckom muchbMe, OOJBITUHCTBO U3 HUX OCHOBAHBI
Ha KOHIIETITYJIM3aIli1 TPAMOTHOCTH KaK COBOKYITHOCTH HAaBBIKOB MJIM Ha TIPEAB3SITOM
otHomeHnu k MM kak K yrpo3e ayTeHTUYHOCTH CTYI€HYECKUX paboT, 4TO MPUBENO K
WTHOPUPOBAHUIO MTOTEHIHAIBHOUN poiin uchbMa ¢ MM kak MeponpusTUS MO MOBBIICHUIO
IrPaMOTHOCTH, (POPMHUPYIOIIETO MPAKTUKY TPAMOTHOCTH y CTYIEHTOB. Takum 00pazom,
JAHHOE KaYeCTBEHHOE MCCIIEI0BAHNE, OCHOBAaHHOE HA METOJIE KEHC-CTali, HAlIPaBJIEHO Ha
M3Yy4eHHE TOr0, KaK MHCTPYMEHTHI JUTsl mucbMa ocHoBaHHbIe HAa U moryT dhopmupoBaTth
MIPAKTUKY FPAMOTHOCTH Y MAaruCTPAHTOB OJIHOTO U3 AHIJIOSI3bIYHBIX YHUBEPCUTETOB
Kazaxcrana u kak 3TO BIUSET Ha UX aKaJeMu4eckoe muchbMo. JlanHbie ObUM COOpaHbI Y
BOCHMH YYaCTHHUKOB C MOMOIIBIO (DOKYC-TPYIIN, KAY€CTBEHHBIX OTIPOCOB U
HCCIEA0BATENbCKUX MHCTPYMEHTOB, OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha UCKYCCTBE, @ UMEHHO “Kpyros
3HauMMOCTH” U KapToueK ¢ n300pakeHusaMu. JlaHHbIe OBLITH MPOAHATU3UPOBAHEI C
MOMOIIIBIO TEMATUYECKOTO aHanu3a. Onupasch Ha NOAXO] K TPAMOTHOCTH Kak
conuansHoi mpakTuke (bapron & 'amunbToH, 1998; 'amuneron, 2010; CtpuT, 1984) u
HOPMBI JIJ1s1 HKH(POPMAITMOHHOW TPAaMOTHOCTH JIst BhIciiero oopaszosanus (ABKHU, 2016),

HCCIICA0OBAHUEC BBIABUJIO, YTO HOJIOKUTCIILbHOC OTHOIICHUEC CTYJACHTOB K MU ObL10 CBA3aHO



Xii

C €ro MOMOIIBIO C A3bIKOBOM MEXaHUKOH (IPaMOTHOCTh KaK COBOKYITHOCTb HaBBIKOB) U
IIPEIOCTABJIIEHUEM J0CTYIA K HAYYHBIM JTUCKypcaM (aKaJeMHUYecKash COLMaan3alus).
Bonee Toro, MM criocoGCTBOBAN Pa3sBUTHIO STHYHOCTH B HAyKe U (POPMHPOBAHUIO
HayYHOM MJIEHTUYHOCTH, IOCKOJIbKY CTY/AE€HThI CTAJIKUBAJIUCH C poOIeMami,
cBsa3aHHbIMU ¢ M, BKITtOUas HEHA/IeKHOCTh, YPE3MEPHYIO KOPPEKTUPOBKY U
MOTEHIMATIBHYIO 3aBUCUMOCTb CTYACHTOB OT 3TUX HHCTPYMEHTOB. YUYaCTHUKHU
ucnoJib3oBanyu MU, Tak kKak OH IpeaoCTaBIsi CTyIEHTaM BO3MOKHOCTh OPUEHTHUPOBATHCS
B COIMAJIBHBIX M MHCTUTYLIMOHAIbHBIX MTPAKTUKAX TPAMOTHOCTH, YTOOBI CTaTh STUYHBIMU
YUEHBIMH, MHCATh B HAYYHON MaHepe, U pa3BUBaTh CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO HAYUHYIO
WJEHTUYHOCTH U rosioc. Hakonen, ucnoyib30BaHuEe MarucTpaHTaMu HHCTpyMeHTOB MU B
aKaJeMHYeCKOM IMUChbME CTOUT paccMaTpUBaTh KaKk COBOKYTHOCTh HHCTUTYIIHOHAJIbHBIX
COLIMANIBHBIX MPAKTHK, B KOTOpbIX MM no3BosisseT uM onocpenoBaTh akaeMU4ecKre
OKUJIaHUS U Pa3BUBATh UIACHTUYHOCTb IIMCATEINS, KOTOPAs LIEHUTCS B BBICIIUX Y4€OHBIX
3aBeJIeHUAX. Pe3ynpTaThl JaHHOTO HCCIEeI0BaHNs IOMOTYT IPENoIaBaTessIM U JIULaM
OIpeNENIONUM 00pa30BaTENbHYIO TOJIUTUKY JIyYIle MOHATh, KaK CTYAEHTBI UCIIOJIb3YIOT
WU B npouecce nuchbma U Mociry’kaT OCHOBOM Ul peKOMEHIAIMH 10 IPEnoIaBaHHIo
IIMCbMEHHOM peuy B YHUBEPCUTETAX.

Kniouesvie cnosa: ncKycCTBEHHbBIN MHTEIJIEKT, aKaJIeMUYECKOE MIMCbMO Ha

aHTJIMHACKOM SA3BIKC, I'PAMOTHOCTDL KaK COLIMAJIbHAA IIPpAKTHUKA.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In the modern era, the ongoing progression of artificial intelligence (Al) and
broader technological innovations is steadily molding various aspects of our daily lives
and contemporary society, spanning culture, economics, and politics. Notably, virtual
assistants such as Alexa and Siri have become widespread, managing smart devices and
aiding in diverse tasks. Moreover, the expanding digitalization of industry, encompassing
technologies like the Internet of Things, large-scale data analytics, cloud manufacturing,
and 3D printing, holds the promise of transforming manufacturing into an integrated
cyber-physical system. Thus, manufacturing, digital technology, and the internet converge
seamlessly into a unified entity (Gehlot et al., 2021). Moreover, technological
advancements and Al have notably influenced education, particularly in language
teaching, where intelligent role tutoring systems provide personalized feedback and Al-
based assessments automate scoring, enhancing accessibility and effectiveness (Godwin-
Jones, 2022).

More specifically, Al has significantly changed university students’ learning
practices, particularly in writing. Al-based writing assistants encompass a range of Al-
fueled technologies, including software, applications, and programs that can scaffold
students’ writing. In this way, the utilization of Al-based writing assistants can provide a
comprehensive set of language support services such as machine translation, text
generation (Dale & Viethen, 2021), and provision of corrective feedback (Godwin-Jones,
2022). More recently, the emergence of ChatGPT has brought new opportunities for
scaffolding student writing.

However, the ambiguous nature of ChatGPT has caused debates in academia
because of its ability to produce texts in various genres in almost every subject area

(Godwin-Jones, 2022). This has raised concerns that students might use it unethically and



even generate their entire assignments (Perkins, 2023). It is thus no surprise that there have
been debates in universities about how Al can improve students’ writing and concerns
about academic integrity and ethics (Chan & Hu, 2023). Although there have been
numerous studies on Al in academic writing, there is still a gap in understanding Al’s
effect on students’ literacy practices. Therefore, more research is needed into how Al-
based writing assistants can transform students’ academic writing and other university
literacy practices.

To sum up, the literature underscores the pressing need for universities to respond
proactively to the implications of Al (Adams & Chuah, 2022; Chan & Hu, 2023; Godwin-
Jones, 2022; Perkins, 2023). However, higher education studies have yet to thoroughly
explore the ramifications of a society mediated by Al and probably need to reconsider the
impact of Al on disciplinary discourses, knowledge practices, and other socio-cultural
contextual conditions (Bearman et al., 2022). In addition, it is crucial to investigate how
students use or incorporate Al into their academic writing and the potential it holds for
shaping new scholarly and literacy practices. Guided by literacy as a social practice (LSP)
framework, the present study explores how Al-based writing assistants can shape the
literacy practices of graduate students at one university with English medium of instruction

(EMI) in Kazakhstan and the implications for their academic writing.

1.1 Background and Context

Among Central Asian countries, Kazakhstan is referred to as a pioneer in actively
implementing the policy of trilingual education, a key component of the broader strategy
of a New Kazakhstan in the New World, intending for Kazakhstan to merge into, engage,
and build connections with the global community (Hajar & Mhamed, 2021; Tajik et al.,
2022). Adopted in 2007, this policy calls on higher and secondary education institutions to

adopt three languages to teach a wide range of subjects: “Kazak as the state language;



Russian as the regional language of post-Soviet countries; and English as the language of
scientific and technological advancement and international cooperation” (Tajik et al.,
2022, p. 2).

In 2010, Kazakhstan took a significant step towards internationalizing tertiary
education by joining the European Higher Education Area and signing the Bologna
Declaration, which supports students’ academic mobility. The same year, the government
established Nazarbayev University, which has become internationally renowned, to
improve the quality of higher education programs delivered in English. Currently,
approximately 42 universities provide EMI programs and courses in Kazakhstan (Irsaliyev
et al., 2017). However, research indicates that assimilation into Western academic
discourse (Oliva-Girbau & Gubern, 2015) and academic writing in English is demanding
for international and non-native English students (Campbell, 2019), especially graduate
students, who are required to produce a thesis in English (Webster et al., 2000). As a
result, the switch to EMI in Kazakhstan had considerable linguistic, cultural, and symbolic
consequences for English as a foreign language (EFL) students (Hwami & Bedeker, 2024).

Kazakhstani researchers have revealed a link between EMI and students’ academic
and linguistic experiences, offering some evidence of its impact on students’ difficulties
with academic writing (Ablazimova, 2022; Batyrkhanova, 2020; Kuttubayeva, 2022;
Myrzakulova, 2019; Tajik et al., 2022). For example, Ablazimova’s (2022) study of ten
humanities undergraduate students showed that students encountered language,
argumentation, and formatting difficulties. Similarly, Kuttubayeva’s (2022) study of eight
undergraduate students’ academic and linguistic challenges revealed their struggles with
English vocabulary, academic writing style, and cohesion. Both studies reported that
students use online tools like Grammarly and Thesaurus to cope with writing challenges.

Regarding graduate students, Batyrkhanova (2020) found that 11 social science graduate



students experienced academic challenges related to language skills (vocabulary, spelling)
and literacy practices (source analysis and APA formatting). These challenges pushed
them to draw on Grammarly and Google Translate with instructor assistance. Myrzakulova
(2019) identified writing anxiety among 250 graduate students due to their limited
vocabulary and paraphrasing skills, alongside struggles in expressing ideas concisely.
Finally, Tajik et al. (2022) examined the academic challenges of 320 graduate students at
ten EMI universities. They found that language and institutional norms, including
referencing and paraphrasing, impacted academic success. Overall, while these studies
reveal the link between EMI, language proficiency, and academic writing, they have
overlooked the effectiveness of university support for writing development in EMI
settings.

Although some studies on Al writing assistants show that students use Al to cope
with academic writing difficulties, they are merely pointing out study skills or technical
literacy, such as academic vocabulary and grammar, without considering literacy as a
social practice (Ablazimova, 2022; Kuttubayeva, 2022). This suggests that, despite the
growing interest in Kazakhstani EMI students’ experience with academic writing, the LSP
perspective seems to be underexplored. Research has shown that ignoring the social,
situational, and cultural conditions that shape academic writing tends to frame students as
having an English language or learning deficit, ignoring that they are “struggling to learn
how to write within multiple learning contexts” (Mitchell & Evison, 2006; Murray, 2015,
as cited in Davenport, 2022, p. 1). To address this gap, the present study will adopt the
LSP perspective to explore the literacy practices that Kazakhstani graduate students
engage in when using Al-based writing assistants in their academic writing (Barton &
Hamilton, 2000; Street, 2017). In addition, | will consider Al-mediated literacy practices

rather than focusing on one particular Al tool because, in a world where one technology is



being quickly replaced by another, it is essential to have a “critical methodology with
which to explore future environments for learning” (Lea & Jones, 2011, p. 391).
1.2 Problem Statement

In Kazakhstan, writing anxiety is prevalent among students, particularly among
those using English as a foreign language, often due to academic writing challenges
associated with insufficient vocabulary, writing mechanics, and understanding of social
practices such as paraphrasing and formatting (Kuttubayeva, 2022; Myrzakulova, 2019;
Tajik et al., 2022). As technology advances, “native” and “non-native” English speakers’
academic writing challenges (Campbell, 2019) result in students turning to Al-based
writing assistants for support. Recent research indicates that students have shifted towards
tools such as Grammarly and Google Translate (Ablazimova, 2022; Batyrkhanova, 2020).
However, the potential of Al to beneficially shape students’ academic literacies is
currently limited by the prevailing belief that Al use amounts to cheating, especially with
generative Al like ChatGPT (Perkins, 2023). Hence, in the present study, | advocate for a
deeper understanding of how students engage with Al tools, acknowledging students’
academic writing as something that learners do rather than produce (Bhagat & O’Neill,
2011). Specifically, there is a literature gap regarding how Al can shape the academic
writing practices of Kazakhstani students at EMI universities. Therefore, further
exploration into the influence of Al on students’ academic writing from a social practice
perspective is necessary, particularly regarding its potential assistance in facilitating

students’ navigation of literacy practices within specific cultural and contextual settings.

1.3 Purpose of the Study
The present study addresses graduate students’ academic writing in light of the
emerging function of Al use as a literacy practice. There is a shortage of in-depth research

on Al, especially generative Al, as literacy practices (Alharbi, 2023; Perkins, 2023).



Hence, the present qualitative study aims to explore how Al-based writing assistants shape
the literacy practices of graduate students at one Kazakhstani EMI university and the
implications of this for their academic writing.
1.4 Research Questions
Main RQ: What literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform
graduate students’ academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?
Sub-question 1: What are students’ perspectives and experiences of using Al for academic
writing?
Sub-question 2: Why do students use Al-based writing assistants in writing?
1.5 Significance of the Study

The present study and its results can make a significant contribution to policy,
theory, and practice. Regarding its significance for policy, the results can inform university
policymakers on how students use Al writing assistants and how to ensure their ethical
use. Regarding the theoretical importance, the present study’s findings might be helpful for
researchers in the field of new literacies, social practices, and academic writing because it
can contribute to and potentially extend scholars’ understanding of how Al can be
conceptualized as a literacy event and literacy practice. Moreover, there seems to be a lack
of research from a social practice perspective that examines Al-informed academic writing
as a literacy practice in university contexts. Thus, this study can lay the groundwork for
future investigations into Kazakhstani students’ use of Al-based writing assistants as a
social and literacy practice.

The methodological significance of the present study lies in its use of arts-based
research methods, such as significant circles and image-based cards, allowing the
participants to shape the research narrative with their expertise and experiences, thereby

enriching the study with diverse insights beyond traditional approaches and potentially



shifting power dynamics between the researcher and the researched (Eisner, 2008;
Greenwood, 2019; Leavy, 2020).

Finally, the study has practical significance for university teachers, administrators,
and higher education institutions because its results can illustrate how Al functions as a
contextual and cultural tool to mediate and scaffold academic literacy practices. Thus, it
has pedagogical significance because faculty can reimagine their course design to address
the potential challenges of writing with Al, support students in coping with them, and
create a community of practice associated with engaging with Al ethically, ensuring the
responsible use of Al in writing.
1.6 Definition of Key Terms

It is essential to build a foundation of the main terms in the present study to ensure
a thorough comprehension of the concepts covered in the current dissertation. These terms
underpin the study’s investigation of Al-based writing assistants as a literacy practice. The
following section provides definitions and explanations of these terms and lays the
foundation for an explicit and informed discussion.
Al-Based Writing Assistants

Al refers to a type of technology that can think like humans. That is, it can
understand information, make decisions, and learn independently by processing new
information and learning from experience (Borchardt et al., 1994, as cited in Dodigovic,
2007; Kikalishvili, 2023; Popenici & Kerr, 2017; Zini, 2005). Al-based writing assistants
are Al tools that help people write by offering writing evaluation and feedback,
translations, and even by generating citations and entire texts (Dale & Viethen, 2021). In
the present study, Al writing assistants refer to tools like ChatGPT, Grammarly, QuillBot,
Bard, Scribbr, Typeset, and ChatPDF.

Generative Al



Generative Al refers to a type of Al tools that can write new texts that are similar to
human-written texts. These tools can quickly analyze existing data and produce original,
creative, and high-quality content such as texts, music, and images in response to a user’s
instruction (Crawford et al., 2023; Dasborough, 2023). Currently well-known generative
Al assistants include ChatGPT, Dall-E, and Bard.

Literacy as Social Practice

The present study draws on a social practice approach to define literacy. This
approach combines skills and socialization approaches in literacy development in broader
sociocultural contexts, such as how people participate in reading and writing in everyday
situations, work, or educational contexts (Barton, 2001; Barton & Hamilton, 2000;
Hamilton, 2010; Perry, 2012; Street, 1984).

Literacy Events and Practices

A social practice approach involves literacy events and literacy practices. An
example of a literacy event is when a student presents their research paper at a seminar,
while a literacy practice refers to how they wrote the paper, including how they selected
the information, organized it, and cited sources, and the language they used to express their
ideas (Barton, 2001; Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Hamilton, 2010; Perry, 2012; Street,
1984).

Skills-Based Academic Writing

The study skills model of academic writing considers writing in terms of individual
cognitive abilities, like spelling and grammar. It is focused on the surface characteristics of
the text and assumes that students are capable of applying the knowledge of writing that
they learned in a particular context to other contexts without any difficulties (Lea & Street,
2006).

Academic Socialization Approach to Academic Writing



Academic socialization presents another approach to academic writing. Academic
socialization involves teaching students the typical ways of thinking and writing within
their specific disciplinary contexts, which are highly contextualized. Students are required
to understand and produce various academic genres, such as research articles, essays,
reports, and presentations (Kemp, 2007; Zarykbay & Bedeker, in press; Zholasbekova &
Bedeker, in press). However, this approach implies that the genres and discourses in
various disciplines are mostly stable, so that once learners have grasped the fundamental
principles of a certain academic discourse, they can replicate it without any difficulties
(Lea & Street, 2006).

Academic Literacies Approach to Academic Writing

A third approach to academic writing is academic literacy (Lea & Street, 2006),
which includes and expands the skills-based and academic socialization approaches. This
approach examines how power dynamics and personal identities influence language in
academic communities, critically examining the social and cultural dimensions of
academic writing (Lea & Street, 1998, as cited in Russell et al., 2009). For instance,
students examine various disciplinary writing approaches and how power dynamics shape
language and communication in academic communities.

Discourses of Writing

Discourses include specific norms and conventions about writing within specific
contexts. Ivanic defines discourses as “beliefs about writing, learning to write, ways of
talking about writing, and the sorts of approaches to teaching and assessment which are
likely to be associated with these beliefs” (Ivanic, 2004, p. 224).

Writer Identities
The concept of writer identities refers to the multiple identities that writers

construct for themselves based on what they say in their texts and the discourses they
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engage in to express it (Ivani¢, 1994). Writer identities includes their sense of self and the
impression they leave on their readers. Writer identities are not a matter of the writer’s free
choice but depend on a more limited set of alternative discourses for identity construction
available in a particular context. Hence, the writer’s identity emerges from the text that
was written and partially depends on the writer, partially on the reader, and partially on the
socio-cultural environment that encourages participating in certain discourses (Ivanic,
1994).
1.7 Outline of the Study

The present thesis is structured across six chapters. This Introduction Chapter has
offered background information on the topic under exploration and outlined the problem
statement, purpose of the study, research questions, and significance of the present
research. The second chapter, the Literature Review, reviews previous studies on academic
writing, Al, and the benefits and challenges of writing with Al. The third chapter,
Methodology, introduces the research design, site, sampling, data collection tools (focus
group interviews, questionnaires, and arts-based research tools), procedures used to
analyze the data, and ethical considerations. Chapter Four provides the findings of the
present research, followed by Chapter Five, which discusses the findings. The last chapter
concludes the present thesis by providing a summary of the study, its limitations, and

recommendations for future studies.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The study explores how Al-based writing assistants can shape the literacy practices
of graduate students at one Kazakhstani EMI university and their implications for their
academic writing. The preceding chapter introduced the study by providing the context and
background about the growing prominence of English in Kazakhstan, its challenges for
students at EMI universities, the questions that guide this study, and its significance. This
chapter provides the theoretical foundation for the research, structured into five main
sections: 1) an exploration of Al and its development; 2) a review of the opportunities and
challenges of Al assistants in education and language acquisition; 3) a review of academic
writing practices and their development; 4) an examination of empirical studies on Al-
assisted writing; 5) the theoretical framework of literacy as a social practice; and 6) a

summary of the chapter.

2.1 Introduction

Crawford et al. (2023) argue that advances in neural networks, machine learning,
and big data have opened a new chapter in the 70-year history of Al. In particular, OpenAl
recently designed ChatGPT (Chat Generative Pre-Trained Transformer), a large language
model chatbot, and made it publicly available in November 2022 (Lund et al., 2023). The
emergence of ChatGPT has made the topic of Al a hot trend (Arif et al., 2023) because it
uses a pre-trained model derived from an extensive data corpus to generate suggestions
based on the users’ prompts (Crawford et al., 2023). With its widespread adoption,
ChatGPT has been recognized as a “disruptive” innovation that can potentially
revolutionize the functioning of society and various fields, such as customer care, services,
commerce, and education (Aydm & Karaarslan, 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023; Van Dis et al.,
2023). These recent advancements and expansion in machine learning have facilitated the

creation of sophisticated digital content with the potential to support education, making
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researchers and educators increasingly curious about AI’s possibilities in education
(Yasmin & Mazhar, 2022).

Al has impacted education significantly, with over 30 countries introducing
national Al policy strategies since 2021 to address social and ethical concerns (Schiff,
2022). The rationale is that Al can transform education, instruction, and learning (Yasmin
& Mazhar, 2022). However, the integration of Al into the educational sphere is not a
recent phenomenon. The first intelligent tutoring systems and computer assisted instruction
systems were developed in the 1960s and 1970s. This led to the establishment of Al in
education as a scientific field in the 1980s, highlighted by the first issue of the
International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in Education in 1989 and the establishment
of the International Al in Education Society (IAIED) in 1993 (Alkhatlan & Kalita, 2018;
Selwyn, 2019; Williamson & Eynon, 2020). Since then, the developments of Al
educational tools have improved analytical capabilities for measuring learning and
teaching, and recent Al tools offer increasing potential to transform and personalize the
educational experience for students (Luckin et al., 2016).

Unsurprisingly, Al has become popular among teachers and students. Al enables
teachers to reclaim their valuable time by automating tedious tasks (Yasmin & Mazhar,
2022), while students feel that Al increases their writing proficiency and promotes self-
directed learning (Barrot, 2021). Furthermore, it can enhance students’ engagement,
provide better access to knowledge, adapt to individual requirements, and personalize
students’ experiences and learning processes (Karsenti et al., 2017). Students see Al’s
value for academic writing because Al-based writing assistants offer various features, such
as identifying errors in grammar, mechanics, formatting, and synthesizing literature to
improve students’ writing while still preserving the writer’s role in the process (Adams &

Chuah, 2022). In particular, Al writing assistants provide real-time feedback (Godwin-
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Jones, 2022) and establish an environment that enables students to reach a flow state in
writing (Crawford et al., 2023).

Nevertheless, as with every tool, Al-based writing assistants have certain
drawbacks that can hinder the writing process. Such drawbacks include possible invasions
of privacy, questionable quality of outputs, the inability to perform complex tasks, cost,
and issues with ethics and safety (Crawford et al., 2023; Kikalishvili, 2023; Lund et al.,
2023; Perkins, 2023; Su & Yang, 2023). Moreover, teachers are concerned about the
possibility of Al reducing the value of education (Su & Yang, 2023). In short, the
development of Al in the educational sphere holds both potential advantages and

disadvantages for teaching and learning processes.

2.2 Development and Conceptualization of Artificial Intelligence

The evolution of Artificial Intelligence (Al) unfolded over several decades,
commencing with the formal establishment of the field at the Dartmouth Conference in
1956, where foundational ideas were laid by visionaries like Alan Turing (Seale, 1980).
McCarthy is acknowledged for introducing the term Al and defining it as “the science and
engineering of making intelligent machines, especially intelligent computer programs
[thus] using computers to understand human intelligence, but Al does not have to confine
itself to methods that are biologically observable” (McCarthy, 1956, as cited in Rajaraman,
2014, p. 206). While Al was initially introduced in the 1950s with the advent of manually
managed computers by McCarthy (McCarthy, 1956, as cited in Russell & Norvig, 2010), it
was not until the late twentieth century, with the emergence of machine learning and
neural networks, that Al gained widespread recognition as a substantial force that can
enhance the overall standard of life (Abiodun et al., 2018). Since then, the Al field has

experienced considerable growth; its history reflects a journey from theoretical concepts to
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practical applications that seamlessly integrate into daily life, driving innovations across
multiple disciplines and areas of study.

Today, the definition of Al encompasses machines that can simulate the behavior
of intelligent creatures, including the ability to learn, understand, and self-correct
(Borchardt et al., 1994, as cited in Dodigovic, 2007; Kikalishvili, 2023; Popenici & Kerr,
2017; Zini, 2005). It possesses a pivotal trait—self-learning, empowering systems to refine
their judgments by assimilating new data and experiences (Mintz & Brodie, 2019). This is
achieved through the application of machine learning and deep learning methods, mainly
using artificial neural networks, enabling robots to handle increasingly complex tasks with
human-like learning capabilities (Lu, 2019). Machine learning, which operates at the
crossroads of statistics and computer science, plays a significant role in recent Al
developments because it is adept at handling the ever-growing volume of data. It utilizes
algorithms to identify patterns and conduct predictive analyses without explicit
programming (Lund et al., 2023; Kulkarni et al., 2022). Consequently, machine learning
constructs programs that autonomously learn from data, continuously enhancing Al’s
predictive capabilities (Jordan & Mitchell, 2015).

Another indispensable facet of Al is natural language processing, which enables
computers to comprehend human speech (Kulkarni et al., 2022). Natural language
processing encompasses the subcategories of natural language understanding and natural
language generation. Natural language understanding focuses on interpreting human
language by extracting valuable information from documents (Kang et al., 2020), while
natural language generation crafts human-readable text using multimedia, graphical, and
structured data inputs (McDonald, 2010). Ongoing advancements in Al and technology
have infiltrated various aspects of modern society, shaping cultural, economic, and

political realms. Continuous research has expanded the capabilities of these systems,
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driving technological progress and illuminating Al’s potential societal impact, prompting a
reevaluation of their role and significance in education (Perkins, 2023; Su & Yang, 2023).
2.3 Al in Education: Possibilities and Pitfalls

Al has already been extensively employed in education, transforming the core
aspects of instruction and learning (Yasmin & Mazhar, 2022). According to Karsenti et al.
(2017), using machine learning in education presents a chance to move beyond a
standardized approach and build educational resources that adapt to individual
requirements and capacities, personalizing learning. Yasmin and Mazhar (2022) claim that
automation can assist both instructors and learners in making tedious responsibilities
easier. For teachers, automation can offer automated grading software, saving precious
time currently consumed by evaluating student assignments. It can also enhance the ease
and engagement of certain learning activities for students, such as real-time language
translation, which improves global access to knowledge. Thus, Al offers various
pedagogical and administrative benefits to ensure the effective use of teachers’ time,
personalizing learning, increasing student engagement in learning activities, and can be
used as Al writing assistants with teachers’ guidance (Yasmin & Mazhar, 2022). In
particular, Al can be effective in language teaching and writing instruction.

According to Yasmin and Mazhar (2022), Al can be used in language teaching to
generate innovative content, streamline task automation, organize tutoring, and ensure
inclusive educational access for learners with special needs. Similarly, Pokrivéakova
(2019) highlighted seven advantages of using Al in language instruction such as 1)
providing personalized learning materials; 2) translating text or speech across languages;
3) correcting grammar with writing assistants; 4) conversing through chatbots; 5)
developing intelligent platforms for language acquisition; 6) enabling tailored language

instruction; and 7) crafting intelligent virtual reality tools for speaking practice. In short,



16

Al can function as intelligent assistants in language teaching, automating some question-
and-answer (Q&A) assignments and offering students on-demand assistance without
taking up precious teacher time (Yasmin & Mazhar, 2022).

Regarding writing instruction, in particular, Al-based writing assistance systems
provide a notable advantage by offering a comprehensive array of support services,
ranging from machine translation to sentence and paragraph generation (Dale & Viethen,
2021). According to Godwin-Jones (2022), four main types of Al tools help students
facilitate their writing. First, machine translation tools offer students fast translations at no
cost. Second, automated writing evaluation systems offer fast, consistent, and voluminous
corrective feedback to a finished text and identify areas of improvement by keeping track
of the revisions. Third, automated written corrective feedback tools offer real-time
corrective feedback to a text when it is being composed. Finally, automated text-
generating tools can produce texts in various genres in almost every subject area.

Overall, Al assistants offer various support features to develop language and
writing skills while preserving the students’ role in the process (Adams & Chuah, 2022).
They enable writers to develop metacognitive knowledge of language learning and writing,
offering a framework for deliberate practice and motivating students. Hence, Adams and
Chuah (2022) argue that Al-based writing assistants have a dual purpose: to simplify the
process of composing research texts and to improve the standard of critical evaluation,
especially concerning language style and literature evaluation.

Given the potential benefits of Al tools in teaching and learning, there is growing
interest in how students apply them in writing. Adams and Chuah (2022) conducted a
comprehensive literature review on existing Al tools, their capabilities, and the potential
future impact. They categorized publicly available Al-based writing tools into three

groups: language and mechanics (e.g., Grammarly and QuillBot), synthesizing and
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summarizing text (e.g., Scholarcy and Iris.ai), and typesetting and formatting tools (e.g.,
Typeset.io). Their findings indicate specific advantages of each software: Grammarly
appeals to students for its grammar and vocabulary assistance; QuillBot provides
additional features like summarization and paraphrasing; Scholarcy and Iris.ai offer
efficient text summarization and synthesis, aiding students in managing their reading lists
and identifying relevant literature; Typeset.io simplifies paper formatting based on various
journal requirements, enhancing convenience for students. Thus, using Al assistants holds
promise in improving academic writing among graduate students.

Despite Al’s myriad benefits, research has also revealed several constraints and
challenges of employing Al in education (Crawford et al., 2023; Kikalishvili, 2023; Lund
et al., 2023; Perkins, 2023; Su & Yang, 2023). First, their free versions impose limitations
and constraints on economically disadvantaged students who cannot afford the paid
versions (Adams & Chuah, 2022; Godwin-Jones, 2022). Second, Al-based writing
assistants, exemplified by ChatGPT, have technical limitations that have created
significant issues, such as inefficiencies in handling academic writing tasks and
insufficient personalization and issues with data quality (Kikalishvili, 2023; Su & Yang,
2023). Third, Al presents challenges for student learning, notably the risk of overreliance
leading to cognitive offloading, which may hinder specialized knowledge development and
undervalue education (Crawford et al., 2023; Perkins, 2023). Fourth, Al might be less
helpful for students with lower levels of English proficiency because they might not
understand AI’s suggestions Or assess their reliability without their writing instructors’
help (Fan, 2023; O’Neill & Russell, 2019). Fifth, Fyfe (2022) found inconsistencies in
student citations, including fabricated information, which highlights the potential for
inadvertent plagiarism when using large language models (LLMs) (Perkins, 2023; Su &

Yang, 2023). Thus, challenges arise when LLM use is not transparent, and outputs undergo
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editing, alteration, or serve for initial idea formation (Perkins, 2023). In grappling with
such challenges, higher education institutions are now urged to reconsider academic
integrity policies to include the ethical utilization of Al assistants (Crawford et al., 2023;
Perkins, 2023).

Overall, Al has significantly transformed education by personalizing learning and
automating tedious tasks, thereby enhancing the experiences of both teachers and learners.
It is particularly beneficial in writing instruction, offering translations, corrective writing
evaluation and feedback, and generating texts. However, Al also has challenges like
limited functionality of free versions, technical limitations, and potential overreliance,
which highlights the necessity to reassess the academic writing foundations and practices

in the Al era.

2.4 Academic Writing Practices

Reflecting its importance for university students’ assignments and tasks, academic
writing has been largely explored in language learning (Badley, 2009; Bailey, 2014; Leki,
1998; Peters, 2008; Zemach & Rumisek, 2005). In the early 1970s, researchers viewed
academic writing as mastering decontextualized linguistic elements, such as lexical and
grammatical knowledge (Bruce, 2008; Coffin et al., 2005; Mckenna, 2010). Since then,
academic writing has evolved into a prominent element of instruction and learning in
various subjects in tertiary education (Strobl et al., 2019). Milson-Whyte (2015) contends
that academic writing demands intricate grammar and a structured framework,
necessitating the instruction of specific skills, such as formal tone, organized idea
presentation, and limited use of dialogue. Similarly, Johnson (2016) argues that it conveys
information and ideas efficiently and objectively, which is often a challenge for
undergraduate and graduate-level assignment writing. Lea and Street (1998) labeled such

views and approaches as skills-based academic writing approaches prioritizing formal
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grammar rules and basic sentence construction. These skills-based perspectives remain
pertinent, as demonstrated in Wangdi’s (2022) recent qualitative study on the perceptions
of academic writing among 14 Bhutanese student-teachers. The study revealed that
participants viewed academic writing as requiring conciseness, clarity, and grammatical
accuracy, which were emphasized in skills-based academic writing approaches.

Biber and Gray (2010) expressed another view by highlighting the importance of
academic writing aligning with the norms and standards of different disciplines and
mirroring the scientific discourses researchers use to generate scholarly knowledge. Ivanic¢
(2004) argues that such norms and conventions are discourses, which she defines as
“constellations of beliefs about writing, beliefs about learning to write, ways of talking
about writing, and the sorts of approaches to teaching and assessment which are likely to
be associated with these beliefs” (p. 224). Thus, when students enter unfamiliar academic
communities, they not only face the task of understanding academic content but also strive
to master the discourses and practices inherent to that scholarly community (Morita, 2009).
For this reason, there has been a switch from skills-based academic writing to academic
socialization (Lea & Street, 2006).

Academic socialization involves teaching students the conventions and rules of
writing within their specific disciplinary contexts. These are highly contextualized,
requiring students to understand and produce various academic genres such as research
articles, essays, reports, and presentations (Kemp, 2007; Zarykbay & Bedeker, in press;
Zholasbekova & Bedeker, in press). Accordingly, academic socialization aims to develop
students’ ability to communicate effectively in their academic fields by analyzing and
practicing genre-specific language, structure, and style. Although academic socialization
extends the scope of academic writing compared to a skills-based approach, critics argue

that it neglects to situate academic writing in its socially situated contexts, such as
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institutional practices, power dynamics, students’ backgrounds, and the role of their first
language (L1) in meaning-making (Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Street, 1984).

These criticisms have led to the ideological model proposed by Lea and Street
(1998), who argued for a shift from the traditional skills-based approaches, calling for
academic writing to be recognized as a dynamic and socially embedded phenomenon
(Barton, 2001; Ivani¢, 2004; Street, 1984). The ideological model focuses on social and
cultural practices, which include students’ home or cultural literacy practices as integral
components in navigating disciplinary discourse (McKenna, 2010). For example, Zhou et
al. (2020) and Wu (2015) showed that there may be differences in teachers’ and students’
perceptions of good academic writing despite the expectation that they would naturally
share the same view. Zhou et al. (2020), in their research on 41 Chinese freshman students,
found that students experienced challenges with academic writing because they could not
understand and meet their professors’ expectations. More specifically, the students valued
the richness of English vocabulary in writing, whereas the teachers’ assessment was
focused on higher-order aspects like synthesizing information. Similarly, in a study on 14
Chinese postgraduate students’ experiences at British universities, Wu (2015) found that
when writing essays, students experienced difficulties understanding the professor’s
expectations due to the lack of knowledge of the university’s postgraduate-level writing
practices. Hence, students expressed a desire to receive clearer articulation and
transparency regarding evaluation criteria and outcome expectations.

Thus, the ideological view departs from conventional approaches that treat
academic writing as an array of individual skills. Instead, it advocates for a social practice
approach that encompasses the complex interplay between language, culture, and society.
In particular, a social practice perspective emphasizes that academic writing occurs in a

specific cultural and situational context (Lea & Street, 1998; Street, 1984).
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The academic writing perspectives mentioned above are captured in Ivani¢’s
(2004) extended framework, which includes six writing discourses that underpin the policy
and practice of academic writing: “skills discourse, creativity discourse, process discourse,
genre discourse, social practice discourse, and sociopolitical discourse” (p. 225). More
specifically, the skills discourse emphasizes mastering decontextualized techniques of
composing; creativity centers on the originality of expression; the process discourse
highlights the writing stages and strategies throughout each stage; the genre discourse
centers on field-specific conventions; the social practice discourse considers writing’s
embeddedness in social contexts; and the sociopolitical discourse explores writing’s
political and cultural dimensions (Ivanic, 2004). These perspectives can provide valuable
insights into the discourses (skills, academic socialization, or academic literacies) that
underpin students’ Al integration in their academic writing practices.

Before delving into Al’s role in academic writing, one more issue that should be
discussed is the notion of writer identity. According to Ivani¢ (1994), a writer is positioned
by the discourse(s) to which they turn to while writing. In the process of writing, numerous
identities are crafted for them based not only on what they say but also on the discourses
they participated in to express it. Ivani¢ (1994) stresses that the writer cannot freely choose
their positionality; rather, they tend to choose identities from a readily accessible array of
alternative discourses for identity construction. The discourses’ availability is limited, and
they are affected by the power relations in a certain community, with some discourses
being more dominant and acceptable than others.

Thus, Ivani¢ delineated four facets of a writer’s identity: “autobiographical self,
discoursal self, self-as-author, and possibilities for self-hood in the socio-cultural and
institutional context” (1998, p. 23). The autobiographical self continuously changes and is

related to the identity that writer brings with them into their writing, including their sense
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of roots or their background, which is constructed by previous social and discoursal
interactions. The discoursal self denotes the numerous and occasionally conflicting
impressions that the writer projects of themselves in a certain written text, purposefully or
unconsciously. It is formed by the text’s discourse traits, which correspond to the values,
convictions, and power dynamics in the socio-cultural environment where the text is
written. Self-as-author is related to the voice as the writer’s stance or degree to which the
writer asserts their authority as the original author of the piece of writing. Lastly,
according to Ivani¢ (1998), within every institutional environment, individuals will
encounter a variety of socially accessible self-hood possibilities, with a few of them being
given preference over others.

In summary, regardless of the academic writing perspective or the underlying
discourse, the fundamental goal remains consistent: to communicate ideas effectively and
persuade the intended audience, which may include teachers, professors, dissertation
committees, and peers (Adams & Chuah, 2022). However, in EMI university contexts,
EFL students need help mastering academic writing conventions, norms, and discourses
(Campbell, 2019; Singh, 2019), and Al writing assistants can relieve the pressure to
produce high-quality academic writing. Thus, it becomes imperative to explore Al
integration as a social practice or situated literacy in students’ academic writing practices

(Street, 1984, 2017).

2.5 Academic Writing with Al: Skills or Social Practices

Al-based writing assistants offer students multiple affordances that can
significantly impact their writing processes. While numerous studies have examined the
effectiveness of various Al-based writing tools, such as software that provides corrective
feedback (Barrot, 2021; Ebadi et al., 2022), Al writing chatbots (Fan, 2023; Lin & Chang,

2020; Vazquez-Cano et al., 2021), and generative Al and their influence on students’
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writing performance (Crawford et al., 2023; Kikalishvili, 2023; Lund et al., 2023; Su &
Yang, 2023), there is a need to broaden the understanding beyond skills-based literacy of
academic writing. While these studies show that Al tools enhance students’ grammar,
vocabulary, and sentence structure skills, they mostly ignore the intersection of Al
technology and the social practices it supports in students’ academic writing.

The existing literature suggests that the development of students’ writing abilities
can be enhanced by Al-based writing assistants. For example, Barrot’s (2021) study with
65 first-year ESL students in the Philippines revealed significant improvements in writing
accuracy for those receiving automated writing corrective feedback. Ebadi et al. (2022)
found that Grammarly improved article use among 90 EFL students in an Iranian
university, although the group that improved most received both teacher and Grammarly
feedback. Similarly, O’Neill and Russell (2019) found that students were more satisfied
when they received feedback from both Grammarly and academic learning centers, but the
results also showed students’ concerns about Grammarly’s accuracy and technical glitches.
In contrast, Fan (2023) challenged the positive impact of automated written corrective
feedback tools, finding that even combining it with teacher feedback did not result in
higher-quality writing for 67 EFL students in a Chinese university. Instead, Grammarly’s
English-only feedback hindered students’ writing development. However, these studies did
not go beyond conceptualizing academic writing as study skills and failed to report on the
emerging literacy practices in students’ use of automated written corrective feedback (Lea
& Street, 1998).

Moreover, research studies revealed that Al-powered chatbots facilitate human-
machine interactions through oral or written code, creating an engaging learning
environment, fostering self-regulated learning, and enhancing writing quality (Fryer et al.,

2019). For example, Vazquez-Cano et al. (2021) examined a chatbot’s efficacy in
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enhancing punctuation skills compared to traditional methods. The findings showed that
students held positive views due to improved punctuation usage, particularly with commas,
colons, and periods across various syntactic patterns. They also reported increased
engagement and self-regulated learning, attributing it to the feedback and user-friendly
mobility of the chatbots. Similarly, Lin and Chang (2020) conducted a mixed-methods
study involving 357 students to investigate how a writing chatbot complemented their in-
class instructions. The study revealed that participants recognized the chatbot’s role in
developing their thesis statements, clarifying instructional confusion, and improving the
quality of peer feedback. These findings suggest that chatbots are valuable teaching tools
that can enhance writing instruction and student engagement. Nonetheless, these studies
are limited to considering chatbot’s role in students’ academic writing from a writing-as-a-
set-of-decontextualized-skills point of view, omitting the broader social practices
necessary for students’ successful participation in disciplinary or discourse communities
(Ivanic¢, 2004; Lea & Street, 1998).

Finally, generative Al, such as ChatGPT, is emerging as a valuable instrument for
students, offering personalized writing assistance and enhancing their engagement in
deeper learning strategies. It can act as a student assistant rather than a facilitator of
dishonesty, requiring instructors to provide explicit role modeling in crafting prompts and
analyzing outputs (Crawford et al., 2023). For example, Chan and Hu’s (2023) study on
students’ perspectives on Al revealed multiple benefits of generative Al in writing,
including brainstorming and editing assistance and help with searching, summarizing, and
analyzing literature. Furthermore, Crawford et al. (2023) highlighted ChatGPT’s role in
fostering deeper learning environments, aiding students in achieving a flow state and
assisting in essay planning, grammar checks, and content generation, concluding that

ChatGPT can decrease student anxiety, motivate, and promote self-determination,
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improving academic performance. Similarly, Su and Yang (2023) identified several
potential advantages of ChatGPT, including envisioning a more individualized and
engaging student learning experience and enhanced essay writing assistance. In addition,
Lund et al. (2023) found that ChatGPT can simplify the citing and formatting processes to
meet diverse journal requirements and potentially increase students’ socialization into
scholarly practices. Nevertheless, there is a significant gap in research on using generative
Al in academic writing since most of these studies consider technical skills rather than
viewing it as a new or emerging literacy practice. This narrow focus overlooks the wider
socio-cultural contexts that mold academic writing, suggesting a need to explore academic
writing with Al as situated literacy or social practices (Lea & Street, 1998).

Overall, research revealed that Al tools like automated written corrective feedback
tools, chatbots, and generative Al tools facilitate self-regulated learning and improve
writing quality by providing personalized writing support. However, there is a need to
explore Al’s role beyond technical skills to include emerging literacy practices in students'

academic writing.

2.6 Theoretical Considerations: Literacy as a Social Practice

In traditional literacy models, literacy has often been considered as individual
mastery of reading and writing, an array of discrete and context-independent skills like
grammar and syntax, or essential reading comprehension. However, as societies evolved,
scholars began to question the adequacy of these approaches in capturing the dynamic and
situated nature of literacy in real-world contexts (Barton, 2001; Ivani¢, 2004; Street, 1984).
The conceptualization of literacy as a social practice (LSP) emerged during the 1990s in
the UK as part of new literacy studies (Lillis & Scott, 2007). It reflects a paradigm shift
from viewing literacy as a set of isolated skills to understanding its dynamic nature

(Barton, 2001; Ivani¢, 2004; Street, 1984). Pioneered by scholars like Street (1984), and
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extended by Barton (2001), this paradigm shift recognizes literacy as dynamic and deeply
embedded in sociocultural contexts.

This shift began when Street (1984) argued for a sociocultural approach to literacy
and emphasized the interplay between culture, society, and reading/writing practices,
challenging the notion of literacy as a neutral or technical skill (Figure 1). Then, Barton
(2001) extended the social practice perspective by introducing the concept of situated
literacies, emphasizing that literacy practices are deeply embedded within specific cultural
and social contexts and highlighting the influence of cultural values on literacy practices
within particular contexts. That is, students engage in the community of practices to
progress from being beginners to full participants in the academic environment. In
addition, new literacy studies researchers further reinforce the social practice perspective
by focusing on ethnographic approaches to writing and diverse literacy practices across
social groups (Lea & Street, 1998; Street, 2017). Researchers who conduct their
investigations within the new literacy studies paradigm employ ethnographic, case study,
and discourse analysis methods in exploring the complexities of literacy in various social,

cultural, and political environments (Perry, 2012).
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Diverse literacy practices
across social groups

Emphasized the interplay
between culture, society, and
reading/writing practices

These social practice perspectives offer a comprehensive understanding of literacy

as socially embedded, extending beyond educational spaces to encompass daily life across

heritage, culture, politics, civic engagement, history, religion, and the workplace. They

have been instrumental in challenging traditional perspectives and ushering in a more

nuanced understanding of literacy within diverse cultural and social contexts (Bhatt, 2023).

This evolution has transformed academic discourse and influenced educational policies

and practices, demonstrating the need for a holistic and context-sensitive approach to

literacy. That is because, within the framework of LSP, literacy is intricately woven into

local activities, making it challenging to isolate and define as a distinct and static entity

(Hamilton, 2010). Barton and Hamilton (2000) provided a summary of the features of

literacy in accordance with the new literacy studies perspective (Figure 2).
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Figure 2
Six Propositions About the Nature of Literacy
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Hamilton & R. Ivani¢, 2000, Routledge. Copyright 2000 by Routledge.

Thus, looking at literacy from the social practice perspective allows for multiple
definitions of and purposes for literacy, diverse educational approaches, and varying
objectives, thereby reflecting the importance of understanding different literacy discourses
(Hamilton, 2010). West (2019) drew on new literacy studies to explore the mediation of
literacy activities by the Internet in English language arts classes. The study involved two
suburban school students and two urban school students, examining how students who had
faced academic challenges perceived themselves as writers in the digital writing
environment within literacy classes. The findings demonstrated the advantages and
limitations of employing technology in writing, emphasizing the Internet’s role as the

central platform for literacy activities in English language arts classes. Students, in turn,
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had to develop new literacies to fully engage with and benefit from the opportunities
presented by Internet-mediated literacy practices.

Applying a social practices lens to students’ writing at university, Lea and Street
(1998) identified three key discourses shaping policy and practice for university students’
academic writing: study skills, socialization, and academic literacies. They noted that the
study skills discourse focuses on essential writing elements, believing that mastering
grammar, syntax, and punctuation ensures academic writing proficiency. The academic
socialization discourse stresses students’ exposure to academic genres and language
conventions within disciplines, including terminology, citation styles, and formal tone.
Lastly, they advocate for an academic literacy approach that recognizes writing’s broader
context within institutional practices, power dynamics, and personal identities. For
instance, students examine various disciplinary writing approaches and how power
dynamics shape language and communication in academic communities.

Lea and Street (1998) suggest that while the three approaches to conceptualizing
students’ writing are not mutually exclusive, the academic literacies approach offers the
most compelling insight. It examines how power dynamics and personal identities
influence language in academic communities, critically examining the social and cultural
dimensions of academic writing (Lea & Street, 1998, as cited in Russell et al., 2009). As
Al writing assistants become integral to students’ academic writing endeavors, it becomes
imperative to examine their role through the LSP lens. This perspective allows for an
exploration of how Al tools intersect with traditional writing strategies, paving the way for
a more inclusive and Al-informed approach to students’ social and literacy practices.

Two key concepts, literacy events and literacy practices, form the foundation of a
social practice framework. Literacy events entail any situation or activity where written

text is utilized within a social context, such as reading a newspaper, writing a letter, or



30

participating in a classroom discussion involving written materials. Literacy practices
encompass not only the observable actions of reading and writing but also the implicit
cultural norms, attitudes, and power dynamics that influence how individuals engage with
written text in various settings (Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Heath, 1983, as cited in
Hamilton, 2010). Therefore, literacy practices include observable behaviors and
individuals’ perceptions and emotions regarding these events (Barton & Hamilton, 2000;
Hamilton, 2010). Similarly, Street (2017) defines literacy practices as part of the broader
cultural concept, highlighting specific ways individuals read and write across diverse
cultural settings. He emphasizes that while literacy events are visible, literacy practices
entail a deeper analysis of meanings.

Differentiating between literacy events and literacy practices in higher education
academic writing is crucial for understanding the multifaceted nature of academic writing
as a social practice. An example in this context could be a student presenting a research
paper during a seminar, showcasing the observable use of a written document for
communication. On the other hand, literacy practices extend beyond these specific events
to encompass the broader cultural and contextual dimensions of reading and writing. For
instance, the widespread adoption of specific citation styles, like APA or MLA, represents
a literacy practice in academic writing. This practice goes beyond merely citing (events) to
include embedded cultural norms, expectations, and power dynamics within the academic
community. Thus, understanding both literacy events and practices provides a
comprehensive insight into the dynamics of literacy within the academic writing domain.
As we continue into the 21st century, the LSP framework remains dynamic, constantly
evolving to encompass the ever-changing connection between culture, society, and

technology (Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Hamilton, 2010; Street, 2017).
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Overall, the literacy as social practice theory posits that literacy is constantly tied to
particular socio-cultural contexts, power dynamics, and ideologies (Barton & Hamilton,
1998; Street, 1984). This framework identifies various discursive literacy practices based
on the text and its intended objectives for reading and writing. Socially situated literacy is
essentially literacy in action, and this perspective can offer insights into students’ usage
and experiences of using Al-based writing assistants. More importantly, students’ writing
with Al can be considered a literacy event, so their values and beliefs about Al affordances
can reveal students’ literacy practices when they engage in academic writing. Drawing
from the literature review, the present qualitative study adopts the LSP perspective because
| consider writing with Al as a literacy event and practice. For example, | conceptualize Al
usage within academic writing as both a specific literacy event and an ongoing literacy
practice. As a literacy event, it represents distinct instances where individuals employ Al
to facilitate different writing tasks, such as brainstorming ideas or refining content.
Simultaneously, the continuous integration of Al into the writing process forms a literacy
practice, showing its routine use as a valuable tool for drafting, editing, and generating
content. Thus, I use the LSP perspective to highlight AI’s role in literacy and its potential
to shape new literacy practices, particularly in academic writing. Using the LSP
perspective signifies a transformative shift in how Al literacy practices can foster the
development of skills in using Al tools, interpreting Al-generated content, and critically
evaluating information, particularly in diverse cultural settings.

This study also adopts the framework for information literacy for higher education
(FILHE) designed by the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL). The
framework was developed to address the rapid changes in the higher education context
caused by the dynamic and unpredictable information landscape in the modern world.

These changes in the information landscape also impose greater responsibility on students
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to build new knowledge, comprehend the evolving nature of information, employ
information, and engage in scholarship in an ethical way. The association offers a
framework of six frames that stand for six concepts integral to information literacy:
“authority is constructed and contextual, information creation as a process, information has
value, research as inquiry, scholarship as conversation, searching as strategic exploration”

(ACRL, 2016, p. 8) (Figure 3).

Figure 3

Six Frames of the Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education
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Here, the “authority is constructed” frame involves the ability to identify the
authoritative sources in particular fields while maintaining a critical stance towards the
conventional ways of assigning authority and recognizing the diversity of thinking and
viewpoints. The “information creation as a process” frame involves assessing the
alignment between the construction process of a data product and a specific need for data.
The “information has value” frame includes recognizing that creating information involves
a dedication of time, originality of thought, and assets that should be honored by people
who intend to employ this information material or use it as a foundation for their data
products. The “research as inquiry” frame pertains to understanding the cyclical nature of
research that involves gaining a strategic viewpoint on inquiry and constantly expanding
the range of tools for investigation. The “scholarship as conversation” frame indicates that
generating academic work involves engaging in a dialogue with the academic community
and that, over time, the competing perspectives lead to the development of novel insights.
Thus, students take part in scholarly conversations at appropriate levels, such as
conferences, journal publications, or online communities. Finally, the “searching as
strategic exploration” frame indicates an individual’s ability to define the scope of the
inquiry, identify appropriate information sources, build proper searching methods, and
employ tools to manage citations. This framework is adopted in the present study to
explore how Al has affected students’ literacy practices and contributed to students’
information literacy (ACRL, 2016).

Theoretical Framework

Based on the theoretical considerations above, the concepts of literacy events,
study skills, socialization, and literacy practices inform this study’s theoretical framework.
For example, literacy events capture instances when students use Al, while study skills,

socialization, and literacy practices are helpful in exploring how Al is affecting students’
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literacies. In addition, information literacy frames and the concept of writer identities are
used to investigate how Al is affecting students’ information literacy and identity
development (Figure 4).

Figure 4
Theoretical Framework
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2.7 Summary and Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the research literature on Al and academic writing and
presented the theoretical framework of literacy as a social practice that underpins this
study. It began with discussing the development of Al assistants, continued examining its
application in language learning and writing, and finally focused on academic writing
approaches in higher education. The review revealed that various Al assistants have been
extensively employed in education and can be generally classified as automated writing
evaluation, automated written corrective feedback, machine translation, and automated

text-generating tools. These Al assistants facilitate students’ learning and research through
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editing, summarizing, paraphrasing, typesetting, and formatting. The review also
considered the constraints of Al tools, including issues with data quality, inefficiencies
when applied to academic writing tasks, English-only feedback, a lack of adequate
personalization, potential overreliance and cognitive offloading, and the associated costs.
The studies indicated benefits of Al for academic writing, such as enhancing accuracy and
quality of writing, helping with planning and editing, simplifying the process of citing and
formatting, providing personalized feedback and saving time, clarifying instructional
confusion, increasing engagement in learning, and building confidence. However, most
studies on Al in academic writing focus only on the technical aspects of writing,
suggesting a need to explore academic writing with Al as situated literacy practices and
events to understand how it can contribute to developing new academic literacy practices.
The next chapter of the present thesis explains the methodology employed to address the

research questions.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The study aims to explore how Al-based writing assistants can shape the literacy
practices of graduate students at one Kazakhstani EMI university and their implications for
their academic writing. The preceding chapter provided an overview of the literature on
Al-based writing assistants, Al’s role in education, academic writing practices, and the
major benefits of Al use in academic writing. In addition, it provided a rationalization for
the adoption of literacy as a social practice theory (Barton & Hamilton, 1998; Hamilton,
2010; Street, 1984) and the Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education
(ACRL, 2016) in the present study. This chapter describes the methodology for the present
research and addresses the research purpose by presenting the following main research
question and two sub-questions:

Main RQ: What literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform

graduate students’ academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?

Sub-question 1: What are students’ perspectives and experiences of using Al for

academic writing?

Sub-question 2: Why do students use Al-based writing assistants in writing?

This chapter is structured into six sections. Section 3.1 offers a rationale for
employing a qualitative approach with a case study design. Section 3.2 elaborates on the
rationale behind selecting the research instruments, including qualitative questionnaires,
two arts-based research tools (significant circles and image cards), and focus group
interviews. In Section 3.3, the sampling strategy is outlined, detailing sample selection
criteria and the justification behind selecting the research site. Data collection procedures
are delineated in Section 3.4, while Section 3.5 discusses data analysis tools. Lastly,
Section 3.6 presents the ethical considerations, specifically anonymity, confidentiality, and

the study-related risks and benefits.
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3.1 Research Design

The present study employed a qualitative research approach to explore the potential
of Al-based writing assistants to shape the literacy practices of graduate students in
academic writing. I chose this approach because it can capture the participants’
perspectives, interpretations, and the significance they assign to their personal experiences
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2015; Yilmaz, 2013). In addition, the study’s purpose was to
understand how Al assistants can shape the literacy practices of graduate students and the
implications of this for their academic writing; thus, the research design specifically drew
on a case study approach because it requires an extensive analysis of a certain event or a
“phenomenon of some sort in a bounded context” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 28). More
specifically, a case study design was suitable because it can shed light on the growing
interest in Al and emerging literacy practices since case studies are not merely
methodological choices but “a choice of what is to be studied” (Stake, 2000, p. 435).
Moreover, a case study involves collecting data in depth, requiring a number of data
sources to provide a holistic description of the case and how case themes were developed,
thus offering the reader a thorough understanding of the phenomenon (Creswell, 2013).
Finally, case study researchers can include quantitative data, although their interest is not
in statistics but in how or why to present “an extensive and ‘in-depth’ description of some
social phenomenon” (Yin, 2018, p. 4). Thus, a case study design was well-suited for the
present study because the researcher’s influence over events was minimal, and the study
focused on a current phenomenon situated within the real-world context of a specific group
of graduate students to understand how or if Al-based writing assistants were shaping their
literacy practices.

Although Yin (2018) argues that a case study is best suited when the researcher

seeks to tackle ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions, the present study used ‘what’ questions along



38

with the ‘why’ question to guide the research. The decision to ask a ‘what’ question was
justified because ‘what’ questions are used in case studies when the researcher’s intention
is to understand the case (Merriam, 1998). Asking a ‘what’ question enabled me to
understand the students’ perspectives and experiences to explore their literacy practices,
which are individuals’ perceptions, beliefs, and emotions regarding literacy events (Barton
& Hamilton, 2000; Hamilton, 2010).

In addition, Yin (2018) states that case studies are used when the researcher wishes
to include contextual factors because they are pertinent to the phenomenon being
investigated or there are no distinct boundaries between the phenomenon and its
environment. In the present study, the adoption of the LSP perspective entailed greater
attention to the socio-cultural context of the phenomenon as the social institutions and
power relationships in a particular context shape the students’ literacy practices (Barton,
2001). Thus, a case study was used because the phenomenon was students’ literacy
practices, and it was not possible to explore their practices without considering the context,
which was one renowned autonomous EMI university in Kazakhstan. Thus, asking ‘what’
and ‘why’ questions in the present case study enabled me to explore the whole picture of a
phenomenon in a broader, descriptive, and extensive way (Alam, 2021).

There are three major case study types: single intrinsic, single instrumental, and
multiple case studies (Stake, 1995). Multiple case studies are sets of individual studies
aiming to gain a complete picture of an issue; instrumental case studies examine a specific
case to comprehend a larger problem or construct a theory and treat the case itself as a
secondary interest; and intrinsic case studies enable one to understand the particular unique
case under consideration (Stake, 1995). Hence, an intrinsic case study was the most
appropriate design because my research did not aim to examine multiple cases or examine

the case as a second interest. Instead, it focused on Al-based writing assistants as social



39

and literacy practices as the specific and unique phenomenon of a particular group of
graduate students in a particular university.
3.2 Sampling and Research Site

In case study designs, the research purpose guides the decisions about sampling. It
involves selecting a specific group of cases or individuals from a larger population to study
in depth, who will best help researchers understand and explore the particular phenomenon
or context of interest (Yin, 2018). Thus, the focus is not on the quantity of participating
individuals but rather on the depth of information and a “shared perception, belief, or
behavior among a relatively homogeneous group” (Guest et al., 2006, p. 76). For this
reason, this study employed a mix of convenience and purposive sampling to recruit
approximately 8-12 participants. Initially, I used convenience sampling because the
population was readily available, enabling me to deliberately select a sample of individuals
who could best inform about the research phenomenon (Creswell & Poth, 2016). However,
| also used purposive sampling to address the researcher bias in convenience sampling
because purposive sampling requires criteria relevant to the focus of the study, aim, and
research questions, and they could provide in-depth data on the topic (Cohen et al., 2018;
Stake, 2000; Yin, 2018).

Therefore, the sampling decision aligns with the case study’s purpose: gaining a
comprehensive understanding of the affordances of Al as a literacy practice rather than
producing findings that can be generalized to a broader population (Ridder, 2017). In light
of the study’s exploratory nature and purpose, I decided to select only graduate students
because they had completed their bachelor’s degrees and had more significant experience
with academic writing, and deeper familiarity with the norms and writing standards within
academia. In addition, | selected students who spoke English at a high level because,

according to the literature (Fan, 2023; O’Neill & Russell, 2019), language proficiency can
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be an important factor in students’ effective use of Al. As a result, the sample consisted of
graduate students who fit the following selection criteria (Table 1):

Table 1
Selection Criteria for the Participants

Selection criteria

a)  students using Al-based writing assistants

b)  students who are Russian or Kazakh-dominant

c)  students who have IELTS 6.5. or higher level of English proficiency
d)  students enrolled at an EMI university

e) students registered in humanities and science graduate schools

For the present study, I recruited seven graduate students enrolled in humanities,
education, or public policy majors and one student (P4) from a digital technology program
at the selected EMI university. Most were Russian-dominant or spoke both Kazakh and
Russian at the same level and English at an advanced level. The majority were somewhat
or moderately confident in their academic writing skills, with only one participant being
extremely confident (see Table 2 for more detailed profiles of the participants).

In case study designs, selecting the research site is an essential sampling step. It
requires a consideration of its alignment with the research subject, accessibility, feasibility,
potential for unobtrusive observation, and the likelihood of frequent occurrences of the
phenomena under study (Creswell, 2013; Spradley, 1980, as cited in Savenye & Robinson,
2005). Given this case study’s intention to explore Al in students’ academic writing in
English as a literacy practice, an EMI university research site is justified because it enabled

me to gather rich data on this topic.
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Participants’ Demographic Information
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Partic  Age Type of Dominant Confidenc  Confidenc English Confidence in
ipant range university  language einusing einusing proficiency academic
code (previous Kazakh Russian writing skills
degree)
N1 20-30  non-EMI Russian ~ Moderatel  Extremely C1-C2 Somewhat
y confident  (advanced) confident
confident
N2 20-30 EMI Kazakh Somewhat  Somewhat C1-C2 Extremely
and confident  confident  (advanced) confident
Russian
N3 20-30  non-EMI Kazakh ~ Somewhat Extremely C1-C2 Somewhat
and confident  confident  (advanced) confident
Russian
N4 20-30 EMI Kazakh Extremely  Somewhat C1-C2 Moderately
confident  confident (advanced) confident
N5 20-30  non-EMI Russian ~ Moderatel ~ Somewnhat B1-B2 Moderately
y confident  (intermedi confident
confident ate)
N6 30-40 EMI Russian ~ Moderatel  Extremely C1-C2 Somewhat
y confident  (advanced) confident
confident
N7 30-40  non-EMI Kazakh Extremely  Extremely C1-C2 Somewhat
confident  confident  (advanced) confident
N8 20-30  non-EMI Russian ~ Extremely  Extremely C1-C2 Somewhat
confident  confident  (advanced) confident

Note. The majority of the participants were from humanities, education, or public policy

majors, except for P4, who was from a digital technology major.

The following criteria applied for site selection: a) an EMI university in

Kazakhstan that requires International English Language Testing System (IELTS) as one

of the entry requirements; b) offers both undergraduate and graduate programs; d) has a

diverse group of Russian and Kazakh-dominant graduate students. One EMI university

located in the central region of Kazakhstan met the selection criteria and was in line with

the purpose of the present research. It is an autonomous university with seven schools

offering undergraduate and graduate programs for students, most of whom are Russian or

Kazakh-dominant, studying through English as the main language of instruction. In

addition, the university consists of 70% international faculty, it has 1,600 graduate
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students, and depending on the program to which they wish to be accepted, students need a
minimum score of band 6.5 and higher in IELTS or have graduated from an EMI
university for their previous degree. Furthermore, the university is highly selective and
well-resourced, has strict ethical policies, and uses modern plagiarism-checking systems.
Hence, this university could offer rich data on students’ literacy practices while using Al
because institutional practices shape students’ literacy practices. Considering these factors,
this particular EMI university was a suitable research site for exploring Al as a literacy
practice because it has a diverse group of graduate students who speak English as a foreign
language and who are thus more inclined to utilize Al-based writing assistants in academic
writing.
3.3 Data Collection Instruments

In qualitative research, the data collection method should match the study’s aim
and the research questions (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Moreover, case study characteristics
include the employment of multiple data collection methods to comprehend the
phenomena and ensure data triangulation (Cohen et al., 2018; Creswell, 2013). Thus, to
explore how Al-based writing assistants shape the students’ literacy practices, this case
study employed questionnaires, focus group interviews, and arts-based research tools,
specifically significant circles and image cards, because focus group interviews and
physical artifacts are among the most commonly used types of evidence in case study
research (Yin, 2018).
Questionnaires

The first research instrument that | used was a qualitative questionnaire (see
Appendix B). Even though questionnaires are not standard in case studies (Hesse-Biber &
Leavy, 2010), they offer valuable insights into the participants’ actions, experiences,

beliefs, and principles that guide their decisions (McLafferty, 2010). For this reason,
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qualitative questionnaires were used to explore students’ perspectives and experiences
related to using Al-based writing assistants. My interest was not in numbers or statistics
but in exploring participants’ perspectives on using Al-based writing assistants for
academic writing. Moreover, the questionnaires provided essential data that was analyzed
and used to identify the common patterns and initial themes that | probed during the
interviews (Braun & Clarke, 2013). I used the Qualtrics platform for the questionnaires,
which was justified due to its ease of use and anonymity features. The questionnaires
required approximately 20 minutes to complete and included 25 questions, of which eight
focused on background information, 16 focused on the main research topic, and one
allowed additional comments.
Arts-Based Research Tools

| also employed two arts-based research (ABR) tools because they offered the
participants a safe space to contemplate their contexts and Al experiences, interpret them,
and convey them to others (Butler-Kisber, 2018). Another justification for the ABR tools
was their ability to enable a holistic and engaged approach that shifted power relations
from the researcher asking the questions to the participants who explained their reality,
perspectives, and experiences (Leavy, 2020). Therefore, this study included significant
circles (Figure 5) as a second research instrument to explore the participants’ Al
perspectives and experiences and the rationale behind their use of Al-based writing

assistants, while image cards were used during the focus groups.
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Figure 5
Example of a Participant’s Significant Circle
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For the present study, | adapted significant circles, which were originally used to
explore the individual’s funds of identity (Esteban-Guitart, 2016), to capture the literacies
involved in the process of writing with Al. Using significant circles in this way enabled me
to see the holistic picture and map of students’ Al use and understand which literacy
practices were significant to them (Esteban-Guitart, 2016). To implement this tool, the
participants were given an image of a significant circle of five layers, with an academic
writing assignment placed inside the smallest circle (Banegas, 2022). Then, they filled in
the other circles with the processes they followed to complete their assignments with Al.
They then explained or reflected on the process in a textbox below the image (see
Appendix C).

The second ABR tool, image cards, stimulated the participants’ voices, enhanced
their confidence, and empowered them to communicate their experiences and strategies for

using Al in academic writing in a fresh, meaningful, and personal way (Marshall, 2007)
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(see Appendix D). ABR tools can enhance qualitative research, enrich the data, and elicit
and convey meanings unavailable through other methods (Greenwood, 2019). In
particular, the image cards can help participants articulate their experiences and
perspectives on a more conscious level, thereby revealing aspects of their experiences that
they do not usually discuss with others (Bennett et al., 2013). | used this ABR tool to
facilitate the students’ deeper reflection on their academic writing experiences with Al
(Figure 6). For this reason, | started the focus group interviews with image cards, asking
participants to choose one card and reflect on their perspectives and experiences (McKay
& Sappa, 2020). The image cards provided fresh insights into the students’ Al use to
capture details that | might have overlooked during the questionnaires (Greenwood, 2019;
Eisner, 2008).

Figure 6
Example Image Cards

Print+Play Edition | ccs. cards | © CCS Corporation

Fooia "
| © CCS Corporation

——
CCS Express Pack Print+Play Ediion | ccs cands | © CCS Corporati

(press Pack Print+Play Edition | ccs.cards | © CCS Corporation

Note. From “Compatibility Communication System,” by L. Cutts & C. Browne, 2017,

CCS Corporation. Copyright 2017 by CCS Corporation.



46

Focus Group Interviews

Focus groups, the third data collection instrument, involved multiple participants
discussing a topic provided by the researcher to capture a collective perspective (Cohen et
al., 2018; Morgan, 1997). Focus groups yield detailed descriptions and insights into
processes, enhancing the researcher’s understanding of the previously limited issue
(Hesse-Biber, 2016). Thus, focus groups were used because they were suitable for
capturing in-depth data about students’ use of Al in academic writing, which aligned with
the purpose of this intrinsic case study. In addition, the focus groups aimed to tap into
participants’ attitudes, emotions, convictions, experiences, and responses in a way that is
not easily achievable by employing other instruments like observations, individual
interviews, or questionnaire surveys (Gibbs, 1997). That is, the dynamic nature of focus
groups allowed me to gather unique data on how the participants used Al-based writing
assistants for academic writing, reaching layers of understanding I might not have reached
through conventional interview methods (Kitzinger, 1994). Focus groups allowed for
group clarification and allowed the students to collectively challenge assumptions about
their use of Al assistants that are usually taken for granted (Hesse-Biber, 2016). The
interview protocol included image cards and six broad questions about the participants’
perspectives and experiences using Al tools for academic writing (see Appendix E). In
addition, the last instrument enabled me to triangulate the data because it allowed the
participants to expand on their experiences and perspectives from their questionnaire
responses and significant circles, thereby helping to validate the study’s data (Yin, 2018).
3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The data collection began in November 2023, after obtaining approval from the
GSE Ethics Committee. First, | requested access to the research site by contacting the vice-

provost for research, who approved access. After gaining access, | contacted program
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directors at the graduate schools to recruit participants. The recruitment email outlined the
purpose of the present research, its significance, potential risks and benefits, and time
commitment in Kazakh, Russian, and English. It also provided my email, WhatsApp, and
mobile phone for personal contact so that the participants could contact me directly,
thereby maintaining confidentiality (Appendix F). Upon agreeing to participate, the
participants received a Kazakh, Russian, and English consent form detailing the research
procedures, time commitment, risks, and benefits. After signing the informed consent form
(see Appendix G), the participants were invited to participate in the questionnaire,
significant circle, and focus group interviews.

The data collection process lasted one and a half months. The participants began by
completing an online questionnaire in Kazakh, Russian, or English at their convenience.
Following the initial data analysis, the participants were asked to fill in the significant
circle and reflect on their responses in a textbox. Subsequently, the participants were
invited to take part in the focus group interviews, with the option of individual interviews
for confidentiality. The interviews were conducted in a quiet, off-campus location to
ensure participant comfort and privacy. Two individual interviews and two focus groups
were conducted after conducting preliminary analyses. Before starting the focus group,
each participant was requested to grant additional permission to audio-record the interview

discussions before they began.

3.5 Data Analysis

Analyzing qualitative data entails interpreting the text to generate new ways of
combining, summarizing, and synthesizing the data; while there are no universally
applicable approaches, the chosen method should align with the research purpose (Cohen
et al., 2018). After the focus groups and individual interviews had been transcribed, the

data from the interviews, significant circles, and questionnaires were analyzed by taking a
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hybrid approach, including deductive and inductive elements (Proudfoot, 2023). The
deductive element drew on the theoretical framework to code for pre-established themes,
while the inductive element involved generating themes that emerged from the data. The
integration of these themes mutually reinforced each other, thereby enhancing the
reliability and validity of the study findings (Proudfoot, 2023).

The data analysis consisted of five stages. First, | created a table with three
columns, each corresponding to one of the research instruments, to triangulate the data. To
increase familiarity with the data, | focused on reading the questionnaires, significant
circles, and focus groups through active, analytical, and critical reading and re-reading
(Braun & Clarke, 2013). In the second stage, | generated several initial codes using
inductive analysis, which means that | used process and values coding to elicit common
themes and patterns directly from the data. During the third stage, | used a deductive
approach to generate codes using predetermined codes based on my theoretical framework
(Proudfoot, 2023) (Table 3). In the fourth stage, | thematically analyzed the inductive and
deductive codes, which is “a method for identifying and interpreting patterns of meaning
(themes) across qualitative data” (Braun & Clarke, 2013, p. 218) (see Appendix H for a
coding excerpt).

Table 3

Examples of Inductive and Deductive Codes

Interview extracts Codes Subthemes Themes

In the end, I always use Grammarly Checking Helping with Benefits of Al in
because | might not notice minor grammar mechanics writing
punctuation errors.

After | have written it, | go to chatGPT or ~ Searching is Al-informed research  Emerging Al-
Google Translate to make my sentences strategic literacy practices informed
cohesive and coherent._| do not rely fully academic literacy
on ChatGPT as it always drastically practices

changes my writing style. When such
situations happen, | just put my sentences
into Google Translate (from English to
Russian, then tr vice versa). As a result,
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Google gives me smoother translations

and sentences.

In academic terms, Al suggests unreliable Al is unreliable Al writing assistants’  Challenges of Al
literature that is published in doubtful unreliability in writing
journals.

Subsequently, | grouped the initial deductive and inductive codes into separate
themes to “ensure that the voices of the participants are valued while simultaneously
allowing for more theory-led analysis” (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006, as cited in
Proudfoot, 2023, p. 309). This provided a “framework for organizing and reporting the
researcher’s analytic observations” (Clarke & Braun, 2017, p. 297). In the final stage, |
synthesized the deductive and inductive themes to “(larger) patterns of meaning,
underpinned by a central organizing concept - a shared core idea” (Braun & Clarke, 2013,
p. 297), resulting in four main thematic categories (Figure 7), which were further utilized

to answer the research question.
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Figure 7
Data Analysis Procedures
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The four main categories emerging from the data analysis were: benefits of Al in
writing, challenges of Al in writing, navigating institutional practices, and emerging Al-
informed academic literacy practices. Finally, | organized and structured these categories
according to the research questions, combining the results from the questionnaires,
significant circles, and the focus groups to draw conclusions with quotes and images to

support each theme. These are presented in the Findings Chapter.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

When planning a study that involves human participants, the researcher must
carefully consider how this research can potentially impact them in order to take action
and precautionary measures to safeguard the participants and their dignity (Cohen et al.,
2018). Thus, | focused on protecting my participants’ anonymity and confidentiality during

all data collection, analysis, and storage stages. To broaden my understanding of the



51

necessary ethical considerations for human subject research, |1 completed the Collaborative
Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) program.

During data collection, | ensured that no personal information was collected from
the participants. Participation was voluntary, and | informed the participants of their right
to withdraw from the study at any data collection stage. To safeguard against disclosing
personal information, I conducted focus groups and individual interviews in a secure
location outside the university. Before participating, | reminded the participants of the
limitations of anonymity in focus group interviews and their right to refuse participation or
request individual interviews for confidentiality. I also asked for their consent to proceed.
Before the interviews, I briefed the participants on respecting others’ privacy and not
sharing or discussing content. After the interviews, | conducted a brief debriefing
emphasizing the importance of confidentiality and addressing any issues raised during
discussions (Gibbs, 1997).

I replaced the participants’ actual names with codes during and after data collection
to transcribe the interview transcripts, significant circles, and questionnaires. | removed
any identifiable information from the interview, questionnaire, and significant circle files
to safeguard the participants’ anonymity. I stored the data gathered from the interviews,
questionnaires, and significant circles in a secure, password-protected laptop accessible
only to me. Upon completion of the study, | will delete all password-protected data
gathered during the study from the computer after two years as per NU research ethics
policy.

3.7 Chapter Summary

The present chapter described the methodology and research design that underpins

this research. It presented the sample’s description, an outline of the data collection

process, and a thorough explanation of the research instruments used. Additionally, the
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chapter explained the data analysis procedures and the ethical considerations, along with
their implications. The following chapter will present the results obtained from the

collected data.
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Chapter 4: Findings

The present study explored how Al-based writing assistants can shape the literacy
practices of graduate students at one Kazakhstani EMI university and the implications of
this for their academic writing. The preceding chapter presented the methodology that
underpins the present study, including the data collection and analysis, and ethical
considerations. This chapter presents the findings obtained from eight graduate students at
one Kazakhstani EMI university to address the research question and two sub-questions.

Main RQ: What literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform

graduate students’ academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?

Sub-question 1: What are students’ perspectives and experiences of using Al for

academic writing?

Sub-question 2: Why do students use Al-based writing assistants in writing?

The data analysis in this study involved inductive and deductive approaches, which
provides the basis for the results about students’ perspectives and experiences of using Al-
based writing assistants for their academic writing. For a reminder, see the thematic map

(Figure 8).
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Figure 8
Thematic Map
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The present chapter is structured into five sections that present the four main
themes found across the inductive and deductive analysis and a summary. Section 4.1
presents students’ perspectives and experiences about the benefits of Al-based writing
assistants, while Section 4.2 presents their perspectives and experiences in relation to the
challenges of using Al-based writing assistants (sub-question 1); Section 4.3 presents how
students use Al writing assistance to navigate institutional practices associated with their
scholarly identities (sub-question 2); Section 4.4 addresses the main research question
about the emerging literacy practices associated with the utilization of Al in academic
writing (main RQ). The chapter ends with a summary of the major findings (Section 4.5).
4.1 Benefits of Al in Writing

The findings identified two subthemes regarding the benefits of Al in writing:

assistance with language mechanics and workload and guidance in the writing process.
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Helping with Mechanics and Workload

A dominant topic across the dataset concerned the way that Al writing assistants
helped the students with language mechanics and decreased their workload. In particular,
Al assisted students with proofreading their papers for grammar mistakes at the final stage
of writing: “When I am already tired of writing, I might not notice such things. I do not
want it [mistakes] to impede the quality of my work, which I put much work into” (P8). In
addition, Al helped students “go beyond the lower-order things and focus on the meaning”
(P3), thereby decreasing their workload and time spent on assignments. To illustrate, P8
explained that Al was a “time-saving machine ... [because] I can still write academic texts
without their help, but it takes a lot of time to check my paper in the end and cite all the
references.” Similarly, P1 stated that “it is saving a lot of time rather than I would sit and
think and then rethink, [and] maybe reconstruct some sentences. So it is much faster.”
These advantages are also vividly illustrated in P3’s image card (Figure 9).

Figure 9
P3’s Perspective of Their AI Experience

Al is a huge force that can lift you above, let you fly. You
can focus on writing, not worrying about grammar,
punctuation, lack of ideas, time, or lack of language skills.
You will always have something that can back you up and
- ask any stupid questions (P3).

Another dominant topic was Al assisting in various stages of academic writing,
which was also evident in the significant circles, where students indicated their practices to

complete their academic assignments (Figure 10).



56

Figure 10
Significant Circle of P8
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last step is using Scribbr to cite references.

Overall, the three topics within the subtheme of helping with mechanics and
workload showed that Al contributed to better grammar, minimized students’” workload,
and contributed to literacy practices that included various Al writing assistants such as
ChatGPT, Bard, Grammarly, and Scribbr to provide academic writing support.

Providing Writing Support

The data analysis revealed that Al provided writing support in three major areas,
namely assistance with brainstorming, organization, and scaffolding.

First, the students valued Al for brainstorming ideas as the first step in their
assignment writing process. For example, P2 reflected: “Sometimes when I am stuck, it
helps me to brainstorm about what to write.” Brainstorming with Al writing assistance was
also dominant in the significant circle tool, where the participants explained how they use
Al for writing assignments as a literacy event. This is encapsulated in P4’s literacy

practices (Figure 11).



57

Figure 11
Significant Circle of P4
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P2 also explained how Al’s idea generation feature facilitated the writing process:
When students are stuck and do not know where to start, they go to Al to
brainstorm and ask what to write about. Writing the first sentence of the first
paragraph is always difficult because sometimes you do not know where to start or
how to start. In that case, you go to Al, which might help you get ideas. Then, you
can start your first sentence, and afterward, you just go with that flow.

Similarly, P6 noted that AI’s ideas were helpful when facing ambiguous tasks or when

writing instructions were not clearly articulated:
I use it for idea generation because sometimes we don’t have an example of an
assignment, and professors might say not request a particular structure of an
assignment. Al might help... Especially if the task given by the instructor is quite
ambiguous, vaguely explained, or does not have clear instructions. So, in order to
come up with a topic for the writing assignment, you can use it for idea generation.
Secondly, the data revealed Al’s ability to facilitate cohesion, coherence, and

organizing their ideas. One student explained that instead of generating the whole text, Al

could be used to improve it: “As long as you are honest with yourself and do not simply
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generate text but work on enhancing and making it better and more coherent, Al does its
job” (P6). Similarly, P1 pointed out Al’s capacity to guide their writing: “It shows the
structure of how to write academic papers. It is helping to organize and structure my
writing for academic courses.” P3 highlighted AI’s supportive role as a tutor or teacher:

I consult with ChatGPT sometimes, asking what this means trying to understand

something, so it is like consulting with a teacher. I do not want to disturb teachers

and am hesitant to text them sometimes. You do not know what they will think of
you.

The third area of Al’s writing support was related to how Al functioned as a
scaffolding tool. Al generated a possible outline for students’ papers and made the rubrics
explicit for them to follow, as highlighted by P1:

Sometimes, we do not have an example of a writing assignment, or professors do

not request a particular structure, so students have the freedom of choice. But on

the other hand, we also have rubrics. Al might help us follow the rubrics and do the
work properly. To request an outline of an assignment, | can write what we need to
do on the ChatGPT. Then, it might suggest a possible outline.
This scaffolding advantage is further exemplified by P7:
Sometimes, it is not easy to understand some parts of the article’s paragraphs, so I
use Al to summarize the parts | need help understanding. Al helps me summarize
the key information, making it easier for me to use this information in my writing.
In addition, the data highlighted that Al scaffolded students by contributing to their
meaning-making of dense research articles, explaining and clarifying complicated terms
and theories. For instance, P1 acknowledged that Al leveraged their understanding of the
text: “While writing, I can ask Al to explain particular sentences or meaning of

challenging words.” Similarly, P7 mentioned that it “explained difficult terms in a simpler
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way.” Thus, Al’s scaffolding ability gave them access, inclusivity, and empowerment,
resulting in them not “struggling so much” (P5).

Finally, P8’s image card (Figure 12) illustrates that both the participant and Al
have imperfections and seek assistance from each other.

Figure 12
P8’s Perspective of Their Al Experience

I saw two apples, and neither of them was perfect. None of
them are ideal. The apple with one bite is just like me. I still
have some areas to develop or some areas where I need help. |
seek help from Al. And the apple which holds a candle is very,
very not ideal, but still, it kind of wants to help me and gives
some light.

Overall, Al assistants were highly valued by the students because they helped them
to brainstorm, overcome writer’s block, and clarify ambiguous tasks. In addition, Al
served as a scaffolding tool, helping students organize their thoughts, understand complex
concepts, and follow rubrics, ultimately empowering them in their writing endeavors.

Al as an Opportunity for Non-Native Speakers of English

Another subtheme across the dataset regarding Al’s benefits was the role of Al in
leveling the playing field for EFL writers. Most participants regarded Al as a means to
equalize native and non-native students, calling it “a breakthrough for people whose native
language is not English” (P6). The students could rely on it to improve their writing and
enhance the quality of their papers since “some students may have great ideas and they
have a lot of things to say, but they do not know how to write it properly in a high level
that is required for academic writing” (P7). Al helped EFL students to overcome language

barriers:
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Since English has been a dominant language for such a long time, Al helps refine
writing in a way that makes it clearer, more comprehensive, structured,
grammatically, and stylistically readable while keeping the initial thought you put
into the text. So, if students with poor English could not deliver their thoughts
because of the language barriers before, Al now helps to overcome this issue if
used smartly. (P6)

In contrast, other participants highlighted that while Al assistants like ChatGPT
could help non-native English speakers improve their writing, there was still a clear
distinction between the writing of native speakers and students:

It [ChatGPT] is like a multilingual person who can speak every language and does

not have a clear language. When you compare the writings of the native speaker

and non-native speaker who used ChatGPT, you will clearly see the difference.

None of the Als can fully replace the person. Therefore, if you are a non-native

English person, you can just improve your writing as much as possible to satisfy

your needs and have the level of [English] when you can clearly communicate with

English speakers. (P4)

Another dominant topic within this subtheme was that the quality of writing
depended not on “nativeness” but on individual efforts:

Nativeness does not make your writing better. Writing is a skill that needs to be

acquired. Sometimes, non-natives can write way better and more beautifully than

native ones because they have studied and worked hard. So, writing skills depend
on practice and hard work that is done by a person, whether they are native or non-
native. (P2)

Overall, these findings demonstrate the participants’ strong appreciation for Al

writing assistants, particularly in addressing language mechanics and alleviating workload.
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Additionally, the participants valued the scaffolding support that Al assistants offered
during brainstorming and interpreting academic texts, which improved the coherence,
structure, and organization of their writing. Notably, for these students, the Al writing
assistants were functioning as a scaffolding tool or a more knowledgeable other, a role
customarily taken by teachers. However, the participants also indicated that they
experienced various challenges when using Al writing assistants to navigate academic
writing.
4.2 Challenges of Al in Writing

Across the dataset, the students’ experiences using Al writing assistants indicated
Al challenges, such as its unreliability and lack of critical thinking, its tendency to over-
correct, and students’ fear of becoming over-reliant when using Al writing assistants in
their academic writing practices.
AI Writing Assistants’ Unreliability

It became evident from the data analysis that the dominant challenge in writing
with Al was the possibility of receiving unreliable suggestions or output. The data revealed
students’ challenges when Al occasionally provided incorrect references or did not provide
references at all. For example, P2 stated that Al provided “irrelevant, false information
with no citation and reference.” Similarly, P5 reported: “The sources are not always
accurate and sometimes provide nonexistent literature. Al suggests unreliable literature
published in doubtful journals,” while P8 noted AI’s inability to critically evaluate data:
“ChatGPT is not reliable in academic writing. It cannot synthesize and analyze ideas and
literature as well as humans do. It does not have critical thinking” (P8).

Notably, some participants stated that critical thinking was important because it
enabled the writer to understand “when the information is relevant and credible and when

it is not” (P2). In contrast, poorly formulated prompts could lead to unreliable information
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and poor-quality output, as P6 explained: “Most of the time, it is a human-factor challenge
when [ write prompts incorrectly or inaccurately.” Similarly, P5 stated:

Al should be perceived as a human, and one should not write everything in one

question and make it like a long sentence and a long poem because sometimes it

[Al] might be confused. Al might provide you with the wrong answer.

Another challenge in formulating prompts reported by the participants was
language proficiency, as P5 explained: “Depending on the way you use prompts, it directly
affects the effectiveness, yet to write these prompts, you have to have a sufficient level of
English.” P7 also emphasized English language proficiency:

I think those who are proficient in English can take the meaningful parts from the

task, but those who are not proficient do not usually pay attention to the reliability

and repetitiveness of ideas. They just copy and paste the task without analyzing it.

However, the data also illustrated that language proficiency alone does not lead to
the proper use of Al because it needs to be combined with critical thinking:

Proficiency alone does not guarantee better use of Al, but critical thinking does

because one must see the difference between poor generative text and a good one.

Although, with the current stage of Al writing tools, all texts are poorly generated,

it can definitely be of good use if it checks the clarity of your text, but it is critical

thinking that helps you make sure that it does not deviate from your intended
message. (P6)

Overall, the participants mentioned that Al can provide false information, can be
inaccurate, not credible, repetitive, irrelevant, and lack original thought, which results in
the challenges they encountered when using Al writing assistants. Finally, the data also
showed that limited language proficiency can hinder students in formulating correct

prompts and that critical thinking is essential to overcome such challenges.
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Overcorrecting and Affordability

Another key challenge emerging from the data was Al’s tendency to overcorrect
the students’ writing, especially automated written corrective feedback tools like
Grammarly. In particular, the results showed that Al was occasionally excessively
meticulous: “I like its grammar and spelling suggestions, but sometimes it overcorrects”
(P3). Similarly, another participant argued that Al might be too critical in its grammar
corrections despite being useful regarding the descriptive feedback it provides. The
following extract illustrates the point:

| find it very useful and engaging. | always seek Grammarly feedback since it has

descriptive details. When it comes to the drawbacks, | think sometimes Grammarly

is too critical about the writing and too meticulous about the grammar. (P5)

Students particularly noted that sometimes overcorrections distorted their original
message or the flow of writing. For instance, P1 expressed dissatisfaction with the
influence of Al on their writing: “I am using Grammarly. I do not like that it makes me
adapt to it and changes the flow of sentences.” Likewise, P6 reported that Al decreased the
word count and replaced common vocabulary with obscure words, thereby changing the
meaning:

What | dislike about it is its suggestions to make my sentences less wordy or

replace certain common verbs and words with some bizarre ones that do not

convey the original meaning. Overall, | think it is a great tool, and I still use it at

the end of the day, but | do not trust it blindly.

Apart from overcorrecting, the data revealed an unexpected limitation, which was
the high prices of premium plans, which were unaffordable for some of these students, and
the limitations of the free Al versions: “Its free version checks only grammar and

punctuation without checking the meaning of sentences” (P8). They also argued that “free
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plans for paraphrasing tools like QuillBot were inconvenient because of the 125-word
limit” (P8). One of the participants also explained the potential bias and weaknesses of the
free version, which “has no access to new data. GPT 3.5, for example, only has
information about all the data until November 2022 (P4). Regarding the affordability, P3
shared:
Maybe universities and schools should provide access to such tools because some
of them are paid. For example, I use the paid version of Grammarly and ChatGPT.
But it might not be affordable for some students, which creates inequality between
those students who can afford it and those who cannot. In this case, it is better to
find a group of people to share it because handling its price alone is a bit tough.
Overall, the participants faced the challenges with Al occasionally distorting their
ideas and the high costs of paid subscriptions.
Over-Reliance on Al Writing Assistants
Another challenge across the dataset was the participants’ potential overreliance on
Al tools. A common topic was participants’ urge to always check their writing with Al: “I
started to feel as if my writing is not good enough and want to use it all the time” (P2).
Similarly, P1 shared how she felt “vulnerable and insecure and have this constant feeling
that this piece of text is not valuable,” while P5 admitted that she “could not live without
Al tools” (P5). Likewise, P6 explained how he was growing used to the constant help of
Al:
Gradually, it [ChatGPT] became an obsession, and even in super casual writing
tasks where | was sure | did not need an Al tool, | would still double-check with it.
Initially, I was okay with it, but gradually, it made me anxious as | even started

doubting if I spoke English properly.
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This point was also supported by the image card of P2, who commented that using Al
might result in students relying more on Al than using their own cognitive abilities (Figure
13).

Figure 13
P2’s Perspective of Their Al Experience

There are positive sides to Al because it helps you to grow, but
there are also negative sides. You become lazy because you
have Al, and you are somehow like cutting your own tree. You
are becoming lazy, thinking less, and relying on Al more than

| on your own brain.

Overall, the findings suggest that these graduate students faced challenges due to
the unreliability of Al assistants’ output, their tendency to overcorrect, and the
unaffordability of premium versions, potentially giving access to some while denying
others optimal writing support, thereby contributing to educational inequality. The students
also openly admitted fearing over-reliance on Al and becoming lazy or unmotivated to
learn, which indicates how “literacy practices are patterned by social institutions and
power relations” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000). In this case, students might have experienced
fear because of the broader societal norms and the stigma associated with Al use or the

self-as-author aspect of their writer identity, as discussed in the following subsection.

4.3 Navigating Institutional Practices

Another theme that was dominant across the dataset concerned the students’
navigation of institutional practices, including two subthemes: student identity and culture;
and navigating Al and a scholarly identity and voice.

The data analysis revealed that while using Al for academic writing, the students’

attention shifted from a decontextualized focus on the grammar and mechanics of English
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to more advanced aspects of writing, such as content and argumentation. As evident from
the significant circles, the Al writing tools provided a space for academic socialization by
helping to ensure clarity of writing and adherence to the academic English writing style, as
well as citing and paraphrasing (Figure 14).

Figure 14
The Stages of Writing the Assignment. The Significant Circle of P3

When writing, I ask GPT to check my
writing for clarity and correctness.
Sometimes I am not sure if it is how
English people would say it, so I ask
ChatGPT “what does this mean” or “is
this clear?” If what ChatGPT understood
does not match my intention, I ask to
make it clearer or rewrite it. I then

writing
assignmen

=
compare my writing and AI’s sentences
and adjust the original sentence. Al
helps me to sound more academic. In
the end, I always use Grammarly
because I might not notice minor punctuation errors. But I always evaluate
Grammarly’s suggestions and check if it is not overcorrecting and not changing
my voice. I use Scribbr for citing according to APA, but you need to double-
check, as it might make mistakes. Sometimes I use plagiarism checkers not

because I cheat but to ensure that [ paraphrased well and not to feel anxious.

Hence, while the findings revealed that the participants’ use Al for addressing
grammar and punctuation, they also emphasized the academic socialization function of Al
writing tools. That is, they helped students learn how to manage the content of their
writing tasks more efficiently, thereby contributing to their development as academic
writers within the scholarly community:

Al helps with my perfectionism. When | write, | tend to compose a paragraph and

then edit it numerous times. As a result, I often experience writer’s block or lose

my train of thought. Knowing that | have an Al that can help fix my grammar or
punctuation eases my mind, allowing me to focus not on mechanics but on the

thoughts I’m trying to convey with my writing. (P6)
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Al tools help me to check if I built my argument correctly. I also ask it how to
write a particular part. For example, | ask ChatGPT about specific parts of a thesis,
like how to write methodology or introduction chapters. (P4)

Moreover, the data analysis revealed that the emergence of Al writing assistants
has resulted in re-evaluating established social practices and power dynamics within the
university community. The results also indicated the participants’ awareness of how
broader societal norms impact existing power relations. In particular, most participants did
not want to admit to their professors that they were using Al because “they might get the
wrong impression” (P1). In addition, academic standards shaped their perceptions of their
own work and abilities:

| guess it is about what people will think of you when they learn that you use GPT,

other chats, and so on. | am definitely not going to share this information with my

teachers because they will immediately think that you used it to generate the whole
text and just concealed it very well. While, in fact, it is not true. (P3)
Similarly, P4 said,

I would feel embarrassed to admit to my professor that | used Al in my papers,

especially considering they’re the ones teaching me. Saying that I did everything

with Al is like saying my professor did not teach me anything.

However, the findings also indicate that there has been a shift in students’
perceptions of the stigma associated with Al use, viewing it more as an empowering tool.
In particular, the participants have reevaluated the concept of originality and the previously
non-collaborative nature of knowledge creation:

| saw that other people were also using it [ChatGPT], and it is not plagiarism,

copying and pasting the response; it is just relying on Al, like seeking some help
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that will help you keep going and complete your task a little earlier, and you will

do it alone. Now, | am not afraid or ashamed to say that I use Al tools. (P8)
Regarding originality, P6 said:

We have this overrated idea of producing something original and unique and

something one of a kind. But, in reality, even without ChatGPT, many things have

been constantly copied, redesigned, and recreated over many generations in human
history. So, does this feeling of feeling not enough come from the inside of the
person or from the outside? I think it is definitely outside. The overall pressure
from the world and expectations from a student. (P6)

Critically, the participants also indicated how instructors could empower them with
knowledge and skills to use Al tools independently, indicative of a potential shift in power.
For instance, they gave pedagogical advice about how Al could be integrated into
university teaching and in their learning process:

I think professors should not prohibit the use of Al. It would be smarter to show

how to use it correctly in different courses. During the first week, the first lecture

may explain which tools can be used. For example, professors may show the
threshold until which the usage of Al is acceptable. If you go beyond that, then you
will be penalized for some points. (P4)

Teachers can explain prompts for different purposes. There are different kinds of

prompts that can be used in ChatGPT. For example, there might be a big

encyclopedia of prompt types and how to use them to get the precise answers that
you want to have. (P2)

To sum up, the findings regarding this theme show how the students re-evaluated
social rituals, literacy practices, and ways of doing things within the university community.

For example, they recommended that professors should not prohibit the use of Al but
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instead show students how to use such tools correctly or create prompting resources, which
illustrated a potential redistribution of power, where students are entrusted with the
responsibility to use Al tools appropriately. Consequently, the findings suggest a
noticeable shift in power relations between students and professors, challenging the
traditional authority of professors as the sole source of knowledge, highlighting that the
integration of Al tools is increasing the students’ voices, autonomy, and agency in their
learning process.

Student Identity and Culture

The data analysis revealed that these graduate students were aware of academic
integrity standards and the challenges posed by Al in maintaining these standards. For
example, they were grappling with the ethical implications of Al use in academia, such as
“academic dishonesty” (P1) and “risk of plagiarism” (P3), while also adapting to the
incorporation of Al assistants into their learning processes: “I think professors and
instructors are concerned about this issue because some students use Al and just copy and
paste the generated ideas from Al to their writing” (P7).

A social practice lens was particularly valuable here in revealing the role of identity
and cultural context in shaping students’ attitudes towards Al and integrity: “Maybe Al
helps someone overcome writing challenges, but for other people, it might be just an
excuse to use Al and not put all your strengths and efforts into your work™ (P5).
Furthermore, the majority of the students did not perceive their use of Al as compromising
their academic integrity because they performed “the biggest amount of work™ (P1).
Hence, the data illustrated how identity and cultural factors may influence students’
attitudes towards ethics, possibly indicating broader cultural attitudes toward technology

and academic integrity in Kazakhstan:
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Some students have cheated in the past and will cheat in the present and future as
well. It totally depends on the person. Such students feel that it is OK for them not
to follow academic integrity. It definitely depends on a person’s honesty. (P1)

The internet came to Kazakhstan relatively later than other countries. Some

students even received access to the internet and Al simultaneously. So, | think that

IS why some teachers can be concerned since there is no concept of ethics in

general. For example, not many people are aware of using certain materials and

giving credit for them. In that sense, these concerns are justified. (P6).

It has been only two years since we were introduced to Al, right? | mean, it is just a

recent phenomenon, and people started using it without knowing how to use it

properly. Some people overuse it, writing the whole paper with Al. (P2)

In conclusion, even though the results indicated that these students were aware that
information has value, as theorized in the information literacy framework (ACRL, 2016),
there was a complex interplay in the EMI higher education context of this study between
technology, ethics, education, and academic integrity. Thus, the findings reveal the
importance of looking beyond Al use as decontextualized ethical skills to consider the
cultural context in which students operate. This can help promote culturally and locally
relevant ethical awareness and responsible Al use.

Navigating Al and a Scholarly Identity and Voice

One of the notable findings of this study was the participants’ strong emphasis on
preserving their personal identities and individuality in their writing and how they resisted
Al tools overshadowing their voice: “When it alters my word choice and tone of voice or
reorganizes sentences, it does not feel right to me—I would rather keep my voice in it,

albeit imperfect” (P6). The findings also revealed how the social and cultural dimensions
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of university writing practices shaped how the participants negotiated their use of Al to
assert their scholarly identities and voices in the process:

| do not use Al to give me a ready piece of work. It just improves what | have

already. It just makes my voice clearer and more straightforward without adding

unnecessary words. For example, | have a route that is not properly made, and | am
just applying Al, and it makes this route more beautiful. Therefore, the foundation
of the writing is still mine. (P4)

It’s not only that the teacher knows. I know my voice, and I know that it’s the Al

pattern voice. And if you blindly copy everything, obviously, that’s not going to be

your work. I think it’s a good assistant, but it shouldn’t be a tool that writes for you
or a way to plagiarize or copy. (P6)

Moreover, the results indicated that graduate students have a nuanced
understanding of authority and context (ACRL, 2016). When using Al in academic
purposes, they successfully navigated the balance between their own voices and the
suggestions offered by Al, recognizing the importance of maintaining their individuality
and identity in their writing:

Most of the time, Al generates a text that is too perfect for a human. The person

might use Al to just copy and paste text for an assistant. In this case, you lose your

identity in your writing and your style of writing. If you are not putting effort or
strength into your writing or your work, then it is not your work at all. It is just an

AT’s work. It is not only about generating text; it is also about the sense of

belonging. (P5)

| believe that Al cannot be compared to a human who knows about academic

standards and rules and how to generate very creative thoughts. When you read,

you understand that the text does not have a soul. It is just clear that it was Al-
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generated. You need to add some personal points to that, such as your opinion and

vision, how you feel about a certain situation, and something like that. (P8)

Finally, the participants suggested that using Al tools during writing enhanced their
critical reflexivity. The extracts that follow exemplify the participants’ critical evaluation
and personal judgment in refining their writing, viewing Al as a helpful tool rather than a
replacement for their cognitive processes:

I can write, for example, what we need to do on ChatGPT. Then, it might suggest a

possible outline. Then, 1 will analyze this outline to determine which one is suitable

and which one is not. And some ideas might be repetitive. Some ideas may not
even be connected to this topic. So it’s very important to analyze the data, which is
just GPT providing for other Al resources. (P1)

Learning is a process of using your own brain, not secondary tools. So, if you have

a task, you should approach it in your own way. So, in that case, Al should not be a

replacement. It should be an assistant tool. For example, if you are out of ideas or

need some basics, or you need something to start, then it will be useful. But overall,
it should be your own product. (P4)

I sometimes feel unsure if I managed to express what | wanted initially. So I ask

ChatGPT, “What does this mean?” If its explanation does not match my thought, I

edit my writing. Also, I can ask GPT “if this sentence is clear,” and then if it is not

clear, GPT offers its option. | see if this option is better, and if it is, | edit my
sentence or use GPT’s sentence. (P3)

Overall, the students’ use of Al writing assistants involved intricate navigation of
university’s established practices, including the complex relationship between Al, their
scholarly identity, and the voice that shapes the traditional shared experiences of students,

faculty, and staff. By helping the students understand the importance of maintaining their
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individuality and voice in their writing, Al facilitated the development of their authorial
presence in writing or their self-as-author identities. Hence, while facilitating their
authorial presence, Al opened up their possibilities for selfhood in the specific socio-
cultural and institutional context (Ivani¢, 1998). In short, the participants sought ways to
leverage Al tools to enhance clarity and coherence in their writing while navigating ways
to keep their unique voices and scholarly identities.
4.4 Emerging Al-Informed Academic Literacy Practices

Based on the students’ perceptions and experiences related to the benefits and
drawbacks of writing with Al (Sections 4.1 and 4.2) and their navigation of institutional
social practices (Section 4.3), the findings indicate that integrating Al in the writing
process contribute to the evolving nature of academic literacy practices. These evolving
literacy practices include Al-informed research literacy practices, ethical Al-augmented
literacy practices, and Al-assisted collaborative literacy practices.
Al-Informed Research Literacy Practices

The results revealed that the graduate students in this study approached research as
an inquiry-driven process, using Al assistants to explore and gather information relevant to
their academic assignments (ACRL, 2016). The students tended to demonstrate curiosity,
critical thinking, and information-seeking behaviors in their interactions with Al tools and
other resources. For example, the participants employed Al assistants to generate “possible
ideas on how to write particular assignments” and increase their understanding of the
requirements of assignments “if the instructions are unclear” (P1). In addition, they “look
for appropriate sources on Google Scholar and JSTOR” (P8) to find appropriate data that
could support Al’s suggestions and “get(ting) ideas from ChatGPT, see if they fit your
work but then look for articles yourself to support these ideas” (P3). Thus, even though the

participants used Al writing tools to create potential outlines for their assignments, they
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did not merely blindly “copy the suggested outline” but “analyze[d] and create[d] my
outline choosing the reliable ones” (P1). This finding suggests that Al writing tools
contribute to new Al-informed research strategies that are potentially empowering students
of languages other than English to navigate complex information landscapes, critically
evaluate sources, and ethically engage in scholarly communication.

Ethical Al-Augmented Literacy Practices

As evident from the data, the graduate students displayed appropriate scholarly
identities, which was clear from their awareness of Al’s ability to generate unreliable data
and false references that hold implications for bridging academic integrity. Thus, the
results suggest that these graduate students know about the value of information in
academic writing and the significance of ethical use. They demonstrated a strong
commitment to follow academic integrity rules by properly citing and supporting the ideas
they generated with “information from appropriate sources” (P5) and “always ask Al for
references and citations in the prompt™ (P5). In addition, P7 stated that they paraphrased
the output provided by Al:

I use artificial intelligence only for support, but I do not one hundred percent rely

on what it provides me with. If you do not want to plagiarize or copy-paste, | think

it is important to take something that is related to you but paraphrase it as you use,
for example, other sources, articles, or books.

The participants also reported developing the habit of always double-checking the
information provided by Al, knowing that it might generate false data. For example, P5
stated,

| think that it is actually like extra caution and checking, which is actually good for

some people because sometimes people forget to double-check their writing... And

being more cautious about what you are writing and what information or sources
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you are using. | definitely think these circumstances that Al creates. Then, you

have to double-check and find other ways to integrate Al in writing.
Al-Assisted Collaborative Literacy Practices

The findings showed that the participants were actively engaging with Al tools
(Grammarly and ChatGPT) to refine and customize suggestions according to their writing
tasks and preferences. This demonstrates a dialogic and collaborative writing process,
illustrating how students are integrating Al as a literacy practice to enhance and achieve
their writing goals more effectively. As reported in the previous sections, the participants
highlighted the importance of ensuring that the paper “belonged to them” (P5).
Consequently, the results revealed the participants’ selective approach and awareness of
their own writing style and preferences, indicating a deliberate effort to maintain their
unique voices in their writing:

When Grammarly provides purple underlining comments, | usually do not pay

attention. | think it wants to make it sound like how natives would write, but it

irritates me sometimes because when it changes something; it is not how | wanted

my idea to look. So, I see how I could change them and which parts | could use and

develop so that they would suit my assignment. (P3)

Moreover, the students noted that they used certain strategies to manipulate Al to
search for information effectively, as stated by P5:

When | give instructions, | divide them into several sentences. For example, |

request to write a text for a presentation. In the next sentence, | write what actual

criteria should be included. The third sentence might be about the format: I want it

to be plain text, bullet points, infographics, or maybe even pictures. Maybe the

fourth sentence or third sentence might be about in what way, formal or informal.
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In addition, the students were engaging in collaborative writing with Al by

integrating it into various stages of writing, such as checking mechanics, brainstorming,

organizing, and meaning-making. To illustrate, the students stated that to complete the

assignment as a literacy event, there was a specific process consisting of four phases:

identifying what was needed to complete the assignment, idea generation/brainstorming or

generating a structure; searching for appropriate literature to support the ideas; writing,

summarizing, paraphrasing, and seeking clarification from Al; editing, checking for

grammatical errors and organization, and citing (Figure 15).

Figure 15
Significant Circles of P8 and P1
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When I need to write different types of
assignments, I sometimes use ChatGPT or
Bard to generate ideas about a certain topic.
After having some ideas, I look for appropriate
sources in Google Scholar and Jstor. After
finding articles, I critically analyze the
information written there. Next, [ start writing
my assignment as soon as I complete drawing
a mind map. Once I complete writing, [ always
check for grammar mistakes and other
problems in my writing via Grammarly. The
last step is using Scribbr to cite references.
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Firstly, I am requesting ChatGPT to
explain the assignment if the instructions
are unclear. Then, I use it to generate
possible ideas on how to write particular
assignments. After that, I ask Al to
generate a potential outline for my writing
assignment. However, I don’t copy the
suggested outline, I analyze and create my
outline choosing the reliable ones. After
that, I don’t use the help of Al, but while
writing I can ask Al to explain particular
sentences or meaning of challenging

words. So, when I complete the
assignment, I ask Al to check the grammar, coherence and cohesion. It does not
change the whole text but improves its quality and makes it more academic.
Sometimes, instead of ChatGPT, I use Grammarly, but it does not have a function
to check the coherence and cohesion of writing assignments. I do not consider this
as cheating because the biggest amount of work is done by me.

Overall, the findings revealed that integrating Al into the writing process is
transforming these students’ academic literacy practices. The participants demonstrated
various research practices, such as navigating the complex information landscapes,
critically evaluating sources, and ethically engaging in scholarly communication. Their Al-
mediated ethical practices included properly citing, paraphrasing, supporting, and double-
checking the information provided by Al. The students’ collaborative practices included

customizing Al’s suggestions, manipulating Al, and maintaining their own voices.

4.5 Summary of Results
The students’ perspectives on and experiences of using Al for academic writing
revealed the following themes regarding research sub-question 1 (What are students’
perspectives and experiences of using Al for academic writing?):
1. There are several benefits of writing with Al, including helping with language
mechanics and workload, providing writing support and opportunities for “non-

native” speakers of English. The students were using Al for brainstorming,
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improving cohesion, coherence, and organizing writing. Al assistants also

increased the students’ comprehension of scientific readings and functioned as

scaffolding tools.

2. There were several challenges of writing with Al, such as the unreliability of Al
assistants’ suggestions, the tendency to overcorrect, the unaffordability of the
premium versions, and the issues with over-reliance.

The students’ perspectives and experiences also revealed the following themes
regarding research sub-question 2 (Why do students use Al-based writing assistants in
writing?):

3. The rationale behind students’ use of Al included their navigation of institutional
practices and their student identity and culture, as well as developing their
scholarly identity and voice.

Finally, the findings revealed the following themes regarding the main research
question (What literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform
graduate students’ academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?):

4. Al assistants contributed to the evolving nature of academic literacy practices,
including the emergence of Al-informed research literacy practices, ethical Al-

augmented literacy practices, and Al-assisted collaborative literacy practices.

4.6 Conclusion

This chapter presented the findings on the literacy practices that emerge when Al-
based writing assistants inform graduate students’ academic writing. The findings were
arranged based on the major themes that emerged from the data analysis, namely the
students’ perspectives and experiences about the benefits of Al writing assistants and their
challenges, how they use Al writing assistance to navigate institutional practices

associated with their scholarly identities, and the emerging literacy practices associated



with the use of Al in academic writing. The next chapter will discuss the results in
connection with the theoretical framework and previous empirical research about Al and

academic writing.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This study has explored how Al-based writing assistants can shape the literacy
practices of graduate students at one Kazakhstani EMI university and their implications for
their academic writing. The previous chapter reported the findings of the present
qualitative case study. The present chapter aims to critically analyze and discuss the
findings in connection with the existing literature and the applied theoretical framework,
which is centered on literacies as social practices theory (Barton, 2001; Ivani¢, 2004;
Street, 1984) and the framework for information literacy for higher education (FILHE)
(ACRL, 2016).
Revisiting the Theoretical Framework

As described in Chapter 2, the present study applied the literacies as a social
practice theory (Barton, 2001; Ivani¢, 2004; Street, 1984), which enables the researcher to
capture the specific ways participants think about and engage in reading and writing within
a particular cultural setting to provide comprehensive insights into the dynamics of literacy
within the academic writing domain (Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Street, 2017) (Figure 16).

Figure 16
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In addition, the study employed the concepts of literacy events and literacy
practices, which allowed me to look at distinct instances where individuals employed Al to
facilitate different writing tasks, such as brainstorming ideas or refining content. The
concepts of study skills, socialization, and literacy practices were used to explore how Al
is affecting students’ literacy. For example, the continuous integration of Al into the
writing process forms a literacy practice, demonstrating its routine use as a valuable tool
for drafting, editing, and generating content (see Chapter 2, pages 25-34, to gain a more
comprehensive insight into this theoretical framework). The study also employed the
FILHE suggested by the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), which
consists of six frames, to explore how Al can shape students’ information literacy:
“authority is constructed and contextual, information creation as a process, information has
value, research as inquiry, scholarship as conversation, searching as strategic exploration”
(ACRL, 2016, p. 8).

The study consisted of one main research question and two sub-questions:

Main RQ: What literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform

graduate students’ academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?

Sub-question 1: What are students’ perspectives and experiences of using Al for

academic writing?

Sub-question 2: Why do students use Al-based writing assistants in writing?

This chapter responds to and discusses the research questions mentioned above. To
address and discuss the main question (Main RQ) about emerging literacy practices, | will
first present graduate students’ perspectives and their experiences on Al assistants (SQ1),
and then I will discuss why graduate students use Al writing tools in academic writing
(SQ2).

I will now move on to answer and discuss the first sub-question.
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5.1 The Students’ Perspectives and Experiences of Using Al for Academic Writing

In examining the students’ Al perspectives and experiences as social practices and
situated literacies, the LSP perspective revealed how the cultural context shaped their use
of Al writing assistants and shed light on the evolving landscape of academic writing with
Al The students’ perspectives and experiences were directly related to the academic
institution’s social practices. That is, university practices such as academic writing and
academic integrity determine how the students use Al writing tools. Thus, their use of Al
was deeply embedded within scholarly cultural values on literacy practices (Street, 2017).
For this reason, the participants experienced advantages and challenges as they navigated
their academic writing with Al writing tools, which aligns with previous studies about the
affordances of Al for corrective feedback (Barrot, 2021; Crawford et al., 2023; Ebadi et
al., 2022; Fan, 2023; Kikalishvili, 2023; Lin & Chang, 2020; Lund et al., 2023; Su &
Yang, 2023; Vazquez-Cano et al., 2021), the technical or free version challenges and
ethical considerations in particular (Crawford et al., 2023; Kikalishvili, 2023; Lund et al.,
2023; Perkins, 2023; Su & Yang, 2023). However, a social practice perspective went
beyond descriptions of the advantages because it revealed the paradoxical nature and
inherent complexity of students’ reliance on Al writing tools. In the following paragraphs,
I will discuss the three main benefits and the major drawbacks of writing with Al.

First, the data showed that the students held positive views on Al due to its
assistance in navigating language mechanics and grammar, thereby enhancing the
cohesion, coherence, and overall organization of their writing through real-time
proofreading. For example, the participants mentioned AI’s ability to highlight “minor
mistakes that I did not notice while writing my paper” (P8) and “go beyond the lower-
order things and focus on the meaning” (P3). This is consistent with previous studies about

AT’s help with grammar, punctuation, and accuracy in writing (Barrot, 2021; Ebadi et al.,
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2022; Kikalishvili, 2023; O’Neill & Russell, 2019; Vazquez-Cano et al., 2021). Through
the LSP perspective, the students’ positive perspectives were aligned with the study skills
view of literacy, which means their literacy development “is unlikely to be negatively
affected” by their use of Al writing tools (Anson, 2024, p. 7). Hence, the study results
concur with Anson (2024), who argued that “students’ literacy as solely grammatical
correctness is least at risk from LLMs” and “if there is any use of LLMs that instructors
should feel comfortable with, it is likely this one” (p. 9). That is, graduate students’ use of
Al for grammar and language support helps to “add details and fill in gaps” (Krishnan,
2013, p. 19), enabling academic instructors to envision the “future possibilities” (Barnett,
2012, p. 1) of using Al within their existing academic writing pedagogies and disciplinary
courses.

Second, students’ positive experiences with Al revealed its significant contribution
to their understanding of the community of practices (CoP), particularly in their scholarly
positioning and adherence to academic integrity through citation generation and
appropriate referencing styles (Lave & Wenger, 1991). More specifically, the students
viewed Al writing assistants favorably due to their role in fostering comprehension of the
university culture, language usage, and the esteemed reading and writing practices intrinsic
to academic settings (Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis & Curry, 2010; Van Heerden, 2015). This
finding emphasizes that Al writing tools can scaffold graduate students learning about
“being part of a writing community, making writing an explicit practice, and positively
identifying as an academic writer” (Quynn & Stewart, 2021, as cited in Davenport, 2022,
p. 4). Additionally, Al facilitated their academic socialization by imparting an
understanding of the importance of evidence, academic integrity, and clarity in
communication, enabling them to participate in and navigate scholarly discourse (Anson,

2024).
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Previous research about Al has merely emphasized its capacity to enhance
academic writing, research productivity, and publication quality (Barrot, 2021; Ebadi et
al., 2022; Kikalishvili, 2023; Lund et al., 2023; O’Neill & Russell, 2019; Vazquez-Cano et
al., 2021). In contrast, the present study, guided by the LSP theory, demonstrated Al’s
capacity to promote students’ socialization into university literacy practices, foregrounding
the theory’s capacity to unveil novel insights into the field of Al and academic writing.
Consequently, this study’s results suggest that instructors should utilize Al writing tools in
their pedagogy to offer sensemaking spaces for students “to see that things could always
be other than they are” (Molinari, 2022, p. 9).

The third major benefit of writing with Al is related to Al’s ability to foster
positive student identities by giving them access to scholarly discourses, which are ways of
believing, thinking, and doing academic writing (Gee, 2002; Ivani¢, 1994). For example,
one student said that “Al helps refine writing in a way that makes it clearer, more
comprehensive, structured, grammatically, and stylistically readable while keeping the
initial thought you put into the text” (P6) and “I feel empowered; it saves my time, eases
my mind, and most importantly, helps with my writer’s block™ (P6). These findings concur
with those of O’Neill and Russell (2019), who identified Al as boosting students’ long-
term confidence in their academic writing skills, and Crawford et al. (2023), highlighting
AT’s capacity to reduce anxiety and foster self-determination and motivation. However,
viewed through the perspective of literacy as a social practice (LSP), the findings go
beyond language, to highlight the role of Al writing assistants as collaborative partners for
brainstorming, generating ideas, and scaffolding the required social practices associated
with writing (Chan & Hu, 2023; Fyfe, 2022). Thus, the study found that Al writing
assistants emerged as active agents in the collaborative construction of meaning within the

social practice of graduate students writing, emphasizing Bakhtin’s notion of dialogism,
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requiring deeper interrogation of the dynamic and reciprocal nature of Al communication
for academic writing purposes (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984, 1986).

Despite the students’ positive experiences, the study also revealed their negative
perspectives on using Al writing tools related to skill-based literacies and academic
socialization. In particular, students noted Al’s tendency to overcorrect their language
errors (skill-based literacies), the unreliability of its suggestions, and potential overreliance
on these tools (socialization). For example, P5 mentioned, “I do not use generative Als,
particularly for generating texts and passages, since Al does not provide accurate sources,”
while P6 noted, “What I dislike about it is its suggestions to make my sentences less wordy
or replace certain common verbs and words with some bizarre ones that do not convey the
original meaning.” While these findings are in line with the findings of previous studies
(Barrot, 2021; Chan & Hu, 2023; O’Neill & Russell, 2019; Perkins, 2023), these studies do
not draw on a social practice perspective, thereby failing to highlight how students’ use of
Al writing tools holds the potential for shaping their identity as ethical scholars. Through
the LSP perspective, this study revealed that through grappling with Al-related challenges,
such as source reliability and maintaining writing integrity, students engaged in ethical
inquiry and critical reflection. Thus, a social practice perspective revealed its potentially
transformative role in fostering ethical scholarship and shaping scholarly identity.

The disadvantages found in this study offer a more thorough comprehension of the
potential of Al incorporation into future academic writing pedagogical considerations.
Therefore, the study’s results offer insights into the dynamics of how Al assistants might
shape the future of academic writing, challenging universities to engage with the
“possibilities, imagination and exploration” of using Al writing tools because “the future
isn’t waiting. It is already with us” (Rothblatt, 2012, p. 15). Thus, universities could

support students’ navigation of Al.
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Overall, the students' perspectives and experiences with Al revealed the major
benefits of Al in academic writing, emphasizing its role in helping with study skills,
understanding the community of practices, academic socialization, and fostering student
identities. The disadvantages of writing with Al were related to skills-based literacy and
socialization, shaping their identity as ethical scholars.

I will now move on to answer and discuss the second sub-question: “Why do

students use Al-based writing assistants in writing?”

5.2 Rationale Behind the Students’ Use of AI-Based Writing Assistants in Writing

This study revealed that graduate students’ use of Al writing assistants was directly
linked to the social and cultural practices of their university. For instance, the students
used Al because literacy events such as “reading and writing are the central processes for
learning” (Anson, 2024, p. 5). The LSP perspective revealed that Al writing assistants
offered the students a space to navigate and make sense of the complex and often hidden
social and institutional practices associated with being ethical scholars, writing in a
scholarly manner, and allowing them to develop scholarly identities and voices. | will
further discuss five major reasons behind students’ use of Al writing assistants.

First, the graduate students used Al writing assistants to refine their “writing in a
way that makes it clearer, more comprehensive, more structured, grammatically, and
stylistically readable while keeping the initial thought you put into the text” (P6). These
findings are in agreement with those of Wu (2015), who revealed that Chinese students at
British universities experienced challenges due to the lack of knowledge of writing
practices at the postgraduate level at their universities. That is, the students utilized Al
writing tools for study skills purposes, referred to as a traditional model that focuses on the
array of skills that can be taught and learned through explicit instruction and practicing

(Lea & Street, 2006; Street, 2017). These findings also concur with Ablazimova (2022)
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and Batyrkhanova (2020), who showed that Kazakhstani students use Grammarly and
Google Translate to cope with academic writing challenges such as grammar deficiencies
and insufficient vocabulary.

In addition, the students in the present study used Al writing assistants as
multilingual tools, which enabled them to freely express their thoughts in English. This
finding is aligned with previous studies reporting Al’s role as a bridge to overcome
language barriers (Borger et al., 2023; Chan & Hu, 2023). Thus, this study found that even
when EFL students utilized Al assistants for study skills purposes, it holds the potential to
operate as “an empowering and inclusive tool” (Borger et al., 2023, p. 927).

Second, the results showed that graduate students shifted from a decontextualized
focus on English language grammar to content and argumentation. More specifically, they
shifted to using Al writing assistants for the navigation of the institutional communities of
practice (CoP) (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Thesen & Cooper, 2013; Wenger, 1998). This shift
revealed that Al writing assistants can contribute to graduate students’ academic
socialization into the scholarly discourses of academia (Anson, 2024). This finding
contrasts with Anson (2024), who argued, from an academic socialization point of view,
that Al threatens students’ literacies disrupting their learning of academic practices and
knowledge construction. For example, the present study indicated that Al writing assistants
contributed to an increase in graduate students’ awareness of research as inquiry, of using
information literacy strategies to understand the purposes and the requirements of their
assighments, to generate ideas, and to create organizational structures (Lea & Jones, 2011).
However, these results might be caused by the fact that the participants were graduate
students, who were already acculturated into disciplinary practices. In addition, students
used Al writing tools for navigating academic integrity and ethical academic writing. The

findings are in agreement with Fyfe (2022), some of whose participants increased their
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commitment to their own authorial voices when encouraged to cheat on their assignments
using generative Al, while others tried to negotiate what plagiarism and writing meant. As
a result, the participants in the present study used Al for scholarly writing and navigated
the power relations associated with the academic integrity rule to project an image of
ethical scholars (Dillon, 2024).

Third, the students used Al writing tools to become active participants in
constructing knowledge and contributing to the ongoing discourse within their field (Lea
& Street, 2006; Street, 2015; Turner, 2018). Thus, Al writing tools have the potential to
mediate an academic literacy model as students engage in epistemology and power
dialogues, so long as they ask Al to modify existing pieces of writing instead of requesting
Al to write it for them (Anson, 2024). In the present study, the students did not ask Al
assistants to write for them but employed Al as dialogic and collaborative writing partners
that reinforced their identity as co-constructors of knowledge and their understanding of
how knowledge is constructed, contested, and legitimized within academic contexts
(Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Holbrook et al., 2022). Interestingly, the results showed the
interplay between critical thinking, academic maturity, and ethical considerations in
navigating Al’s output and suggestions. For instance, P3 said that “our metacognitive
awareness is more developed than school or bachelor’s degree students,” while P8
highlighted that “you need to add some personal points to that [Al’s generation], saying
your opinion and vision, and how do you feel about a certain situation.” This finding aligns
with Dillon et al. (2024), who showed graduate students’ awareness of their “responsibility
to go back and forth and read and check and recheck” in using LLMs ethically and
correctly (p. 4). In the present study, the students’ maturity and postgraduate study level
facilitated their use of Al to develop their discoursal writer identities, authorial voices, and

ethical navigation of Al writing tools (Dillon et al., 2024).
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Fourth, the findings indicated students’ active participation in their own learning
and a potential shift in power relations, which was visible in students’ views about how
their instructors should draw on Al writing tools in their pedagogy: “I think professors
should not prohibit using Al. It would be smarter to show how to use it correctly in
different courses” (P4). That is, Al may be encouraging a shift towards more participatory
and collaborative learning environments where students have a voice in shaping the
educational practices and technologies employed in their learning experiences, aligning
with the notion that literacy practices are not static but are subject to constant negotiation
and redefinition within social contexts (Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Lea & Street, 1998,
2006; Street, 2017).

Finally, this study found that the graduate students used Al to develop their own
scholarly identities and voices. For example, they stated that Al-generated sentences were
artificial and distorted the way they wanted to sound. For these students, preserving their
academic voices, individuality, and scholarly identities was essential because “when it
alters my word choice and tone of voice or reorganizes sentences, it does not feel right to
me. | would rather keep my voice in it, albeit imperfect” (P6). This finding is in contrast
with Oliva-Girbau and Gubern (2015), who found that multilingual non-native speakers of
English, as they learned to function within English academic genres, “viewed their own
genres, cognitive processes, and identities as defective and inadequate in opposition to
those of native English speakers” (p. 395). Hence, the students offered insights into the
nuanced dynamics shaping the future of academic writing, requiring instructors to explore
AT’s potential to create pedagogical spaces where students can engage with their emerging
scholarly voices and move from the periphery towards the center (Bedeker &

Kerimkulova, 2024; Lave & Wenger, 1991).
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Overall, the findings suggest that the graduate students used Al writing assistants
for study skills purposes and to navigate institutional communities of practice and power
relations to project an image of ethical scholars. The students also used Al to become
active participants in knowledge construction and contribute to the ongoing discourse
within their field. Al might potentially encourage a shift towards more participatory and
collaborative learning environments, where graduate students can develop their own
scholarly identities and voices.

I will now move on to answer and discuss the main research question: “What
literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform graduate students’

academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?”

5.3 Emerging Literacy Practices

This sub-section discusses emerging literacy practices shaped by Al-based writing
assistants. [ will first discuss how Al affected the students’ literacy practices in general and
then focus on the three major emerging literacy practices specifically.

In examining the impact of Al-based writing assistants on graduate students’
academic writing within the setting of a Kazakhstani EMI university, the LSP perspective
revealed that Al writing tools contributed to students’ navigation of the institutional social
practices, such as academic integrity and academic writing, and holds the potential for
shaping emerging Al-assisted literacy practices. The LSP perspective revealed how Al
writing tools shifted participants’ attention from skills-based approaches (Anson, 2024)
that focus solely on grammar and language mechanics to more advanced aspects like
conveying their thoughts effectively, building strong argumentation and providing
assistance in organizational structure and understanding assignment purposes. The data
overwhelmingly showed how students questioned or adapted Al-generated

recommendations for their academic writing, contributing to developing these graduate
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students’ scholarly voices, agency, and stance (Holbrook et al., 2022; Ivani¢, 1998). This
suggests that graduate students’ integration of Al in their scholarly writing should best be
understood as a set of institutional and social practices requiring a focus on how Al writing
tools can facilitate and mediate students’ academic socialization. It also indicates a
potential reimagination of how instructors’ pedagogy can draw on Al to make explicit the
rules embedded in different academic or disciplinary communities of practice (Anson,
2024; Barton, 2001; Ivani¢, 1998). Consequently, the results of this study present a
challenge for universities to revisit or reimagine how Al technologies can be included in
curricula, pedagogy, and assessment to embrace the “University of the Future” because
failure to do so might result in higher education remaining “the University of the Past”
(Morley, 2012, p, 27).

A key finding about the navigation of institutional social practices was that the
university’s literacy events, such as scholarly writing, directly shaped the graduate
students’ Al literacy practices and their perspectives about who they were becoming as
scholars and writers. The findings showed that Al has the capacity to transcend language
barriers and make institutional practices more transparent, holding the potential to broaden
students’ avenues for self-expression and identity formation (Borger et al., 2023; Ivanic,
1998; Steele, 2023). For this reason, students utilized Al, whether consciously or
unconsciously, to conform to institutional standards of academic writing in their attempts
to embody the identity of proficient English-speaking emerging scholars. Therefore, the
results suggest that Al writing assistants can be a multilingual mediating tool in EMI
universities to scaffold and construct EFL students’ identities as proficient researchers
despite their non-native speaker-researchers’ identities. That is, Al has the empowering
potential to construct positive selfhood opportunities for EFL writers, thereby challenging

the privileged status assigned typically to native English speakers (Canagarajah, 2019;
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Ivani¢, 1998; Roozen & Erickson, 2017). In short, by using the LSP perspective, the
present study showed that Al can promote equity by offering EFL students the linguistic
support and resources they need to succeed academically, regardless of their language
background (Steele, 2023).

In addition, the results highlight that Al tools activated students’ autonomy, voice,
and writer identity as they began to challenge the traditional power structures within
academia. For example, the participants included pedagogical recommendations for
instructors to “be smarter to show how to use Al correctly in different courses. Maybe they
can add a list of Al tools that are allowed to be used in the class, show prompt types and
how to use them, to construct the assignments differently so Al will not be able to do this
assignment” (P4). This finding aligns with Barton and Hamilton’s (2000) proposition that
“literacy practices are patterned by social institutions and power relationships, and some
literacies become more dominant, visible, and influential than others” (p. 8). Indeed, Al-
informed writing tools are transforming the dominance of traditional writing practices,
highlighting how students’ everyday literacies, once marginalized or overlooked, are
becoming more prominent, visible, and influential within academia (Barton & Hamilton,
2006; Lea & Street, 1998, 2006; Street, 2017). Therefore, this study underscores that Al
writing assistants can serve as a bridge to address the gap between students’ and
instructors’ expectations in EMI settings (Zhou et al., 2019). T will further discuss the three
specific emerging literacy practices shaped by Al writing assistants.

First, the LSP perspective revealed the potential for new literacies to emerge, such
as Al-informed research literacy practices. For example, in this study, the graduate
students approached research as an inquiry-driven process, employing Al assistants to
investigate and collect information pertinent to their academic tasks. Thus, they were

“matching information needs and search strategies to appropriate search tools; design and
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refine needs and search strategies as necessary” (ACRL, 2016, p. 22-23). Hence, the
results indicated that Al can contribute to scholarly dispositions associated with “using
information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose” and “giving credit to the original
ideas of others through proper attribution and citation; articulating the purpose” (ACRL,
2016, p. 16-17). Furthermore, the students’ literacy practices demonstrated an
understanding of the value of information by “giving credit to the original ideas of others
through proper attribution and citation.” They also displayed research as inquiry skills,
which include the practice of “synthesizing ideas gathered from multiple sources” (ACRL,
2016, p. 18). Thus, the use of Al writing tools expanded the students’ literacy and critical
information literacy experiences, fostered scholarly identities about the value of
information, and developed their sense of self or writer identities, such as their discoursal
selves, since students could embody the identity of proficient English-speaking emerging
scholars. This suggests that Al writing assistants can be used to induct or socialize EFL
students into their academic or discourse communities, potentially developing their
discoursal writer identities, which refer to the “values, beliefs, and power relations in the
social context in which [texts] were written” (Ivani¢, 1998, p. 25). This is essential for
students’ effective participation in the academic community (Canagarajah, 2019; Roozen
& Erickson, 2017).

Second, Al writing tools contributed to ethical Al-augmented literacy practices,
foregrounding how students’ literacy practices are “purposeful and embedded in broader
social goals and cultural practices” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p.8). For example, the
present study revealed that the graduate students saw artificial intelligence as a support
tool, emphasized the need to evaluate Al-generated content critically, and selectively
aligned it according to the task purpose through paraphrasing and using citations. These

findings do not align with research showing that ChatGPT contributes to breaching
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academic integrity rules and compromises students’ critical thinking skills (Synekop et al.,
2024; Ulla et al., 2023). Instead, the findings of the present study indicated that EFL
graduate students’ use of Al tools resulted in increased engagement with ethical
considerations in academic writing, such as ensuring the authenticity and integrity of Al-
assisted work and addressing issues of bias in Al-generated content (Lea & Street, 2006).
The findings of the present study thus present an alternative viewpoint on plagiarism and
students’ use of digital resources, indicating that such resources often contributed to a
superficial understanding of academic integrity, merely reducing it to a “technical issue of
percentages of reproduced text” (Lea & Jones, 2011, p. 389). That is, the students’ literacy
practices encompassed ethical considerations such as proper citation practices, avoiding
plagiarism, and upholding academic integrity. Thus, the findings suggest that, contrary to
the concerns of teachers and researchers about students’ misuse of Al to bypass academic
integrity (Perkins, 2023), Al might actually create an opportunity for students to critically
reflect on and reinforce their scholarly identities, thereby helping them to adhere to ethical
practices valued at universities (Canagarajah, 2019; Lea & Street, 1998; Roozen &
Erickson, 2017).

Third, the LSP perspective revealed how these EFL graduate students participated
in Al-assisted collaborative literacy practices. The participants were hesitant to relinquish
control to Al for writing tasks, preferring instead to maintain an active authorial presence
in their work (Ivani¢, 1998; 2006). Thus, the results highlighted that students engaged in
collaborative writing with Al by incorporating it into various stages of writing, such as
brainstorming, checking mechanics, increasing coherence and cohesion, organizing,
brainstorming, and meaning-making. This finding is consistent with Su et al. (2023), who
found that ChatGPT contributed “to the dialogical aspect of augmentative writing by

exposing students to different perspectives. It functions at most as a knowledgeable peer
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who is unfortunately not able to initiate conversations and guide thinking development” (p.
8). It was evident from the data that students collaborated with Al tools, which mediated
new Al literacy practices associated with scholarly and academic writing conventions. An
unexpected outcome was how Al writing tools contributed to developing graduate
students’ writer identities and stances. For example, the findings suggested that Al writing
tools developed the self-as-author writer identity, which refers to their authorial presence,
and “voice” as the authority and originator of the content of written texts (Ivani¢, 1998, p.
26). In contrast, previous literature merely showed that participants used a range of
different digital tools in writing but did not elaborate on their Al usage as Al literacy
practice or how Al can contribute to positive writing identities necessary for academic
writing (Chan & Hu, 2023; Fyfe, 2022; Lea & Jones, 2011; Wu, 2015). In reality, Al can
potentially promote positive writer identities by stimulating the cultivation of their
discoursal selves and facilitating negotiations surrounding the self-as-author identity
within the socio-cultural and institutional contexts of university settings (Ivanic, 1998).
Overall, Al-based writing assistants helped students navigate institutional practices
like academic integrity, shifting students’ focus from basic literacy skills to higher-order
aspects of writing, and supporting multilingual students’ identity formation and equity. In
addition, using Al resulted in the emergence of Al-informed research literacy practices,

ethical Al-augmented literacy practices, and Al-assisted collaborative literacy practices.

5.4 Conclusion

This chapter discussed the study’s main findings, which revealed the advantages
and challenges encapsulated in graduate students’ perspectives and experiences of using
Al writing tools. The chapter also showed how the students navigated Al tools to embody
the appropriate institutional community of practices and how this navigation contributed to

their emerging Al-assisted literacy practices. Through these findings, the present study
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demonstrates the significance of literacy as a social practice perspective, offering valuable
insights into understanding how the socio-cultural context of universities shapes students’
use of Al writing assistants and its implications for new literacies, academic writing
pedagogy, and assessment (Barton, 2001; Ivanic, 2004; Street, 1984). The next chapter

will conclude and summarize the key results, limitations, and recommendations.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

The preceding chapter provided a thorough analysis and discussion of the main
findings of the present study. As repeatedly stated throughout the thesis, this study
explored how Al-based writing assistants shape the literacy practices of graduate students
at one Kazakhstani EMI university and the implications of this for their academic writing.
To investigate the phenomenon under study, the study formulated the following main
research question and two sub-questions:

Main RQ: What literacy practices emerge when Al-based writing assistants inform

graduate students’ academic writing at one Kazakhstani EMI university?

Sub-question 1: What are students’ perspectives and experiences of using Al for

academic writing?

Sub-question 2: Why do students use Al-based writing assistants in writing?

This chapter presents the main conclusions of the present study about students’
perspectives and experiences with Al-based writing assistants based on the qualitative
questionnaire, two arts-based research tools (significant circles and image cards), and
focus groups. It ends with a description of the limitations of this study, further

implications, and recommendations for further studies.

6.1 Main Conclusions of the Study

This study was underpinned by literacy as a social practice theory (Barton, 2001;
Ivanic¢, 2004; Street, 1984). Drawing on students’ use of Al in literacy events enabled me
to explore specific instances when students employed Al to facilitate different writing
tasks and how the continuous integration of Al into the writing process influenced their
literacy practices (Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Street, 2017). | also employed the

information literacy for higher education (FILHE) framework (ACRL, 2016) to explore if
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the students’ use of Al writing tools demonstrated any of these information literacy
frames.

The study demonstrated how the cultural context shaped students’ employment of
Al-based writing assistants and shed light on the evolving landscape of academic writing
with Al. My application of literacy as social practice and FILHE revealed several key
conclusions: 1) the benefits and limitations of Al; 2) students’ reasons for using Al; and 3)
emerging Al literacies.

Benefits and Limitations of Al

The benefits of Al reported by the participants were mainly associated with Al’s
help with navigating study skills, such as language mechanics and organization
(Kikalishvili, 2023; O’Neill & Russell, 2019). Thus, the LSP perspective revealed that
universities or instructors should be less worried about students’ use of Al for study skills
as they are “unlikely to be negatively affected” by Al writing assistants (Anson, 2024, p.
7). The LSP perspective also revealed that Al assistants promoted the students’
socialization by contributing to the students’ understanding of the community of practices
(Lave & Wenger, 1991) by assisting with citation generation and referencing style. In
addition, the LSP perspective illustrated Al’s role in socialization by highlighting that it
enabled the students to participate in and navigate scholarly discourses (Anson, 2024) by
increasing their comprehension of the significance of evidence, academic honesty, and
clarity in writing. Adopting the LSP perspective also helped to reveal that Al assistants
facilitated positive student identities by increasing their confidence and acting as
collaborative partners for writing (Chan & Hu, 2023; Fyfe, 2022).

However, the LSP perspective also revealed the students’ negative experiences,
which were related to skills-based literacies (overcorrection) and academic literacies

(unreliability and potential overreliance) limitations. The LSP lens went beyond previous
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studies which reported on broad disadvantages because students’ negative Al perspectives
and experiences, as a literacy practice, revealed that Al writing tools can facilitate
students’ critical reflection, transform and foster ethical scholarship, and shape scholarly
identity. Thus, my findings demonstrate a need for universities to embrace the potential of
Al in writing by guiding and supporting students in navigating and critically engaging with
Al (Rothblatt, 2012).

Reasons for Using Al Writing Tools

The LSP lens allowed me to reveal how the graduate students’ Al use was directly
linked to and shaped by the social and cultural practices of their university, offering the
students a space to navigate and make sense of the complex and often hidden social and
institutional practices associated with academic writing. More specifically, the LSP
perspective revealed that the students used Al for study skills purposes, to understand their
academic community of practices, and to develop scholarly identities and voices.

First, regarding the study skills purposes (Lea & Street, 2006; Street, 2017), Al
enabled the students to break language barriers, serving as “an empowering and inclusive
tool” (Borger et al., 2023, p. 927). Second, the LSP lens highlighted that the graduate
students used Al to navigate the institutional communities of practice. Thus, Al writing
assistants functioned as a socialization tool into the scholarly discourses of academia
(Anson, 2024). Using Al increased the graduate students’ awareness of research as inquiry,
of using information literacy strategies to understand the requirements of their
assighments, to generate ideas, and to create organizational structures (Lea & Jones, 2011).
Third, the study revealed that the students used Al writing assistants to navigate academic
integrity and ethical academic writing. That is, the students used Al for scholarly writing
and navigated the power relations associated with the academic integrity rule to project an

image of ethical scholars (Dillon, 2024).
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Emerging Literacy Practices

The findings also highlight that Al writing assistants can shape emerging Al-
assisted literacy practices. Al tools activated the students’ autonomy, voice, and writer
identity as they began to challenge the traditional power structures within academia. As a
result, Al assistants can transform the dominance of traditional writing practices (Barton,
2001), highlighting the increasing visibility and influence of students’ everyday literacies
within academia (Barton & Hamilton, 2006; Lea & Street, 1998, 2006; Street, 2017).

Moreover, the LSP lens revealed the capacity for new literacies to emerge, such as
Al-informed research literacy practices, ethical Al-augmented literacy practices, and Al-
assisted collaborative literacy practices. Regarding the first of these, in this study, the
graduate students approached research as an inquiry-driven process, employing Al
assistants to investigate and collect information pertinent to their academic tasks,
“matching information needs and search strategies to appropriate search tools” (ACRL, p.
22-23). Second, the students’ literacy practices demonstrated their understanding of the
value of information by “giving credit to the original ideas of others through proper
attribution and citation,” and the application of inquiry skills to their research, which
includes the practice of “synthesizing ideas gathered from multiple sources” (ACRL, p.
18). Regarding ethical practices, despite concerns that Al can result in breaches of
academic integrity (Perkins, 2023; Synekop et al., 2024; Ulla et al., 2023), the present
study revealed that the graduate students saw artificial intelligence as a support tool,
emphasizing the need to evaluate Al-generated content critically and selectively align it
according to the task purpose through paraphrasing and using citations (Lea & Street,
2006). Finally, regarding collaborative literacy practices, in my study, the participants

preferred to maintain an active authorial presence in their work (Ivani¢, 1998; 2006). Al



101

acted as a knowledgeable peer, as the students engaged in collaborative writing with Al by
integrating it into different stages of writing.

An unexpected finding was how Al writing tools contributed to developing
graduate students’ writer identities and stances, which has not been mentioned by previous
studies on Al (Chan & Hu, 2023; Fyfe, 2022; Lea & Jones, 2011; Wu, 2015). For example,
my study revealed that Al writing assistants helped to develop the self-as-author facet of a
writer’s identity, which refers to their authorial presence and voice (Ivani¢, 1998). This
suggests that Al might promote positive writer identities by helping to cultivate their
discoursal selves and facilitating negotiations surrounding the self-as-author identity
within the socio-cultural and institutional contexts of university settings (Ivani¢, 1998).

Overall, based on the LSP perspective, the findings of the present study highlight
the role of Al writing assistants in facilitating students' study skills, socialization into
academic communities of practice, and academic literacies. This lays the foundation for
emerging Al-informed literacy practices in academic writing. The findings also show Al’s

role in fostering students’ writer identities and voices.

6.2 Limitations of the Study

Regarding the conclusions drawn from this study’s findings, several limitations
must be considered. One limitation of this study is its scope and design. The study
gathered data from a relatively small and homogenous sample of Kazakhstani students: the
experiences and perspectives of only eight graduate students were explored. Furthermore,
this study used a case study design to look into the students’ literacy practices at one
highly selective, well-resourced EMI university in Kazakhstan that has a strong focus on
ethical practices. Although this study confirmed the role of institutional values and
practices, including practices related to ethics and plagiarism, in shaping the literacy

practices of its students, generalizing the findings of the present study to other higher
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education institutions would be problematic because of the specificity of the research site.
Hence, future studies could examine how the institutional values and practices at other,
less-resourced universities shape students’ literacy practices. In addition, most of the
participants were pursuing similar majors. Thus, a larger study could be conducted with
students from different majors in order to gather more data that would allow for a
comparative analysis of students’ Al-informed literacy practices across different majors.
However, despite the limitations, the results of this study contribute to the body of
knowledge on literacies by revealing the ways in which Al assistants shape students’ new
literacy practices in academic writing, and how institutional practices and socio-cultural
contexts affect students’ experiences and perspectives with Al. As a result, the findings
have significant implications for understanding the dynamics of academic writing through
the use of Al writing assistants within specific social and institutional contexts,
foregrounding the importance of considering the literacy practices embedded within

broader socio-cultural frameworks.

6.3 Implications of This Study and Recommendations

Previous research has mainly focused on the technical aspects of writing, viewing it
as a set of skills, thereby ignoring the role of Al technology as a literacy event that shapes
students’ literacy practices in academic writing (Barrot, 2021; Ebadi et al., 2022; Fan,
2023). Furthermore, most studies have been conducted in contexts outside of Central Asia
and Kazakhstan (Kikalishvili, 2023; Lin & Chang, 2020; Vazquez-Cano et al., 2021). For
this reason, the findings of the present study offer profound and novel insights into the
transformative role of Al-based writing assistants in shaping the literacy practices of
graduate students at one Kazakhstani EMI university. By adopting the LSP perspective,
this research has revealed the dynamic interaction between Al technology and academic

writing, including the emergence of new Al literacies and potential shifting power
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dynamics within academia. Thus, the findings have implications for both the immediate
context of language education and the future of higher education in Kazakhstan and
beyond.

In addition, the present study employed arts-based research tools for data collection
(image cards and significant circles), which, given the controversial topic of Al use in
academic writing, created a safe space where the participants could reflect deeply on their
Al experiences and share them. Thus, the study demonstrated the benefits of using arts-
based research tools, thereby suggesting their value for future Al studies.

Overall, the LSP theoretical frame revealed a deeper understanding of students’
experiences and use of Al for their academic writing:

e It bridged a gap in the existing literature because it shifted the focus from the
technical aspects of Al writing assistants to their role within the broader context of
literacy and social practices in academic writing. Emphasizing the intersection of
Al technology with literacy practices offered new insights into how these tools
shape the academic writing process and students’ engagement with scholarly
discourse.

e It contributed empirical evidence to the literature on Al writing assistants from an
underrepresented context in previous research. The sample and research site
consisted of graduate students at a Kazakhstani EMI university, which offered a
unique perspective on how Kazakhstani students use and navigate Al technology in
their academic writing within a specific cultural and educational context, essential
for developing more inclusive and culturally relevant approaches to integrating Al
tools into academic writing instruction.

e It revealed how graduate students navigate institutional practices that shaped their

Al literacy practices, offering valuable insights for university educators,
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policymakers, and curriculum developers that can inform the design of more

effective writing instruction that leverages Al tools to enhance students’ academic

writing skills while addressing their diverse linguistic and cultural needs.

e |t contributed to a deeper understanding of academic writing as a socially situated
practice mediated by both technological and socio-cultural factors. Exploring
students’ Al use as literacy practices in specific sociocultural contexts provided
valuable insights for educators, policymakers, and researchers seeking to promote
ethical, inclusive, and culturally responsive approaches to academic writing
instruction in the digital age.

To sum up, based on the results of the present study, five major implications can be
offered. First, the results showed that Al writing assistants do not appear to pose
challenges to the development of skill-based literacy such as language mechanics and
sentence structuring. Thus, university instructors can safely incorporate Al into teaching
mechanics. In addition, although this study did not confirm the expectation that Al might
hinder students’ socialization into scholarly discourses in academia (Anson, 2024), the
positive effect of Al on literacy as socialization might be linked to participants being
graduate students who had writing experience and academic maturity. Therefore, the
second implication is that during the initial stages of university education, instructors
should support students, especially undergraduates, in socializing into institutional writing
norms and encourage them to engage in writing activities without relying on Al. These
will allow students to develop foundational writing skills under the guidance of their
instructors. In addition, universities should provide students with explicit instruction or
encourage their active engagement with the information literacy frames for higher
education, thereby teaching students how they can contribute to the ethical and responsible

integration of Al into their writing practices.
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Third, given that Al can shape students’ identities as ethical scholars and facilitate
critical reflection, instructors could incorporate Al into their pedagogy to offer
sensemaking spaces for students where students can engage with their emerging scholarly
voices.

Fourth, institutions should establish clear policies and guidelines for using Al
writing assistants in order to promote inclusivity and enhance the quality of academic
writing. Encouraging the adoption of Al within defined institutional frameworks can
contribute to a more equitable learning environment. Moreover, assessment and
assignment design should be adapted to leverage Al technologies in ways that assuage
plagiarism-related concerns. Assignments should be structured to prioritize personalized,
critically reflective writing that emphasizes students’ meaning-making processes and
ongoing learning. This approach might mitigate plagiarism concerns and foster a deeper
understanding of academic writing as an iterative and collaborative process.

Fifth, policymakers can play a pivotal role in supporting the integration of Al
writing assistants into academic writing instruction by providing essential resources and
infrastructure. This includes financial support for acquiring Al tool subscriptions, training
programs for educators and students to familiarize themselves with the technology, and
ongoing technical assistance to ensure effective implementation.

Recommendations

Regarding the recommendations, based on the implications of this study, future
studies should:

e Explore Al writing assistants’ influence on undergraduate or school students’
literacy practices to compare the result with findings for graduate students and

make judgments about the importance of academic maturity in using Al.
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e Examine how the institutional and ethical practices in other, less-resourced
universities shape students’ literacy practices as they use Al in academic writing.

e Investigate evidence-based practices and guidelines for incorporating Al
technology into writing curricula to enhance students’ writing skills, critical
thinking abilities, and digital literacy competencies.

e Conduct longitudinal studies to track the evolving literacy practices of students
over time as they engage with Al writing assistants to provide deeper insights into
the long-term impact of Al technology on students’ writing processes, academic
identities, and ethical engagement with scholarly communication.

e Examine Al’s integration into university scholarship of teaching and learning about
the knowledge, skills, and resources necessary for professors to effectively
integrate Al technology into their teaching practices and support students in
developing their writing abilities, especially how instructors can teach students to
successfully incorporate Al into their writing while maintaining academic integrity
and critical thinking. In addition, future studies could focus on exploring the impact
of integrating Al writing assistants on the pedagogical approaches in writing
instruction.

e Explore how students negotiate their authorial identities, make informed decisions
about Al-generated content, and develop metacognitive awareness of their writing

strategies and goals.

6.5 Conclusion and Reflection

To conclude, the present study revealed that Al writing assistants significantly
impact graduate students’ literacy practices in academic writing on the study skills,
socialization, and academic literacy levels. However, it is important to consider the role of

university values, traditions, and scholarly practices in shaping students’ Al-mediated
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literacy practices. Given that traditional literacy practices are being transformed, it is
essential for universities to catch up with the changes to embrace the future. The findings
indicate the transformative potential of Al tools in academic writing, offering valuable
insights for teachers and policymakers to support students effectively in their writing.

Moving to my personal reflection, writing this thesis turned out to be challenging
yet immensely rewarding. First, this experience extended my understanding of the
importance of having theories that can explain everyday literacies and power issues that
are often overlooked. Before learning about LSP, my research proposal was based on
understanding literacy solely as a set of skills. After engaging more with LSP, | realized
that being literate means much more than just having a good command of skills like
grammar. This realization encouraged me to look at AI’s impact on students’ writing
through the skill-based, academic socialization, and academic literacy points of view. |
believe that the insights | gained while writing my thesis will guide my future research
pursuits and motivate me to continue discovering how other technologies can shape
students’ literacy practices.

In addition, the thesis contributed to my methodological growth, as | used focus
groups and especially arts-based tools, which enabled me to understand how less
‘traditional” instruments can help reduce tension during interviews, encouraging
participants to share rich data that might have been challenging to obtain otherwise. | was
also able to understand better the principles of ethical engagement with participants while
collecting the data.

At last, writing the thesis enabled me to participate in two scientific conferences,
being able to share the insights | gained from my study with international and local

researchers and receive valuable feedback that was beneficial for this thesis.
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Overall, even though writing a thesis has been a very long process of constant
reading, meaning-making, drafting, and rewriting, it has been a great opportunity for my
professional and personal growth. I believe that the knowledge and experience | have

gained during this journey will be helpful in my future research endeavors.



109

References
Abiodun, O. I., Omolara, A. E., Dada, K. V., Mohamed, N., & Arshad, H. (2018). State-
Of-The-Art in artificial neural network applications: A survey. Heliyon, 4(11), 1-

41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2018.e00938

Ablazimova, A. (2022). Exploring Kazakhstani undergraduate students’ academic writing
challenges at an EMI university: A qualitative inquiry [Unpublished master’s
thesis]. Nazarbayev University.

Adams, D., & Chuah, K. M. (2022). Artificial intelligence-based tools in research writing:
Current trends and future potentials. In P. Churi, S. Joshi, M. Elhoseny, & A.
Omrane (Eds.), Artificial intelligence in higher education (pp. 169-184). CRC

Press. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157

Alam, M. K. (2021). A systematic qualitative case study: Questions, data collection,
NVivo analysis, and saturation. Qualitative Research in Organizations and
Management, 16(1), 1-31.

Alharbi, W. (2023). Al in the foreign language classroom: A pedagogical overview of
automated writing assistance tools. Education Research International, 23(2), 1-15.

Alkhatlan, A., & Kalita, J. (2018). Intelligent tutoring systems: A comprehensive historical
survey with recent developments. International Journal of Computer Applications,

181(43), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.5120/ijca2019918451

Anson, D. W. (2024). The impact of large language models on university students’ literacy
development: A dialogue with Lea and Street’s academic literacies framework.
Higher Education Research & Development, 1-14. Advance online publication.

https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2024.2332259



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2018.e00938
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2018.e00938
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157
https://doi.org/10.5120/ijca2019918451
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2024.2332259

110

Arif, T. B., Munaf, U., & Ul-Haque, 1. (2023). The future of medical education and
research: Is ChatGPT a blessing or blight in disguise? Medical Education Online,

28(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2023.2181052

Association of College and Research Libraries (2016). Framework for information literacy

for higher education. http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/ilframework

Aydin, O., & Karaarslan, E. (2023). Is ChatGPT leading generative Al? What is beyond
expectations? Academic Platform Journal of Engineering and Smart Systems,

11(3), 118-134. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4341500

Badley, G. (2009). Academic writing as shaping and re-shaping. Teaching in Higher

Education, 14(2), 209-219. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510902757294

Bailey, S. (2014). Academic writing: A handbook for international students (5th ed.).
Routledge.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1982). The dialogic imagination: Four essays (M. Holquist & C.
Emerson, Trans.). University of Texas Press. (Original work published in 1975)

Bakhtin, M. M. (1984). Problems of Dostoevsky’s poetics (C. Emerson, Trans.). University
of Minnesota Press. (Original work published in 1963)

Bakhtin, M. M. (1986). Speech genres and other late essays (V. W. McGee, Trans.).
University of Texas Press. (Original work published in 1979)

Banegas, D. L. (2022). Teacher educators’ funds of knowledge for the preparation of
future teachers. RELC Journal, 53(3), 686-702.

Barnett, R. (2012). The future university: Ideas and possibilities. Routledge.

Barrot, J. S. (2021). Using automated written corrective feedback in the writing
classrooms: Effects on L2 writing accuracy. Computer Assisted Language

Learning, 36(4), 584—607. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071



https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2023.2181052
https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2023.2181052
http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/ilframework
http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/ilframework
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4341500
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510902757294
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510902757294
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2021.1936071

111

Barton, D., & Hamilton, M. (1998). Local literacies: Reading and writing in one
community. Routledge.

Barton, D., & Hamilton, M. (2000). Literacy practices. In D. Barton, M. Hamilton, & R.
Ivani¢ (Eds.), Situated literacies: Reading and writing in context (pp. 7-15).
Routledge.

Barton, D. (2001). Directions for literacy research: Analysing language and social
practices in a textually mediated world. Language and Education, 15(3), 92—-104.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780108666803

Batyrkhanova, G. (2020). Exploring Kazakhstani master’s students’ language learning
experiences and strategy uses in an English-Medium university in Kazakhstan: A
qualitative inquiry [Unpublished master’s thesis]. Nazarbayev University.

Bearman, M., Ryan, J., & Ajjawi, R. (2022). Discourses of artificial intelligence in higher
education: A critical literature review. Higher Education, 86(2), 369-385.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022—-00937-2

Bedeker, M., & Kerimkulova, S. (2024). “I notice I’m getting more involved, interested,
and excited about my future topic.” Action research as a transition from research
steps to navigating graduate students’ scholarly dispositions. Journal of English for
Academic Purposes, 68. Advance online publication.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2024.101365

Bennett, P. N., Bonner, A., Andrew, J., Nandkumar, J., & Au, C. (2013). Using images to
communicate the hidden struggles of life on dialysis. Journal of Communication in
Healthcare, 6(1), 12-21.

Bhagat, D., & O’Neill, P. (2011). Inclusive practices, inclusive pedagogies: Learning from

widening participation research in art and design higher education. CHEAD.


https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780108666803
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2024.101365

112

Bhatt, 1. (2023). Postdigital literacies. In P. Jandri¢ (Ed.), Encyclopedia of postdigital
science and education (pp. 1-5). Springer.

Biber, D., & Gray, B. (2010). Challenging stereotypes about academic writing:
Complexity, elaboration, explicitness. Journal of English for Academic Purposes,

9(1), 2-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2010.01.001

Borger, J. G., Ng, A. P., Anderton, H., Ashdown, G. W., Auld, M., Blewitt, M. E., Brown,
D. V., Call, M. J,, Collins, P., Freytag, S., Harrison, L. C., Hesping, E., Hoysted, J.,
Johnston, A., Mclnneny, A., Tang, P., Whitehead, L., Jex, A., & Naik., S. H.
(2023). Artificial intelligence takes center stage: Exploring the capabilities and
implications of ChatGPT and other Al-assisted technologies in scientific research
and education. Immunology and Cell Biology, 101(10), 923-935.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2013). Successful qualitative research: A practical guide for
beginners. Sage Publications.

Butler-Kisber, L. (2018). Qualitative inquiry: Thematic, narrative and arts-based
perspectives. Sage Publications.

Campbell, M. (2019). Teaching academic writing in higher education. Education
Quarterly Reviews, 2(3), 607—614. https://doi.org/10.31014/aior.1993.02.03.92

Canagarajah, S. (2019). Changing orientations to heritage language: The practice-based
ideology of Sri Lankan Tamil diaspora families. International Journal of the
Sociology of Language, 45(255), 9-44.

Chan, C. K. Y., & Hu, W. (2023). Students’ voices on generative Al: Perceptions, benefits,
and challenges in higher education. International Journal of Educational
Technology in Higher Education, 20(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023—

00411-8


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2010.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2010.01.001

113

Clarke, V., & Braun, V. (2017). Thematic analysis. The Journal of Positive Psychology,
12(3), 297-298.

Coffin, C., Curry, M. J., Goodman, S., Hewings, A., Lillis, T., & Swann, J. (2005).
Teaching academic writing: A toolkit for higher education. Routledge.

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2018). Research methods in education. Routledge.

Coleman, J. A. (2006). English-medium teaching in European higher education. Language

Teaching, 39(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1017/s026144480600320x

Crawford, J., Cowling, M., & Allen, K. (2023). Leadership is needed for ethical ChatGPT:
Character, assessment, and learning using artificial intelligence (Al). Journal of
University Teaching and Learning Practice, 20(3).

https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.3.02

Creswell, J. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design. Choosing among five
approaches. Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. (2016). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing
among five approaches. Sage Publications.

Cutts, L., & Browne, C. (2017). Compatibility communication system [Board game]. CCS
Corporation.

Dale, R., & Viethen, J. (2021). The automated writing assistance landscape in 2021.
Natural Language Engineering, 27(4), 511-518.

https://doi.org/10.1017/s1351324921000164

Dasborough, M. T. (2023). Awe-Inspiring advancements in Al: The impact of ChatGPT
on the field of organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 44(2),

177-179. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2695



https://doi.org/10.1017/s026144480600320x
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.3.02
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.3.02
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.3.02
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1351324921000164
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1351324921000164
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1351324921000164
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2695
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2695

114

Davenport, E. (2022). The writing social: Identifying with academic writing practices
amongst undergraduate students. Investigations in University Teaching and
Learning, 13(2), 1-7.

Dillon, A., Chell, G., Ameri A. N., Alsayed, N., Salem, Y., Turner, M., & Gallagher, K.
(2024). The use of large language model tools such as ChatGPT in academic
writing in English medium education postgraduate programs: A grounded theory
approach. Journal of Educators Online, 21(2).

https://doi.org/10.9743/je0.2024.21.2.5

Dodigovic, M. (2007). Artificial intelligence and second language learning: An efficient
approach to error remediation. Language Awareness, 16(2), 99-113.

https://doi.org/10.2167/1a416.0

Ebadi, S., Gholami, M., & Vakili, S. (2022). Investigating the effects of using Grammarly
in EFL writing: The case of articles. Computers in the Schools, 40(1), 85-105.

https://doi.org/10.1080/07380569.2022.2150067

Eisner, E. W. (2008). Commentary: What education can learn from the arts. LEARNing

Landscapes, 2(1), 23-30. https://doi.org/10.36510/learnland.v2il1.271

Fan, N. (2023). Exploring the effects of automated written corrective feedback on EFL
students’ writing quality: A mixed-methods study. Sage Open, 13(2), 1-17.

https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231181296

Fryer, L. K., Nakao, K., & Thompson, A. (2019). Chatbot learning partners: Connecting
learning experiences, interest, and competence. Computers in Human Behavior, 93,

279-289. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.12.023

Fyfe, P. (2022). How to cheat on your final paper: Assigning Al for student writing. Al &

Society, 38(4), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-022-01397—-z



https://doi.org/10.9743/jeo.2024.21.2.5
https://doi.org/10.9743/jeo.2024.21.2.5
https://doi.org/10.9743/jeo.2024.21.2.5
https://doi.org/10.2167/la416.0
https://doi.org/10.2167/la416.0
https://doi.org/10.2167/la416.0
https://doi.org/10.1080/07380569.2022.2150067
https://doi.org/10.1080/07380569.2022.2150067
https://doi.org/10.36510/learnland.v2i1.271
https://doi.org/10.36510/learnland.v2i1.271
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231181296
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231181296
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231181296
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.12.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.12.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146–022–01397–z

115

Gee, J. P. (2002). Literacies, identities, and discourses. In M. J. Schleppegrell & M. C.
Colombi (Eds.), Developing advanced literacy in first and second languages:
Meaning with power (pp. 159-175). Routledge.

Gehlot, A., Gehlot, A., Akram, S. V., Gupta, L. R., Jena, M. K., Prakash, C., Singh, S., &
Kumar, R. (2021). Cloud manufacturing, Internet of Things-Assisted

manufacturing and 3D printing technology: Reliable tools for sustainable

construction. Sustainability, 13(13), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13137327
Gibbs, A. (1997). Focus groups. Social Research Update, 19(8), 1-8.
Godwin-Jones, R. (2022). Partnering with Al: Intelligent writing assistance and instructed
language learning. Language Learning & Technology, 26(2), 5-24.

http://doi.org/10125/73474

Greenwood, J. (2023). Arts-Based research: Inquiry through, in, and as art. In P. Peterson,
B. McGaw, & E. Baker (Eds.), International encyclopedia of education (4th ed.,
pp. 159-168). Elsevier Ltd.

Guest, G., Bunce, A., & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough? Field

Methods, 18(1), 59-82. https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903

Hajar, A., & Mhamed, A. A. S. (2021). Exploring postgraduate students’ challenges and
strategy use while writing a master’s thesis in an English-Medium university in
Kazakhstan. Tertiary Education and Management, 27(3), 187-207.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11233—-021-09072-6

Hamilton, M. (2010). The social context of literacy. In N. Hughes & I. Schwab (Eds.),
Teaching adult literacy: Principles and practice (pp. 7-27). Open University Press.
Hesse-Biber, S. N. (2016). The practice of qualitative research (3rd ed.). Sage

Publications.


https://doi.org/10.3390/su13137327
http://doi.org/10125/73474
http://doi.org/10125/73474
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11233-021-09072-6

116

Hesse-Biber, S. N., & Leavy, P. (2010). The practice of qualitative research. Sage
Publications.

Holbrook, A., Burke, R., & Fairbairn, H. (2022). Linguistic diversity and doctoral
assessment: Exploring examiner treatment of candidate language. Higher
Education Research & Development, 41(2), 375-389.

Hwami, M., & Bedeker, M. (2024). Social stratifying Kazakhstan: A Bourdieusian social
reproduction analysis of higher education internationalisation. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 1-20. Advance online publication.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2023.2299966

Irsaliyev, S. E., Karabassova, L., Mukhametzhanova, A. Z., Adil, A. B., Bekova, M. A, &
Nurlanov, Y. B. (2017). Teaching in three languages: International experience and
recommendations for Kazakhstan. Information Analytics Center.

Ivani¢, R. (1994). I is for interpersonal: Discoursal construction of writer identities and the
teaching of writing. Linguistics and Education, 6(1), 3-15.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-5898(94)90018-3

Ivani¢, R. (2004). Discourses of writing and learning to write. Language and Education,

18(3), 220-245. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780408666877

Johnson, A. P. (2016). Academic writing: Process and product. Rowman & Littlefield.

Jordan, M. I., & Mitchell, T. M. (2015). Machine learning: Trends, perspectives, and

prospects. Science, 349(6245), 255-260. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa8415
Kang, Y., Cai, Z., Tan, C., Huang, Q., & Liu, H. (2020). Natural language processing
(NLP) in management research: A literature review. Journal of Management

Analytics, 7(2), 139-172. https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2020.1756939



https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2023.2299966
https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-5898(94)90018-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780408666877
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa8415
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa8415
https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2020.1756939
https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2020.1756939

117

Karsenti, T., Bugmann, J., & Gros, P. P. (2017). Using humanoid robots to support
students with autism spectrum disorder. Formation et Profession, 25(3), 134-136.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135.

Karsenti, T., Bugmann, J., & Gros, P. P. (2017). Using humanoid robots to support
students with autism spectrum disorder. Formation et Profession, 25(3), 134-136.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135

Kasneci, E., Sessler, K., Kichemann, S., Bannert, M., Dementieva, D., Fischer, F., Gasser,
U., Groh, G., Giinnemann, S., Hullermeier, E., Krusche, S., Kutyniok, G.,
Michaeli, T., Nerdel, C., Pfeffer, J., Poquet, O., 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/].1indif.2023.102274

Kemp, A. (2007). Characteristics of academic writing in education [Unpublished doctoral
dissertation]. University of Central Florida.

Kikalishvili, S. (2023). Unlocking the potential of GPT-3 in education: Opportunities,
limitations, and recommendations for effective integration. Interactive Learning

Environments, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2220401

Kitzinger, J. (1994). The methodology of focus groups: The importance of interaction
between research participants. Sociology of Health and IlIness, 16(1), 103-121.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467—-9566.ep11347023

Krishnan, A. (2013). Organizing science: A further reply to Fred D’Agostino. Social

Epistemology Review and Reply Collective, 2(3), 19-21.


http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135
http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135
http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135
http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135
http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135
http://dx.doi.org/10.18162/fp.2017.a135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2023.102274
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2220401
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2220401
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.ep11347023

118

Kulkarni, T., Toksha, B., & Gupta, P. (2022). Applications of artificial intelligence in
learning assessment. In P. Churi, S. Joshi, M. Elhoseny, & A. Omrane (Eds.),
Artificial intelligence in higher education (pp. 95-111). CRC Press.

https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157

Kuttubayeva, A. (2022). Understanding first-year university students’ challenges and
language strategy uses at an EMI university: Evidence from a multilingual context
[Unpublished master’s thesis]. Nazarbayev University.

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge university press.

Lea, M. R., & Jones, S. (2011). Digital literacies in higher education: Exploring textual
and technological practice. Studies in Higher Education, 36(4), 377-393.

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075071003664021

Lea, M. R., & Street, B. (2006). The academic literacies model: Theory and applications.
Theory Into Practice, 45(4), 368-377.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4504 11

Lea, M. R., & Street, B. V. (1998). Student writing in higher education: An academic
literacies approach. Studies in Higher Education, 23(2), 157-172.

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079812331380364

Leavy, P. (2020). Method meets art: Arts-Based research practice (3rd ed.). The Guilford
Press.

Leki, 1. (1998). Academic writing: Exploring processes and strategies (2nd ed.).
Cambridge University Press.

Lillis, T. M., & Curry, M. J. (2010). Academic writing in a global context. Routledge.

Lillis, T., & Scott, M. (2007). Defining academic literacies research: Issues of

epistemology, ideology, and strategy. Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4(1), 5-32.


https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075071003664021
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4504_11
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079812331380364

119

Lin, M. P. C., & Chang, D. (2020). Enhancing post-secondary writers’” writing skills with a
chatbot: A mixed-method classroom study. Educational Technology & Society,

23(1), 78-92. https://doaj.org/article/531e00f3ef0e473788845c4df088489f

Lu, Y. (2019). Artificial intelligence: A survey on evolution, models, applications and
future trends. Journal of Management Analytics, 6(1), 1-29.

https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2019.1570365

Luckin, R., Holmes, W., Griffiths, M., & Forcier, L. B. (2016). Intelligence unleashed. An
argument for Al in education. Pearson.

Lund, B. D., Wang, T., Mannuru, N. R., Nie, B., Shimray, S., & Wang, Z. (2023).
ChatGPT and a new academic reality: Artificial intelligence-written research
papers and the ethics of the large language models in scholarly publishing. Journal
of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 74(5), 570-581.

https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24750

Marshall, J. (2007). Image as insight: Visual images in practice-based research. Studies in
Art Education, 49(1), 23-41.

McDonald, D. D. (2010). Natural language generation. In N. Indurkhya & F. J. Damerau
(Eds.). Handbook of natural language processing (pp. 121-144), Chapman & Hall.

https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420085938\

McKay, L., & Sappa, V. (2020). Harnessing creativity through arts-based research to
support teachers’ identity development. Journal of Adult and Continuing
Education, 26(1), 25-42.

McKenna, S. (2010). Cracking the code of academic literacy: An ideological task. In C.
Hutchings & J. Garraway (Eds.), Beyond the university gates: Provision of
extended curriculum programmes in South Africa (pp. 8-16). Cape Peninsula

University of Technology.


https://doaj.org/article/531e00f3ef0e473788845c4df088489f
https://doaj.org/article/531e00f3ef0e473788845c4df088489f
https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2019.1570365
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24750
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24750
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24750
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420085938
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420085938
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420085938%5C

120

McLafferty, S. L. (2010). Conducting questionnaire surveys. In N. Clifford, S. French, &
G. Valentine (Eds.), Key methods in geography (2nd ed., pp. 77-88). Sage
Publications.

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education:
Revised and expanded from case study research in education (2nd ed.). Jossey-
Bass Inc Pub.

Merriam, S. B., & Tisdell, E. J. (2015). Qualitative research: A guide to design and
implementation. John Wiley & Sons.

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., & Saldafia, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: A
methods sourcebook (3rd ed.). Sage Publications.

Milson-Whyte, V. (2015). Academic writing instruction for Creole-Influenced students.
The University of the West Indies Press.

Mintz, Y., & Brodie, R. (2019). Introduction to artificial intelligence in medicine.
Minimally Invasive Therapy & Allied Technologies, 28(2), 73-81.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13645706.2019.1575882

Molinari, J. (2022). What makes writing academic: Rethinking theory for practice.
Bloomsbury Academic.
Morgan, D. L. (1997). Focus groups as qualitative research. Sage Publications.

Morita, N. (2009). Language, culture, gender, and academic socialization. Language and

Education, 23(5), 443-460. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780902752081
Morley, L. (2012). Researching absences and silences in higher education: Data for
democratisation. Higher Education Research & Development, 31(3), 353-368.
Myrzakulova, G. (2019). Graduate students™ perceptions of English medium instruction in
terms of their learning motivation, anxiety, and achievement [Unpublished master’s

thesis]. Nazarbayev University.


https://doi.org/10.1080/13645706.2019.1575882
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645706.2019.1575882
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645706.2019.1575882
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645706.2019.1575882
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780902752081

121

O’Neill, R., & Russell, A. (2019). Stop! Grammar time: University students’ perceptions
of the automated feedback program Grammarly. Australasian Journal of

Educational Technology, 35(1), 42-56. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3795

Oliva-Girbau, A., & Gubern, M. M. (2015). Resisting the normative? Negotiating
multilingual identities in a course for first—year humanities students in Catalonia,
Spain. In T. Lillis, K. Harrington, & M. R. Lea (Eds.), Working with academic
literacies: Case studies towards transformative practice (pp. 391-400). WAC

Clearinghouse. https://doi.org/10.37514/per—b.2015.0674.2.29

Perkins, M. (2023). Academic integrity considerations of Al large language models in the
post-pandemic era: ChatGPT and beyond. Journal of University Teaching and

Learning Practice, 20(2). https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.02.07

Perry, K. H. (2012). What is literacy? - A critical overview of sociocultural perspectives.
Journal of Language and Literacy Education, 8(1), 50-71.
Peters, M. A. (2008). Academic writing, genres, and philosophy. Educational Philosophy

and Theory, 40(7), 819-831. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-5812.2008.00511

Pokriv¢akova, S. (2019). Preparing teachers for the application of AI-Powered
technologies in foreign language education. Journal of Language and Cultural

Education, 7(3), 135-153. https://doi.org/10.2478/jolace—2019-0025

Popenici, S., & Kerr, S. (2017). Exploring the impact of artificial intelligence on teaching
and learning in higher education. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced

Learning, 12(22), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-017-0062—-8

Proudfoot, K. (2022). Inductive/deductive hybrid thematic analysis in mixed methods
research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 17(3), 308-326.

https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898221126816



https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3795
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3795
https://doi.org/10.37514/per-b.2015.0674.2.29
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.02.07
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.02.07
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-5812.2008.00511
https://doi.org/10.2478/jolace-2019-0025
https://doi.org/10.2478/jolace-2019-0025
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-017-0062-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-017-0062-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898221126816
https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898221126816
https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898221126816

122

Rajaraman, V. (2014). JohnMcCarthy - Father of artificial intelligence. Resonance, 19(3),

198-207. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12045-014—-0027-9

Ridder, H. G. (2017). The theory contribution of case study research designs. Business

Research, 10(2), 281-305. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-017—0045-z

Roozen, K. R., & Erickson, J. (2017). Expanding literate landscapes: Persons, practices,
and sociohistoric perspectives of disciplinary development. Utah State University
Press.

Rothblatt, S. (2012) The future isn’t waiting. In R. Barnett (Ed.), The future university
ideas and possibilities (pp. 15-25). Routledge.

Russell, D. R., Lea, M., Parker, J., Street, B., & Donahue, T. (2009). Exploring notions of
genre in “academic literacies” and “writing across the curriculum”: Approaches
across countries and contexts. WAC Clearinghouse, 395-423.

https://doi.org/10.37514/per—b.2009.2324.2.20

Russell, S., & Norvig, P. (2010). Artificial intelligence: A modern approach (3rd ed.).

Pearson. https://doi.org/10.5860/choice.33-1577

Savenye, W. C., & Robinson, R. S. (2005). Using qualitative research methods in higher
education. Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 16(2), 65-95.

https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02961475

Schiff, D. (2022). Education for Al, not Al for education: The role of education and ethics
in national Al policy strategies. International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in
Education, 32(3), 527-563.

Selwyn, N. (2019). What’s the problem with learning analytics? Journal of Learning

Analytics. 6(3). 11-109.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12045-014-0027-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-017-0045-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-017-0045-z
https://doi.org/10.37514/per-b.2009.2324.2.20
https://doi.org/10.5860/choice.33-1577
https://doi.org/10.5860/choice.33-1577
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02961475
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02961475
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02961475

123

Singh, M. K. M. (2019). Academic reading and writing challenges among international
EFL master’s students in a Malaysian university: The voice of lecturers. Journal of
International Students, 9(4), 972-992.

Stake, R. E. (1995). The art of case study research. Sage Publications.

Stake, R. E. (2000). Case studies. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of
qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 435-453). Sage Publications.

Steele, J. L. (2023). To GPT or not GPT? Empowering our students to learn with Al.
Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 5, 1-5.

Street, B. V. (1984). Literacy in theory and practice (Vol. 9). Cambridge University Press.

Street, B. V. (2017). New literacy studies in educational contexts. In J. Pihl, K. S. van der
Kooij, & T. C. Carlsten (Eds.), Teacher and librarian partnerships in literacy
education in the 21st century (pp. 23-32). Sense Publishers.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6300-899-0_2

Strobl, C., Ailhaud, E., Benetos, K., Devitt, A., Kruse, O., Proske, A., & Rapp, C. (2019).
Digital support for academic writing: A review of technologies and pedagogies.
Computers & Education, 131, 33-48.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.12.005

Su, J., & Yang, W. (2023). Unlocking the power of ChatGPT: A framework for applying
generative Al in education. ECNU Review of Education, 6(3), 355-366.

https://doi.org/10.1177/20965311231168423

Synekop, O., Lytovchenko, I., Lavrysh, Y., & Lukianenko, V. (2024). Use of Chat GPT in
English for engineering classes: Are students’ and teachers’ views on its
opportunities and challenges similar? International Journal of Interactive Mobile

Technologies, 18(3), 129-146.


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6300-899-0_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6300-899-0_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6300-899-0_2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/20965311231168423
https://doi.org/10.1177/20965311231168423
https://doi.org/10.1177/20965311231168423

124

Tajik, M. A., Manan, S. A., Arvatu, A., & Shegebayev, M. (2022). Growing pains:
Graduate students grappling with English medium instruction in Kazakhstan. Asian

Englishes, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/13488678.2022.2119970

Thesen, L., & Cooper, L. (2013). Risk in academic writing: Postgraduate students, their
teachers and the making of knowledge. Multilingual Matters.

Turner, J. (2018). On writtenness: The cultural politics of academic writing. Bloomsbury
Academic.

Ulla, M. B., Perales, W. F., & Busbus, S. O. (2023). To generate or stop generating
response: Exploring EFL teachers’ perspectives on ChatGPT in English language
teaching in Thailand. Learning: Research and Practice, 9(2), 168-182.

Van Dis, E. A., Bollen, J., Zuidema, W., Van Rooij, R., & Bockting, C. L. (2023).
ChatGPT: Five priorities for research. Nature, 614(7947), 224-226.

Van Heerden, M. (2015). Exploring habitus and writer identities: An ethnographic study
of writer identity construction in the FET Phase at two schools in the Western

Cape [Doctoral dissertation, University of the Western Cape].

Véazquez-Cano, E., Mengual-Andrés, S., & Lopez-Meneses, E. (2021). Chatbot to improve
learning punctuation in Spanish and to enhance open and flexible learning
environments. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher

Education, 18(1), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00269-8

Wangdi, T. (2022). Student teachers’ perception of academic writing: Challenges and
pedagogical needs. Journal of Education for Teaching, 48(3), 378-380.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2022.2055448

Webster, F., Pepper, D., & Jenkins, A. (2000). Assessing the undergraduate dissertation.

Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 25(1), 71-80.


https://doi.org/10.1080/13488678.2022.2119970
https://doi.org/10.1080/13488678.2022.2119970
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00269-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00269-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2022.2055448
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2022.2055448

125

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. Cambridge
University Press.

West, J. A. (2019). Using new literacies theory as a lens for analyzing technology-
mediated literacy classrooms. E-Learning and Digital Media, 16(2), 151-173.

Williamson, B., & Eynon, R. (2020). Historical threads, missing links, and future
directions in Al in education. Learning, Media, and Technology, 45(3), 223-235.

Wu, Q. (2015). Re-Examining the “Chinese learner”: A case study of mainland Chinese
students’ learning experiences at British Universities. Higher Education, 70(4),

753-766. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-015-9865-y

Yasmin, H., & Mazhar, R. (2022). Al in education: A few decades from now. In P. Churi,
S. Joshi, M. Elhoseny, & A. Omrane (Eds.), Artificial intelligence in higher

education (pp. 1-30). CRC Press. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157

Yilmaz, K. (2013). Comparison of quantitative and qualitative research traditions:
Epistemological, theoretical, and methodological differences. European Journal of
Education, 48(2), 311-325.

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications: Design and methods (6th ed.).
Sage publications.

Zarykbay, S., & Bedeker, M. (in press). “I steal time from my actual courses to teach
academic stuff”: Institutional AW Practices. In M. Bedeker, T. Makoelle, & M.
Syed (Eds.). Exploring academic writing as social practice: Institutional goals,
complexities and possibilities in Central Asia. Palgrave McMillan.

Zemach, D. E., & Rumisek, L. A. (2005). Academic writing: From paragraph to essay.

Macmillan.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-015-9865-y
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003184157

126

Zholasbekova, Zh., & Bedeker, M. (in press). “I only encountered Academic writing when
| started to prepare for my IELTS exam.” Graduate students’ threshold crossing
into academic writing. In M. Bedeker, T. Makoelle, & M. Syed (Eds.). Exploring
academic writing as social practice: Institutional goals, complexities, and
possibilities in Central Asia. Palgrave McMillan.

Zhou, J., Zhao, K., & Dawson, P. (2019). How first-year students perceive and experience
assessment of academic literacies. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education,

45(2), 266-278. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2019.1637513

Zini, G. (2005). Artificial intelligence in Hematology. Hematology, 10(5), 393-400.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10245330410001727055



https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2019.1637513
https://doi.org/10.1080/10245330410001727055
https://doi.org/10.1080/10245330410001727055
https://doi.org/10.1080/10245330410001727055

127

Appendix A: Completed Al Declaration Form

Fin
“A

Thesis Title: Exploring Artificial Intelligence as a Literacy Practice: Graduate
Students’ Navigation of Al and Academic Writing

Declaration of the USE of Generative Al
I hereby declare that I have read and understood NUGSE’s policy concerning appropriate
use of Al and composed this work independently (please check one):

with the use of artificial intelligence tools, or
L1 without the use of artificial intelligence tools.

(If you have used Al tools as defined in the GSE policy document, please complete the rest
of this form.)

During the preparation of this thesis/examination, | used _Grammarly and Scribbr
[NAME of TOOL] to __check for grammar and punctuation mistakes and to cite the
references according to APA_ [REASON].

| also declare that |
am aware of the capabilities and limitations of Al tool(s),

have verified that the content generated by Al systems and adopted by me is factually
correct,

am aware that as the author of this thesis | bear full responsibility for the statements and
assertions made in it,

have submitted complete and accurate information about my use of Al tools in this
work, and

acknowledge that there may be disciplinary consequences if | have not followed
NUGSE’s guidelines regarding Al appropriate use.

! Examples of REASON: brainstorm ideas / find or select sources on a topic / paraphrase / structure and organize the written
text / edit the text for clarity and grammar / ask for tips to improve coherence / cite and reference sources
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Name: Zhanel Zakirova Signature: ;W ovo,
Date: 31.05.2024
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Appendix B: Al-Based Writing Assistants Questionnaire
The purpose of the questionnaire is to explore the benefits and drawbacks of using
Al-based writing assistants for academic writing.
Please answer ALL the questions. It will take you around 20 minutes to answer the
questionnaire.

1. Personal Details

a. Please circle your age range.
e 20-30
e 30-40
e 40-50

e 50-60

b. Please indicate your confidence level in using the following languages on a scale of 1 to
5, where 1 stands for “Not confident at all” and 5 stands for “Extremely confident.”
Kazakh

1- not confident at all

2 - alittle confident

3- moderately confident

4 - somewhat confident

5 - extremely confident

Russian

1- not confident at all

2 - alittle confident

3- moderately confident

4 - somewhat confident
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5 - extremely confident

c. Please specify the field of your postgraduate degree

Humanities, Education, or Public Policy
Digital technology or engineering
Mining and Geosciences

Medicine

Business

d. Please indicate your English language proficiency level according to CEFR

Al1-A2 (beginner)

B1-B2 (intermediate)

C1-C2 (Advanced)

e. Please indicate your confidence in your academic writing skills on a scale of 1 to 5,

where 1 stands for “not confident at all” and 5 stands for “extremely confident.”

1- not confident at all

2 - a little confident

3- moderately confident

4 - somewhat confident

5 - extremely confident

2. Students Experiences with Al-Based Writing Assistants

1. How often do you use Al tools for academic writing?

e veryrarely

e once or twice a month

e at least once a week

e (daily

e multiple times a day
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2. Which Al writing tools do you use? Please circle all tools that you use and feel free to
provide your own options

e Grammarly

e ChatGPT

e QuillBotJenni Al

e Other tools (please specify which)

3. Think of one word that describes what Al means for you.
4. Have you noticed any features of Al writing tools that you find particularly useful? If
yes, list the main useful features.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
5. Have you noticed any limitations or drawbacks of Al writing tools? If yes, list the main
limitations or drawbacks.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6. Have Al tools influenced the quality of your writing? If yes or no, please describe or
explain how?
7. If Al tools affect the quality of your writing, does the effect remain when you do not use

Al?
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8. Did Al tools influence your engagement in writing tasks? If yes or no, please describe or
explain how?

9. Do Al writing tools affect your individual learning? If yes or no, please describe or
explain how?

10. What can be the benefits of using generative Al (ChatGPT and alike) in academic
writing?

11. What can be the disadvantages of using generative Al (ChatGPT and alike) in
academic writing?

12. Have you used Al corrective feedback tools like Grammarly? If yes, what do you like
about its feedback? What do you dislike about its feedback?

13. Do you think your level of English (proficiency) affects the successful use of Al tools
in writing? How?

14. Have you experienced any technical challenges while using Al writing assistants? Can
you describe them?

15. Did Al tools influence your understanding of your writing issues? If yes or no, please
describe or explain how?

16. How do you feel while writing with Al tools? What emotions do you feel when using
Al tools?

17. Have you ever felt that you rely on Al writing tools too much?

18. Is the ethical use of Al writing tools possible? If yes, how do you make sure that using
Al writing tools would not cause ethical issues?

19. Do you have any other comments or thoughts related to your experiences with Al

writing tools that you would like to share?

Thank you completing this questionnaire ©
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Kacanabl UaTesuiekTke Herizaearen Kaszy Kypaagapsl boiibinma Cayannama
CayanHaMaHBIH MaKcaThl - aKaJeMUSIIBIK JKa3y YIIiH kacaHabl nHTeekTke (JKH)
HET3JCNTCH Ka3y KYpalJapbliH NaiaaaanyabplH apTHIKITBUIBIKTAPEl MEH KEeMIILTIKTEPiH
3eprrey.
Bapneik cypakrapra xxayan 6epyiHi3ai cypaiiMbr3. CayamHamara xayar 0epy Ci3liH
mamameH 20 MUHYT yaKbITbIHBI3/AbI aJ1aJIbl.

1. Keke nepexrep

a. XKaceinpI3 Hemene?
e 20-30 apanbIFpIHIa
e 30-40 apanbIFeIHIA
e 40-50 apanbIFbIHIA

e 50-60 apanbiFeiHaa

0. Keneci tingepai KongaHyFa AeTeH CEeHIMAINHBAI 1-1eH 5-ke AeiinTi mkaia OoibIHIIa
OaranmaHbI3, MyHAa 1 “MyJlieM ceHiMIl eMecin”, ain S “eTe CeHIMAIMIH JeTeH 1
oinnipeni.

Kazak Tini

1 - mynzmeM ceHiMIi eMecITiH

2 - a3zgan ceHiMIiMIH

3- opTaiia aeHreiae CeHIMIIMIH

4- aliTapnbIKTail CeHIMIIMIH

5- eTe ceHIMIIMIH

Opsic Tini

1 - mynaeM ceHiMai eMecITiH

2 - a3nman ceHIMIIMIH
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3- oprara JeHrene CeHIMIIMIH
4- afiTapnbIKTail CeHIMIIMIH
5- ere ceHIMAIMIH
B. Maructpiik 06araapiraMaHbI3IbIH OaFbITBIH KOPCETIHI3
e ['yMaHUTApIBIK FEUIBIMIAP, OLTiM Oepy HEMece MEMIICKETTIK casicat
e (CaHJIBIK TEXHOJIOTHSIIAP HEMECE HHKCHEPHSI
e Tay-KkeH kKoHE Kep TypaJIbl FRUIBIMIAP
e Meaununa

e busHec

r. CEFR mkanaceiHa coiikec aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH OUTY TeHreHiHi3 A1 OenTiIeHi3.

Al-A2 (xanamaH 6acTayIib)

B1-B2 (opta nenreit)

C1-C2 (>xorapsl neHreie)

A. AKaIeMUSIIBIK a3y JaFIbUIaphIHBI3FA IETeH CEHIMAUTINHBAI 1-1eH 5-ke aeiinTi
mIkaja OoibIHINA OaranaHbi3, MyHIa 1 “MymaeM ceHimal eMecnin”, ain S5 “ere ceHIMIIMIH”
JereH1 ouaipel.

1 - mynzmeM ceHiMIi eMecITiH

2 - a3zgan ceHiMIiMIH

3- opTaiia aeHreiae CeHIMIIMIH

4- aiiTapabIKTall CEHIMIIMIH

5- eTe ceHIMOIMIH

2. CTyaeHTTepAiH KacaHAbl HHTEJJIEKTKE Heri3/Ie/IreH a3y KypajiiapbiH
nangagany Taxipuoeci

1. AxaseMusIbIK )ka3y YIIiH jkacanabl nHTesekTke (JKW) neriznenren Kypaniap/sl

KaHIIAaJIbIKThI KHl KOJ'II[aHaCBIS?
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® ©OTe CUpEK

e aiipiHa Oip HEMece eKi peT

® KeM JIETEH/Ie anTachkiHa OIp peT
®  KYHJIEIIKTI

® KyHiHe OipHemie per

2. C13 kanpait XK -ke HerizienreH a3y KypajiaapbiH Konanaceiz? Ci3 KoJagaHaThIH
0apJabIK Kypanaapisl OenriieHi3 )KoHe KaKeT O0JIFaH kKaraai1a 03 HyCKaJapbIHbI3/IbI
KOPCETIHI3

e Grammarly

e ChatGPT

e QuillBot

e Jenni A

e backa kypannap (KalChICBIH €KEHIH KOPCETIHI3)

3. XKacanapl MTHTEIUIEKT Ci3 YIIiH HeHi Ouraipeni? bip ce30eH cunaTTaHbI3.
4. )KW-xe Heri3aenreH xaszy KypajlaapAblHbIH Ci3re acipece maiaaabl 00JIbI KOPIHTeH
KaHaai 1a 6ip kacuerTepi 6osbl Ma? Erep Gap Gosica, Heri3ri maigaibl KaCUETTEPiH
TI3IMIEHI3.

1.

2.
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5. Ci3 J)KH-ke Heri3eNreH a3y KypaiaapAbIHbIH MIEKTEYIePiH HEMECe KEMIILUTIKTEePIH
OaiikanerHbI3 0a? Omnait 601ca, HEri3ri MeKTeyIep HeMece KeMITUTIKTep Al Ti3IMACHI3.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6. )K1-ke HerizaenreH Kypajiaap ci3fiH jka3y camaHsizra ocep erti me? Erep ocep erce,
KaJlaif ocep €TKEHIH CHUIIaTTaHbI3 HeMece TYCIHAIpiHI3. Erep skok Oosica, Here eKkeHIH
CUTIaTTaHbI3 HEMece TYCIHIPIHI3.

7. Erep KU-ke Herizaenren Kypauuap Ci3/liH a3y canaHbizra acep erce, KU-T1i
naigananoaran ke3ze Oy ocep cakraiajasl Ma?

8. )KM-ke HeriznenreH Kypaiaap Ci3AiH )ka3y TarncelpMaap/ibl OpbIHIAYFa JIETeH
BIHTAHBI3Fa ocep eTTi Me? Erep ocep erce, Kaylaif ocep €TKEHIH CHUITaTTaHbI3 HEMece
Tycinaipidi3. Erep jxok 0oJica, Here eKeHiH CUIIaTTaHbI3 HEMece TYCIHIIPiHi3.

9. )KW-xe Herizaenrex a3y Kypajajgap Kypaaaapbl Ci3/IiH KeKe OKYbIHBI3Fa ocep eTe Me?
Erep ocep etce, Kanaii ocep €TKeHIH CHIATTaHbI3 HeMece TyciHaipiHi3. Erep xok Oosica,
Here €KCHIH CHUIIaTTaHbI3 HEMECe TYCIHIIPIHI3.

10. AkanemusuibIK ska3yaa renepatuBti JKU-1i (ChatGPT »xoHe Tarbl 6acka) KOJIIaHyIbIH
KaHJail apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPhl 00TYbl MYMKIH?

11. AxamemMusIbIK jka3yaa renepatuBTi XKu-Ti (ChatGPT »oHe Tarbl 6acka) KOJIAaHyIbIH
KaHJal KeMIIUTIKTepi 601ybl MYMKiH?

12. Ciz Grammarly Tapi3zi pemaxrop XU KypanaapbiH KOJIaHbIN KOPIiHi3 6e?
Konnanran OoJsicaHbI3, OHBIH Kepi OailaHbIChI ci3re HeciMeH YHal b7 OHBIH Kepi

OaiiaHbICHI CI3Te HECIMEH YHaManIb1?
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13. Ci3aiH arbUIIBIH TUTIH 01Ty JeHreiini3 xazyna XXM KypangapbiH coTTi KoIIaHyFa
ocep eteni nen onnaiicerz 6a? Kanaii?

14. Ciz )KU-ke Heri3aenreH a3y KypalIapblH Naiganany Ke3inae Kanaai ga oip
TEXHUKAJIBIK Macesenepre tan 0onasiHb3 6a? Ci3 onapasl cunarrail anacei3 6a?

15. KU xypangapsl Ci3fiiH *a3ybIHBI3aFbl TPOOJIEMAaIbIK alMaKTapbIHBI3IbI AaHBIKTAYFa
cenTirid Turizai me? Erep cenTirin TMurisreH 0osica, Kajail ocep eTKeHIH CHIaTTaHbI3
HeMmece TyciHaipiHi3. Erep acep ernece, Here eKeHiH CUNIATTaHbI3 HEMECE TYCIHIPIHI3.
16. 2)KU kypanmapsIMeH ka3raH Ke3/e ci3 o31H13/11 Kayai cesiHeciz? KU xkypangapbix
naianany Ke3iH/e KaHaai SMoIusiap maimaa 6osaasi?

17. Ci3 XXU-ke HerizaenTeH a3y KypajagapblHa ThIM KOT CeHETIHAIHI31 OaiikaraH
Ke3zaep 0oJibl ma?

18. )KU a3y KypangapblH STUKAIBIK Typ/ie KoJdaaHy MyMKiH 6e? Onait MyMKiH OoJica,
KU »xa3y KypayiiapblH MMaiiagaHy STUKAIBIK MOceIeTep Il Ty b pMaiTRIHBIHA Kalai Ke3
KeTKizeciz?

19. Cizge KU xazy KypalgapbIMEeH TOKIPHOCHI3re KaThICThI OOITICKIHI3 KelIeTiH 6acka

miKipyep Hemece oitap 6ap ma?

Cayannamara skayan GepreHinis ymin paxver ©
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Onpoc Ha Temy UucTtpymenTs! 1Jsi [Incema OcHoBannbie Ha UcKyccTBEHHOM
HHuresnexre
Lenb aHKETHI - U3YYUTh IPEUMYIIECTBA U HEJOCTATKU UCTIOIb30BAHUS
WHCTPYMEHTOB ISl IMCbMa OCHOBAHHBIX Ha HCKYCCTBEHHOM MHTEIUICKTE ISt
aKaJIeMUYECKOTO TMHChMa.
[Toxanyiicra, orBerbTe Ha BCE Bonpocsl. Bam notpeOyercs okosio 20 MUHYT,
9YTOOBI IPOUTH OIPOC.

1. JIuunble JAHHbIE

a. [Toxkanylicra, yka)KMTE CBOIO BO3PACTHYIO KaTErOPHIO.

e 20-30
e 30-40
e 40-50
e 50-60

0. YKaxuTe CBOM YpOBEHb YBEPEHHOCTH B UCIIOJIB30BAHUH CICIYIOIIUX A3BIKOB MO MIKaJIe
ot 1 1o 5, rae 1 o3Hayaer “coBceM HE yBepeH™, a 5 03HaYaeT ‘“‘dpe3BbIYaHO YBEpEH .
Kazaxckuii a3b1k

1- coBcem He yBepeH

2 - HEMHOTO yBepeH

3- yMEPEHHO yBepeH

4 - MOCTaTOYHO YBEPEH

5 - Ype3BBIYAIHO yBEpEeH

Pycckuii a3b1k

1- coBcem He yBepeH

2 - HEMHOTO yBepeH

3- yMEpEeHHO yBepeH
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4 - 1OCTaTOYHO yBEpEH
S - Ype3BbIYaHO YBEpEH
B. YKa)KUTE HaIIpaBJICHUE CBOEH MaruCTEpCKOU MpOTrpaMMBbl
e ['ymaHuTapHble HayKd, 0Opa30oBaHME WM rOCYAapCTBEHHAs MOJUTHKA
e [ludpoBbie TEXHOIOTUHU UITH WHXEHEPHUS
e ['opHOE nem0 ¥ HAYKH O 3emile
e Meaununa

e busHec

r. YKaXHTe Ball YpOBEHb BIIQJCHUS aHTIIMHCKAM s136IKOM B cooTBeTcTBUM ¢ CEFR
o Al-A2 (HaunHarOIINA)
e BI1-B2 (mpoMexyTO4HbIN YpOBEHbB)

e C1-C2 (mpoABHHYTHIH)

A. YKaxXuTte, CBOM ypoBEHb YBEPEHHOCTH B CBOMX HaBBIKaX aKaJeMHUYECKOIr0 MUChMa 110
mkaie ot 1 70 5, rae 1 o3HavaeT “coBceM He yBepeH, a S 03HayaeT “‘Upe3BhIYATHO
yBEpEH .

1- coBceMm He yBepeH

2 - HEMHOTO yBepeH

3- yMEpPEHHO yBepeH

4 - MOCTaTOYHO YBEPEH

5 - Upe3BBIYAHO yBEpeH

2. OnbIT padoThI CTYICHTOB B HCI0JIb30BAHUN HHCTPYMEHTOB /ISl MMCbMa
OCHOBAHHBIX HA HCKYCCTBEHHOM MHTEJLJICKTE

1. Kak gacto BbI ucnosas3yere uactpymeHTsl MU nns akagemuueckoro nucsma?

® OYCHb PEIKO
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® (OJHWH UJIA IBa pas3a B MEcCAL
® 110 KpallHEW Mepe pa3 B HENEIIO
® C©XKEJHEBHO

® HCCKOJBKO pa3 B ICHb

2. Kakue uncrpymentsl MM uig nuceMa Bel ucnonb3yere? [loxkanyiicra, ooBenure Bee
HHCTPYMCHTBI, KOTOPLIC BEI UCITIOJIB3YCTE, U, IIPHU HaJIO6HOCTI/I, YKQXXUTC CBOU
cOOCTBEHHBIE BAPUAHTHI

e Grammarly

e ChatGPT

e QuillBotJenni Al

e Jlpyrue MHCTPYMEHTHI (MOXKaTylicTa, YKaXKUTE, KaKue)

3. OmumuTe OJHUM CJIOBOM 4YTO I Bac 3HaunuT UMN.
4. 3aMeTHIIM JTU BBl KaKue-Tn00 cBokicTBa MHCTpyMeHTOB MU i1 muchma, KOTOphIE
Ka)KyTcs BaM 0coOeHHO moJie3HbIMu? Ecnu 1a, nmepedncianTe OCHOBHbBIE TOJIC3HbIE

CBOMCTBA.

5. 3aMeTHiIM M BbI KaKue-I1u00 OrpaHU4YCHUA UK HCAOCTATKH UHCTPYMCHTOB NN gns
mucbma? Eciu Ja, IEpCUUCInTC OCHOBHBIC OI'PAHUYCHUS UJIKM HEAOCTATKU.

1.
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o.
6. TloBnusny 1 HHCTPYMEHTHI ucnoib3ytonme NN Ha kadectBo Bamiero nuchma? Eciu
J1a, OMUIINTE UM 00BSICHUTE, KakuM oOpazoM? Eciu HeT, onuimmuTe win 0ObSICHUTE,
KakuM oOpazom?
7. Ecnu uHCcTpyMeHTOB M BIUAIOT Ha Ka4ECTBO BAILIETO MUCbMa, COXPAHSIETCS JIU 3TOT
3¢ dexT, Koraa BeI HE UCIIOJIH3YETE€ UCKYCCTBEHHBIN MHTEIUICKT?
8. IloBmusimm 1 mHCcTpyMeHThl M Ha Baly BOBJIEYEHHOCTH B BBITIOJTHEHUH MUChMEHHBIX
3amannii? Ecnm ga, onummTe wim 0ObSICHUTE, KakuM 00pa3om? Ecnu HeT, onuimuTe uin
00BSICHUTE, KAKUM 00pazom?
9. Bnustor mu muacTpyMeHTOoB UM 1715t muckMa Ha Baie nHAMBUyalbHOE 00ydenue? Ecnu
J1a, OTUIINTE UM 00BSICHUTE, KakuM oOpazoM? Ecnu HEeT, onuimTe wim 0ObSICHUTE,
KakuM oOpazom?
10. KakoBbI MOTYT OBITh IPEUMYIIIECTBA UCIIOIb30BaHus reneparusHoro MU (ChatGPT u
TOMY IIOJI00HBIE) B aKaJIEMUYECKOM MUcbMe?
11. KakoBbI MOTYT OBITh HEJOCTATKH MCIOJIb30Banus rerneparusroro MU (ChatGPT u
TOMY IOOOHBIE) B aKaIEMUYECKOM MUChMe?
12. Vicnonp3oBanu u Bel MM HHCTpYMEHTBI KOTOPBIE JAIOT KOPPEKTUPYIOIIYIO 0OpaTHYIO
cBs3b (Hanpumep, Grammarly)? Eciu aa, To 94T0 BaM HPaBHUTCS B €ro 0T3biBax? UTo Bam
HE HPaBUTCS B €T0 OT3bIBax?
13. Cuuraere 1y Bbl, YTO Balll YpPOBEHb BJIAJICHHS aHTJUNUCKUM SI3bIKOM BIIUSET Ha

yCIIENIHOE UCIoIb30BaHue nHCTpyMeHToB MU B nuceme? Kak?
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14. CTankuBanuch Jid Bbl C KAKUMH-THOO TEXHUYECKUMU MPOOIeMaMu MpH
UCI0JIb30BaHNU HHCTpyMeHTOB MU a1 nucema? Mosxere a1 Bbl MX ONMCATh?

15. IoBnusinu m uHcTpyMeHThl M Ha Baile moHMMaHKue CBOMX IPOOJIEMHBIX 30H B
nuceMe? Ecnu 1a, onummiTe wik 00bsICHUTE, KakuM oOpa3om? Eciu HeT, OnuInTe Win
00BsICHUTE, KAKUM 00pazom?

16. UTo BbI 4yBCTBYETE, KOTJIa MHUILIETE ¢ MOMOIbI0 nHCTpyMeHToB M ? Kakue smornuu
BbI HCIIBITHIBAETE MIPU HUCIIOJIb30BAHUN UHCTpyMeHTOB N?

17. HyBcTBOBAM JIM BBl KOTAa-HUOY/Ib, UTO CIUIIKOM I10JIaraeTech Ha UHCTpyMeHThl M
JUIA ITIchpMa’?

18. Bo3MOXHO 71 3TUYHOE UCTOIb30BaHue HHCTpyMeHTOB MU niia nucema? Eciu na, To
KaK BBl yJIOCTOBEPSIETECH, YTO UCIOJIb30BaHUE UHCTpYMeHTOB MU 115 mcbMa He BBI30BET
ATUYECKUX TIPOoOIemM?

19. Ectb 51 y Bac kakue-1n00 Apyrue KOMMEHTApUU WM MBICIIU, CBSI3aHHBIE C BAIllUM

onbITOM paboThl ¢ HHCTpYMeHTOoB MU 11 mrcbMa, KOTOPBIMU BbI XOTENH ObI MOACTUTHCS ?

Cnacu60, YTo NPOLLIN JaHHBI onpoc ©
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Appendix B: Significant Circles
Date:

Participant:

Dear participant, in the center of this circle, you are given a certain academic writing
assignment. Please fill the outer circles describing the steps you take in order to complete
this assignment. In other words, starting from the biggest outer circle and moving to the
inner circle, please describe how you use Al (the process) in this assignment. Then please

explain/reflect on your answers/steps in the textbox provided below the circle.

writing
assignment,
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Manbiablibik HHlenoepi
Kyni:
Karsicymsr:
KypmerTi KaTbIcyIibliap, OCkl MIeHOSPIiH OPTAChIHIa KaHaak 1a Oip jka3y TanchlpMachl
opHanackaH. Ochl TarCBIpMaHbl OPBIHJIAY YIIH KaHAal KaJamaap jKacal ThIHBIHBI3IbI
CBIPTKBI IMIEHOEPIIEPTEe Ka3bIM TOJNTHIPBIHBI3. backama aliTkaHa, €H YIKEeH ChIPTKBI
meHOep/ieH OacTtar, ki meHoepre eiiH, OChl TalCBIPMaHBI YKa3y MPOIIECIHIE KacaH bl
MHTEIUIEKTT] Kajai KOJMaHaThIHBIHBI3ALI CUITATTAIl Jka3bIHb3. CoMaH KEHIH TOMEHAEr1

MOTIH JKOJIAFbIH/IA JKayaTapbIHbI3 b/ KaJaMIapbIHbI3IbI TYCIHAIPIHI3.

writing

assignment,
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Kpyr 3nauumocru
MHara:
YyacTHUK:
YBaxxaeMble yJaCTHHUKH, B LIEHTPE 3TOT0 KPyra pacrojokeHO KaKoe-Iu00 MUCbMEHHOE
3amanue. [loxanyiicra, 3aI10JHUTE BHEIIHUE KPYT'H, OIIMCAB II1aru, KOTOPHIE BbI
MpearpuMeTe, YTOObI BBIMOIHUTD 3TO 3aJjaHue. [pyruMu cioBamu, HaUMHas ¢ CaMOro
0O0JIBIIOr0 BHEIIHETO Kpyra U Mepexo/isl K BHYyTPEHHEMY, MOXKalyicTa, ONMILINTE, KaK Bbl
HCIO0JIb3YeTE UCKYCCTBEHHBIN MHTEIIEKT MTPOLECCE HAMMMCAHUS ATOTO 3aJaHus. 3aTeM,

HO)KaJ'ny/’ICTa, OOBSICHUTE CBOM OTBETHI/IIATU B TEKCTOBOM I1oJI€, PACIIOJIOKCHHOM HHXKCE.

writing

assignment,




Appendix C: Samples of Image Cards

Cyperrepi bap Kaproukanapabin Yarisiepi

Oo6pa3usl Kaprouek ¢ U300paxennsasmMu

ces.cards | © CCS Corporation

CCS Express Pack Prnt+Piay Editon | ccs.cards | © CCS Corporation

CCS Express Pack Print+Play Edion | ccs.cards | © CCS Corporation

CCS Express Pack Print+Piay Editon | ccs.cands | © CCS Corporation

paz
MUP
Jeace

vrede
paix

CCS Express Pack Prnt+Piay Editon | ccs.cards | © CCS Corporation

CCS Express Pack PrintsPlay Editon | ocs.cards | © CCS Corporation
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Appendix D: Focus Group Interview Protocol
Artificial Intelligence as a Social and Literacies Practice: Graduate Students’ Academic
Writing Experiences
Time of interview:
Date:
Place:
Interviewer: Zhanel Zakirova
Interviewees:
2) Introductions a.
First, introduce yourself and the image you chose that depicts your experience with Al.
Please also share why you agreed to participate in this study.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
Questions:
a. Can you describe one example of when you used Al tools in your academic
writing?
Probes: Can you describe the specific ways in which you use Al tools in your
academic writing? Do you use them for paraphrasing, grammar checking,
formatting, generating ideas, summarizing, or any other way? Do you modify the

output? If yes, in what ways?



148

2. Can you describe any event or assignment when you were confused or did not trust
the suggestions - why did it make you uneasy, what did you do and what did you

learn about the use of Al in your academic writing assignments

Probes: What do you do if the output or feedback is not trustable?

3. Are there any tips or strategies you use for maximizing the benefits of Al tools in
your writing tasks?

3. Many instructors seem to be concerned about the ethical issues associated with the
use of Al in academic writing. What is your response to such concerns and can you
provide any example where you felt your academic writing practice was unethical?
Probes: How do you ensure the ethical use of Al?

5. Are there any examples of new academic skills that you learned as a result of Al?

5. What do you think about the role of Al tools in writing in the future?

Probes: Do you think learning how to write with Al will be useful in future? Will
your writing change in the future because of using Al? How?
3) Wrap-Up a. Is there anything else you would like to note?

b. I do not have any more questions. Thank you for your time.
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®oxyc-Tonmen Cyx0ar Xarramacsol
Kacanabl UaTesuiekT 9aeymerrik Kone Cayarrelibik [IpakTukace! Peringe:
Marucrpantrapasin AkageMusiibIK Kasynarbl Toxipuodeci

Cyx0ar yaKpITHI:
Kyni:
OpHbr:
Cyx06ar anymbl: 3akupoBa JKanenb
Cyx06ar Gepymriiep:
2) Kipicme a.
AJNIBIMEH ©31H13/11 )KoHE ©31HI3 TaHJIaFaH CI3/IH KaCaH bl HHTEIJICKTIICH TOXKIPUOCHI3I1
CUTIATTANUTHIH CYPETIHI3/ll TAHBICTHIPBIHBI3. HEMKTEH OCHI 3epTTEyre KaThiCyFa
KeJIICKeHIH13/11 OeJriciHi3.

1.

Cypakrap:

a. AKaJIeMUSUIBIK Ka3y/a ®KacaH bl HHTEUIEKT KYpaAapblH Kalai KOJIJaHFaHbIHBI3 bIH
Oip MbIcabIH Oepe aachI3 6a?

Hakrbutay cypakrapsl: AKaJeMUsITBIK Ka3ybIHBI3IA )KaCaH bl MHTEIIEKT KypaaapbiH
HAKThI KaJlail KOJIaHAThIHIBIFBIHBI30eH Ooiice anacki3 6a? Ci3 omapapl MOTiHAL Oacka
ce3/10€H aiTy yIIIiH, TpaMMaTHKaHbl TEKCepy, MMy, Ues OHAIpy, KbIcKala
Ma3MyHJay Hemece 0acka >koJaMeH KoiaaHackld 6a? Ci3 jkacaHIbl HHTEIUIEKT Kypaaapsl

OepeTiH kayanTap/KeHecTepre e3repicrep eHrizecis 6e? Erep enrizerin 6oicaHbi3, Kanai?



150

o. Ci3 s)xacaH/Ipl UHTEJUIEKT OepreH KeHecTepAl TYCIHOEreH HeMece oJiapFa CeHOereH
Ke31Hi3/1l HeMece Kail TarchlpMa OpbIH/ay Ke3iH1e OOJFaHbIH CUMATTal anackl3 0a -
YKacaH]Ibl HHTEJUICKTTIH KeHECTepi Ci3]li Here ajJaHaTThI, Ci3 OYJI MOceleH1 Kaian
MICTITIHI3 XKOHE aKaIEMUSIIBIK JKa3y TalChIpMallapbIHa )KaCaH Ikl HHTEJUICKTTI aii1aIany
Typasbl HE YUPEHIIHI3?

Hakrbutay cypakrapsl: s)kacaHbpl HHTSIUICKTTIH TYKBIPBIMIAphIHA HEMECe KeHECTepiHe
CeHy MYMKIH OosMaca, ci3 Kajail apekeT ereciz?

0. O3 akaieMUsIIBIK JKa3ybIHbI3/Ia JKacaHbl MHTEIUIEKT KYpaslJapbIHbIH
apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPBIH OapbIHIIIA Taiiaany YIIiH KOJTaHaThIH KaH1ai Ja 06ip KeHectep
HEMece CTpaTerusuIapbIHbI3 Oap ma?

B. Kenteren myraniMepie akaqeMUsUTBIK JKa3y/la dKacaH Ibl HHTEJUICKTTI KOJIJTAaHyMEH
0alTaHBICTHI STHUKAIIBIK CYPAKTap TYBIHIAWTHIH CUSKTHI. OCHI allaHIayIIBUTBIKTAp TYPabl
CI3JTIIH MIKIPIHI3 KaHal jKOHE CI3/1H aKaJeMUSIIBIK XKa3y TOKIPUOEHI3 STUKAIBIK €MEC JICTI
oiaraH ke3re Oip MbICall KENTIpe ajacki3 6a?

Haxrbeinay cypakrapbr: JKacaH/abl HHTEIICKTTIH 3TUKAJIBIK TYP/C KOJIIATHIHBIHBI3FA KaJlai
KO3 kKeTKizeci3?

r. JKacaHpl MHTEIUIEKTT1 KOJIIaHy HOTHXKECIHC YUPEHIeH JKaHa aKaeMHSIIBIK
JaFIbUIaPBIHBI3FA MBICAJ KEITIpe aachi3 6a?

1. XKazyra apHaiFaH jkKacaH/Ibl HHTEIUICKT KypaslIapbIHbIH OOJIallaKTaFbl Peli Typajbl He
oitnaiiceiz3?

Haxkreutay cypakrapsei: bonammakra skacanabl HMHTEIUIEKTT1 KOJIAHBI jKa3a OlTy maii1anbl
Oomanpl men oinaiicel3 6a? bonamrakTa ci3iH kKa3ybIHbI3 )KaCaH bl MHTEIIEKTTI KOJIIaHY
HOTHIKECIHJIe e3repei Aen oinaiiceiz 6a? Erep e3repce, kanaii?

3) KopsiThinabLaay a. Ci3 aTan ©TKiHI3 KeJIeTiH TaFbl Oip Hopce Oap ma?

6. Menze Gacka cypak >KOK. YakbIT O6JTeHIHI3 YIIIH paxMerT.
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IIporokoa UnTepBbI0 ¢ PoKyc-I'pynnoit
HckyccTBEHHBIN HHTEIUIEKT KaK COLMalIbHAs IPAKTHKA U MPAKTUKA TPAMOTHOCTH: OIBIT
MAarucTpaHTOB B aKaJEMUYECKOM ITUCbME
Bpewms npoBeneHus HHTEPBBIO:
MHara:
Mecro:
Nurepsbroep: 3akupona JKanenb
OnporieHHble:
2) BBenenue a.
Jlst Havana, mpeacTaBbTe ce0s U n300pakeHne, KOTOPOE BBl BBIOPAIA U KOTOPOE
OTpakaeT Balll OTIBIT PAOOTHI C HCKYCCTBEHHBIM HHTEIJIEKTOM. PacckakuTe, modemy Bl

COTJIAaCHUIIMCh IMTPUHATH Y4aCTUC B JaHHOM HUCCIICAOBAaHNH.

1.

Bompocer:

a. MozxeTe 11 Bbl OIUCATh OJIUH IIPUMEP TOTO, KaK Bbl UCIOJIb30BAIM UHCTPYMEHTHI
MCKYCCTBEHHOT'O MHTEJJIEKTa B CBOCH akajJieMudyeckoit pabote?

YTouHstoIME BOMPOCH: MOXETe TN BBl ONMKMCATh KOHKPETHBIE CIIOCOOBI TOTO, KaK BbI
HCIIOJIb3YEeTE HUHCTPYMEHTHI HCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEIJIEKTa B CBOEM aKaJIEMUYECKOM
nuceMe? VMcnonp3yere v Bl UX Ui niepedpa3supoBaHus, MPOBEPKH IPAMMATUKH,

q)OpMaTI/IpOBaHI/I}I, reaepannuu Hﬂeﬁ, KpaTKux M3JI0)KEHHUI WIN KaKUM-JIH0O0 Apyrum
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crtocobom? BHOCHTE MM BBl H3MEHEHHUS B 0TBeThI/moacka3ku UM? Ecnu fa, To Kakumu
criocobamu?

0. MoskeTe 11 BBl OMCATh KaKoe-JIM00 COOBITHE WIIM 3aJJaHKE, KOT/1a BbI OB COMTHI C
TOJIKY WX HE JoBepsutH nojckaskam MU - moyemy 3To BhI3BAJIO Y Bac OECIIOKONCTBO, Kak
BBl IOCTYIUJIM ¥ YTO BbI y3HAJIU 00 MCIOJb30BaHUM UCKYCCTBEHHOT'O MHTEJUICKTA B BAILIUX
3a/IaHUSIX TI0 aKaJIEMUYECKOMY TUCHEMY?

YTounstone Bompockl: Kak BeI mocTymaere, eciu BHIBOJAAM WIH MOJICKa3KaM
HMCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEJJIEKTA HEJb3s JIOBEPSATH?

B. EcTb 11 Kakue-1m00 COBETHI MIIM CTPATETHH, KOTOPBIE BBl UCTIOIH3YETE IS
MaKCUMaJIbHOTO MCIOJIb30BAHUS TPEUMYIIECTB MHCTPYMEHTOB UCKYCCTBEHHOTO
HMHTEJIJIEKTa B BallleM aKaJeMHYEeCKOM IuchMe?

r. MHOTHe TpenoiaBaTesiy, IoX0Xe, 00eCTIOKOCHBI ATUYECKUMHU MPoOIeMaMH,
CBSI3AaHHBIMU C UCTOJIb30BAHUEM UCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEJIJIEKTA B aKaJEMUYECKOM ITUCHME.
KaxoBo Barie MHEHHE Ha CUET MOJOOHBIX OTTACEHUH U MOJKETE JI BbI PUBECTH KAKOM -
100 mpuMep, KOoT1a, 1o BallleMy MHEHHUIO, Ballla MPaKTUKa aKaJeMHUYECKOT0o MIUchMa Oblia
HE3THYHOM?

Yrounsronue Bonpockl: Kak Bel o0ecrieunBaeTe STHYHOE HCIOIb30BAHUE
HCKYCCTBEHHOI'O MHTEJIEKTA?

1. EcTh 1 Kakue-1m00 mpuMepbl HOBBIX aKaJIeMHUUECKHX HaBBIKOB, KOTOPBIC BbI 00pEIH B
pe3ynbTaTe UCIO0JIb30BAaHUS HCKYCCTBEHHOIO UHTEIIEKTa?

e. UTo BBl lyMaeTe O pOJId MHCTPYMEHTOB UCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEJIEKTA JUIsl MUChbMa B
Oymymiem?

YTounstomnue Bonpockl: Kak BbI gymaere, OyAeT U MOJIE3HO B OyayIleM yMEHUE MUcaTh C
MTOMOIIBI0 UCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTENIeKTa? VI3MEHUTCS U Ballle MUChMO B Oy/IyIeM n3-3a

HCIIOJIb30BAHUA HCKYCCTBCHHOT'O nHTenekTa? Kak?
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3) HoaBeaenune nToroB a. Ecte 1 4T0-HUOYAB €I11e, YTO BBl XOTEJIN ObI OTMETUTH?

6. Y Mens 6osbiie HeT BonpocoB. Cracnbo0 BaM 3a yJIeIeHHOE BPEeMSL.
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Appendix E: Recruitment Letter

Dear Program Director’s Name.

My name is Zhanel Zakirova, and | am a second-year student at Nazarbayev
University Graduate School of Education conducting my research in order to fulfill the
requirements for a Master of Arts degree. My research focuses on graduate students'
experiences with using Al writing tools for academic writing. | hope you can assist me in
distributing this email to students within your program.

| am inviting graduate students who have experience with Al writing tools to
participate in my study. There will be a questionnaire, an arts-based research activity, and
a focus group interview. The participation will take approximately 70-85 minutes overall. |
will send another email as a reminder next week to ensure that you have received my
email, thank you for your understanding. If you're willing to assist in this crucial study, I
kindly request that you send the following information via email to all students enrolled in
your graduate program.

The email to the graduate students

To graduate students: Dear Graduate Students,

Do you have experience with using Al writing tools for academic writing? If yes, |
offer you to take part in a vital research study that is unique for the Kazakhstani context.
You are invited to participate in a questionnaire, arts-based research activity and a focus
group interview, which will be conducted on different days and take around 70-85 minutes
of your time overall. If you prefer, you can also choose an individual interview instead of
participating in a focus group. The information you provide will help to understand how
Al writing tools shape students' literacies in Kazakhstan. Your name, major, or year of
study will not be included in the study and your participation will not affect your studies in

any way.
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You can contact me through my personal email, Whatsapp, or Telegram which are
provided below. The purpose of this qualitative study, i.e. using a questionnaire, focus
groups and arts-based research activity, is to understand how students use Al writing tools
in Kazakhstan. Understanding students' experiences with Al tools might affect teachers’
understanding of Al writing tools as they will get an opportunity to understand the issue
from students’ perspective. This, in turn, might affect their teaching writing practice. In
addition, free coffee and snacks will be provided during the focus groups.

Please use my personal email, Whatsapp, or Telegram number to contact me:

zhanel.zakirova@gmail.com +77052089835
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IHlakbipy XaTbl

Kyp™merTi_6arnapiaMa IUPEKTOPBIHBIH aThl.

Memnin ateiM 3akupoBa JXKanens xoHe MmeH HazapbaeB YuuBepcuretinin XKorapsr
binim bepy MekTeOiHiH eKiHIIi Kypc CTyIeHTIMIH. MeH MarucTp JA9pexeciH amyra
KOMBIJIATHIH TAJIANTAP/AbI OPBIHAY MAKCAThIH A 3ePTTEY KYPri3yAeMin. MeHiH 3epTTeyim
MaruCTpaHTTapAbIH aKaJIeMHUSIIBIK Ka3y YIIIH KaCaH bl HHTEIUIEKT KypaJJapbiH
naianany Toxipuoecin Tycinyre OarpitTanrad. Ci3 MaraH OChI DJIEKTPOHBIK XaTThI
CTYACHTTEpre TapaTyFa KOMEKTece ajlachl3 I YMITTEHEMIH.

MeH »xacaHpl HHTEIJIEKTKE HET13/IeNTeH Ka3y KypalgapbIMeH Toxipubeci 6ap
MarucTpaHTTapAbl MEHIH 3epTTEyiMe KaThICYFa MAaKbIPaMbIH. 3€pTTEY )KYMBICHI asChIHIA
cayallHaMa, OHEpTe HETI3/ICITeH 3ePTTEY JMICIHIH TarChIpMachl xKoHe (POKYC-TOTITHIH
cyxOaTTapsl xKyprizinesai. JKanmsl, 3epTTeyre Karbicy mamaMmer 70-85 MHUHYTKA CO3BIIAIbI.
Keneci antazia MeHIH 3IEKTPOH/IBIK XaThIM/IbI ATFaHBIHBI3FA KO3 KETKI3Y YIIIH TaFkl Oip
ANIEKTPOH/IBIK XaTThl €CKE CAJIFBIII PETIH/E KibepemiH. TyCIHICTIKIIEH KapalChl3 e
yMmirTeHeMiH. Erep ci3 0cbl MaHBI3/IbI 3€PTTEYTe KOMEKTECYTe KEIIICCeH13, MEH CI3]11H
OargapiaMaHbI3ia OKUTBIH OApIIBIK CTYIEHTTEPre Kejaeci aKnapaTThl AIEKTPOHIBIK MOIITa
apKBUIBI XKi0epy 1l CypaiMBbIH.

MarucrpaHTTapFa 3JIeKTPOHABIK XaT
Maructpanrrapra: Kypmerti MaructpanTrap,

Cizzie akaieMUSUIIBIK a3y YIIIH KacaH/Ibl HHTEIUIEKT KYpalJapblH KOJIaHy
Toxipudeci 6oyl Ma? Erep Oap 6osica, MeH ci3re Ka3akCTaH/IbIK KOHTEKCT YIIIIH Oipereit
00J1bII TAOBUIATBIH FHUIBIMU 3€PTTEYTE KAaThICY/1bl YChiHaMbIH. Ci3/iep/li cayalilHamara,
eHepre HETI3/1ereH 3epTTey d/IICIHIH TAalChIPMAChIHA XKoHE (POKYC-TOI cyxOaTbIiHa
KaThICyFa IaKblpaMblH. byl ic-1mapanap op Typiii KYHIEpAE oTel XKoHe CI3/iH

yaKbITBIHBI3ABIH mamameH 70-85 munyThiH ananasl. Ci3fiH KanayblHbI3 OoibIHIIA, (OKYC-
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TOTIKA KAaTBICY/IBIH OPHBIHA JKEKe cyx0aTKa KaThICybl TaHai anacei3. Ci3 YChIHFaH
aKmapaT JKacaH]Ibl MHTEIJUIEKTKE HEeT13[IeNITeH Ka3y Kypanaapsl Kasakcranaa
CTYCHTTEPAIH CayaTThUIBIFBIH KaJlail KaJIbINTaCThIPATBIHBIH TYyCiHyre KoMmekreceni. Ci3aiH
aTBIHBI3, MAMAH/IBIFBIHBI3 HEMECE OKY JKBUIBIHBI3 3€PTTEY/IE KOPCeTIIME 11 )KoHE Ci3/IiH
KATBICYBIHBI3 CI3JIIH OKY YJITEPIMIHI3Te IIKaHIal ocep eTIeH Il

TeMmen e KkopceTiares xeke MeKTpoHAbIK morrram, Whatsapp aHemece Telegram
apKbLUTBI MEHIMEH Oaiinanpica anacki3. by camansl 3epTTey/IiH MaKcaThl, SIFHU
cayaJlHaMaHbl, (POKYC-TONTAP/IbI )KOHE OHEPTE HETI3/ICNITeH 3EPTTEY JIICIHIH
TaTICBIPMACHIH Tai1aiaHa OTHIPbIT, Ka3akcTaHmarsl CTyIEHTTEPIIH >KacaH/IbI
WHTEJUICKTKE HETI3/IeITEH JKa3y KYpalIapblH Kajai maijataHaThIHbIH TYCIHY OOJIBII
TaObuTaapl. OKYIIBUIAP.IBIH KaCcaHIbl HHTEIUIEKT KypalIapbIMEH KYMBIC icTey
TOXKIPUOECIH TYCIHY MYFaIMIEPAiH JKacaH/Ibl MHTEJUICKTKE HETI3/ICNITeH Ka3y
KYpaJIJIapblH TYCIHYIHE 9Cep €Tyl MyMKIH, OMTKEH1 0JIap MACEICH] OKYIIbUIAPIBbIH
KO3Kapachl apKbLIbI TYCIHYTe MYMKIHAIK anaabl. by e3 ke3erine onapabliH Kazyabl
yipeTy Toxipubdecine acep eryi MyMmKiH. COHBIMEH Katap, (POKycC-TONTapabl OTKi3y
Ke3iHJIe TeT1H Kod)e MEH CHEKTEp YChIHbLIA/IbI.
MeHiMen OaiitaHbICy YIIIH jKeKe JIeKTPOHIABIK morraMasl, Whatsapp nemece Telegram
naiganaHbIHbI3:

zhanel.zakirova@gmail.com +77052089835
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IMucemo-Ilpurnamenne

VYBaxaeMbIil UM JUPEKTOPA IIPOTrPAMMEL

Mens 30ByT 3akupoBa XKanens, u s CTyZeHTKa BToporo kypca Beicmeit LlIkosb
O6pazoBanus Hazapbaes ynuBepcutera. S mpoBOXXKY CBOE UCCIIEIOBAHUE C LIEIIBbIO
BBIIIOJIHEHUS TPEOOBAHUM IS IOJyYEHUS CTETIEHU MarucTpa. Moe uccienoBaHue
COCpPEJ0TOUYEHO Ha OTBITE MATUCTPAHTOB B UCIOJIb30BAaHUH HHCTPYMEHTOB
HCKYCCTBEHHOI'O MHTEJJIEKTa JJIsl aKaJeMHUeCcKOro nuchbMa. 1 HaJierch, 4To Bbl CMOXKETE
MIOMOYb MHE PacIpOCTPAaHUTh 3TO 3JIEKTPOHHOE MHUCHMO CPEAM CTYJICHTOB Balllel
MPOTPaMMBI.

S mpurnamaro MarucTpaHToOB, UMEIOIIKX ONBIT Pa0OTHI C MHCTPYMEHTAMU IS
MMChMa OCHOBAaHHBIMU Ha MCKYCCTBEHHOM MHTEJUIEKTE, IPUHSTH Y4aCTHE B MOEM
uccienoBanuu. B pamkax nccnenoBanus OyayT MPpOBENEHBI ONPOC, AEATENBHOCTD
HCCIIEIOBATENIbCKOIO METOIa OCHOBAaHHOTO Ha UCKYCCTBE, M HHTEPBBIO (hoKyc-Tpymibl. B
LIEJIOM yJacTue 3aiMeT npumepHo 70-85 MUHYT. S OTIpaBIIO €ie OJHO JIEKTPOHHOE
MMCHMO B Ka4e€CTBE HAIIOMUHAHUS Ha CIEAYIOIIeH Heaene, YTOObl yOeAUThCs, YTO BbI
MOJIYYMJIM MOE€ JIEKTpOHHOE nHchbMo. Cracu0o 3a Baile nmoHuMaHue. Eciiu Bbl TOTOBBI
MIOMOYb B 3TOM Ba)KHOM HCCIICZIOBAHHH, 51 YOSIUTEIHHO MPOILY BaC OTIPABUTh
CIIEYIONLYI0 HH(GOPMALIUIO MO 3JIEKTPOHHOM MMOYTe BCEM CTYACHTaM, 00y4Jarouumcs B
Ballleil mporpamme.

JIEKTPOHHOE MUCbMO MATUCTPAHTAM
Maructpanram: YBakaeMble MaruCTPaHTHI,

bbin 11 y Bac onbIT UCIIOIB30BaHUSI HHCTPYMEHTOB MCKYCCTBEHHOT'O MHTEIIJIEKTA
Uil akagemudeckoro nucbma? Ecnu fa, To s mpennararo BaM NPUHATh y4acTHE B BAKHOM
Hay4HOM MCCJIEJOBaHUH, YHUKAJIBHOM ]ISl Ka3aXCTAHCKOTO KOHTEKcTa. Bam npennaraercs

INPUHATH YU4aCTHC B aHKCTUPOBAHUM, HCCIIeN0BaTEIbCKOM ACATCIIBHOCTH, OCHOBAHHOH Ha
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HCKYCCTBE, U HHTEPBBIO B (POKYC-TPYIIE, KOTOPbIe OYAyT MPOBOAUTHCS B pa3HbIC JIHU U B
L[eJI0M 3aiMyT 0KkoJ10 70-85 MuHyT Bauiero BpemeHu. CoryiacHO BallieMy IIPeANOYTEHUIO,
BbI TAK)KE MOJKETE BHIOpATh WHAMBUIyAIbHOE coOECe0BaHIE BMECTO y9acTHs B POKyC-
rpymme. [Ipenocrasiennas BamMu HHGOpPMAILIKS IOMOXKET MOHATh, KAK MHCTPYMEHTBI IS
MUChMa OCHOBAHHBIE HA MICKYCCTBEHHOM MHTEIUIEKTE ()OPMHUPYIOT TPAaMOTHOCTh
crynaeHToB B Kazaxcrane. Baiie nms, cenuanbHOCTb WU roj1 00ydeHus He OyayT
BKJIIOUEHBI B HCCJIEIOBAHUE, U Ballle y4acTUE HUKOMM 00pa3oM He MOBJIHUSET Ha Bally
yueOy.

Bbl MokeTe cBSi3aThCs CO MHOM uepe3 MO0 JIMYHYIO JIEKTPOHHYIO TOUTY,
Whatsapp wiu Telegram, kotopsie yka3anbl Hroke. L{eb 3TOro KaueCTBEHHOTO
UCCIIeIOBaHUS, T.€. C UCIIOJIb30BaHUEM OTIpoca, GOKYC-TPYII U IS TEIbHOCTH,
OCHOBAHHOM Ha UCKYCCTBE, COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI MOHSTh, KaK CTYAE€HTHI UCIIOJIb3YIOT
MHCTPYMEHTBHI JJIs IMChbMa OCHOBAaHHbIE Ha HICKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTeIUIeKkTe B KazaxcraHe.
ITonnmanme onbITa pabOTHI yyaluxcs ¢ MHCTPYMEHTaMHU UCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEJIEKTa
MOJKET MOBJIMATh HA IOHUMaHME NpenoJjaBaTeIs MU HHCTPYMEHTOB AJIs MCbMa
OCHOBAHHBIX Ha HCKYCCTBEHHOM MHTEIIEKTE, IOCKOJIbKY OHU MOJIy4aT BO3MOKHOCTh
pa3o0parbcs B mpolsieMe ¢ TOUKU 3pEHUs yJaluxcsi. 9T0, B CBOIO 04€PE/lb, MOXKET
MOBJIMATH HA UX MPAKTUKY IPENojaBaHus MMcbMeHHOHM peun. Kpome Toro, Bo Bpems
poBeAeHus GOKyc-rpymni OyAyT NPeloCTaBIATbCSA OECIUIaTHBIA KO(e U 3aKyCKH.
[Moxanyiicra, HCIONB3YIHTE MOKO JIMUHYIO AEKTPOHHYIO nouty, \Whatsapp nnu Telegram,
YTOOBI CBSI3aThCS CO MHOM:

zhanel.zakirova@gmail.com +77052089835



160

Appendix F: Informed Consent Forms
Exploring Artificial Intelligence as a Literacy Practice: Graduate Students’
Navigation of Al and Academic Writing

DESCRIPTION: You are invited to take part in a research study on the experiences of
Kazakstani graduate students’ use of artificial intelligence tools in their academic writing,
undertaken by Zhanel Zakirova, NUGSE MA program student. The purpose of this study
is to explore how Al writing tools shape the literacy practices of graduate students and
their implications for their academic writing. If you agree to participate in the study, you
will be required to draw a significant circle, complete a questionnaire, and participate in a
focus group interview. If you prefer, you can also choose an individual interview instead
of participating in the focus group. During the interviews, conversations will be audio-
recorded. If you refuse to be recorded, written notes will be taken.
Confidentiality will be ensured regarding any information gained by the end of the
interview. Your name will not be included in the study and you will be given participant
codes instead. To ensure confidentiality, electronic data will be stored in a password-
secured laptop, while the hardcopy materials will be stored in a key-locked drawer. Only
the researcher and the research supervisor will have access to the data. The final draft of
the thesis will not contain any material that can inadvertently reveal your identity. After
the study is finished, all interview recordings, notes, questionnaire forms, and consent
forms will be deleted.
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation in this study will approximately take 70-85
minutes of your time. Considering your schedule, you can fill out the significant circle and
the questionnaire at the time and place that are convenient to you. Focus groups will be
scheduled for the time that is convenient for all participants. The significant circle will take

no more than 20 minutes of your time. In addition, the questionnaire should take
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approximately 20 minutes and the focus group interviews are planned to last for
approximately 30-45 minutes.
RISKS AND BENEFITS:

This study carries minimal risks for the participants. The researcher will not collect
any identifiable information during the study, including your name, surname, exact age,
address, year of study or major. Other potentially identifiable data gathered during the
study will not be revealed to the administration of the university, members of the faculty,
staff or any external parties. There are no other foreseen risks associated with your
participation in this study. If you withdraw your participation, the data you provided will
be deleted.

The potential benefits that you might reasonably expect include the opportunity to
share your experience in a research study that is unique for the Kazakhstani context, and
gain fresh insights about the use of Al for academic writing. The current study is expected
to provide insights into how Al affects students’ literacies and the benefits and drawbacks
of writing with Al, which might offer recommendations for improving teaching writing
strategies. Your choice regarding whether to take part in this study or not will have no
impact on your academic standing.

PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS:

Your participation is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw your consent or
discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. The alternative is not to participate. You have the right to refuse to
answer particular questions. The results of this research study will be used for writing a
Master thesis and may also be presented at scientific or professional meetings or published

in scientific journals. If you have any questions or need a copy of the findings from this
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study, please feel free to reach out to me via the email address or phone number provided
below.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Questions: If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research,

its procedures, risks and benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student
work, Michelle Bedeker, michelle.bedeker@nu.edu.kz, or the researcher, Zhanel Zakirova,
zhanel.zakirova@nu.edu.kz, +77024753656.

Independent contact: If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if
you have any concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights
as a participant, please contact the NUGSE Research Committee to speak to someone
independent of the research team at +7 7172 709359. You can also write an email to the
NUGSE Research Committee at gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Please sign this consent form if you agree to participate in this study.

e | have carefully read the information provided,;

e | confirmthat | am 18 or | am elder than 18;

e | have been given full information regarding the purpose and procedures of the
study;

e | understand how the data collected will be used, and that any confidential
information will be seen only by the researchers and will not be revealed to anyone
else;

e | understand that | am free to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a
reason;

e With full knowledge of all foregoing, | agree, of my own free will, to participate in
this study.

Signature: Date:
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The extra copy of this signed and dated consent form is for you to keep.
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Axknaparranasipsuiran Keaicim ®@opmacst

Kacanapl UaTesuiexTTi CayarThlibik [IpakTukacsl Peringe 3eprrey:

Marucrpantrapabin 7K Men Akagemusiinbik 2Kazyna barnap Anysl
CUITATTAMA: Ci3 s)xacanpl HHTCIUICKT KypaIapblH aKaJeMHUSUTBIK JKa3y/1a
naigananyIarel Ka3aKCTaH/IBIK MAarHCTPAHTTAPABIH TOKIprOeCiH TanyFa apHasFad HY
JKBBM maructpiix 6argapiaaMachiHbIH CTyeHT1 3akupoBa JKaHenb ©TKI3ETIH 3epTTey
’KYMBICBIHA KAaTBICYFa MMaKbIPBUIIBIHBI3. Byl 3epTTey ®KYMBICHIHBIH MaKCaTHI - )KaCaH/IbI
WHTEJUIEKTKE HETI3/IeNITeH a3y KypalIapbl MaruCTPaHTTap/IbIH CayaTThIIBIK
MpaTUKaCchIHA KaJlail ocep €TETIHIIrH, COHAA-aK OChl KYpalIapAblH CTYICHTTEPAIH
aKaJIeMUSIIBIK JKa3ybIHA 9CEepiH TYCiHy. Erep ci3 3epTTey >KyMBIChIHA KATBICYFa KETICCEHI3,
ci3re MaHbI3/IBUIBIK IIEHOEPIH cally, cayallHamMara *oHe (OKYC-TONTHIH CyXOaThIHA KAThICY
Kaxet 0omanbl. Ci3/1iH KaJlaybIHBI3 OOMBIHIIA, C13 (POKYC-TOT CYXOaThIHA KATHICYIBIH
OpHBIHA )KEKe CyX0aTKa KaThICyFa epik Ounaipe amaceiz. CyxOat OapbIChIHIA OHTIMENep
mukTo(donFa xa3putanel. Erep ci3 oHriMeHI1H TUKTO(OHFA XKa3bUTYbIH KaJlaMacaHbI3,
3epTTeYII KoJIJIaH x)az0aap kacaThiH 001aapl. Cyx0aT HOTHIKECIH/IE aIbIHFaH Ke3
KEeJreH aKnapaTKa KaThICThl KYIMUSUIBUIBIK KaMTamachl3 etuiell. Ci3iH aThIHbI3 3epTTey
’KYMBICBIHJIa aTaJIMaii/ibl )KIHE OHBbIH OPHBIHA apHaiibl KOJ KOJIJIaHbUIATBIH O0JIaIbI.
KynusiiplIbIKThI KAMTaMachl3 €Ty YILIH 3JIEKTPOHABIK AEPEKTep KYIus co30€H KOpFaFaH
HOYTOYKTa caKTaJlaJbl, ajl KaFa3 MaTepraiapbl KYJIbIIITAIFaH TapTa/la CaKTalaThlH
Oonagpl. Jlepekrepre Tek 3epTTEyYIIi dKoOHE OHBIH FhIJIBIMU JKETEKILICI KOJI JKeTKI3e alaThlH
6omaapl. JluccepTallusiHbIH COHFBI HYCKAChIH/IA Ci3/1H TYJIFaHbI3/Ibl SIKepesIeH TIH
MaTepuangap 0osMaiiibl. 3epTTey asKTalraHHaH KeiliH GapibIk cyx0aT jkazbanapsl,
Kazbanap, cayaHaManap jKoHe KelliciM (popmanapsl xKONBIIATBIH 00TaIbI.
KATBICY YAKBITBI: Ci3ziH ocbl 3epTTey )KYMBIChIHA KaThICYBIHBI3 mamaMeH 70-85

MUHYT YaKbITBIHBI3/bI alajibl. MaHBI3BUTBIK mieHOepi 20 MUHYTTaH acTaThIiH YaKbIT
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anaapl. COHBIMEH KaTap, cayaiHama mamaMmeH 20 MUHYT anajibl )koHe (GoKyc-Tom
cyx0OarrapblHbIH mamMameH 30-45 MUHYTKA CO3BUTYBI JKOCTIApJIaHFaH.

TOYEKEJIJIEP MEH APTBIKIIBIJIBIKTAP: ocbl 3epTTeyre KaTbicyMeH
0aiTaHBICTHI TOYEKENIEp MUHIUMAIIBL. 3epTTey OapbhIChIHIA 3ePTTEYIIi Ci3/IiH
TYJIFAaHBI30CH COMKECTCHIIPIIIC ATaThIH aKNapaTThl, OHBIH IIIHJC aTHIHBI3IbI, TET1HI3II,
HAKThI J)KaChIHBI3]IbI, MEKEH-KAHBIHBI3/IbI, OKY JKBUIBIHBI3IbI, HEMECe MaMaHIbIF bIHBI3
TypaJibl aKMapaTThl )KUHAMAWIBI. 3epTTey OaphIChIHIA JKHHAIFAH 0acKa COMKECTeH LTyl
BIKTUMAJI JIEPEKTEP YHUBEPCUTET OKIMIIUIITIHE, (DaKyIbTET MYIIEIEpiHe, KbI3METKEPIIepTe,
HeMece Oerjie agamaapra ambiiManel. KyHTi30€H13re 0ailIaHbICThI Ci3 ©31HI3Te BIHFAIIIBI
Ke3 KeJITeH YaKBIT TICH XKep/ie MaHBI3IbUIBIK IIEHOSPI MEH cayalTHaMaHbI TOJITHIPA alachl3.
doxkyc-Tontap 0apibIK KaThICYIIBUIAPFA BIHFAHIIBI YaKBITKA YKOCIIAPJIAHATRIH 001 IbI.
Ochl 3epTTeyre KaThICybIHbI3Fa OAMIaHBICTHI 0acka Toyekenaep 0ospkanbaraH. Erep ci3
KaTbIcyaH 0ac TapTcaHbI3, Ci3 OepreH OapiIbIK JEPEKTEP KOWbLIAIbI.

Ocpl 3epTTeyre KaTbICybIHbI30€H OaliIaHbICThI KYTE aJIaThIH 9JICYETT1 apTHIKIIBUIBIKTapFa
Ka3aKCTaH/IbIK KOHTEKCT YIIiH Oiperei 00BN TaObIIaThIH 3€PTTEY )KYMBICHIHIA 63
TOKIpHOCHI30eH 06J1icy )KOHE aKaJAeMUSIIBIK Ka3yda KacaH Ikl HHTEJUICKTTI Mai1aiaHy
TypaJibl ’KaHa UesIap aly MyMKIH/IT1 )KaTaabl. AFBIMIAFbl 3epTTeY jKacaH bl HHTEIICKT
CTYICHTTEPAIH CayaTThUIBIFbIHA KaJlail ocep eTeTiHi KOHE )KacaH bl UHTEJIEKT apPKbLIbI
Ka3yJIbIH apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPbl MEH KEMILLTIKTEP1 Typaibl TYCiHIK Oepeni nen KyTityae. by
03 Ke3€eTiH/Ie ’Ka3yFa YUPETY CTpaTerusiapbliH KETUIAIPY YChIHBICTapbIHA HETi3 6011a
ananel. Ci3/11H OCBI 3epTTEYTe KaThICy HEMece oJjaH 0ac TapTy MIEHIiMiHI3 CI3/IiH
aKaJeMUSUIBIK TYPBICHIHBI3FA oCep eTHeHIi.

KATBICYUIbBI KYKBIKTAPDBI: Ci3aiH KaTbICybIHBI3 epikTi 00k Ta0bimaabl. Ci3
KeTiCIMIHI3/IeH 0ac TapTyFa HeMece Ke3 KEeNTeH YaKbITTa eIl TYCiHIKTeMe OepMecTeH

HeMmece, Oackaria >karaaia cisre TUeCTi OOJBIN TaOBUTATHIH aPTHIKIIBIIBIKTAPBIHBI3IAH
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alipIppUIMai, KaThICY/IbI JOFapyFa KYKbUIBICHI3. baiama - kateicynan O6ac tapty. CizziH
Oenrini Oip cypakrapra xkayan Oepy/eH 6ac TapTyFa KYKbIFBIHBI3 Oap. by 3eprreyain
HOTHKEIIEpi FRUIBIMHA HEMECe KOCIOM KUHAIBICTAp/Aa YCHIHBUTYBI HEMECE FhUTBIMH
KypHaIap/aa skapusiianysl MyMKiH. Erep Kanmaii na 6ip cypakrapbliHbI3 0oJica Hemece
OCBI 3€PTTEY KYMBICHI HOTHXKEJICPIHIH KOIIIPMECIH aJIFbIHBI3 KEeJICe, MaFaH TOMEH/ICT1
ANIEKTPOHJIBIK MOIITa HEMece TesieOH HOMIP1 apKbUIbI Xabapiiaca anachis.
BAWJAHBIC AKITAPATBI:
Cypakmap: erep CI3]IiH OCBI 3€pTTEYTe, OHBI )KYPri3y pociMiHe, TOYEKeIAep MEH
apTHIKITBIIBIKTAPBIHA KATHICTBI CYPaKTapbIHbI3, ECKEPTYIIECPIHI36 HeMece MaFbIMIapbIHbI3
00J1ca, OCHI CTYJIEHTTIH MaruCTPJIIK UCCEPTAIUACHIHBIH keTekIrici Mumens bexekepre,
michelle.bedeker@nu.edu.kz nemece 3eprreyminiy o3ine, XKanens 3akupoBara,
zhanel.zakirova@nu.edu.kz, +77024753656 xabapiacbIHbI3.
Tayenciz éainansic: Erep ci3 Oy 3epTTey/IiH Kajaid )Kypri3uireHiMeH
KaHaraTTaHOACaHBI3, dJI/IC 3€PTTEY HEMECE KaThICYIIIBI PETIHIETT ©31HI3JI1H KYKBIKTAPBIHbI3
Typasbl KaHJai 1a 6ip Mocenenep, MaFrbiMIap HeMece Kallllbl CypaKTapbIHbI3 00JIca,
3epTTey TOObIHA KATHICHI )KOK TOyeJICI3 TyJIFara Tene(oH apKbLIbl Xabapiacy yIIiH
Koraps! binim bepy Mekte6inin 3eprrey Komurterine xabapaaceiapiz +7 7172 709359.
Ci3 conpaii-ak XKorapsl binim bepy Mekte6inin 3eprrey Komurerine 37eKTpOHIBIK XaT
’a3za anachl3 gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
Erep ci3 ocbl 3epTTeyre KaTbiCyFa KeIiCCeHi3, OChI KeliciM (hopMachiHa KOJI KOMBIHBI3.

e MeH OepinreH akmapaTThl MYKHUSIT OKBII IIBIKTHIM;

e Men 18 xacta exkeHiM/lI Hemece 18 jxacTaH acKaHBIM/IbI PAaCTalMBbIH;

e MaraH 3epTTey/IiH MaKcaTTapbl MEH paciMJIepi Typasibl TOJBIK aKmapat oepiiai;
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e MeH XHUHAJIFaH JepEKTePAiH Kalnail maiianaHblIaTbIHBIH, KYIHS aKlmapar TeK
3epTTeyIIiiepre KO >KeTiMIi OOJIaThIHBIH JKOHE Oer/ie ajaMaapra KeTiMci3
00JTaTBIH/IBIFBIH TYCIHEMIH;

e MeH TyciHiKTeMe OepMeii-ak, Ke3 KeITeH YaKbpITTa 3epTTeyre KaTbicyaH 6ac
TapTyFa KYKbIFBIM Oap €KeHIH TYCIHEMiH;

e JKorappiga aTanraH OapIIbIK JKaFJaiiap bl TOJIBIK TYCIHE OTBIPHII, MEH 03
€pKIMMEH OChI 3epTTEyre KaTbICyFa KeIICEMIH.

Kousr: Kynt:

Ocbl KeJticiM (popMachIHBIH KOJI KOMBLIFAH K9HE KYHi KOpceTiireH Keulipmeci cizre

caKrayra Oepiieni.
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®opmbl UupopmupoBannoro Cornacust
HN3yuenue UckyccrBennoro Unreniexkra B Kauecrse Conuanbnoii [lpakruxkn: Kak
Marucrpantbl Opuentupyrorces B UckyccrBeHHoM MHTe /IeKTe H AKaeMHYECKOM
IHucsme
OIIUCAHME: Bbl npurnamessl IpUHATD y4aCTHE B UCCIIEOBAHUU MOCBSILIEHHOMY
M3YYEHUIO OIIbITa Ka3aXCTAaHCKUX MArUCTPAHTOB B MCIIOJIb30BAHUN UHCTPYMEHTOB
HCKYCCTBEHHOI'O MHTEJUIEKTA B CBOEM aKaJeMU4eCKOM nucbMe. Llenb aToro uccienoBanus
- U3Y4UTb, KAK MHCTPYMEHTBHI JUIsl TMCbMa HCIIOJIb3YIOIINE NCKYCCTBEHHBIN MHTEIUIEKT
BJIMSIOT HA MPAKTUKHA IPAMOTHOCTH MaruCTPaHTOB, & TAK)KE UX BIMSIHUE HA X
aKaJIEMUYECKOE MTUCHMO.
OIIMCAHME: Bebl npurnamieHsl IpUHATh y4aCTHE B UCCIEAOBAHUH, IIPOBOJIUMOM
Kanens 3akupoBoii, cTyaeHTKOM mporpaMmbl Maructparypsl BHIO HY, nocsimenHomy
U3Y4EHHUIO OIBITAa Ka3aXCTAHCKUX MAaruCTPAaHTOB B HCIIOJIb30BAHUHA HHCTPYMEHTOB
HCKYCCTBEHHOT'O MHTEJUIEKTa B CBOEM aKaJIeMUYECKOM NUCbMe. Lenb aToro nccnenoBanus
- U3y4YUTb, KAK MHCTPYMEHTHI JUIsl IMCbMA UCIOJIB3YIOIINE HCKYCCTBEHHBIM HHTEIIEKT
BIIMSIOT HA HOBBIE IIPAKTUKKU IPAMOTHOCTH, a TAK)KE NOTEHLUAIbHbBIE IPEUMYLIECTBA U
HEJO0CTaTKU, KOTOPbIE JAHHBIE HHCTPYMEHTBI HECYT Ul aKaJ€MUYECKOrO MUChMa
MarucTpaHToB. Eciu BbI cOTIacHBI y4acTBOBATh B UCCIIEOBAHUH, BaM HY)KHO OyJeT
HApHCOBAaTh “KPYr 3HAYUMOCTH ’, TPOUTH OIPOC, a TAKKE Y4ACTBOBATH B MHTEPBBIO (POKYC
rpymnsl. CorjaacHo BallUM MPEANOYTEHUSAM, BBl TAKXKe MOYKETE BbIOpATh HHAUBUYAIbHOE
MHTEPBBIO BMECTO yJacTHs B (pokyc-rpymie. Bo Bpemst nuHTepBbIO Oeceabl OyayT
3aMuCBIBAThCS Ha AUKTO(GOH. Ecim Bbl He jkenaeTe 4ToObl pa3roBOp 3alUChIBANIN, OYayT
CZEJIaHbl TUCbMEHHBIE 3AMETKHU.
KondunenmnuansHocTh OyaeT obecrnieyeHa B OTHOLIEHUH 110001 nHpopmanuuy,

HOHy‘iCHHOﬁ B PE3YJIbTATC UHTCPBLIO. Bamie ums He 6y,Z[CT YIIOMHHATHCA B UCCIICAOBAHUH,
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BMECTO HHX OyJIeT HCIIOJIb30BaH CIIeIHaIbHBIN KoA. s oGecrieuenus
KOH(HUICHIINATEHOCTH, IEKTPOHHBIE TaHHBIE OyIyT XPaHUTHCS HA 3alIUIIICHHOM
apoJjeM HOyTOyKe, a OyMaxkHble MaTepuasbl OyAyT XpaHUTHCS B 3aKPHITOM HA 3aMOK
smuke. JlocTyn K JaHHBIM OyAYyT UMETh TOJIBKO UCCIIEI0BATEINb U €€ HayUHBbIH
pykoBoauTenb. OKOHYATENbHAS BEPCUS TUCCEPTALIMU HE OYZIET COJIepKaTh MAaTePHAJIOB,
KOTOpbIE MOTJIM ObI pacKpbIBaTh Ballly JMUYHOCTb. [10 3aBepIlIeHNH HCClieIOBaHUS BCE
3aMMCH UHTEPBbIO, 3aMETKH, ONIPOCHI U (OPMBI coraacusi OyyT yAajaeHbl.

BPEMS YUYACTUS: Bame yyactue B JaHHOM UCCIIEOBaHUM 3aliMeT NPUOIU3UTENIBHO
70-85 muHyT Bamrero BpeMeHu. Kpyr 3HaunMocTH 3aiiMer He Oosiee 20 MUHYT BaIIero
BpemeHu. Kpome Toro, onpoc 3aiiMer npubiusurensHo 20 MUHYT, @ HHTEPBbIO (POKyC-
TPYIIBI 3aIJIJaHUPOBaHbl HAa TpuMepHO 30-45 MUHYT.

PUCKHU U ITPEUMYIIECTBA: [loTeHUMalbHbIE PUCKHU, CBSI3aHHBIE C JAHHBIM
uccleI0BaHuEM, MUHUMaJIbHBL. B TeueHue uccnenoBanus ncciaenoBaTelb He Oyner
cobupath Kakyr-1100 WACHTU(OUIUPYIONTYIO HHGOPMAITIIO, BKIIFOYAst BaIlle UMS,
(bamuIHIo, TOYHBIN BO3pACT, aJipec, roJl 00y4eHHsl, UJIU ClIelUaIbHOCTh. Jpyrue
MOTEHIMATBFHO UIACHTU(PUIIMPYEMbIE TaHHBIE, IOJYYSHHbIE B XOJI€ UCCIEI0BaHUS, HE
OyIyT pacKpbIBaThCs aIMUHUCTPALIMY YHUBEPCUTETA, WieHaM (aKyabTeTa, IePCOHATY
WJIY BHELIHUM CTOpOHaM. B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT Balllero paclucaHusl, Bbl MOKETE 3alI0JIHUTh
Kpyr 3HaunmocTy u npoiitu onpoc B MOO0BIX YAOOHBIX BaM BpeMs U Mecte. Dokyc
IpyIIb OyAyT 3allIaHUPOBAHBI HA YIOOHOE JUTSl BCEX YYaCTHUKOB BpeMs. Jlpyrue pucku,
CBSI3aHHBIE C BAlllUM YYaCTHEM B 3TOM HUCCIIEIOBAaHUH, HE IPUIBUIEHBI. Eciin Bb
OTKa)KeTeCh OT CBOETO y4acTHsl, IPEI0OCTAaBICHHbIE BaMU JaHHbIE OYIyT YAaJIeHBbI.
IToTeHManpHbIe MPEUMYILECTBA, KOTOPBIE BB MOXKETE 05KMJ1aTh, BKIIOYAIOT BO3MOYKHOCTD
MIOJICIUTHCS BALLIM ONBITOM B MCCJIE0BATENbCKOM paboTe, YHUKAIBHOM JUis

Ka3aXCTaHCKOI'0 KOHTCKCTA, U MMOJTYUYUTh HOBBIC UJICU O MCIIOJIb30BAaHUHU UCKYCCTBCHHOTI'O
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MHTEJUICKTa B aKaJieMHU4ecKoM nucbme. OKUAaeTcs 4To TeKyIlee UCCIeI0BaHue AacT
MPEACTABJICHUE O TOM, KaK HCKYCCTBEHHBIM MHTEIUICKT BJIUSET Ha FPAMOTHOCTh CTYJICHTOB
1 0 MPEUMYIIECTBAX M HEJOCTATKAaX MMChMa C UCIIOJIH30BAHUEM HCKYCCTBEHHOTO
WHTEJUICKTA, YTO MOKET MOCTYKUTh OCHOBOM ISl pEKOMEHAAIM JIJIs1 yydllIeHUs
CTpaTeruii 00y4eHus nucbMy. Bai BEIOOp yd4acTBOBATH B TOM UCCIICOBAHUH WITH
OTKa3aThCs OT HETO HE IMOBJIMACT Ha Ballle aKaJIeMHUIECKOE TTOJI0KCHHE.

IMPABA YYACTHMUMKA: Bamie yuactue siByisieTcsi J0OpOBOJBHBIM, U Y BaC €CTh IIPaBO
0TO3BaTh CBOE COTJIACHE WM NMPEKPATUTDh yUacThe B JII000e BpeMs 0e3 Kakux-1rdo
MOCJIEICTBUH WJIM YTPAThl TPUBUJIETH KOTOPBIE BaM, B MHOM ClIydae, IoJIararoTcs.
AJNBTEpHATUBOM SIBISETCS OTKA3 OT y4acTHsA. Y Bac €CTh MPABO OTKA3aThCA OTBEYATh Ha
OTIpeIeJIEHHBIE BOMPOCHL. Pe3yIbTaThl 3TOTO UCCIEA0BAHUS MOTYT OBITh ITPEACTABICHBI HA
Hay4HBIX WX MPO(ECcCHOHATBHBIX COOpaHUSX WM OMyOJUKOBAHBI B HAYYHBIX JKypHaIaX.
Ecnu y Bac ecTh kakue-11u00 BOMPOCHI MM BaM HY>KHA KOTIHS pe3yIbTaTOB ATOTO
HCCeI0BaHus, BBl MOXKETE 00paTUTHCS KO MHE IO YKa3aHHOMY HIDKE aJIpecy
ANIEKTPOHHOM MOYTHI UJIM HOMEpPY TeledoHa.

KOHTAKTHAS UH®OPMAIIUS:

Bonpocwi: Ecnu y Bac ecTh BOIIPOCHI, 3aMEUaHHUS WITH YKAJIOOBI 110 TIOBOJTY TAHHOTO
MCCIIeIOBAHUS, MPOLIETYPHI €ro MPOBEICHUS, PUCKOB U MPEUMYIIECTB, 00OPATUTECH K
HAayYHOMY PYKOBOAMTEIIO MaruCTEPCKON JUCCepTAllMK JAaHHOTO CTyaeHTa, Muliens
Benekep, michelle.bedeker@nu.edu.kz, uau k camomy uccnenoBarento, JKaHesnb
3akuposoii, zhanel.zakirova@nu.edu.kz, +77024753656.

He3aBucumblii KOHTaKT: ECiM BBl HE yI0BJIETBOPEHBI TEM, KaK MPOBOJIUTCS 3TO
HCCIIeIOBAaHUE, UJTH Y Bac €CTh KaKHe-TM00 MPoOIeMbl, )KanoObl WIIH 0OIIIe BOIIPOCHI O
WCCIE0BAaHUY WM BalllUX IIPaBaxX Kak y4aCTHHUKA, MOKAIYICTa, CBIKUTECH C

UccnenoBatensckum Komurerom Bricmeit kot O6pa3oBanusi, 4ToObI 00paTUTHCS K
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HE3aBUCHMOMY JIMITY, HE CBSI3aHHOMY C HCCIIEI0BATEIbCKOM KOMaHIOMU, 0 Tenedony +7

7172 709359. Bbl Taxke MOKeTe HaKMcaTh AIEKTPOHHOE UCcbMO HccienoBarenbeckomy

Komutery Bricmieit [lIkoapr O0pa3oBanus, 1o agpecy gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

[Nosxanyiicta, MOANUIIATE NAaHHYIO (OPMY COTJIACHS, €CIIH BbI COTJIAIIAETECh Y4aCTBOBAThH

B JaHHOM HCCJICIOBaHUHU.

e S| BHUMATEIHHO MPOUHTAI MPEIOCTABICHHYIO HH(POPMAIINIO;

e S moxareepknato, yTo MHe 18 neT unu 5 crapiue 18;

e MuHue ObUIa MpeAOCTaBIICHA MOTHAS HH(GOPMAITUS O LETAX U MPOoIeaypax
HCCTIEOBAHUS,

e Sl monmmaro, Kak OyayT UCIIOIB30BATHCS COOpAHHBIE JAaHHBIC U YTO
KOoHpUACHITHANbHAs HHGOpMAITUs OYAET TOCTYITHA TOIBKO UCCIEA0BATENISIM H
OyZeT HeJJOCTYIHA IPYT UM JIMLAM;

e S| moHMMarI0, YTO 5 BIIPaBE OTKA3aThCs OT YU4acCTHUsl B UCCIIEIOBAaHUH B JII000€
BpeMsi, HE J1aBasi 00bSICHEHUH;

e (C MOJIHBIM OCO3HAHHEM BCEX BBILIEIEPEUUCICHHBIX O0OCTOSTENBCTB, S 10
coOCTBEHHOM BOJIe, COTJallalch MPUHITH y4aCTHE B JAHHOM HCCIIEI0BaHUU.

TToamuce: MHara:

JonmosiHuTEIbHASL KONIMS 3TOM MOANMUCAHHON U 1aTHPOBaHHOI opMBbI coriacusi

NpeaoCTaBJadACTCHa BaM /IJId COXPpaHCHHUS.
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Extracts from participants’ answers Codes Subthemes - Themes
Well, I would suggest getting ideas from ChatGPT, Research as Al-Informed ' Emerging Al-
but then look for articles yourself and support these Inquiry Research Literacy ' Informed
ideas. Complicate them and see if they fit your Practices | Academic
work.  Literacy

- Practices
It has no access to new data. GPT 3.5, for example, Complaining Unaffordability of ' Challenges of
has information about all the data until November  About the Premium Versions Writing with Al
2022, Free Version '
Initially, I felt excited. I think I was the first to Feeling Shame Power Relations Navigating
discover these tools, but for some reason, I was ' Institutional
shamed by my peers as they thought it was | Practices
unethical or even dangerous. Honestly, [ took it Valuing Ethics Ethical Navigating
personally and stopped sharing my excitement, but Considerations in Al | Institutional
then, gradually, everyone started using it but was Use Practices
hesitant to share. I could smell the "guilt" in the air, Feeling Al as a Writing ' Benefits of
but I think that as long as you are honest with Confident, Support | Writing with Al
yourself and don't simply generate text but work on = Empowered '
enhancing and making it better and more coherent, Time (V) Al as a Writing  Benefits of

Al does its job. Overall, I feel empowered; it saves
my time, eases my mind, and, most importantly,
helps with my writer's block.

Support

- Writing with Al
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