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Classroom Action Research: students’ anecdote writing skills. Following the Kemmis and McTaggart
Generative AL Think Pair Share; model, two cycles were conducted with 43 students of class X E at
Writing Skills SMAN 20 Bandung, Indonesia, in August 2026. Writing was assessed
with a weighted five-aspect analytic rubric scored independently by two
raters (quadratic weighted k = 0.67). Success was defined as a class mean
of at least 75 and classical mastery of at least 75%, and gains were also
expressed as normalised gain, categorised as low (< 0.3), medium (0.3—
0.7), or high (= 0.7). The class mean rose from 60 (pre-cycle) to 67.5
(Cycle I) and 79 (Cycle II), and classical mastery from 27.9% to 41.9%
and 76.7%, meeting both criteria (normalised gain = 0.48, medium;
Wilcoxon p < .001), while student engagement rose from 65% to 85%.
Gains were largest in spelling and language use and smallest in content
and criticism, and five students declined because they wrote single-
paragraph, purely comic texts. Students’ writing skills therefore
improved after the implementation of the combined strategy; however,
because TPS and Al were introduced together without a comparison
group, the improvement cannot be attributed to Al alone.

1.INTRODUCTION

Writing is the most complex of the language skills because it requires writers to manage
several cognitive processes simultaneously, from generating and developing ideas and organising
content into a logical structure to selecting appropriate diction, constructing effective sentences, and
applying spelling and punctuation conventions. Because of this complexity, writing ability does not
develop merely through assignments that are submitted and graded; it requires a recurring cycle of
drafting, receiving feedback, and consciously revising. Graham (2019) argues that school-based
writing instruction often fails to provide students with sufficient time, guidance, and feedback to go
through this cycle, making a change in how writing is taught an urgent need. Empirically, a meta-
analysis of 435 studies involving more than 61,000 participants found that feedback has a medium
effect on learning (d = 0.48), and that the effect is larger when feedback carries specific information
and targets cognitive skills (Wisniewski et al., 2020). These findings suggest that the central problem
of writing instruction lies not in the presence or absence of feedback but in its quality, its specificity,
and the way students process the feedback they receive. In the Indonesian language curriculum for
Grade X, one of the writing competencies students must master is the anecdote text, a short narrative
that combines humour with criticism or satire directed at behaviour, policy, or social phenomena.
The text consists of five parts, namely abstract, orientation, crisis, reaction, and coda, each of which
has a distinct rhetorical function in building the storyline while conveying a critical message to the
reader (Rani et al., 2024). The distinctive feature of this genre is a dual demand rarely found in other
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genres: students must be funny and critical at the same time within a relatively short text, so failure
in either element causes the text to lose its identity as an anecdote. It is therefore unsurprising that
recent studies report low anecdote writing ability among Grade X students, particularly in idea
development, the use of humour and satire, and the coherence of text structure (Putra et al., 2026;
Putri et al., 2026). Various media-based interventions, such as YouTube videos, comic strips, and
instructional videos, have been tested to address this problem, but most of them focus on stimulating
ideas at the beginning of the writing process and pay little attention to the revision stage, which in
fact determines the final quality of the text (Putra et al., 2026; Putri et al., 2026; Rani et al., 2024).

These writing difficulties sit within a national literacy landscape that remains a cause for
concern. The PISA 2025 results released in September 2026 show that Indonesian students scored
365 in reading, roughly unchanged from PISA 2022, and that only about 27% of students reached
Level 2 or above, far below the OECD average of 69% (OECD, 2026). The same report notes that,
compared with 2015, the proportion of Indonesian students performing below Level 2 in reading
increased by 18 percentage points, indicating stagnation in text comprehension over the past decade
(OECD, 2026). At the national level, the 2025 Education Report (Rapor Pendidikan) recorded that
72.23% of senior high school students reached the minimum literacy competency, a figure that still
falls in the moderate category because it does not exceed the 75% threshold set for the good category
(Kemendikdasmen, 2026). Although both data sets measure reading literacy rather than writing
directly, they are relevant because the ability to produce meaningful texts rests on understanding text
structure, purpose, and context; weak reading literacy is therefore almost always reflected in the
quality of students’ writing. Preliminary observation in class X E at SMAN 20 Bandung revealed a
pattern consistent with these findings and national data. Students struggled to find story ideas
containing social criticism, so many texts stopped at amusing stories without a clear target of
criticism; the crisis and coda sections were often incomplete; humour was ineffective; and errors in
sentence construction and spelling persisted. In terms of process, some students were not actively
engaged and tended to rely on particular classmates during group work, so collaboration did not
produce equitable learning for all members. The pre-cycle test yielded a mean score of 60 with
classical mastery of 27.9%, meaning that only 12 of 43 students reached the Learning Objective
Achievement Criterion (Kriteria Ketercapaian Tujuan Pembelajaran, KKTP), while the remaining
31 students still required intervention. This situation indicates a twofold problem, a product problem
in the form of low text quality and a process problem in the form of uneven participation, so the
chosen solution needed to address both simultaneously. Students’ baseline writing ability was
established through the pre-cycle anecdote writing test, which was administered in one meeting and
scored by two raters using the analytic rubric described in the Methods section.

The Think Pair Share (TPS) strategy is relevant to the participation problem because its
structure requires every student to think and write independently (¢hink), test and refine ideas with a
partner (pair), and then share the outcome with the whole class (share), so that no student can rely
entirely on others. Empirical evidence from Indonesia consistently supports the effectiveness of TPS
in writing instruction across genres and levels. TPS raised explanatory text writing scores from a
mean of 63.45 to 86.94 and outperformed the Picture and Picture model (Hairira et al., 2025); it
produced higher procedure text writing scores than lecture-based instruction while increasing student
engagement and creativity (Josi, 2025); and, when combined with picture series, it yielded a post-
test mean of 78.16 compared with 70.36 in the control class, a significant difference (Chifa &
Andriyani, 2024). For anecdote texts specifically, a classroom action study by Iqlima (2020) reported
an increase in the mean score from 74.55 in Cycle I to 78 in Cycle II. Theoretically, the strength of
TPS lies in the pair stage, which is essentially a peer feedback mechanism; Huisman et al. (2019)
showed in a meta-analysis that peer feedback produces substantially greater writing improvement
than no feedback (g = 0.91), greater improvement than self-assessment (g = 0.33), and improvement
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comparable to teacher feedback. Nevertheless, the pair stage has a structural limitation: the quality
of feedback depends heavily on the partner’s ability, so two students who both misunderstand the
structure of an anecdote are likely to reinforce rather than correct each other’s errors. It is at this point
that generative artificial intelligence (Al) offers an opportunity as an additional source of feedback
that is always available and can be directed toward specific criteria. The 2026 survey by the
Indonesian Internet Service Providers Association (APJII) found that Generation Z is the age group
most actively using Al (29.4%) and that 30.2% of Al use is directed toward education and research
(APIJII, 2026). Studies in Islamic education settings published in this journal also report high
acceptance of Al writing tools among students, with behavioural intention as the strongest dimension
(Paulijah & Siswana, 2026), and show that such acceptance is shaped by the interaction of technical,
social, institutional, and ethical considerations (Nuraeni et al., 2026). Globally, a meta-analysis of 51
experimental studies found a large effect of ChatGPT on learning performance (g = 0.867) and
moderate effects on learning perception (g = 0.456) and higher-order thinking (g = 0.457) (Wang &
Fan, 2025), while another meta-analysis of 69 studies concluded that ChatGPT improves students’
academic performance and affective-motivational states (Deng et al., 2025).

In the domain of writing specifically, ChatGPT used as a formative feedback tool has been
shown to have a positive impact on academic writing skills, provided that students are trained to use
it so that the feedback they obtain is relevant (Mahapatra, 2024). Su et al. (2023) mapped how
ChatGPT can act both as a writing evaluator and as a “virtual peer” in the pre-writing, during-writing,
and post-writing stages, including outlining, content revision, proofreading, and reflection. Escalante
et al. (2023) found that learning outcomes with Al-generated feedback did not differ from those with
human tutor feedback, while students’ preferences were split almost evenly between the two. In
Indonesian language classrooms, integrating ChatGPT into a writing workshop was reported to
increase senior high school students’ interest, motivation, and writing ability, particularly when
combined with work-sharing activities that brought feedback from teachers and peers (Widiyarto et
al., 2025). Taken together, these findings show that generative Al has genuine potential as a feedback
provider, while also suggesting that its effectiveness is determined by the instructional design in
which it is placed. This potential is accompanied by risks that cannot be ignored. Steiss et al. (2024)
found that the quality of ChatGPT feedback on secondary students’ essays was slightly below that
of trained human raters on most feedback dimensions, although it remained useful for early drafts or
when trained educators were unavailable. A more fundamental risk is over-reliance, the tendency to
accept Al recommendations without questioning them, which, according to the systematic review by
Zhai et al. (2024), weakens critical thinking, decision-making, and analytical reasoning as users
favour cognitive shortcuts. Deng et al. (2025) also noted that ChatGPT use tends to reduce students’
mental effort and has no significant effect on self-efficacy, while a study in this journal showed that
Al use supports learning independence only when Al assists rather than replaces students’ reasoning
(Alfarabi et al., 2026). For this reason, UNESCO emphasises a human-centred approach that protects
learner agency in every use of generative Al in education (Miao & Holmes, 2023), in line with
reviews showing that the classroom opportunities offered by large language models are always paired
with challenges of accuracy, ethics, and dependence (Kasneci et al., 2023; Lo, 2023).

These previous studies leave a specific gap. First, the TPS studies on writing in Indonesia
(Chifa & Andriyani, 2024; Hairira et al., 2025; Iqlima, 2020; Josi, 2025) relied entirely on peers for
feedback and offered no support to compensate for the limited quality of feedback from equally
inexperienced partners. Second, studies of Al-generated writing feedback examined Al largely in
isolation from peer interaction, compared it with human tutors or teachers, and were conducted
mostly with university students writing academic or argumentative texts in English (Escalante et al.,
2023; Mahapatra, 2024; Steiss et al., 2024; Su et al., 2023). Third, the only model combining peer
feedback with Al used Al to improve the quality of the comments written by EFL university
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reviewers (Guo et al., 2024), rather than as an additional source of feedback for the writer, and it has
not been tested with secondary school students or with Indonesian-language genres. Fourth, recent
studies on anecdote writing have tested media that stimulate ideas at the beginning of the writing
process (Putra et al., 2026; Putri et al., 2026; Rani et al., 2024), but none has examined how feedback
during revision supports the dual demand of humour and criticism. Accordingly, this study offers
three contributions: (1) the explicit placement of generative Al in the pair stage as a second layer of
feedback after peer feedback, rather than before or instead of it; (2) its application to a humour-and-
criticism genre in Indonesian at the senior high school level; and (3) an accept—reject log that requires
students to justify accepting or rejecting each Al suggestion as a means of preserving writer agency.
This study aimed to describe the implementation of the generative Al-assisted TPS strategy in
anecdote writing instruction and to analyse changes in the anecdote writing skills of class X E
students at SMAN 20 Bandung following its implementation.

2.METHODS

This study employed classroom action research (CAR) based on the Kemmis and McTaggart
model, which views action research as a spiral of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting
conducted participatively by practitioners to improve their own practice (Kemmis et al., 2014). The
model was chosen because the problem originated in concrete classroom practice, and its
improvement required actions that could be adjusted gradually on the basis of evidence gathered in
each cycle. A similar approach has been used in action research published in this journal,
demonstrating that reflection between cycles enables targeted improvements to instructional media
and strategies (Rafilah et al., 2026). The study was conducted in two cycles, each consisting of four
interrelated stages, namely planning, acting, observing, and reflecting, with the results of the Cycle
I reflection serving as the basis for designing the improved actions in Cycle II. The participants were
all 43 students of class X E at SMAN 20 Bandung in the odd semester of the 2026/2027 academic
year, comprising 21 male and 22 female students. This class was selected because preliminary
observation and the pre-cycle test indicated low anecdote writing skills and uneven participation in
group activities. The study was carried out in August 2026 in two cycles, with the Indonesian
language teacher implementing the actions and the first author acting as an observer who recorded
the course of instruction. Data were collected through five instruments designed to capture both
product and process dimensions. An anecdote writing test was administered in the pre-cycle and at
the end of each cycle to measure the quality of students’ texts; in each test, students were required to
write an anecdote of three to four paragraphs. Observation sheets of student and teacher activities
were used to record student engagement in each TPS stage and the implementation of instructional
steps. A student response questionnaire was used to explore students’ perceptions of the instruction
and of Al use, while field notes and documentation, including the accept—reject logs, were collected
to document how students processed the feedback they received. The use of multiple instruments
served as methodological triangulation so that interpretation of the results did not rest solely on test
scores. Students’ texts were scored using a five-aspect analytic rubric, as presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Anecdote writing assessment rubric
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No. Aspect Indicators assessed Weight
1 Structural Contains abstract, orientation, crisis, reaction, and coda in a coherent 25%
completeness and connected sequence
2 Content and Raises a relevant social phenomenon and conveys criticism or satire 25%
criticism clearly
3 Humour Humour arises naturally, especially in the crisis and reaction, and 20%
supports the criticism
4  Language use Accurate diction, effective sentences, and use of the linguistic features 15%
of anecdote texts
5 Spelling and Conforms to the Indonesian Spelling Guidelines (EYD) 15%
punctuation

Table 2. Scoring criteria for the anecdote writing rubric

Score Category Scoring criterion
4 Very good Meets all indicators completely, accurately, and consistently
3 Good Meets most indicators with minor shortcomings
2 Fair Meets some indicators but still shows several shortcomings
1 Poor Does not yet meet most of the specified indicators

The rubric was developed from the learning outcomes for anecdote texts in the Indonesian
language curriculum and from the five structural elements of the genre, and its content validity was
reviewed by the Indonesian language teacher of the class, who also served as the second rater. Each
aspect was scored from 1 to 4 according to the criteria in Table 2. For each student, every aspect
score was converted to a 0—100 scale (score/4 x 100), and a weighted score was calculated using the
aspect weights in Table 1, so that structural completeness and content and criticism contributed most
to the final score, at 25% each. Scoring was carried out by two raters, namely the first author and the
Indonesian language teacher. Before scoring, both raters calibrated their understanding of the
indicators and scoring criteria, and they then scored the texts independently using the same rubric.
Each student’s final score was the mean of the two raters’ weighted scores. The aspect means
reported in Table 5 were obtained by averaging the two raters’ converted scores for each aspect and
each student, and then averaging these values across the 43 students. Inter-rater agreement is reported
in the Results section. This procedure was applied consistently in the pre-cycle, Cycle I, and Cycle
IT so that the measurements would capture the development of students’ anecdote writing skills
objectively and measurably. Quantitative data were analysed using descriptive statistics, namely the
class mean, standard deviation, median, aspect-level mean scores, the percentage of classical
mastery, and the percentage of student engagement. Classical mastery was calculated as the number
of students reaching the KKTP divided by the total number of students multiplied by 100%. Because
baseline scores differed across aspects, gains were compared using the normalised gain, g = (final
score — initial score)/(100 — initial score), which represents the proportion of the available room for
improvement that was closed; g > 0.7 is categorised as high, 0.3 < g < 0.7 as medium, and g < 0.3 as
low (Hake, 1998). Changes in individual scores between stages were tested with the Wilcoxon
signed-rank test for paired data, which was chosen because the sample was small and the Cycle II
score distribution was skewed. Inter-rater agreement was estimated from the 1—4 aspect scores using
the percentage of exact agreement and quadratic weighted kappa (k). Qualitative data from
observations, questionnaires, field notes, and documentation were analysed through data reduction,
data display, and conclusion drawing, and were then integrated with the quantitative data to explain
why score changes occurred in each cycle. The action procedure followed the TPS stages integrated
with generative Al, as summarised in Table 3. In the think stage, students selected a topic, drafted an
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outline, and wrote a draft independently without Al assistance, so that the initial ideas were entirely
their own. In the pair stage, students exchanged drafts and gave rubric-based feedback, then
requested additional feedback from generative Al and evaluated both sources of feedback before
revising their texts. Prompts were designed so that Al would offer suggestions without rewriting
students’ texts, in line with the view that prompt engineering determines the quality and
appropriateness of large language model output in educational contexts (Cain, 2024).

In the share stage, several pairs read their revised texts aloud to obtain responses from the
class and reinforcement from the teacher, giving students authentic reader responses to the humour
and criticism they had written. The pre-cycle consisted of one meeting, in which baseline data were
collected through the anecdote writing test, while Cycle I and Cycle II each consisted of three
meetings of 2 x 45 minutes. In each cycle, the first meeting was devoted to an introduction to the
task and the think stage, in which students drafted their anecdotes independently; the second meeting
was devoted to the pair stage, in which students exchanged peer feedback, requested Al feedback,
and revised their texts; and the third meeting was devoted to the share stage and the end-of-cycle
writing test. In Cycle II, the time allocation for each stage was enforced more strictly than in Cycle
I (Table 3). Two generative Al tools were used, namely ChatGPT (OpenAl) and Claude (Anthropic),
in the versions publicly available in August 2026; students accessed them on their own smartphones,
and each pair chose one of the two tools. These tools were chosen because they can help students
explore ideas and organise the outline of an anecdote text; in this study, however, their use was
deliberately restricted to providing feedback in the pair stage, after peer feedback, so that idea
generation in the think stage remained the students’ own work. Both tools were used with the same
prompts provided by the teacher, which are reported in full below Table 3.

Table 3. Integration of generative Al into the TPS stages and Cycle II improvements

Stage Student activities Role of AI Cycle II improvement

Think Choose a topic, outline, and write a Not used Fixed time allocation
draft independently

Pair Exchange drafts, give rubric-based Second layer of feedback Genre-specific  prompts;
feedback, evaluate peer and Al after peers; not allowed to accept-reject log with
suggestions, then revise rewrite the text reasons

Share Read revised texts aloud; respond to  Not used Presentation time limited
classmates’ work per pair

Note. Prompts used by students (translated from Indonesian). Cycle I: “Give feedback on the
structural completeness, humour, and language use of the following anecdote text. Do not rewrite the
text. Provide suggestions for improvement that the writer can consider.” Cycle II: “Give feedback on
the following anecdote text with attention to the characteristics of the anecdote genre, namely
structural completeness (abstract, orientation, crisis, reaction, and coda), the relevance of the social
phenomenon and the sharpness of the criticism or satire, and the humour that emerges through jokes,
irony, or surprise in the crisis and reaction. Also evaluate the accuracy of diction, sentence
effectiveness, the use of linguistic features, and spelling and punctuation according to EYD Fifth
Edition. Present the evaluation by assessed aspect, the parts that need improvement, and specific
suggestions for improvement. Do not rewrite, replace, or create a new anecdote text. Provide guiding
feedback so that the writer can decide which suggestions to accept, reject, or modify, with reasons.”
Success was determined by two outcome criteria: (1) a class mean of at least 75 and (2) classical
mastery of at least 75% of students reaching the KKTP of 75. In addition to the outcome criteria, the
quality of the learning process was observed through students’ engagement in each TPS stage and
their involvement in evaluating feedback critically, as recorded in the observation sheets and field
notes. These process indicators are important because score gains unaccompanied by critical
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engagement risk reflecting the quality of Al output rather than an improvement in students’ own
skills.

3.RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
RESULTS

Pre-cycle. The initial test produced a mean score of 60 with classical mastery of 27.9%,
meaning that only 12 of 43 students reached the KKTP. Analysis of students’ texts revealed three
dominant weaknesses: crisis sections lacking humour, which made the stories unengaging; coda
sections that did not convey a clear message or conclusion, so the criticism failed to reach the reader;
and errors in sentence construction and spelling. Some students were also unable to develop their
ideas into a complete story containing social criticism, so their texts tended to be fragments of
amusing events without a definite target of criticism. This pattern of weaknesses indicates that
students’ difficulties operate on two layers: a structural and linguistic layer that can be taught
relatively explicitly, and a humour-and-criticism layer that demands social sensitivity and creativity.

Cycle L. Instruction in Cycle I was implemented through the think, pair, and share stages, with
generative Al serving as an additional source of feedback after peer feedback. The class mean
increased to 67.5 with classical mastery of 41.9% (18 students), while student engagement based on
the observation sheets reached 65%. Although these results improved on the pre-cycle, they did not
meet either success criterion. Reflection on observation data, field notes, and documentation
identified three main obstacles: (1) some students copied Al suggestions without assessing their fit
with the content and intent of their own texts; (2) the prompts were too general, so the Al feedback
did not address the specific requirements of anecdote texts, especially humour and criticism; and (3)
the pair stage took longer than planned because students had to process two sources of feedback at
once. These obstacles show that the presence of Al without adequate structuring does not
automatically lead to meaningful revision.

Cycle II. Based on the reflection, the actions in Cycle II were improved in three ways:
providing genre-specific prompts that directed Al toward the structure, humour, criticism, and
language features of anecdote texts; requiring an accept—reject log of Al suggestions with reasons;
and enforcing a tighter time allocation for each stage (Table 3). Following these improvements, the
class mean reached 79 with classical mastery of 76.7% (33 students), while student engagement rose
from 65% to 85%. This 20-percentage-point rise in engagement indicates that the requirement to
weigh and justify each Al suggestion did not reduce participation; on the contrary, students’
involvement in pair discussion increased, possibly because every revision decision had to be
discussed with and justified to a partner. Both success criteria were therefore exceeded. A comparison
of outcomes across stages is presented in Table 4 and Figure 1.

Table 4. Comparison of anecdote writing outcomes

Indicator Pre-cycle Cycle I Cycle IT Total change
Class mean 60 67.5 79 +19.0
Standard deviation 13.4 11.2 19.7 -

Median 65.0 70.0 88.75 +23.75
Range (min-max) 46.25-77.5 55-80 30-88.75 -

Students reaching mastery (n = 43) 12 18 33 +21

Classical mastery (%) 27.9 41.9 76.7 +48.8 pp
Student engagement (%) - 65 85 -

Success criterion (> 75) Not met Not met Met -

Note. The number of students reaching mastery was derived from the mastery percentage of
43 students; pp = percentage points.

Widia et al. (Improving Tenth-Grade Students’ Anecdote Writing)



EDUSOSHUM Journal of Islamic Education and Social Humanities ISSN 2776-5229
Vol. 6, No. 3, September-December 2026, pp. 2791-2804 2798

100 q
= Class mean score

wmm Classical mastery (%)

Pre-cycle Cycle | Cycle Il

Figure 1. Class mean score and classical mastery at each stage

Table 4 shows that the gain from Cycle I to Cycle II, 11.5 points in the class mean and 34.8
percentage points in classical mastery, was considerably larger than the gain from the pre-cycle to
Cycle I, which amounted to only 7.5 points and 14.0 percentage points. When these gains are
compared with the available room for improvement, Cycle I closed 18.8% of the initial gap (7.5 of
40 points), whereas Cycle II closed 35.4% of the remaining gap (11.5 of 32.5 points), indicating that
the effectiveness of the Cycle II actions was nearly twice that of Cycle 1. Overall, the class mean rose
by 19 points, or 31.7% above the baseline, and the number of students reaching mastery increased
from 12 to 33. However, 10 students (23.3%) had still not reached the KKTP at the end of Cycle II,
so the improvement was not evenly distributed and calls for follow-up through more individualised
support. This non-linear pattern of gains indicates that the decisive factor was not the mere presence
of Al, since Al had been used from Cycle I onward, but the improved design of its use in Cycle II.
At the individual level, 37 of the 43 students (86.0%) obtained higher scores in Cycle II than in the
pre-cycle, and the median rose from 65.0 to 70.0 and 88.75 (Table 4). The Wilcoxon signed-rank test
indicated that the increases from the pre-cycle to Cycle I (p = .008), from Cycle I to Cycle II (p =
.002), and from the pre-cycle to Cycle II (p <.001) were statistically significant. However, the spread
of scores widened in Cycle II (SD = 19.7, compared with 13.4 in the pre-cycle) because five students
scored 30, having received a score of 1 from both raters on almost every aspect; three of them had
scored between 65 and 78.75 in an earlier stage. Excluding these five students, the Cycle II mean
would be 85.4, and all 33 students who reached mastery belonged to the remaining group of 38.
Analysis of their texts showed that these five students wrote their anecdotes as a single paragraph,
whereas the task required three to four paragraphs, used linguistic features with very little variation,
and included only comic elements without the social criticism that the anecdote genre requires; as a
result, the structural elements of the anecdote were not distinguished and the texts met almost none
of the rubric indicators. This is reflected in their scores, in which humour received an average score
of 2, whereas content and criticism received 1 from both raters. This pattern indicates that, for some
students, peer and Al feedback in the TPS cycle did not compensate for difficulties in basic text
organisation, which therefore require individual guidance from the teacher. Inter-rater agreement was
acceptable overall, with 76.4% exact agreement and a quadratic weighted « of 0.67 (pre-cycle 0.70,
Cycle 10.52, Cycle 11 0.69).

Table 5. Mean scores by t aspect at each stage and normalised gain
Aspect Pre-cycle Cycle I Cycle IT Gain g
Structural completeness 62.2 56.4 83.1 +20.9 0.55
Content and criticism 52.3 83.1 65.7 +13.4 0.28
Humour 58.7 52.3 73.3 +14.5 0.35
Language use 68.0 75.0 90.1 +22.1 0.69
Spelling and punctuation 62.8 72.7 90.7 +27.9 0.75
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Note. Scores on a 0-100 scale (mean of both raters). Gain = Cycle II score — pre-cycle score,
calculated from unrounded means; g = normalised gain from the pre-cycle to Cycle II. The weighted
mean of the aspect scores equals the class mean in Table 4. Table 5 shows that the five aspects did
not improve uniformly. Language use and spelling and punctuation rose steadily in both cycles and
reached the highest normalised gains (0.69 and 0.75), with spelling and punctuation falling in the
high category. Structural completeness declined slightly in Cycle I (from 62.2 to 56.4) and then rose
sharply in Cycle II to 83.1 (g = 0.55). Humour followed a similar pattern, decreasing from 58.7 to
52.3 in Cycle I before rising to 73.3 in Cycle II (g = 0.35). Content and criticism showed the opposite
pattern: it was the weakest aspect in the pre-cycle (52.3), rose sharply to 83.1 in Cycle I, and then
fell to 65.7 in Cycle II, yielding the lowest normalised gain (0.28, low category). This decline
persisted when the five students who scored 30 were excluded (from 82.2 to 71.1), indicating that it
was not caused solely by those students. At the end of Cycle II, the two aspects that define the
anecdote genre, content and criticism (65.7) and humour (73.3), were the only aspects below 75,
whereas the more rule-based aspects of structure, language use, and spelling and punctuation
exceeded 80. The qualitative data from the observation sheets, field notes, and students’ texts help
explain these score changes. In the pre-cycle, students’ texts typically lacked humour in the crisis
section, ended with a coda that did not convey a clear message, and contained errors in sentence
construction and spelling. In Cycle I, the field notes recorded that some students copied Al
suggestions without checking whether they fitted the content and intent of their texts, and that the
general prompts produced feedback that rarely addressed humour and criticism. In Cycle 11, after the
genre-specific prompts and the accept—reject log were introduced, student engagement in the TPS
stages rose from 65% to 85%, indicating more active participation in pair discussion and revision.
The texts of the five students who scored 30 showed the opposite pattern: they were written as a
single paragraph, contained only comic elements without social criticism, and showed little linguistic
variation. The accept-reject logs and questionnaire responses were not analysed systematically, so
the qualitative evidence in this study relies mainly on the observation sheets, field notes, and
students’ texts.

DISCUSSION

The improvement in anecdote writing skills in this study can be explained through the
complementary pedagogical functions of each TPS stage. The think stage ensures that every student
drafts on the basis of their own ideas before receiving input from others, thereby maintaining the
individual accountability that underpins cooperative learning and preventing students from
depending on peers. This sequence is also significant in the context of Al use, because the creativity
of humour and sensitivity to social issues at the core of anecdote texts should not be delegated to a
machine. By writing first without Al, ownership of ideas remains with the student, in line with
UNESCO’s recommendation that the use of generative Al in education protect human agency and
not replace learners’ thinking (Miao & Holmes, 2023). The pre-cycle finding of weak idea
development underscores the importance of this stage as a space for practising independent thinking
before external support is provided. The pair stage constitutes the core of the intervention because it
is where students receive two layers of feedback with different characteristics. The first layer comes
from peers, who read the text as fellow readers and can judge whether its humour and criticism land
with readers of their age, while the second layer comes from Al, which offers more systematic
suggestions about structural completeness, diction, and language conventions. This combination can
be understood through the concept of the zone of proximal development, according to which learners’
abilities develop beyond their independent level when they receive assistance from more capable
others (Vygotsky, 1978). In this context, peers and Al function as complementary scaffolds, since
peer feedback has a strong effect on writing improvement (Huisman et al., 2019), and informative,
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specific feedback amplifies learning effects (Wisniewski et al., 2020). Al fills the gap when partners
are unable to provide sharp input, a pattern consistent with the finding that Al-supported peer
feedback improves both feedback quality and the writing ability of students who provide feedback
(Guo et al., 2024).

The most important finding of this study is the marked difference in outcomes between Cycle
I and Cycle 11, even though Al was used in both cycles. In Cycle I, gains were limited because some
students copied Al suggestions without deliberation, a phenomenon described in the literature as
over-reliance, namely the tendency to accept Al recommendations uncritically because users prefer
cognitive shortcuts (Zhai et al., 2024). This symptom is also consistent with meta-analytic evidence
that ChatGPT use tends to reduce students’ mental effort (Deng et al., 2025), resulting in superficial
revisions that did not always match the writer’s intent. The jump in Cycle Il emerged after two design
changes, genre-specific prompts and the accept-reject log. Specific prompts made Al feedback
relevant to the demands of anecdote texts, consistent with the view that the quality of large language
model output in education is largely determined by prompt design (Cain, 2024), while the accept—
reject log was designed to make students weigh each suggestion before revising. This second
mechanism shifted students from passive recipients to decision-makers over their own writing,
returning to them the cognitive load that had previously been offloaded to Al in line with the finding
that Al supports learning independence when it assists rather than replaces reasoning (Alfarabi et al.,
2026). The engagement data reinforce this interpretation, as student engagement rose from 65% to
85% after the accept-reject log was introduced; the demand to weigh Al suggestions appears not to
have burdened students but rather to have encouraged more active involvement in pair discussion.
However, because the genre-specific prompts, the accept-reject log, and the tighter time allocation
were introduced simultaneously in Cycle II, the separate contribution of each component cannot be
determined, and this interpretation should therefore be regarded as tentative. The aspect-level data
allow the role of Al to be viewed more proportionally. The largest and most consistent gains occurred
in language use and spelling and punctuation, aspects whose criteria are explicit and can be checked
against rules, which is consistent with evidence that ChatGPT feedback is relatively strong on
criteria-based dimensions even though its overall quality remains slightly below that of trained
human raters (Steiss et al., 2024). Structural completeness and humour declined in Cycle I and rose
markedly only in Cycle II, when the prompt explicitly named the five structural elements and asked
Al to evaluate jokes, irony, and surprise in the crisis and reaction; this timing supports the view that
the specificity of the prompt shapes the usefulness of Al output (Cain, 2024). In contrast, content
and criticism, which require students to identify a social issue and sharpen their satire, improved in
Cycle I but fell back in Cycle II and ended as the weakest aspect. One plausible explanation is that
the more detailed Cycle II prompt, with its many structural and linguistic criteria, drew students’
revision effort toward features that are easier to correct, so that the critical substance of their texts
received less attention; this explanation, however, needs to be verified through analysis of the
students’ texts and accept-reject logs. These findings suggest that Al is more helpful for the
conventions of the genre than for its critical core. Consequently, the share stage, where students
receive authentic reader responses to their humour and satire, retains an irreplaceable role (Widiyarto
et al., 2025), and the effect of Al feedback should be interpreted together with students’ own
judgement of that feedback, given that students’ preferences for Al and human feedback are divided
(Escalante et al., 2023).

Humour deserves particular attention because it remained below 75 at the end of Cycle 11
even though it rose by more than 20 points from Cycle I to Cycle II. Unlike spelling or language use,
humour in an anecdote is not merely a linguistic feature; it depends on creativity, sensitivity to social
situations, and shared cultural knowledge that allows a reader to recognise irony and satire.
Generative Al can point out that a crisis section lacks surprise or irony, but it cannot readily supply
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humour that resonates with students’ own social and cultural context, and research on how
conversational Al handles humour across cultures is still limited (Zhai & Wibowo, 2022). The five
students who wrote purely comic texts without criticism further show that humour and criticism can
become decoupled: students may produce jokes without directing them at a social target, which is
precisely what turns a funny story into an anecdote. Developing humour in this genre therefore
requires more than revision prompts; it calls for modelling of satirical humour, discussion of social
issues that are meaningful to students, and authentic reader responses in the share stage, so that
humour serves as a vehicle for criticism rather than as an end in itself. Compared with similar studies,
the magnitude of the gain in this study, 19 points, falls within the range of other anecdote writing
interventions, such as the use of comic strips, which raised the mean from 70 to 86 (Putra et al.,
2026), and is larger than that of TPS without Al in the same genre, which raised the mean from 74.55
to 78 (Iglima, 2020). These comparisons should be read with caution because of differences in design,
sample size, baseline conditions, and assessment instruments; for example, the lower baseline in this
study left more room for improvement. Duration should also be considered, since the meta-analysis
by Wang & Fan (2025) recommends sustained ChatGPT use over four to eight weeks for stable
effects and shows that its effect on higher-order thinking is strongest when ChatGPT acts as an
intelligent tutor. Thus, the two cycles in this study probably captured only the early effects of Al use,
and its influence on students’ ability to evaluate and revise their writing independently should be
examined over a longer period.

Theoretically, this study extends understanding of Al integration in writing instruction by
suggesting that the position of Al within the instructional sequence and the specificity of prompts
matter as much as the presence of Al itself, and that Al support is uneven across the dimensions of a
genre. Practically, the findings imply that teachers should place Al after students have written
independently and received peer feedback, accompanied by genre-specific prompts and a
requirement to justify accepting or rejecting suggestions, while giving explicit, teacher-led attention
to the critical content of anecdotes, which Al supported least. Nevertheless, this study has several
limitations. First, the single-class design without a comparison group does not allow the contributions
of TPS and Al to be separated causally. Second, part of the improvement may reflect practice effects
and growing familiarity with the scoring rubric. Third, although inter-rater agreement was acceptable
overall, it was lower in Cycle I (k = 0.52), and every disagreement between the raters amounted to
two points on the four-point scale, so the scoring guidelines require further calibration. Fourth, the
drop in content and criticism in Cycle II cannot yet be explained by the available data, and the reasons
why five students failed to meet the paragraph requirement only in Cycle II were not investigated.
Fifth, the content validity of the rubric was judged only by the class teacher, who also acted as a
rater, without review by independent experts. Sixth, the accept-reject logs and questionnaire
responses were not analysed systematically, so the study cannot report how many Al suggestions
students accepted, rejected, or modified. These limitations also point to directions for future research
testing the model with stronger designs.

4. CONCLUSION

Following the implementation of the Think Pair Share strategy with generative Al as a
second layer of feedback, the anecdote writing skills of class X E students at SMAN 20 Bandung
improved: the class mean rose from 60 in the pre-cycle to 67.5 in Cycle I and 79 in Cycle 11, classical
mastery rose from 27.9% to 41.9% and 76.7%, and student engagement rose from 65% to 85%,
meeting both success criteria with a medium normalised gain (0.48). The improvement was uneven:
language use and spelling and punctuation improved most, structure and humour rose mainly in
Cycle 11, content and criticism ended as the weakest aspect, and five students declined
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because they wrote single-paragraph, purely comic texts. Because TPS and Al were implemented as
a single intervention without a comparison group, these results demonstrate the success of the
combined strategy but do not establish a causal contribution of Al itself. The most important lesson
is that the successful use of Al in writing instruction depends not merely on the availability of the
technology but on the pedagogical design in which it is placed, the quality of the prompts, and
students’ active involvement in evaluating the suggestions they receive. Teachers are advised to
provide genre-specific prompts, to require students to justify accepting or rejecting Al suggestions,
to give direct guidance on developing social criticism and satirical humour, and to support students
who struggle with paragraph development, while schools are advised to strengthen digital literacy
and the ethics of Al use. Future research should compare TPS with and without Al in a quasi-
experimental design, examine the separate effects of prompt specificity and the accept-reject log,
and test the model with other genres and over a longer duration.
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