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Abstract 
The increasing use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) tools in education 

highlights the need to understand their influence on individuals' thinking processes and 

agency. This research explored 20 university students' interaction with GAI during 

programming. Participants completed surveys, recorded their screens during an hour-

long programming session, and reflected on their GAI use. To analyse the data, we 

developed an AI-augmented thinking coding scheme with four dimensions: Question 

Formulation, Solution Development, Solution Analysis and Evaluation, and Solution 

Refinement. Participants were categorised into human-led and AI-led groups based on 

the time ratio of human-generating source code versus copying source code from GAI. 

T-tests indicated that the human-led group spent significantly more time on Solution 

Development and Solution Refinement than the AI-led group (p  ≤ .05). Sequential 

pattern mining revealed distinct patterns of the two groups: the human-led group often 

refined GAI outputs, while the AI-led group frequently relied on direct answers from 

GAI. Correlation analyses found that positive attitudes towards AI, critical thinking, and 

programming self-efficacy positively correlated with Question Formulation; critical 

thinking was positively related to Solution Refinement; and programming self-efficacy 

was negatively associated with Solution Analysis and Evaluation. This study enhances 

understanding of the thinking process in GAI-supported programming. 

 

KEYWORDS 
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Practitioner notes: 
What is already known about this topic 

· Artificial intelligence and human intelligence each possess unique strengths, and they need 

to complement one another to achieve greater outcomes. 

· ChatGPT and other generative AI tools can help solve programming tasks, provide code 

explanations, and offer automatic assessments and feedback. 

· ChatGPT and other generative AI tools can improve computational thinking, motivation, 

and programming self-efficacy. 

 

What this paper adds 

· Human thinking processes augmented by AI can be categorised into four stages: Question 

Formulation, Solution Development, Solution Analysis and Evaluation, and Solution 

Refinement. 

· Human-led students spend significantly longer time on Solution Development and Solution 

Refinement than AI-led students. 

· AI-led students frequently relied on AI for direct answers, while human-led students 

critically evaluate and refine AI's output. 

· Programming self-efficacy, critical thinking, and attitudes towards AI are associated with 

AI-augmented thinking. 

 

Implications for practice 

· AI-augmented thinking framework and codebook provide a structured way to understand 

how GAI contributes to human thinking processes. 

· Students should be at the centre of the thinking process in programming supported by AI. 

Otherwise, students will be led by AI and lose control of the learning process. 

· Educators should cultivate students' programming self-efficacy, critical thinking, and 



attitudes towards AI. These factors have the potential to influence the prompt quality and 

students' ability to effectively evaluate and refine GAI's responses. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
Generative AI (GAI) technologies like ChatGPT are reshaping education by augmenting 

teaching practices (e.g., providing instructional materials and assessments), fostering self-

directed learning, and advancing learning analytics (Lo, 2023; Yan, Sha, et al., 2024; Yu, 2024; 

Zhu et al., 2023). However, GAI tools also present challenges, including academic integrity, 

potential overreliance on AI, and inherent bias (Grassini, 2023; Rahman & Watanobe, 2023). 

To fully leverage GAI's potential in education, it is crucial for learners to develop a mindset 

that GAI should serve as a tool to augment their thinking processes rather than a substitute for 

thinking. However, research on the impact of GAI tools on students’ thinking processes is rare. 

In the context of programming education, GAI tools have shown the potential to enhance 

students' computational thinking by assisting with programming tasks and delivering 

personalised guidance (Wieser et al., 2023; Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz, 2023b). Nevertheless, 

their specific influence on learners' thinking processes remains unclear (e.g., Ali et al., 2023; 

Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz, 2023a). Programming education emphasizes the development of 

skills and knowledge required for writing and debugging computer code, which plays a vital 

role in cultivating problem-solving abilities, logical reasoning, and technological literacy 

(Agbo et al., 2019). Sun, Boudouaia, Yang, and Xu (2024) compared two approaches to 

programming with GAI: prompt-based learning, where students received training on crafting 

effective prompts, versus unprompted learning, where students used simple, everyday language 

to interact with ChatGPT. Their findings revealed that students in the prompt-based learning 

condition obtained more precise feedback than those in the unprompted learning condition. 

Another research by Sun, Boudouaia, Zhu, and Li (2024) found no significant difference in 

programming performance between students using ChatGPT and those programming without 

it. These findings raise questions about why the more precise feedback offered by ChatGPT 

did not translate into improved programming performance. This calls for further investigation 

into how students interact with GAI tools during programming tasks and how their thinking 

processes are shaped and reflected by these interactions.  

The idea of augmenting human intelligence with artificial mechanisms dates back to the 

early days of cognitive science and computer science. Pioneers like Alan Turing speculated 

about machines that could simulate human thought processes (Turing, 1950). Education 

theorists like Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky also explained human thinking processes 

psychologically. Piaget (1950) believed thinking is the process that originates from humans' 

response to the environment, with cognitive psychologists like him analysing human thinking 

based on observable behaviours. On the other hand, Vygotsky (Vygotsky & Cole, 1981) 

emphasized the importance of social-cultural elements like language in the development of 

human thinking. Cultural-historical psychologists, following Vygotsky's approach, tend to 

explore human thinking through discourses. Researchers have developed new frameworks to 

label and interpret the cognitive process within AI-enhanced environments, such as hybrid 

intelligence (Dellermann et al., 2019), augmented intelligence (Sharma, 2019), and hybrid-

augmented intelligence (Zheng et al., 2017). These frameworks explore the limitations of 

humans and AI and their complementary strengths, advocating for achieving AI-augmented 

human cognition. However, most existing studies on AI-augmented human cognition remain 

theoretical, with limited empirical studies. While some recent work has begun to analyse 

human interactions with GAI by examining discourse (e.g., prompts) and task-related 



behaviours (e.g., Sun, Boudouaia, Zhu, et al., 2024), a substantial gap remains in understanding 

the mental thinking processes underlying learners when using GAI for learning.  

An important factor to consider in human-AI interaction is agency since GAI increasingly 

obscures the distinctions between Artificial intelligence and human intelligence (Yan, 

Martinez-Maldonado, et al., 2024). Agency in learning is the ability to take the initiative and 

direct one’s own learning process (Moje & Lewis, 2007). Cukurova (2024) proposed a 

conceptual framework for AI interaction in education for human competence development 

(AIED-HCD), which focuses on human agency and control in human-AI hybrid intelligence 

systems. The AIED-HCD framework calls for high human agency in future education. Based 

on the levels of students' agency in their collaboration with AI, Farrow (2022) classified five 

types of human-AI collaboration: human centric, human lead, human and AI cooperative, AI 

lead, and AI centric. Zhu et al. (2024) identified three types of human-generative AI 

collaboration: human leads, even contribution, and AI leads. They found that 15.19% of 

participants thought that ChatGPT led the problem-solving process in an interdisciplinary 

course. These results raise questions about whether and how students with different interaction 

patterns with AI (human-led versus AI-led) differ in their thinking processes in the 

programming augmented by AI. Furthermore, factors such as attitude towards AI, critical 

thinking, and programming self-efficacy may influence students' learning experiences in AI-

augmented environments (e.g. Farrow, 2021; Yan et al., 2024; Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz, 

2023b). Nevertheless, it remains unclear how these factors may be associated with the thinking 

process of students with different interaction patterns with AI.  

To address the gaps, this study aims to answer the following research questions (RQs): 

RQ1: What categorises student thinking processes in programming tasks supported by 

GAI? 

RQ2: How do Human-led and AI-led students differ in their thinking processes in 

programming tasks supported by GAI? 

RQ3: How do different factors (i.e. programming self-efficacy, critical thinking, and 

attitude towards AI) associate with the thinking processes in programming tasks supported by 

GAI? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Human AI Relationship: AI-Augmented Thinking 
A principal challenge we currently face is “what AI means in relationship to how humans think 

and act” (De Cremer & Kasparov, 2021). To make good use of AI for education and mitigate 

negative impacts, researchers need to develop a better understanding of how AI influences 

students’ thinking processes. The synergy between human intelligence and AI, known as hybrid 

intelligence (Dellermann et al., 2019), can be manifested in two ways: human-augmented AI 

and AI-augmented human intelligence. The former, more researched and practised, is about AI 

systems trained and continuously improved by humans; for instance, many AI systems rely on 

training datasets generated and labelled by humans (Raykar et al., 2010). In contrast, AI-

augmented human intelligence is about how AI systems can augment and extend humans’ 

capabilities; for instance, personal intelligent assistants can help broaden individuals’ cognitive 

bandwidth (Jarrahi et al., 2022). The process of how humans and AI interact determines the 

efficiency and creativity of the partnership, as Kasparov indicated, “Weak human + machine + 

better process was superior to a strong computer alone and, more remarkably, superior to a 

strong human + machine + inferior process” (De Cremer & Kasparov, 2021). Therefore, we 

need to dive into the process of how AI augments the human thinking process. 



Many terms that describe the phenomenon of the mutual enhancement of AI and human 

capabilities have emerged, such as hybrid intelligence, hybrid-augmented intelligence, 

augmented intelligence, and AI thinking. Hybrid intelligence argues that machines should 

better understand human reasoning and operation while humans also should be better aware of 

AI logic (i.e., AI literacy) (Jarrahi et al., 2021). Dellermann et al. (2019) argued that hybrid 

intelligence involves two systems. System 1 refers to human intuition, which is fast, and 

flexible, whereas System 2 refers to AI, which is rational, and consistent. The collaboration 

between these two systems can help humans quickly access existing knowledge.  

Hybrid-augmented intelligence is defined as introducing human intelligence into a computer 

system to collaborate with AI and achieve the result of “1+1>2” through synthesising human 

perception, cognition, and AI (Pan, 2016; Zheng et al., 2017). Zheng et al. (2017) proposed a 

framework for hybrid-augmented intelligence to improve the decision ability of AI systems, 

which incorporates supervised and unsupervised learning, knowledge bases, and human 

prediction. They argued that hybrid-augmented intelligence should reduce human involvement 

to a minimum and delegate most of the work to computers, which contradicts augmented 

intelligence which emphasises human agency and creativity. 

Differently, augmented intelligence places humans’ critical thinking, judgment, and 

common sense at the centre of human-AI collaboration while acknowledging machines’ 

strengths in dealing with repetitive tasks (Sadiku & Musa, 2021). Augmented intelligence 

(intends to enhance human cognitive performance, such as learning and problem-solving 

performance, through machine computing (Kim et al., 2022; Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz, 

2023a). Machines do not aim to replace humans but to help humans perform jobs more 

accurately and efficiently. Guided by augmented intelligence, some studies have applied AI to 

improve undergraduate students' programming skills (Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz, 2023a). 

Compared with hybrid intelligence, and hybrid-augmented intelligence, augmented 

intelligence emphasises human agency, critical thinking, and creativity as empowered by AI 

and mitigates humans’ overreliance on AI and fear of using AI (Sharma, 2019).  This emphasis 

speaks to the challenge of leveraging the affordances of AI while nurturing human creativity 

(Kim et al., 2022; Sadiku & Musa, 2021). 

Zeng (2013) introduced the concept of "AI thinking", focusing on a generic problem-solving 

approach that integrates deep learning, cognitive computing, and human thinking. AI thinking 

aims to provide individuals with an essential mindset on modelling, problem-solving, and data 

analysis in preparation for an AI-driven world. "AI" represents the machine agent, and 

"thinking" highlights human-in-the-loop reasoning, aiming to integrate human cognitive 

processes into the interactions with AI systems (How & Hung, 2019). Despite its potential, AI 

thinking remains relatively unexplored. Zeng (2013) highlighted that AI thinking requires 

ongoing updates, modifications, and deeper conceptualisation. Although some studies, such as 

Ali et al. (2023) and Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz (2023a), have applied experimental 

approaches to examine the advantages that GAI offers to students, their specific learning and 

thinking processes with the support of GAI are not fully understood. 

From the studies mentioned above, we found that various terms (e.g., hybrid intelligence, 

hybrid-augmented intelligence, augmented intelligence, and AI thinking) describe human-AI 

collaboration and their augmentation to each other. Although the terminologies and emphasis 

differ, they all describe the collaboration between humans and AI and acknowledge their 

strengths and weaknesses. However, there are several gaps in the existing literature. First, most 

studies are theoretical, requiring empirical studies to test the effectiveness of these 

conceptualisations. Then, these studies depict what should happen during human-AI interaction 

rather than the actual thinking processes during human-AI interaction. How human thinking 

processes can be augmented by AI has not been explicitly explored. 



AI in Computing Education 
In the field of computing education research, one of the most important topics is exploring how 

beginner programmers learn in introductory programming courses (Fincher & Robins, 2019). 

In higher education, introductory programming courses serve as the gateway for undergraduate 

students to grasp the essentials of computational thinking and problem-solving. However, 

given its complexity, introductory programming is challenging for novices (Cheng et al., 2024; 

Fincher & Robins, 2019). Nearly 28% of undergraduate students in the United States and 28.6% 

in Singapore fail introductory programming courses (Bennedsen & Caspersen, 2019; Elmaleh 

& Shankararaman, 2017). Without timely feedback or appropriate support, students can easily 

give up when struggling with programming concepts, syntactic problems, and debugging Sun 

& Hsu, 2019; Yukselturk & Altiok, 2017). Thus, it is essential to provide novice programmers 

with timely support and scaffolding.  

Nowadays, LLMs such as ChatGPT are increasingly used in programming education. 

Wieser et al. (2023) explored the role of ChatGPT in introductory programming courses with 

120 undergraduate students. They found that ChatGPT could solve programming tasks, assess 

programs, and provide individualised instruction and guidelines by analysing the errors in 

students' code. LLMs have also shown the potential to bridge the programming knowledge gap 

for students without strong programming backgrounds. For instance, OpenAI Codex, a system 

built on GPT-3 that can translate the natural language to code, can generate high-quality 

programming exercises, code explanations, and error explanations (Leinonen et al., 2023; Sarsa 

et al., 2022).  

Computational thinking (CT) is a systematic and algorithmic approach to solving 

programming problems and is emerging as a general and fundamental thinking and problem-

solving skill (Wing, 2006). Multiple frameworks have been proposed to examine the 

components of CT (e.g., Grover & Pea, 2013; Shute et al., 2017; Wing, 2006). Among these 

frameworks, four elements are usually mentioned: problem decomposition (i.e., dividing the 

problem into smaller, more manageable parts), pattern recognition (i.e., identifying recurring 

similarities in problem-solving processes), abstraction (i.e., simplifying complex problems or 

systems to their fundamental elements), and algorithms (i.e., constructing a sequential and 

replicable process to solve problems). Novice programmers face various challenges in CT 

practices (Medeiros et al., 2019). They may have difficulty describing a programming problem 

because of the lack of problem-solving skills and the abstract nature of programming. They 

might encounter difficulties with programming language syntax and structures of control, data, 

and code. Furthermore, they might encounter difficulties in debugging and tracing the 

execution.  

GAI has the potential to address these challenges. Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz (2023b) 

suggested that students who applied GAI tools would encounter less difficulty in syntax 

problems and spend more time asking original questions (prompts) and practising CT skills. 

Moreover, programming stands out from other disciplines due to integrated development 

environments’ (IDEs) unique ability to provide immediate feedback. This allows students to 

continuously debug, learn from their mistakes, and adjust their strategies and behaviours 

accordingly. Despite the prevalent quasi-experiments on the effects of LLM, little research has 

delved into how students interact with GAI tools and how the tools play roles in students’ 

thinking processes.  

 



MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Participants 
To address these research questions, in the January Semester of 2024, 20 students from a 

university in Singapore were recruited. To ensure a varied participant group, half of the students 

(4 males and 6 females) were recruited from an undergraduate course on Engineering 

Computation for an engineering program, while the other half (1 male and 9 females) were 

from a master's course on Learning Analytics for an education program. All participants’ 

previous programming experience was limited to completing a single module in their program. 

Research Context and Procedures 
The study was conducted out of class during which they performed individual programming 

activities with the support of GAI tools like ChatGPT. The participants first completed a pre-

survey on general attitudes towards AI, critical thinking, and programming self-efficacy (see 

Instruments for details). They then took part in a one-hour programming session. They recorded 

their screen during the programming process and were required to reflect on their experience 

using GAI afterwards. For the undergraduate students, the programming activity was designed 

by the research team and adapted from Exercism (https://exercism.org/). Students were 

required to accomplish tasks such as linear search, bubble sorting, class creation, and a text-

based user interface using Python. For the master students, the programming activity was an 

assignment about data analysis using R. They were free to select and analyse data to answer an 

educational research question they were interested in. Participants were required to record their 

behaviours in programming IDE and discourses with GAI tools. Figure 1 shows screenshots 

from a participant's screen recording. Figure 1a shows the programming IDE while Figure 1b 

presents the learner’s interactions in the GAI tool.  

 

Figure 1  

An example of the programming process supported by GAI tools 

1a Programming IDE 



 
 

1b GAI tool 



 
After the programming session, the participants submitted the chat link with GAI tools and 

filled out the reflection report, which includes the following questions: I) Can you describe any 

key interactions or moments where GAI significantly influenced the direction or outcome of 

your task? II) Did GAI work as you expected? Why or why not? III) Were there any challenges 

or limitations you experienced while using GAI? IV) How likely will you use GAI for similar 

tasks in the future? Why? 

Instrument 
The following scales were included in the pre-survey that participants filled out because of 

their high reliability. 

I) General attitudes towards AI. We adopted the General Attitudes towards Artificial 

Intelligence Scale (Schepman & Rodway, 2020). The scale is a five-point Likert scale that 

contains 20 items. The scale is further divided into two subscales: positive attitudes towards AI 

(Cronbach’s α = 0.88) and negative attitudes towards AI (Cronbach’s α = 0.83).  

II) Critical thinking. The Critical Thinking Disposition Scale (Sosu, 2013) was adopted in 

this study. This scale is a five-point Likert scale that contains 11 items (Cronbach’s α = 0.81). 

The scale consists of two subscales: critical openness and reflective skepticism. 



III) Programming self-efficacy. The Self-efficacy Scale for Computer Programming 

(Ramalingam & Wiedenbeck, 1998) was adopted. The scale consists of 32 items, which are 

further divided into four factors: independence and persistence (Cronbach’s α = 0.94), complex 

programming tasks (Cronbach’s α = 0.94), self-regulation (Cronbach’s α = 0.86), and simple 

programming tasks (Cronbach’s α = 0.93). 

Data Collection and Analysis 
In the end, all 20 participants submitted the screen recordings (17.98 hours in total) and pre-

surveys. Sixteen of them provided the reflection reports. Their names had been coded with 

the format of course prefix + ID (e.g., RES1, MSLS10) to protect their privacy. 

To answer RQ1, we qualitatively analysed the 20 participants' screen recordings. The first 

author watched the screen recordings, generated qualitative codes regarding students' 

behaviour in programming IDE and discourses with GAI, and drafted a coding scheme of 

students' thinking processes in programming with GAI. The analysis unit was each event 

captured in these recordings, such as task analysis, programming processes, and discourses 

with GAI. The coding scheme includes the questions asked, the context in which the questions 

were asked (e.g., while programming or studying new concepts), and how students evaluated 

and integrated the feedback from GAI into their work. Using the coding scheme, another 

researcher coded a one-hour screen recording independently, evaluated their 

comprehensiveness and appropriateness, and provided suggestions for revising it. Then, the 

research team iteratively refined the coding scheme through discussion and consensus-

building. As a result, the final coding scheme (see Table 1) has four main coding categories: 

(1) Question Formulation: humans describe their questions to generative AI tools. (2) Solution 

Development: humans and/or AI generate the solutions. (3) Solution Analysis and Evaluation: 

humans evaluate AI-generated solutions and find their weaknesses and gaps; (4) Solution 

Refinement: humans revise the solutions by synthesising human and AI input. Each category 

includes subcategories that emerge in the programming processes. For instance, participants 

usually asked GAI for source code in the Question Formulation stage and refined code based 

on GAI answers in the Solution Refinement stage.  

Finally, the two researchers coded six screen recordings (753 events) independently using 

the final coding scheme and achieved a Cohen's Kappa of 0.78, suggesting their substantial 

agreement and the coding scheme’s reliability. The first author then coded the remaining screen 

recordings using the final coding framework. 

To answer RQ2, we began by dividing the participants into two equal groups: AI-led and 

human-led. For each participant, we calculated the time ratio of human generating source code 

versus copying source code from GAI based on analysis of their screen recording. Based on 

these ratios, we ranked all 20 participants. The 10 participants with the highest proportion of 

time spent generating source code themselves were assigned to the human-led group, while the 

remaining 10 participants were placed in the AI-led group. Independent t-tests were conducted 

to check whether the AI-led and human-led groups had significant differences in the four main 

coding categories of the scheme. Furthermore, we applied sequential pattern mining, 

specifically the PrefixSpan algorithm (Pei et al., 2004), to detect common thinking sequences 

in the two groups based on the coded data. Then, we employed case analyses to further check 

the thinking sequences of these two groups. We selected two representative cases for each 

group and scrutinised their coded data. Their reflection reports of using GAI were also 

examined as triangulation. 

To answer RQ3, Pearson correlation analyses were utilised to check the correlation between 

general attitudes towards AI, critical thinking, and programming self-efficacy and AI-



augmented thinking codes. There is no consensus on the minimum sample size for Pearson 

analysis. Twenty is acceptable, as suggested by studies such as Bujang and Baharum (2017) 

and Humphreys et al. (2019). 

RESULTS 

AI-augmented Thinking Framework and Codebook 

A total of 2,297 events/codes were identified during the analysis of all the screen recordings. 

Table 1 provides a detailed breakdown of the frequency and duration associated with each code 

of the 20 participants. The three most frequently observed events were Running source code, 

GAI generating answers, and Reading answers from GAI. In terms of time investment, the 

highest durations were Reading answers from GAI, Human generating source code, and 

Refining source code manually. While students frequently ran source code and leveraged GAI 

to generate answers, they spent substantial time interpreting AI-generated responses, coding 

independently, and refining their work manually. This result highlights the intricate interplay 

between GAI's assistance and human effort in the programming process. 

Table 1  

The coding scheme of students' thinking processes in programming with GAI 

Coding categories Description Frequency Time 

(seconds) 

Question 

Formulation 

   

Analysing tasks Human analyses the requirement of 

the task 

98 5521 

Asking for source 

code 

Ask GAI tools to generate source 

code 

47 1177 

Clarifying 

requirement 

Clarify to GAI tools the requirement 

of the task (e.g., specify programming 

language) 

39 1348 

Copying task 

description 

Copy the task description directly to 

GAI tools 

41 554 

Explaining expected 

outcome 

Explain the expected outcomes to 

GAI tools 

13 986 

Explaining struggle Explain the struggle at hand to GAI 

tools 

13 283 

Uploading files Upload files such as csv files and 

screenshots of programming outcomes 

to better explain tasks or ask for more 

specific help 

5 205 

Writing own 

questions from task 

Asking original questions about the 

task to GAI tools 

21 1262 

Solution 

Development 

   

GAI generating 

answers 

GAI generates answers based on 

prompts 

289 5946 

Human generating 

source code 

Humans generate source code without 

the help of GAI 

73 7493 

Preparing working 

environment 

Prepare the environment (e.g., 

programming IDE, network) 

20 1954 

Searching in Internet Searching solutions or knowledge on 

the Internet 

14 498 



Solution Analysis 

and Evaluation 

   

Asking GAI for 

explanations 

Ask GAI tools to explain the solution 81 1704 

Checking outcomes Check the outcome after executing the 

source code 

215 5353 

Copying source 

code from GAI 

Directly copy and paste source code 

generated by GAI 

214 2698 

Reading answers 

from GAI 

Learner reads the answers generated 

by GAI in GAI tools 

230 8466 

Reading source code 

in IDE 

Read the source code in IDE to 

understand or check bugs 

76 2657 

Running source 

code 

Execute the source code in IDE 451 2440 

Writing source code 

based on GAI's 

answer 

Write source code in IDE based on 

GAI's answer, do not directly copy or 

paste source code generated by GAI 

35 2519 

Solution 

Refinement 

   

GAI debugging Copy bug information to ask GAI for 

debugging 

77 2055 

Refining source 

code based on GAI 

answers 

Refine the source code based on GAI 

answers 

41 1667 

Refining source 

code manually 

Refine the source code manually in 

IDE 

189 7341 

Writing comments Write comments in IDE to make the 

code more readable 

15 601 

Building on content analysis of the screen recordings, an AI-augmented thinking framework 

was constructed, as illustrated in Figure 1. AI-augmented thinking describes an individual's 

competency to integrate AI with their own thinking by appropriately using AI, critically 

evaluating AI-generated answers, and applying AI outputs responsibly. AI-augmented thinking 

process typically begins with formulating a question, resulting in prompts to GAI tools. 

Following this, students develop solutions by incorporating GAI-generated outputs to varying 

degrees. If students generate a solution with GAI, they should actively oversee the Solution 

Development process to mitigate potential inaccuracies or biases. Subsequently, individuals 

either analyse the solution manually or use GAI to evaluate the solution, identifying any gaps 

or weaknesses in the solution. The next step involves revising the solution by synthesising 

contributions from both human and GAI tools. The AI-augmented thinking process is 

inherently iterative. Students often experience the process multiple times before arriving at a 

final desirable solution. It is worth noting that we advocated that Human Thinking should be 

at the core of AI-augmented thinking. Students need to remain active agents/leaders in the 

learning process rather than merely being led by AI.  

Figure 1 

AI-augmented thinking framework 



 
 

The Difference in the Thinking Processes Between Human-led and AI-led Students  

Regarding RQ2, the results of the t-tests showed no significant difference in Question 

Formulation, Solution Development, and Solution Analysis and Evaluation. However, Human-

led students engaged in Solution Development and Solution Refinement for a longer time than 

the AI-led students (p ≤ .05), with moderate power (0.65). 

Table 2 

Result of t-tests on the time of dimensions between human-led and AI-led students 

Dimension T_stat P_value 

Question Formulation 0.12 0.91 

Solution Development 2.12 0.05 

Solution Analysis and Evaluation -1.79 0.09 

Solution Refinement 2.48 0.03 

The sequential pattern mining found 25,146 frequent patterns in the coded data. Table 3 

shows examples of the most frequent sequences ranked by support (i.e., the percentage of 

sequences with such subsequences). The result indicated that the human-led participants used 

GAI as an efficient tool and showed a critical use of GAI to enhance its initial outputs. Common 

patterns they executed were [Checking outcomes, Reading answers from GAI, Refining source 

code manually]. They used GAI primarily to automate mundane tasks like generating strings 

while tackling complex problems independently. They recognised GAI's limitations. RES5 

found that "GAI does not have a very holistic view of the solution and only focuses on the 

current prompt." They strategically integrated it to optimise their workflow. They also had 

socio-emotional interactions with GAI, as evidenced by their gratitude in chats with GAI, such 

as "Thank you bestie". 
In contrast, AI-led participants had frequent subsequences like [GAI generating answers, 

Copying source code from GAI] and [Copying source code from GAI, Running source code], 

suggesting their reliance on GAI for direct answers. They treated GAI like a superintelligence 

and depended on it to solve programming problems. This reliance tended to reduce their own 

thinking and manual code refinement. The analyses of the reflection reports suggest similar 

results, as MSLS2 said: "I think it was very important for GAI to assist me the whole time … 

I needed to keep asking GAI." 

Table 3  

Frequent subsequences from data 



Group Subsequence Support 

Human-led [Checking outcomes, Reading source code in 

IDE] 

100% 

 [Checking outcomes, Refining source code 

manually] 

90% 

 [Checking outcomes, Reading answers from 

GAI, Refining source code manually] 

90% 

 [Reading source code in IDE, Checking 

outcomes Refining source code manually] 

90% 

AI-led [Running source code, Reading answers from 

GAI, GAI generating answers] 

100% 

 [GAI generating answers, Copying source code 

from GAI] 

90% 

 [Copying source code from GAI, Running 

source code] 

90% 

 [GAI generating answers, Copying source code 

from GAI, GAI generating answers, Copying 

source code from GAI, Running source code] 

90% 

Factors associated with thinking processes in programming tasks supported by GAI 

The results of Pearson's correlation analyses are summarised in Table 4. The findings reveal a 

positive correlation between positive attitudes towards AI and Question Formulation (r = 0.32), 

suggesting students with favourable attitudes towards AI might spend more time crafting 

questions to ask GAI tools. Critical thinking shows a positive relationship with both Question 

Formulation (r = 0.33) and Solution Refinement (r =0.47), indicating students with stronger 

critical thinking dispositions tend to dedicate more time to asking questions and refining initial 

solutions. Additionally, programming self-efficacy is positively associated with Question 

Formulation (r = 0.39) but demonstrates a strong negative correlation (r = -0.54) with Solution 

Analysis and Evaluation, implying that students with greater confidence in programming spent 

more time crafting prompts but less time analysing and evaluating solutions. 

Table 4  

Correlation between factors (i.e. programming self-efficacy, critical thinking, and attitude 

towards AI) and AI-augmented thinking 

 

Question 

Formulation 

Solution 

Development 

Solution 

Analysis and 

Evaluation 

Solution 

Refinement 

Positive attitudes 

towards AI  0.32* -0.29 -0.18 0.22 

Negative attitudes 

towards AI  0.10 -0.15 0.21 -0.03 

Critical thinking 0.33* -0.04 -0.03 0.47* 

Programming self-

efficacy 0.39* 0.25 -0.54** 0.21 

* suggests a moderate correlation 

** suggests a strong correlation 

DISCUSSION 
This study built a coding scheme of students' thinking processes in programming with GAI and 

constructed an AI-augmented thinking framework, including four processes: Question 

Formulation, Solution Development, Solution Analysis and Evaluation, and Solution 



Refinement. This work contributes to revisions and further conceptualisation of AI thinking in 

this GAI age (Zeng, 2013). The descriptive analyses reveal that while students frequently 

executed code and relied on GAI for solutions, they also dedicated significant time to 

understanding AI-generated answers, writing source code, and manually refining it. Although 

GAI serves as a primary resource for navigating programming challenges, its outputs often 

require substantial human interpretation, analysis, and adaptation. The iterative process of 

running source code, reviewing AI responses, and making manual adjustments underscores that 

GAI is not a complete replacement of humans but a complementary and supporting tool in 

programming tasks, like also in other learning tasks.  

We found that human-led students spent significantly more time on Solution Development 

and Solution Refinement. The result suggests that when students take the lead in directing AI, 

they are more likely to generate solutions and critically evaluate and refine their solutions, 

leveraging AI as a supportive tool rather than relying on it passively. The result underscores 

the importance of promoting student agency in AI-supported learning environments to enhance 

deep learning and reflective practices, which echoes Cukurov (2024)'s vision for hybrid 

intelligence, which emphasises the synergistic integration of human and artificial intelligence.  

Sequential pattern analysis shows that the human-led participants’ common workflow was 

characterised by sequences like [Checking outcomes, Reading answers from GAI, Refining 

source code manually], indicating their ability to leverage GAI for routine or repetitive tasks, 

such as generating strings, while reserving complex, high-level problem-solving for 

themselves. The patterns demonstrated a critical and strategic use of GAI, treating it as a tool 

to enhance their productivity while maintaining control over complex problem-solving 

processes. By strategically integrating GAI to optimise their workflow, these participants not 

only enhanced their efficiency but also maintained active engagement in the problem-solving 

process. In contrast, AI-led participants exhibited a more dependent approach, frequently 

relying on GAI for direct solutions. The recurrent subsequences [GAI generating answers, 

Copying source code from GAI] and [Copying source code from GAI, Running source code] 

suggest a pattern of reliance on GAI as a source of ready-made solutions rather than a 

collaborative tool.  

The case study indicates that human-led and AI-led students leverage GAI in different ways. 

Human-led participants see GAI as a tool for optimising their programming efficiency, whereas 

AI-led participants often over-rely on it. The result highlights the importance of balancing the 

agency of humans and AI in learning, avoiding overreliance on AI (Grassini, 2023; Rahman & 

Watanobe, 2023). This overreliance often diminished students' engagement in deeper cognitive 

processes, such as manual code refinement or critical evaluation. Fostering students' control 

over the problem-solving process with GAI can not only enhance reflective practices but also 

prepare them to critically engage with GAI tools in real-world applications, contributing to the 

broader goals of hybrid intelligence in education (Cukurov, 2024). 

This study found that positive attitudes towards AI, critical thinking, and programming self-

efficacy positively correlated with time spent on Question Formulation. The results may be 

because 1) positive attitudes and confidence in AI might encourage students to engage more 

actively with AI tools, exploring their capabilities by formulating diverse and thoughtful 

questions to maximise AI’s potential. 2) Question Formulation requires identifying gaps in 

knowledge and analysing problems from multiple perspectives, skills inherently tied to critical 

thinking in programming (Wang et al., 2017), which drives deeper inquiry and exploration. 3) 

Students with higher self-efficacy in programming may feel empowered to ask complex, 

targeted questions. For example, RES3 argued, "The key was to prompt the GAI carefully, 

rather than pasting in the task and copy-pasting the resulting code," and effective prompts 

require programming knowledge and self-efficacy. Our research has extended previous studies 

(e.g., Yilmaz & Karaoglan Yilmaz, 2023b), which found GAI's impact on improving students' 



programming skills but did not examine what factors influence GAI's impacts on programming 

processes. 

Additionally, critical thinking was positively related to Solution Refinement. It may be 

because refining solutions requires students' debugging skills, which have been shown to be 

highly related to critical thinking (Sun et al., 2024). Students with stronger critical thinking 

skills are more likely to engage deeply with the debugging process, exploring alternative 

methods and making informed adjustments to enhance the quality of their solutions. We also 

found that programming self-efficacy was negatively correlated with Solution Analysis and 

Evaluation. A possible reason is that, unlike novice programmer who needs a longer time to 

analyse and evaluate GAI's answers, students with more advanced programming skills may 

easily find the gaps in current source codes. The correlation analyses suggest the importance 

of fostering students' positive attitudes towards AI, programming self-efficacy, and critical 

thinking, as these contribute to crafting high-quality prompts and effectively evaluating and 

refining GAI's responses. 

IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS 
This study has several limitations. First, the sample size of this study is relatively small. Only 

20 students participated in the study. This study uses events as the unit of analysis in the 

sequential pattern analysis, which increases the sample size to 2,297 events, offering a more 

granular basis for identifying patterns and trends. Future research can replicate and extend this 

study with larger sample sizes. Second, it should be noted that we did not test ChatGPT's 

effectiveness on students’ programming performance through experimental design. Instead, we 

only examined students' thinking processes in a natural setting without intervention, trying to 

find inherent thinking patterns in programming learning processes supported by GAI. For our 

next steps, we plan to include pre- and post-tests of students’ programming knowledge as well 

as experimental and comparison conditions to systematically study how GAI influence 

students’ thinking processes and programming performance. 

Still, this exploratory but novel study provides theoretical contributions and empirical 

evidence regarding adopting ChatGPT in programming learning in higher education. 

Theoretically, we constructed an AI-augmented thinking framework that describes the general 

thinking process in human-AI interaction, which has the potential to be applied in other 

contexts to understand the human cognition process. The codebook can be tested and adapted 

to fit other contexts. For instance, the scheme may be adjusted to analyse students’ writing 

tasks supported by GAI.  

Empirically, the results suggest that students cannot directly use GAI’s outputs, and their 

agency is critical in AI-augmented thinking. Students led by AI are very likely to lose control 

over the programming process and the opportunity to learn programming knowledge, which 

can lead to further overreliance on AI. Educators should pay attention to the risk that GAI can 

diminish students’ critical thinking and deep understanding/learning (Cukurova, 2024; 

Dwivedi et al., 2023; Yan, Sha, et al., 2024). The results also suggest the associations between 

humans’ critical thinking, self-efficacy, and attitudes towards AI and their AI-augmented 

thinking in programming, suggesting the need to monitor, scaffold and instruct students in ways 

that are appropriate for them. 

CONCLUSION 
This study explored college students' thinking processes in programming tasks supported by 

GAI. We scrutinised 20 participants' behaviours in programming IDE and discourses in GAI. 

Four important thinking stages emerged from the data: Question Formulation, Solution 

Development, Solution Analysis and Evaluation, and Solution Refinement. Furthermore, we 



divided students into two groups based on their ratio of copying source code from GAI and 

writing their own codes manually. The result of t-tests revealed that Human-led students spent 

significantly longer time on Solution Refinement. Sequential pattern mining found that the 

human-led group often followed [Checking outcomes, Reading answers from GAI, Refining 

source code manually], showing a critical use of AI to enhance initial outputs. In contrast, the 

AI-led group frequently had common sequences like [Copying source code from GAI, Running 

source code], suggesting they relied on AI for direct answers. Our findings emphasise the 

importance of student agency in human-AI interaction. Furthermore, the study finds that 

programming self-efficacy, critical thinking, and attitudes towards AI are associated with AI-

augmented thinking. These factors have the potential to influence the prompt quality and 

students' ability to effectively evaluate and refine GAI's responses. 

Despite its contribution, this study also has limitations, such as its small sample size and 

limited discipline. Further studies are needed to test AI-augmented thinking frameworks and 

codebooks with larger sample sizes in different disciplines. Other factors like prior knowledge 

and motivation should also be considered. Multimodal data such as eye tracking, EEG, and 

other physiological data can be applied to explore the thinking process in depth. Overall, this 

research contributes theoretical and empirical insights into AI-augmented thinking processes 

in programming education. 
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