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Since the launch of ChatGPT in November of 2022, its role in education has been a focal point of debate, with
discussions centering on whether it will revolutionize learning, prove to be a temporary trend, or mark a sig-
nificant technological shift. While initial studies have explored artificial intelligence's (AI) impact on specific
classes and institutions, there has been a severe lack of longitudinal research within teacher education programs.
This study addresses this gap by analyzing four semesters of data on the evolving use and ethical perceptions of
generative Al among students in a teacher education program at a university in the Midwestern United States.
Surveys conducted with over 300 students over this time reveal the growing use of GenAl in their educational
practices. The findings indicate significant growth in the use of Al for assessment preparation and studying, with
usage rates rising from 57 % to 83 % and 44 % to 76 %, respectively. The study also examined the ethical
considerations surrounding Al use, identifying ongoing uncertainty and a statistically significant difference in
ethical perceptions between AI users and non-users. Additionally, the research highlighted how students
perceived the integration of Al into teaching and its impact on academic performance. Findings emphasize the
need for teacher education programs to incorporate Al training and address ethical concerns comprehensively

and formally.

1. Introduction

The recent surge in artificial intelligence (AI) use among college
students, especially large language models (LLMs) like ChatGPT, has
sparked significant debate within academic institutions about its use,
ethical implications, and potential impact on student learning. As Al
continues to evolve, so too do the challenges and opportunities it pre-
sents in educational settings. In an era where defining “authentic” stu-
dent responses is becoming increasingly challenging due to the growing
reliance on Al tools, this study contributes to the ongoing discourse
concerning AI’s ethical and practical implications in education.

This research explored the evolving relationship between under-
graduate students at the University of Kansas and Al tools, such as
ChatGPT, over four distinct periods: spring 2023 (May 2023), fall 2023
(December 2023), spring 2024 (May 2024), and fall 2024 (December
2024). To situate this study conceptually, Rogers’ Diffusion of Innova-
tion Theory (1962) offered a useful framework for examining the spread
and normalization of AI technologies in higher education settings over

time. By administering surveys across these four time periods, to seven
diverse courses within the School of Education and Human Sciences, this
study sought to quantify the prevalence of Al use among students, assess
their ethical perceptions, and evaluate whether the integration of Al
detection software influences their behavior.

As Al becomes more embedded in academic tasks, will students
increasingly view it as a beneficial tool? Those perceiving its use as
ethical will be more likely to adopt it. The study’s findings contribute to
a deeper understanding of how AI has reshaped the educational land-
scape and the ethical considerations accompanying its use. As Al tools
like ChatGPT become more integrated into the learning environment, it
is crucial to understand their impact on student behavior and ethical
perceptions.

By examining students’ perceptions and usage patterns, this research
provides evidence that Al is already becoming an integral part of aca-
demic life, influencing how students approach their coursework and also
how they perceive the boundaries of ethical use. These insights enable
more informed decisions regarding AI's broader application within
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higher education and offer guidance for educators in adapting their
teaching strategies to better support students. This work also provides
data points for universities and institutions as they work to develop Al
policies for student use. As stakeholders navigate this evolving educa-
tional landscape, it is essential to balance the potential benefits of stu-
dent AI use with the need to uphold the integrity of genuine learning and
critical thinking in partnership with those students.

2. Literature review
2.1. Overview

The introduction of ChatGPT has generated substantial attention
within higher education, particularly regarding its instructional and
administrative applications. Since its initial release, the model has
evolved quite rapidly across versions: GPT-3, GPT-3.5, GPT-4 and GPT-
5- each iteration offering greater sophistication in language generation
and contextual awareness. This review synthesizes research on
ChatGPT’s emerging roles in higher education, emphasizing major de-
velopments, recurring concerns, and areas where further inquiry is
needed.

2.2. Historical development of ChatGPT

ChatGPT’s development has been marked by several notable mile-
stones, beginning with GPT-3, which gained immediate attention,
globally, for its ability to generate human-like text. The subsequent
versions, GPT-3.5, GPT-4 and GPT-5, flaunted enhanced capabilities,
including improved contextual reasoning and generative accuracy [1,2].
These advancements contributed to the increased use of ChatGPT in
educational settings [3], where instructors and students have begun
incorporating it into tasks such as assessment design and personalized
academic support [4,5].

2.3. Applications of ChatGPT in higher education

2.3.1. Pedagogical and instructional use

Across higher education, ChatGPT has been repeatedly hailed as a
“transformative tool” [6,7]. Empirical studies indicate it can assist in
grading, generate formative feedback, and even serve as a virtual tutor
[8,9]. research also suggests that ChatGPT can enhance learning out-
comes by offering individualized support to students [10,11], a feature
particularly valuable in large enrollment classes where personalized
attention is scarce [12]. Moreover, the immediacy of Al-mediated
feedback has been associated with increased student engagement and
motivation [13,14]. However, the extent to which ChatGPT can, or
should, fully replicate the nuances of human instruction remains an area
of ongoing debate [15-18].

2.3. Limitations in educational contexts

At the same time, the literature underscores ongoing limitations.
Although ChatGPT can address a wide range of topics and produce
coherent responses, it lacks the deep disciplinary understanding
required to navigate complex or ambiguous problems, occasionally
leading to oversimplification or factual errors [19,20]. This limitation
reinforces the need for instructors to consider disciplinary norms and
pedagogical goals when integrating Al into coursework [1,21].

2.4. Opportunities and challenges Al integration in educational contexts

ChatGPT presents substantial opportunities to enrich educational
practice. Its capacity to deliver on-demand, personalized support may
broaden access to high-quality instruction, potentially contributing to
more equitable learning environments [22,23]. However, these affor-
dances do not come without significant challenges. Researchers have
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documented increases in academic dishonesty, including the submission
of Al-generated work without the student engaging in necessary
learning processes [24-26]. Additional concerns center on the genera-
tion of inaccurate or fabricated content [27-29]. Questions about the
reliability of Al detection systems, such as Turnitin’s detection tool,
further complicate assessment integrity [30-33]. These intertwined
opportunities and risks highlight the need for careful pedagogical and
institutional planning.

2.5. Equity concerns

Beyond instructional implications, the integration of generative Al in
schools raises important ethical questions. Scholars have expressed
concerns about data privacy, algorithmic opacity [34] and the extent to
which AI systems may perpetuate or exacerbate existing inequities in
education [35-37]. These issues underscore the need for institutional
policies that foreground transparency, responsible use, and attention to
structural inequities, as Al tools become more embedded in higher ed-
ucation contexts.

2.6. Research gaps

Despite the rapidly expanding scholarship on ChatGPT, notable gaps
persist. Much of the current literature is anecdotal, exploratory, or
grounded in single-institution case studies rather than rigorous empir-
ical design. Longitudinal studies examining ChatGPT’s sustained influ-
ence on learning outcomes, academic performance, and student
engagement are particularly limited. In addition, research on algo-
rithmic bias in generative AI remains limited in scope. While some
studies have begun addressing these concerns [38,39], broader exami-
nations of how GenAl bias intersects with educational inequity are still
needed. Addressing these gaps is essential for developing a more
comprehensive understanding of ChatGPT’s long-term role in higher
education.

3. Methods
3.1. Research design

This study employs a longitudinal survey design, defined as the
repeated observation of the same population over multiple time points
[40]. In this case, data were collected across four academic semesters
(spring 2023, fall 2023, spring 2024, and fall 2024) from the same ac-
ademic program using a consistent core instrument. Although individual
participants varied across time points due to semesterly course enroll-
ment, the population was conceptually stable (i.e., undergraduate
teacher education students in the same program, same year levels). This
design permits temporal analysis of trends in Al adoption and ethical
perceptions within a defined educational context.

Each data collection wave targeted a different cohort of undergrad-
uate students enrolled in the same core education units, meaning the
study did not follow the same individuals longitudinally but rather
captured cohort-level trends in the same classes over time. This repeated
cross-sectional approach allowed for the examination of changes in Al
adoption and ethical perceptions as Al became increasingly embedded
in educational discourse and digital practice. The timing of the surveys
also aligned with key moments in the public rollout and institutional
responses to GenAl, allowing for temporal sensitivity in interpreting
findings. This approach was well suited for tracking changes in student
behavior and attitudes over time, providing a robust framework for
analyzing trends in Al adoption and ethical perceptions. Tested survey
instruments were used, and data were analyzed with Jamovi statistical
software.
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3.2. Participants

The participants in this study were undergraduate students enrolled
in courses within the School of Education and Human Sciences at the
University of Kansas. These students were selected because they repre-
sented the primary population engaging with teacher-education cour-
sework, an area where understanding the adoption and ethical
perception of generative Al is particularly salient. The courses included
Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) pedagogy,
English pedagogy, Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL), Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in educa-
tion, and introductory teaching seminars. These courses were chosen
because they were taught across the various cohorts and commonly
taught in both semesters of the year and included assignments conducive
to discussions about Al use, thereby providing a stable and relevant
population for longitudinal comparison.

This study employed purposive and convenience sampling tech-
niques, as the intention was to examine Al use within a clearly defined
and pedagogically relevant instructional context rather than produce
generalizable estimates across the entire university. This sampling
strategy aligns with the study’s focus on teacher-education students, a
group likely to encounter Al not only as learners but also as future
educators.

Across the four survey distributions, a total of 423 students were
eligible to participate, and 319 completed the survey, resulting in a
combined response rate of approximately 75 %. Population size was
therefore determined by the total enrollment of the participating course
sections each semester. No additional recruitment was conducted
outside these courses. In total, 65 participants completed the survey in
Spring 2023, 60 in Fall 2023, 96 in Spring 2024, and 98 in Fall 2024.

3.3. Survey instrument

The survey instrument consisted of both closed and open-ended
items assessing students' use of Al, ethical perceptions, perceived aca-
demic impact, attitudes towards institutional policies and beliefs about
future use. The survey instrument was developed collaboratively by the
research team based on emerging literature and institutional context.
Content validity was established through expert review [41]. The survey
was independently reviewed by two external experts with expertise in Al
in education and survey design. Face validity was supported by pilot
testing in the Spring of 2023 with a small group of undergraduate stu-
dents (n = 10) who provided feedback on the clarity and comprehen-
sibility of items. Feedback informed minor revisions to wording and
item clarity prior to survey administration.

Over the four distinct data collection periods, many items remained
consistent across the four waves. However, a small number of questions
were modified or introduced in response to changes in the Al landscape
and emergent themes. A full copy of the survey instrument is included in
Appendix A to enhance transparency and replicability in addition to the
core survey elements which are noted below.

Quantitative data were analysed using Jamovi software. Descriptive
statistics (frequencies and percentages) were used to summarize Al
usage patterns. Inferential statistics, including one-way ANOVA, were
conducted to examine differences across survey waves, with post hoc
comparisons using Tukey’s [42] HSD test. Assumptions of normality and
homogeneity of variance were checked prior to analysis. Open-ended
responses were analyzed using inductive thematic coding. Responses
were first read holistically, initial codes were developed, and recurring
patterns were grouped into themes. Coding was performed by all au-
thors, with discrepancies resolved through discussion.

3.4. Core survey questions administered across the four waves

1. How prevalent is undergraduate students’ use of Al (such as
ChatGPT) when completing academic tasks?
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2. Can Turnitin accurately identify all assignments as Al-generated?

3. Should AI tools (such as ChatGPT) be banned at the University of
Kansas?

4. How important do you think it is for the university and professors
to include Al knowledge and skills as a part of class?

5. Do undergraduate students believe that using AI (such as
ChatGPT) to complete academic tasks is ethical?

6. Is there a relationship between the ethical perception of Al (such
as ChatGPT) and its use in completing academic work?

7. Do students believe the use of Al (such as ChatGPT) has improved
their academic performance?

8. Is there a relationship between a student’s ethical beliefs on Al
and the amount of improvement they perceive Al provides on
academic tasks?

9. What are some ways that come to mind where AI (such as
ChatGPT) could help teachers and students with learning
activities?

10. The university is proposing to integrate new software to detect Al
(such as ChatGPT) in submitted assignments. Will the imple-
mentation of this new software stop you from using Al on future
assignments?

11. Do you think the university should have policies and rules about
using Al (such as ChatGPT) - Why or why not?

In alignment with the broader research objectives, researchers
formulated a guiding hypothesis to anchor the inquiry. Central to the
larger research question, this hypothesis is as follows:

Over the longitudinal data collection periods, the use and imple-
mentation of AI by undergraduate students for both studying and
completing assignments are expected to rise. Students will increasingly
perceive Al as a valuable tool that enhances their academic perfor-
mance. Moreover, the researchers hypothesize that students who view
Al usage as ethical are more likely to engage with the tool compared to
those who do not share this belief.

3.5. Theoretical framework

This study is theoretically grounded in Rogers [43] Diffusion of
Innovation (Dol) framework, which provides a lens for understanding
how new technologies, in this case Generative Al tools, are adopted
within social systems over time. The Dol model suggests that in-
novations diffuse into populations in identifiable stages, initially
beginning with Innovators (the first 2.5 %), followed by Early Adopters
(13.5 %), Early Majority (34 %), Late Majority (34 %), and Laggards (14
%). In this study, undergraduate students comprise the adopter popu-
lation, and ChatGPT serves as the focal innovation.

The relevance of the Dol framework lies in its ability to account for
the temporal and social dynamics underpinning technology adoption,
particularly in educational contexts where both individual agency and
institutional structures shape engagement. As a longitudinal investiga-
tion, this study is well positioned to observe patterns consistent with
Rogers's adoption curve, offering insight into how perceptions of Al
ethics, policy, and academic utility evolve over multiple semesters. By
applying this framework, the study foregrounds not only the rate and
scope of adoption but also the sociocultural and pedagogical conditions
that influence diffusion within higher education.

3.6. Ethical considerations in data collection

Because the five Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTAs) served dual
roles as both instructors and researchers, the potential for role-related
bias was acknowledged. Each GTA was responsible only for their own
course sections, with some teaching multiple sections of the same
course, resulting in up to seven classes being included in the study across
any given semester. To mitigate risks related to coercion or perceived
obligation, the research team implemented several safeguards. Students



L. Parker et al.

were verbally and explicitly informed that participation was voluntary,
anonymous, and unrelated to course performance. No identifiable in-
formation was collected, and Qualtrics metadata such as completion
time were anonymized automatically. Surveys were administered
outside of assessment contexts, outside of classroom minutes, and in-
structors did not have access to individual responses at any time. These
procedures were designed to promote honest participation while pre-
serving the integrity of the data.

4. Findings and discussions

This section will examine and interpret the study’s findings for each
of the eleven research questions, providing detailed breakdowns and
discussions for each, culminating in a comprehensive synthesis of the
findings. A brief overview of the findings related to the guiding hy-
pothesis and any additional information discovered throughout the
process will also be presented.

4.1. Research question one

How prevalent is the use of AI (such as ChatGPT) by undergraduate
students when completing academic tasks?

In all four survey distributions, students were asked if they used Al
for studying and completing assignments. Table 1 below shows the
distribution of how students responded to these questions.

The study's findings reveal a significant upward trend in students' use
of Al for both studying and completing assignments from the first to the
fourth longitudinal survey. Notably, the data from fall 2024 demon-
strates a considerable increase in Al usage compared to earlier semes-
ters, with 76 % of students using Al for studying and 83 % employing it
for assignments. This increase is statistically significant, as evidenced by
the results of an Analysis of Variance test (ANOVA), which showed
significant differences in Al usage for studying, F(3, 1250) = 34.45,p <
.001, and for assignments, F(3, 1250) = 31.88, p < .001, based on the
timing of data collection. Post hoc analyses using the Tukey criterion
further indicated that the number of students using Al to complete ac-
ademic tasks during fall 2024 was significantly higher than in spring
2024, spring 2023, and fall 2023.

The sharp increase in Al usage in fall 2024 compared to spring 2023
(23 months) could be attributed to several factors. As Al becomes more
embedded in instruction, media, and everyday conversations, students
may have increasingly incorporated Al into their study routines and
assignments. This trend may have been further exacerbated by students’
positive experiences with Al tools or by hearing from their peers about
the benefits of using Al, such as improved grades, time-saving advan-
tages, and enhanced efficiency. The accumulation of these factors over
the 23 months between the first and fourth data points likely contributed
to the significant increase in AI usage observed in the study. It is
important to note that the first survey was conducted less than three
months after the most publicly accessible version of ChatGPT was
launched in November 2022. As with any new technology, it can take
time to spread through a population, consistent with Rogers’ [43]
Diffusion of Innovations theory, which describes the adoption process
progressing from Innovators (2.5 %) through to Laggards (14 %).

Table 1
Prevalence of using Al (such as ChatGPT) by undergraduate students for
studying and assignments.

Survey Distribution Date Al for Studying Al for Al for Either

Assignments

No Yes No Yes No Yes
Spring 2023 56 % 44 % 43 % 57 % 35% 65%
Fall 2023 57% 43 % 48 % 52 % 37% 63%
Spring 2024 34% 66 % 260% 74% 20% 80%
Fall 2024 24% 76 % 17% 83% 12% 88%
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Students using Al in spring 2023 likely represented the Early Adopters or
Early Majority, while by fall 2024, the data suggests a shift toward the
Late Majority phase. The observed temporal trend aligns with the ex-
pected adoption curve, offering theoretical support for interpreting the
growing uptake of generative Al tools within higher education contexts.

Moreover, by fall 2024, Al tools had advanced significantly,
becoming more sophisticated, varied, and accessible. These tools offered
students enhanced capabilities for writing, problem-solving, and content
generation (i.e., image generation was not available in spring 2023).

Furthermore, these findings reveal a consistent increase in the use of
Al for both studying and completing assignments from the initial to the
most recent survey. Between spring 2023 and fall 2024, Al usage for
studying increased by 32 %, while AI usage for assignments rose by 26 %
and using Al for either rose by 23 %. Interestingly, the use of Al for
assignments remains higher than for studying, suggesting that students
may perceive Al as more beneficial for productivity-oriented tasks, such
as generating polished assignments, rather than for traditional studying,
which typically involves deeper understanding and critical engagement
with the material. This discrepancy in Al usage for these two purposes
invites further exploration into how students view AI’s role in learning
versus task completion.

It is also noteworthy that the findings from the second survey dis-
tribution, conducted in fall 2023, indicated a slight decline in Al usage
compared to spring 2023. The fall 2023 data shows the only reduction in
Al use relative to the other time points, which warrants further inves-
tigation to understand the factors contributing to this brief decline. This
may be explained by the initial backlash against using Al tools in the
media and general discussions, coupled with the absence of an official
university policy, which left Al use in a gray area. As a result, students
may have hesitated and taken a step back to reassess their use of Al
However, after recognizing its potential benefits, they likely chose to
incorporate it into their study routines and assignment completion in
subsequent semesters.

4.2. Research question two

Can Turnitin accurately identify all assignments as Al-generated?

As part of these studies, Turnitin plagiarism detection software was
used to analyze undergraduate student assessments during four study
periods (spring 2023, fall 2023, spring 2024 and fall 2024). It is
important to note that although individual instructors were made aware
of general class usage of Al based on these findings, no individual in-
formation was shared, and no academic misconduct actions were taken.
The University of Kansas is still in the process of developing an official
university-wide Al policy; however, individual instructors are currently
able to implement their own rules within their classes.

While Turnitin is not the only AI detection tool available, it was
chosen for this study due to its integration into the existing grading
systems at the University of Kansas. It is also essential to acknowledge
that although some universities rely heavily on Turnitin’s Al detection
capabilities, there are ongoing concerns about the software’s reliability
[44]. Specifically, the potential for false positives has led several in-
stitutions to question the reliability of using Turnitin to determine Al
involvement in student work, prompting them to refrain from adopting
it for such purposes [45]. It is also important to note that during the first
semester of this research (spring 2023), Turnitin reported Al detection
scores to instructors even if the result was under 20 %, while acknowl-
edging the possibility of false positives. However, from Fall 2023 on-
ward, Turnitin had adjusted its approach, indicating Al detection for
scores under 20 % but only providing a score to instructors if Al
exceeded 20 %.

Table 2 shows that Turnitin has detected increasing Al-generated
content in student submissions. In spring 2023, Turnitin identified
that 9 % of submissions across the seven classes contained elements of
Al-generated writing. By fall 2023, this figure had risen to 32 %, rep-
resenting a 22 % increase, and in spring 2024, it further increased to 40
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Table 2
Comparative analysis of Al-generated submission detection across instructors by
Turnitin.

Survey GTA GTA GTA GTA GTA Semester
Distribution Date 1 2 3 4 5 Averages
Spring 2023 34 % 13 % 0% 0% 0% 9 %

Fall 2023 48 % 69 % 20 % 0% 18 % 31%
Spring 2024 65 % 82 % 30 % 0% 23 % 40 %
Fall 2024 74 % 88 % 36 % 0% 28 % 45 %

% and as of fall 2024 it was 45 %. While AI detectors were not widely
available before spring 2023, it can reasonably be assumed that Al use
by undergraduate students was minimal to nonexistent. Aside from tools
like Grammarly, which contain embedded AI features, LLMs were
virtually unknown to students prior to the release of ChatGPT. Conse-
quently, reported Al use has grown from an estimated baseline <10 % to
nearly 50 % of students within just four semesters.

It is important to note that GTAs 1 and 2 either graduated or taught
different classes in the fall 2024 semester. However, the original class
was taught by a different instructor who applied the same Al-related
class rules. The survey was still distributed in these classes to ensure
consistency in the data.

When comparing this finding with students’ self-reported use of Al in
assignments (from question 1), the percentage rose from 57 % in spring
2023 to 83 % in fall 2024. It is important to note that Question 1 referred
to students using Al in any class assessment, whereas Question 2 focused
specifically on assessments submitted for the one class in which students
were surveyed. Many students were enrolled in five to six classes during
a given semester.

This finding suggests that AI detectors may have improved in iden-
tifying Al-generated content, or it may indicate that students are simply
using Al more frequently. The increased detection could be attributed to
a higher number of students using Al, rather than solely improvements
in detection technology. As more students utilize Al, the likelihood of
detecting Al-generated content naturally rises, which might not neces-
sarily reflect advancements in Al detection but rather the growing
prevalence of Al use.

This finding highlights the growing complexity of considerations that
instructors must address, from determining whether students engage
with AI to selecting the most appropriate detectors and evaluating these
tools’ accuracy. These are just a few of the many questions that today’s
educators must navigate in the evolving landscape of Al in education.

4.3. Research question three

Should Al tools (such as ChatGPT) be banned at the University of
Kansas?

Students were asked whether they believed ChatGPT and other Al-
related LLMs should be banned at the University of Kansas. As of the
time of writing (The Fall of 2025), the university had not implemented
any university-wide policy governing or restricting the use of these
technologies. This open-ended question was presented to undergraduate
students on three occasions, fall 2023, spring 2024, and fall 2024 but
was not included in the spring 2023 survey, as researchers had not yet
anticipated the long-term implications or the emerging discourse around
banning the tool.

Table 3
Undergraduate student responses regarding whether AI tools such as ChatGPT
should be banned at The University of Kansas.

Survey Distribution Yes No (Don’t Depending on the
Date (Ban) ban) context

Fall 2023 6.55 % 60.65 % 31.14 %

Spring 2024 7.29 % 78.12 % 14.58 %

Fall 2024 12.08 % 75.54 % 12.38 %
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As illustrated in Table 3, only a small proportion of students in fall
2023 (6.55 %) believed ChatGPT or similar LLMs should be banned. A
clear majority (60.65 %) opposed a ban, while 31.14 % indicated that
their opinion depended on the context.

In spring 2024, these views shifted noticeably. The percentage of
students opposing a ban rose to 78.12 %, a 17.47 % increase from fall
2023 while those taking a context-dependent stance declined sharply to
14.58 %. The proportion of students supporting a ban remained rela-
tively stable at 7.29 %. Students increasingly defended the right to use
Al with one remarking, “No. This university is all about freedom and
choices and giving everyone a voice... they shouldn’t be able to ban
something that is a freedom of speech.”

In fall 2024, a new pattern emerged. The percentage of students
supporting a ban increased to 12.08 %, the highest across all distribu-
tions, marking a 4.79 % increase from spring 2024. Meanwhile, oppo-
sition to a ban remained strong at 75.54 %, only slightly below the
spring figure. The number of students who selected “depending on the
context” continued to decline, falling to 12.38 %.

This shift suggests that as Al becomes more embedded in academic
life, students are adopting firmer stances either for or against its use. The
decline in nuanced, context-based responses from 31.14 % in fall 2023
to just 12.38 % in fall 2024 may indicate growing clarity and confidence
in students’ personal and ethical views on Al One student from fall 2023
had commented:

‘I think it highly depends on how it’s being used and whether or not it is
being used in an ethical manner. If it is being used to write essays from
scratch or create something from nothing, then I do think it is highly
unethical. If it is being used to simply enhance something that has already
been created, such as editing a paper, I don’t think it’s unethical since it
would be the same as asking another peer to edit it.”

While students continue to overwhelmingly oppose an outright ban,
the rise in support for banning Al tools between spring and fall 2024
raises new questions. It may reflect growing concerns over misuse, de-
pendency, or academic integrity issues, highlighting the evolving ten-
sion between AI's benefits and its ethical risks in higher education.

4.4. Research question four

How important do you think it is for the university and professors to
include AI knowledge and skills as a part of class?

This question aimed to determine whether students believe the
university and their professors should incorporate AI knowledge and
skills into existing undergraduate courses. As the question was not
included in the spring or fall 2023 surveys, data presented in Table 4
highlights data from the spring and fall 2024 distributions.

The table above presents student responses from spring and fall 2024
regarding the perceived importance of integrating AI knowledge and
skills into university courses. A very small proportion of students (0.51
%) believe that incorporating Al into classes is ‘Not Important At All,’
with 5.33 % indicating that it is ‘Not Very Important.” Combined, these
responses suggest that only 5.84 % of students view Al integration as
relatively unimportant.

Meanwhile, 18.62 % of students selected a ‘Neutral’ position, indi-
cating some uncertainty about the importance of Al in their academic

Table 4
Undergraduate student responses regarding the perceived importance of inte-
grating Al knowledge and skills into university courses.

Survey Not Not Very Neutral ~ Somewhat Very

Distribution Important Important Important Important

Date At All

Spring 2024 1.04 % 9.37 % 33.33 40.62 % 15.62 %
%

Fall 2024 0.51 % 5.33 % 18.62 51.76 % 23.78 %

%
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curriculum. The vast majority of students, however, recognize the sig-
nificance of Al integration, with 51.76 % considering it ‘Somewhat
Important’ and 23.78 % deeming it ‘Very Important.” Together, 75.54 %
of students perceive AI knowledge and skills as important for their ed-
ucation, reflecting a strong majority in favor of embedding these tech-
nologies into university courses.

In summary, the fall 2024 data reveal increasing student support at
the University of Kansas for the integration of Al knowledge and skills
into coursework. While a small minority (5.84 %) viewed Al integration
as unimportant, and approximately one in five students (18.62 %)
remained neutral, the clear majority (75.54 %) expressed support for
embedding Al into the curriculum, an upward trend from previous se-
mesters. This finding aligns with early predictions by Luckin et al. [46],
who anticipated a future in which AI would become integral to teaching
and learning. More recent literature by Stolpe and Hallstrom [47] and
Tubella et al. [48] similarly underscores the pedagogical value of
incorporating Al into instructional practice.

4.5. Research question five

Do undergraduate students believe that using Al (such as ChatGPT)
to complete academic tasks is ethical?

This question aimed to determine whether students believe using Al
tools like ChatGPT to complete academic tasks is ethical. For this
question, a response of 1 indicates “very unethical,” 3 indicates “un-
sure,” and 5 indicates “very ethical.” The data for this question, grouped
by survey distribution, is shown below in Table 5.

As shown in the table above, the mean response to whether students
believe using AI tools like ChatGPT for academic tasks is ethical has
gradually increased across the four survey distributions. While the
average remains close to the midpoint of the scale (3 = unsure), each
successive survey shows a modest upward shift in the mean score. This
indicates a steady trend toward greater ethical acceptance of Al in ac-
ademic contexts. Although students remain largely uncertain, the data
suggests they are slowly moving away from ambiguity and becoming
more comfortable with the ethical implications of AI use in higher ed-
ucation. This evolving perception offers valuable insight into how stu-
dent attitudes are shifting as GenAlI becomes more embedded in
academic life.

4.6. Research question six

Is there a relationship between the ethical perception of Al (such as
ChatGPT) and its use in completing academic work?

This question explored whether students’ ethical perceptions of Al
are related to their actual use of Al in academic contexts. The results
consistently show a statistically significant relationship between
perceived ethicality and usage. Across all four survey periods, students
who reported using Al, either for studying or for completing assign-
ments, were significantly more likely to rate the use of Al for academic
work as ethical than those who did not use Al

In the most recent survey (fall 2024), an independent-samples t-test
revealed that students who used Al for studying (M = 3.66, SD = 0.95)
rated the use of Al to complete academic work as more ethical than those
who did not (M = 2.76, SD = 1.05), t(317) = —7.04, p < .001. Similarly,
students who used Al for assignments (M = 3.55, SD = 1.00) rated its

Table 5
Group descriptives of Undergraduate student responses regarding whether they
believe using Al tools like ChatGPT to complete academic tasks are ethical.

Survey Distribution N Mean Standard Deviation
Spring 2023 65 2.938 1.014
Fall 2023 60 3.167 1.044
Spring 2024 96 3.302 1.077
Fall 2024 98 3.420 1.100
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ethicality higher than those who did not (M = 2.88, SD = 1.08), t(317) =
—6.10, p < .001. These findings are summarized in the confidence-
interval plots in Fig. 1.

Interestingly, this relationship was consistent throughout all four
sampling periods. For the data from spring 2023, independent-samples t
tests showed those who used Al for studying (M = 3.41, SD = 0.87)
thought the use of Al to complete academic work more ethical than
those who did not use Al to study (M = 2.56, SD = 0.97), t(63) = —3.72,
p < .001, and those who used Al for assignments (M = 3.35, SD = 0.95)
thought the use of Al to complete academic work more ethical than
those who did not use it to complete assignments (M = 2.39, SD = 0.83),
t(63) = —4.25, p < .001.

For the fall 2023 data, independent-samples ¢ tests revealed that
students who used Al for studying (M = 3.58, SD = 0.95) perceived the
use of Al to complete academic work as more ethical than their peers
who did not use Al for studying (M = 2.85, SD = 1.02), t(58) = —2.81, p
= .007. Similarly, those who used Al for assignments (M = 3.55, SD =
1.06) considered the use of Al for academic tasks more ethical than those
who did not use Al for assignments (M = 2.76, SD = 0.87), t(58) =
—3.14, p = .003.

In the spring 2024 data, an interesting pattern emerged. Due to the
high number of students who reported using AI for academic tasks
compared to those who did not, the data did not meet the assumptions
required for a traditional Student’s t-test. Instead, a nonparametric test
was applied to analyze this data. The results indicated that students who
used Al for studying (M = 3.61, SD = 0.96) generally perceived the use
of Al in academic work as more ethical than those who did not use Al for
studying (M = 2.74, SD = 1.05), U = 602.00, p < .001. Similarly, those
who used Al to complete assignments (M = 3.46, SD = 1.03) viewed Al
use in academic tasks as more ethical than those who did not use AI for
assignments (M = 2.89, SD = 1.11), U = 675.00, p = .041.

4.7. Research question seven

Do students believe the use of Al (such as ChatGPT) has improved
their academic performance?

The data presented in Tables 6 and 7 show that students believe Al
has improved their academic performance. While there was no statisti-
cally significant difference in the amount of improved performance
between the three survey distributions, the fact that students are
perceiving the use of Al as a positive influence on academic performance
is clear.

The tables below illustrate that nearly all students acknowledge at
least some improvement by implementing Al in their academic tasks.
The cumulative results from all four survey distributions (N = 238), as
only students who stated they use Al to perform academic tasks were

Confidence Interval Plot - Fall 2024

3.8} Used Al
¢ No
3.6F ¢ Yes

3.4r

3.2¢

Ethical

3.0

2.8}

2.6

Al for Studying Al for assignments
Fig. 1. Confidence interval plots on the relationship between undergraduate
students’ ethical perception of AI (ChatGPT) and its use in completing aca-
demic work.
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Table 6
Cumulative frequency of undergraduate student responses regarding whether
they believe the use of Al (ChatGPT) has improved their academic work.

Improvement Value Frequency Percentage of Total
1 = No improvement 6 2.52%

2 = Slight Improvement 33 13.86 %

3 = Moderate Improvement 81 34.03 %

4 = Considerable Improvement 75 31.51 %

5 = Much improvement 43 18.06 %

Table 7
Undergraduate student responses regarding whether they believe the use of Al
(such as ChatGPT) has improved their academic performance.

Survey Distribution N Mean Standard Deviation
Spring 2023 34 3.353 0.917
Fall 2023 33 3.364 0.994
Spring 2024 73 3.425 1.105
Fall 2024 98 3.510 1.120

asked to answer this question) are shown in Table 6.

In Fig. 2 below, the y-axis of the grouped histogram details the survey
distribution (1 = spring 2023, 2 = fall 2023, 3 = spring 2024, 4 = fall
2024), while the x-axis identifies the Likert value responses when asked
if they believe the use of Al has improved their academic performance (1
= no improvement, 5 = much improvement).

Fig. 2 shows a gradual shift from a more normally distributed data set
to one skewed left. This indicates that, over time, an increasing number
of students are reporting higher levels of perceived improvement in their
academic performance due to the use of AI, with fewer students
reporting little to no improvement.

These findings are further supported by the data shown in Table 7

m |

May 23

i

Dec23

Survey Distribution

3|1 |_|

May 24

4 o——-— -

Dec24 T T T T

Improved Performance

Fig. 2. Grouped Histogram of Undergraduate student responses regarding
whether they believe the use of Al has improved their academic performance (1
= no improvement, 5 = much improvement).
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above. Notice that while the mean increases gradually each semester,
the standard deviation continues to grow. This may suggest that while
students generally perceive Al as enhancing their academic perfor-
mance, there remains a subset who believe otherwise. This finding aligns
with research by Alshater [49], which highlights that although tools
such as ChatGPT can support academic success in various ways, they
also pose significant drawbacks that may hinder performance under
certain conditions.

4.8. Research question eight

Is there a relationship between a student’s ethical beliefs on Al and
the amount of improvement they perceive Al provides on academic
tasks?

There is a significant relationship between undergraduate students’
ethical beliefs about Al and their perceived improvement in academic
tasks due to Al Looking at the combined data from all four survey dis-
tribution periods, a linear regression analysis revealed a statistically
significant model (F(1, 129) = 37.74, p < .001) with an R? value of 0.26
and a regression coefficient for the combined sample of 0.46. These
values suggest that 26.1 % of a student’s ethical beliefs on Al can be
explained by their perceived improvement from using Al on academic
tasks.

This relationship has been consistently observed across each distri-
bution period. In spring 2023, the regression analysis yielded F(1, 32) =
5.46, p = .026, corresponding to an R? of approximately 0.15 (14.5 %).
By fall 2023, this increased to F(1, 28) = 7.42, p = .011, with R* ~ 0.21
(20.9 %), a 44.1 % increase in explained variance. The trend continued
in spring 2024, with F(1, 65) = 24.94, p < .001 and R? ~ 0.28 (27.7 %),
marking a further 32.5 % increase. Most notably, in fall 2024, the
strength of the relationship peaked at F(1, 96) = 41.39, p < .001 with an
R? of 0.31 (30.5 %). This final increase represents a 10.1 % gain from
spring 2024 and more than double the initial explanatory power
observed in spring 2023.

These findings highlight a sustained and growing moderate positive
correlation between students’ ethical views on Al and their perception of
academic benefit from its use. As students increasingly perceive Al as a
valuable academic tool, they also appear more ethically accepting of its
integration into higher education. Fig. 3 illustrates this progression by
plotting each distribution's regression line and R? value over time.

4.9. Research question nine

What are some ways that come to mind where AI (such as ChatGPT)
could help teachers and students with learning activities?

While investigating students’ perceptions of ChatGPT, researchers
explored student beliefs about the potential for integrating this evolving
technology into standard educational practices through its envisioned
use in various learning activities. Results show that 78 % of responses
marked favorable perceptions toward integrating ChatGPT into lessons
due to how it could assist both instructors and students. 43 % of students
remarked how ChatGPT could, “be used to help create rubrics and bounce
ideas for lesson plans” and “help teachers create lesson plans and ideas for
the classroom.” This research question was answered by students who
perceived ChatGPT as a virtual tutor, assistant, or collaborator to create
engaging lessons and activities that they might not have thought of
themselves, “AI can effectively act as tutors, assist in creating and grading
assignments,” or the possibility of creating materials in faster time than
other platforms and resources.

The findings revealed that participants discussed the complexity of
language used in academia and the function of simplifying the language
through ChatGPT. 17 % of responses pointed to the ability to ask
ChatGPT to change the linguistic stylings of a text to make it more
accessible for learners. Some examples include “it could help with
generating lesson plan objectives, finding inspiration for activities, or even
finding accessible ways to present text to students” and ‘“coming up with
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Regression Lines: Ethical Beliefs vs. Perceived Improvement (by Semester)
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Fig. 3. Individual regression equations and their R? values on a single coordinate plane between a student’s ethical beliefs on Al and the amount of improvement

they perceive Al providing on academic tasks.

questions for exams, rewriting words into something that sounds more fluid
and makes sense.” The responses featured an awareness of equitable
practices that can support language learners and students with special
needs, or make complex theories more accessible through the ability to
simplify or reword texts through the use of ChatGPT. This finding aligns
with research by ElSayary [50] that highlighted the benefits of tools
such as ChatGPT to support students of all backgrounds to engage in
educational content.

Conversely, 22 % of responses indicated either an unassured feeling
of the benefits that could be found using ChatGPT or plainly stated that it
was not beneficial at all. Responses included statements such as, I
honestly don’t know,” “not sure,” or, “I don’t really think it is beneficial,”
which demonstrated their negative perceptions towards the LLMs.
However, they did not provide detailed examples.

Overall, the majority of the findings that viewed ChatGPT in a pos-
itive light addressed its capabilities of being another tool and resource in
their educational attainment. Whether it was in mathematics, “AI helps
me understand complex math concepts every day,” or engineering,
“describing or illustrating abstract concepts within engineering,” the affir-
mative perceptions of ChatGPT point to the need for integration of
emerging technology within teacher preparation programs or

professional development to help bridge the divide between ages, po-
sition, and academic success.

4.10. Research question ten

The university is proposing to integrate new software to detect Al
(such as ChatGPT) in submitted assignments. Will the implementation of
this new software stop you from using Al on future assignments?

Given the nature of this longitudinal study in relation to the expan-
sion of users of ChatGPT, and the proliferation of discussions regarding
ChatGPT’s influence in society, industry, and education, the 10t
research question examined students’ perceptions of institutional de-
cisions against their own practices in their educational attainment.
Throughout each iteration of the survey, the number of responses
increased and marked a trend towards the continued use of ChatGPT
despite the integration of software from the university (see Fig. 4
below). Between May 2023 and December 2023, the students’ responses
saw a downturn in ‘yes’ and ‘no’ responses, but a continued uptake in the
‘unsure’ category. At the final deployment of the survey, with a higher
number of participants responding over the previous turns, the trend
showed an increase in ‘no’ and ‘unsure’ responses, indicating students'

Student Responses

Unsure

No

0% 10%

20%

30%

40% 50% 60%

mMay-23 mDec-23 mMay-24 mDec-24

Fig. 4. Bar chart of student responses across all four surveys.
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continued use of ChatGPT for their coursework.

Over the four data collection periods, 24 % marked yes, 36 % marked
no, and 40 % marked unsure (see Fig. 5 below). Within the findings, the
‘yes’ response held the fewest numbers across all four iterations of the
survey. The number of responses to ‘no’ was higher in only one survey
than in the other two. And the percentage of ‘unsure’ responses steadily
grew during each distribution of the survey. The most noteworthy part
came from the recognition that more and more students were marking
“unsure,” which provided a nuanced understanding of student percep-
tions not being as declarative towards ChatGPT.

Interestingly, since the beginning of this longitudinal data collection,
several prominent universities have implemented Al detection tools,
only to subsequently withdraw them due to concerns about their accu-
racy and reliability. For example, Yale University discontinued the use of
such tools, citing their high false-positive rates and potential to
misidentify student work [51]. Similarly, the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology reported that Al detectors often do not function as intended,
resulting in significant misclassification [52]. New York University also
opted to disable Turnitin’s Al writing indicator, citing concerns about
erroneous flagging of human-written texts [53]. These actions under-
score the necessity of pedagogically informed, rather than purely tech-
nological, responses to student Al use in academic settings.

4.11. Research question eleven

Do you think the university should have policies and rules about
using Al (such as ChatGPT) - Why or why not?

Developing from Research Question 10, the findings within Research
Question 11 invited participants to reflect on whether universities
should implement policies regarding the use of tools such as ChatGPT .
This question aligns with recent international research on institutional
responses to Al, which found that 52 % of universities permit instructors
to determine AI usage, while 39 % offer no clear rationale for their
policies, leaving students to navigate inconsistent expectations across
their courses [54], Out of the 95 recorded responses, only eleven (12 %]
expressed hesitation or indicated that no formal policy was necessary.

Out of the 95 recorded responses, only eleven (12 %) of responses
stated hesitation or a clear rationale that they did not feel a policy was
needed at all. Some examples include, “No, I think we should be able to
use it however we want to,” “No, there’s nothing that can be completely
accurate and I don’t think it will lead to a positive effect,” and “I don’t think
so because there isn’t a way to regulate it.” The notable difference between
the no responses versus the yes responses came from the short state-
ments respondents left. 10 out of the 11 responses only provided a sin-
gular perspective or rationale for not having a policy or rule at a
university. One response gave a more thorough reason for why they felt
there was no purpose behind a university policy:

Unsure
40%

Fig. 5. Overall Pie Chart on whether new Al software will stop students from
using Al tools.
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NO! What I do on my own computer is not the business of the university
whether I use it for assignments or not. It’s either I use it to help get me
going on an assignment or the assignment doesn’t get done because it helps
cut the time I spend on assignments in half. I need this time cut because I
have to work so much to afford to live in this expensive city.

This response highlights the affordance that generative Al provides
them given the struggles they face outside of school. While examining
ethical considerations for the use of ChatGPT in universities, the realities
of what students are facing may need to be considered when contem-
plating how emerging technology can buttress particular needs they face
in terms of time.

In contrast, eighty-four responses (88 %) stated that they felt uni-
versities should have policies and rules in place to act as companions to
rules of ethics and codes of conduct found within existing university
policies. Comments about plagiarism, appropriate citation, and the un-
ethical practice of directly copying and pasting responses to submit as
original work were purposefully stated across the yes responses. The
following four comments were similarly shared and expressed across all
the yes responses:

Yes, with AI's learning ability (specifically ChatGPT), there need to be
policies and rules for use. A person can consistently use Al and it will start
to produce full pieces mimicking the actual user without the person having
to do anything besides provide a prompt. The more a person uses it, the
more the Al learns, the less the person has to work to produce something
that looks identical to what they would have produced.

Yes. I think submitting Al-generated work is plagiarism. It recycles many
online sources to create what it does, and submitting this as one’s own
work is not honest. It makes no sense to grade Al-generated work as if it
was actually done by the student.

I think students should not be allowed to use ChatGPT on essays, lab
reports, or any assignment that requires writing. However, if a student is
using ChatGPT for an assignment question or two, that shouldn’t result in
harsh punishment.

Yes, I think when no one else is available to explain something, ChatGPT
can be a good resource, but since most students abuse it and use it to cheat,
it isn’t worth trusting students to use it correctly.

The findings highlight the differences between the two responses, as
the yes responses provided more detail, concern, and perceptions of the
ways that LLMs can be abused and used for cheating. The opinions
expressed by the participants demonstrate the ethical considerations
they considered as part of their educational attainment. And though
some responses were short in terms of its word count, they still alluded
to the issues of plagiarism and cheating that were found in more in-
depth responses.

The most important finding among all the responses came from how
students in education courses contemplated and considered the ethical
practices of ChatGPT across disciplines. Whether the AI could be a
resource to kickstart brainstorming and structure, a tool to help under-
stand complex content knowledge and even a way to circumnavigate the
course requirement to have something else complete an assignment, the
responses shed light on the necessity of involving students in the dis-
cussion about emerging technology given their unique and growing
perceptions of the importance of their own education and skills.

5. Further research

While this research has addressed eleven key research questions, Al
in higher education remains in its infancy, with numerous emerging
research gaps. This study has surfaced several areas that warrant further
exploration, such as the impact of institutional policies on students’
decisions to engage with AI and how instructors’ attitudes influence AI
usage among undergraduate students. Additionally, there is a need for
standalone studies that investigate the potential array of student
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learning outcomes related to Al, including both short- and long-term
effects.

6. Limitations

This study has several limitations that must be acknowledged.
Firstly, the research was conducted at a single public research-intensive
university in the Midwestern United States, using purposive and con-
venience sampling from a teacher education program. While the longi-
tudinal design and four independent survey periods offer valuable
insights into evolving student attitudes over time, the single-institution
scope and discipline-specific focus limits the generalisability of findings
to other higher education contexts. Variability in institutional policies,
faculty practices, student demographics, and institutional culture may
influence the adoption and perception of Al tools in ways not captured in
this study. Future research employing multi-institutional or cross-
national designs would offer a more robust basis for testing the consis-
tency and scalability of these trends.

Secondly, the reliance on self-reported survey data introduces po-
tential limitations such as social desirability bias, particularly in re-
sponses related to the ethical use of Al or its perceived impact on
academic performance. While anonymity and voluntary participation
were used to mitigate these concerns, self-reporting remains vulnerable
to inaccuracies or misrepresentations of actual behavior.

Additionally, while the research team included Graduate Teaching
Assistants (GTAs), some of whom served as both instructors and re-
searchers, several strategies were implemented to mitigate potential
biases and ensure the ethical integrity of the study. First, surveys were
administered online and anonymously, with no identifying information
collected that could link students to their responses. GTAs did not have
access to individual data, and metadata such as completion times were
also anonymized. Participation was entirely voluntary and occurred
outside of class time, with clear written and verbal communication that
responses would not affect students’ grades, standing, or relationship
with the instructor. Second, the survey was not positioned as part of
course content or assessment, nor was completion incentivized or
required. Students were informed that opting out would carry no pen-
alty or consequence. Third, all members of the research team completed
ethics training and adhered to protocols approved by the university’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB), which required explicit attention to
role-based power dynamics.

While these steps helped reduce coercion and bias, the potential for
perceived pressure or social desirability bias remains a limitation of
instructor-led research. To further mitigate this in future studies, we
recommend the use of third-party administrators, institutional research
offices, or course sections taught by non-researching staff to improve
neutrality. We also suggest employing mixed-method designs that
incorporate data triangulation and student focus groups led by inde-
pendent facilitators.

This study employed an 11-question survey instrument to capture
multiple dimensions of Al use, perception, and ethics among under-
graduate students. Another limitation in the research is the breadth of
the instrument, which may introduce challenges related to focus and
respondent fatigue. However, given the exploratory and longitudinal
nature of the study, the inclusion of a wider range of items was deemed
necessary to holistically capture evolving trends. Future research may
consider streamlining survey items to target specific constructs more
narrowly, particularly when focusing on singular aspects of Al
engagement.

Finally, the study did not account for a range of external contextual
factors, such as specific course requirements, disciplinary assessment
practices, faculty attitudes toward Al, or broader institutional policies,
which could have shaped students' perceptions and behaviors. These
dimensions may play a significant role in shaping student engagement
with generative Al tools. Future research should explore these variables
to offer a more comprehensive understanding of AI’s role in
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contemporary academic practice.
7. Conclusion

This examination of students’ use of generative artificial intelligence
highlights the need to reform educational practices to thoughtfully and
ethically integrate emerging technologies. More specifically, this study
shows that students are increasingly using platforms such as ChatGPT
more frequently and with greater purpose to meet their needs within
constrained schedules and required coursework tasks. This longitudinal
study was carried out over four academic semesters, and it points to the
need for universities to consider the perspective of students when
crafting Al policies to address the gaps between educators and teachers,
to adhere to existing policies that combat plagiarism and codes of
conduct, as well as gain insights into the new formation of practices that
are not even being considered by university faculty and staff.

Through examinations of students’ perceptions of Al platform use,
this research provides evidence that human teachers remain necessary
in the classroom to provide context and to ensure mindful use of openly
available tools like ChatGPT that adhere to the increasingly high stan-
dards of academic writing and research. Conversely, it draws attention
to certain established practices that remain staples within disciplines
and require an innovative makeover to bridge the gap between outdated
learning methods and open access to information and resources in the
digital sphere. In other words, educators need to be as aggressively
committed to preparing their students for the technological world of
tomorrow by integrating the tools of today in their lessons, tasks, and
discussions.

Importantly, the research contributes not only descriptive insights
but also a theoretical framing through Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation
model. The trajectory observed from early adopters experimenting with
Al in Spring 2023 to widespread adoption by Fall 2024 follows the ex-
pected curve of innovation diffusion. This progression underscores the
need for institutions to recognise that, once introduced, emerging
technologies rarely remain peripheral. Rather, they diffuse unevenly
through student populations, shaped by peer influence, institutional
messaging, and perceived utility.

Furthermore, while the evidence presented in this study shows an
increase in the use of ChatGPT among university students, it is important
to notice how these emerging technologies are discussed in the media
and public forums. As these technologies evolve, so too do their user
numbers, reflecting how individuals are introduced to them. It is
imperative to not only prepare students for these changes during their
academic endeavors, but it is also equally important to create profes-
sional development opportunities for faculty and staff at universities and
industries beyond, to show the strengths of these innovations as well as
the weaknesses and problematic influences it could have in the not-too-
distant future. Insights from this study show that when crafting policies
and procedures affecting multiple groups, securing community support
is essential to uphold ethical standards and responsible use, even if some
individuals choose to avoid emerging technologies.
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Appendix A

Survey Instrument

1. What is your major and year level?

2. Have you used Al (ChatGPT) for purposes outside of school this
semester? Yes/No

3. Briefly discuss any experiences you have had with using Artificial
Intelligence (AI) for personal purposes, not related to school or aca-
demics. For example, have you used Al to create artwork, write poems,
or come up with new recipes?

4. Have you used Al (specifically ChatGPT) for the purpose of
studying this semester? Yes/No

5. Have you used any other tool Al tool other than ChatGPT ?

6. Briefly discuss how you have used ChatGPT for study-related ac-
tivities this semester. For example, did you use it to understand complex
topics, summarize reading materials, or clarify lecture notes?

7. Have you used Al (ChatGPT) for help completing an assignment/
assessment this semester? Yes/No

8. Briefly discuss how you have used ChatGPT for completing as-
signments or assessments this semester. For example, did you use it to
develop lesson plans, create educational content, formulate assessment
rubrics, or gather resources for educational theory papers?

9. Did you use Al (ChatGPT) to complete an assignment/assessment
prior to our classroom discussions on its use in academia?

10. Do you think using Al (ChatGPT) has improved your academic
performance? KU is integrating a new software to detect AI (CHATGPT)
in submitted assignments. Will the implementation of this new software
stop you from using Al on future assignments? Do you think using Al
(ChatGPT) for academic purposes is ethical?

11. Do you think ChatGPT should be banned at the University of
Kansas? Please discuss your answer

12. Do you think the university should have policies and rules about
using ChatGPT - Why or why not?

13. Has your use of ChatGPT increased or decreased since the start of
this semester?

14. What are some ways that come to mind where ChatGPT could
help teachers and students with learning activities?

15. How important do you think it is for the university and professors
to include AI knowledge and skills as a part of class?
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