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CrussMasl

This qualitative study examines the complex attitudes, ethical considerations, and
practical implications of integrating artificial intelligence (Al) in academic writing
across key stakeholder groups, including university professors and students. Using
semi-structured interviews with 40 participants (20 students and 20 faculty
members) from diverse disciplines and institutional contexts, the research reveals
divergent perspectives on Al’s role in academia. Faculty respondents expressed
significant concerns about academic integrity, erosion of critical thinking, and the
limitations of Al detection tools, which frequently misidentify human-written text
as Al-generated. Conversely, students viewed Al as an essential productivity tool
for overcoming writer’s block, refining ideas, and managing workload, though they
acknowledged ethical ambiguities in its deployment. A critical tension emerged
between Al’s perceived benefits—enhanced efficiency, personalized feedback, and
accessibility—and its risks, including algorithmic bias, surveillance culture, and
threats to student agency. Stakeholders agreed that institutional policies lag behind
technological adoption, with current frameworks inadequately addressing
transparency, data privacy, or equitable implementation. The study also identifies
disciplinary variances: STEM educators favored Al for technical drafting, while
humanities faculty emphasized its threat to authentic voice development. The
findings advocate for a collaborative, multi-stakeholder approach to Al governance,
emphasizing pedagogical redesign, ethical guidelines for explainable Al, and
professional development to bridge digital literacy gaps. This research underscores
the urgency of reimagining academic writing in the Al era, balancing innovation
with the preservation of core educational values.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence (Al), Academic Writing,
Perspectives, Student Perspectives

Generative Al, Faculty

1. Introduction

he integration of artificial

intelligence (Al) into
academic writing has triggered a transformative shift

practice (Conde et al., 2024; Rabbianty et al., 2023).
Advances in natural language processing and large
language models, such as GPT-3 and its successors, have
enabled Al tools to generate coherent, contextually relevant

in higher education, redefining processes of text creation,
revision, and evaluation while raising critical questions
about authorship, academic integrity, and pedagogical

prose, streamline drafting, and provide real-time feedback,
thereby alleviating challenges like writer’s block and
enhancing linguistic inclusivity for diverse learners
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(Abduljawad, 2024; Thong et al., 2023). These capabilities
promise unprecedented productivity gains, particularly for
students navigating linguistic barriers or complex writing
tasks (Demirel, 2024; Ya’u & Mohammed, 2025).
However, the same affordances have sparked intense
debate among stakeholders, with faculty expressing
concerns over the erosion of critical thinking, academic
integrity, and authentic voice, compounded by the
limitations of current Al detection tools (Schneider et al.,
2025).

The rapid adoption of Al writing tools has outpaced the
development of institutional policies and ethical
frameworks, creating a fragmented landscape where
stakeholders—students, faculty, and administrators—
navigate uncertain ethical and practical terrains (Alenezi,
2024; Wu et al., 2024).Faculty often highlight risks such as
undetected Al-authored submissions, algorithmic bias in
generated content, and the potential homogenization of
scholarly expression, which may undermine the cognitive
and rhetorical skills central to academic inquiry (Lin et al.,
2024; Parker et al., 2024). Conversely, students embrace Al
as a supportive tool for overcoming compositional inertia
and enhancing fluency, yet they grapple with ethical
ambiguities surrounding attribution and over (Bimpong et
al., 2024; Sudrajad et al., 2024). Disciplinary differences
further complicate this dynamic, with STEM fields
demonstrating greater receptivity to Al for technical
drafting, while humanities scholars caution against its
impact on interpretive nuance (Bimpong et al., 2024;
Chanpradit, 2025). The absence of comprehensive,
stakeholder-informed policies exacerbates these tensions,
leaving institutions ill-equipped to balance AI’s innovative
potential with the preservation of core educational values
like critical thinking, originality, and equity (Gao et al.,
2025; Rabbianty et al., 2023).

Despite extensive scholarly discourse on Al in higher
education, a notable gap persists in qualitative research that
captures the nuanced, lived experiences of both faculty and
students across diverse disciplinary and institutional
contexts. While quantitative surveys have mapped broad
attitudes (BaHammam, 2023; Onal et al., 2025), they often
overlook the contextual rationales, ethical tensions, and
interdisciplinary variances that shape Al adoption. This
study addresses this specific gap by employing a
phenomenological lens to explore these underexplored
dimensions, foregrounding voices from underrepresented
regions like Iran. In Iran, the academic landscape is
characterized by a mix of public, private, and semi-public
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institutions (e.g., Azad University and Payame Noor
University), where cultural emphases on ethical scholarship
intersect with technological barriers such as limited access
to advanced Al tools due to international sanctions and
uneven digital infrastructure. These factors create a unique
context where Al adoption is both aspirational and fraught,
amplifying global debates on equity and accessibility while
highlighting the need for culturally sensitive governance.

This qualitative study aims to address these gaps by
systematically exploring the divergent perspectives of
university faculty and students regarding AI’s role in
academic writing. The primary objectives are fourfold: (1)
to elucidate faculty concerns about academic integrity,
critical thinking, and the efficacy of Al detection
mechanisms; (2) to examine student experiences of Al as a
productivity and creativity enhancer; (3) to identify
tensions between AI’s functional benefits and its ethical
and pedagogical risks; and (4) to generate actionable
insights  for  developing collaborative  governance
frameworks and pedagogical strategies that align
technological innovation with scholarly values. By
employing semi-structured interviews, this research seeks
to capture nuanced, lived experiences and contextual
rationales, offering a holistic understanding of Al’s impact
on academic writing practices.

These objectives are conceptually bridged to multi-
stakeholder governance frameworks (Perkins & Roe, 2023)
and principles of explainable Al (Gao et al., 2025), which
emphasize transparency, accountability, and stakeholder
inclusion. A simplified conceptual model guiding this study
can be visualized as follows: At the center is Al integration
in academic writing, influenced by inputs from stakeholder
perspectives (faculty and students) and moderated by
ethical risks (e.g., bias, privacy) and benefits (e.g.,
efficiency, accessibility). Outputs include policy
recommendations and pedagogical redesign, looped back
through governance mechanisms to ensure iterative
refinement. This model integrates phenomenological
inquiry to unpack experiential data, aligning theoretical
frameworks with empirical findings.

The study contributes to the scholarly discourse on Al in
higher education in three key ways. Empirically, it provides
rich qualitative evidence of stakeholder perspectives,
addressing the underrepresentation of student voices and
the interdisciplinary nuances absent in prior surveys
(BaHammam, 2023; Bimpong et al., 2024). Theoretically,
it advances a multi-stakeholder governance framework that
integrates  ethical, pedagogical, and technological
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dimensions, emphasizing transparency, explainability, and
disciplinary sensitivity (Al-Bukhrani et al., 2025; Conde et
al., 2024). Practically, it offers recommendations for policy
formulation, curriculum redesign, and professional
development to bridge digital literacy gaps and foster
responsible Al integration (Asmara & Kastuhandani, 2024;
Subaveerapandiyan et al., 2025). By foregrounding the
interplay of benefits and risks, this research illuminates
pathways for institutions to harness Al while safeguarding
intellectual integrity and epistemic diversity.

2. Review of the Literature

The rapid integration of Al technologies into academic
writing has generated a complex and evolving body of
research, critically examining its implications for scholarly
practices, ethics, pedagogy, and stakeholder experiences.
While Al promises transformative benefits like enhanced
efficiency, personalized feedback, and drafting support
(Msambwa et al., 2025; Shi et al., 2025), its adoption is
fraught with significant ethical dilemmas, pedagogical
concerns, and divergent stakeholder perspectives that
demand careful synthesis (Pan, 2024; Suna & Ozer, 2025;
Wang, 2025; Yang, 2024).

2.1. Academic Integrity, Authorship, and Detection
Challenges

A primary concern permeating the literature is the threat
Al poses to traditional notions of academic integrity and
authorship. Faculty express significant anxiety that Al-
generated text blurs boundaries between human and
machine contributions, facilitating academic dishonesty and
complicating originality assessment (Amirjalili et al.,
2024). This concern is amplified by the documented
limitations of Al plagiarism detection and authorship
attribution tools. Studies reveal these systems, while
improving identification of verbatim copying, frequently
generate false positives misclassifying legitimate student
work as Al-generated, leading to unfair stigmatization and
eroding trust (Ardito, 2024; Bing & Leong, 2025; Kar et
al., 2024; Rasheed et al., 2025). The sophistication of
generative models, capable of mimicking individual styles,
further exacerbates detection difficulties, questioning the
long-term viability of current systems and creating a
persistent "arms race" (Ardito, 2024). Consequently,
scholars emphasize that detection tools must be
complemented by robust Al literacy initiatives and
pedagogical strategies focusing on transparency and ethical
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use, rather than relying solely on punitive measures (Bing
& Leong, 2025; Perkins & Roe, 2023).

2.2.  Critical Thinking, Authentic Voice, and Pedagogical
Impact

Closely linked to integrity concerns are faculty
apprehensions about the potential erosion of students'
critical thinking skills and authentic academic voice.
Research suggests that the automation of idea generation
and drafting may discourage deep analytical engagement,
leading to passive acceptance of Al outputs and superficial
content engagement (Nwokocha et al., 2025; Shalevska &
Kostadinovska-Stojchevska, 2024). Faculty, particularly in
the humanities, worry that over-reliance on Al could
diminish the nuanced interpretive labor and authentic voice
development central to their disciplines (Amirjalili et al.,
2024; Hao et al., 2024; Rabbianty et al., 2023; Sullivan et
al., 2023). This has spurred calls for pedagogical redesign
that integrates Al not as a replacement for critical thought,
but as a catalyst for deeper engagement. Proposed
strategies include iterative Al-assisted workshops,
reflective components documenting Al interactions, and
assignments explicitly requiring critical evaluation of Al
suggestions to preserve cognitive rigor and rhetorical skill
development (Kong et al., 2024; Parviz, 2025).

2.3. Student Perspectives: Productivity, Accessibility,
and Ethical Ambiguity

In contrast to faculty concerns, student perspectives
often highlight the pragmatic benefits of Al tools. Students
report leveraging Al to overcome writer's block, manage
heavy workloads, structure arguments, receive real-time
feedback on grammar and style, enhance language accuracy
(especially for non-native speakers), and boost writing self-
efficacy (Namjoo et al., 2023; Onal et al., 2025; Yang,
2024). Al is frequently framed as an indispensable aid for
productivity and accessibility (Lai, 2025; Msambwa et al.,
2025). However, students also navigate significant ethical
ambiguity, acknowledging concerns about authorship,
plagiarism risks, over-dependence, and uncertainty
regarding institutional expectations and boundaries for
acceptable use (Shi et al., 2025; Yang, 2024). This creates a
tension between valuing Al's support and recognizing the
potential compromises to authentic learning and academic
standards.
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2.4.  Algorithmic Bias, Surveillance, and Threats to
Agency:

The literature consistently identifies algorithmic bias
and surveillance culture as critical ethical risks associated
with Al writing tools. Studies demonstrate that Al systems,
trained on large corpora reflecting societal prejudices, can
perpetuate  biases in  feedback quality, content
recommendations, and even  text  generation,
disproportionately affecting non-dominant linguistic and
cultural groups (Ali et al., 2024; Qadhi et al., 2024).
Furthermore, the proliferation of Al analytics for
monitoring writing processes fosters a culture of
surveillance and mistrust. Students report feeling constantly
monitored, which heightens anxiety, compromises
cognitive autonomy, and detracts from the creative and
exploratory aspects of writing (Kouam, 2024; Lin et al.,
2024). This necessitates strong accountability mechanisms,
fairness audits, explainable Al (XAIl) protocols, and a
fundamental balance between efficacy and respect for
student privacy and agency (Gao et al., 2025; Qadhi et al.,
2024).

2.5. Institutional Policy Lags, Governance Gaps, and
Disciplinary Variances:

A recurrent theme is the significant lag between rapid
technological advancement and the development of
adequate institutional policies and governance frameworks.
Existing policies are frequently criticized as reactive,
fragmented, vague, and insufficiently inclusive of diverse
stakeholder voices (especially students and adjunct
faculty). They often lack specificity regarding acceptable
Al use, transparency requirements, data privacy, equitable
implementation, and standards for explainable Al (Alharbi,
2024; Wu et al., 2024; Yoo, 2025). This governance gap
erodes trust and creates ambiguity. Adding complexity are
significant disciplinary variances in Al acceptance and
usage. STEM fields often demonstrate greater receptivity,
viewing Al as an efficiency tool for technical drafting and
data processing, while humanities fields express stronger
reservations, emphasizing the preservation of authentic
voice, critical interpretation, and creative expression
(Amirjalili et al., 2024; Hao et al., 2024; Rabbianty et al.,
2023; Tran, 2024). This heterogeneity underscores the need
for context-sensitive, discipline-specific policies rather than
one-size-fits-all approaches.
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2.6. Toward Solutions:
Literacy, and Ethics:

Governance, Pedagogy,

In response to these challenges, the literature
increasingly advocates for multi-faceted solutions:

e Collaborative Governance: Emphasizing participatory,
multi-stakeholder — approaches (faculty, students,
administrators, librarians, technologists) for policy
design, emphasizing transparency, accountability, and
ethics committees (Gao et al., 2025; Perkins & Roe,
2023).

e Pedagogical Redesign: Integrating Al literacy and
critical evaluation of Al outputs into the curriculum,
rethinking assignments and assessments to emphasize
process, reflection, and human-Al collaboration, and
developing strategies that leverage Al's benefits while
safeguarding critical thinking (Karadag, 2023; Kong et
al., 2024; Miller, 2024; Parviz, 2025).

e  Professional Development & Digital
Literacy: Prioritizing training for both faculty and
students to build technical proficiency, critical
pedagogical strategies for Al integration, ethical
awareness, and the ability to evaluate and use Al
responsibly (Alharbi, 2024; Bozkurt, 2024; Nadhifah
et al., 2024; Simms, 2024).

e Ethical Guidelines & Explainable Al
(XAl): Developing  clear, sector-specific  ethical
guidelines mandating transparency (e.g., contribution
statements), explainability  (traceability of Al
suggestions), fairness audits, data stewardship, and
user consent (Gao et al., 2025; Subaveerapandiyan et
al., 2025).

2.7. A Double-Edged Sword Requiring Balanced
Integration:

The literature presents Al in academic writing as a
potent double-edged sword (Bozkurt, 2024; Kouam, 2024;
Mapletoft et al., 2024). While offering unprecedented
opportunities for efficiency, personalization, accessibility,
and even transformative pedagogical models, its unchecked
application poses substantial risks to academic integrity,
critical thinking, authentic voice, equity (through bias),
student agency, and privacy. Stakeholder perspectives,
particularly the divergent concerns of faculty and the
pragmatic yet ethically aware embrace by students,
highlight the complex tensions inherent in this integration.
The consensus points to a critical need for proactive,
collaborative, and ethically grounded approaches
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encompassing robust governance, innovative pedagogy,
comprehensive literacy initiatives, and clear ethical
frameworks.  Successfully navigating this landscape
requires continuous dialogue, adaptive policies sensitive to
disciplinary contexts, and a fundamental commitment to
balancing technological innovation with the preservation of
core educational values (Doskaliuk et al., 2025;
Katsamakas et al., 2024; Miao et al., 2023; Suna & Ozer,
2025; Wang, 2025). Despite extensive discussion of Al's
impacts, a significant gap persists in rich qualitative
research capturing the nuanced, lived experiences and
divergent rationales of both key stakeholder groups—
faculty and students—particularly across diverse
disciplines. This study directly addresses this gap by
employing a phenomenological approach to explore the
complex interplay of attitudes, ethical tensions, and policy
needs surrounding Al in academic writing, foregrounding
interdisciplinary stakeholder perspectives often
underrepresented in prior surveys.

3. Methodology
3.1.  Design

This study adopted a qualitative, phenomenological
research design to explore the nuanced perspectives and
lived experiences of university faculty and students
regarding the integration of artificial intelligence (Al) in
academic writing. A qualitative approach was selected to
capture the depth and complexity of stakeholders’ attitudes,
ethical considerations, and practical interactions with Al
tools, which are often underexplored in quantitative surveys
(Creswell & Poth, 2018). Phenomenology was specifically
chosen as the theoretical framework to foreground the
essence of participants’ experiences and contextual
rationales, providing a holistic understanding of Al’s role
in academia (Moustakas, 1994). This study aligns with an
interpretive phenomenological stance, emphasizing the co-
construction of meaning between researchers and
participants to interpret subjective experiences within their
socio-cultural contexts, rather than purely descriptive
accounts.

3.2.  Participants

A purposive, criterion-based sampling strategy was
employed to recruit a diverse sample of 40 participants,
comprising 20 university faculty members and 20 students,
to ensure a broad spectrum of perspectives on Al writing

Al and Tech in Behavioral and Social Sciences 3:4 (2025) 1-12

tool usage. Participants were drawn from four higher
education institutions in Iran, representing a mix of public
university, Azad (Private) university, Payame Noor
university, and Farhangian university, to capture varied
institutional perspectives. Faculty participants (n=20)
included tenured and non-tenured professors with at least
two years of teaching experience, representing diverse
academic disciplines: humanities and social sciences (n=7),
STEM fields (n=7), and medical sciences (n=6). Inclusion
criteria required faculty to have prior exposure to Al
writing tools (e.g., Grammarly, ChatGPT) in coursework or
assessment, ensuring a range of familiarity from regular
users to those with limited experience. Student participants
(n=20) consisted of undergraduate (n=12) and graduate
(n=8) students. They were similarly distributed across
disciplines: humanities and social sciences (n=7), STEM
fields (n=7), and medical sciences (n=6). Eligibility criteria
mandated self-reported use of Al writing tools at least once
in academic work, capturing a spectrum of experience
levels from novice to frequent users. The equal distribution
between faculty and students was intentional to ensure
balanced representation of the two primary stakeholder
groups, facilitating comparative analysis without implying
proportional representation in the broader population.

3.3. Data Collection

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews
conducted between January and May 2025, with each
interview lasting approximately 45-60 minutes. This
approach allowed for flexibility in exploring participants’
perspectives while ensuring consistency across interviews.
An interview guide was developed based on the study’s
objectives, comprising open-ended questions and probes
tailored to different stakeholder groups (e.g., faculty and
students). The guide covered four key areas: (1)
participants’ experiences with Al writing tools, (2)
perceptions of Al’s benefits (e.g., efficiency and
personalized feedback) and risks in academic writing, (3)
ethical considerations, and (4) perspectives on institutional
policies and pedagogical implications. For instance, faculty
were asked about Al detection tools and academic integrity,
while students were probed on Al’s role in addressing
writing challenges. The interview guide was pilot-tested
with two faculty members and two students to refine
questions and ensure clarity. Interviews were conducted
individually, either in person or via a secure video
conferencing platform (e.g., Google Meet), depending on
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participant preference and logistical constraints, to
accommodate schedules and ensure accessibility. All
interviews were audio-recorded with participants’ consent
and transcribed verbatim.

3.4. Data Analysis

Thematic analysis, as outlined by Braun and Clarke
(2006), was employed to systematically analyze the
interview transcripts, following their six-phase framework:
(1) familiarization with the data, (2) generating initial
codes, (3) searching for themes, (4) reviewing themes, (5)
defining and naming themes, and (6) producing the report.
To ensure a rigorous and systematic process, transcripts
were imported into NVivo 13 software, which facilitated
coding, and cross-case comparisons between stakeholder
groups, including students and faculty. The analysis began
with two researchers independently reading all transcripts
to achieve immersion and generate initial codes
inductively. These codes captured recurring concepts such

EEINT3 < 2

as “academic integrity,” “efficiency,” “ethical ambiguity,

“disciplinary differences,” and “productivity
enhancement.” To enhance reliability, the researchers
independently coded a subset of transcripts, achieving an
intercoder agreement of 0.87. Discrepancies in coding were
discussed and resolved through consensus during regular
team meetings, ensuring consistency in the application of
the coding framework. Initial codes were iteratively refined
and aggregated into candidate themes, such as “Al as a
productivity tool,” “concerns about critical thinking,”
“policy gaps,” and “disciplinary nuance.” These themes
were reviewed against the data corpus to ensure coherence,
distinct boundaries, and alignment with the research
objectives. The research team engaged in reflexive
discussions to mitigate potential biases and ensure that the
analysis accurately reflected participants’ perspectives. To
further enhance the trustworthiness and credibility of the
findings, member checking was conducted by sharing
summaries of preliminary themes with a subset of
participants (n=8), whose feedback was incorporated to
validate interpretations. The iterative process of coding,
theme development, and member checking ensured a robust
and nuanced analysis, capturing the complexity of
participants’ perspectives while maintaining fidelity to the
study’s objectives.

Al and Tech in Behavioral and Social Sciences 3:4 (2025) 1-12

3.5. Ethical Considerations

Adhering to ethical guidelines for human research, this
study prioritized participant welfare and data integrity.
Voluntary informed consent was secured from all
participants after full disclosure of the purpose, methods,
potential benefits, and their unconditional right to
withdraw. Participant anonymity was ensured by replacing
identifiers with unique codes, and confidentiality was
rigorously maintained throughout the research process.
Findings were aggregated in reporting to prevent individual
identification.

4., Results

This section presents the findings from a thematic
analysis of semi-structured interviews conducted with 40
participants—20 university faculty members and 20
students—regarding their perspectives on the use of
artificial intelligence (Al) in academic writing. Data were
analyzed using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase
framework, with coding facilitated by NVivo 13 software,
achieving an intercoder agreement of 0.87. Member
checking with a subset of participants (n=8) validated the
identified themes. Four key themes emerged: (1) Al as a
Productivity Tool, (2) Concerns about Critical Thinking
and Academic Integrity, (3) Ethical Considerations (sub-
themes:  Plagiarism and  Authorship  Ambiguities;
Surveillance and Privacy Concerns), and (4) Disciplinary
Differences in Al Acceptance. These themes illuminate
both shared and divergent views among stakeholders,
reflecting the multifaceted role of Al in academia.

Theme 1: Al as a Productivity Tool

Participants widely acknowledged AI’s capacity to
enhance writing efficiency, provide personalized feedback,
and improve accessibility. Students emphasized Al as a
vital resource for managing academic demands. They
highlighted its value in overcoming writer's block
("ChatGPT helps me get started when I'm staring at a
blank page, paralyzed"), refining and structuring ideas ("It
helps me take my messy thoughts and organize them
coherently™), and managing heavy workloads ("When |
have three papers due, using Al for drafting or
summarizing sources is the only way to keep up"). Students
acknowledged using Al  tools extensively  for
brainstorming, drafting, and language polishing. An
undergraduate student in humanities shared, “Al tools like
Grammarly and ChatGPT have been lifesavers for me.
They help me catch mistakes and suggest better ways to
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phrase things, which saves me a lot of time.” A STEM
graduate student added, “For lab reports, Al is really
helpful in organizing data and ensuring clarity.” Faculty
recognized these benefits but expressed reservations about
overreliance. A social sciences professor noted, “Al can be
a useful aid, but it shouldn’t replace the hard work of
thinking through an argument.” A medical sciences faculty
member similarly remarked, “In technical writing, Al can
streamline drafting, but students must still grasp the
underlying concepts.”

Theme 2: Concerns about Critical Thinking and
Academic Integrity

Apprehensions about AI’s impact on critical thinking
and academic integrity were prominent. Faculty frequently
highlighted risks to students’ intellectual development.
Their primary concerns centered on academic integrity,
fearing Al tools facilitate plagiarism and undermine the
authenticity of student work. As one humanities professor
stated, "When the words aren't theirs, the learning isn't
theirs. It erodes the fundamental purpose of writing
assignments." A social science professor stated, “The
danger is that students might accept Al-generated content
without questioning it, which could stifle their critical
thinking abilities.” A STEM faculty member echoed, “I
worry that Al might make students lazy, relying on it to do
the thinking for them.” Students recognized these concerns
but often positioned Al as a supportive tool. An
engineering graduate student explained, “I know there’s a
risk of relying too much on Al, but | try to use it as a
starting point and then build on it with my own ideas.”
However, some admitted to ethical lapses under pressure,
with one student confessing, “Sometimes, when [I'm
overwhelmed, I let Al do more of the work than I should.”

Theme 3: Ethical Considerations

Ethical uncertainties emerged as a critical theme,
encompassing distinct yet interrelated sub-themes:
plagiarism and authorship ambiguities, and surveillance
and privacy concerns.

Sub-theme  3.1:
Ambiguities

Both groups grappled with ambiguities surrounding
plagiarism, authorship attribution, and ethical boundaries
for Al use. Faculty questioned Al detection tools’
reliability, with one noting, “Current Al detection tools are
unreliable; they often misidentify human-written text as Al-
generated, which creates unnecessary suspicion.” Students
expressed confusion over what constitutes plagiarism in
Al-assisted work, with a medical sciences undergraduate

Plagiarism and  Authorship
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stating, “I’m not sure what’s allowed and what’s not when
it comes to using Al in assignments.”

Sub-theme 3.2: Surveillance and Privacy Concerns

Participants also raised concerns about surveillance
culture and data privacy. Students remarked on feeling
monitored, with one saying, “l feel like Al tools are
watching my every move, and I'm not sure how my data is
being used.” Faculty echoed these worries, advocating for
policies that address data handling: “We need robust
policies to address issues like plagiarism, data privacy, and
the ethical use of Al in academic work.”

Both sub-themes underscored policy gaps, with
stakeholders criticizing the lack of clear institutional
guidance.

Theme 4: Disciplinary Differences in Al Acceptance

Attitudes toward Al varied by discipline. Faculty in
STEM and Medical fields demonstrated greater comfort
with using Al for technical drafting, data summarization,
and initial report structuring. The focus was often on
efficiency and accuracy in conveying technical
information.  "For drafting methods sections or
summarizing complex findings, Al can be a useful assistant,
freeing up time for deeper analysis,” commented a medical
sciences professor. An engineering professor commented,
“In engineering, Al can help with drafting technical
reports, which is great as long as students understand the
content.” In contrast, faculty in Humanities and Social
Sciences expressed the strongest reservations, emphasizing
the threat to authentic voice, nuanced argumentation, and
the development of critical interpretive skills. They
perceived writing as an intrinsically human process central
to their disciplines. "The struggle with language is where
meaning is forged. Al smooths that out, but at the cost of
depth and originality, In the humanities, the authenticity of
voice is crucial. Al might help with grammar, but it can’t
capture the nuance of human expression." argued a
literature professor. Students mirrored these differences. A
STEM student noted, “Al helps me structure technical
content efficiently,” while a humanities student said, “I use
Al for initial drafts, but | always rewrite extensively to
make sure it reflects my own voice.” Students in these
disciplines, while still using Al for support, were more
likely to echo concerns about authenticity impacting their
learning.

The following table summarizes and compares faculty
and student perspectives across the identified themes,
providing a concise overview of their views.
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Comparison of Faculty and Student Perspectives on Al in Academic Writing

Theme Faculty Perspective

Student Perspective

Al as a Productivity Tool :
to prevent overreliance.

Concerns about Critical Thinking Al

Call for clear policies on integrity, privacy, and
transparency; distrust Al detection. Sub-themes:
Emphasize plagiarism risks and surveillance as threats to  authorship ambiguities and feel monitored in

Ethical Considerations

trust.

Disciplinary Differences

STEM more accepting for technical tasks; humanities
skeptical of impact on authenticity.

Cautiously optimistic; value efficiency but stress oversight Highly enthusiastic; see Al as essential for

workload management and writing support.

Deep concern about erosion of skills and dependency on  Acknowledge risks but view Al as a complement

to their own efforts.

Confused by policy gaps; worried about
surveillance and data use. Sub-themes: Navigate
writing processes.

STEM use Al for structure; humanities focus on
preserving personal voice.

The findings reveal a nuanced interplay of enthusiasm
and apprehension regarding Al in academic writing.
Students embrace Al’s practical benefits, while faculty
temper their approval with concerns about skill
development and integrity. Ethical and policy gaps
exacerbate these tensions, and disciplinary differences
highlight the need for tailored approaches. These insights
provide a foundation for understanding AI’s evolving role
in academia, setting the stage for further interpretation in
the discussion section.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of this qualitative study illuminate the
multifaceted perspectives of university faculty and students
on the integration of artificial intelligence (Al) in academic
writing, revealing both its transformative potential and
inherent challenges. Based on thematic analysis of semi-
structured interviews with 40 participants (20 students and
20 faculty members), four key themes emerged: (1) Al as a
productivity tool, (2) concerns about critical thinking and
academic integrity, (3) ethical considerations (with sub-
themes on plagiarism/authorship  ambiguities and
surveillance/privacy concerns), and (4) disciplinary
differences in Al acceptance. This discussion interprets
these findings in relation to existing literature, critically
engaging with prior work to highlight convergences,
divergences, and theoretical extensions. It then explores
implications for practice, limitations, and directions for
future research, offering a nuanced understanding of AI’s
evolving role in academia.

5.1. Al as a Productivity Tool

The perception of Al as a productivity tool highlights its
practical value, particularly for students who rely on it to
overcome writer's block, refine ideas, and manage
academic workloads. This aligns with prior research
framing Al as a facilitator of efficiency and accessibility
(Lai, 2025; Msambwa et al., 2025). Students’ descriptions
of Al as a “lifesaver” for drafting and organizing thoughts
echo the literature’s emphasis on its role in supporting
diverse learners (Abduljawad, 2024; Thong et al., 2023).
However, faculty's caution about overreliance challenges
the optimistic narratives in some studies (Namjoo et al.,
2023), extending the debate by suggesting that productivity
gains may come at the expense of cognitive depth, as
critiqued by Nwokocha et al. (2025) and Shalevska and
Kostadinovska-Stojchevska (2024). This tension reflects a
broader scholarly discourse on balancing Al’s efficiency
with intellectual labor, where our findings underscore the
need for governance frameworks to mediate these benefits
(Perkins & Roe, 2023).

5.2.  Concerns about Critical Thinking and Academic
Integrity

Faculty apprehension about AI’s impact on critical
thinking and academic integrity emerged as a dominant
theme, resonating with the literature’s focus on these risks
(Amirjalili et al., 2024; Kotsis, 2024). Faculty fears that Al
could erode analytical skills and facilitate plagiarism align
with research highlighting the threat to traditional academic
values (Schneider et al., 2025). Yet, students’ positioning
of Al as a complement rather than a substitute reveals a
generational divide, critiquing overly pessimistic views in
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the literature (Sullivan et al., 2023) by demonstrating
contextual agency in Al use. The study also corroborates
concerns about the unreliability of Al detection tools,
which faculty criticized for frequent false positives—a
limitation well-documented (Bing & Leong, 2025; Rasheed
et al., 2025)—but extends this by linking it to broader
ethical frameworks like XAl, arguing that detection alone
insufficiently addresses integrity without explainability
(Gao et al., 2025).

5.3.  Ethical Considerations

The ethical ambiguities and sub-themes identified—
plagiarism/authorship ambiguities and surveillance/privacy
concerns—mirror the literature’s critique of institutional
unpreparedness (Alharbi, 2024; Wu et al., 2024). Faculty
and students’ frustration over unclear guidelines on
plagiarism and data privacy challenges reactive policy
approaches in prior work (Perkins & Roe, 2023), extending
the discourse by differentiating sub-themes to reveal how
plagiarism erodes trust in authorship (Bozkurt, 2024) while
surveillance heightens anxiety and undermines agency
(Kouam, 2024; Lin et al., 2024). Students’ unease about
data usage further critiques bias-related risks (Qadhi et al.,
2024), advocating for XAl protocols to ensure transparency
and fairness, thus integrating ethics frameworks more
deeply than surface-level discussions in existing studies.

5.4. Disciplinary Differences in Al Acceptance

Disciplinary variances in Al acceptance reveal context-
specific attitudes, with STEM faculty embracing Al for
technical tasks and humanities faculty resisting its impact
on authentic voice. This pattern aligns with prior studies
noting greater receptivity in STEM fields and skepticism in
the humanities (Rabbianty et al., 2023; Tran, 2024).
Students reflected similar influences, but our findings
critique one-size-fits-all assumptions (Chanpradit, 2025)by
emphasizing how disciplinary nuances amplify ethical
tensions, calling for governance models sensitive to these
variances (Katsamakas et al., 2024).

5.5.  Implications for Practice

The findings advocate for a collaborative, multi-
stakeholder approach to Al governance, integrating
pedagogical redesign, ethical guidelines, and professional
development. Institutions should address policy gaps by
establishing clear, transparent guidelines on Al usage,
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covering plagiarism, privacy, and transparency. Specific
actionable recommendations include: (1) implementing
standardized Al use statements in assignments, requiring
students to disclose and reflect on Al contributions to
promote transparency; (2) organizing faculty-student Al
workshops focused on ethical literacy and collaborative
tool evaluation to bridge digital divides; and (3) adopting
transparent data handling protocols, such as anonymized Al
analytics with user consent, to mitigate surveillance
concerns. Incorporating explainable Al (XAIl) protocols
could further mitigate bias and surveillance, ensuring
accountability and fairness (Gao et al., 2025;
Subaveerapandiyan et al., 2025). Pedagogically, faculty
should redesign assignments to emphasize process over
product—e.g., requiring reflections on Al use or critical
evaluations of Al outputs—to foster critical thinking (Kong
et al., 2024; Parviz, 2025). Professional development
programs are also essential to enhance digital literacy
among faculty and students, enabling responsible Al use
(Alharbi, 2024; Simms, 2024). Given disciplinary
differences, institutions should adopt flexible, context-
sensitive policies, allowing STEM fields to leverage Al for
efficiency while protecting the interpretive depth valued in
the humanities.

5.6. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

While providing rich qualitative insights, this study has
limitations. Its focus on lIranian universities limits direct
generalizability, though the core tensions likely resonate
globally. The purposive sampling, while ensuring diversity
within the context, does not claim representativeness. The
absence of administrative perspectives is a gap, as their role
in policy implementation is crucial. Future research should
pursue several critical avenues to advance understanding of
Al's role in academic writing. First, large-scale, cross-
cultural comparative studies are needed to explore
contextual variations in stakeholder perceptions and policy
effectiveness across  diverse educational  systems.
Subsequently, rigorous investigation into the impact of
specific pedagogical interventions integrating Al is
essential to evaluate their effects on learning outcomes and
core skill development. Additionally, researchers must
explore the perspectives and roles of administrators and
educational technologists to comprehensively understand
their influence on institutional Al governance frameworks.
There is also an urgent need to develop and evaluate
specialized frameworks for explainable Al (XAl) and bias
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mitigation tailored to academic writing tools, addressing
transparency and equity concerns. Finally, longitudinal
research should examine the long-term cognitive effects of
Al-assisted writing on critical thinking capacities and
knowledge retention, providing crucial insights into
sustainable pedagogical integration. These interconnected
directions will collectively inform evidence-based policies
and practices in the evolving Al-academia landscape.

5.7. Conclusion

This study underscores that Al in academic writing is a
potent, double-edged sword (Bozkurt, 2024; Kouam, 2024).
It offers tangible benefits in efficiency, accessibility, and
support, particularly valued by students. However, it
simultaneously poses significant risks to academic
integrity, critical thinking, authentic voice, equity, student
agency, and privacy, raising profound concerns among
faculty. The identified disciplinary nuances and the glaring
policy vacuum exacerbate these tensions. This research
makes an original contribution by providing in-depth
qualitative evidence from an underrepresented Iranian
context, bridging gaps in stakeholder voices and
interdisciplinary perspectives while advancing multi-
stakeholder governance and XAl frameworks. Its
implications extend to global higher education, urging
institutions to foster collaborative governance, innovative
pedagogy, digital literacy, and ethical frameworks.
Successfully navigating this landscape requires moving
beyond reactionary measures and surveillance. Instead,
institutions must proactively harness Al’s potential to
reimagine academic writing in ways that enhance, rather
than erode, the fundamental educational values of critical
inquiry, authentic expression, and intellectual integrity.

Authors’ Contributions

All authors equally contributed to this study.

Declaration

In order to correct and improve the academic writing of
our paper, we have used the language model ChatGPT.

Transparency Statement

Data are available for research purposes upon reasonable
request to the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments

10

Al and Tech in Behavioral and Social Sciences 3:4 (2025) 1-12

We would like to express our gratitude to all individuals
helped us to do the project.

Declaration of Interest

The authors report no conflict of interest.

Funding

According to the authors, this article has no financial
support.

Ethics Considerations

The study protocol adhered to the principles outlined in
the Helsinki Declaration, which provides guidelines for
ethical research involving human participants.

References

Abduljawad, S. A. (2024). Investigating the impact of ChatGPT
as an Al tool on ESL writing: Prospects and challenges in
Saudi Arabian higher education. International Journal of
Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching, 14(1),
1-19. https://doi.org/10.4018/1JCALLT.367276

Al-Bukhrani, M., Alrefaee, Y., & Tawfik, M. (2025). Adoption of
Al writing tools among academic researchers: a theory of
reasoned action approach. PLoS One, 20(1), e0313837.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0313837

Alenezi, A. (2024). Obstacles to the use of Al applications in
blackboard for faculty members at northern border
university, Saudi Arabia. Mier Journal of Educational
Studies  Trends &  Practices, 14(2), 248-268.
https://doi.org/10.52634/mier/2024/v14/i2/2581

Alharbi, W. (2024). Mind the gap, please!: Addressing the
mismatch between teacher awareness and student Al
adoption in higher education. International Journal of
Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching, 14(1),
1-28. https://doi.org/10.4018/IJCALLT.351245

Ali, M., Suchiang, T., Saikia, T., & Gulzar, D. (2024). Perceived
benefits and concerns of Al integration in higher education:
insights from India. Educational Administration: Theory and
Practice, 30(5), 656-668.
https://doi.org/10.53555/kuey.v30i5.5122

Amirjalili, F., Neysani, M., & Nikbakht, A. (2024). Exploring the
boundaries of authorship: a comparative analysis of Al-
generated text and human academic writing in English
literature. Frontiers in Education, 9.
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1347421

Ardito, C. (2024). Generative ai detection in higher education
assessments. New Directions for Teaching and Learning,
2025(182 Special Issue), 11-28.
https://doi.org/10.1002/t1.20624

Asmara, Y., & Kastuhandani, F. (2024). Students’ lived
experience in utilizing Quillbot as an online paraphrasing
tool in academic writing. Globish an English-Indonesian
Journal for English Education and Culture, 13(1), 56-65.
https://doi.org/10.31000/globish.v13i1.10088

BaHammam, A. (2023). Balancing Innovation and Integrity: The
Role of Al in Research and Scientific Writing. Nature and

AITBSS

AL and Tech in Behaioral and Sacial S

E-ISSN: 3041-9433


https://portal.issn.org/resource/ISSN/3041-9433
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJCALLT.367276
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0313837
https://doi.org/10.52634/mier/2024/v14/i2/2581
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJCALLT.351245
https://doi.org/10.53555/kuey.v30i5.5122
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1347421
https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20624
https://doi.org/10.31000/globish.v13i1.10088

Aliakbari et al.

AITBSS

A1 and Tuch in Behasioral and Sockal Scienees.

science of sleep, Volume 15, 1153-1156.
https://doi.org/10.2147/nss.s455765

Bimpong, B., Atsise, P., & Owusu, F. (2024). Exploring the
implementation of artificial intelligence (Al) writing tools in
teaching and learning: faculty and students’ perspectives in
higher education. East African Journal of Information
Technology, 7(1), 380-393.
https://doi.org/10.37284/eajit.7.1.2286

Bing, Z., & Leong, W. (2025). Ai on academic integrity and
plagiarism detection. Asm Science Journal, 20(1), 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.32802/asmscj.2025.1918

Bozkurt, A. (2024). GenAl et al.: cocreation, authorship,
ownership, academic ethics and integrity in a time of
generative Al. Open Praxis, 16(1), 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.16.1.654

Chanpradit, T. (2025). Generative artificial intelligence in
academic writing in higher education: a systematic review.
Edelweiss Applied Science and Technology, 9(4), 889-906.
https://doi.org/10.55214/25768484.v9i4.6128

Conde, J., Reviriego, P., Salvachia, J., Martinez, G., Hernandez,
J., & Lombardi, F. (2024). Understanding the impact of
artificial intelligence in academic writing: metadata to the
rescue. Computer, 57(1), 105-109.
https://doi.org/10.1109/mc.2023.3327330

Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2018). Qualitative Inquiry and
Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches. SAGE
Publications.  https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/qualitative-
inquiry-and-research-design/book266033

Demirel, E. (2024). The use and perceptions towards Al tools for
academic writing among university students. Innovations in
Language Teaching Journal, 1(1), 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.53463/innovltej.20240328

Doskaliuk, B., Zimba, O., Yessirkepov, M., Kmim, I, &
Yatsyshyn, R. (2025). Artificial intelligence in peer review:
enhancing efficiency while preserving integrity. Journal of
Korean medical science, 40(7).
https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2025.40.92

Gao, R., Yu, D., Gao, B., Hua, H., Hui, Z., Gao, J., & Yin, C.
(2025). Legal Regulation of Al-assisted Academic Writing:
Challenges, Frameworks, and Pathways. Frontiers in
Artificial Intelligence, 8.
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2025.1546064

Hao, Z., Fang, F., & Peng, J. (2024). The integration of Al
technology and critical thinking in English major education
in China: opportunities, challenges, and future prospects.
Digital Applied Linguistics, 1, 2256.
https://doi.org/10.29140/dal.v1.2256

Kar, S., Bansal, T., Modi, S., & Singh, A. (2024). How sensitive
are the free Al-detector tools in detecting Al-generated texts?
a comparison of popular Al-detector tools. Indian Journal of
Psychological Medicine, 47(3), 275-278.
https://doi.org/10.1177/02537176241247934

Karadag, N. (2023). The impact of artificial intelligence on online
assessment: a preliminary review. Journal of Educational
Technology and Online Learning, 6(4), 822-837.
https://doi.org/10.31681/jetol.1351548

Katsamakas, E., Pavlov, O., & Saklad, R. (2024). Artificial
intelligence and the transformation of higher education
institutions: a systems approach. Sustainability, 16(14), 6118.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16146118

Kong, S., Lee, J., & Tsang, O. (2024). A pedagogical design for
self-regulated learning in academic writing using text-based
generative artificial intelligence tools: 6-p pedagogy of plan,
prompt, preview, produce, peer-review, portfolio-tracking.
Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced Learning,
19, 30. https://doi.org/10.58459/rptel.2024.19030

11

Al and Tech in Behavioral and Social Sciences 3:4 (2025) 1-12

Kotsis, K. (2024). Atrtificial intelligence creates plagiarism or
academic research? European Journal of Arts, Humanities
and Social Sciences, 1(6), 169-179.
https://doi.org/10.59324/ejahss.2024.1(6).18

Kouam, A. (2024). Ai in academic writing: ally or foe?
International Journal of Research Publications, 148(1), 353-
358. https://doi.org/10.47119/ijrp1001481520246427

Lai, Z. (2025). The impact of Al-assisted blended learning on
writing efficacy and resilience. International Journal of
Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching, 15(1),
1-21. https://doi.org/10.4018/ijcallt.377174

Lin, M., Liu, A,, Poitras, E., Chang, M., & Chang, D. (2024). An
exploratory study on the efficacy and inclusivity of ai
technologies  in  diverse  learning  environments.
Sustainability, 16(20), 8992.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16208992

Mapletoft, N., Price, A., Smith, K., Mapletoft, O., & Elliott, M.
(2024). An attempt to cheat using GPT-4: findings,
discussion and recommendations for academic staff and
students. Enhancing Teaching and Learning in Higher
Education, 1, 52-73. https://doi.org/10.62512/etlhe.11

Miao, J., Thongprayoon, C., Suppadungsuk, S., Valencia, O.,
Qureshi, F., & Cheungpasitporn, W. (2023). Ethical
dilemmas in using Al for academic writing and an example
framework for peer review in nephrology academia: a
narrative review. Clinics and Practice, 14(1), 89-105.
https://doi.org/10.3390/clinpract14010008

Miller, W. (2024). Adapting to Al: reimagining the role of
assessment professionals. Intersection: A Journal at the
Intersection of Assessment and Learning, 5(4), 99-113.
https://doi.org/10.61669/001c.121439

Moustakas, C. (1994). Phenomenological research methods.
SAGE Publications.

Msambwa, M., Wen, Z., & Kangwa, D. (2025). The impact of Al
on the personal and collaborative learning environments in
higher education. European Journal of Education, 60(1).
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12909

Nadhifah, A., Syukur, H., Haryanto, M., Luthfiyyah, R., & Rozak,
D. (2024). Pre-service English teacher perceptions of Al in
writing skills. Journal of World Englishes and Educational
Practices, 6(2), 26-32.
https://doi.org/10.32996/jweep.2024.6.2.3

Namjoo, F., Liaghat, E., Shabaziasl, S., Modabernejad, Z., &
Morshedi, H. (2023). Students experience on self-study
through Al. Al and Tech in Behavioral and Social Sciences,
1(3), 35-42. https://doi.org/10.61838/kman.aitech.1.3.6

Nwokocha, S., Kennedy, O., Yakpir, G., Olori, E., Nchindia, C.,
Kachitsa, C., & Onome, O. (2025). Commentary: artificial
intelligence and the future of higher education—towards
inclusive, ethical, and employability-driven learning
ecosystems. Critiqgue Open Research & Review, 3(2), 18-29.
https://doi.org/10.55640/corr-v03i02-04

Onal, S., Kulavuz-Onal, D., & Childers, M. (2025). Patterns of
ChatGPT wusage and perceived benefits on academic
performance across disciplines: insights from a survey of
higher education students in the united states. Journal of
Educational ~ Technology  Systems,  54(1), 34-66.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00472395251341214

Pan, J. (2024). Ai-driven English language learning program and
academic writing integrity in the era of intelligent interface.
English Language Teaching and Linguistics Studies, 6(4),
120-135. https://doi.org/10.22158/eltls.v6n4p120

Parker, J., Richard, V., Acaba, A., Escoffier, S., Flaherty, S.,
Jablonka, S., & Becker, K. (2024). Negotiating meaning with
machines: Al's role in doctoral writing pedagogy.

AITBSS

AL and Tech in Behavioral and Sacial Seiences

E-ISSN: 3041-9433


https://portal.issn.org/resource/ISSN/3041-9433
https://doi.org/10.2147/nss.s455765
https://doi.org/10.37284/eajit.7.1.2286
https://doi.org/10.32802/asmscj.2025.1918
https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.16.1.654
https://doi.org/10.55214/25768484.v9i4.6128
https://doi.org/10.1109/mc.2023.3327330
https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/qualitative-inquiry-and-research-design/book266033
https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/qualitative-inquiry-and-research-design/book266033
https://doi.org/10.53463/innovltej.20240328
https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2025.40.e92
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2025.1546064
https://doi.org/10.29140/dal.v1.2256
https://doi.org/10.1177/02537176241247934
https://doi.org/10.31681/jetol.1351548
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16146118
https://doi.org/10.58459/rptel.2024.19030
https://doi.org/10.59324/ejahss.2024.1(6).18
https://doi.org/10.47119/ijrp1001481520246427
https://doi.org/10.4018/ijcallt.377174
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16208992
https://doi.org/10.62512/etlhe.11
https://doi.org/10.3390/clinpract14010008
https://doi.org/10.61669/001c.121439
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12909
https://doi.org/10.32996/jweep.2024.6.2.3
https://doi.org/10.61838/kman.aitech.1.3.6
https://doi.org/10.55640/corr-v03i02-04
https://doi.org/10.1177/00472395251341214
https://doi.org/10.22158/eltls.v6n4p120

Aliakbari et al.

AITBSS

A1 and Tuch in Behasioral and Sockal Scienees.

International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in Education.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40593-024-00425-x

Parviz, M. (2025). Generative Al in the English composition
classroom practical and adaptable strategies. International
Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and
Teaching, 15(1), 1-5. https://doi.org/10.4018/ijcallt.371422

Perkins, M., & Roe, J. (2023). Decoding academic integrity
policies: a corpus linguistics investigation of Al and other
technological threats. Higher Education Policy, 37(3), 633-
653. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-023-00323-2

Qadhi, S., Alduais, A., Chaaban, Y., & Khraisheh, M. (2024).
Generative Al, research ethics, and higher education
research: insights from a scientometric analysis. Information,
15(6), 325. https://doi.org/10.3390/info15060325

Rabbianty, E., Azizah, S., & Virdyna, N. (2023). Ai in academic
writing: assessing current usage and future implications.
Insania Jurnal Pemikiran Alternatif Kependidikan, 28(1), 14-
35. https://doi.org/10.24090/insania.v28i1a.9278

Rasheed, T., Bashir, A., Hanif, S., & Gul, H. (2025). Leveraging
Al to mitigate educational inequality: personalized learning
resources, accessibility, and student outcomes. The Critical
Review of Social Sciences Studies, 3(1), 2399-2412.
https://doi.org/10.59075/j4959m50

Schneider, D., Mishra, A., Gluski, J., Shah, H., Ward, M., Brown,
E., & Lo, S. (2025). Prevalence of artificial intelligence-
generated text in neurosurgical publications: implications for
academic integrity and ethical authorship. Cureus, 17(2),
€79086. https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.79086

Shalevska, E., & Kostadinovska-Stojchevska, B. (2024). Ethics in
times of advanced Al: investigating students’ attitudes
towards ChatGPT and academic integrity. Teacher(27), 72-
78. https://doi.org/10.20544/teacher.27.08

Shi, J., Liu, W., & Hu, K. (2025). Exploring how Al literacy and
self-regulated learning relate to student writing performance
and well-being in generative Al-supported higher education.
Behavioral Sciences, 15(5), 705.
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs15050705

Simms, R. (2024). Work with ChatGPT, not against: 3 teaching
strategies that harness the power of artificial intelligence.
Nurse Educator, 49(3), 158-161.
https://doi.org/10.1097/nne.0000000000001634

Subaveerapandiyan, A., Kalbande, D., & Ahmad, N. (2025).
Perceptions of effectiveness and ethical use of Al tools in
academic writing: a study among PhD scholars in India.
Information Development, 41(3), 728-746.
https://doi.org/10.1177/02666669251314840

Sudrajad, W., Fikri, M., & Putra, R. (2024). Help me ChatGPT!
what ways does ChatGPT influence students' productivity
and creativity in English academic writing? Educatum
Scientific  Journal  of  Education, 2(2), 48-57.
https://doi.org/10.59165/educatum.v2i2.65

Sullivan, M., Kelly, A., & McLaughlan, P. (2023). ChatGPT in
higher education: Considerations for academic integrity and
student learning. Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching,
6(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.17

Suna, E., & Ozer, M. (2025). The human complimentary usage of
Al and ML for fair and unbiased educational assessments.
Chinese/English Journal of Educational Measurement and
Evaluation, 6(1). https://doi.org/10.59863/ypkl4338

Thong, C., Butson, R., & Lim, W. (2023). Understanding the
impact of ChatGPT in education. Proceedings of ASCILITE
2023 Conference: People, Partnerships and Pedagogies,
234-243. https://doi.org/10.14742/apubs.2023.461

Trdn, T. (2024). Ai tools in teaching and learning English
academic writing skills. Proceedings of the 20th AsiaCALL

12

Al and Tech in Behavioral and Social Sciences 3:4 (2025) 1-12

International Conference (AsiaCALL2023), 4, 170-187.
https://doi.org/10.54855/paic.23413

Wang, V. (2025). Ethics and Equity in Al-Driven Education. IGI
Global Scientific Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-
3373-0502-8.ch010

Wu, C., Zhang, H., & Carroll, J. (2024). Ai governance in higher
education: case studies of guidance at big ten universities.
Future Internet, 16(10), 354.
https://doi.org/10.3390/fi16100354

Ya’u, M., & Mohammed, M. (2025). Ai-assisted writing and
academic literacy: investigating the dual impact of language
models on writing proficiency and ethical concerns in
Nigerian higher education. International Journal of
Education and Literacy Studies, 13(2), 593-604.
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijels.v.13n.2p.593

Yang, H. (2024). Towards responsible use: student perspectives
on ChatGPT in higher education. Proceedings of the 23rd
European Conference on e-Learning - ECEL 2024, 23(1),
415-422. https://doi.org/10.34190/ecel.23.1.2790

Yoo, J. (2025). Defining the boundaries of Al use in scientific
writing: a comparative review of editorial policies. Journal

of Korean medical science, 40(23).
https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2025.40.e187
AITBSS

AL and Tech in Behavioral and Sacial Seiences

E-ISSN: 3041-9433


https://portal.issn.org/resource/ISSN/3041-9433
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40593-024-00425-x
https://doi.org/10.4018/ijcallt.371422
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-023-00323-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/info15060325
https://doi.org/10.24090/insania.v28i1a.9278
https://doi.org/10.59075/j4959m50
https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.79086
https://doi.org/10.20544/teacher.27.08
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs15050705
https://doi.org/10.1097/nne.0000000000001634
https://doi.org/10.1177/02666669251314840
https://doi.org/10.59165/educatum.v2i2.65
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.17
https://doi.org/10.59863/ypkl4338
https://doi.org/10.14742/apubs.2023.461
https://doi.org/10.54855/paic.23413
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-0502-8.ch010
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-0502-8.ch010
https://doi.org/10.3390/fi16100354
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijels.v.13n.2p.593
https://doi.org/10.34190/ecel.23.1.2790
https://doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2025.40.e187

