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Abstract 

This thesis investigates how university students perceive and experience the use of generative 

artificial intelligence (AI) for academic work. While prior research has largely adopted 

quantitative approaches focused on behavioural predictors such as academic self-efficacy, 

stress, and performance expectations, this study employs qualitative, student-centred 

methodology to explore the practicalities, reasoning and emotions that determine AI use. 

Through in-depth interviews with eleven Dutch bachelor students, the study investigated the 

motivations and reflections behind their AI use. Thematic analysis revealed four core themes: 

(1) students strategically use AI tools to complete their work, particularly for repetitive or 

time-consuming tasks; (2) while appreciating convenience, students express ambivalence 

about AI’s long-term impacts on skill development; (3) ethical concerns about AI are 

acknowledged but often outweighed by more direct academic consequences; (4) students view 

AI as an inevitable presence in their future careers and advocate for clearer institutional 

guidelines to match. The findings challenge the idea of passive AI dependency by showing 

that students critically assess when and how to use generative AI tools. By focusing on 

students’ own perspectives, this study extends the literature on AI use in education and 

supports the need for policies that better reflect students’ lived academic experiences.  
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Introduction 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) refers to the capability of machines to perform tasks 

traditionally associated with human cognition (Mitchell, 2020). “Generative AI” describes 

systems capable of producing new output based on patterns in the input data they have been 

trained on. For example, textual generative AI operates on a prompt-and-response basis, in 

which users input a query, and the system generates a corresponding text output (Mitchell, 

2020). Advances in computing power and the availability of large-scale digital data such as 

social media content (Stryker & Kavlakoglu, 2024) have accelerated the development and 

adoption of generative AI across various domains, including academia (Wu & Yu, 2023).  

In academic contexts, generative AI can improve learning experiences for students 

(Alneyadi et al., 2023; Shahri et al., 2024), as well as quicken the work process for educators 

in tasks such as plagiarism checking (Mólnar & József, 2022) or designing class materials 

(Laban et al., 2022). However, this increasing integration has prompted concern regarding its 

potential impact on students. Recent studies indicate that while generative AI can enhance 

academic performance in the short term (Wu & Yu, 2023), its use has also been linked to 

long-term reduced student engagement (Nguyen, 2024) and independent creative thinking 

skills (Kim et al., 2024).  

Although scholarly interest in the educational implications of generative AI is growing 

(Parmaksiz, 2022; Cotton et al., 2023), much of the existing research focuses on identifying 

psychological variables that correlate with AI usage (Tamrin et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024) 

through behavioural models. While this approach is statistically robust and theoretically 

valuable, it leaves limited room to examine how students perceive their own experiences with 

this technology.  

To address this gap, the present thesis seeks to capture how university students make 

decisions about their academic use of AI by adopting a bottom-up, qualitative methodology. 

Accordingly, the thesis is guided by the following research questions:  

RQ1. To what extent do university students use AI for academic work? 

RQ2. How do university students perceive the experience of using AI for academic  

work? 
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Student Integration of Generative AI 

While early developments of generative AI date back to the 1970s (Mitchell, 2020), 

recent advances in computing power and access to large-scale datasets, particularly those 

derived from social media (Stryker & Kavlakoglu, 2024), have ushered the release of highly 

capable, publicly accessible generative models such as ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2025) and 

DeepSeek (2025). These tools have rapidly entered mainstream academic settings, especially 

among students (Chen et al., 2024). 

 One reason for the rapid adoption of generative AI among students is the flexibility it 

provides in completing academic tasks. This stems not only from the tools’ functional 

capabilities, such as summarization (Shahri et al., 2024), text generation (Sardinha, 2024) and 

proofreading (Rahman & Watanobe, 2023), but also from the absence of consistent 

institutional guidelines, which allows students to freely experiment with and incorporate these 

tools into their academic work (Shah, 2023; Sardinha, 2024).  

Furthermore, present-day students have usually grown up in a digitally revolutionized 

environment and demonstrate familiarity with using technology to complete academic tasks 

(Chan & Lee, 2023; Slepian et al., 2023). In this context, the increased accessibility of 

generative AI tools, the institutional ambiguity around its use, and students’ digital literacy 

create an environment that allows for widespread academic AI use.  

 

Benefits and Drawbacks of Academic AI 

Empirical studies have explored the short-term advantages of generative AI in 

academic contexts. These include enhanced retention of class material and increased 

efficiency in completing assignments. Alneyadi et al. (2023), for example, found that students 

using an AI-enhanced e-learning app demonstrated significantly higher test scores and greater 

retention of conceptual material compared to a control group. Similarly, Shahri et al. (2024) 

reported that students who used ChatGPT as a personalized tutor completed tasks more 

quickly and reported increased academic confidence. These findings indicate that AI tools can 

play a supportive role in academic performance, particularly by supporting learning tasks and 

offering instant feedback. 

Other studies emphasize that AI can enhance creativity and engagement. Bouschery et 

al. (2024) and Memmert and Bittner (2024) found that access to AI-generated suggestions in 

brainstorming tasks expanded the variation in ideas students elicited for creative assignments. 
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Zhu et al. (2024) additionally found that students taking arts and design courses reported 

using AI tools to regulate emotional responses such as self-doubt during idea development, 

which improved cognitive and emotional aspects of their learning process. These findings 

suggest that the utility of generative AI in learning environments aids inspiration, particularly 

when students engage with open-ended or imaginative tasks. 

However, the growing body of work also raises concerns about long-term 

consequences for students. Several studies point to a decrease in active academic engagement 

when students rely heavily on AI systems for longer periods of time. Nguyen (2024), for 

instance, observed that frequent AI use correlated with reduced participation in academic 

discussions and decreased investment in self-regulated study sessions.  

Different researchers highlight the potential erosion of problem-solving and creative 

skills. Wu and Yu (2023), through a meta-analysis of 32 studies, reported that although AI 

tools often lead to higher performance outcomes, they are also associated with reduced depth 

of learning. Kim et al. (2024) found that students who regularly used AI for writing tasks 

reported diminished confidence in their own creative abilities and expressed emotional 

ambivalence toward their academic development. 

 

Mapping Academic AI Behaviour 

The short-term and long-term observations above have led researchers to examine the 

phenomenon of AI dependency, a term used to describe an excessive, often uncritical, reliance 

on generative AI for completing academic tasks (Tamrin et al., 2024). While the concept has 

been partially adapted from models originally developed to explain internet-use disorders 

(Brand et al., 2016), emphasis has shifted towards the academic context, where dependency 

manifests in behaviour such as bypassing initial idea development (Zhai et al., 2024) or 

accepting AI-generated content without evaluation (Shah, 2023). 

Numerous empirical studies have identified conditions under which this form of 

dependency is more likely to occur. A consistent finding across quantitative research is the 

role of academic self-efficacy. Students who express low confidence in their academic 

abilities are more likely to seek support from AI tools, especially for demanding or unclear 

tasks. Cheng (2020) and Parmaksiz (2022) found that students with lower self-efficacy were 

more inclined to outsource cognitive work to external systems, reducing their engagement 

with complex tasks. Zhang et al. (2024) demonstrated that students with low self-efficacy 

were more likely to exhibit shallow learning behaviours when using generative AI. 
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Academic stress also contributes to this dynamic. Yang et al. (2021) and Acosta-

Enriquez et al. (2025) report that students under time pressure or emotional strain tend to use 

AI tools to manage their workload, often as a coping mechanism to reduce anxiety. Niazov et 

al. (2021) showed that stress-related academic avoidance behaviours appeared positively 

correlated with increased usage of digital tools, including AI systems. Although using AI may 

offer temporary relief, it can reinforce procrastination habits and impede the development of 

reliable learning strategies in the long run (Zhai et al., 2024). 

Another influential factor is performance expectations. Studies by Kim et al. (2024) 

and Tamrin et al. (2024) indicate that students often perceive AI tools as a means to achieve 

higher grades or meet perceived academic standards more easily. When performance becomes 

the dominant goal, the instrumental use of AI may replace genuine engagement with course 

content. This can shift the orientation of student learning from understanding to output, as 

noted by Acosta-Enriquez et al. (2025) in their study on AI-mediated academic behaviour. 

Taken together, these studies imply that academic self-efficacy, stress, and 

performance expectations appear as key influences on student AI use. However, while these 

behavioural predictors are well-documented, their research remains focused on observable 

outcomes and correlations, which overlooks the subjective nature of students’ decision-

making. To better understand how students themselves perceive and emotionally respond to 

their AI usage, it is necessary to situate these findings within the broad interdisciplinary 

literature. 

 

Underrepresentation in AI Research 

The rise of generative AI has been examined from multiple disciplinary angles, 

including computer science (Chen et al., 2024; Shahri et al., 2024), psychology (Chan & Lee, 

2023; Zhu et al., 2024), and communications (Parmaksiz, 2022; Kim et al., 2024), each 

contributing specific insights into how students interact with these tools.  

Shahri et al. (2024) examined the impact of ChatGPT as a personal tutor in a higher 

education context. In their mixed-method study, they found that students reported increased 

confidence and better task completion when using AI for brainstorming and revision. Despite 

this, they noted that students tended to bypass critical thinking stages when time-constrained, 

which may suggest signs of dependency. In a similar vein, Zhai et al. (2024) conducted a 

systematic review of studies linking AI use to long-term skill erosion. They concluded that 

long-term overuse of AI may weaken problem-solving in academic settings.  
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As mentioned above, Wu and Yu (2023) conducted a meta-analysis to evaluate AI’s 

impact on student learning outcomes and found that generative AI significantly improved 

academic performance at the risk of reduced learning depth. However, the analysis 

emphasized outcome gains rather than student reasoning or emotional experience. Similarly, 

Alneyadi et al. (2023), in their e-learning study, concluded that personalized AI can heighten 

academic achievement, but did not investigate student perceptions or long-term engagement.  

Zhang et al. (2024) proposed the behavioural model mentioned earlier, linking AI 

dependency to academic stress, self-efficacy, and performance expectations. Using survey 

data from over 500 students, they found that lower self-efficacy and high stress levels 

predicted more frequent AI use, which then correlated with shallow learning. Acosta-Enriquez 

et al. (2025) built on this by testing a mediated model with academic stress and performance 

expectations as variables. Their findings suggested that self-efficacy indirectly influences 

dependency via these two mediators. While providing a comprehensive behavioural map, 

these studies did not address how students themselves reflect on their reliance on AI. 

Sardinha (2024) took a corpus approach to compare student-generated and AI-

generated texts. Students judged AI-generated texts as superior in clarity and coherence but 

inferior in originality. While the study highlighted students’ evaluative abilities of AI content, 

it did not explore their motivations or concerns about using AI themselves. Investigating this, 

Kim et al. (2024) conducted interviews with university students to understand their 

expectations regarding AI-assisted academic writing. Thematic analysis revealed that while 

students valued AI for efficiency and task simplification, many expressed discomfort about 

the creative and ethical implications of overuse. The authors concluded that emotional 

ambivalence was present among participants, yet the study was limited in scope, focusing 

only on writing attitudes rather than broader academic behaviours. 

Across these studies, a key limitation remains: few offer insight into why students 

choose to rely on AI or how they evaluate that reliance considering emotional, academic, or 

ethical concerns. This obscures the contextual and sometimes contradictory ways in which 

students make decisions about AI use. Given that students are the most active and direct users 

of AI technology, their own experiences remain underrepresented in the current academic 

literature (Kim et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024; Acosta-Enriquez et al., 2025). This knowledge 

gap allows for an exploratory approach that focuses on students’ perspectives and potentially 

identifies overlooked factors that existing frameworks have not accounted for.  
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A Qualitative Study of Student AI Experiences 

 While previous studies have largely examined behavioural predictors of academic AI 

use, particularly through variables such as academic stress, self-efficacy and performance 

expectations, the underlying motivations, emotional ambivalence, and ethical concerns that 

make up student decision-making remain underexplored. This thesis responds to that research 

gap by adopting a qualitative, student-centred perspective.  

Through in-depth, semi-structured interviews with eleven Dutch bachelor students, 

this study investigated four key areas: students’ practical motivations behind using AI, their 

concerns about long-term consequences and dependency, the role of academic and ethical 

considerations in their decision-making, and their expectations regarding the future of AI in 

their (educational) careers. Each domain corresponded with one of four core interview 

questions designed to elicit open-ended, reflective responses. Thematic analysis of the 

interview data produced four overarching themes that holistically illustrate the extent to which 

students use AI in academic work and how they perceive their experiences in doing so. 

 This study contributes scientific relevance by expanding the idea of AI dependency 

from a static behavioural outcome to a more nuanced experience for students; it also offers 

societal relevance by identifying specific institutional needs for clearer AI guidelines and 

more consistent faculty policies. In doing so, the thesis expands the literature around AI in 

education from a focus on predictors to the lived academic realities of students. 

 

Method 

Participants  

To answer the research questions, eleven university students (ten female, one male) 

were interviewed. Participants were selected on several criteria during recruitment. These 

included current enrolment in higher education, regularity of completing written assignments 

(required to complete assignments at least semi-regularly during their studies), and prior use 

of AI tools in an academic context. Students who did not meet all three criteria were excluded 

from participation. All participating students were enrolled at the same university, varying 

slightly in their study programs: seven Communication and Information Sciences students, 

one English Language & Culture student, two History students, and one Biology student. All 

participants were bachelor students, aged between 19 and 23 years (M = 20.63). Participants 

were recruited through a convenience sampling method, a non-probability method based on 
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availability within the researcher’s immediate network. Thus, all participants knew the 

researcher before interviews were conducted. 

During recruitment, participants were explicitly informed that the interview duration 

would be between 30 minutes and one hour, and that the primary focus was their experience 

with using AI for academic purposes. Assurances regarding data anonymization were 

provided both verbally at the start of each interview session and through a written consent 

form sent to participants shortly after recruitment (see Appendix B). Thus, the aim of the 

interviews was clear to the participants at all points leading up to the conversation. Interviews 

were documented through notetaking during the sessions and subsequently transcribed into a 

digital Microsoft Word document.  

 

Instrumentation 

Following participant recruitment, data were collected through in-depth interviews. 

The interviews did not take place in a set environment. Some were in a quiet room; others 

were conducted in a public space. However, all took the form of a one-on-one conversation. 

All interviews were audio-recorded and later transcribed in full. The audio files of the 

interviews were labelled by number and only started recording after the participant had 

reported their personal details regarding age, field of study and gender,  of which only textual 

records were retained. The interviews were conducted in Dutch, as all participants as well as 

the interviewer were L1 Dutch speakers. 

 After providing informed consent during audio recording of the interview, the 

participant was asked preliminary questions regarding their age, education, and gender 

identity. Afterwards, the interview process began, taking a semi-structured approach aimed at 

having the participant describe their experience of using AI for academic work. 

The primary goal of the interviews was to take a bottom-up approach in understanding 

how students experience using AI to complete their assignments. Accordingly, interview 

questions were formulated to elicit open-ended responses that could later be inductively 

analysed for thematic patterns. A topic list consisting of four core questions was developed to 

allow for as much interpretation as possible. During the interviews, when appropriately 

prompted by a participants’ answers, spontaneous probing questions were asked to fully 

explore the thoughts of the participants; the phrasing and content of these probes varied 

between sessions. The four core questions remained consistent across interviews (see 

Appendix A). 
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The first core question served as an open prompt intended to bring up the most salient 

aspects of each participant’s AI-related experiences, deliberately asked in a comparable 

manner to research question 1 of the thesis: “What is your experience with using AI in your 

studies?” 

The second core question was asked to gain understanding of how students experience 

the short-term and long-term effects of AI usage identified in the literature. This question thus 

asked: “Have you experienced any particular consequences of using AI?” With this framing, 

students were meant to elicit responses that covered any effects of using AI they might feel in 

terms of their academic working abilities. However, during initial interviews, it also elicited 

many responses about how teachers and faculty members may engage with AI tools and how 

that affects the student’s own approach to completing assignments using the technology. As 

such, later interview sessions included additional instructions from the researcher after asking 

the question: “Think both in terms of faculty and, above all, your own work ethic.” 

The third core question concerned the personal feelings students might have when 

using AI for academic work: “Does using AI in academic assignments evoke certain feelings 

for you?” This derived from the existing framework around AI usage, which posits that 

students may have emotional motivations and consequences behind enlisting the help of 

chatbots to do assignments (Yang et al., 2021; Zhai et al., 2024; Acosta-Enriquez et al., 2025). 

When explaining the question further, several examples were given by the researcher; these 

included positive feelings, such as motivation (Cheng, 2020) or inspiration (Bouschery et al., 

2024), as well as negative emotions, such as guilt or shame (Zhang et al., 2024). 

Finally, to explore future perspectives students might have with regards to using AI, 

the fourth core question asked: “How do you see the use of AI in your studies affecting your 

future?” A common follow-up question was “What about the future of education in general?”  

After all main and probing questions were asked, the interviews gave the students an 

opportunity to share any ideas they had that were not covered by the interview questions. This 

helped to elicit other potential topics that were important to the students. When relevant, 

probing questions were asked based on the input the participant provided during this phase. 

 

Coding and Analysis 

To systematically analyse the interview data, a thematic analysis was conducted based 

on patterns emerging from participants’ responses. This process followed the six phases of 

thematic analysis developed by Braun and Clarke (2012), outlined in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1 

Schematic overview of Thematic Analysis as developed by Braun and Clarke (2012).  

Note. Each bullet point describes what the data consisted of during each phase of the analytic process. 

 

The first phase consisted of familiarization with the data, which involved a close 

reading of all interview transcripts, accompanied by initial notetaking to gain a 

comprehensive understanding of the content and context of participant responses. Phase two 

consisted of generating initial codes across the data, collating clear labels of meaning for the 

provided interview answers. Phase three involved identifying overlap and similarity across the 

coded items to search for themes within them. In this phase, the coded interview excerpts 

were moved from the initial Word file to an Excel table that laid out the initial clusters 

according to potential subthemes.  

The fourth phase was a review of the clustered codes, checking whether they could 

truly be considered themes and how clearly defined these themes appeared to be. Phase five 

included properly defining and naming the identified themes by performing deeper analytic 

work and developing a narrative around each identified theme. The sixth and final phase was 

the reporting of the analysis, expressed in the Findings section. 

To ensure consistency and reliability of the inductive coding process, a second L1 

Dutch coder was asked to independently code the first two interviews within the data. Initial 

comparison of the coding revealed an agreement rate of 78%. Discrepancies primarily 

occurred in cases where participants gave extended responses that touched on multiple themes 

at once, particularly when mentioning several intertwined AI uses (such as timesaving or 

efficiency) or emotional responses (such as guilt or shame). Through discussion, certain 

subthemes were merged, and others were separated to maintain clarity. The same two 

interviews were then recoded, yielding an agreement rate of 92%. This level of consensus was 

considered sufficient to proceed with single-coder analysis for the remaining data. 

 

 

1) 
Familiarization

• Transcribed 
interview 
answers with 
notes

2) Generating 
initial codes

• Labeled parts 
of answers 
with a specific 
meaning

3) Identify 
overlap

• First clusters of 
codes

4) Code review

• Refined code 
clusters

5) 
Narrativization 
and naming

• Defined and 
named themes

6) Reporting

• Description of 
most relevant 
themes found 
among 
interview 
answers



12 

 

Findings 

 Following the thematic analysis, four overarching themes emerged from students’ 

perceptions of and experiences with generative AI in academic settings. These themes capture 

(1) the strategic motivations and practicalities behind turning to AI tools, (2) the concerns 

students express about the long-term consequences of this usage, (3) how knowledge of ethics 

and academic consequences factor into the students’ decision-making, and (4) how and why 

students think AI should be managed in their future environments. The following sections 

elaborate on these themes, supported by excerpts from the interviews (see Appendix C for 

additional representatives). Because participants were kept anonymous during data collection, 

they are referred to by the number of their interview. To visualise the identified (sub)themes 

and their relationships, a conceptual map is provided in Appendix D.  

 

The Practicalities of AI for Students 

Participants consistently characterized generative AI, particularly ChatGPT, as a 

practical, integrated component of their academic workflow. Several interrelated subthemes 

illustrate how various practical considerations drive students’ decisions to use AI. 

 Students initially adopted AI tools primarily through social influence or institutional 

requirement. Many participants reported becoming familiar with AI through peers, while other 

students adopted AI more cautiously due to privacy concerns or general initial scepticism. 

This suggests that peer influence acts as a potential factor influencing the integration of AI 

tools for students. 

 AI use for inspiration was widely reported among participants. Students frequently 

turned to generative AI to overcome hurdles such as topic generation or structuring complex 

ideas. Students viewed AI’s role as more of a mediator in creative processes rather than a 

substitute for original thinking. For example, Participant 11 described utilizing AI primarily 

for guidance when encountering writer’s block in essay writing. This strategic usage positions 

AI as a complementary tool that can support cognitive engagement instead of substituting it. 

 Completing tedious academic tasks was a significant practical application of AI for 

students. Students perceived AI tools as ideal for handling repetitive and superficial activities 

such as formatting citations, rewriting sentences, or generating abstracts and headings. This 

suggests a clear divide for students between academic labour that requires deeper analytical 

work, and surface-level tasks, with the latter being more easily delegated to AI tools.  
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 Similarly, participants employed AI as a tool for revision and quality control, 

particularly to validate correctness in their assignments and to obtain a second opinion on 

their writing. Students actively reported engaging with AI for iterative feedback, similar to 

Rahman and Watanobe’s (2023) findings. This shows another component of the academic 

process in which AI has become integrated. 

 Participant’s reliance on AI tools intensified significantly under time pressure. AI was 

perceived as particularly valuable during exam periods or when approaching deadlines, when 

students experienced heightened academic stress and limited time to spend working on 

assignments. These circumstances appeal to the perception of AI as a practical, time-saving 

resource that enables rapid task completion. Several students explicitly linked AI use to their 

procrastination habits, suggesting that AI’s role as a coping mechanism during stressful 

periods can sometimes depend on students’ broader academic behaviour patterns. 

 Moreover, the specific type of academic assignment strongly influenced students’ AI 

usage. Participants distinguished clearly between AI’s suitability for minor tasks, such as brief 

summaries or participation requirements, and its inadequacy for more substantial academic 

outputs, such as essays. Participant 07, for instance, described relying on AI to complete 

repetitive participation tasks but deemed it insufficient for producing complete essays. This 

suggests that students consciously give certain tasks to AI for efficiency, but evaluate the 

appropriateness of AI tools relative to the task complexity in doing so. 

 As a result, AI significantly aided time management for students. Participants 

frequently emphasized AI’s convenience and efficiency in completing non-essential, yet time-

consuming tasks. For instance, Participant 11 explained using AI regularly for drafting emails, 

describing the convenience of not having to write them herself as a significant benefit.  

 One participant’s description encapsulates several practical motivations: 

 “Writing abstracts, coming up with titles. Finding keywords, things on top of the  

content work I’ve already done; it’s just surface-level work that I use it for.”  

- Participant 01 

This quote exemplifies how AI’s practical application interacts with the handling of tedious 

tasks and effective time management. Participant 01 differentiates between substantial 

intellectual work and surface-level academic tasks, indicating a strategic decision to delegate 

routine tasks to AI to preserve cognitive resources for the more critical academic work. This 

represents the strategic rationale behind AI adoption among interviewed students: the practical 

benefits of AI allow for enhanced academic efficiency and quality control, which improves 

the academic workflow of students and mitigates tedious aspects of coursework. 
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 Overall, the practical considerations of students’ AI usage reflect a strategic approach 

to an adoption of a technology rather than passive dependency on it. This concurs with 

research that frames the role of AI as a supportive tool that aids rather than replaces critical 

academic skills (Rahman & Watanobe, 2023; Shahri et al., 2024). On the other hand, these 

findings conflict with earlier assumptions of passive dependency (Zhang et al., 2024), instead 

indicating a more intentional integration of AI tools. 

 

The Double Bind of AI Usage 

 Much like students in other studies who weigh the benefits and drawbacks of digital 

technologies (Kasneci et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2024), participants expressed ambivalent and 

often contradictory feelings about how AI influences their academic skill development 

overtime. While students called AI tools such as ChatGPT useful and well-integrated in their 

study habits (Theme 1), this was often juxtaposed with an unease about their growing 

dependence on them. Analysis of the data identified six interconnected subthemes that 

collectively illustrate this ‘double bind’ phenomenon (Acosta-Enriquez et al., 2025). 

 Participants frequently reported diminished motivation and cognitive engagement 

when relying on AI tools. Although AI was recognized as a practical means of completing 

academic tasks efficiently, it simultaneously reduced students’ intrinsic drive to engage 

cognitively with the material. This was often described as an emerging dependency, 

exemplified most clearly by Participant 06, who described her growing reliance on AI due to 

convenience despite an awareness that independent effort also remains feasible. 

“I think it's a lie to say that I'm not dependent on AI because I do use it a lot, but if I 

had a lot of time, I would [be able to] do it myself… I just don't. So I'm making myself 

dependent on it, I think.” 

- Participant 06 

As she described, students face a constant tension between acknowledging the convenience 

provided by AI and recognizing the negative impact it may have on their academic discipline. 

 Occasionally, students described improved academic outcomes attributed directly to 

AI. Some participants explicitly linked AI usage to higher grades and more successful 

academic performance. For instance, Participant 04 directly linked improved test scores to her 

use of AI tools during revision sessions. Participant 07 similarly recounted a situation wherein 

a mostly AI-generated essay from a friend received a higher grade compared to her own 
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manually written work, suggesting that students indeed have high performance expectations 

of AI for academic work, which may further explain their usage and possible dependencies. 

Despite acknowledging academic benefits however, students repeatedly expressed 

nuanced and often conflicting evaluations concerning AI’s effectiveness and role in their 

academic pursuits. Although AI was recognized as beneficial in easing workloads, scepticism 

persisted about its bigger impacts on learning. Participant 03, for instance, expressed 

ambivalence as the main emotion she felt about using AI for academic work, which frames its 

perception among students as a highly beneficial, yet potentially dangerous tool to work with.  

In addition to ambivalence, participants often expressed explicit negative emotional 

evaluations of their study behaviour. Feelings of laziness, guilt, and shame were commonly 

associated with using AI as a shortcut for academic tasks. Further, participants expressed 

explicit concerns regarding the risk of cognitive offloading, the act of outsourcing mental 

tasks to technology (Zhai et al., 2024), and repeatedly linked it to long-term skill 

deterioration. Participant 10, for instance, articulated that she worried about her academic 

skills decreasing as a result of repeatedly relying on AI to complete tedious academic tasks.  

In general, students appeared highly aware of the potential negative repercussions of 

sustained reliance on AI. Participant 08, in summary of this tension, acknowledged the ease of 

turning to AI but also expressed personal dissatisfaction with such shortcuts.  

“I do feel a little bad sometimes when I use it, like I think, I [could] just figure [this] 

out myself. But you just take the easy way out, like ‘oh, I can just ask ChatGPT.’” 

 - Participant 08 

Lastly, AI tools were notably identified as particularly advantageous for students with 

neurodivergent learning styles, such as ADHD. Two participants, who both live with ADHD, 

explicitly reported improved academic engagement when studying in co-operation with AI 

systems such as ChatGPT. Participant 05 described how it helped her focus and organise her 

tasks more efficiently, significantly helping her overcome ADHD-related challenges. Thus, AI 

may be useful in enhancing academic capabilities within specific student populations. 

The subthemes collectively build the central tension that makes up the second 

overarching theme. Students consistently described a cyclical pattern of immediate positive 

academic results enabled by AI, contrasted with growing internal anxieties about negative 

long-term effects. Here, practical benefits such as performance improvements and support for 

neurodivergent students exist alongside deeper worries regarding motivation loss, skill 

deterioration, and emotional conflict. This supports the framing of AI use in current scientific 

literature as a dual-edged phenomenon within academic settings (Zhang et al., 2024). 
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Academic Consequences Outweigh Ethical Concerns 

 Participants frequently described tensions between convenience and critical 

considerations regarding AI use, as per the previous theme. However, these tensions often 

extended to larger concerns regarding academic integrity. Central to this theme are the 

participants’ reports that the academic implications of using generative AI significantly 

outweigh their ethical considerations. Several subthemes emerged from the data that depict a 

complex decision-making process behind AI use for students. 

 Participants consistently emphasized the desire to maintain their authorship and 

academic integrity when employing AI tools such as ChatGPT. An important aspect of this is 

the recognition of AI as a supportive instrument rather than a replacement for original 

intellectual effort, as was also seen in Theme 1. Participant 08 described self-regulation as a 

critical practice to prevent excessive reliance on AI.  

 A form of this self-regulation involved critically evaluating the accuracy and 

appropriateness of AI-generated content. Participants expressed caution about relying fully on 

AI-generated output, citing potential misinformation as significant risks. Several participants 

explicitly mentioned doubts regarding the reliability of information provided by AI, fearing 

that inaccuracies showing in their final work could hurt their academic credibility. Awareness 

of the potential academic and personal consequences resulting from misuse of AI strongly 

influenced these attitudes towards its usage. Participants frequently mentioned fear of 

plagiarism allegations influencing their caution as well, supported by recounts of peers facing 

severe repercussions for suspected or proven AI-generated plagiarism.  

 These concerns regarding AI misuse were often amplified by peer influence, creating 

additional tension among students regarding academic integrity. Participants talked about 

situations in group assignments where uncertainty about peers’ reliance on AI-generated 

contributions brought them stress. For instance, participant 06 described anxiety she 

experienced due to her group mates letting AI write their part of a group assignment without 

changing it, proving the significance peer behaviour can have even on students who use AI to 

different extents. 

Participants additionally noted a perceived ineffectiveness of institutional AI detection 

mechanisms, which increased uncertainty around what AI uses are accepted by their 

university. Notably, this often ran parallel to faculty attitudes towards AI. Participants 

described a wide spectrum of their teachers’ responses to AI, from complete prohibition to 

active usage encouragement, which led to confusion and inconsistent messages for students 
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regarding how they should approach AI use in coursework. As a result, participants expressed 

a desire for consistent guidelines and clarity from their instructors (see the next theme). 

Although ethical considerations regarding AI were not directly outlined in the 

interviews’ topic list, participants frequently and spontaneously addressed such concerns. 

Ethical themes primarily encompassed concerns around misinformation, privacy, and 

especially environmental impact. Students acknowledged these ethical problems with AI, but 

described them as secondary compared to academic consequences. Participant 10 explicitly 

expressed this hierarchy: 

"Sometimes I see that it takes a long time to generate an answer for me, and then I  

think 'oh, I'm actually doing something now that's not good for me and not good for  

the world.' But then again, that doesn't have any effect on why I use it like  

being accused of plagiarism would." 

  - Participant 10 

 Maintaining academic integrity and critically assessing AI output form the core 

concerns that determine students’ evaluative approach to AI, with awareness of personal and 

institutional risks further reinforcing a cautious stance. Teacher attitudes, peer behaviours and 

institutional detection mechanisms such as AI checkers create additional uncertainty about 

what is acceptable to use AI for at university, which further complicates decision-making. 

While ethical concerns are consistently acknowledged, they appear less important for students 

compared to immediate academic consequences of using generative AI for academic work. 

 

Managing AI Institutionally, Currently and in the Future 

Participants consistently recognized the inevitability of AI within not only their 

studies, but also their future careers, expressing the need for institutional responses to manage 

AI use effectively. Within this fourth theme, five interrelated subthemes emerged. 

 Immutability of AI functioned as a foundational concept for participants. Students 

agreed that AI’s integration into academia and broader society is both unavoidable and 

irreversible. Participants expressed an understanding that despite personal or institutional 

opinions about AI, the technology’s presence will persist and expand. As noted by Participant 

08, although individual attitudes toward AI might vary, its disappearance is unrealistic. This 

contextualizes the perceptions students reported about the institutional management of AI. 

 Building upon immutability, participants frequently compared AI adoption to 

historical examples of technological integration, particularly the internet. This comparison 
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allowed students to situate their experiences with AI within familiar historical frameworks, 

reflecting on how initial scepticism about technological disruptions often transforms into 

normalization and acceptance over time. For instance, Participant 10 explicitly likened AI’s 

revolutionary impact to that of the internet, and Participant 05 drew an analogy between 

concerns about AI’s cognitive impact and historical apprehension to the invention of print. 

These analogies show how some students believed that current apprehension towards AI 

could simply reflect broader historical patterns of technological adoption, rather than uniquely 

problematic characteristics specific to AI. 

 Following from the inevitability of AI, students expressed expectations for AI in their 

future academic and professional lives. Students recognized AI’s value as a practical skill and 

professional tool, and anticipated an increased demand for AI competency within the job 

market. Participant 08 illustrated this by highlighting potential employer preferences for 

candidates skilled in utilizing AI tools effectively. Conversely, Participant 04 expressed her 

disdain towards the same idea.  

 Despite recognizing AI’s inevitability and prospective professional importance, 

students also frequently expressed a preference for human-generated work, suggesting that 

they see intrinsic value in human contributions that AI-generated outputs cannot replicate 

fully. While explicit statements on this subtheme were less prominent in the data, participants’ 

answers belonging to other (sub)themes frequently indicated additional scepticism regarding 

AI’s potential to entirely replace nuanced or creative tasks traditionally performed by humans.  

 Given the previous subthemes, participants broadly advocated for more comprehensive 

institutional management of AI. Specifically, students emphasized the need for clearer 

guidelines and increased education related to AI, arguing that institutions should proactively 

integrate rather than resist AI usage. Participants frequently described existing institutional 

approaches as insufficient or unrealistic, especially critiquing outright bans of the technology. 

Similarly, multiple participants mentioned the scarcity of structured guidance on AI usage. 

Participant 02 articulated this viewpoint clearly, advocating instead for a system that 

encourages informed and practical engagement with AI tools: 

“It’s at your disposal, it will probably be used in your work and such in the future […] 

it’s stupid if you don’t pick it up now and learn to deal with it […] There is no point in 

banning it because it’s there, it will only be used more, teach people to deal with it 

properly instead of putting a taboo on it. […] You have to adapt education to it. […] I 

think you can adapt it so that the quality does not necessarily have to deteriorate.”  

- Participant 02  
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 Collectively, students indicated their nuanced understanding of AI’s inevitable role 

within academia and society. This suggests that students perceive AI neither as wholly 

positive nor negative, but more as a transformative force that requires clear, informed 

institutional management to enhance perceived positive aspects while mitigating the negative. 

 

Conclusion and Discussion 

This thesis set out to examine how university students use and experience generative 

AI in academic contexts. Through semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis, four 

overarching themes emerged: the practical motivations behind AI usage, concerns about long-

term effects and dependency, the role of academic and ethical consequences in decision-

making, and student expectations about the future of AI in education. These themes reveal 

how interviewed students were both engaged with and critical of AI, and navigate its benefits 

and drawbacks. 

The findings confirm and elaborate on prior research into behavioural predictors of AI 

use, particularly studies that emphasize the roles of academic stress, self-efficacy, and 

performance expectations (Zhang et al., 2024; Tamrin et al., 2024; Acosta-Enriquez et al., 

2025). Similar to these studies, interviewed participants cited time constraints and 

performance goals as key reasons for using AI tools. However, the present study additionally 

showed how students make strategic decisions about AI use based mainly on task type, 

urgency, and existent personal disciplines for academic work. Participants described using AI 

selectively, relying on it for surface-level or tedious tasks while reserving more demanding 

academic work for themselves. This supports the idea that while AI dependency may be a 

risk, many students are not passively succumbing to it but are instead engaging in calculated, 

context-aware usage. 

This thesis scrutinized the reasoning and evaluations that students use when deciding 

whether and how to engage with generative AI, which complements existing behavioural 

models by exploring the subjective perspectives that are often excluded from large-scale 

(experimental) surveys. It also builds on the limitations of Kim et al. (2024), who identified 

emotional ambivalence among students but were limited in scope due to focusing on writing. 

In contrast, this study extends the discussion to broader academic behaviour, noting how 

students’ behaviours are related to academic pressures and institutional ambiguity in addition 

to ethical or emotional concerns. 
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Students’ critical reflections match concerns from prior literature about the erosion of 

independent academic skills (Nguyen, 2024; Wu & Yu, 2023). While participants 

acknowledged that AI tools contributed to improved efficiency and sometimes to higher 

grades, they also expressed unease about diminishing motivation, overreliance, and reduced 

cognitive engagement. Several participants described AI use as a coping mechanism under 

stress, aligning with findings by Yang et al. (2021) and Niazov et al. (2021), which linked 

stress-related avoidance behaviour to digital technology usage.  

Another key finding is that academic consequences appear to hold greater weight in 

students’ decision-making than broader ethical concerns. While participants acknowledged 

issues such as AI’s environmental footprint or misinformation risks (Mitchell, 2020; Zhu et 

al., 2024), these factors were rarely reported as decisive. Instead, students described their 

behaviour as primarily influenced by the risk of plagiarism accusations or institutional 

penalties. This finding matches particularly well with Casais and Faria’s (2021) study on 

ethical consumption, which found that ethical awareness does not always translate into ethical 

action when other pressures are at play. In the current thesis, larger ethical considerations for 

students consistently appeared secondary to the direct academic consequences of using AI. 

Institutional ambiguity emerged as a significant contextual factor for students using 

AI. Participants perceived inconsistent teacher responses to AI, ranging from endorsement to 

prohibition. This inconsistency contributed to uncertainty and stress for students, particularly 

in group work scenarios. Students voiced a clear desire for more uniform, transparent 

guidance from educational institutions to counteract this. Rather than calling for general 

restrictions, participants advocated for integration: the development of more realistic policies 

that acknowledge the usefulness of AI while cautioning for responsible use. This 

complements recent recommendations in the literature urging institutions to move beyond 

reactive measures and instead develop proactive AI policies (Kasneci et al., 2023). 

 In terms of limitations, this study’s sample size was small and drawn from a single 

university. While thematic analysis resulted in clear overarching themes, the findings may not 

be generalizable to all student populations. Cultural and institutional differences especially 

could lead to different perceptions of AI use. Future studies could adopt larger and more 

diverse samples to explore how additional contexts may play a role in the strategic or 

dependent use of AI. Additionally, the self-reported nature of the interviews is subject to 

unconscious or social desirability biases in student behaviour. Familiarity with the researcher 

could have influenced participant responses, particularly on sensitive topics such as academic 

misconduct.  
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 Future research could benefit from mixed-methods designs that combine interview 

data with behavioural observations, such as diary studies, to allow for a comparison between 

reported experiences and actual AI usage patterns. Specific areas for further research, aside 

from addressing the current study’s limitations, include the role of peer influence in shaping 

AI norms, the (in)effectiveness of institutional policies of AI use, and students’ informal 

learning about AI capabilities, limitations, and ethics. 

 To conclude, this study contributed to the growing literature on generative AI in 

education by centring students’ perceptions and experiences. Rather than portraying students 

as passive users or cheaters, the findings revealed a group of students actively negotiating the 

risks and benefits of AI. While prior research emphasized either benefits or risks, this study 

highlighted how students themselves actively navigate the tension between the short-term 

efficiency and long-term academic consequences that using AI for academic work brings 

them. In doing so, it adds nuance to existing frameworks by showing that students are neither 

fully dependent nor fully resistant, but rather strategic and also ambivalent about their 

experiences. Socially, these findings suggest the need for educational institutions such as 

universities to provide clear, realistic guidance that addresses both practical needs and ethical 

concerns. Helping students make informed decisions about AI use requires more than policies; 

it demands thoughtful guidance that matches students’ lived experiences. 
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Appendix A: Interview Outline and Topic List 

Start of interview 

Providing informed consent. If not willing to provide, interview ends. 

Preliminary questions 

• How old are you? 

• What gender do you identify with? 

• What is your current educational level and field of study? Where are you enrolled? 

Main and probing questions                                   Note. No clarification questions included. 

1) What is your experience with using AI in your studies? 

• How did you come to use AI? 

• What factors lead you to use AI?  

• What are you considering when you use AI? 

• What, do you think, is the underlying reason for why you use it? 

• Are your teachers not always available, is that why you use AI instead in that case? Do 

you not have the opportunities to ask them for help? 

• How often do you use AI to help with a school assignment? 

• Have you ever prompted AI when starting an assignment? For writing a paragraph, for 

example? 

• To what extent do you depend on AI to complete school assignments properly? 

• What kind of (tedious) tasks do you let AI complete for you? 

• Do you trust AI only with surface-level tasks, or also deeper tasks? 

• Does ChatGPT give you more sensible answers than teachers do, to help you 

understand course material better? 

• Is it more a matter of saving time or also to understand material better? 

• Do you always understand the explanations ChatGPT gives you? 

• In what way is asking AI for help better than asking someone else or looking 

something up yourself? 

• Is it more of a tool for you or a reasonable replacement for things in your studies? 

• When AI gives you information, how certain are you that it is true? 

• If you see AI as another person, is it more of a teacher or more like a fellow student? 

• Are there periods in your study when you are more likely to use AI? 
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• Is stress a factor of using AI for you, or not? 

• How do you rate the quality of the answers you get from AI? Or do you not really think 

about it? 

• What are the current rules around AI use in your studies? 

• Did you have a time in your studies when you never had access to AI, or was it already 

there when you started? Would it make a difference? 

• Has your working method changed in ways because you have had AI at your disposal? 

2) Have you experienced certain consequences of using AI in your studies? Think both in 

terms of faculty and for your own skill. 

• Do teachers notice when something is written with or by AI? 

• Do you think using AI has certain effects on your learning behaviour? 

• Would it make a difference for you to ask things from ChatGPT versus looking it up by 

yourself? Which way do you think would make material stick better? 

• Do you think it would make a difference if you used AI all throughout your studies 

versus during only a part of it? 

• How do you see the issue of AI and plagiarism? 

• Is using AI different in terms of effects compared to other technology? Do you see 

searching for things with AI differently than, for example, going to a library? 

• What kind of effects has using AI had on your grades? 

• Do you have any ideas on how you could avoid negative consequences? Do you see 

certain solutions to the problems you mentioned, or do they always go hand in hand 

with using AI? 

• To what extent do you think that the negative consequences of AI are also our fault? 

• Do the dangers of AI affect your choice to use AI or not? 

• Do you think regulating AI in a study makes sense? 

• Do you have any kind of rules for yourself, around using AI? 

• How seriously do teachers worry about AI? 

• How guaranteed do you think that concerns about AI are in your study? 

• Is there enough awareness of the costs of AI systems among people in your 

environment? Do those costs impact you when choosing to use AI? 

3) Does using AI in academic assignments evoke certain feelings for you (e.g. efficiency, 

inspiration, self-confidence, guilt, shame)? 



28 

 

• To what extent do you think AI helps you write better texts? 

• What happens when you use AI for inspiration? Does AI give you ideas that you 

normally don’t think of? 

• Are there any concerns you have about AI, especially in the context of your studies? 

• Are you concerned about the quality of education with regard to AI? 

• How well informed do you think you are about using AI? How well have you been 

taught about it during your studies? 

• Do you think fears about AI are well-founded, or do you think people just don't know 

enough about it? 

• Do you look at your work differently when you know that you have used AI? 

• Do you trust people more than AI? Does that even play a role? 

• What do you think of AI on an ethical level? Are there any pitfalls for you? 

• Do you have a guilty conscience about using AI, given the ethical questions about it? 

• Is there a difference in integrity if you have things made by ChatGPT versus if you use 

it for brainstorming? 

4) How do you see the use of AI in your studies affecting your future? 

• What about the future of AI in education in general? 

• How pro- or anti- AI are you? What about your teachers? What about your university? 

• Do you think it is a good idea to teach people to deal with AI by using it? 

• Do you think there should be regulations made for how to deal with AI in academia? 

• Do you think AI can replace humans for academic tasks? 

• Suppose you can never use ChatGPT again from now on. Would you then have to 

make adjustments to how you work? 

• How justified do you think concerns about AI are in your studies? 

• In general: do you think AI has a place in education? 

• Do you think teachers can spot well if someone has used AI? 

• Would you prohibit the use of AI if it were possible? 

End of interview 

Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience with using AI in completing 

schoolwork? Any closing remarks? (Potential time for additional probing questions). 

Thank the participant for their time, ask if they want to be sent the results of the thesis once it has 

been completed. 
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form (Dutch) 

 

 

INFORMATIE OVER HET ONDERZOEK 

Hoe studenten omgaan met AI 

 

Inleiding 

Ik vraag je om mee te doen aan een wetenschappelijk onderzoek van de Radboud Universiteit. Meedoen is 

vrijwillig. Voordat je beslist of je wilt meedoen aan dit onderzoek, krijg je in deze brief uitleg over wat het 

onderzoek inhoudt. Lees deze informatie rustig door en vraag de onderzoeker om uitleg als je vragen hebt. 

De contactgegevens vind je onderaan de brief. 

Beschrijving en doel van het onderzoek 

Het doel van het onderzoek is om een idee te krijgen hoe en waarom studenten zoals jij AI gebruiken tijdens 

hun studie. Omdat dit in huidig onderzoek vaak van bovenaf wordt bekeken, ben ik benieuwd hoe 

studenten er zélf over denken. Het onderzoek bestaat daarom uit een interview, of eerder een gesprek, over 

je studiegewoonten in samenwerking met AI-programma’s zoals ChatGPT, en je gevoelens, verwachtingen, 

en bovenal je ervaringen die daarmee in relatie staan. 

 

Door wie wordt het onderzoek uitgevoerd? 

Dit onderzoek wordt uitgevoerd door Julian van den Heuvel, student Communicatie- en 

Informatiewetenschappen aan de Radboud Universiteit, als onderdeel van de bachelorscriptie. Het 

onderzoek wordt compleet zelfstandig uitgevoerd, maar aangepast aan feedback van begeleider Dr. Afrooz 

Rafiee. 

 

Wat houdt deelname aan het onderzoek in? 

In dit onderzoek ga je een gesprek met mij (Julian) aan over hoe en waarom je AI gebruikt tijdens je studie. 

Het maakt hierbij niet uit of je dit veel doet of weinig, graag of juist niet – ik ben benieuwd naar jouw 

ervaringen, en jouw verhalen zijn dus altijd waardevol. De interviews zijn een een-op-een gesprek en 

kunnen overal plaatsnemen – als je akkoord gaat, zal ik contact met je opnemen om een plaats en tijd af te 

spreken. Je hoeft hier niks bij voor te bereiden; ik vraag alleen om je welwillendheid om naar waarheid te 

antwoorden. Het interview zal tussen een half uur en een uur duren. 

 

Vrijwilligheid 

Je doet vrijwillig mee aan dit onderzoek. Daarom kan je op elk moment tijdens het onderzoek je deelname 

stopzetten en je toestemming intrekken. Je hoeft niet aan te geven waarom je stopt. Afzien van of stoppen 

met deelname heeft geen nadelige gevolgen voor je. 

 

Welke gegevens verzamelen we en hoe gaan we hiermee om?  

In dit onderzoek verzamel ik onderzoeksgegevens. Deze worden voor wetenschappelijke doeleinden 

gebruikt. De audio van de interviews zal worden opgenomen en overgeschreven in woorden, maar worden 

anoniem gemaakt. Dit doe ik op de volgende manier: op geen enkel moment van het interview noemen we 

je naam, de audio wordt gelabeld met een nummer, en ook in de uiteindelijke dataverwerking worden jouw 

antwoorden aangeduid met een nummer, niet met je naam. Er zal gevraagd worden naar je opleiding, 

leeftijd en geslacht, maar je naam en andere persoonsgebonden gegevens zullen nooit opgeslagen worden. 

Zo worden de gegevens niet herleidbaar naar jou.  
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De audio-opnames zullen na het scriptietraject (eindigend in juni) worden vernietigd. De overgeschreven 

woorden kunnen van belang zijn voor ander wetenschappelijk onderzoek. De anonieme 

onderzoeksgegevens zijn daarom ten minste 10 jaar beschikbaar voor andere wetenschappers. Omdat de 

onderzoeksgegevens anoniem zijn, kunnen deze niet tot jou herleid worden.  

De gegevens worden verder alleen gedeeld met de begeleider van mijn scriptie, Dr. Afrooz Rafiee. Dit 

gebeurt alleen wanneer je hier expliciete toestemming toe geeft. Onderaan dit document volgt het 

toestemmingsformulier; deze kun je tijdens het interview invullen met de audio-opname. 

 

Alle onderzoeksgegevens worden op beveiligde wijze bewaard volgens de richtlijnen van de Radboud 

Universiteit.  

 

Inzage voor controle 

Sommige personen moeten inzage kunnen hebben in jouw onderzoeksgegevens. Dit is nodig om te kunnen 

controleren of de gegevens volgens de regels zijn opgeslagen. Personen die deze controle uitvoeren zijn 

bijvoorbeeld de dataofficer en aangewezen medewerkers datamanagement van de Radboud Universiteit. Zij 

zullen je gegevens geheim houden. 

 

Jouw toestemming 

Jouw gegevens mogen alleen voor mijn onderzoek gebruikt worden als je hier toestemming voor geeft in 

het toestemmingsformulier. Je toestemming mag je intrekken, ook nadat je hebt meegedaan. Je kan tot 

twee weken na deelname je onderzoeksgegevens laten verwijderen. Dit kan je doen door een mail te sturen 

naar julian.vandenheuvel@ru.nl. Als je je toestemming intrekt, worden alle tot dan toe verzamelde gegevens 

verwijderd.  

 

Heb je vragen? 

Als je vragen hebt of meer informatie over het onderzoek wil hebben, kan je contact opnemen met mij: 

julian.vandenheuvel@ru.nl. Voor overige vragen over dit onderzoek (bijvoorbeeld de verwerking van 

gegevens) kan je contact opnemen met privacy@let.ru.nl 

 

Ethische toetsing en klachten 

Dit onderzoek is goedgekeurd door de Ethische Toetsingscommissie Geesteswetenschappen (ETC-GW) van 

de Radboud Universiteit. 

 

Heb je klachten over het onderzoek, dan kun je contact opnemen met de onderzoeker.  

Ook kan je een klacht indienen bij de secretaris van de ETC-GW Radboud Universiteit (etc-gw@ru.nl). 

 

Toestemmingsverklaring 

Als je aan dit onderzoek mee wilt doen, vragen we je de toestemmingsverklaring door te lezen. Aan het 

begin van het interview kun je vervolgens op de audio-opname aangeven of je akkoord gaat. Door auditieve 

toestemming geef je aan dat je de informatie hebt begrepen en instemt met deelname aan het onderzoek. 

 

 

Met vriendelijke groet, 

 

Julian van den Heuvel 

julian.vandenheuvel@ru.nl  

+31 6 25592226 

 

mailto:julian.vandenheuvel@ru.n
mailto:julian.vandenheuvel@ru.nl
mailto:privacy@let.ru.nl
mailto:etc-gw@ru.nl
mailto:julian.vandenheuvel@ru.nl
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TOESTEMMINGSVERKLARING 

voor deelname aan het wetenschappelijke onderzoek:  

Hoe studenten omgaan met AI 

 

Verklaring deelnemer: 

- Ik heb uitleg gekregen over het doel van het onderzoek.  

- Ik heb vragen mogen stellen over het onderzoek.  

- Ik neem vrijwillig aan het onderzoek deel.  

- Ik begrijp dat ik op elk moment tijdens het onderzoek mag stoppen als ik dat wil.  

- Ik begrijp hoe de gegevens van het onderzoek bewaard zullen worden en waarvoor ze gebruikt zullen  

  worden. 

- Ik ga ermee akkoord dat de dataofficer en aangewezen medewerkers datamanagement van de Radboud  

  Universiteit mijn gegevens kunnen inzien. 

- Ik begrijp dat ik het recht heb om mijn toestemming voor het gebruik van de gegevens van het onderzoek in  

  te trekken, zoals beschreven in het informatiedocument.  

- Ik stem in met deelname aan het onderzoek zoals beschreven in het informatiedocument. 

 
 
Ook stem ik ermee in dat: 

- voor wetenschappelijke doeleinden geluidsopnamen van mij worden gemaakt. 

- de geanonimiseerde onderzoeksgegevens ten minste 10 jaar beschikbaar zijn voor controle en hergebruik 

in toekomstig wetenschappelijk onderzoek. 

 

Naam: …………………………………………………………......…………………………………………………………………………….. 

Handtekening: ......................................................... Datum:……………………………….................................. 

 
 
 
 
Verklaring uitvoerend onderzoeker  

Ik verklaar dat ik de hierboven genoemde persoon juist heb geïnformeerd over het onderzoek en dat ik mij 

houd aan de richtlijnen voor onderzoekers zoals verwoord in het protocol van de Ethische Toetsingscommissie 

Geesteswetenschappen. 

Naam: …………………………………………………………......……………………………………………………………………………..  

Handtekening: ......................................................... Datum:……………………………….................................. 
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Appendix C: Example Excerpts as Representative of Identified Themes 

Note. All excerpts were directly translated from the original Dutch answers given by 

participants. 

 

The Practicalities of AI for Students  

Examples of AI uses 

“Why wouldn't you use it? You can look it up in books and everything but then it takes much 

longer. It's just stupid for yourself not to use it.”  

- Participant 02 

“I use ChatGPT like most people do —when I run into something, to summarize, or for 

inspiration.” 

 - Participant 09 

“I also use it a lot for ideas. So if I have an assignment, for example, and I don't really know 

what to do, say I have to write an essay or something and I have to come up with a topic, I 

just ask it for concepts I can write about.”  

 - Participant 11 

“I don't use AI as my mouthpiece. I'm more like: Okay, I can use this as inspiration, I can 

think about this.”  

- Participant 01 

“When I'm lazy, to compose an email or something, I often just do "this is what I want in the 

email," and then I get the perfect email, actually. [...] It just saves time, it's easy, yeah. 

Though, I mainly use it to summarize lots of articles together.” 

 - Participant 11 

“I mainly use it when I don't understand things, but then I ask ChatGPT for an explanation 

[…] it always provides examples, which helps me remember it better.” 

 - Participant 02 

“Sometimes teachers can be a bit in their own world and they think that everything is super 

logical […] but if you then look at it as an ignorant student, you think ‘what do you actually 

mean by that?’. And if you then just copy that and paste it into ChatGPT, then it explains it as 

how it is supposed to be. […] And you can also email your teachers, […] [it’s] possible but 

that takes longer and if I just want to start right away then I don't feel like waiting for an 

answer from the teacher.” 

 - Participant 05 
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Examples of AI adoption 

“I started using ChatGPT because it was mandatory for a class.” 

- Participant 03

 “I heard from other people that they used ChatGPT, so I started trying it myself.” 

- Participant 07

The Double Bind of AI Usage 

Examples of concerns and negative affect 

“It does make me lazy and less creative… but it’s just easy, it saves a lot of time.” 

- Participant 06

 “I do sometimes fall back on that […] I am more inclined to maybe just do something else, 

because I think ‘yeah, I can also do this with ChatGPT.’ maybe my skills will decrease, they 

definitely won't get better like this.” 

- Participant 10

“It’s really chill and super handy, but somewhere I do feel a bit negative about it… because 

yeah, it makes me feel lazy.” 

- Participant 06

“It has good things, it has bad things, it’s a very mixed feeling I’m left with.” 

- Participant 03

Example of academic outcomes 

“I have a friend who got a higher grade for one essay that she used AI for, than for another 

one that she did herself. […] I was like […] then I'm not good enough compared to a machine 

that can do it anyway?”  

- Participant 07

Example of AI and neurodivergent learning 

“I have ADHD, so it is difficult for me. […] Because I have, if I say so myself, a pretty 

powerful brain. I think my brain can do a lot, but I have to turn it on. And sometimes, [asking 

ChatGPT] helps to get me thinking because then it all just suddenly starts to flow.” 

- Participant 05
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Academic Consequences Outweigh Ethical Concerns 

Examples of self-regulation when using AI 

“It’s definitely healthier to view AI as a tool, instead of a crutch.” 

- Participant 06  

“Not specifically “rules”, but I am a bit careful […] I think, when I’m working on my thesis 

or something, I think like “oh, I have to stop using it now because I’m not starting to think 

creatively anymore”. So then, then I just have to kick the habit or something. [...] I think that 

helps too, because then you’re never going to copy one-on-one anyway, you still have to think 

about things. And that goes well with plagiarism stuff. [...] It’s just a search engine that helps 

me with things, summaries and stuff, it’s just a helper. [...] I can’t really see it as a person. It’s 

more just a tool, so to speak.” 

 - Participant 08 

 

Example of awareness of academic / personal consequences 

“I would never use AI to generate information. That’s an academic death sentence.” 

 - Participant 03 

 

Examples of AI detection and faculty attitudes at university 

 “With essays, they’re like ‘oh… AI use is prohibited’. But, yeah, I did use it for an outline, 

then I basically used AI for an essay, you know? They can’t really check it properly. I think 

they also use AI to check if AI has been used […] So that only causes problems in that way.” 

 - Participant 07 

“Every teacher has and follows their own way of thinking that they add to their course. 

Meanwhile, I do think it would be good if universities could find some kind of agreement 

about it.” 

 - Participant 10 

 

Examples of peer influences in relation to AI  

“I am is totally influenced by the opinions others around me have on AI; when others around 

me started using it, I started to as well”.  

- Participant 07 

“Teammates might be using AI to do their part in a group assignment without us knowing.”  

- Participant 01  
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“In a group assignment, I can really worry about that when I notice that people are constantly 

doing everything with ChatGPT… I then think holy sh-, oh my god, are you being careful?” 

 - Participant 06 

 

Examples of discussions about AI in ethics / other domains 

“It often steals art from others to make something new but ugly.” 

- Participant 04 

“It’s definitely always in the back of my mind. It’s quite scary to see how fast it develops and 

how easily it can mimic people’s voice and identities.” 

- Participant 10 

 “It’s like electric cars, you don’t see the pollution, but it’s still there.” 

 - Participant 05 

 “I don't think it changes my usage, but it's in my head. I do think, it's really bad for the world, 

and we're already so bad for the world, and then this on top of it... it doesn't stop me, but it's in 

the back of my mind.” 

 - Participant 09 

“No, I don't think it's good of me. I often think, oh, right, those trees… Yes, I am aware of 

how it works and what it does for the climate and stuff. But then again I think, I also eat meat 

and I know that the meat industry is f***ed up.” 

 - Participant 07 

 

Managing AI Institutionally, Currently and in the Future 

Examples of AI perception as immutable and similar to past technologies 

“We can all say about it ‘oh, we're not going to use it anymore,’ but it's not going to go away. I 

don't think that’s going to stop anything.”  

- Participant 08  

“It's both a kind of development where we can quickly, easily get information without having 

to- because after the internet, we didn't have to read a whole book or something. I think that in 

that way it's also a similar development.” 

 - Participant 10 

“Back in the day when writing and printing and all that was invented, it was said “now we 

don't have to remember as much stuff so that's super bad for humanity”, and in the end that 

wasn't the case at all, quite the opposite. So I wonder; do we think that now for the same 
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reasons that they thought that then, but that it's actually super useful for the future, or have we 

gone too far?” 

 - Participant 05 

 

Examples of expectations of AI in the future  

“I’m definitely afraid to encounter AI in my future career.”  

- Participant 04  

“Say I work in a communications department, they’d prefer someone who can answer a lot of 

emails using ChatGPT and then get a lot of work done, over someone who doesn't know how 

to do that and therefore does everything by hand and then gets very little done. So in that 

sense it is important that you can use it well, and it will probably influence my life later.” 

 - Participant 08 

 

Examples of attitudes toward AI management at university 

“Banning it outright would probably not work, even if it would be the right thing to do.” 

 - Participant 10 

“I was only taught about AI use in, like, maybe one or two classes in my entire four years here 

now.” 

- Participant 05  

“Yeah, I don’t think of myself as educated [about AI] in the slightest.” 

- Participant 06 
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Appendix D: Conceptual Map of Interviewed Students’ Experiences with Generative AI across Four Major Themes 

Note. Each node on the map is a subtheme that emerged from the analysis. Each square label on a line represents a certain relationship. Each colored section represents one of 

the four overarching themes, as noted in the legend.  


