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As artificial intelligence (AI) tools increasingly permeate postsecondary education, their role in writing instruction warrants closer examination, particularly in two-year college contexts where workforce readiness is a curricular priority. This study examined adult learners’ perceptions of AI integration within English Composition I courses at three two-year postsecondary institutions in the United States and Qatar. Grounded in the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and informed by AI literacy frameworks guiding curriculum design, the study used a pre-experimental single-group pretest-posttest design. Data was collected through anonymous pre- and post-course surveys administered to students participating in a scaffolded, AI-infused writing curriculum emphasizing ethical engagement, critical evaluation of AI outputs, and career relevance. Quantitative analyses examined changes in perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward AI use, and behavioral intention to use AI. Results indicated statistically significant pre-post increases across all four constructs, with large effect sizes. Qualitative analysis of open-ended post-survey responses provided complementary insight into students’ experiences. Students described increased confidence using AI for brainstorming, drafting, and revision; clearer understanding of ethical boundaries; and stronger recognition of AI’s relevance to academic and workplace writing. Findings suggest that participation in a structured, ethically grounded AI-infused writing curriculum was associated with more favorable perceptions of AI as a writing support tool, greater confidence in AI use, and stronger intentions to apply AI in future academic and professional contexts. These results support intentional AI integration to promote ethical AI literacy, equitable skill development, and workforce readiness in two-year Career and Technical Education environments. 
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The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into educational practices is reshaping how students engage with learning, particularly within writing-focused courses. AI tools such as Grammarly, ChatGPT, and Perplexity increasingly support students throughout the writing process—facilitating brainstorming, iterative drafting, revision, and editing (Abbas et.al, 2023; Bowen & Watson, 2024). These technologies offer mechanisms to develop writing proficiency, strengthen critical thinking skills, and enhance efficiency in academic and professional contexts (Teng, 2024; Thomas et al., 2024). However, the rapid adoption of AI also surfaces questions regarding students' perceptions of its usefulness, ethical implications, and preparedness to leverage AI effectively beyond the classroom into their professions (Nguyen et al., 2024).
Efforts to balance academic rigor with practical skills development have long influenced educational reform. From the establishment of the Smith-Hughes National Vocational Education Act of 1917 to the Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills  report, a U.S. Department of Labor initiative convened in 1990 by then-Secretary of Labor Elizabeth Dole that identified essential workplace competencies and foundational skills, curricular frameworks have emphasized competencies such as critical thinking, problem-solving, and adaptability—skills that AI tools can potentially amplify (Kong et al., 2024). Modern Career & Technical Education (CTE) reform increasingly involves embedding general education skills—such as writing, communication, and digital literacy—into discipline-specific contexts to increase relevance and transferability (Advance CTE, 2025). Additionally, prioritizing student voice in CTE design helps ensure programs align with learners' goals and lived experiences (Advance CTE, 2024). Nevertheless, the education system has historically lagged in responding to technological advancements (Bowen & Watson, 2024), reinforcing the urgent need for empirical research on how AI integration in writing instruction can meet evolving academic and workforce demands.
Within higher education, AI-infused pedagogy remains in its early stages, and its implications for instructional design and student outcomes are still being explored (MacCallum et al., 2024; Means, 2025). Writing, as a foundational competency across disciplines and professions, presents an optimal context for examining both the affordances and challenges of AI integration. While AI offers potential benefits such as enhanced writing development and personalized feedback, concerns persist regarding academic integrity, over-reliance on automated tools, and equitable access to digital resources (Celik et al., 2022; Yan & Lui, 2024). Investigating students' experiences and perceptions is critical for informing ethical, effective instructional design and fostering responsible AI use in educational environments.
[bookmark: _Toc333653440][bookmark: _Toc1175921841][bookmark: _Toc1908127635][bookmark: _Toc299989437][bookmark: _Toc221534951][bookmark: _Toc225757948][bookmark: _Toc225758336]Statement of the Problem
Despite the growing presence of AI in education, limited research has focused on how students perceive and interact with these tools in 2-year post-secondary institution writing courses and preparation for professional contexts. Specifically, there is a lack of empirical evidence on how AI influences adult students' confidence, ethical awareness, and preparedness for workplace demands. Additionally, the rapid adoption of AI technologies has outpaced the development of pedagogical strategies, leaving educators without clear guidance on best practices. Without a clear understanding of student perceptions, instructional efforts may fail to address their needs and concerns, limiting the potential benefits of AI in education.
[bookmark: _Toc1830022848][bookmark: _Toc1505215100][bookmark: _Toc88002160][bookmark: _Toc460698825][bookmark: _Toc221534952][bookmark: _Toc225757949][bookmark: _Toc225758337]Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore adult students' perceptions of AI tools within a 2-year post-secondary institution academic writing contexts, where workplace readiness is explicitly emphasized. By examining student experiences, ethical considerations, and practical applications of AI, this research seeks to provide actionable insights for educators, curriculum developers, and institutional leaders. The study aims to assess how students' self-reported perceptions of AI literacy, comfort levels, ethical awareness, and workplace readiness evolve through participation in an AI-infused writing course.
[bookmark: _Toc1186222153][bookmark: _Toc680065085][bookmark: _Toc641471121][bookmark: _Toc566559893][bookmark: _Toc221534953][bookmark: _Toc225757950][bookmark: _Toc225758338]Research Questions
This study is guided by the following research questions, which focus on adult learners enrolled in academic writing courses at 2-year post-secondary institutions where workplace readiness is emphasized: 
Research Question 1. How do students perceive the role of AI tools in supporting their development of academic writing skills?
Research Question 2. To what extent do students’ comfort levels and confidence in using AI tools for academic writing tasks change throughout the course?
Research Question 3. To what extent do students' perceptions of the ethical implications of using AI tools for writing change during and after participation in the course?
Research Question 4. How do students envision applying AI tools in their future professional environments?
[bookmark: _Toc1637401997][bookmark: _Toc1502135874][bookmark: _Toc1952815354][bookmark: _Toc1536178680][bookmark: _Toc221534954][bookmark: _Toc225757951][bookmark: _Toc225758339]Methodology Overview
 Guided by the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM; Davis, 1989) and emerging curriculum recommendations for AI literacy frameworks (Lee et al., 2024; Zhou & Schofield, 2024a), this study uses a pre-experimental design within the broader category of non-experimental methods, specifically a single-group pretest-posttest format, to examine how students' perceptions, comfort and confidence using AI tools, ethical awareness, and anticipated workplace applications of AI shift over the course of an AI-infused writing curriculum (Frey, 2018). The study employs a pre-experimental design, specifically a single-group pretest-post-test format, to examine changes over time. 
To explore these dynamics, a curriculum intervention was designed and implemented within three 2-year post-secondary institution academic writing courses where workplace readiness is explicitly emphasized. The population for this study included adult learners enrolled in academic writing courses at 2-year post-secondary institutions where workplace readiness is emphasized, with two institutions located in the United States and one in Qatar.  The second U.S. college and the Qatar college became involved in the study after representatives from each institution attended conference presentations in which the researcher shared the AI-infused writing curriculum. In both cases, instructors and institutional leaders recognized the need to adapt existing coursework to integrate AI tools and viewed the intervention as a viable solution. For the researcher, these partnerships expanded the study to include a comparative international population and access to additional data from English Language Learners. The inclusion of the Qatar institution also allowed for the vetting of the curriculum intervention within a culturally distinct educational context, providing insight into its adaptability across diverse instructional environments. 
A purposive sampling approach was used to select intact English Composition I course sections in which participating faculty committed to implementing the AI-infused curriculum. Within those selected sections, the analytic sample represents a voluntary convenience sample of students who elected to complete the anonymous pre- and/or post-survey. The intervention scaffolded the use of AI tools across key writing assignments, leveraging workplace contextualized prompts, supporting ethical engagement, critical evaluation, and skill development. Integrating AI into the instructional design provided an applied context for measuring shifts in students' comfort, ethical reasoning, and future professional applicability.
[bookmark: _Toc42182450][bookmark: _Toc1595250863][bookmark: _Toc1687194528][bookmark: _Toc1002787270][bookmark: _Toc221534955][bookmark: _Toc225757952][bookmark: _Toc225758340]Equity and Ethics Imperative in AI Literacy
As AI becomes increasingly embedded in educational and professional contexts, equity and ethics emerge as foundational components of AI literacy. AI tools offer significant promises for enhancing student learning—particularly in writing-intensive disciplines—but these benefits are not distributed equitably. Students from underrepresented, first-generation, and low-income backgrounds often encounter systemic barriers that limit their access to AI tools, digital fluency, and instructional support (Costanza-Chock, 2020; Nguyen et al., 2023). Without intentional and inclusive design, the implementation of AI in education risks potentially exacerbating existing disparities in digital access, academic preparedness, and workplace readiness.
Kasneci et al. (2023) emphasize that while large language models hold transformative potential for personalized learning and inclusive instruction, their application must be guided by pedagogically grounded frameworks and ethical safeguards. This research stresses the importance of equipping both educators and students with the competencies to understand the limitations, risks, and societal implications of AI—including bias, misuse, and opacity. These insights reinforce the need for equity-centered AI literacy and faculty support structures in curriculum design.
Equitable AI integration requires more than access; students must be equipped with critical frameworks, cultural relevance, and ethical awareness to engage responsibly with AI technologies (Scott et al., 2015; Williams, 2024). This includes opportunities to examine algorithmic bias, data transparency, authorship, and digital surveillance. Culturally responsive pedagogy, Universal Design for Learning (UDL), and design justice principles offer important scaffolds for inclusive AI instruction, ensuring that students can not only use AI but also critique and co-create with these tools (CAST, 2024; Costanza-Chock, 2020).
Ethical imperatives also shape instructional responses to AI in writing courses. As students engage with tools that can generate, revise, or augment their written work, questions of authorship, originality, and academic integrity become more complex. Faculty must support students in developing critical discernment, reflective judgment, and co-auditing practices that align with institutional values while leveraging AI's affordances for learning (Anders, 2023; Watson & Rainie, 2025). Without clear ethical instruction and equitable scaffolding, students may unknowingly misuse AI or disengage due to confusion, fear of consequences, or lack of confidence.
[bookmark: _Int_ta0Vu6Oq]This study positions equity and ethics not as peripheral concerns but as an applied, equity-minded competency of curriculum design and AI literacy development. Drawing on recommended frameworks such as Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a) four-domain AI literacy model and the Impact.AI framework (Williams, 2024), the research emphasizes that inclusive, responsible, and future-ready AI engagement must be explicitly taught. This includes supporting diverse learners in developing critical consciousness, digital fluency, and ethical reasoning within writing-intensive contexts. By centering equity and ethics imperative, the study seeks to illuminate how students from varied backgrounds perceive, access, and apply AI tools, and how instructional design can foster more just and empowering educational environments.
[bookmark: _Toc663575579][bookmark: _Toc1693179813][bookmark: _Toc741080771][bookmark: _Toc1724544435][bookmark: _Toc221534956][bookmark: _Toc225757953][bookmark: _Toc225758341]Significance of the Study
This research addresses the intersection of technology and education, providing critical insights into the curricular and pedagogical implications of AI integration within academic writing instruction. Grounded in the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) and emerging AI literacy frameworks (Kassorla et al., 2024; Zhou & Schofield, 2024a), the study examines how students’ experiences with AI tools influence their academic writing skill development, ethical awareness, and future professional readiness. Conducted across multiple institutions in both the United States and Qatar, the research design supports analysis across diverse learner populations and instructional contexts.
By embedding AI literacy principles and ethical considerations directly into course design, the study contributes to the following areas:
· Educational Practices: Identifying effective strategies for integrating AI tools into writing curricula to enhance learning outcomes and critical engagement.
· AI Literacy and Ethical Awareness: Promoting responsible, informed, and reflective use of AI tools among students, addressing challenges such as plagiarism, transparency, and over-reliance.
· Workforce Preparedness: Equipping students with practical AI competencies and confidence in professional environments, enhancing their career readiness and adaptability.
· Multi-Site and Cross-Context Perspectives: Inclusion of a second U.S. college and an international partner institution in Qatar—both of which joined the study following conference presentations—enhanced the contextual breadth of the study by incorporating additional institutional perspectives, increased representation of English Language Learners, and opportunities for curriculum vetting within a culturally distinct educational context, rather than supporting formal comparative analysis.
· Policy and Institutional Decision-Making: Informing the development of institutional policies and infrastructures that support equitable, ethical, and pedagogically sound AI use in higher education.
This study advances understanding of how targeted instructional interventions can mediate adult students’ perceptions, skills, and ethical practices related to AI in academic and professional writing contexts (Williams, 2024; Yan & Lui, 2024). Additionally, it aligns with historical efforts, such as those outlined in the SCANS report (1992), to prepare students for a rapidly evolving workforce. By bridging gaps between emerging technologies and educational practice, the findings contribute to both local and global conversations on the responsible integration of AI in education. 
[bookmark: _Toc530998596][bookmark: _Toc1906037225][bookmark: _Toc1094333054][bookmark: _Toc2091705539][bookmark: _Toc221534957][bookmark: _Toc225757954][bookmark: _Toc225758342]Definition of Terms
The following terms and definitions are provided as context for how they are used in this study. 
AI Literacy  
The ability to effectively, critically, and ethically use AI tools across academic, professional, and personal contexts, including understanding how AI systems operate, applying AI appropriately, evaluating AI outputs, and recognizing ethical implications (Williams, 2024; Zhou & Schofield, 2024b).
Artificial Intelligence
Computer systems capable of performing tasks that typically require human intelligence, such as writing, problem-solving, decision-making, and language generation (European Commission, 2022).


Ethical AI Use 
Practices that promote responsible engagement with AI tools, including appropriate attribution, avoidance of plagiarism and over-reliance, critical evaluation of AI outputs, and transparency regarding AI-assisted contributions (Perkins et al., 2024; Yan & Lui, 2024).
Generative AI 
A subset of artificial intelligence technologies designed to create original content, such as text, images, or audio, based on input prompts. Generative AI tools, including ChatGPT and Perplexity, assist users in producing drafts, revising ideas, and generating language outputs through natural language processing techniques (Anders, 2023).
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
A theoretical framework that explains users' acceptance and adoption of technology, based on two core constructs: perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEOU). TAM posits that these perceptions influence users’ attitudes toward technology and their intention to use it (Davis, 1989).
Writing Pedagogy
Instructional practices and methods designed to develop students’ writing skills, foster critical thinking, and support ethical and effective communication across academic and professional contexts (MLA-CCCC Joint Task Force, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc1021580649][bookmark: _Toc726743484][bookmark: _Toc2135568007][bookmark: _Toc359342164][bookmark: _Toc221534958][bookmark: _Toc225757955][bookmark: _Toc225758343]Delimitations and Limitations
The following section outlines the scope and boundaries of the study, beginning with its delimitations.
[bookmark: _Toc225757956][bookmark: _Toc225758344]Delimitations
The study is delimited to adult learners enrolled in English Composition 1 or equivalent courses at three 2-year post-secondary institutions—two located in the United States and one in Qatar—where instruction is situated within vocationally oriented programs that emphasize workplace readiness. Participants were required to be at least 18 years of age and voluntarily agreed to participate in the research study. Data collection was limited to pre- and post-course surveys administered during the first and final weeks of the AI-infused writing course. No observational or direct performance data were collected. 
[bookmark: _Toc225757957][bookmark: _Toc225758345]Limitations
There are limitations in the design of this research. The findings of this study may not be generalizable to other institutions, disciplines, or broader student populations beyond those enrolled in 2-year postsecondary institution writing courses. The study relies exclusively on self-reported survey data, which may be subject to biases such as social desirability, inaccurate recall, or limited self-awareness. Variability in participants' prior exposure to AI tools may have influenced their perceptions, comfort levels, and ethical awareness, introducing uncontrolled variability into the findings.  Although the curriculum was intentionally designed to include consistent instructor modeling of ethical AI use, the study did not directly assess students' perceptions of instructional support.  While the instructional design was grounded in established AI integration frameworks (e.g., AI Assessment Scale [AIAS], Impact.AI), students were not explicitly prompted to reflect on these frameworks.  Although transparency, bias, and critical evaluation of AI outputs were emphasized within course intervention content, student understanding of these concepts was not systematically measured through dedicated survey items. Qualitative reflections were used as the primary source of data for analyzing engagement with these issues.
[bookmark: _Toc1727175223][bookmark: _Toc586239818][bookmark: _Toc645744969][bookmark: _Toc710738461][bookmark: _Toc221534959][bookmark: _Toc225757958][bookmark: _Toc225758346]Chapter 1 Summary
This study explores students’ perceptions of AI tools within academic writing instruction, focusing on their experiences, ethical considerations, and anticipated professional applications. Grounded in the Technology Acceptance Model and emerging AI literacy frameworks, the study investigates how AI literacy, comfort levels, and ethical awareness evolve through participation in an AI-infused writing course. Guided by a pre-experimental design, specifically a single-group pretest-posttest format, the research aims to contribute actionable insights for educators, curriculum developers, and institutional leaders. The delimitations and limitations of the study have been outlined, highlighting the study’s focus and potential constraints. Chapter 2 presents a review of literature relevant to AI integration in education, writing pedagogy, employability skills development, and ethical considerations in technology use. 









[bookmark: _Toc1426096776][bookmark: _Toc1121735488][bookmark: _Toc1248794861][bookmark: _Toc396700816][bookmark: _Toc221534960][bookmark: _Toc225757959][bookmark: _Toc225758347]Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter presents a review of current literature related to AI integration in higher education, writing instruction, and digital equity frameworks. The integration of AI in higher education has fundamentally transformed writing instruction, providing students with tools that enhance revision, feedback, and content generation. AI-powered platforms offer immediate suggestions for improving clarity, grammar, and argumentation, positioning AI as both a cognitive tool and a pedagogical disruptor (Bowen & Watson, 2024; Lodge et.al., 2023). As AI adoption increases, debates around its impact on student learning, ethical use, employability skills, and equity continue to emerge (Perkins et al., 2024; Watson & Rainie, 2025). Higher education institutions face the challenge of balancing AI integration with academic integrity, critical thinking development, and workforce preparedness (Justus & Janos, 2024; Rasul et.al., 2023). AI has transformed higher education writing instruction by supporting brainstorming, drafting, revision, and feedback through tools like ChatGPT, Perplexity, and Grammarly (Bowen & Watson, 2024; Teng, 2024). As AI becomes embedded in teaching and learning processes, discussions on its pedagogical value, ethical implications, and contribution to workforce readiness have taken center stage (MacCallum et al., 2024; Rane et al., 2024). 
The purpose of this study is to explore adult students' perceptions of AI tools within 2-year post-secondary institution academic writing contexts where workplace readiness is explicitly emphasized. To support this aim, the study incorporates a curriculum intervention that introduces AI tools through scaffolded instruction aligned with ethical and workplace-relevant practices. This chapter provides a thematic review of both historical and recent literature (2022–2024) relevant to the integration of AI in writing instruction. The review informs the design and rationale of the instructional intervention, highlighting pedagogical, technological, and ethical considerations that shaped its development. 
[bookmark: _Int_G6pUYmXp]This literature review is organized thematically to provide a structured foundation for the study. It begins with an overview of theoretical foundations, including the TAM and constructivist learning theory, which frame how students engage with AI tools. The next section examines AI literacy models and competency frameworks, with emphasis on the dimensions outlined by Zhou and Schofield (2024a), Perkins et al. (2024), and Williams (2024). The chapter then turns to pedagogical applications, reviewing the integration of AI tools in writing instruction and their influence on student learning processes. This is followed by an exploration of student perceptions, including motivations, concerns, and trust in AI, and a discussion of engagement, confidence, and writing self-efficacy in AI-assisted writing contexts.
Subsequent sections address ethical concerns, including plagiarism, transparency, co-authorship, and algorithmic bias, before examining the role of AI in workforce readiness and the cultivation of transferable employability skills. The chapter then considers equity issues, highlighting disparities in access, digital fluency, and cultural inclusivity in AI integration. A section on curriculum reform in Career and Technical Education (CTE) situates AI-infused writing instruction within the broader historical and contemporary landscape of CTE innovation, followed by a discussion of curriculum design intervention considerations informed by constructivist pedagogy and AI literacy frameworks.
The chapter concludes by synthesizing the reviewed scholarship in a section on gaps and limitations in current AI literacy measurement, underscoring the need for equity-centered, ethically informed, and contextually relevant approaches to AI integration in two-year college writing courses. This comprehensive review establishes the conceptual, pedagogical, and policy foundation for the research design presented in Chapter 3.
[bookmark: _Toc133525260][bookmark: _Toc44599812][bookmark: _Toc845451796][bookmark: _Toc1470853672][bookmark: _Toc221534961][bookmark: _Toc225757960][bookmark: _Toc225758348]Theoretical Foundations
[bookmark: _Int_mPYImQeU]AI’s role in writing instruction is grounded in constructivist learning theory, which emphasizes knowledge construction through guided feedback and interaction (Piaget, 1950).  Modern AI-based feedback systems align with scaffolding principles by providing iterative, personalized support that enables independent skill development and adapts content in real-time based on individual performance (Ahmad et al., 2021; Teng, 2024). Cognitive load theory (Sweller, 1988) suggests that AI tools reduce mental effort on lower-order concerns (e.g., grammar, mechanics), which allows students to focus on higher-order writing tasks such as argumentation and synthesis (Kestin et al., 2024).  Parker and Jaeger (2006) provide a theoretical lens to support this distinction by applying Bloom’s taxonomy to AI learning capacities (Bloom et.al., 1956). Their analysis shows that while AI systems can perform knowledge-level tasks—such as recall and comprehension—they struggle with synthesis, evaluation, and value development. These findings reinforce the rationale for using AI to scaffold, rather than replace complex human thinking and ethical reasoning in academic writing contexts.
Feedback theories, particularly Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development, suggest that AI functions as an adaptive tutor, offering personalized feedback that bridges the gap between a student’s current skill level and their potential proficiency (Thomas et al., 2024). AI-powered writing assistants enhance self-regulated learning by providing just-in-time support and revision recommendations (Zhou & Schofield, 2024a). This study also draws on the Academic Literacies Model (Lea & Street, 2006), which frames student writing as a socially situated practice shaped by institutional norms, disciplinary conventions, and power relations. Unlike surface-level writing skill models, the Academic Literacies approach emphasizes identity, epistemology, and discourse negotiation. Integrating this lens into AI-infused writing instruction reinforces the need to treat AI not just as a cognitive tool but as a co-constructed agent in academic meaning-making, genre awareness, and ethical authorship. These theoretical foundations establish a rationale for examining how AI tools function in real-world classroom settings. 
[bookmark: _Int_iPkJe7UJ]The historical development of AI tools in writing instruction reflects broader technological shifts in education. Early applications, such as rule-based grammar checkers and spelling correction software, focused on mechanical accuracy and surface-level improvements. As natural language processing (NLP) and machine learning technologies advanced, AI systems have evolved to provide more nuanced feedback on coherence, tone, and argument structure. This progression—from corrective utilities to generative, dialogic tools—has significantly expanded the role of AI in writing pedagogy. Understanding this trajectory is critical to contextualizing current practices, where AI tools function not merely as aids but as co-participants in the writing process.
To operationalize these theoretical models, it is essential to examine how AI tools are currently being implemented within writing instructions. The principles of constructivism, feedback scaffolding, and academic literacies outlined above inform the practical strategies educators adopt when integrating AI into the writing process. Understanding this evolution—from early grammar checkers to sophisticated generative models—offers insight into how AI functions as both a pedagogical tool and a cultural actor in shaping student writing. The following section traces the historical development and contemporary practices of AI in writing instruction, illustrating how theoretical commitments manifest in classroom applications.
[bookmark: _Toc221534962][bookmark: _Toc225757961][bookmark: _Toc225758349]AI Literacy Models and Competency Frameworks
[bookmark: _Int_qoVwEu77]As AI literacy becomes a key component of digital education, multiple competency models have emerged. This section introduces foundational models of AI literacy that will be examined in greater depth throughout the subsequent analysis. Zhou and Schofield (2024a) define AI literacy through four core dimensions: understanding how AI works, applying AI tools effectively, evaluating AI outputs, and navigating ethical implications. These competencies align with Bloom’s taxonomy, where students are expected to advance from understanding and applying to evaluating and creating with AI tools (Bloom et al., 1956; Perkins et al., 2024). To illustrate the essential dimensions of AI literacy relevant to instructional design, Table 1 synthesizes key competencies identified in recent scholarship. 
[bookmark: _Toc225322737][bookmark: _Toc225322774]Table 1
Student-Centered AI Literacy Framework 
	Core competency

	Definition

	Adapted from


	AI understanding
 
	Comprehension of how AI systems work (e.g., LLMs, NLP), system capabilities, and limitations.
	Zhou & Schofield (2024a); Williams (2024)


	Ethical engagement
 
	Ability to evaluate AI outputs, recognize bias, maintain academic integrity, and apply AI ethically.
	Perkins et al. (2024); Anders (2023)


	Workplace application
 
	Ability to transfer AI competencies to real-world writing, communication, and professional tasks.
	Access Partnership (2023); World Economic Forum (2024) Williams (2024)

	Reflective practice
 
	Ability to transfer AI competencies to real-world writing, communication, and professional tasks.
	Zhou & Schofield (2024a); Spencer (2025b)



Note. Adapted from Zhou & Schofield (2024a), Perkins et al. (2024), and Williams (2024), this framework outlines four core competencies developed through AI-infused writing instruction.
	Additional models exist to frame AI literacy, several of which provide the foundation for the Impact.AI framework (Williams, 2024) and align with Zhou & Schofield (2024a) and Perkins et al. (2024). The Five Big Ideas in AI (Touretzky et al., 2019) provide a conceptual foundation for AI literacy by outlining five essential concepts: perception, representation and reasoning, learning, natural interaction, and social impact. These ideas help students understand how AI systems operate, interact, and influence society, forming a scaffolded approach to AI education that promotes both technical understanding and ethical awareness. The UNESCO AI Competency Framework (2024) complements this model by translating such conceptual understandings into actionable competencies for both students and educators. It emphasizes ethical considerations, human oversight, transparency, and digital agency—principles that closely align with the social impact and representation and reasoning dimensions of Touretzky’s model. 
	Together, these frameworks inform the curricular integration of AI in this study, providing a structured basis for designing learning experiences that cultivate not only AI tool proficiency but also critical consciousness, ethical reasoning, and workplace applicability within writing instruction as institutions increasingly incorporate these models into curricular initiatives, ensuring students graduate with industry-relevant AI competencies (Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence, 2025). However, these models primarily focus on K–12 or four-year university contexts and often emphasize computer science or STEM disciplines. This study addresses a notable gap by exploring AI literacy integration within a two-year college writing course, serving adult learners and non-STEM majors in an educational setting, which is currently underexplored and underrepresented in AI learning research.
Building on these foundations, Williams’ (2024) Impact.AI framework introduces a culturally responsive structure designed to democratize AI education. Organized into three integrated domains—AI Concepts (e.g., classification, NLP), AI Practices (e.g., training and evaluating models), and AI Perspectives (e.g., ethical reasoning, societal implications)—Impact.AI cultivates student identities as Conscientious Consumers, Informed Advocates, and Ethical Engineers. By centering student identity, community relevance, and design justice principles, this framework moves beyond technical proficiency to foster inclusive, equity-centered AI engagement. These combined models guide the present study’s curricular intervention, which not only equips students with practical competencies but also frames AI as a co-constructed agent in meaning-making, authorship, and civic responsibility within writing instruction. While Impact.AI provides a robust foundation for K–12 learners, its application has not yet been extended to postsecondary humanities contexts, leaving a gap in how culturally responsive AI literacy can support adult learners in developing critical writing and digital communication skills.
Together, the frameworks outlined—Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a) four-dimensional AI literacy model, Williams’ (2024) Impact.AI framework, and Perkins et al.’s (2024) AI Assessment Scale (AIAS)—provide a scaffolded structure that connects theory to instructional practice. These models collectively seek to address not only the technical proficiency of AI tool use but also the ethical, reflective, and workforce-aligned competencies essential for responsible engagement. When combined with the TAM, which informs student perceptions and behavioral intention toward AI adoption, they offer a basis for curriculum intervention development, instructional delivery, and assessment design on which this research rests. This integrated framework seeks to ensure that AI is positioned as a pedagogical tool, not just a technological feature. Despite their strengths, these frameworks have not yet been applied or validated within two-year college settings or general education writing courses, where students often face unique barriers to digital literacy and equitable access. This study addresses that gap by adapting these models to support AI-integrated instruction tailored to the needs of adult, non-STEM learners in community college environments through a curriculum intervention described in detail in Chapter 4. The next section summarizes how these theoretical commitments are operationalized in post-secondary two-year writing contexts through the evolving integration of AI tools and instructional strategies in a curriculum intervention.
TAM underpins the study’s exploration of how PU and PEOU influence behavioral intentions toward AI adoption in writing contexts (Davis, 1989; Scherer & Teo, 2019). AI literacy frameworks, including Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a) four-dimensional model and the Impact.AI model (Williams, 2024), provide curricular foundations for understanding AI usage, evaluation, creation, and ethics, yet have not been applied to community college writing courses, where students often enter with significant variation in digital literacy, academic confidence, and technology access. 
[bookmark: _Int_bTHAyY02]National data indicate that approximately 73% of undergraduates, including a majority of community college students, exhibit at least one nontraditional characteristic—such as delayed enrollment, age over 24, full-time work, GED completion, or having dependents (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015). The American Association of Community Colleges (2024) reports that 66% of community college students attend part-time, 15% are single parents, and 20% have documented disabilities, further underscoring the diverse academic and support needs of this population. These foundational gaps—particularly among adult learners returning after extended absences or entering from GED pathways—pose challenges for AI adoption in writing instruction, where baseline digital fluency and ethical discernment are often assumed. These students may have had limited exposure to digital tools or formal instruction in academic writing, which compounds challenges related to AI adoption and ethical engagement. As a result, foundational gaps in keyboarding, digital navigation, and rhetorical awareness can inhibit students’ ability to confidently evaluate or apply AI technologies in writing tasks. Addressing these disparities requires instructional design that intentionally scaffolds not only AI literacy but also core academic and digital competencies.
[bookmark: _Toc1129499893][bookmark: _Toc463585642][bookmark: _Toc584598323][bookmark: _Toc1198092242][bookmark: _Toc221534963][bookmark: _Toc225757962][bookmark: _Toc225758350]Pedagogical Applications
AI tools scaffold different stages of the writing process, including idea generation, revision, and self-editing Studies show that these tools can positively influence writing outcomes and learner motivation when scaffolded effectively (Teng, 2024). Faculty-led integration, paired with instruction in critical engagement and evaluation of AI outputs, can enhance writing instruction while maintaining academic rigor (Behringer et al., 2023; Means, 2025).  However, most of this research focuses on university or secondary settings, with limited exploration of how AI-supported scaffolding impacts adult learners in two-year writing courses. This study addresses that gap by introducing an AI-integrated writing curriculum tailored to the unique conditions of the community college environment, where student needs, digital readiness, and instructional timeframes vary considerably.
The role of artificial intelligence in writing instruction has evolved significantly over the past decade, moving from rudimentary grammar checkers to sophisticated generative language models. Early AI applications, such as Microsoft Word’s spell-check and grammar features, were rule-based systems aimed at improving surface-level mechanics. With advancements in NLP and machine learning, AI tools now support semantic analysis, content restructuring, and the generation of context-aware writing feedback (Thomas et al., 2024). Notably, adaptive platforms such as Read 180—which has leveraged AI-driven, algorithmic personalization for nearly two decades—and Reading Plus have provided differentiated literacy support long before widespread awareness of their underlying technologies (What Works Clearinghouse, 2016). 
 Contemporary tools such as ChatGPT, Perplexity, and Grammarly offer real-time assistance with idea generation, organization, clarity, and revision. These tools function not merely as utilities but as cognitive scaffolds that augment students' ability to draft, evaluate, and refine their work. Research indicates that students frequently use these tools for brainstorming and editing, while expressing concerns about originality and over-reliance. In a multi-institutional study of over 1,000 university students across the United States, Anthropic (2025) found that students primarily use AI tools like Claude for brainstorming, outlining, and editing, while voicing concerns about originality, over-reliance, and the need for transparent usage guidelines. Similarly, in a study of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students, Teng (2024) reported that while learners appreciated ChatGPT’s support in generating ideas and revising text, they expressed uncertainty about ethical use and the impact on their writing development. These tools are most effective when integrated with guided instructional frameworks that promote critical engagement and ethical awareness (Behringer et al., 2023; Bowen & Watson, 2024).
 The pedagogical significance of AI tools lies in their capacity to support iterative writing behaviors, foster a willingness to revise, and build learner confidence—particularly when used in conjunction with reflective and ethical scaffolding. Emerging research highlights the role of personalized adaptive learning technologies powered by AI and machine learning, which dynamically adjust learning content, pace, and instructional support based on real-time learner data, fostering highly individualized educational experiences (Chaika, 2023; Jagtap et al., 2024). While these tools enhance efficiency and writing fluency, studies also raise concerns about their unintended consequences. Perera and Lankathilaka (2023), in a literature review on ChatGPT in higher education, caution that unchecked use can lead to diminished critical thinking, over-reliance on AI-generated content, and academic integrity risks. Similarly, Rasul et al. (2023), drawing on cross-institutional perspectives, emphasize concerns about output accuracy, the erosion of independent learning skills, and the potential for cognitive disengagement when AI tools are used without proper pedagogical guidance. The success of such innovations depends heavily on students’ perceptions of (as defined in the TAM model), engagement, and confidence in using AI tools. However, these tools are not without limitations. Studies highlight challenges such as biased outputs, hallucinations, and the displacement of critical thinking when AI use is unguided (Burger et al., 2023; Rasul et al., 2023). As the field progresses, there is a growing emphasis on embedding AI tools into curriculum not only as technical aids but as co-authors in meaning-making, shaped by ethical, rhetorical, and contextual considerations. The next section investigates how students interpret, experience, and respond to AI-supported writing environments. Yet much of this research focuses on secondary or university-level learners, leaving a gap in understanding how adult students in two-year college writing courses interact with generative AI tools. 
[bookmark: _Toc1565904585][bookmark: _Toc464918074][bookmark: _Toc1378477629][bookmark: _Toc1916939047][bookmark: _Toc221534964][bookmark: _Toc225757963][bookmark: _Toc225758351]Student Perceptions
Understanding student perceptions is essential for effective instructional design and technology integration, as it provides insight into learners’ needs, motivations, and readiness to engage with emerging tools (Finch & Crunkilton, 1999; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017). When student perspectives are intentionally measured, educators can better align curricular interventions with desired learning outcomes and promote ethical, motivated engagement with AI-supported practices. Students show a mix of enthusiasm and caution regarding AI in writing. Teng (2024) found that learners appreciated the speed and personalization of AI feedback but worried about over-reliance. The 2025 Stanford AI Index Report further illustrates evolving student perceptions, noting that 68% of students globally view AI writing tools as beneficial for improving writing quality, yet 43% express concerns regarding AI-generated inaccuracies (Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence, 2025). These findings underscore the complex dynamics of trust, critical engagement, and the necessity of structured AI literacy interventions during writing instruction (Lin et al., 2024; Yan & Liu, 2024). 
Broader research confirms that trust in AI is shaped by multiple factors, including users’ digital fluency, prior exposure, and the presence of faculty modeling. Kamali et al. (2024), using activity theory to examine educators’ alignment with AI ethics, found that trust and responsible use are influenced by users’ technical familiarity, prior experience with AI systems, and the ethical norms modeled within institutional contexts. Similarly, Williams (2024) emphasized in her dissertation that students—particularly those in under resourced or K–12 environments—develop greater confidence and discernment in using AI when instructors provide transparent modeling, contextual guidance, and scaffolded ethical instruction. Students with more technical backgrounds demonstrate higher trust and confidence in AI tools, while others express fear of plagiarism accusations or diminished learning (Kasneci et.al., 2023). Instructor guidance significantly shapes perception, particularly when transparent policies and reflective prompts are used (MLA & CCCC, 2024). However, few studies focus specifically on how students in community college writing courses perceive and navigate AI tools—contexts where digital fluency and academic confidence vary widely. These patterns highlight the need for further research into how adult learners in two-year writing courses perceive and engage with AI tools, particularly when supported by reflective writing practices and scaffolded instructional design. 
[bookmark: _Toc221534965][bookmark: _Toc225757964][bookmark: _Toc225758352]Engagement, Confidence, and Writing Self-Efficacy
AI-supported writing environments have been shown to foster higher student engagement, reduce writing anxiety, increase revision frequency, and improve writing confidence—all without diminishing critical thinking (Kestin et al., 2024Teng, 2024; Thomas et al., 2024). Comparative studies indicate that AI-assisted feedback can rival or surpass human feedback in motivating revision behaviors. Yet, as AI tools increasingly shape writing behaviors and learning outcomes, ethical considerations become inseparable from instructional design. However, most existing studies are conducted in four-year institutions or controlled research settings, with limited attention to how AI engagement and revision behaviors unfold in open-access community college classrooms. This study contributes to that gap by examining how a scaffolded curriculum can promote ethical AI engagement and foster iterative writing practices among adult learners. The next section explores how ethical engagement with AI is embedded throughout writing pedagogy—not as a standalone concern, but as a persistent thread informing teaching and learning.
[bookmark: _Toc1501293116][bookmark: _Toc364901415][bookmark: _Toc1367737390][bookmark: _Toc1566017125][bookmark: _Toc221534966][bookmark: _Toc225757965][bookmark: _Toc225758353]Ethical Concerns
Rather than treating ethics as a standalone concern, recent scholarship emphasizes the importance of embedding ethical awareness throughout the entire pedagogical process of AI integration. The integration of AI in educational settings necessitates a critical examination of ethical considerations, particularly concerning fairness and bias. Biases in AI systems can arise from various sources, including data selection and algorithmic design, leading to unequal outcomes and reinforcing existing disparities. Addressing these challenges requires comprehensive strategies and interdisciplinary collaboration to ensure equitable and effective AI applications in education (Ferrara, 2023). Williams (2024) argues that ethical engagement must be interwoven into curriculum design, instructional delivery, student reflection, and assessment—framing ethics not as a discrete topic but as a persistent throughline that shapes how students understand and interact with AI. This perspective is echoed across the literature, which highlights the need for transparent practices and ethical scaffolding—including co-auditing—to support responsible AI use.in academic contexts (Anders, 2023; Cai et al.,2024; Kassorla et al., 2024; Nguyen et al., 2023). However, few studies have examined how these ethical principles are operationalized in two-year writing classrooms, where students may enter with varied understandings of academic integrity and limited experience with digital authorship tools. This section explores how ethics is pedagogically embedded in AI-assisted writing instruction, with attention to strategies that promote student agency, critical evaluation, and integrity in AI use. 
As AI becomes embedded in writing, ethical concerns have emerged. Key concerns include plagiarism, over-reliance, data privacy, and detection anxiety (Zhou & Schofield, 2024a). Students report uncertainty around what constitutes academic dishonesty when using generative tools (Cornell University Committee, 2023). Spencer (2025b) warns of ethical risks in educational contexts when students fail to critically evaluate AI-generated content, stressing the need for deliberate content curation and prompt-engineering practices. Burger et al. (2023) further reinforce these concerns by highlighting the challenges of AI-generated hallucinations, lack of contextual understanding, and the potential erosion of methodological rigor in academic settings. They advocate for increased AI literacy, transparent documentation of AI tool usage, and human oversight in AI-supported tasks—recommendations that directly align with educational efforts to scaffold ethical engagement and critical thinking in AI-integrated coursework. This phenomenon highlights the necessity of instructional strategies that promote co-auditing practices and active discernment, echoing prior calls for embedded ethical scaffolding within AI-integrated curricula (Yan & Lui, 2024). Tools such as the AIAS offer frameworks for scaffolding ethical engagement (Perkins et al., 2024), while co-auditing methods can improve student critical awareness of AI outputs (Gordon et al., 2023). Importantly, cultural differences in interpretation of plagiarism must be addressed in international and multilingual classrooms.
Despite its benefits, over-reliance on AI can limit cognitive engagement, leading to superficial learning (Teng, 2024). Students express concerns about AI-generated feedback accuracy, fairness, and ethical transparency (Kuzminykh, 2024). Additionally, faculty-student gaps in AI adoption and disparities in faculty integration of AI in courses create inconsistencies in how AI is introduced in writing courses (Bowen & Watson, 2024). These inconsistencies underscore the importance of examining how ethical engagement with AI is scaffolded across varied institutional contexts, particularly in settings where students may enter with differing levels of digital preparedness and prior exposure to academic writing norms.
[bookmark: _Toc225757966][bookmark: _Toc225758354] Transparency, Authorship, and Academic Integrity in AI Use
The rise of AI-generated content challenges traditional definitions of plagiarism and authorship. Research highlights the need for clear guidelines on AI disclosure, citation, and ethical boundaries (Justus & Janos, 2024). Without explicit norms, students may unknowingly commit academic misconduct. Perera and Lankathilaka (2023) emphasize the need for clear institutional policies and comprehensive training to guide ethical and effective ChatGPT use in higher education. Their review identifies risks to academic integrity and urges proactive governance to avoid inconsistent or unethical practices. 
Sweeney (2023) highlights how AI and contract cheating services complicate academic integrity, especially for vulnerable student groups. Research recommends process-based assessments and reflective tasks to promote authentic engagement (Schofield & Zhou, 2024a; Sweeney, 2023) — strategies that align with the design of this study’s AI-integrated writing curriculum. Researchers call for institutions to establish clear AI-use guidelines and incorporate ethical training into writing instruction (Lee et al., 2024, Modern Language Association, 2023). AI literacy programs must include academic integrity training to prevent unintentional misuse (MacCallum et al., 2024). These concerns point to the importance of examining how academic integrity is communicated and operationalized in writing courses, particularly as students navigate emerging technologies without a shared set of norms. Equally important is the integration of workplace-relevant competencies, as students prepare to enter professional environments shaped by AI—an issue explored in the following section.
[bookmark: _Toc225757967][bookmark: _Toc225758355]Bias in AI-Generated Content
AI-generated text often reflects biases embedded in training data, leading to inaccuracies and ethical concerns. Bias embedded in training datasets can lead to skewed or inappropriate outputs, particularly when AI is used for high-stakes feedback or evaluation (Liang et al., 2023; Xia et.al. 2024). Co-audit frameworks, where students critically evaluate AI-generated responses, help mitigate these issues (Gordon et al., 2023). These findings reinforce the importance of equipping learners with the evaluative skills necessary to detect bias and critique AI outputs—especially in educational settings where such tools increasingly shape writing development and assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc1406669242][bookmark: _Toc1762323431][bookmark: _Toc1257255746][bookmark: _Toc98561448][bookmark: _Toc221534967][bookmark: _Toc225757968][bookmark: _Toc225758356]Workforce Readiness
AI literacy is increasingly seen as foundational to career readiness. Employers across sectors cite critical thinking, digital discernment, and ethical judgment as essential competencies for the AI era (Access Partnership, 2023; Jaffe et al., 2024). Updated projections indicate that by 2027, over 85% of mid-level professional roles will require demonstrated AI literacy competencies, including ethical evaluation, digital discernment, and critical co-creation skills. These trends substantiate calls for embedding AI skill development within general education curricula, particularly in writing-intensive disciplines where communication clarity and ethical AI integration are paramount (MLA-CCCC Joint Task Force, 2023). However, students often lack exposure to real-world AI applications, highlighting the need for curriculum integration of AI tools (Anders, 2023). Workplace simulations and scenario-based assignments have proven effective in helping students understand the relevance of AI for professional tasks. Yet no studies examine how such practices are implemented within two-year college writing programs, where instructional time and digital readiness may vary significantly.
While much of the workforce readiness literature centers on U.S. contexts, Qatar offers a comparative perspective that is directly relevant to this study. Under the Qatar National Vision 2030, Technical and Vocational Education and Training has been identified as a national priority, with strategic initiatives aimed at aligning technical programs to labor market needs and integrating 21st‑century skills (Ministry of Education and Higher Education, n.d.; State of Qatar, n.d.). Despite these priorities, vocational enrollment remains low—around 1.4% of secondary students compared to a global average of 15%—and institutions face challenges in overcoming perceptions of lower prestige and in bridging gaps between industry expectations and graduate skills (Saïd, 2021; Saïd & AlHares, 2021). These contextual factors shape the relevance of implementing the AI‑infused writing curriculum in a Qatari vocational setting, particularly in supporting English Language Learners and promoting digital literacy aligned with national workforce readiness goals. These contextual factors shape the relevance of implementing the AI‑infused writing curriculum in a Qatari vocational setting, particularly in supporting English Language Learners and promoting digital literacy aligned with national workforce readiness goals.
Similar priorities are evident in ongoing U.S. curriculum reform efforts, particularly within CTE initiatives under the Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act (2018). Like Qatar’s vocational education strategy, Perkins V emphasizes the integration of employability skills, digital literacy, and technology alignment to industry needs, reflecting competencies first articulated in Elizabeth Dole’s Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills. Comparing these parallel reforms underscores how AI‑infused curricula can serve both national and international agendas for preparing learners to meet evolving workplace demands.
Higher education should implement scenario-based learning, transparent skill mapping, and simulation of AI use in real-world tasks (Crompton & Song, 2020). Gouda-Vossos et al. (2023) found that embedding reflective career modules into curricula significantly improved students’ confidence in transferable skills and narrowed gender gaps in employability perceptions. Their findings support the use of scaffolded, skill-focused interventions—such as AI-infused writing instruction—to strengthen students’ readiness for diverse professional contexts. Literacy frameworks, such as Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a), provide actionable guidance, encouraging students to understand, apply, evaluate, and ethically use AI technologies. To ensure the responsible integration of AI in educational settings, educators must adhere to established ethical guidelines that emphasize principles such as human agency, fairness, transparency, and privacy (European Commission, 2022). These recommendations point to the importance of accessible and discipline-integrated approaches to AI literacy, particularly for student populations preparing to enter rapidly evolving workplaces with uneven levels of digital preparation.
Student responses in prior studies show a desire for more explicit skill-building linked to workplace expectations (Digital Education Council, 2024). Spencer (2025a) argues that in a world inundated with AI-generated content, students need to cultivate critical curation skills—including evaluation, thoughtful prompt engineering, and cross-disciplinary connection—to develop depth, creativity, and reflective learning practices. However, access to these skill-building opportunities is not distributed equally. Still, more attention is needed to understand how such competencies are fostered across institutional types and learner demographics, particularly in community colleges that serve large numbers of adult, first-generation, and non-traditional students. The following section addresses persistent equity gaps in AI-integrated instruction, particularly among historically marginalized student populations.
[bookmark: _Toc899827535][bookmark: _Toc373123125][bookmark: _Toc10306871][bookmark: _Toc571576086][bookmark: _Toc221534968][bookmark: _Toc225757969][bookmark: _Toc225758357]Equity Issues
Digital inequity remains a significant concern. Students from low-income, first-generation, and racially minoritized backgrounds often lack access to AI tools or enter college with lower digital fluency (Costanza-Chock, 2020; Scott et al., 2015). Students from lower-income backgrounds often have limited access to AI tools and digital literacy training, widening educational disparities (Nguyen et al., 2023). Recent analyses by Nguyen et al. (2024) reveal that disparities in AI tool access and digital literacy continue to widen, particularly among first-generation and low-income students. Their findings indicate a 24% gap in AI tool familiarity between students from lower-income households and their peers, emphasizing the urgent need for equitable infrastructure, culturally responsive pedagogy, and targeted AI literacy initiatives in higher education (Costanza-Chock, 2020; Scott et al., 2015). Liang et al. (2023) further illustrate how AI systems can unintentionally perpetuate systemic inequities by demonstrating that widely used GPT detectors disproportionately flag non-native English writers as likely AI-generated. Their findings show that tools relying on textual perplexity unfairly penalize simpler or less idiomatic writing patterns, resulting in false positives and reinforcing linguistic marginalization. 	These insights emphasize the need for inclusive AI design and careful policy development to ensure that AI-supported writing tools empower rather than punish multilingual and international students. Institutions with fewer resources struggle to implement AI-integrated curricula, further exacerbating equity concerns (Touretzky et. al., 2024). While these disparities are well-documented, more attention is needed to explore how equity-centered AI integration can be effectively implemented in open-access institutions that serve digitally underprepared student populations.
 AI implementation could widen existing opportunity gaps (Cardona et al., 2023). To promote equity, institutions must embed culturally responsive computing (Scott et al., 2015), Universal Design for Learning (CAST, 2018, 2024), and Design Justice principles (Costanza-Chock, 2020) into AI pedagogy. These frameworks emphasize inclusive AI design and implementation. Williams (2024) advocates for equity-centered AI instruction, especially for historically excluded student populations. Additionally, prioritizing student voice in CTE design helps ensure programs align with learners' goals and lived experiences (Advance CTE, 2024). Student perspectives, faculty development, and inclusive access to adaptive tools can mitigate disparities and promote inclusive learning environments. Still, there is limited research on how these equity frameworks are operationalized in writing courses at the community college level—settings that often face structural constraints yet serve learners with the greatest need for inclusive, future-ready instruction. Equity concerns demand ethical, inclusive, and student-centered curriculum design. The next section examines how curriculum frameworks and instructional design can support responsible and scalable AI integration.
[bookmark: _Toc225757970][bookmark: _Toc225758358]Intersectionality and Inclusive AI Integration
While structural barriers such as digital access and institutional capacity are central to equity discourse, intersectional factors—including gender, disability status, and linguistic identity—also significantly shape students’ experiences with AI technologies. Research indicates that women and non-binary students often report lower AI self-efficacy and encounter gendered assumptions embedded in AI training datasets, influencing both engagement and trust (Costanza-Chock, 2020; Ferrara, 2023; Jiva et al., 2024). Additionally, voice recognition systems frequently fail to accurately process speech from these groups, highlighting the need for more inclusive AI development (Williams & Buolamwini, 2024). Students with disabilities face compounded challenges when AI tools lack accessibility features, further excluding them from equitable participation (CAST, 2024; Costanza-Chock, 2020; Guo et al., 2019; Kafle et al., 2019). 
For multilingual learners and international students, tools relying on syntactic or idiomatic fluency may misclassify non-standard language patterns as machine-generated or inferior (Liang et al., 2023), reinforcing linguistic marginalization. These intersecting dynamics highlight the need for culturally responsive computing, universal design, and algorithmic accountability in both AI tool development and pedagogical implementation. Although these concerns are increasingly recognized in literature, few studies explore how intersectional equity frameworks are applied within everyday instructional practices, particularly in community college writing classrooms where student diversity is often greatest. As institutions strive for inclusive innovation, AI integration must be critically attuned to the ways that race, class, gender, ability, and language intersect to shape student access, comfort, and perception
Curriculum reform has long been a cornerstone of CTE, evolving in response to shifting workforce demands and educational priorities. The following section traces key historical milestones in CTE reform to contextualize this study’s AI-integrated writing intervention within a broader tradition of competency-based, workforce-aligned instructional innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc221534969][bookmark: _Toc225757971][bookmark: _Toc225758359]Curriculum Reform in Career and Technical Education
Curriculum reform has long been central to CTE, evolving in response to labor market needs, policy shifts, and technological advancements. Early federal initiatives, such as the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 (1917) and the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (1963), framed technical education as a means of economic advancement and national workforce preparedness. Later, the Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills established a foundational competency framework that emphasized critical thinking, communication, and adaptability—skills that continue to underpin 21st-century workforce readiness efforts. These foundational efforts laid the groundwork for competency-based and contextualized curriculum interventions that align academic skills with career application (Stone & Lewis, 2012).
 Recent decades have seen a shift toward integrated, project-based, and technology-enhanced approaches to curriculum in CTE. Modern CTE reform increasingly involves embedding general education skills—such as writing, communication, and digital literacy—into discipline-specific contexts to increase relevance and transferability (Advance CTE, 2025). These competencies—such as communication, collaboration, and problem-solving—are increasingly recognized as essential for student success across academic and workplace settings (National Research Council, 2012). This movement is echoed in initiatives such as Education 4.0 and 5.0, which promote flexible, learner-centered, and technology-integrated instructional models responsive to the dynamic nature of the workplace (Rane et al., 2024; World Economic Forum, 2024).
 Despite these shifts, the empirical base documenting the effectiveness of CTE curriculum interventions remains uneven, particularly in relation to emerging technologies such as artificial intelligence. Existing interventions often focus on STEM disciplines, while fewer studies have examined the integration of AI tools in general education courses like English Composition situated within 2-year post-secondary settings. This gap is significant, given that written communication remains a cross-cutting employability skill across industries (Advance CTE, 2021; Baláž & Dokupilová, 2025).
 In response, this study builds upon the tradition of curriculum innovation in CTE by infusing generative AI tools into a foundational writing course. The curriculum design aligns with prior reform efforts that emphasized real-world applicability, iterative learning, and workforce preparation, while advancing the field by foregrounding ethical AI engagement and digital equity. As such, the intervention represents a next-generation CTE curriculum model—one that prepares students not only for immediate job tasks but for sustained participation in an AI-mediated knowledge economy. This represents a notable gap in the literature, especially given the centrality of written communication as a transferable, cross-sector employability skill (Advance CTE, 2021; Baláž & Dokupilová, 2025). Greater attention is needed to understand how AI integration within foundational writing instruction may contribute to broader CTE reform efforts focused on equity, relevance, and workforce alignment.
[bookmark: _Toc225757972][bookmark: _Toc225758360]Curriculum Design Intervention Considerations
Curriculum must be adapted to support critical and ethical AI use across disciplines. Recent scholarship advocates for a shift toward Education 4.0 and 5.0 models, where AI is integrated not only to personalize learning but to augment critical thinking, creativity, and lifelong learning capacities (Rane et al., 2024; World Economic Forum, 2024). These frameworks emphasize ethical, human-centered AI adoption that preserves learner agency and inclusivity. The literature recommends scaffolded integration of AI tools, ethics instruction, transparent assignment design, and iterative feedback processes (Behringer et al., 2023). Constructivist pedagogy emphasizes scaffolding, inquiry, critical thinking, and metacognition, all of which are integral to the AI-integrated writing curriculum designed for this study. These instructional approaches reflect constructivist principles, wherein learners actively build knowledge through engagement, reflection, and social collaboration (Montecillo, 2024). AI integration will require ethical integration, faculty training, and equitable infrastructure to support generative AI in higher education (Robert & Muscanell, 2023). Building on this perspective, Rasul et al. (2023) argues that ChatGPT can support constructivist learning by enabling personalized feedback, adaptive learning, and innovative assessment design. However, they emphasize the need for ethical guidance and explicit AI literacy instruction to address risks such as bias, misinformation, and limited alignment with graduate competencies.
 Faculty guidance is vital in modeling appropriate use and contextualizing AI applications to preserve academic integrity and pedagogical goals. Kasneci et al. (2023) highlight how large language models such as ChatGPT can profoundly reshape instructional planning, differentiation, assessment, and professional development. Their review emphasizes the need for pedagogically grounded integration, in which educators adopt critical oversight roles and design learning environments that balance innovation with ethical responsibility. This includes empowering students to engage critically with AI outputs, promoting personalized learning, and building the competencies required to navigate complex AI-driven environments. Celik et al. (2022) emphasize that successful AI integration in education depends heavily on teacher training, system adaptability, and inclusive infrastructure. Their review highlights that educators must be actively involved in shaping AI systems, not merely as users but as co-designers who align technological capabilities with pedagogical goals. These findings underscore the importance of faculty development and institutional support in fostering ethical, effective, and scalable AI use across varied educational contexts. While these frameworks offer valuable direction, relatively few studies explore how such principles are applied in non-STEM, general education contexts—particularly in writing instruction within two-year institutions. This gap suggests the need for closer examination of how faculty-led, constructivist AI integration can support diverse learners and align with workforce-oriented writing outcomes. 
Despite these promising approaches, key research gaps remain. The following section identifies these gaps and outlines implications for this study’s focus and methodology. 
[bookmark: _Toc221534970][bookmark: _Toc225757973][bookmark: _Toc225758361]Gaps and Limitations in Current AI Literacy Measurement
Despite the growing emphasis on AI literacy in higher education, significant limitations persist in how AI-related competencies are assessed across instructional contexts. Many existing models—such as Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a) four-domain framework and Williams’ (2024) Impact.AI identity roles—offer strong theoretical constructs but lack widespread empirical validation, particularly across diverse student populations and modalities. While these models articulate important dimensions like ethical reasoning, workplace application, and reflective practice, few studies have operationalized these elements through scalable, classroom-embedded instruments.
Current assessment approaches often rely on indirect proxies, such as comfort level or self-reported tool familiarity, which may fail to capture deeper metacognitive engagement or critical evaluative skills. In addition, these instruments are often context-specific or lack developmental scaffolding, making it difficult to assess growth in AI literacy over time. Some tools also assume a baseline level of digital fluency, raising equity concerns when applied to learners with limited prior exposure to advanced technologies. 
Existing studies on AI integration in writing instruction tend to focus on four-year institutions or STEM disciplines, with relatively few exploring general education settings at two-year colleges. This presents a notable gap in understanding how AI tools support writing development, ethical awareness, and workforce readiness in open-access institutions serving diverse, often underrepresented learners. These limitations highlight the need for multi-dimensional, culturally responsive, and developmentally appropriate assessment tools that align with the ethical, practical, and cognitive demands of AI-enhanced learning.
While emerging frameworks such as the AIAS (Perkins et al., 2024) and the Impact.AI model (Williams, 2024) offer promising structures for ethical and inclusive AI integration, their empirical validation remains limited. Most have not undergone psychometric testing or cross-contextual validation, and existing research often emphasizes institutional readiness or faculty perception over student outcomes. While studies demonstrate increasing use of AI tools and positive learning outcomes, gaps remain in understanding how faculty influence student trust, how curriculum can scaffold responsible tool use, and how institutions can ensure equitable implementation. Furthermore, many models lack empirical validation across diverse student populations and disciplines. Questions remain about how trust, critical engagement, and responsible AI use can be cultivated through embedded curricular practices—especially in courses where digital equity, writing development, and employability converge.   
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This chapter reviewed the theoretical foundations, pedagogical applications, student perceptions, ethical concerns, workforce readiness, and equity issues related to AI in writing instruction. By tracing the evolution of AI tools from grammar checkers to generative systems and situating their use within constructivist and equity-centered frameworks, the literature underscores both the potential and complexity of AI integration in postsecondary education. Across sections, persistent gaps emerge related to assessment practices, equity of access, student trust, and instructional design—particularly within general education courses at two-year institutions. These insights reinforce the need for contextually grounded, ethically informed, and inclusive approaches to AI literacy that respond to the realities of diverse learners. 
 By framing the study within established AI literacy models (e.g., TAM, Impact.AI), and emphasizing culturally responsive, equitable, and ethically sound integration, this literature review provides the groundwork for the research design presented in Chapter 3 (Methodology) and the curriculum intervention detailed in Chapter 4 and Appendix A, which together outline the study’s approach to examining AI-integrated writing instruction through curriculum-aligned data collection and student-centered analysis.
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[bookmark: _Toc225757975][bookmark: _Toc225758363]Chapter 3: Methodology
This chapter outlines the methodology used to investigate student perceptions of AI-integrated writing instruction within a community college context. This study uses a pre-experimental design within the broader category of pre-experimental methods, specifically a single-group pretest-posttest format, to examine how students' perceptions, comfort and confidence using AI tools, ethical awareness, and anticipated workplace applications of AI shift over the course of an AI-infused writing curriculum (Frey, 2018; Newhart & Patten, 2023). This chapter is organized into the following sections: research design and rationale, participant demographics and setting, curriculum intervention overview, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis strategies, ethical considerations, validity and reliability, and limitations. This study is guided by the following research questions, which focus on adult learners enrolled in academic writing courses at 2-year post-secondary institutions where workplace readiness is emphasized:
1. How do students perceive the role of AI tools in supporting their development of academic writing skills?
2. To what extent do students’ comfort levels and confidence in using AI tools for academic writing tasks change throughout the course?
3. To what extent do students' perceptions of the ethical implications of using AI tools for writing change during and after participation in the course?
4. How do students envision applying AI tools in their future professional environments?
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This study employed a pre-experimental design, specifically a single-group pretest–posttest format (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Frey, 2018). This design allowed for the examination of changes over time in students’ perceptions, confidence, ethical awareness, and workplace readiness after participating in the AI-integrated curriculum. The pre-experimental design involved the collection of primarily quantitative data through pre- and post-surveys, supplemented by a limited number of open-ended survey items designed to elicit descriptive feedback on students’ experiences. Pre-surveys were administered during the first two weeks of the term, and post-surveys were collected during the final two weeks to assess changes in students’ reported perceptions and competencies over the course.
[bookmark: _Int_Jecw4ukd]A pre-experimental design, specifically the single-group pretest-posttest format used in this study, is a non-randomized approach that observes outcomes in a single group before and after an intervention is applied (Shadish et al, 2001). While it lacks a comparison group, it still involves an intentional treatment (in this case, the AI-infused writing curriculum) and pre/post observations to evaluate potential changes. Pre-experiments are often employed in exploratory research or in applied educational contexts where randomized control trials are impractical due to logistical, ethical, or institutional constraints (Frey, 2018; Newhart & Patten, 2023).
The TAM (Davis, 1989) served as the primary theoretical framework, emphasizing how PU and PEOU influence technology adoption. This model, combined with emerging AI literacy frameworks (Zhou & Schofield, 2024a; Williams, 2024), informed both the intervention design and data analysis strategies. Qualitative data were analyzed using a reflexive thematic analysis approach informed by Braun and Clarke’s (2006) model, emphasizing familiarization with the data, iterative coding, and the development and refinement of themes. This approach supported inductive exploration of student narratives while aligning with TAM to interpret shifts in perceptions over time
This study's design is well-suited to the institutional context and research questions. Conducted across three 2-year post-secondary institutions, the research examines shifts in students’ perceptions, AI literacy, and ethical awareness before and after exposure to an intentionally scaffolded AI-integrated writing course. The design allowed for the collection of meaningful pre/post data (e.g., changes in comfort, perceived usefulness, and ethical considerations) while respecting the constraints of real-world classrooms where intact student groups and course schedules limited the feasibility of control or randomization (Creswell & Creswell, 2022). Given that the study aimed to inform future curricular innovations and policy recommendations, the pre-experimental approach was appropriate for providing foundational insights into student experience, even while acknowledging limitations in causal inference (Shadish et al., 2001).
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As both the curriculum designer and one of the instructors implementing the AI-infused writing intervention, I acknowledge the dual role I held in this study. My familiarity with instructional design and direct engagement with students provided deep insight into classroom dynamics but also posed risks of researcher bias. To support reflexivity and analytic transparency, I employed reflective memos throughout the data collection and analysis process and engaged in ongoing reflection on my assumptions when interpreting qualitative responses, consistent with best practices in qualitative research (Tracy, 2024). My goal was to ensure that findings emerged from student voices rather than instructional expectations.
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Participants included adult learners enrolled in English Composition 1 courses at three 2-year post-secondary institutions—two located in the United States and one in Qatar—where instruction is situated within vocationally oriented programs that emphasize workplace readiness. In this study, the term adult learners refer to individuals aged 18 years and older, consistent with common usage in community and technical college research rather than a distinction based on traditional versus nontraditional age status. Students from other institutions cross-registered in the same courses were also eligible. All participants were at least 18 years of age and voluntarily provided informed consent. Participation was voluntary and did not impact students’ course performance or standing.
A purposive sampling approach was used to select intact English Composition I course sections in which participating faculty committed to implementing the AI-infused curriculum. Within those selected sections, the analytic sample represents a voluntary convenience sample of students who elected to complete the anonymous pre- and/or post-survey. Purposive sampling was appropriate for this study because it enabled the selection of participants with direct exposure to the AI curriculum intervention, supporting the credibility of the findings. The anticipated sample size ranged from 50 to 200 students across multiple sections, appropriate for a pre-experimental design within the broader category of non-experimental methods, specifically a single-group pretest-posttest format, combining descriptive quantitative and thematic qualitative analysis (Edlund & Nichols, 2024). Braun and Clarke (2006) note that meaningful themes can emerge from small-to-moderate samples, especially when the goal is depth of insight rather than statistical generalizability. Similarly, Creswell and Creswell (2022) suggest 20 to 60 participants may be sufficient for thematic saturation, depending on study complexity. Given the focus on student perceptions, ethical reasoning, and reflective engagement, this sample size was adequate for achieving analytic depth and capturing varied instructional experiences.
 Instruction occurred across multiple modalities (in-person, hybrid, asynchronous online) during 8- or 16-week terms. Core curriculum, scaffolding strategies, and AI-integrated activities were standardized to ensure fidelity across delivery formats.
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While the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) served as the primary theoretical framework for analyzing student perceptions, the curriculum intervention was informed by multiple AI literacy models—including Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a) four-domain framework and, most prominently, the Impact.AI framework (Williams, 2024). These models provided critical guidance on ethical, reflective, and workplace-aligned AI competencies; however, none fully aligned with the unique context of two-year college learners in workforce-preparatory writing courses. As such, the intervention adapted and synthesized elements from existing frameworks to meet the needs of diverse, adult learners navigating academic writing and professional readiness in AI-enhanced environments. Instructional scaffolding and metacognitive prompts guided students through increasing levels of AI literacy as measured by the AIAS (Perkins et al., 2024). For a detailed description of the curriculum design and framework, see Chapter 4.
 	Seven instructional units introduced and built upon AI tools including ChatGPT, Perplexity, Grammarly, and Canva's Magic Write. Each unit integrated ethics-based reflection, genre-specific writing tasks, and workplace-simulated applications. Reflection prompts were designed to develop three ethical identity roles: Conscientious Consumer, Informed Advocate, and Ethical Engineer (Williams, 2024). In class, AI Tool use was introduced progressively, starting with transparency and disclosure and advancing critical evaluation, co-auditing practices, and co-authorship decisions. Students were taught to reflect on algorithmic bias, authorship attribution, and application of AI skills in their chosen career paths.
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This study employed a custom-developed pre- and post-survey administered via Qualtrics to examine students’ perceptions of AI use in writing instruction, with a focus on technology acceptance, ethical engagement, and anticipated academic and workplace application. The instrument was aligned with the study’s conceptual frameworks—TAM (Davis, 1989) and AI literacy frameworks (Zhou & Schofield, 2024a; Williams, 2024)—and incorporated both Likert-type items and open-ended reflection prompts, consistent with best practices in educational research design (Cozby & Bates, 2024; Edlund & Nichols, 2024). 
The survey included informed consent provided, demographic questions, Likert-scale items, and open-ended prompts. The quantitative component consisted of Likert-type items designed to measure the four core TAM constructs: PEOU, PU, ATU, and BI to use AI . Items also addressed ethical comfort and confidence in academic and professional AI applications, which were conceptually embedded within TAM-aligned constructs. These measures were adapted from validated educational technology instruments and prior TAM-based research (Scherer & Teo, 2019). Responses were collected using a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, supporting descriptive and comparative statistical analysis appropriate for pre-experimental, pre–post designs (Cozby & Bates, 2024; Edlund & Nichols, 2024).
Composite scale scores for PEOU, PU, ATU, and BI were computed by averaging item responses within each construct, with higher scores indicating more favorable perceptions of AI ease of use, usefulness, attitudes, and intentions. Internal consistency reliability for each multi-item construct was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha at both pre- and post-survey administrations to support the use of composite variables in subsequent analyses. Behavioral intention was treated as a single-item construct and therefore did not include a reliability coefficient. The instrument underwent expert review by faculty with expertise in writing instruction, AI integration, and student affairs and was pilot tested with a small group of students (n = 8). Feedback from these processes informed revisions to item wording, sequence, and clarity to support content validity and alignment with the instructional context. The final versions of the pre- and post-survey instruments are provided in Appendix B. 
The qualitative component of the post-survey included open-ended prompts designed to elicit students’ reflections on their experiences using AI in the writing course, provided in Appendix C. These prompts invited students to describe ethical considerations, perceived changes in AI use, and anticipated academic or workplace applications. Informed by interpretive approaches to literacy and meaning-making, the qualitative items supported exploration of affective, ethical, and contextual dimensions not fully captured by Likert-scale measures (Lea & Street, 2006). Qualitative items directly addressed Research Questions 3 and 4, while quantitative Likert-type items addressed Research Questions 1 and 2. Together, the combined survey instrumentation ensured that all four research questions were addressed. 
[bookmark: _Toc221534979][bookmark: _Toc225757983][bookmark: _Toc225758371]Data Collection Procedures
Following approval from the three 2-year post-secondary institutions—two located in the United States and one in Qatar (see Appendix D), students completed the pre-survey during the first two weeks and the post-survey during the final two weeks of the term across four academic terms. Recruitment occurred within the course shell using IRB-approved email messaging embedded in online LMS announcements (see Appendix E). Surveys were distributed through the course learning management system and completed online via Qualtrics. A consent form was embedded in the survey introduction (Appendix F), and participants provided electronic consent prior to accessing the survey. All participation was voluntary and anonymous, with no personally identifiable information collected. Two additional reminders were issued to encourage participation, each within four days of the initial recruitment message.
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To support transparency in measurement while maintaining clarity in the presentation of results, two complementary tables are provided. Figure 1 presents a summary of TAM constructs used in the quantitative analyses, including their operational definitions and the specific survey items included in each composite score. This table directly supports interpretation of the reliability, descriptive, and inferential statistics reported in Chapters 5 and 6 and is therefore retained in the main body of the dissertation.
A more detailed item-level mapping of the survey instrument is provided in Appendix G to document the conceptual alignment of individual survey items with TAM constructs and AI literacy domains, as well as their analytic role (quantitative composite versus qualitative or descriptive use). This table is included for methodological transparency and replication purposes but is not required for interpretation of the quantitative findings. 
Together, these tables ensure clarity regarding construct operationalization while avoiding redundancy or over-specification in the results narrative.
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Figure 1
 Construct Summary and Survey Item Inclusion
[image: Figure 1 TAM Constructs and AI Literacy Domains: Diagram illustrating Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) constructs and AI literacy domains, organized into primary quantitative constructs and secondary descriptive domains. Primary constructs include Perceived Ease of Use, Perceived Usefulness, Attitude Toward Use, and Behavioral Intention to Use, each with definitions, survey sections, and composite scoring details, while secondary domains cover Ethical Concerns and Workplace Applicability with qualitative descriptions.]








Note. Composite scores for perceived ease of use (PEOU), perceived usefulness (PU), and attitude toward use (ATU) were computed by averaging item responses within each construct. Behavioral intention to use AI (BI) was measured using single-item indicators and therefore does not include an internal consistency reliability coefficient. Ethical comfort and workplace applicability items were analyzed descriptively and qualitatively and were not treated as standalone quantitative composites.
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This study employed a pre-experimental design to examine students’ evolving perceptions of AI in academic writing through both quantitative survey responses and qualitative open-ended reflections. Quantitative data were analyzed to assess pre–post changes in TAM constructs (Davis, 1989), while qualitative responses were examined using a reflexive thematic analysis approach informed by Braun and Clarke’s (2006) framework. Quantitative and qualitative findings were analyzed separately and interpreted together in the discussion to provide complementary perspectives on students’ experiences. Details of the statistical procedures, coding strategies, and framework alignment are presented in the subsections that follow. 
[bookmark: _Toc225757985][bookmark: _Toc225758373]Quantitative Data Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and independent samples (Welch’s) t-tests to examine differences in Likert-type survey responses between pre- and post-survey administrations. Although students enrolled in the same course sections completed both surveys, responses were collected anonymously and could not be reliably linked across time points. Accordingly, pre- and post-survey responses were analyzed as independent samples drawn from the same underlying course population. Welch’s correction was applied to account for unequal group sizes and potential heterogeneity of variance.
Composite scale scores for PEOU, PU, and ATU were computed by averaging item responses within each construct, with higher scores indicating more favorable perceptions. Internal consistency reliability for each multi-item construct was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha at both pre- and post-survey administrations to support the use of composite variables in subsequent analyses. BI to use AI was operationalized as a single-item indicator; therefore, internal consistency reliability coefficients were not computed for this construct.
Data was screened for missing responses and irregular response patterns prior to analysis. Cases with substantial incompleteness (defined as more than 50% missing across core study items) were excluded from scale-level analyses, following established quantitative research protocols (Cozby & Bates, 2024). Composite variables were calculated using complete item responses within each construct; as a result, sample sizes vary slightly by construct and time point, as reported in Chapter 5 tables. Pearson product–moment correlation analyses were conducted using post-survey data to examine associations among TAM constructs, and observed patterns were interpreted descriptively in light of the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989; Newhart & Patten, 2023).
An exploratory, equity-relevant subgroup analysis examined post-survey responses by self-reported language status (English-first vs. not English-first). These analyses were conducted at the item level using Welch’s independent-samples t-tests, with effect sizes reported using Hedges’ g. Given unequal group sizes and the small number of participants in the not–English-first group, subgroup findings were interpreted descriptively and as hypothesis-generating rather than confirmatory and were not intended to support causal or comparative equity claims. 
[bookmark: _Toc225757986][bookmark: _Toc225758374]Qualitative Data Analysis
Qualitative data from post-survey reflections were analyzed using a reflexive thematic analysis approach informed by Braun and Clarke’s (2006) framework. This approach supported inductive exploration of students’ written reflections and was well suited to surfacing nuanced perspectives related to AI use in writing contexts, consistent with constructivist and interpretive qualitative traditions (Tracy, 2024). While open-ended prompts guided student reflection, responses frequently extended beyond the prompts to address instructional design, perceived skill development, and ethical preparedness—patterns consistent with prior research suggesting that students often reflect on pedagogy when discussing their experiences with AI tools (Cornell University Committee, 2023).
Coding was conducted iteratively, beginning with inductive identification of salient phrases, patterns, and concepts within student responses, followed by the refinement and organization of these patterns into broader thematic categories. Prominent themes included ethical awareness, perceived limitations of AI tools, and transparency in AI use. These themes encompassed references to algorithmic bias, misinformation, and verification practices, echoing concerns highlighted in recent scholarship on AI fairness and co-auditing approaches (Gordon et al., 2023; Cortiñas-Lorenzo et al., 2024). Reflective memoing supported reflexivity and analytic transparency throughout the qualitative analysis process, consistent with Tracy’s (2024) recommendations for qualitative trustworthiness. 
Final themes were interpreted in relation to the study’s conceptual frameworks, with the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) serving as the primary interpretive frame and the Impact.AI framework referenced as an instructional design lens that informed the intervention (Williams, 2024). Coded responses were mapped to TAM constructs where relevant—perceived usefulness, ease of use, attitudes, and behavioral intentions—enhancing conceptual coherence. The use of multiple open-ended prompts supported consistency and depth in thematic interpretation, while select participant quotes were retained to preserve student voice and illustrate qualitative findings in Chapter 5 (Tracy, 2024).
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Ethical protocols were followed throughout the study. Students received clear information regarding the study's purpose, procedures, and voluntary nature. No course grades were influenced by participation. Curriculum was designed with ethical AI use as a central theme, including co-auditing (Gordon et al., 2023), transparency, and data privacy discussions (Cornell University Committee, 2023).
To mitigate risk, reflective prompts were framed supportively, and students used only publicly accessible AI tools. Researcher bias was addressed through reflective memoing and bracketing during analysis (Tracy, 2024).
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Several limitations should be considered when interpreting this study’s findings. The use of convenience sampling within three specific institutional contexts limits the generalizability of results to broader educational settings. While the findings offer valuable insights into AI integration in 2-year post-secondary writing instruction, they should be applied cautiously outside similar contexts. The study also relied on self-reported survey data, which may be influenced by social desirability bias or inaccuracies in recall, potentially affecting the precision of responses regarding comfort, confidence, and ethical awareness. Additionally, the study spanned a single academic year, limiting its ability to capture long-term retention of AI-related skills or the transfer of knowledge to future academic or professional settings.
Instructor influence presents another consideration, as variations in teaching style or emphasis on AI tools may have shaped student perceptions—factors that were not directly measured in this study. To mitigate, participating instructors committed to implementing the same curricular materials and sequence of activities; however, differences in delivery and emphasis inevitably remained. While the intervention was intentionally designed to align with established AI literacy frameworks (Zhou & Schofield, 2024a; Perkins et al., 2024), the study did not include survey items that explicitly assessed students’ perceptions of the curriculum design. Although qualitative data captured student reflections on scaffolding, ethical growth, and critical evaluation, the study did not include direct measures of students’ perceptions of curriculum design; therefore, conclusions about instructional effectiveness remain inferential. Future research incorporating direct measures of curricular perception could offer more definitive insights into how instructional models impact student trust, acceptance, and ethical engagement with AI.
[bookmark: _Toc592355232][bookmark: _Toc1378842162][bookmark: _Toc1290511099][bookmark: _Toc1802591262][bookmark: _Toc221534983][bookmark: _Toc225757989][bookmark: _Toc225758377]Chapter 3 Summary
This chapter described the methodological framework guiding the study, including research design, participant selection, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis strategies, and ethical considerations. The study used a pre-experimental, single-group pretest–posttest design to examine how students’ perceptions, comfort and confidence in using AI tools, ethical awareness, and anticipated workplace applications evolved over the course of an AI-infused writing curriculum. The instrumentation was carefully aligned with TAM and AI literacy frameworks to ensure both theoretical rigor and practical relevance. Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, independent-samples (Welch’s) mean comparisons appropriate for unmatched pre–post responses, effect size estimates, and correlational analyses, while qualitative data from open-ended survey responses were analyzed using a reflexive thematic analysis approach informed by Braun and Clarke’s (2006) model. Ethical protocols, including informed consent, anonymity, voluntary participation, and secure data handling, were strictly observed throughout the research process.
As the foundation for the study’s data collection and analysis, the AI-infused curriculum described in detail in Chapter 4 represents the applied intervention examined through the methods presented in Chapter 3. Chapter 5 presents the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses, offering insight into students’ comfort, ethical awareness, and perceived future applicability of AI tools.
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This chapter provides an overview of the curriculum intervention that served as the focal point of the study. While Chapter 3 outlined the methodological framework, including the research design, instrumentation, and participant demographics, this chapter details the instructional design, delivery, and content of the AI-infused writing course implemented across three post-secondary institution campuses. Given the centrality of the intervention to both the research questions and data analysis, this chapter is presented as a standalone component to clearly articulate the pedagogical and theoretical foundations that guided the curriculum’s development. 	Chapter 4 details the design, development, and implementation of the AI-infused English Composition curriculum used in this study. While the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) served as the primary theoretical framework for analyzing student perceptions, the curriculum intervention was informed by multiple AI literacy models—including Zhou and Schofield’s (2024a) four-domain framework and, most prominently, the Impact.AI framework (Williams, 2024). These models provided critical guidance on ethical, reflective, and workplace-aligned AI competencies; however, none fully aligned with the unique context of two-year college learners in workforce-preparatory writing courses. The sections that follow describe the core design principles, instructional sequence, implementation strategies, and theoretical alignment that shaped the intervention.
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The design of the AI-infused English Composition course was informed by current research on AI literacy, ethical technology use, and writing pedagogy. To meet the needs of diverse adult learners in two-year post-secondary settings, the curriculum prioritized accessibility, cultural responsiveness, and practical application. The following core design principles guided the intervention:
· Scaffolded AI Integration: AI tools were introduced gradually across writing stages—idea generation, outlining, drafting, revising, and editing—to build confidence and promote transferability. Students engaged with tools such as ChatGPT, Perplexity, and Grammarly through guided prompts and instructor modeling.
· Ethical Engagement and Transparency: Ethical use of AI was embedded in every unit through reflection activities, co-auditing exercises, and classroom discussions on authorship, academic integrity, and digital responsibility. Students were required to document and evaluate their AI use in process logs.
· Workplace Relevance: Writing assignments were contextualized around professional communication tasks, including emails, reports, and reflective memos. These scenarios simulated real-world applications of AI-supported writing, aligning with workforce expectations.
· Culturally Responsive and Inclusive Design: The course drew on Universal Design for Learning (UDL) and design justice principles to ensure content accessibility. Activities were adapted to multiple modalities (in-person, online, hybrid), and assignments were structured to support multilingual learners and students with varying levels of digital fluency.
· Metacognitive Reflection and Feedback Loops: Students engaged in structured reflections on their writing processes and AI use. Peer and instructor feedback emphasized ethical reasoning and critical evaluation, supporting self-regulated learning.
These design principles were operationalized across all units and informed both formative and summative assessments. The goal was to cultivate students’ capacity to use AI tools critically, ethically, and effectively—within both academic and professional writing contexts. While the curriculum was not formally co-designed, it incorporated faculty feedback through an iterative review of instructional materials, surveys, and scaffolded AI integration activities. This process ensured alignment with writing pedagogy, clarity across modalities, and responsiveness to student needs.
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This section describes how the curriculum was constructed, refined, and adapted for use across multiple institutions and instructional modalities. The AI-infused English Composition 1 curriculum was developed to integrate generative AI tools into core writing instruction in a way that supports ethical engagement, digital fluency, and workplace-relevant skill development. Designed for use across multiple two-year post-secondary institutions, the course emphasized scaffolded progression and consistent learning objectives across instructional modalities.
The curriculum included seven core units, each aligned with key stages of the writing process—brainstorming, outlining, drafting, revising, and reflection. Within each unit, students engaged with AI tools to support skill development while critically evaluating the limitations, biases, and ethical implications of AI-generated content. Learning activities were sequenced to gradually increase student autonomy with AI tools while reinforcing concepts of academic integrity and responsible authorship.
Assignments were contextualized around real-world writing scenarios, including professional emails, workplace reports, and reflective memos. Instruction emphasized transferable writing skills and critical evaluation rather than tool mastery alone. Faculty implemented common scaffolding strategies, such as guided prompt engineering, peer review, co-auditing of AI outputs, and annotated process reflections.
To support instructional consistency, a shared curriculum guide, assignment templates, and annotated teaching materials were developed collaboratively and provided to all participating instructors. These materials offered flexibility for instructors to adapt activities while maintaining alignment with learning outcomes and ethical scaffolds.
To strengthen pedagogical coherence and ensure cross-institutional feasibility, faculty review and expert consultation were integrated into the design process. While the curriculum was not formally co-designed with faculty, the development process included iterative consultation and review of materials, including draft assignments, scaffolded AI integration strategies, and transparency guidelines. This review served as a feedback loop to ensure alignment with writing pedagogy, modality feasibility, and ethical engagement strategies. A full outline of how AI literacy and ethical identity development were scaffolded across the course units is provided in Appendix A. 
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The AI-infused English Composition 1 course was structured around seven instructional units aligned with the writing process: brainstorming and inquiry, outlining and organization, drafting and development, revision and refinement, and ethical reflection. Each unit integrated AI tools in ways that supported core writing skills while prompting students to engage critically with AI-generated content.
Students were introduced to generative AI tools such as ChatGPT, Perplexity, and Grammarly through guided activities that modeled ethical use, encouraged evaluation of AI outputs, and supported iterative writing practices (Teng, 2024; Zhou & Schofield, 2024a). Instruction emphasized the role of AI as a supplement—not a substitute—for student thinking, voice, and authorship. This scaffolded approach was implemented across seven instructional units, each designed to progressively deepen students’ AI literacy, ethical awareness, and writing competence. The following sequence outlines how AI tools were integrated into each unit to support both cognitive development and responsible use.
· In Unit 1, students explored the potential and limitations of AI for brainstorming and topic generation. Prompts encouraged critical reflection on the usefulness, originality, and ethical implications of AI-suggested ideas. 
· In Unit 2, students practiced structuring their ideas into outlines with the assistance of AI, learning to assess the coherence and organization of generated responses. 
· In Unit 3, AI outputs were used as drafting aids, with a focus on content generation and development. Instructor modeling emphasized how to engage with AI collaboratively, using outputs as starting points rather than final products (Behringer et al., 2023; Bowen & Watson, 2024).
· Unit 4 focused on revision and refinement, where students analyzed AI feedback for accuracy, tone, and rhetorical effectiveness. Activities included co-auditing exercises, in which students compared human and AI feedback on their drafts (Anders, 2023; Perkins et al., 2024). 
· Unit 5 centered on ethical reflection, encouraging students to evaluate their own AI usage across the term and articulate principles for responsible future application. This culminated in a reflective essay and a professional use case scenario in which students envisioned how they might apply AI in a future workplace setting (Access Partnership, 2023; Spencer, 2025b).
· Unit 6 focused on multimodal presentation skills, incorporating AI-assisted multimedia content creation tools such as Canva AI and ChatGPT for script generation. Students applied AI support to develop presentation visuals and accompanying narratives while evaluating alignment with audience, purpose, and rhetorical effectiveness. Instruction emphasized ethical media use, including appropriate attribution, accuracy of AI-generated visuals or language, and responsible integration of AI into professional communication contexts. Student work was evaluated using a standardized presentation rubric, reinforcing expectations for clarity, organization, and ethical practice (Bowen & Watson, 2024; Zhou & Schofield, 2024a).
· Unit 7 centered on final revisions and self-reflection, with optional AI use for revision suggestions and clarity enhancement. Students engaged in post-intervention discussions addressing ethical awareness, responsible AI use, and perceived growth in confidence and competence. The unit culminated in submission of a final writing portfolio and completion of the post-course survey assessing changes in AI perceptions, ethical understanding, and anticipated academic or professional application of AI tools (Perkins et al., 2024; Spencer, 2025b).
To maintain consistency across instructional modalities, each unit was anchored by common learning objectives, rubrics, and AI usage guidelines. Faculty were encouraged to adapt delivery strategies while retaining core scaffolding structures, such as guided prompt engineering, transparency checklists, and structured reflections.
Together, these units aimed to cultivate transferable writing skills, promote ethical AI engagement, and prepare students to apply AI tools confidently in both academic and professional contexts. The instructional sequence supported recursive learning, with repeated opportunities for reflection, revision, and ethical decision-making embedded throughout the course. This intentional scaffolding is shown in Table 2. This lays the groundwork for the following unit-by-unit curriculum map, which details how writing instruction, AI tool integration, and assessment strategies were aligned to reinforce students’ iterative skill development and ethical awareness throughout the course. 
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Curriculum Intervention Mapping: English Composition 1 AI-Infused Course
	Unit
	Writing skill focus
	AI activity / Tool integration
	Assessment focus

	Unit 0: 
	Introduction to writing mindsets and AI literacy
	Instructor-led demo of ChatGPT and perplexity for brainstorming; ethical use framing discussion
	Baseline self-assessment; AI comfort and ethical awareness pre-survey

	Unit 1: 
	Audience, purpose, tone, and form
	AI-supported brainstorming and outline generation; peer review with/without AI suggestions
	Thesis clarity, organization, and AI usage transparency

	Unit 2: 
	Personal narrative development
	AI-assisted editing tools (e.g., Grammarly) to enhance clarity, voice, and structure
	Personal narrative draft; ethical reflection on AI editing

	Unit 3: 
	Analytical response writing
	AI for research exploration and source summary (e.g., Perplexity); AI-assisted question development
	Analytical response essay; source evaluation skills

	Unit 4: 
	Informative / research writing
	Guided AI-supported outlining; AI citation evaluation exercises
	Research paper draft; ethical AI use declaration

	Unit 5: 
	Persuasive writing and argumentation
	AI critique exercises (co-auditing ChatGPT outputs for bias, transparency, fairness)
	Persuasive essay draft; co-auditing reflection journal

	Unit 6: 
	Multimodal presentation skills
	AI-assisted multimedia content creation (e.g., Canva AI, ChatGPT scripts)
	Presentation rubric evaluation; ethical media usage reflection

	Unit 7: 
	Final revisions and self-reflection
	AI use optional for revision suggestions; post-intervention AI ethical awareness discussion
	Final portfolio submission; post-survey on AI perceptions and ethical growth


Note. For additional information on the curriculum intervention, please see Appendix A.
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The implementation of the curriculum followed the instructional procedures described in Chapter 3. Faculty were supported with a shared instructional framework and ethical use guidelines to ensure consistency across institutions and modalities. While students participated in structured ethical reflection activities to support learning, these were not included in formal data analysis unless referenced in open-ended survey responses.
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This section outlines how the curriculum was delivered across varied modalities and how fidelity of implementation was maintained across institutions. To support ethical and effective AI integration, the instructional intervention emphasized deliberate instructor modeling, scaffolded practice, and reflective engagement. Aligned with research indicating that AI tools are most effective when paired with human facilitation and emotional support (Du & Mo, 2024), the course design positioned the instructor as a central mediator of student trust and ethical tool adoption (Bowen & Watson, 2024; Means, 2025).
Each unit introduced generative AI tools through guided demonstrations, followed by low-stakes practice and high-stakes application. Instructional scaffolding included weekly modeling of ethical AI use, structured exercises in prompt engineering and co-auditing, and reflective prompts addressing transparency, bias, and responsible authorship.
The course was delivered across multiple modalities—including hybrid, face-to-face, and asynchronous online formats—with consistent learning outcomes and common instructional materials. Adaptations for modality and learner needs (e.g., English language support) were documented to maintain integrity.
Fidelity of implementation was supported through standardized unit plans, instructor training, and bi-monthly coordination meetings. Faculty received ongoing support to ensure alignment with pedagogical goals, ethical use principles, and curriculum pacing. While delivery was flexible, core scaffolds and assessment structures remained consistent across all sections.
[bookmark: _Toc1052191244][bookmark: _Toc523906378][bookmark: _Toc606816405][bookmark: _Toc271096223][bookmark: _Toc221534989][bookmark: _Toc225757996][bookmark: _Toc225758384]Theoretical Alignment Summary
The AI-infused English Composition 1 curriculum operationalized multiple theoretical frameworks to guide instructional design, ethical scaffolding, and assessment. These models—applied in an integrated, recursive manner—shaped students’ development of AI literacy, ethical reasoning, and reflective writing practices.
TAM (Davis, 1989; Scherer & Teo, 2019) informed both curriculum sequencing and survey design, emphasizing perceived usefulness and ease of use as drivers of student engagement. AI literacy frameworks (Zhou & Schofield, 2024a; Williams, 2024) were mapped across instructional units, targeting competencies such as understanding, applying, evaluating, and ethical awareness, as shown in Table 3.
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Curriculum Alignment Table: AI-Infused English Composition 1 Course
	Course unit / assignment
	AI literacy dimension
	TAM construct addressed
	Ethical focus
	Instructional strategy

	Introduction to AI & writing mindsets
	Understanding AI; Ethical awareness
	Perceived ease of use (PEOU)
	AI authorship, responsible use
	Instructor modeling; Ethics discussion prompts

	Audience, purpose, and tone
	Applying AI tools in context
	Perceived usefulness (PU)
	Transparency, voice preservation
	AI-assisted brainstorming with co-auditing

	Personal Narrative Writing
	Evaluating AI feedback; Applying revision suggestions
	PEOU, PU
	Fairness, authenticity
	Revision reflection journal; feedback comparison task

	Course Unit / Assignment
	AI Literacy Dimension
	TAM Construct Addressed
	Ethical Focus
	Instructional Strategy

	Analytical response writing
	Evaluating AI-generated evidence
	PU, Attitude Toward Use (ATT)
	Source bias, critical analysis
	Guided critique of AI-suggested sources

	Informative/research writing
	Understanding and Applying AI for research synthesis
	PU, Behavioral Intention (BI)
	Plagiarism avoidance, citation transparency
	AI-assisted outlining with annotated bibliography task

	Persuasive writing
	Ethical Awareness; Critical evaluation
	ATT, BI
	Argument bias, ethical reasoning
	Debates, peer-review of AI-generated arguments

	Multimodal presentation & final feflection
	Reflective awareness; Application across modalities
	BI
	Metacognitive ethics; Equitable access reflection
	Final portfolio; AI-use narrative


Note. AI Literacy Dimensions: Based on Zhou & Schofield (2024a) and Williams (2024): Understanding, Applying, Evaluating, Ethical Awareness;  TAM Constructs: Based on Davis (1989): Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), Attitude Toward Use (ATT), Behavioral Intention (BI);  Ethical Focus: Derived from AIAS and co-auditing literature (Perkins et al., 2024; Gordon et al., 2023; Cornell University Committee, 2023); Instructional Strategies: Aligned with UDL and constructivist pedagogy; emphasizes scaffolding, transparency, and reflective writing
	The curriculum also drew from Williams’ (2024) Impact.AI framework to ensure equity-centered and culturally responsive design, and from the AIAS (Perkins et al., 2024) to scaffold ethical engagement with generative tools. Instructional strategies included progressive development from transparency and attribution to co-authorship and evaluation. Lessons addressing bias, transparency, and co-auditing (Cornell, 2023; Gordon et al., 2023; Gausen et al., 2024) were embedded throughout to promote ethical discernment and digital agency. To operationalize these frameworks within instruction, Table 4 outlines how AI literacy and ethical identity were recursively developed across course units through intentional role-based scaffolding and reflective practice.
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Recursive Development of AI Literacy and Ethical Identity Across Units
	Unit
	Reflection/
capstone focus
	Ethical scaffold
	Impact.AI identity role
	AI literacy development theme

	Unit 1
	Initial AI perceptions and prior use
	Transparency, authorship disclosure
	Conscientious Consumer
	Tool awareness, surface-level affordances

	Unit 2
	Distinguishing AI vs. human authorship
	Disclosure, originality, authorship values
	Ethical Engineer
	Perception & representation

	Unit 3
	Tool selection rationale; affordances and limitations
	Purpose-driven use, critical comparison
	Informed Advocate
	Natural interaction, tool functionality

	Unit 4
	Peer feedback using AI vs. human insights
	Feedback ethics, cognitive offloading
	Ethical Engineer
	Learning, self-regulation, adaptive feedback

	Unit 5
	Audience and tone; AI tone bias critique
	Genre conventions, bias reflection
	Conscientious Consumer
	Representation and reasoning

	Unit 6
	Ethical position statement on AI in education
	Advocacy, equity, data bias
	Informed Advocate
	Social impact, platform literacy

	Unit 7
	Cumulative reflection: growth across all dimensions
	Self-audit, AIAS scale synthesis
	Integrated: All three roles
	Identity, judgment, critical authorship



Together, these frameworks supported the curriculum’s pedagogical goals: fostering digital fluency, academic integrity, ethical awareness, and workforce readiness through guided AI integration.
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 	This curriculum served as the intervention for the pre-experimental study within the broader category of non-experimental methods, specifically a single-group pretest-posttest format, to examine how students' perceptions, comfort and confidence using AI tools, ethical awareness, and anticipated workplace applications of AI shift over the course of an AI-infused writing curriculum (Frey, 2018; Newhart & Patten, 2023). While the survey instrument did not directly assess perceptions of curriculum design features, qualitative responses revealed student reflections on instructional scaffolding, ethical development, and trust in AI-supported learning. Chapter 5 presents the findings from pre- and post-course surveys, analyzed through the lens of TAM and embedded AI literacy frameworks.
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This chapter presents the results of analyses examining students’ perceptions of artificial intelligence (AI) tools in an AI-infused English Composition I course. Guided by the TAM (Davis, 1989) and contemporary AI literacy frameworks (Williams, 2025), the findings address the following research questions:
1. How do students perceive the role of artificial intelligence (AI) tools in supporting their development of academic writing skills?
2. To what extent do students’ comfort levels and confidence in using AI tools for academic writing change over the course of an AI-infused writing curriculum?
3. How do students’ attitudes toward the ethical use of AI tools in academic writing evolve following participation in an AI-infused composition course?
4. How do students perceive the applicability of AI tools for future academic and workplace writing tasks after completing an AI-infused writing curriculum? 	
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The quantitative results presented in this chapter address Research Questions 1 and 2 through TAM-aligned survey items measuring students’ perceptions of AI as a writing support tool and their comfort and confidence using AI for academic tasks. Research Questions 3 and 4 are addressed through thematic analysis of open-ended post-survey responses, which provide descriptive insight into students’ ethical and responsible use of AI as well as their anticipated academic and workplace applications of AI tools. To address these questions, results are organized around four core constructs aligned with TAM: PEOU, PU, ATU, and BI to use AI, 
 Data was collected using pre- and post-course surveys administered to students enrolled in AI-infused composition sections at partner institutions. Quantitative results are presented first, including descriptive statistics, reliability evidence, pre–post comparisons, effect sizes, and relationships among TAM constructs. Qualitative findings from open-ended survey responses are integrated later in the chapter to contextualize and elaborate on the quantitative patterns observed, particularly with respect to ethical awareness, confidence development, and anticipated workplace applications of AI. 
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Participants included adult students enrolled in multiple AI-infused English Composition I course sections over three academic semesters at participating institutions. A total of 248 students completed the pre-course survey, and 176 students completed the post-course survey. The analytic samples included respondents with sufficient data on the core study measures; because individual responses could not be reliably matched across time points, pre- and post-samples were treated as independent but drawn from the same underlying course population.
Table 5 presents an overview of participant characteristics by survey administration, including institutional affiliation, age group, and primary language status. These variables were selected to contextualize the sample and to support subsequent analytic decisions, including independent-samples pre–post comparisons and exploratory subgroup analyses by language status.
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 Participant Characteristics by Survey Administration
	Characteristic
	Category
	Pre-survey n (%)
	Post-survey n (%)
	Total n (%)

	Survey administration
	Pre-survey
	248 (100.0)
	—
	248 (58.5)

	
	Post-survey
	—
	176 (100.0)
	176 (41.5)

	Institution
	Wisconsin Technical College #1
	174 (70.2)
	118 (67.0)
	292 (68.9)

	
	Wisconsin Technical College #2
	57 (23.0)
	28 (15.9)
	85 (20.0)

	
	Qatar College
	17 (6.9)
	29 (16.5)
	46 (10.8)

	Age group
	18–25 years
	179 (72.2)
	126 (71.6)
	305 (71.9)

	
	25–35 years
	33 (13.3)
	30 (17.0)
	63 (14.9)

	
	35–45 years
	29 (11.7)
	15 (8.5)
	44 (10.4)

	
	45+ years
	7 (2.8)
	4 (2.3)
	11 (2.6)

	Primary language
	English-first
	225 (90.7)
	143 (81.3)
	368 (86.8)

	
	Not English-first
	22 (8.9)
	32 (18.2)
	54 (12.7)


Note. Percentages are calculated within survey administration (pre vs. post) and may not total 100 due to rounding and item-level missingness. Missing responses: Institution (post n = 1), Age group (post n = 1), Primary language (pre n = 1; post n = 1). 
Students represented a range of ages typical of open-access community and technical college settings. While all participants met the definition of adult learners—being at least 18 years of age and voluntarily consenting to participate in the study, the sample included both traditional-aged and non-traditional students. In the pre-survey sample, 72.2% of respondents were traditional-aged college students (18–25 years), while 27.8% were nontraditional or returning learners (25 years and older). Similarly, in the post-survey sample, 71.6% of respondents were aged 18–25, and 28.4% were aged 25 or older. With respect to language background, 8.9% of pre-survey respondents and 18.2% of post-survey respondents reported that English was not their first language, indicating the presence of linguistically diverse learners across both survey administrations.
Although demographic variables were not the primary focus of this study, they provide important contextual information for interpreting the findings, including equity considerations. The presence of both traditional and non-traditional aged adult learners (defined as students aged 18 years and older), along with students from linguistically diverse backgrounds, suggests that the AI-infused curriculum was implemented within a relatively typical community and technical college environment rather than a highly specialized or technology-selective context. This heterogeneity strengthens the relevance and potential generalizability of the TAM-based findings to other two-year institutions seeking to integrate AI literacy within writing instruction.
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Prior to conducting inferential analyses, internal consistency reliability was examined for each multi-item TAM construct measured on the pre- and post-course surveys. PEOU and ATU were operationalized using multiple Likert-type items administered on a consistent five-point scale. In addition, an exploratory AI application and capability index (Q16) was constructed from four related items. Composite scores were computed by averaging item responses, such that higher scores indicated more positive perceptions or stronger agreement.
Internal consistency analyses indicated acceptable to strong reliability across constructs and time points. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for PEOU were α = .89 at pre-survey and α = .83 at post-survey, while ATU demonstrated reliability of α = .78 at pre-survey and α = .82 at post-survey. Behavioral intention to use AI was operationalized as a two-item composite measure on the post-survey. Internal consistency reliability for this construct was lower than for the other TAM constructs (α = .52) and is interpreted with caution in subsequent analyses. The pattern of reliability was stable across survey administrations, supporting the use of composite mean scores in subsequent analyses. 
In addition to internal consistency checks, the dataset was screened for missing data and irregular response patterns prior to analysis. Cases with substantial missingness on core construct items were excluded from scale-level analyses, resulting in minor variation in sample sizes across constructs and time points as reported in subsequent tables. Because all Likert-scale items were restricted to a required five-point response format, screening for implausible values focused on data completeness and response usability rather than out-of-range values. Patterns of uniform responding (e.g., selecting all 1s or all 5s) were reviewed but not treated as invalid, as such patterns may reflect genuinely strong or consistent perceptions and were corroborated by students’ open-ended responses and acceptable internal consistency across items. All retained values fell within the expected range for the five-point Likert scale, and no response patterns were identified that would unduly influence descriptive or inferential results. These screening procedures support the appropriateness of using composite TAM variables in the analyses that follow.
[bookmark: _Toc221534995][bookmark: _Toc225758002][bookmark: _Toc225758390]Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each TAM construct using post-survey composite scores derived from the finalized analytic dataset. Table 6 presents the means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for PEOU, PU, ATU, and BI to use AI. These descriptive statistics provide an overview of students’ post-course perceptions of AI-supported writing and contextualize the inferential analyses that follow. 
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) Constructs (Post-Survey)
	Construct
	Time
	n
	M
	SD

	Perceived ease of use (PEOU)
	Post
	173
	3.96
	0.68

	Perceived usefulness (PU)
	Post
	172
	4.15
	0.62

	Attitude toward use (ATU)
	Post
	174
	4.34
	0.60

	Behavioral intention to use AI (BI)
	Post
	173
	4.17
	0.68


Note. Scores reflect mean ratings on a five-point Likert-type scale, with higher scores indicating more positive perceptions of AI use. Sample sizes vary slightly by construct due to item-level nonresponse and construct-specific inclusion criteria. Behavioral intention to use AI was operationalized as a two-item post-survey composite; reliability for this construct was lower than for other TAM constructs and is interpreted with caution.
Post-survey descriptive statistics indicated favorable student perceptions across all four TAM constructs following completion of the AI-infused writing course. Mean scores for perceived ease of use (M = 3.96, SD = 0.68), perceived usefulness (M = 4.15, SD = 0.62), attitude toward use (M = 4.34, SD = 0.60), and behavioral intention to use AI (M = 4.3) all fell above the scale midpoint and clustered in the upper range of the five-point scale, suggesting generally positive evaluations of AI-supported writing after course participation.
Across constructs, post-survey standard deviations were relatively modest (ranging from .60 to .68), indicating a higher degree of consistency in student responses at the conclusion of the course. Collectively, these post-survey patterns reflect strong perceived ease of use and usefulness of AI tools, positive attitudes toward AI integration in writing, and elevated intentions to apply AI in future academic or professional contexts. Changes over time are examined more directly in the subsequent pre–post inferential analyses.
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Independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare pre- and post-survey scores for PEOU, PU, ATU, and BI. Because survey responses were collected anonymously and could not be linked across time points, pre- and post-survey responses were analyzed as independent samples drawn from the same course population. Levene’s tests were conducted to evaluate the assumption of homogeneity of variance; when this assumption was violated, degrees of freedom were adjusted using the Welch procedure. 
As shown in Table 7, post-survey mean scores were significantly higher than pre-survey scores across all four TAM constructs (all p < .001). Effect size estimates indicated large pre–post differences for perceived ease of use, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention to use AI, with a slightly smaller but still large effect on perceived usefulness. Collectively, these findings indicate substantially more favorable post-course perceptions of AI ease of use and usefulness, more positive attitudes toward AI-supported writing, and stronger intentions to use AI following completion of the AI-infused writing course. 
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Table 7
Independent-Samples (Welch’s) t-Tests Comparing Pre- and Post-Survey Construct Scores
	Construct
	Pre M (SD)
	Post M (SD)
	Mean difference (Post − Pre)
	t (df)
	p
	Hedges’ g

	PEOU
	2.939 (0.997)
	4.040 (0.629)
	1.102
	13.830 (411.223)
	***
	1.272

	PU
	3.173 (0.957)
	4.148 (0.617)
	0.975
	12.644 (412.221)
	***
	1.168

	ATU
	3.520 (0.920)
	4.345 (0.602)
	0.825
	11.094 (415.664)
	***
	1.024

	BI†
	2.972 (1.210)
	4.173 (0.683)
	1.202
	12.921 (400.295)
	***
	1.169


Note. Values are based on the analyst-validated dataset with complete-case composite scoring by construct. *** p < .001. †Behavioral intention (BI) reflects the study’s BI indicator scoring as specified in the instrument.
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Pearson product–moment correlations indicated positive and statistically significant associations among all four TAM constructs at post-survey (all p < .001). Correlation magnitudes ranged from moderate to very strong, with coefficients spanning from r = .62 to r = .85.
As shown in Table 8, the strongest association was observed between perceived usefulness and behavioral intention to use AI, followed by the relationship between perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness. Associations among perceived ease of use, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention were also moderate to strong. Overall, this pattern of relationships aligns with TAM expectations, indicating that students who perceived AI tools as easier to use and more useful also reported more positive attitudes toward AI-supported writing and stronger intentions to use AI in future academic or professional contexts.
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Table 8
Pearson Correlations Among Technology Acceptance Model Constructs at Post-Survey
	Construct
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU)
	—
	
	
	

	2. Perceived Usefulness (PU)
	.83***
	—
	
	

	3. Attitude Toward Use (ATU)
	.62***
	.70***
	—
	

	4. Behavioral Intention to Use AI (BI)*
	.66***
	.85***
	.63***
	—


Note. Correlations are based on post-survey responses. Pairwise sample sizes ranged from n = 172 to n = 173 due to item-level nonresponse. Behavioral intention to use AI was operationalized as a two-item post-survey composite with lower internal consistency; correlations involving BI should be interpreted with appropriate caution.
 *** p < .001.
[bookmark: _Toc225758005][bookmark: _Toc225758393]Exploratory Subgroup Analysis by Language Status (Post-Survey)
 	To explore potential equity-relevant patterns, post-survey responses were examined by self-reported language status (English-first vs. not English-first) at the item level. These analyses were conducted for exploratory purposes only, as subgroup sizes were unequal and the not–English-first group was relatively small. Consequently, the analyses were not intended to support causal or confirmatory equity claims. No adjustments for multiple comparisons were applied, and findings are interpreted as hypothesis-generating.
As shown in Table 9, independent-samples t-tests were conducted on selected post-survey items associated with TAM domains. Levene’s tests were used to evaluate the assumption of homogeneity of variance; when this assumption was violated, degrees of freedom were adjusted using the Welch procedure. Effect sizes were estimated using Hedges’ g. Across items, differences between language groups were generally small and did not reach conventional levels of statistical significance for items related to perceived ease of use, attitudes toward AI-supported writing, or behavioral intention to use AI (ps > .05).
A modest difference by language status was observed for selected items related to perceived usefulness, with students who reported English as not their first language indicating slightly higher agreement on some usefulness-related items. One item (“AI writing tools useful in my future career”) reached nominal statistical significance (p < .05) with a small-to-moderate effect size. Given the exploratory nature of the analysis, the small subgroup size, and the number of comparisons conducted, this finding should be interpreted with caution.
To further examine equity-relevant patterns beyond TAM-aligned perceptions, a separate set of exploratory item-level comparisons was conducted for post-survey questions related to students perceived ability and intentions to apply AI tools in writing-related tasks (Q16 items). As shown in Table 10, these items were analyzed individually rather than as a composite measure and were examined descriptively using Welch’s independent-samples t-tests due to unequal subgroup sizes. No statistically significant differences by language status were observed across these application-related items, and effect sizes were small. Collectively, the exploratory subgroup analyses suggest broadly similar post-course perceptions of AI across language groups, with limited evidence of systematic differences. 
[bookmark: _Toc225322745][bookmark: _Toc225322782]

Table 9
Post-Survey Comparisons by Primary Language Group (English-First vs. Not English-First)
	Item
	English-first M (SD)
	Not English-first M (SD)
	Mean difference (E − NE)
	t (df)
	p
	Hedges’ g

	Comfort using AI tools for writing
	3.80 (0.84)
	4.00 (1.02)
	-0.20
	-1.14 (173.00)
	ns
	-0.22

	AI tools help improve my writing
	4.17 (0.86)
	4.13 (1.16)
	0.04
	0.20 (38.93)
	ns
	0.05

	Use AI to brainstorm/draft/revise assignments
	4.21 (0.88)
	4.25 (0.92)
	-0.04
	-0.21 (171.00)
	ns
	-0.04

	Self-rated skill using AI as a writing tool
	3.35 (0.86)
	3.47 (0.98)
	-0.12
	-0.69 (173.00)
	ns
	-0.13

	Understand ethics of AI co-authoring
	4.39 (0.70)
	4.16 (0.99)
	0.24
	1.58 (173.00)
	ns
	0.31

	Know how to attribute/disclose AI use
	4.10 (0.90)
	4.16 (1.02)
	-0.05
	-0.28 (173.00)
	ns
	-0.06

	Understand ethical risks (plagiarism/over-reliance)
	4.60 (0.61)
	4.44 (0.98)
	0.16
	0.89 (36.53)
	ns
	0.23

	AI writing tools useful in my future career
	3.88 (1.03)
	4.31 (0.97)
	-0.43
	-2.16 (172.00)
	*
	-0.42

	Item
	English-first M (SD)
	Not English-first M (SD)
	Mean difference (E − NE)
	t (df)
	p
	Hedges’ g

	Can explain appropriate AI use
	3.96 (0.84)
	4.25 (0.92)
	-0.29
	-1.71 (171.00)
	ns
	-0.33


Note. Mean difference is calculated as English-first minus not English-first (E − NE). p markers reflect two-tailed tests: p < .05 (), p < .01 (), p < .001 (); ns = not significant (p ≥ .05). Hedges’ g values reflect standardized mean differences.
In addition to the TAM-aligned item-level comparisons reported in Table 9, a separate set of exploratory post-survey analyses was conducted for individual AI application–related items (Q16) to provide descriptive, equity-relevant insight into students perceived ability and intentions to apply AI tools in writing-related tasks. As shown in Table 10, these items were examined exclusively at the item level, rather than as a composite or index measure, and are interpreted as exploratory due to unequal subgroup sizes and the descriptive purpose of the analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc225322746][bookmark: _Toc225322783][bookmark: _Toc48101888]Table 10
[bookmark: _Toc653437188][bookmark: _Toc775013967][bookmark: _Toc1468313730][bookmark: _Toc1546591643]Exploratory AI Use/Application Intentions and Capability Index (Q16_1–Q16_4) by Language Status
	Item
	English-first n
	M
	SD
	Not English-first n
	M
	SD
	Welch's t (df)
	p
	Hedges' g

	Confident using AI for specific writing tasks
	141
	4.16
	0.74
	32
	4.31
	0.82
	-0.95 (43.27)
	.350
	-0.20

	Use AI to generate study materials/notes
	141
	3.99
	0.82
	32
	4.25
	1.05
	-1.30 (40.14)
	.201
	-0.29

	Understand limitations of AI as study aids
	141
	4.24
	0.73
	32
	4.34
	0.65
	-0.79 (49.96)
	.436
	-0.14

	Evaluate accuracy/reliability of AI-generated content
	141
	4.09
	0.84
	32
	4.06
	0.84
	0.18 (45.98)
	.857
	0.04


Note. Table values reflect post-survey Q16-related items (reported at the item level, not as an index) disaggregated by language status. Welch’s independent samples t-tests are reported (unequal variances not assumed). Effect sizes are Hedges’ correction, with English-first as the reference group. These comparisons are exploratory and hypothesis-generating.
[bookmark: _Toc221534996][bookmark: _Toc225758006][bookmark: _Toc225758394]Effect Sizes and Practical Significance	
 	In addition to statistical significance testing, standardized effect sizes were examined to evaluate the magnitude and practical significance of pre–post differences in TAM constructs. Medium-to-large effect sizes were defined as values approximately 0.50–0.79, indicating changes of practical educational significance. Large effect sizes were defined as values ≥ 0.80, indicating substantively meaningful differences unlikely to be attributable to chance alone and representing robust shifts in student perceptions or behaviors. As shown in Table 7, Hedges’ g values indicated large effects across all four constructs, consistent with established benchmarks for educational research.
Large effect sizes were observed for PEOU, PU, ATU, and Bit o use AI, with all effect size estimates exceeding g = 1.00. These findings indicate substantial pre–post differences in students’ perceptions and intentions related to AI-supported writing.
The magnitude of these effects suggest that the observed changes reflect meaningful shifts in students’ technology acceptance beliefs, rather than trivial changes in survey scores. Reporting effect sizes alongside inferential tests provides important context for interpreting the educational relevance of the AI-infused writing curriculum beyond statistical significance alone.
[bookmark: _Toc1569929717][bookmark: _Toc1551176955][bookmark: _Toc2013574253][bookmark: _Toc361426633][bookmark: _Toc221534997][bookmark: _Toc225758007][bookmark: _Toc225758395]Quantitative Summary
In summary, quantitative analyses indicated that post-survey scores were consistently higher than pre-survey scores across all four TAM constructs—perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention to use AI. Independent-samples (Welch’s) t-tests demonstrated statistically significant pre–post differences for all constructs, accompanied by large, standardized effect sizes, indicating substantively meaningful changes rather than trivial variation in survey responses.
Post-survey correlational analyses further demonstrated that TAM constructs were moderately to strongly interrelated in patterns consistent with the Technology Acceptance Model. Perceived usefulness exhibited the strongest association with behavioral intention to use AI, while perceived ease of use was strongly associated with perceived usefulness and positively related to behavioral intention. Attitude toward use was also positively and significantly associated with perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, and behavioral intention. Collectively, these findings suggest that participation in a structured, pedagogically grounded AI-infused writing course was associated with more favorable perceptions of AI ease of use and usefulness, more positive attitudes toward AI-supported writing, and stronger intentions to apply AI tools in future academic or professional contexts. 
[bookmark: _Toc225758008][bookmark: _Toc225758396]Qualitative Context for Thematic Findings
Although this study is primarily quantitative in design, open-ended post-survey responses were included to provide illustrative context for the quantitative results reported earlier in this chapter. These qualitative responses were not intended to function as an independent qualitative inquiry, but rather to offer descriptive insight into how students articulated their perceptions of AI use following participation in the AI-infused writing course. As described in Chapter 3, open-ended survey responses were analyzed using an inductive, descriptive thematic approach and are presented here to provide contextual insight into the quantitative findings rather than as independent qualitative results.
Analysis of these responses revealed recurring patterns aligned with the TAM, particularly in relation to ethical considerations, perceived usefulness, confidence in AI-supported writing tasks, and anticipated future academic and professional applications. These patterns help clarify how students made sense of AI integration after course completion and serve as contextual grounding for the thematic synthesis presented in the Qualitative Findings section. Headings aligned with TAM constructs are used here to aid reader orientation and do not represent a formal qualitative mapping of responses to TAM constructs. These qualitative reflections are revisited in Chapter 6 to contextualize observed TAM construct relationships, particularly with respect to ethical framing, perceived usefulness, and students’ intentions to apply AI tools in future academic and professional settings.   
[bookmark: _Toc225758009][bookmark: _Toc225758397]Attitude Toward Use: Ethical Framing and Informed Acceptance
Students’ reflections consistently emphasized ethical awareness as a central component of AI use. Several responses referenced learning about “the ethics of different resources, best practices,” and “knowing when it is appropriate,” suggesting that ethical framing was salient in shaping students’ post-course perceptions. One student noted, “It removed some of my skepticism regarding AI,” indicating a shift toward more informed and conditional acceptance rather than uncritical adoption.
[bookmark: _Toc225758010][bookmark: _Toc225758398]Perceived Usefulness and Ease of Use: AI as Practical Writing Support
In addition, students frequently described AI as a practical support for writing-related tasks. Responses referenced iterative use and refinement, such as “That if my first response wasn't what I wanted, I could adjust it and make it better,” highlighting AI’s role as a flexible tool rather than a definitive authority. Other reflections underscored that AI was positioned as an aid to clarity and efficiency within the writing process.
[bookmark: _Toc225758011][bookmark: _Toc225758399]Behavioral Intention: Anticipated Academic and Professional Applications
Finally, many students connected their course experiences to future academic or workplace contexts. Reflections emphasized the “wide scope of possible uses” for AI and referenced applications such as “building presentations such as PowerPoints.” These forward-looking statements suggest that students viewed AI literacy as transferable beyond the composition classroom, reinforcing patterns observed in post-survey measures of behavioral intention to use AI.
Collectively, these illustrative qualitative patterns provide contextual depth for interpreting the quantitative findings and inform the thematic synthesis presented in the following section. These contextual patterns are interpreted in relation to TAM constructs in Chapter 6.
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Qualitative findings were derived from four post-survey open-ended prompts designed to elicit students’ reflections on their experiences with AI integration in the writing course:
(Q19) What was the most valuable thing you learned about AI in this course?
(Q20) What challenges did you face when using AI tools during this course?
(Q21) What additional topics or skills related to AI would you like to explore in future classes? and
(Q22) Provide any additional comments or feedback about your experiences using AI in this course.
 A total of N = 158 responses were analyzed for (Q19), N = 151 for (Q20), N = 136 for Prompt (Q21), and N = 99 for Prompt (Q22), reflecting variation in item-level response completion across the post-survey. Responses to these four prompts were analyzed, with each response assigned to one primary theme, using descriptive thematic analysis, following an iterative coding process to identify recurring patterns and themes that contextualize and complement the quantitative findings presented earlier in this chapter. Across prompts, three dominant reflection patterns emerged: ethical use, practical writing support, and future-oriented applications, using language such as learning about ‘the ethics of different resources, best practices,’ appreciating ‘the wide scope of possible uses,’ and noting that AI could be refined iteratively when ‘my first response wasn't what i wanted I could adjust it and make it better”
 To contextualize these core themes, the post-survey included several open-ended questions addressing related but more targeted topics, including ethical considerations, anticipated workplace use of AI, professional AI skills, and examples of AI use in other courses (see Appendix C). These items yielded a larger pool of responses (e.g., future-oriented and professional use reflections, n = 117; ethics-focused reflections, n = 34) and were collected to provide broader contextual evidence regarding students’ ethical reasoning and perceived transferability of AI skills beyond the writing classroom. For example, students described anticipated professional uses such as “building presentations such as PowerPoints,” while ethics-focused responses emphasized boundaries, including “not to plagiarize” and the need to verify that “some AI info is not accurate, so you will have to double check.”
 Because these questions were designed to elicit specific topical reflections rather than holistic evaluations of the course experience, they were not included in the primary thematic analysis summarized in Chapter 5. Instead, a supplemental descriptive analysis is presented in Table 15, where these responses are used selectively to substantiate claims related to ethical awareness and workplace readiness that emerged in both the quantitative results and the primary qualitative themes.
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Analysis of the post-survey reflection prompts (Q19–Q22) was conducted using descriptive thematic analysis to identify recurring patterns across students’ written responses. Coding resulted in a set of thematic categories derived inductively from the data and applied within each prompt. These categories included ethical considerations, learning about AI and general value, future-oriented and professional use, prompting, writing task–specific support, skill development and confidence, time management, study support, no challenges reported, and other/uncategorized responses. Student language within these categories reflected both practical and reflective engagement with AI tools, including references to ethical boundaries (“not to plagiarize”), task-specific support (“definitely how to draft an outline”), and broader value (“the wide scope of possible uses”).
Table 11 summarizes how theme prevalence varied by prompt, reflecting the distinct focus of each question. Responses to Q19 (Most valuable learning) most frequently emphasized learning about AI’s general value, ethical considerations, and writing task–specific support. Illustratively, students described learning about “the ethics of different resources, best practices” and noted the usefulness of AI for structured writing tasks such as outlining and revising. 
[bookmark: _Toc225322747][bookmark: _Toc225322784]Table 11
Summary of Qualitative Themes From Post-Survey Reflection Prompts Q19
	Prompt
	Theme
	n
	%

	Most valuable learning 
(Q19; n = 158)
	Learning about AI and general value
	36
	22.8

	
	Ethical considerations
	30
	19.0

	
	Writing task–specific support
	28
	17.7

	
	Other / uncategorized
	42
	26.6

	
	Skill development and confidence
	8
	5.1

	
	Prompting
	6
	3.8

	
	Future-oriented and professional use
	6
	3.8

	
	Time management
	2
	1.3


Note. Table entries reflect thematic coding of substantive (non-empty) responses to each post-survey prompt (Q19–Q22). Each response was assigned to one primary theme; therefore, theme totals and percentages approximately sum to 100% within each prompt due to rounding. Percentages are calculated within each prompt using the resulting analytic n. 
As shown in Table 12, two response patterns were evident: responses to Q20 (challenges encountered) were dominated by ethical considerations and learning-related challenges, although a substantial proportion of students explicitly reported experiencing no challenges. When challenges were noted, they most often involved uncertainty about appropriate boundaries, such as concerns about “relying on it too much,” while others stated directly that they had “no challenges.” 
[bookmark: _Toc225322748][bookmark: _Toc225322785]Table 12
Summary of Qualitative Themes From Post-Survey Reflection Prompts Q20
	Prompt
	Theme
	n
	%

	Challenges encountered (Q20; n = 152)
	Ethical considerations
	48
	31.6

	
	Learning about AI and general value
	40
	26.3

	
	No challenges reported
	28
	18.4

	
	Prompting
	12
	7.9

	
	Writing task–specific support
	9
	5.9

	
	Other / uncategorized
	11
	7.2

	
	Skill development and confidence
	4
	2.6


Note. Q20 “No challenges reported” reflects responses in which students explicitly indicated that they did not experience difficulties using AI tools. Percentages are calculated within each prompt using the resulting analytic n. 
Shown in Table 13, responses to Q21 (Desired future topics or skills) reflected a diverse distribution of interests, including future-oriented and professional use, study support, and writing task–specific applications. Students expressed interest in expanding workplace-relevant skills, including “more in the workplace” and learning “how to analyze AI-generated information for accuracy and bias. 	


[bookmark: _Toc225322749][bookmark: _Toc225322786]Table 13
Summary of Qualitative Themes From Post-Survey Reflection Prompts Q21
	Prompt
	Theme
	n
	%

	Desired future topics or skills (Q21; n = 137)
	Other / uncategorized
	52
	38.0

	
	Future-oriented and professional use
	25
	18.2

	
	Study support
	15
	10.9

	
	Learning about AI and general value
	14
	10.2

	
	Writing task–specific support
	14
	10.2

	
	Ethical considerations
	13
	9.5

	
	Skill development and confidence
	4
	2.9


Responses to Q22 (Additional comments) emphasized future-oriented and professional use of AI tools. These comments frequently framed AI as transferable beyond the course, including applications such as “building presentations such as powerpoints.”
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Summary of Qualitative Themes From Post-Survey Reflection Prompts Q22
	Prompt
	Theme
	n
	%

	Additional comments 
(Q22; n = 100)
	Future-oriented and professional use
	32
	32.0

	
	Learning about AI and general value
	19
	19.0

	
	Writing task–specific support
	7
	7.0

	
	Other / uncategorized
	36
	36.0

	
	Ethical considerations
	6
	6.0


Note. For Q22, responses indicating no additional comments (e.g., “none”) were excluded prior to thematic counting. Percentages are calculated within each prompt using the resulting analytic n. 
Themes are displayed by prompt to preserve analytic transparency and to reflect the full coding framework represented in the dataset. Collectively, these findings provide descriptive insight into how students articulated their experiences with AI tools following participation in the AI-infused writing curriculum. The brief excerpts included here are intended to illustrate the nature of student responses rather than to function as independent qualitative evidence. Interpretation of these qualitative findings in relation to the Technology Acceptance Model, AI literacy frameworks, and prior research is addressed in Chapter 6.
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To elaborate on previously identified ethics- and transfer-related patterns, responses to the relevant open-ended prompts were reviewed descriptively, as summarized in Table 12.These prompts included ethical considerations when using AI for writing (Q12; n = 162), anticipated workplace uses of AI (Q14; n = 164), skills or knowledge needed for professional contexts (Q15; n = 159), and examples of AI use in other courses (Q17; n = 157substantive responses; one “none” response was excluded prior to descriptive counting).
Across the ethics prompt (Q12), responses most commonly referenced avoiding plagiarism or inappropriate copying (n = 38) and maintaining authorship or avoiding overreliance on AI (n = 26). Smaller subsets referenced verifying accuracy or fact-checking AI output (n = 15) and disclosure or citation practices (n = 10). Illustratively, students emphasized boundaries such as “Probably plagiarism,” cautioned against overuse (“Never use AI as a Master, AI should be used a support tool”), highlighted accuracy concerns (“Make sure that the information you are presenting is accurate, not all AI accounts are 100% and should be trusted.”), and noted citation expectations (“to always cite any AI work”).
Across the workplace transfer prompt (Q14), students frequently described AI as supporting workplace writing and communication (n = 40) and documentation or report writing (n = 36), with additional references to idea generation or brainstorming (n = 19), technical or diagnostic support (n = 19), and planning or administrative tasks (n = 18). For example, students referenced workplace communication tasks such as “Editing presentations and letters for flow and tone,” documentation use such as “Writing Police Reports when giving all the facts,” technical support such as “troubleshooting or diagnosing a broken AC unit,” and planning-related writing including “It will especially be useful for writing lesson plans.”
When asked about professional skills and knowledge (Q15), responses emphasized general proficiency in using AI tools effectively (n = 38), along with the importance of critically evaluating AI output for accuracy and quality (n = 14) and ethical or responsible AI use (n = 13). Students described skill needs such as “how to give it the correct prompts so it writes the right information,” emphasized evaluation (“AI is not always accurate. always proof check or fact read”), and noted professional ethical expectations (e.g., “How to be ethical with AI while using it.”).
Finally, in describing transfer of AI use to other coursework (Q17), students most commonly referenced proofreading or grammar support (n = 56), studying or summarizing course content (n = 47), and outlining or idea generation (n = 40). Illustratively, students reported using AI “to check grammar,” described learning support such as “create a study guide,” and referenced outlining and planning (e.g., “forming outlines for research papers”).
Because these prompts were designed to elicit specific topical reflections rather than holistic course evaluations, responses were descriptively coded for the presence of multiple ideas. As a result, themes are not mutually exclusive, and counts may exceed the total number of responses for a given prompt. As summarized in Table 15, these findings are presented as supplemental descriptive evidence to contextualize and support ethics- and transfer-related claims, rather than as confirmatory thematic results. These supplemental findings are referenced in Chapter 6 to elaborate how ethical awareness and anticipated workplace applications informed students’ attitudes toward AI use and strengthened behavioral intention, complementing the quantitative TAM-based results.
[bookmark: _Toc225322751][bookmark: _Toc225322788]Table 15
Supplemental Themes From Ethics and Transfer-Oriented Open-Ended Prompts (Post-Survey)
	Prompt
	Descriptive theme
	Illustrative excerpt 

	Ethical considerations when using AI for writing (Q12; n = 162)
	Avoiding plagiarism or inappropriate copying
	“to avoid plagiarism”

	
	Maintaining authorship / avoiding overreliance on AI
	“Not using AI to fully complete an assignment, as well as making sure work is cited.”

	
	Accuracy verification / fact-checking
	“Make sure that the information you are presenting is accurate, not all AI accounts are 100% and should be trusted.”

	Anticipated workplace uses of AI 
(Q14; n = 164)
	Workplace writing and communication
	“maybe use it to respond to email and maybe could improve communication towards other co-workers.”

	
	Documentation or report writing
	“Writing Police Reports when giving all the facts”

	
	Planning or administrative support
	“It will especially be useful for writing lesson plans.”

	Skills or knowledge most important professionally (Q15; n = 158)
	General proficiency in using AI tools
	“Knowing what to ask of the program you are using.”

	
	Critical evaluation of AI output
	“Ai is not always accurate. always proof check or fact read.”

	
	Ethical or responsible AI use
	“How to use it correctly and ethically.”

	Examples of AI use in other courses 
(Q17; n = 157 substanative)
	Proofreading or grammar support
	“In this course, I used AI to outline 3 types of essays and proofread them using AI.”

	
	Outlining or organization
	“Forming outlines for research papers”

	
	Studying or summarizing course content
	“Asking the AI for suggestions to fix my writing. Ask suggestions and resources for studying.”


Note. Prompts were drawn from post-survey open-ended items addressing ethics- and transfer-related topics (Q12, Q14, Q15, and Q17). Table 15 presents a supplemental descriptive summary of recurring ideas referenced in these responses. Responses could reference multiple ideas; therefore, themes are not mutually exclusive, and counts may exceed the number of responses for a given prompt. Excerpts are verbatim, anonymized, and illustrative rather than exhaustive. For Q17, one non-substantive response (“none”) was excluded prior to descriptive counting.
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This chapter presented results examining student perceptions of AI tools following participation in an AI-infused English Composition I curriculum, using the TAM as the primary analytic lens. Because survey responses were collected anonymously and could not be matched across time points, pre- and post-survey results were analyzed as unmatched independent samples drawn from the same course population.
Across all four TAM constructs, post-survey mean scores were significantly higher than pre-survey means scores (all statistically significant at conventional thresholds), with medium to large standardized effect sizes indicating substantively meaningful differences. Post-survey correlational analyses further indicated that TAM constructs were positively and significantly related, with moderate-to-strong associations consistent with TAM expectations. Perceived usefulness demonstrated the strongest association with behavioral intention to use AI, followed by relationships linking perceived ease of use with perceived usefulness, attitudes, and behavioral intention.
Qualitative analyses of post-survey open-ended responses provided descriptive contextualization for these quantitative patterns. Students frequently emphasized ethical considerations related to responsible AI use, the perceived value of AI as a writing support tool, and the transferability of AI skills to academic and workplace contexts. Collectively, these findings summarize the observed pattern of student perceptions following participation in the AI-infused instructional experience. Chapter 6 interprets these results in relation to the Technology Acceptance Model, AI literacy considerations, and prior research.
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This chapter interprets the findings of the study in relation to the research questions, TAM, and existing literature on AI in writing instruction and higher education. The study employed a pre-experimental, single-group pretest–posttest design grounded in the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) and informed by AI literacy frameworks (Williams, 2025). Quantitative analyses were used to examine changes in students’ perceptions of AI tools for academic writing following participation in an AI-infused English Composition I course. Open-ended survey responses were examined to provide additional descriptive context regarding students’ experiences with AI, ethical considerations, and anticipated academic and workplace applications.
This study was guided by four research questions examining students’ perceptions of AI tools following participation in a scaffolded, AI-infused English Composition I course:
1. How do students perceive the role of AI tools in supporting their development of academic writing skills?
2. To what extent do students’ comfort levels and confidence in using AI tools for academic writing tasks change throughout the course?
3. To what extent do students' perceptions of the ethical implications of using AI tools for writing change during and after participation in the course?
4. How do students envision applying AI tools in their future professional environments?
Findings related to RQ1 and RQ2 are primarily addressed through quantitative analyses organized by TAM, including perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention to use AI. Results indicated statistically significant pre–post increases across all four TAM constructs following the instructional experience, with medium to large, standardized effect sizes, suggesting substantively meaningful differences in students’ perceptions and intentions related to AI use. Correlational analyses further demonstrated moderate-to-strong, positive relationships among the TAM constructs, consistent with the model’s theoretical structure (Davis, 1989).
Findings related to RQ3 and RQ4 are addressed through both quantitative analyses and descriptive analyses of open-ended post-survey responses. These findings reflect students’ perceptions of ethical and responsible AI use and their ability to articulate anticipated academic and workplace applications of AI tools following the course. The open-ended survey items served a supplemental, descriptive role by providing contextual insight that supported interpretation of the quantitative results. Across responses, students frequently emphasized ethical considerations related to responsible AI use, the perceived value of AI as a writing support tool, and the transferability of AI-supported practices to academic and professional contexts.
The findings indicate that students reported more favorable perceptions of AI ease of use and usefulness, articulated clearer ethical considerations related to responsible AI engagement, and expressed stronger intentions to apply AI tools in future academic and workplace contexts. Findings are interpreted at the group level and reflect associations between participation in the instructional experience and students’ reported perceptions rather than causal or individual-level change. Although the study did not employ causal modeling or mediation analyses, the observed pattern of pre–post differences and post-survey correlations aligns with TAM’s proposed relationships among perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitudes, and behavioral intention (Davis, 1989). These results suggest that structured and ethically grounded integration of AI into writing instruction is associated with meaningful shifts in how students evaluate and plan to use AI tools in educational and workplace settings.
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	This section interprets and discusses the study’s findings in relation to each of the four research questions. Rather than presenting results by construct alone, findings are organized by research question to clarify how students’ perceptions of AI use in writing changed following participation in the AI-infused English Composition I course. Quantitative results are interpreted alongside qualitative open-ended responses to provide contextual insight into how students understood and experienced AI integration in academic and anticipated workplace writing contexts. This structure supports interpretation of observed patterns while maintaining alignment with the study’s pre-experimental design and analytic scope.
[bookmark: _Toc225758018][bookmark: _Toc225758406]Student Perceptions of the Role of AI Tools in Supporting Their Development of Academic Writing Skills
Quantitative findings indicated a statistically significant increase in perceived usefulness of AI tools for writing following course participation, with a large effect size. Students’ perceptions of AI as supportive of academic writing skill development were reflected most directly in the observed pre–post increase in perceived usefulness (PU). PU increased from M = 3.173 (SD = 0.957) at pre-survey to M = 4.148 (SD = 0.617) at post-survey, representing a large effect size (Hedges’ g = 1.168). Post-survey descriptives further indicated high perceived usefulness overall (post M = 4.15, SD = 0.62). Post-survey responses reflected stronger agreement that AI tools supported specific writing processes, including idea generation, revision, organization, and clarity. These findings suggest that participation in the AI-infused writing curriculum was associated with more favorable perceptions of AI as a functional support for academic writing tasks.
Although this study employed a quantitative, pre-experimental design grounded in TAM, open-ended post-survey responses were examined to provide descriptive context for these findings. These qualitative responses were descriptively coded and reviewed thematically to support interpretation of students’ reported perceptions of AI use in academic writing, rather than to function as independent analytic results. As outlined in Chapter 3, qualitative findings are intended to illustrate patterns in student experience rather than support inferential or causal claims (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Qualitative responses help explain how these shifts in perceived usefulness were experienced by students. Many students described using AI tools to assist with brainstorming, refining thesis statements, improving sentence clarity, and revising drafts, often noting that AI functioned as a supplemental aid rather than a replacement for their own writing. Viewed through the AI literacy frameworks that informed course design, particularly the Impact.AI framework, these responses reflect students’ development as conscientious and reflective users of AI tools, emphasizing purposeful support rather than uncritical reliance. These descriptions suggest that students viewed AI as supporting iterative writing processes aligned with course instruction.
Across responses, students consistently framed AI as a scaffold that enhanced organization, revision, and efficiency while preserving authorial control over content and decision-making. This framing provides descriptive context for the magnitude of the observed increase in perceived usefulness and aligns with TAM’s assumption that technologies perceived as functionally beneficial are more likely to be evaluated favorably by users (Davis, 1989).
	In a two-year and Career and Technical Education context, these findings are particularly salient, as writing instruction is often oriented toward clarity, efficiency, and applied communication. Students’ emphasis on revision and clarity mirrors workplace writing expectations, indicating that perceived usefulness extended beyond academic tasks and toward transferable writing skills. Together, these qualitative reflections help contextualize why gains in perceived usefulness were both statistically significant and practically meaningful for this student population.
[bookmark: _Toc225758019][bookmark: _Toc225758407]Students’ Comfort Levels and Confidence in Using AI Tools for Academic Writing Tasks Change Throughout the Course
	Findings revealed a statistically significant increase in perceived ease of use of AI tools following course participation, with a large effect size. Students reported greater confidence and comfort using AI tools for writing-related tasks after completing guided activities and scaffolded practice embedded within the course. Changes in student comfort and confidence are most clearly captured in the pre–post increase in PEOU, which reflects perceived effort, usability, and comfort interacting with AI tools. PEOU increased from M = 2.939 (SD = 0.997) at pre-survey to M = 4.040 (SD = 0.629) at post-survey, representing a large effect size (Hedges’ g = 1.272). This pattern indicates substantial growth in students’ reported ease and comfort using AI tools for writing tasks following participation in the course. These results indicate that structured exposure and repeated use were associated with reduced uncertainty and increased self-reported ease of use.
	To further contextualize these quantitative findings, open-ended post-survey responses were reviewed descriptively to examine how students experienced changes in comfort and confidence over time. As described in Chapter 3, these qualitative responses were coded thematically at a descriptive level to illustrate patterns in student experience rather than to support inferential claims.
Students’ qualitative responses provide insight into how increased ease of use developed over time. Many students referenced improved familiarity with prompting strategies, better understanding of AI limitations, and increased confidence navigating AI tools both in a practice context and independently. These responses suggest that ease of use was not solely a function of tool accessibility but was shaped by instructional guidance and opportunities for practice. Viewed through TAM, these reflections align with the assumption that perceived ease of use increases as users gain experience and perceive reduced effort associated with technology use (Davis, 1989).
Students’ descriptions further indicate that confidence emerged through structured interaction with AI tools, rather than through unstructured or exploratory exposure alone. Improved prompting skills and clearer expectations for appropriate use appeared to reduce initial uncertainty and support more confident engagement with AI-assisted writing tasks.
	From an instructional perspective, this finding underscores the importance of explicit instruction and modeling when integrating AI tools into writing courses. Without such scaffolding, students may experience uncertainty or misuse that limits adoption. In applied writing contexts common to two-year colleges, building confidence through guided practice may be especially important for supporting equitable access to emerging technologies. Together, these qualitative insights help explain why gains in perceived ease of use were both substantial and educationally meaningful for this student population.
[bookmark: _Toc225758020][bookmark: _Toc225758408]Students’ Perceptions of the Ethical Implications of Using AI Tools for Writing During and After Participation in the Course
Although ethical considerations were not measured as a standalone TAM construct, changes in students’ ethical awareness were reflected through shifts in ATU and qualitative responses. ATU increased from M = 3.520 (SD = 0.920) at pre-survey to M = 4.345 (SD = 0.602) at post-survey, representing a large effect size (Hedges’ g = 1.024). Interpreted cautiously and in combination with the qualitative findings, this shift indicates that students’ overall evaluations of AI use became more favorable within an instructional environment that explicitly emphasized ethical and responsible engagement. Post-survey responses further reflected increased awareness of ethical considerations, including transparency, appropriate attribution, and responsible reliance. These patterns suggest that ethical instruction was associated with more informed and intentional attitudes toward AI-supported writing.
To address Research Question 3, open-ended post-survey responses were examined descriptively to contextualize how students understood and articulated the ethical implications of AI use following course participation. As outlined in Chapter 3, these responses were coded thematically at a descriptive level and are intended to illustrate patterns in ethical reasoning rather than support inferential or causal claims.
Open-ended responses revealed that students frequently articulated ethical concerns related to plagiarism, disclosure of AI use, and evaluating the reliability of AI-generated content. Rather than expressing avoidance or resistance, students often described ethical understanding as enabling more confident and appropriate AI use. Viewed through the AI literacy frameworks that informed course design, particularly the Impact.AI framework, these reflections align with the development of students as conscientious and ethically reflective users of AI tools. This pattern suggests that ethical instruction functioned as a clarifying framework rather than a deterrent.
	Across responses, increased ethical awareness appeared to coexist with more favorable attitudes toward AI use, rather than constraining adoption. Students’ ability to articulate boundaries around appropriate use, verification, and transparency provides descriptive context for observed gains in ATU and supports the interpretation that ethical clarity contributed to more balanced and informed evaluations of AI-supported writing.
	In the context of writing instruction, this finding highlights the value of integrating ethical reasoning directly into coursework rather than relying solely on institutional policy statements. For students preparing for professional environments, developing shared understandings of responsible AI use may support transfer of ethical decision-making to workplace contexts. Together, these qualitative insights help explain why increases in attitude toward use were accompanied by greater ethical specificity rather than uncritical acceptance of AI tools.
[bookmark: _Toc225758021][bookmark: _Toc225758409]How Students Envision Applying AI Tools in Their Future Professional Environments
	Quantitative findings demonstrated a statistically significant increase in behavioral intention to use AI tools following course participation. Behavioral intention increased from M = 2.972 (SD = 1.210) at pre-survey to M = 4.173 (SD = 0.683) at post-survey, indicating a large pre–post shift in students stated intention to continue using AI tools beyond the course (interpreted with appropriate caution given the construct operationalization described in Chapter 5). Post-survey correlational analyses further indicated that behavioral intention was most strongly associated with perceived usefulness (r = .85), suggesting that students who viewed AI as valuable for writing tasks were more likely to anticipate continued use in future academic and professional contexts. Collectively, these findings indicate that perceived functional value played a central role in shaping students’ future-oriented intentions. 
	To address Research Question 4, open-ended post-survey responses were examined descriptively to contextualize how students envisioned applying AI tools beyond the immediate course setting. As described in Chapter 3, these qualitative responses were coded thematically at a descriptive level and are intended to illustrate patterns in anticipated use rather than support predictive or causal claims.
	Students’ open-ended responses consistently framed AI use in forward-looking, workplace-relevant terms, describing AI as a tool for generating ideas, drafting communications, improving clarity, and supporting task efficiency. These qualitative responses align with the observed increase in behavioral intention and help clarify the professional applications students envisioned, indicating that acceptance of AI was not limited to course-specific writing tasks but extended to anticipated workplace communication and problem-framing demands. Viewed through the AI literacy frameworks informing course design, particularly the Impact.AI framework, these reflections suggest movement toward purposeful and informed application of AI in professional contexts rather than indiscriminate adoption.
	Across responses, students articulated anticipated uses of AI that mirrored authentic workplace writing practices, including drafting emails, preparing reports, and supporting routine professional communication. This forward-looking orientation provides descriptive context for the magnitude of change observed in behavioral intention and supports the interpretation that students perceived AI literacy as a transferable and career-relevant skill.
	This emphasis on workplace application is particularly relevant in community and technical college settings, where alignment between curriculum and employability skills is a core priority. Students’ articulation of professional uses suggests that AI-infused writing instruction may support not only academic performance but also preparation for technology-mediated workplace writing. Together, these qualitative insights help explain why increases in behavioral intention reflected not merely willingness to use AI, but a clearer sense of how AI tools could be applied responsibly in future professional environments.
	Across the four research questions, findings indicate that participation in a structured, ethically grounded AI-infused writing curriculum was associated with more favorable perceptions of AI usefulness, increased ease of use, informed ethical awareness, and stronger intentions to apply AI in future academic and professional contexts. Quantitative results demonstrated substantial pre–post gains in perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention, while qualitative responses provided descriptive insight into how students experienced AI as a writing support, developed greater comfort and confidence, articulated more specific ethical reasoning, and described workplace-relevant applications. Taken together, these patterns provide coherent and direct answers to the research questions, maintain appropriate methodological boundaries regarding inference and causality, and establish a foundation for interpreting the findings through the Technology Acceptance Model in the following section. Consistent with the study’s design, qualitative findings were interpreted descriptively and used to contextualize quantitative results, with the Technology Acceptance Model serving as the primary analytic framework and AI literacy frameworks informing interpretation of students’ reflective responses.
[bookmark: _Toc1908019412][bookmark: _Toc1560155463][bookmark: _Toc1994897149][bookmark: _Toc1053632260][bookmark: _Toc221535002][bookmark: _Toc225758022][bookmark: _Toc225758410]Interpretation by TAM Construct
This section interprets the study’s findings through the lens of the TAM (Davis, 1989), focusing on PEOU, PU, ATU, and BI to use AI. Rather than testing causal pathways, this interpretation draws on observed pre–post differences and post-survey correlations to examine whether students’ perceptions of AI use for writing align with TAM’s theorized relationships.
[bookmark: _Toc225758023][bookmark: _Toc225758411]Perceived Ease of Use 
Students demonstrated substantial gains in perceived ease of use following participation in the AI-infused writing course. Pre–post comparisons indicated a statistically significant increase in PEOU with a large effect size, suggesting that students reported greater comfort and familiarity using AI tools for writing tasks after completing the course. This pattern indicates that structured exposure to AI tools, guided practice, and explicit instruction were associated with reduced perceived difficulty and uncertainty related to AI use.
Post-survey correlational analyses indicated a strong positive association between perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness (r = .83, p < .001). This relationship is consistent with TAM’s proposition that technologies perceived as easier to use are also more likely to be viewed as useful (Davis, 1989). In the context of writing instruction, this suggests that as students learned how to interact effectively with AI tools, they were more likely to recognize their functional value for supporting writing-related tasks. 
[bookmark: _Toc225758024][bookmark: _Toc225758412]Perceived Usefulness
Perceived usefulness also increased significantly from pre- to post-survey, with a large effect size indicating a substantively meaningful shift in how students evaluated AI tools. Students reported viewing AI as more beneficial for tasks such as brainstorming, organizing ideas, revising drafts, and improving clarity and mechanics in their writing. These gains suggest that the curriculum supported students in recognizing the practical value of AI within authentic academic writing contexts.
At post-survey, perceived usefulness was strongly associated with both attitude toward use (r = .70, p < .001) and behavioral intention to use AI (r = .85, p < .001). Among the TAM constructs, perceived usefulness demonstrated the strongest association with behavioral intention. This pattern aligns with prior TAM research indicating that perceived usefulness plays a central role in shaping both affective evaluations of technology and intentions to adopt it. Although behavioral intention demonstrated strong associations with perceived usefulness, these findings should be interpreted cautiously given the lower internal consistency of the behavioral intention composite.
[bookmark: _Toc225758025][bookmark: _Toc225758413]Attitude Toward Use 
Attitude toward use showed significant improvement across the course, with a large pre–post effect size indicating that students’ overall evaluations of AI became more favorable. These attitudinal shifts reflect reduced skepticism and increased alignment between AI use and students’ academic goals.
Post-survey correlational analyses indicated that attitude toward use was moderately to strongly associated with perceived ease of use (r = .62, p < .001), perceived usefulness (r = .70, p < .001), and behavioral intention to use AI (r = .63, p < .001). This pattern is consistent with TAM’s assumption that attitudes toward technology are shaped by perceptions of ease and usefulness and are related to intentions to use the technology (Davis, 1989). 
[bookmark: _Toc225758026][bookmark: _Toc225758414]Behavioral Intention to Use AI 
Behavioral intention to use AI increased significantly from pre- to post-survey, with a large effect size indicating that students reported stronger intentions to continue using AI tools beyond the course. This finding suggests that the AI-infused curriculum was associated not only with changes in perceptions but also with students anticipated future use of AI.
Post-survey correlational analyses indicated that behavioral intention was most strongly associated with perceived usefulness (r = .85, p < .001), followed by moderate-to-strong associations with perceived ease of use (r = .66, p < .001) and attitude toward use (r = .63, p < .001). These relationships suggest that students’ intentions to use AI were closely tied to their functional evaluations of AI and their overall acceptance of the technology. Although causal relationships were not tested, and behavioral intention demonstrated lower internal consistency (α = .52), the observed pattern remains consistent with the theorized structure of TAM. 
[bookmark: _Toc225758027][bookmark: _Toc225758415]Exploratory Subgroup Analysis by Language Status
In addition to the primary TAM-based analyses, an exploratory comparison was conducted to examine post-survey perceptions by self-reported language status (English-first vs. not English-first). This analysis was included to identify potential equity-relevant patterns but was not designed to support causal or inferential conclusions. Subgroup sizes were unequal, with a relatively small number of participants reporting English as not their first language, and no adjustments for multiple comparisons were applied.
Across the four TAM constructs and an exploratory AI use/application capability index, differences between language groups were generally small and did not reach conventional levels of statistical significance. Although perceived usefulness was modestly higher among students who reported English as not their first language, this pattern should be interpreted cautiously given the limited statistical power and exploratory nature of the analysis. Overall, the results suggest broadly similar post-course perceptions of AI ease of use, usefulness, attitudes, and intended application across language groups within this sample.
This exploratory comparison does not provide evidence of differential effects of the instructional intervention by language status; rather, it highlights the importance of continued attention to equity considerations in AI-integrated instruction. Future research using larger, intentionally stratified samples and designs capable of testing interaction effects is needed to more rigorously examine whether and how AI-infused writing curricula may differentially support learners with diverse linguistic backgrounds.
[bookmark: _Toc225758028][bookmark: _Toc225758416]Summary of TAM-Based Interpretation
Findings across perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention reveal a coherent pattern consistent withTAM. Students demonstrated significant pre–post gains across all four constructs, and post-survey correlations followed theoretically expected directions and moderate-to-strong magnitudes. Ethical considerations, as reflected in students’ open-ended responses, appeared to shape how students evaluated appropriate AI use rather than whether they intended to use AI at all. Although the study did not test causal or mediated pathways—and behavioral intention demonstrated lower internal consistency—the convergence of large pre–post differences and TAM-consistent correlational patterns suggests that structured, ethically grounded integration of AI within writing instruction is associated with meaningful shifts in how students evaluate and intend to use AI tools. 
The following section situates these patterns in relation to prior TAM-based and AI-adoption research and clarifies how the present findings converge with and extend that literature. Consistent with the study’s design, qualitative findings were interpreted descriptively and used to contextualize quantitative results, with the Technology Acceptance Model serving as the primary analytic framework and AI literacy frameworks informing interpretation of students’ reflective responses.
[bookmark: _Toc1076552106][bookmark: _Toc1855594988][bookmark: _Toc542657358][bookmark: _Toc1008729520][bookmark: _Toc221535003][bookmark: _Toc225758029][bookmark: _Toc225758417]Connection to Prior Research
The findings of this study align with and extend existing research applying the TAM to educational technologies in postsecondary contexts and to AI-supported learning in particular. Prior research has repeatedly demonstrated that perceived ease of use positively predicts perceived usefulness, and that perceived usefulness and attitude toward use serve as the strongest direct predictors of behavioral intention in educational technology adoption, including AI-based tools (Huang & Teo, 2023; Scherer et al., 2023; Teo et al., 2022). As described in Chapter 5, students’ open-ended reflections revealed recurring patterns related to ethical awareness, practical writing support, and anticipated academic and professional applications of AI. In the discussion that follows, these qualitative themes are interpreted in relation to TAM constructs and prior research to contextualize the observed quantitative patterns. Consistent with this pattern, perceived ease of use was positively associated with perceived usefulness, indicating that students who experienced AI tools as more accessible and manageable were also more likely to view them as beneficial for academic writing tasks (Scherer & Teo, 2019). Likewise, the association between perceived usefulness and behavioral intention supports longstanding TAM research identifying perceived usefulness as a central predictor of technology adoption. Students who perceived AI as supporting key writing processes—such as brainstorming, revision, and clarity—were more likely to report intentions to continue using AI in future academic and professional contexts.
Two meaningful distinctions emerge, however, when comparing the present findings with the broader TAM-based AI literature. First, the magnitude of change observed across all TAM constructs exceeds what is typically reported. Many recent studies of AI adoption in education rely on cross-sectional designs or brief exposure to AI tools and report small to moderate associations among TAM variables or incremental shifts in attitudes (Cabero-Almenara et al., 2024; Li, 2023; Scherer et al., 2019). In contrast, this study demonstrated large pre–post gains across perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward use, and behavioral intention following a single term of structured instruction, suggesting that intentional curricular integration—rather than exposure alone—may accelerate technology acceptance in meaningful and practically significant ways.
Second, this study diverges from portions of the literature that position ethical concerns as a barrier to AI adoption. Prior research frequently identifies fears related to misuse, academic integrity, and mistrust of AI systems as factors that suppress students’ willingness to engage with AI tools (Kasneci et al., 2023). In the present study, however, explicit ethical instruction functioned as a facilitator rather than an inhibitor of acceptance. Students reported increased comfort, more positive attitudes, and stronger behavioral intentions after engaging in guided discussions of ethical use, transparency, and responsibility. This pattern aligns with emerging scholarship in AI literacy, which suggests that ethical framing and critical engagement can enhance learner agency and normalize AI as a legitimate academic and professional tool (Perkins et al., 2023; Zhou & Schofield, 2024a). Thus, while the present findings largely support established TAM relationships, they extend the literature by demonstrating that ethically grounded instructional design may strengthen—rather than suppress—students’ attitudes and intentions toward AI use.
This study also contributes to literature by situating AI acceptance within a professional and workforce-oriented frame, an area that remains underdeveloped in much of the higher education TAM literature. Students frequently articulated anticipated applications of AI in workplace writing, communication, and task support, extending acceptance beyond immediate academic use. This future-oriented perspective is particularly salient in community and technical college settings, where alignment between curriculum, employability skills, and workplace technologies is a central institutional priority. Collectively, these findings support the continued relevance of TAM for examining student acceptance of generative AI while extending prior research by highlighting the role of ethical instruction and disciplinary integration. By embedding AI use within authentic writing tasks and explicit discussions of responsible practice, this study contributes to a growing body of research that frames AI literacy as both a pedagogical and workforce-relevant imperative.
[bookmark: _Toc1446805996][bookmark: _Toc527666602][bookmark: _Toc1077932179][bookmark: _Toc469187954][bookmark: _Toc221535004][bookmark: _Toc225758030][bookmark: _Toc225758418]Practical Implications for CTE Leadership and Practice
The findings of this study have several practical implications for CTE leadership, curriculum design, and instructional practice. Given the statistically significant and practically meaningful gains observed across all TAM constructs, the results suggest that intentional, structured integration of AI tools into writing instruction is associated with more favorable student perceptions of AI ease of use, usefulness, attitudes, and intentions to apply AI in academic and professional contexts. These implications are particularly salient for community and technical colleges, where workforce relevance, access, and applied skill development are central institutional priorities.
[bookmark: _Toc225758031][bookmark: _Toc225758419]Applications of this Curriculum Model
This curriculum model was designed for use within English Composition I, but its structure and underlying principles are intentionally adaptable across a range of instructional contexts. At its core, the model integrates scaffolded AI skill development with discipline-specific writing objectives, emphasizing ethical awareness, critical evaluation, and purposeful use of AI as a learning support rather than a replacement for student work. As such, the model may be readily applied to other English composition or English 101–style courses that prioritize foundational academic writing, rhetorical awareness, and transferable communication skills. In these settings, the model offers a structured approach for introducing AI tools in ways that support writing development while maintaining alignment with academic integrity and learning outcomes.
Beyond two-year institutions, the curriculum model may also be adapted for use in four-year college and university contexts, particularly within first-year writing, general education, or writing-intensive courses. While institutional expectations and student populations may differ, the core components of the model—explicit instruction in ethical AI use, guided practice with prompting and revision, and reflective engagement with AI-supported writing processes—remain relevant. In four-year settings, variants of the model could be calibrated to emphasize discipline-specific genres, research writing, or more advanced rhetorical analysis while preserving the foundational emphasis on ethical literacy and intentional use. Additionally, once baseline competencies in AI ethics, literacy, and prompting have been established, the model may be extended to more advanced coursework by pairing AI skills with higher-order course competencies, such as research synthesis, professional writing, technical communication, or capstone-level projects. In this way, the model functions not as a static curriculum, but as a flexible framework that can evolve alongside students’ academic progression and institutional goals.
[bookmark: _Toc225758032][bookmark: _Toc225758420]Implications for Curriculum Design
The observed gains in PEOU and PU indicate that students benefit from explicit instruction and guided practice with AI tools embedded directly into disciplinary coursework. Rather than treating AI as an optional or peripheral add-on, the findings support integrating AI tools into authentic writing tasks such as brainstorming, outlining, revising, and editing. This approach aligns with prior research suggesting that perceived usefulness is enhanced when technologies are clearly connected to meaningful learning activities (Davis, 1989).
For CTE programs, these findings suggest that AI literacy may be most effectively scaffolded within existing curricula rather than addressed solely through standalone workshops or policy statements. Embedding AI instruction within writing-intensive courses—such as English Composition—can provide a transferable foundation that supports communication demands across technical and professional disciplines. The results further suggest that such integration is associated with reduced uncertainty surrounding AI use, particularly for students with limited prior exposure to AI tools. 
[bookmark: _Toc225758033][bookmark: _Toc225758421]Implications for Ethical and Responsible AI Use
Qualitative findings highlighting ethical awareness have important implications for instructional practice and institutional approaches to AI integration. Students’ reflections indicate that clear guidance on appropriate AI use—including discussion of academic integrity, transparency, and limitations—can help clarify expectations and reduce ambiguity surrounding AI use. Rather than discouraging engagement, ethical clarity appeared to coexist with more informed and balanced attitudes toward AI use.
For CTE leaders, this underscores the importance of moving beyond exclusively restrictive or compliance-oriented AI policies toward instructional approaches that emphasize ethical reasoning and critical evaluation. Embedding ethical considerations within coursework allows students to develop shared understandings of responsible AI use that may transfer to workplace contexts. This approach aligns with emerging perspectives on AI literacy that frame ethical understanding as a core competency rather than solely a regulatory concern (Perkins et al., 2023; Zhou & Schofield, 2024b).
[bookmark: _Toc225758034][bookmark: _Toc225758422]Implications for Workforce Readiness and Employability
The observed increase in BI to use AI, along with students’ future-oriented reflections, suggests that learners increasingly view AI tools as relevant to professional communication and workplace tasks, reflecting an emerging awareness of AI literacy in applied contexts. Students described anticipated use of AI tools for activities such as drafting emails, reports, and other forms of professional writing, particularly in workplace and job-related contexts.
In CTE contexts, where alignment between instruction and labor market expectations is a key priority, these findings support incorporating AI-supported communication skills within broader employability frameworks. Teaching students how to engage with AI tools critically, ethically, and purposefully positions AI literacy as a form of professional competence rather than a narrow technical specialization. This perspective is particularly relevant in two-year college settings, where students may enter the workforce shortly after completing coursework.
[bookmark: _Toc225758035][bookmark: _Toc225758423]Implications for Faculty Development and Institutional Leadership
The observed gains across TAM constructs also have implications for faculty development and institutional leadership. Faculty play a central role in shaping students’ experiences with AI through course design, modeling, and assessment practices. The findings suggest that when instructors provide structured opportunities to engage with AI tools and clearly articulate expectations for responsible use, students are more likely to report favorable perceptions and intentions regarding AI adoption.
For institutional leaders, these findings highlight the importance of professional development initiatives that support faculty in integrating AI tools thoughtfully into instruction. Such initiatives should address not only technical familiarity but also pedagogical strategies, assessment alignment, and ethical considerations. By investing in faculty capacity-building, institutions may promote more consistent and equitable AI integration across programs, reducing variability in student exposure and experience. At the system level, this model may also inform coordinated professional development, shared guidance for ethical and responsible use, and cross-institutional assessment of student perceptions of AI adoption using a common analytic lens (e.g., TAM constructs) to support more consistent implementation across campuses and programs. Although this study was situated in community and technical college contexts, the approach may have relevance for four-year institutions—particularly in first-year writing and other writing-intensive general education courses—where leaders likewise seek scalable, ethically grounded AI integration that supports student learning and transferable communication outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc225758036][bookmark: _Toc225758424]Summary of Practical Implications
The findings of this study suggest that AI integration in community and technical college contexts is most effective when it is intentional, scaffolded, and ethically grounded. Curriculum designs that embed AI tools within authentic writing tasks are associated with increased perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, and intentions to continue using AI beyond the classroom. Ethical instruction appears to play a supportive role by clarifying boundaries and reducing uncertainty, while workforce-aligned applications reinforce the perceived relevance of AI literacy for professional communication. For CTE leaders and practitioners, these results provide evidence-informed guidance for designing instructional, policy, and professional development strategies that support responsible and meaningful AI integration in community and technical college settings.
[bookmark: _Toc120484549][bookmark: _Toc1761888261][bookmark: _Toc1269412560][bookmark: _Toc1576590629][bookmark: _Toc221535005][bookmark: _Toc225758037][bookmark: _Toc225758425]Limitations
As with all empirical studies, the findings of this research should be interpreted in light of several limitations related to design, sampling, and analytic scope. These limitations do not negate the study’s contributions but rather help contextualize the findings and clarify the boundaries of interpretation for the results presented here. Because pre- and post-survey responses could not be matched at the individual level due to attrition and anonymous data collection procedures, the observed pre–post differences reflect group-level change rather than within-person change. This limits causal inferences about individual learning trajectories, even though the observed patterns are consistent with participation in the instructional experience.
[bookmark: _Toc225758038][bookmark: _Toc225758426]Design and Sampling Limitations
First, the study employed a pre-experimental, single-group pretest–posttest design. Although this design is appropriate for examining changes in student perceptions over time, it does not allow for causal inference or comparison with a control group. As a result, observed changes in perceptions of AI use cannot be attributed solely to the AI-infused writing curriculum without considering the influence of external factors such as prior experience, concurrent coursework, or broader societal exposure to AI technologies.
In addition, pre- and post-survey responses were collected anonymously, which required treating the datasets as independent samples rather than matched pairs. While this approach preserves participant confidentiality, it limits the ability to examine individual-level change over time. This limits the precision with which individual trajectories of change can be examined within the present design.
The sample was drawn from students enrolled in English Composition I courses at community and technical colleges, including multiple institutions and terms. While this enhances ecological validity within CTE and two-year college contexts, the findings may not generalize to students in four-year institutions, graduate programs, or non-writing-intensive courses. Accordingly, the applicability of these findings should be considered within similar instructional and institutional contexts.
The post-survey subgroup analyses by language status were conducted for exploratory purposes and were not designed to support causal or comparative equity claims. The non–English-first subgroup was relatively small (n = 32), limiting statistical power and the interpretability of between-group differences. Accordingly, these findings are presented as descriptive indicators of potential variation rather than as explanatory factors for the overall pre–post patterns observed across the full sample. 
[bookmark: _Toc225758039][bookmark: _Toc225758427]Measurement and Analytic Scope
The study relied on self-reported survey measures to assess perceptions, attitudes, and intentions related to AI use. Although these measures are appropriate for examining TAM constructs, self-report data may be influenced by social desirability bias or respondents’ interpretations of survey items. Additionally, consistent with its exploratory analytic scope, the study examined post-survey relationships among TAM constructs using correlational analyses, which identify associations but do not test directional, predictive, or mediated pathways. While the observed correlations were consistent with TAM’s theoretical structure (Davis, 1989), the analytic approach used here was intentionally limited to descriptive and correlational techniques appropriate to the study’s design and sample size. 
[bookmark: _Toc225758040][bookmark: _Toc225758428]Qualitative Data Considerations
Open-ended survey responses were used to provide descriptive context for the quantitative findings but were not analyzed using a formal qualitative methodology. As a result, qualitative interpretations are intended to illustrate and contextualize observed trends rather than generate theory or make inferential claims. 
[bookmark: _Toc221535006][bookmark: _Toc225758041][bookmark: _Toc225758429]Conclusions
This study examined students’ perceptions of artificial intelligence (AI) use within an AI-infused English Composition I course in community and technical college contexts. Grounded in the TAM (Davis, 1989), the research explored how students perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitudes toward use, and behavioral intentions related to AI were reported to change over the duration of the course. Using a pre-experimental, single-group pretest–posttest design, the study provides evidence of associations between participation in a structured, ethically grounded AI-integrated writing curriculum and reported changes in students’ perceptions and intentions regarding AI use.
Across all TAM constructs, students demonstrated statistically significant and practically meaningful increases from pre- to post-survey. These patterns suggest that when AI tools are embedded intentionally within authentic writing tasks—and accompanied by clear guidance on appropriate and responsible use—students are more likely to view AI as accessible, useful, and relevant to their academic and professional goals. Post-survey correlational analyses further revealed moderate-to-strong, positive relationships among TAM constructs that align with the model’s theoretical assumptions, reinforcing TAM’s applicability to emerging educational technologies such as generative AI.
Qualitative reflections provided additional descriptive insight into how students experienced AI integration in practice. Students articulated ethical considerations related to responsible AI use, described AI as a support for writing-related tasks, and frequently connected AI-supported practices to anticipated academic and workplace applications. Although these qualitative data were used to contextualize rather than explain quantitative outcomes, they illustrate how students made sense of changes in their perceptions and intentions following the instructional experience.
The findings contribute to both theory and practice in complementary ways. Theoretically, the study supports existing TAM research by demonstrating that the model remains useful for examining student acceptance of generative AI tools in writing instruction, particularly when ethical considerations are explicitly addressed. Practically, the results offer guidance for CTE leaders and educators seeking to integrate AI into curricula in ways that support informed student engagement, ethical reasoning, and perceived relevance to professional communication. The findings suggest that writing courses may serve as an effective site for introducing transferable AI literacy practices that extend across technical disciplines.
Despite limitations related to design and scope, this study provides timely, contextually grounded evidence regarding AI integration in two-year college writing instruction. As AI tools continue to evolve and become more prevalent in academic and professional settings, these findings offer a foundation for understanding how structured, ethically grounded instruction can shape student perceptions and intentions. By centering ethical, intentional, and workforce-aligned considerations within writing education, institutions may better position students to engage critically and responsibly with AI technologies in an increasingly complex digital landscape. Ultimately, the study underscores that the educational value of AI lies not in the tools themselves, but in the pedagogical, ethical, and human-centered ways they are integrated to support student learning and decision-making. Building on these contributions, the following section outlines specific directions for future research to strengthen design, measurement, and longer-term evidence of transfer. Building on these contributions, the following section outlines specific directions for future research to strengthen design, measurement, and longer-term evidence of transfer.
[bookmark: _Toc221535007][bookmark: _Toc225758042][bookmark: _Toc225758430]Future Research Directions
Several avenues for future research emerge from this study. First, researchers could examine AI-infused writing instruction using experimental or quasi-experimental designs to strengthen causal claims. Student performance could be examined through task level pre-post assessment. Comparative studies across instructional models, disciplines, or institutional types may help identify which approaches to AI integration are most effective for supporting student learning and ethical engagement.
Second, future studies could extend this work by incorporating AI literacy frameworks, such as the Williams Impact.AI framework (Williams, 2024), as formal analytic lenses. While Impact.AI informed the conceptual orientation of the present study, it was not applied as an analytic framework. Future research could examine how students develop as conscientious consumers, informed advocates, or ethical users of AI through targeted curricular interventions.
Finally, longitudinal research examining students’ AI use in academic and workplace settings following course completion would provide valuable insight into whether reported behavioral intentions translate into sustained and responsible practice. Such research would further clarify the role of writing instruction as a foundational site for developing transferable AI literacy and professional communication skills.
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Curriculum Intervention Mapping
This section provides an overview of the AI-infused writing curriculum, outlining when specific AI tools were introduced and how ethical reflection was scaffolded across instructional units. The timeline supports Chapter 4’s discussion of instructional delivery and fidelity of implementation.
To support the instructional design and implementation fidelity described in Chapter 4, this table presents an integrated curriculum mapping table outlining the English Composition 1 AI-infused course which details the alignment between instructional units, writing skill development, AI literacy integration, and course competencies. Each unit illustrates how generative AI tools were introduced progressively—from foundational exposure and prompting to critical evaluation and ethical use—mirroring both cognitive and ethical scaffolding strategies. The table also highlights the recursive development of writing competencies alongside digital fluency, reinforcing the course’s dual emphasis on academic writing and career-aligned AI skills.
English Composition 1 Core Skills
	Learning Plan
	Writing Skills/Core Concepts
	AI Literacy Skills
	Course Competencies

	0- Welcome & AI Intro
	Writing as a process
Self-identification of strengths & weaknesses in the writing
Cultivating a growth mindset towards writing
	AI pre-survey
What are LLM’s
Ethical Considerations
Course Use overview/expectations
Intro to AI Assessment Coding
	1.Apply the writing process to various essay types


	1- Purpose Audience, Form & Tone
	Purpose, Audience, Form & Tone
Critical Reading 
Email skills using PAFT
Editing skills
	Introduction to Chat GPT
Introduction to prompting using PAFT
Introduction to Critical thinking about AI outputs
	1.Compose paragraphs
2.Organize document content
3.Apply revision techniques to created content

	Learning Plan
	Writing Skills/Core Concepts
	AI Literacy Skills
	Course Competencies

	2- Personal Narrative/ Scholarship Application
	Paragraph structure review
Word choice
Transition words
Authentic Authorial Voice
	Using Chat GPT AI as an editing tool
Using Chat GPT AI as a phrasing assistant
Critical thinking about AI outputs
	1.Employ rhetorical strategies
2.Compose paragraphs
3.Organize document content
4.Apply revision techniques to created content
5.Apply the writing process to various essay types


	3- Response Writing
	Research skills
Annotation
Creating an outline
Summary writing
Reaction writing
Revision Process
Writing effective Intros & Conclusions
APA citation- in-text and reference
	AI as a research assistant
Introduction to Perplexity
Comparison of AI tools for research
AI for reference creation
Comparison of human feedback vs. AI feedback
Critical thinking about AI outputs
	1.Employ rhetorical strategies
2.Compose paragraphs
3.Organize document content
4.Apply revision techniques to created content
5.Apply the writing process to various essay types
6.Employ critical reading skills
7.Evaluate information from various sources
8.Integrate sources into document content

	4- Informative Writing
	Research skills
Creating an outline
Thesis writing
Synthesis writing
Revision Process
APA citation- in-text and reference
	AI for outline creation
AI for thesis writing support
AI for research support
AI for reference creation
Critical checking of all AI outputs
	1.Employ rhetorical strategies2.Develop thesis statement(s)
3.Compose paragraphs
4.Organize document content5.Apply revision techniques to created content 6.Apply the writing process to various essay types7.Employ critical reading skills
8.Evaluate information 
9.Integrate sources into document content

	Learning Plan
	Writing Skills/Core Concepts
	AI Literacy Skills
	Course Competencies

	5- Persuasive Writing
	Research skills
Persuasive writing
Clear & concise writing
Proposal writing
Revision Process


	AI for ideation support
AI for text length reduction
Critical thinking about AI outputs
	1. Employ rhetorical strategies
2. Develop thesis statement(s)
3. Compose paragraphs
4. Organize document content
5. Apply revision techniques to created content
6. Apply the writing process to various essay types
7. Employ critical reading skills
8. Evaluate information from various sources
9. Integrate sources into document content

	6-Multimodal Artifact
	Presenting ideas in multiple modalities
	AI for presentation generation
AI for infographic creation
Introduction to Canva
Introduction to GammaAI
	1. Employ rhetorical strategies
2. Organize document content
3. Apply revision techniques to created content
4. Integrate sources into document content

	7-Writing growth Self Reflection
	Writing as a process
Self-identification of strengths & weaknesses in the writing process
Cultivating a growth mindset towards writing
	AI post-survey
	1.Apply the writing process to various essay types




While this table outlines the chronological development and instructional alignment of AI tool integration across units, the following table shifts focus toward the recursive development of ethical identity and AI literacy. Drawing from the Impact.AI framework (Williams, 2024) and the AI Assessment Scale (Perkins et al., 2024), this table maps how students’ ethical engagement and digital agency were scaffolded throughout the course. It illustrates how each unit contributed to the formation of conscientious, critically aware AI users through progressively complex writing tasks and reflective prompts, reinforcing the curriculum’s emphasis on equity, responsibility, and workforce applicability.
Recursive Development of Ethical AI Engagement and Literacy Across Instructional Units
	Unit
	Writing Skill Focus
	AI Activity / Tool Integration
	Assessment Focus

	Unit 0: 
	Introduction to Writing Mindsets and AI Literacy
	Instructor-led demo of ChatGPT and Perplexity for brainstorming; ethical use framing discussion
	Baseline self-assessment; AI comfort and ethical awareness pre-survey

	Unit 1: 
	Audience, Purpose, Tone, and Form
	AI-supported brainstorming and outline generation; peer review with/without AI suggestions
	Thesis clarity, organization, and AI usage transparency

	Unit 2: 
	Personal Narrative Development
	AI-assisted editing tools (e.g., Grammarly) to enhance clarity, voice, and structure
	Personal narrative draft; ethical reflection on AI editing

	Unit 3: 
	Analytical Response Writing
	AI for research exploration and source summary (e.g., Perplexity); AI-assisted question development
	Analytical response essay; source evaluation skills

	Unit 4: 
	Informative / Research Writing
	Guided AI-supported outlining; AI citation evaluation exercises
	Research paper draft; ethical AI use declaration

	Unit 5: 
	Persuasive Writing and Argumentation
	AI critique exercises (co-auditing ChatGPT outputs for bias, transparency, fairness)
	Persuasive essay draft; co-auditing reflection journal

	Unit 6: 
	Multimodal Presentation Skills
	AI-assisted multimedia content creation (e.g., Canva AI, ChatGPT scripts)
	Presentation rubric evaluation; ethical media usage reflection

	Unit 7: 
	Final Revisions and Self-Reflection
	AI use optional for revision suggestions; post-intervention AI ethical awareness discussion
	Final portfolio submission; post-survey on AI perceptions and ethical
growth



While this table illustrates the recursive development of ethical AI engagement and literacy across instructional units, the following figure provides a synthesized view of instructional strategies mapped to the three ethical identity roles defined by the Impact.AI framework—Conscientious Consumer, Informed Advocate, and Ethical Engineer (Williams, 2024). This mapping highlights how targeted activities, reflection prompts, and AI tool applications were intentionally aligned to support students’ evolving ethical reasoning and digital agency. This offers a concise reference for how each identity role was operationalized within the curriculum, reinforcing the instructional emphasis on responsible, reflective, and context-aware AI use.
Impact AI Assessment Progression by Course Unit
[image: screen shot of a figure showing the impact of AI assessment progression by course unit]	Following the alignment of instructional strategies with ethical identity roles shown in the preceding figure, the next table offers an overview of the AI tools used throughout the course, including their instructional purpose, point of introduction, and ethical considerations. This table serves as a practical reference for educators and curriculum designers, illustrating how each tool was intentionally selected and sequenced to support writing development, critical engagement, and responsible use.
Overview of AI Tools Used in the AI-Infused Writing Course
	AI Tool
	Instructional purpose
	Point of introduction
	Ethical considerations

	ChatGPT
	Brainstorming, drafting, revision support
	Unit 1: Writing Process & Growth Mindset
	Transparency, authorship disclosure

	Perplexity
	Evidence retrieval, synthesis, and summary
	Unit 2: Research and Argumentation
	Bias recognition, citation accuracy

	Grammarly
	Grammar, clarity, and style improvements
	Unit 3: Clarity and Editing
	Over-reliance and skill erosion awareness

	Canva Magic Write
	Creative writing and workplace communication
	Unit 4: Genre Writing & Career Relevance
	Originality, intellectual property


By documenting both pedagogical rationale and ethical scaffolding, the following table reinforces the curriculum’s commitment to transparency, equity, and purposeful integration of AI in writing instruction.


AI Assessment Scale: Pilot Rubric for Ethical and Skillful AI Use in Academic Writing
	Level
	Descriptor
	Student behavior indicators
	Assessment focus

	Level 0: No Use
	Student completes work without the use of AI tools.
	- No AI tools accessed for brainstorming, drafting, revising, or researching.
- Independently generates all ideas and text.
	Writing skill development without technological augmentation.

	Level 1: Passive Use
	Student observes or explores AI tools without integrating outputs into writing.
	- Accesses AI tools for idea generation but does not submit AI-generated content.
- May use AI for brainstorming or personal note-taking.
	Early-stage AI literacy (awareness and exploration).

	Level 2: Guided Use
	Student uses AI tools with instructor guidance and transparency.
	- Generates drafts or outlines using AI under supervision.
- Critically evaluates and revises AI-generated content.
- Cites AI support when applicable.
	Development of critical engagement skills and ethical usage practices.

	Level 3: Independent, Ethical Use
	Student uses AI tools independently with ethical judgment and critical reflection.
	- Selectively integrates AI-generated suggestions.
- Critiques AI outputs for bias, inaccuracy, or tone.
- Reflects on ethical dimensions in accompanying work (e.g., metacognitive reflections).
	Demonstrates mature AI literacy across cognitive, ethical, and creative domains.

	Level 4: Co-Creation and Innovation
	Student collaborates with AI tools to enhance complexity, originality, and rhetorical effectiveness of writing.
	- Synthesizes AI outputs with original insights.
- Demonstrates mastery in co-auditing AI outputs.
- Applies AI for multimodal projects and authentic writing tasks.
	Advanced AI literacy: critical co-creation, innovation, and ethical leadership in digital writing environments.
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Informed Consent Form
AI Infused Writing Course Student Survey (Pre & Post) Instrumentation
Introduction 
Study Title: Student Use and Integration of AI in Writing and Study
Purpose of the Study:
You are invited to participate in a research study examining student attitudes, beliefs, and practices related to artificial intelligence (AI) in teaching and learning. To participate, you must be a current student at Mid-State Technical College, Southwest Technical College, or Qatar Community College. You must be 18 years old to participate.
Procedures:
If you choose to participate, you will answer questions about your familiarity with AI tools, comfort levels, integration practices, and perceptions of AI in education. The survey is expected to take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.
Potential Risks and Benefits:
There are no known risks or discomforts associated with participating in this study beyond those experienced in daily life. While there are no specific benefits for participating, your responses will help improve understanding and support for faculty use of AI in teaching.
Compensation:
There is no compensation for participating in this study.
Confidentiality:
This study is completely anonymous. No personally identifiable information will be collected, and your responses cannot be connected back to you. Anonymous data may be included in publications, academic writing, dissertation writing, or presentations at research conferences and may be shared with other researchers through an online data repository.
Voluntary Participation:
Your participation in this study is voluntary, and you may choose to decline or withdraw at any time without penalty.
Questions or Concerns:
Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions or comments about this study, please contact:
• Desiah Melby Communication Instructor desiah.melby@mstc.edu 715/422‑5387 
For questions about your rights as a participant or the Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, contact:
• At Mid-State Technical College: Beth Ellie beth.ellie@mstc.edu or Sheila Cover shiela.cover@mstc.edu or see the following webpage: https://www.mstc.edu/about-us/institutional-review-board
• At UW Stout: Institutional Review Board Chair University of Wisconsin-Stout Robert S. Swanson Learning Center #207 715-232-4042 irb@uwstout.edu
Consent:
By typing "Agree" to begin the survey, you confirm that you have read and understood this consent form, meet the eligibility criteria, and voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
I understand the study described above and the description as outlined above. I am 18 years of age or older and I agree to participate.
Section 0: Demographics & General Information
1. I am a student of
a. Mid-State Technical College or Southwest Technical College
b. Qatar Community College
c. Other
2. My age is
a. 18-25 years
b. 25-35 years
c. 35-45 years
d. 45+ years
3. English is
a. My first language
b. Not my first language
4. My future profession is (if undecided, note that, or give a potential possibility)
Textbox
Section 1: General Information and Comfort Levels
1. What is your current comfort level with using artificial intelligence (AI) tools for writing? [Likert Scale: Not comfortable at all (1) to Very comfortable (5)]
2. I feel confident using AI tools (e.g., ChatGPT, Grammarly) to improve my writing.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
3. I understand how to use AI tools to brainstorm, draft, or revise writing assignments.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
4. Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in academic writing. Textbox
5. Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in a workplace setting.
Textbox
6. On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you rate your overall skill level in using AI as a writing tool? [Likert Scale: Beginner (1) to Advanced (5)]
Section 2: Ethical Considerations in AI Co-Authorship
5. I understand the ethical considerations of using AI to co-author written work.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
6. I know how to properly attribute or disclose the use of AI in my writing.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
7. I am aware of potential ethical concerns when using AI tools for writing (e.g., plagiarism, over-reliance). [Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
8. In your own words, what do you think are the most important ethical considerations when using AI for writing? Textbox
Section 3: Future Workplace Applicability
9. I believe AI writing tools will be useful in my future career. [Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
10. I feel confident I could explain the appropriate use of AI writing tools to colleagues or employers. [Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
11. How do you think AI tools might be used in your future workplace? Textbox
12. What skills or knowledge about AI do you think will be most important in a professional setting? Textbox
Section 4: Using AI as a Writing and Study Tool
13. I can identify appropriate AI tools to assist with specific writing tasks (e.g., generating ideas, editing). [Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
14. I feel confident using AI tools to generate study materials or notes for other courses.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
15. I understand the limitations of AI tools when used as study aids.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
16. I feel confident evaluating the accuracy and reliability of AI-generated content.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
17. Share an example of how you have (or could) use AI to improve your writing or studying in other courses. Textbox
Section 5: Learning Goals and Course Feedback
(Included only for post-survey)
18. This course has improved my understanding of how to use AI tools effectively for writing. [Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
19. This course has improved my ability to use AI tools ethically.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
20. This course has increased my confidence in using AI tools for tasks beyond writing.
[Likert Scale: Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (5)]
21. What was the most valuable thing you learned about AI in this course?
  Textbox
22. What challenges did you face when using AI tools during this course? Textbox
23. What additional topics or skills related to AI would you like to explore in future classes?
(Textbox response) 
25. Provide any additional comments or feedback about your experiences using AI in this course. (Textbox response)
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Open-Ended Survey Questions: AI-Infused Writing Course Study
Section 0: Demographics & General Information
My future profession is (if undecided, note that, or give a potential possibility).
(Textbox response)
 Section 1: General Information and Comfort Levels
Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in academic writing. (Textbox response)
 Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in a workplace setting. (Textbox response)
 Section 2: Ethical Considerations in AI Co-Authorship
In your own words, what do you think are the most important ethical considerations when using AI for writing? (Textbox response)
 Section 3: Future Workplace Applicability
How do you think AI tools might be used in your future workplace? (Textbox response)
 What skills or knowledge about AI do you think will be most important in a professional setting? (Textbox response)
 Section 4: Using AI as a Writing and Study Tool
Share an example of how you have (or could) use AI to improve your writing or studying in other courses.(Textbox response)
 Section 5: Learning Goals and Course Feedback (Post-Survey Only)
What was the most valuable thing you learned about AI in this course? (Textbox response)
 What challenges did you face when using AI tools during this course? (Textbox response)
 What additional topics or skills related to AI would you like to explore in future classes?
(Textbox response)
 Provide any additional comments or feedback about your experiences using AI in this course.
(Textbox response)
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Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval Letters
[image: screen shot of the IRB approval letter]
[image: 2nd page of the IRB approval letter][image: screen shot of a letter from Southwest Wisconsin Technical College][image: Letter from Mid-State Technical College]



Good evening, Desiah,
 
I'm excited to tell you that I've gotten the approval to use your research study with the students in the writing courses. The only thing that the Office of Planning and Quality Assurance needs is the approval for your study from your university. 
 
As for the collaboration on course development, I am ready to begin whenever you are. I know that you will be on Winter Break soon, so I assume that you would want to start in January when you return to the classroom. Maybe the first step would be to set up a Teams meeting to formally meet each other. Thoughts? 
 
If you are on the same time zone as Indiana, we are 8 hours ahead of you. 
Best regards and excited,
 
Ali 
 
 
علي عبدالله | محاضر | وحدة اللغات الأجنبية
Ali Abdullah | Lecturer  | Foreign Languages Unit
_____________________________________________________________
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Recruitment
The recruitment materials for this study will be embedded directly into the course structure within the Learning Management System (LMS). This approach ensures seamless integration and accessibility for students. Recruitment will occur at two key points during the course:
Introduction Learning Plan:
During the introductory phase of the course, a brief announcement will provide an overview of the research study. This announcement will include:
The purpose of the study.
Eligibility criteria (e.g., being 18 years or older and enrolled in the course).
Assurance of anonymity and voluntary participation.
A link to the online pre-survey embedded with the informed consent form.
This information will also be shared as part of the course introduction materials to ensure visibility.
Final Learning Plan:
Toward the end of the course, a follow-up announcement will invite students to participate in the post-survey. The announcement will:
Thank participants who completed the pre-survey.
Emphasize the voluntary nature of participation and the value of their feedback.
Provide a link to the post-survey.
Key Features of Recruitment Materials:
Transparency: Clear and concise language will explain the study objectives, procedures, and voluntary nature of participation.
Ease of Access: Links to both surveys will be directly accessible within the LMS, ensuring convenience for participants.
Ethical Considerations: Embedded consent forms will inform participants about the anonymity of their responses and their right to withdraw at any time without penalty.
Draft of Recruitment Materials
1. Introduction Learning Plan Recruitment Announcement
Subject Line: Participate in Research on AI in Writing – Help Us Improve Learning!
Body:
Dear Students,
You are invited to participate in a research study as part of this course, focused on understanding how students perceive and use artificial intelligence (AI) tools in writing and learning. This study is being conducted by your instructor, instructor’s collaborator, or course designer as part of a doctoral research project.
What is the study about?
The research explores how AI tools like ChatGPT, Grammarly, and others are integrated into academic and professional writing. Your insights will help improve AI-focused teaching strategies and support responsible use of these tools in education and beyond.
Who can participate?
You must be at least 18 years old.
You must be enrolled in this course.
What’s involved?
You’ll complete an anonymous 10–15 minute pre-survey about your experiences and perceptions of AI tools.
Participation is voluntary and has no impact on your course grades or standing.
Ready to contribute?
ADD LINK (This link includes the consent form and survey.)
Your participation is greatly appreciated and will contribute to improving how we integrate AI in education.
Thank you,
Desiah Melby
Principal Investigator
[image: ]2. Final Learning Plan Recruitment Announcement
Subject Line: Share Your Feedback on AI in Writing – Post-Survey Invitation
Body:
Dear Students,
Thank you to those who participated in the pre-survey earlier this term! As we approach the conclusion of this course, I invite you to complete a brief post-survey to share your reflections on using AI tools throughout the course.
Why participate?
Your feedback is crucial for understanding how AI tools enhance writing and learning experiences. The findings will help improve future teaching methods and curriculum design.
What’s involved?
A 10–15 minute post-survey where you can share your thoughts on the course’s use of AI tools.
Participation is anonymous, voluntary, and will not affect your grades.
Ready to share your experience?
ADD LINK (This link includes the consent form and survey.)
Your input will make a meaningful difference in shaping AI-focused education. Thank you for considering participation!
Best regards,
Desiah Melby
Principal Investigator
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Informed Consent Form for Student Participants
Consent will be obtained electronically at the start of the online survey. Participants will first be presented with an informed consent form embedded within the survey introduction. This form will outline the purpose of the study, procedures, potential risks and benefits, confidentiality measures, and the voluntary nature of participation.
Participants will be required to read the consent form and acknowledge their agreement to participate by typing "Agree" before proceeding to the survey questions. This acknowledgment serves as documentation of their informed consent while maintaining anonymity. Participants are informed that their consent is voluntary and that they can withdraw at any time without penalty.
This approach ensures participants are fully informed and agree to participate before data collection begins, in line with ethical research practices for online studies.
Text:
Consent: By clicking "Agree" to begin the survey, you confirm that you have read and understood this consent form, meet the eligibility criteria, and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I understand the study described above and the description as outlined above. I am 18 years of age or older and I agree to participate.
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Alignment of Survey Items with TAM Constructs and AI Literacy Domains
This appendix presents the alignment between survey items and the theoretical and curricular frameworks guiding the study. The following table illustrates how specific survey sections correspond to constructs from the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and targeted domains of AI literacy. This mapping ensures that the instrumentation reflects both the study’s conceptual grounding and its instructional objectives.
Alignment of Survey Items to TAM Constructs and AI Literacy Domains
	Survey Section
	Construct(s) Measured
	TAM Element
	AI Literacy Domain

	Demographics and General Information
	Institutional affiliation, age, language background, career interest
	None (contextual data)
	None (background information)

	AI Familiarity and Comfort Levels
	Confidence, skill self-assessment, prior exposure to AI tools
	Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), Perceived Usefulness (PU)
	AI Skill Confidence

	Ethical Considerations
	Understanding of plagiarism, ethical attribution, responsible AI use
	Attitude Toward Use (ATT)
	Ethical Awareness

	Workplace Applicability
	Perceived relevance of AI tools in future careers
	Perceived Usefulness (PU), Behavioral Intention (BI)
	Future Professional Application

	Use of AI for Writing and Studying
	Tool identification, perceived usefulness, limitations, evaluation skills
	Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU)
	AI Skill Confidence, Limitations Awareness

	Learning Outcomes and Feedback (post-survey only)
	Reflections on course impact, skill growth, ethical development
	Attitude Toward Use (ATT), Behavioral Intention (BI)
	AI Skill Confidence, Ethical Awareness


Note.
PEOU = Students' perceptions of the ease of using AI tools.
PU = Students' perceptions of the usefulness of AI tools.
ATT = Students' positive or negative feelings toward using AI tools.
BI = Students' likelihood of continuing AI tool use in the future.
AI Literacy Domains drawn from emerging frameworks emphasize technical skills, ethical considerations, and professional readiness.
Following the alignment of structured survey items to TAM constructs and AI literacy domains in, the next table provides a complementary mapping of the open-ended survey questions to the curriculum intervention. These qualitative prompts were designed to elicit students’ reflections on ethical engagement, AI application, and perceived value—core themes explored throughout Chapters 2 and 4. This mapping underscores the integration of reflective practice into the study’s instrumentation and highlights how student voice was leveraged to evaluate instructional impact.


Alignment of Open-Ended Survey Questions to AI Literacy Outcomes
	Open-Ended Question
	Primary Focus
	Aligned AI Literacy Domain
	Framework/Construct Connection

	Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in academic writing.
	Prior exposure and self-efficacy development
	AI Skill Confidence
	Background experience; contextualizes PEOU (TAM)

	Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in a workplace setting.
	Transferability of skills to professional contexts
	Future Professional Application
	Perceived Usefulness (PU)

	In your own words, what do you think are the most important ethical considerations when using AI for writing?
	Ethical awareness, academic integrity, responsible use
	Ethical Awareness
	Attitude Toward Use (ATT); supports AI ethics literacy

	How do you think AI tools might be used in your future workplace?
	Anticipated real-world application of AI skills
	Future Professional Application
	Behavioral Intention (BI); future use prediction

	What skills or knowledge about AI do you think will be most important in a professional setting?
	Career readiness, skill prioritization
	AI Skill Confidence, Future Professional Application
	Behavioral Intention (BI)

	Share an example of how you have (or could) use AI to improve your writing or studying in other courses.
	Transfer of AI strategies across learning contexts
	AI Skill Confidence, Limitations Awareness
	Perceived Usefulness (PU), PEOU

	What was the most valuable thing you learned about AI in this course? (post-survey only)
	Self-identified learning gains and critical reflection
	AI Skill Confidence, Ethical Awareness
	Attitude Toward Use (ATT); course outcome evaluation

	What challenges did you face when using AI tools during this course? (post-survey only)
	Barriers, struggles, and limitations in AI integration
	Limitations Awareness, Access Barriers
	Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU)

	What additional topics or skills related to AI would you like to explore in future classes? (post-survey only)
	Future learning needs and curriculum feedback
	Future Professional Application
	Behavioral Intention (BI); student-driven development




	Open-Ended Question
	Primary Focus
	Aligned AI Literacy Domain
	Framework/Construct Connection

	Provide any additional comments or feedback about your experiences using AI in this course. (post-survey only)
	General reflection on AI integration
	Multiple domains depending on response
	Overall satisfaction and experience mapping



To further demonstrate the coherence between theoretical design and data collection, the next table maps individual survey items to the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) constructs and targeted AI literacy domains. This crosswalk highlights how each item was intentionally aligned to capture changes in students’ perceptions, ethical reasoning, and confidence in AI use across the course.
Survey Items and Conceptual Alignment with TAM and AI Literacy Constructs
	Survey Section & Item (Exact Wording)
	Conceptual Alignment
	Analytic Use

	Section 1 – General Information and Comfort Levels
	
	

	“What is your current comfort level with using artificial intelligence (AI) tools for writing?”
	PEOU (perceived comfort/ease)
	Included in PEOU composite

	“I feel confident using AI tools (e.g., ChatGPT, Grammarly) to improve my writing.”
	PEOU
	Included in PEOU composite

	“I understand how to use AI tools to brainstorm, draft, or revise writing assignments.”
	PEOU / PU (conceptual overlap)
	Included in PEOU composite

	“On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you rate your overall skill level in using AI as a writing tool?”
	PEOU
	Included in PEOU composite

	“Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in academic writing.”
	PEOU context
	Qualitative only

	“Describe any prior experience you have had using AI tools in a workplace setting.”
	PU context
	Qualitative only

	Section 2 – Ethical Considerations in AI Co-Authorship
	
	

	“I understand the ethical considerations of using AI to co-author written work.”
	Ethical comfort / ATU
	Included in ATU composite




	Survey Section & Item (Exact Wording)
	Conceptual Alignment
	Analytic Use

	“I know how to properly attribute or disclose the use of AI in my writing.”
	Ethical comfort / ATU
	Included in ATU composite

	“I am aware of potential ethical concerns when using AI tools for writing.”
	Ethical comfort / ATU
	Included in ATU composite

	“In your own words, what do you think are the most important ethical considerations when using AI for writing?”
	Ethical awareness
	Qualitative only

	Section 3 – Future Workplace Applicability
	
	

	“I believe AI writing tools will be useful in my future career.”
	PU
	Included in PU composite

	“I feel confident I could explain the appropriate use of AI writing tools to colleagues or employers.”
	BI (intent articulation)
	Included in BI composite

	“How do you think AI tools might be used in your future workplace?”
	BI context
	Qualitative only

	“What skills or knowledge about AI do you think will be most important in a professional setting?”
	PU context
	Qualitative only

	Section 4 – Using AI as a Writing and Study Tool
	
	

	“I can identify appropriate AI tools to assist with specific writing tasks.”
	PU / PEOU (conceptual)
	Included in PU composite

	“I feel confident using AI tools to generate study materials or notes for other courses.”
	PU
	Included in PU composite

	“I understand the limitations of AI tools when used as study aids.”
	ATU / ethical awareness
	Included in ATU composite

	“I feel confident evaluating the accuracy and reliability of AI-generated content.”
	Ethical awareness
	Included in ATU composite

	“Share an example of how you have (or could) use AI to improve your writing or studying.”
	PU context
	Qualitative only

	Section 5 – Learning Goals and Course Feedback (Post-Survey Only)
	
	

	“This course has improved my understanding of how to use AI tools effectively for writing.”
	PU
	Included in PU composite

	“This course has improved my ability to use AI tools ethically.”
	ATU
	Included in ATU composite

	“This course has increased my confidence in using AI tools for tasks beyond writing.”
	BI
	Included in BI composite

	Survey Section & Item (Exact Wording)
	Conceptual Alignment
	Analytic Use

	Open-ended items on value, challenges, and future topics
	Integration context
	Qualitative only
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To: Melby, Desiah <melbyd5830@my.uwstout.edu>; Simoneau, Matthew <simoneaum@uwstout.edu>
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Date: January 13, 2025

PI: Desiah Melby

Department: TEACHING LEARNING & LEADERSHIP, GRADUATE STUDENT
Re: Initial - IRB-FY2025-104

Student Perceptions of an Al Infused Writing Course

Dear Desiah Melby,

In accordance with Federal regulations, your project, Student Perceptions of an Al Infused
Writing Course , was reviewed by a member of the University of Wisconsin - Stout Institutional
Review Board and was determined to be Exempt from full review under the below Categories in
accordance with Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects (45 CFR 46).

Category: Category 2.(ii). Research that only includes interactions involving educational tests
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(cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or
observation of public behavior (including visual or auditory recording) if at least one of the
following criteria is met:

Any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside the research would not reasonably place
the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects’ financial standing,
employability, educational advancement, or reputation; or

You project is hereby approved and deemed exempt from further IRB review for 5 years from
January 13, 2025. If a renewal of this approval is needed, it is to be submitted at least 10 working
days prior to the expiration date.

Responsibilities for Principal Investigators of UW-Stout IRB-approved research:

1. No subjects may be involved in any study procedure prior to the IRB approval date or
after the expiration date.

2. All unanticipated or serious adverse events must be reported to the IRB.

3. All protocol modifications must be approved prior to implementation unless they are
intended to reduce risk.

4. All protocol deviations must be reported to the IRB.

5. All recruitment materials and methods must be approved by the IRB prior to being used.

6. Research which involves financial compensation to participants must follow appropriate
UW-Stout payment procedures.

7. Consent forms must adhere to UW-Stout IRB standards and indicate that the research has
been approved by the UW-Stout IRB as required by federal regulations (see UW-Stout
IRB consent form templates for more details).

8. Researchers conducting human subjects’ research under an approved exempt category are
still ethically bound to follow the basic ethical principles of the Belmont Report, as
reflected in the practice of obtaining informed consent from participants and adherence to
IRB approved methods.

9. Any modifications to the approved study must be submitted for review through Cayuse
IRB. All approval letters and study documents are located within the Study Details in
Cayuse IRB.

Thank you for your cooperation with the IRB and best wishes with your project. If you have
questions, please contact the IRB office at irb@uwstout.edu or by phone 715-232-4042, and your
question will be directed to the appropriate person.

Sincerely,
/

v

Michael Mensink, Ph.D.; IRB Chair
University of Wisconsin-Stout Institutional Review Board
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To: Desiah Melby
Mid-State Technical College

From: Mandy Henkel
College Effectiveness Director
Southwest Wisconsin Technical College

Subject: Research Agreement
Date: February 28, 2025

This letter is to notify you that the Southwest Wisconsin Technical College, College Effectiveness office
has evaluated your research request and agrees to support your study focused on “Student Perceptions
of an Al-Infused Writing Course (IRB-FY2025-104).” This agreement allows you access to work
collaboratively with Southwest Tech’s English Composition instructors in this research project.

This approval is contingent upon IRB approval and is valid for one calendar year from the date on this
letter. If any changes are made during the course of the study, you will be required to submit a new
request for re-approval. You will be expected to submit a copy of your results to this office within one
year of completion of the study.

Mandy Henkel

Q.

College Effectiveness Director
Accreditation Liaison Officer
mhenkel@swtc.edu

= 608.822.3262
\ 800.362.3322

TDD 608.822.2072
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December 18, 2024
Dear Desiah Melby:

This letter is to inform you that your request to perform a study called “Student Perceptions of an Al-Infused
Writing Course” has been approved by the Mid-State State Technical College Institutional Research Board.

This evaluation has been approved with the following conditions:

1. Itisthe responsibility of the researcher to submit any modifications of this study in writing to the
Mid-State Technical College IRB before the implementation of those modifications.

2. The identities of the Mid-State students in the research data set will remain confidential. Please
take care to use pseudonyms for participants.

3. Mid-State Technical College and college students will not be identified in the research findings.
Please take care to use a pseudonym for Mid-State Technical College.

4. Asvyou share or publish the results of your evaluation, please provide Mid-State Technical College
with a PDF of the study in its entirety, including methods and results.

We wish you well as you complete your research.
Sincerely,
Steita Cover

Sheila Cover, M.S.

Institutional Research Board Chair
Accreditation & Senior Evaluation Strategist
Mid-State Technical College

mstc.edu

888.575.MSTC
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