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The release of ChatGPT has sparked significant academic integrity
concerns in higher education. However, some commentators have
pointed out that generative artificial intelligence (Al) tools such as
ChatGPT can enhance student learning, and consequently, academics
should adapt their teaching and assessment practices to embrace the
new reality of living, working, and studying in a world where Al is freely
available. Despite this important debate, there has been very little
academic literature published on ChatGPT and other generative Al tools.
This article uses content analysis to examine news articles (N=100) about
how ChatGPT is disrupting higher education, concentrating specifically
on Australia, New Zealand, the United States, and the United Kingdom.
It explores several key themes, including university responses, academic
integrity concerns, the limitations and weaknesses of Al tool outputs,
and opportunities for student learning. The data reveals mixed public
discussion and university responses, with a focus mainly on academic
integrity concerns and opportunities for innovative assessment design.
There has also been a lack of public discussion about the potential
for ChatGPT to enhance participation and success for students from
disadvantaged backgrounds. Similarly, the student voice is poorly
represented in media articles to date. This article considers these trends
and the impact of Al tools on student learning at university.
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Introduction

In November 2022, U.S. company OpenAl released ChatGPT,
an artificial intelligence (Al) program that draws upon a large
language database to generate responses from text-based
inputs entered by humans. While Al programs had existed for
several years before the release of ChatGPT, the quality and
degree of sophistication of its outputs have sparked major
academic integrity concerns about how students might use
these tools inappropriately for university assessments. Less
than two months after its release, some academics have
detected up to one-fifth of students using Al programs in
assessment tasks (Cassidy, 2023). The actual rate of student
use may already be much higher. A survey of over one
thousand university students in January 2023 reported that
overone-third were using ChatGPT for assessment writing. Of
these students, 75% thought it counted as cheating but did
so anyway (Intelligent, 2023). These student behaviours led
some universities to ban the use of ChatGPT and prompted
some academics to describe such tools as a “threat” and a
“plague on education” (Sawahel, 2023; Weissman, 2023).

Academic perspectives on ChatGPT to date, however, have
not unanimously declared Al tools as a monumental threat
to higher education. Other responses have been more
nuanced, pointing out that while ChatGPT can contain
factual inaccuracies and biases, it can enhance student
learning. Consequently, academics should adapt teaching
and assessment practices to embrace the new reality of
living, working, and studying in a world where Al is freely
available (Liu et al.,, 2023; Garcia-Pefialvo, 2023; Rudolph et
al, 2023). These tools, in short, provide an opportunity to
rethink a focus on producing written tasks and instead focus
on what students are doing to develop high-order critical
thinking skills (Hess, 2023). They also enable students to
learn complicated concepts in plain language and improve
inclusion for people with communication disabilities
(Hemsley et al.,, 2023; Starcevic, 2023). In this way, universities
and their respective academics should focus on teaching
students how to use ChatGPT and similar tools in ethical
ways that foster critical thinking (Garcia-Pefalvo, 2023).

This important debate necessarily requires further research
into the ways that ChatGPT is being discussed in a higher
education context. In broad terms, Al and its impact on
learning have been researched for decades (Popenici & Kerr,
2017; Dodigovic, 2005; Garito, 1991; Frasson & Gauthier,
1990; Brown et al, 1978). More recent systematic reviews
focused on Al in higher education highlight that studies tend
to frame Al principally as a tool for improving assignment
feedback and assisting with administrative duties rather
than exploring concerns relating to academic integrity
(Ouyang et al., 2022; Zawacki-Ricther et al., 2019). A deeper
exploration of these studies is beyond the scope of this
article, as these were published before highly sophisticated
generative Al tools were available and widely accessible.

At the time of writing, very little academic literature has
been published on ChatGPT and other generative Al tools.
One academic literature review published in January 2023
explored ChatGPT features and their implications for
university teaching and learning (Rudolph et al, 2023).
Another recent journal article has explored social media

sentiments about ChatGPT in the context of education,
finding that the public discourse has been generally positive
so far (Tlili et al, 2023). In contrast, news articles about
ChatGPT in higher education have not yet been explored
comprehensively. These articles have dominated the
publication landscape as of February 2023, which in itself
necessitates further examination into the observable trends
in discourse as the media contributes directly to public
opinion on topical issues (McCombs & Valenzuela, 2020).

Previous studies on Al indicate that most people possess a
basic level of literacy as to how these tools work. However,
the general public understanding of Al is patchy across
different populations and is influenced by media coverage
(e.g., Nader et al, 2022; Selwyn & Gallo Cordoba, 2022;
Sun et al., 2020). Coverage of Al over time has included
sensationalistic portrayals (e.g., the Al apocalypse), but
overall tends to position Al positively as a useful tool (Garvey
& Maskal, 2019; Sun et al., 2020). That said, Ouchchy et al.’s
(2020) analysis suggests that the media lack depth when
discussing ethical and policy issues surrounding Al. More
research is still needed to understand the patterns of media
coverage for emerging technologies such as ChatGPT.

Research focus

This article provides one of the first investigations into how
ChatGPT is disrupting higher education. Two broad focus
areas guided this analysis: i) exploring key themes in news
articles about ChatGPT in a higher education context, and
ii) the extent to which these discussions frame ChatGPT
as a potential tool for learning and supporting diverse
students rather than an academic integrity risk. Through a
content analysis of 100 media articles from Australia, New
Zealand, the United States and the United Kingdom, the text
was coded to explore several key themes in relation to the
impact of ChatGPT on higher education, including university
responses, academic integrity concerns, the limitations and
weaknesses of Al tool outputs, and opportunities for student
learning. This article critically analyses these results and
considers the implications of Al tools on student learning
at university.

Method

This research was conducted in February 2023. After first
scoping the project, it was submitted for review through our
university's human ethics review process and was considered
exempt (REMS number: 2023-04151). We then performed
a systematic search for a combination of these key terms:
‘Artificial Intelligence’ and ‘Machine Learning’; ‘ChatAl;
‘OpenAl’ and 'GPT’; ‘College’, ‘University’ and ‘Tertiary
education’, and included indexed terms where appropriate.
The search covered English language newspapers and
online news sources across Australia, New Zealand, the
United Kingdom, and the United States using Newsbank, the
ProQuest databases, Australia & New Zealand Newsstream
and the US Newsstream, and hand-searched the top ten
national broadsheet newspapers (identified by ranked
subscription figures) from each region where they were not
indexed by these databases. The timeframe for these articles

Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching Vol.6 No.1 (2023) 2



was between 2020 and February 2023.

Search results were filtered by title and first paragraph for
each article, evaluating them for suitability according to our
inclusion and exclusion criteria. The inclusion criteria were:
(1) a discussion of ChatGPT in relation to academic integrity
issues, (2) examples of usage and teaching responses to
ChatGPT, and (3) university policies regarding Al tools. The
exclusion criteria were: (1) non-tertiary institutions and, (2) a
general discussion of artificial intelligence in education, (3)
research considerations outside of teaching practice. The
figures for the initial searches and filtered results are found
in Table 1.

Table 1. Search result numbers by database.

Results

Sentiment analysis found that all articles contained both
positive and negative language. These were relatively
balanced in the number of times positive (n=912) and
negative (n=1034) language was coded. The most common
themes that arose in the data were general concerns about
academic integrity (n=87) and ways that students could be
discouraged from using ChatGPT (n=87). There were fewer
articles that discussed how and why ChatGPT could be used
productively in teaching (n=58) or that explicitly stated a
university's institutional policy towards ChatGPT (n=41). A
full list of code themes and article count is provided in Table
2.

Table 2. Code definitions and article count.

Database Indexed Terms Raw Results Filtered Results Code | TerTL Teroaon
Newshank None 337 26 Academic Integrity 87
Australia & New (.. Artificial lntelligence" 367 48 [Catching Dizcuzsion of tools that can be used for detecting the use of ChatGPT 51
OR “Machine (Concern (General concerns about cheating'contract cheating unfair admissions 54
Zealand Newsstream - - - —
Leaming™); ("Colleges Educate Addressing concems by educating stodants or referring o & Code of 25
& Universities") Condact _ _ .
— — - — — [Exzmple Specific stories and examples about failing or penalising students for using 20
US Newsstream ("Artificial Intelligence” | 364 23 ChatGpT
OFR. “Machine Subject Same disciplines or types of assignments that might be more at risk than 15
Leamning™); ("Colleges others
& Universities") (Avoidance 27
Hand-searching* 3 3 Adzpration  [Plams to restructure assigaments or courses to minimise uze of ChatGPT, 42
- including examples of specific assiznments or tasks that ChatGPT cannot do
Total articles downloaded 1493 172 Ervors (General criticiam of errors made by ChasGDT or mentioning false referencing 50
Filtered for relevance 100 (outzide of 8 specific context, such as leaming or adapting assignments)
Leaming Specific concerns about negative impacts on leaming outcomes 32
*Hand-searched figures are filtered on discovery. Folicy a1
Undecided University is considering their policy on ChatGPT 22
o Usze University has banned or dizcourzged ChatGPT 18
. . . Lo Allowad University has encouragzed or not banned ChatGPT 10
Potentially relevant articles retrieved by the initial search  [Embrace 58
were imported into EndNote for de-duplication, and co- ~ [feachme  [ldeas forkow ChstGPT can be usefully incorporated fueo teacking (2.2, "5
. using as & class sctivity, producing teaching resources)
authors read through the full article texts for relevance.  |[Toohad  |itistoo bard to bas, for practical of otber ressons b5
Articles were removed if they were duplicates or focused on ~ [Weskplace  |Justifying the use of ChatGPT in universities by linking to real- M
. . . . P 'world warkplace practice
primary and high schools or discussed Al without a specific g ChatGET can be used 1o improve snhance addrass concarms with aquity or 0
focus on the university context. This left one hundred articles felp strugeling students. This does nat have ta be 2 specific equity grong
. . ) {e.z., reducing smdent stress or anxiety)
in the final corpus for analysis. Voice 56
A cademic Story, quote or example of a wniversity academic or other university staff e
. . . membar
The final news articles were downloaded using the — [smdet |Story, quote or example of a wniversity studeat 30
Ncapture Google Chrome add_on and Imported Into NViVO [ChanGET It iz ach:\wwledgedthatC.hatGPTil\'mlepmufﬂle article, or ChatGPT 22
responses are guoted as examples in text, or 3 ChatGPT spokesperson.

for analysis. Following Neuendorf et al.'s (2017) content
analysis guidebook, the first author read a subset of the
articles and created a preliminary codebook based on the
most common themes encountered. This was then refined
with another sample of articles. We also coded who spoke
in the article, focusing on whether university staff, students,
or ChatGPT were quoted or had a voice in the media, as
Sun et al. (2020) argue that examining how stakeholders are
represented in the media provides important insight into
the framing of Al. The corpus was then split into sections,
with each author coding one section. Following the coding,
the authors discussed any codes or guidelines that were
not clear for a final revision of the codebook (presented in
Appendix 1). Two authors then cross-moderated the coding
using the final codebook and checked the text by theme to
ensure each one had internal validity and accuracy. Nvivo's
Sentiment Analysis tool was used to estimate the positive
and negative valence of articles towards the topic. Its Query
tool was used to count examples of specific word usage.

Academic integrity

The primary theme raised in the articles was academic
integrity concerns (n=88). Most articles included generic
discussions of cheating, academic dishonesty, or misuse.
For example, the "potential threat of artificial intelligence
as a tool to facilitate student cheating” (Al alert: Unis fight
chatbot cheating, 2022); “students can now outsource their
essay writing to the chatbot” (Venkataraman, 2023); or
“there is definitely a risk of increased plagiarism” (SUNY's
university at Albany: ChatGPT and the future of education
— A Q&A with George Berg, 2023). There were also several
examples of ChatGPT being used to cheat on entrance
exams to university, such as claims that “in addition to
ChatGPT's ability to write college application essays, it has
also passed an MBA exam ... and passed tests required
for medical licenses and business degrees” (Erdem, 2023).
These concerns were sometimes accompanied by generic
statements that students need to be educated about how
Al relates to academic integrity (n=25). For example, “our
priority is to educate our students and staff to use Al
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appropriately” (Al is part of ‘our future, we need to embrace
it’, 2023) and "be explicitly clear about expectations for your
students ... how they may or may not get help when they're
preparing assignments” (Stannard, 2023).

Many articles (n=51) also discussed the ability of
universities to detect when ChatGPT or Al was used to write
assignments. Multiple programs were mentioned as being
able to detect Al-written text, including OpenAl's Open
Text Classifier, Turnitin, GPTZero, Packback, HuggingFace.
co, and AlCheatCheck. However, other articles claimed that
“the technology to detect Al-generated content is not very
sophisticated” (Shea, 2023), “is currently easily defeated”
(Colbran et al., 2023) and "“isn't always accurate” (Davis &
Kumar, 2023). Some academics were also quoted as saying
they did not need an Al detection program as they were
able to detect a shift in the tone and were familiar with their
students; for example, "I've read the student’s other work.
This doesn’'t sound like them” (Burkhart, 2023).

Less common sub-themes in academic integrity included a
specific example of students that were caught using ChatGPT
(n=20). These were normally used as a hook to introduce
the article, such as "l know of a student who failed their
course because they cheated with it" (Bita, 2023b) and “the
student confessed to using ChatGPT" (Huang, 2023). There
were some concerns that particular subjects might be more
vulnerable to ChatGPT than others (n=16). However, there
was disagreement regarding which disciplines were more at
risk. Forexample, Jacobson (2023) claimed that social sciences
and arts were most under threat. In contrast, an academic in
another article stated that “within the English department,
there’'s always been a sense that the kind of writing that
we require really does not lend itself very well to what we
understand these services are doing” (Al writing tools garner
concern about academic integrity, education from faculty,
2023). Similarly, in science disciplines, one academic stated
that "ChatGPT is less effective for her computer science
assignments, which rely less on information recall and
more on problem solving” (Taylor, 2023), while a student in
another said they were using ChatGPT for “computer science
and statistics classes” (Huang, 2023).

Avoidance

A theme equally as common as academic integrity concerns
was ways to encourage students to avoid using ChatGPT
(n=87). There were many articles (n=62) that referenced
universities changing their course, syllabus, or assignments
to be less vulnerable to ChatGPT outputs. Many academics
and universities were portrayed as moving back to invigilated
examination as the primary response (e.g., "you've got to
put them in a room with no (internet) access, with a pen
and paper and no technology” (Bita, 2023b), “universities in
Australia have returned to pen-and-paper examinations in
response” (Littleton, 2023)). However, there were also claims
that "a wholesale return to exams was not the answer”
(Weale, 2023) and that universities should avoid the “easy
option” (Al has power to 'liberate’ learning, 2023) and focus
on redesigning tasks to be authentic and measure critical
thinking. There were many suggestions to revise assessments
that were perceived as difficult for ChatGPT to emulate (e.g.,

podcasts, oral presentations, laboratory activities, group
work, handwritten work, participation grades, vivas, and very
specific assignment prompts).

Half of all articles argued that ChatGPT should be avoided
because it was likely to make errors and had inherent
limitations (n=50). Many of these related to how ChatGPT
works, in that “it make[s] stuff up, but it sounds plausible”
(Chatbots ‘spell end to lessons at home’, 2023) and may
produce incorrect information. Other limitations listed
were that ChatGPT could not offer an opinion, is limited to
events before 2021, cannot look up information in external
databases, does not provide references, makes mathematical
mistakes, and lacks creativity or critical thinking in its writing
style. Some concerns were also raised about copyright,
privacy, and security of student data.

Interestingly, fewer articles (n=32) explicitly made the link
between using ChatGPT and learning outcomes. Several
articles argued that the process of learning and writing
are intrinsically connected, such as claiming that “writing is
how we discover what we think about whatever topic we
have been studying” (Goodman, 2023). Other articles and
speakers claimed that Al made assignments too easy and
that it was the difficult parts of content and process that
enabled learning to happen. For example, “if they bypass
the learning process, which is struggling with the material,
by using something like ChatGPT, then they're kind of
cheating themselves out of an education” (Al writing tools
garner concern about academic integrity, education from
faculty, 2023). It was hypothesised in multiple articles that
students would lose critical thinking skills “because it implies
that class work is completed with the end goal of getting a
‘good grade’, as opposed to actually trying to understand
material” (Al writing tools garner concern about academic
integrity, education from faculty, 2023).

Policy

More articles cited institutions or departments that had
banned ChatGPT (n=18) than those that had allowed its use
(n=10). However, the most common response quoted was
that a particular university was undecided about its policy
(n=22). These universities were described as 'updating’,
‘reviewing’ and ‘considering’ their policies. A few universities
described not wanting to rush into’ a new policy given the
fast-evolving situation. In the absence of official institutional
policy, several articles stated that individual academic staff
would create revised policies on a course-by-course basis.
Universities that had determined ChatGPT use would not
be allowed had already updated their academic integrity
policy or honour code or believed that Al use was already
banned under the existing definitions of contract cheating.
Where universities had allowed the use of ChatGPT, this was
normally followed by classifications that its use needed to
follow ‘stringent rules’ and be disclosed or acknowledged
in assignments. Two articles also clarified that although a
specific university was not banning ChatGPT, individual
academic staff might still choose to do so in particular
assessments or units.
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Embrace

Nearly half of all articles (n=45) contained some discussion
of how ChatGPT could be incorporated into teaching.
These included generic statements that Al should be
used in teaching (e.g., "Al models should be meaningfully
integrated into teaching and learning” (Kovanovic, 2022) or
incorporated as partofassignment tasks (e.g., “[the academic]
would like to integrate its idea generating abilities into
some class assignments” (Weinreis, 2023)). However, there
were also several more specific ideas to improve learning.
These included using Al to personalise assignment tasks,
getting an Al tool to edit or provide feedback on student
work, providing simple explanations of difficult concepts,
brainstorming ideas, debugging code, producing first drafts,
generating exemplar assignments for class critique, creating
rubrics, overcoming writer's block, and generating citations.

The two most common reasons provided for allowing
students to use ChatGPT were that it was too hard to
ban (n=25) and that students would need to use it in the
workplace (n=24). Attempts to ban ChatGPT outright were
seen as a “fool's errand” (“Al chatbot is reshaping education,”
2023) because too many students were already using it, it
would be too time-consuming to enforce, and blocking it
on university computers would just prompt students to use
a VPN. Banning Al was considered to be "neither feasible
nor advisable” (Weale, 2023) and “fighting it is pointless”
(Goodman, 2023). Some commentators linked the difficulty
of banning ChatGPT back to the ability to detect Al writing,
for example, "do tertiary institutions want to fund an
ongoing war between Al-generated output and Al detection
systems?” (Colbran et al., 2023). Some articles compared
ChatGPT to calculators (n=13) or Wikipedia (n=9) in terms
of being a disruptive technology that could not be avoided.
Articles that mentioned the relevance of ChatGPT to the
workplace (n=24) generally did so quite fleetingly; for
example, "our students will go to work in a world where
they're expected to use these tools to be more productive”
(Paykamian, 2023). There was little discussion of how Al would
actually be used in the workplace except for a few vague
mentions of copywriting, autocompleting tasks, and drafting
memos and emails. There was no mention of collaborating
with industry partners or using work-integrated learning to
effectively support students in learning to use Al.

There was very little commentary on using ChatGPT to
improve equity outcomes for students (n=10). Four articles
mentioned using ChatGPT might reduce anxiety in students
who were starting an assignment, especially if they did not
have a strong academic background or possess positive
help-seeking behaviours. For example, “some sort of Al tutor
would make students feel less ‘ashamed’ in getting help”
(Hartpence, 2023). Three articles mentioned that non-native
speakers could use ChatGPT to improve their writing skills
or "level the playing field”. Only two mentioned supporting
students who had difficulty accessing campus, and just one
mentioned disability—but only briefly and not specifically in
relation to assessment: “for people with a disability, [Al] can
gift the power of speech, sight and mobility” (Bita, 2023a).
One article argued that ChatGPT could exacerbate inequities
"between students who have knowledge of the technology
and those who do not” (Hampton, 2023).

Voice

It was obvious that the primary voice being portrayed
in the media was that of the university (n=79). University
leaders, unit coordinators, computer scientists, academic
integrity researchers, professional staff in student support
and student conduct, and teaching assistants were all
quoted extensively. Of the articles that cited university staff,
nearly half (n=38) quoted three or more different university
representatives. By comparison, student voices were only
quoted in 30 articles, and only seven of those quoted more
than three students. In four articles, the only student voice
was that of Edward Tien, a student who invented ChatGPT
Zero for detecting the use of Al in assignments; and another
two articles used survey data to represent the student voice
rather than individual students. In several articles (n=4),
students agreed to speak to the media on the condition of
anonymity. When excluding surveys and Edward Tien, the
student voice was only marginally more present than that
of ChatGPT itself, which was represented in 22 articles. Of
these, most (n=15) used output from the ChatGPT program,
while seven used information provided by an OpenAl
spokesperson or company statement.

Discussion

With respect to ChatGPT, news articles published in late 2022
and early 2023 appear to focus broadly on general public
interest issues relating to its use; namely, the opportunities
it affords for academic dishonesty and passing traditional
exams over and above the opportunities to enhance access
and participation in higher education for all students (Kelly,
2023). The sentiment in news articles seems to be much
more mixed than the positive discourse found on social
media (Tlili et al., 2023) or in coverage of other Al tools (Sun
et al, 2020; Garvey & Maskal, 2019). In other words, the
media and literature need to shift rapidly to interrogate the
risks and opportunities of ChatGPT for university teaching
and learning more closely.

Academic integrity concerns were discussed more
frequently in these articles than opportunities for enhancing
learning and teaching using ChatGPT. To some degree, this
was predictable; general readers of news articles are more
likely to be interested in controversies about cheating
rather than good teaching practices. Academic integrity
researchers have observed that plagiarism stories in the
media frequently occur, as they tend to attract the attention
of a large audience (Eaton, 2021). It is important to reflect
on the implications of such a trend. Positioning the use of
ChatGPT as a tool for cheating more often than a tool for
learning can influence the perceptions that general readers
have on the value of a university education, academic views
on other institutional responses, and student thoughts on
how such tools could be used in appropriate ways. Student
perceptions are especially critical, as social norms can impact
the likelihood of cheating (Hutton, 2006). Students reading
multiple articles about students using ChatGPT to cheat may
make them more likely to engage in that behaviour themself.
Universities cannot moderate the media articles that are
published, but academics can redesign assessment tasks
in such a way that they cannot be completed as easily by
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Al tools. Large-scale research into student rates of contract
cheating, for example, indicated that the perception there
were frequent opportunities to cheat in assessments
increased the likelihood of exhibiting cheating behaviours
(Bretag et al., 2018). One strategy to miminimise this
possibility could be adopting more personalised reflective
tasks contextualised to subject content. This view was
prevalent in our data, with the adaptation theme found in
over half of the articles. However, we observed disagreement
on the best way to adapt assignments and which type
of assignments and subjects would be most vulnerable
to being replaced by Al. It is also important to note that
ChatGPT is consistently evolving, so the limitations of Al and
detection software discussed in the articles may quickly be
superseded.

With respect to articles that commented on university
positions on Al tools and their connection to academic
integrity, most suggested that revisions would be needed
but stopped short of specifying how those revisions
would manifest in university policies. Updating university
policies take time for approval through various governance
committees, so it is likely that clearer policy positions about
Al tools in an academic integrity context will become more
common later in 2023. Discussing exactly what practices
would be acceptable and not acceptable when using
ChatGPT also takes time to consider thoughtfully, as the
availability and degree of sophistication of these types of
tools are unprecedented. Clear guidelines will need to be
established for respective university staff and students as to
how ChatGPT could be used in ethically appropriate ways.
As seen in the article themes, given the ease with which
students can access Al tools and the scale that they are
being adopted in industry, banning its use does not seem
like a practical approach.

While embracing ChatGPT must contain obvious conditions
(e.g., appropriate acknowledgement of its use and the
possibility of Al tools producing factual inaccuracies and/
or biases), the opportunities to enhance student learning
are enormous. Some articles in this research explored
how ChatGPT can provide plain language explanations to
complex concepts, suggest organisational structures for
writing an assessment task, give grammatical feedback, and
develop sample practice quiz questions for test preparation.
Student use of ChatGPT also has the potential to improve
employability outcomes, as such tools will revolutionise
the ways in which many industries operate (Mollick, 2023).
The best-performing students will be those that develop
the critical thinking and information literacy skills to
appropriately enter inputs and analyse the outputs that
ChatGPT and other Al tools produce (Hess, 2023). Although
the media coverage mentioned workplace relevance,
industry spokespeople were missing from the discussion, and
there was very little depth in the discussion of how ChatGPT
would be used in the workplace or work-integrated learning.
University educators need to consider deeply how they can
develop student capacity to use these tools critically so they
have unique skills in the graduate employment market that
cannot be performed by ChatGPT.

ChatGPT also provides unique opportunities to enhance the
academic success of students from different equity groups.
This was not a common theme in the coding results and
needed more discussion in the literature. Through plain
language outputs, ChatGPT has the potential to demystify
academic conventions for non-traditional students, such
as those who are the first-in-family to study at university.
Students from non-native English-speaking backgrounds
can use ChatGPT for grammatical feedback on their writing.
Thereis also potential to useitas a quasi-translator, especially
for complex terms that may be difficult to understand if
English is not a student’'s native language. For students
with accessibility needs, such as those with communication
disabilities, ChatGPT can understand poorly written
commands and pull information together in a digestible
summary for those with low literacy skills (Hemsley et al,
2023). Mainstreaming accessibility technology can improve
engagement for students with disabilities and reduce the
stigma around seeking support (McNicoll et al., 2019). All
these affordances necessarily come with the qualifier that
ChatGPT does, at times, present factual inaccuracies and
biases in its outputs. Still, overall, the opportunities to use
ChatGPT as another tool to support diverse student needs
are exciting. It will be interesting to observe how the Al space
develops with regard to accessibility and inclusion over the
coming years, especially as paid services are introduced and
other output forms (e.g., voice) may be made more available.

A final reflection on the coded data is that the media
discussion about ChatGPT focused mainly on academic
and institutional perspectives, with limited discussion on
student views about Al tools. It is reasonable to expect such
a trend because the first step in a response must come from
staff regarding assessment design and academic integrity
policies. Its release also coincided with the end of the year,
and as such fewer students were likely to be engaging in
study during the holiday period. However, there is a need to
shift the discussion about ChatGPT to a more constructive
student-led discourse. The limited coded data relating to
students either referred to examples in a cheating context,
mentioned Edward Tien as the creator of ChatGPT Zero,
or a small number of anonymous students sharing their
perspectives. Only two articles listed students as authors. For
the higher education sector and its respective institutions
to ensure students use Al tools appropriately and ethically,
they must necessarily involve students in the conversation,
as including voices from all stakeholders in the media can
lead to a more sophisticated discourse around Al (Sun et al.,
2020). In practice, student associations and student partners
can take a proactive role in collaborating with university staff
in policy development, educational resources, assessment
design and communication strategies (Matthews & Cook-
Cather, 2021). A university-wide approach to student
partnership improves student engagement and retention
(Millard & Evans, 2021) and should be a key part of
institutional approaches to Al.
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Limitations and recommendations for future

research

In this research, we analysed coverage in mainstream news
databases and did not explore alternative news sources.
Compared to Tilili et al's (2023) analysis of education
bloggers’ views, we observed similar themes of how ChatGPT
would transform education and its propensity to produce
errors and inaccuracies. However, Tilili et al. (2023) found
more social media discussion of feelings and ethics that
were largely absent in our news dataset. Our study covered
a relatively small number of media articles (N=100). The
high number of duplicates that were filtered out suggested
that there is a great deal of text-sharing and reuse between
media outlets in our sample (Nicholls, 2019). It is also unclear
how much of the media coverage was initiated by journalists
compared to media releases and PR from universities, which
have an increasing influence on news coverage (Vogler &
Schafer, 2020). We also only examined news coverage in
select Western countries, contributing to the imbalance in
academic studies of Western news, particularly news from
the United States (Hendrickx & Pakvis, 2022).

The findings of this article could be expanded upon by future
researchers in several different ways. Expanding the search
methodology we used to incorporate non-Western sources
would provide a more comprehensive global review of how
ChatGPT is being positioned across all areas of the world.
As the student voice was missing from almost all the articles
that we coded, conducting surveys and focus groups would
provide another valuable means in which to understand
better the direct ways in which students are engaging with
ChatGPT and similar generative Al tools. Future researchers
might also consider exploring academic staff views on
ChatGPT, the extent to which it is used as a teaching tool,
and how assessment tasks have been modified to mitigate
the risk of inappropriate student use.

Conclusion

While there has been plenty of controversy surrounding the
release of ChatGPT and its implications for higher education,
there are clear opportunities to enhance student learning
and access. This content analysis of news articles highlighted
that the public discussion and university responses about
ChatGPT have focused mainly on academic integrity
concerns and innovative assessment design. The literature
also revealed a lack of a student voice in the conversation so
far and that there is potential for Al tools to enhance student
success and participation from disadvantaged backgrounds.
Academics and university representatives should be aware
of the frames they choose to discuss when engaging with
the media, as news coverage can influence social norms
towards student cheating behaviour and public perceptions
of universities. This demonstrates a need for further research
and discussion about the implications of Al tools, including
ethical use, innovative teaching and learning practices, and
ensuring equitable access to educational opportunities. As
these technologies continue to advance, it is important for
universities to adapt and embrace the use of Al tools in a
way that supports student learning and prepares them for
the challenges of an increasingly digital world.

References

Al alert: Unis fight chatbot cheating. (2022, December 20).
The Australian, 3. https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/
ai-alert-unis-fight-chatbot-cheating/docview/2755652847/
se-2?accountid=10675

Al chatbot is reshaping education. (2023, January 22). The
Canberra Times, 4. https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/
ai-chatbot-is-reshaping-education/docview/2767455029/
se-2?accountid=10675

Al has power to ‘liberate’ learning. (2023, February 8). The
Australian, 21. https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/
ai-has-power-liberate-learning/docview/2773976260/se-
2?accountid=10675

Al is part of ‘our future, we need to embrace it'. (2023,
January 21). The Advertiser, 10. https://www.proquest.
com/newspapers/ai-is-part-our-future-we-need-embrace/
docview/2767335664/se-2?accountid=10675

Al writing tools garner concern about academic integrity,
education from faculty. (2023, February 8). Vermont Cynic.
https://www.proquest.com/wire-feeds/ai-writing-tools-
garner-concern-about-academic/docview/2774345815/se-
2?accountid=10675

Bita, N. (2023a, January 27). Al is about to transform
education: Are we ready? The Australian (Online). https://
www.proquest.com/newspapers/ai-is-about-transform-
education-are-we-ready/docview/2770248482/se-
2?accountid=10675

Bita, N. (2023b, January 29). 'Crisis meetings’ as chatbot
writes university essays. The Australian (Online). https://
www.proquest.com/newspapers/crisis-meetings-as-
chatbot-writes-university/docview/2770549516/se-
2?accountid=10675

Bretag, T. Harper, R, Burton, M., Ellis, C, Newton, P,
Rozenberg, P., & van Haeringen, K. (2019). Contract cheating:
A survey of Australian university students. Studies in Higher
Education, 44(11), 1837-1856. https://doi-org.ezproxy.ecu.
edu.au/10.1080/03075079.2018.1462788

Brown, J. S., Collins, A, & Harris, G. (1978). Artificial
intelligence and learning strategies. In F. O. Harold (Ed.),
Learning strategies (pp. 107-139). Academic Press. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-526650-5.50010-1

Burkhart, M. (2023, January 24). Al program ChatGPT
presents useful resource to students, educators warn against
cheating. The Technician. https://www.proquest.com/
wire-feeds/ai-program-chatgpt-presents-useful-resource/
docview/2771844930/se-2?accountid=10675

Cassidy, C. (2023, January 17). Lecturer detects bot-use in
one fifth of assessments as concerns mount over Al in exams.
The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2023/jan/17/lecturer-detects-bot-use-in-one-fifth-
of-assessments-as-concerns-mount-over-ai-in-exams

Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching Vol.6 No.1 (2023) 7



Chatbots ‘spell end to lessons at home'. (2023, January
30). The Australian, 5. https://www.proquest.com/
newspapers/chatbots-spell-end-lessons-at-home/
docview/2770528471/se-2?accountid=10675

Colbran, S., Beer, C,, & Cowling, M. (2023, January 29). The
ChatGPT challenge: Regulate or liberate. Campus Morning
Mail. https://campusmorningmail.com.au/news/the-
chatgpt-challenge-regulate-or-liberate/

Davis, M., & Kumar, A. (2023, February 8). 'Pay attention to
it, ignore it or push back on it: Brown professors discuss
Al's impact on academic integrity. The Brown Daily Herald.
https://www.proquest.com/wire-feeds/pay-attention-
ignore-push-back-on-brown/docview/2774393345/se-
2?accountid=10675

Dodigovic, M. (2005). Artificial Intelligence in second
language learning: Raising error awareness. Bristol,
Blue Ridge Summit: Multilingual Matters. https://doi.

org/10.21832/9781853598319

Eaton, S. E. (2021). Plagiarism in higher education: Tackling
tough topics in academic integrity. ABC-CLIO.

Erdem, E. (2023, January 26). ChatGPT: Exciting or
terrifying? The Tufts Daily. https://www.proquest.com/
wire-feeds/chatgpt-exciting-terrifying-tufts-daily/
docview/2769546664/se-2?accountid=10675

Frasson, C., & Gauthier, G. (Eds.). (1990). Intelligent tutoring
systems: At the crossroad of artificial intelligence and
education. Intellect Books.

Garcia-Pefalvo, F. J. (2023). The perception of Atrtificial
Intelligence in educational contexts after the launch of
ChatGPT: Disruption or panic? Education in the Knowledge
Society, 24, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.14201/eks.31279

Garvey, C., & Maskal, C. (2020). Sentiment analysis of the
news media on artificial intelligence does not support claims
of negative bias against artificial intelligence. Omics, 24(5),
286-299. doi: https://doi.org/10.1089/0mi.2019.0078

Garito, M. A. (1991). Artificial intelligence in education:
evolution of the teaching—learning relationship. British
Journal of Educational Technology, 22(1), 41-47. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.1991.tb00050.x

Goodman, J. (2023, February 1). Instead of blaming Al lets
deal with the root cause of cheating. The Australian (Online).
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/instead-blaming-
ai-lets-deal-with-root-cause/docview/2771505583/se-
2?accountid=10675

Hampton, C. (2023, February 7). 'I'll just stop grading"
Students, faculty reflect on ChatGPT after computer science
course turns to paper exams. The Dartmouth. https://
www.proquest.com/wire-feeds/ill-just-stop-grading-
students-faculty-reflect-on/docview/2773753247/se-
2?accountid=10675

Hartpence, A. (2023, January 31). Many campuses ban Al

from university wifi. The BG News. https://www.proquest.
com/wire-feeds/many-campuses-ban-ai-university-wifi/
docview/2771168420/se-2?accountid=10675

Hemsley, B., Power, E., & Given, F. (2023, January 19).
Will Al tech like ChatGPT improve inclusion for people
with  communication  disability? The  Conversation.
https://theconversation.com/will-ai-tech-like-chatgpt-
improve-inclusion-for-people-with-communication-
disability-196481

Hendrickx, J., & Pakvis, M. (2022). News content analysesin the
21st century: A structured literature review. Revista Media &
Jornalismo, 22(41), 121-140. https://doi.org/10.14195/2183-
5462_41_7

Hess, F. (2023, February 8). Will ChatGPT be a blow to learning,
or a boom? We'll decide. Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/
sites/frederickhess/2023/02/08/will-chatgpt-be-a-blow-to-
learning-or-a-boon-well-decide/?sh=29824ba66651

Huang, K. (2023, January 16). Alarmed by A.l chatbots,
universities start revamping how they teach. New York
Times (Online). https://www.proquest.com/blogs-podcasts-
websites/alarmed-i-chatbots-universities-start-revamping/
docview/2765674897/se-2?accountid=10675

Hutton, P. A. (2006). Understanding student cheating and
what educators can do about it. College Teaching, 54(1),
171-176. https://www.jstor.org/stable/27559254

Intelligent. (2023, January 23). Nearly 1/3 college students
have used ChatGPT on written assessments. Intelligent.
https://www.intelligent.com/nearly-1-in-3-college-
students-have-used-chatgpt-on-written-assignments/

Jacobson, S. (2023, January 25). Sheldon Jacobson: Is
ChatGPT actually exposing problems with college education?
Chicago Tribune (Online). https://www.proquest.com/blogs-
podcasts-websites/sheldon-jacobson-is-chatgpt-actually-
exposing/docview/2769377365/se-2?accountid=10675

Kelly, M. S. (2023, January 26). ChatGPT passes exams
from law and business schools. CNN. https://edition.cnn.
com/2023/01/26/tech/chatgpt-passes-exams/index.html

Kovanovic, V. (2022, December 15). The dawn of Al has
come, and its implications for education couldn’t be more
significant. The Conversation (Australia and NZ). https://
www.proquest.com/newspapers/dawn-ai-has-come-
implications-education-couldnt/docview/2754181122/se-
2?accountid=10675

Littleton, E. (2023, January 22). Artificial intelligence presents
new challenge to the university. Daily Mississippian. https://
www.proquest.com/wire-feeds/artificial-intelligence-
presents-new-challenge/docview/2767730040/se-
2?accountid=10675

Liu, A, Bridgeman, D, & Miller, B. (2023, February 28).
As uni goes back, here's how teachers and students can
use ChatGPT to save time and improve learning. The
Conversation. https://theconversation.com/as-uni-goes-

Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching Vol.6 No.1 (2023) 8



back-heres-how-teachers-and-students-can-use-chatgpt-
to-save-time-and-improve-learning-199884

Matthews, K. E., & Cook-Sather, A. (2021). Engaging students
as partners in assessment and enhancement processes. In M.
Shah, J.T.E. Richardson, A. Pabel, & B. Oliver (Eds.), Assessing
and enhancing student experience in higher education (pp.
107-124). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-80889-1_5

McCombs, M., & Valenzuela, S. (2020). Setting the agenda:
Mass media and public opinion. John Wiley & Sons.

McNicholl, A, Casey, H., Desmond, D. & Gallagher, P.
(2021). The impact of assistive technology use for students
with disabilities in higher education: A systematic review.
Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, 16(2),
130-143. https://doi-org.ezproxy.ecu.edu.au/10.1080/1748
3107.2019.1642395

Millard, L., & Evans, R. (2021). Listening for retention: Enabling
student success through partnering with the student voice.
In M. Shah, S. Kift, & L. Thomas (Eds.), Student retention
and success in higher education (pp. 151-166). Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-80045-1_8

Mollick, E. (2022, December 14). ChatGPT is a tipping point
for Al. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2022/12/
chatgpt-is-a-tipping-point-for-ai

Nader, K., Toprac, P., Scott, S., & Baker, S. (2022).
Public understanding of artificial intelligence through
entertainment media. Al & Society, 1-14. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00146-022-01427-w

Nicholls, T. (2019). Detecting textual reuse in news stories,
at scale. International Journal of Communication, 13, 4173-
4197. https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/9904/2777
Neuendorf, K. A, Skalski, P. D., Cajigas, J. A, & Allen, J. C.
(2017). The content analysis guidebook (Second Edition).
SAGE.

Ouchchy, L, Coin, A, & Dubljevi¢, V. (2020). Al in the
headlines: The portrayal of the ethical issues of artificial
intelligence in the media. Al & Society, 35, 927-936. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00146-020-00965-5

Ouyang, F., Zheng, L., & Jiao, P. (2022). Artificial intelligence
in online higher education: A systematic review of empirical
research from 2011 to 2020. Education and Information
Technologies, 27(6), 7893-7925. doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10639-022-10925-9

Paykamian, B. (2023, January 24). Higher ed reactions to
ChatGPT run the gamut. TCA Regional News. https://www.
proquest.com/wire-feeds/higher-ed-reactions-chatgpt-
run-gamut/docview/2768910533/se-2?accountid=10675

Popenici, S. A, & Kerr, S. (2017). Exploring the impact of
artificial intelligence on teaching and learning in higher
education. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced
Learning, 12(1), 1-13. doi: 10.1186/s41039-017-0062-8

Rudolph, J., Tan, S., & Tan, S. (2023). ChatGPT: Bullshit spewer
or the end of traditional assessments in higher education?
Journal of Applied Learning and Teaching, 6(1), 1-22. https://
doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9

Sawahel, W. (2023, February 7). Embrace it or reject it?
Academics disagree about ChatGPT. University World
News. https://www.universityworldnews.com/post.
php?story=20230207160059558

Selwyn, N., & Gallo Cordoba, B. (2022). Australian public
understandings of artificial intelligence. Al & Society, 37(4),
1645-1662.  doi:  https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-021-
01268-z

Shea, J. (2023, February 4). VCU: Faculty, staff discuss the
‘perplexing, exciting and scary’ implications of Al, such as
ChatGPT, on campus. VCU News. https://www.proquest.
com/wire-feeds/vcu-faculty-staff-discuss-perplexing-
exciting/docview/2772266645/se-2?accountid=10675

Stannard, E. (2023, January 30). ChatGPT will write you an
essay in seconds using Al. So why aren't CT professors more
concerned about it? Hartford Courant (Online). https://www.
proquest.com/blogs-podcasts-websites/chatgpt-will-write-
you-essay-seconds-using-ai-so/docview/2770810966/se-
2?accountid=10675

Starcevic, S. (2023, January 24). As ChatGPT faces Australia
crackdown, disabled students defend Al. Context. https://
www.context.news/ai/as-chatgpt-faces-australia-
crackdown-disabled-students-defend-ai

Sun, S, Zhai, Y., Shen, B, & Chen, Y. (2020). Newspaper
coverage of artificial intelligence: A perspective of emerging
technologies. Telematics and Informatics, 53, 101433. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2020.101433

SUNY’s university at Albany: ChatGPT and the future of
education - A Q&A with George Berg. (2023, February
8). Targeted News Service. https://www.proquest.com/
wire-feeds/sunys-university-at-albany-chatgpt-future/
docview/2774234643/se-2?accountid=10675

Taylor, L. (2023, February 1). Chat GPT sparks concern and
hope for professors. The Student Life. https://www.proquest.
com/wire-feeds/chat-gpt-sparks-concern-hope-professors/
docview/2771516422/se-2?accountid=10675

Tlili, A, Shehata, B., Adarkwah, M. A, Bozkurt, A., Hickey,
D. T, Huang, R, & Agyemang, B. (2023). What if the devil
is my guardian angel: ChatGPT as a case study of using
chatbots in education. Smart Learning Environments, 10(1),
1-24. https://slejournal.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/
s40561-023-00237-x

Venkataraman, B. (2023, January 30). Are you for real? The
most urgent question with artificial intelligence as a new
interlocutor. Boston Globe (Online). https://www.proquest.
com/newspapers/are-you-real-most-urgent-question-with-
artificial/docview/2770576156/se-2?accountid=10675

Vogler, D., & Schéafer, M. S. (2020). Growing influence of

Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching Vol.6 No.1 (2023) 9



university PR on science news coverage? A longitudinal
automated content analysis of university media releases
and newspaper coverage in Switzerland, 2003-2017.
International Journal of Communication, 14, 3143-3164.
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/13498/3113

Weale, S. (2023, January 14). Lecturers urged to review
assessments in UK amid concerns over new Al tool. The
Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2023/
jan/13/end-of-the-essay-uk-lecturers-assessments-
chatgpt-concerns-ai

Weinreis, A. (2023, February 7). ChatGPT at UMN: Erase
or embrace? Minnesota Daily. https://www.proquest.
com/wire-feeds/chatgpt-at-umn-erase-embrace/
docview/2773536628/se-2?accountid=10675

Weissman, J. (2023, February 9). ChatGPT is a plague upon
education. Inside Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.
com/views/2023/02/09/chatgpt-plague-upon-education-
opinion

Zawacki-Richter, O., Marin, V. I, Bond, M., & Gouverneur, F.
(2019). Systematic review of research on artificial intelligence
applications in higher education-where are the educators?
International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher
Education, 16(1), 1-27. doi: https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-
019-0171-0

Appendix 1. Complete codebook with guidelines.

Coda | Definition
(Academic Integrity

(Catching  [Discussion of tools that can be used for detecting the nse of ChatGPT
(Concarn  |Generzl concerns about cheating'contract cheating unfair admissions

Educate

Addressing concems by educating smdents or referring to 2 Code of Conduct

Exzample [|Specific stories and examples about failing or penalising students for uzing ChatGPT

Subject
(Avoidance

Some dizciplines or types of assignments that might be more at rizk than others

Adzptation [Plans to restructure assiznments or courses to minimise use of ChatGPT, including
lexzmples of specific assizmments or tasks that ChatGPT cannot do

Errors |General criticism of errors made by Chat3PT or mentioning falze referencing
outzide of a specific context, such as learning or adapting assignmeants)

Learning  |Specific concerns about negative impacts on leamming outcomes

Policy

Undacided [University is considering their policy on ChatGPT
Mo Uze  [University has banned or discouraged CharGPT
(Allowead [University has enconraged or not banned ChatGPT

[Embrace
Teaching [[deas for how Chat(3PT can be useflly mcorporated into teaching (2 g, using az a
Iclazs activity, producing teaching respurces)

Too hard [t is too hard to ban, for practical or other reazons

Workplace Tustifying the use of ChatGPT in universzities by linking to real-world workplace
[practice

Eguity IChatGPT can be used to improve/'enhance /address concerns with equity or help
lstruzzling smdents. This does not have to be a specific equity group (e.z., reducing
ptudent stress or snxiety)

Voice

Academic [Story, quote or example of 2 university academic or other university staff mamber
Smdent  [|Story, quote or example of 2 wniversity student

(ChatGPT [t is ackmowledzed that ChatGPT wrote part of the article, or ChatGPT responses are
jauoted as examples in text, or a ChatGET spokesperson.

Code guidelines

#  For ‘Policy” codes, oaly cods university or deparonent faculty level policy. Do not code mdividual
academics creating policy for their own respective subjects (zlthough they may fit under ‘uze’ and
“avoid” categoriss).

+  Equity inchides accessibility when in the comtext of equity, and not when referring to how students can
get to access ChatGPT (2.g., ChetGPT is accessible on the internet).

#  For “Voice® codes, only code the name of 3 person the first time they are mentioned in an article.
Subseguent quotes or mentions of the same parson do not need recoding.

#  For “Voice® codas that relate to someone that iz both 2 smdent and staff member, code them hazad on
the role in which they are acting (2.g., 2 PhD student marking papers is acting as a staff member, zo
will be coded as “Voice Academic’)

+  If two articles are the same text but publizhed in different places, choose only one of them to
code. Remove the duplicate from the dataset.

#  Code the titla of the article if it has text that fitz within 2 particalar code.

+ Do not code:

1. Feferences to zchools or non-university contexts (if a whole article is unrelated, remaove it from the
datazet)
1. (General dizcussion about ChatGPT that is not related to university students (e.z, ChatGPT in tech
or rasearch)

Other forms of cheating that are not Al {2 g, contract cheating)

General descriptions of what ChatGPT feamras

Fhetorical questions whers the speakerwriter does not take a pozition {e.g., “Can we integrate it

into our claszroom? Is it academic misconduct™)
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