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Abstract 

The rapid expansion of Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools like ChatGPT and Gemini presents 

both unprecedented opportunities and significant challenges for higher education. While academic 

discourse on AI's impact is widespread, there is a need for in-depth, qualitative exploration of the 

factors shaping faculty members' decisions to adopt or resist these technologies. The study employs a 

case study research design to investigate the reasons for the utilization or rejection of generative AI in 

their teaching and research functions. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews with 16 

educators from diverse disciplines at a public university. Moreover, four direct observations were also 

conducted, and documents were reviewed to further provide in-depth information about the case. Using 

thematic analysis, the drivers to acceptance include [1] Effectiveness and efficiency in performing 

academic functions, [2] Quality of experience in using Generative AI, [3] Administrative support for the 

faculty, [4] Alignment to the core values of the institution, and [5] Responsible use of Generative AI. On 

the other hand, the barriers are [1] Associated risks on the use of generative AI, [2] Issues related to AI 

policy, [3] Threats to academic integrity, [4] Overdependence to Generative AI, and [5] Waste of time to 

learn and check the output of AI. This study recommends approved policy on the use of Generative AI 

in the university and to provide training for the educators about different types of these tools and its 

responsible use. These would help address the barriers encountered and strengthen the adoption of 

Generative AI for instruction and research. 

 

Keywords: Drivers and barriers of adoption, generative artificial intelligence, higher education, 

instruction and research 

 

Introduction 

Generative Artificial Intelligence is revolutionizing multiple disciplines, including education, 

by transforming how knowledge is created, processed, and shared. As a subset of artificial 

intelligence, GenAI utilizes deep learning algorithms to generate content text, images, 

videos, and even software code based on input data and learned patterns [1, 2]. Since 

November 2022, Generative Artificial Intelligence such as Bing, Gemini, and ChatGPT has 

become a global phenomenon [3]. These generative AI are now making an impact including 

in the fields of education. 

The integration of Generative AI into academia has sparked extensive debates regarding 

ethical and pedagogical implications. Critics contend that its use may raise ethical issues like 

plagiarism, intellectual property infringement, academic integrity, data privacy violations, 

and potential biases in AI-generated content [4, 5], while supporters point out its potential to 

automate administrative tasks, prepare assessments and student feedback, personalize 

learning, and support research [6, 7]. These issues call for a more thorough analysis of its 

adoption in educational settings, especially among educators at public universities where 

regulations pertaining to AI use are still in their infancy. 

The integration of AI within the Philippine educational landscape presents significant 

opportunities to transform the learning experience, fostering innovation and adaptability in 

higher education [8]. However, the risks and challenges associated with AI in higher 

education demand a critical reassessment of how Philippine institutions position themselves 

in an AI-driven world [9]. 
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 Moreover, many institutions face infrastructural challenges, 

including inadequate digital resources and limited training 

opportunities, which hinder the seamless adoption of 

GenAI. Understanding the need to adopt emerging 

technologies such as generative AI and the realities on the 

ground such as availability of ICT and training can be better 

grasped through an in-depth exploration of the lived 

experiences of the faculty. 

Existing research on Generative AI in education primarily 

focused on the student perspective, creating a significant 

gap in understanding educator’s experience. While studies 

like [10] have shed light on how Filipino Gen Z students 

perceive the ethical threats of AI, and others have explored 

student acceptance of tools like ChatGPT [11] the voices of 

educators have largely been underrepresented. The same 

holds true for research by [12], which focused on the impact 

of ChatGPT on student skills and the need for policy 

changes. More research is needed to create a balanced body 

of literature that truly reflects the unique perspectives, 

challenges, and teaching experiences of educators in this 

new technological era. 

The current body of literature on Generative AI in 

education, while growing, has some noticeable gaps. 

Literature often relies heavily on large-scale quantitative 

surveys, which are great for identifying broad trends but can 

miss the deeper, more personal stories behind the data. For 

instance, a systematic review by [13] found that quantitative 

studies were far more common than qualitative approaches 

that could provide a more nuanced understanding. 

A significant geographical imbalance also exists that 

Western perspectives dominate the discussion with little 

contributions from Southeast Asian. Reviews by [14] and [15] 

confirm this, showing minimal research from countries like 

the Philippines. This limited representation is a concern, as 

it raises questions about whether findings from other parts 

of the world are even relevant in a country with its own 

unique educational systems, cultural values, and resource 

challenges. 

Therefore, this qualitative case study directly responds to 

the identified gaps in the literature. As [16] noted that the 

case study research investigates contemporary phenomenon 

within their real-life context, making the case study well 

suited for examining the nuanced interplay of personal, 

institutional, and cultural factors influencing Generative AI 

adoption in higher education. It explored the underlying 

drivers that encourage adoption and the barriers that create 

hesitation, offering insights that quantitative data alone 

cannot fully capture. Furthermore, the study used the 

theoretical lens of Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of 

Technology (UTAUT), Diffusion of Innovation Theory, and 

Innovation Resistance theory to help understand these 

drivers and barriers to Generative AI adoption. This study 

seeks to answer a critical question that remains 

underexplored: What are the lived experiences of educators 

in their acceptance (the drivers) and resistance (the barriers) 

to the use of generative AI in their teaching and research 

practices? 

 

Materials and Methods 

Research Design 

In exploring the factors influencing educators’ acceptance 

and resistance to Generative AI, this study adopted a case 

study approach as its qualitative research design. It involves 

the study of a case within real-life, contemporary context or 

setting [17, 18]. This study offered a rich and detailed 

description of the lived experiences of educators as they 

navigate both acceptance and resistance to generative AI in 

their teaching and research practices. 

 

Participants of the study 

The participants of the study were educators from a State 

University in Southern Mindanao, Philippines. There were 

16 participants that satisfied [19]. These educators are from 

different disciplines with an academic rank from Instructor 

to Professor Level. Some top management officials were 

included as participants because they have provided 

additional insights, especially into the organizational 

context. Furthermore, the study employed purposive 

sampling as [20] said that selecting participants is based on 

specific characteristics, particularly, they were selected 

because they are professionally independent in the 

application of skills vital to the teaching and learning 

process [21]. These participants were both users and non-

users of Generative AI so they could share their experiences 

about what drives them to use these tools and what keeps 

them from using them. 

 

Data collection tool 

In this study, data were collected using an interview and 

observation protocol [22], consisting of carefully designed 

interview questions aimed at capturing the lived experiences 

of educators. Moreover, the semi-structured interview 

questions were validated by experts to comply with [22] that 

ensured that the questions effectively aligned with the 

research objectives. There were three Experts who have 

validated the instruments, one is an expert in the field of 

Electronics Engineering who is knowledgeable about 

emerging trends and technologies such as AI. Another is an 

expert in doing Qualitative research, and lastly, an expert in 

language also checked the clarity of the semi-structured 

interview questions. Their comments were integrated into 

the final instrument. 

 

Data collection 

Out of the six recommended information according to [16], 

three were used such as interviews, direct observations, and 

document review. Using semi-structured interviews, 16 

participants were able to share their experiences about 

generative AI. The semi-structured in-person interview runs 

for about 45 minutes to 1 hour. The interview was 

conducted across the three campuses of the university.  

The researcher conducted also a direct observation among 

the four participants. All the data were recorded in the field 

notes of the researcher alongside the observation protocol. 

Lastly, a document review was done by the researcher. 

Documents such as memorandum, sample learning material, 

and approved activity designs were examined to see any 

information that is substantial in the case study. The direct 

observation and document review were used to triangulate 
[22, 16] the information gathered in the interview. By utilizing 

diverse data sources, this study ensures a more holistic 

understanding of participants' lived experiences in accepting 

or resisting Generative AI, enhancing the reliability and 

depth of the findings. 

 

Data analysis 

In analyzing the data, the researcher employed a thematic 

analysis approach consistent with the recommendations of 
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[18, 23] for in-depth case study research. The interview 

transcripts, observation field notes, and documentary 

evidence were uploaded into N Vivo software, which was 

used to assist in organizing, coding, and managing the data 
[24, 25] including the demographic profiles of participants. 

Following [23] suggesting for iterative coding, the researcher 

examined the interview statements line-by-line, developed 

initial codes directly from the data, and systematically 

grouped these into broader categories until themes emerged 

that captured the essence of participants’ lived experiences 

in using generative AI. Though the researcher has used 

theories as [16] has pointed out, at the ideation stage of the 

study, the raw data from the different sources have driven 

the formation of codes and themes. The resulting themes 

were derived inductively, reflecting the authentic voices of 

the participants, and offered a detailed and holistic portrayal 

of their experiences with generative AI in higher education. 

 

Trustworthiness of the study 

To ensure the credibility of this research, member checking 

was done. Member checking is part of trustworthiness 

strategies in qualitative research, particularly for ensuring 

credibility [26]. During the interview, the researcher 

occasionally asks the participant if the interpretation and the 

understanding of the researcher to what they share is correct. 

Before ending the interview, the researcher reiterated the 

salient points shared by the participants and allowed them to 

verify if it was correctly taken by the researcher. Moreover, 

the participants were given interview transcripts for them to 

verify and validate the accuracy of the transcripts and to 

make sure that the meaning of their lived experiences is 

clear and not distorted by the interpretation of the 

researcher. Another approach the researcher has made to 

ensure trustworthiness was through data triangulation with 

observation and document review, to increase the construct 

validity of the case [16]. 

 

Ethical considerations 

This study has strictly adhered to the ethical standards to 

ensure the integrity, credibility, and welfare of all the 

participants. This study has secured necessary approval from 

the University President for the conduct of this study. The 

Data Privacy Act of 2012 was carefully observed 

specifically in the data collection. Also, each participant was 

given informed consent form, and the purpose of the 

interview was explained to them. The researcher made sure 

that the interview process was friendly enough by allowing 

the participants to elaborate their thoughts and they were not 

coerced to share information that they were not willing to 

discuss. Also, the work of other researchers included in this 

study was properly cited and acknowledged. 

 

Results and Discussion 

The participants were from the different campuses of the 

university, representing a broad range of academic 

disciplines like Science, Technology, Engineering, and 

Mathematics (STEM), Administration, Business, and 

Management (ABM); Social Sciences; Education; and Law. 

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of the respondents. 

A significant proportion (43.75%) fell within the age range 

of 46 to 55 years. Male participants comprised the majority 

at 68.75%, while females accounted for 31.25%. In terms of 

teaching experience, half of the participants (50%) had been 

in the service for at least 21 years. Regarding academic 

rank, most held the position of Associate Professor (56%), 

followed by Professors (25%). All participants reported 

familiarity with generative AI tools, indicating they use 

them for instructional and research purposes. Interestingly, 

despite this widespread usage, 75% of the participants 

reported not subscribing to any premium version of these 

tools. During the interview of the participants, it was found 

out that ChatGPT, DeepSeek, Gemini, PerplexityAI, and 

Scispace were commonly used Generative AI tools. 

 
Table 1: Demographic profile 

 

Profile Description Frequency Percentage 

Age 

25 years old and 

below 
0 0% 

26-35 3 18.75% 

36-45 3 18.75% 

46-55 7 43.75% 

56-65 2 12.50% 

66 years old and 

above 
1 6.25% 

Sex 
Male 11 68.75% 

Female 5 31.25% 

Number of years 

in the service 

less than 5 years 3 18.75% 

6-10 years 1 6.25% 

11-15 years 2 12.50% 

16-20 years 2 12.50% 

21-25 years 5 31.25% 

more than 26 years 3 18.75% 

Academic rank 

Instructor 2 12.50% 

Assistant Professor 1 6.25% 

Associate Professor 9 56.25% 

Professor 4 25% 

Familiarity to AI 
Yes 16 100% 

No 0 
 

Use of Generative 

AI in Instruction 

Yes 13 81.25% 

No 3 18.75% 

Use of Generative 

AI in Research 

Yes 11 68.75% 

No 5 31.25% 

Subscription to 

premium account 

Yes 4 25% 

No 12 75% 

 

Themes that emerged on the drivers of adoption of 

Generative AI 

Through the conducted interview, direct observation, and 

document review, there are five themes that emerged 

relating to drivers to accept Generative AI in their teaching 

and research. These themes are [1] Effectiveness and 

Efficiency in performing academic functions [2] Quality of 

Experience in using Generative AI [3] Administrative 

support for the faculty [4] Alignment to the core values of the 

institution and [5] Responsible use of Generative AI. 

 

Theme 1 Effectiveness and efficiency in performing 

academic function 

Most of the participants have used Generative AI to perform 

their core academic functions in instruction and research. 

The reasons why they use include: working faster because 

they can finish their work earlier than usual, generative AI 

can help them develop instructional materials, they can 

easily revise the periodic enhancement of syllabus; create 

assessment with rubrics and produce Table of Specifications 

(TOS); develop and package research proposals faster, etc. 

They believe that with generative AI they are more 

productive. 
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 “To make my work more efficient considering that we 

have several functions aside from teaching and 

research, we have accreditation, audit, etc. The purpose 

of using AI is to make it faster for me to work, produce 

results and output.” – P10 

“I use generative AI for revising syllabus and making 

rubrics. Since it lessens my time in the preparation of 

syllabus, rubrics and TOS, and I got more time in 

assessing the students’ performance.” – P15 

“I use AI to test the novelty of technology in patent 

search using ChatGPT premium, I give context to the 

AI. It can give suggestions on search strings. I also use 

AI to write substantive and formality reports. AI also 

helped in validation as per my experience in patent 

drafting and in responding to these reports. Though I 

use AI as a guide or can give hints, my personal 

background and experience in patent is very helpful at 

the end of the process.” – P16 

 

Generative AI and other AI technologies have been 

recognized as powerful tools for enhancing both the 

effectiveness and efficiency of academic functions, enabling 

educators to save significant time and effort in their 

professional tasks [27]. These technologies streamline various 

aspects of teaching, from efficiently uploading, assigning, 

and distributing learning materials to automating classroom 

management processes [28, 29] making the educators free to 

do other equally important activities. Moreover, AI systems 

that recommend academic activities for students have 

demonstrated their capacity to further boost teacher 

productivity and optimize instructional planning [30].These 

findings imply that, when integrated thoughtfully and 

ethically, AI can serve as a transformative assistant in 

academia, enabling educators to channel their saved time 

and energy toward more meaningful teaching, research, and 

student engagement. 

 

Theme 2 Quality of Experience in using Generative AI 

The participants have expressed that based on their 

experience they were generally satisfied with the quality of 

output generated by these AI tools. It can carry out the 

instructions given by them. Whenever the participants 

provide specific prompt or detailed information, the output 

is also detailed, and the quality of information is almost 

perfect. Moreover, their interaction with these generative AI 

tools is easier due to their user-friendly interface. 

 

“I use ChatGPT in making my multiple-choice quizzes/ 

exam for my undergraduate students. Based on my 

experience AI will generate multiple-choice exam 

questions with answers and rationale based on my given 

prompt”. – P3 

“I have tried using several generative AI in my subject 

language translation. There are tools available for 

translation. For me, giving correct prompts also 

determines the quality of output of translation of texts 

by AI”. – P8 

“I used AI in developing my examination with TOS by 

giving prompt to AI including the specific learning 

outcomes. Specific details in the prompts include the 

level in the taxonomy like analyses or application level. 

The output generated by AI to me is acceptable because 

it followed the specific instructions that I gave that is 

aligned to the learning outcomes with specific 

taxonomy”. – P13 

 

For educators, being proficient in the use of prompt is 

considered as important for interacting with Generative AI 

effectively because it increases productivity and generates 

the most relevant information needed for their academic 

functions [31]. Whenever educators get accurate responses 

from Generative AI it would increase their likelihood to use 

it. According to [32], trust (referring to perceptions of 

believability, credibility, reliability, and trustworthiness) of 

educators to Generative AI can lead to more positive 

attitudes and stronger intentions to adopt it. Moreover, 

individuals’ attitudes, comfort levels [33], and hedonic 

motivation or pleasure in using AI [34] can greatly influence 

acceptance and integration into various aspects of the 

education system. 

 

Theme 3 Administrative support for the faculty 

The theme reflects the different support provided by the 

administration for the participants. The availability of 

support like training for the educators, and technical support 

for them help in their utilization. Though their experience 

was not uniform in a sense that there are colleges who have 

initiated training while other colleges do not have. But for 

the subscription of software that has embedded AI tools 

such as Grammarly and Turnitin, they all agreed that the 

university has provided a premium subscription for each 

instructor. 

 

“The College had a 1-day session about the use 

Artificial Intelligence. It contains the information about 

different types of AI, how to use it. After the 1-day 

session, I think almost everyone become interested.” – 

P2 

 

May the University provide equipment, data infrastructure 

and other technical support for the faculty and students so 

AI can be maximized. Provide subscription of AI for 

Filipino to be used in translation. Also, it is helpful to 

conduct AI literacy for faculty so we know the ethical use of 

it and avoid the improper use of these generative AI tools.” 

– P12 

 

“There is subscription provided for the faculty in 

Grammarly and Turnitin.” – P13 

 

The literature underscores the critical role of administrative 

support to drive faculty adoption of generative AI. A 

primary concern is the lack of adequate training, which, as 

noted by [27], can lead to misunderstandings about academic 

integrity and a sense that universities are too slow to 

respond to the phenomenon. This aligns with findings from 
[29], who highlight that teachers often lack a sufficient 

understanding of AI technologies and their pedagogical 

implications, which can subsequently generate negative 

attitudes and weak self-efficacy [35]. Therefore, proactive 

administrative measures, including training for university 

teachers for them to understand the implications of AI 

technologies for their teaching [36] and the need for resource 

allocation to maximize the benefits of Generative AI in 

higher education.  
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 Theme 4 Alignment to core values of the institution 

The participants have described their beliefs that using 

Generative AI aligns to the core values of the university. 

They believe that the university should be adaptive to 

emerging trends in technology such as the use of AI to stay 

competitive and relevant. However, they also shared that the 

accountability aspect of the core values should be 

considered carefully, and responsible use of AI will help the 

people accountable. 

 

“I think it is aligned to our core values because if we do 

not use technology such as AI, we will be left behind. 

The industries are now using advanced technologies so 

if we will not use new technologies, we might have 

difficulty in marketing our graduates.” – P11 

“Though it is not 100% aligned to our core values, it is 

helpful to us in general. Since AI will help us in many 

ways to hit our university targets, the output should be 

excellent because the time is reduced with the use of AI 

so the quality of output is high.” – P14 

“There is also a negative effect on resilience part of our 

core values because of too much dependence on AI we 

may not be able to function normally. If we cannot 

access AI due to some reasons, then we may get 

paralyzed by not being able to proceed as expected.” – 

P16 

 

The integration of generative AI is not just a technological 

trend, but a matter of alignment with the core values of the 

institution. As highlighted by [37] that AI is seen as an 

inevitable change and the response of university authorities 

such as teachers are crucial. Furthermore, universities 

should use artificial intelligence and systems to achieve 

equitable outcomes [36], such as updating the curriculum is 

necessary because traditional assessment and methodologies 

may no longer be applicable [38]. Moreover, universities 

have obligation to serve students by preparing them for 

work [27]. Ultimately, by proactively engaging with and 

adopting AI, institutions achieve their mission to deliver a 

relevant, ethical, and forward-looking education that 

prepares students for the complexities of a technology-

driven world. 

 

Theme 5 Responsible Use of Generative AI 

This theme talked about how they emphasized that 

Generative AI are just tools to help or assist but should not 

be left unchecked. They maintained that they should be 

responsible in using these tools and to also impart to their 

students to be responsible also in accessing and in using 

generative AI for their academics. The participants are fully 

aware of disadvantages of irresponsible use of generative AI 

and that they describe it being a shared responsibility with 

the students. 

 

“In relation to doing research, I allow my students to 

use AI for them to know the state of the art of this 

subject when writing their review of related literature. 

But I instructed them to double check the output and see 

if it is correct, if the references are correct. AI is just an 

aid for them, but their output should not be entirely 

done by AI.” – P6 

“I know there are faculty who are hesitant to use AI or 

who do not want to use AI, but we need to learn these 

new technologies, so we can also guide our students. In 

the research aspect we can use AI in enhancing or 

sentences, grammar but not to the extent that everything 

is done and generated by the AI.” – P8 

“I do not copy and paste everything that ChatGPT 

provided, it is just a tool for the structuring of 

paragraphs. With the paragraphs given by ChatGPT, I 

am the one who will synthesize it and write my own 

statements.” – P13 

 

The literature emphasizes that a responsible use of 

generative AI in academia requires a dual approach from 

educators and institutions. The findings of this study echoes 

the result of [39] that says universities must pay attention to 

social, environmental, and ethical responsibilities in the 

application of Generative AI. Moreover, [40] highlight that 

higher education institutions have a duty to prioritize 

teaching students about the responsible and ethical use of 

tools like ChatGPT. Therefore, a successful integration of 

generative AI hinges on a systemic approach that combines 

pedagogical innovation with a strong focus on educating the 

academic community on ethical principles and practices. 

Themes that emerged on the barriers of adoption of 

Generative AI 

Through conducted interviews, direct observation, and 

document review, there were five themes that emerged 

relating to the barriers to adoption of Generative AI in their 

teaching and research. These issues may have caused the 

participants to be reluctant, hesitant, or at the very least 

cautious when using generative AI. These themes are [1] 

Associated risks on the use of generative AI, [2] Issues 

related to AI policy, [3] Threats to academic integrity, [4] 

Overdependence to Generative AI, and [5] Waste of time to 

learn and check the output of AI. 

 

Theme 1 Associated risks on the use of Generative AI 

The participants described their experiences that there are 

possible risks in using AI. Giving unverified information to 

the students or allowing the students to submit academic 

output with inaccurate data poses risks on the educational 

quality of the institution. Breaches on data privacy and 

security may pose a threat to the personal identifications of 

users. Along with other risks and ethical issues, the 

participants discussed the reality of these scenarios and 

expressed caution on their part and have contributed that 

some of them are reluctant in using these tools. 

“Being in an academic institution, teachers are obliged to 

give correct information to the students. If teachers just rely 

on AI and do not verify, and if it affects the knowledge of 

the students, then that is a gross negligence on the part of 

the teachers. The faculty should give quality and verified 

information to the students. Though we are not prevented 

from using AI in teaching, teachers must be responsible in 

using these technologies by verifying their content.” – P4 

 

“I have personally encountered risks of data privacy 

and security because ChatGPT can access my personal 

information through other means such as in my posting 

in social media platform.” – P5 

“I do not use AI, and I have heard from my colleagues 

that there are references generated by these AI that do 

not exist. So for me, if a teacher just relied on the output 

of AI without verification of its authenticity and 

accuracy then it may give a negative impact to the 

learning of the students.” – P6 
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 The hesitation of teachers to adopt generative AI is directly 
tied to the associated risks in using AI, which act as 
significant barriers to adoption. Associated risk such as 
hallucination where models generate plausible information 
but factually inaccurate [41], is said to be at 91%, 
emphasizing careful human oversight [42]. This issue of 
accuracy and the potential for spreading false information 
[43] makes educators fearful and sceptic about AI in higher 
education. Furthermore, teachers are deeply concerned 
about ethical issues, including plagiarism, bias, and breaches 
of privacy [27]. These apprehensions not only highlight the 
associated risks of AI use but also form substantial barriers 
to adoption, indicating that without stronger safeguards, 
transparency, and user understanding, many educators will 
remain reluctant to embrace these tools in their professional 
practice. 
 

Theme 2 Issues related to AI policy 
All participants have shared that currently the university 
does not yet have an approved guidelines or policy on the 
use of Generative AI. They believe that having an approved 
AI policy will provide a clear direction on the extent of use 
and to avoid irresponsible ways of utilizing the tools. Some 
participants were aware that there is a plan in creating a 
policy, while others especially the participants who are part 
of the administration have said that consultation with 
stakeholders is needed in the crafting of policy and many 
SUCs do not have also their own guideline and added the 
reality that our country do not have it yet. 

 
“As of now, as an institution, we do not yet have a 
policy on the use of AI. Though we do not have the 
institutional policy yet there are existing laws that may 
address these issues like intellectual property rights 
law, trademark and patent laws the principles of which 
can be applied in the institution.” – P4 
“For me, in my own opinion, by any means we need to 
adapt to the new technologies, otherwise, we will be left 
behind. The absence of a policy may hinder the full 
adoption of these technologies. As of the moment, the 
University has no AI policy, even the Philippines has no 
specific policy regarding the use of AI. – P7 
“We do not yet have a guideline on the use of AI 
because even other HEIs do not have guidelines yet they 
are still talking about it. What we have is the similarity 
index embedded in the graduate school program.” – P8 

 
Policy gaps surrounding AI use in higher education present 
significant challenges that can delay its adoption. As 
highlighted by [37], universities need to establish strong 
policies that address ethical concerns, but the slow pace of 
university educators to adapt to new technologies because of 
resistance [36] can make these policies difficult to implement 
in a timely manner [27]. While the use of Generative AI may 
have good and bad effects, universities can effectively face 
these concerns head-on by having a proactive and ethical 
approach to the use of these tools [44]. Without 
comprehensive and timely policy frameworks, institutions 
risk inconsistent practices, disputes over intellectual 
property, and erosion of trust in academic outputs, all of 
which serve as barriers to the responsible and sustainable 
integration of AI in higher education. 

 

Theme 3 Threats to academic integrity 
There are several participants who have described that 
Generative AI may compromise the quality of education and 

challenge the academic integrity of the university. Those 
participants who do not use AI said that this is one of their 
reasons why they opted not to and because to them using 
generative AI is academic dishonesty. They would prefer to 
use their personal work or use other means for student 
assessment to guard themselves against possible cheating. 

 

“I do not use AI for my case-based examination because 

students tend to copy and paste the AI generated 

output.” – P3 

“Using the output of Generative AI is a form of 

cheating and academic dishonesty. I do not use 

Generative AI because I am confident and can 

guarantee accuracy with my personal work.” – P6 

“Excessive use of Generative AI compromises our 

academic integrity. Lack of control measures is 

dangerous for the quality of learning of students.” – 

P14 

 

The use of generative AI presents a significant threat to 

academic integrity, which is a primary reason for teacher 

hesitation and a major barrier to adoption. The absence of 

effective tools to verify content integrity, creating an unfair 

advantage for students who rely on AI over those who 

complete their own work [45]. Furthermore, the academic 

integrity policies of any given HEI, which must be updated 

to consider how academic misconduct may be defined when 

using these AI tools in future educational environments [46]. 

 

Theme 4 Overdependence to Generative AI 

This theme described the experiences of the participants on 

the possibility of being overdependent on these Generative 

AI. They may have the tendency to not critically think in 

some aspect because they know that they can ask the AI and 

it can give answers or do the work for them.  

 

“Based on my assessment and observation, if the person 

will depend too much on AI may have an effect to our 

thinking skills. For example, using calculators, we may 

tend to depend on it even in simple calculations, we do 

not want to think anymore, how much more with AI 

because they can give answers very fast. Our critical 

thinking may deteriorate because of too much 

dependence.” – P1 

“There was once that I asked them to write a lesson 

plan then one student asked permission to use the cell 

phone because the AI application is useful in the activity 

for which to me is not good because there is too much 

dependence on it.” – P5 

“We may lose our originality and critical thinking 

ability because we depend on AI to almost everything. 

By just a click of the command we can generate answers 

without thinking much.” – P15 

 

The experiences and observations of the participants are 

congruent to what the extant literature said on the negative 

effect of being over dependent on Generative AI. Since AI 

such as ChatGPT can streamline decision-making and boost 

productivity, over-reliance can reduce users' critical thinking 

skills and contribute to compulsive usage patterns [47]. 

Furthermore, [48] said that overdependence could impair 

critical thinking skills and degrade the quality of instruction 

and learning outcomes, and it can reduce their thinking 
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 ability and lead to a dependence on the tool for even minor 

tasks. 

Theme 5 Waste of time to learn and check the output of AI 

Learning how to use Generative AI and integrating it into 

their academic work may be challenging to some 

participants, especially to the older ones who were near their 

retirement. Others chose not to use it because they have 

observed that it is time consuming to do verification of the 

output generated by AI. 

 

“For me it takes time to learn generative AI like 

ChatGPT with my age. I am about to retire so I usually 

prefer my own way of doing things.” – P1 

“For me it is a hassle and time-consuming to use AI and 

then double check its results. I would rather make the 

exam on my own.” – P3 

“It takes more time for me to double check if it is 

correct or not, it is not saving me time at all. If I am the 

one doing it, then I know and certain that what I am 

doing is correct.” – P6 

“I personally do not use AI even though my colleagues 

tried to help me explore AI, because it takes time to 

learn and understand how it works. Based on my 

observation, the output of AI in terms of Translation in 

Filipino is not accurate and it would take my time to 

review and recheck its output.” – P12 

 

For many educators, a significant barrier to adopting 

generative AI lies in the perceived time burden required to 

learn, adapt, and effectively integrate it into teaching and 

research. The process of understanding AI tools, exploring 

their capabilities, and ensuring their outputs are accurate and 

appropriate can be both time-consuming and mentally 

demanding [36]. As a result, some educators view AI 

integration as an inefficient investment of time, especially 

when weighed against competing academic responsibilities.  

Conclusion 

Based on the findings of this case study, it can be concluded 

that majority of the educators have started to use Generative 

AI in their teaching and research. On the other hand, there 

were few educators who have little exposure to it like they 

have tried it out of curiosity but did not continue while 

others have decided not to use it entirely. This confirmed the 

theory of UTAUT and Innovation Diffusion that there are 

factors that drive users to adopt or utilize new technologies 

such as generative AI because they find it beneficial, 

effective, and make their work easier. With the thorough 

examination of data from the interview, observation, and 

document review, there were five themes that can help 

explain what drives the educators to use generative AI, these 

include [1] Effectiveness and Efficiency in performing 

academic functions [2] Quality of Experience in using 

Generative AI [3] Administrative support for the faculty [4] 

Alignment to the core values of the institution and [5] 

Responsible use of Generative AI. 

Though there are several advantages of using generative AI, 

some of the educators perceived that there are many things 

that need careful consideration that made them hesitant or 

reluctant to use it in their teaching and research. In the 

process of adoption of technology, it is expected that not 

everyone will right away adopt, because of the introduction 

of new technologies there are barriers that needed to be 

overcome as what the Innovation Resistance Theory was 

emphasizing. Indeed, the participants have described their 

experiences, and through thematic analysis, these themes 

were identified as the barriers: [1] Associated risks on the use 

of generative AI, [2] Issues related to AI policy, [3] Threats to 

academic integrity, [4] Overdependence to Generative AI, 

and [5] Waste of time to learn and check the output of AI. 

 

Recommendations 

There are several areas for recommendations that this study 

would like to make based on the findings and conclusions. It 

is recommended that the overarching concern of the 

participants is for the university to have an approved policy 

on the use of Generative AI. Having an approved policy 

would encourage every educator, including those who are 

resistant to use or adopt generative AI into their teaching 

and research practices. The approved policy will serve as a 

guide on the ethical and responsible use of AI, and it would 

address issues relating to privacy, overdependence, and 

declaration of its use not just in their research but also in 

their syllabus and other learning materials that were 

developed with assistance of these tools. Another 

recommendation is to strengthen the training and AI literacy 

among educators. The university may provide series of 

training for all the educators to help clarify the use of AI, 

what it is, what it can do for the institution, including the 

legal and ethical aspect of it to address the risks, threats to 

academic integrity, over dependent to it, and other barriers 

that can be overcome by proper literary. Aside from 

training, other support such as availability of data 

infrastructure and possible subscription to premium 

accounts may be considered by the administration. 

 

Limitations of the study 

This study was conducted in one of the big universities in 

Southern Mindanao, its unique context and culture may not 

represent the experiences of educators in other public higher 

education institutions. The study was focused on describing 

the experiences of educators on the use of generative AI and 

was limited to understanding that there are drivers and 

barriers in their adoption. The students may have a different 

description of their lived experiences in using generative AI. 

Furthermore, other stakeholders such as parents, and 

industry partners may be interviewed next time to also 

capture their perspective on the prevalence of generative AI 

affecting not just the educators but other significant people 

in the community. Lastly, the study was a snapshot of a 

particular time where the educators have experienced using 

generative AI, it did not have a time series study to see any 

changes in their behaviour or perspectives. 
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