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Researcher
Asking the impor*an* clues*ions

What did students experience with Al

2

Were they allowed to use Al?

2

In high school?

Were they taught how to use Al?

o

So they didn't use it?

2

Why use something they
weren’t taught or
encouraged to use?

o

What does Social Cognitive Theory

o

have to do with this?

So what’s the takeaway for
educators?

2

HOW WEDID IT

Study conducted using a
S

- o

survey-based instrument
through the Qualtrics
Program.
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(|[srvel{) statements and respondents

AGRIGHAT

‘QM ) Synﬂwesizing the Students Reslponses

We asked 84 undergraduate students to reflect on their experience with artificial
intelligence in high school
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Not really.
o &)
said Al was sometimes or never allowed
(&)
&
Mostly, no.
[ )
62.20% <“~/
Somewhat or strongly disagreed that they
were taught how to use Al
(@)
g7
Well... Thats where it gets interesting
31.71% 35.37%
reported using Al agreed they were likely to
somewhat to very use Al when completing
often an assignment
(@)
@
Because they perceived a benefit
53.09%
agreed that using Al improved their grades
(&)

Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986) helps explain the disconnect
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@ What the context \ﬁnF/ What students do What students think

communicates

“Don’t use it.” “I’m using it sometimes” | “But | think it helps me.”

Al was not allowed Usage is present Perceived benefits
and students were but inconsistent outweigh perceived
not taught how to risks

use it

v
k? THATS THE DISSONANCE

-4

Students may be learning to use Al whether or not we’re teaching them how to
use it
The question may no longer be simply whether Al should be permitted, but how
students can be taught to use it appropriately

The survey was dispersed
to freshman

E\i undergraduate students o/\/lil

® ® O tStephenF Austin State I:l I:I D
oaee University During a level

1000 agriculture course.

Data were analyzed using
a descriptive analysis
based on the
recommendations of
Linder and Linder (2024).

A questionnaire with

selected answers on a five-
point summated scale

@ WHO RESPONDED?

UNDERGRADUATE
RESPONSES

74 (90.24%) Attended a
public high school

18 (21.95%) male
64 (78.05%) female

RESULTS AT A GLANGE

ALLOWED TO USE Al
62 (75.31%)
sometimes or never

M=402 SD=0.99

TAUGHT HOW TO

USE Al
51 (62.20%)

somewhat/strongly disagree
M=380 SD=1.31

FREQUENCY OF USE
26 (62.20%)
somewhat to very often

M=301 SD=1.11

USE OF Al WHEN
COMPLETING AN

ASSIGNMENT
29 (35.37%)
somewhat/strongly disagree

M=311 SD=1.26

USING Al

IMPROVED GRADES
44 (53.09%) agreeing

14 (17.28%) disagreeing
M=258 SD-=1.14

66The results show that the
connections, as indicated by
Bandura’s SCT (1986), are in
dissonance when it comes to
students’ use of Al at the
secondary level.

FRAMEWORK

A

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory
(SCT) (Bandura, 1986)

The SCT offers a framework of how cognitive,
behavior, and enviromental factors work
dynamically and reciprocally to determine a
basis of human behavior



