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Introduction
Artificial Intelligence (AI) has transformed educational settings by enabling personalized instruction and accessible learning resources (Labadze et al., 2023; Wu & Yu, 2024). AI-Chatbots have emerged as tools capable of simulating human conversation and assisting learners with complex topics (Okonkwo & Ade-Ibijola, 2021), enhancing knowledge gain, motivation, and self-efficacy (Wu & Yu, 2024). However, most evaluations of AI chatbots in education have been conducted in general higher education settings with broad subject matter (Yan et al., 2024), and very few have examined custom-built chatbots designed for specific disciplinary content in agriculture (Johnson et al., 2024). Equine reproductive management is a technically demanding discipline covering semen evaluation, estrous detection, artificial insemination, and reproductive anatomy (Texas A&M University Department of Animal Science, n.d.). To support student learning in an undergraduate equine science course (ANSC 420), a custom AI-Chatbot was developed using course-specific content and hosted on CustomGPT.ai. The chatbot was introduced to students as a supplemental study tool to reinforce lecture content, answer questions on demand, and support independent review of complex material.
Conceptual Framework
This evaluation draws on Davis’s (1989) Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as an organizing framework. TAM states that perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEOU) are the primary determinants of technology adoption. In this evaluation, the pre-survey captured students’ baseline behavioral intention toward the chatbot (likelihood of use), their expected usefulness preferences (desired features), and their perceived barriers to adoption (concerns) before they were introduced to the tool. Chatbot usage analytics then provided behavioral evidence of how students engaged with the tool after gaining access. Together, these two data sources allow for a descriptive comparison between what students expected before use and how they used the chatbot in practice.
Methods
This evaluation employed a quantitative descriptive approach combining two data sources: (a) a pre-survey administered via Qualtrics® during a class session of Equine Production and Management (ANSC 420) at Texas A&M University on March 2, 2026, and (b) chatbot usage analytics collected from the CustomGPT.ai platform. The chatbot was introduced to students on the same day as the survey, and usage was tracked from March 2 through April 27, 2026. The pre-survey included 11 items covering demographics and background, prior awareness and use of AI tools, baseline likelihood of use, and perceived usefulness expectations, including desired features, concerns, and open-ended perceptions of AI accuracy. Of 55 total responses, 46 were valid and complete (2 opted out, 6 incomplete, 1 test entry). Pre-survey data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Chatbot analytics were exported, and each conversation was manually categorized by topic and coded for response type (successfully answered, could not answer, or answered outside intended scope).
Results
The sample (n = 46) was predominantly female (87.0%) and under 25 years old (95.7%). The largest group reported more than 10 years of horse experience (42.5% of the 40 who responded to this item), followed by less than one year (27.5%) and 1 to 5 years (25.0%). Most students (71.7%) had previously taken coursework related to equine reproductive management. While 82.6% were not aware of chatbots for equine management, 93.5% had used AI tools before, primarily for coursework (writing, studying, brainstorming), but only 10.9% had used AI specifically for equine reproductive purposes. The combined mean likelihood of using a chatbot was 3.61 (SD = 0.93) on a 5-point scale, with 60.9% reporting favorable ratings (Likely or Very Likely). The most desired features were 24/7 availability (95.7%), easy-to-use interface (87.0%), accurate information (82.6%), tailored advice (71.7%), and cost-effectiveness (71.7%). The primary concern was lack of trust in accuracy (89.1%), followed by cost of service (63.0%). When asked about accuracy perceptions in an open-ended item, students expressed consistent skepticism, noting that generic AI tools “tend to make something up” when they lack information, though one student acknowledged that “a custom chatbot pulling from given material seems reliable.”
Chatbot analytics recorded 81 exchanges across 31 conversations over eight weeks (March 2 to April 27, 2026). The chatbot successfully answered 85.2% of queries. The most queried topics were foaling and neonatal care (35.5%), breeding and genetics (25.8%), and semen analysis (16.1%). Breeding and genetics had the lowest answer rate (60.0%), as students asked about specific pedigrees outside the knowledge base, while estrous cycle questions were answered at 100%. The chatbot answered two queries (2.5%) that fell outside its intended reproductive management scope.
Conclusions/Implications
Three conclusions emerged from this evaluation. First, undergraduate students reported moderate receptivity toward using an AI chatbot for equine reproductive management (M = 3.61, SD = 0.93), with 60.9% expressing favorable intentions. While this finding is consistent with the TAM construct of behavioral intention (Davis, 1989), this evaluation did not directly measure perceived usefulness or perceived ease of use as defined by the model, and adoption relationships were not tested. Second, students’ primary concern was accuracy (89.1%), suggesting that undergraduate students approach AI tools with significant skepticism, likely due to prior experiences with generic AI that produced unreliable content. Third, the chatbot’s 85.2% success rate indicates that the tool performed well as a supplemental study resource, though its knowledge base requires expansion, particularly around specific pedigrees and breed registry rules. These findings suggest that custom, content-specific AI chatbots may be more appropriate for discipline-based courses than general-purpose tools, and that students’ existing skepticism toward AI accuracy could be addressed by grounding chatbots in verified, instructor-provided content. These findings extend Johnson et al.’s (2024) work by evaluating a custom chatbot rather than a general-purpose tool in an agricultural education context. This evaluation was limited by the absence of qualitative data, no post-use survey measures, anonymous chatbot analytics, and the use of a single course section at one institution. Recommendations include expanding the knowledge base and incorporating the chatbot into structured course activities. Future evaluations should directly measure TAM constructs through validated post-use scales, employ pre- and post-measures of self-efficacy, and collect qualitative data through semi-structured interviews to gain deeper insight into student experiences.
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