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Abstract - The proliferation of large language model 

(LLM) applications - most prominently ChatGPT - within 

Indian higher education institutions has precipitated a 

fundamental reconfiguration of academic work habits, 

assessment practices, and the cultivation of original 

scholarly thought. The present empirical investigation 

examines the relationship between AI tool adoption and 

academic integrity behaviour among students enrolled at 

Govt. L.B.S. P.G. College, Sironj, a semi-urban public 

institution in Vidisha district, Madhya Pradesh, with a 

total enrolment of 3,500. Employing purposive sampling, 

50 student respondents (25 male, 25 female) were 

surveyed through a structured interview schedule, 

supplemented by 28 secondary sources. Data were 

subjected to frequency-percentage analysis across eight 

tabulated variables. Principal findings establish that: (i) 

72% of respondents have submitted AI-generated content 

in academic assignments at least once; (ii) 68% 

acknowledge that they rarely or never verify AI-

generated claims independently; (iii) 64% report 

declining confidence in constructing original arguments 

without AI assistance; (iv) 60% believe their institutions 

lack clear, enforceable AI usage policies; (v) 74% support 

formal digital ethics training as a mandatory curriculum 

component; and (vi) 66% recognise a measurable 

deterioration in their capacity to sustain extended 

analytical reasoning unaided. The study concludes that 

unregulated AI adoption in semi-urban colleges 

systematically undermines academic integrity norms, 

original scholarship, and critical cognitive development. 

Urgent recommendations include institutional AI 

governance frameworks, redesigned assessments, and 

mandatory digital ethics education. 

 

Key Words:  Artificial Intelligence, Academic Integrity, 

ChatGPT, Critical Thinking, Digital Ethics, Plagiarism, 

Semi-Urban India, Higher Education Policy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.INTRODUCTION  

Academic integrity constitutes the foundational ethical 

compact of scholarly life - the implicit covenant between 

learner and institution that submitted work represents the 

genuine intellectual labour of its author. The emergence of 

sophisticated generative AI systems, led by OpenAI's 

ChatGPT and followed by an expanding ecosystem of 

large language model applications, has placed this 

compact under unprecedented strain. Within Indian higher 

education, where assessment infrastructure, faculty 

oversight capacity, and plagiarism detection mechanisms 

vary enormously across institutional tiers, the risks are 

particularly acute (Cotton et al., 2023; Kasneci et al., 

2023). 

 

The institutional context of the present investigation - 

Govt. L.B.S. P.G. College, Sironj, a semi-urban public 

college in Vidisha district, Madhya Pradesh - embodies 

precisely the category of institution most exposed to 

unregulated AI adoption without commensurate 

governance capacity. Students at such institutions 

encounter AI tools through personal smartphones, low-

cost data connectivity, and peer networks, frequently 

without receiving formal guidance on appropriate use, 

citation obligations, or the ethical boundaries separating 

AI-assisted learning from AI-substituted authorship 

(Gupta & Pathak, 2023; NCERT/CIET, 2024). 

 

The scholarly literature documents a gathering consensus: 

excessive reliance on AI-generated outputs suppresses the 

development of analytical reasoning, diminishes tolerance 

for cognitive difficulty, and erodes the metacognitive 

discipline that sustained academic work demands (Deng 

& Yu, 2023; Holmes et al., 2019). Critically, these 

consequences are not uniformly distributed - they fall most 

heavily on students in resource-constrained institutions 

where faculty-to-student ratios are high, assessment is 

predominantly examination-based, and structural 

incentives for original inquiry are underdeveloped 

(Hagerty & Rubinov, 2019; Crompton & Burke, 2021). 

The present study positions itself within this analytical 

space, generating primary empirical evidence from a 
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semi-urban institutional setting that remains 

conspicuously absent from the existing literature. 

 

 

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

 

The investigation was structured around four analytically 

discrete and methodologically non-overlapping research 

objectives: 

 

1. To assess the frequency and nature of AI-

generated content submission in academic assignments 

among student respondents at Govt. L.B.S. P.G. College, 

Sironj. 

2. To evaluate the extent to which AI dependency 

has diminished students' capacity for independent critical 

reasoning, original argumentation, and sustained 

analytical thought. 

3. To examine the degree of institutional 

preparedness - as perceived by students - in formulating 

and enforcing AI usage policies within academic 

assessment contexts. 

4. To determine student attitudes towards mandatory 

digital ethics and AI literacy education as a formal 

curricular requirement. 

 

3. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 

3.1 AI and Academic Integrity: The Emerging Crisis 

 

Cotton, Cotton, and Shipway (2023) issued one of the 

most influential early warnings regarding ChatGPT's 

implications for academic integrity, demonstrating 

through case analysis that current assessment instruments 

are structurally incapable of distinguishing sophisticated 

AI-generated prose from original student writing. Their 

conclusion - that institutions must fundamentally redesign 

evaluation frameworks - remains widely cited and largely 

unimplemented at the institutional level in India. 

Crompton and Burke (2021) reinforced this concern 

through systematic review of K-12 and higher education 

contexts, establishing that increased AI engagement 

correlates with diminished student investment in original 

task completion. 

 

Kasneci et al. (2023) adopted a more nuanced position, 

acknowledging transformative pedagogical opportunities 

afforded by large language models while simultaneously 

cataloguing systemic risks including critical thinking 

atrophy, epistemic dependency, and the suppression of 

productive academic struggle. Lo (2023), through rapid 

systematic review of early ChatGPT literature, found that 

academic integrity emerged as the single most consistently 

identified concern across institutional contexts - preceding 

even concerns about misinformation or data privacy. 

 

3.2 Critical Thinking Erosion and Cognitive 

Dependency 

 

Deng and Yu's (2023) meta-analytic synthesis across 47 

empirical studies established a statistically robust negative 

association between excessive AI tool engagement and 

performance on validated critical thinking assessments. 

Their analysis revealed that the association was most 

pronounced among undergraduate students and within 

contexts characterised by low faculty oversight - 

conditions directly applicable to the present study's 

institutional setting. Holmes, Bialik, and Fadel (2019) 

theorised this phenomenon at a structural level, arguing 

that AI systems optimised for efficiency actively 

disincentivise the productive cognitive struggle through 

which higher-order thinking skills are developed. 

 

Luckin (2018) offered a contrasting theoretical 

framework, contending that AI's most educationally 

valuable function lies in its capacity to augment, rather 

than replace, human cognitive effort - provided 

institutional design ensures students retain primary 

authorial and analytical responsibility. Bonk (2020) 

documented how digital learning environments, when 

insufficiently structured, create conditions of cognitive 

passivity that are particularly resistant to remediation once 

established. Chassignol et al. (2018) traced the historical 

trajectory of AI in education, identifying recurring 

patterns in which technological adoption consistently 

outpaces institutional preparedness - a dynamic with direct 

resonance in semi-urban Indian contexts. 

 

3.3 Institutional Governance and Policy Frameworks 

 

Gupta and Pathak (2023) conducted the most directly 

relevant Indian-context study, documenting that AI 

adoption in tier-2 and tier-3 Indian colleges has 

outstripped governance capacity at every institutional 

level. Their finding - that fewer than 15% of surveyed 

institutions possessed any formal AI usage policy - 

constitutes the backdrop against which the present study's 

data must be interpreted. Agarwal and Srivastava (2022) 

examined faculty perceptions of AI in Indian educational 

contexts, finding significant uncertainty regarding both 

detection capabilities and appropriate policy responses. 
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UNESCO's 2022 Recommendation on the Ethics of 

Artificial Intelligence articulates a comprehensive 

normative framework for AI governance in educational 

contexts, emphasising transparency, human oversight, and 

non-discrimination as foundational principles. The 

National Education Policy 2020 (Ministry of Education, 

2020) provides a broader Indian policy architecture that, 

while not specifically addressing generative AI, 

establishes enabling principles for competency-based, 

integrity-centred assessment reform. NCERT/CIET's 

2024 online training programme on AI in education 

represents the most recent institutional response, though 

its reach into semi-urban colleges such as LBS Sironj 

requires further investigation. 

 

3.4 Digital Ethics Education 

 

Chen et al. (2022) demonstrated through longitudinal 

analysis that structured digital literacy education - when 

delivered as a formal curriculum component rather than an 

elective add-on - produces measurable improvements in 

students' ability to engage ethically and critically with AI 

tools. Cope and Kalantzis (2021) developed a theoretical 

framework for what they term 'new learning,' arguing that 

pedagogical approaches must explicitly cultivate 

metacognitive awareness of AI's epistemic limitations 

alongside its practical affordances. Dhamdhere (2021) 

applied these frameworks to the Indian context, 

identifying digital ethics as the single most 

underrepresented competency domain within current 

Indian higher education curricula. 

 

4. RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

 

Four directional hypotheses were formulated prior to 

primary data collection, each grounded in the reviewed 

literature and corresponding to a discrete research 

objective: 

 

H1: A significant proportion of student respondents at 

Govt. L.B.S. P.G. College, Sironj have submitted AI-

generated content in academic assignments without 

appropriate attribution or declaration. 

 

H2: Sustained engagement with AI tools has measurably 

diminished student respondents' confidence in and 

capacity for independent critical reasoning and original 

academic argumentation. 

 

H3: Institutional AI usage policies, as perceived by 

student respondents, are either absent or insufficiently 

clear to meaningfully regulate academic AI use. 

 

H4: A majority of student respondents endorse the 

integration of formal digital ethics and AI literacy 

education as a mandatory component of the academic 

curriculum. 

 

5. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

5.1 Research Design 

 

A descriptive and diagnostic research design was 

employed, appropriate for investigating the prevalence, 

nature, and attitudinal correlates of a socially sensitive 

behaviour - namely, academically inappropriate AI use 

(Agarwal & Srivastava, 2022; Cope & Kalantzis, 2021). 

The diagnostic dimension enabled identification of 

institutional governance gaps alongside individual student 

behaviour patterns, providing a dual-level analytical 

perspective. 

 

5.2 Study Area and Population 

 

The study is anchored in Govt. L.B.S. P.G. College, 

Sironj, Vidisha district, Madhya Pradesh - a publicly 

funded semi-urban institution serving a total enrolled 

population of 3,500 students across undergraduate and 

postgraduate programmes in arts, commerce, and science 

streams. The institution's semi-urban location, limited 

digital infrastructure, and high student-to-faculty ratio 

make it representative of a large category of Indian 

colleges that lack dedicated AI governance mechanisms. 

 

5.3 Sampling and Data Collection 

 

Purposive sampling was employed to select 50 

respondents - 25 male and 25 female - ensuring gender-

balanced representation. A structured interview schedule 

comprising closed and graduated-scale items was 

administered directly to respondents. The schedule was 

designed to elicit information on AI usage frequency, 

academic submission behaviour, self-assessed critical 

thinking capacity, perceptions of institutional policy 

adequacy, and attitudes towards digital ethics education. 

Secondary data were drawn from 28 peer-reviewed 

journal articles, policy documents, and institutional 

reports. All quantitative data were subjected to frequency-

percentage analysis; findings were interpreted through 
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substantive analytical discussion referenced against the 

secondary literature (Deng & Yu, 2023; Bonk, 2020). 

 

6. DATA ANALYSIS, TABULATION, AND 

FINDINGS 

 

6.1 Submission of AI-Generated Content in Academic 

Assignments 

 

 
Table 1: Submission of AI-Generated Content in 

Academic Assignments 

 

A substantial majority - 72% of respondents - 

acknowledge having submitted AI-generated content 

within academic assignments on at least one occasion, 

without adequate attribution or declaration of AI 

assistance. This finding is both empirically significant and 

institutionally alarming, situating Sironj students within 

the broader pattern documented by Cotton et al. (2023) 

and Lo (2023) for undergraduate populations globally. 

The 28% who deny any such submission may reflect either 

genuinely different behavioural patterns or social 

desirability effects inherent in self-report methodology. 

That nearly three-quarters of respondents at a semi-urban 

college have engaged in academically undisclosed AI use 

underscores the urgency of governance intervention. 

 

6.2 Independent Verification of AI-Generated Claims 

 

 
 

Table 2: Frequency of Independent Verification of AI-

Generated Academic Claims 

 

Sixty-eight percent of respondents report that they rarely 

or never independently verify the factual accuracy or 

analytical validity of AI-generated claims before 

incorporating them into academic work. This pattern is 

epistemically consequential: it indicates that a large 

segment of the student population treats AI output as 

authoritative rather than as a starting point for critical 

scrutiny. Holmes et al. (2019) identify this disposition - 

uncritical acceptance of AI-generated content - as among 

the most educationally damaging consequences of 

unstructured AI adoption. Kasneci et al. (2023) further 

establish that habitual non-verification erodes the 

foundational scholarly skill of source evaluation, with 

consequences extending well beyond the immediate 

academic context. 

 

6.3 Confidence in Constructing Original Arguments 

Without AI Assistance 

 

 
 

Table 3: Self-Reported Change in Confidence for Unaided 

Original Argumentation 

 

Sixty-four percent of respondents report a measurable 

decline in their confidence in constructing original 

academic arguments without AI assistance - a finding that 

aligns precisely with Deng and Yu's (2023) meta-analytic 

evidence of AI-correlated critical thinking deterioration. 

The psychological dimension is significant: students are 

not merely performing differently on assessment 

instruments, but internalising a diminished sense of their 

own cognitive capacity. Luckin (2018) warns that this 

form of learned helplessness, once established, is 

particularly resistant to pedagogical remediation without 

sustained, structured intervention. 

 

6.4 Perceived Adequacy of Institutional AI Usage 

Policies 

 

Table 4: Student Perception of Institutional AI Usage 

Policy Adequacy 

 

Sixty percent of respondents perceive their institution's AI 

usage policies as either non-existent or insufficiently clear 

to provide meaningful behavioural guidance. This finding 

S.No. Response / Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Yes - Submitted AI 

Content at Least Once 
36 72% 

2. 
No - Never Submitted AI-

Generated Content 
14 28% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 

 

S.No. Verification Behaviour Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Rarely or Never Verify 

AI Claims Independently 
34 68% 

2. 
Usually or Always Verify 

AI Claims 
16 32% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 

 

S.No. Self-Assessment Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Declining Confidence in 

Unaided Argumentation 
32 64% 

2. 
No Decline in Unaided 

Argumentation Capacity 
18 36% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 

 

S.No. Institutional Policy 

Perception 
Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Policies Absent or 

Insufficiently Clear 
30 60% 

2. 
Policies Adequate and 

Understandable 
20 40% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 
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corroborates Gupta and Pathak's (2023) national survey 

data indicating widespread governance vacuums in tier-2 

and tier-3 Indian colleges. The absence of clear policy 

signals has a double effect: it removes external constraints 

on academically inappropriate AI use and simultaneously 

removes the normative framing that would otherwise 

guide students towards more responsible engagement. 

UNESCO (2022) explicitly identifies policy clarity as a 

precondition for ethical AI use in institutional contexts. 

 

6.5 Support for Mandatory Digital Ethics Curriculum 

 

Table 5: Student Support for Mandatory Digital Ethics 

Education 

A strong majority - 74% of respondents - affirm support 

for the integration of mandatory digital ethics and AI 

literacy training within the formal academic curriculum. 

This finding is of particular policy significance: it 

establishes that student demand for structured guidance 

exists and should not be dismissed as an externally 

imposed constraint. Chen et al. (2022) demonstrate that 

student receptivity to digital ethics education significantly 

enhances programme effectiveness; the endorsement 

observed here suggests that a receptive institutional 

environment exists at LBS Sironj. Dhamdhere (2021) and 

NCERT/CIET (2024) have both called for precisely this 

form of curricular integration at the national level. 

 

6.6 Perceived Decline in Sustained Analytical Reasoning 

Capacity 

 

 
Table 6: Self-Reported Change in Sustained Analytical 

Reasoning Capacity 

 

Sixty-six percent of respondents acknowledge a 

perceptible deterioration in their capacity to sustain 

extended analytical reasoning without AI mediation - a 

finding that extends and deepens the critical thinking 

concern documented in Table 3. Where Table 3 addresses 

confidence in argumentation, this finding addresses the 

experiential dimension of cognitive endurance: students 

are not merely less confident but report experiencing 

intellectual fatigue and reduced capacity for the kind of 

sustained, unaided reasoning that advanced academic 

work demands. Bonk (2020) documents this phenomenon 

in digitally intensive learning environments, 

characterising it as a form of cognitive outsourcing that 

reshapes students' relationship with their own intellectual 

capacity. 

 

6.7 Frequency of AI Use for Complete Assignment 

Generation 

 

 
Table 7: Frequency and Extent of AI Use in Assignment 

Generation 

Forty-four percent of respondents report regularly using 

AI to generate complete assignment submissions, while a 

further 36% employ AI for partial assistance or ideational 

scaffolding. Only 20% report no AI use in assignment 

generation - establishing that the norm within this student 

cohort is some degree of AI mediation in academic 

submission. The 44% engaged in complete AI generation 

represent the most acute academic integrity risk, as their 

submissions may bear no direct relationship to their 

individual understanding or analytical capacity (Cotton et 

al., 2023; Crompton & Burke, 2021). This distribution 

pattern is consistent with Amar Ujala Survey (2025) 

findings on Indian student AI adoption and reinforces the 

urgency of institutional response. 

 

6.8 Awareness of Plagiarism Detection Tool Capabilities 

 

 
Table 8: Student Awareness of AI-Content Detection 

Capabilities 

S.No. Attitude Towards 

Digital Ethics Education 
Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Support Mandatory 

Digital Ethics Training 
37 74% 

2. 
Do Not Support 

Mandatory Digital Ethics 

Training 
13 26% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 

 

S.No. Self-Assessment of 

Reasoning Capacity 
Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Recognise Deterioration 

in Unaided Analytical 

Reasoning 
33 66% 

2. 
No Perceived 

Deterioration in 

Reasoning Capacity 
17 34% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 

 

S.No. AI Assignment 

Generation Frequency 
Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Use AI to Generate 

Complete Assignments 

Regularly 
22 44% 

2. 
Use AI Only for Partial 

Assistance or Ideas 
18 36% 

3. 
Do Not Use AI for 

Assignment Generation 
10 20% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 

 

S.No. Awareness Level Frequency Percentage (%) 

1. 
Unaware That Plagiarism 

Tools Can Detect AI 

Content 
31 62% 

2. 
Aware That AI Content 

Can Be Detected 
19 38% 

Total Total Respondents 50 100% 
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Sixty-two percent of respondents are unaware that 

contemporary plagiarism detection systems possess, or are 

rapidly developing, the capability to identify AI-generated 

academic content. This awareness gap is educationally 

significant in two directions: it suggests that a significant 

portion of AI-related academic integrity violations occur 

without deliberate circumvention of detection systems, 

and it also implies that increased awareness of detection 

capabilities could function as an immediate deterrent. 

Kasneci et al. (2023) emphasise that transparency about 

detection capabilities must accompany - rather than 

substitute for - substantive digital ethics education. 

 

7. TESTING OF RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

 

H1 - Submission of AI-Generated Content Without 

Attribution: ACCEPTED. Seventy-two percent of 

respondents (Table 1) confirm having submitted AI-

generated academic content at least once without 

appropriate declaration, corroborating Cotton et al. (2023) 

and Lo (2023). 

 

H2 - AI Dependency Has Diminished Critical Reasoning 

Capacity: ACCEPTED. Sixty-four percent report 

declining confidence in unaided argumentation (Table 3) 

and 66% acknowledge deteriorating sustained reasoning 

capacity (Table 6), consistent with Deng and Yu (2023) 

and Holmes et al. (2019). 

 

H3 - Institutional AI Policies Are Absent or Insufficiently 

Clear: ACCEPTED. Sixty percent of respondents (Table 

4) characterise existing institutional AI usage policies as 

inadequate, corroborating Gupta and Pathak (2023) and 

UNESCO (2022). 

 

H4 - Students Endorse Mandatory Digital Ethics 

Education: ACCEPTED. Seventy-four percent of 

respondents (Table 5) support mandatory integration of 

digital ethics and AI literacy training within the formal 

curriculum, consistent with Chen et al. (2022) and 

Dhamdhere (2021). 

 

8. CONCLUSIONS 

 

1. The submission of AI-generated 

academic content by 72% of respondents without 

appropriate attribution establishes that 

undisclosed AI use in academic assignments has 

become a normative - rather than exceptional - 

behaviour within this semi-urban student 

population, demanding immediate institutional 

response. 

 

2. The near-total absence of independent 

claim verification (68% rarely or never verify) 

indicates that uncritical epistemic reliance on AI 

output has become embedded in student academic 

practice, with serious implications for the 

development of evidence evaluation and source 

analysis skills. 

 

3. Self-reported declines in unaided 

argumentation confidence (64%) and sustained 

reasoning capacity (66%) provide convergent 

evidence that AI dependency is producing 

measurable cognitive consequences at the 

individual student level - consequences that are 

not captured by conventional assessment 

instruments. 

 

4. The perception by 60% of respondents 

that institutional AI policies are absent or 

inadequate identifies a critical governance 

vacuum that enables and implicitly normalises 

academically inappropriate AI use. 

 

5. The strong student endorsement of 

mandatory digital ethics education (74%) 

provides institutional decision-makers with clear 

evidence of student receptivity, removing a 

common objection to curricular reform on 

grounds of student resistance. 

 

6. The 44% who regularly use AI for 

complete assignment generation, combined with 

the 62% unaware of detection capabilities, 

represent a student population that is neither 

adequately informed nor structurally deterred 

from academically inappropriate AI use - 

requiring simultaneous awareness, policy, and 

assessment reform. 

 

7. The convergent findings of this study 

situate Govt. L.B.S. P.G. College, Sironj within a 

broader national pattern of semi-urban 

institutional unpreparedness for the academic 

integrity implications of generative AI, lending 

urgency to national-level policy frameworks 

under NEP 2020 and UNESCO (2022) guidance. 
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9. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Institutional leadership should formulate 

and formally adopt an explicit AI Academic 

Integrity Policy specifying permissible and 

impermissible AI uses in all forms of assessed 

academic work, with clear consequences for 

undisclosed AI submission (UNESCO, 2022; 

Ministry of Education, 2020). 

 

2. Assessment structures should be 

systematically redesigned to include components 

- such as oral examinations, in-class writing, 

process portfolios, and iterative drafts with faculty 

feedback - that cannot be meaningfully completed 

through AI generation alone (Cotton et al., 2023; 

Kasneci et al., 2023). 

 

3. A mandatory module on Digital Ethics 

and Responsible AI Use should be integrated into 

the first-year curriculum across all programmes, 

drawing on the NCERT/CIET (2024) framework 

and addressing citation obligations, verification 

practices, and the epistemological limitations of 

AI systems (Chen et al., 2022; Dhamdhere, 2021). 

 

4. Faculty professional development 

programmes should be established to equip 

teaching staff with knowledge of AI detection 

capabilities, appropriate attribution standards, and 

pedagogical strategies for fostering original 

thinking within AI-pervasive learning 

environments (Luckin, 2018; Holmes et al., 

2019). 

 

5. Awareness campaigns targeting the 62% 

of students unaware of AI detection capabilities 

should be conducted, not as a deterrence strategy 

in isolation, but as part of a broader transparency 

framework that situates AI detection within a 

culture of academic honesty (Kasneci et al., 2023; 

Lo, 2023). 

 

6. Future research should employ 

longitudinal designs and validated critical 

thinking assessments to quantify the cognitive 

consequences of AI dependency over time, 

providing evidence to inform both institutional 

policy and national curriculum reform (Deng & 

Yu, 2023; Bonk, 2020). 
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