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ABSTRACT: This study examines academic community attitudes toward generative artificial intelligence 

through qualitative analysis of 403 comments from eight Reddit discussions in academic subreddits. Employing 

reflexive thematic analysis, the research identifies three dominant attitude patterns: negative (42%), positive 

(32%), and neutral (26%). Negative attitudes focus on the degradation of academic integrity, uncritical 

institutional acceptance, AI hallucinations, unreliable detection tools, and totalitarian technology imposition. 

Positive attitudes emphasise productivity gains in technical tasks, writing assistance, accessibility, and practical 

teaching applications. Neutral attitudes highlight AI as a context-dependent tool and acknowledge systemic 

pressures driving adoption. Analysis of community reception reveals that nuanced comments receive the highest 

engagement while uncritical optimism is actively rejected. Significant disciplinary differences emerge, with 

STEM fields showing predominantly positive attitudes and humanities expressing concern about undermining 

core educational values. The study identifies key ethical issues, including false authorship, citation fabrication, 

detection unreliability, copyright concerns, deskilling, and environmental impact. Results indicate no consensus 

exists regarding AI's role in higher education, suggesting the need for discipline-specific institutional guidelines 

that balance benefits and risks while addressing systemic pressures driving uncritical adoption. 
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1. Theoretical Framework 

It is no simple matter to answer the question of what generative artificial intelligence actually is, 

and it is even more difficult to understand what it means for institutions that have built their very 

existence on the idea of authentic human thought. This study proceeds from the position that GenAI is, 

above all, a sociotechnical phenomenon: its meaning, legitimacy, and 'acceptability' are not shaped 

solely by the technical performance of tools, but also by public debates, institutional responses, and 

user practices. At the present moment, GenAI is often described in the language of accelerated 

expectations and 'hype,' which aligns with Gartner's frameworks for understanding expectation cycles 

in emerging technologies (Gartner, 2023), while within Reddit discourse on GenAI, this framework is 

explicitly employed as an interpretive reference point (Mentzer et al., 2024). From this emerges the 

dichotomy that permeates the entire debate: on one side, promises of increased efficiency and learning 

support; on the other, apprehension about ethics, academic integrity, information reliability, and the 

potential undermining of critical thinking. 

Why Reddit? To understand this non-uniformity of attitudes, the study focuses on Reddit as a 

space of 'natural' digital discourse within affinity communities. The literature demonstrates that Reddit 

is widely used as a data source across various disciplines and enables insight into experiential, 

normative, and argumentative patterns that are difficult to capture through surveys or experimental 

designs, while simultaneously raising specific ethical questions (Proferes et al., 2021). In the context of 

education, analyses of initial reactions to ChatGPT in educational subreddits indicate that, even when 

post volume is limited, engagement and discussion density can be high, which justifies a qualitative-

interpretive approach (Staudt, Willet, & Na, 2024). Reddit is therefore treated here as an analytically 

suitable site for observing how arguments about GenAI are 'negotiated' in real time: through dilemmas 

about benefits and harms, rules of use, as well as through implicit representations of knowledge and 

learning. A particularly important dimension of the theoretical framework concerns Reddit as a self-

regulating platform, where communities themselves develop rules and moderation regimes. In light of 

the rise in AI-generated content (AIGC), Lloyd et al. (2025) show that the number of subreddits with 
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explicit AI rules has more than doubled over a one-year period, with rules being more common in larger 

communities and in topics such as art and celebrity content, while less frequent in communities oriented 

toward social support. What does this tell us? Reactions to GenAI strongly depend on community 

context, and norms are shaped through local values: authenticity, quality, effort, and creative work. The 

analysis of Reddit discourse thus also serves to understand the mechanisms of digital self-governance 

under conditions of rapid technological change. 

The methodological and interpretive foundation of the study is reflexive thematic analysis (Braun 

& Clarke, 2006; 2019; 2021). It enables the identification and interpretation of themes through an 

iterative process: familiarisation, coding, searching for themes, reviewing, defining and naming, and 

writing, with explicit researcher reflexivity. The researcher is not treated as a neutral 'measurer,' but as 

an active interpreter whose positions, assumptions, and decisions shape the analysis. This is particularly 

important in GenAI research, where the same phenomenon can be read as an emancipatory tool or as a 

risk infrastructure: bias, data exploitation, epistemological degradation. Although the primary aim is 

the interpretation of meaning, the framework also anticipates a cautious 'bridge' to quantitative insights 

as an auxiliary filter. Naing and Udomwong (2024) demonstrate that a combination of sentiment 

analysis and topic modelling on a large corpus of Reddit comments can map the main thematic focal 

points and the general orientation of attitudes. However, such approaches cannot replace an 

understanding of argumentation and context. Similarly, Wang et al. (2023) employ sentiment and topic 

modelling in the analysis of Reddit discussions about online instruction, confirming that polarity can 

serve as an initial categorisation, while thematic analysis explains the rationalisations and conditions 

under which attitudes emerge. Ethics and platform infrastructure constitute an obligatory part of the 

theoretical-methodological framework. Passive collection of Reddit data requires clear rules on harm 

minimisation, the treatment of deleted content, methods for citing user posts, and the assessment of re-

identification risk (Rocha-Silva et al., 2024). Additionally, the technical mechanisms of the platform 

can influence the sample and interpretation: Gallagher (2023) warns that sorting algorithms alter the 

visibility and representativeness of content, and therefore, the logic of sampling is explicitly stated in 

this paper. At the level of linguistic patterns, Savela et al. (2025) find that discourse about AI on Reddit 

is, on average, more cognitively-analytical than affectively-emotional, which is relevant for the focus 

on arguments, justifications, and reasoning logics. Within the broader normative framework of higher 

education, GenAI is considered through questions of fairness and institutional responsibility. Baker and 

Hawn (2022) synthesise the risks of algorithmic bias in educational systems and emphasise the need for 

a critical approach to evaluating models and data. In parallel, van de Werfhorst and Kessenich (2022) 

point out that the digital readiness of students and schools is not evenly distributed, so the introduction 

of digital solutions without compensatory measures can deepen existing inequalities. As a 

supplementary cross-sectoral insight into ethical patterns surrounding LLMs, Mirzaei et al. (2024) 

identify domains of concern, including transparency, fairness, privacy, reliability, and risk management, 

through a thematic analysis of 'clinician voices,' which is also relevant for educational institutions 

considering GenAI integration. In the domestic context, the framework adopts a principle of 'conditional 

optimism': openness toward innovation coupled with ethics, transparency, and clear communication 

about limitations, risks, and responsibilities (Simeunović Bajić & Milosavljević, 2025). These 

perspectives collectively inform the critical lens through which this study examines GenAI discourse 

in academic communities. 

2. Methodological Framework 

2.1. Research Corpus and Sample Size 

The study is based on qualitative analysis of online discussions on the Reddit platform, one of 

the largest global platforms for anonymous exchange of opinions and experiences. Why Reddit in 

particular? The specific structure of the platform enables insight into authentic, unmediated attitudes of 

members of the academic community: professors, researchers, doctoral candidates, and students. The 

anonymity that the platform provides contributes to more candid expression of attitudes on controversial 

topics, which is particularly significant for research on perceptions of generative artificial intelligence 

in the academic context. The research corpus comprises eight discussions from academic subreddit 

communities (r/academia, r/PhD, r/Professors, and r/changemyview) that explicitly addressed questions 
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of generative AI use in higher education and research work. The discussions were collected from 

November 2024 to December 2025, which provides insight into current attitudes amid an intensive 

debate about the implications of tools such as ChatGPT for academic work. The total number of 

comments in the analysed discussions is 1,068, of which 403 comments were available for detailed 

analysis, representing approximately 38% of the total corpus. The limitation of the sample stems from 

the way Reddit displays comments, sorted by popularity or time, and therefore the analysis encompasses 

a representative, but not exhaustive, sample. 

2.2. Analytical Approach 

The methodological framework of the study draws on reflexive thematic analysis developed by 

Braun and Clarke (2006; 2022), adapted for the analysis of online discussions. The analytical process 

encompassed six phases: familiarisation with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, 

reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and writing the report. The categorisation of attitudes 

into negative, positive, and neutral follows the approach applied in the studies by Wang et al. (2023) 

and Mamo et al. (2024), which combine sentiment analysis with thematic analysis of online discussions 

about education. Additionally, the analysis includes quantitative indicators of community reception 

(upvotes and downvotes), which enables insight into which attitudes the community values and which 

it rejects. Ethical considerations in the analysis of Reddit data were guided by the guidelines set forth 

by Proferes et al. (2021) and Rocha-Silva et al. (2024). Given that the analysed comments are publicly 

available and that user anonymity was not compromised, the study satisfies ethical standards for the 

analysis of publicly available online data. 

3. Results of the Analysis 

Analysis of 403 comments from eight Reddit discussions reveals a deeply polarised academic 

community. Three dominant attitude patterns were identified: a negative stance toward AI in academia 

(approximately 42% of comments), a positive stance (approximately 32% of comments), and a neutral 

stance (approximately 26% of comments). These figures, however, merely hint at what lies beneath 

them: a mosaic of fears, hopes, and contradictions that demands more careful interpretation. 

3.1. Negative Stance Toward AI in Academia 

Negative attitudes constitute the largest share of analysed comments and are articulated through 

several dominant themes. The first and most pronounced theme concerns the degradation of academic 

integrity and critical thinking. Discussion participants express apprehension that students use large 

language models as a complete replacement for reading, writing, and critical thinking, rather than as an 

auxiliary tool. They point to the loss of the capacity for independent thought: the first instinct when 

confronting a new problem becomes consulting an AI system. The prospect of mass functional illiteracy 

as a consequence of uncritical reliance on generative AI is considered particularly alarming. 

The second significant theme concerns the uncritical institutional acceptance of AI technologies. 

Comments describe examples of professors who use generic ChatGPT outputs as starting points for 

research projects, universities that encourage students and academic staff to use AI for writing papers 

and dissertations, and the absence of institutional response to widespread cheating. Contracts that 

universities enter into with AI companies without consultation with teaching staff are a source of 

particular concern. The third theme relates to hallucinations and the unreliability of AI outputs. What 

does it actually mean when a machine 'hallucinates'? Participants point to the fact that AI systems 

generate passages that do not exist in literary or philosophical texts, fabricate sources and citations in 

student papers, and offer answers that are eloquent but devoid of substance. In one comment, AI is 

described as an 'automated producer of untruths more akin to George Santos than to Einstein.' 

The fourth theme articulates the problem of unreliable AI detectors. Participants report a high 

rate of false positives that penalise honest students, the inability of detectors to reliably distinguish AI-

generated text from human text, and students who are compelled to simplify their writing to avoid false 

accusations. The consensus is clear: detection software should not be used as the sole basis for 

accusations of academic dishonesty. The fifth theme, particularly pronounced in more recent 

discussions, concerns the totalitarian nature of technology imposition. Participants draw parallels with 
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the historical imposition of technologies, the automobile, tobacco, and social media, pointing to 

software updates that are imposed without user consent and to the fact that rejection of AI technologies 

is not considered a valid position in academia. AI is described as the embodiment of quality degradation 

(enshittification). The sixth theme encompasses political and economic critique: the correlation between 

billionaires' enthusiasm for AI and suspicion about the technology's usefulness, university 

administrations that wish to be part of the elite that profits from AI, and the selling of a reduced 

workforce rather than a quality product. 

3.2. Positive Stance Toward AI in Academia 

Positive attitudes, although less represented than negative ones, are articulated through several 

clearly defined themes. The first and most dominant theme concerns increased productivity in technical 

tasks. Participants highlight the exceptional usefulness of AI for rapid prototyping of research code, 

significant time savings in creating visualisations and graphs, and the shifting of focus from writing 

code to interpretation and reasoning. AI is described as a tool that takes over tedious tasks while 

validation remains straightforward. The second theme concerns assistance in writing and research. 

Participants cite the usefulness of AI for debugging code and editing text, particular value for speakers 

for whom English is not their native language, and efficiency in generating initial drafts that are then 

refined. One participant describes how AI helps them overcome coding obstacles that would otherwise 

take days to resolve. The third theme relates to accessibility and the democratisation of knowledge. 

Participants with disabilities describe AI as significant assistance in academic work, while others 

emphasise how AI can serve as a substitute for unavailable mentorship. The fourth theme encompasses 

practical usefulness in teaching: generating variants of exam questions with different numbers, 

accelerating administrative tasks, creating rubrics, and grading materials. The fifth theme articulates 

arguments about inevitability and adaptation: AI will not disappear, and it is necessary to learn to use 

it productively. Parallels are drawn with calculators and search engines, which were also controversial 

at the time of their introduction. 

3.3. Neutral Stance Toward AI in Academia 

Neutral attitudes, although the least represented, provide important insight into the complexity of 

the debate. The first theme articulates the position that AI represents a tool whose outcome depends on 

the manner of use. Participants emphasise that the problem is not AI itself but uncritical and unethical 

use, draw comparisons with other tools that can be misused, and propose that AI be treated as an 

'informed intern who cannot think independently.' The key word in the criticism is uncritical: critical 

use is considered acceptable. The second theme shows understanding of the systemic pressures that lead 

to AI use. Why do people resort to these tools? Participants explain that academic staff use AI because 

they are overburdened with administrative obligations, point to the need for institutions to reduce the 

bureaucratic burden rather than merely prohibiting AI, and describe AI as a 'lifeline for those drowning 

in obligations.' Grant writing is described as soul-crushing, which explains the acceptance of shortcuts. 

The third theme emphasises the need for institutional response: universities must adopt a unified stance 

rather than leaving it to individual professors; the existing educational model was problematic even 

before the emergence of AI; methods of student evaluation need to be adapted. The fourth theme 

encompasses criticism of dramatisation and methodological objections: warnings about the 

hyperbolism of some articles about AI, criticism of the personification of AI ('technology does not 

destroy anything by itself'), calls for critical reading of sources and verification of claims. The fifth 

theme points to the need to distinguish between types of AI, criticising the treatment of ChatGPT as the 

only form of AI and emphasising the existence of thousands of different AI models with different 

functions, including open-source and local models as alternatives to commercial solutions. 

4. Analysis of Community Reception 

Reddit's voting system (upvotes and downvotes) provides insight into which attitudes the 

community values and which it rejects. In this, a certain collective wisdom is reflected. The analysis 

reveals several significant patterns. The highest-rated comments belong to the neutral category, 

particularly those that demonstrate understanding of the systemic complexity of the situation. A 

comment explaining that people use AI because they are overburdened with work received 285 upvotes, 
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while a comment emphasising that AI will not destroy academia if institutions adapt received 314 

upvotes. Negative comments with concrete examples of problems also have a high reception. A post 

that details how a professor used generic ChatGPT ideas in a brainstorming session received 505 

upvotes, the highest of all analysed comments. A warning that AI detectors are not reliable received 

265 upvotes. Positive comments limited to specific technical applications are well received. A comment 

praising the usefulness of AI in code prototyping received 243 upvotes, while a comment about shifting 

focus from writing code to interpretation received 95 upvotes. 

Particularly significant is the finding that the community actively rejects uncritically optimistic 

comments. A comment claiming that concern is exaggerated and that AI merely makes work easier 

received downvotes. Also rejected were technically accurate but contextually irrelevant arguments, 

such as the claim that open-source alternatives exist and therefore criticism is not justified. Dramatic 

negative comments without constructive proposals were moderately received. What is also significant 

is that other AI software and tools besides ChatGPT are almost never mentioned, which speaks to its 

great popularity but also to the fact that the community is not fully acquainted with the numerous 

products and services of this type, nor is it sufficiently trained, as development outpaces the 

community's response. 

 

Figure 1. Sentiment Word Map: AI in Academia 

(Based on 403 Reddit Comments from 8 Academic Discussions). Created using Claude 

AI. 

 

The sentiment map shows that discourse about artificial intelligence in academia simultaneously 

moves between positive terms such as productivity, efficiency, and learning support; negative fears 

related to cheating, plagiarism, and the undermining of academic integrity; and neutral terms that denote 

the context of education and research. Its visual representation is important because it allows, at a 

glance, the perception of dominant themes, their mutual tensions, and relative frequencies, which is 

more difficult to discern in a linear textual or tabular presentation. 

5. Identified Ethical Issues 

Thematic analysis enabled the identification of key ethical issues that dominate the discussion 

about AI in academia. What does it mean to be an author in the era of generative AI? The question of 
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false authorship appears with high frequency and relates to the submission of AI-generated content as 

one's own work. The academic community faces a kind of 'organic versus synthetic' paradox: the 

dilemma of whether, by using generative artificial intelligence in academic processes, we are actually 

collaborating, communicating, or cheating (Bozkurt, 2024). The traditional understanding of authorship 

presupposes the fulfilment of specific criteria that include a substantial contribution to the conception 

of the work, critical revision of content, final approval of the version for publication, and acceptance of 

responsibility for all aspects of the work (Bozkurt, 2024). Precisely because artificial intelligence does 

not possess human characteristics such as the capacity for critical reasoning, a sense of responsibility, 

guilt, or willingness to make corrections, most experts believe that co-author status cannot be attributed 

to it (Bozkurt, 2024). However, the fundamental concern remains tied to situations in which content 

generated with the help of these tools is used without any attribution, presenting itself as an authentic 

product of human intellectual work, thereby undermining the foundational values of academic integrity: 

honesty, trust, fairness, responsibility, and courage (Bozkurt, 2024). 

The question of generating inaccurate information also appears with high frequency. 

Hallucinations of AI systems, fabricated sources, and inaccurate citations represent a serious problem 

for the reliability of academic work. Research conducted at Deakin University showed alarming results: 

when the GPT-4.0 system was asked to generate literature reviews in the field of mental health, it was 

found that nearly one-fifth of all cited references were completely fabricated, while among the 

remaining references, almost half contained errors such as incorrect publication dates, wrong page 

numbers, or invalid identifiers (Linardon et al., 2025). Particularly problematic was the fact that many 

fabricated citations contained seemingly valid digital identifiers that actually led to completely 

unrelated works, which significantly complicates the detection of these errors without detailed 

verification (Linardon et al., 2025). Citation accuracy varied significantly depending on how well-

researched the topic was: while citations related to depression were mostly accurate, fabrication rates 

for less-studied disorders reached up to one-third of all citations, indicating that AI systems show a 

greater tendency toward hallucinations when dealing with specialised topics with a limited training 

database (Linardon et al., 2025). Unreliability of detection emerges as the third highly frequent ethical 

issue. False accusations against honest students resulting from unreliable detection tools represent a 

serious ethical dilemma: how to protect academic integrity without punishing the innocent? Although 

manufacturers of AI-generated content detection software claim that their tools achieve accuracy of up 

to 99%, practical experience points to a quite different picture: these tools often give different results 

for the same text, show high rates of false positives, and behave inconsistently even upon repeated 

analyses of the same content (Leechuy, 2023). Experts warn that reliable detection is simply not possible 

with currently available tools, citing as an illustrative example a case in which the Constitution of the 

United States of America was incorrectly flagged as predominantly AI-generated text (Leechuy, 2023). 

Reliance on such inconsistent tools has already led to serious consequences in higher education, where 

professors have falsely accused students of cheating based on results from tools such as Turnitin, while 

in the business world, unjust accusations against colleagues for using artificial intelligence have 

damaged professional relationships based on trust (Leechuy, 2023). Particularly concerning is the fact 

that these tools often interpret precisely high-quality human writing, clear structure, informativeness, 

and good organisation as indicators of AI-generated content (Leechuy, 2023). 

Issues of copyright infringement, deskilling, and imposition without consent appear with 

moderate frequency. The ethical dimension of copyright is becoming increasingly relevant in the 

context of generative artificial intelligence development. The process of training these systems is based 

on the mass use of existing creative works, from academic papers and books to visual and audio 

material, where the creators of that content are most often neither informed nor asked for consent 

(Buick, 2025). Such practice has triggered a wave of legal disputes globally, where the interests of rights 

holders who demand protection of their intellectual property clash with technology companies that 

invoke legal exceptions such as the fair use doctrine (Buick, 2025). The complexity of the problem is 

further deepened by the fact that individual licensing of each used work would be practically unfeasible 

due to the astronomical number of works involved and the associated administrative costs, which has 

resulted in a widespread practice of using content without any attempt to obtain permissions (Buick, 

2025). 
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Issues of unequal access and environmental impact appear with lower frequency. Precisely this 

latter theme is becoming increasingly significant as the use of generative artificial intelligence expands 

in educational and research contexts. It is estimated that data centres currently consume approximately 

1.5% of global electricity, and this share is expected to rise to 3% by 2030 due to the expansion of 

infrastructure intended for AI systems (University of Oxford, 2025). However, a precise assessment of 

the actual ecological footprint of this technology remains challenging due to the lack of transparency 

from technology companies and reliance on estimates rather than actual consumption data (University 

of Oxford, 2025). Besides energy consumption and carbon dioxide emissions, there are other socio-

ecological aspects of this problem, including the use of water for server cooling and the exploitation of 

rare metals needed for hardware production, which further complicates the ethical assessment of the 

widespread application of generative artificial intelligence in academic settings (University of Oxford, 

2025). All of this demonstrates that ethical issues are numerous and need to be addressed in order to 

facilitate the development of strategies, such as the framework the EU has established through its AI 

Act. 

6. Disciplinary Differences in Perception 

The analysis reveals significant disciplinary differences in the perception of generative AI. In 

STEM fields (natural and technical sciences), a predominantly positive stance dominates. Participants 

from these disciplines highlight the usefulness of AI for coding, data analysis, and visualisation. AI is 

perceived as a tool that automates routine tasks and frees up time for more creative work. In the 

humanities, however, a predominantly negative stance dominates. Participants from these disciplines 

express apprehension about the endangerment of writing, reading, and critical thinking, skills 

considered essential for humanistic education. Concern that AI fundamentally undermines the 

educational mission of humanistic disciplines is particularly pronounced. In the cognitive sciences, a 

predominantly negative stance dominates, but for different reasons. Participants from these disciplines 

express scepticism toward claims about the intelligence of AI systems, emphasising that these are 

statistical models without genuine understanding. Among university administration, a predominantly 

positive stance dominates, motivated by the potential for cost reduction. Among students, attitudes are 

mixed: frustration with unreliable detectors is expressed, but there is also acknowledgement that AI is 

used for cheating. Despite the existence of international codes of conduct for research integrity that 

prohibit the fabrication of data, falsification of results, and plagiarism, many academic institutions 

continue to uncritically adopt AI products under false narratives of progress and efficiency (Guest et 

al., 2025). A particularly concerning consequence of such practice is the systematic de-skilling of the 

entire academic profession: through the spread of AI products and their uncritical acceptance, 

universities become incapable of helping younger generations of scientists learn and respect scientific 

integrity (Guest et al., 2025). The authors warn that AI systems can imitate the appearance of academic 

work but are, by their construction, uninterested in truth: the result is a flood of unverified but 

convincingly sounding information that is, at best, accidentally accurate and, at worst, confidently 

wrong (Guest et al., 2025). By normalising the use of these technologies without critical reflection, 

universities in fact violate their own codes of conduct, contradict their missions, and betray fundamental 

values such as sustainability, openness, responsibility, and critical thinking, causing harm to both 

science and society (Guest et al., 2025). Additionally, this is also a matter of public interest and 

pragmatism: "The specifics of human feedback and the reinforcement signals used in training are not 

fully disclosed to the public. This secrecy not only prevents public scrutiny but also stifles broader 

understanding and engagement. The concentration of decision-making power in the hands of a few 

individuals at OpenAI further exacerbates this problem. Such centralization is antithetical to the 

pragmatic approach, which advocates for practical, inclusive solutions that emerge from widespread 

participation and transparent processes" (Papyshev, 2025, p. e30). What is at stake here is not simply 

transparency, but the very possibility of collective deliberation about technologies that reshape the 

conditions of thought and communication. 

7. Brief Discussion 

Analysis of 403 comments from eight Reddit discussions reveals a deeply polarised academic 

community regarding generative artificial intelligence. The distribution of attitudes, approximately 42% 
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negative, 32% positive, and 26% neutral, indicates that there is no consensus on the role of AI in higher 

education and research work. Negative attitudes focus on the endangerment of academic integrity, the 

erosion of critical thinking, and the unreliability of both AI systems and tools for their detection. 

Particularly significant is the structural critique that transcends the technology itself and points to 

broader institutional and economic factors. Positive attitudes highlight practical usefulness for technical 

tasks, increased productivity, and the potential for democratisation of access to knowledge. Neutral 

attitudes emphasise the need for institutional guidelines and understanding of the systemic pressures 

that lead to AI use. Particularly significant is the finding about community reception: comments that 

demonstrate understanding of the complexity of the situation receive the highest ratings, while uncritical 

optimism is actively rejected. This indicates that the academic community values a nuanced approach 

and rejects one-sided interpretations, whether extremely negative or extremely positive. 

Disciplinary differences in perception, more positive attitudes in STEM fields, and more negative 

attitudes in the humanities can be explained by the different nature of academic work in these 

disciplines. While in STEM fields, AI can automate routine technical tasks without endangering the 

essence of the discipline, in the humanities, writing and critical reading are considered essential rather 

than auxiliary skills. The research results point to several implications for further research and practice. 

First, more reliable methods for detecting AI-generated content need to be developed that will not 

penalise honest students. Second, institutional guidelines are needed that balance usefulness and risks, 

rather than blanket prohibitions or uncritical acceptance. Third, further research into disciplinary 

differences in AI perception is needed so that guidelines can be adapted to the specificities of different 

academic fields. Fourth, the systemic pressures that lead to uncritical use of AI need to be considered, 

such as overburdening with administrative obligations, pressure for productivity, and lack of 

mentorship, and addressed at the institutional level. 

8. Concluding remarks 

The debate about generative artificial intelligence in academia is not, as might appear at first 

glance, a debate about technology. It is a debate about what it means to think, what it means to know, 

and what it means to be the author of one's own thoughts at a time when machines can produce text that 

superficially resembles the human. When 42% of members of the academic community express a 

negative stance toward these tools, they are not speaking only about risks of plagiarism or unreliable 

detectors. They are articulating a deeper apprehension: apprehension that the mass use of generative AI 

could produce generations that know how to formulate a question but not how to think about the answer. 

The paradox lies in the fact that tools designed to facilitate access to knowledge may actually undermine 

the very process of its acquisition. For knowledge is not information: knowledge is what remains when 

we forget where we learned something, transformed through the effort of understanding, and integrated 

into a network of prior insights. On the other side, the 32% of participants who see benefit in these tools 

are not naive technological optimists. Their arguments are grounded in concrete practice: in hours spent 

on routine tasks that divert attention from essential work, in the barriers that non-native speakers of 

English must overcome, in the lack of mentorship that leaves young researchers to fend for themselves. 

These voices remind us that academia has never been a utopian space of pure thought. However, an 

institution burdened by bureaucracy, hierarchies, and systemic inequalities that AI, at least in some 

dimensions, may mitigate. Perhaps the most significant finding of this research is precisely what the 

Reddit community rewards and what it punishes. Comments that demonstrate an understanding of the 

complexity of the situation receive the most positive votes; uncritical enthusiasm is rejected just as 

readily as apocalyptic dramatisation. In this, a certain collective wisdom is reflected: an awareness that 

simple answers are not possible where questions of truth, ownership, responsibility, power, and the 

meaning of education intersect. The ethical issues that the analysis identified, from false authorship and 

hallucinations, through copyright infringement and deskilling, to ecological footprint and unequal 

access, are not technical problems awaiting technical solutions. They are manifestations of deeper 

tensions: between efficiency and authenticity, between democratisation and commercialisation, 

between institutional pressures and individual integrity. Universities that uncritically accept these 

technologies may indeed be violating their own missions, not because they use a new tool, but because 

they miss the opportunity to critically reflect on what that tool changes at the very core of academic 

work. 
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In the end, this analysis offers neither condemnation nor apologia for generative artificial 

intelligence. It offers something more modest but perhaps more valuable: a map of the terrain on which 

current debates are being waged, with all their contradictions, fears, and hopes. In a time of rapid 

technological change, perhaps the most important academic skill is precisely the ability to maintain that 

kind of nuance: to simultaneously see both promises and dangers, to understand both systemic pressures 

and individual responsibility, to acknowledge one's own ignorance while exploring the consequences 

of something we are only beginning to understand. Academia has survived the printing press, the 

calculator, and the internet throughout history. It has survived because it has always returned to the 

question of what it means to think. That question now stands before us with new urgency, and the 

answer will not come from a machine. Yet people are slowly introducing a new dimension of 

communication, and this should not be forgotten. This means that we neither can, nor should, nor ought 

to stop the development of AI. Only to be wiser in our relationship with new tools. 

Limitations: This study has limitations typical of its scope and approach. The analysis draws from just 

403 comments across eight Reddit threads in academic subreddits, which may not capture the full range of 

academic views. Reflexive thematic analysis involves some researcher subjectivity, despite reflexivity efforts, 

and the cross-sectional snapshot limits insights into shifting AI landscapes. Disciplinary differences rely on 

subreddit context rather than verified affiliations. Future work could use mixed methods like surveys or interviews 

for broader validation, track changes longitudinally, compare platforms, or test ethical issues experimentally. No 

external funding supported this research. 
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