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Artificial intelligence (AI) in higher education continues to expand, but the 
factors that define academic readiness to adopt this technology are not 
always captured in the literature. This study focused on exploring the factors 
that determine academics’ readiness to adopt AI; it also seeks the positive 
and negative attributes associated with the readiness factors. Quantitative 
research methodology was used through an online questionnaire among 
academics in a selected higher education institution in South Africa. The 
findings revealed six (6) AI readiness factors that influence academics’ 
adoption of AI (ChatGPT) in higher education. The factors are 1) individual 
factors, 2) social factors, 3) cultural factors, 4) demographic factors, 5) 
technological factors, and 6) economic factor. Notwithstanding these factors, 
some negative challenges confront the adoption. However, the study found 
that for an effective adoption of AI in higher education, academic institutions 
must be intentional in addressing the negative challenges for academics to 
enjoy the positive aspects of AI adoption in higher education. The study 
recommended future studies in exploring areas such as the long-term 
influence of AI on users’ cognitive skills in looking at their creativity, critical 
thinking, human intelligence; and also a research can be done to consider the 
role of AI in bridging research divide and access to research materials in 
higher education. 
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A. Introduction 
AI is widely used across disciplines by individuals and organizations. For 

example, in higher education, its usage is widely seen in students' assessment as 
well as in academic research. However, the readiness of users to adopt AI needs to 
be determined for an effective application. The readiness of academics to adopt AI 
(ChatGPT) for academic purposes is increasing in the literature. For example, 
determining the readiness of academics to adopt AI assists higher education 
institutions (HEIs) in understanding their expectations. The readiness to adopt AI 
depends on the institution, individual, perception, and geographical region. A study 
found that the United Kingdom (UK) and Poland have a high level of readiness [1]. 
While Ghana has a minimal readiness level because they adopt technology late [2]. 
Furthermore, research indicates that academics are willing to adopt and use 
ChatGPT for their teaching and learning, research (academic) tasks, writing, and 
administration [1, 3]. For this study, AI and ChatGPT are used interchangeably. The 
study aimed to explore the factors that determine academics’ readiness to adopt 
AI; it also sought the positive and negative attributes associated with the readiness 
factors. 
 
B. Research Method 

Research methodology provides the pathway for how a study was carried 
out. In this case, the study uses a quantitative research methodology. The methods 
provided the researchers with an opportunity to deploy a questionnaire. The 
questionnaire involves a number of large-scale options in seeking to investigate 
the readiness of academics in Africa to adopt ChatGPT in higher education. Many 
studies have applied questionnaires in determining the adoption of AI technologies 
or tools in education [11, 12].  

This study involves academics in one of the South African HEIs. The selected 
participants are those with deeper knowledge of the application of AI in higher 
education. According to Budiu and Moran [13], 40 participants, or even fewer, are 
sufficient for carrying out quantitative research. For this study, 32 academics were 
involved, who are individuals with deeper knowledge of the topic under 
investigation. However, some researchers believe that quantitative research 
requires large numbers of participants to generalize its findings [14, 15]. The 
bigger the sample size, the more accurate and higher-quality findings are collected 
in representing the whole population [16]. 

 
C. Past Literature  
C.1. The overview of AI in higher education   

Since the inception of ChatGPT in November 2022, the tool has become 
handy for lecturers (teachers), students, and even across other disciplines. Since 
then, the tool has three core functions in higher education.  

a. Teaching, learning, and instruction: ChatGPT is used to create 
assignments, quizzes, question papers, class discussions and activities, and 
lesson plans [1, 3, 4]. It is also used for giving quick feedback, creating 
teaching content (materials), generating personal virtual tutoring and 
materials, and handling formative assessments [5]. 
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b. Research activities: ChatGPT is used in higher education for research 
writing, synthesizing and summarizing research articles, writing research 
methodologies, and generating research observations and questions [3, 4]. 
It can also assist in writing full research articles, deeply analysing existing 
literature, and English language editing [1, 6]. 

c. Administrative tasks: ChatGPT assists in streamlining administrative 
tasks by automating functions, grading, and providing extra resources [4, 6, 
7]. It further enables students to access learning resources, creating 
materials like tests and quizzes, improving learning motivation, and 
providing personalized learning, content, and feedback [2, 3, 6].  

 
C.2. The factors that impact the adoption of AI 

The use and application of AI in higher education by academics continue to 
accelerate across Africa. However, there are a number of factors that determine its 
readiness, growth, and penetration. Here are some of the factors that influence its 
readiness by academics in higher education in Africa. 

Institutional barriers: They are an important factor that influences 
adoption. According to Al-Mughairi and Bhaskar [4], academics (teachers) noted 
that it negatively affects adoption as a result of a lack of resources. For example, in 
Ghana, the high cost of data and digital devices negatively affects adoption. 
Appropriate institutional support and training, ethical guidelines (frameworks), 
and resources drive effective and confident adoption [7, 8]. Nonetheless, despite 
the support and resources, older generations are unwilling to subscribe to 
ChatGPT [3]. 

Educational concern: Academic institutions have great concern about 
ChatGPT. For example, academics are concerns about over-dependent have the 
potential to hinder creativity and critical thinking skills [6]. Negative perceptions 
that students will produce “bad knowledge” and the elimination of critical thinking 
constitute educational concerns and hindrances [1]. The overreliance will 
eliminate human contact and interaction, which can evidently lead to job losses [4, 
6]. 

Technology-associated enablers: Research indicates that perceived 
usefulness facilitates users' readiness to adopt ChatGPT. A study conducted in the 
UK suggests that perceived usefulness is considered a leading factor influencing 
readiness in providing a positive attitude [1] and acceptance of ChatGPT [8]. Also, 
Strzelecki et al. [3] and Bin-Nashwan et al. [9] found that perceived usefulness 
(Performance Expectancy) defines behavioural intention, while time saving leads 
to motivation in shaping the behaviour to use. Furthermore, perceived ease of use 
and habit define one's behavioural intention [1, 8]. Hedonic motivation is a positive 
contributor, and personal innovativeness drives willingness to adopt [3]. However, 
some found that perceived usefulness doesn’t promote any readiness to adopt 
ChatGPT [2]. 

Technology-associated barriers: Barriers like accuracy and reliability 
concerns affect readiness to adopt [4]. The research further found that ChatGPT 
leads to fake and misleading information, which raises credibility questions. These 
concerns hinder academics from adopting ChatGPT [8]. The barriers affect 
academics' readiness to adopt AI. 

https://doi.org/10.33022/ijcs.v15i5.5214


  The Indonesian Journal of Computer Science 

https://doi.org/10.33022/ijcs.v15i5.5214  8004   

Personal factors: There are a number of inherent factors and facilitators 
that affect the readiness to adopt ChatGPT by academics. For example, perceived 
self-efficacy defines the usage attitude and perceived ease of use [1, 5], which 
promotes a positive attitude about ChatGPT Bin-Nashwan et al., [9]. Also, 
perceived behavioural control and positive attitude define Pakistani academics’ 
adoption of ChatGPT as an educational tool [10], while self-esteem facilitates 
academic usage [9], and optimism and innovativeness positively affect the 
adoption [7]. Furthermore, researchers found that previous experience and 
proficiency in AI tools positively influence readiness and acceptance of usage [5, 8]. 
Also, perceived stress facilitates a positive behavioural adoption [9]. 

Social barriers: Social influence is a factor that impacts Behavioural 
Intention, which defines individual usage, attitudes, and perception [3, 8, 9]. 
Leadership impacts the adoption [7]. Nonetheless, Jaffar et al. [10] found in 
Pakistan that subjective norms negatively affect academics’ (teachers’) adoption, 
and managers and coworkers don’t positively influence adoption. Peer influence 
negatively affects adoption [9]. 

Ethical concerns: Increasingly, academic integrity can be a positive or 
negative driver in the adoption. According to Bin-Nashwan et al. [9], academic 
integrity has a negative impact on ChatGPT adoption. The integrity concern 
focused on plagiarism and cheating. Perceived stress, time-saving, and self-esteem 
can be moderated by academic integrity [4, 9]. Also, data security and privacy can 
prohibit adoption. It can be said that limited content copying and creativity 
prohibit adoption [3]. 
 
C.3. Different aspects of AI in higher education  

The adoption of AI has both benefits and negative aspects. This section 
outlines the benefits and drawbacks of academics adopting AI. 

 
a. The benefit aspects 

The benefits of adopting ChatGPT by academics are many. It includes an 
improvement in time-saving, personal innovativeness, self-esteem, and self-
efficacy [3, 9]. Studies indicate that academic readiness to adopt ChatGPT is fueled 
by its ability to personalise learning content, create learning content, provide quick 
feedback, design assessments, and offer a personalised teaching experience [1, 4]. 
The tools provide academics with the ability to summarize existing literature, 
identify research topics and gaps, generate research objectives and questions, and 
support and accelerate academic writing [3, 8]. Research further suggests that it 
saves time, reduces workload and administrative tasks, and streamlines workflow 
[4, 9]. Finally, professional development in knowledge and skill development 
provides readiness benefits for academics [4], as well as enabling pedagogical 
reshaping.  

 
b. The negative aspects 

The adoption of AI by academics is confronted with negative aspects, which 
stand as a critical concern and a hindrance. For example, research found that 
academics are concerned about academic integrity, accuracy, reliability, and 
plagiarism [1, 3]. Also, the absence of institutional support is a negative concern 
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and availability of skill level [8], as well as reduced critical thinking and creativity 
[6], which are basic considerations. These considerations create anxiety, 
technostress, and fears, which negatively affect adoption [9]. Importantly, these 
are directly linked to privacy, plagiarism, and cheating [4]. Negative aspects relate 
to a reduction in productivity, leading to “bad knowledge” production and human 
distancing [1]. These negative aspects must be addressed and confronted for the 
full potential of ChatGPT to be realised in higher education.  

 
D. Problem Statement  

There is no doubt that AI is transforming higher education institutions 
(HEIs). Studies continue to emerge on the implications of adopting ChatGPT in 
higher education. However, according to studies conducted in Ghana, the UK, 
Indonesia, Oman, Poland, and Pakistan that investigated the readiness of 
academics in adopting ChatGPT, some covered the perspective of students [1-4, 6, 
10], while others covered the perspectives of students and educational managers 
[6, 7, 9]. Some of these studies applied qualitative research methods [4-6], while a 
few used quantitative research methods [1] and mixed research methods [2]. 
These studies were done outside the Republic of South Africa, with little evidence 
in studies of South African higher education, and even less on academics.  
 
Research objectives 

• To determine the factors that define academics’ readiness to adopt AI in 
higher education. 

• To explore the benefits and negative aspects of academic readiness in 
adopting AI in higher education. 

 
E. Data Analysis  

The data analysis provides the statistical interpretation of the collected data. 
The analysis was done using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 

 
Table 1. Demographics 

Descriptions Response Frequency Percentage 

Age 20-29 3 9.4 

30-39 17 53.1 
40-49 6 18.8 
50-59 3 9.4 
60-69 3 9.4 

Gender Male 15 46.9 

Female 17 53.1 
Language English 6 18.8 

Afrikaans 15 46.9 

Sepedi 3 9.4 

Tswana 2 6.3 

Setswana 4 12.5 

Northern Sotho 1 3.1 

IsiXhosa 1 3.1 

Faculty Humanities 7 21.9 

Natural and Agricultural Sciences 8 25.0 

Law 2 6.3 
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Economic and Management 
Sciences 

8 25.0 

Engineering 1 3.1 

Health Sciences 5 15.6 

Education 1 3.1 

Campus Potch 20 62.5 

Mahikeng 7 21.9 

Vaal 5 15.6 

 
As depicted in Table 1, most of the respondents (53.1%) are between the ages of 
30 – 39 years old, followed by respondents within the age range of 40 – 49 years 
with 18.8%. More than half of the respondents (53.1%) are female, while the 
remaining are male. Furthermore, for the language spoken, most of the 
respondents (46.9%) speak Afrikaans, followed by English (18.8%), while the least 
spoken languages among the respondents are Northern Sotho and IsiXhosa at 
3.1% each. For the faculty of the respondents, the three faculties with the highest 
number of respondents are natural and agricultural sciences (25%), economic and 
management sciences (25%), and humanities (21.9%). 62.5% of the respondents 
are from the Potch Campus of the North-West University. 
 

Table 2. A cross-tabulation between gender and faculty 
Descriptions Humanities Natural and 

Agricultural 
Sciences 

Law Economic 
and 
Management 
Sciences 

Engineering Health 
Sciences 

Education 

Gender Male 2 5 2 4 1 0 1 
Female 5 3 0 4 0 5 0 

 
A cross-tabulation of gender and faculty affiliations of the respondents as 
presented in Table 2 shows that there are no female respondents from the faculties 
of law, engineering, and education. There is no male respondent from the faculty of 
health sciences.  
 

Table 3. Department 
Descriptions Response Freq Percent  Response Freq Percent 
Department Statistics 

1 3.1 

Department South African 
Center for Digital 
Language 
Resources 

1 3.1 

Human 
Movement 
Science 

1 3.1 
Biochemistry 

1 3.1 

SMSTE 
1 3.1 

School of 
Language 

1 3.1 

Chemistry 
1 3.1 

IT/IS 
3 9.4 

Health 
Sciences 

1 3.1 
School of Music 

1 3.1 

Physics and 
Electronics 

1 3.1 
Economics 

1 3.1 

Geo and 
Spatial 

1 3.1 
Setswana 

1 3.1 
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Sciences 
History of 
Art 1 3.1 

Mathematics and 
Applied 
Mathematics 

1 3.1 

Nursing 
2 6.3 

Mathematical 
Sciences 

1 3.1 

Business 
School 

1 3.1 

Industrial 
psychology and 
human resource 
management 

1 3.1 

Library and 
Information 
Science 

2 6.3 
School of 
Communication 1 3.1 

FMS 1 3.1 Ethics Office 1 3.1 
Tourism 1 3.1 Sociology 1 3.1 
Management 
Sciences 1 3.1 

Chemical and 
Minerals 
Engineering 

1 3.1 

 
For the department from which the respondents come, 3 respondents (9.4%) are 
from the department of information technology/information systems, 2 
respondents (6.3%) from nursing and library and information science each, while 
only 1 respondent (3.1%) comes from every other department, as presented in 
Table 3.  
 

Table 4. Readiness factors 
Descriptions  Response Freq Percent 

The optimism of academics affects their adoption of AI. Agree 16 50.0 

Strongly agree 7 21.9 
Undecided 7 21.9 
Disagree 2 6.3 
Strongly disagree - - 

Social, economic, and political factors can affect the academic’s 
adoption of AI. 

Agree 12 37.5 
Strongly agree 9 28.1 
Undecided 5 15.6 
Disagree 1 3.1 
Strongly disagree 5 15.6 

The academic’s demographic such as gender, education, age, and 
race affects the adoption of AI. 

Agree 11 34.4 
Strongly agree 7 21.9 

Undecided 5 15.6 

Disagree 7 21.9 

Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

Culture/tradition and belief systems affect the academic’s 
adoption of AI. 

Agree 9 28.1 

Strongly agree 12 37.5 

Undecided 7 21.9 

Disagree 3 9.4 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

Available and accessible technological infrastructure affects the 
adoption of AI in teaching and learning. 

Agree 11 34.4 

Strongly agree 16 50.0 

Undecided 3 9.4 

Disagree 1 3.1 
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Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

The perception, attitude, and behavior towards AI affect the 
adoption in teaching and learning. 

Agree 12 37.5 

Strongly agree 15 46.9 

Undecided 2 6.3 

Disagree 1 3.1 

Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

Peer pressure among academics affects their adoption of AI in 
teaching and learning. 

Agree 10 31.3 

Strongly agree 12 37.5 

Undecided 6 18.8 

Disagree - - 

Strongly disagree 4 12.5 

Security measures on AI increase its adoption by academics. Agree 7 21.9 

Strongly agree 11 34.4 

Undecided 9 28.1 

Disagree 3 9.4 

Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

The perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of AI in 
academic learning increase its adoption. 

Agree 15 46.9 

Strongly agree 11 34.4 

Undecided 4 12.5 

Disagree 1 3.1 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

The quality, functionality, and innovativeness of AI increase the 
adoption in teaching and learning. 

Agree 13 40.6 

Strongly agree 13 40.6 

Undecided 4 12.5 

Disagree - - 

Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

The cost of using AI encourages academics to adopt it in teaching 
and learning. 

Agree 11 34.4 

Strongly agree 4 12.5 

Undecided 8 25.0 

Disagree 1 3.1 

Strongly disagree 8 25.0 

 
As shown in Table 4, half of the respondents (50%) admit that academic optimism 
affects their adoption of AI. Moreover, 37.5% and 28.1% agree and strongly agree, 
respectively, that social, economic, and political factors can affect the academic 
adoption of AI. This supports the fact that half of the respondents (50%) strongly 
agree that available and accessible technological infrastructure affects the 
adoption of ChatGPT in teaching and learning. Furthermore, a significant number 
of the participants agree and strongly agree, with 46.9% and 34.4%, respectively, 
that the perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of AI in academic learning 
increase its adoption. 
 

Table 5. Benefits 
Descriptions Response Freq Percent 

AI allows you to expand your academic writing (teaching and 
learning, and the research process). 

Agree 14 43.8 

Strongly agree 12 37.5 

https://doi.org/10.33022/ijcs.v15i5.5214
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Undecided 2 6.3 
Disagree 2 6.3 
Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

AI will bring transformation in the delivery of teaching and 
learning. 

Agree 8 25.0 
Strongly agree 14 43.8 
Undecided 7 21.9 
Disagree 1 3.1 
Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

AI will increase the student learning experience. Agree 5 15.6 
Strongly agree 9 28.1 

Undecided 9 28.1 

Disagree 2 6.3 

Strongly disagree 7 21.9 

AI will reduce the time to conduct academic research. Agree 11 34.4 

Strongly agree 13 40.6 

Undecided 4 12.5 

Disagree 3 9.4 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

AI assists in providing better access to academic resources 
(materials). 

Agree 8 25.0 

Strongly agree 10 31.3 

Undecided 3 9.4 

Disagree 6 18.8 

Strongly disagree 5 15.6 

AI has the potential to increase active research participation and 
writing. 

Agree 8 25.0 

Strongly agree 10 31.3 

Undecided 9 28.1 

Disagree 2 6.3 

Strongly disagree 3 9.4 

AI eliminates the research divide and addresses inequalities in 
teaching and learning. 

Agree 6 18.8 

Strongly agree 7 21.9 

Undecided 8 25.0 

Disagree 3 9.4 

Strongly disagree 8 25.0 

 
For the perceived benefits of adopting AI, as shown in Table 5, more than 40% of 
the participants agree that AI allows them to expand their academic writing, and 
43.8% strongly believe that AI will bring transformation in the delivery of teaching 
and learning. Furthermore, some respondents agree and strongly agree, with 
34.4% and 40.6%, respectively, that AI will help reduce the time required to 
conduct academic research. However, 25% of the respondents strongly disagree, 
and 25% are undecided on whether AI can eliminate the research divide and 
address inequalities in teaching and learning. 
 

Table 6. Challenges 
Descriptions Response Freq Percent 

Academics lack knowledge about AI. Agree 15 46.9 

Strongly agree 12 37.5 
Undecided 3 9.4 
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Disagree 1 3.1 
Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

AI will replace the need for academic teaching, learning, and 
research. 

Agree 3 9.4 
Strongly agree 1 3.1 
Undecided 4 12.5 
Disagree 10 31.3 
Strongly disagree 14 43.8 

AI has the potential to replace academics. Agree 2 6.3 
Strongly agree 2 6.3 

Undecided 3 9.4 

Disagree 12 37.5 

Strongly disagree 13 40.6 

AI poses a serious ethical challenge that must be addressed by 
higher education institutions. 

Agree 9 28.1 

Strongly agree 16 50.0 

Undecided 5 15.6 

Disagree - - 

Strongly disagree 2 6.3 

AI-generated content cannot be trusted and is biased. Agree 9 28.1 

Strongly agree 8 25.0 

Undecided 9 28.1 

Disagree 2 6.3 

Strongly disagree 4 12.5 

Does AI have the ability to marginalize those without access to 
the Internet? 

Agree 11 34.4 

Strongly agree 10 31.3 

Undecided 7 21.9 

Disagree 3 9.4 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

Academic institutions don’t have the ability to support the 
implementation of AI. 

Agree 7 21.9 

Strongly agree 3 9.4 

Undecided 8 25.0 

Disagree 4 12.5 

Strongly disagree 10 31.3 

AI has the potential to replace an academic’s intelligence, critical 
thinking, and creativity. 

Agree 4 12.5 

Strongly agree 4 12.5 

Undecided 5 15.6 

Disagree 9 28.1 

Strongly disagree 10 31.3 

AI usage will increase the academic dishonesty (plagiarism). Agree 14 43.8 

Strongly agree 9 28.1 

Undecided 6 18.8 

Disagree 2 6.3 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

Security issues affect the adoption of AI. Agree 8 25.0 

Strongly agree 11 34.4 

Undecided 10 31.3 

Disagree 2 6.3 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 
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Personal, religious, or cultural beliefs affect the adoption of AI. Agree 13 40.6 

Strongly agree 10 31.3 

Undecided 5 15.6 

Disagree 3 9.4 

Strongly disagree 1 3.1 

 
As one of the challenges in the adoption of AI by academics, 46.9% and 37.5% of 
the participants agree and strongly agree, respectively, that academics lack 
knowledge about AI. Moreover, half of the participants (50%) strongly agree that 
AI poses a serious ethical challenge that must be addressed by higher education 
institutions. However, most of the participants disagree (31.3%) and strongly 
disagree (43.8%) that AI will replace the need for academic teaching, learning, and 
research. This is further supported by the number of respondents who are not of 
the opinion that AI has the potential to replace academics, with 37.5% disagreeing 
and 40.6% strongly disagreeing, as presented in Table 6. 
 

Table 7. T-Test comparing the readiness factors score of males and females 
Description  Gender N Mean Std Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Readiness Factors Male 15 2.150 0.765 0.197 

Female 17 2.147 0.607 0.147 

 
The results of the descriptive statistics show that the male group has a higher 
value for the variable readiness (M = 2.15, SD = 0.765) compared to the female 
group (M = 2.147, SD = 0.607), as shown in Table 7. The Levene test of equality of 
variance yields a p-value of 0.531, which is greater than the 0.05 significance level, 
indicating that the assumption of equal variances is met. Thus, the Levene test is 
not significant, and a two-tailed t-test for independent samples revealed that there 
is no statistically significant difference between males and females with respect to 
readiness factor scores, t(30) = 0.12, p = 0.991, 95% CI = [−0.493, 0.499]. 
 

Table 8. One-way ANOVA comparing the readiness factors score of different 
faculties 

Variable Faculties  Mean Std. 

Deviation 

F Sig. 

Faculty Humanities 2.017 0.596 0.158 .985 

Natural and Agricultural Sciences 2.203 0.974 

Law 2.375 0.000 

Economics and Management Sciences 2.046 0.781 

Engineering 2.375 0.000 

Health Sciences 2.300 0.360 

Education 2.000 0.000 

  
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of respondents’ faculties 
on perceptions of readiness factors among academics on the adoption of AI for 
academic-related tasks. The analysis showed no significant difference between 
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different faculties, F(6, 25) = 0.158, p = 0.985, as shown in Table 8. Therefore, this 
implies that readiness factors of the adoption of AI usage for academic-related 
tasks do not significantly vary across different faculties of the participants.   
 

Table 9. T-Test comparing the benefits score of males and females 
Description Gender N Mean Std Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Benefits Male 15 14.266 4.574 1.181 

Female 17 16.000 5.477 1.328 

 
As presented in Table 9, the descriptive statistics indicate that males scored lower 
on the benefits variable (M = 14.26, SD = 4.574) compared to females (M = 16.00, 
SD = 5.477). The Levene’s test for equality of variances produced a p-value of 
0.515, which exceeds the 0.05 threshold, suggesting that the assumption of equal 
variances is satisfied. Consequently, the results of the two-tailed independent 
samples t-test showed no significant difference between males and females in 
benefits scores related to adopting AI (ChatGPT), t(30) = -0.964, p = 0.334, with a 
95% confidence interval of [-5.405, 1.938]. 
 

Table 10. One-way ANOVA comparing the benefits score of different faculties 
Variable Faculties  Mean Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

Faculty Humanities 16.00 4.24 0.680 0.667 

Natural and Agricultural Sciences 13.62 5.75 
Law 11.50 0.70 
Economics and Management Sciences 16.25 3.77 
Engineering 19.00 0.00 
Health Sciences 16.60 7.82 
Education 10.00 0.00 

 
A one-way ANOVA was performed to investigate whether respondents' faculty 
affiliations influenced their perceptions of the benefits associated with adopting AI 
for academic tasks. As shown in Table 10, the results showed no significant 
differences between the faculties (F(6, 25) = 18.633, p = 0.667). This shows that 
participants from all faculties had similar opinions about the advantages of using 
AI for academic-related tasks. 
 

Table 11. T-Test comparing the challenge scores of males and females 
Description Gender N Mean Std Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Challenges Male 15 16.533 4.673 1.206 

Female 17 14.529 3.890 0.943 

 
The descriptive statistics indicate that males reported higher challenges (M 

= 16.533, SD = 4.673) than females (M = 14.529, SD = 3.890), as depicted in Table 
11. The assumption of equal variances is supported by Levene's test for equality of 
variances, which produced a p-value of 0.685, above the 0.05 cutoff. With a 95% 
confidence interval of [-1.088, 5.095], the two-tailed independent samples t-test 
revealed no significant difference between males and females with regard to the 
difficulties involved in adopting AI (t(30) = 1.324, p = 0.196). 
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Table 12. One-way ANOVA comparing the challenge scores of different faculties 
Variable Faculties  Mean Std. 

Deviation 
F Sig. 

Faculty Humanities 16.57 3.10 0.713 0.642 

Natural and Agricultural Sciences 14.50 5.26 
Law 18.00 2.82 
Economics and Management 
Sciences 

16.75 5.03 

Engineering 16.00 0.00 
Health Sciences 13.00 3.80 
Education 12.00 0.00 

 
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to assess whether respondents' faculty 

affiliations influenced the perceived challenges of adopting AI for academic tasks. 
As shown in Table 12, the analysis showed no discernible differences across the 
faculties (F(6, 25) = 14.126, p = 0.642). This suggests that the various faculties 
represented by the participants have comparable difficulties while deploying AI for 
academic purposes. 
 
F. Discussions  

The participants' ages varied widely, from 20 to 29 to 60 to 69 years old, 
according to their demographic distribution. The bulk of participants are mid-
career individuals, as evidenced by the fact that most respondents are between the 
ages of 30-39 and 40-49. This age range is important because it indicates that 
those who may be more open to incorporating new technologies into their 
research and teaching practices are influencing attitudes and views regarding AI 
uptake. The results indicate a preponderance of female participants in terms of 
gender distribution. 

Women are more represented in the sciences than men in the sample, 
according to a cross-tabulation of gender and faculty affiliation. Broader 
institutional trends may be reflected in this faculty's makeup and gender. The 
majority of participants are affiliated with the Department of Information Systems. 
As per this research, people who have experience working in industries related to 
technology are more likely to use ChatGPT and other AI tools. Their perception of 
AI value, ease of use, and potential impact on academic assignments could be 
influenced by the value, ease of use, and available resources. 

From the aspects of the factors that influence the participants' willingness to 
use AI, it can be noted that the level of optimism among academics is one of the key 
aspects that influences the willingness of the participants to use AI, which implies 
that people who have a positive attitude towards the development of technology 
are more likely to be aware of the benefits of ChatGPT. This was also supported by 
Zaidi et al. [7], who argued that optimism is a key factor influencing people's 
willingness to use ChatGPT. It has also been noted that the willingness of the 
people to use AI was significantly influenced by the social, economic, and political 
factors such as funding, support, and policy, which are also considered a key factor 
for the determination of the readiness of the people to use AI, as noted by Mukred 
et al. [8] and Zaidi, et al. [7], where the support of the institutions was noted as one 
of the key factors for the determination of the willingness of the people to use 
ChatGPT, and the availability of technology infrastructure, which is necessary for 
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the use of ChatGPT, is also considered a key factor for the determination of the 
willingness of the people to use ChatGPT. 

The findings of this study show that academicians are more likely to use 
ChatGPT if they think that using AI will increase their productivity and is easy to 
use, as shown by the prevalence of perceived usefulness and ease of use. These 
findings are in agreement with the findings of Enang and Christopoulou [1]. Their 
findings showed that the inclination of the user to use ChatGPT is positively 
influenced by the user's perception of the usefulness of ChatGPT. Nevertheless, the 
intention to use is influenced by the perceived ease of use, as shown by Mukred et 
al. [8]. In addition, the usefulness and creativity of AI, such as providing relevant 
information to academicians and being adaptable to a variety of tasks, are likely to 
contribute to the adoption of AI. 

The participants were asked to list a number of possible advantages of using 
ChatGPT in academic activities in relation to the perceived benefits. For example, a 
large number of people think that ChatGPT is likely to greatly improve their 
academic writing skills and open new avenues for academic content. ChatGPT is 
likely to improve academic writing, as suggested by researchers Strzelecki et al. 
[3], [8]. In this regard, ChatGPT is a highly creative tool that is likely to change the 
face of academic and educational activities. Another advantage of using ChatGPT is 
that it is likely to reduce the amount of time spent on academic research, which is 
likely to free up more time to analyze the situation. These findings were in 
agreement with the findings of other researchers [4, 9]. These findings suggested 
that AI is likely to reduce the amount of time spent completing the activity. 

However, there are a number of challenges that have hindered the adoption 
and use of ChatGPT by academics. Firstly, there is the concern of replacement in 
scholarly writing, teaching, and research. Secondly, the capacity of academic 
institutions to adopt and use customized forms of ChatGPT is a key challenge. This 
is mainly due to the lack of required infrastructure and resources. This is 
supported by García-López et al. [17], who are of the opinion that the lack of 
infrastructure presents itself as a challenge to the adoption of ChatGPT. This is a 
limitation to the adoption of AI tools and highlights the importance of resource 
allocation and strategic planning to fully exploit the benefits of AI tools. 

 
G. Comparison of readiness, positive, and challenges  

As presented in Tables 7, 9, and 11, we compare the results from the T-test 
between males and females in order to understand their readiness, advantages, 
and difficulties in using AI. Based on the results, there is no significant difference 
between males and females in terms of readiness, advantages, and difficulties in 
using AI. The results showed that males had more difficulties and higher readiness, 
while females had more advantages, although some differences in mean scores 
were observed. The results from the t-test and equal variances also showed that 
there are no significant differences. This shows that gender does not influence the 
way people view and use AI in this case, which implies that both the male and 
female respondents have the same attitude and difficulties in using the application. 
The fact that there are no significant differences in gender implies that we need to 
consider more common institutional and personal factors that influence people’s 
views of AI. 
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The results of all three ANOVA analyses, as presented in Tables 8, 10, and 12, 
uniformly show that academics' opinions of readiness, advantages, and difficulties 
regarding the use of AI for academic activities are not significantly influenced by 
faculty affiliation. Such observations suggest a consensus regarding the potential 
benefits and difficulties of using AI, as highlighted by the consistency of academics' 
attitudes and perceptions regarding its integration. Such consistency could suggest 
that institutional and/or individual attitudes regarding the use of AI might play a 
more significant role than faculty-based characteristics. These observations 
highlight the possibility of developing more general strategies for promoting the 
use of AI, rather than developing highly customized strategies for different 
faculties. 

The absence of any significant differences regarding academics' perceptions 
of AI across different faculties also underscores the pervasiveness of its benefits 
and difficulties. Such observations suggest that academics' opinions of what AI 
could potentially offer and its difficulties regarding its integration are similar, 
irrespective of their faculty backgrounds. Such consistency underscores the need 
for developing more cohesive and effective strategies for integrating AI and other 
similar AI-based tools for use in different academic departments of higher learning 
institutions. 

Among the most significant findings are those uncovered in the 
comprehensive analysis of the demographic features, attitudes, and perceptions 
concerning the adoption of AI. It is found, in accordance with the demographic 
profile, that mid-career adults, such as academics, are more inclined or in a better 
position to make use of AI tools such as AI, especially if they are from technology-
based industries. The generally positive perception of the potential benefits, such 
as enhanced academic performance, writing abilities, and even teaching styles, is 
also facilitated by their positive attitudes and perceptions concerning technology 
and innovation. Despite these potentially positive prospects, there are also 
significant barriers, such as institutional barriers and concerns about AI replacing 
humans in academics, which need to be addressed in order to create a favorable 
environment for the adoption and use of AI tools such as ChatGPT. It is also 
noteworthy that the results reveal a high level of consistency in perceptions, 
regardless of faculty affiliations and gender, indicating the high level of acceptance 
and adoption of AI in most, if not all, fields of academia. 

Overall, the results reveal the significant role and influence of institutional 
factors, attitudes, and perceptions in the successful adoption and use of AI in 
academics, and thus the need to develop comprehensive strategies to promote the 
adoption and use of AI, while at the same time addressing common concerns and 
barriers in order to create a favorable environment for the adoption and use of AI 
tools such as AI (ChatGPT), which can, in turn, create the opportunity for creative 
and efficient use in academics. 

 
H. Summary of the findings and contributions  

Based on the research objectives (questions), the study aimed to determine 
the factors that define academics’ readiness to adopt AI. The objectives contributed 
to the summary of the study’s findings. 
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H.1. AI readiness factors 
The study found six (6) AI readiness factors that influence academics’ adoption of 
AI (ChatGPT) in higher education. The AI readiness factors with their subfactors 
are 1) Individual factors - a) Optimism, b) perception, attitude & behaviour, and c) 
perceived usefulness & ease of use. 2) Social factors – a) social, economic, and 
political environment, and peer pressure. 3) Cultural factors - culture/tradition & 
belief systems. 4) Demographic – a) gender, b) education, c) age, and d) race. 5) 
Technological factors – a) technological infrastructure, b) security measures, and 
c) quality, functionality & innovativeness; and 6) Economic factor – cost. The six 
(6) main AI readiness factors and their subfactors are discussed after Figure 1. 
 

 
Figure 1. AI readiness factors  

  
1. Individual factors: There are factors such as personal perception, beliefs, and 

willingness that promote the adoption of AI (ChatGPT). 
- Optimism: the positive feeling (belief) regarding the benefits to be derived 

from AI (ChatGPT) adoption to improve life quality and performance, 
particularly in higher education  

- Perception, Attitude, and Behaviour: one’s feelings, views, and actions in 
adopting AI (ChatGPT). 
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- Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use: the extent to which 
individuals view AI (ChatGPT) as beneficial and easy to use. 

2. Social factors: This involves social surroundings and institutional influence in 
the adoption of AI (ChatGPT). 
- Social, economic, and political: These are external social events, economic 

climates, and policy situations that influence the acceptance and adoption of 
AI (ChatGPT). 

- Peer pressure: It covers the influence of friends, peers, family, society, or 
colleagues on users’ (individuals’) adoption of AI (ChatGPT). 

3. Cultural factors: These involve shared beliefs and values that shape one’s 
views in adopting AI  
- Culture, tradition, and belief systems: The influence of cultural practice 

(norms), traditions, and belief systems in determining the adoption of AI 
(ChatGPT). 

4. Demographic factors: These are personal (individual) attributes that define 
one’s adoption of AI (ChatGPT). 
- Gender: The role of gender differences in the adoption of AI. 
- Age: The influence and role of one’s age in the acceptance and adoption of 

AI. 
- Education: The role of educational level (attainment) in defining one’s 

intention to adopt AI. 
- Race: The role of racial background in the adoption of AI. 

5. Technological factors: These are technological characteristics and 
environmental supports that aid the use and adoption of AI. 
- Technological infrastructure: The availability of technological resources 

and their accessibility affect the adoption of AI. 
- Security measures: The level of data privacy and security influences the 

adoption of AI. 
- Quality, functionality, and innovativeness: This involves the influence of 

features, performance, novelty, and reliability on the adoption of AI. 
6. Economic factors: This factor involves financial concerns that affect the 

adoption of AI. 
- Cost: The affordability of AI tools, implementation, and maintenance 

influences the adoption of AI.  
 
H.2. The benefits and negative aspects of AI  
The second objective deals with “exploring the benefits and negative aspects of 
academic readiness in adopting AI”. The benefits are drawn from the AI based on 
the perspective of academic. 
 
Benefits 

• Allow for expanding academic writing (81.3%). 
• Bring transformation in the delivery of teaching and learning (68.8%). 
• Increase students’ learning experience (43.7%). 
• Reduce the time to conduct academic research (75%). 
• Provide better access to academic resources (materials) (56.3%). 
• The potential to increase active research participation and writing (56.3%). 
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• Eliminates the research divide and addresses inequalities in teaching and 
learning (40.7%). 
 

The challenges that bring about drawbacks in academic adoption of AI. 
• Lack of knowledge (84.4%). 
• Serious ethical challenges (78.1%). 
• Content cannot be trusted and is biased (53.1%). 
• The ability to marginalize those without access to the Internet (65.7%). 
• Increase academic dishonesty (plagiarism) (71.9%). 
• Security issues (59.4%). 
• Personal, religious, or cultural beliefs (71.9%). 

 
H.3. Potential future research 
Research is a continuous process in discovering and advancing academic 
knowledge. To advance academic knowledge, this study advocates for more 
research in the area, such as: 1) expanding the research geography, scope and 
involving more than one institution to improve the generalizability of the findings; 
2) research can be conducted to develop a framework for ethical and strategic 
policy to improve inclusivity, addressing plagiarism concerns, data security, and 
academic dishonesty; 3) researcher can investigate the long term influence of AI on 
users cognitive skills in looking at their creativity, critical thinking, human 
intelligence; and 4) finally, a research can be done to consider the role of AI in 
bridging research divide and access to research materials. This research will assist 
to unearth deeper role of AI in higher education and society at large. 
 
I. Conclusion  
The present study examines the attitudes, perceptions, and readiness of academic 
lecturers in using AI in the context of higher education. The demographic analysis 
suggests that mid-career professionals, especially those in technology fields, are 
more likely to use AI technologies due to their positive perceptions and attitudes 
toward innovation and technology. Factors such as institutional support, perceived 
usefulness, and functionality are significant for understanding lecturers' readiness 
and acceptability. 

The perceived benefits, such as enhanced writing, better teaching strategies, 
and reduced research time, are recognized by the participants, but adoption is 
hindered by concerns about ethical implications, infrastructure, and replacement. 
The perceptions are similar across gender groups and faculty divisions, suggesting 
the need for a more creative and effective way to incorporate AI technologies in 
the context of higher education to address the common concerns, especially those 
related to ethics and infrastructure, in order to maximize the potential of using AI 
in the context of higher education 
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