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Abstract: Artificial Intelligence (Al) has become increasingly widespread in higher education on the basis of how students learn,
complete academic tasks, etc. This study analyses the usage, awareness and perceptions of Al tools among students. We collected
a primary data using questionnaire with a sample of 320 students. The questionnaire was prepared to measure the frequency of Al
usage, awareness, commonly used tool, using purpose, accuracy, productivity, etc. and chi-square test were used to analyse the
association between Al usage frequency and factors such as age, gender, and course. The result shows that 97.375% were aware
of Al, the majority of Al tools were aged between 19-21 years (50.9365%) the most commonly used Al platform was Chat-GPT
(87.8125%), familiarity between most of students for using Al is intermediate (56.875%), Al tools were mostly used for study
purposes (87.5%) and 82.5% students agreed that these tools provide clear instruction. The majority rated Al accuracy and
satisfaction between 4 out of 5. Age was resulted in a statistically significant association (p=0.02373) with frequency of Al usage,
while gender (p=0.182411) and course (p=0.325036) were not statistically significant associated. The study concludes that Al tool
awareness and usefulness are growing more widespread among college students. More inclusive participation of education levels
is recommended for future research to improve understanding of Al utilization trends in higher education.
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1. INTRODUCTION tasks through flexible adaptation” (Tin, 2024). Recently,
technological developments transform many different fields,
including education. One of the most significant innovations
has been the development and utilization of Artificial
Intelligence (Al) tools in academic environment (lddrisu et
al., 2025).

Acrtificial Intelligence (Al) is the term used to describe the
creation of computer systems that can carry out complex tasks
which typically require human intelligence, such as making
decisions, comprehending speech and identifying patterns or
images. The rapid advancement of Al is changing various
fields and education is no exception. It has increasingly been
used in education which is also called AIED (Vieriu & Petrea,
2025). Al is the new genre which has been steadily taking root
and is now a powerful reality in the existing world.

As Al brings convenience to our daily life in every aspect,
more and more students use Al in their study. A survey
against 320 students (Jabbar, n.d.). The European Commission
recently published a guide that contained advice for educators
and school administrators, which concluded: From the way we
stay informed to the way we make decisions, artificial
intelligence (Al) is becoming ubiquitous in our economy and
society. Naturally, it has reached our schools as well. Al in
education is no longer a distant future. It is already changing
the way schools, universities and educators work and our
children learn. It is making educational settings more
responsive by helping teachers address each learner's specific
needs. It is fast becoming a staple in personalised tutoring and
in assessment. And it is increasingly showing its potential to
provide valuable insights in student development. The impact
of Al on our education and training systems is undeniable and
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Artificial intelligence (Al) is influencing all areas of our lives
today. It is used across various industries and applications,
transforming how tasks are performed. Artificial intelligence
technology is becoming the basis for business. It is developing
quickly and has enormously impacted today’s world. Al
technologies are beneficial not only to the business sector but
also to the educational domain (Jereb & Urh, 2024).

A more appropriate and specific definition of Al is “a system
ability to correctly interpret external data, to learn from such
data, and to use those learnings to achieve specific goals and
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will grow further in the future (Fullan et al., 2023). Artificial
intelligence focusses on developing technological systems that
can generate human like outputs in various forms like images,
text, audio, video.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The increasing adoption of Artificial Intelligence (Al) into
higher education has changed the way students access
information, complete academic tasks, etc. Recent research
has therefore focused on understanding students’ awareness,
frequency of Al usage, preferred Al tools, and perceptions of
their usefulness.

Jereb and Urh (2024) conducted a study in 2024 on the use of
intelligence in university students in Slovenia. Their research
looked at how familiar students are with Al, how often they
use Al what skills they have with Al, how satisfied they are
with Al and what benefits they get from Al. They also
compared how Al is used by genders and by students, in
different fields of study using ANOVA.

Iddrisu et al. (2025) studied the gender variations in adoption
and usage patterns of Al tools. They also studied perception of
students on usefulness of Al for academic writing. They
analysed the data with help of descriptive statistics, chi-square
tests to examine association between gender and frequency of
Al usage, independent sample t-test to study perception based
on gender.

Fosner (2024) studied the usage, attitudes and perceptions of
Al tools among university students in Slovenia. They
measured the frequency of Al usage the purposes for which
these Al tools are used and the students’ attitudes and
perceptions towards Al in education. For analysis they used
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to test differences in Al tool
usage based on the level and field of study.

Stohr et al. (2024) studied the students’ adoption and
perceptions of Chat-GPT and other Al chatbots in education
across Swedish universities. They used statistical methods to
analyse usage, attitudes and concerns and a chi-square test to
identify relations, between attitudes and usage and gender
academic level and field of study. The results showed
awareness and use of Chat-GPT among students but not of
other Al chatbots.

Tin (2024) looked at how the demographic factors of students
affect their understanding of Al knowledge and their feelings
about Al and their overall grades in school. They pointed out
that age has an effect on Al knowledge and how students feel
about Al showing that it is important to take factors into
account in education and research. Their research found that
not all demographic factors are strongly linked to Al
knowledge and feelings, about Al. They also said that detailed
understanding of these links is needed.

Abbas et al. (2024) They looked at how university students
use Al. They found that students mainly used Chat-GPT for
academic work. Researchers also found that most use of Chat-

GPT was related with delays in completing academic tasks
and memory related concerns. Their study shows that Al can
be useful for students but large amount use of Al may also
affect their academic performance.

Fullan et al. (2023) This paper aims to discuss how Al-based
programs, such as Chat-GPT, can be applied in pedagogy,
didactics, and leadership to change the educational field. The
technology can be implemented to reduce teachers’ burden,
provide personalized learning experiences and feedback. Yet,
the unethical use of the technology, invasion of privacy,
reconsideration of evaluation practices, and techno-
determinism are critical concerns associated with the
innovation. The authors propose that Al should be embedded
in the educational environment to support instruction and
interpersonal skills, including empathy, collaboration, and
social intelligence.

Vieriu and Petrea (2025) This study aimed to determine the
impact of artificial intelligence (AI) on the students’ learning
process and academic performance. The data was gathered
from 85 university students, and the results confirmed the
effect of Al on personalization of learning, academic
performance, accessibility of information and engagement.
However, the participants also reported several negative
aspects of using technology in education, including
development of reliance on technology, lack of critical
thinking, invasion of privacy, distribution of misinformation
and academic dishonesty. The researchers suggest that
educational Al should be implemented cautiously and only
after students are ethically trained.

Chen et al. (2025) The paper explores how Al affects student
engagement in learning. The article analyses the impact of
artificial intelligence in the educational field from 2007 to
2024. The research involves such Al examples as chatbots,
intelligent  tutoring, personalized learning, automated
feedback, and machine learning on students’ behaviour,
emotions, and cognition. However, issues of privacy,
unreliable data, overreliance, and teachers’ role are critical
challenges that have to be addressed.

Brusilovsky (2023) notes that the focus of Al in education
research, which used to lead the pack when it came to
emphasizing the learner’s role, has failed to keep up with the
general efforts to understand how people and machines can
work together. By focusing on personalization modelling,
presenting, and selecting content he/she cites the work on
recommender systems and such things as open learner models
as examples of this kind of research.

Chan (2023) created a survey among 457 students and 180
staff members of the university in Hong Kong to define social
and behaviour trends of generative Al, like Chat-GPT. The
author introduced the Al Ecological Education Policy
Framework that comprises pedagogy, governance, and
transactions and was shaped by the principles for educational
organizations related to academics, equity, and staff.
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Delcker et al. (2024) Surveying 638 first-year students across
Germany and Switzerland. They looked at how Al-related
competencies - things like skills, attitude, and knowledge -
shape students’ plans to use Al tools and their actions in real
life. A good attitude turned out to be the strongest positive
force behind wanting to use these tools and it led to actual use.
On the other hand, skill level had a small negative effect.
Competence and seeing the benefits also helped students view
Al as a collaborative partner.

3. OBJECTIVES

e To study the usage of Artificial Intelligence
(Al) among college students.

e To study the level of awareness about Artificial
Intelligence among college students.

e To identify the most commonly used Al
platforms among college students.

e To examine the major purposes for which
college students use Al.

e To study whether Al usage is associated with
gender, age and field of study.

e To measure the benefits of using Al among
college students.

4, METHODOLOGY

e For this study, data have been collected through
survey. The sample has primarily been taken from
the students, through convenience sampling. The
sample size taken is 320, (“Journal of Childhood
Literacy and Societal Issues,” 2024) and the type of
data collected is primary.

e The survey used Google Forms for the research,
which has been provided through WhatsApp and
social media groups. The survey is based on
questionnaire. In order to protect participants
privacy, the questionnaire was intended for
anonymous  collection  of  information. The
questionnaire consisted demographic data which
include the name, age, gender, education status. The
survey aimed to find out the usage trends of different
Al Tools among the college students.

e The analysis of the collected data encompassed both
descriptive and inferential statistical methods to test
hypothesis using Excel. Descriptive statistics were
employed to address the distribution of responses
about Al usage and attitudes.

e We applied chi-square tests to test differences
between the sub-groups, complemented by corrected
standardized residuals. Those tests were suitable as
they correspond to the categorial and ordinal nature
of our variables without the need to meet the
assumption of normality.

5. RESULTS
5.1. Age Distribution

Age is one of the important demographic factors that can help
in explaining the pattern of use of Al tools among college
students. The students were classified into 4 age groups: 16-18

years, 19-21 years, 22-24 years and 24+ years. The distribution
of students across these age groups is shown below with help
of pie chart and table.

Table 1: Distribution of the age

AGE NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE
16-18 142 44.375
19-21 163 50.9375
22-24 12 3.75
24+ 3 0.9375
22-24 24+

Fig 1: A pie chart showing distribution of the age.
According to age the usage of Al trends is higher in age group
of 19-21 years i.e., 50.9375%, while the usage is less in age
group of 24+ years i.e., 0.9375%.

5.2. Awareness
It is an important factor is assessing students’ familiarity with
Al. The students were asked whether they have heard about Al
or not. The data is presented below with the help of pie chart
and table.
Table 2: Whether students have heard about Al or not:
AWARE NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE

Yes 318 99.375
No 2 0.625
No

1%

Yes
99%

Fig 2: A pie chart showing whether students have heard about
Al or not.

The result shows that most of the people have heard about the

term Al i.e., 99.375% and very less students did not hear the

term Al i.e., 0.625%.

5.3. Familiarity and Experience

The familiarity with Al technology helps to assess the level at
which students have experience using Al tools. The students
were asked to rate their familiarity as Never tried, Beginner,
Intermediate, Expert. The responses collected are shown below
using pie chart and table.

Table 3: distribution of the familiarity on the usage of Al tool:

FEATURES NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE
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Never Tried 12 3.75
Beginner 104 32.5
Intermediate 182 56.875
Expert 22 6.875

Expert Never
7% Tried

Interm
ediate
57%

Fig 3: A pie chart showing distribution of the familiarity on
the usage of Al tool.

Based on the familiarity of the Al tool the result shows that
most of the students are intermediate in the use of Al tool i.e.,
56.875% and very less students never tried Al tool i.e., 3.75%.

5.4. Most commonly used GPTs

The use of different Al tools depends on students’ preferences
and requirements. The students were asked which Al tools they
use often which included Chat-GPT, Gemini, perplexity,
Claude, and other tools. Following are the responses shown
using bar chart and table.

Table 4: distribution of which Al tool is most commonly used

by students

Al TOOLS NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE
Chat GPT 281 87.8125

Gemini 204 63.75
Perplexity 78 24.375

Claude 102 31.875

Other 49 15.3125

$ wn
1 1 &
CHAT GPT GEMINI PERPLEXITY CLAUDE OTHER

Fig 4: A bar graph showing distribution of which Al tool is
most commonly used by students.
The survey shows that most of the students use Chat-GPT i.e.,
87.8125% and very less students use other Al tools.

5.5. Frequency of Al use
The frequency of Al tools shows how regularly students use Al
in their academic or other activities. The students were asked
how often they used Al tools. The responses are shown below
using pie chart and table.
Table 5: distribution of the frequency of use of Al tools:
FEATURE NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE

Never 2 0.625
Rare 47 14.6875
Very Rare 16 5
Often 197 61.5625
Very Often 58 18.125
Very Never
Often 1%
18% Very
Rare

Fig 5: A pie chart showing distribution of the frequency of use
of Al tools.

The use of Al tools shows that the students use it often i.e.,

61.5625% and very less students don’t use Al tools i.e.,

0.625%.

5.6. Purpose of Use

Al tools can be used by students for various purposes. The
students were asked for which purpose they used Al tools like
research, grammar correction, Innovation idea, Study purpose,
others. The responses are shown below using bar chart and
table.

Table 6: Distribution of the students for which purpose the
students are using the Al tools:

PURPOSE NO. PEOPLE PERENTAGE
Research 221 69.0625
Grammar Correction 98 30.625
Innovation Idea 124 38.75
Study Purpose 280 87.5
Others 81 25.3125

38.75
< v 0 Q <
) 3 ) N S
Q‘% © S ‘—J/\ O«

Fig 6: A bar graph showing distribution for which purpose
the students are using the Al tool.
The result shows that most of the students use Al tool for
study purpose i.e., 87.5% and very less students use Al tool
for other purposes i.e., 25.31%.
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5.7. Accuracy Rating

The accuracy of Al generated results is an important factor
when considering the trustworthiness of Al tools. The students
were asked to rate how accurate they find the results generated
by Al. Following are the reponses shown using a pie chart and
table.

Table 7: distribution of accuracy of the results provided by Al

tools:
RATING NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE

1 9 2.8125

2 18 5.625

3 144 45

4 136 425

5 13 4.0625

6%
4
42% 3

45%

Fig 7: A pie chart showing the distribution of accuracy of the
results provided by Al tools.

The result shows that most of the students rated 4 out of 5 i.e.

42.5% and very few students rated 1 out of 5 i.e. 2.8125%.

5.8. Clearity of the Output/Information
The students were asked whether Al tools provide clear
instruction. Their responses are shown below using pie chart
and table.
Table 8: distribution of clarity of information provided by Al
tool for students.
FEATURE NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE

Yes 264 82.5
No 56 175

Fig 8: A pie chart showing distribution of clarity of
information provided by Al tool for students.
The result shows that Al tool provides clear instruction to
students i.e. 82.5% but very few students says that Al tool
does not provide clear instruction i.e. 17.5%.

5.9. Productivity using Al Tools
Productivity can be in several ways such as enhance decision
making, giving quick response, improve writing quality, and
24/7 availability. The students were asked how Al impacted
their productivity. Following responses are shown below using
bar chart and table.

Table 9: Distribution of the productivity of Al tools..

FEATURES NO. PERCENTAG
PEOPLE E
Enhance decision 109 34.0625
making
Giving quick response 207 64.6875
Improve writing quality 104 325
Others 184 57.5
4.687
325
%\O$' \)\Ck‘ - «\eb \\/\(\
Q\ (% Q~\ S
& o AN ¥
Q D N
& D N N\:
N o v
<</$Q\ \® '\/b‘

Fig 9: A graph showing distribution of productivity of Al
tools.
The result shows, most of the students believe that Al tool
helps in giving quick response i.e., 64.6875% and few
students believe that Al tool helps in improve writing quality
i.e., 32.5%.

5.10. Satisfaction using Al Tools

The expectation with Al tools helps to assess satisfaction with
the results provided by these tools. The students were asked to
rate how often Al tools meet their expectations on a scale of 1
to 5 (5 indicates higher satisfaction). Responses are shown
below using pie chart and table.

Table 10: Distribution of expectation of task:
RATING NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE

1 7 2.1875
2 19 5.9375
3 143 44.6875
4 134 41.875
5 17 5.3125
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5 1

42% 3
45%

Fig 10: A pie chart showing distribution of expectation of
task.
The result shows, most of the students rated 3 out of 5 i.e.,
44.6875% and very few students rated 1 out 5 i.e., 2.1875%.

5.11. Purposes of Using Al Tools
Al tools can help students in various academic activities such
as fast learning, generating ideas, explanation of material, task
solving, and searching for information. The students were
asked how Al tools are helpful to them. The responses are
shown below using bar chart and table.

Table 11 : distribution of helpfulness of Al:

FEATURES NO. PERCENTAG
PEOPLE E

Fast learning 162 50.625

Generating ideas 152 47.5

Explanation of material 204 63.75

Tasks solving 177 55.3125

Searching for 230 71.875

information

Fig 11: A graph showing dustribution of helpfulness of Al.
5.13. Chi-square test of association and residual analysis:

The result shows, most of the students believe that Al tool
helps in explanation of material i.e., 63.75% and few students
believe that Al tool helps in generating ideas i.e., 47.5%.

5.12. Training for ethical use of Al Tools

Since Al training can help students to develop knowledge and
skills needed to use Al tools effectively. The students were
asked whether educational institutions should offer training in
the use of Al. The responses are shown below using a pie chart
and table.

Table 12: distribution of training:
TRAINING NO.PEOPLE PERCENTAGE

Yes 297 92.8125
No 23 7.1875

No
7%

Yes
93%

Fig 12: A pie chart showing distribution of training.
The result shows that most of the students believe that
educational institution should offer training in field of using
Al for students i.e. 92.8125 and very less students believe that
educational institution should not offer training in field of
using Al for students i.e. 7.1875.

A chi-square test of independence was conducted to check whether Al usage is associated with students age group, gender, and
course. The test was performed at a 5% level of significance. Where a significant association was found, residual analysis was
further carried out to check the specific groups contributing to the association.
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Table 13: Chi-square for Al usage by age, gender and course.

Null Hypothesis P-value Decision Statistic Relationship Test
(a=0.05)

HO: There is no statistically significant

association between age group and

frequency of Al usage. There is a statistically significant

H1: There is a statistically significant association between age group and  Chi-

association between age group and 0.023733 Reject v = frequency of Al usage square

frequency of Al usage. HO 23.50

HO: There is no statistically significant

association between gender and

frequency of Al usage.

H1: There is a statistically significant There is no statistically significant

association between gender and 0.182411 Accept v = association between gender and Chi-

frequency of Al usage. HO 6.233 frequency of Al usage square

HO: There is no statistically significant

association between course and

frequency of Al usage.

H1: There is a statistically significant There is no statistically significant

association between course and 0.325036 Accept v = association between course and Chi-

frequency of Al usage. HO 9.208 frequency of Al usage square

5.14. Residual Analysis

The final analysis of the contingency table is residual analysis. It assesses whether there is an association between age and

frequency of use of artificial intelligence.

Table 14: Residual analysis for Al usage by age.

AGE NEVER OFTEN RARE VERY OFTEN VERY RARE
16-18 -0.9421 0.489983771 1.126319856 -2.313622107 1.088350606
19-21 0.9722 -0.334108532 -0.80537356 1.923725707 -1.453681597
22-24 -0.2739  -0.142568296 -0.57434823 0.55940239 0.516397779
24+ -0.1369 -0.623161424 -0.6637959  0.618732947 2.194690563

From the residual analysis, it can be seen that the association
between age and frequency is found only in very few cells. For
instance, there were fewer 16-18-year-olds who marked “Very
Often” than  expected with the standardized residual  of -
2.314. It implies that the observed frequency differs from the
expected one by more than two standard deviations.

In another cell, for 19-21 year olds, the number of students
who marked “Very Often” was higher than expected with
a positive value of the standardized residual equal to 1.924. It
implies thatthe observed frequency was higher than
the expected one by more thanone standard deviation.
However, the residual was below the +2 threshold, hence was
not particularly large.

For 22-24-year-olds, all standardized residuals were within
the range of +2, which implies that the observed frequencies
were close to the expected ones.

For the 24+ age group, the only category with a residual
value exceeding one standard deviation was “Very Rare” with
the value of 2.195, which again suggests that the observed
frequency was higher than the expected one by more than two
standard deviations. However, there were only three students
in this category, so the results are not significant due to the
small sample size. Thus, from the residual analysis, it can be
concluded that the most significant differences were found for
the 16-18 age group for “Very Often” category. For the 24+
age group, the biggest difference wasin the “Very Rare”
category. All the other age groups’ observed frequencies were
close to the expected ones.

6. DISCUSSION

The current study aimed to evaluate the awareness, familiarity,
and usage patterns of Al tools among university students. Data
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was collected from 320 respondents from BSc, BA and
Master’s level courses. Majority of the participants were in the
age bracket of 19 -21 years (50.9%) followed closely by 16-18
years group (44.4%).

More than half of the respondents (56.9%) said that they had
intermediate familiarity with artificial intelligence (Al)
technology, 32.5% said that they were beginners, and only
6.9% said that they were experts. This shows that Al tools
have become quite accessible, but most students do not possess
a high level of proficiency in their use, probably because many
undergraduates have only recently been exposed to these tools.
This is consistent with the result of the reference study that
intermediate familiarity was the most common answer. It
reflects a more general trend that Al adoption among students
is still evolving, not yet established.

Regarding the frequency of use, 61.6% of students reported
using Al tools “often”, and a further 18.1% reported using
them “very often”, together indicating that nearly 80% of the
sample interacts with Al tools on a regular basis. The high
frequency of use can be explained by the easy availability, free
access and flexibility of tools such as the most used platform in
this study, which was ChatGPT (87.8% of respondents)
followed by Gemini (63.7%) and Claude (31.9%). ChatGPT
remains the dominant Al tool comparatively to other Al tools,
this finding is consistent with Stohr et al. (2024) who observed
that university students were aware of Chat-GPT, while the
usage of other Al tools were comparatively lower. This makes
Chat-GPT the go-to start, for students who want to use Al.
Students use Al tools for study purpose with 87.5% of them.
Research is the biggest reason, used by 69.1%. 38.8% use Al
tools to come up with new ideas. This shows that students
perceive Al tools as academic support tools, not as
entertainment or non-academic activities. This can help
students to find information and to complete academic work
more efficiently in limited time frames.

On the clarity of instruction, a large majority of students
(82.5%) agreed that Al tools provide clear instructions for new
users. This can be tied to the systematic, conversational
interface that most Al platforms now provide.

In terms of how accurate students think Al generated results
are, most gave a rating of 3 out of 5 (45.0%). This was very
close to the rating of 4 out of 5 which was given by 42.5% of
students. The way Al tools performed their expected tasks had
a pattern. The common ratings were 3 (44.7%) and 4 (41.9%).
Satisfaction with the features of Al tools also followed a path
(42.2%) of students rated their satisfaction as 4 out of 5.
Overall these results shows that students like Al tools but still
have some doubts about whether the content made by Al is
trustworthy. This is probably because students know that Al
content can be wrong or needs to be checked in some
situations.

When it comes to the effect of Al productivity the top benefit
mentioned was the tools ability to give answers (64.7%). The
next common benefit was being available all the time (57.5%).
This shows that students expect access to information in their
busy academic lives, where saving time is very important.
When asked how Al tools help them personally most students
said they use them for searching for information (71.9%). For
understanding material (63.7%). This confirms that Al tools
are mainly used as help for school work and not for non school
related tasks.

Finally, a large number of students (92.8%) said they think
universities should offer training on how to use Al tools. This
strong agreement shows a difference between how much
students use Al tools and how much help they get to learn how
to use them properly. This strong consensus shows a glaring
disconnect between the widespread use of Al tools and the
amount of systematic scaffolding students receive. It suggests
universities have an opportunity, and arguably a responsibility,
to formally integrate Al literacy into their curriculum, rather
than leaving it to students to learn these tools haphazardly
from their peers or by trial and error.

Chi-square tests of independence were used to examine
whether the frequency of Al tool usage was independent of the
demographic characteristics of the respondents such as age
group, gender and course of study. The test between age group
and frequency of Al usage yielded a statistically significant
result, ¥2(12) = 23.505, p = 0.024, leading to rejection of the
null hypothesis and indicating that Al usage frequency was not
independent of age; however, since some expected cell
frequencies were below 5 in the smaller age categories (22—-24
and 24+), this result warrants cautious interpretation.
Standardized residuals revealed that this association was
concentrated in the "Very often" category, where 16-18-year-
olds used Al less frequently than expected (residual = —2.31)
while 19-21-year-olds used it more frequently than expected
(residual = 1.92), and the 24+ group (n = 3) showed a higher-
than-expected count for "Very rare" use (residual = 2.19), a
finding that should be treated with caution given the very small
subsample. In contrast the Chi-square tests for gender y*(4) =
6.233, p= 0.182 and course of study, ¥*(8) = 9.208, p = 0.325
both failed to reach significance so the corresponding null
hypotheses were not rejected, indicating no meaningful
association between these two demographic factors and
frequency of Al usage in this sample.

Taken together these association analysis suggest that among
the variables examined age group is the only factor
significantly linked to how often students use Al tools while
gender and academic programme show comparatively uniform
usage patterns across categories.

7. LIMITATION AND SUGGESTION:

The study has some limitations. The sample was uneven across
groups. Females made up 68.4% of respondents. Males 31.6%.
Nearly all students were aged 16-21 years, with 44.4% aged
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16-18, 50.9% aged 19-21, 3.75% were aged 22-24 and 0.94%
were aged 24 and above i.e. just 3 students. Masters students
formed 5.9% of the sample. Since these groups are so small the
findings cannot be generalised to students or to postgraduate
students.

The chi-square test showed a significant association between
age group and frequency of Al usage (p = 0.0237). Some
expected frequencies were below 5 especially in the smaller
age groups. The 24+ group has 3 students so its result is
unstable. This association should therefore be interpreted with
caution.

The data were collected through a questionnaire. So
familiarity, frequency of use, accuracy, expectations and
satisfaction are all based on students own ratings. Most
students rated accuracy as 3 (45.0%) or 4 (42.5%) out of 5..
The accuracy of Al outputs was not checked objectively. The
study also covered how students use Al. It did not examine
concerns such as integrity or over-reliance. It did not measure
the effect of Al on academic performance.

Future studies should include an more balanced sample across
gender, age groups and levels of study. There should be
students aged 22 and above and more postgraduate students.
This would allow reliable comparisons between groups. It
would also help avoid the expected frequencies seen here.
Researchers could also measure students Al knowledge and
the accuracy of Al outputs objectively than relying only on
self-ratings. Interviews or focus groups could explain why
students choose tools and features. Since 92.8% of students felt
that institutions should offer Al training future work could also
study the effect of training, on students learning and academic
performance. Institutions should consider programmes that
teach the effective and responsible use of Al.

8. CONCLUSION

Among all the college students almost everyone had heard of
Al. Most of them used Al often mostly for study purpose or
doing research. ChatGPT was the tool that people used the
most, after that came Gemini and many students used both
tools. Students said that Al was useful mainly because it gives
quick answers, works all the time and helps them search and
understand material. Most students said that accuracy,
expectations and features of Al were from moderate to good
and found Al tools instructions clear. This shows that Al is a
tool in academics but students do not fully trust it. Users who
were more familiar with Al reported satisfaction. Every
student wanted their university to provide training in Al. This
shows that proper education, on use of Al is needed.

A chi-square test showed a significant association between age
group and frequency of Al usage, while gender and course did
not showed a significant association. Residual analysis showed
that the association between age group “16-18” and Al usage
was mainly reflected in the “Very Often” category, while the
19-21 age group had a positive residual for “Very Often”
category.
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