
AI Adoption on Campus: An AI-Generated Synthesis of Survey Findings 
Key Takeaways: 
• Deep Ideological Divide: The campus is split into three distinct groups: cautious adopters 

(~30%) who desire clear guidance, concerned skeptics (~40%) with serious reservations, and 
principled opponents (~30%) who reject AI on moral and pedagogical grounds. A one-size-
fits-all approach to AI policy and support will fail. 

• Ethical & Environmental Concerns Predominate: The most forceful objections are not 
technical but philosophical. Respondents repeatedly cite stolen intellectual property, data 
center energy and water consumption, the erosion of critical thinking, and the potential for 
cognitive harm as primary barriers to adoption. 

• Urgent Need for Policy Clarity: The most requested form of support is clear, specific, and 
enforceable policy guidance. The current draft statement is widely criticized as vague, 
unenforceable, and lacking crucial details, particularly regarding a list of "vetted tools" and 
procedures for handling academic misconduct. 

• Academic Integrity in Crisis: Faculty report significant frustration with their inability to 
detect sophisticated AI-generated student work, making existing policies feel toothless. Many 
view the grading of AI-produced assignments as a waste of time that provides no educational 
value to the student. 

• Misalignment of Expectations: A palpable sense of distrust exists, with many respondents 
feeling that AI adoption is being pushed by the administration without sufficient evidence of 
its benefits, transparent consultation, or acknowledgment of its significant risks and costs. 

Synthesis of Recommendations 
The analyses converge on a clear set of actionable steps required to build trust, reduce 
polarization, and create a coherent campus framework for AI. 

Immediate Actions (0-3 Months) 

1. Acknowledge and Address Core Concerns: 

o Directly address the ethical, pedagogical, and environmental objections raised by faculty. 

o Form an AI Ethics & Implementation Working Group that includes ethics experts and faculty 
from diverse disciplines to ensure ongoing evaluation. 

o Communicate transparently about AI's known risks and limitations (e.g., hallucinations, bias, 
cognitive impact) in all official statements. 

2. Revise and Clarify the AI Policy Statement: 

o Immediately publish a "living list" of vetted and approved AI tools and create a rapid review 
pathway for new, discipline-specific software. 

o Add concrete examples to the "Prohibited Uses" section (e.g., impersonation, use in hiring 
decisions, entering personal data). 

o Include a statement acknowledging the environmental impact of AI.  

o Provide clear guidance on faculty transparency when using AI to generate course materials.  

3. Provide Practical Syllabus Support: 



o Develop and distribute three distinct syllabus statement templates for faculty to choose 
from: (1) AI use is prohibited, (2) AI use is permitted with specific disclosure and citation 
guidelines, and (3) AI use is encouraged with guardrails. 

Short-Term Actions (3-6 Months) 

1. Launch Differentiated Faculty Development: 

o Move beyond "how-to" tutorials. Offer workshops focused on pedagogical strategies, such as 
designing AI-resilient assignments, fostering critical AI literacy, and managing academic 
misconduct. 

o Create forums for discussing the ethical and environmental dimensions of AI, validating the 
concerns of skeptics and opponents. 

2. Strengthen Academic Integrity Infrastructure: 

o Publish step-by-step guidance for faculty on handling and documenting AI-related academic 
misconduct. 

o Acknowledge the limitations of detection tools and emphasize pedagogical design over 
policing. 

o Assess the capacity of the Academic Standards office to handle a potential increase in cases. 

Medium-Term Actions (6-12 Months) 

1. Commission Independent Research: 

o Sponsor on-campus studies to assess the actual impact of AI on student learning outcomes 
and competency development. 

o Conduct a cost-benefit analysis that includes environmental and social costs. 

2. Foster Campus-Wide Dialogue: 

o Establish regular forums to showcase different disciplinary approaches to AI and create 
space for legitimate disagreement and debate. 

Conclusion 
The survey findings present a critical inflection point for the institution. The campus is not 
suffering from a simple training gap but from a fundamental, values-based disagreement 
on the role of AI in education. The administration faces a deeply divided community 
characterized by distrust, ethical resistance, and pedagogical anxiety. Moving forward 
successfully requires a multi-pronged strategy that abandons a "one-size-fits-all" 
mentality. The institution must prioritize building trust by acknowledging risks, respecting 
faculty discretion and principled opposition, and focusing policy on the integrity of student 
learning rather than on technology adoption for its own sake. 
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