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Background Results Discussion
Al literacy refers to the knowledge and skills needed to understand, use Figure 1. presents mean perceived Al literacy scores across the five Ethical awareness doesn't always translate into
and evaluate Al technologies, including engaging with Al ethically and domains, with accountabillity and reliability scoring the highest. practice

responsibly across different contexts. » Educators were comfortable identifying risks of irresponsible GenAl

. . . , but ' t hall lving this in t hi
Figure 1. Mean perceived Al literacy scores by use, but perceive greater challenges applying this in teaching

domain (n=41)

The rapid rise of generative Al models is reshaping higher education,
challenging traditional approaches to assessment and teaching
practices. Concerns over biased or inaccurate outputs and data privacy Accountability and reliability
present significant barriers to its safe and effective adoption.
Understanding educators’ Al literacy is therefore essential for supporting
the ethical and equitable use of generative Al.

Legal accountability was the lowest scoring domain

* There is low confidence in how to approach potential legal issues

Algorithmic bias, misinformation and that may arise from GenAl use, including who owns GenAl output

hallucinations

Data security, privacy and copyright

Pedagogical and epistemic

: : : , , , , MpEENems « Open-ended responses highlighted demand for case studies and
To explore university educators’ perceptions of their Al literacy in the Legal accountability assessment guidance, with a focus on practical examples

context of generative Al in higher education.
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Domain

Educators want training on effective GenAl use

Alm 4.04
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1 - strongly disagree to 5 — strongly agree
Method S o
| | Limitations
A cross-sectional mixed-methods survey was distributed to academic * 97.0% agreed that GenAl can reproduce or amplify social, cultural or
staff across all departments within UCL. disciplinary biases, but only 46.4% felt confident designing learning » Small sample size (n=41) -> although this is preliminary data, as the
activities that help students critically interrogate GenAl outputs for survey is still ongoing

The questionnaire comprised of 5 domains: bias and misinformation (n=41).

* Potential volunteer bias: educators with greater interest, experience or

e * 90% were aware of the risk that students may e GenAl as an concern regarding GenAl may have been more likely to participate
m/?;?nﬁgtm't?om?d Data security, privacy AeeRuEsTE EIie unquestioned epistemic authority, but only 30.7% felt confident
hallucingtions and copyright reliability supporting students metacognition when GenAl is incorporated into - Social desirability bias: participants may report what they believe
learning activities (n=40). they should do, rather than what they actually do
Figure 2 shows the wide distribution of responses across the legal Next steps

accountability domain.

Figure 2. Legal accountability Likert scale data » Larger and more diverse samples: more career stages, more faculties,

Pedagogical and : . 0
more teaching roles, more universities

epistemic implications

Legal accountability

| am aware that GenAl use in higher education may create
legal responsibilities for both individuals and institutions.

 Combining self-report questionnaires with performance-based

D assessments to get a better understanding of Al literacy in practice

| understand that compliance requirements may vary
depending on the purpose, risk, and context of Al use.

The survey consisted of 5-point Likert-scale questions and one open-
ended questions covering the five domains of ethical Ai literacy. | know where to locate institutional or external guidance

relevant to lawful GenAl use in teaching. ConCIUSion
Mean perceived Al literacy scores were calculated from responses to the 'er“q'fjifeesafﬁ:,fhfrfaegﬁgg‘;ir“nvﬁeega? %;"tg‘_’;g‘ieﬁggrf\'ogse o o . . o |
6 corresponding Likert scale questions for each domain, with higher governance speciailsts. The findings highlight an ethical-operational divide in educators
SCOres 'nd|CC‘t|n9 grecter percewed ||terO|CY- | consider applicable law, regulation, and institutional policy perceptlons of Al IlterOCy’ with Stf(?ﬂg re.Cognltlon of GGHA'S I’!SkS but
when deciding whether to use GenAl in teaching. greater uncertainty around applying this knowledge in practice. To
A final open-ended question asked what guidance would best support When decicing whether to use generative Al in teaching, r bridge this divide, there could be better signposting to existing training
university academics in using GenAl ethically and responsibly in compliance with Isgal and insttutionsl polcy requiremens s resourcisl ;‘.c;r UCL staff and/or updating these resources to address the
teOChlng' Strongly disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree m Agree  m Strongly agree gdps In I eraCY.
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