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Rules Didn’t Change What Students Did —
Purpose, Attitude, and Major Did

Six Lessons From a Crossover Study of Al Policy in an Asynchronous Course 140 6 6
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The stud Ruurnd Students agree on Al principles Who uses Al is a question Why students use Al matters
y but split on judgment calls of attitude, not ability more than how much
- Pre-course beliefs: consensus on principles, division on judgments Post-course outcomes by Al use, with non-users as the baseline
StUdentS In an asynCh ronous Cou rse WrOte eve ry CRP 303 pre-course survey, n = 140 (all enrolled students) CRP 303 - all 128 post-course respondents - correlational, not causal
assignment Inside Rumi, an Al writing platform, SO - n Trusting Al changed how students felt, not how they did - D
Shared ground — the class already agreed CRP 303 -n =128 Essay performance: no clean dose-response
AI use Was Iogged rather than gu essed ] L e e e R ke non-users placed above light and moderate users; o:;)rl:zzer:e;:;zls;’;hlrd did better
( “I can explain using Al as a tool vs. letting it do the work" ] p - nevlerhused Al 516; - O +0.08
I " I 100% agreed — 104 strongly agree, 36 agree, 0 disagree ight users (41 i -0.33
= Al policy was set per assignment, so compliance .\ ° ol agree, 36 26 ° / FEIEifier ety oderate users (32) o | ooy
became an Observed behaViOI’, not an honor- | "Even accurate, high-quality Al may undermine learning” positive about Al: 62% vs 40% heavy users (37) | O +0.40
) : 94% agreed — only 7 of 140 students disagreed " "
S Stem UeStlon \ z want freer rules: 21% vs 11% -0.6 -0.3 0 +0.3 +0.6
y q \r\ : : / i . \/ confidence: 4.3 vs 3.8 of 5 essay performance, standard deviations from the class average
_ - . ; | _ - Week-1 trust in Al L y - -
H EaCh Sesslon Iogged prompts ertlng Speed reV|S|0n E ' agreement collapses where a shared value becomes a judgment call . .
e _ _ ’ ’ | v v 48 trusted plausible output 4 - D
and originality, alongside weekly self-reports 4 ™ 84 did not ~ R T T e e e e
| Coptested ground — the_ class di\{id_ed L ) T e - e ™ onuser baseline
judgments that split the class, and the only items predicting later outcomes ™ - R Performed the same never used Al (16) Q T
“Al content can be trusted if it sounds plausible” Al use, essays, originality, .used tto think {56) = 4.92
; 60% disagreed - 34% agreed - 6% no opinion < grades, self-rated learning th'n“okr:ost?:::zz ((?:; O - 222
“Defining ethical Al use is the instructor's job, not mine” b = - _— ” i o e
46% disagreed - 36% agreed - 17% no opinion ' ' ' ' ' '
\\ / self-rated learning (1 = very little, 5 = a great deal)
/ solid = difference found - dashed = no difference - ~
dashed link: these two statements are uncorrelated (p = .02) dot = group mean - dashed line = non-user baseline - axes do not start at zero
teal = consensus - amber = contested essay results are standardized, so no grade averages appear in the figure
CROSSOVER DESIGN
Week 6 Week 8 = All 140 can tell a tool from a shortcut; 94% say Al can = Students who arrived trusting Al left more positive and = Using Al to think brought the highest self-rated learning (4.3 of 5)
: : undermine learnin more confident S : : S
Group 1 Permitted Restricted & = Using it also to save time rated no higher than not using it
= Yet athird would trust Al content because it sounds plausible = Their grades, essays and originality did not differ
Group 2 Restricted Permitted
Can we trust what 4 Al use didn’t pull students Discipline shapes who picks Announcing a policy didn’t
students told us? away from the course up the tool, not who benefits change what students did
[ |
Al use did not reduce engagement with the course Thirty-six comparisons, three differences, all in one row The lines should have crossed — they ran parallel instead
Canvas page views, grouped two different ways CRP 303 - post-course means by college - each college tested against the other five CRP 303 - logged Rumi prompts - each group's policy flipped between the two weeks
Students reported their Al use accurately 4 o ) _ . . _
) ] _ ) ) By logged Rumi activity attitude attitude reported perceived logged confidence 4 o ) )
what they said on the survey, against what Rumi logged across all five assignments prompts the platform actually recorded itar change AltiEe learning tal wse i AT (e If permission drove behavior
never used (46) O 877 (1-5) (*) (0-3) (1-5) (@ave) (1-5) Group 1 - permitted now permitted
" never used Al" (16) @ 53 light (17) O 1,053 Business (42) 355 +0.12 1.60 4.17 3.08 4.19 ><
mid (37) () 900
% heavy (39) o aEs v - 200 v 036 [ 00 v } 100 [ 056 T ] [ o j Group 2 - restricted now restricted
" : " ' itect ¥ . : . . .
rarely, 1-2 times" (47) L J 4.4 rehitecture (22) * use falls where permission is withdrawn, rises where it is granted
800 900 1,000 1,100
- Science & Math (18) 3.28 0.00 Vv 1.78 A 3.89 2.78 422 A
“sometimes” (48) } 19.5 e v <h
L w
) . Studz:t:igi;rif?;:epciil:os:-rzse ey Agriculture (18) 3.39 +0.22 1.67 4.33 A 2.37 4.06 aver:gtetij?SZ:z::?)ey:tu;)::t
“frequently” (17) } 21.9
= never (16) () 1,107 Liberal Arts (14) 3.21 +0.50 1.43 3.93 2.09 4.21 —4@ restricted - 3.31
rarely (47) O 968 Group 1 - permitted - 2.87 @
0 6 12 18 24 =ometimes (A8) () 957 Engineering (14) 3.64 A +0.64 A 1.50 371 ¥ 3.36 A 3.86
total Rumi prompts logged across the whole course frequently (17) O 897 _ —@ permitted - 1.52
All students (128)  3.38 +0.26 1.52 4.05 2.43 3.96 GloUpiziiestiictedil 26
claim and log agree at p = .62 — the ordering is exactly right 9 800 900 1,000 1,100 ) 9 Assignment 6 Assignment 8 g
only 6 of the 16 who said “never” had any logged activity, heithier graiping s sianificant [p = .44 and b = 62} amber = below the other five colleges (p < .05) - every other cell: no difference
and 5 of those used it on a single assignment (1 to 6 prompts) and the two measures point opposite ways — the signature of no relationship triangles mark the highest and lowest college in each column, significant or not both groups rose, whichever direction their policy moved (interaction p = .14)
page views counted across the whole course - axis starts at 800 only logged tool use and confidence survive correction for multiple comparisons n = 134 - writing speed shows the same parallel pattern
under-reporters showed no difference in grade, essays, originality,
engagement, confidence or college (all p > .11) " g - g . , ; . . y ’
= No link between Al use and page views or participation, by logs = Attitude and perceived learning differ across six colleges s Logged Al use rose for both groups, whichever way their
or self-report : : : olicy moved
P = CAED used Al least and was most skeptical, yet its perceived POHGY
Yes. Self-reports tracked the platform logs closely = Heavy users viewed more pages than non-users (1,037 learning was not low = Not even the heaviest users cut back (5.74 prompts restricted vs
(p =.62). vs 877) 4.86 permitted)

WHAT TO DO 1 2 3 4 5 6

Guide how students use Al y Teach verification and Don’t read heavy Al use as a Shape the purpose of use, not Probe why self-report and logs Read low adoption as a shared If ownership is the goal, build the
not just whether they may. judgment warning sign the quantity disagree disciplinary attitude habit




