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ABSTRACT: The use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) in academic writing 
has expanded rapidly in higher education; however, open communication between 
lecturers and students regarding its use remains underdeveloped. This article aims to 
examine the academic communication gap between lecturers and students in the use of 
GAI for scientific writing at Universitas Negeri Semarang. The study employed a mixed-
methods approach with an explanatory sequential design. Quantitative data were collected 
through questionnaires involving 40 lecturers and 60 students, and were further enriched 
through observation, interviews, and focus group discussions. The findings indicate that 
academic interaction related to GAI is still at an early stage. As many as 60% of students 
admitted that they were reluctant to disclose their use of GAI to their supervisors, while 
only 25% of lecturers reported having openly discussed the issue with students. At the 
same time, lecturers who were more open to GAI tended to foster more productive 
academic interactions, whereas restrictive attitudes encouraged students to use GAI 
covertly without adequate ethical and methodological guidance. The study also found 
generational differences in perception: senior lecturers tended to be more cautious, while 
younger lecturers were more open and more approachable to students. This article argues 
that the academic communication gap surrounding GAI use should be addressed through 
policy socialization, open academic forums, and the integration of AI literacy into the 
curriculum so that GAI can be used ethically, transparently, and responsibly. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Twenty-first-century In recent years, the rapid development of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) has fundamentally 
transformed the landscape of higher education. Recent literature suggests that GAI is not simply understood as a supplementary 
digital learning tool, but rather as a transformative force influencing learning, assessment, research, and academic knowledge 
production more broadly (Alier et al., 2024; Bozkurt, 2023; Chen et al., 2020; Fern, 2024).  

Higher education is currently facing a new reality where systems based on large language models are able to directly participate 
in academic processes previously thought to be fully dependent on human intellectual ability. Therefore, academic writing is 
one of the most impacted areas, as GAI offers direct support in the process of designing, compiling, revising, and enhancing 
academic texts. As a result, the discourse surrounding GAI in universities revolves not only around the question of whether to 
use this technology, but rather how it should be understood, directed, and responsibly integrated into academic activities. 

The primary appeal of GAI lies in its ability to improve efficiency in scientific writing practices. Various studies show that 
lecturers and students utilize GAI to assist them with brainstorming, outlining, correcting grammar, writing or revising abstracts, 
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paraphrasing, summarizing texts, and proofreading (Chan & Hu, 2023; Fatoni et al., 2024; Li et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2024). This 
technology is also seen as capable of supporting the development of academic communication skills, particularly in aspects of 
writing, grammar, vocabulary, and readability (Liu et al., 2024). In fact, in certain groups, GAI can open up opportunities for 
greater inclusivity by assisting students who struggle to organize ideas, express ideas, or design academic writing (Zhao et al., 
2026). Therefore, GAI is believed to offer practical benefits such as accelerating the writing process, reducing linguistic barriers, 
and providing technical support that can help students or beginning writers who are not yet fully established in the scientific 
writing tradition to increase their confidence. 

However, the benefits of using GAI come with complex ethical and academic issues. Several studies have shown that the use 
of GAI also poses serious risks related to academic integrity, information reliability, plagiarism, over-reliance, decreased 
originality, and the blurring of boundaries regarding human contributions to scientific work (De Fine Licht, 2024; Gonsalves, 
2025; Huh, 2023; Plecerda, 2024). Students may perceive GAI as a highly functional tool, but at the same time, they are aware 
that this technology can encourage academic dishonesty, weaken intellectual independence, and obscure author accountability 
(Plecerda, 2024). GAI also raises questions about the validity of information because the system can produce text that appears 
convincing but is very likely to contain factual errors, bias, or even fictitious references. The main issue in utilizing GAI for 
scientific writing is not merely about technical efficiency, but how to ensure that this efficiency is not paid for by decreasing 
academic integrity, transparency, and the epistemic quality of scientific work. 

In this situation, the issues that arise are no longer merely technological, but also communicative and relational. GAI presents 
challenges in how lecturers and students understand, discuss, accept, reject, conceal, or negotiate the use of GAI in academic 
writing practices. Research by Pertricini et al. (2025) shows that lecturers' communication regarding suspected GAI misuse in 
academic settings is still dominated by a rule-based and punitive approach, even though a communicative, educational, and 
trust-based approach has more potential to build healthy academic integrity. On the other hand, these studies emphasize the 
importance of institutional guidelines that not only regulate prohibitions but also foster openness, AI literacy, and shared 
responsibility in the use of this technology (Capano et al., 2025; Symeou et al., 2025). In other words, the issue of GAI in higher 
education cannot be resolved solely with formal policies or technical oversight; it also requires academic communication that 
allows lecturers and students to share an understanding of the ethical boundaries, pedagogical functions, and intellectual 
responsibility in its use. 

The need for more mature academic communication in the use of GAI is becoming increasingly relevant in the context of 
higher education in Indonesia. Furthermore, the use of GAI has been evident in the academic activities of lecturers and students, 
including in assignment writing, publications, and learning activities. Meanwhile, institutional policies and communications 
regarding the limits, procedures, and ethics of its use have not yet fully developed simultaneously. National guidelines on the 
use of GAI in higher education emphasize the need for proportional, responsible, and ethical use of GAI, while still addressing 
the need for more contextual implementation at the institutional level, which is still very large (Directorate of Learning and 
Student Affairs, Directorate General of Higher Education, 2024). This aligns with findings on lecturer and student perceptions 
in various international contexts, which indicate that technology adoption is progressing faster than pedagogical readiness, 
institutional policies, and ethics (Baidoo-Anu et al., 2024; Fawaz et al., 2025; Perezchica-Vega et al., 2024). Therefore, the 
current challenge for campuses is not only to provide access to technology, but also to build a clear policy communication 
system so that GAI is not used in a normative gray area. 

In this study, preliminary studies indicated that these symptoms were also evident. As many as 72% of students had never heard 
about institutional regulations regarding the use of AI. This indicates weak communication regarding policies at the campus 
level. Furthermore, there was a fundamental difference in perception between lecturers, who tended to emphasize verification, 
academic responsibility, and ethics, and students who viewed AI more as a practical tool to speed up academic work. This was 
indicated by low engagement in open discussions about AI use, limited ethical guidance from lecturers, and a tendency for 
students to feel more comfortable consulting with younger lecturers. Preliminary findings in this study also indicated that only 
25% of lecturers and 30% of students had participated in open discussions about AI use, while 60% of students concealed their 
use, 37.5% of lecturers provided ethical guidance, 66.6% of students felt more comfortable asking younger lecturers, and only 
20% of both groups had participated in formal forums related to AI.  

It is important to note that this preliminary data is not intended to be a presentation of primary findings, but rather a strong 
indicator that the issues faced extend beyond technology adoption to include communication gaps, perception gaps, and 
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academic guidance gaps. This situation is also closely related to the unequal distribution of digital literacy and AI ethics literacy 
in higher education (Mardiana, 2024; Nassar & Khattab, 2024; Rui & Attan, 2024; Tan, 2024). 

While the study of GAI in higher education is growing rapidly, significant research gaps remain. Previous research has broadly 
focused on the effectiveness of use, technological benefits, academic productivity, student perceptions, lecturers' perceptions, 
or general ethical and policy issues (Baidoo-Anu et al., 2024; Jin et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025; Pérezchica-Vega et al., 2024; Saúde 
et al., 2024). These studies are crucial, but they have not yet focused on the relational and communicative dimensions between 
lecturers and students in the use of GAI for academic writing. The lecturer-student relationship significantly determines how 
technology is used: whether in a guided, ethical, and reflective manner, or in a hidden, pragmatic, and risky manner. Even in 
normative debates about restricting or banning the use of GAI, communication remains a crucial element, as policies will only 
be effective if accompanied by clarity of meaning, transparency, and a space for academic dialogue (De Fine Licht, 2024). 
Therefore, dedicated and serious research is needed on how academic communication shapes the practice of GAI use, not just 
on the technology or regulations. 

Based on this gap, this study has a novel focus, specifically placing the academic communication gap as a core issue that bridges 
issues of technology, ethics, scientific supervision, and higher education governance. This article is not limited to discussing the 
use of AI or AI policies on campus in general, but analyzes how the communication gap between lecturers and students shapes 
patterns of openness, resistance, concealment, and the quality of guidance in scientific writing. Thus, this article is relevant to 
the broader discourse on AI literacy, academic supervision, digital ethics, and higher education governance (Capano et al., 2025; 
Jin et al., 2025; Petricini et al., 2025; Symeou et al., 2025).  

Therefore, this study was conducted with the aim of analyzing the forms of academic communication gaps between lecturers 
and students in the use of AI for scientific writing, explaining the underlying factors, and interpreting the implications for 
academic guidance, AI literacy, and institutional policies in higher education. The results of this study are expected to provide 
an empirical basis for the development of academic dialogue forums, guidelines for the use of AI, and strategies for integrating 
AI literacy that are more ethical, transparent, and responsible. 

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

This study employs a mixed methods approach with an explanatory sequential design. This means the research process begins 
with the collection and processing of quantitative data, followed by qualitative data to clarify, interpret, and deepen the results 
from the initial stage. This design was chosen based on the research objective, which not only aimed to observe the trend of 
Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) use in scientific writing but also to further explore the gap in academic communication 
between lecturers and students. In the initial stage, quantitative data was used to map a general overview of communication 
patterns, levels of openness, and perceptions of GAI use. Subsequently, the qualitative stage played a role in explaining the 
reasons behind the emergence of these patterns in daily academic practice. Thus, qualitative data does not stand alone but rather 
serves as an explanation that enriches the quantitative findings, as is the main characteristic of the explanatory sequential design 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Ivankova et al., 2006). This kind of approach is also widely used in recent research on GAI in 
higher education, especially to link technology use patterns with participants' experiences, meanings, and interaction contexts 
(Alghamdi, 2025; Liu et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2025). 

This research was conducted at Universitas Negeri Semarang (UNNES), Indonesia, as an institutional setting to examine 
practices and communication patterns related to the use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) in scientific writing within 
an academic environment. Participants in the quantitative phase included 40 lecturers and 60 students involved in scientific 
writing, publication, and publication-related mentoring activities. These two groups were selected because they represent the 
two main parties that interact directly in the academic context, particularly in the use of GAI. In this article, the data were 
compiled through a harmonization process from the parent research. Although the initial study design focused primarily on a 
sample of lecturers, the analysis in this article was expanded to include students as a comparison, allowing for more concrete 
observation of communication patterns between lecturers and students. Thus, this article utilizes datasets from the broader 
project, but specifically focuses on the interactions of the two groups in the use of GAI. For the lecturer subgroup, the sample 
size in the parent study was determined from a population of 1,222 lecturers spread across nine faculties and one graduate 
school, using the Isaac and Michael formula at a 5% margin of error. However, in the context of this article, the primary focus 
is not on statistical generalization efforts, but rather on the analytical strengths that emerge from the involvement of both 
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groups of participants. This approach aligns with the characteristics of mixed methods, which allow for the integration of 
multiple groups to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon being studied (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; 
Sugiyono, 2018). 

Data collection in this study took place through several stages. In the quantitative stage, data were obtained using a questionnaire 
or survey aimed at capturing an initial overview of GAI utilization patterns, levels of openness in communication, experiences 
with academic discussions, views on the use of GAI in scientific writing, and associated ethical tendencies. The survey 
instrument was designed based on the study's focus and then validated by a team of experts before being used in the field. After 
the initial patterns of quantitative data were identified, the study proceeded to the qualitative stage. At this stage, data were 
collected through observation, semi-structured interviews, focus group discussions (FGDs), and document analysis. 
Observations were used to directly observe how GAI is used in academic practice. Meanwhile, interviews and FGDs were 
conducted to explore participants' experiences, uncover differences in perspectives, levels of openness and resistance, and 
examine the ethical implications of GAI use in relationships between lecturers and students. Document analysis was used to 
understand the institutional context, including policies, procedures, and various academic texts related to the use of GAI. The 
use of various data collection techniques was intended to provide a more comprehensive picture and not rely only on 
respondents' statements. In addition, the combination of surveys, interviews, and document analysis is also in line with mixed 
methods research practices, particularly in GAI studies, which combine quantitative data mapping with in-depth explanations 
of participants' experiences and practices (Alghamdi, 2025; Liu et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2025). 

Data analysis in this study was conducted in stages, but remained interconnected between the stages. In the quantitative section, 
data were processed using univariate descriptive analysis to examine the distribution of responses, usage tendencies, and 
proportions of responses from each participant group. The results of this stage were primarily used to identify initial patterns 
related to the communication gap, such as the level of openness in discussing GAI, the tendency to not disclose its use, students' 
preference for younger lecturers during consultations, and their experience attending formal forums discussing AI. Meanwhile, 
the qualitative data were analyzed using an interactive model by Matthew B. Miles, A. Michael Huberman, and Johnny Saldaña, 
which encompasses the stages of data collection, data condensation, data presentation, and drawing and verifying conclusions 
(Miles et al., 2014). Through this approach, the analysis was directed at understanding the reasons behind the communication 
gap, how differences in perspectives between generations are formed, and how lecturer attitudes, both open and restrictive, 
influence student behavior in utilizing GAI. Within the explanatory sequential framework, the qualitative stage serves to provide 
explanation and context for the quantitative findings. Thus, the discussion in this article does not only stop at explaining the 
patterns, but also attempts to reveal the social and academic dynamics behind the emergence of these patterns (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2018; Ivankova et al., 2006). 

The validity and strength of interpretation in this study were maintained through the application of triangulation, both in terms 
of sources and methods. Source triangulation was conducted by comparing information obtained from lecturers and students, 
and, if necessary, involving other informants within the scientific writing ecosystem. Meanwhile, method triangulation was 
achieved by comparing findings from questionnaires, observations, interviews, focus group discussions (FGDs), and document 
analysis to ensure alignment between the data. This approach is crucial for strengthening the level of trustworthiness, 
consistency, and clarity of interpretation of the research results, particularly because the phenomena studied relate 
simultaneously to aspects of perception, behavior, and institutional context (Carter et al., 2014; Patton, 1999). Furthermore, 
this study also paid attention to research ethics. The identities of participants were kept confidential, the data obtained were 
used only for academic purposes, and the results were presented in aggregate form to avoid harming any particular individual 
or institution. Thus, the application of a mixed methods design combined with triangulation enabled this study not only to 
demonstrate the extent of the academic communication gap but also to explain the processes and reasons behind its formation 
in scientific writing practices in higher education. 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 Early-stage Academic Interaction on GAI 

The use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) at Universitas Negeri Semarang is still in its early stages and has not yet 
developed into an open academic culture. Meanwhile, access to GAI has spread widely among both lecturers and students. 
However, transparency regarding how, when, and to what extent GAI can be used in scientific writing remains largely 
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undiscussed. Based on this perspective, this research focuses not only on the adoption of GAI technology in academia, but also 
on the communication gaps between stakeholders, perceptions, and academic support needed for the use of GAI in scientific 
writing. This study was conducted using a mixed methods approach. Quantitative data mapped general patterns of 
communication that were not yet established, while qualitative data obtained through focus group discussions and observations 
described the socio-academic context that contributed to the persistence of these patterns. 

Table 7. Academic Interaction Patterns Using Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) 

Indicator  Lecturer Student 

Have participated in open discussions about the use of GAI 25% 30% 

Concealed the use of GAI to lecturers - 60% 

Provided ethical guidance regarding the use of GAI 37,5% - 

Feel more comfortable asking questions of junior lecturers - 66,6% 

Have participated in official forums related to GAI 20% 20% 

 

The table above shows that academic communication about the use of GAI in higher education institutions has not yet become 
an open institutional practice. Twenty-five percent of lecturers and 30 percent of students have engaged in open discussions 
about GAI use. On the other hand, 60 percent of students stated that they concealed their GAI use from their lecturers. Based 
on this data, it can be concluded that the use of GAI in higher education is still in the area known as silent adoption, a condition 
where technology has been widely utilized by users, but is not accompanied by established academic openness. The data above 
shows a low level of participation (only 20%) among both lecturers and students in official forums discussing the use of GAI 
in the academic field. This fact is in line with the results of research by Rudra et al. (2025), which explains that higher education 
still faces institutional support issues and the absence of policy formulation that accommodates it even though GAI use is 
widespread. This is also supported by the findings of Gonsalves (2025) who emphasized that there is ambiguity in scientific 
writing guidelines and the weak tradition of openness can make students unwilling to declare the use of GAI and have an impact 
on weak academic transparency. 
The quantitative data above requires a deeper interpretation, not just numbers. However, the data demonstrates a clear cultural 
lag between the massive development of GAI technology and an academic communication culture that has yet to keep pace. 
Based on the discussion above, universities today must not only strictly regulate the use of GAI in their academic guidelines 
but also create a more open/transparent academic climate so that its use can be systematically guided by lecturers. 

3.2 Hidden Use and the Communication Gap 

Focus group discussions and observations conducted in this study indicate differences in the patterns of GAI use between 
lecturers and students. These differences lie in technical, academic, and social perspectives. Technically, students tend to use 
GAI more intensively and pragmatically, including for coursework, paraphrasing, summarizing, proofreading, and other 
coursework. In contrast, lecturers tend to use GAI more systematically, planned, and reflectively. These activities include 
drafting article outlines, refining abstracts, and improving academic language. These two aspects demonstrate differences in 
academic positions and usage orientations. Students are more focused on completing assignments and completing them 
efficiently, while lecturers are more focused on academic quality, accuracy, and scientific writing principles. This is in line with 
the study by Liu et al. (2024), which explains that students perceive GAI as very useful for composing scientific papers, adjusting 
grammar, and developing sentences. However, on the other hand, GAI is also considered to weaken students' critical thinking 
skills and creativity. This view is also supported by Li et al. (2025) who argued that the strong reason that encourages students 
to use GAI is the convenience and practicality provided by GAI. 
This difference in orientation toward GAI use between lecturers and students further impacts open communication patterns. 
Students’ use of GAI to facilitate coursework is considered normal and therefore unnecessary in academic forums. Conversely, 
lecturers are more aware of the risks of GAI use without academic ethics. GAI use must consider the level of readability, source 
credibility, and intellectual responsibility of the work written by the lecturer. These two characteristics indicate a verification 
gap: lecturers are more disciplined in verifying GAI results, while students tend not to conduct in-depth verification of GAI 
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results. Therefore, there needs to be academic openness between lecturers and students to communicate the use of GAI more 
wisely. In this regard, students need to receive more in-depth guidance so that GAI use places more emphasis on verifying 
results in line with academic ethics. 
We recognize that the use of GAI is still carried out secretly. Students conceal their use of GAI because there are no academic 
guidelines that regulate, and not all of them intend to violate academic ethics. Students are in a position of anomie, whether the 
use of GAI can be accepted by lecturers, or suspected and constitutes an act of academic fraud. Lecturers also sometimes 
choose to remain silent, not necessarily agreeing, but rather lacking a clear legal basis for communicating it to students. The use 
of GAI in the current context is no longer a technical issue, but has become a matter of transparency in communication 
regarding the use of GAI in the academic realm. 

3.3 Generational Differences in Lecturer–Student Communication 

The gap in communication transparency between lecturers and students is further intensified by differences in communication 
patterns between generations: senior lecturers, junior lecturers, and students. Senior lecturers are cautious about discussing the 
use of GAI, fearing that it will be used irresponsibly, become a shortcut for students in completing assignments, and result in 
unoriginal work. On the contrary, junior lecturers are more open to the emergence of new GAI technologies. They believe GAI 
can increase work productivity as long as it remains within the bounds of academic ethics. This open-mindedness of junior 
lecturers toward GAI is what makes 66.6% of students feel more comfortable consulting with junior lecturers about academic 
matters. This is not merely due to age, but rather to the characteristics of junior lecturers who are more literate in technology 
and digital developments and are more open to open discussions. 
This condition is referred to as a manifestation of the generational communication gap, namely differences in perspectives on 
the latest technological developments, which have implications for the quality of academic communication between generations. 
In the context of GAI use, students will assume that lecturers will easily suspect that their work is the result of GAI, they choose 
to remain silent. Conversely, lecturers believe that students ideally already know the limits of GAI use. On the other hand, it is 
also very possible that lecturers choose to ignore it because bringing it up would result in additional assignments. This paradox 
is what makes ethical verification of GAI use never realized on campus. It can be concluded that the main problem lies not in 
agreement or disagreement, but rather the lack of a shared understanding among senior lecturers, junior lecturers, and students 
about the function, limits, and methods of GAI use in scientific writing. 
Petricini et al. (2025) explain that lecturers' use of GAI tends to be based on rules, sanctions, and trust. Lecturers who strictly 
use rules and sanctions will lead to students being more defensive. Students tend to be more closed in their use of GAI. On the 
other hand, when lecturers use a more educational and collaborative approach, communication regarding GAI use will be more 
open. Lecturers will even become mentors, guiding students in the use of GAI in line with academic ethics. Students need 
intensive guidance to be able to use GAI ethically and productively. It can be concluded that the personal preferences of each 
generation are not the only root of the problem, but this issue needs to be interpreted as a lack of responsiveness of higher 
education institutions in bridging intergenerational dialogue to achieve consistent GAI literacy. 

3.4 Consequences for Supervision and Academic Integrity 

This gap in communication transparency regarding the use of GAI has quite serious consequences. Lecturers who are more 
open to the use of GAI tend to be more successful in increasing their productivity. Students can become partners with lecturers, 
providing guidance and mentoring in designing and compiling scientific papers, including improving grammar, paraphrasing, 
and final proofreading. This aims to ensure that the use of GAI adheres to academic ethics. This has implications for a more 
effective and efficient mentoring and guidance process. On the one hand, lecturers can maintain academic dignity, while on the 
other hand, students have broader learning opportunities to integrate GAI technology more responsibly and ethically. 
Increasingly negative consequences occur if lecturers are restrictive and do not open communication channels with students 
regarding the use of GAI. This will result in the use of GAI in a closed manner and without clear direction. Furthermore, this 
pattern will reduce academic quality in higher education because there is no guidance to verify, reflect, and validate the work 
produced. Major risks faced include concealed plagiarism and the use of false references, overly general writing, and a decline 
in students' intellectual quality. The absence of academic guidelines governing the use of GAI and fear of sanctions imposed 
by lecturers lead students to conceal their use of GAI in completing course assignments (Gosalves, 2025). Plecerda (2024) also 
explains that while students are aware of the many benefits of GAI, they are also concerned about the consequences, such as 
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doubts about the authenticity of their work and the integrity of academic ethics. In this regard, lecturers' transparency regarding 
the use of GAI is crucial in minimizing the risk of declining academic quality in higher education. 
Based on the discussion above, there is a very clear relationship between the results of quantitative and qualitative research. 
Quantitative data demonstrates the pattern, while qualitative data explains how two patterns of lecturer attitudes, open and 
restrictive, have implications for daily learning practices. Therefore, supervisory asymmetry in the use of GAI is not only a 
matter of differences in authority, but also a matter of differences in communication skills between lecturers and students. As 
long as academic activities in higher education fail to open up a transparent discussion about the use of GAI, the direction of 
GAI use will remain in a grey area. Yet, we have all seen that GAI technology has become an integral part of academic activities 
in higher education. 

3.5 Implications for AI Literacy and Institutional Governance 

Theoretically, the use of GAI in higher education should not only be regulated through academic guidelines and technological 
restrictions. GAI use also requires the creation of a transparent and accountable academic culture and climate. Numerous 
previous studies have examined GAI, focusing on its benefits, ethical use, university policies, and associated risks (Bozkurt, 
2023; Daniel et al., 2025; Jin et al., 2025; Symeou et al., 2025). These studies still have a significant gap, but one that is not widely 
discussed. This gap concerns communication patterns and relationships between lecturers and students regarding the use of 
GAI. The term "communication-based governance gap" appropriately describes this situation: a situation where a new policy 
is formulated or academic guidelines already exist governing the use of GAI, but it is not yet understood and has not yet become 
the foundation for building transparent communication patterns in daily academic activities. 
The results of this study also show that gaps in communication patterns are the root cause of several issues, including gaps in 
digital literacy, differences in intergenerational perspectives on the use of GAI in higher education, the lack of 
institutionalization of academic rules or guidelines, and dialogue forums on GAI that have not become commonplace in higher 
education. In fact, communication patterns, academic integrity, literacy about GAI, and responsibility must be positioned as 
primary transversal competencies in efforts to integrate GAI in higher education (Deroncele-Acosta et al., 2025). This is 
reinforced by Symeou et al. (2025) who stated that transparent communication patterns and academic responsibility must be 
the main pillars in the integration of GAI into academic activities in higher education. To support this, students must receive 
training and guidance in the use of GAI so that their use is within permitted limits and in line with academic ethics. Thus, the 
results of this study reinforce the opinion that effective GAI governance does not stop at regulations, but must be translated 
into transparent communication patterns, training, and concrete mentoring practices. 
The practical implications are clear and must be implemented immediately. First, universities need to develop open dialogue 
forums on the use of GAI. These forums could take the form of workshops, manuscript clinics, or academic discussions 
between lecturers and students. This is based on quantitative data showing that only 20% of students have ever participated in 
a forum on GAI use. Second, universities need to conduct extensive and explicit policy dissemination on the use of GAI in 
learning, completing coursework, and preparing articles for scientific publication. Third, efforts are needed to improve AI 
literacy among lecturers and students. Fourth, lecturers' orientation regarding the use of GAI should not be directed towards 
prohibition, but rather towards developing student competencies in using GAI critically, transparently, and responsibly in 
accordance with academic ethics. In this context, AI literacy should encompass technical skills in using tools, assessing reliability, 
disclosing use, maintaining originality, and understanding its ethical implications (Crabtree, 2025; Havelka et al., 2025; Rudra et 
al., 2025).  
Based on the discussion above, the results of this study confirm that discussions about GAI are not only about current 
technological issues, but also concern the issue of academic relations between lecturers and students. Without open 
communication, the use of GAI will remain in a grey area that is prone to increase the ethical ambiguity, silent use, and 
supervisory asymmetry. On the contrary, when academic communication is built healthily, GAI can be positioned as a 
productive academic tool without sacrificing scientific integrity. Therefore, the main challenge for universities in the AI era is 
not only to regulate tools, but also to build a communication culture that allows these tools to be used responsibly and in 
accordance with academic ethics. 

4. CONCLUSION 

The results of this study indicate that the use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) in higher education is not only related 
to technology acceptance, but also to a gap in academic communication between lecturers and students. These findings reveal 
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a clear gap between the increasingly widespread use of GAI in scientific writing and the still limited openness in academic 
communication. Open discussions about GAI are still rare, while many students choose not to disclose their use. Furthermore, 
guidance regarding ethical aspects from lecturers has not been consistently conveyed, and interactions related to GAI have not 
yet developed into a strong academic culture. In such situations, the practice of using GAI in scientific writing is more influenced 
by communication gaps, unclear ethical aspects, and inequalities in mentoring relationships, rather than being based on shared 
understanding and open academic practices. 

This article primary contribution lies in its emphasis on the communicative and relational aspects of AI use, which have received 
relatively little attention compared to studies that focus more on the technology benefits, ethical risks, or general institutional 
policies. This research demonstrates that how GAI is used in academic settings is significantly influenced by the quality of the 
relationship between lecturers and students. When communication is open, GAI use tends to be more reflective, consider 
ethical aspects, and follow clear guidelines. On the contrary, when communication tends to be closed or overly restrictive, GAI 
use is often hidden, purely practical, and potentially poses academic risks. In this context, this article emphasizes that academic 
communication plays a crucial role in linking the adoption of AI technology, ethical use practices, and the effectiveness of the 
advising process in higher education. Thus, these findings broaden perspectives on GAI governance. Regulating AI use cannot 
simply rely on formal rules or written prohibitions; it also needs to be supported by a culture of open and healthy academic 
communication. 

Practically, the findings of this study indicate that universities need to provide more open discussion spaces, develop more 
targeted guidelines for AI use, and incorporate AI literacy into their curricula and scientific guidance practices. In this regard, 
lecturers should not only act as supervisors or limiters, but also as mentors who can guide students to use AI critically, openly, 
and responsibly. Furthermore, strengthening AI literacy needs to be directed at both parties: students as users who often have 
practical roles, and lecturers as those with academic authority and ethical responsibility. With this approach, the future of ethical 
AI use in universities will be largely determined by the institution's ability to transform previously hidden usage practices into 
more guided and transparent academic activities. Ultimately, sound academic communication is a crucial foundation for utilizing 
AI as a supporting tool in scientific writing without compromising academic integrity. 
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