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Abstract. Emerging technologies like generative Al tools, including
ChatGPT, are increasingly utilized in educational settings, offering in-
novative approaches to learning while simultaneously posing new chal-
lenges. This study employs a survey methodology to examine the policy
landscape concerning these technologies, drawing insights from 102 high
school principals and higher education provosts. Our results reveal a
prominent policy gap: the majority of institutions lack specialized guide-
lines for the ethical deployment of Al tools such as ChatGPT. Moreover,
we observed that high schools are less inclined to work on policies than
higher educational institutions. Where such policies do exist, they often
overlook crucial issues, including student privacy and algorithmic trans-
parency. Administrators overwhelmingly recognize the necessity of these
policies, primarily to safeguard student safety and mitigate plagiarism
risks. Our findings underscore the urgent need for flexible and iterative
policy frameworks in educational contexts.
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1 Introduction

With the rapid advancement of technology, generative artificial intelligence (AI)
tools, particularly Large Language Models (LLMs) like ChatGPT, are increas-
ingly being adopted in various sectors, including education. These technologies
offer promising avenues for pedagogical innovation, personalized learning, and
administrative efficiency. However, their integration into educational settings
is not without challenges, particularly concerning ethical considerations. Issues
related to student privacy, data security, algorithmic transparency, and account-
ability are growing areas of concern.

While the application of these tools offers numerous advantages, the absence
of comprehensive policy frameworks governing their ethical use in education can
lead to unintended negative consequences. Inadequate policies may expose stu-
dents to risks such as data misuse, algorithmic bias, and academic dishonesty.
Educational institutions, thus, find themselves at a crossroads, balancing the po-
tential benefits of emerging technologies against ethical and legal ramifications.
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Artificial Intelligence (AI) in education has garnered significant attention, lead-
ing to an increase in scholarly inquiries. The focus of these studies predominantly
revolves around the implementation and efficacy of AI-powered educational tools,
often sidelining essential discourses on policy, ethics, and administrative perspec-
tives.

Given the escalating integration of Al tools like ChatGPT in educational set-
tings, there is an imperative need to understand the current landscape of ethical
policies, or the lack thereof, governing their use. Understanding administrators’
attitudes and perceptions towards these ethical considerations is crucial for for-
mulating effective policies that can guide responsible AT adoption in education.

The research focuses on addressing the following questions:

RQ1 What is the current landscape of policies related to Generative Al in educa-
tional settings and what do these policies cover?

RQ2 What are the perceived needs for future policy formulation in relation to
Generative Al, and what recommendations can be made for an effective
ethical framework?

To answer these questions, this study adopts a mixed-methods research de-
sign, incorporating both quantitative and qualitative data collected via a survey
of over 100 educational administrators in the United States.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 outlines the
methodology, Section 3 presents the findings, Section 4 offers a discussion, and
Section 5 concludes with recommendations for policy formulation.

2 Related Work

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) in education is evolving rapidly,
necessitating a multidimensional understanding of its applications, ethical con-
siderations, governance frameworks, and pedagogical impacts. This section syn-
thesizes key contributions across these areas, providing a coherent overview of
the current research landscape.

2.1 Applications and Trends in Al in Education

Recent studies highlight significant advancements and trends in AI’s educational
applications. Zhai et al.[35] and Chen et al.[9] have identified critical research
areas, including the Internet of Things, swarm intelligence, deep learning, and
the application of natural language processing and neural networks in education.
Works by Pradana et al.[27], Lo[21], and Choi et al.[11] emphasize the diverse
applications of Al tools, notably ChatGPT, and the importance of addressing
gaps in ethical and social considerations. Flogie and Krabonja[l14] discuss the
challenges and models for integrating Al into teaching, underscoring the field’s
evolving nature and the need for comprehensive research covering technological,
ethical, and administrative aspects.
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2.2 Ethical Challenges and Frameworks

The ethical implications of Al in education are complex, involving considerations
of fairness, transparency, and privacy. Holmes et al.[18], Akgun and Greenhow|3],
and Adams et al.[1] discuss the ethical challenges in deploying AT in educational
settings. Halaweh et al.[17] and Sullivan et al.[32] propose frameworks for re-
sponsible implementation, emphasizing the need for policies that ensure student
safety and academic integrity. Chiu[10] and Kooli [19] highlight the lack of policy
considerations, calling for a balanced approach to leveraging AI’s benefits while
mitigating its risks.

2.3 Accountability, Fairness, and Governance

The governance of Al in education involves balancing technological benefits with
ethical risks. Garshi et al.[15], Berendt et al.[6], and Filgueiras [13] explore and
propose frameworks for accountability and human rights in smart classrooms. Li
and Gu [20] present a risk framework for Human-Centered AI, emphasizing ac-
countability and bias. Memarian and Doleck [22], Nigam et al [25],Sahlgren [28§],
and Gillani et al. [16] discuss the challenges of fairness and transparency, ne-
cessity of security and privacy, ethical concerns, advocating for human-centered
and politically aware governance models. Uunona and Goosen focus on leverag-
ing ethical values in Al-powered online learning applications, particularly in the
Namibian educational context [33].

2.4 Policy Guidelines and Implications

The development of Al-specific policy guidelines is critical for ethical integration
into educational systems. Miao et al.[23] and Chan[7] have contributed to guiding
policymakers, though existing technology policies provided by CoSN and broader
guidelines from organizations like IEEE and the European Commission [30,
8,2,31] lack the granularity needed for AI and fall short in addressing AI’s
unique challenges. This underscores the need for more detailed and Al-focused
educational policies.

2.5 Pedagogical Approaches and Curriculum Design

Pedagogical innovation is essential for integrating Al into education effectively.
Ali et al.[4] advocate for Al literacy in curricula, while Sattelmaier and Pawlowski[29]
propose a competence framework for incorporating generative Al into school
curricula. Ouyang et al. [26] present a framework for understanding AI’s role in
learning, highlighting the shift towards learner-centric models.

2.6 Multidisciplinary Perspectives

A multidisciplinary approach is vital for understanding AI’s impact on educa-
tion. Dwivedi et al.[12] and Baidoo-Anu and Owusu Ansah[5] combine insights
from various fields, addressing the capabilities and challenges of AI. Whalen and
Mouza [34] emphasize the need for ethical uses.
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Demography
Four questions: years of experience in education administration, number of students,
faculty size, school public or private.

Current landscape of policies (RQ1)

Policy on emerging technologies in place? [Have policy/Working on a policy/No
policy and not working on one/Don’t know| ™
How necessary is it to have a policy? [Not/Somewhat/Very necessary|

The following questions are shown if they have an AI policy :

Current policies adequate? [Likert scale: Strongly disagree to Strongly agree]
Policy specifically mentions LLMs such as ChatGPT? [Yes/No/Unsure]

Which of the following elements are covered in your policy? [Stu-
dent privacy/Algorithmic transparency/Bias mitigation/Accountability mecha-
nisms,/Plagiarism/Other - Free entry |M

Primary motivations for implementing or revising policy governing use
of these AI tools in the classroom? [Stopping/Plagiarism/Ensuring stu-
dent safety/Compliance with regulations/Ethical considerations/Research in-
tegrity**/Parental demand/Teachers’ demand/Other - Free entry|™

Perceived needs and recommendations (RQ2)

Who should be primarily responsible for formulating policy? [School adminis-
tration/School board*/Teachers/Parent-Teacher Association®/Higher Education
board**/Faculty Senate**/Independent body/Students/Other (free entry)|™

How much autonomy should individual schools have in setting or implementing
policies? [None/Some/Moderate/Most/All|

How much autonomy should individual teachers have in setting or implementing
policies? [None/Some/Moderate/Most/All]

In which areas should policies focus? [Stopping Plagiarism/Ensuring stu-
dent safety/Compliance with regulations/Pedagogical innovation/Research pur-
poses**/Ethical considerations/Student engagement/Using these tools to help re-
duce the teacher’s workload/Other (free entry)] ™

What kind of support or resources would be helpful for your institution to create
and implement policies? [Professional development/Consultation with tech compa-
nies/Consultation with legal or ethics experts/Funding or resources/Model policies
or guidelines from successful schools or districts/Other (free entry)] ™

Are there any specific policy components that you believe should be included in
guidelines? [Free entry|

Other Questions (RQ4)

Overall opinion of LLMs? [Likert scale : Dislike a great deal to Like a great deal |
Do you have a policy that allows for punishing students based on results from
Al-detection tools?| Such tools are banned/Such tools are used to narrow down
but not as only factor to decide/Student can be punished based on the result of
such tool-detected AI content. [Tool namef|

Additional comments. [Free entry|

Interested in a follow-up interview?

Options: M Multiple selection allowed; * only to high school administrators,
** only to higher ed administrators

Fig. 1: Categories and Related Survey Questions. Most questions are condensed
due to space constraints.
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3 Methodology

To gain insights into the current policy landscape regulating the use of Al tools
such as ChatGPT in educational settings, as well as to understand the atti-
tudes of educational administrators toward these policies, this study employed
a survey. This survey, administered across a diverse array of educational insti-
tutions, consists of a mix of multiple-choice questions, Likert-scale questions,
and free-form text entries. The survey was specifically designed to discover the
current landscape of policies related to Generative Al in educational settings
and the perceived needs for future policy formulation in relation to Generative
AT Influenced by prior research such as Nguyen et al. [24] and Adams et al. [1],
the survey covered commonly identified policy areas and offered respondents the
opportunity to express additional concerns and policy suggestions through free-
form text. Figure 1 outlines the questions included in the survey. Some options
and language of questions were slightly changed to tailor the survey to high
school and higher education administrators.

The primary focus of this study was on two groups of educational administra-
tors: high school principals and academic officers or provosts in higher education
institutions. These individuals were selected based on their pivotal roles in pol-
icy formulation and implementation within their respective organizations. The
study garnered responses from over 100 administrators.

Data Collection Instrument The survey, structured to align with the four
primary objectives of the study, was hosted on the Qualtrics platform. It featured
both closed-ended questions, aimed at capturing quantifiable metrics, and open-
ended questions designed to explore the subjective viewpoints and rationales of
administrators.

For distribution, we utilized a publicly available directory to identify and
reach out to high school principals. We downloaded the mailing list of school
administrators from the state education board’s website. Conversely, for higher
education institutions, we employed a manually curated mailing list. To do this,
we first obtained a list of all higher education institutes in the states, went to
their websites, and looked up their provost’s or chief academic officer’s email.
The survey was distributed across diverse geographic locations within the United
States across Arkansas, Massachusetts, New Mexico, Utah and Washington to
capture a wide range of perspectives. Survey responses were collected between
June 19, 2023 and September 26, 2023.

Data Analysis We performed x? tests for each response against each of insti-
tution size, geographic location, and governance model (public or private). We
also ran Pearson correlation tests for relation between need for policy, sentiment
about Al tools, autonomy preference against administrators’ experience length
and student population. These tests were not significant.
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4 Results

State High Schools|Higher Education|Total

Arkansas 15 6 21

Massachusetts 13 3 16

New Mexico 19 4 23

Utah 18 5 23

Washington 16 3 19

Total 81 21 102

Table 1: Survey responses by institution type and states

We received over 126 survey responses from across five states, some of which
were partially completed. We had 102 complete surveys that we use for analysis
for this study. Table 1 shows the number of responses from each state and type
of educational institution.

4.1 RQ1: What is the current landscape of policies related to
Generative Al in educational settings and what do these
policies cover?

The first research question investigates the presence and key components of
policies or guidelines governing the use of emerging technologies such as Large
Language Models (LLMs) and ChatGPT in educational environments.

Existence of current policies A majority of respondents indicated either
ongoing efforts to formulate generative Al-related policies or the existence of
established policies. Specifically, over 80% of higher education institutions re-
ported active policy development, 5% already have a policy, and 15% have no
plans to enact one. In contrast, only 50% of high schools are in the process of
policy formulation, while approximately 45% neither have a policy nor plans to
develop one. Figure 2 depicts these data. A statistically significant difference in
policy status between high school and college was observed x?(2, N = 102) =
0.7.44,p = .0.024 indicating that high schools are less inclined to work on policies
than higher educational institutions.

Having a very small sample size in each category doesn’t allow us to analyze
and understand differences between the categories, but we can still understand
a lot with the holistic review of the data.

When asked if they need to have Al related policy, the prevailing sentiment
among administrators was a critical need for these policies. Figure 4a shows the
response on necessity of such policies. It can be seen that the necessity of Al
related policy is almost universally agreed upon.
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Current Policy Status by Institution Type
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Fig. 2: Current policy status by institution type

Adequacy of Current Policies Administrators who reported the existence
or development of policies were subsequently asked about what is covered on
their AT policies and their adequacy. The majority expressed that current or in-
progress policies inadequately address the integration of emerging technologies.
Figure 3b shows the administrators’ perceptions on the adequacy of existing
or in-development policies. Even for many policies currently in development,
administrators think these policies are not adequate.

Notably, only a small minority of these policies specifically mention LLMs
like ChatGPT or Bard or image models like DALL-E. Figure 3a illustrates these
findings, suggesting an awareness gap in tailoring policies to specific technological
challenges.

We also asked administrators what their current or in-progress policies cov-
ered. Existing policies most commonly address issues like plagiarism, while ele-
ments like bias mitigation and algorithmic transparency are less frequently cov-
ered. Ethical considerations’ emerged as the most frequently cited motivation
(25.6%) for policy development or revision. This was followed by 'Ensuring stu-
dent safety’ (16.4%). Least cited were 'Parental demand’ and "Teachers’ demand’,
both under 5%. Figure 4b indicates areas covered by current or in-progress poli-
cies. This indicates a perceived gap between existing governance mechanisms
and the requirements for ethical and effective technology integration. Statistical
tests revealed no significant associations between policy aspects and institution
type, size, or location.
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Q :Does your policy specifically mention Q : Do you believe that current policies adequately address
Language Models such as ChatGPT / Bard or the use of emerging technologies in education?
Image Models like DALL-E or Midjourney?
Strongly disagree
No
Somewhat disagree
v b
(%} c
§_ ves § Neither agree nor disagree
3 &
o Somewhat agree
Unsure
Strongly agree
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 00 01 02 03 04
Frequency (Fraction) Frequency (Fraction)
(a) Specificity of in-place or in-progress (b) Adequacy of in-place or in-progress
policies in covering Al models policies

Fig. 3: Administrators’ responses on policy availability and adequacy

Q: What does the policy in place or
under development cover?

Plagiarism

Q : "How necessary do you believe it is to have a policy on ﬁ _Student privacy
the use of emerging technologies in your school?” s Accountability mechanisms
Other
g Very much necessary ﬁ Bias mitigation
S 5 hat Algorithmic transparency
§ omewhat necessary 00 01 02 03
% Not necessary at all Frequency (Fraction)
00 02 04 06 ) ) o
Frequency (Fraction) (b) Components included in existing or
in-development policies (multiple selec-
(a) Necessity of Al policies tion allowed)

Fig. 4: Administrators’ responses on policy necessity and its components



From Guidelines to Governance: A Study of AI Policies in Education 9

4.2 RQ2 : What are the perceived needs for future policy
formulation in relation to Generative AI, and what
recommendations can be made for an effective ethical
framework?

Our second goal of this study was to understand the key elements that educa-
tional administrators believe should be included in a policy framework for the
ethical use of emerging technologies like ChatGPT in education as well as their
overall sentiment on the policy and gather any additional insight and recom-
mendation from the administrators.

Quantitative Analysis Quantitatively, the focus was on the areas that re-
spondents believe policies should primarily target and the kinds of support or
resources they consider would be helpful for their institutions. Question "In
which areas should policies for the use of emerging technologies in education
primarily focus?" allowed multiple selections as well as free form text entry to
capture administrators’ focus area for policy making. Figure 5a shows the policy
focus area identified by school administers. The majority of respondents high-
lighted ‘Ethical Considerations’ and ‘Stopping Plagiarism’ as the top two areas,
with over 80% of responses, followed by ensuring students’ safety and compliance
with regulations.

‘We also asked the administrators about the support resources that would help
them make or update generative Al related policies. The administers’ answers are
shown in Figure 5b. A model guidelines from successful school or district was the
most commonly deemed useful resources, followed by professional development
and staff training and legal /ethical consultations. Need for funding and resources
and consultation with tech companies were also identified.

Policy Focus Areas Support area and Resources for Policy Implementation

Ethical considerations Model policies or guidelines from successful schools
Stopping Plagiarism

Ensuring student safety

Compliance with regulations

Help reduce teacher's workload

Teachers' demand

Pedagogical innovation

Research purposes

Parental demand

Student engagement

Others

0.0 02 04 06 08 00 02 04 06 08

Frequency Frequency

Professional development or training for staff
Consultation with legal or ethics experts

Consultation with tech companies

Policy Focus Areas
Support For Policy

Funding or resources to implement new policies

Others

(a) Focus area for policy identified by
the administrators (Multiple selection al-
lowed)

(b) Important support resources identi-
fied by the administrators (Multiple se-
lection allowed)

Fig.5: Administrators’ response in policy focus area and resources needed

Centralized Oversight vs. Decentralized Autonomy The responses indi-
cate a diverse perspective on who should be responsible and involved for for-
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mulating the policies governing the use of emerging technologies like ChatGPT
in education. School administrators are seen as the most responsible entities,
followed by teachers and students, along with school board and parent-teacher
association. Figure 6a shows the responsible entities identified for policy making
purposes.

Q : Who Should Be Responsible 5 Autonomy for Individual Schools and Teachers
- Y .
For Formulating Policies? = Schools

School administration c B Teachers
Teachers

Students

School board
Parent-Teacher Association
Independent body

Entity Responsible for Policy

Other o & . e
0.0 0.5 S8 WS
. . W
Proportion of Respondents Autonomy Level

(a) Responsible entity for policy-making (b) Autonomy (decision making) for in-
(Multiple selection allowed) dividual school and individual teachers

Fig. 6: Administrators’ responses on responsible entity and autonomy

As for the autonomy and decision making given to schools and teachers,
the respondents widely varied. For schools, the responses ranged from ‘none’
to ‘all,” while the responses for teachers’ decision-making ranged from ‘none’
to ‘most.” Figure 6b shows the response for the question about autonomy and
decision making power for schools and teachers respectively. Interestingly, none
of the administrators responded that teacher should have all the decision making
power (total autonomy).

Overall, the data suggests a preference for a collaborative approach to policy
formulation and implementation that includes various stakeholders at different
levels of governance.

Qualitative Analysis The qualitative analysis was based on free-form text
entries. While the number of responses was too limited to be able to perform
a qualitative coding and analysis, they provided valuable insights. Respondents
expressed concerns about the rapid advancements in technology and the need
for policies to be flexible and adaptive, offering some explanation for why so few
policies are currently in place. For example:

"I believe that any policy should be reviewed and updated annually to
keep up with advancements in technology.”

— "The emerging Al platform will continue to grow and policies need to be
flexible enough to adapt.”
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— "This area of technology is moving so quickly that it’s hard for policy to
keep up.”

They also emphasized the importance of considering ethical implications,
including potential biases in Al algorithms. One respondent noted, "I am con-
cerned about the potential for bias in AI and think this should be addressed in
any policy.” Others emphasized the ethical and privacy aspects, stating, "The
policy must take into consideration the ethical implications of using Al in an
educational setting.”, and "I think privacy and data protection should be at the
forefront of any policy concerning the use of AI technologies.” These quotes
reflect the overarching sentiment that while technology is advancing rapidly,
policies need to be robust yet flexible to adapt to these changes. Even when ad-
ministrators are not clear what should be in the policy, they are quick to point
out we have to be very careful on whatever policy we make:

—  "I’'m not sure what the policy should contain, but I know it needs to be
created carefully and with a lot of thought."

— "We are observing how AI impacts student learning and will be formu-
lating a policy based on these findings. We are deliberately being very
careful”

Additional Observations Additionally, we asked a couple of questions to un-
derstand the overall sentiment about Al tool as well as sentiment about existing
detection tools. Figure 7a shows the overall opinion from these administrators.
Most of the administrators are either indifferent or positive, and very few are
not in favor of the technology. When asked about the use of existing tool that
claim to detect Al-generated content, about half of the respondent were in favor
of using such tools to narrow down, but not as a final arbiter of truth. The
remaining respondents are almost evenly split between banning such tools and
using such Al-detection tools. Figure 7b shows the response for that question.
We hypothesize that the high unreliability of these detection tools, their black-
box nature and high cost of catching false positive are making the administrators
take cautious approach towards detection tools.

5 Conclusions and Discussion

This study aimed to address two primary research questions (RQs) regarding the
policy landscape for Al and LLM-based tools like ChatGPT in education. RQ1
explored the current state of policies and their coverage, revealing a significant
push, especially in higher education, to develop guidelines. Yet, these policies
often fall short of addressing the unique challenges of technologies like LLMs.
We observed that high schools are less inclined to work on policies than higher
educational institutions. The necessity of policy development was universally
recognized among administrators, driven by ethical considerations and student
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Like a great deal. Such
tools should be
integrated in all

classes.

Like somewhat. Should be
encouraged to leverage it

i Overall Opinion on Al in Education
in most classes.

Such tools are used to
narrow down but not as
only factor to decide

Neither like nor dislike.
Can be used in some
cases.

Overall Opinion

Student can be punished
Dislike somewhat. Use based on the result of

ar such tool-detected Al
should be very limited.

content. (Enter the tool
name)

Fraction

Dislike a great deal.
Should be banned from
school

Such tools are banned /
not to be used

b T T T T k T T T T T
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Fraction Opinion

(a) Overall opinion about Al in Education  (b) Overall opinion on existing AI gener-
among school administrators ated content detection tool

Fig. 7: Overall opinion on Al and AI detection tools

safety, though areas like algorithmic transparency and bias mitigation were less
emphasized, indicating gaps in existing frameworks.

RQ2 investigated the perceived needs for future policy formulation and pro-
posed recommendations for an ethical framework. A preference for a collabo-
rative, multi-stakeholder approach was evident, alongside the recognition that
policies must be iterative and adaptable to keep pace with technological ad-
vances.

The findings indicate an active acknowledgment of Al and LLM’s potential
in education, alongside a nascent governance stage for their ethical and prac-
tical integration. Notably, the disparity in policy development between higher
education and high schools—where about 40% lack any policy efforts—points to
potential resource or awareness discrepancies. This study underscores the crit-
ical gaps in policy adequacy and the necessity for policies to evolve alongside
educational technologies. It emphasizes the importance of multi-stakeholder di-
alogues for creating governance mechanisms that are robust yet flexible enough
to accommodate rapid technological changes.

The study concludes that the ethical and responsible integration of Al in ed-
ucation demands the continuous evolution of policies, practices, and attitudes.
The findings of this study suggest for strategic, ethical, and collaborative gov-
ernance, highlighting the imperative for developing comprehensive, adaptable
policies to navigate the advancing landscape of AI technologies in educational
settings.

5.1 Future Work

This study has laid important groundwork in understanding the state and di-
rection of policies related to Al and LLMs in educational settings. However,
several avenues for future research remain. The disparity in policy development
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between higher education and high schools warrants a more granular investiga-
tion. Future studies could focus on identifying the barriers and facilitators that
influence policy-making at these disparate educational levels, possibly extending
the research to include primary schools. Additionally, the evolving nature of Al
and LLM technology itself calls for longitudinal studies that can track changes
in administrative attitudes, policy adequacy, and implementation efficacy over
time.

Another fruitful avenue for future work would be the exploration of multi-
stakeholder perspectives, incorporating not just administrators but also teachers,
students, and parents. Understanding these groups’ attitudes and requirements
could offer a more holistic view of what effective, comprehensive policies should
entail. Investigations into the actual impact of Al and LLM-based tools on edu-
cational outcomes, based on these inclusive policies, could also provide valuable
data for administrators and policy-makers.

5.2 Threats to validity

Our survey was not validated and no evaluation of reliability was made. Fur-
thermore, all respondents were from institutions based in the United States,
limiting external validity internationally. We did not collect any demographic
information of participants. Finally, generative Al is a fast-moving technology
and attitudes and policies are likely also changing quickly. This work represents
a shapshot of policies and attitudes in mid-2023.
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