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Abstract

Background: Developing problem-solving competency is central to Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) education, yet translat-
ing this priority into effective approaches to problem-solving instruction and
assessment remain a significant challenge. The recent proliferation of generative
artificial intelligence (genAl) tools like ChatGPT in higher education introduces
new considerations: how to define problem-solving competency in a genAl era,
and how these tools can help or hinder students’ development of STEM problem-
solving competency. Our research takes steps in examining these considerations
by studying how and why college students are currently using genAl tools in
their STEM coursework, with a specific focus on how they employ these tools to
support their problem-solving.

Results: We conducted an online survey of 40 STEM college students from
diverse institutions across the US. In addition, we surveyed 28 STEM faculty to
understand instructor views on effective and ineffective genAl tool use in STEM
courses and their guidance for students. Our findings reveal high adoption rates
and diverse applications of genAl tools among STEM students. The most com-
mon use cases of genAl tools in STEM coursework include finding explanations,
exploring related topics, summarizing readings, and helping with problem-set
questions. The primary motivation for using genAl tools in STEM coursework
was to save time. Moreover, we found that over half of the student participants
reported simply inputting a problem for AI to generate solutions, potentially
bypassing their own problem-solving processes.

Conclusions: These findings indicate that despite high adoption rates, students’
current approaches to utilizing genAl tools often fall short in enhancing their
own STEM problem-solving competencies. The study also explored students’ and



STEM instructors’ perceptions of the benefits and risks associated with using
genAl tools in STEM education. Our findings provide insights into how to guide
students on appropriate genAl use in STEM courses and how to design genAl-
based tools to foster students’ problem-solving competency.

Keywords: Generative Al, Educational Technology, STEM Education, Higher
Education, Physics Education, Problem Solving

1 Introduction

The public debut of ChatGPT in 2022 has catalyzed adoption of Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) and other genAT technologies in various fields. Within education, there is
a growing recognition that AI will significantly impact not only how we teach and
learn (National Education Association, 2024), but also what we should teach students
to prepare them for a future where Al is increasingly integrated in daily tasks (Shio-
hira, 2021). The potential for genAl to disrupt established educational practices is
especially pronounced in college STEM education for several reasons. First, develop-
ing problem-solving competency is one of the major goals in STEM education (Honey
et al, 2020; ABET, 2021), yet teaching, practicing and assessing this competency
effectively and authentically have been challenging given the common instructional
practices in STEM courses (Felder, 2012). These disciplines have traditionally relied on
well-defined problems in homework assignments and exams to develop and assess stu-
dent conceptual understanding and problem-solving competency (Jonassen and Hung,
2015; Montgomery et al, 2024). However, LLMs have demonstrated high proficiency
in solving these types of problems (OpenAl et al, 2024; West, 2023), potentially alter-
ing students’ study habits, problem-solving approaches, and engagements with course
materials. This capability of LLMs may thus render traditional instructional practices
even less effective for developing and measuring STEM problem-solving competency.
Second, as Al tools increasingly handle routine, well-defined tasks in technology-driven
fields (Levy and Murnane, 2013), STEM education must evolve to develop students’
competencies in effectively leveraging Al as a tool to solve authentic, complex problems
that require human judgment and decision making. This shift is critical for preparing
college graduates for the future of an Al-augmented workforce.

Building on our extensive empirical research in improving authentic problem-
solving education in college STEM courses (Salehi, 2018; Burkholder et al, 2020; Price
et al, 2022), we now examine the emerging influence and potential of genAl tools on
students’ learning experiences in STEM coursework, with a focus on how these tools
are affecting students’ problem-solving approaches. We seek to contribute to the ongo-
ing discourse surrounding genAI’s impact on education by exploring the extent and
ways in which college students are using genAl tools, what training they need to lever-
age these tools effectively for their learning and to prepare them for a future where
AT is an integral part of it. Specifically, we propose the following research questions:

RQ1: How are college students currently using genAl tools generally and in their
STEM coursework?



RQ2: What are students’ prompting behaviors when using genAl tools to support
their STEM problem-solving?

RQ3: How do students rate the helpfulness of genAl tools in supporting various
aspects of STEM problem-solving, and how do these ratings compare with faculty
recommendations?

RQ4: What are the main benefits and risks perceived by students and faculty in
using genAl tools in STEM education?

2 Background
2.1 Technology’s Role in Education

Over the past few decades, the education field has witnessed waves of technological
innovations, from Skinner’s teaching machine in the 1950s to the more recent emer-
gence of Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCs) and adaptive computer-assisted
instructional programs (Reich, 2020). Research on educational technologies has shown
mixed results: while some studies found positive effects of technology programs such as
one-to-one laptops on academic achievement (Zheng et al, 2016), others documented
limited effectiveness or even negative consequences (Mueller and Oppenheimer, 2014;
Carter et al, 2017). These results highlight the complexity of technology integration
in education (Cuban, 2001). As Roy Pea on his examination of technology’s impacts
on human cognition noted, technologies are not merely tools we use, but have the
potential to fundamentally alter our behavior and cognitive processes, hence reorga-
nize how we think, teach, and learn (Pea, 1985). With the emergence of genAl, we
are once again facing the question of how this new technology may impact human
learning, and in return educational practices, in ways both promising and troubling.

Generative Al technologies, such as LLMs, are advanced Al systems pre-trained
on simple tasks like predicting the next word in a text sequence (Brown et al, 2020).
Through fine-tuning and prompting methods (Liu et al, 2022; Wei et al, 2022), these
models have evolved beyond next-token prediction to unlocking a wide range of
sophisticated capabilities, including engaging in real-time conversations as chatbots
(Thoppilan et al, 2022), summarizing complex texts (Zhang et al, 2020), and gener-
ating writings in diverse genres (Brown et al, 2020). Generative AI technologies such
as LLMs have the potential to transform teaching and learning practices through
automating the creation of instructional materials, enhancing assessment methods,
and providing readily available personalized support to students (Kasneci et al, 2023).
At the same time, the capability of LLMs to instantly generate contextually relevant
and coherent content across various subjects poses a risk of students using them to
complete coursework without genuine comprehension as a result of bypassing critical
learning processes.

A number of studies have surveyed college instructors and students to understand
their perspectives and experiences with genAI (Amani et al, 2023; Goldberg et al, 2024;
Baek et al, 2024). These studies often highlight the duality of opportunities and risks
associated with using genAl tools in education. For example, a survey for university
instructors and students in the US and Australia revealed moderate usage of genAl
tools for coursework and professional purposes (Smolansky et al, 2023). At the same



time, the study highlighted a shared concern among instructors and students that
genAl would significantly impact certain types of assessments, including essays, com-
puter codes, and short-answer questions. Another survey found that undergraduate
and postgraduate students generally held positive attitudes towards genAl in teach-
ing and learning and recognized several benefits associated with using genAl tools,
such as personalized support and research assistance (Chan and Hu, 2023). However,
students also expressed concerns about these tools’ accuracy, privacy, and impact on
personal development and career prospects. These studies have largely examined the
broad applications of genAl in educational contexts, yet there remains limited under-
standing of how discipline-specific characteristics interact with genAl capabilities to
impact student learning in particular fields.

2.2 GenATI’s Role in Discipline-specific Education

Recent studies have begun to examine how genAl tools can be effectively integrated
to support the unique learning activities and pedagogical goals in different disciplines.
In language instruction, a study involving college instructors found significant interest
in adopting genAl to provide personalized feedback for students at different language
proficiency levels, especially in grammar and pronunciation (Kohnke et al, 2023). At
the same time, instructors recognized the urgency to address potential academic dis-
honesty issues arising from Al-generated writing. In medical education, recent research
has identified promising applications of genAl such as self-directed learning, patient
simulation, and writing assistance, while highlighting challenges such as maintaining
academic integrity and ensuring data accuracy (Preiksaitis et al, 2023). In computer
science education, a research project combined a systematic literature review with
a survey of instructors and students from 20 countries to examine the use of genAl
tools such as Copilot (Prather et al, 2023). The findings suggest that genAl tools
could potentially enhance instructor productivity by aiding in the creation of instruc-
tional materials and automating grading and feedback in programming courses. On
the other hand, the study also highlighted significant concerns, including students
becoming overly dependent on these tools for coding tasks and potential academic
integrity issues due to student submission of Al-generated solutions. These concerns
are not unique to programming courses. Across disciplines, the pitfalls associated with
genAl tools often share common elements of compromising academic integrity and/or
bypassing critical learning processes, particularly related to more complex cognitive
constructs such as problem-solving.

2.3 GenAl’s Role in STEM Education

The applications and implications of genAl tools in science education have received
comparatively less attention than other fields. A study analyzing genAl-related poli-
cies in US higher education found a significant imbalance in the guidance provided
for different disciplines (McDonald et al, 2024). While the majority of R1 institutions
(116 out of 131) had genAl-related policies as of November 2023, the more prevalent
fields for their policies were in writing and humanities; only half of the institutions
(n = 58) addressed the use of genAl in STEM courses. Within STEM courses, most



policy mentions were in the context of computer science (n = 56), with disciplines
like mathematics, natural science, and engineering receiving minimal attention. Fur-
thermore, even when uses in STEM courses were addressed, the guidance was often
superficial, primarily focusing on genAl’s roles in supporting coding and writing tasks
rather than providing discipline-specific guidance.

While institutional guidance on genAl usage in STEM education remains limited,
researchers in Discipline-Based Education Research (DBER) have begun to inves-
tigate the application of genAl tools in STEM teaching and learning. One strand
of the research focused on evaluating genAl’s capabilities in solving STEM prob-
lems and passing course exams (Kortemeyer, 2023; Hallal et al, 2023; Wang et al,
2024a). Another strand focused on exploring the applications of genAl tools in assist-
ing instructors with creating instructional and assessment materials, grading student
work, and providing feedback to students (Wan and Chen, 2024; Feldman-Maggor et al,
2024). Beyond these two main research strands, there is a growing body of work exam-
ining how students are using genAl tools in STEM courses, yielding both intriguing
and sometimes concerning results. For instance, Tassoti (2024) examined the prompt-
ing strategies of undergraduate students in a chemistry course and found that students
predominantly relied on copying-pasting problems as their prompting strategy when
interacting with genAl-based chatbots. In an introductory physics course, Ding et al
(2023) found that nearly half of the students trusted ChatGPT’s answers to physics
problems regardless of their accuracy, with those expressing trust being more likely to
report intentions of future ChatGPT use. Another study by Bastani et al (2024) found
a complex relationship between access to generative Al tools and student performance
in mathematics. While students with access to GPT-4 showed significant improve-
ment on math practice problems, when the access was subsequently removed, they
performed 17% worse on exams compared to those who never had access. The authors
proposed that this underperformance might be attributed to students becoming overly
reliant on the genAl tool during practice sessions, using it to directly generate solutions
without fully engaging with or understanding the material. These findings provide pre-
liminary evidence that genAl tools, if not used effectively, can short-circuit students’
learning process. This underscores the need for more nuanced investigations into: 1)
how students use genAl tools across various tasks in their STEM coursework and 2)
what constitutes effective usage of these tools in STEM coursework.

Our study aims to address this gap in research by understanding STEM students’
current usage patterns and perceived benefits and risks associated with using genAl
tools in STEM coursework as well as STEM instructors’ guidance for students. We
are particularly interested in exploring how genAl tools can support or hinder stu-
dents’ learning of problem-solving, a broadly agreed-upon, integral goal for STEM
education. Our previous work has distilled a set of effective practices adopted and key
decisions considered by experts in science and engineering domains during problem-
solving (Salehi, 2018; Price et al, 2021). Additionally, we have developed instructional
materials to measure and teach authentic problem-solving skills to college students
in STEM courses (Burkholder et al, 2020; Schwartz Poehlmann et al, 2024). Drawing
from this research foundation, we now explore how genAl tools are, and can be, used



for different aspects of STEM problem-solving. These aspects, including 1) identify-
ing the relevant domain knowledge underlying a problem, 2) collecting the data need
for solving a problem, 3) executing the problem-solving plan, and 4) verifying the cor-
rectness of a solution, have been empirically identified and validated in our previously
developed problem-solving frameworks (Salehi, 2018). Such exploration is crucial given
the importance of helping students develop competency at solving novel authentic
problems to prepare them for a future where Al increasingly automates routine tasks.
We also compare students’ approach in using genAl for their STEM problem-solving
with faculty recommendations on whether and how to use genAl tools to enhance
learning STEM problem-solving. This comparison will provide valuable insights into
the potential gaps between student practices and instructor guidance. Ultimately, we
hope to identify promising directions for developing genAl-based tools to enhance stu-
dents’ problem-solving competencies and create practical guidelines for students to
effectively use these tools to enhance their learning outcomes in STEM disciplines.

3 Methods
3.1 Survey Design

To investigate students’ usage and perceptions of genAl technologies for their STEM
coursework, we developed an online survey through an iterative process involving
reviews by STEM instructors and experts in STEM education and Al in education,
as well as think-aloud pilot testing with college students. The final student survey
includes five main components as listed in Table 1. A parallel survey was designed
to gather complementary perspectives from STEM instructors regarding genAl tools’
use in STEM courses and their recommendations for students.

Table 1 Key constructs and components of the student survey

Construct Details No. of Questions

Usage General use of genAl tools and specific use in 20
STEM coursework, including names of tools,
time of adoption, and primary reason for use

Prompt Engineering Skills A prompt writing task that presents students 1
with a physics problem and asks them to
describe what prompt(s)/question(s) they
would give to a genAl-based chatbot to help
them with the problem

Perceived Helpfulness Perceived helpfulness of genAl tools for various 4
in Problem-solving aspects of problem-solving in science and
engineering disciplines

Perceived Benefits Perceived benefits and risks associated with 3
and Risks using genAl tools in STEM education
Demographics and Participants’ academic year, field of study, 8
Academic Background physics education background, and

demographic details




3.2 Data Collection

Data collection for this study was conducted in two phases. In November 2023, we
recruited faculty participants from the American Physical Society (APS) listserv and
Slack channels. In May 2024, we launched the survey for college students studying
STEM subjects using an online crowdsourcing platform, Prolific (Wang et al, 2024b).
The following filters were used to prescreen Prolific participants: 1) current undergrad-
uate students; 2) located in the US; 3) studying one of the following STEM subjects:
biochemistry, biomedical sciences, chemistry, engineering, materials science, mathe-
matics, and physics. We did not recruit computer science faculty or students for this
study because the use of genAl tools (e.g., Copilot) in computer science education has
been more extensively studied compared to other STEM disciplines.

3.3 Data Analysis

To address our research questions, we applied a combination of quantitative analyses
to aggregate the data on participants’ usage and qualitative analyses to examine indi-
vidual responses on their prompts used for problem-solving and perceived benefits and
risks associated with using such technology in STEM education. For the qualitative
analyses, we first conducted an open coding to examine all participants’ responses to
specific questions for emerging themes. Following this, we established a set of codes
accompanied by succinct, clear definitions and applied the coding framework to ana-
lyze individual responses. For all open-ended responses, two researchers independently
coded at least 20% of the data, with different pairs of researchers involved across vari-
ous questions in the student and faculty survey. We calculated the agreement between
two coders to assess inter-rater reliability for each of the questions analyzed. The mean
agreement was 83.4%, indicating generally high consistency in coding. Cases of dis-
agreement were resolved through discussion, leading to refinement of code definitions
when necessary. All quantitative data analyses were conducted using RStudio.

4 Results

Our analysis of survey data from 40 STEM college students and 28 physics instructors
yielded insights into the current use, problem-solving approaches, perceived helpful-
ness, and potential impacts of genAl tools in STEM teaching and learning. We begin
the results section with an overview of participant demographics to provide con-
text. We then explore how and why students are using genAl tools generally and in
their STEM coursework. This is followed by an examination of students’ prompting
behaviors when applying these tools to support their STEM problem-solving. Next,
we present students’ perceptions of genAl tools’ helpfulness across various aspects of
STEM problem-solving and compare these views with instructor recommendations.
Finally, we present an analysis of the primary benefits and risks associated with genAl
use in STEM education, as perceived by both students and instructors.



4.1 Participant Demographics

Our student participants came from diverse backgrounds, with 32.5% identifying as
female and 55% as students of color. The majority of participants (n = 38) were
enrolled in four-year universities, with one participant each from a community college
and a vocational school. Participants also spanned all undergraduate years, with 3
freshmen, 7 sophomores, 15 juniors, and 15 seniors. Our instructor sample included
28 physics faculty with diverse levels of teaching experiences: 7 have taught for 4
years or less, 6 for 5-14 years, and 15 for 15 years or more. Faculty participants were
predominantly from four-year universities and liberal arts colleges (n = 25), with
the others from community colleges and a high school. Geographically, all student
participants were based in the US. Among faculty participants, 24 were from North
America, while 2 each were from Asia and Europe.

4.2 General Use of GenAlI Tools

College students in our sample reported high adoption rates for genAl tools. Only 3
students (7.5%) reported that they had not used any genAl tools as of May 2024.
Regarding the adoption timeline, 4 students (10%) began using such tools in 2022 or
earlier, 29 (72.5%) in 2023, and 4 (10%) in 2024. In terms of specific tools, the free
version of ChatGPT was the most widely used tool, with 37 students reporting its
use. This was followed by the free versions of Gemini and Copilot, used by around a
quarter of students each (n = 11 and 10, respectively). Paid versions of these tools
saw significantly lower adoption rates. Fig. 1 presents the count of students using
each of these tools. These results show that students were more likely to access the
free versions of frontier LLMs, indicating that financial cost was one factor impacting
college students’ use of genAl tools.

4.3 GenAl Use in STEM Coursework

In the context of STEM coursework, our survey found that while 6 students reported
never using genAl tools in their STEM courses, the remaining 34 students (85%) uti-
lized these tools for a variety of tasks as summarized in Fig. 2. Using genAl tools to
find explanations was the most common use, reported by 30 students (75%). This was
followed by exploring related topics (n = 25, 62.5%), summarizing papers/readings (n
= 24, 60%), supporting in-class activities (n = 23, 57.5%), and helping with problem-
set questions (n = 23, 57.5%). We did not find any significant association between
students’ year in college and their usage patterns. When asked about their main rea-
son for using genAl tools in STEM courses, the majority of students (n = 20, 50%)
indicated that it saved them time. The next most common reasons were the ability to
ask questions without feeling judged and the accessibility of these tools, each cited by
5 students (12.5%). Table 2 presents the detailed answer options for why using genAl
tools, their corresponding constructs, and participants’ response frequencies. One stu-
dent selected the “Other (please specify)” option and reported that they only used
genAl tools when explicitly instructed to do so in their STEM courses and chose not
to use them otherwise.



Fig. 1 Student responses to “Which of the following generative Al tools have you used? Select all
that apply.”

ChatGPT - free
Gemini - free
Copilot
ChatGPT - paid
Gemini - paid
Claude - paid

Claude - free

10 20 30 40
Number of students

o

Table 2 Student responses to “What is your main reason for using generative Al tools in STEM
courses? (Select one)”

Answer Options Underlying Construct  No. of Students
It saves me time. Efficiency 20 (50%)

I can ask any question without feeling being judged. = Psychological safety 5 (12.5%)

It is readily available. Accessibility 5 (12.5%)

It generates high-quality content. High-quality 3 (7.5%)

Other (please specify:) - 1 (2.5%)

I don’t use genAl tools in any of my STEM courses. - 6 (15%)

In contrast, the faculty members in our study exhibited a more cautious approach
towards adopting genAl for teaching purposes. Fig. 3 presents faculty adoption rates
of genAl tools for a range of teaching tasks as of November 2023. The majority of
faculty members reported not using genAl for any of the teaching tasks listed, though
a moderate number have begun to explore using such tools for preparing teaching
materials (n = 11, 39%) and assessment materials (n = 10, 36%). On the other hand,
faculty members were less likely to report adopting such tools for directly student-
facing tasks, such as grading student work or providing feedback to students. This was
likely due to concerns about AI misinformation, which was a concern mentioned by a
majority of the faculty. This pattern suggests that students are less likely to encounter
genAl-based learning experiences initiated by their STEM faculty. However, this sit-
uation may evolve as genAl technology becomes integrated into familiar classroom
tools and as the technology itself becomes more powerful, accessible, and trustworthy.



Fig. 2 Student responses to “How frequently do you use generative Al tools for the following tasks
in your STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math) courses?”

Find explanations

Explore related topics

Summarize papers/readings

Support in-class activities

Help with problem-set questions
Write code

Edit papers/lab reports

Analyze data

Generate additional practice questions
Draft papers/lab reports

Help with exam questions

25% 50% 75%

=
S
=

NA For none of such tasks For few of such tasks
I For some of such tasks [ For most of such tasks [l For almost all of such tasks

We also found no significant correlation between faculty’s years of teaching experience
and the adoption of genAl tools for teaching purposes.

Fig. 38 Instructor responses to “How frequently do you use generative Al tools like ChatGPT for
the following teaching tasks?”

Prepare teaching materials
Prepare assessment materials
Draft/edit feedback for students

Grade student work

25% 50% 75% 100%

NA For none of such tasks For few of such tasks
I For some of such tasks M For most of such tasks [l For almost all of such tasks

4.4 Prompting Behaviors for STEM Problem-Solving

To explore how students are using genAl tools to help with problem-solving in their
STEM coursework, we gave students a complex problem from an introductory physics
course and asked what prompts or questions they would give to a genAl tool like
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ChatGPT to help them with the problem. Qualitative analyses of their open-ended
responses revealed that students demonstrated varying levels of prompt behaviors and
epistemic beliefs for how genAl tools should be used to support their problem-solving.
Table 3 presents the various approaches students adopted for prompting the genAl-
based chatbot and the number and percentage of students whose responses fell into
each category.

Table 3 Coded prompting strategies for using genAl in problem-solving based on student
responses to “What prompt(s)/question(s) would you give to a generative Al tool like ChatGPT
to help you with the problem?”

Type of prompt Number of students  Percentage
Copy /paste or paraphrase the problem and ask Al to solve 14 38%
Copy /paste or paraphrase the problem and provide 6 16%

additional instructions for Al to solve

Ask specific questions that do not directly lead to a 17 46%
solution but could help students figure it out

The slight majority of students (54%) in our sample preferred to use genAl to
directly solve problems rather than as a tool to support their own problem-solving.
This is evidenced by 38% of students who would simply copy/paste or paraphrase the
problem and ask AT to solve it, and an additional 16% who would provide the problem
along with some additional instructions for AI to solve. Examples of the additional
instructions that students gave to genAl include “please support your answer,” and
“take into account gravity, friction, and the average weight of the human body to
calculate the time it takes to go from the bottom to the top floor.” In contrast, 46% of
the students asked specific questions that do not directly lead to a solution, suggesting
a preference for guided support. Examples of the specific questions that students
asked genAl include “what are the primary factors influencing elevator travel time,”
“what is the maximum amount of g-force a human can feel vertically while still feeling
comfortable,” and “can you help me understand this question without answering?”
The results highlight the varied ways students utilize genAl tools in their problem-
solving processes. While many students used it to directly generate solutions, others
treated it more as a tutor and used it to support their problem-solving process rather
than bypassing their own problem-solving. This stark difference in the two types of
use implies both the opportunities and challenges for the use of Al to support student
learning.

4.5 Perceived Helpfulness of GenAl Tools for STEM
Problem-Solving

After submitting their proposed prompts for genAl tools, students rated how help-

ful they think genAl tools would be in various aspects of STEM problem-solving.

These aspects are informed by our previous research on distinct main aspects of
STEM problem-solving and include: 1) providing explanations on the relevant physics
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knowledge underlying a problem; 2) collecting missing information; 3) assisting with
calculations; and 4) verifying the correctness of a solution. Students rated genAl tools
most helpful for explaining relevant physics knowledge, with 33 students (82.5%) rat-
ing it as either helpful or highly helpful. Using genAl tools to assist with calculations
was another aspect perceived positively, with 26 students (65%) rating it helpful or
highly helpful. In contrast, students expressed more uncertainty or skepticism about
genAl’s utility in collecting missing information and validating the final solution. For
collecting missing information, 24 students (60%) were either unsure or rated the tools
as unhelpful/very unhelpful. This skepticism was even more pronounced for verifying
the correctness of a solution, with 28 students (70%) expressing uncertainty or rating
the tools as unhelpful /very unhelpful.

While students generally viewed genAl tools favorably for explaining concepts and
assisting with calculations, Instructors demonstrated more caution when it came to
recommending how students should use genAl to support STEM problem-solving.
They were shown the same physics problem and asked about recommending students
using genAl tools for the same four aspects of problems-solving. Less than one-third
of faculty respondents would recommend or highly recommend students using tools
like ChatGPT for explaining concepts (n= 8, 29%) or gathering missing information
(n= 9, 32%). Faculty showed even greater reservation for the other two aspects: only
two (7%) recommended using genAl tools for assisting with calculations, and three
(11%) recommended their use for verifying solution correctness. Fig. 4 summarizes the
distribution of student and instructor ratings of genAl tools’ helpfulness in specific
aspects of problem-solving.

Fig. 4 Student responses to “How helpful do you think generative Al tools would be for the following
tasks?” and instructor responses to “To what extent would you recommend/not recommend your
students use generative Al tools like ChatGPT for the following problem-solving tasks, with the goal
of enhancing their learning?”

student | | instructor |
Explain relevant physics knowledge I I I
o0
=
8
A Collect missing information
5
)
2
-9
kS
5 Assist with calculations
&
<
Verify the correctness of a solution l I I
0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100
Percentage
very unhelpful/do not highly helpful/
unhelpful/strongly neutral/not sure = helpful/recommend .
recommend highly recommend
do not recommend
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This stark contrast between faculty recommendations and students’ perceived help-
fulness of genAl tools in explaining physics concepts and assisting with calculations
highlights a potential misalignment in how these two groups view the role of genAl
in supporting problem-solving in physics and potentially across STEM domains. On
the other hand, faculty and students converged in their skepticism about genAl tools’
usefulness for checking the correctness of a solution, suggesting a shared recognition
of the tools’ current limitations.

4.6 Benefits and Risks of GenAl in STEM Education

The final section of our survey included open-ended questions about the primary ben-
efits and risks of using genAl tools in STEM education. We first examined the primary
benefits by qualitatively analyzing instructor and student responses. Multiple codes
were assigned to responses that mentioned more than one benefit. Both students and
instructors identified a range of benefits of integrating genAl tools into STEM edu-
cation. Notably, the instructor responses tended to cluster around a few key themes,
while the student responses were more diverse. The most frequently cited benefit
by both groups was that genAl tools can provide personalized learning support and
resources, mentioned by 36% of students and 50% of faculty. For example, one stu-
dent mentioned that “they (genAl tools) can assist with explanations to problems or
help guide you in the right direction. They are good to help you understand the con-
cepts in math and science courses that may be hard to follow for some.” Similarly,
an instructor mentioned that “if used correctly, it could improve students’ conceptual
understanding of topics, by making them ask ‘right’ questions in the prompt.”

At the same time, students mentioned the benefits of using genAl to efficiently
search and retrieve information (16%) and summarize information (9%), reflecting how
they valued tools that can support their immediate learning needs and save time. For
example, one student reported that “it also can get very descriptive in its answers that
you simply cannot get with basic search engines.” Another reported that “it can give
you a quick summary in an efficient manner in most cases, no matter the subject, you
just have to feed it the information.” Additional benefits identified by students include
support for specific tasks such as coding, writing, calculation, and brainstorming, as
well as efficient handling of repetitive, mundane work. On the other hand, instructors
in our survey highlighted genAl’s capacity to create novel learning and assessment
materials (32%) and support teaching preparation (32%), reflecting their focus on
instructional design and teaching. For example, several instructors proposed creating
exercises that ask students to evaluate Al-generated solutions to physics problems,
thereby challenging students to discern incorrect reasoning to enhance their learning.

On the risk side, both students and instructors identified several key risks asso-
ciated with using genAl tools in STEM education, with significant overlap in their
major concerns. Misinformation emerged as the primary risk identified by both groups,
cited by 67% of faculty and 49% of students. This concern is related to the poten-
tial inaccuracy of Al-generated content and the risk of creating misunderstandings
among students. For instance, an instructor noted that “while ChatGPT has been
demonstrated to sometimes be able to solve problems or provide explanations, it often
provides total nonsense. For people freshly learning the concepts, I would be concerned
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about them only using this one source which is often completely incorrect and being
unable to discern the difference.” Similarly, a student noted that “they are still inac-
curate for a lot of stuff in my related field (biomed/microbiology). It doesn’t have the
ability to fact check itself or check its calculations.”

Both groups also highlighted the risk of genAl tools negatively impacting the
quality of learning, although this was a much stronger concern of the instructors
(50% of instructors, 16% of students). Instructors expressed particular concern about
students’ over-reliance on these tools. As one faculty member put it, “students will
become so dependent on these tools that they will think they no longer need to learn
most material, as it can be accessed at any time using those tools. Students will
fool themselves into thinking they have learned material which they have not.” Some
students shared this concern. For example, one student response noted that “it is very
easy to copy-paste an assignment description and have a chat bot produce reliable
work. Aside from the ethical issues of academic dishonesty, this also prevents the
student from learning the needed objectives to pass a course.” A third top risk noted
by both groups is the risk to academic integrity (17% of faculty, 25% of students).
Interestingly, students’ responses in this category revealed a dual concern, that they
recognized both the risk of using genAl to cheat and the risk of being accused of
academic dishonesty by their instructors and schools when using genAl to help them
with assignments or edit their writings in what they thought was an ethical way.

5 Discussion

The findings of this study provide important insights into the current landscape
of genAl tool use by college students in their STEM coursework. First, our survey
revealed a high adoption rate of genAl tools among students, with 37 out 40 par-
ticipants reporting using predominantly free versions of LLM tools. Second, students
utilized these tools for a range of tasks in their STEM coursework, including find-
ing explanations, exploring related topics, summarizing readings, and helping with
problem-set questions.

The high adoption rate of genAl tools among students indicate students’ willing-
ness to engage with this emerging technology. At the same time, students’ reliance on
free versions of these tools has significant implications for STEM education. Specifi-
cally, students’ prevalent use of genAl for finding explanations for STEM topics and
solutions to STEM problems poses a risk of being exposed to and reinforcing misunder-
standings if the Al-generated content is inaccurate. This risk is potentially exacerbated
due to students’ use of free versions of LLMs, which may not always incorporate the
latest improvement in model performance regarding factual accuracy and up-to-date
information. Moreover, the accessibility gap between free and paid versions of genAl
tools raises educational equity concerns, as students with access to paid versions may
receive better information, potentially gaining an academic advantage over those lim-
ited to free versions. Consequently, colleges should consider providing free access to
reliable, education-focused genAl tools for all students. Additionally, there is a press-
ing need to develop students’ critical evaluation mindsets and skills when working with
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Al-generated information, for example, by cross referencing Al-generated explanations
with textbooks and instructor-provided materials.

Another key finding from this study is the divergent approaches students took
when utilizing genAl to support STEM problem-solving. We found a near-even split
between students who prompted a genAl-based chatbot to directly solve the sample
problem and those who asked specific questions to scaffold their own problem-solving
process. This result highlights both the varying levels of prompt engineering skills
among students and the differences in their epistemic beliefs about genAl tools’ role
in supporting their STEM problem-solving and learning. Students’ tendency to use
generative Al as a shortcut for direct solutions, rather than as a scaffold for indepen-
dent problem-solving, mirrors their preference for passive lectures over active learning
experiences (Deslauriers et al, 2019). On one hand, students who rely on these tools
to directly generate solutions for problems in their coursework may feel that they
have learned how to solve the problem after studying Al-generated solutions with lit-
tle mental effort. However, this approach bypasses deeper learning and hinders the
development of STEM problem-solving competency, similar to how passive lectures
can create a false sense of fluency yet lead to less actual learning. On the other hand,
students who use genAl as a scaffold must expend more mental efforts to solve prob-
lems on their own, but this process can help deepen their conceptual understanding
and develop effective problem-solving skills, mirroring the benefits of active learning.

Future research should investigate how students’ beliefs about genAl’s role in
problem-solving and learning influence the ways they use genAl tools and their sub-
sequent learning outcomes. Studies could explore whether students who use Al to
provide scaffolds rather than to generate solutions achieve better learning outcomes
and develop more effective problem-solving skills. Additionally, research needs to
examine how institutions and course instructors can educate students about produc-
tive Al use strategies and help them develop effective prompt engineering skills with
the goal of enhancing learning.

One promising finding from the study is that students demonstrated reasonable
assessments of genAT tools’ helpfulness for different aspects of STEM problem-solving.
Students rated these tools most helpful for explaining relevant domain knowledge
underlying a problem and least helpful for verifying solution correctness. Students’
high rating for explaining domain knowledge aligns with our previous research evalu-
ating LLMs’ capability to independently solve complex STEM problems (Wang et al,
2024a). This indicates that students are, to some extent, aware of the tools’ affor-
dances and limitations in problem-solving contexts. At the same time, the survey
revealed a divergence between students’ perceived helpfulness and instructor recom-
mendations regarding genAl tools usage in problem-solving. Less than one-third of
the instructors recommended using genAl tools to support any aspect of problem-
solving. This misalignment calls for ongoing dialogue between students and instructors
about the appropriate and effective use of genAl tools in STEM courses, discussing
when they support learning versus potentially enabling cheating. We also recommend
that STEM educators empirically evaluate the potential and limitations of genAl in
solving problems specific to their coursework to provide more grounded and targeted
recommendations to students.
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Lastly, our qualitative analyses of open-ended responses regarding the benefits of
using genAl tools in college STEM courses revealed both shared and distinct perspec-
tives among students and instructors. The primary benefit identified by both groups
was the provision of personalized learning support and resources. Instructors also high-
lighted instructional benefits such as genAI’s potential for creating novel learning and
assessment materials and aiding teaching preparation. On the other hand, students
emphasized efficiently searching, retrieving, and summarizing information as another
key benefit. The focus on efficiency is a recurring theme in students’ use and percep-
tion of genAl tools, as evidenced by their top reported reason for using these tools (to
save time) and in their prompting strategy of directly generating solutions when using
genAl-based chatbot to solve problems. This trend aligns with broader patterns in
students’ use of digital technologies in higher education. Henderson et al (2015) found
that college students primarily valued digital technologies for their ability to sup-
port organizational tasks, time management, and efficient completion of coursework.
The authors concluded that while digital technologies have become central to student
experiences, they are not transforming the nature of university teaching and learning
in the ways often envisioned by educators and researchers. GenAl tools, despite their
potential, may be following a similar trajectory for the time being—their use for quick
solutions and time-saving purposes may not necessarily lead to enhanced learning
outcomes or the development of higher-order competencies like problem-solving.

In conclusion, this study finds that college students are already using genAl tools
in their STEM coursework. At the same time, our results highlight two critical needs.
First, there is a need to measure and teach students Al literacy for more effective use of
these tools to enhance their learning. Second, there is a need for more thoughtful design
of genAl-based tools to enhance learning outcomes. One direction for future technology
development is to design genAl-based tutors that can guide students through problem-
solving processes while avoiding providing direct solutions. For instance, promising
work by Kestin et al (2024) in an introductory college physics class demonstrated the
potential of carefully designed genAl-based tutors in enhancing student engagement
and learning outcomes while saving time. Such tutors can be designed to leverage
personalized scaffolding and feedback to ensure that students’ cognitive efforts remain
within a reasonable range, preventing excessive frustration and making active learning
experiences more effective for students with different levels of background knowledge.
As genAl continues to develop and evolve, it is crucial to ensure that the technology
supports genuine learning rather than inadvertently creating dependencies that may
hinder students’ development of critical knowledge and competencies.

6 Limitations

There are several limitations associated with this study that warrant consideration.
First, our relatively small sample size of 40 college students and 28 instructors may
limit the generalizability of our findings. However, it’s important to note that partici-
pants came from diverse institutions across the US, which mitigates the potential bias
that could arise from the academic policies or culture of any single institution. This
institutional diversity enhances the breadth of perspectives captured in our study,
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even with limited sample size. Nonetheless, the patterns and insights identified, par-
ticularly regarding specific uses of genAl tools, would benefit from further validation
through large-scale investigations. Second, our study relied on voluntary participation
through an online platform, which may have introduced selection bias. Students who
chose to participate in our survey might have been more familiar with or interested in
genAl tools, potentially skewing our results towards higher adoption rates and more
positive attitudes. As a result, this sample may not be representative of the entire
US college student population studying STEM subjects. Lastly, the study focused on
STEM courses with a particular emphasis on problem-solving. This focus limits the
applicability of our findings to non-STEM disciplines, each of which may have unique
challenges and opportunities for genAl integration. Despite these limitations, this
study provides valuable insights into the use of genAl tools among college students by
highlighting current use patterns, perceptions, and implications for STEM education.

References

ABET (2021) Criteria for accrediting engineering programs, 2022-2023. URL www.
abet.org

Amani S, White L, Balart T, et al (2023) Generative ai perceptions: A survey to
measure the perceptions of faculty, staff, and students on generative ai tools in
academia. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.14415, 2304.14415

Baek C, Tate T, Warschauer M (2024) “chatgpt seems too good to be true”: College
students’ use and perceptions of generative ai. Computers and Education: Artificial
Intelligence 7:100294

Bastani H, Bastani O, Sungu A, et al (2024) Generative ai can harm learning. Available
at SSRN 4895486

Brown TB, Mann B, Ryder N, et al (2020) Language models are few-shot llearners.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2005.14165, 2005.14165

Burkholder E, Miles J, Layden T, et al (2020) Template for teaching and assess-
ment of problem solving in introductory physics. Physical Review Physics Education
Research 16(1):010123

Carter SP, Greenberg K, Walker MS (2017) The impact of computer usage on aca-
demic performance: Evidence from a randomized trial at the united states military
academy. Economics of Education Review 56:118-132

Chan CKY, Hu W (2023) Students’ voices on generative ai: Perceptions, benefits, and
challenges in higher education. International Journal of Educational Technology in
Higher Education 20(1):43

Cuban L (2001) Oversold and underused: Computers in the classroom

17


www.abet.org
www.abet.org
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.14415
2304.14415
https://arxiv.org/abs/2005.14165
2005.14165

Deslauriers L, McCarty LS, Miller K, et al (2019) Measuring actual learning versus feel-
ing of learning in response to being actively engaged in the classroom. Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences 116(39):19251-19257

Ding L, Li T, Jiang S, et al (2023) Students’ perceptions of using chatgpt in a physics
class as a virtual tutor. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher
Education 20(1):63

Felder RM (2012) Engineering education: A tale of two paradigms. Shaking the
foundations of Geo-Engineering education pp 9-14

Feldman-Maggor Y, Blonder R, Alexandron G (2024) Perspectives of generative ai in
chemistry education within the tpack framework. Journal of Science Education and
Technology pp 1-12

Goldberg D, Sobo E, Frazee J, et al (2024) Generative ai in higher education: Insights
from a campus-wide student survey at a large public university. In: Society for
Information Technology & Teacher Education International Conference, Association
for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE), pp 757766

Hallal K, Hamdan R, Tlais S (2023) Exploring the potential of ai-chatbots in organic
chemistry: An assessment of chatgpt and bard. Computers and Education: Artificial
Intelligence 5:100170

Henderson M, Selwyn N, Finger G, et al (2015) Students’ everyday engagement with
digital technology in university: exploring patterns of use and ‘usefulness’. Journal
of Higher Education Policy and Management 37(3):308-319

Honey M, Alberts B, Bass H, et al (2020) Stem education for the future - 2020 visioning
report. Vision report, National Science Foundation, nSF Liaison: Robin Wright,
Executive Secretary: Alexandra Medina-Borja

Jonassen DH, Hung W (2015) All problems are not equal: Implications for problem-
based learning. Essential readings in problem-based learning: Exploring and
extending the legacy of Howard S Barrows 1741

Kasneci E, Seller K, Kiichemann S, et al (2023) Chatgpt for good? on opportunities
and challenges of large language models for education. Learning and individual
differences 103:102274

Kestin G, Miller K, Klales A, et al (2024) Ai tutoring outperforms active learning

Kohnke L, Moorhouse BL, Zou D (2023) Exploring generative artificial intelligence
preparedness among university language instructors: A case study. Computers and
Education: Artificial Intelligence 5:100156

18



Kortemeyer G (2023) Could an artificial-intelligence agent pass an introductory
physics course? Physical Review Physics Education Research 19(1):010132

Levy F, Murnane RJ (2013) Dancing with robots: Human skills for computerized
work. Washington, DC: Third Way NEXT

Liu H, Tam D, Mugeeth M, et al (2022) Few-shot parameter-efficient fine-tuning is bet-
ter and cheaper than in-context learning. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05638,
2205.05638

McDonald N, Johri A, Ali A, et al (2024) Generative artificial intelligence in higher
education: Evidence from an analysis of institutional policies and guidelines. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01659, 2402.01659

Montgomery BJ, Price AM, Wieman CE (2024) Characterizing decision-making
opportunities in undergraduate physics coursework. Physical Review Physics Edu-
cation Research 20(2):020103

Mueller PA, Oppenheimer DM (2014) The pen is mightier than the keyboard: Advan-
tages of longhand over laptop note taking. Psychological science 25(6):1159-1168

National Education Association (2024) Report of the NEA task force on artificial
intelligence in education. Task force report, National Education Association

OpenAl, Achiam J, Adler S, et al (2024) Gpt-4 technical report. URL https://arxiv.
org/abs/2303.08774, 2303.08774

Pea RD (1985) Beyond amplification: Using the computer to reorganize mental
functioning. Educational psychologist 20(4):167-182

Prather J, Denny P, Leinonen J, et al (2023) The robots are here: Navigating the
generative ai revolution in computing education. In: Proceedings of the 2023 Work-
ing Group Reports on Innovation and Technology in Computer Science Education.
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, ITiCSE-WGR 23, p
108-159, https://doi.org/10.1145/3623762.3633499

Preiksaitis C, Rose C, et al (2023) Opportunities, challenges, and future directions of
generative artificial intelligence in medical education: scoping review. JMIR Medical
Education 9(1):e48785

Price A, Salehi S, Burkholder E, et al (2022) An accurate and practical method for
assessing science and engineering problem-solving expertise. International Journal
of Science Education 44(13):2061-2084

Price AM, Kim CJ, Burkholder EW, et al (2021) A detailed characterization of the
expert problem-solving process in science and engineering: Guidance for teaching
and assessment. CBE—Life Sciences Education 20(3):ar43

19


https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05638
2205.05638
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01659
2402.01659
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.08774
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.08774
2303.08774
https://doi.org/10.1145/3623762.3633499

Reich J (2020) Failure to disrupt: Why technology alone can’t transform education.
Harvard University Press

Salehi S (2018) Improving problem-solving through reflection. Stanford University

Schwartz Poehlmann JK, Nardo JE, Rojas M, et al (2024) Introducing the problem-
solving template as a tool for equity: Addressing incoming preparation disparities.
Journal of Chemical Education 101(3):1332-1340

Shiohira K (2021) Understanding the impact of artificial intelligence on skills develop-
ment. education 2030. UNESCO-UNEVOC International Centre for Technical and
Vocational Education and Training

Smolansky A, Cram A, Raduescu C, et al (2023) Educator and student perspectives
on the impact of generative ai on assessments in higher education. In: Proceedings
of the Tenth ACM Conference on Learning @ Scale. Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, L@S ’23, p 378-382, https://doi.org/10.1145/
3573051.3596191, URL https://doi.org/10.1145/3573051.3596191

Tassoti S (2024) Assessment of students use of generative artificial intelligence:
Prompting strategies and prompt engineering in chemistry education. Journal of
Chemical Education

Thoppilan R, Freitas DD, Hall J, et al (2022) Lamda: Language models for dialog
applications. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.08239, 2201.08239

Wan T, Chen Z (2024) Exploring generative ai assisted feedback writing for students’
written responses to a physics conceptual question with prompt engineering and
few-shot learning. Physical Review Physics Education Research 20(1):010152

Wang KD, Burkholder E, Wieman C, et al (2024a) Examining the potential and pitfalls
of chatgpt in science and engineering problem-solving. In: Frontiers in Education,
Frontiers Media SA, p 1330486

Wang KD, Chen Z, Wieman C (2024b) Can crowdsourcing platforms be useful for
educational research? In: Proceedings of the 14th Learning Analytics and Knowledge
Conference, pp 416-425

Wei J, Bosma M, Zhao VY, et al (2022) Finetuned language models are zero-shot
learners. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.01652, 2109.01652

West CG (2023) Advances in apparent conceptual physics reasoning in gpt-4. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.17012, 2303.17012

Zhang J, Zhao Y, Saleh M, et al (2020) Pegasus: Pre-training with extracted gap-
sentences for abstractive summarization. In: International conference on machine
learning, PMLR, pp 11328-11339

20


https://doi.org/10.1145/3573051.3596191
https://doi.org/10.1145/3573051.3596191
https://doi.org/10.1145/3573051.3596191
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.08239
2201.08239
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.01652
2109.01652
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.17012
2303.17012

Zheng B, Warschauer M, Lin CH, et al (2016) Learning in one-to-one laptop envi-
ronments: A meta-analysis and research synthesis. Review of educational research
86(4):1052-1084

21



	Introduction
	Background
	Technology’s Role in Education
	GenAI’s Role in Discipline-specific Education
	GenAI’s Role in STEM Education

	Methods
	Survey Design
	Data Collection
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Participant Demographics
	General Use of GenAI Tools
	GenAI Use in STEM Coursework
	Prompting Behaviors for STEM Problem-Solving
	Perceived Helpfulness of GenAI Tools for STEM Problem-Solving
	Benefits and Risks of GenAI in STEM Education

	Discussion
	Limitations

