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ABSTRACT. The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) in physics education enables novel approaches to data 

analysis and conceptual learning. A comparative analysis of AI-supported and traditional Excel-based methods reveals 

distinct strengths and limitations in fostering understanding of pendulum experiments. This study explores the 

integration of AI-assisted tools, such as a custom chatbot based on ChatGPT, and traditional Excel-based methods in 

physics education, revealing that while both approaches produce comparable quantitative learning gains, AI tools 

provide significant qualitative advantages. These include enhanced emotional engagement and higher motivation, 

highlighting the potential of AI to create a more positive and supportive learning environment. Adaptive AI 

technologies offer significant promise in supporting structured, data-intensive tasks, emphasizing the necessity for 

thoughtfully balanced integration into educational practices. 

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The landscape of education is undergoing a significant 

change, increasingly shifting from knowledge-

oriented approaches to equipping students with skills 

for future challenges [1]. This paradigm shift in 

education highlights the need to address subject-

specific challenges, particularly in physics, where 

students often struggle with abstract concepts and 

complex problem-solving tasks [2]. As educational 

strategies evolve towards adaptability, the integration 

of artificial intelligence (AI) emerges as a pivotal 

factor at both school and university levels that is 

redefining the boundaries of teaching and 

learning[3][4]. 

Large Language Models (LLMs) represent a 

significant technological breakthrough, offering 

opportunities to revolutionize educational 

experiences, particularly in specialized fields like 

physics, by enabling more personalized and interactive 

learning approaches [5]. Furthermore ChatGPT 

simplifies the process of tackling complex physics 

problems, making physics more accessible [6]. 

The rapid advancement of AI technologies has 

enhanced computational accuracy and capabilities, 

creating possibilities for novel teaching methods [7].  

However, the integration of AI into educational 

settings is not without complexity. Students often face 

analytical challenges due to a lack of understanding of 

the underlying physical concepts [8]. In laboratory and 

academic environments, while AI tools like ChatGPT 

can assist with tasks such as data analysis and 

interpretation, students often have problems with 

effectively leveraging these technologies [9].  

These technological shifts necessitate a critical 

evaluation of educators' roles and pedagogical 

 
 jannik.henze@uni-koeln.de 

methodologies [10]. As AI-powered applications gain 

growing importance in educational strategies [11] at 

school and university levels, institutions must develop 

robust frameworks to effectively incorporate these 

technologies while addressing potential learning 

barriers. 

Therefore, there is an urgent need to systematically 

evaluate the potential of AI-enhanced tools in 

education, particularly in physics learning and data 

analysis. Understanding their precise impact on 

learning outcomes and student experience is crucial. 

This study conducts a comprehensive comparative 

analysis of Excel-based and AI-powered custom 

chatbot based data analysis methods. Specifically, this 

research explores three critical inquiries: First, the 

potential for participants to achieve significant 

improvements in understanding physical concepts and 

data analysis methods through different technological 

tools. Second, the comparative effectiveness of AI-

supported versus traditional Excel-based approaches 

in facilitating learning outcomes. Third, the nuanced 

emotional and motivational variables that emerge 

when students interact with different data analysis 

technologies, examining aspects such as uncertainty 

and enjoyment. By examining these questions, this 

research aims to provide empirical insights into the 

practical implications of AI in physics education and 

data analysis training. Understanding how tools like 

ChatGPT can affect students in physics, for instance in 

the field of data analysis, is vital for improving 

learning outcomes. The study revealed detailed 

findings about AI and traditional learning methods. 

The AI group demonstrated significant improvements 

in analytical and data-based tasks, with higher levels 

of engagement, enjoyment, and perceived 
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effectiveness. The Excel group showed mixed results, 

with improvements in data visualization but 

challenges in conceptual understanding. Emotionally, 

participants using the AI tool reported higher levels of 

success, enjoyment, and motivation compared to the 

Excel group. 

 

 

II. STATE OF RESEARCH 

The integration of AI into education is rapidly 

transforming teaching and learning experiences. 

Against this background of ongoing advancements in 

technology, AI technologies are increasingly being 

recognized for their potential to enhance educational 

outcomes. As of 2020, evidence supporting its 

effectiveness has been limited [12]. Nonetheless, the 

field of AI in education continues to develop, with 

growing research interest in recent years, highlighting 

the expanding intersection of technology and 

education [1][13][14] emphasizing the need for 

educators to understand and leverage AI to enhance 

teaching and learning experiences [15].  

Building upon this development, an OECD report 

from 2020 reveals that AI adoption in education has 

largely been confined to individual use rather than 

being implemented at an institutional level [12]. To 

address these gaps, professional development in 

technology utilization can equip educators with 

additional teaching competencies and bolster the 

learning experience of students [16]. 

Expanding on these key insights, AI is reshaping 

educational practices by promoting a more integrated 

approach to instruction. Holistic implementation of AI 

avoids fragmented usage, highlighting the importance 

of designing cohesive and interactive learning 

experiences that go beyond traditional methods of 

acquiring theoretical knowledge, which often involve 

minimal personal engagement [17]. This provides a 

basis for specific applications and challenges of AI in 

education. In particular, generative AI chatbots 

demonstrate significant potential in physics education 

by supporting the explanation of complex concepts 

and problem-solving processes [18]. 

Among the notable applications, AI demonstrates 

particular promise in physics education and broader 

educational contexts through its ability to provide 

personalized learning opportunities facilitated by a 

chatbot, designed to handle content, feedback and 

supervision [10]. While the extent to which this 

feedback effectively supports students in the learning 

process, especially when compared to other feedback 

sources, remains unclear [7], compelling evidence  has 

emerged. For instance, in physics education, 

ChatGPT-4 demonstrated high accuracy in solving 

problems regarding the concept of force (FCI). Its 

performance exceeded that of real engineering 

students at a German university [19]. AI chatbots 

demonstrate significant potential in physics education 

by supporting the explanation of complex concepts 

and problem-solving processes [18] as well as 

adaptive learning capabilities, that allow a chatbot to 

tailor explanations in real-time to meet the unique 

needs of each student [5]. By adjusting the complexity 

of responses based on individual queries, it ensures 

that learners receive physics explanations that align 

with their specific strengths and learning pace [20]. 

These capabilities highlight AI’s role in improving 

problem-solving competencies as it facilitates the fast 

and precise analysis and calculations of datasets, 

which otherwise, would require significant time and 

effort using traditional Excel-based methods [21].  

Complementing its problem-solving capabilities, AI 

also shows significant potential in encouraging critical 

thinking and engagement. Research findings indicate 

that the use of LLMs enhances students’ interaction 

behaviors and promotes critical thinking [22]. Tools 

like ChatGPT not only surpass the functionality of 

traditional software like Microsoft Excel [23] but also 

provide students with the advantage of engaging with 

educational materials anytime, allowing a flexible 

learning environment [24].  

The integration of AI has further enriched learning 

experiences for students [14], also in higher education, 

where most studies on ChatGPT have been conducted 

[25]. Students rated AI as moderately important in 

physics education but viewed ChatGPT as a valuable 

tool for various applications [26]. However, university 

students have specific expectations for AI learning 

tools, such as user-friendliness, reliability, 

interactivity, and personalized learning support [27].  

Despite its potential, AI – mainly in form of Chatbots 

like ChatGPT – presents challenges in distinguishing 

reliable knowledge from unverified information due to 

its human-like text generation. As a result, students 

may accept false or misleading content without critical 

analysis [28][29] leading to potentially creating 

misconceptions that may impact future learning [30]. 

While students rate the linguistic quality of ChatGPT's 

responses as comparable to sample solutions, its 

scientific accuracy is often rated lower than that of the 

sample solutions, especially for questions with lower 

levels of difficulty [31].  

Furthermore, studies on problem-solving strategies 

reveal limitations in ChatGPT's impact on students, 

since they often rely on copying answers, showing less 

reflection and critical thinking [32].  

Turning to the impact on learning processes, studies 

indicate that students were able to learn effectively 

through ChatGPT, leading to improved understanding 

and higher achievement [25]. AI learning tools 

significantly influence university students' learning 

experiences [27] and outcomes, by fostering 
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engagement and promoting positive attitudes toward 

learning [33]. While some studies did not directly 

measure learning outcomes, they highlight the role of 

AI chatbots in developing practical skills rather than 

specific learning achievements. Their findings suggest 

that the use of chatbots helps to develop and strengthen 

cognitive skills [34]. 

Of particular interest is ChatGPT's ability to 

significantly improve students' learning motivation 

[35], due to students being drawn to incorporating 

interactive and engaging new technologies [3]. These 

are examples of subjective factors influencing learning 

processes include emotional aspects [36]. A 

comprehensive analysis of various studies reveals that 

students' emotional engagement with a chatbot like 

ChatGPT is primarily influenced by the perceived 

benefits, performance expectations and the quality of 

information output. Additional factors, such as 

enjoyment, self-directed regulation, ease of use and 

the alignment of outcomes with prior expectations, 

further contribute to engagement with the tool [25]. 

However, this enthusiasm with technology coexists 

with significant public skepticism [37].  

 

III. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Despite the growing interest in AI tools, there is still 

no conclusive empirical evidence on the impact of 

LLMs on learning processes. This emphasizes the 

urgent need for clear guidance on their role in 

educational practices, including their potential 

benefits, limitations, and challenges [11]. As tools like 

ChatGPT are still at an early stage of adoption, 

ongoing research is crucial to understanding their 

effectiveness and ensuring their responsible 

integration into education [7]. To contribute to closing 

this research gap, an experimental study was 

conducted with the following research questions. Two 

groups were given the same evaluation tasks on the 

topics of string and spring pendulums. One of the 

groups was able to use a chatbot (see IV. 

Methodology) to complete these tasks, while the other 

group used Excel. 

 

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Are there significant 

learning gains within each group from pre- to post-

measurement?  

This research question aims to analyze whether 

participants achieve significant improvements in 

understanding physical concepts and applying 

analytical methods using different tools – Microsoft 

Excel or an AI-assisted tool to analyze given data from 

pendulum experiments. The investigation aims to 

determine whether statistically significant cognitive 

gains can be observed within the intragroup following 

the intervention. 

 

Research Question 2 (RQ2): Are there significant 

differences in learning gains between the two groups? 

This question aims to investigate potential inter-group 

variations in learning progress between the group 

utilizing Excel and the group employing an AI-

supported tool. The primary objective is to assess 

whether the implementation of an AI-based tool, 

compared to traditional Excel usage, results in 

demonstrable advantages or disadvantages regarding 

learning outcomes. The research will examine whether 

one tool provides a statistically significant benefit in 

terms of conceptual understanding and analytical skill 

development. 

 

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Are there differences in 

emotional-motivational variables between using Excel 

and an AI tool for data analysis? 

Extending beyond purely cognitive learning metrics, 

this research question explores the emotional 

experiences of participants during data analysis. The 

study will analyze whether working with an AI tool, 

compared to working with Excel, leads to different 

psychological responses such as increased uncertainty, 

enhanced enjoyment, or heightened stress levels. By 

examining these affective dimensions, the research 

seeks to provide a comprehensive understanding of 

tool-mediated learning experiences. 

 

IV. METHODOLOGY 

The present study used a two-stage testing procedure 

to evaluate participants' experience and skills in using 

Excel and AI, particularly a ChatGPT custom chatbot 

called ExperiMentor to analyze physical experiments. 

ExperiMentor is a custom GPT developed based on 

ChatGPT-4o. Its core functionality involves assisting 

students in analyzing experimental data using Python.  

When engaging with a bot, students tend to anticipate 

receiving direct answers rather than mere hints. [22] 

Nevertheless, to prevent the bot giving answers 

straightforwardly, it provides contextual hints, 

relevant formulas, and error prevention strategies, 

while avoiding proposing analytical procedures or 

delivering complete solution paths. ExperiMentor 

interacts by asking probing questions, requiring 

students to define the next steps in their analysis. It 

supports graphical analysis, responds only to specific 

student queries with medium-length, explanatory 

responses, aiming to enhance students' analytical 

skills, scientific reasoning, and engagement with 

experimental data. The tool's primary objective is to 

serve as a guided learning support system that 

encourages self-directed exploration and deeper 

comprehension of physics experimental 

methodologies, rather than functioning as a direct 

problem-solving tool. 
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Paired observations are used to evaluate and compare 

changes resulting from an intervention. Here, the 

values before and after a treatment are measured for 

the same individuals and compared with each other 

[38]. The test is carried out in a randomized pre-post 

control group design, in which the effect of the 

treatment is measured both before (pre-test) and after 

the intervention (post-test) [39]. In this design, both 

groups were assigned identical tasks, with the AI-

group using ExperiMentor and the Excel-group 

working with Excel. 

 

A. Procedure 

The intervention was carried out by two different 

groups. Both groups evaluated one experiment on the 

thread pendulum and one on the spring pendulum 

using given data sets. Both groups were guided 

through the evaluation step by step with the help of 

identical tasks given on paper [40]. The aim of the 

thread pendulum experiment was to determine the 

magnitude of the gravitational acceleration g. The 

spring pendulum experiment aimed to calculate the 

spring constant k.  

The students worked on prepared computers, whereby 

half of the computers were equipped with their own 

premium license for the ChatGPT chatbot and the 

other half were equipped with Excel. The participants 

were free to choose a seat and could not see which test 

group they belonged to when choosing, so that they 

could be randomly assigned. The pre-test was carried 

out by the participants before they knew which group 

they belonged to. The task sheets were only made 

available after completion of the pre-test and removed 

again before the start of the post-test. The participants 

also did not have access to their solutions when they 

completed the post-test. 

 

B. Material  

The pre- and post-tests focus on evaluating 

participants' knowledge and skills in analyzing 

physical experiments. Emotional experiences and 

motivational variables, such as engagement and 

perceived difficulty, are assessed through survey 

instruments included alongside the tests [40].  

The pre-test consisted of five sections (Parts A to E) 

with a total of 31 items. Part A focused on 

demographic data collection, utilizing four items to 

gather fundamental participant characteristics 

including age, current degree program, gender 

identity, and academic background. This section 

provided essential contextual information for 

subsequent analysis. Part B examined participants' 

emotional and motivational dispositions toward 

technology and data evaluation. This section 

employed two distinct rating scales: Section B1 used 

seven validated questions from the short scale for 

measuring technology commitment [41] with a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from Does not apply at all to 

Completely true. Section B2 is used to measure 

interest and perceived ease of experimental evaluation 

on a 4-point Likert scale.  

The post-test also consisted of five sections (Parts A to 

E) with a total of 39 items. However, Part A is only a 

query to determine which of the possible groups, Excel 

group or AI group, the participants belong to. Part B 

included 8 constructs regarding the participants' 

emotional and motivational responses. This part 

employed a 4-point Likert scale in all questions. The 

construct Positive Emotional Learning Experience 

(items B3.1, B3.2) measured the extent to which 

participants experienced positive emotions, such as 

fun and success, during the learning process. 

Conversely, Negative Emotional Learning Experience 

(items B3.3, B3.4, B3.5) captured participants' 

negative emotional states, such as uncertainty, stress, 

and frustration. The construct Perception of Methods 

(items B4) examined participants’ interest in and ease 

of using the chosen evaluation method, as well as their 

perception of having learned something useful. 

Another construct, Challenges (items B5) evaluated 

the perceived difficulty of physical concepts, topics, 

and mathematical formulas encountered during the 

experiment. Method Effectiveness (items B6.1, B6.3) 

focused on the perceived usefulness of Excel or 

ExperiMentor in supporting data analysis and 

understanding of physical concepts. Perceived 

Learning Gains (items B6.2, B6.6) assessed 

participants’ reflections on their learning progress and 

comprehension of physical concepts achieved using 

the chosen method. The construct Motivation (items 

B6.4, B6.5) evaluated whether the chosen method 

increased participants’ motivation to engage with 

experimental data analysis. Finally, Method 

Comparison (items B6.7, B6.8) explored participants’ 

beliefs about their performance, the depth of analysis, 

and their overall experience when comparing the AI 

method to Excel.  

In both pre- and post-test Part C, D and E each 

comprised six nominal scale single-choice questions 

evaluating theoretical understanding of thread 

pendulum physics (C), spring pendulum physics (D) 

and fundamental data analysis competencies (E). Each 

of the total 18 questions has one correct answer and 

three incorrect answers.  

The group working with Excel received an Excel 

spreadsheet in which the respective measured values 

of the experiment were already entered. They could 

edit the table freely and were not subject to any 

restrictions, except that they were not allowed to 

search for help outside of Excel and the task sheets. 

The group using the AI tool ExperiMentor completed 

the tasks within the chat environment of the custom 
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GPT ExperiMentor. They also received an Excel 

spreadsheet containing the measurement results. They 

had the option of transferring the data manually, 

copying it or uploading the entire table to the chat. No 

instructions were given on how to proceed.  

 

D. Data collection and analysis  

After recording the pre-post data using a digital survey 

tool, the data were structured and analyzed using R 

(version 4.3.3) in R Studio [37]. For the analyses – in 

addition to descriptive parameters of the data, 

including the mean (M), median (MDN) and standard 

deviation (SD) [38] – the Shapiro-Wilk test was first 

used to check the distribution assumptions [38]. 

Compared to other methods for testing the normal 

distribution, the Shapiro-Wilk test has a particularly 

high test power, which makes it effective in detecting 

deviations from the normal distribution [35]. 

 

1. Performance Data 

To answer the first research question, the learning 

gains within the individual groups between pre and 

post were examined. First, the entire questionnaire was 

analyzed, i.e. the sum of all correct answers in the pre-

test and post-test. Then the three individual subject 

areas of thread pendulum, spring pendulum and 

evaluation methods were analyzed. Finally, the 

increase for each individual question was analyzed. 

The Shapiro-Wilk test did not detect a normal 

distribution at any point in the data. Subsequently, a 

two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test with significance 

level α ≤ 0.05 was used as a non-parametric method 

for testing differences between paired samples to 

check whether there were significant directional 

changes between the pre- and post-values within the 

groups [42]. In addition the effect size was calculated 

using Cohen's d in order to assess the strength of the 

observed differences between the pre- and post-test 

[38].  

An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was chosen as 

the method to answer the second research question.  It 

is used to examine the impact of the intervention, 

while also considering the possibility of an influence 

from a quantitative confounder – the pre-test-data – 

within each intervention group [42][43]. Despite the 

non-normal distribution found, the ANCOVA was 

chosen as the method in this analysis because it is 

robust against violations of the test assumptions 

Studies have shown that a deviation from normality 

does not pose an issue for the ANCOVA [43][44][45], 

especially if the group sizes are approximately equal 

[43]. With each group consisting of n = 25 participants 

this requirement is met.  

As the first step of the ANCOVA, the total sum of the 

items was analyzed to compare the general learning 

gains in both groups. Here, the pre-test score served as 

a covariate to ensure that differences in baseline 

performance between the groups were accounted for.  

The analysis was then specified to the three main 

categories of thread- and spring pendulum as well as 

data evaluation in order to gain differentiated insights 

into learning gains in each area. Each category was 

analyzed separately to evaluate the influence of the 

measurement and the group. Finally, the individual 

items within each category were also analyzed to gain 

detailed insights into specific learning gains at item 

level. 

Furthermore, the Hake Index was calculated on a total 

level containing the results of both groups as well as 

for each group individually. The Hake index g is a 

measure of the average normalized learning growth in 

a course [46] as the proportion of the actual 

improvement to the maximum possible improvement 

[47]. In the present study, the index g was calculated 

using the gain of averages method to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the learning interventions [47]. The 

correlation of g with the average pre-test score is very 

low, indicating that g is not influenced by the students' 

prior knowledge.  In contrast, the average post-test 

score and the average gain are less suitable for 

comparing the course success rate across different 

groups [48][49]. The Hake index can take on values 

between 0 and 1, whereby a value of g = 1 means that 

the students have achieved the maximum possible 

increase in knowledge in the course and a value of g = 

0 means that no increase in knowledge has taken place 

[48].  

 

2. Emotional-motivational Data  

In addition to the descriptive statistics, the normal 

distribution was tested using the Shapiro-Wilk test for 

all questions, independent of whether it was the pre- 

or the post-test. The intern reliability of the post-test is 

evaluated with Cronbach’s α, a coefficient that 

represents the average correlation among all 

individual items [39], therefore a lower limit for the 

proportion of test variance that can be attributed to 

shared factors across the items [50]. After that the 

Wilcoxon rank-sum test was applied to measure the 

difference between the groups on a construct level. 

This test checks whether the distributions of a variable 

in two samples match and whether this is compatible 

with the null hypothesis that the distributions of the 

variable are identical in the two conditions. In contrast 

to the corresponding t-test, this test does not require a 

normal distribution of the variable within the groups 

[42], which was not given after analyzing the results 

of the Shapiro-Wilk test. 

 

D. Sample  

The n = 50 participants in the study were recruited 

from student teachers at the University of Cologne. Of 
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these, 33 identified themselves as male and 17 as 

female. The age range of the participants is between 

19 and 37 years (M = 24.04). 35 of the participants 

were studying for a Bachelor of Arts degree at the time 

the study was conducted, 15 participants were already 

studying for a Master of Education. In the Excel group 

(n = 25), the average age was M = 24.36 years. 17 of 

the 25 participants in the group were in the Bachelor 

of Arts program, 8 in the Master of Education. In the 

AI group (n = 25), on the other hand, 18 participants 

were in the Bachelor of Arts program and 7 in the 

Master of Education program. Here the average age is 

M = 23.72 years. All participants were studying to 

become teachers in various types of school.  

 

 

V. RESULTS 

 

A. Intra-Group Learning Gains (RQ1) 

 

1. Excel Group 

The analysis of the data from the pre- and post-test of 

the Excel group revealed significant differences in the 

results of the two measurement times. Overall, an 

increase in performance can be seen in the post-

survey, both in the total sum and in several categories 

and individual items. The total sum, which includes all 

items and categories, increased on average from M = 

7.72 (SD = 3.27) in the pre-survey to M = 8.96 (SD = 

3.51) in the post-survey. The median value also rose 

from MDN = 7 to MDN = 9, which indicates a shift in 

the distribution towards higher values. At the same 

time, the slightly increased standard deviation shows 

that the spread of the values in the post condition 

became slightly larger. 

Differentiated developments can be seen at category 

level. In the thread pendulum (Σ TP) category, 

performance remained largely stable. The mean value 

fell slightly from M = 3.32 (SD = 1.80) to M = 3.16 

(SD = 1.77), while the median remained unchanged at 

a constant value of MDN = 3. In the spring pendulum 

(Σ SP) category, on the other hand, there was an 

increase in the mean value from M = 1.56 (SD = 1.39) 

to M = 1.96 (SD = 1.54), accompanied by an increase 

in the median from MDN = 1 to MDN = 2. The data 

evaluation (Σ DE) category showed an increase in the 

mean value from M = 2.84 (SD = 1.31) to M = 3.84 

(SD = 1.28) and in the median from MDN = 3 to MDN 

= 4. 

 

 
FIG  1. Boxplot of the total result of the Excel-group. The 
dashed line indicates the mean, and the solid line represents 
the median. 

 
FIG  2. Boxplot of the result regarding Data Evaluation of the 
Excel-group. The dashed line indicates the mean, and the 
solid line represents the median. 

The statistical analysis using the Wilcoxon signed-

rank test and Cohen's d revealed a significant positive 

change in performance at the overall level with a small 
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effect size d = 0.49 across all variables. To better 

classify this result, a differentiation was made at the 

category level. There, the results of the variables were 

summarized and the mean change within each 

category was analyzed. It was found that the 

performance of the data evaluation category changed 

significantly at p = 0.0034 with a mean effect d = 0.77. 

The categories with the physical topics spring and 

thread pendulum didn’t show significant changes from 

pre- to post-test.  

 
TABLE I. Σ TP = Sum Thread-Pendulum, Σ SP = Sum 

Spring Pendulum, Σ DE = Sum Data Evaluation; * indicates 

significant results; + or - indicate the direction of the effect, 

with the number of characters representing the effect size 

(+/- = small effect d ≥ .2, ++/-- = medium effect d ≥ .5, 

+++/--- = large effect d ≥ .8 [38]) 

Item p-Value Cohen’s d 

Σ Total .0376 .4855 + 

Σ TP .6030  

Σ SP .3234  

Σ DE .0034 .7746 ++ 

 

2. AI Group 

Similar to the analysis of the Excel group data, the AI 

group also showed an improvement in performance 

from Pre M = 7.64 (SD = 3.43) to Post M = 9.92 (SD 

= 2.96). The median value also increased from MDN 

= 7 to MDN = 9. 

 

 
FIG  3. Boxplot of the total result of the AI-group. The dashed 
line indicates the mean, and the solid line represents the 
median. 

The analysis of the categories shows that the 

improvement is not evenly distributed across all areas. 

In the thread pendulum category, the mean value rose 

slightly from M = 3.24 (SD = 1.45) to M = 3.72 (SD = 

1.40), accompanied by an increase in the median from 

MDN = 3 to MDN = 4. The increase is more 

pronounced in the spring pendulum category, where 

the mean value rose from M = 1.40 (SD = 1.29) to M 

= 2.20 (SD = 1.29) and the median increased from 

MDN = 1 to MDN = 2. 

 

 
FIG  4. Boxplot of the result regarding the Spring Pendulum 
of the AI-group. The dashed line indicates the mean, and the 
solid line represents the median. 

The data evaluation category also showed a clear 

improvement, with an increase in the mean from M = 

3.00 (SD = 1.61) to M = 4.00 (SD = 1.22) and an 

increase in the median from MDN = 3 to MDN = 4. 

The reduction in the standard deviation in this 

category shows a homogenization of performance in 

the post-survey. 
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FIG  5. Boxplot of the result regarding Data Evaluation of the 
AI-group. The dashed line indicates the mean, and the solid 
line represents the median. 

 
TABLE II. Results of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and 

Cohen’s d. Σ TP = Sum Thread-Pendulum, Σ SP = Sum 

Spring Pendulum, Σ DE = Sum Data Evaluation; + or - 

indicate the direction of the effect, with the number of 

characters representing the effect size (+/- = small effect d 

≥ .2, ++/-- = medium effect d ≥ .5, +++/--- = large effect d 

≥ .8 [38]) 

Item p-Value Cohen’s d 

Σ Total 5.8∙10-5 1.4537 +++ 

Σ TP .0501  

Σ SP .0039 .7407 ++ 

Σ DE .0009 .9258 +++ 

 

At the overall level, a statistically significant change 

was found with a high effect size for performance 

across all variables.  

At category level, the spring pendulum and evaluation 

categories showed positive significant changes 

between the measurement times with high effect sizes, 

whereas there were no significant differences in the 

thread pendulum category.  

 

B. Inter-Group Learning Gains (RQ2) 

The analysis of the differences in learning gains 

between the groups focuses on the change in 

performance between the pre- and post-measurement 

and uses the analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). The 

ANCOVA is a very robust analysis method and even 

though not all assumptions, foremost the non-normally 

distributed data, are met, the influence on the results 

are slight to negligible [43][45]. Further the Hake 

index is used as a measure of relative learning 

progress, where a negative Hake Index indicates a 

decline, a Hake Index of less than 0.3 indicates a small 

increase [48].  

 

 
FIG  6. Boxplot of the results of both groups compared. 

TABLE III. Results of the ANCOVA and Hake Index. Σ TP = 

Sum Thread-Pendulum, Σ SP = Sum Spring Pendulum, Σ DE 

= Sum Data Evaluation 

Item p-Value Hake g Total 

Σ Total .3924 .0188 

Σ TP .3003 .0031 

Σ SP .4494 .0120 

Σ DE 1 .0208 

 

At the level of the total of all items, calculated as the 

sum of the scores across all tasks, the ANCOVA 

showed no significant difference for the interaction 

between group and measurement time.  
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FIG  7. Mean comparison of both groups showing the 
differences. 

The Hake index for the total indicates overall low 

relative learning progress. The differences in learning 

gains were also examined for the categories of thread 

pendulum, spring pendulum and evaluation, but no 

significant difference was found. The respective Hake 

indices indicate very little learning progress for the 

group of participants.  

 
TABLE IV. Hake Indices for each group. Σ TP = Sum 

Thread-Pendulum, Σ SP = Sum Spring Pendulum, Σ DE = 

Sum Data Evaluation 

Item Hake g AI Hake g Excel 

Σ Total .0244 .0132 

Σ TP .0100 -.0038 

Σ SP .0162 .0078 

Σ DE .0208 .0208 

 

The total Hake Index for the AI group is g = 0.0244, 

while for the Excel group it is 0.0132. For the Thread 

Pendulum, the AI group achieved an index of g = 0.01, 

compared to g = -0.0038 for the Excel group. In the 

Spring Pendulum category, the AI group's Hake Index 

was g = 0.0162, while the Excel group scored g = 

0.0078. Both groups recorded the same index of g = 

0.0208 for Data Evaluation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. Emotional-Motivational Variables (RQ3)  

 

1. Pre-Intervention Differences in Emotional-

Motivational Attitudes 

For the pre-test, Cronbach's Α was not applied. The 

questions from section B1 were already validated in 

prior studies [41], ensuring their reliability without the 

need for further analysis. In section B2, the number of 

items was too small to reliably calculate Cronbach's Α. 

As a result, the analysis focuses on the item level 

rather than a construct level to provide meaningful 

insights while accounting for the limitations of the 

dataset.  

The descriptive statistics for question B1 show that the 

mean values of the answers vary between M = 0.84 

and M = 2.80, with standard deviations between SD = 

0.5774 and SD = 1.2247. The difference between the 

mean values per group of the individual questions is 

below 1 for each item. The medians are predominantly 

MDN = 1 or MDN = 3, which indicates a central 

tendency of the answers in these areas. 

The normal distribution of the data was tested using 

the Shapiro-Wilk test, with all p-values below α ≤ 

0.05. The data is therefore not normally distributed. 

The mean values for question B2 lie between M = 1.60 

and M = 1.92, whereby the mean values also show 

only a slight difference when comparing the groups, 

while the standard deviations vary between SD = 0.5 

and SD = 0.8124. The medians for both groups are 

uniformly MDN = 2. 

The Shapiro-Wilk values indicate that the distribution 

of the data in both groups is not normal, which is 

confirmed by very small p-values. 

 
TABLE V Results of the Wilcoxon rank-sum-test, showing no 

significant differences between the groups.  

Item p-Value 

B1.1 .4058 

B1.2 .3564 

B1.3 .8471 

B1.4 .3926 

B1.5 .7076 

B1.6 .9914 

B1.7 .1746 

B2.1 .5709 

B2.2 .8724 

 

The statistical analysis examines the differences 

between the groups of users of the evaluation with 

Excel and those with AI regarding their attitudes 

towards technology and the evaluation of 

experimental data.  

For the items of question B1, which deals with 

attitudes towards technical innovations, the p-values 

show that none of the comparisons are significant, as 
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all p-values are above the threshold value of α ≥ 0.05. 

The effect sizes d are predominantly low, which 

indicates that the differences between the groups, even 

if they were present, are practically insignificant. Only 

the statement Whether I can use modern technology 

successfully depends mainly on myself (B1.7) shows a 

small effect size of d = 0.37, which indicates a slight 

difference in the assessment of self-efficacy between 

the groups. All other statements show only minimal or 

no effect sizes. The direction of the effect sizes varied 

slightly for the individual statements in B1. For 

example, the statement I find dealing with new 

technology difficult - I usually don't succeed (B1.5) 

shows an effect size of d = 0, which means that the 

groups have identical mean values here. Similarly, the 

effect for the statement I am often anxious when 

dealing with modern technology (B1.3) remains 

neutral with d = 0.  

For category B2, which deals with the ability to 

evaluate experiments, the p-values also show no 

significant differences between the groups. The effect 

sizes for these statements are also very small, except 

for a slight negative effect for the statement I find it 

easy to evaluate experiments (B2.1) with d = -0.16, 

which indicates a minimal tendency for the AI group 

to rate slightly more positively than the Excel group. 

The second statement in B2, I find it interesting to 

evaluate experiments shows no difference between the 

two groups with a Cohen's d of d = 0. 

 

2. Post-Intervention Differences in Emotional-

Motivational Attitudes 

The comparative analysis between Excel and AI-

assisted learning methods revealed detailed and 

statistically significant differences across the eight key 

constructs of learning experience. These constructs 

were analyzed with Cronbach’s α, where values above 

0.9 are considered excellent, above 0.8 good, above 

0.7 acceptable and above 0.6 questionable [51]. The 

reliability analysis revealed that the constructs 

Negative Emotional Learning Experience (α = 

0.8216), Method Effectiveness (α = 0.8511) and 

Method Comparison (α = 0.8067) achieved good 

levels of internal consistency. The constructs Positive 

Emotional Learning Experience (α = 0.7668), 

Perception of Methods (α = 0.7306), and Challenges 

(α = 0.7967) showed acceptable levels of reliability. 

Additionally, the constructs Perceived Learning Gains 

(α = 0.6824) and Motivation (α = 0.6199) exhibited 

lower levels of internal consistency. 

 

 
FIG  8. Mean differences between the groups for each 
construct of the post-test. 

In the Positive Emotional Learning Experience 

construct, the Excel group demonstrated a mean score 

of M = 1.74, while the AI group showed a higher mean 

of M = 2.26. Normality testing indicated a normal 

distribution for the Excel group (p = 0.2728) but a 

significant deviation from normality for the AI group 

(p = 0.0121). The Wilcoxon rank-sum test revealed a 

statistically significant difference between groups (p = 

0.0156), with a moderate effect size of d = 0.75.  

On the contrary, the Negative Emotional Learning 

Experience construct presented a different pattern. The 

Excel group reported a mean score of M = 1.56, 

compared to a lower M = 0.64 for the AI group. 

Normality tests showed a normal distribution for the 

Excel group (p = 0.1097) but a significant non-normal 

distribution for the AI group (p = 0.0055). The 

Wilcoxon test demonstrated a highly significant 

difference (p < 0.0001) with a very large negative 

effect size of d = -1.47. 

The Perception of Methods construct revealed 

intriguing differences, with the Excel group scoring a 

mean of M = 1.68 and the AI group achieving M = 

2.44. The Excel group exhibited a normal distribution 

(p = 0.2104), while the AI group deviated from 

normality (p = 0.0034). A highly significant difference 

emerged in the Wilcoxon test (p < 0.0001), 

accompanied by a very large effect size of d = 1.35. 

Challenges presented no statistical significance (p = 

0.3283), with a small negative effect size of d = -0.29. 
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The Excel group reported a mean of M = 1.13, and the 

AI group a slightly lower M = 0.93. Both groups 

demonstrated normal distributions (Excel: p = 0.3423, 

AI: p = 0.3812). 

Method Effectiveness showed definite differences, 

with the Excel group averaging M = 1.88 and the AI 

group reaching M = 2.52. The Excel group approached 

normality (p = 0.0673), while the AI group 

significantly deviated from normality (p = 0.0016). A 

significant difference emerged in the Wilcoxon test (p 

= 0.0043), accompanied by a large effect size of d = 

0.95. 

Perceived Learning Gains exhibited minimal 

variation, with the Excel group averaging M = 1.26 

and the AI group at M = 1.38. Both groups deviated 

from normality (Excel: p = 0.0277, AI: p = 0.0021), 

and the Wilcoxon test revealed no statistically 

significant difference (p = 0.6580), with a small effect 

size of d = 0.2005. 

Motivation demonstrated notable differences, with the 

Excel group scoring M = 1.56 and the AI group 

achieving M = 2.28. The Excel group approached 

normality (p = 0.1518), while the AI group showed a 

deviation from normality (p = 0.0040). The Wilcoxon 

test indicated a highly significant difference (p = 

0.0003), with a very large effect size of d = 1.17. 

The Method Comparison construct revealed stark 

contrasts, with the Excel group averaging M = 1.89 

and the AI group at M = 1.04. Both groups deviated 

from normality (Excel: p = 0.0449, AI: p = 0.0367), 

and the Wilcoxon test showed a highly significant 

difference (p < 0.0001) with a large negative effect 

size of d = -1.18. 

 

VI. DISCUSSION 

 

A. Intra-Group Learning Gains (innerhalb der 

jeweiligen Gruppe Pre zu Post) 

 

1. Excel Group 

The intra-group results of the Excel-group regarding 

the difference from pre- to post-test indicate an overall 

positive development in the participants’ performance. 

The significant increase in the total sum (Σ Total) 

underscores a general improvement in the measured 

skills after the intervention. The mean value and the 

median rose notably from the pre- to post-survey. This 

shift toward higher performance values suggests that 

the measures taken between the two test points were 

effective in enhancing the participants’ competencies. 

At the category level, the results present a more 

differentiated picture. The sum of the thread pendulum 

(Σ TP) category did not change significantly, rather 

had a slight loss of 0.16 in the mean, indicating that 

participants’ abilities in this area remained relatively 

stable. This stability could be attributed to the nature 

of the content or the intervention not sufficiently 

targeting the specific challenges related to the thread 

pendulum tasks. In contrast, the spring pendulum (Σ 

SP) category showed an increase in mean and median 

values, although this improvement was not statistically 

significant. The direction of the change suggests a 

trend toward better handling of spring pendulum tasks, 

A notable change was observed in the data evaluation 

(Σ DE) category. Here, performance improved 

significantly, reflected in a statistically significant p-

value and a medium to large effect size. This indicates 

that the training components targeting data evaluation 

skills were effective and that participants were able to 

translate what they learned into measurable 

performance gains. The complexity of handling and 

interpreting data appears to have benefited from 

structured guidance through the tasks and practice 

provided during the intervention. 

In sum, while the overall improvement across all tasks 

is positive, the differentiated results at the category 

level offer insights for further refinement of the 

intervention. The pronounced progress in data 

evaluation suggests that focusing on analytical and 

interpretive skills yields tangible benefits. In contrast, 

more targeted methods, adjusted learning materials, or 

longer training durations might be necessary to 

achieve similarly strong outcomes in the physical 

model categories, particularly the thread pendulum 

tasks. 

 

2. AI Group 

The performance of the AI-assisted group exhibited 

significant improvement from pre- to post-test, 

reinforcing the potential effectiveness of AI-driven 

learning methods in enhancing learning outcomes. The 

overall increase in performance, coupled with a large 

effect size, highlights the robustness of this finding. 

The results demonstrate that the AI-based approach 

has successfully supported learners in achieving better 

outcomes, like it is also shown in other studies 

[25][33]. At the overall level, the statistically 

significant improvement with a very large effect size 

signals that the AI-assisted learning method is highly 

effective across a broad range of skills and tasks. The 

substantial gains in the spring pendulum and data 

evaluation categories further highlight the adaptability 

of AI-driven tools to specific areas of learning. A 

closer examination of individual categories reveals an 

uneven distribution of these improvements. In the 

thread pendulum category, while there was a slight 

increase in performance, the change was not 

statistically significant. This suggests that the AI 

intervention may not have substantially impacted this 

area, this may be because they require alternative 

instructional strategies to see meaningful 

improvement. In contrast, the spring pendulum 



 

12 

 

category showed a pronounced and statistically 

significant improvement, accompanied by a medium 

to large effect size. This finding indicates that the AI-

assisted approach was particularly effective in 

addressing the challenges associated with the spring 

pendulum tasks. The structured feedback, 

visualization and problem-solving guidance provided 

by the AI system may have played a key role in this 

result. The data evaluation category also displayed 

significant gains, with a large effect size and a 

reduction in variability among participants' scores. 

This homogenization of performance suggests that the 

AI approach not only improved individual outcomes 

but also helped to bring participants to a more 

consistent level of proficiency. The success in this 

category underscores the potential of AI tools to 

support learners in acquiring complex analytical and 

interpretive skills. Other works, like [33] support, that 

AI tools play a crucial role in improving learning 

outcomes by encouraging active participation with a 

particular impact on developing critical thinking and 

analytical skills. 

 

B. Inter-Group Learning Gains  

The comparative analysis of learning gains between 

the AI-assisted and Excel-based groups revealed 

minimal relative progress for both methods, as 

indicated by the Hake Index and ANCOVA results. 

The analysis showed no significant interaction 

between group and measurement time, emphasizing 

the limited differences in overall effectiveness 

between the two instructional approaches. The Hake 

Index values for total performance reflect low relative 

learning progress across both groups. While the AI 

group demonstrated slightly higher values compared 

to the Excel group, the differences are marginal and 

fall below the level for meaningful progress. These 

results can be observed in FIG. 8, where the boxplot 

chart illustrates similar pre- and post-test trends for 

both groups. 

At the category level, the findings remain consistent 

with the overall results. In the thread pendulum 

category, the AI-group showed only slight progress, 

the Excel group even experiencing a slight negative 

trend. This outcome suggests that neither instructional 

method effectively addressed the challenges 

associated with this task. In the spring pendulum 

category, the AI group exhibited slightly greater 

progress than the Excel group, but the differences were 

minor and lacked statistical significance. In the data 

evaluation category, both groups achieved identical 

Hake Index values, indicating that the AI and Excel 

methods were equally effective at enhancing 

analytical skills. 

 

The consistently low Hake Index values suggest that 

neither instructional method facilitated considerable 

learning progress in contrast to the other group.  

Previous studies have demonstrated that ChatGPT can 

function as a highly effective assistant tool, providing 

features and capabilities that surpass those offered by 

traditional tools such as Microsoft Excel [23]. The 

slight advantage observed in this study in the AI group 

for total performance and certain categories indicates 

a similar result, though not significant.  

 

D. Emotional-Motivational Variables 

 

1. Pre-Intervention Differences in Emotional-

Motivational Attitudes 

A comparison of the attitudes at the beginning allows 

to identify possible differences in the initial conditions 

between the groups. The attitudes of the participants 

towards technical innovations and the evaluation of 

experiments provide insights into their motivation, 

openness and self-confidence in dealing with the 

technologies under investigation. These factors are not 

only crucial for the interaction with technology but can 

also influence the willingness to learn and the success 

in using it. By surveying these attitudes at the 

beginning, it is possible to understand the extent to 

which differences in the later results can be explained 

by different initial motivation or perceptions of 

competence. 

The analysis of category B2 shows no statistically 

significant differences between the groups. The p-

values of all items are above the significance level, 

indicating that there are no systematic differences in 

the answers between the groups. This is supported by 

the effect sizes (Cohen's d), which are either very 

small or, in the case of some statements such as I am 

often anxious when dealing with modern technology 

(B1.3) and I find dealing with new technology difficult 

– I usually don't succeed (B1.5), zero. These results 

suggest that the attitudes of the two groups towards 

technical innovations are very similar. The p-values 

also show no significant differences between the 

groups for the statements in category B2, which relate 

to the abilities and interest in evaluating experiments. 

The effect sizes are also low to zero. For example, 

Cohen’s d value for statement I find it interesting to 

evaluate experiments (B2.2) is d = 0, which indicates 

that both groups have identical mean values. For 

statement I find it easy to evaluate experiments (B2.1), 

there is a small negative effect size of d = -0.16, which 

indicates a minimal tendency in favor of the AI-group 

to evaluate this statement more positively. However, 

this difference is so small that it has little practical 

relevance. The results indicate that there are no 

statistically verifiable differences between the Excel- 

and AI-group in terms of their responses. The results 
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suggest that the groups are similar in their attitudes 

towards technical innovation and the evaluation of 

experiments. 

 

2. Post-Intervention Differences in Emotional-

Motivational Attitudes 

The results of the comparative analysis reveal a 

complex pattern of technological interaction in 

educational contexts comparing AI-assisted and 

Excel-based data analysis. The research goes beyond 

surface-level comparisons to uncover detailed insights 

into how different technological approaches impact 

learner experiences across multiple psychological and 

pedagogical dimensions. 

The Positive Emotional Learning Experience emerged 

as a particularly compelling construct. The moderate 

effect size revealed that AI-based tools generated a 

more positive emotional response – like fun and 

success, potentially challenging Excel-based data 

analysis. In a counterpoint, the Negative Emotional 

Learning Experience unveiled a complex emotional 

picture. The large negative effect size highlighted 

inherent challenges – like stress, uncertainty and 

frustration – in Excel-based learning. The AI-assisted 

data analysis seemed to provide a sense of emotional 

security. Combined, these findings suggest that the AI-

based approach may offer a more encouraging and less 

frustrating learning environment compared to the 

Excel-based approach. In turn, these emotional 

responses could influence learners’ willingness to 

engage with the material and persist through complex 

tasks. 

The Perception of Methods construct demonstrated a 

significant preference for AI, with a very large effect 

size. Participants viewed AI as more interesting, easy 

to use and helpful for future data evaluation. The 

differences in perception and in the sense of 

methodological effectiveness highlight that the AI-

based environment is arousing more interest, is seen as 

more supportive, user-friendly or innovative. Such 

perceptions are critical, as learners who view their 

tools as interactive and motivating and beneficial are 

more likely to invest effort [3]. 

The Challenges construct associated with the tasks did 

not differ substantially between the two groups. With 

a small effect size, the findings suggest that both 

learning environments posed a relatively similar level 

of difficulty, and the more positive experiences 

reported with the AI approach cannot be attributed to 

less challenge. Instead, it appears that the AI-assisted 

approach provides a more motivating and emotionally 

supportive framework, enabling learners to cope with 

a given level of challenge more effectively. 

Method Effectiveness presented AI's potential, with a 

large effect size. Participants perceived AI-assisted 

methods as more precise and supportive, particularly 

for complex tasks. This perception could be crucial in 

driving broader acceptance of AI technologies in 

educational and professional environments. 

The data for Perceived Learning Gains indicates that 

both the AI-assisted and Excel groups achieved similar 

levels of self-reported improvement. The AI group 

demonstrated a slightly higher average, suggesting a 

modest trend favoring AI tools in enhancing perceived 

learning outcomes. However, the statistical analysis 

revealed no significant difference between the groups 

and the effect size was small, indicating that the 

observed difference is unlikely to be practically 

meaningful. These results imply that while AI-assisted 

methods offer advantages in other areas, they do not 

significantly alter how participants perceive their 

learning progress compared to tools like Excel.  

The Motivation construct emerged as another key area 

where the AI approach demonstrated advantages, with 

a large effect size. AI's interactive and dynamic nature 

appeared to intrinsically motivate learners, which is a 

major factor for a successful process of learning 

[36][20]. This finding suggests that technological 

innovation like AI can be a powerful tool for 

enhancing learner engagement and intrinsic 

motivation, other studies found similar conclusions 

[35]. 

The Method Comparison construct revealed a large 

difference between the groups, with AI being 

significantly preferred by the Excel group, stating they 

believed they would have completed the task faster 

and overall, better using the AI method.  

In sum, the findings paint a consistent picture: while 

both Excel and AI-assisted learning approaches 

present learners with similar levels of challenge, the 

AI method appears to foster a more positive, 

motivating, and emotionally supportive learning 

environment. These qualitative advantages in 

perception, emotional experience, and motivation 

could, in the long run, support more effective learning 

and skill acquisition.  

 

E. Limitations and Implications 

The study's methodological approach, while providing 

valuable insights, is accompanied by limitations that 

must be carefully considered when interpreting the 

results. The primary constraint is the restricted sample 

size of 50 participants, all drawn from a single 

university's student teacher population. This narrow 

sampling inherently limits the generalizability of the 

findings, preventing comprehensive extrapolation to 

broader educational contexts or diverse learning 

environments. Furthermore, the intervention's short 

duration represents another limitation. The brief 

timeframe did not allow participants sufficient 

opportunity to fully explore or deeply adapt to the 

technological tools. This temporal constraint 
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fundamentally restricts the ability to draw definitive 

conclusions about long-term learning gains, skill 

transfer, or sustained technological effectiveness.  

Measurement challenges further complicate the 

research's interpretative validity. The constructs of 

Perceived Learning Gains and Motivation exhibited 

lower levels of internal consistency. These statistical 

indicators suggest that the measurement instruments 

may require refinement to capture the intended 

dimensional nuances more reliably. 

Lastly the observed emotional and motivational 

differences may have been significantly influenced by 

the novelty factor – that is often seen with new 

technologies [52] – of the AI method. This potential 

bias could have artificially enhanced participants' 

engagement and perceptions, particularly given the 

contrasting familiarity of the Excel-based approach. 

Such novelty effects introduce another layer of 

complexity in interpreting the study's findings, 

however, recent studies suggest, that the sense of 

novelty regarding AI remains intact even after longer 

exposure [52]. 

 

VII. CONCLUSION 

Despite the limitations, the findings of this study have 

important implications for educational practices. The 

study illustrates the necessity for continued refinement 

of AI-assisted educational tools and highlights the 

potential of AI in physics education, providing critical 

insights into its impact on learning outcomes, 

emotional engagement, and motivational variables. By 

comparing AI-supported tools like ExperiMentor with 

traditional Excel-based approaches, the findings 

reveal diverse results where AI demonstrates distinct 

advantages in fostering positive learning experiences 

and motivational engagement. Participants utilizing 

the AI tool experienced statistically significant 

improvements in analytical and data evaluation tasks, 

coupled with higher levels of enjoyment and 

motivation. 

While perceived learning gains did not differ 

significantly between groups, the motivational and 

emotional advantages associated with AI suggest 

long-term implications for learner retention and skill 

acquisition. As educators increasingly adopt AI in 

their classrooms, robust frameworks must be 

developed to balance its technological advantages 

with critical pedagogical principles, ensuring its 

effective application, since simply obtaining answers 

from a chatbot does not necessarily lead to deeper 

learning or higher-quality results [53]. The absence of 

significant differences in learning progress between 

the AI and Excel groups, as indicated by the 

ANCOVA analyses, emphasizes the need for further 

research. These results suggest that while AI enhances 

the learning experience qualitatively, its quantitative 

impact on knowledge acquisition requires additional 

exploration. The study's findings also illuminate the 

importance of addressing methodological limitations, 

such as sample size, intervention duration, and 

measurement reliability, to refine future 

investigations. 

This research contributes to the ongoing discourse on 

the role of AI in education, particularly within physics. 

It calls for sustained efforts to understand and leverage 

AI's capabilities to address the dual challenges of 

enhancing learning outcomes and fostering positive 

emotional-motivational engagement, thereby 

advancing the field of physics education in meaningful 

and impactful ways. Learning opportunities, that 

merge traditional technology competencies with AI 

applications, including practical exercises that engage 

students in using AI tools may be beneficial for 

leveraging AI competencies [54].  

The complexity of these results emphasizes that 

educational technology is not about replacing 

traditional pedagogical methods, but about 

complementing and enhancing them through 

intelligent, adaptive approaches that remain 

fundamentally student-centered. Considering AI as a 

universal fix for educational issues could be harmful, 

especially regarding ethical and fair AI deployment. 

Developing a synergy between human efforts and 

technology, including AI, might be a significantly 

better strategy than relying exclusively on digital 

solutions [55].  As educational technologies continue 

to evolve, studies like this provide critical insights into 

their effective development and implementation. 
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