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Abstract: Artificial intelligence (Al) is a recent technological innovation that has impacted many
aspects of contemporary life, particularly catering to the needs of a fast-paced society. This study
examined the use of Al in qualitative research, specifically in the field of TESOL and Applied
Linguistics. This consists of examining the extent to which Al may be used at each stage and the ethics
of doing so. Academic research involves multiple processes, including data collection, analysis, and
writing. Typical of Linguistics research, a large dataset was collected in this study, which was then
analysed to generate results in response to the following research question: What are the ethical issues
related to implementing Al in qualitative research from the perspectives of Applied Linguistics and
TESOL researchers? By conducting surveys with a random sample of linguists of different rankings
at two major universities in Saudi Arabia, it was revealed that they varied in their perceptions of
using Al in research, although they all supported its use in transcribing data. Nevertheless, the entire
sample believed that an acceptable level of Al use still needs to be determined in quantitative and
qualitative linguistics-related research.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence; (AI); qualitative research; ethics; applied linguistics research;
TESOL research; faculty members; Saudi Arabia

1. Introduction:

Ethics are fundamental to qualitative research, ensuring the integrity and credibility of a study,
especially in research that relies on direct interaction with individuals to understand their experiences
and perspectives. The aim of qualitative research is to explore human and social phenomena in depth,
which necessitates applying a set of ethical principles to protect participants' rights and preserve their
dignity. By adhering to these principles, researchers ensure that studies are conducted in a manner
that respects participants' privacy and provides a fair and safe opportunity for their participation.
Therefore, ethics are the cornerstone of trust between researchers and participants in qualitative
research, producing credible and reliable research results (Sikes, 2021; Smith & White, 2024).
However, with the recent dramatic developments that have taken place in technology and the
emergence of Al, these ethics need to be reconsidered to determine how or to what extent Al can be
implemented in qualitative research. This matter remains controversial and has yet to be clearly
stated.

Research involves various processes such as data collection, data analysis, and writing. In each
of these stages, the ethics of using Al needs to be clarified, especially as submitting a study for
publication usually requires a declaration of whether Al tools have been used to produce the article.
In the fields of Applied Linguistics and TESOL, qualitative data are commonly gathered to investigate
an existing case and draw conclusions. In this study, an investigation was necessary to understand
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the perspectives of faculty members regarding the use of Al in qualitative research. In doing so, an
attempt was made to answer the following research question:

What are the ethical issues related to implementing Al in qualitative research from the
perspective of Applied Linguistics and TESOL researchers?

1.1. Significant Objectives of this Research

This study attempts to meet the following objectives:
1. Toinvestigate the perspectives of university researchers in the fields of Applied Linguistics and

TESOL through a survey of their use of Al to conduct qualitative research.
2. Establishing ethical considerations for the use of Al in qualitative research.

2. Literature Review

This section reviews the literature on the ethics of using Al in qualitative research, especially in
terms of ethical boundaries.

2.1. Ethics of Conducting Qualitative Research

In qualitative research, ethics refers to a set of rules and principles that guide researchers in the
collection, analysis, and interpretation of qualitative data, with the goal of safeguarding participants'
rights and protecting them from potential harm. These principles include obtaining informed
consent, maintaining confidentiality, and protecting personal data in addition to treating them in a
fair and respectful manner. Ethics in qualitative research also relate to minimizing the researcher's
influence on the data and ensuring transparency in the reporting of results. These standards aim to
enhance scientific integrity and social justice in studies of individuals' experiences and viewpoints
(O’Leary, 2023).

2.1.1. Respect for Autonomy

Respect for autonomy emphasizes the right of participants to make informed, voluntary
decisions about their involvement in a study. Therefore, researchers must ensure that participants
are fully informed about the study, its purpose, potential risks, and benefits. Meanwhile, participants
should be able to consent freely without any coercion and retain the right to withdraw from the study
at any time (Noble & Smith, 2022).

2.1.2. Beneficence

Beneficence requires researchers to act in the best interests of their participants by maximizing
the potential benefits of a study and minimizing its harm. Therefore, researchers must design studies
that avoid any risk of harm, whether psychological, emotional, or physical. Instead, a study should
offer participants potential benefits, such as new knowledge or improved practice, and any potential
harm should be outweighed by these benefits (Creswell & Poth, 2022).

2.1.3. Non-Maleficence

The principle of non-maleficence asserts that researchers must ‘do no harm’ to their research
participants. This not only means avoiding physical, psychological, and emotional harm but also
respecting participants’ privacy and ensuring the confidentiality of their information. Moreover,
researchers must take care to create a safe environment where participants feel comfortable and free
from any distress during the research process (Flick, 2021).

2.1.4. Confidentiality and Privacy
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Confidence and privacy are vital ethical principles in qualitative research. Researchers must
protect their participants' personal information by securely storing data and limiting access
exclusively to authorized individuals. Participants” identities should remain anonymous, especially
when sensitive information is involved, and confidentiality should be maintained throughout the
study (Smith & White, 2024).

2.1.5. Integrity

Integrity in qualitative research emphasizes honesty and transparency in all aspects of the study.
Therefore, researchers must accurately collect and report data, avoiding manipulation or falsification
of information. Likewise, they should present their findings honestly, which will equally mean
acknowledging the limitations or inconsistencies of the data. Moreover, researchers should strive to
minimize bias throughout the research process (Noble and Smith, 2022).

Transparency in research: Transparency in research is a fundamental principle that ensures the
integrity of a scientific study by providing clear and honest information about all aspects of the
research, from its design to its results. Researchers must be explicit about the methodologies they use
and the reasons for their choices, as well as provide detailed information about the ways in which
data were collected and analysed. This transparency allows for the replication of results and
verification of their accuracy (Creswell & Poth, 2022).

The disclosure of conflicts of interest is a key aspect of transparency in research. Researchers
must be transparent about any external funding or personal interests that could influence the
impartiality of a study or its outcomes. This practice helps build credibility and prevents any doubts
about the potential impact of external factors on the research results (Smith & White, 2024). The
sharing of data in a transparent manner is equally important. The research community and general
public should have access to the data and findings obtained during the study. This will facilitate
verification of the accuracy of the study and support the progress of future research. It also
encourages collaboration between researchers in related fields (Flick, 2021).

Hence, transparency helps prevent the manipulation of data or distortion of research results. By
adhering to transparency at all stages of a study, researchers can build greater trust between
themselves and the scientific community, thus enhancing the credibility and value of their research
in the academic field (Creswell & Poth, 2022).

Justice in qualitative research ethics: Justice is one of the core principles of qualitative research
ethics, ensuring the fair and equal treatment of all participants in a study. It requires participants to
be selected transparently and without bias, meaning that no individual or group should be favoured
or excluded based on factors such as race, gender, social status, or other personal characteristics.
Furthermore, justice ensures equal opportunities for all individuals to participate in a study. Thus,
no participants faced discrimination or exploitation because of their social or economic
circumstances. This principle aims to create an environment that ensures the accurate and inclusive
representation of all relevant groups, thereby enhancing the credibility of the research findings and
contributing to a better understanding of the phenomena being studied (Flick, 2021).

Practically, justice in qualitative research requires researchers to treat participants with fairness
and respect, with no exploitation or bias. For example, researchers must remain aware of participants'
social and cultural contexts and avoid any actions that could harm or marginalize certain groups. The
data collection and analysis process must also be transparent and unbiased to ensure that the findings
reflect reality and are accurate. In particular, researchers must be cautious when dealing with
vulnerable or marginalized groups, taking care to avoid exploitation and injustice. By applying the
principle of justice, researchers can contribute to the literature by conducting ethical and impartial
studies, thereby producing reliable results while simultaneously respecting the rights of all
participants (Noble & Smith, 2022).

2.2. Emergence of Al as a Knowledge Provider
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Artificial intelligence is a branch of computer science involving the creation of systems and
software that can perform tasks that typically require human intelligence, such as understanding,
learning, reasoning, and decision-making. Artificial intelligence relies on algorithms and
mathematical models to process and analyse data, consequently enabling machines to recognize
patterns, make predictions, and interact naturally with humans (Noble & Smith, 2022).

2.2.1. Historical Stages of Al Development

The beginnings (1950s-1960s): The concept of Al emerged with Alan Turing's ‘“Turing Test’,
designed to evaluate the ability of a machine to think like a human. Early developments included
systems capable of solving mathematical problems or playing chess (Kristensen et al., 2024; Singla,
2024).

1970s-1980s: Expert systems were introduced that could provide rule-based advice and
solutions. However, the field faces challenges owing to limited computational power and high costs
(ibid.).

1990s and beyond: Artificial intelligence saw significant advancements with the rise of machine
learning techniques, improved computational capabilities, and access to large-scale data. Practical
applications, such as machine translation, facial recognition, and virtual assistants, emerged during
this period (ibid.).

2.2.2. Difference Between Narrow and General Al

Narrow AI: Narrow Al focuses on performing specific tasks with high efficiency, such as image
classification or language translation. However, these systems lack the flexibility of human thinking
and are used in applications such as virtual assistants (e.g., Siri or Alexa).

General AI: The future goal of Al is to develop systems that think and learn like humans,
enabling them to perform a wide range of tasks and solve complex problems without direct human
intervention. The significance of Al lies in its ability to enhance efficiency and foster innovation in
various sectors. For instance, it is used in healthcare for accurate diagnosis and medical imaging
analysis and in education to provide personalized learning experiences. In addition,, it accelerates
industrial processes and facilitates automation, thereby reducing operational costs. Moreover, Al
serves as a critical tool for addressing global challenges, such as climate change and ensuring food
security (Bergmann, 2023). To achieve these goals, Al possesses the following technological
enhancements that contribute to its ability.

1. Machine learning and neural networks: Machine learning involves training systems to learn from
data and to improve their performance over time without explicit programming. Neural
networks, a subset of machine learning, mimic the functioning of the human brain through
interconnected layers that process data and identify patterns. These technologies are widely
used in applications such as fraud detection, market analysis, and recommendation systems
(Reliable Group 2024).

2. Natural language processing (NLP) and computer vision: Natural language processing (NLP) focuses
on enabling machines to understand and analyse human language, allowing for interaction
through text or voice. Some examples include machine translation, sentiment analysis, and
interactive chatbots. In contrast, computer vision consists of teaching machines that interpret
and analyse images and videos. This technology is widely used in facial recognition, medical
image analysis, and intelligent surveillance systems (Bergmann, 2023).

2.3. Ethics of Using Al in Qualitative Research Procedures

Conducting qualitative research, especially in the field of linguistics, involves a series of complex
processes, each requiring data to be successively generated, stored, organized, and analysed to
produce suitable results and recommendations. Recent studies have established an important
research stream on the use of Al in research, flagging possible ethical concerns. For example,
Kerschbaum and Dachs (2024) examined the use of Al in different research processes, such as
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reviewing the literature and collecting data. They identify the silent challenges mentioned in the
extant literature. In their study, Kerschbaum and Dachs categorized the dimensions they considered
for analysis: data, security and reliability, technical issues, organizational context, knowledge and
expertise, and financial considerations, as illustrated below:

Initial Dimensions Automated Analysis
Data Data-related Issues
Security & Reliability Ethical and Societal Concerns

Transparency and Explainability Concerns

Technical Issues Technological Barriers

Adoption and Implementation Challenges

Organizational Context Management and Governance Issues

Integration with Existing Processes

Cultural and Leadership Challenges

Knowledge & Expertise Workforce and Skills Gap

Financial Considerations Resource Limitations

Figure 1. Targeted Dimensions of Al Use in Research (Source: Kerschbaum & Dachs, 2024, p. 485).

Despite identifying these concerns, Kerschbaum and Dachs failed to specify the number,
research design, or research area of the studies reviewed in their methodology. This would suggest
that they simply included as many studies as they could find without considering the above-
mentioned details, thereby conducting a ‘rapid structure’ literature review, as defined by Armitage
& Keeble-Allen (2008). Furthermore, although Kerschbaum and Dachs proposed solutions for each
challenge, the ethical considerations for each procedure were not clearly stated, in contrast to the
present study.

In another significant study, Marshall and Naff (2024) conducted a survey of a sample of 101
researchers to gather their perceptions of using Al in qualitative research. It was consequently found
that researchers largely used Al for transcription purposes, and to a lesser extent, for preliminary
coding. Moreover, researchers from high research productivity (R1) universities were generally less
accepting of the use of Al in research compared to their counterparts in other universities.

3. Research Design

This case study was conducted in the autumn of 2024. Permission was granted by the heads of
departments in the colleges of the included universities. An electronic survey was used, which
contained a consent form to obtain participants’ approval. Quantitative analysis of the questionnaire
items was performed using mean, standard deviation, percentage, and frequency. Hence, a content
analysis of the qualitative data was carried out.

This survey was adapted from Marshall and Naff (2024). Both closed- and open-ended questions
were included, together with questions designed to gather the participants’ demographic data, such
as their academic position, specialty, research interest, and preferred research design. The second
part of the questionnaire concerned three classifications of Al in qualitative research: 1) scribing
qualitative data, 2) coding qualitative data, 3) generating findings, and 4) Using Al to write the
manuscript. Responses were measured on a six-point Likert scale, with 1= strongly agree and 6=
strongly disagree. However, two open-ended questions were also included, inviting the participants
to express their concerns about Al and any benefits discerned in its application to research. As such,
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the survey contained three banks of items, each asking the participants to offer their perspectives of
using Al for the purposes of transcription, coding data, generating findings, and writing.

3.1. Reliability

In this study, it was important to assess the reliability of the questionnaire instrument, as it
would determine the quality of the data gathered and, therefore, the robustness of the research.
Reliability refers to the degree of consistency or stability in the research results if a study is conducted
among the same or similar respondents on repeated occasions.

To evaluate the reliability of the questionnaire, Cronbach's alpha values were calculated for each
dimension. Cronbach’s alpha (ct), developed by the educational psychologist Lee in 1951 (Shavelson,
2015), is the most commonly applied estimate of reliability in this regard. It is based on the inter-
correlation of observed indicator variables and results in values between 0 and 1, with an acceptable
range of 0.7 and 1.

Table 1. Reliability analysis.

Items No. of Items Cronbach's Alpha
Intentions to use Al 5 0.779
Ethical perspectives of Al use 5 0.803
Acceptance recommendations in academic review 5 0.783
TOTAL 15 0.902

The above Table demonstrates that the data passed the reliability test, as all Cronbach’s alpha
values exceeded the acceptable value: the Cronbach's alpha value for the questionnaire was .966
(hence, more than 0.7).

Table 2. Correlation coefficients (R).

. Ethical Perspectives of AI Acceptance Recommendations in
Intentions to Use Al

Use Academic Review
NO. R NO. R NO. R
1 0.636** 6 0.732** 11 0.751**
2 0.489** 7 0.481** 12 0.719**
3 0.856** 8 0.845** 13 0.821**
4 0.823** 9 0.768** 14 0.686**
5 0.788** 10 0.872** 15 0.685**

The study sample consisted of 99 participants, all of whom were faculty members at two major
Saudi universities. These universities were selected because both the present researchers are
members of faculties within them, which was anticipated to facilitate the data collection process. Male
and female faculty members were invited to participate. These participants either specialized in
Applied Linguistics or TESOL. A link was sent to the Heads of Department in each institution so that
this link could be disseminated to faculty members.

Therefore, random sampling was applied to the two selected universities. The main
characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 3, which provides participants' personal
information, such as gender, academic position, institution, and specialty.

Table 3. Characteristics of the sample.

Variable Category Frequency Percentage
Gender Female 78 78.8%
Male 21 21.2%
1. What is your Academic  Assistant Professor 54 54.5%

Position at your institution? Associate Professor 36 36.4%
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Professor 6 6.1%
Teaching Assistant 3 3.0%
2. Which institution do you University 1 93 93.9%
?
work at? Please check all University 2 6 6.1%
that apply.
Theoretical Linguistics 6 6.1%
. . English Literature 6 6.1%
?
3- What!s your specialty? Translation Studies 36 36.4%
Applied Linguistics 51 51.5%
Translatlor'l and Translation 15 15.2%
Technologies
Modern Technologies in Humanities 12 12.1%
4. What are your research  Applied Linguistics and
. L 18 18.2%
interests? Communication
Language Teaching and Learning 21 21.2%
Language A?qt‘usmon and 18 18.2%
Psycholinguistics
D.iscm.lrs.e Analysis and Forensic 3 3.0%
Linguistics
Motivation and Educational 9 9.1%
Psychology
Cultural Translation and Transfer 3 3.0%
Mostly qualitative 15 15.2%
5. What type of research  Both quantitative and qualitative 69 69,79
do you typically engage in? (including mixed methods e
Mostly quantitative 12 12.1%
Exclusively qualitative 3 3.0%

4. Results:

This study investigated ethical issues related to the implementation of Al in Applied Linguistics
and TESOL research. Accordingly, the following question was addressed.

What are the ethical issues related to implementing Al in qualitative research from the
perspective of Applied Linguistics and TESOL researchers?

4.1. Quantitative Analysis

Table 4 illustrates participants' varied opinions on the use of Al in academic research. These
opinions fell into four main categories. The first showed that the participants possessed a good level
of knowledge about Al and generally agreed on its benefits for conducting research (mean =4.20,
percentage =69.9%), reflecting a” somewhat agree’ practice level. The second category was concerned
with intentions to use Al, whereby the participants expressed a willingness to use Al for transcription
but showed reservations about using it for the entire coding process or for generating findings and
writing papers. The level of agreement decreased significantly for this category, with an overall mean
of 55.8%, indicating a ‘somewhat disagree’ stance. Ethically, the third category revealed the
participants' hesitation to rely comprehensively on Al, particularly to write papers or produce
research findings (total agreement=50.2%), thereby reflecting a somewhat disagree’ practice level.
Lastly, concerning recommendations in academic review, there was relative acceptance of
preliminary coding with Al but strong disagreement with using Al to write a paper or generate final
findings (indicating the lowest agreement at 35.9%). The overall mean across the categories (3.17) and
percentage of total agreement (52.9%) indicated a general position of” somewhat disagree’ with
regard to the full integration of Al use into academic research. Thus, it may be deduced that while
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the participants recognized some benefits of Al for specific tasks, ethical concerns remained
regarding its full application to produce academic results.

Consequently, Table 4 reveals a general positive agreement on the benefits of Al for certain
research activities such as transcription and preliminary coding. However, there is a clear reservation
over the complete reliance on Al to generate findings and write papers, with the participants
expressing ethical concerns about these advanced applications of Al in academic research.

Table 4. ean and standard deviation (N=99).

N
NO. Items Mean SD % K Practice Level

I believe that Al-based technologies

2 _ 421 1154 702% 1 Somewhat agree
are good for conducting research

1 Iam knowledgeable about Al 418 1173 69.7% 2  Somewhat agree

A Knowledge of Al 420 0989 69.9% Somewhat agree

I 1 ificial intelli
would use ar.t1 1ca 11.r1te . tgence 433 1178 722% 1 Somewhat agree
(Al to transcribe qualitative data

Iwould only use Al for preliminary 5,y 064 6169 2 Somewhat agree

coding
5 I wogld.use Al t9 code the 304 1422 540% 3 Somewhat
qualitative data in full disagree
6 I wogld'use .AI Fo generate 315 1567 525% 4 So%rnewhat
qualitative findings disagree
I 1d use Al't it
y - Wouie use ALTowrie my 230 1273 384% 5 Disagree
qualitative paper
S hat
B Intentions to Use Al 335 0956 55.8% omewha
disagree

Using Al to transcribe qualitative 352 1265 586% 1 Somewhat agree

data
9 U31r'1g Al purely for preliminary 342 1135 571% 2 SOTnewhat
coding disagree
10 Using Al to code the qualitative 306 1504 51.0% 3 Somewhat
data in full disagree
1 I_anrg Al to generate qualitative 080 1452 47.0% 4 SOTnewhat
findings disagree
1p Using Altowrite a qualitative 224 1378 374% 5 Disagree
paper
. . Somewhat
C Ethical Perspectives of AI Use 3.01 1.012 50.2% .
disagree

The author(s) used Al for some of

14 the coding 406 1236 67.7% 1 Somewhat agree
The auth d Altot i

13 thee;;a or(s) used Alto transcribe 5 o5 145 641% 2 Somewhat agree

15 The. author(s) used Al for all the 312 1372 52.0% 3 SOTnewhat
coding disagree
The auth d Al t t

16 fin‘;;‘;s or(s)used Altogenerate ) ¢\ 1281 43.9% 4 Disagree

17 E:;;mhor(s) used Altowritethe ) 0y 400 3509 5 Disagree

D Acceptal.me Re.commendatlons in o6 0988 52.7% So.mewhat
Academic Review disagree
TOTAL 317 0.869 52.9% Somewhat

disagree



https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202501.1388.v1

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 20 January 2025 d0i:10.20944/preprints202501.1388.v1

9 of 15

4.2. Qualitative Analysis

Qualitative data were analysed based on responses to the following questions:

1. What benefits do you believe are the benefits of using Al in qualitative research?
What are your concerns about the use of Al in qualitative research?

Responses to these questions are presented below.
4.2.1. Benefits of Using Al in Qualitative Research?

Table 5. Frequency and percentage of responses regarding the benefits of using Al in qualitative research.

Category  Frequency Percentage

Saving time and effort 10 25%
Enhancing accuracy in analysis 8 20%
Generating ideas and inspiration 6 15%
Direct writing and analysis 4 10%
Reducing human bias 3 7.5%
Supporting academic review 5 12.5%
Other advantages 4 10%

Total 40 100%

The use of Al in qualitative research offers several benefits, with timesaving and efficiency being
the most frequently mentioned advantages, accounting for 25% of responses. The use of Al in
research significantly reduces the effort required for tasks such as transcription, coding, and data
analysis, allowing researchers to devote themselves to interpret the results. Another important
benefit is the enhanced accuracy, which was highlighted by 20% of the participants. Researchers can
use Al tools to process large amounts of data with precision, thereby minimizing human errors and
identifying patterns that might otherwise be overlooked. Additionally, idea generation and
inspiration were noted by 15% of the respondents as key benefits, since Al supports mind-mapping
and the exploration of ideas and helps refine research frameworks. Other advantages include
improving the writing and analysis process (10%) and reducing human bias (7.5%) to obtain more
objective results. Some respondents (12.5%) mentioned the ability of Al to assist with literature
reviews and academic tasks, while 10% highlighted its general organizational and scalability benefits.
These findings illustrate how Al can transform qualitative research by increasing productivity and
enhancing the quality of analysis.

Therefore, both the quantitative and qualitative results reflect a dual perspective among the
participants, who appeared to view Al as a valuable tool for timesaving and streamlining preliminary
processes, particularly in initial coding and categorization. However, the respondents were still
cautious about relying completely on Al to conduct qualitative analysis, which demands human
interpretation to ensure accuracy and authenticity.

4.2.2. Concerns Over Using Al in Qualitative Research

Table 6. Frequency and percentage of responses regarding concerns over Al use in research.

Category Frequency Percentage
Reliability and authenticity 9 22.5%
Accuracy and credibility 8 20%
Over-reliance on Al 6 15%

Ethical and legal concerns 5 12.5%
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Risks for future research 7 17.5%
Lack of depth in results 5 12.5%
Total 40 100%

Thus, while Al offers many advantages in qualitative research, it also raises several concerns,
the most frequently mentioned being its reliability and authenticity, which accounted for 22.5% of
the responses. Many participants were worried that AI would generate results that lacked
authenticity or failed to capture the depth and nuance required in qualitative studies. Other key
concerns raised by 20% of the respondents were accuracy and credibility, as Al could misinterpret
complex or ambiguous data, thereby producing misleading findings. Additionally, over-reliance on
Al was highlighted by 15% of the participants, with fears that researchers would depend too heavily
on Al tools, potentially diminishing the role of human judgement.

Ethical and legal issues were also noted, representing 12.5% of the responses. These issues
included concerns about intellectual property and misuse of Al-generated content. Furthermore,
risks to future research were indicated by 17.5% of the respondents, who were apprehensive that the
overuse of Al would cause a decline in the creativity and originality of research. Finally, a lack of
depth in the results accounted for 12.5% of the responses, as Al tools could oversimplify findings or
miss critical contextual nuances.

These concerns underscore the need for a balanced approach, with Al serving as a
complementary tool, rather than fully replacing human expertise in qualitative research. Overall,
both the quantitative and qualitative results revealed a common concern among the participants
regarding excessive reliance on Al in qualitative research. This reliance, they fear, could lead to
superficial interpretations, loss of authenticity, and ethical issues relating to intellectual property and
plagiarism.

5. Discussion

Linking the quantitative results with the benefits of using Al in research, as cited by participants,
revealed a clear alignment between the qualitative and quantitative findings regarding the
effectiveness of Al in saving time and effort. In the quantitative analysis, there was a significant
agreement on the effectiveness of Al use for routine tasks, such as the initial transcription of data.
These items elicited a high percentage of agreement, indicating general acceptance of Al use in tasks
that do not require extensive human intervention.

However, the concerns expressed in the qualitative responses aligned with the quantitative
findings, which showed lower agreement with the use of Al for more complex tasks, such as
generating qualitative findings or writing an entire research paper. These items elicited a relatively
low rate of agreement (38.4% and 52.5%, respectively), thereby indicating participants' reservations
about relying on Al for tasks that require in-depth understanding and a precise qualitative context.

In linking the qualitative concerns expressed by the participants with the quantitative findings,
a clear alignment was found in terms of general caution over the use of Al in qualitative research,
especially for tasks requiring deep understanding and nuanced interpretation. The quantitative
results demonstrated that the participants were hesitant to depend entirely on Al for processes such
as writing research papers or conducting a comprehensive qualitative data analysis. For instance, the
items ‘Using Al to write a qualitative paper’ and ‘Using Al to generate qualitative findings’ elicited
low levels of agreement, with percentages of 38.4% and 52.5%, respectively. This revealed a tendency
to Disagree’ or ‘Somewhat disagree with the use of Al for tasks that typically rely on a high degree
of human intervention.

These quantitative findings align with the qualitative concerns raised by the participants, who
expressed doubts about the accuracy and authenticity of the Al-generated material, along with ethical
concerns related to plagiarism and reduced human input. Qualitative comments about the risk of
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‘superficial interpretations’ and ‘over-reliance’” on Al also mirror the results derived from the
‘Intentions to Use Al section of the questionnaire, where the overall level of agreement was relatively
low (55.8%). This suggests a shared reservation among the participants regarding Al use. Meanwhile,
the results of the statistical analysis highlighted differences in responses from the study sample based
on several demographic variables, namely gender, academic position, institution, specialty, and type
of research conducted. The key findings for each category are summarized below.

5.1. Gender

No statistically significant differences were found between the male and female respondents in
terms of their ‘Knowledge of Al' (P=0.646), ‘Intentions to Use Al’ (P=0.365), ‘Ethical Perspectives of
Al Use’ (P=0.272), or *Acceptance Recommendations in Academic Review’ (P=0.628). This indicated
that gender differences were not statistically significant across any of the dimensions related to Al

5.2. Academic Position

Statistically significant differences were observed for the ‘Intentions to Use AI’" (P=0.045),
‘Acceptance Recommendations in Academic Review’ (P=0.000), and the overall Al score (Al ALL)
(P=0.003). The Assistant Professors tended to rate agreement with Al use higher in the dimension of
acceptance recommendations compared to professors, consequently indicating that academic rank
could influence approaches to Al use.

5.3. Institution

Statistically significant differences were found for Al knowledge (P=0.000) between faculty
members from Imam Mohammed ibn Saud Islamic University and King Abdulaziz University. This
indicates a notable variation in the level of Al knowledge across different institutions, with the
faculties at Imam Mohammed ibn Saud Islamic University asserting a greater knowledge of Al

5.4. Specialty

Statistically significant differences were found for Knowledge of Al (P=0.000) across different
specialties, with fields such as Theoretical Linguistics and Applied Linguistics indicating a higher
average level of Al knowledge. This suggests that researchers in some fields, such as linguistics,
possess deeper knowledge of Al than researchers in other fields.

5.5. Type of Research Conducted

Significant differences were found across almost all dimensions, including Knowledge of Al
(P=0.004), AI Utilization Intentions (P=0.004), Ethical Perspectives of Al Use (P=0.002), Acceptance
Recommendations in Academic Review (P=0.012), and the overall Al score (P=0.002). These results
indicate notable differences in attitudes towards Al based on the type of research conducted, with
researchers who engage in quantitative research tending to evaluate Al more positively across several
dimensions.

5.6. Evaluating Differences in opinions between faculty members

Differences in responses between senior and associate or assistant academic staff members were
identified in this study. The more senior academic staff members were less accepting of Al use in
various aspects of qualitative research than their lower-ranking colleagues, thereby corroborating
Marshall and Naff (2024). Awareness of these differences could help establish more common ethical
perspectives, whether in organizational terms or with regard to publication.

At present, while some journals demand a declaration that Al has not been used to produce a
submitted article, or else request disclosure of Al use, they do not specify how Al could legitimately
be used. Notably, Al can help with the storage, retrieval, and analysis of data, particularly in the
coding of qualitative data, as mentioned by the participants. However, this could put the data
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security at risk. Thus, one solution would be to clarify to the participants that AI would be used to
deal with data in different ways, one of which could be translated. This would render the practice
ethical in terms of protecting participants’ rights, but might not be acceptable to journals.

To formulate an ethical framework that clearly states the possibility of using Al to generate
reliable research findings, it is necessary to engage IT expertise in developing appropriate Al
software. Given the rapid advancements that have taken place in the field of Al in recent years, this
study represents an urgent call for researchers and journals to participate in defining a code of Al
ethics to set its limits. In the specific field of linguistics and in dealing with real human data, an Al
system should be able to collect and analyse data accurately, considering the different contexts and
differences between personal, mental, and cultural properties. This is difficult to achieve with existing
Al technology, although it could be proposed for reliable future use of Al in research. Hence,
establishing ethical guidelines for Al use in research is essential to ensure that dependence on Al is
controlled. This avoids hindering technological processes while at the same time maintaining creative
human input.

6. Conclusion

Based on the research results, factors such as academic position, institution, specialty, and
research type appear to significantly influence faculty members' attitudes toward Al and their stance
on its use in research processes, particularly intentions to use it, knowledge of Al and acceptance
recommendations in academic reviews. However, determining the ethical boundaries of Al in
research requires further investigation. It may be impractical to recommend the total exclusion of its
use in qualitative research, as Al tools can be helpful for data storage, data analysis, and text
translation, as mentioned by the participants in this study. Conversely, the participants asserted that
literature reviews and the writing up or discussion of results should be carried out by human
researchers with no interference from Al to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the data analysis.

Appendix

Table 7. Statistical differences in faculty responses about AI by demographic and academic variables using one-
way ANOVA (N=99).

Variables Categories N Mean Std F P Value
Assistant Professor 54 4.08 1.054 0.557 0.644
Associate

Knowledge of AI  Professor 36 433 1.000

Professor 6 425 0.274

Teaching Assistant 3  4.50 0.000

Assistant Professor 54 3.54 1.025 2.789  0.045
Associate

i . .87
V\(]}Et 18 Intentions to use AI Professor 36 320 0872
y _ Professor 6 250 0.110
academic

Teaching Assistant 3  3.20  0.000

iti t
posttion a Assistant Professor 54 3.14 1.103 2475  0.066

your

Associat
institution Ethical perspectives ssoclate 36 297 0.903
) of A use Professor
’ Professor 6 200 0.000

Teaching Assistant 3  3.20  0.000
Assistant Professor 54 3.34 0.689 8.277  0.000

Acceptance o Associate 36 303 1.168
recommendations in Professor
academic review Professor 6 170 0.767

Teaching Assistant 3 4.40 0.000
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Assistant Professor 54 3.34 0.873 4.882  0.003
TOTAL Assoclate 36 3.07 0819
Professor
Professor 6 2.07 0219
Theoretical 6 450 1.095 12781 0.000
Linguistics
English Literature 6 225 1.369
Knowledge of Al Tran.slatlon 36 408 0824
Studies
Applied 51 447 0764
Linguistics
theoretical 6 360 0438 0838 0477
linguistics
English Literature 6 3.40 0.219
Intentions to use Al Tran.slahon 36 315 0911
Studies
Applied 51 345 1.068
Linguistics
Theoretical 6 330 0767 0.604 0.614
Linguistics
What is . . English Literature 6 270 0.110
Ethical perspectives Translati
YOUL  of Aluse ransiation 36 290 1.109
specialty? Studies
Applied 51 3.09 1.023
Linguistics
Theoretical 6 320 0876 0741 0530
Linguistics
Acceptance English Literature 6 3.40 0.438
recomm'endaflons in Tran_slatlon 36 332 0992
academic review  Studies
Applied 51 302 1.041
Linguistics
Theoretical 6 337 0694 0142 0935
Linguistics
English Literature 6  3.17 0.110
TOTAL Tran.slatlon 36 312 0916
Studies
Applied 51 319 0915
Linguistics
Mostly qualitative 15 3.70 0.775 4.792  0.004
Both quantitative
and qualitative ;o 15 g 03
(including mixed
Knowledge of Al thod
What type owledge o Ee ﬂo s)
of research oy 12 475 0584
quantitative
do you Exclusivel
typically ey 3 550 0.000
enoace in? qualitative
gage m- Mostly qualitative 15 3.92 0.622 4753  0.004
Both quantitative
Intentions to use Al and qualitative 6 336 1015

(including mixed
methods)
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Mostly 12 260 0467
quantitative
Exclusively

- 3 320 0.000
qualitative

Mostly qualitative 15 3.76 1.217 5231  0.002
Both quantitative
and qualitative

(including mixed 69 298 09547

Ethical perspectives

of Al use ﬁet};o ds)
oy 12 235 0633

quantitative

Exclusively
- 3 260 0.000

qualitative

Mostly qualitative 15 3.88 1.146 3.835 0.012

Both quantitative

and qualitative
Acceptance (including mixed
recommendations in methods)
academic review  Mostly

69 3.06 0.900

L 12 3.05 1.038
quantitative

Exclusively
qualitative
Mostly qualitative 15 3.85 0.935 5.357  0.002
Both quantitative

3 240 0.000

and qualitative

1 .82
(including mixed 69 313 0829

TOTAL methods)
Mostly 12 267 0.625

quantitative

Exclusively
- 3 273 0.000

qualitative
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