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ABSTRACT

The advent of generative Al (GenAl) tools, such as ChatGPT and others, has transformed academic writing
practices in the last few years. This has raised significant challenges for disciplinary teachers in upholding ac-
ademic integrity in English Medium Instruction (EMI) universities, especially in the Global South. This study,
grounded in the Theory of Planned Behaviour and the Four Component Model of Morality, investigated these
concerns. Using a qualitative research design, this study reveals that disciplinary teachers in Bangladeshi EMI
universities hold diverse attitudes towards GenAlI tools, with most educators expressing concerns regarding their
suitability for developing students’ academic writing skills. The findings illustrate the need for policy develop-
ment and implementation, and, most importantly, improving students’ ethical literacy to ensure that GenAlI is
used as a tool to enhance their learning experiences. This study has several implications for policymakers,
teachers, administrators, and students in higher education institutions, contributing significantly to the evolving
discourse on academic integrity and the use of GenAl in higher education, offering practical and theoretical
insights from the Global South.

1. Introduction

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has transformed multiple
sectors, including business, healthcare, and education. Besides facili-
tating new methods of learning, teaching, and assessment (Cai et al.,
2025), Generative Al (GenAl) tools such as ChatGPT, DeepSeek, Grok,
and Claude are readily available for producing academic and creative
content (Darvishi et al., 2024). The rapid adoption of GenAl by students
in higher education (HE) has raised ethical concerns among disciplinary
teachers regarding academic integrity, especially in universities that
implement English medium instruction (EMI). As English is the uni-
versal second language and medium of communication in global higher
education (Brumfit, 2004), most universities in Global South countries
such as Bangladesh have adopted EMI (Rahman & Hu, 2025b). English
has transformed from being a “compulsory subject taught in schools” to
being used as the “primary language for teaching and learning” in higher
education in Bangladesh (Rahman & Hu, 2025a, p. 2). However, studies
have reported that the inconsistency of medium of instruction (MOI)
policies across various educational levels affects the development of
students’ English language proficiency (Rahman et al., 2019). As a

result, many students have weak academic writing skills which greatly
hinder their academic preparedness for EMI education (Sultana, 2014).

Disciplinary teachers in EMI universities view English academic
writing as an important activity through which students must demon-
strate their ability to read, understand, analyse information, and present
it in various forms (Aitchison, 2015). This view is especially pronounced
in the fields of humanities, language studies, and liberal arts, as learning
and teaching across these writing-intensive disciplines are centred on
critical thinking, creativity, and the development of independent
thought. Additionally, assessments across these disciplines require stu-
dents to complete academic writing tasks, such as writing descriptions,
narratives, enumerations, and reports to support their thesis statements.
Studies conducted on Bangladeshi EMI universities show that students in
writing-intensive disciplines face academic writing challenges (Nahiyan
et al., 2025), such as facing difficulty in synthesising information from
multiple texts and producing structured and coherent essays (Patwary
et al., 2023).

As most Bangladeshi EMI universities implement a trimester system
(Alam et al., 2024), disciplinary teachers have 12 weeks to complete
their academic activities. This span of time is inadequate for disciplinary
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teachers to provide individualised support and help students overcome
their academic writing challenges. Additionally, this limited time of the
trimester system places students under immense academic pressure, and
their deficient independent learning skills hinder their self-efficacy
(Nahiyan et al., 2025). These students experience varying levels of
assessment anxiety as they are unable to develop discipline-specific
writing skills (Hamid & Sultana, 2024; Islam et al., 2021). As a result,
many students in Bangladeshi universities rely on GenAl tools
(Howlader et al., 2025) to complete academic writing tasks and cope
with the demands of EMI education (Sultana, 2014). Students mainly
receive assistance from GenAl tools to generate information and
enhance the language of their writing by making it more grammatically
correct (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). Therefore, academic integrity in
Bangladeshi EMI universities — a context within the Global South - has
become a pressing issue as students have become increasingly reliant on
GenAl, particularly in writing-intensive disciplines.

Furthermore, students’ over-reliance on GenAl challenges the
essence of academic integrity, as it intensifies disciplinary teachers’
concerns regarding plagiarism and cheating (Macfarlane et al., 2014).
Some students have better access to Al tools compared to others in
Global South contexts such as Bangladesh. As a result, those who have
access to GenAl often perform better academically than those who do
not. This raises questions about fairness and equity in EMI universities
(Hamid & Sultana, 2024). It also posits the need to understand how
disciplinary teachers in Bangladeshi EMI universities perceive students’
GenAl use for completing academic writing tasks of courses in
writing-intensive disciplines. Disciplinary teachers in Bangladeshi uni-
versities are crucial stakeholders in EMI education, as they teach,
communicate, and assess students’ writing performance. As disciplinary
teachers’ roles across EMI universities in the Global South are the same
(Gu et al., 2024), it is important to uncover the strategies they utilise to
address students’ GenAl use while upholding academic integrity.

Currently, few studies have investigated disciplinary teachers’ views
and approaches to mitigate students’ unethical use of GenAl in academic
writing. In their study, Barrett and Pack (2023) underscored that in the
absence of institutional policies regarding GenAl use, classroom honour
codes limit the extent of its use by students. Furthermore, Wang et al.
(2021) found that disciplinary teachers experience anxiety and suffer
from low self-efficacy regarding their ability to detect the presence of
GenAl in students’ writing. While Kaplan-Rakowski et al. (2023) reit-
erate these findings, Zhai et al. (2021) reports that GenAl misuse ham-
pers the development of students’ academic literacy skills. According to
Sogiit (2024), this is due to their overreliance on GenAl which hampers
their classroom learning and undermines mutual respect in HE class-
rooms. The lack of institutional support to detect GenAl use makes
disciplinary teachers suspect students for the possible misuse of Al tools
in their writing (Lee et al., 2024).

Several key takeaways emerge from these studies. First, it is unclear
how university teachers address GenAl issues in writing-intensive
disciplinary courses. While concerns about the impact of GenAl on
students' language skills development are widespread, there is a
knowledge gap pertaining specifically to writing-intensive disciplines.
Furthermore, the use of GenAl, such as ChatGPT, has become increas-
ingly popular among students in Global South countries (Yeo, 2023; Zhu
et al., 2025). Given that these students already face challenges in aca-
demic writing tasks (Rahman et al., 2019), current studies have not
adequately considered this contextual factor. Additionally, the above
studies do not report disciplinary teachers’ perspectives on how GenAl
use affects the development of students’ academic literacy skills, espe-
cially their discipline-specific writing skills in EMI universities in Global
South countries such as Bangladesh, where English is the second lan-
guage (Chowdhury & Kabir, 2014; Rahman et al., 2019). Moreover,
studies report that the effectiveness of EMI in HE largely depends on the
competency of disciplinary teachers (Rahman et al., 2020, p. 12).
Although disciplinary teachers play a pivotal role in writing-intensive
disciplines across Bangladeshi universities (Hamid & Sultana, 2024;
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Macaro, 2018), EMI introduces language-related challenges that affect
their instructional and assessment practices (Sultana, 2014). With GenAl
now readily available to students for creating academic content, there is
a significant lack of information on how disciplinary teachers in the
Global South, such as in Bangladesh, address these situations. This raises
significant concerns regarding academic integrity in EMI education.
Therefore, this study examined these issues from the perspective of key
stakeholders, such as teachers of writing-intensive disciplinary courses,
who are responsible for facilitating students’ academic writing devel-
opment in EMI universities (Rahman & Singh, 2020; Nahiyan et al.,
2025). Considering this information, this study aimed to:

1. Explore the perspectives of disciplinary teachers regarding students’
use of GenAl in EMI universities.

2. Report the challenges disciplinary teachers face to detect students’
GenAl misuse and its impact on academic integrity in EMI
universities.

3. Describe the ethical dilemmas faced by disciplinary teachers in up-
holding academic integrity while managing students’ GenAlI misuse
in the assessments of writing-intensive disciplinary courses at EMI
universities.

2. Ethical perspectives on academic integrity in EMI universities

As neoliberal institutions, EMI universities play a vital role in today’s
knowledge-driven world and significantly impact the socioeconomic
development of Global South countries (Rahman & Hu, 2025a, 2025b).
These institutions are responsible for “producing individuals who can
accelerate economic growth, prosperity, and development” (Chetty,
2012, p. 6). Studies (e.g., Kimenyi, 2011; Peercy & Svenson, 2016) have
highlighted the important role of HE in driving national economic
growth and predicted (OECD, 2019) that this trend would continue.
Thus, EMI universities, as global institutions (Preece, 2022), are subject
to intense scrutiny regarding the quality of education (Akincioglu,
2024), which is conceptualised as purposeful, exceptional, trans-
formative, and accountable (De Wit & Altbach, 2021).

Academic integrity is a crucial element of quality education
(McCulloch & Indrarathne, 2023) as it endorses the credibility of uni-
versities in preparing graduates who can contribute to the knowledge
economy. It also ensures the foundation of quality assurance by estab-
lishing standards that ensure originality, prevent plagiarism, and pro-
mote ethical behaviour (Gallant & Drinan, 2006). Therefore, academic
integrity policies must be transparent to ensure that stakeholders (e.g.,
disciplinary teachers) are well-informed and can act as successful
change agents. Additionally, resources such as plagiarism detection
tools and training enable disciplinary teachers to offer the appropriate
support that students need (Whitley & Keith-Spiegel, 2001). This
approach aligns with teachers’ moral awareness, enabling them to
identify breaches in ethical practices as critical areas for improvement
(Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). Collectively, these initiatives
foster a cultural shift within EMI universities, making ethical behaviour
the core of pedagogical practice.

Disciplinary teachers in EMI universities also serve as key in-
termediaries who implement institutional guidelines through actionable
strategies (Rahman et al., 2020). As their response to academic
dishonesty is crucial for maintaining academic integrity, they must ex-
ercise strong moral judgment (Narvaez & Rest, 1995). However, Ban-
gladeshi EMI university teachers face a moral dilemma when assessing
students’ writing, as GenAl has made it increasingly difficult to differ-
entiate between students’ original writing and Al-generated content
(Cotton et al., 2024; Giray et al., 2025). Existing studies in Bangladesh
provide little information on institutional guidelines, available re-
sources, and staff training for detecting and addressing students’ GenAl
use. Given this paucity, it is important to explore how disciplinary
teachers maintain academic integrity in their courses.
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3. Generative Al and disciplinary teachers’ principled decision-
making for academic writing practices

Although GenAl has potential benefits, university students have
become over-reliant on it for completing academic writing tasks across
EMI universities, as they are able to produce sophisticated versions of
academic writing excerpts with minimal effort (Kim et al., 2025). These
superficially polished texts lack critical reasoning, which greatly affects
pedagogical and assessment practices in EMI universities. Studies
caution that biases in Al training data lead GenAl to reproduce
discriminatory views, which can undermine students’ critical
stance-taking and thinking skills (Holmes & Miao, 2023). Therefore,
universities must provide guidance regarding GenAl use (Burkhard,
2022), as it potentially hinders the development of students’ academic
writing skills, cognition, beliefs, and ethical practices.

While previous new technologies were introduced with clear objec-
tives, the true benefits of GenAl in EMI universities remain unclear due
to contextual factors, including Al literacy and the lack of or therein
institutional policies regulating its ethical use (Kaplan-Rakowski et al.,
2023). Al is ubiquitous, and students use the different avenues of GenAl
to not only facilitate brainstorming, outlining, or receiving grammar or
style suggestions, they can also resort to generating information without
disclosure, paraphrasing to circumvent attribution, and submitting that
as original work.

As Al detection technology remains unreliable owing to the lack of
robustness in detection reports (Giray et al., 2025), disciplinary teach-
ers’ monitoring practices to detect GenAl misuse have become more
difficult. Furthermore, the paucity of information regarding
university-level policies and departmental guidelines regarding stu-
dents’ GenAl use suggests that disciplinary teachers must rely on their
ethical prudence to assess whether students’ have misused GenAl in
their academic writing (Jia & Pun, 2025; Mijwil et al., 2023). In relation
to that, there is limited information on how disciplinary teachers
monitor and address students” GenAlI use as well as misuse in the EMI
universities of Bangladesh. In light of this, it is crucial to understand how
teachers of writing-intensive disciplines overcome ethical dilemmas
regarding students’ GenAl use and misuse, and how their moral
awareness and moral judgment affect their actions to uphold academic
integrity in the EMI classroom.

4. Conceptual framework

The conceptual framework of our study is grounded in James Rest’s
Four Component Model of Morality (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp.
385-400) and Icek Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991)
to explore how disciplinary teachers in Bangladeshi EMI universities
perceive students’ GenAl use and the ethical dilemmas they face in
upholding academic integrity while assessing writing-intensive disci-
plinary courses at EMI universities in light of students’ potential GenAl
misuse.

First, the Four Component Model of Morality (FCMM) includes the
internal psychological processes of moral sensitivity, moral judgment,
moral motivation, and moral implementation (Narvaez & Rest, 1995,
pp. 385-400). The FCMM states that individuals must be able to
recognise ethical issues in their everyday practices and consider the
possible actions they need to take. This is their moral sensitivity
(Prisacariu & Shah, 2016). Subsequently, individuals must consider who
might be affected by their actions and the outcomes of their actions. This
is their moral judgement. Next, individuals must evaluate which deci-
sion is the most ethical and ensure that moral values take precedence
over everything else. This is their moral motivation for completing an
action. Finally, individuals must demonstrate resolve and carefully
consider all factors when undertaking actions that comply with moral
principles. This is their moral implementation (Narvaez & Rest, 1995,
pp- 385-400). Disciplinary teachers in EMI universities must recognise
and reflect on how students’ GenAl use can violate academic integrity
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policies. Subsequently, they must respond to such violations in an
ethically appropriate manner. While they can undertake decisions such
as strictly enforcing academic honesty policies, these must be grounded
in ethical principles.

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) has three components. The
first is an individual’s attitude towards a behaviour, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB posits that a
person’s behaviour is determined by their intentions and understanding
of any given phenomenon (Ryan & Worthington, 2021). It also un-
derscores specificity, stating that intentions can be better predictors of
behaviour if they are asserted clearly. In the context of our study, it is
important to understand how disciplinary teachers’ attitudes towards
GenAl use in discipline-specific writing assessments are influenced. It is
equally important to know how disciplinary teachers approach up-
holding academic integrity in light of GenAlI misuse. Disciplinary
teachers’ attitudes must be balanced regarding the pros and cons of
GenAl For example, GenAl can be used for scaffolding and idea gen-
eration in writing-intensive EMI disciplines. This is a positive aspect of
GenAl use. In contrast, the negative aspects of GenAl use are blurred
authorship which threatens assessment validity. In light of the TPB,
institutional policies and collegial expectations are subjective norms
that influence disciplinary teachers’ decision-making. Existing studies
have utilised the TPB to understand how university teachers adopt new
learning technologies and found that their perceived behavioural con-
trol influences their classroom practices (Dierendonck et al., 2024).
Similarly, we utilised the TPB to better understand how disciplinary
teachers uphold academic integrity in light of the emergence of new
technology.

In the context of our study, disciplinary teachers in Bangladesh deal
with large classes and limited resources. Hence, it is important to know
how teachers can realistically monitor and support students’ learning in
light of potential GenAl misuse. The TPB helped us uncover how disci-
plinary teachers’ decisions regarding GenAl use are context-dependent.
For instance, TPB helped us better understand how disciplinary teach-
ers’ perceived behavioural control in Bangladeshi EMI universities af-
fects their self-efficacy in addressing students’ GenAl misuse and
upholding academic integrity. As there is very little published research
on this, both FCMM and TPB helped us understand how disciplinary
teachers navigate students’ GenAl misuse based on their moral aware-
ness and moral judgement to uphold academic integrity while also
supporting students’ learning.

5. Methodology

This qualitative inquiry (Creswell, 2012) adopted a descriptive
research design (Sandelowski, 2000) to explore the perspectives and
experiences of disciplinary teachers regarding students’ use of GenAl.
Because of its suitability to describe participants’ real-life experiences
(Munhall, 2010), this design allowed us to deeply focus (Astalin, 2013)
on disciplinary teachers’ experiences and ethical dilemmas amid the
challenges they face while assessing students in EMI universities. We
used an open-ended questionnaire to collect the data. We adapted the
items at the level of content domains (e.g., perceptions of academic
honesty, plagiarism, and preventive measures) from Calovic Nenezic
et al.’s (2023) study by rephrasing them as open-ended questions to
gather rich qualitative responses from the participants. We reached out
to two experts of Applied Linguistics to review the instrument for rele-
vance and clarity, and to ensure its adequacy. We refined the wording
and sequencing of the questionnaire based on their feedback. The in-
strument questioned participants about students’ GenAl use to complete
academic writing tasks in the courses they teach. It probed disciplinary
teachers’ views on GenAl, their strategies to address GenAl misuse, what
they consider as acceptable use of GenAl, and the role of policies in
affecting their decisions to tackle GenAl misuse. We used purposeful
sampling (Creswell, 2012) and some predetermined criteria adapted
from Rahman and Hu (2025a) to select the participants. The inclusion
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criteria are as follows:

a. Disciplinary teachers must come from writing-intensive fields such
as humanities, liberal arts, and social sciences.

b. Disciplinary teachers must have experience of teaching and assessing
academic writing in writing-intensive courses across these
disciplines.

c. Disciplinary teachers must have direct familiarity with students’
GenAl use (e.g., take-home assignments and term papers).

d. Disciplinary teachers must be currently teaching at an EMI
university.

e. Disciplinary teachers must have at least two years of teaching
experience at EMI universities.

We focused on disciplinary teachers as the participants for this study
as they are one of the essential micro-level stakeholders in the imple-
mentation of EMI education in higher education institutions (HEIs) in
Bangladesh (Rahman & Hu, 2025a,b). Their experiences provided con-
textually grounded and transferable insights into principled
decision-making about GenAlI and academic writing in a Global South
context, where English serves as the medium of instruction but is not the
primary language for most participants in this study (Rahman et al.,
2019). We reached out via email to 25 teachers of writing-intensive
disciplines across 10 EMI universities in Bangladesh through our
network of colleagues and professional acquaintances. We explained the
purpose of our study and asked whether they would participate volun-
tarily. We also informed them that their institutional affiliations and
personal details would be anonymised if they participated in the study.
We could not offer any incentives to the participants because this was an
unfunded independent study.

Furthermore, in-person data collection was not possible because the
participants’ universities were located in different areas, and no funding
was available to travel to the participants’ universities or invite them to
the host university for the interviews. Therefore, we distributed an open-
ended questionnaire (see Appendix A) hosted on Google Forms via email
to the participants. Studies (e.g., Pitura, 2023) note that administering
questionnaires via email is a practical alternative that helps researchers
overcome geographical and financial barriers while simultaneously
allowing participants to provide detailed responses at their convenience.
The structure of the open-ended questions ensured consistency across
participants’ responses and allowed them to share their in-depth expe-
riences. Participants’ consent (Klykken, 2022) is implied by their
voluntary completion of the form as noted in the form's instructions and
information. We reminded them that they could withdraw from the
study at any time. A sample size of 10 is sufficient for qualitative studies
involving homogeneous populations (Sandelowski, 1995). As the 15
participants in our study were drawn from a homogeneous group, e.g.,
teachers of writing-intensive disciplines in EMI universities, the sample
size is justified.

In addition to the medium of data collection, the type of data that
was collected comprised of participants’ experiences, so no physical risk
was anticipated. Additionally, the risk of indirect identification through
quotes or contextual details (e.g., a disciplinary teacher’s background)
has been removed as selected quotations have been used for data
reporting so that no participant is identifiable. It was also clarified to the
participants that this study did not aim to evaluate their ability or pro-
fessional competence. Rather it aimed to explore their overall experi-
ences of teaching writing-intensive courses amidst potential GenAl use
by the students. Considering these factors, this study was considered as
low risk and received a retrospective ethical waiver from the research-
site university. We, the authors, acknowledge that we carried out this
study ethically, and only responses of those who participated voluntarily
are included.

After data collection was completed, we tabulated the information
using Microsoft Excel to ensure its accuracy. Subsequently, thematic
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was conducted. The conceptual
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framework (Ajzen, 1991; Narvaez & Rest, 1995) guided the initial
coding and helped identify keywords related to attitudes, ethical con-
cerns, and pedagogical practices. In the next stage, we used focused
coding (Braun & Clarke, 2006), which helped us refine the emerging
themes. To enhance the credibility of this study, the authors indepen-
dently coded the initial subset of responses, and any discrepancies that
arose were resolved through discussion. We then shared the draft with
an expert in Applied Linguistics. They provided expert feedback to refine
the themes (Saldana, 2014). The themes were then interpreted to con-
nect the teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and practices to address their di-
lemmas in light of students’ GenAl usage across writing-intensive
disciplines (Tan et al., 2018). This approach ensured that the data
analysis was grounded in the participants’ experiences while also being
systematically informed by the conceptual framework, providing suit-
able reasoning to address the research objectives.

6. Findings

The first research objective was to explore disciplinary teachers’
perspectives on students’ GenAl use in the writing-intensive disciplinary
courses at EMI universities.

6.1. Disciplinary teachers’ perspectives on students’ GenAl use in
academic writing

The ease of access and proliferation of GenAl tools such as ChatGPT,
DeepSeek, etc., are deeply impacting academic writing practices in EMI
universities today. Disciplinary teachers’ varied responses reflect a
balance between the perceived advantages of GenAl use and ethical
concerns, i.e., moral sensitivity (Ajzen, 1991; Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp.
385-400). While disciplinary teachers support the limited use of GenAl
for specific tasks such as improving grammar and structure and fostering
critical thinking, they renounce its use for creative and applied tasks as it
hinders mastery of the academic genre and originality. T7 stated, “Using
them in certain cases is okay. They can help illustrate more concrete ideas in
the text. But they cannot be the ultimate move.” This perspective aligns
with the findings of Barrett and Pack (2023). Disciplinary teachers think
that students may consider using Al-generated essays as a model, but it is
inappropriate to blindly use the generated content as it hampers the
development of their writing abilities. The following statements reflect
disciplinary teachers’ positive beliefs about the benefits of limited GenAI
use, as well as an initial ethical evaluation of its boundaries (Narvaez &
Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). These are:

T1: [...] can be treated as a source of information and reference

T6: Al is here to stay. There is no point in behaving like an ostrich.
We might as well make sure that our students learn to maneuver it
well.

T8: Like Google, it may be used only to facilitate the human brain not
to let human brain go to the backyard.

T10: Al can be used to take help with minor grammar or structural
issues, not on content.

Additionally, teachers shared that GenAl could be used to initiate
brainstorming in writing classrooms, but with specific guidance. T11
shared, “I work on generating unique prompts to reduce the impact of Al in
my writing classroom. There are risks, but I believe Al can be a good peda-
gogical tool, at least at the brainstorming level”. This statement illustrates
that students’ GenAl use has enhanced disciplinary teachers’ perceived
behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991), fostering intentions to permit limited
GenAl use while maintaining task integrity (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp.
385-400). Additionally, this opinion aligns with Woo, Wang, Yung, and
Guo’s (2024) study that GenAl can help students improve critical
thinking and brainstorming in academic writing.

On the other hand, most participants shared their unease about the
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risks associated with GenAl use in academic writing, especially
regarding developing students’ discipline-specific writing skills. The
pragmatic nature of the concerns expressed by the disciplinary teachers
is grounded and practical, and shows their increased moral sensitivity
(Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400) regarding the potential harm that
GenAl is causing to students’ development of essential writing and
creativity skills. These concerns are highlighted in the following
responses:

T4: [...] You can no longer teach the 5 paragraph form or any type of
formal genres that are going to be assessed in terms of correctness
primarily. That won’t work because Al can generate that pretty well.

[...]

T13: I have observed that students tend to rely completely on Al
writing tools for their coursework and thesis work [...] due to a lack
of practice in creative and academic writing, the skills of the students
are not developing as well which would, unfortunately, render them
less productive in the workplace.

T14: Mostly the tendency of copying and pasting, or sometimes
paraphrasing the required material from a composition.

T15: [...] the dearth of originality, lack of skill production [...]

Disciplinary teachers’ responses indicate that students’ learning is
hampered because GenAl allows them to bypass the intellectual rigor of
academic writing tasks. These comments align with Sogiit's (2024)
findings that GenAl hampers the development of students’ creativity,
productivity, and critical thinking skills, leading to deficient learning
outcomes in the writing classroom. Overall, disciplinary teachers’ in-
tentions regarding GenAl involve balancing perceived benefits and po-
tential harms, and are shaped by institutional expectations and practical
classroom controls (Ajzen, 1991). The boundaries they set are guided by
ethical considerations, including moral sensitivity, judgment, and
motivation (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400).

6.2. Disciplinary teachers’ challenges in detecting students’ GenAlI use in
academic writing assessments

The second research objective was to report the challenges that
disciplinary teachers face in detecting and evaluating students’ misuse
of GenAl tools in academic writing and their impact on academic
integrity. We found that the disciplinary teachers observed a stark
discrepancy between the work students produced in the classroom and
the take-home assignments. Through the lens of TPB (Ajzen, 1991),
disciplinary teachers’ responses show their cautious attitude towards
students’ independent use of GenAl. Additionally, disciplinary teachers
maintain academic integrity by strategising assessment practices, such
as assigning a greater percentage of marks to presentations and verbal
defences. T14, a senior level disciplinary teacher of Language Studies
shared, “Though majority of the writing tasks have to be in-class, hand--
written, and non-tech supported, the home tasks the students submit have to
be defended through verbal presentation.” Disciplinary teachers include
real-life scenarios and creative questions to assess their students. For
instance, T8, a teacher of the Humanities discipline shared, “Unfamiliar
topics which cannot be structured with Al or can easily be detected [ ...]have
reduced the usage and students took the initiative to finish the tasks on their
own.” Similar strategies were reported by Moorhouse and Kohnke
(2024), who stated that reconceptualising assessments could address the
needs and challenges posed by GenAl. The above strategies that disci-
plinary teachers utilise show that their moral motivation and action are
dependent on the need to ensure fair grading and evaluate students
based on their actual attainment in EMI education (Hasan et al., 2026;
Kabir, 2015).

Disciplinary teachers’ actions to detect GenAl misuse demonstrate
their moral awareness and show how their behavioural controls help
them exercise ethical judgement (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400) in
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the EMI classroom. They also shared that as students generate entire
assignments without understanding the content, it greatly compromises
academic dynamics, leading to poor learning outcomes. Cummings et al.
(2024) voiced similar observations and stated that GenAI use hinders
students’ authorial voice, which is an essential attribute of academic
language skill development in EMI universities. Additional responses
from disciplinary teachers regarding various strategies to address GenAl
misuse are as follows:

T5: My requirements from student assignments have changed. I ask
for the following things: specific examples from the text under
analysis; quotes; correct citation. If an answer is too generic, I puta C
or less on it.

T8: I sit with my students regularly. I do not mark them low for poor
grammar [...] I ask them [...] to submit weekly journals on their
readings [...] to tell me about the preparation of their assignment
drafts [...] I give constant feedback. Their journal submissions and
my responses help us stay connected.

T10: I give them some discussion prompts.

The above responses indicate that teachers in writing-intensive dis-
ciplines are adopting proactive assessment strategies, such as integrating
Al discussion prompts to innovate their pedagogical practices. These
strategies enhance disciplinary teachers’ perceived behavioural control
and set clearer norms in writing classrooms (Ajzen, 1991). Their moral
motivation and moral judgement (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400)
are also reflected in these actions; that is, the permissible practice of
GenAl demonstrates their commitment to maintaining academic integ-
rity in the disciplinary classroom of EMI universities in Bangladesh. In
contrast, other disciplinary teachers shared that stronger institutional
support was needed to better tackle the challenges posed by GenAl. T9
shared, “These strategies do not always work and they put a lot of pressure
on the teachers, but they have mostly been effective in the larger scenario of
academic integrity.” This response demonstrates disciplinary teachers’
moral motivation and character (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400) as
they continue to uphold academic integrity even when institutional
policies and technological solutions are inadequate. Stronger institu-
tional norms and support to tackle GenAl use among students in EMI
universities, such as educating them about its proper use for learning,
would ideally enhance disciplinary teachers’ perceived control in
disciplinary classrooms, enabling a more consistent and equitable
application of ethical judgements (Ajzen, 1991). Until such measures are
implemented, disciplinary teachers must rely on their personal ethical
beliefs when evaluating students’ writing.

6.3. Disciplinary teachers’ ethical dilemmas in managing students’ GenAl
use and upholding academic integrity

The third research objective was to report the ethical dilemmas that
disciplinary teachers face in upholding academic integrity and man-
aging students’ GenAl use. Disciplinary teachers reported that their
primary ethical dilemma involved balancing GenAI's value as an
educational tool against its potential to undermine academic integrity
by indirectly encouraging academic misconduct among students in the
EMI classroom. T12, a teacher of Liberal Arts, shared, “Al has surely
threatened the plagiarism clause, which is an important aspect of academic
integrity. Every university needs to address the prevalence of Al and decide on
policies and other ways to work around it/with it instead of ignoring it.” By
using the phrase ‘plagiarism clause’, T12 referred to the existing policies
and rules in the EMI university that define, recognise, and penalise ac-
ademic plagiarism. Plagiarism policies in EMI universities were origi-
nally implemented to discourage students from directly copy-pasting
information from other sources without proper referencing. However,
existing policies do not address the problems associated with Al-
generated content. Disciplinary teachers like T12 are concerned that
existing plagiarism policies implemented by EMI universities are not
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enough to regulate students’ GenAl misuse. The excerpt shows the in-
fluence of subjective norms (Ajzen, 1991), as disciplinary teachers voice
the need for EMI universities in Bangladesh to establish new guidelines
for the regulation and assessment of Al-generated information. Ac-
cording to the FCMM, T12’s perspective also demonstrates moral
awareness of emerging risks related to academic integrity and moral
judgment (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400) in recognising the ne-
cessity of redrawing boundaries in light of GenAlI misuse.

Next, concerns about students’ academic misconduct were promi-
nent in most of the disciplinary teachers’ responses. One of their biggest
worries is that GenAl has made it increasingly difficult to verify the
authenticity of students’ assignments. T2, a teacher of English Studies,
shared, “Authenticity [...] has reduced since the incorporation of Al-based
tools. Students are now more likely to cheat in exams using their Al tools.”
This concern is supported by Yusuf et al. (2024) and studies (e.g.,
Shamsuzzaman et al., 2018) suggest that students who have low critical
thinking and lack knowledge about the academic writing processes tend
to resort to unethical means to complete tasks. Such concerns are a
hindrance to disciplinary teachers’ perceived behavioural control
(Ajzen, 1991) in the EMI classroom, as the potential for false accusations
risks an unbiased evaluation of students’ writings. This becomes a bar-
rier to upholding academic integrity, diminishing teachers’ moral
motivation in their capacity to act effectively and equitably (Narvaez &
Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). Similar responses from other disciplinary
teachers include:

T6: A key challenge is [...] plagiarism. It is also difficult to track the
exact percentage of Al usage. For instance, a student may have used
Al for one portion or step of their assignment. In this case, the teacher
finds it difficult to quantify how much academic integrity has been
violated.

T8: The idea of integrity cannot be policed anymore in the classroom
writing context [...] there is no practical way for teachers to catch
improper use in the formal student essay genre [...].

The above responses show that disciplinary teachers’ perceived
ability (Ajzen, 1991) to identify and address students’ GenAl use is
negatively impacted by the unreliability of current iterations of
Al-detection tools. The emergence of tools that offers to humanise to
hide Al-generated texts greatly impacts moral judgement and action
(Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). Disciplinary teachers were further
probed regarding their approaches to addressing ethical dilemmas and
maintaining academic integrity in EMI classrooms. They emphasised
that as the ethical boundaries of GenAl use in academic writing have
become blurred since 2022, disciplinary course syllabi in EMI univer-
sities should explicitly articulate a zero-tolerance policy towards its use.
T7 added, “AI may be allowed for personal interest. However, I think Al
should absolutely be banned for producing writing assignments and such
Al-generated assignments should be severely punished.” These responses
show disciplinary teachers’ support for stricter norms (Ajzen, 1991) to
regulate GenAlI use based on their moral judgement of the importance of
authenticity in academic writing (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400).

Conversely, some disciplinary teachers expressed that instead of
banning GenAl, students should be educated to use the tools properly.
They shared:

T3: The teachers and authority should take it upon themselves to
educate the students on the proper use of Al tools.

T6: New policies should be made.

T8: The university has to develop its own AI ethical rules and
integrity policies by keeping in mind the kind of student community
they are addressing, which should be dept./school specific.

T15: I don’t think Bangladesh is prepared to strike that balance up to
now due to a lack of foundation in the students’ earlier academic
infrastructure. The lines between ethical and unethical behaviour are
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blurred in the students’ consciousness. I believe that the entire
infrastructure needs to be reevaluated for the proper incorporation of
Al tools to benefit educational institutes.

Their responses indicate that academic integrity should be estab-
lished early in students’ educational journeys. To achieve this, regula-
tory bodies such as the Ministry of Education and University Grants
Commission should collaborate with relevant bodies to develop and
implement policies that foster a culture of integrity and promote the
responsible use of GenAl. Several studies (e.g., Chan, 2023) have stated
that such measures can uphold academic integrity in EMI universities.

7. Discussion and conclusion

Our study explored teachers’ perspectives on students’ GenAl use
across writing-intensive disciplines in Bangladeshi EMI universities and
the strategies they utilise to navigate ethical dilemmas and uphold ac-
ademic integrity in the classroom. We found that disciplinary teachers’
concerns regarding the risks of GenAl in academic writing reflected their
increased moral sensitivity (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). Even
though they are optimistic about the positive aspects of Al-tools, disci-
plinary teachers shared that the lack of an academic policy governing Al
use in EMI universities complicated their efforts to uphold academic
integrity. Disciplinary teachers rely on their moral reasoning (Narvaez &
Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400) to take equitable actions when assessing stu-
dents’ academic writing in Bangladeshi EMI universities. Such strategies
are susceptible to inconsistencies across disciplines, as teachers interpret
Al-generated content differently across academic fields. We also found
that many disciplinary teachers adopted proactive assessment tech-
niques to minimise GenAl misuse. As reliable GenAl detection tools are
unavailable, our findings show that disciplinary teachers’ moral moti-
vation and moral character influence their planned behaviour (Ajzen,
1991; Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). While innovative assessment
techniques are labour-intensive and take up a lot of time, disciplinary
teachers in EMI universities need better support to succeed in their ef-
forts to uphold academic integrity.

The findings of our study highlight the changing landscape of aca-
demic integrity in EMI universities owing to the unique challenges faced
by teachers in identifying Al-generated content. We found that main-
taining ethical standards of assessment is a subjective norm that disci-
plinary teachers abide by. This is a form of perceived behavioural
control (Ajzen, 1991), which reflects their moral character and shapes
their actions in upholding academic integrity (Narvaez and Rest, 1995).
Additionally, as disciplinary teachers try to build rapport with their
students, it shows their endeavour to foster an environment of mutual
respect and openness in EMI classrooms. These instances from our
findings show how disciplinary teachers in Bangladeshi EMI universities
navigate ethical dilemmas to uphold academic integrity. In the same
vein, disciplinary teachers’ views on GenAl affect their decisions and we
found that disciplinary teachers such as T2 and T11 disregarded the use
of GenAl, while T6, T8, and T15 saw it as a means to enhance students’
learning. This discrepancy among disciplinary teachers’ views shows
that, in the absence of institutional policies regulating GenAl use, their
subjective norms shape their moral awareness and decision-making
(Ajzen, 1991; Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400) regarding GenAl in
academic writing. The findings of our study reassert Barrett and Pack's
(2023) statement that policies regulating GenAl use are essential in HE.
Additionally, our findings align with those of several other studies
(Kaplan-Rakowski et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2021) which reported
similar challenges faced by university teachers in detecting and miti-
gating unethical Gen Al use in their classrooms.

Our study addresses several gaps in the literature. First, the findings
show how disciplinary teachers in EMI universities in the Global South
context navigate GenAl-related issues in writing classrooms. Disci-
plinary teachers in Bangladeshi EMI universities undertake various
measures to manage students’ GenAl use, showing their willingness to
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overcome any pedagogical limitations and engage students in mean-
ingful learning practices (Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). This
finding directly addresses the gap observed by Niloy et al. (2024), who
found that pedagogical limitations influence students’ engagement with
Al tools to complete their assignments. Second, we found that some
disciplinary teachers, such as T5, T8, and T10, utilised GenAlI to support
students’ learning, e.g., brainstorming, providing feedback, and offering
language support. These examples support Khlaif et al.’s (2024) findings
and address the gap identified by Yeo (2023) by illustrating how disci-
plinary teachers in EMI universities use GenAl positively. Third, the
testimonies of disciplinary teachers, such as T2, T6, and T8, indicate that
students’ discipline-specific writing development is hindered by their
reliance on GenAl. Conversely, the responses of T1, T7, and T10
revealed teachers’ anticipation that students would use GenAl to
enhance their writing skills. However, the situation appears to be the
opposite in writing-focused disciplines at Bangladeshi EMI universities.

We also found that disciplinary teachers need reliable ways to verify
the authenticity of students’ writing. Hence, our study shows how
disciplinary teachers’ moral motivation and perceived behavioural
control helps them evaluate students’ writing equitably (Ajzen, 1991;
Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400). These findings are useful for
teachers in other EMI settings who are experiencing similar issues
regarding students’ Gen Al use. The insights provided by our study are
useful for administrators and policymakers of EMI universities who deal
with Al-related writing challenges. Our study emphasises on the
importance of creating institutional guidelines, offering GenAl literacy
training to teachers and students, and promoting ethical GenAl use in
HE. Based on our findings, we suggest that universities should include
and consult teachers who are at the forefront of dealing with GenAl
misuse and upholding academic integrity in order to develop policies
regarding ethical AI use. Subsequently, universities can refer to the
UNESCO framework for Al in education (UNESCO, 2021) and gather
input from other stakeholders to develop local GenAl usage policies in
the Global South and similar contexts.

As our study provides contextual insights from a Global South
country, it contributes to the predominantly Western-focused debate on
ethical Al use (Aler Tubella et al., 2024; Crompton & Burke, 2023; Dabis
& Csdaki, 2024). Through the lens of TPB and FCMM (Ajzen, 1991;
Narvaez & Rest, 1995, pp. 385-400), our study demonstrates how
disciplinary teachers take ethically-driven actions to mitigate the chal-
lenges posed by GenAl in L2 academic writing with limited resources
and training. While macro- and meso-level policies on GenAl use are
progressing in other regions, this study corroborates that the lack of a
comprehensive policy exacerbates the challenges faced by disciplinary
teachers in upholding academic integrity within EMI universities in
Bangladesh, a concern underscored by other researchers (Sultana &
Faruk, 2024; Tamanna & Sinha, 2025).

Given the challenges that disciplinary teachers face in detecting
students’ GenAl use, EMI universities need to offer training and work-
shops that integrate academic evaluation with technological tools to
effectively identify and manage these issues (Perkins, Roe, Postma,
McGaughran, & Hickerson, 2024). This will allow disciplinary teachers
to share their experiences of how they are mitigating the challenges. For
instance, the disciplinary teachers in our study shared how they iden-
tified discrepancies among students’ writing by comparing their in-class
assessments with take-home assignments. Universities can also foster
interdisciplinary collaboration and standardise assessment criteria for
academic writing across disciplines to uphold academic integrity. EMI
universities can integrate ethical use of Al into existing undergraduate
ethics courses to enhance students’ understanding of responsible GenAl
use (Chiu & Sanusi, 2024). Such initiatives can enable students to utilise
GenAI's benefits while maintaining academic integrity. In summary,
policymakers and administrators of EMI universities should create
institutional guidelines to (a) clearly define what constitutes acceptable
and unacceptable use of GenAl, with examples specific to each disci-
pline; (b) require brief disclosures of GenAlI use for key assignments such
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as research proposal or thesis writing; (c) create assessment rubrics that
emphasise reasoning, source integration, and the revision process rather
than merely surface-level accuracy; and (d) provide teachers with
training on redesigning assessments that allow students to explain and
justify their work.

As our study is context-specific, we suggest that the findings be
viewed as time-sensitive, given the rapid development of Al-tools and
related policies across EMI universities. In conclusion, our study dem-
onstrates that enhancing disciplinary teachers’ perceived behavioral
control by establishing clear norms and transparent processes provides
the most effective groundwork for equitable decision-making when
assessing students’ writing in the context of potential GenAl misuse.
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