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Abstract—The rapid integration of generative artificial 

intelligence (AI) into creative industries has introduced both 

unprecedented opportunities and ethical challenges for design 

education. This qualitative study explores how graduate faculty in 

media and design programs respond to the emergence of 

generative AI as a tool for creative thinking and problem-solving. 

Using a design thinking framework, the research draws on in-

depth empathy interviews with five educators from Philippine 

universities to uncover their pedagogical strategies, ethical 

concerns, and institutional challenges. Thematic analysis revealed 

five major themes: the duality of AI as both enhancer and threat, 

divergent paths in pedagogical integration, the primacy of critical 

thinking, concerns over academic integrity, and the need for 

institutional support. While participants differed in their 

approach to integrating AI, all emphasized the enduring value of 

human-centric skills and ethical responsibility. The findings offer 

practical implications for curriculum development, assessment 

design, and policy formation as educational institutions adapt to a 

future increasingly shaped by human-AI collaboration. 

Keywords—generative AI, design education, graduate faculty, 

critical thinking, academic integrity, human-AI collaboration, 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The rapid rise of generative artificial intelligence (AI) 
represents a transformative moment across a wide range of 
industries, fundamentally reshaping how content is created, 
problems are solved, and creativity is expressed [1]. Recent 
studies in the Philippine context emphasize this transformative 
potential, noting significant shifts in behavioral intention and 
motivation toward AI adoption in fields ranging from language 
education to mental health support [2].  In creative disciplines, 
this technological shift is particularly significant. As AI tools 
capable of producing complex media from simple prompts 
become integrated into professional workflows, they bring both 
groundbreaking opportunities for innovation and serious ethical 

and pedagogical challenges [3, 4]. These developments are 
redefining the nature of careers in the multimedia arts and the 
expectations placed on creative professionals. 

This study is situated within the broader context of graduate-
level design education. Across universities and institutions, 
faculty members are at the forefront of preparing students for 
rapidly evolving creative industries. Their role extends beyond 
teaching technical skills and software; they are responsible for 
cultivating adaptive thinking, critical reflection, and ethical 
awareness among students who will soon navigate a 
professional environment increasingly shaped by human-
machine collaboration [5, 6]. As academic leaders, these faculty 
members must maintain educational excellence while 
responding to the shifting demands of technology and society. 

This research addresses a central issue: the inherent tension 
between the innovative potential of generative AI and the ethical 
dilemmas it raises [7]. While many educators recognize AI as a 
tool that can enhance creativity and streamline production 
processes, they also express concern about its impact on 
originality, academic integrity, and the enduring value of human 
creativity [8, 9, 10]. These tensions highlight the urgent need to 
understand how graduate faculty are responding to these 
challenges and adapting their pedagogical approaches to align 
with the future realities of design and multimedia work. 

The primary purpose of this study is to explore the 
professional experiences, teaching practices, and perspectives of 
graduate faculty engaged in design education as they navigate 
the integration of generative AI into their field. This aligns with 
existing research into how practicing teachers address new 
problems and challenges within education [11].  

This study has the following research objectives: 

 • Examine the strategies faculty use to incorporate 
generative AI into their curriculum.  
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• Understand the pedagogical challenges and ethical 
concerns faculty faces regarding AI. 

 • Identify how educators are adapting their teaching to foster 
critical and ethical AI usage among students.  

• Gather insights that can inform future curriculum 
development and strategic planning in media education.  

This research will be guided by the following central 
question:  

• How do professors in graduate media programs use and 
respond to generative AI as a tool for creative thinking and 
problem-solving in design education?  

By focusing on the perspectives of leading educators, this 
study seeks to provide actionable insights for curriculum 
development and strategic planning in media education. The 
findings aim to ensure that students are taught to use AI not as a 
substitute for critical thinking, but as a tool to be wielded 
ethically and creatively, ultimately preparing them for the future 
of the creative industries.  

This study focuses specifically on the experiences and 
perspectives of faculty members teaching at the graduate level 
within design and multimedia arts programs. The research will 
be limited to a specific set of participants from accredited 
institutions. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

This study employed a qualitative research design guided by 
a design thinking framework to explore the experiences and 
perspectives of graduate faculty in media and design programs. 
The methodology was specifically structured around the three 
core design thinking stages-Empathize, Define, and Ideate-to 
not only understand the phenomenon of AI integration but also 
to generate actionable strategies [12]. The adoption of the design 
thinking framework ensures that the research process mirrors the 
very creative and problem-solving approach central to the 
participants’ professional expertise in design education, thereby 
providing methodological alignment for the investigation. 

 

 

Fig.1 Design Thinking Framework 

A. Participants and Sampling 

The participants for this study will be selected using a 
purposive sampling strategy, where researchers deliberately 
choose participants based on their specific expertise. The 
primary criterion for inclusion is that participants must be 
current or experienced faculty members teaching at the graduate 
level in programs related to multimedia arts, design, or creative 
technology. This ensures all participants possess the requisite 
experience in graduate-level pedagogy and are actively 
navigating the integration of generative AI. The study aims to 
recruit approximately 5-8 participants from a diverse range of 
institutions (e.g., public, private, media-focused, preferably, 
University X) to capture a breadth of perspectives. This sample 

size is intended to be large enough to identify recurring patterns 
while remaining small enough for in-depth analysis. 
Recruitment will begin with outreach to faculty at media 
schools, with snowball sampling employed as needed, wherein 
participants recommend colleagues. The goal is to continue 
recruitment until data saturation is reached, the point at which 
new interviews no longer yield significant new themes. 

B. Data Collection (Empathize Stage) 

The primary method for data collection will be semi-

structured empathy interviews, designed to build a deep, 

empathetic understanding of the participants' professional 

worlds, motivations, and pain points regarding generative AI. 

Each interview is expected to last 40 - 60 minutes and will be 

conducted remotely via video conferencing or face-to-face, 
depending on what the participants are comfortable with. The 

open-ended interview questions will be designed to cover 

several key areas. The conversations will explore each 

participant's pedagogical philosophy and their general approach 

to teaching creative skills. They will also delve into their 

personal and professional engagement with generative AI tools, 

discussing the specific ways they have integrated, or chosen not 

to integrate, AI into their courses. Furthermore, the interviews 

will probe their perceptions of the ethical challenges, such as 

academic integrity and originality, alongside the innovative 

opportunities presented by AI. Finally, the questions will 
address the strategies they employ to foster critical and ethical 

AI literacy among their students. Two additional data sources 

may be used to supplement the interviews. Where feasible and 

with permission, the researcher will take observational notes of 

relevant settings, such as online class discussions or curriculum 

planning meetings, to contextualize the interview data. Before 

any data collection, participants will receive an informed 

consent form detailing the study's purpose, the voluntary nature 

of participation, and confidentiality measures. All interviews 

will be audio-recorded and transcribed with verbatim with 

permission. 

C. Data Analysis (Define Stage) 

The data analysis process will focus on synthesizing the 

collected data to define key themes, aligning with the Define 

stage of design thinking. The primary method will be thematic 

analysis, a systematic approach to identifying and reporting 

patterns within qualitative data. The analysis will proceed 
through several interconnected phases. Initially, the process 

will involve a familiarization phase, where the researcher 

repeatedly reads transcripts and reviews notes to become deeply 

immersed in the data. Following this, the 3 researchers will 

begin initial coding by meticulously reviewing transcripts to 

assign descriptive codes to meaningful segments of text. The 

next phase, theme development and synthesis, will involve 

collating these codes into potential themes; empathy maps may 

be used at this stage as a tool to visually synthesize each 

participant's perspective by mapping what they say, think, do, 

and feel. Subsequently, these potential themes will be reviewed 

and refined against the entire dataset to ensure they are 
coherent, distinct, and accurately represent the participants' 

perspectives. The final phase will consist of defining and 
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naming the themes, which involves writing a detailed analysis 
that explains the scope and meaning of each one, supported by 

compelling quotes from the transcripts. 

D. Ideation and Co-creation (Ideate Stage) 

Following the data analysis, the research will move into the 

Ideate stage. The insights and defined themes from the analysis 

will serve as the foundation for brainstorming potential 
supports, pedagogical strategies, or solutions to the challenges 

identified by faculty. As part of this stage, small co-creation 

sessions may be conducted with a subset of the original 

participants, if possible. In these collaborative workshops, the 

researcher and faculty would work together to brainstorm and 

prototype new classroom activities, policy recommendations, 

or curriculum adjustments in response to the findings. This step 

aims to translate the research insights into tangible, actionable 

outcomes that can directly benefit the field of design education. 

III. RESULTS 

This section presents the findings from a qualitative analysis 
of semi-structured interviews conducted with five faculty 
members from graduate-level media and design programs. The 
data reveals five primary themes concerning the professional 
and pedagogical responses to the integration of generative AI in 
design education. 

A. Participant Demographics and Data Saturation 

The study involved five participants from two higher 
education institutions in the Philippines. To ensure 
confidentiality, participants were assigned numerical identifiers. 
Table 1 provides an overview of the participants' professional 
contexts. The analysis of the interviews indicated that data 
saturation was achieved, as the inclusion of the fifth participant 
confirmed the existing thematic structure without introducing 
significant new themes (See Table 2). 

Table I. Participant Demographics 

 

 

Table II. Data Saturation Matrix 

 

B. Theme 1: The Duality of AI as a Tool of Efficiency vs. a 
Threat to Critical Thought 

 A central theme was the perception of generative AI as a 
double-edged sword. Participants acknowledged its potential to 
streamline workflows yet expressed deep reservations about its 
impact on the development of essential graduate-level skills. 
This duality was articulated by Participant 1, who described 
himself as "50-50 on AI," recognizing that while it "makes 
students' lives easier," the "heavy reliance on technology" is a 
significant negative. This tension was echoed by other 
participants. Participant 3, a self-described "pro-AI educator," 
noted that for students who use it properly, AI can help them 
become "more creative and produce more diverse work." 
However, he also warned that for those who are "totally 
dependent on it, they become lazy." The most optimistic view 
came from Participant 4, who framed AI not as a threat but as a 
"collaborator" that can help designers "thrive," while still 
acknowledging the primary concern of "students becoming 
overly reliant on AI due to laziness." 

C. Theme 2: Divergent Paths in Pedagogical Integration 

The findings revealed a clear divergence in how faculty are 
integrating or resisting the integration of generative AI into their 
teaching. Participant 3 stands out for his proactive approach, 
stating he has been using AI "even before (his institution) 
officially encouraged it" and now actively integrates it into his 
syllabus. Similarly, Participant 4’s institution has an official AI 
policy, and she actively teaches students how to use tools 
effectively, emphasizing that AI should be used "as part of the 
creative process," not to create the final output. In contrast, 
Participant 1 actively "discourages the use of AI, especially in 
research, to foster critical thinking," driven by the belief that it 

Partici

pant 

ID 

Participant Demographics 

Institution Program/Department 
Teaching 

Experience 

P1 A 
Master of Multimedia 

Arts 

Experienced 

faculty with a 

history of 

teaching 

graduate level 

courses 

P2 A School of Media Studies 

Professor at 

University’s 

School of Media 

Studies 

P3 A School of Media Studies 

Full-time faculty 

with nearly two 

decades of 

experience 

teaching 

P4 B Master of Digital Media 

Veteran educator 

with 30 years of 

college-level 

teaching 

experience 

P5 A School of Media Studies 

Professor and 

current graduate 

student withing 

the School of 

Media Studies 

Theme 

Data Saturation Matrix 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 

Duality of 

AI 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

Pedagogica

l 

Integration 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

✓ 

 

✓ 

Primacy of 

Critical 

Thinking 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

✓ 

 

✓ 

Academic 

Integrity 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

Institutional 

Support 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 



can "destroy opportunities for creative people." Participant 2 
occupies a middle ground; while she has "not yet incorporated 
AI-based tools into her classroom," she is "open to students 
using AI" as long as they are responsible. 

D. Theme 3: The Primacy of Human-Centric Skills and 
Critical Thinking 

 Despite differing views on AI's role, there was unanimous 
agreement on the enduring importance of human-centric skills, 
particularly critical thinking. All participants emphasized that 
AI should not replace the fundamental ability of a student to 
generate, defend, and critically reflect upon their own ideas. 
Participant 1 was most forceful on his point, “the most 
significant loss from over-relying on AI is the ability to think 
critically and creatively... critical thinking is a uniquely human 
ability.” Even the AI proponents stressed this point. Participant 
3 insisted that "the original idea must always come from the 
student," with AI used merely for refinement. Participant 4 
argued that engaging with AI can "actually enhance a student's 
critical thinking," but only if the student actively critiques and 
verifies the AI's output. 

E. Theme 4: Navigating the Ethical Minefield of Academic 
Integrity 

The rise of generative AI has introduced significant 

challenges related to academic integrity. The primary issues 

identified were plagiarism, the difficulty in discerning original 

work, and the need for new standards of citation. The core 

ethical issue for educators like Participant 3 is "dishonesty 
when students do not declare their use of AI." He is "fine with 

AI-assisted work as long as the source is cited properly." To 

combat these issues, educators are adapting their assessment 

methods. Participant 4 relies on observing a student's "pattern 

of speaking, choice of words, and personal experiences shared 

in discussions" to discern originality. Participant 2 ensures 

students "state their references and remind them to use AI 

ethically." This highlights a shift from merely detecting AI use 

to fostering a culture of transparency and ethical accountability. 

F. Theme 5: A Call for Institutional Support and Adaptive 
Assessment 

A final, crucial theme was the expressed need for stronger 

institutional support and a fundamental rethinking of 

assessment in the age of AI. Participant 3 pointed to a "lack of 

clear, written institutional guidelines on AI use" as a significant 

challenge. In contrast, Participant 4 highlighted that her 

institution already has an "official AI policy that is embedded 
in every syllabus," suggesting a potential model. Furthermore, 

participants called for robust faculty development. Participant 

4 was a strong advocate for "changing assessment methods, as 

traditional questions like 'compare and contrast' can easily be 

answered by AI." This collective call underscores the belief that 

for education to adapt successfully, both educators and 

institutions must evolve together. in design education 

IV. DISCUSSION 

This study aimed to answer the question: How do professors 
in graduate media programs use and respond to generative AI as 
a tool for creative thinking and problem-solving in design 

education? The findings, broken down into five main themes, 
show that teachers are being careful, changing how they teach, 
and figuring out the right way to use AI. The faculty interviewed 
are not just accepting or rejecting the technology. Instead, they 
are seriously thinking about what it means for the future of 
creative work and the basic principles of graduate school. This 
section explains these findings, connects them to the bigger 
picture in education, and discusses what they mean for 
educators, schools, and future studies. 

The themes from the interviews show a profession that is in 
a period of change. The main theme, "the two-sided nature of Al 
as both a helpful tool and a threat to critical thinking," sums up 
the central conflict teachers are facing, reflecting a broader 
debate on whether AI is a "hero or heresy" [13]. This isn't just a 
simple case of being for or against AI. It shows a more detailed 
understanding that the same tool can encourage creativity or 
laziness, and it can make work easier while also weakening 
important skills. This aligns with findings by Cruz and Quinto 
[2025], who observed that while AI fosters enhanced learning 
efficiency and positive motivation among Filipino learners, it 
simultaneously creates challenges regarding skepticism of AI 
reliability and the need for human-like engagement. [14]. This 
conflict likely exists because graduate school is all about 
developing deep, critical, and independent thinking skills that 
teachers worry about, could be simply handed off to a computer 
program [15]. 

This main conflict directly leads to the different approaches 
to using AI in teaching. The fact that some teachers are eagerly 
using it (Participant 3 and 4) while others are carefully advising 
against it (Participant 1) isn't random. It seems to be a direct 
result of their personal teaching beliefs and their judgment of 
AI's risks versus its rewards. Those who use AI in their classes 
seem to believe they can lessen its dangers by teaching students 
to work with it as a partner. On the other hand, those who resist 
it are focused on protecting what they see as fundamental human 
skills. 

Despite these different approaches, universal agreement on 
the importance of human skills and critical thinking is perhaps 
the most important finding. It's the one thing all participants 
agreed on. Even the strongest supporters of Al insisted that 
technology must remain a helper, used only to improve or 
explore ideas that come from the student first. This finding 
strongly shows that, in the eyes of these teachers, the purpose of 
design education is not just to create graduates with good 
technical skills, but to develop critical thinkers, a goal that aligns 
with foundational calls to rethink design education for the 21st 
century [16]. The tools may change, but the goal of education 
stays the same. 

As a result, dealing with the tricky ethical problems of 
academic honesty becomes a top priority. The main concern is 
less about using the tool itself and more about the chance for 
students to be dishonest. The move from trying to detect AI to 
encouraging honesty and proper credit (as Participant 3 noted) 
is a key change. It suggests a shift away from simply banning AI 
and toward building a culture where students are responsible for 
their actions, which resonates with calls to rethink plagiarism 
itself in the AI era [17]. This acknowledges that AI is now a 
permanent part of the creative world. 



The findings of this study have important real-world and 
academic takeaways. In a practical sense, the theme of a call for 
school support and new ways of grading is a direct suggestion 
for academic leaders. The difference between schools with clear 
AI policies and those without shows an urgent need. Universities 
must create clear, flexible rules for AI use, provide solid training 
for teachers, and lead the way in changing how they grade 
students [18]. The necessity for such systemic support is 
underscored by Bete and Quinto [2025], who identified that 
insufficient training and inadequate infrastructure remain 
primary barriers to the adoption of new technologies among 
Filipino educators [19]. As Participant 4 pointed out, traditional 
assignments may no longer be good ways to measure what 
students have learned. This requires a shift to grading methods 
that look at the student's process, their ability to think critically, 
and their skill in explaining and defending their creative 
decisions. Academically, this study adds to the current 
conversation about how humans and machines can work 
together in creative areas [20]. The teachers' view of AI as a 
"collaborator" instead of a replacement supports a future where 
people and AI create things together. However, their deep 
concerns also calm down the idea that technology will solve 
everything, reminding us that using these tools is full of teaching 
and ethical challenges that need to be handled carefully [21]. 

It is important to recognize the study's limitations. Because 
it is a qualitative study, it provides deep insights but is based on 
a small, specifically chosen group of five people from two 
schools in the Philippines. Therefore, the results can't be 
assumed to be true for all graduate design teachers. The views 
captured here apply mainly to this specific situation and might 
be different in other countries, at other types of schools, or in 
undergraduate programs. Finally, the field of generative AI is 
changing very quickly, so the tools and conversations about 
them may have already changed since this research was done. 

Based on these findings and limitations, several ideas for 
future studies come up. A key next step would be to research 
graduate students' own experiences and views on AI, which 
would offer an important different perspective to this study's 
focus on teachers. To get a bigger picture, a survey with many 
more people could show if the themes found here, like the two-
sided nature of AI and the need for school support, are common 
among a larger group of educators. Furthermore, studies that 
follow teachers and their teaching methods over a few years 
would give valuable insight into how views and practices change 
as technology does. Future studies could also benefit from 
comparing them with other academic subjects, like the 
humanities or sciences, to see how teachers in those fields are 
dealing with similar problems. This could reveal both shared and 
unique solutions. Finally, as teachers create new ways of grading 
that are resistant to AI, more research will be needed to see how 
effective they are at measuring student learning and critical 
thinking skills. 

In conclusion, this study shows the complex and thoughtful 
ways that graduate design teachers are handling the arrival of 
generative AI. They aren't just accepting it without thinking, nor 
are they completely rejecting it. They are thoughtful 
professionals working to balance the possibilities of this 
powerful new tool with the long-lasting values of their field. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

A special and profound thank you is extended to my professor 

and adviser, Sir Edward Jay M. Quinto, for his invaluable 

guidance, expertise, and insightful feedback throughout the 

research process. His direction in applying the design thinking 

framework was instrumental to the foundation of this paper. 

Finally, the author is deeply grateful to family and friends for 

their unwavering support, encouragement, and understanding 

during this academic endeavor. 
 

REFERENCES 

The template will number citations consecutively within 
brackets [1]. The sentence punctuation follows the bracket [2]. 
Refer simply to the reference number, as in [3]—do not use 
“Ref. [3]” or “reference [3]” except at the beginning of a 
sentence: “Reference [3] was the first ...” 

Number footnotes separately in superscripts. Place the actual 
footnote at the bottom of the column in which it was cited. Do 
not put footnotes in the abstract or reference list. Use letters for 
table footnotes. 

Unless there are six authors or more give all authors’ names; 
do not use “et al.”. Papers that have not been published, even if 
they have been submitted for publication, should be cited as 
“unpublished” [4]. Papers that have been accepted for 
publication should be cited as “in press” [5]. Capitalize only the 
first word in a paper title, except for proper nouns and element 
symbols. 

For papers published in translation journals, please give the 
English citation first, followed by the original foreign-language 
citation [6]. 

 
[1] Pliasov, S. and Klopov, I. 2024. Transforming industries with artificial 

intelligence: practical aspects. Entrepreneurship and Innovation 31, 49–

53. DOI:https://doi.org/10.32782/2415-3583/31.8Sam Anzaroot and 
Andrew McCallum. 2013. UMass Citation Field Extraction Dataset. 

Retrieved May 27, 2019, from http://www.iesl.cs.umass.edu/data/data-

umasscitationfield 

[2] Christian Jared Cruz and Edward Jay Mansarate Quinto. 2025. Exploring 
the Psychological and Motivational Factors in AI-Assisted Language 

Learning among Filipino young adults. In 2025 the 9th International 
Conference on Education and Multimedia Technology (ICEMT) (ICEMT 

2025), July 29–August 01, 2025, Osaka, Japan. ACM, New York, NY, 

USA, 14 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3761843.3761918  

[3] Angela Kaye B. De Vera, Edward Jay M. Quinto and Lance Austin G. 

Elizaga. 2025. Understanding Behavioral Intention of Filipino Adults in 
Adopting Mental Health Chatbots. Journal of Technology in Human 

Services (2025). https://doi.org/10.1080/15228835.2025.2572758 

[4] Currie, G. M. 2023. Academic integrity and artificial intelligence: is 
ChatGPT hype, hero or heresy? Seminars in Nuclear Medicine 53, 5, 719–

730. DOI:https://doi.org/10.1053/j.semnuclmed.2023.04.008Chelsea 
Finn. 2018. Learning to Learn with Gradients. PhD Thesis, EECS 

Department, University of Berkeley. 

[5]  Journal of Nah, F. F.-H., Zheng, R., Cai, J., Siau, K., and Chen, L. 2023. 
Generative AI and ChatGPT: Applications, challenges, and AI-human 

collaboration. Information Technology Case and Application Research 
25, 3, 277–304. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.1080/15228053.2023.2233814Matthew Van 
Gundy, Davide Balzarotti, and Giovanni Vigna. 2007. Catch me, if you 

can: Evading network signatures with web-based polymorphic worms. In 
Proceedings of the First USENIX Workshop on Offensive Technologies 

(WOOT ’07). USENIX Association, Berkley, CA, Article 7, 9 pages. 

http://www.iesl.cs.umass.edu/data/data-umasscitationfield
http://www.iesl.cs.umass.edu/data/data-umasscitationfield
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.1145/3761843.3761918
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.1080/15228835.2025.2572758


[6] Fragiadakis, G., Diou, C., Kousiouris, G., and Nikolaidou, M. 2025. 
Evaluating human-ai collaboration: a review and methodological 

framework. https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.19098David Harel. 1979. First-
Order Dynamic Logic. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Vol. 68. 

Springer-Verlag, New York, NY. https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-09237-4  

[7] Dakuo Wang, Elizabeth Churchill, Pattie Maes, Xiangmin Fan, Ben 

Shneiderman, Yuanchun Shi, and Qianying Wang. 2020. From Human-
Human Collaboration to Human-AI Collaboration: Designing AI Systems 

That Can Work Together with People. In CHI '20: CHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems, April 25-30, 2020, Honolulu, HI, 

USA. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 6 pages. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3334480.3381069Prokop, Emily. 2018. The 

Story Behind. Mango Publishing Group. Florida, USA. 

[8] Lei Ma, Zhongqiu Zhang, and Nana Zhang. 2018. Ethical Dilemma of 
Artificial Intelligence and its Research Progress. In MTMCE 2018. IOP 

Publishing, 5 pages. https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-
899X/392/6/062188Brian K. Reid. 1980. A high-level approach to 

computer document formatting. In Proceedings of the 7th Annual 
Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages. ACM, New York, 

24–31. https://doi.org/10.1145/567446.567449 

[9] Balalle, H. and Pannilage, S. 2025. Reassessing academic integrity in the 
age of AI: A systematic literature review on Al and academic 8 integrity. 

Social Sciences & Humanities Open 11, 101299. 
DOI:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2025.101299TUG 2017. 

Institutional members of the LaTeX Users Group. Retrieved May 27, 

2017, from http://wwtug.org/instmem.html 

[10] King, M. R. 2023. A conversation on artificial intelligence, chatbots, and 

plagiarism in higher education. Cellular and Molecular Bioengineering 

16, 1, 1–2. DOI:https://doi.org/10.1007/s12195-022-00754-8 

[11] Zhou, E. and Lee, D. 2024. Generative artificial intelligence, human 

creativity, and art. PNAS Nexus 3, 3, pgae052. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.1093/pnasnexus/pgae052 

[12] Henriksen, D., Gretter, S., and Richardson, C. 2020. Design thinking and 

the practicing teacher: addressing problems of practice in teacher 
education. Teaching Education 31, 2, 207–228. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.2018.1531841 

[13] Kimbell, L. 2012. Rethinking design thinking: Part II. Design and Culture 

4, 2, 129–148. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.2752/175470812X13281948975413 

[14] Christian Jared Cruz and Edward Jay Mansarate Quinto. 2025. Exploring 

the Psychological and Motivational Factors in AI-Assisted Language 
Learning among Filipino young adults. In 2025 the 9th International 

Conference on Education and Multimedia Technology (ICEMT) (ICEMT 

2025), July 29–August 01, 2025, Osaka, Japan. ACM, New York, NY, 

USA, 14 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3761843.3761918 

[15] Currie, G. M. 2023. Academic integrity and artificial intelligence: is 
ChatGPT hype, hero or heresy? Seminars in Nuclear Medicine 53, 5, 719–

730. DOI:https://doi.org/10.1053/j.semnuclmed.2023.04.008 

[16] Larson, B. Z., Moser, C., Caza, A., Muehlfeld, K., and Colombo, L. A. 
2024. Critical thinking in the age of generative AI. Academy of 

Management Learning & Education 23, 3, 373–378. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2024.0338 

[17] Findeli, A. 2001. Rethinking design education for the 21st century: 

Theoretical, methodological, and ethical discussion. Design Issues 17, 1 

(Winter 2001), 5–17 

[18] Hutson, J. 2024. Rethinking plagiarism in the era of generative Al. Journal 

of Intelligent Communication 4, 1, 20–31. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.54963/jic.v4i1.220 

[19] Angelie Rapanot Bete and Edward Jay Mansarate Quinto. 2025. 

Exploring Barriers to Inclusive Multimedia Adoption among Filipino 
Special Education Teachers using the ADKAR Framework. In 2025 the 

9th International Conference on Education and Multimedia Technology 
(ICEMT) (ICEMT 2025), July 29–August 01, 2025, Osaka, Japan. ACM, 

New York, NY, USA, 7 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3761843.3761917 

[20] Chiu, T. K. F., Meng, H., Chai, C.-S., King, I., Wong, S., and Yam, Y. 
2022. Creation and evaluation of a pretertiary artificial intelligence (AI) 

curriculum. IEEE Transactions on Education 65, 1 (Feb. 2022), 30–39. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.1109/TE.2021.3085878 

[21] Lee, H.-K. 2022. Rethinking creativity: creative industries, Al and 
everyday creativity. Media, Culture & Society 44, 3, 601–612. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.1177/01634437221077009 

[22] Zhang, Z., Chen, Z., and Xu, L. 2022. Artificial intelligence and moral 
dilemmas: Perception of ethical decision-making in AI. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology 101, 104327. 

DOI:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2022.104327 

[23] Edward Jay M. QUINTO, Lance Austin G. Elizaga, Michel P. Basister, 

Ria Grace P. Abdon, John Christopher D. Castillo, and Jeanne Elyssa S. 
Ebreo. 2024. Outcomes Attainment in Online Learning: An Analysis of 

Engineering Students' Perceptions. In 2024 The 8th International 
Conference on Education and Multimedia Technology (ICEMT 2024), 

June 22-24, 2024, Tokyo, Japan. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 7 pages. 

 

.

 

 

 
 

Author’s Background Information 
Note:  *Please fill in every author’s background information. It will help us understand the paper better and will not be 
published. 

*Title could be Prof., Assoc. Prof., Assist. Prof., Dr., Senior Lecturer, etc. 

Author’s name: Position: Research areas: Personal Website: 

Jaon Ae-dam Gatchalian 
Master’s 
Student 

Media Studies 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/jaon-ae-dam-

gatchalian-a5466035a/ 

Edward Jay M. Quinto 
Phd candidate, 
Full Professor 

Education, Linguistics  

 

http://wwtug.org/instmem.html
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.1145/3761843.3761918
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.1145/3761843.3761917

	I. Introduction
	II. Methodology
	A. Participants and Sampling
	B. Data Collection (Empathize Stage)
	C. Data Analysis (Define Stage)
	D. Ideation and Co-creation (Ideate Stage)

	III. Results
	A. Participant Demographics and Data Saturation
	B. Theme 1: The Duality of AI as a Tool of Efficiency vs. a Threat to Critical Thought
	C. Theme 2: Divergent Paths in Pedagogical Integration
	D. Theme 3: The Primacy of Human-Centric Skills and Critical Thinking
	E. Theme 4: Navigating the Ethical Minefield of Academic Integrity
	F. Theme 5: A Call for Institutional Support and Adaptive Assessment

	IV. Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	References


