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Abstract 

The use of generative AI in education raises concerns primarily due to its impact on academic integrity. However, some 

researchers believe it could significantly help students with disabilities. So far, there has been no research on how these students 

use generative AI for academic writing. Based on a previous interview study and an AI-literacy model, we surveyed students 

about their use of generative AI, receiving 100 valid responses out of 5,000 from students with disabilities. We identified key 

conditions affecting writing, such as ADHD, dyslexia, dyspraxia, and autism. The primary generative AI tools employed were 

chatbots, particularly ChatGPT, along with rewriting applications. These tools were employed for various academic writing tasks. 

Main concerns expressed by students with disabilities included the inaccuracy of AI responses, potential threats to academic 

integrity, and the cost of subscriptions. Students also demonstrated a strong interest in being involved in AI policy development 

and expressed a desire for schools/universities to offer training on generative AI. Inspired by the daily experiences of my 

daughter, Saanvi, who has autism spectrum disorder (ASD), this research explores the potential of generative AI to enable more 

inclusive and equitable educational strategies. The paper concludes with recommendations for addressing educational gaps and 

promoting inclusivity. 
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1. Introduction 

The incredible capabilities of ChatGPT led to its rapid 

adoption after it was released to the public in November 2022. 

Its ability to provide coherent answers to questions, rewrite 

text in various styles, proofread and summarize content, and 

write code made it valuable across many contexts. The way it 

delivered well-formed answers to short prompts changed how 

people viewed AI's potential. However, many concerns arose 

during public discussions. These included worries about the 

accuracy and timeliness of the information it generates, its ten-

dency to create false information, biases in its responses, and 

privacy issues. Allegations that copyright material was used 

to train models like ChatGPT without permission led to mul-

tiple lawsuits. Additionally, Perrigo (2023) highlighted how 

low-paid workers in some countries filtered content used for 

training ChatGPT. There were also concerns about the envi-

ronmental impact and resource demands of AI models in 

general [3]. As a result, ChatGPT and similar services like 

Google Gemini sparked both excitement and controversy. 

One significant area of debate was the role of ChatGPT in 

education. Many anticipated benefits of generative AI for 
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learning included making information more accessible, per-

sonalizing education, and promoting critical thinking [6]. 

Many uses for teachers were also identified [13]. However, 

there were widespread fears about the potential negative ef-

fects of generative AI on education, especially regarding in-

creased plagiarism [5]. The difficulty in automatically de-

tecting AI-generated text made plagiarism detection soft-

ware ineffective. Furthermore, banning students from using 

these tools was seen as impractical. Many Universities in the 

UK, introduced policies, but providing clear guidance was 

challenging, and enforcing that guidance was even harder. 

Academics worried that generative AI might make students 

less critical or produce less authentic writing [4] and possi-

bly hinder their creativity [12]. Broader concerns about gen-

erative AI, like biases, privacy, and equitable access, were 

also significant issues for its use in higher education [15]. To 

use it safely, a certain level of generative AI literacy was 

necessary [38]. Despite these challenges, some researchers be-

lieved that generative AI could be especially beneficial for 

students with disabilities [1], offering new types of support 

[13]. This aligns with suggestions that generative AI could 

benefit people with disabilities overall. For instance, [35] ar-

gued that generative AI creates new chances for organizations 

to provide tailored assistive technology solutions to employ-

ees with disabilities. [2] found that the 'visual question an-

swering' feature of generative AI is beneficial for blind users. 

However, they also noted the need to rethink the design and 

policies surrounding generative AI from this user's perspec-

tive to ensure equal benefits. In the learning context, there ap-

pears to be potential for generative AI to assist students with 

tasks such as proofreading, text summarization, and interac-

tive support, which could greatly benefit students with learn-

ing difficulties, including dyslexia [38]. UK schools/universi-

ties have begun offering generative AI chatbots as part of their 

learning management systems, including at the institution 

where data for this study was collected. At that institution, the 

Google Gemini chatbot was introduced as part of a Google-

based learning platform. Given universities' legal responsibil-

ity to promote equality of opportunity and the continued un-

der-representation of students with disabilities in UK higher 

education [9] generative AI seems to hold great promise. Es-

pecially when paired with improved lecture transcription, gen-

erative AI represents a significant leap forward in technolo-

gies that support learning. However, generative AI tools were 

not designed with these user groups in mind, so studying their 

impact requires further investigation. Initial discussions about 

generative AI in higher education occurred with limited sys-

tematic evidence on how students were utilizing AI in various 

learning environments. Although research is starting to 

emerge regarding students' use of generative AI, a significant 

gap remains in studies specifically focused on how students 

with disabilities engage with generative AI, particularly in ac-

ademic writing, which is crucial in higher education. Based on 

insights from previous research that developed a model of 

generative AI literacy for academic writing [32, 38], this study 

aimed to explore how students with disabilities utilize gener-

ative AI. 

The study aimed to explore the following research ques-

tions: 

1) Which generative AI tools do students with disabilities 

utilize, and for what specific purposes? 

2) What concerns or apprehensions do students with disa-

bilities have regarding generative AI? 

3) What types of support do students with disabilities re-

quire from their institutions to effectively use generative 

AI? 

2. Survey of Existing Research 

Generative AI in Education 

The early discussion about generative AI lacked a clear un-

derstanding of its actual usage. However, 18 months after 

ChatGPT's launch, a clearer picture is emerging about how 

students are adopting generative AI. We now have interna-

tional surveys [10], national studies like those in the UK [14], 

along with institutional studies. Additionally, detailed qualita-

tive studies by [38] have provided valuable insights into how 

students from diverse backgrounds utilize generative AI in 

their learning. By capturing personal experiences, these stud-

ies give a more genuine and clear view of generative AI’s role 

in higher education. 

Overall, students tend to view AI tools positively. A signif-

icant number of students, possibly even a majority, have used 

generative AI in their learning, as shown in [14] research. This 

research summarizes students’ attitudes and behaviors in the 

UK, which is the focus of this study. [14] data, from February 

2024 revealed that two-thirds of UK students had used some 

form of AI, and a third had applied it for assessments. How-

ever, a digital divide is becoming apparent, with students from 

less privileged areas using AI less frequently. According to 

[14], ChatGPT is the most commonly used service. Many stu-

dents use it to gain an initial understanding of a concept, 

though a broad range of potential uses has been identified 

(JISC, 2024). 

Interestingly, [14] found that most UK students believed 

there was a clear institutional policy on AI. Students expressed 

a need for better training from institutions [10] and for more 

tools to be provided [14]. Only 22% of respondents were sat-

isfied with the support they had received [14]. Other qualita-

tive studies have provided a deeper insight into students’ us-

age patterns. For instance, [38], conducted interviews and ob-

servations with UK students, finding that they utilized gener-

ative AI in various ways to support different stages of writing. 

However, none of these surveys or interview-based studies 

systematically investigated students with disabilities and their 

use of generative AI. Malmström, [21] mentioned that open-

text comments offered anecdotal evidence of AI’s value for 

students with learning disabilities. This study differs from pre-

vious research in its primary focus on students with disabili-

ties, aiming to address the gap in the literature regarding the 
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inclusion of generative AI in higher education. 

3. Generative AI for Students with 

Disabilities 

Limited research has been done on the use of generative AI 

in education for students with disabilities. Some researchers 

see its potential benefits [31]. They have pointed out specific 

tasks where it might help, such as: 

1) Reading: Generative AI can support students with disa-

bilities—particularly those with dyslexia—by enhancing 

their ability to understand learning materials [33]. Stu-

dents with cognitive challenges often experience diffi-

culties in processing written text, leading to slower read-

ing speeds and a higher likelihood of errors [30]. Gener-

ative AI tools can address these challenges by summa-

rizing lengthy and complex texts into clear and concise 

formats, thereby improving comprehension [29]. This 

support helps students focus on core concepts and in-

creases their engagement with reading tasks [33]. 

2) Writing: Generative AI can assist students with disabili-

ties—particularly those with dysgraphia—by supporting 

the planning and organization of writing tasks and by 

helping refine written output [23]. Research indicates 

that these students often face challenges in goal setting, 

organizing ideas, developing coherence, and revising for 

clarity and grammatical accuracy [28]. Generative AI 

can address these difficulties by clarifying writing in-

structions, supporting goal setting, and generating struc-

tured writing plans [26]. Additionally, it can help im-

prove coherence and grammatical accuracy, resulting in 

more transparent and more precise written work [25]. 

3) Social Engagement: Generative AI may support the de-

velopment of social skills among students with disabili-

ties [24]). Students with learning disabilities often face 

challenges in expressing themselves and interpreting 

others’ verbal and nonverbal cues, which can contribute 

to social isolation [7]. Generative AI tools can simulate 

real-life communication scenarios, allowing students to 

practice conversational skills and improve their under-

standing of social interactions [3]. This practice can en-

hance peer collaboration and promote greater engage-

ment within the learning environment. 

4) Teaching: Generative AI can enhance the quality of ed-

ucation, thereby indirectly benefiting students with disa-

bilities. For example, it can be used to evaluate the ac-

cessibility of instructional content and may be trained to 

identify early indicators of learning disabilities [19]. 

Such capabilities can support educators in designing per-

sonalized instructional strategies that address the diverse 

needs of students with disabilities [34,37]. By offering 

both direct and indirect support, generative AI contrib-

utes to a more inclusive and supportive educational en-

vironment [11], improving access to educational re-

sources and potentially enhancing learning outcomes for 

students with disabilities [22]. 

However, views on the impact of generative AI on students 

with disabilities are not entirely positive. First, students with 

disabilities might find it hard to use it effectively. For example, 

visually impaired students often struggle with text-based chat-

bots [30]. Furthermore, generative AI is often trained on da-

tasets that don’t fully consider the needs of marginalized users. 

This can lead to generic functions that do not meet the specific 

requirements of individuals with disabilities [4, 18]. In some 

cases, the outputs from generative AI can overwhelm those 

with learning disabilities, increasing their stress levels [5, 36]. 

Early versions of ChatGPT were limited to text-based interac-

tions, which may have caused additional stress for students 

with dyslexia when trying to interpret the text outputs [5]. AI-

based facial recognition systems often lack enough training 

data on students with autism, making them prone to misread-

ing emotions and failing to offer tailored support [8,16 ] found 

that 13 language models associated disability-related terms 

with negative meanings, creating bias and possibly reducing 

engagement with these technologies among users with disa-

bilities [24, 27]. 

To understand the impact of generative AI on students with 

disabilities, it is essential to center their lived experiences and 

perspectives. However, research on how these students use 

generative AI remains limited and produces mixed findings. 

For example, [11] reports potential adverse effects for stu-

dents with ADHD, such as reduced attention due to oversim-

plified information processing. In contrast, [1] highlight ben-

efits for neurodivergent students, including improved focus on 

core concepts and structured learning. These conflicting find-

ings may stem from the limited inclusion of students with dis-

abilities as primary participants. Unlike prior studies, which 

often examine general student populations, this study focuses 

directly on students with disabilities to better understand their 

interactions with generative AI. 

4. Generative AI Literacy 

The digital revolution has led researchers to identify various 

literacies essential for navigating the modern world. These in-

clude computer literacy, information literacy, media literacy, 

and digital literacy. The rising use of AI has sparked efforts to 

define AI literacy. For instance, [20] offered a key definition 

of AI literacy that includes 17 elements, along with guidelines 

for creating explainable AI. However, generative AI has al-

tered how we perceive AI’s capabilities and its associated eth-

ical dilemmas. In this regard, [38], introduced a specific model 

of generative AI literacy comprising five elements. 

1) Pra understanding: The individual can effectively use 

generative AI and critically assess the information it 

generates. 

a) The individual can choose the right tool for the task 

among various options, including different generative 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/sjedu


Science Journal of Education http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/sjedu 

 

90 

AIs like ChatGPT. 

b) The individual learns to use the selected tool effec-

tively for specific tasks, such as “prompt engineering.” 

c) The individual critically interprets generative AI out-

puts, understanding how they function and their limi-

tations, like accuracy, timeliness, citation, and bias. 

2) Safety understanding: The individual can use generative 

AI safely, being aware of privacy risks. 

3) Introspective comprehension: The individual can evalu-

ate and take steps to manage the effects of AI on their 

experiences, including its influence on their learning and 

dependence on technology. 

4) Socio-ethical understanding: The individual understands 

the societal effects of AI, including issues related to in-

tellectual property rights, its impact on information cul-

ture, misinformation, social problems stemming from 

exploitative creation processes, job impacts, access eq-

uity, environmental concerns, and the influence of major 

tech companies. 

5) Contextual understanding: The individual knows how to 

use generative AI appropriately in specific contexts and 

can make their usage clear when necessary. 

This definition combines the often-discussed aspect of 

“prompt engineering” with the need to select and learn from a 

growing array of AI services [3]. It emphasizes the importance 

of safety and ethics in the use of AI. Additionally, it empha-

sizes the importance of reflecting on how AI affects personal 

experiences, such as dependency or the loss of individual ex-

pression. While these dimensions capture essential compo-

nents of generative AI literacy, we do not suggest simplisti-

cally measuring generative AI literacy. For example, we can-

not claim that all societal effects of AI should be a primary 

concern, as opinions on the significance of these issues vary. 

Therefore, we present this definition as a broad framework to 

explore an emerging literacy. 

Approaches 

Due to limited research on the use of Generative AI by stu-

dents with disabilities, we used an inductive approach to ex-

plore their experiences and views through an online survey. 

The survey included three main sections. 

The first section collected demographic information about 

the respondents, including their gender, level of study, aca-

demic department, perceived English language skills, per-

ceived digital skills, and standard generative AI tools they 

used. 

The second section had questions related to disabilities. It 

examined how disabilities impact academic writing and the 

tools used to overcome these challenges. Participants received 

a list of disability conditions based on terminology from an 

authoritative higher education source, the Higher Education 

Statistics Agency (HESA) (2024). Experts from the Disability 

and Dyslexia Support Services at the university refined these 

categories. Participants could choose not to disclose any disa-

bility conditions. Some participants could report more than 

one condition. Consequently, the total number of self-reported 

disability conditions was higher than the number of partici-

pants who identified as having a disability. 

The third section asked questions about the general use of 

generative AI. This covered its application at different stages 

of academic writing, costs, student perceptions of generative 

AI, current concerns, and recommendations for universities. 

Open-text questions explored how reported disabilities affect 

students' academic writing, which specific generative AI stu-

dents used to overcome barriers related to their disabilities, 

and their suggestions for improving university support for stu-

dents with disabilities. In addition to key questions about the 

use of generative AI, the survey aimed to provide information 

related to the model of generative AI literacy discussed earlier. 

The complete survey design, including all questions and their 

order, is presented in the appendix of this paper. 

The survey was sent to all students at various therapy cen-

ters across the NCR in February and March 2025, targeting a 

different therapy center with 5,000 registered students with 

disabilities. The survey received 100 valid responses from stu-

dents with disabilities. The numerical data were presented de-

scriptively, while qualitative data were analyzed using content 

analysis, with codes created based on the data. 

5. Results 

Main Barriers to Writing 

Respondents were asked to describe how their disabilities 

affected their writing. Of the 100 respondents, 18 did not re-

spond, and 2 reported no impact, leaving 80 valid responses. 

The main barriers identified are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1. Barriers to writing experienced by respondents (n = 104). 

Main barriers n % 

Proofreading (spelling and grammar) 30 29% 

Reading 22 21% 

Clarity of intended meaning 21 20% 

Perceived slower writing speed 18 17% 

Concentration 17 16% 

Structuring ideas 17 16% 

Getting started on a task 13 13% 

Energy/motivation 13 13% 

Staying on topic 11 11% 

Time management 10 10% 

Understanding the assessment brief 9 9% 

Note. This was an open-ended question; respondents could report 

multiple barriers. 
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The findings highlight a wide range of challenges closely 

associated with participants’ reported disabilities. Responses 

frequently conveyed emotional strain, with terms such as 

“struggle” and “feeling overwhelmed” appearing repeatedly. 

Participants described significant difficulties with writing 

speed, clarity, tone, and organization, emphasizing fundamen-

tal differences in cognitive and communication processes 

compared to peers without disabilities. 

6. Use of Generative AI 

Students’ motivations for using generative AI were meas-

ured using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree). The primary driver was perceived relevance 

to future careers, followed by improved efficiency. Fewer stu-

dents reported improvements in academic performance, and 

even fewer indicated increased engagement with learning. 

 
Figure 1. Improvement in academic performance. 

Of the 100 respondents, 77% (n = 96) reported using gen-

erative AI, while 22% (n = 28) used it infrequently or not at 

all. Most respondents (91%) did not pay for AI subscriptions. 

Chatbots were the most commonly used tools (66%, n = 82), 

followed by rewriting tools (15%, n = 18) and translation soft-

ware (8%, n = 10). The most frequently reported uses were 

summarising reading materials, overcoming mental blocks, 

brainstorming ideas, rewriting assignment text, and structur-

ing ideas. Among chatbots, ChatGPT was the most popular 

(52%, n = 65), followed by Gemini (8%, n = 10), Copilot (4%, 

n = 5), and Claude (2%, n = 2). 

6.1. ChatGPT 

Respondents reported using ChatGPT across five key 

stages of the learning process: explaining topics, identifying 

resources, summarising materials, structuring writing, and re-

fining written work. 

ChatGPT was valued for explaining complex topics (15%, 

n = 18) by simplifying academic language and providing on-

demand support. It was also used to identify learning re-

sources (7%, n = 9), particularly by helping formulate effec-

tive search terms and reducing cognitive fatigue during infor-

mation searches. 

Participants frequently used ChatGPT to summarise learn-

ing materials (14%, n = 17), especially lengthy readings and 

lecture notes, supporting concentration and comprehension. 

Support for structuring writing (18%, n = 22) was highlighted 

as reducing anxiety and providing a clear starting point for es-

says. Finally, ChatGPT was commonly used for refining writ-

ing (19%, n = 24), including improving coherence, clarity, and 

academic tone. 

Overall, respondents perceived ChatGPT as a flexible and 

accessible tool that supports both learning and writing pro-

cesses, particularly for students with disabilities. 

6.2. Gemini, Copilot, and Claude 

In addition to ChatGPT, respondents reported using Gemini 

(8%, n = 10), Copilot (4%, n = 5), and Claude (2%, n = 2). 

Their use mirrored that of ChatGPT due to similar core func-

tionalities, although overall usage was lower. Notably, Gem-

ini was less frequently used despite being the institutionally 

approved tool. 

Compared with ChatGPT, these chatbots were perceived as 

less comprehensive: Gemini was seen as limited in identifying 

learning resources, Copilot in refining written work, and 

Claude primarily in summarising materials and refining text. 

Nevertheless, respondents considered these tools reliable, par-

ticularly because of their non-intrusive support that preserved 

students’ thinking and writing processes, as well as their ease 

of access (e.g., Copilot’s integration into the Bing browser). 

Their lower popularity was mainly attributed to limited fa-

miliarity, with students preferring ChatGPT as the tool they 

were first introduced to and had learned to use confidently. 
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7. Rewriting Applications and 

Translation Software 

After chatbots, rewriting applications were the second most 

commonly used AI tools, including Grammarly (10%, n = 13), 

Quillbot (2%, n = 3), and Wordtune (1%, n = 1). Students used 

these tools primarily to correct grammatical errors (8%, n = 

10), improve sentence coherence (2%, n = 3), and refine word 

choice and tone (2%, n = 3). These services helped students 

improve the overall quality of their writing. 

ChatGPT was often used alongside rewriting tools, particu-

larly Grammarly (n = 4), with students relying on Grammarly 

for proofreading and ChatGPT for rewording and clarifying 

meaning. 

Translation software was the third most used category, in-

cluding Google Translate (4%, n = 5), DeepL (3%, n = 4), and 

other tools (1%, n = 1). Students primarily used these tools for 

foreign language learning, understanding non-English texts, 

and refining written work. 

8. Concerns About Adopting Generative 

AI 

The survey explored students with disabilities’ views on 

key controversies surrounding generative AI. The most fre-

quently reported concerns were the inaccuracy of AI-gener-

ated outputs and the risk of unfair academic practices. Re-

spondents also expressed concern about inequality arising 

from paid AI services, while concerns about broader societal 

impacts, such as effects on employment, were moderate. In 

contrast, concerns related to exploitative development prac-

tices, environmental impact, and loss of personal writing voice 

were minimal. 

Among the 28 students who reported not using generative 

AI, concerns largely mirrored those of AI users, focusing on 

accuracy and academic integrity. A small number also cited 

limited expertise as a barrier to adoption. 

 
Figure 2. Concerns about Generative AI. 

8.1. Support Students Seek from the 

School/Therapy Center 

Survey results indicate that students believe they should be 

permitted to use generative AI ethically and express a strong 

desire to be involved in policy-making. There was broad 

agreement that universities/Schools/therapy centers should 

provide training on generative AI use. 

Responses to an open-ended question aligned with closed-

item results, with most students requesting training on effec-

tive use of generative AI (33%, n = 41). The primary focus 

was on ethical and responsible use, including avoiding unfair 

means (22%, n = 27) and unethical practices more broadly 

(7%, n = 9). 

A smaller proportion of students requested practical skills 

training, such as writing prompts (11%, n = 14), search, fact-check-

ing, and referencing (10%, n = 12), text summarization (5%, n = 6), 
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and exposure to a wider range of tools (3%, n = 4). Few respond-

ents mentioned support beyond writing, such as time planning (2%, 

n = 3), and only a small number requested disability-specific guid-

ance (5%, n = 6), particularly on AI tools suitable for students with 

learning difficulties, ADHD, or autism. 

 
Figure 3. Permission to use generative AI in Schools/Colleges/therapy centers. 

8.2. Discussion 

This study is among the first to collect real data on students 

with disabilities and their experiences using generative AI, 

like ChatGPT, rather than relying on general surveys or spec-

ulation about its benefits for these students. Our participants 

mainly included those with neurodiversity, such as ADHD, 

specific learning difficulties, and social or communication im-

pairments like autism. These students remain underrepre-

sented and need help to overcome barriers to participation and 

achievement [17]. Respondents reported facing various aca-

demic writing challenges, often accompanied by anxiety and 

difficulties related to their disabilities. If generative AI can 

help break down these barriers, it could significantly enhance 

inclusion. However, we must be cautious about the potential 

loss of learning opportunities that could come from relying too 

heavily on generative AI. The students with disabilities who 

participated mainly used generative AI, particularly ChatGPT. 

They also used some grammar-checking applications and 

translation software. There was little evidence of broader use 

of the many generative AI tools available [3]. Interestingly, 

few students were paying for a subscription. ChatGPT’s pop-

ularity seemed linked to students' familiarity with it and its 

ability to assist with many tasks, while other tools only sup-

ported a narrower range of activities. Generative AI chatbots 

were used throughout the study and academic writing process 

for: 

1) Explaining complex topics 

2) Improving search terms and conducting searches 

3) Summarizing texts and other learning materials 

4) Structuring ideas for writing 

5) Refining text by combining ideas and improving word 

choice 

Generative AI helps reduce anxiety around these complex 

tasks, which students with disabilities often find emotionally 

challenging. Some of this aligns with earlier speculation about 

generative AI’s potential to assist with reading, writing, and 

proofreading. However, this study offers a clearer understand-

ing of how disabilities affect students and how they utilize 

generative AI to address challenges in written assignments. 

For instance, we gathered specific evidence on how students 

with disabilities use generative AI tools to find information 

and access learning resources. 

Overall, survey responses indicated that students with disa-

bilities view generative AI as effective assistive technology. 

Notably, the most helpful support often came from generative 

AI not recommended by their university. For example, Gem-

ini, the approved chatbot at the institution where we collected 

data, was used relatively little. This gap between students' 

preferences and the university's recommendations raised con-

cerns. Respondents worried that using their preferred genera-

tive AI, even if unapproved, could lead to issues around unfair 

means. As a result, some students hesitated or refused to use 

it, missing out on its benefits. This disengagement could im-

pact fairness in higher education [14], particularly for students 

with disabilities who are already marginalized [3]. To tackle 

this issue and ensure that all students, especially those with 
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disabilities, can succeed in a more inclusive higher education 

setting, we need training in AI literacy [38]. 

Returning to our definition of AI literacy, we can identify 

both strengths and weaknesses among students with disabili-

ties overall. The variety of uses they made to tackle writing 

challenges shows creative engagement with the many possi-

bilities provided by generative AI services. Responses indi-

cated appropriate concerns about information accuracy and 

academic integrity. Respondents appeared to be aware of 

some socio-ethical and safety issues, emphasizing those that 

directly affected them rather than broader societal concerns. 

They also reflected on the potential effects of generative AI 

on their learning, such as dependency. They recognized the 

importance of contextual relevance. We can also spot signifi-

cant gaps in students' generative AI literacy from the data. 

They primarily used ChatGPT, seemingly without exploring 

alternatives. Raising awareness among students about the so-

cietal and environmental impacts of generative AI seems es-

sential. Further research is needed to explore other aspects of 

their literacy, such as how effectively they create prompts. 

9. Conclusion 

This study is one of the first to investigate how students 

with disabilities utilize generative AI. Higher education has 

viewed generative AI as a potential threat; however, given the 

persistent underrepresentation of students with disabilities in 

universities, if generative AI can support them, it offers sig-

nificant benefits. The evidence collected reveals a diverse 

range of uses during the writing process. Student concerns 

centered on the accuracy of information and its impact on ac-

ademic integrity. Some worried that access to generative AI 

could create digital inequality, while concerns about its socie-

tal effects were less prominent. Students expressed a desire for 

training in using generative AI and for involvement in policy-

making. 

The research provides crucial findings to guide disability 

support units and all individuals who assist students with dis-

abilities in their studies. Given the groups who responded, it 

seems appropriate to enhance support for students with 

ADHD, specific learning difficulties like dyslexia and dys-

praxia, and social or communication impairments like autism 

spectrum conditions. Regarding policy, there appears to be on-

going uncertainty about the acceptable and unacceptable uses 

of generative AI, which hinders its widespread adoption. A 

policy statement clarifying allowed uses for those with disa-

bilities could be helpful. However, the diversity of discipli-

nary approaches to learning and assessment makes it challeng-

ing to create general guidelines. Many students with disabili-

ties expressed a desire for their voices to be heard in policy-

making. Respondents requested training that could highlight 

the uses they focused on. Given their usefulness and cost, 

providing subscriptions for students to generative AI services 

could also be considered. 

While our study sheds light on how students with disabili-

ties use AI and offers practical guidance for educators and pol-

icymakers, several limitations must be acknowledged. We 

should consider the potential impact of non-response bias on 

the results, as only those who are using generative AI or op-

posing its use may have responded. This may lead to results 

that do not capture all opinions. Without further investigation, 

we cannot establish this. The survey remains useful as it re-

veals beneficial uses identified by some students. The sample 

size was relatively small, with only 100 out of 5000 eligible 

students (about 1.4%) responding. Although we explored a 

range of disability conditions informed by existing HESA cat-

egories, the small sample size made it hard to differentiate be-

tween the experiences of students with different disabilities. 

Similarly, it was challenging to identify varying experiences 

of students from diverse backgrounds (e.g., international vs. 

local; undergraduate vs. postgraduate; across different disci-

plines). Nonetheless, as an exploratory study focusing on this 

under-researched group, our findings provide valuable in-

sights for future research. Future studies could build on these 

findings by investigating specific disabilities or making com-

parisons to understand better their impact on students' writing, 

which would help provide more tailored support. Upcoming 

research could also explore how students' backgrounds may 

influence their use of generative AI. The study focused on just 

one institution in the UK, and existing institutional support 

might have influenced students' views. There was also a dis-

proportionate number of female students among respondents, 

although this reflects the gender distribution within the uni-

versity's overall student population. Future studies could aim 

for a larger sample size with a more balanced gender distribu-

tion and gather data from multiple institutions. 
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ADHD Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder 

HIV Human Immunodeficiency Virus 
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Appendix: Survey Questions 

Your gender 

Current level of study, Academic department, English language competence, Digital competence 

Which Generative AI do you use (1 - Never 2 - Rarely 3 - Sometimes 4 - Often 5 – Always) 

1) ChatGPT 

2) Google Gemini (formerly Bard) 

3) Wordtune 

4) Quillbot 

5) GrammarlyGo 

6) Jasper 

7) Bing Chat 

8) Google translate 

9) Claude from Anthropic 

10) DeepL 

11) Otter AI 

12) Elicit 

13) Consensus 

Do you have any specific feedback on how valuable you find any of the above tools? 

Do you consider yourself to have a disability? What disabilities do you consider yourself to have? 

1) Specific learning difficulty such as dyslexia, dyspraxia 

2) Neurodiversity - e.g. ADHD 

3) A social/communication impairment such as Asperger's syndrome/other autistic spectrum disorder 

4) A long standing illness or health condition such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart disease, or epilepsy 

5) A mental health condition, such as depression, schizophrenia or anxiety disorder 

6) A physical impairment or mobility issues, such as difficulty using arms or using a wheelchair or crutches 

7) Deaf or a serious hearing impairment 

8) Blind or a serious visual impairment uncorrected by glasses 

9) A disability, impairment or medical condition that is not listed 

10) Prefer not to answer 

How, if at all, how does this affect your academic writing? 

What Generative AI tools do you often use to support your learning, and why? What support and training on how to use 

generative AI would you like the School/College/Therapy Centre to offer 

How do you use generative AI for academic writing (1 Never 2 Rarely 3 

Sometimes 4 Often 5 Aways) 

1) Interpreting an assignment brief 

2) Finding information about a topic 

3) Summarizing reading material 

4) Translation of reading material 

5) Brainstorming ideas 

6) Validating a draft against assessment criteria 

7) Overcoming a mental block 

8) Structuring ideas for my assignment 

9) Rewriting phrases in my assignment 

10) Proof reading of my assignment 

Monthly cost of subscription to all generative AI tools 

Please respond to the following statements (1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree 5 Strongly agree) 

1) Generative AI is enabling some students to gain an unfair advantage in their studies 

2) Using AI has improved my working efficiency 

3) Using AI has improved my academic performance 

4) Using AI has made me more engaged in learning 
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5) Learning to use generative AI effectively is important for my future career 

6) The University should offer training in how to use generative AI 

7) The University should ban generative AI 

8) Students should be involved in determining the School/College/Therapy center AI policy 

What, if any, are your concerns about generative AI (1 Not at all concerned, 2. Slightly concerned 3 Moderately concerned 4 

Very concerned 5 Extremely concerned) 

1) It can be used in ways that breach academic integrity (e.g., plagiarism) 

2) It can produce inaccurate answers 

3) It generates prejudiced and discriminatory content 

4) It creates text that does not sound like me 

5) It breaches personal privacy (e.g., compromising personal information) 

6) It fails to explain how the AI was trained and how it works 

7) It could lead to humans losing their jobs 

8) It can be used for bad purposes such as deepfakes 

9) It creates unfairness if some people pay for access to better services 

10) It exploits low paid workers in the creation of the service 

11) It has negative environmental impacts (e.g., CO₂ emissions) 

Do you have anything to add about the use of Generative AI tools in an educational setting? 
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