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Abstract: Since its release in November 2022, ChatGPT and the related AI technology have disrupted
multiple fields of society where people anticipate its pathways with a mixture of hope and fear.
Among the affected fields, education, in particular, may incur one of the largest impacts in the future
partly due to its nature of learning and teaching knowledge, an element that is more or less questioned
by the rise of these technologies. As education can be seen as a component that determines the future
of every other field of society, tools such as ChatGPT must be optimally regulated to enhance its
gain or mitigate its loss. To contribute to this goal, this paper approaches the state of ChatGPT and
its expected impacts on higher education through the lens of two major educational theories—John
Dewey’s Reflective-Thought-and-Action model and revised Bloom’s taxonomy—aiming to propose
possible evaluative criteria for the optimal usage of ChatGPT in academia. As ChatGPT is a relatively
new topic of research yet a topic that requires an immediate focus due to its capabilities, this paper
also aims to provide these criteria as one of the concrete starting points of future research in this field.

Keywords: AI; education; ChatGPT; reflective-thought-and-action model; Bloom’s taxonomy

1. Introduction

As the development of artificial intelligence (AI) exponentially accelerates, both real
and expected impacts that it will have on society inevitably increase. This effect is not
limited to the economy, which potentially may be impacted to the scale of USD 13 trillion
by 2030, but to various fields such as technology, culture, and politics [1]. The release of
ChatGPT by OpenAI is not an exception to this trend, which is already disrupting multiple
fields of society while people anticipate a mixture of positivity and negativity. Among the
affected fields of society, education may incur one of the biggest impacts partly due to its
nature that bases itself on learning/teaching “knowledge” and how it relies on text-based
assessment or expression methods; both elements are more or less questioned by the rise of
ChatGPT and related AI technologies. There is, therefore, an increasing need to address
questions like “What is the nature of education?”, “How will AI affect higher education and
the learning uptake of students?”, and “How can standard frameworks of learning, such as
Dewey’s Reflective-Thought-and-Action model and Bloom’s taxonomy, be used to evaluate
AI’s impact for better regulation?”. This opinion paper will approach and analyze the state
of ChatGPT and its expected impact on higher education through the lens of educational
theories, proposing a construction of possible evaluation criteria for the optimal usage of
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ChatGPT in the field of education. It thus comprises a comprehensive review of the existing
literature on ChatGPT and an analysis of Dewey and Bloom’s widely accepted models of
learning and presents findings in terms of expected consequences and strategy proposals
for instructors and administration.

1.1. Functions of ChatGPT

ChatGPT is one of the series of generative pre-trained transformers that was de-
veloped and released in November 2022 by OpenAI. Typically categorized as a type of
large language model (LLM) that utilizes deep learning and generates human-like text,
it is fine-tuned based on its predecessors GPT-3 and GPT-3.5 (where the former having
175 billion and the latter having 6.7 billion parameters) [2]. While these kinds of natural
language processing (NLP) systems used to require a large corpus of texts and laborious
“data-labeling” processes under supervision to be trained, ChatGPT has acquired the abil-
ity from GPT-3 to learn from any texts without specific training and is capable of rapid
improvement and adjustments of information [3,4]. Yet, it also differs from its predecessors
in its wider range of available information and improved capabilities of fine-tuning specific
language/tasks [5]. Hence, as an NLP system, ChatGPT and related AI technologies will
most likely revolutionize the educational landscape in terms of learning, teaching, and
assessing whether the consequences will be enhancement or stagnation of the knowledge
creation process.

1.2. ChatGPT in Education: Why Research Is Necessary

Taking into account the various reactions against ChatGPT, the higher education
sphere can be described as “confused” at best, with optimistic futurism on the one hand
and pessimistic Luddism on the other. Setting aside the debate for a moment, what must be
recognized here is that the influence made by ChatGPT and related technologies will persist
in any field virtually indefinitely once it is introduced. Updating and improving ChatGPT,
and by extension, the fields in which it is embedded can be expected to continue at an
exponential pace considering the demand for further efficiency and productivity in modern
society. However, the field of education is unique in that, unlike other fields, it intrinsically
changes the future of our species by virtue of shaping what our future generations learn.
More specifically, how human and material resources are used, along with everything that
will be generated, constructed, and preserved by the educated, are what determine the
trajectories of progress in every other field [6–8]. The facts that education serves as the
foundation of society and that education is one of the fields that is expected to be and is
already largely disturbed by the introduction of these technologies suggest that there is a
need to analyze the highly advanced AIs such as ChatGPT more deeply as soon as possible.

Hence, the optimal usage of ChatGPT in education must follow a measure that func-
tions as a guideline of how these technologies can be used to maximize their potential in
enhancing the learning and teaching process while also preventing or at least mitigating
its negative influence as it is just a matter of time that these technologies will be fully
incorporated into society. As mentioned above, there is no turning back once ChatGPT and
related technologies alter the environment. Regarding the higher educational field and its
fundamental contribution to the knowledge generation process in society, it implies that if
these technologies are not managed with necessary levels of caution in their educational
use, there is even a risk of compromising the entire cohort of human resources and knowl-
edge, which is a consequence that no being could take responsibility for. Although the
actual outcome may not be the extreme case of loss/stagnation of the knowledge creation
process, understanding the potential impact of ChatGPT and related AI technologies in the
educational field is nonetheless essential for their optimal utilization. Referring to Frantz
Rowe’s comment on ChatGPT, it is possible that “in this Human-Computer Interaction
oriented towards learning, neither agent does learn (. . .) the more we use transformers like
ChatGPT, the more they are likely to get close to providing a correct answer. Conversely,
the more users may lose their ability to reflect and discern alternatives and write in an
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original way” (p. 36) [9]. Therefore, it cannot be stressed enough that these tools must be
optimally regulated to enhance its gain or mitigate its loss in education, which may require
the formation of reliable evaluative criteria.

2. Literature Review and New Perspective
2.1. Positive Expectations
2.1.1. Personalized Learning

Starting from the positive expectation for ChatGPT in the existing literature, one of
the main elements frequently mentioned is its capability of enhancing the overall quality
of learning through the personalization of students’ learning. For instance, while higher
education providers already routinely incorporate Universal Design for Learning (UDL)
principles, including multiple modes of engagement, representation, and action and ex-
pression [10], it is generally expected that ChatGPT will enrich the learning process by
providing the basic information that students need without going through the process of
asking the teachers/professors or doing comprehensive research on the background [11].
This, in turn, is expected to make the students’ learning more targeted and customized
to their own abilities as ChatGPT removes the necessity of asking inessential questions,
ultimately resulting in better motivation of the students towards learning. This moves the
focus of student learning away from traditional, albeit still useful, forms of information
uptake to more organic forms of self-reflection and meta-cognition. The key feature of Chat-
GPT that will contribute to this enhancement is its capability of fine-tuning; as ChatGPT
has a wide coverage of knowledge, it is theoretically possible to construct a Personalized
Adaptive Learning (PAL) system for any field of knowledge for any kind of student [12].
Because these mentioned benefits not only apply to students’ learning processes but also
to the lecturers’ teaching processes, it is expected to enhance learning from both sides of
the interaction.

2.1.2. Enhanced Practicality Efficiency

In addition to personalizing students’ education, it is also pointed out that ChatGPT
and related technologies will shift the format and mode of their learning. While conven-
tional education often relies on theory-based materials (e.g., knowledge taught on text), the
introduction of ChatGPT into education would allow students to outsource certain knowl-
edge depending on their needs/wants and focus more on “hands-on” learning that will
give them direct experience in their field of interest [4]. Essentially, ChatGPT and related
technologies are expected to reduce more tedious learning processes, such as ‘cramming
in’ information that students would use only for their exams, where the learned content
would not be retained for long. This would also incentivize student-centered pedagogies,
where students would identify what they need to learn to achieve their goals, and teachers
could support them more effectively with the assistance mentioned above of ChatGPT’s
personalization. As this paper focuses on higher education, this expectation for ChatGPT
could be seen as a milestone for implementing student-centered learning in an environment
with an adequate foundation for students to think on their own and sufficient avenues for
exploration and practical learning.

2.1.3. Assessment Reforms

Building on the above, ChatGPT and related technologies may also influence the
method of assessment as a byproduct of enhancing learning and teaching. This is expected
to be achieved mainly through the de-prioritization of “obsolete” assessments such as
traditional essays and cram-in exams, where ChatGPT’s impacts have been assessed to
be most drastic and radical [12]. An argument for adopting ChatGPT as an innovator
for assessment techniques is this: if students can achieve an A by using ChatGPT (not
considering the problems of plagiarism), then they are not learning anything valuable
in the first place. While one may fault the students for using ChatGPT, the fact that the
class could be passed using ChatGPT nonetheless undermines the contents, value, and
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meaning of the class itself, revealing an underlying defect in traditional assessment—it
does not accurately capture levels of student learning. Of course, these allegedly “obsolete”
assessments may still prove to be useful in the future for validating basic knowledge
retention and regurgitation, especially since the UDL principles emphasize inclusivity
and thus do not warrant a complete jettisoning of traditional assessment formats. Still,
the transformation of these assessments is expected to take place at a more advanced
level; that is, future ChatGPT-conscious assessments will focus instead on heightened
instructor–student interaction with methods like real-time proctoring, AI–proof assessment,
AI–complementary assessment, and so on. Many of these new tools are discussed later in
our strategy recommendations. Hence, from the positive side of view, ChatGPT is seen as a
reformer of traditional education that enables innovation in education, allowing the field to
focus more on acquiring higher-order skills and creating new values.

2.2. Negative Expectations
2.2.1. Overreliance

While the above-mentioned works of literature claim the future of education to be
brightly lit by ChatGPT, some expectations point out the possible obstacles to introducing
ChatGPT into the educational field. To begin with, the concern for the deterioration of
lower-order skills must be mentioned. The ability of ChatGPT may allow outsourcing of
the cumbersome process of going through basic knowledge, but this also is a double-edged
sword as students who have not acquired the necessary skills could become over-reliant on
these tools, failing to learn. This problem is further magnified by the lack of consistency in
the information provided by ChatGPT (whether due to the probabilistic nature of GPTs or
the bias in the trained data set), where students without proper user ability, who often are
the ones that become over-reliant, would suffer more loss [13]. The issue with ChatGPT
is that it does not always provide “right” answers; the closest allegorical representation
might be “a smart friend” who is “knowledgeable” but “not sure of where they gained the
information” yet “is willing to tell” about it. Viewing ChatGPT and related technologies
from this perspective, it may be easier to comprehend the issue of implementing these tools
into education with simple-minded optimism.

2.2.2. Loss of Creative Thinking

Moreover, the negative disruption is not only expected to happen in lower-order skills
but could also influence higher-order skills such as creativity, leading to a diminution of
“originality” and the importance of knowledge itself. The concern here is that if every
user relies on ChatGPT to learn, then the outcome of education will inevitably be shared
(i.e., the same) with all other users at a certain point in time [9]. This indicates that in the
long run, there is a risk of eradicating the generation of new knowledge, hence critically
undermining the raison d’etre of education. Of course, this may not be critical if students
(or users in general) could retain their creativity and refer to the information provided as a
mere sample or a possible guideline of new ideas and not as answers. However, Krügel
et al. suggest that AI is capable of influencing human decisions to the same level as human
advisors would, where the majority of advised people do not notice that their thoughts
are being influenced by AIs [14,15]. In addition, most people do not seem to care about
the legitimacy of the source of information that AIs are providing [16,17]. As ChatGPT is
not an exception to this case, unconscious influence on ideas and the belief of “garbage in,
gospel out” may and will be a critical combination in the field of education, even for users
with higher-order skills.

2.2.3. Lack of Authenticity and/or Accuracy

In connection to the learning side of education, identification of authorship is also
being put at risk due to these AI tools. As already discussed, ChatGPT generally generates
answers based on the probability or “likeliness” of a certain term to appear next to the
previously generated word/content. According to criticism by Noam Chomsky, ChatGPT
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is “incapable of distinguishing the possible from the impossible (. . .) systems can learn
both that the earth is flat and that the earth is round. They trade merely in probabilities
that change over time” [18]; essentially, it does not “understand” what it is producing. This
problematic feature is not only observed in the general content that ChatGPT generates but
also is reflected in its irresponsibility in citations (which for humans is not “generation”,
but for ChatGPT it is), where this “irresponsibility” even extends to an issue of source
fabrication. Yet, the more serious problem may be that ChatGPT can be seen as an en-
tity that “writes in their word”; under current logic, it is theoretically not impossible to
reference ChatGPT itself as a source of information or even list it as an author/co-author
of research [19]. To this argument, major institutions (aside from many of those who are
keeping their silence) such as Taylor & Francis, Springer Nature, Science, Elsevier, and
ICML have announced that ChatGPT cannot be regarded as an author of research mostly
due to its lack of both reliability and ability to take responsibility [9]. However, in terms of
reliability, it must be remembered that human authors make a similar mistake. The real
barrier referring to ChatGPT as an academic information source, according to Rowe again
(p. 36), is that:

“it should be also transparent about how ideas have been derived and articulated
from the literature and how the methods have been designed and used in the
particular instance of [the] research. This notably requires that researchers cite
their sources of inspiration both in order to demonstrate integrity and to facilitate
further research through possible contestation. Something that is currently miss-
ing with ChatGPT. (. . .) If we lose the ability to identify the literature background,
we lose the capacity to assess the value of the contribution” [9].

Hence, the current issue of ChatGPT regarding authorship seems intrinsically rooted
in its inconsideration towards future research and learning; for education, this lack of
long-run perspective is fatal. Yet focusing only on protecting academic authorship from
ChatGPT and related technologies as a reaction may cause an infinite cat-and-mouse game
of AI technology being used to review AI-influenced work ad infinitum, wasting resources
and humans learning nothing in the end. Therefore, the issues with the contribution of
ChatGPT to education must be analyzed comprehensively to understand all of the possible
risks stated above and prevent expected disturbances.

2.3. New Perspectives and Application of Educational Theories

Considering the two sides of the argument, the following question must be ques-
tioned again: Why is there a large debate about ChatGPT in education? If the concern
here is that it simply “disturbs” the current education system and, therefore, institu-
tions/teachers/students may not be able to keep up with the change, the argument for
complete prohibition seems to be insufficient; the revolutionary technologies in the past
have more or less experienced a similar reaction, where with an adequate regulation,
ChatGPT and the related technologies could provide a drastic innovation in education. In
addition, as ChatGPT is already out in the world, sooner or later, it will directly affect the
education process due to its nature as a cutting-edge technology. Another concern may
be its influence on educational “outcomes” where, for instance, ChatGPT and related AI
tools could be used to cheat or substantially alter the result of students’ assessments [20].
This perspective is more concrete compared to the argument made above, as it indirectly
indicates the critical issue with the modern education system: the discrepancy between
“learning” and “outcomes”. Students are incentivized to focus on the quantifiable result
(e.g., grades), which is supposed to be an indicator of their acquired skills but is often not,
rather than the learning itself [21]. Hence, ChatGPT and related AI tools could make this
situation worse, as it could enhance this “result-focused” trend and may end up destroying
knowledge/content generation. Yet this concern also seems to be missing the point, as the
fact that tools such as ChatGPT exist does not necessarily lead to the act of cheating. These
inappropriate methods of alteration are rather induced by the environment, not the tech-
nology itself. Still, these concerns have outlined the importance of converting the current
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“result-focused” trend into “learning-focused”, as ChatGPT would only improve its ability
while the environment consists of a major element that determines the understanding of
“education” for students that will be using these AI tools.

To optimize the usage of ChatGPT in education before the outcomes are catastrophic,
it is not enough to come up with general expectations or reconstruct the meaning of
“education”; the former is “too general”, and the latter requires time. Statements such as
focusing more on “critical thinking” and “creativity” in the times of education with AI
assistance may point out the overall flow, but they do not provide any process (the “how”)
for achieving that goal. Ideas such as the importance of recognizing digital literacy, data
literacy, and AI literacy [22] provide concrete goals, but they are also not the concepts
that could cover the entire impact that ChatGPT would have in the educational field.
The aforementioned reconstruction in the understanding of what “education” means
to students, teachers, and society may more or less mitigate the influence of ChatGPT
if it can successfully be shifted to the “learning-focused” trend, but the effects would
only be observed in the long run. Thus, education, in the face of rising AI tools, could
be seen as lacking solutions that can provide guidelines that can be used immediately
and flexibly. Taking that into account, this paper aims to provide the guidelines in the
format of evaluative criteria that use relevant major educational theories: John Dewey’s
Reflective-Thought-and-Action model (which will be abbreviated as RTA theory) and
revised Bloom’s taxonomy. Although the reasons for choosing these two theories are
further explained in the sections below in detail, the attempt to apply these theories as an
evaluation method is justified by their validated contribution to learning. As discussed
above, one of the major issues evaluating ChatGPT and related AI technology in education
is that due to its nature of being introduced only recently, there are no explicit frameworks
that are widely acknowledged and implemented to evaluate these tools specifically in the
higher educational field. Hence, although relatively dated and not specifically designed
for evaluating learning under the influence of artificial intelligence, assuming that the
fundamental principles/meaning of education have not changed significantly from the
past, analyzing the potential impacts of ChatGPT in learning under these educational
theories would be meaningful.

2.3.1. John Dewey’s Reflective-Thought-and-Action Model

The RTA theory proposed by John Dewey (1859–1952), a prominent American educa-
tional reformer associated with pragmatism and experiential learning, observes the process
of an individual learning knowledge as the result of following five chronological steps [23]:

1. Encountering disturbance and uncertainty;
2. Intellectualization and definition of the problem;
3. Studying the conditions of the situation and formulating a working hypothesis;
4. Reasoning the hypothesis (Expecting the results);
5. Testing the hypothesis.

Only after completing these steps, the learner is either able to gain the solution to the
problem they had encountered initially or obtain an idea/concept that helps them to solve
the problem in the future, where further learning will be conducted following the same
five steps [24]. One important aspect that must be mentioned is that because experiential
learning has the disadvantage of having relative difficulties in the evaluation of information
soundness (as it is heavily dependent on the environment and derived experience), RTA
theory itself does not guarantee the quality of the solutions or the ideas gained by the
learners [25,26].

Despite the risks that RTA theory presents, it could function as a robust benchmark for
evaluating the effect of ChatGPT and related technologies in education. From its structure,
Dewey’s RTA theory is viewed as a step-based approach; thus, if one of the steps fails due
to certain factors, the following steps would also be compromised, disrupting the successful
knowledge acquisition of the learner. For instance, if the learner cannot identify the problem
(i.e., failure in step 2), there would, first of all, be no “problem” that could be solved; hence,
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there would be no learning for the learner. A more concrete example provided by Dewey is
during step 3, where he claims that the “chief function of philosophy is not to find out what
difference ready-made formulae make, if true, but to arrive at and to clarify their means
as programs of behaviour for modifying the existent world” [23]. Dewey’s focus on the
experiential learning and formulation of “hypothesis”, and less emphasis on conceptual
knowledge, derives from his view that if the learner cannot hypothesize a solution, then they
would not be able to learn [27]. Considering these characteristics of RTA theory, although
ChatGPT could generate “solutions” according to the provided prompts, it is questionable
whether the users are “learning” with enhancements or are merely “outsourcing” the
necessary knowledge-gaining experience. As education requires the learner to formulate
and retain their knowledge as part of the learning, if specific stages in the RTA theory
that are expected to largely (and constantly) be enhanced/disrupted by ChatGPT could be
identified, it is worth evaluating the stage to implement an optimal regulation.

Another aspect of RTA theory that is significant for the topic of generative AI comes
from Dewey’s ideology of experiential education. According to Dewey, “an experience may
be immediately enjoyable and yet promote the formation of a slack and careless attitude;
this attitude then operates to modify the quality of subsequent experiences so as to prevent
a person from getting out of them what they have to give” [28]. This closely resembles
the critical attitude towards implementing ChatGPT in education, where the concern is
weighted against the consequence of future knowledge generation. As Dewey claims that
the quality of the experience depends on (1) immediate agreeableness/disagreeableness but
also on (2) latent influence upon later experience [28], it should always be reminded that for
an education to be successful, there is an inherent need to select the educational experience
that positively influences the subsequent experience of the learner. While ChatGPT may
create new opportunities for experiential education by outsourcing certain knowledge (as
mentioned in the literature reviews above), it does not change the fact that ChatGPT does
so through providing conceptual “solutions” that they are fed as input; the learner may be
satisfied at the level of immediate agreeableness thus stop learning beyond what they are
provided, but because it does not connect to the positive later experience (i.e., promotion of
further learning), the supposed new opportunity could, in reality, hinder education. Once
these perspectives of Dewey’s ideology and theory are incorporated into the evaluation of
ChatGPT, it may allow the construction of a more comprehensive regulatory framework.

2.3.2. Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy

Bloom’s taxonomy is a set of educational hierarchical models with three domains,
(1) cognitive, (2) affective, and (3) psychomotor, which was proposed by the team of
educators led by Benjamin Bloom to classify the learning objectives by the types and
difficulty of the tasks [29]. The first (cognitive) domain focuses on knowledge in particular,
and the model was revised in 2001 to the following six levels [29,30]:

1. Remembering;
2. Understanding;
3. Applying;
4. Analyzing;
5. Evaluating;
6. Creating.

The stages are composed of lower to higher cognitive complexity, whereas, similar to
Dewey’s RTA theory, the learner must successfully acquire knowledge at the lower levels
to advance to the higher level. For example, if the learners want to learn mathematics, they
must first be able to memorize numbers and equations before understanding what they
mean, which they can afterward apply to the given problems and proceed to experiment
and related critiques, perhaps leading them to the final stage where they can create new
theorems. Although this model is not without criticism, such as it being an imperfect
hierarchy or reality having less clear-cut lines between the levels, revised Bloom’s taxonomy
is still widely used in today’s educational setting as a reference [31,32]; this paper will
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also propose it to be used in the evaluation of ChatGPT and the related technologies
in education.

Yet, even without considering its popularity, the revised Bloom’s taxonomy is essen-
tially relevant to the evaluation criteria. As the taxonomy is structured in a way specific
to certain skills and complexities, it is possible to evaluate the case where ChatGPT is
fine-tuned to each level. The learners who use these AI tools may be able to enhance
their learning by raising efficiency in the acquisition of knowledge, where because each
stage exists as an extension of the previous level, the learner (in the ideal situation) can
also visualize the learning trajectory that they followed and will be following. The issue
of overreliance may be mitigated through various methods, where, for instance, the con-
fidence levels and accuracy of ChatGPT could be lowered by combining the keywords
(used in the prompt) attributed to different levels of Bloom’s taxonomy [33]; this could
not only minimize dependence on generative AI tools but simultaneously encourage an
active engagement in education. However, these measures do not eliminate the risk of the
entire learning process collapsing if ChatGPT largely disrupts the lower stage of knowledge
acquisition. Hence, through combining similar yet different educational theories, Dewey’s
RTA theory, which focuses on the micro-level individual learning experience, and revised
Bloom’s taxonomy, which focuses on the macro-level skill-dependent learning stages, this
paper proposes multi-theory evaluation criteria that could become a starting point for the
future regulatory framework.

3. Expectations of the Impact of ChatGPT on Students’ Learning Uptake

Observing the effect of ChatGPT and the related AI technology on education is difficult,
taking into account factors such as its recent development, which lacks sufficient legal
controls and past resources for examination. Moreover, regarding the role of education
in the individuals’ learning and creation of knowledge, the format of obtaining data
would require attentiveness to the consequences. For instance, experimentation that aims
to achieve certain types of empirical data, such as the observation of the educational
achievement between intentionally differentiated users and non-users of ChatGPT in their
educational process, does not only have potential ethical risks but, depending on the size
of the cohort, it could incur material risks to society as a possibility. Hence, to understand
the possible arrangements of the evaluation criteria, surveys on the users that are related
to education (professors/lecturers as well as students, since this paper focuses on higher
education) regarding the stages/levels of the mentioned two educational theories would
be recommended. Although the expectations of the educators and students would not be
perfect, they should nonetheless reflect on which stages should have the initial focus of
the regulation through average demand, contributing to the construction of the evaluation
criteria. The criteria created through this method could not only serve as a temporal
measure until empirical data of ChatGPT on education could be quantified and visualized
but should also be used with the data afterward to create detailed criteria that express both
qualitative and quantitative aspects of the evaluation.

Among the potential scenarios of expectations, one of the simplest could be that both
models would express a larger disturbance in the lower stages. This is because people
who become over-reliant or experience disruption in their learning may lack the necessary
knowledge that is required to use these tools adequately in the first place, which indicates
that they are at the lower levels/stages of the educational theories. For example, there
would be a clear difference in the learning outcome between a user who used ChatGPT
according to the questions they have internalized/formulated themselves and a user who
merely inputted a given prompt without recognizing the meaning behind the problem.
Although there is a chance that both of these users will receive a similar score for their
output, there is a critical difference in terms of knowledge acquisition, which is one of the
main purposes of education. Due to the nature of the educational theories that this paper
refers to, the magnitude of disturbance should decrease (i.e., the potential of enhancement
should increase) as the theoretical stages progress according to this scenario; the lower
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the stages/levels the learner is in, the higher the chance of them failing the knowledge
acquisition. Hence, according to this scenario, the use of these AI tools should be heavily
regulated when the learner is in the lower stages/levels.

However, the above-mentioned scenario may be misleading as it oversimplifies the
types of risks that learners in each of the stages/levels have. With its current capabilities,
ChatGPT has the following pernicious characteristics: (1) able to provide “solutions”
without reasoning or confidence [4,9] and (2) able to directly/indirectly manipulate the
knowledge of the user [14,15]. In (1), ChatGPT is liable to give solutions to a prompt
without giving a full explanation to the user unless specifically asked to and is prone
to data hallucination, while in (2), users are likely to trust and conform to generated
solutions because of their perceived reliability. While the former is an avoidable risk for
learners with higher knowledge capabilities, the latter is almost unavoidable in any of
the stages/levels and can be insidious. These factors may introduce complexities into the
scenario, where each stage/level could be enhanced or disrupted for different reasons. For
instance, Dewey’s RTA theory could perhaps exhibit the following state (Table 1):

Table 1. Potential impacts of ChatGPT on the learning of students/learners evaluated under the
perspective of Dewey’s RTA theory.

Stages of Experience (Dewey’s RTA) Possible Outcome (Disruption/Enhancement)

1. Encounter disturbance Limited effect: the sentiment of unfamiliarity would still exist with or without ChatGPT.

2. Defining the problem

High disturbance: if the learner cannot define the problem they are solving, the
following learning process may be hindered (issue of over-reliance).

Mild enhancement: if the learner uses ChatGPT as merely an assistance
(e.g., clarification of background information after defining the problem), it could lead to

enhancement of the learning.

3. Formulate working hypothesis

High disturbance: if the learner is not capable of retaining their original hypothesis and
instead is affected by the generated hypothesis, the following learning may be hindered

(issue of manipulation).

Mild enhancement: if the learner understands the hypothesis as one of the externally
provided options, it may enhance their learning.

4. Reasoning of the hypothesis

High disturbance: similar expectation as 3, if the learner is affected by the generated
hypothesis, their reasoning of its implications will likely be skewed, as reasoning

derives from the working hypothesis generated in the previous stage.

Mild enhancement: given 3, if the learner is able to make comparisons between
alternative, generated hypotheses, then they can gain new information and make a

better choice eventually.

5. Testing the hypothesis Limited effect: ChatGPT is currently operated as theory-based assistance, thus limited in
the direction involving physical/empirical testing.

While revised, Bloom’s taxonomy could exhibit the following (Table 2):
The results of our analysis of ChatGPT through these tables reveal that ChatGPT is

indeed a useful tool even at higher stages of learning, given conducive enough conditions
like the learner’s own initiative and propensity for self-reflection. It has to be said that our
analysis is merely one out of a few possible cases for ChatGPT’s impact on a learner in
each learning model and, hence, is not conclusive evidence for or against ChatGPT’s use
in higher education. For example, results may vary across different disciplines, and what
might be a disturbance under Bloom’s taxonomy in a humanistic discipline may present
as an enhancement in a technical programming discipline; in the former, core concepts
must be comprehensively understood before any useful application in real-life contexts
can be carried out, whereas, in the latter, ChatGPT’s simplifying summary of concepts and



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 614 10 of 14

amenability to problem-solving can be helpful for students’ abilities to grasp the concepts
in the first place. ChatGPT’s impact in this example is effectively reversed across the two
different disciplines. Yet, it must also be acknowledged that the expectations according to
the educational theories may provide significant insight into developing optimal regulation
for using ChatGPT and related AI tools in the field of education.

Table 2. Potential impacts of ChatGPT on the learning of students/learners evaluated under the
perspective of Bloom’s taxonomy.

Levels of Knowledge
(Bloom’s Taxonomy) Possible Outcome (Disruption/Enhancement)

1. Remembering High disturbance: if the learner relies on ChatGPT and generative AI from this most fundamental
stage, it is unlikely to raise efficiency but rather disrupt any learning that follows.

2. Understanding

Mild disturbance: if the learner cannot proceed to incorporate information provided by sources other
than ChatGPT, there may not be an adequate “understanding” of the target.

Mild enhancement: if the learner uses information provided by ChatGPT as one of the multiple
information sources, there may be a possible enhancement of “understanding” by allowing a quick
consolidation of background information.

3. Applying Uncertain effect: this stage mainly involves the knowledge to execute and implement certain tasks;
ChatGPT may have an effect, but it would heavily depend on the tasks learned in the previous stages.

4. Analyzing

Mild disturbance: similar expectation as 2, if the learner is unable to fully understand text generated
by ChatGPT, it is unlikely they will adopt an accurate analysis of the subject matter, as analyzing is a
stage that requires a scaled-up process of knowledge gained in the previous three stages.

Mild enhancement: if the learner is able to treat information given by ChatGPT with caution and in
tandem with other sources, then their analysis may be more comprehensive due to a more rapid
uptake of knowledge.

At this stage, the issue of over-reliance may require more care than the issue of manipulation.

5. Evaluating

Mild disturbance: from this stage and above, the issue of manipulation (e.g., unintended influence on
the judgment) would become more critical. If the learner is unable to recognize the effect of ChatGPT
on their standards, learning may become stagnant and incur risks such as acquiring misguided facts.

Mild enhancement: if the effort of distinction between the judgment provided by ChatGPT and
self-evaluation standards is made successfully, enhanced learning may be possible.

6. Creating

Mild disturbance: similar expectations as 5: one is obstructed from the creative process if they are
unable to properly evaluate their work and ascertain what processes have been helpful or not.

Mild enhancement: given 5, the creative process can benefit from the learner’s initiative in discerning
the impact of ChatGPT on their learning process and how it has affected their output.

However, the effect on both disturbance and enhancement may be higher as the stage of knowledge
acquisition has become more complex.

4. Potential Strategies for Regulation

Given what has been said about the consequences of a general acceptance of the use of
ChatGPT among both instructors and students, it is imperative that strategies regarding its
regulation in the educational context are discussed. First, let it be noted that the strategies
proposed in this section are non-exhaustive—they only point to the practices most relevant
to what has already been discussed so far, namely, student learning processes and instructor–
student dynamics. Secondly, ‘regulation’ here refers not only to methods of mitigation and
harm reduction but also to processes of transformation and edification that could be useful
to implement, considering the promising applications of ChatGPT in higher education.
This is especially pertinent, seeing as students have “generally positive attitudes toward
using ChatGPT for learning” [34] despite the dangers of over-reliance on and being misled
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by potentially inaccurate generated text, indicating an increasingly common acceptance of
its use in universities.

The strategies we suggest for the mitigation of ChatGPT’s harmful effects are (1) differ-
ent and more innovative assessment tools and (2) a greater focus on personalized instruction.
Assessment will drastically change in the face of ChatGPT’s capability to provide students
with sufficiently accurate information rapidly. Instructors, therefore, should adapt to this
change by developing new tools to measure students’ progress or embrace existing tools
that reduce students’ overreliance on ChatGPT and aim to reduce the chances of their being
misguided by imprecise information. These tools include reflective journals that can track
a student’s uptake of knowledge over a longer temporal frame [35]; ChatGPT–proof assess-
ment questions that have been tailored against the more generic and superficial responses
that current LLMs are capable of (with an added safeguard of using AI tools to check for AI
intervention in student submissions); or even a new assessment format such as interviews
or real-time, personal problem-solving, which comprehensively tests students’ higher-level
understanding of concepts and procedural knowledge. Next, personalizing students’ learn-
ing will be important to ensure that they use ChatGPT as effectively and beneficially as
they can. It has been noted that ChatGPT can provide feedback on student work quickly
and reliably in various disciplines [36]. This will leave instructors more room to work
personally with students and give advanced guidance in higher-order skills, such as essay
conceptualization, conceptual clarification, technical rectification (like in programming
fields), and so on. Office hours need no longer be limited to basic knowledge verification
but can extend to protracted discussions meeting students’ more esoteric questions that
can enhance their knowledge base and deepen their understanding of course material.

Moving on to areas of edification, it is possible to capitalize on the educational benefits
of ChatGPT by (1) co-opting flipped or hybrid classrooms for higher education settings
and (2) increased guidance for students on the use of ChatGPT (or AI tools generally).
Flipped classrooms are ones that prioritize student collaboration, real-time practice and
testing, and the development of hands-on skills during class time, whereas out-of-class
time is reserved mainly for knowledge uptake and information distribution through online
resources or lectures. This practice has been shown to improve the quality of student
discussions and inspire higher levels of initiative and productivity among students, given
enough pedagogical innovation and rigor [37,38]. With the aid of ChatGPT, out-of-class
time can be fully maximized by students for basic information retention, while in-class
time can be reserved for practicing higher-order skills that apply such information to more
advanced problems, thereby positively augmenting the flipped classroom approach. A
hybrid classroom may also be considered, where stages of learning corresponding to the
lower levels of Dewey’s RTA and Bloom’s taxonomy can take place online using ChatGPT
as an instructional resource, whereas learning at the higher levels relies more heavily on
personalized instruction. Finally, an important milestone for higher education will be
syllabi catered specifically to AI guidance for students. Reiterating the threats of ChatGPT
to student learning, it is essential that students are taught how to use them appropriately
and what to use them for, not least because “behavioral intention” and “habit” are among
the leading factors for why students turn to ChatGPT [39,40]. By ensuring that students
approach ChatGPT with the requisite training and a conducive mindset to their learning,
higher education providers will be able to better utilize ChatGPT as an educational tool
rather than shy away from it. Crucially, the aim of these suggested practices, and others like
it, is to reduce disruption and promote enhancement that ChatGPT presents to students’
learning, as established above in Dewey’s RTA and Bloom’s taxonomy learning models.

5. Conclusions

To appropriately manage the situation regarding the usage of ChatGPT and the related
generative AIs in education, it is crucial to identify the benefits and loss in terms of learning
as soon as possible since the further development of the technology is inevitable regarding
the nature of these tools and the intention behind the development. From the literature
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reviews and considered scenarios, ChatGPT seems to hold the potential of polarizing
learning by enlarging the gaps between disturbance and enhancement. Although it is still
unidentifiable whether this “polarization” is a necessary cost of innovation that brings a
net positive effect to society, what is clear is that the cost should be minimized where it
could be and while it is still possible. Considering the potential strategies suggested in the
previous section, if the cost and benefit could be identified accordingly, disturbance for
learners could be minimized while the enhancement in knowledge attainment/generation
could be maximized in the best-case scenario. Hence, the evaluation criteria that this paper
proposes using validated educational theories and expectations of the educators/learners
could become the starting point for understanding the effect of ChatGPT in a manner that is
familiar to the people. Of course, the evaluation criteria are far from perfect as this paper did
not consider important factors such as the types of tasks, the field of study, the environment
of the learner and their notion of “education”, other educational theories, etc. Yet, as
already mentioned, this paper proposes a “starting point” as it allows further development
by building on the theories and expectations as the foundation; these evaluation criteria
could become reliable, comprehensive measures for optimal regulations in the future.

Still, looking at the bigger picture, it must be understood that these evaluation criteria
are a “short-term” solution in the field of education, where the fundamental issue that must
be addressed is the meaning of education in society. As mentioned previously, the debate
on how ChatGPT and related technology would disrupt education is primarily focused
on the visible “outcome” (e.g., quality of essays and exams). Taking this into account,
it is logical to claim that the introduction of ChatGPT would make the entire education
process more efficient while also eliminating certain assessment methods because they
are no longer a fit measure. However, there seems to be less debate on “why” people use
ChatGPT in education in a manner that may not lead to learning in the first place. The
answer may be that it is because the “learning” and the “outcome” of education may more
or less be separated. When people know that they are assessed by the “outcome” and not
by what they learned, the outsourcing of knowledge to the “better” option is almost an
inevitable consequence. There is limited space for education as a process and a field of
generating new knowledge if the notion of “education” among the learners is not learning
but rather producing results that are convincing on the surface. Even if the learner is using
ChatGPT to increase their “efficiency” and truly enhance their learning, if they are not
aware that becoming more “efficient” by using ChatGPT does not necessarily mean that
they are learning better than before, they would possibly face the consequences of indirect
interference in their idea/judgment by ChatGPT. If the process does not lead to a conscious
generation of new ideas and remains as a repetition of the existing information, what is the
value of “learning”?

One of the worst-case scenarios may be that the fundamental principles of learning,
whether intended or not, could be altered as a result of the advancement of these technolo-
gies and their usage without awareness of the consequences. In this case, any attempt to
evaluate the degree of learning based on the existing theories and measures will lose its
significance, whereas reinstating the lost value of learning will require not only time but
also an immeasurable amount of resources and effort. Fortunately, the concern against these
technologies is more or less a global phenomenon. Passed in the European Parliament on
13 March 2024, the European Union (EU) Artificial Intelligence Act proposed a comprehen-
sive regulation against AI technology depending on their risk categories from “minimal”
to “unacceptable”, where the revised category for general purpose AI (e.g., ChatGPT) was
newly added in 2023. These adjustments and how the application of AI in “Education
and vocational training” is specifically mentioned in the “high-risk” category represent
the direction of caution expressed by the public sentiment against the application of AI
technology in education [41]. Since the implementation of the EU AI Act is a relatively
recent event, its effects have yet to be observed in a recognizable format, specifically re-
garding education. Yet, the potential impacts caused by the Act are worth following in
future research, where the suggestions of this paper may perhaps be developed accordingly
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depending on the outcomes. After all, it is not only technology that changes education but
the environment, actions, and beliefs of the people who use it. As it is unknown whether
the focus on the meaning of education or even a shift in it would be fully perceived by
society, the evaluation will be difficult due to these new technologies and the expected
adaptive effort of the educational system as an entity. Nonetheless, this paper hopes that
the proposed attempt may be one of the first steps to construct clear criteria for evaluation
in the new era of education, whose meaning needs constant reflection and updating.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, K.T.P.; investigation, K.M., M.J.H.T. and S.P.; resources,
K.T.P.; writing—original draft preparation, all authors; writing—review and editing, all authors;
supervision, K.T.P.; funding acquisition, K.M. and K.T.P. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: No new data were created or analyzed in this study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Zarifhonarvar, A. Economics of ChatGPT: A Labor Market View on the Occupational Impact of Artificial Intelligence. J. Electron.

Bus. Digit. Econ. Available online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4350925 (accessed on 3 June 2024).
2. Firat, M. What ChatGPT means for universities: Perceptions of scholars and students. J. Appl. Learn. Teach. 2023, 6, 57–63.

[CrossRef]
3. Firat, M. How ChatGPT can Transform Autodidactic Experiences and Open Education? 2023, pp. 1–5. Available online:

https://osf.io/preprints/osf/9ge8m (accessed on 3 June 2024).
4. Ray, P.P. ChatGPT: A comprehensive review on background, applications, key challenges, bias, ethics, limitations and future

scope. Internet Things Cyber-Phys. Syst. 2023, 3, 121–154. [CrossRef]
5. Eke, D.O. ChatGPT and the rise of generative AI: Threat to academic integrity? J. Responsible Technol. 2023, 13, 100060. [CrossRef]
6. Kingston, P.W.; Hubbard, R.; Lapp, B.; Schroeder, P.; Wilson, J. Why education matters. Sociol. Educ. 2003, 76, 53–70. [CrossRef]
7. Oreopoulos, P.; Salvanes, K.G. Priceless: The Nonpecuniary Benefits of Schooling. J. Econ. Perspect. 2011, 25, 159–184. Available

online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/23049443 (accessed on 3 June 2024). [CrossRef]
8. Ossiannilsson, E.; Altinay, Z.; Altinay, F. Transformation of teaching and learning in higher education towards open learning

arenas: A question of quality. In Open Education: International Perspectives in Higher Education, 1st ed.; Blessinger, P., Bliss, T., Eds.;
Open Book Publishers: Cambridge, UK, 2016; pp. 159–178. Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1sq5v9n.13
(accessed on 3 June 2024).

9. Dwivedi, Y.K.; Kshetri, N.; Hughes, L.; Slade, E.L.; Jeyaraj, A.; Kar, A.K.; Baabdullah, A.M.; Koohang, A.; Raghavan, V.; Ahuja,
M.; et al. “So what if ChatGPT wrote it?” Multidisciplinary perspectives on opportunities, challenges and implications of
generative conversational AI for research, practice and policy. Int. J. Inf. Manag. 2023, 71, 102642. [CrossRef]

10. CAST. Universal Design for Learning Guidelines Version 2.2. UDL Guidelines. 2018. Available online: http://udlguidelines.cast.
org (accessed on 3 June 2024).

11. Halaweh, M. ChatGPT in education: Strategies for responsible implementation. Contemp. Educ. Technol. 2023, 15, ep421.
[CrossRef]

12. Rudolph, J.; Tan, S.; Tan, S. ChatGPT: Bullshit Spewer or the End of Traditional Assessments in Higher Education? J. Appl. Learn.
Teach. 2023, 6, 1–22. Available online: https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/view/689 (accessed on 3 June 2024).

13. Baidoo-Anu, D.; Ansah, L.O. Education in the Era of Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI): Understanding the Potential Benefits
of ChatGPT in Promoting Teaching and Learning. SSRN 2023. Available online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4337484 (accessed on
3 June 2024). [CrossRef]

14. Krügel, S.; Ostermaier, A.; Uhl, M. Algorithms as partners in crime: A lesson in ethics by design. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2023, 138,
107483. [CrossRef]

15. Krügel, S.; Ostermaier, A.; Uhl, M. ChatGPT’s inconsistent moral advice influences users’ judgment. Sci. Rep. 2023, 13, 4569.
[CrossRef]

16. Köbis, N.; Bonnefon, J.F.; Rahwan, I. Bad machines corrupt good morals. Nat. Hum. Behav. 2021, 5, 679–685. [CrossRef]
17. Krügel, S.; Ostermaier, A.; Uhl, M. Zombies in the loop? Humans trust untrustworthy AI-advisors for ethical decisions. Philos.

Technol. 2022, 35, 17. [CrossRef]
18. Chomsky, N.; Roberts, I.; Watumull, J. Noam Chomsky: The False Promise of ChatGPT. The New York Times. 8 March 2023.

Available online: https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/08/opinion/noam-chomsky-chatgpt-ai.html (accessed on 3 June 2024).
19. Ciaccio, E.J. Use of artificial intelligence in scientific paper writing. Inform. Med. Unlocked 2023, 41, 101253. [CrossRef]
20. Crawford, J.; Cowling, M.; Allen, K. Leadership is needed for ethical ChatGPT: Character, assessment, and learning using artificial

intelligence (AI). J. Univ. Teach. Learn. Pract. 2023, 20. [CrossRef]

https://ssrn.com/abstract=4350925
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.22
https://osf.io/preprints/osf/9ge8m
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iotcps.2023.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrt.2023.100060
https://doi.org/10.2307/3090261
http://www.jstor.org/stable/23049443
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.25.1.159
http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1sq5v9n.13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102642
http://udlguidelines.cast.org
http://udlguidelines.cast.org
https://doi.org/10.30935/cedtech/13036
https://journals.sfu.ca/jalt/index.php/jalt/article/view/689
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4337484
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4337484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2022.107483
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-31341-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01128-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-022-00511-9
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/08/opinion/noam-chomsky-chatgpt-ai.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.imu.2023.101253
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.3.02


Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 614 14 of 14

21. Mhlanga, D. OpenAI in Education, the Responsible and Ethical Use of ChatGPT towards Lifelong Learning. SSRN 2023. Available
online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4354422 (accessed on 3 June 2024). [CrossRef]

22. Kreinsen, M.; Schulz, S. Towards the Triad of Digital Literacy, Data Literacy and AI Literacy in Teacher Education—A Discussion
in Light of the Accessibility of Novel Generative AI. 2023, pp. 1–5. Available online: https://osf.io/preprints/edarxiv/xguzk
(accessed on 3 June 2024).

23. Miettinen, R. The concept of experiential learning and John Dewey’s theory of reflective thought and action. Int. J. Lifelong Educ.
2000, 19, 54–72. [CrossRef]

24. Gutek, G.L. Jacques Maritain and John Dewey on Education: A Reconsideration. Educ. Horiz. 2005, 83, 247–263. Available online:
http://www.jstor.org/stable/42925953 (accessed on 3 June 2024).

25. Hopkins, E.A. John Dewey and Progressive Education. J. Educ. Thought (JET)/Rev. Pensée Éducative 2017, 50, 59–68. Available
online: https://www.jstor.org/stable/26372390 (accessed on 3 June 2024).

26. Williams, M.K. John Dewey in the 21st Century. J. Inq. Action Educ. 2017, 9, 7.
27. Weber, E.T. Dewey and Rawls on Education. Hum. Stud. 2008, 31, 361–382. Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/4027

0669 (accessed on 3 June 2024). [CrossRef]
28. Dewey, J. Experience and education. Educ. Forum 1986, 50, 241–252. [CrossRef]
29. Forehand, M. Bloom’s Taxonomy: Original and revised. In Emerging Perspectives on Learning, Teaching, and Technology; Orey, M., Ed.;

CreateSpace: North Charleston, SC, USA, 2005. Available online: http://projects.coe.uga.edu/epltt/ (accessed on 3 June 2024).
30. Seddon, G.M. The properties of Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives for the cognitive domain. Rev. Educ. Res. 1978, 48,

303–323. [CrossRef]
31. Kegan, D.L. Using Bloom’s cognitive taxonomy for curriculum planning and evaluation in nontraditional educational settings. J.

High. Educ. 1977, 48, 63–77. [CrossRef]
32. Vosen, M.A. Using Bloom’s Taxonomy to Teach Students about Plagiarism. Engl. J. 2008, 97, 43–46. Available online: http:

//www.jstor.org/stable/40503410 (accessed on 3 June 2024). [CrossRef]
33. Elsayed, S. Towards mitigating ChatGPT’s negative impact on education: Optimizing question design through Bloom’s taxonomy.

arXiv 2023, arXiv:2304.08176. [CrossRef]
34. Ngo, T.T.A. The Perception by university students of the use of ChatGPT in education. Int. J. Emerg. Technol. Learn. (iJET) 2023, 18,

4–19. [CrossRef]
35. Alt, D.; Raichel, N.; Naamati-Schneider, L. Higher education students’ reflective journal writing and lifelong learning skills:

Insights from an exploratory sequential study. Front. Psychol. Sec. Educ. Psychol. 2022, 12, 707168. [CrossRef]
36. Popescu, A. AI’s secret weapon in education. ChatGPT—The future of personalized learning. Bull. Transilv. Univ. Braşov Ser. V
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