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Introduction 
	The topic that has been chosen for investigation is Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) in education. The research question is there for ‘what are lecturers’ perceptions of the benefits, risks, and pedagogical value of GenAI?’. The overarching aim of this study is to employ a sequential mixed design to gain a deeper understanding of how GenAI is perceived and utilized by university lecturers. The study will first explore through semi-structured interviews (Kallio et al., 2016) the experiences, practices, and perceptions of GenAI that lecturers have, identifying key themes relating to benefits, risks, and pedagogical value. 
The themes that are gathered from semi-structured interviews will be used to develop a teacher-centred questionnaire, which will be based on the onion model (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2007; Melnikovas, 2018). By integrating these findings from the qualitative and quantitative phases, the study aims to produce robust, evidence-based conclusions that can inform educational policy, professional development, and responsible implementation of GenAI in teaching.

Chosen method 
The chosen method for this study is a mixed-methods design (Cresswell & Clark, 2017), which utilizes both qualitative and quantitative data. Combining both qualitative and quantitative approaches will be beneficial for this study, as it is appropriate for researching emerging technologies (Hesse-Biber and Johnson, 2013). It also aids in practices, perceptions, and institutional norms that are still developing and not yet well represented by existing theory or standardised instruments (Hashish, Alsayed and Razek, 2025). 
Qualitative 
Qualitative data collection will form the first phase of the study and will, as previously mentioned, be conducted through a semi-structured interview with lecturers. Qualitative methods are well-suited to exploring complex perspectives, engagement, and use of GenAI tools (Ng et al., 2025). Due to the rapidly evolving nature of GenAI (Walczak and Cellary, 2023), qualitative semi-structured interviews will allow participants to delve deeper into their experiences, concerns, and interpretations using their own words, rather than being limited to predefined response categories (Richards and Hemphill, 2017).
Qualitative data collection will enable the study to capture lecturers' reasoning processes (Husband, 2020), including why they choose to utilize GenAI in their teaching, or whether they choose to avoid it (Khlaif et al., 2024), how they adapt to the ethical concerns associated with GenAI, and how they perceive its impact on student learning and workload (Hessari et al., 2025). These insights can be difficult to gain when using quantitative measures alone, particularly in an exploratory research context (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018). Furthermore, qualitative findings will provide a grounded understanding of how GenAI is currently conceptualised and used by lecturers, which is essential for informing subsequent quantitative data collection (Fetters, Curry and Creswell, 2013).
However, qualitative data collection is not without criticism. A key limitation is that semi-structured interview findings are context-specific, with a limited sample size, which brings into question generalisability (Ali and Yusof, 2011). Additionally, qualitative data may be influenced by social desirability bias, particularly when discussing topics related to participants' academic integrity or compliance with institutional policies on GenAI use (Kaushal, 2014). According to Bergen and Labonté (2019), this can be managed by ensuring that the location of the interviews is private, sticking to the criteria to participate in the study, and asking questions that can minimise social desirability bias. 
Quantitative 
The quantitative phase of the study will involve a questionnaire designed to examine the extent and distribution of GenAI use and perceptions among lecturers(Petricini, Zipf and Wu, 2024). This phase will address how widespread particular practices and attitudes are, adding to the detailed insights generated by the qualitative phase (Hands, 2022).
The questions developed for the questionnaire will be created from themes identified within the qualitative phase, ensuring that the questionnaire reflects the lecturers' lived experiences rather than abstract assumptions about GenAI use (Shahzad et al., 2025). This strengthens the validity of the quantitative data and ensures that it directly addresses the research question (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018). 
Despite these strengths, quantitative data collection faces criticisms. Questionnaires are limited in their ability to capture differences in meaning and expression, which may oversimplify complex approaches by reducing them to fixed-response categories (Bryman, 2016). Furthermore, the use of non-probability sampling limits the ability to generalise findings beyond the study sample (Mukti, 2025). 
The combined use of qualitative and quantitative data collection allows the study to address the research question adequately by integrating depth and breadth (Schoonenboom and Johnson, 2017). The qualitative phase will reveal how lecturers understand and experience GenAI, while the quantitative phase will reveal how common these perspectives and practices are across a wider group (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010).
This combination strengthens the exploratory power of the study (Sharma et al., 2023). An example of this could be that the qualitative data may reveal that lecturers feel uncertain about ethical boundaries when using GenAI (Nguyen, 2025). The quantitative data may demonstrate whether this uncertainty is shared by all lecturers or only specific cohorts (Đerić, Frank and Vuković, 2025). This integration can enhance interpretive richness and mitigate the weaknesses of relying on a single method (Fetters, Curry and Creswell, 2013b).
Mixed-methods approach, however, has been criticised for its complexity and the potential for superficial integration if not managed appropriately (Bazeley, 2024). To address this criticism, integration in this study will be appropriately planned, with qualitative findings informing questionnaire development and both datasets being brought together during interpretation to address the research question holistically (Creswell and Creswell, 2018).
Another common critique is that combining qualitative and quantitative approaches may lead to methodological inconsistency due to differing philosophical assumptions underpinning each paradigm (Doyle, Brady and Byrne, 2009). Critics argue that attempts to integrate positivist and interpretivist approaches risk theoretical incoherence (Nudzor, 2005).
However, supporters of mixed methods argue that practical approaches allow researchers to prioritise research questions over philosophical purity (Hesse-Biber, 2015). In this study, pragmatism underpins methodological decision-making, with methods selected based on their suitability for exploring lecturers' use of GenAI rather than concentrating on a single paradigm.
Another limitation relates to the unequal weighting of methods (Lund, 2011). In exploratory sequential designs, the qualitative phase often dominates conceptually, with the quantitative phase playing a supporting role (Cameron, 2009). While this aligns with the aims of the study, it limits the extent to which quantitative data can be used to make claims of generalisability.

Sampling methods
Sampling is a critical component of research design, as it determines who contributes data, and consequently, the scope, credibility, and integrability of the findings (Mweshi and Sakyi, 2020). In mixed-methods research, sampling decisions must align not only with the research questions but also with the purpose and sequencing of qualitative and quantitative phases (Teddlie and Yu, 2007). This planned study adopts an exploratory sequential mixed methods design; for this, sampling strategies will be distinct but connected for the qualitative and quantitative phases.
The overarching aim of the study is exploratory, to gain perspectives on how GenAI is used in teaching practices, and to examine the extent to which themes are reflected across a wider academic population. Exploratory research prioritises depth, relevance, and contextual understanding over statistical representation (Haile, 2023). For this reason, non-probability sampling strategies are considered appropriate for both phases of the study, with each strategy selected to align with the specific objectives of the qualitative and quantitative components (Tashakkori and Creswell, 2007).
The qualitative phase will employ purposive sampling (Tongco, 2007), a strategy commonly used in exploratory educational research to identify participants who can provide a deeper insight into the phenomenon under investigation (Beavers et al., 2013). In this study, purposive sampling will be used to recruit lecturers who are actively involved in teaching and who have awareness of, or experience with, GenAI tools.
The rationale for the purposive sampling lies in its capacity to capture diverse perspectives rather than achieve representativeness (Tajik, Golzar and Noor, 2025). Given that GenAI adoption varies across cohorts, levels of experience, and personal attitudes (Qu, Tan and Wang, 2024). Purposive sampling allows the researcher to include lecturers who have used GenAI in the context of pedagogy, as well as those who have consciously chosen not to engage with the tools (Etikan, 2016). 
Efforts will be made to achieve maximum variation within the qualitative sample by including lecturers from different academic disciplines, career stages, and teaching contexts (Nyimbili and Nyimbili, 2024). Maximum variation sampling enhances the breadth of perspectives captured and supports more nuanced thematic analysis (Tracy, 2020). 
A limitation of purposive sampling is its reliance on the researcher's judgment in participant selection, which may introduce selection bias (Lash, Fink and Fox, 2009). However, this limitation can be acceptable in exploratory research, where the aim is to develop conceptual understanding rather than generalisable claims (Ishtiaq, 2019).
The quantitative phase will use non-probability convenience sampling (Stratton, 2023). Convenience sampling is frequently employed in exploratory and pilot studies due to its practical efficiency and suitability for instruments (Scholtz, 2021). While convenience sampling limits external validity (McEwan, 2020), it is appropriate in this study because the quantitative phase is intended to support exploratory analysis and questionnaire development rather than hypothesis testing (Nagpal, Kornerup and Gibson, 2021). It is important to note that the same participants may not necessarily participate in both phases of the study (Doyle, Brady and Byrne, 2016).
Sampling decisions are also shaped by ethical considerations (Dattalo, 2010). Recruiting lecturers as participants requires sensitivity to professional roles and workloads, and participation will be entirely voluntary. 

Ethical considerations
When conducting primary research using a mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2017), it is essential to consider the ethical implications related to mixed-methods studies (Hesse-Biber, 2010a). There are many ethical implications to consider when conducting primary research. One important ethics consideration is informed consent (Bhutta, 2004). 
Informed consent is a core ethical requirement that ensures participants' autonomy and right to make voluntary, informed decisions about whether to take part in research or not (BERA, 2018). It requires that participants be provided with clear and accessible information about the purpose of the study, what participation involves, how data will be used, and any potential risks associated with participation (Parija and Mandal, 2014).
In educational research, informed consent is particularly important because participants may operate within institutional hierarchies that create perceived pressure to participate (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). Lecturers, as professional employees, may feel obligated to engage with research conducted within higher education contexts unless there is an emphasis on the fact it is voluntary (Ferguson, Yonge and Myrick, 2004). Clearly articulated consent processes therefore mitigate power imbalances and reduce the risk of coercion (Cameron, Kothari and Fiolet, 2025).
In the context of this study, informed consent is essential because lecturers are asked to discuss their engagement with GenAI, including practices, beliefs, and concerns that may intersect with assessment integrity, professional identity, and institutional policy (Popenici et al., 2025). Research on academic practice indicates that staff may be cautious about sharing their views on emerging technologies when policy frameworks are unclear or evolving (Wang et al., 2024). Transparent consent procedures help establish trust, the non-evaluative purpose of the study and encourage open participation (Tracy, 2020). 
Confidentiality and anonymity are necessary ethical safeguards that protect participants from potential psychological, social, or professional harm (Denzin and Lincoln, 2018). In research involving professionals, breaches of confidentiality may have serious consequences, including reputational damage or workplace repercussions (Elger and Harding, 2005). 
In this study, confidentiality is particularly important because lecturers may disclose practices related to GenAI use that could be interpreted as innovative, experimental, or controversial within their institutional context (Duah and McGivern, 2024). It is suggested that concerns over surveillance, accountability, and audit cultures can inhibit openness in research unless strong reassurances of anonymity are provided (Selwyn, Nemorin and Johnson, 2016). 
Anonymity also serves a methodological purpose by enhancing data quality (Kang and Hwang, 2023). Research indicates that participants are more likely to provide honest and detailed responses when they are confident that their identities cannot be traced (Hoft, 2021). This is particularly relevant for questionnaire-based research on sensitive or ambiguous practices, where social desirability bias may otherwise distort findings (Mondal and Mondal, 2018).
Furthermore, trust is essential for sustaining participant engagement and ensuring the long-term viability of research involving professional groups (BERA, 2018). There is a greater risk to confidentiality in small academic circles, through indirect identification, careful anonymisation is especially necessary (Bacchetti, 2005).
 

Research tools 
Semi-structured interviews
This study will employ both qualitative and quantitative methods, comprising a semi-structured interview stage and a questionnaire stage.  The selection of these tools is informed by the exploratory nature of the research question, which seeks to understand how lecturers use GenAI, as well as their perceptions, experiences, and concerns regarding its pedagogical and ethical implications. The combined use of qualitative and quantitative tools supports a mixed methods approach that enables both depth and breadth of inquiry (Creswell, 2014). 
The research question focuses on how and why lecturers use or avoid GenAI, making semi-structured interviews an appropriate tool for eliciting detailed narratives and reflective accounts (Lindbäck et al., 2025). Unlike structured interviews, the use of semi-structured interviews can enable participants to delve deeper into their reasoning, articulate uncertainties, and take a deeper look at any issues that may not have been anticipated by the researcher (Scanlan, 2020). This helps research lecturer perspectives of GenAI use, especially considering practices may be shaped by ethical considerations, disciplinary norms, and institutional policies that differ widely across contexts (An, Yu and James, 2025).
Semi-structured interviews also allow the researcher to probe complex issues such as academic integrity, assessment design, and professional identity (Folabit and Jita, 2024). The issues outlined can be of a sensitive nature and may be difficult to capture using quantitative tools alone (Belina, 2022). The conversational nature of interviews can facilitate trust and encourage participants to discuss concerns that they may otherwise be reluctant to disclose (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2005).
However, there have been several criticisms of semi-structured interviews. One limitation is the potential for interviewer bias, whereby the researcher’s questioning style or assumptions may influence participants' responses (Chenail, 2016). Additionally, there are some limitations to generalising the interview data as the data is inherently subjective and context dependent (Talja, 1999). These limitations are acknowledged, with the basis of the interviews being used not to make population-wide claims but to generate rich, context-specific insights into lecturers' engagement with GenAI.
Another criticism that is prevalent in semi-structured interviews is that of social desirability bias (Grimm, 2010). This can be evident, particularly when participants discuss practices that may be perceived as controversial or non-compliant with institutional policies (Júnior, 2022). Given that there are ongoing debates about the legitimacy of GenAI use in teaching and assessment, lecturers may be inclined to present their practices in a favourable light (Watson, 2025). To mitigate these risks, the study will emphasise confidentiality and clarity on the research aims being to understand experiences rather than evaluate individual practice.
Questionnaires
Questionnaires are an appropriate research tool for the quantitative phase of the study, as they allow for the efficient collection of data from a larger number of participants (Adams and Cox, 2008). Questionnaires support the identification of patterns and trends in GenAI use and perceptions (Javier, 2025). While the qualitative phase can provide depth, the questionnaire can offer breadth, which can allow the researcher to examine how widespread particular practices and concerns are across the lecturer population (Venkatesh, Brown and Sullivan, 2016).
For this study, the questionnaires will be designed based on themes identified during the qualitative interview phase (Hollin et al., 2019). This can ensure that questionnaire questions are based on lecturers' lived experiences rather than imposed assumptions (Ricci et al., 2018). This sequential development enhances content validity and aligns with best practice in exploratory mixed-methods research (Klassen et al., 2012). For example, if interviews reveal a theme that relates to lecturers' use of GenAI for feedback, the questionnaire will reflect this. Questionnaires that use Likert scale items allow respondents to indicate degrees of agreement or frequency, enabling descriptive statistical analysis of attitudes and practices (Nemoto and Begler, 2014). 
Despite their advantages, questionnaires have been criticised for their inability to capture nuance and contextual detail (Bartram, 2019). Fixed-response formats can oversimplify complex practices and constrain participants' ability to express their concern or uncertainty (Rubenfield, 2004). In the context of GenAI, where lecturers' views may be evolving or internally conflicted, this represents a significant limitation (Aad and Hardey, 2024). This study addresses this criticism by using questionnaires in partnership with interviews, rather than as a standalone method.
Other limitations include response bias (Sedgwick, 2014), which suggests that participants may provide responses that are skewed or inaccurate, potentially due to factors such as question wording, interviewer influence, or social desirability (Van de Mortel, 2008). As a result, quantitative data findings will be interpreted cautiously and presented as indicative rather than representing all lecturers (Wisdom et al., 2011). The integration of using both semi-structured interviews and questionnaires lies in their complementary strengths (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
The appropriateness of using both semi-structured interviews and questionnaires lies in their complementary strengths (Clark, 2016). Interviews provide depth and explanatory insight into how lecturers understand and negotiate GenAI use, while questionnaires allow for examination of the distribution of these practices and perceptions across a wider sample (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010). This complementarity is particularly relevant for researching GenAI, which is characterised by rapid technological change and institutional uncertainty (Kajtazi, Holmberg and Sarker, 2023). 

Data analysis 
The data will be gathered through an exploratory sequential design following Braun and Clark's (2017) six-phase framework. Qualitative data will be analysed using Inductive Thematic Analysis (ITA) (Frith and Glesson, 2004). The reason for its use in the research study is that it can be applied in various epistemological or theoretical frameworks, allowing for the utilization of different research questions, sample sizes, and designs (Braun and Clark, 2006). Using ITA will be appropriate for smaller sample sizes (Fugard and Potts, 2014), allowing for a more in-depth and comprehensive look into perspectives and experiences (Vaismoradi and Snelgrove, 2019). Inductive coding of the semi-structured interviews will enable themes within the data to develop organically, without the influence of the researchers' preconceived ideas (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane, 2006).
The quantitative data collected from the questionnaires will be analyzed using descriptive statistics (Kaur, Stoltzfus, and Yellapu, 2018), which will be employed to summarize the data and examine the findings. This will include frequencies, percentages, and measures of central tendency (Fisher and Marshall, 2009). Descriptive analysis is appropriate given the exploratory purpose of the quantitative phase, which is intended to examine the prevalence and distribution of themes identified in the qualitative phase rather than test hypotheses (Komorowski et al., 2016).
For example, descriptive statistics will be used to identify how commonly lecturers report using GenAI for specific teaching activities (Romaniuk and Łukasiewicz-Wieleba, 2024), or to determine the prevalence of particular concerns across the sample (Jogezai et al., 2025). This approach enables a clear and accessible presentation of patterns within the data, facilitating interpretation and comparison with qualitative findings (Creswell, 2014).
While inferential statistical analysis could offer insight into relationships between variables (Marshall and Jonker, 2010). It is not the primary focus of this study due to the use of non-probability sampling. Inferential techniques rely on assumptions about representativeness that cannot be met within this research design (Chen and Zhu, 2001). Consequently, descriptive analysis is considered more methodologically appropriate and ethically transparent (Lestringant, Delarue and Heymann, 2018).
The integration of the qualitative and quantitative data will occur during the interpretation phase, where qualitative themes will be used to contextualise and explain quantitative patterns (Berman, 2017). This form of integration is central to exploratory sequential designs and enhances the overall explanatory power of the study (Fetters, Curry and Creswell, 2013).

Concluding remark 
In summary, the adoption of an exploratory sequential mixed methods approach provides a robust and appropriate framework for investigating lecturers' use of generative artificial intelligence in the context of education. the use of semi-structured interviews enables in-depth exploration of lecturers' experiences, perceptions, and concerns, while questionnaires allow for the examination of patterns and prevalence across a wider sample. Together, these research tools complement one another, supporting methodological rigour and meaningful integration of findings. This combined approach enhances the credibility of the study and ensures that the research is well-suited to addressing the complexity and evolving nature of generative artificial intelligence in academic practice. 
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