Seminar Session 2 – WEEK 6
Artificial Intelligence in Higher Education: The State of the Field (Systematic Review Focus)

 Group Activity Structure
Each group:
· Discusses the assigned questions (30–40 mins)
· Prepares a 15-minute critical feedback presentation
· Focuses on evaluating the systematic review approach (not just findings)

Group A 
Understanding the Systematic Review Design (PRISMA & Methodology)

 Focus:
How the review was designed and conducted
💬 Discussion Questions:
1. PRISMA Application
· How effectively does the study apply PRISMA principles?
· What stages of PRISMA are clearly visible (e.g., identification, screening, inclusion)?
· Refer to the PRISMA diagram (page 7) – what does it reveal about rigor? 
2. Search Strategy
· Evaluate the Boolean search terms used:
· Are they sufficiently comprehensive?
· What important AI-related terms might have been excluded?
· How might this affect the scope of the review?
3. Database Selection
· The study uses EBSCO, JSTOR, ScienceDirect, Web of Science + hand search
· Are these sufficient for AIEd research?
· What databases are missing (e.g., IEEE, ACM)?
4. Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
· Are the criteria justified and appropriate?
· What are the implications of:
· Excluding conference papers?
· Including only English-language studies?
5. Reliability and Validity
· The study reports 95–100% inter-rater agreement
· How convincing is this as evidence of reliability?

 Group A Output (15 mins):
· Strengths of the systematic design
· Weaknesses / risks of bias
· Suggested methodological improvements

 Whole-Class Wrap-Up (Optional – 10 mins)
Facilitator-led synthesis:
· Which group identified the biggest methodological weakness?
· What makes a “high-quality systematic review” at DBA level?
· How could this paper be improved for ABS 3–4 journal standard?



Group B
Data Analysis & Coding Strategy (Deductive vs Inductive)

 Focus:
How data was analysed and interpreted
💬 Discussion Questions:
1. Use of A Priori (Deductive) Coding
· What variables were pre-defined? (e.g., geography, users, domains)
· Does this limit discovery of new insights?
2. Grounded (Inductive) Coding
· Why did the authors choose grounded coding for AI applications?
· What are the strengths of this approach?
3. Emergent Categories
· The study identifies 5 key AI uses:
· Assessment
· Predicting
· AI assistants
· ITS
· Managing learning 
· Do these categories seem:
· Exhaustive?
· Overlapping?
· Conceptually clear?
4. Coding Transparency
· Is the coding process clearly explained?
· Could another researcher replicate it?
5. Quantitative vs Qualitative Balance
· The study combines:
· Percentages (quantitative)
· Thematic coding (qualitative)
· Does this strengthen or weaken the study?

 Group B Output (15 mins):
· Evaluation of coding rigor
· Strength of mixed-method synthesis
· Suggestions for improving analytical transparency

 Whole-Class Wrap-Up (Optional – 10 mins)
Facilitator-led synthesis:
· Which group identified the biggest methodological weakness?
· What makes a “high-quality systematic review” at DBA level?
· How could this paper be improved for ABS 3–4 journal standard?




Group C
Critical Evaluation of Systematic Review Findings & Gaps

 Focus:
Interpreting findings critically (not just describing them)

 Discussion Questions:
1. Coverage of the Literature
· The study includes 138 articles (2016–2022) 
· Is this sufficient to represent the field?
2. Bias in Findings
· What biases are evident in:
· Geography (dominance of China/USA)
· Sample (72% undergraduate students)
· Focus (language learning dominance)
3. Temporal Validity
· Given rapid AI evolution (e.g., ChatGPT post-2022):
· How quickly does this review become outdated?
4. Identified Gaps
· The paper highlights gaps such as:
· Lack of research in developing countries
· Limited focus on managers/institutions
· Underexplored AI innovations 
· Are these gaps convincing?
· What important gaps might be missing?
5. Contribution of the Review
· Does this study:
· Advance theory?
· Or mainly describe trends?
· Is it descriptive, analytical, or critical?

Group C Output (15 mins):
· Critical evaluation of findings
· Identification of hidden biases
· Recommendations for future systematic reviews

 Whole-Class Wrap-Up (Optional – 10 mins)
Facilitator-led synthesis:
· Which group identified the biggest methodological weakness?
· What makes a “high-quality systematic review” at DBA level?
· How could this paper be improved for ABS 3–4 journal standard?

