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Abstract: The rise of generative AI, particularly large language models like ChatGPT, has profoundly impacted higher
education. While debates have centered on academic integrity, curriculum design, and the future of work, less attention has
been paid to the affective dimensions of this shift—specifically, how university educators are emotionally experiencing and
responding to these transformations. Drawing on affect theory, cognitive dissonance, identity theory, and assessment theory,
this study explores the affective experiences of university teachers in response to AI’s integration into teaching and learning.
Thematic analysis was conducted using Braun and Clarke’s method, and NVivo 14 was used to support the coding process for
20 faculty members’ in-depth interviews. Three core themes emerged that encapsulate faculty members’ affective experiences
with AI integration in higher education. These interconnected themes are as follows: (1) Erosion of Pedagogical Identity, (2)
Emotional Disruption and Cognitive Dissonance, and (3) Assessment Anxiety and Distrust. The thematic analysis reflected the
profound psychological and emotional challenges educators face as they navigate the rapid adoption of AI technologies in their
teaching practices. Findings suggest that institutional response to AI must engage with the emotional labor and subjectivities
of teachers, not just the technological infrastructure of learning. Ignoring the human side of AI adoption risks burnout and
resistance. Recommendations made to achieve sustainable solutions include providing psychological support for identity
shifts, fostering collaborative policy-making with faculty input, and balancing AI adaptability with trust-building in
assessment.
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I. INTRODUCTION
John Dewey [1] once observed that “thinking begins at what may
be called a fork in the road, an ambiguous situation.” p.11. In other
words, true thinking arises from moments of uncertainty specifi-
cally when assumptions are challenged, and established paths are
no longer reliable. For many educators in higher education today,
this moment of disruption has arrived and higher education stands
at precisely such a crossroads. The university classroom, long
regarded as a space for cultivating critical inquiry and intellectual
rigor, is now at the epicenter of a profound epistemological and
pedagogical shift.

The rise of generative AI, especially since ChatGPT’s debut in
late 2022, has intensified this shift, leaving many educators both
amazed and uneasy. Large language models (LLMs) can now ace
standardized tests, craft convincing academic essays, and mimic
analytical reasoning. As a result, they are being integrated into
various aspects of academic life: from teaching and assessment to
research and administrative tasks. Such tools raise urgent questions
not only about academic integrity and assessment design but also
about the emotional landscape of teaching itself.

University teachers are now confronting a range of affective
challenges or disruptions that are rarely discussed in formal policy
or pedagogical training. Feelings of uncertainty, disorientation,
professional inadequacy, and even grief are increasingly common.

A cross-national survey involving 1,754 educators revealed
deep-seated concerns about AI’s impact on critical thinking in
teaching. While educators recognize AI’s potential benefits, they
express significant anxiety about AI impairing their ability to foster
critical thinking and uphold pedagogical agency [2]. A qualitative
longitudinal study with EFL teachers highlights common intro-
spective questions such as, “If AI is a language wizard, what value
do I bring as an EFL teacher?”, reflecting a perceived erosion of
facilitatory roles in original thought [3].

These affective responses are not peripheral to the current
crisis; rather, they are central to understanding how educators are
navigating this transformative period. In a global survey of 353
educators, approximately many reported increased anxieties
about reduced interpersonal interaction and difficulty sustaining
meaningful learning in AI-augmented classrooms, despite
acknowledging AI’s efficiency and automation benefits [4]. A
review [5] applying the “five stages of grief” to AI adoption
found that educators often express professional disorientation,
diminished control over teaching, and a perceived loss of the
human elements that define education thus leading to existential
distress.

These affective jolts commonly collide with professional
identity and emotional labor. Teaching already requires “managing
feeling” to meet institutional and student-facing “feeling rules”
(e.g., be confident, empathic, in control). When AI unsettles long-
held craft knowledge (e.g., how to cultivate original writing,
scaffold inquiry), the emotional labor of projecting authority
and care intensifies, producing strain and role erosion. [6]. Recent
faculty studies on GenAI show exactly these tensions: shifts inCorresponding author: Samira Dishari (e-mail: Samira.Dichari@aum.edu.kw).
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agency, re-calibration of roles, and divergent stances toward
adoption depending on how identity and values are implicated [7].

This dynamic has been conceptualized in recent literature as
GenAI-induced cognitive dissonance—where the psychological
tension emerges from the mismatch between AI-enabled efficiency
and an educator’s belief in originality and effort-driven learning. In
a study exploring faculty perceptions [8], many instructors ex-
pressed anxiety over students using AI in ways that challenge
academic integrity and authenticity. This contributes to dissonance
between their role as educators committed to learning and the
reality of widespread AI usage [9].

This article delves into the emotional realities of teaching in
the post-ChatGPT era. Using insights from affect theory, cognitive
dissonance identity theory, and assessment theory, it examines how
university instructors are experiencing and responding to the rapid
integration of AI into educational contexts by focusing on three
research questions:

1-In what ways does the rise of AI in higher education impact
faculty members’ sense of pedagogical identity and professional
self-concept?

2-What affective tensions, including emotional disruption and
cognitive dissonance, arise for faculty as they navigate AI-driven
transformations in teaching?

3-In what ways do faculty experience assessment-related
anxiety when integrating generative AI tools, such as ChatGPT,
into their teaching practices?

II. LITERATURE REVIEW
The rapid integration of generative AI—particularly LLMs like
ChatGPT—has sparked what scholars term a pedagogical rupture
in higher education [10,11]. While much of the academic discourse
has focused on the implications of AI for academic integrity,
learning outcomes, and curriculum design [12,13], a growing
body of literature suggests that this technological shift is also
producing profound affective consequences for university educa-
tors. This review synthesizes recent empirical and theoretical
research to examine how AI integration shapes faculty members’
pedagogical identity and self-concept, while also generating affec-
tive tensions such as cognitive dissonance and assessment-related
anxiety.

A. IDENTITY AND PROFESSIONAL
SELF-PERCEPTION

Erikson’s [14] identity theory focused on the development of a
coherent sense of self and the negotiation of roles within societal
contexts. Faculty identity in higher education is closely tied to
pedagogical authority, assessment design, and intellectual sover-
eignty. These dimensions shape how faculty perceive themselves
as professionals entrusted with cultivating critical thinking, crea-
tivity, and academic integrity. A study [15] emphasized that
teachers’ professional identities are shaped by their roles as knowl-
edge providers and assessors. The introduction of AI tools that can
perform these tasks has led to concerns about diminished profes-
sional relevance.

Recent empirical studies illustrate growing concern among
instructors regarding generative AI’s potential impact on their
professional identity. For example, a mixed-methods study [16]
with 178 faculty members at a US university found that although
instructors generally recognized the utility of generative AI,

many expressed anxiety that AI might erode their distinct
human-centered teaching capacities—such as instructional
nuance and critical responsiveness—even if they were not out-
right replaced.

Similarly, [17] surveyed faculty across 76 countries and
highlighted tensions between perceived pedagogical benefits and
ethical unease; instructors acknowledged GenAI’s efficiency but
worried it could dilute pedagogical ownership and undermine their
sense of authorship. Studies using technology acceptance frame-
works further contextualize these identity concerns. By using a
UTAUT2model, [18] report that although performance expectancy
and ease of use predicted intentions to adopt AI tools, policy
mandates and the need to redesign teaching practices significantly
increased stress and undermined faculty confidence in their pro-
fessional efficacy. In parallel, education scholars have shown that
anxiety over changing disciplinary norms and assessment methods
can heighten faculty’s sense of professional vulnerability, even
where job security is stable [9].

Collectively, these recent studies reveal a dual dynamic faculty
view generative AI as a potentially supportive tool, yet simulta-
neously perceive it as a force that may destabilize traditional
dimensions of pedagogical authority and intellectual autonomy.
These tensions are manifested in emotional experiences such as
professional apprehension, diminished sense of ownership over
curriculum, and ethical uncertainty. This underscores the impor-
tance of exploring how faculty negotiate their professional self-
concept amidst AI-induced pedagogical shifts.

B. EMOTIONAL RESPONSES TO AI INTEGRATION

Affect theory emphasizes the pre-conscious, embodied responses
individuals have to change, highlighting subtle shifts in emotional
experience [19]. In the context of higher education, the introduction
of generative AI tools has elicited a range of emotional reactions
from teachers. A Spanish study titled “Are University Teachers
Ready for Generative Artificial Intelligence? Unpacking Faculty
Anxiety in the ChatGPT Era” [20] examines specific sources of
faculty anxiety related to AI adoption. It identifies three primary
anxiety domains: concern about student misuse (e.g., plagiarism),
fear of inaccurate AI-generated content, and anxiety over profes-
sional role change. The findings reveal that anxiety about student
misuse and AI inaccuracies significantly reduces teachers’ inten-
tion to adopt AI tools, mediated by lower performance expectancy.
However, anxiety pertaining to broader professional change
(e.g., the devaluation of teaching roles) did not significantly affect
adoption intention—likely due to high job security in Spanish
public universities. Similarly, [21] observed that educators reported
feelings of inadequacy and fear of obsolescence as AI began to
encroach upon traditional teaching roles. These emotional re-
sponses underscore the relevance of affect theory in understanding
how teachers process and react to technological disruptions in their
professional environments.

These affective tensions are exacerbated by the speed at which
AI technologies are being integrated into university systems, often
with little consultation or pedagogical support. Emotions are not
private states but are socially and institutionally mediated [22].
Instructors’ anxieties about AI are shaped by broader narratives of
progress, efficiency, and innovation—discourses that frequently
sideline the emotional and relational dimensions of teaching [23].
As such, the growing emphasis on “digital transformation” in
education risks further alienating teachers from their core peda-
gogical values and practices [10].
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C. COGNITIVE DISSONANCE IN TEACHING
PRACTICES

Cognitive dissonance theory [24] posits that individuals experience
psychological discomfort when confronted with conflicting beliefs
or behaviors, motivating them to resolve the inconsistency. In the
realm of higher education, the rise of AI presents such conflicts for
educators. A study [25] highlighted that teachers experienced
cognitive dissonance when their established pedagogical beliefs
were challenged by the capabilities of AI, leading to a reevaluation
of their teaching methods. Similarly, [3] reported that educators
struggled to reconcile their traditional assessment practices with the
ease of AI-generated student work, prompting a reassessment of
academic integrity standards.

Conceptual study [8] introduced the notion of GenAI-induced
cognitive dissonance, where faculty and students experience psy-
chological tension when using AI tools that conflict with their core
pedagogical values like originality, academic effort, and intellec-
tual ownership. The study explores how reliance on AI for writing,
feedback, or lesson design can trigger dissonance between profes-
sional identity beliefs and pragmatic efficiencies. It recommends
strategies such as reflective pedagogy, transparent AI use, and task
redesign to mitigate this dissonance. The framework explicitly
connects cognitive dissonance with emotional disruption that
manifest as discomfort, ambivalence, or resistance among educa-
tors adapting to AI integration. These instances illustrate how
cognitive dissonance theory can elucidate the internal conflicts
faced by educators as they navigate the integration of AI into their
teaching practices.

D. ASSESSMENT CHALLENGES IN THE AI ERA

Assessment theory [26] conceptualize assessment as a central
element of the learning process, shaping both instructional prac-
tices and student outcomes. In the context of emerging AI tech-
nologies, this framework underscores the urgency of rethinking
conventional assessment practices in higher education. Their work
suggests that traditional approaches often fail to capture the
complex forms of learning fostered by AI tools, thereby strength-
ening the case for adopting more authentic and formative assess-
ment strategies.

A study [27] highlighted that teachers are concerned about the
authenticity of student work when AI-generated content is preva-
lent, leading to challenges in maintaining academic integrity. These
concerns align with Boud and Falchikov’s assertion that assess-
ment practices must evolve to remain relevant and effective in the
face of technological advancements.

A study [28] surveyed 358 university teachers across theMiddle
East, exploring their views on using GenAI for student assessment.
While many faculty adopted AI tools to streamline grading and
feedback, the study revealed deep concerns about academic integ-
rity, fairness, and the erosion of disciplinary judgment. Distrust in
AI-mediated assessment arose particularly when institutional poli-
cies were unclear or ill-defined, exacerbating anxiety about delegat-
ing evaluative authority (performance expectancy, effort
expectancy). Faculty underscored the need for ethical guidelines
and professional development to mitigate these affective tensions.

In a mixed-methods study [3] of 178 US-based instructors,
Lyu et al. highlight that faculty often report simultaneous trust and
distrust toward GenAI: they recognize its potential but also fear
misrepresentation, hallucination, and over automation of assess-
ment tasks. This ambivalence fuels anxiety around the reliability of
AI-driven graded feedback and raises concerns about losing control

over evaluative criteria. Their qualitative analysis illustrates how
assessment distrust contributes to emotional disruption, prompting
some instructors to limit AI usage or modify assessment design
strategies.

A survey [29] of faculty and students in Vietnam and Singa-
pore found persistent skepticism toward AI-generated feedback,
particularly regarding grading reliability and fairness. While AI
support was generally accepted when paired with human oversight,
fully automated grading tools were met with distrust. The study
further highlighted assessment-related anxieties tied to unclear
policies, opaque detection systems, and fears of misgrading or
bias, pointing to the importance of institutional frameworks for
building confidence in AI-assisted assessment.

Across these studies, a consistent pattern emerges: educators
experience emotional disruption when AI integration forces a
reevaluation of trusted pedagogical practices and professional
roles. Cognitive dissonance is especially salient, as faculty navigate
the tension between their educational values and the technological
affordances of immediate efficiency or automation. Finally, assess-
ment-related anxiety surfaces strongly in contexts where AI is used
for grading or feedback without institutional clarity, raising con-
cerns about fairness and academic integrity.

E. GAPS AND CONTRIBUTION

Current research on faculty experiences with GenAI—mostly
quantitative or mixed-methods—focuses on their intentions, satis-
faction, and perceived usefulness. However, few studies delve into
the deeper emotional and identity-related aspects. We don’t have
much qualitative insight into how faculty truly feel—the frustration
of seeing their teaching identity shift, the stress over grading and
assessment, or the internal conflict between their educational
values and the pressure to work more efficiently. Additionally,
most studies don’t incorporate frameworks like emotional labor or
affect theory to make sense of these experiences.

In short, this research highlights AI’s expanding role in higher
education and the mixed feelings faculty have about it, where hope
clashes with emotional unease. While existing studies acknowl-
edge this tension, they often neglect the deeper human dimensions,
as few explicitly draw on emotion-centered theories—such as
affect theory, or identity theory—to examine how faculty experi-
ence AI integration in the classroom.

III. METHODOLOGY
A. RESEARCH DESIGN

This study adopts a qualitative exploratory design to investigate
faculty members’ affective barriers to adopting AI in higher
education. This approach is suitable for exploring complex emo-
tional and psychological responses that may not be fully captured
through quantitative. Semi-structured interviews were conducted
to understand how university educators emotionally and cogni-
tively navigate the rise of generative AI in their teaching practice.
Each session lasted approximately 35 minutes and was recorded
with participants’ consent. Thematic analysis was used to code
transcripts, and emerging patterns were reviewed iteratively.

B. PARTICIPANTS

The participants for this study were recruited through the official
WhatsApp alumni group of Saint Joseph University of Beirut
(USJ). An invitation message describing the purpose of the study
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and the voluntary nature of participation was sent to all 364
members of the group. The message included information about
the study topic, confidentiality procedures, and an invitation to
express interest in joining an online interview (Appendix A).

A total of 55 members responded to the initial invitation, and
each was screened based on predefined inclusion and exclusion
criteria. The inclusion criteria required that participants be cur-
rently teaching in a higher education institution, regardless of
discipline, contract type, or geographic location. The exclusion
criteria eliminated retired instructors.

After screening the 55 volunteers, 20 participants met the
inclusion criteria and were invited to take part in the study. The
sample size of 20 participants was deemed appropriate for achiev-
ing thematic saturation in qualitative research. All participants were
actively teaching at either the undergraduate or postgraduate level.
Fourteen out of the 20 participants were actively teaching in
Lebanon and 6 in the gulf region. Those who agreed received a
unique Zoom meeting link for scheduling the interview. All inter-
views were conducted online, recorded with participant consent,
and subsequently transcribed. For consistency in analysis, inter-
views originally conducted in Arabic or French were translated into
English prior to coding and thematic analysis.

The final sample represented a diverse group of university
instructors from different disciplines, academic ranks, and teaching
contexts (Table I). This diversity enhanced the richness of the data
and allowed for a more comprehensive understanding of faculty
affective barriers to AI adoption in higher education.

C. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews conducted
via Zoom or in-person between March and June 2025 and ranged
from 20 to 35 minutes. Questions (Appendix B) focused on:

1. Erosion of Pedagogical Identity

2. Emotional Disruption and Cognitive Dissonance

3. Assessment Anxiety and Distrust

Interviews recorded per consent of participants were tran-
scribed and analyzed using thematic analysis [5]. It follows six-
phase framework: (1) familiarization with data, (2) generation of
initial codes, (3) searching for themes, (4) reviewing themes, (5)
defining and naming themes, and (6) producing the report.

Thematic saturation was monitored continuously throughout
the analysis of faculty interviews on affective barriers to AI
adoption in higher education. Each interview was transcribed
and coded immediately, and a saturation tracking table was used
to record the emergence of new codes related to emotional,
psychological, and attitudinal barriers toward AI. During the first
12 interviews, core themes—such as anxiety about AI replacing
pedagogical roles, lack of confidence in using AI tools, fear of
losing academic integrity, and uncertainty about institutional
expectations—were identified. After interview 13, no new themes
emerged, indicating that theme saturation had been reached. The
remaining interviews (14–20) provided additional depth, nuance,
and variation within the established affective barriers, contribut-
ing to meaning saturation (Fig. 1). This approach follows the
recommendations of [30,31] who distinguish between theme
saturation (no new themes) and meaning saturation (full under-
standing of theme complexity). Therefore, the final sample of 20
interviews was judged sufficient to capture both the breadth and
depth of faculty affective barriers to adopting AI in higher
education.

NVivo 14 software was used to assist with data organization
and coding NVivo is a qualitative data analysis (QDA) software
used to organize, code, and analyze unstructured data in this place
we mean interviews. Thematic coding in NVivo which refers to the
process of systematically identifying, categorizing, and interpret-
ing recurring themes (patterns of meaning) in data was used.

Initial codes were generated inductively from the transcripts
and then grouped into themes reflecting emotional and psycholog-
ical barriers. Each theme was grounded in multiple participant
excerpts and validated through both inter-coder agreement and
member checking. Interviews were audio-recorded, transcribed by
turbo scribe application, and anonymized. Inter-coder agreement
was established by a second researcher independently coding 20%
of the transcripts, with a 91% agreement rate after discussion.
(Appendix C).

Reflexive journaling was used to monitor researcher subjec-
tivity, and member checking was conducted with six participants to
validate key themes (Appendix D).

Table I. Participants’ codes and disciplines

Participant/code Discipline

1 Law

2 Philosophy

3 Philosophy

4 Humanities

5 Education

6 English Literature

7 Media Studies

8 Political science

9 Computer Science Sociology

10 Law

11 Education

12 Business

13 Cultural Studies

14 History

15 Sociology

16 English Literature

17 Communication

18 Psychology

19 Political Studies

20 English Language and Cultural Studies
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Fig. 1. Thematic saturation.
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Reliability was ensured through:
• Inter-coder agreement (a second coder will analyze 20% of
transcripts)

• Reflexive journaling by the researcher

• Member checking to validate interpretations

IV. THEMATIC ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS
This section presents detailed findings and analysis of university
professors’ affective responses to the introduction of ChatGPT and
other LLMs, organized into three overarching themes developed
through thematic analysis [5]. These themes reflect three major
domains:

1. Erosion of Pedagogical Identity

2. Emotional Disruption and Cognitive Dissonance

3. Assessment Anxiety and Distrust

A. THEME 1: EROSION OF PEDAGOGICAL
IDENTITY

Many participants expressed a sense of diminishing authority and
confidence in their pedagogical roles. For example, one literature
professor noted, ““I used to feel like the source of knowledge. Now
I feel redundant.” (Participant 20). Others voiced concern that AI
tools undermine the intellectual labor that teaching seeks to culti-
vate. This erosion of confidence often manifested in self-doubt,
with several participants questioning whether their assessments or
teaching strategies were still “meaningful.” Participants described
feeling emotionally depleted by the constant need to reinterpret
their role. The rapid pace of AI developments, combined with
inconsistent institutional guidance, led to a sense of pedagogical
whiplash. A history professor shared, “Every month it feels like the
rules have changed again. What am I even assessing now—
knowledge, creativity, or prompt engineering?” This ambiguity
left many teachers feeling isolated and unsupported.

The most frequently coded theme reflected a deep sense of
ontological disruption among faculty members. Many described
the sudden emergence of LLMs as not just a technical challenge but
a threat to their professional identity. Participants spoke of feeling
“displaced,” “less essential,” or even “substitutable” in the wake of
AI’s ability to generate coherent, sometimes excellent responses to
student assignments.

Two core subthemes emerged:

• Loss of Professional Purpose: Teachers reported struggling to
define their role when students can bypass critical thinking
tasks with a prompt.

• Shift from Expert to Facilitator: Many reflected on a reconfig-
uration of their identity—from knowledge transmitters to
moderators of process or ethics.

This theme intersects with identity theory [3] and role strain
theory [32], suggesting that faculty are navigating competing role
demands between educator, evaluator, and now, AI ethicist. Erik-
son’s identity theory [3] frames identity as a lifelong, dynamic
process shaped by psychosocial challenges. In times of major
disruption, like the rise of AI in education, individuals may
experience identity crises, prompting re-evaluation of their roles,
values, and sense of purpose. This theory is highly applicable to the
emotional and psychological challenges university teachers face
today. For example: “If I’m no longer the expert in the room, in
other words, if AI can ‘teach’ content then what’s my role? That’s
an identity question, not just a pedagogical one.”

As for role strain theory [32], emotional and cognitive stress
occurs when expectations within a single role are too demanding or
contradictory. It explains emotional disruption, burnout, and resis-
tance among educators by revealing:
• Why many feel overwhelmed despite being committed to their
profession.

• How changing technologies introduce intra-role conflict
(within the role of ‘teacher’).

• The psychological cost of institutional expectations that may
not align with everyday realities.

B. THEME 2: EMOTIONAL DISRUPTION AND
COGNITIVE DISSONANCE

This theme captured the emotional ambivalence and internal
dissonance many faculty members experience in response to
LLMs. While a few embraced the “potential” of generative AI
as a tool, the majority described a disorienting mix of fascination,
fear, skepticism, and guilt. This tension produced what several
participants described as “ethical fatigue,” wherein educators felt
torn between institutional pressures to innovate and their own
professional values “It’s exciting, but I also wake up at night
worrying what this means for my job.” (Participant 12)

Two primary subthemes were identified:

• Conflicted Emotions Toward AI: Faculty found themselves
intellectually intrigued but emotionally destabilized.

• Disorientation and Unease: A majority expressed feeling like
they were operating without a “moral compass” or “instruction
manual.”

These emotional responses resonate with cognitive dissonance
theory [24], wherein teachers’ long-standing pedagogical values
now clash with a new technological reality. Cognitive dissonance
theory is a foundational psychological theory that explains the
emotional and mental discomfort people feel when they hold two or
more contradictory beliefs, values, or attitudes, or when their
behavior is inconsistent with their beliefs. This discomfort—called
dissonance—motivates people to restore consistency, often by
changing their beliefs, justifying their behavior, or minimizing
the conflict. I use ChatGPT to help with marking rubrics, but I still
feel uneasy when students use it for essays. It’s like I’m part of the
problem I’m trying to avoid.” (Participant 16).

Table II. NVivo-style thematic coding framework

Theme Subtheme Example codes

Theme 1: Erosion of
Pedagogical Identity

Loss of Profes-
sional Purpose
Shift from Expert
to Facilitator

“What’s my role
now?”
“I feel more like a
moderator than a
teacher.”

Theme 2: Emotional
Disruption & Cognitive
Dissonance

Conflicted Emo-
tions Toward AI
Disorientation and
Unease

“I’m both fascinated
and terrified.”
“It’s like the ground
is shifting.”

Theme 3: Assessment
Anxiety & Distrust

Fear of Cheating &
Surveillance Pres-
sure
Devaluation of
Academic Work

“How do I even
know they wrote
this?”
“It feels like nothing
we teach matters.”
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C. THEME 3: ASSESSMENT ANXIETY AND
DISTRUST

This theme revealed a deep distrust of traditional assessment meth-
ods and anxiety about authentic student engagement. Instructors
voiced concern that LLMs compromise the integrity of student work,
making it difficult to distinguish genuine learning from algorithmic
mimicry. “I can’t tell anymore if students actually understand the
content or just prompt ChatGPT well.” (Participant 03)

Subthemes included:

• Fear of Cheating and Surveillance Pressure: Some faculty
began contemplating more invasive surveillance tools or
oral exams.

• Devaluation of Academic Work: Others reported a demoraliz-
ing sense that “essays no longer matter” or that “grading feels
futile.”

This theme aligns with assessment theory [26] and connects
with surveillance culture [33], as teachers feel both complicit in and
victimized by a system that pushes them toward punitive monitor-
ing rather than trust-based pedagogy. Assessment theory [26]
focuses on rethinking the role of assessment in higher education,
shifting from a teacher-centered, summative model toward a
student-centered, learning-oriented approach. Their work is central
to contemporary debates about assessment for learning, particu-
larly in light of challenges posed by digital technologies like AI.

In addition, surveillance culture [33] states that The Birth of the
Prison refers to a societal condition in which individuals regulate
their own behavior because they are aware they might be watched.
It’s not just about being surveilled—it’s about internalizing that
surveillance. The following theory is closely reflected by several
participants. For example, Grading used to be about assessing
understanding. Now it feels like a constant investigation. I’m
Googling phrases, checking metadata, looking for signs of AI.
It’s draining.” (Participant 14, History)

The findings reveal profound emotional turbulence among
faculty as they navigate AI integration, with three dominant themes
shaping their affective experiences. First, the erosion of profes-
sional identity evokes loss, disorientation, and fear, as educators
grapple with a destabilized sense of purpose. This emotional strain
directly undermines their self-efficacy, leaving some questioning
their role in an AI-augmented classroom. Second, emotional
disruption manifests as ambivalence and anxiety, reflecting the
tension between recognizing AI’s potential and fearing its implica-
tions. This unresolved conflict contributes to psychological fatigue,
as faculty expend mental energy reconciling competing emotions.
Finally, assessment anxiety—driven by distrust and frustration
toward AI’s reliability—triggers a shift toward defensive peda-
gogy, where educators adopt rigid or overly controlled teaching
practices to reassert authority. Collectively, these affective re-
sponses highlight a critical gap in AI implementation strategies:
while technical training is prioritized, the emotional labor of
adaptation remains unaddressed, risking burnout and resistance.

V. DISCUSSION
Our findings underscored the complex emotional terrain of univer-
sity teaching in the age of AI. Rather than viewing technological
disruption as a purely cognitive or structural challenge, this study
revealed the deeply affective nature of adaptation. The erosion of
pedagogical confidence, ethical dissonance, and emotional fatigue
were not isolated effects but systemic consequences of institutions
that prioritized innovation over relational pedagogy.

Table III. Samples of teachers’ dissonance and conflicting cognition

Situation Conflicting cognitions Dissonance reaction

Using ChatGPT to save time “AI undermines learning” vs. “It’s efficient for admin tasks” Guilt, self-justification

Suspecting student use of AI “I value student trust” vs. “I think they’re cheating” Disillusionment or stricter policies

Institutional AI enthusiasm “I believe in human-centered teaching” vs.
“My university is pushing AI adoption”

Emotional conflict, resistance

Table IV. Assessment distrust linked to assessment theory of
Boud & Falchikov

Challenge Link to Boud & Falchikov

ChatGPT generating
essays

Undermines traditional summative tasks; shows
need for authentic, process-oriented assessment

Teacher loss of
evaluative role

Calls for shifting to student self-assessment and
peer assessment to build autonomy

AI as shortcut vs.
learning tool

Aligns with their critique of superficial outcome-
driven assessment; highlights the urgency of
rethinking assessment purpose

Table V. Relating fear of cheating and surveillance to
Foucauldian theory

Context Foucauldian insight

Teachers checking for AI
use

Faculty take on the role of disciplinary
agents within a broader surveillance
system.

Students avoiding detection
by masking AI use

Students internalize the gaze and modify
behavior based on fear of surveillance.

Software like Turnitin or AI
detection tools

These tools represent automated panop-
ticons—mechanisms of control that create
a culture of suspicion.

Institutional policies on
academic integrity

These function as normalizing dis-
courses—defining what counts as
“proper” student behavior in the AI age.

Table VI. Summary of affective patterns

Theme
Dominant
emotions Reported impact

Erosion of
identity

Loss, disorientation,
fear

Weakened self-efficacy

Emotional
disruption

Ambivalence,
anxiety

Psychological fatigue

Assessment
anxiety

Distrust, frustration Shifts toward defensive
pedagogy
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While acknowledging the impressive capabilities of ChatGPT,
many expressed ethical discomfort. A creative writing instructor
shared, “On one hand, I want students to use the tools of the future.
On the other, I feel complicit in devaluing the skills I’m supposed to
be teaching.” This tension gave rise to what several participants
described as ethical fatigue—a state of being torn between institu-
tional pressures to innovate and a deep commitment to professional
and disciplinary values. This “ethical fatigue” emerged when
teachers, as moral agents [34], are forced to reconcile AI’s effi-
ciencies with perceived threats to their disciplinary ethos. The
history professor’s lament “What am I even assessing now?”
reflects a loss of professional epistemic control [35], exacerbated
by what participants described as reactive, top-down AI policies.

Participants described feeling emotionally depleted by the
constant need to reinterpret their role. The rapid pace of AI
developments, combined with inconsistent institutional guidance,
led to a sense of pedagogical whiplash. This ambiguity left many
teachers feeling isolated and unsupported, rather than framing
technological disruption as a purely cognitive or structural chal-
lenge. This study revealed the deeply affective nature of adaptation.
The creative writing instructor’s dilemma “complicit in devaluing
the skills I’m supposed to be teaching” epitomizeed what would
identify as emotional dissonance: the strain of performing institu-
tional optimism while privately grappling with value conflicts [6].

Despite the emotional strain, several educators expressed
tentative optimism. A few spoke about reimagining assessment
practices, designing AI-aware pedagogy, or co-creating classroom
norms with students. “Maybe this is a chance,” one participant said,
“to rethink what learning is really for.” These narratives of hope
were often tempered by caution, reflecting “cruel optimism” [36].

These findings also resonated with [37] call to reclaim the
affective space in higher education and with theory of emotional
labor [11]. Teachers in principle are not only responsible for content
delivery but also for the emotional regulation required to sustain
professional identity amid uncertainty. Importantly, the guarded
hope expressed by some participants suggests that affect can be a
generative force—fueling creativity, experimentation, and renewed
ethical engagement. Together, these findings underscored the need
for institutions to take a more holistic approach not just providing AI
infrastructure but also addressing the emotional and subjective
experiences of faculty. Professional development, clear policy guid-
ance, and open forums for discussing ethical-identity tensions would
be essential to mitigate emotional disruption and sustain faculty
engagement in AI-mediated educational environments

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
SUSTAINABLE AI INTEGRATION IN

HIGHER EDUCATION
The findings of this study revealed that the integration of generative
AI into higher education triggered significant affective challenges
among faculty members, including erosion of pedagogical identity,
emotional disruption, and assessment anxiety. These emotional
responses highlighted the need for institutions to develop compre-
hensive support systems that would address both the technological
and human dimensions of AI adoption. Drawing on the study’s
results and supported by scholarship in affect theory [38], we
propose the following recommendations for sustainable AI
integration.

First, institutions must prioritize psychological and profes-
sional support for faculty navigating AI-induced disruptions. This

should include targeted training programs that help educators
manage the emotional labor of teaching in an AI-mediated envi-
ronment [6]. Workshops grounded in critical pedagogy [39] can
help faculty navigate the ethical and emotional challenges posed by
these technologies.

Second, policy development around AI implementation must
be collaborative and faculty-centered where faculty can share
experiences and coping strategies. Research on organizational
change [40] demonstrates that inclusive decision-making processes
lead to more successful adoption of innovations. Institutions should
establish cross-disciplinary faculty task forces to co-create AI
guidelines, with transparent communication channels to mitigate
distrust.

Third, assessment practices need reimagining to rebuild trust
between faculty and students. Moving toward authentic assessment
models [41] that emphasize on process over product could reduce
anxiety about academic integrity while maintaining pedagogical
rigor. Any use of AI detection tools should be accompanied by
clear communication about their limitations to prevent the erosion
of faculty–student relationships.

Fourth, it is important to note that all faculty members inter-
viewed in this study shared the same national identity—Lebanese.
This homogeneity represents a limitation and highlights the need
for future research that examines how instructors’ national back-
grounds, as well as cross-disciplinary differences, may influence
attitudes toward adopting AI in higher education.

Finally, institutions should invest in longitudinal research to
monitor how AI adoption impacts faculty well-being over time.
This data should inform iterative improvements to support systems
and policies. The author in [42] argues in his work on emotional
geographies in education that sustainable technological integration
requires careful attention to the affective ecologies of learning
environments. By adopting these recommendations, higher educa-
tion institutions can develop human-centered approaches to AI that
support both pedagogical innovation and faculty well-being.

VII. CONCLUSION
The rise of generative AI in higher education had created not only
technical and pedagogical challenges but also profound affective
disturbances.

In short, this research highlighted AI’s expanding role in
higher education and the mixed feelings faculty had about it,
where hope clashed with emotional unease. While existing studies
revealed this tension, they often overlooked the deeper human
dimensions: few used emotion-centered theories, examined the
hidden toll of emotional labor, or explored how faculty see
themselves in this changing landscape. This study filled those
gaps by listening closely to educators—through in-depth inter-
views—and focusing on their struggles: the erosion of their
teaching identity, the stress of balancing values with efficiency,
and the anxiety around AI’s impact on assessment. By centering
emotion and lived experience, this work did not just analyze AI
adoption; it called for policies that recognize and care about how
these changes truly felt for faculty. Understanding how teachers
were feeling would justify why designing pedagogical strategies
and institutional responses that were not only technologically
robust but also emotionally and ethically sound could be essential.
Future research must attend to these affective undercurrents,
acknowledging that teaching was not merely an act of knowledge
transmission, but a deeply embodied, relational, and affectively
charged practice.

276 Samira Dishari

JAIT Vol. 6, 2026



By focusing on how AI impacted pedagogical identity, gener-
ated affective tensions, and elicited emotional responses, this study
contributed to a more holistic understanding of what it means to
teach in an AI-mediated academic environment. It responded to a
pressing need to design institutional strategies that attended not only
to technological infrastructure but also to the emotional and profes-
sional well-being of educators. John Dewey once suggested that in
times of uncertainty, we need to “climb a tree” to gain a clearer
perspective. We were at a fork in the road that would determine the
future of higher education. His point reminded us that as we rethink
and reimagine higher education, and we may need to take a higher
perspective to look at the present. Each of us should take on this
responsibility, and perhaps we could climb the tree ourselves and
gain insight into the future without hiring a tree-moving service.
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APPENDIX A

RECRUITMENT SCRIPT (WHATSAPP INVITATION
MESSAGE)

Title: Invitation to Participate in a Research Study on AI Use in
Higher Education
Hello everyone,
My name is Samira Dishari, and I am conducting a research study
as part of my academic work at American University of Middle
East -Kuwait. I am reaching out to invite you to participate in a
study exploring university instructors’ emotional and professional
experiences with AI tools, such as ChatGPT, in teaching and
assessment.

Who can participate?
✓ University instructors who are currently teaching in higher

education
✗ Retired or non-active instructors are not eligible

What does participation involve?

• A 20–30 minute Zoom interview

• Discussion about your experiences, perceptions, and feelings
related to AI in teaching

• No preparation required

• Your identity will remain fully confidential

Your participation is voluntary.
You may withdraw at any time or skip any question you do not
want to answer.
If you are interested, please reply to this message with “I agree to
participate”, and I will send you a Zoom link to schedule your
interview.
Thank you for considering this invitation. Your insights will
contribute meaningfully to understanding how AI is reshaping
higher education.

Warm regards,
Samira Dishari
Samira.Dichari@aum.edu.kw

APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Title: Teaching in the Age of Generative AI: A Qualitative
Analysis of Faculty Identity, Emotion, andAssessmentConcerns
This document contains sample semi-structured interview ques-
tions designed to explore the emotional and psychological barriers
faculty may face when considering the use of AI in higher
education.

A. Background and Experience with AI
1. Can you describe your current role and responsibilities in
teaching or research?
2. Have you used any AI tools (such as ChatGPT, AI-based
grading, or adaptive learning platforms) in your teaching or
academic work?
Follow-up: If yes, which tools and in what context?
If no: Why haven’t you explored them yet?
B. Emotional Reactions and Attitudes Toward AI
3. How do you feel about the growing presence of AI in higher
education?
Prompt: Do you feel excited, skeptical, concerned, over-
whelmed, etc.?
4. What thoughts or emotions come to mind when you’re
asked to consider using AI in your teaching?
5. Have you ever felt resistant or hesitant to using AI tools in
your work? Can you describe why?
C. Perceived Threats and Identity Challenges
6. Do you feel that using AI challenges your role or identity as
an educator or researcher?
Prompt: How so? Has it made you question your expertise,
teaching style, or decision-making?
7. Have you experienced any tension between your profes-
sional values and what AI offers?
Prompt: For example, concerns about authenticity, human
connection, or academic rigor?
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D. Institutional Support and Environment
8. How would you describe your institution’s attitude toward
AI adoption in teaching and learning?
Prompt: Supportive, passive, coercive, indifferent?
9. Have you received any training or professional development
related to AI? Was it helpful?
10. Do you feel emotionally or psychologically supported by
your institution in adapting to AI?
E. Reflections and Future Outlook
13. What would help you feel more confident or comfortable
integrating AI into your work?
14. What fears or reservations would you want institutional
leaders to understand better?
15. Where do you see yourself in five years in terms of using
AI in your academic practice?

APPENDIX C

Codebook (Definitions+ Inclusion/Exclusion Coding Tree
and Code book
Code: Feeling Replaced by Technology

• Definition: Expressions that faculty feel their core instruc-
tional role, authority, or unique expertise has been usurped by
AI tools.

• Inclusion: Statements about obsolescence, replacement, being
“redundant,” or machine “doing the work.”

• Exclusion: Comments about AI as a helpful assistant when
faculty still affirm their role.

• Example quote: “For years, I’ve been helping students
develop critical writing skills. Now they paste a prompt
into ChatGPT and get something ‘good enough.’” (P04).

Code: Disrupted Teaching Narratives
• Definition: Descriptions of how long-held pedagogical
beliefs and teaching stories have been altered by AI’s
presence.

• Inclusion: Statements about shifting from mentor to modera-
tor, loss of process-based teaching values.

• Exclusion: Practical course redesigns unconnected to identity
concerns.

• Example quote: “I entered academia to be a mentor, not a
moderator of technological shortcuts.” (P15).

Code: Loss of Professional Purpose
• Definition: Emotional language reflecting grief, sadness, or
existential questioning about the purpose of an academic
career.

• Inclusion: Words like “grief,” “painful,” “what am I doing?”
in connection to AI.

• Exclusion: Career concerns unrelated to AI.

• Example quote: “There’s a quiet fear that I won’t be needed
soon.” (P09).

Code: Conflicted Emotions (Awe+ Fear)
• Definition: Simultaneous positive and negative affective re-
sponses to AI (e.g., impressed but threatened).

• Inclusion: Statements expressing fascination paired with
dread or anxiety.

• Exclusion: Purely technical admiration or purely negative
comments not paired with ambivalence.

• Example quote: “I was amazed : : : But at the same time, I felt
unnecessary.” (P02).

Code: Guilt and Ethical Tension
• Definition: Expressions of moral conflict when faculty use AI
tools themselves but discourage student use, or feel complicit.

• Inclusion: Confessions of using AI for admin or course prep
while penalizing students.

• Exclusion: Neutral policy statements about AI use.

• Example quote: “I’ve asked ChatGPT to help reword grant
proposals : : : then I penalize students for doing the
same.” (P05).

Code: Suspicion and Surveillance
• Definition: Language indicating faculty monitor, check, and
suspect student work due to potential AI use.

• Inclusion: “Detective” metaphors, descriptions of checking
metadata, Google phrases, or designing traps.

• Exclusion: Policy-level assessment changes not motivated by
immediate suspicion.

• Example quote: “I look at every assignment now with
suspicion. I feel like a detective, not a teacher.” (P13).

Code: Obsolescence of Traditional Assessment
• Definition: Statements that traditional assessments (essays,
take-home assignments) no longer validly measure learning
due to AI.

• Inclusion: Claims that essays measure prompt skill not think-
ing; identical paragraphs across students.

• Exclusion: Assessment redesigns aimed primarily at peda-
gogy rather than anti-AI motives.

• Example quote: “Essays don’t feel like a measure of student
thinking anymore. They’re just a test of how well you can
prompt an AI.” (P13).

Code: Devaluation of Academic Work
• Definition: Expressions that AI reduces the perceived value,
authenticity, or meaning of student outputs and aca-
demic labor.

Table A1. Details of data collection

Step no. Stage of analysis Description/examples

1 Raw Interview Transcript Excerpt Initial textual data from participant interviews.

2 Initial Open Codes Many codes generated (in vivo and descriptive).

3 Consolidated Codes with Examples Similar codes grouped and supported with data excerpts.

4 Subthemes Examples: Feeling Replaced, Conflicted Emotions, Suspicion.

5 Higher-order Themes Three final themes derived from subthemes.

6 Saturation Check No new themes appeared after interview 13.
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• Inclusion: Loss of joy in reading work, rubrics failing.

• Exclusion: Concerns about grading workload alone.

• Example quote: “There’s a loss of joy in reading student
work : : : every time I think ‘This is too good,’my next thought
is ‘Did they write it?’” (P19).

Worked Example (One transcript segment → codes →
subtheme → theme)
Raw transcript excerpt (verbatim):
“The work I used to spend weeks guiding students through—
drafting, refining, learning to argue—they’re now generating it
in seconds. It feels like I’ve become an editor of machine
outputs instead of a teacher.” — Participant 06.

Step 1 — Initial open codes (applied to the excerpt):
• “Loss of teaching process”

• “Student bypassing learning”

• “Becoming editor of machine outputs”

• “Feeling like not a teacher”

Step 2 — Grouping into subtheme(s):
• Subtheme: Feeling Replaced by Technology (captures “edi-
tor of machine outputs,” “feeling not a teacher”)

• Subtheme: Loss of Professional Purpose (captures “loss of
teaching process,” “students bypassing learning”)

Step 3 — Assign to final theme:
• Final theme: Erosion of Pedagogical Identity

Interpretative note (example of analytic move):
From this excerpt, the analysis moves beyond surface complaint
and interprets a deeper affective process: AI not only changes
student products but also erodes the timeline and craft of teaching,
thereby threatening professional identity. That interpretation is
grounded in the codes extracted from the participant’s own words.
Final Results
This study draws on semi-structured interviews (Appendix A) with
20 university educators reflecting on their emotional and cognitive
responses to the integration of ChatGPT and other generative AI
tools in teaching. Thematic analysis, guided by Braun and Clarke’s
(2006) framework and supported by NVivo 14, revealed three
interrelated themes capturing the emotional and psychological
dimensions of adapting to AI in higher education: (1) Erosion

of Pedagogical Identity, (2) Emotional Disruption and Cogni-
tive Dissonance, and (3) Assessment Anxiety and Distrust. Each
theme is elaborated with subthemes, participant quotations, and
analytical insights.
Theme 1: Erosion of Pedagogical Identity
This theme captures the affective disruption to educators’ sense of
professional self. Participants described a growing disconnect
between their pedagogical values and the changing landscape of
higher education shaped by AI.
Subtheme 1.1: Feeling Replaced by Technology
“For years, I’ve been helping students develop critical writing
skills. Now they paste a prompt into ChatGPT and get something
‘good enough.” Participant 04, Humanities
“It’s unsettling. Students used to come to office hours for brain-
storming and thesis development. Now they just run the prompt
through ChatGPT and bring a full draft. It makes me wonder what
my role even is." Participant 11, Education
“The work I used to spend weeks guiding students through—
drafting, refining, learning to argue—they’re now generating it in
seconds. It feels like I’ve become an editor of machine outputs
instead of a teacher." Participant 06, English Literature
“I’ve built my career around teaching students how to communi-
cate ideas with precision. Watching AI produce decent paragraphs
instantly makes me assume that my expertise has been automated."
Participant 17, Communication
“There’s a quiet fear that I won’t be needed soon. If students can get
essays, summaries, even coding assignments done with AI, where
does that leave me?” Participant 09, Computer Science
“What’s painful isn’t just the tool—it’s the ease with which
students bypass the struggle of thinking. That’s what I was here
to teach them. I feel obsolete.” Participant 02, Philosophy
Many expressed griefs, not just frustration. The emotional tone
included sadness, loss of meaning, and questions about the future
of academic labor.
Subtheme 1.2: Disrupted Teaching Narratives
“We were trained to believe that teaching is about inspiring human
minds. But the narrative has shifted. Now it’s about adapting,
surviving, not falling behind AI.” Participant 11, Education
“The story I used to tell myself was: I’m shaping citizens, thinkers,
agents of change. Lately, it feels like I’m just troubleshooting
plagiarism or rewriting rubrics for AI-proof assignments.” Partici-
pant 08, Political Science

Table A2. Coding tree

Full Coding → Subtheme → Theme Table

Initial (Open) Codes (examples) Subtheme Final Theme

“I feel obsolete.”; “My expertise has been automated.” Feeling Replaced by Technology Erosion of Pedagogical Identity

“What’s my role now?”; “I feel more like a moderator than a teacher.” Disrupted Teaching Narratives Erosion of Pedagogical Identity

“It makes me wonder what my role even is.”; “I’ve built my career
around teaching”

Loss of Professional Purpose Erosion of Pedagogical Identity

“I’m both fascinated and terrified.”; “It’s like the ground is shifting.” Conflicted Emotions (Awe+
Fear)

Emotional Disruption & Cognitive
Dissonance

“I was amazed : : : but I felt unnecessary.”; “Maybe I’m not the expert
anymore.”

Alienation; Anxiety about
relevance

Emotional Disruption & Cognitive
Dissonance

“I use ChatGPT for admin tasks : : : then penalize students” Guilt and Ethical Tension Emotional Disruption & Cognitive
Dissonance

“I feel like a detective, not a teacher.”; “Constant checking” Suspicion and Surveillance Assessment Anxiety & Distrust

“Essays don’t feel like measure of thinking anymore.”; “Prompt-
engineering”

Obsolescence of Traditional
Assessment

Assessment Anxiety & Distrust

“Loss of trust in student submissions”; “Rubrics don’t know what to do” Devaluation of Academic Work Assessment Anxiety & Distrust
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“I entered academia to be a mentor, not a moderator of technologi-
cal shortcuts. The profession feels unrecognizable now—like we’re
being recast in a role we never auditioned for.” Participant 15,
Sociology
“My teaching philosophy was built on human connection, dia-
logue, mutual struggle through complexity. That whole arc is now
under pressure—students expect immediacy and automation.”
Participant 03, Philosophy
“We once believed that teaching was a craft—a relational, slow,
human thing. Now I feel like I’m constantly revising my methods
just to keep pace with AI trends I didn’t choose to engage with.”
Participant 14, History
“The value system that defined good teaching—rigor, process,
originality—is being rewritten. It’s disorienting. Like the ground
has shifted but we’re still expected to perform as if it hasn’t.”
Participant 20, English Language and Cultural Studies
The Erosion of Pedagogical Identity was especially pronounced
among faculty in writing-intensive disciplines, where process and
originality were central to their instructional ethos.
Theme 2: Emotional Disruption and Cognitive Dissonance
Participants reported internal conflict and affective dissonance:
curiosity toward AI’s capabilities was often paired with emotional
discomfort or ethical concern.
Subtheme 2.1: Conflicted Emotions: Awe and Alienation
“I was amazed when I asked ChatGPT to explain Deleuze. But at
the same time, I felt unnecessary. If the machine can do this : : :
what am I doing?” Participant 02, Philosophy
“When I saw how fluently ChatGPT could summarize complex
legal frameworks, I felt two things at once—impressed, and
irrelevant.” Participant 01, Law
“I tested it with a conceptual prompt I give to third-year students—
and it returned a coherent, even nuanced response. That was the
moment I thought, ‘Maybe I’m not the expert anymore’.” Partici-
pant 10, Sociology

“There’s a strange beauty to how it synthesizes information. But
that beauty comes with dread—it’s like watching a new species
evolve that doesn’t need us.” Participant 13, Cultural Studies
“It’s exhilarating to witness this level of computation. But in that
exhilaration, there’s also grief. Grief for what it might replace—not
just skills, but the role we play.” Participant 06, Literature
“I felt a genuine sense of wonder at how it handled a metaphor
analysis—better than many students. Then, uninvited, came the
thought: ‘So what exactly is my function here?’." Participant 16,
English
This blend of fascination and alienation reflects an emergent
emotional state of what could be termed technological displace-
ment—a shift from professional agency to existential uncertainty.
Subtheme 2.2: Guilt and Ethical Tension
“I use ChatGPT for admin tasks, so I understand why students use it
too. But it still feels wrong. Like I’m endorsing something I also
want to ban.” Participant 12, Business
I’ve asked ChatGPT to help reword grant proposals and lesson
plans—it’s efficient. But then I turn around and penalize students
for doing the same in essays. It’s a moral double bind." Participant
05, Education
“I caught myself using AI to generate reading summaries when I was
pressed for time. It helped. But later, I wondered—am I modeling
what I’m also trying to prohibit?” Participant 18, Psychology
“We’re told to innovate, so I tested ChatGPT in the classroom. But
now I feel complicit. I introduced something that’s eroding the very
skills I’m supposed to teach." Participant 07, Media Studies
“I use it privately to brainstorm course descriptions, yet I write
policies warning students not to rely on it. It feels hypocritical, but I
don’t know how else to manage the workload.” Participant 16,
English Linguistics
“There’s guilt because I see the utility. But also fear. If I normalize
it in my own workflow, what authrity do I have to tell students to
avoid it?" Participant 19, Political Science

Table A3. Interview protocol linking core affective themes to semi-structured interview questions on faculty experiences with
generative AI in teaching, identity, and assessment.

Core theme Interview questions Type

Erosion of Pedagogical
Identity

Do you feel that AI tools have changed your role as a teacher? (Yes/No → If yes: In what
ways?)

Yes/No+Open-ended

How has AI influenced your sense of professional identity? Open-ended

Can you describe a moment when AI made you question your value or contribution as an
educator?

Open-ended

Prompts: Did it affect how students see you in the classroom? How do you reconcile your
role as a knowledge expert with the capabilities of AI?

Follow-up prompts

Emotional Disruption and
Cognitive Dissonance

Have you experienced emotional strain when deciding whether or how to integrate AI into
your teaching? (Yes/No → Please elaborate)

Yes/No+Open-ended

What conflicting feelings, if any, have you encountered when using or thinking about AI? Open-ended

How do you manage the tension between your personal teaching values and institutional
pressures to adopt AI?

Open-ended

Prompts: Have you ever felt guilt, stress, or even relief related to AI use? Are there specific
institutional expectations that clash with your own views?

Follow-up prompts

Assessment Anxiety and
Distrust

Do you worry that AI undermines the reliability of student assessments? (Yes/No→ Please
explain)

Yes/No+Open-ended

Have you ever doubted whether student work was genuinely their own because of AI? Open-ended

How has AI affected your confidence in assessing student learning? Open-ended

Prompts: Can you share an example of a time when you questioned the authenticity of
student work? What changes in assessment policies or practices would help rebuild your
trust in evaluations?

Follow-up prompts
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This ethical ambivalence caused psychological strain, contributing
to what several described as pedagogical double consciousness—
simultaneously resisting and relying on AI.
Theme 3: Assessment Anxiety and Distrust
Participants shared deep concerns about how generative AI affects
both the integrity and meaning of student assessment.
Subtheme 3.1: Suspicion and Surveillance
“I look at every assignment now with suspicion. I feel like a
detective, not a teacher. It’s exhausting.” Participant 13, Cultural
Studies
“Grading used to be about assessing understanding. Now it feels
like a constant investigation. I’m Googling phrases, checking
metadata, looking for signs of AI. It’s draining.” Participant 14,
History
“I find myself questioning work that’s too coherent. That’s a
terrible place to be as an educator—doubting the very success
you’ve tried to cultivate.” Participant 17, Communication
“I’ve rewritten all my assignments to be more 'AI-proof,' but I’m
still paranoid. It’s like I’m always watching for ghosts—something
that might not even be there.” Participant 1, Law
“There’s a loss of joy in reading student work. Every time I think,
‘This is too good,’ my next thought is, ‘Did they write it?’ That’s
not sustainable.” Participant 19, Political Science
“Sometimes I worry I’m becoming cynical. I used to give students
the benefit of the doubt. Now, I assume they’ve cheated until
proven otherwise.” Participant 10, Sociology
Several educators said they had changed their assessments “not to
improve learning, but to trap AI use,” which created adversarial
dynamics with students.
Subtheme 3.2: Obsolescence of Traditional Assessment
"Essays don’t feel like a measure of student thinking anymore.
They’re just a test of how well you can prompt an AI.” Participant
13, Cultural studies
“I used to believe essays were where students found their voice.
Now, I read a paper and wonder if it’s their voice at all—or just
something ChatGPT stitched together." Participant 16, English
Literature
“I’ve had to rethink the whole concept of a ‘take-home
assignment.’ What used to demonstrate reflection now just

shows who’s better at engineering prompts." Participant 02,
Philosophy
“The personal essay used to be intimate, revelatory. This year, I got
five identical opening paragraphs—from students who’d never
spoken to each other. The trust is gone.” Participant 20, English
Language and Cultural Studies
“Rubrics don’t know what to do with AI-generated work. The
language is fluent, but there’s no struggle, no evolution. Just
polished emptiness.” Participant 16, Education
“Assessment has become a game of cat and mouse. I design
questions to avoid AI, they find ways to use it anyway. It’s
exhausting, and frankly, it makes the essay feel dead.” Participant
03, Philosophy
Here are the detailed components for the Results chapter using
NVivo-style qualitative outputs.
The results reveal a profoundly affective landscape in which
university teachers are not merely adapting to a new tool, but
emotionally negotiating their place in an altered pedagogical
ecosystem. Emotional labor, identity disruption, and ethical ambiv-
alence are central to this transition and cannot be addressed through
technological training alone.

APPENDIX D

REFLEXIVITY AND POSITIONALITY STATEMENT

As the primary researcher, I acknowledge that my professional back-
ground as a university instructor and my familiarity with generative AI
tools may influence the way I interpret participants’ experiences. My
own beliefs about teaching, academic integrity, and technological
change have the potential to shape how I attend to certain patterns
in the data and assign meaning to participants’ narratives. To address
this, I engaged in ongoing reflexive journaling throughout the research
process, documenting assumptions, emotional reactions, and potential
biases that emerged during data collection and analysis.

I also discussed analytic decisions with a second coder to
challenge my interpretations and ensure that themes reflected

Table A4. NVivo-style thematic coding framework

Theme Subtheme Example codes

Theme 1: Erosion of Pedagogical Identity Loss of Professional Purpose
Shift from Expert to Facilitator

“What’s my role now?”
“I feel more like a moderator than a teacher.”

Theme 2: Emotional Disruption & Cognitive
Dissonance

Conflicted Emotions Toward AI
Disorientation and Unease

“I’m both fascinated and terrified.”
“It’s like the ground is shifting.”

Theme 3: Assessment Anxiety & Distrust Fear of Cheating & Surveillance Pressure
Devaluation of Academic Work

“How do I even know they wrote this?”
“It feels like nothing we teach matters.”

Alt Text: Table A4 presents the NVivo-style thematic coding framework used in the study, showing main themes, subthemes, and example codes extracted from participant
data to illustrate how qualitative analysis was organized.

Table A5. Quote matrix (representative participant voices)

Theme Representative quote

Erosion of Pedagogical Identity “I used to feel like the source of knowledge. Now I feel redundant.” (P07)

Emotional Disruption & Cognitive
Dissonance

“It’s exciting, but I also wake up at night worrying what this means for my job.” (P12)

Assessment Anxiety & Distrust “I can’t tell anymore if students actually understand the content or just prompt ChatGPT well.” (P03)

Alt Text: Table A5 is a quote matrix presenting representative participant voices. It lists key themes alongside selected quotes from participants that illustrate each theme,
highlighting faculty perspectives and experiences related to the study topic.
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participants’ voices rather than my expectations. Regular memo
writing in NVivo and peer debriefing helped maintain awareness of
my positionality. The goal of these reflexive practices was not to
eliminate subjectivity—which is inherent in qualitative inquiry—
but to make it transparent and to ensure that the final themes were
grounded firmly in the data.
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