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Abstract: This article analyzes, from a scientific-psychological perspective, the negative
emotional states that may arise among higher education faculty members during the use of artificial
intelligence (Al) - specifically, generative Al tools. Based on an integrative literature review and
conceptual analysis, the study synthesizes scholarly sources published between 2007 and 2026
regarding technostress, Al anxiety, teacher well-being, professional identity, digital competence,
and the adoption of generative Al. The analysis identifies seven primary forms of negative
emotional responses to Al among higher education educators: technological anxiety, lack of
confidence in competence, apprehension regarding professional roles and the future, concerns about
ethical responsibility, cognitive-emotional strain, frustration, and emotional exhaustion. We
interpret these states not as isolated incidents, but as a systemic process shaped by the interplay of
technological demands, individual resources, and institutional support.
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Introduction. The rapid integration of artificial intelligence technologies into higher education
necessitates a re-evaluation of the nature of pedagogical work, academic oversight, assessment,
academic writing, the preparation of instructional materials, and forms of student communication.
While generative Al tools enable the quick creation of lesson plans, assignments, text, code, visual
materials, and analytical conclusions, their integration into the pedagogical process is not merely a
matter of efficiency. Technology also impacts the teacher’s professional role, their status as a source
of knowledge, their academic responsibilities, and their sense of control. Therefore, studying the
emotional responses associated with adapting to Al should be viewed not just as a technical
adoption issue, but as a psychological matter linked to the educator’s professional well-being [9].

Discussion. The work of a higher education educator typically requires the simultaneous
execution of three major activity blocks: teaching, research, and institutional service. As Al tools
permeate all three of these areas, the scope of technological demands placed on the educator is
expanding. Previous studies on digital transformation have shown that technology-related overload,
constant connectivity, complexity, technical malfunctions, and a lack of support can lead to
technostress [11]. Generative Al adds new layers to these stressors: issues such as verifying the
reliability of outputs, detecting hallucinations, defining authorship boundaries, monitoring academic
integrity, and assessing how students utilize Al tools increase the cognitive and ethical burden on
educators.

A 2025 study involving 249 instructors from Spanish public universities examined concerns
regarding generative Al across three dimensions: the future of the academic profession, the misuse
of the tool, and the potential negative impact on student learning. Notably, concerns regarding the
student learning process and the misuse of ChatGPT negatively influenced the intention to adopt the
technology [13]. Another study identified technological anxiety as a key psychological factor
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explaining university instructors’ adoption of ChatGPT [2]. Thus, negative emotions toward Al
affect not only the educator’s personal emotional state but also the speed and quality of integrating
the innovation into the educational process.

Al anxiety is an emotional state characterized by unease, hesitation, a sense of loss of control,
and the anticipation of a threat - feelings that arise when an individual learns about, uses, or
contemplates the professional and social implications of artificial intelligence. This concept extends
beyond a simple “fear of technology.” While Li and Huang (2020) characterized Al anxiety as a
multidimensional phenomenon, Liu and Liu (2025) developed a specific scale for university foreign
language instructors, identifying five dimensions: technical competence, job displacement or
replacement, technological support, student experience, and changes in academic research.[5] These
dimensions demonstrate that an educator’s negative emotions regarding Al do not stem merely from
a lack of specific skills.

An educator’s Al anxiety often arises through a process of cognitive appraisal. According to
the transactional model of stress proposed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), an external demand is
not inherently stressful; rather, tension emerges when an individual perceives the demand as
exceeding their available resources.[4] In the context of generative Al, an educator may repeatedly
grapple with internal questions such as: “Do I sufficiently understand this tool?”, “Are students
mastering it faster than I am?”, “What if I fail to spot an error in Al-generated material?”, or “What
value does my class hold now?” If the educator lacks adequate Al knowledge, practical experience,
and institutional support, the new challenge is perceived as a threat, thereby intensifying anxiety
and avoidance behaviors.[3] A 2026 study involving 350 university instructors revealed a strong
negative correlation (r = -0.59) between self-confidence regarding Al and Al-related anxiety. The
authors note that while educators with high self-confidence experience lower levels of anxiety,
possessing technical proficiency does not automatically eliminate all concerns [14]. This finding is
significant: an educator may be capable of using an Al tool, yet anxieties regarding its professional
implications, ethical ambiguities, or impact on educational goals persist.

Therefore, equating the anxiety regarding Al among higher education faculty with “digital
illiteracy” is methodologically incorrect. This anxiety stems from various sources: the complexity
of learning the technology, professional identity, and concerns regarding the quality of student
learning, academic integrity, and accountability. This distinction necessitates a differentiated
approach to mitigation strategies: while training can address technical fears, concerns related to
one’s professional role require a re-evaluation of pedagogical significance and the role of the human
factor.

Results and Analysis. Technostress is a form of psychological strain that arises when the
demands of the technological environment exceed an individual’s adaptive resources. Tarafdar and
colleagues (2007) identified technological overload, complexity, uncertainty, and constant updates
as key stressors. For higher education educators, generative Al can exacerbate these classic
stressors: tools evolve rapidly, their capabilities and limitations shift constantly, and a workflow
mastered on one platform may not apply to another. Consequently, educators often experience a
sense of “constantly falling behind.” This feeling does not necessarily indicate a lack of
competence; rather, it is linked to the rapid pace and normative uncertainty of the technological
environment.[6]

Working with generative Al does not always reduce an educator’s workload. For instance,
while Al can quickly generate an initial draft of lesson materials, the educator must verify the
content for factual accuracy, disciplinary terminology, educational objectives, cultural
appropriateness, bias, and academic integrity. Thus, while “automation” may save time on certain
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tasks, it can increase the burden of review and oversight in others. If an institution fails to provide
standards, time allocations, and methodological guidelines for verifying Al-generated content, the
responsibility falls entirely on the individual educator. This situation intensifies emotional strain
alongside cognitive load. Marrinhas et al. (2023) identified moderate correlations between
technostress and emotional exhaustion, psychological detachment, and secondary symptoms among
higher education faculty and researchers [7].

Alongside the negative aspects of technostress, there exists “techno-eustress” - viewing a
technological challenge as an opportunity for growth. A study involving 1,107 higher education
educators in Portugal found that perceived technology usefulness, IT-mindfulness, adaptive coping,
and organizational mechanisms supporting digital literacy were positively associated with techno-
eustress; techno-eustress, in turn, was linked to job satisfaction and performance [10]. Thus, the
same Al tool may yield different emotional outcomes for different educators; the difference is
determined by available resources, the sense of control, and the level of support.

One of the most complex negative emotional states associated with Al for higher education
instructors is uncertainty regarding professional identity. In traditional academic culture, the teacher
is viewed as the subject who selects, interprets, and evaluates knowledge, as well as provides expert
judgment. The ability of generative Al to rapidly produce explanations, questions, outlines,
analyses, and even assessment criteria compels a re-examination of which aspects of these functions
are unique to human expertise. Such a redefinition of the professional role can trigger feelings of
devaluation or a loss of status in educators, or give rise to anxieties such as, “Will technology take
my place?”

However, empirical data suggest that this concern should not be oversimplified. In a study by
Verano-Tacoronte et al. (2025), anxiety regarding the future of the academic profession did not
have a statistically significant direct impact on the intention to adopt ChatGPT; instead, concerns
about misuse of the tool and potential harm to student learning proved significant.[13] Guan and
Jamil (2025), studying 26 university instructors, demonstrated that the configurations of Al
adaptability, perceptions of Al, burnout, and job security vary among individuals.[3] These results
confirm that professional anxiety is strongly linked to both individual and organizational contexts.
A second critical layer involves concerns regarding ethical responsibility. Educators may be
uncertain about who bears responsibility for errors, bias, or inappropriate content in materials
generated with the help of Al Questions arise regarding how to grade student work written with Al
assistance, when to mandate the disclosure of Al usage, how to define the boundaries of authorship
and academic integrity, and whether it is permissible to input confidential student data into external
systems. UNESCO (2023) emphasizes that regulatory and ethical policies concerning generative Al
are lagging behind the pace of technological advancement, and that educational institutions must be
prepared to validate these tools from both pedagogical and ethical standpoints.

Frustration when working with Al often stems from the discrepancy between an educator’s
expected outcome and the actual result. A generative model might provide a meaningful response to
one prompt, yet yield a factually incorrect or overly generic answer to another. If an educator is
compelled to repeatedly verify results, modify prompts, locate sources, and correct errors, the
technology - initially perceived as a time-saver - can instead become a source of additional labor.
The lack of full control over the output fosters uncertainty and creates an ambivalent emotional
response toward the technology: while its benefits are acknowledged, an underlying resistance
persists due to the potential for errors.

Emotional exhaustion differs from a one-off instance of distress. It is linked to the gradual
depletion of resources resulting from the need for continuous adaptation, keeping up with
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innovations, monitoring student usage, revising academic policies, and altering established work
methods. According to the JD-R model, the risk of strain and burnout increases when job demands
are high and resources are insufficient.[1] In the context of Al, “demands” include the pressure to
learn new tools, ensure constant verification, maintain ethical oversight, and respond rapidly,
whereas “resources” encompass time, training, technical support, peer assistance, clear policies, and
the educator’s own self-confidence.

Guan and Jamil (2025) demonstrated that burnout and job security among university
educators in the age of Al manifest in various configurations.[2] This observation implies that Al
adaptability itself is not always a protective factor: for some educators, high adaptability can lead to
increased resource depletion driven by the constant pursuit of innovation, the need to prove oneself,
and the assumption of additional tasks. Consequently, simply “using more AI” or “providing more
training” does not automatically guarantee mental well-being. The critical issue lies in how
workload and responsibilities are redistributed alongside the adoption of the technology. Another
manifestation of negative emotional states is a sense of doubt regarding one’s professional
competence. By comparing their own work to the rapid and seamless results produced by Al, an
educator may perceive themselves as “slow” or “not modern enough.” This social comparison
negatively impacts professional self-assessment. The inverse relationship between Al self-efficacy
and anxiety identified by Wu and Wee (2026) becomes practically significant here: a sense of
competence helps the educator view technology as a manageable tool rather than a threat.[14]

Negative emotions associated with Al among higher education faculty are exacerbated by
factors operating at three levels: individual, technological, and organizational. At the individual
level, key factors may include low Al self-efficacy, limited prior digital experience, high sensitivity
to making errors, low tolerance for ambiguity, and the perception of changes in professional roles as
a threat. Liu and Liu (2025) demonstrated that concerns among university EFL teachers regarding
technical skills, job roles, technological support, student experience, and academic development
vary significantly.[6] Consequently, in individual assessment, identifying the specific source of
anxiety is more important than asking the general question, “Does Al make you anxious?”

Role conflict arises when requirements regarding Al from different departments or
supervisors - whether related to teaching, research, or assessment - are inconsistent. Ragu-Nathan et
al. (2008) demonstrated the importance of “technostress inhibitors” - such as technical support,
literacy training, and employee involvement - in mitigating technostress. This concept remains
relevant in the context of generative AL.[11]

UNESCO’s Al competency framework for teachers outlines key areas: human-centered
mindset, Al ethics, Al fundamentals and applications, Al pedagogy, and the use of Al for
professional development.[9] The psychological significance of this model lies in the fact that it
requires educators not merely to “use the tool,” but also to discern when “not” to use it, how to
verify it, whose interests to protect, and how to maintain human decision-making authority. A clear
competency map can reduce uncertainty and strengthen the educator’s sense of control.

Preventing negative emotional states cannot be achieved simply by telling educators, “Don’t
be afraid; Al is useful.” A psychologically effective approach does not deny the perceived threat but
instead enhances the educator’s resources regarding control, competence, and social support. The
primary protective factor is self-confidence in using Al. Confidence in using Al encompasses not
only knowing technical commands but also the ability to evaluate the tool’s output, identify errors,
select the appropriate tool for the task, and - when necessary - forego the use of Al altogether. Wu
and Wee (2026) demonstrated that high confidence in using Al is associated with lower levels of
anxiety.[14]
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A second protective factor is institutional clarity. Universities should develop policies
regarding Al that are concise, practical, and adaptable across different disciplines. These policies
must establish minimum standards concerning the creation of learning materials, assessment,
academic writing, data confidentiality, authorship, and transparency. Such a policy partially relieves
educators of the burden of making ethical decisions in isolation for every situation. UNESCO
(2023) also calls upon educational institutions to assess the pedagogical and ethical suitability of
generative Al tools and to safeguard human agency.[12]

The third factor is an integrated approach to technical and methodological support. Training
on Al should not be limited to teaching how to operate platform controls; it must also address
pedagogical tasks such as prompt engineering, output evaluation, source verification, the redesign
of assessment tasks, academic integrity, and discussing Al guidelines with students. Small-group
"peer-to-peer" workshops, methodological clinics, and the collaborative analysis of actual lesson
materials can foster a stronger sense of control than formal lectures.[8]

The fourth factor is the realistic assessment of workload. If new Al-related requirements are
imposed on top of an educator’s existing duties, even excellent training may fail to alleviate stress.
Therefore, universities must allocate time, technical support, and methodological resources for these
new technological tasks. Nascimento et al. (2024) demonstrate that mechanisms for technical
support and literacy development are linked to a more positive reception of the technological
challenge.

The fifth factor is psychological safety: educators should not fear asking questions about Al,
admitting to mistakes, or expressing a critical view of a specific tool. An innovative environment
should rely on scientific inquiry and openness to experimentation rather than forced optimism.

Conclusion. Artificial intelligence technologies can serve as both a professional resource and
a source of psychological strain for higher education educators. An analysis of academic literature
allows for the categorization of negative emotional states associated with Al into seven main
groups: technological anxiety; lack of confidence in one’s competence; anxiety regarding
professional roles and the future; concerns about ethical and academic responsibility; cognitive-
emotional strain; frustration and a sense of losing control; and the risk of emotional exhaustion and
burnout. The intensity of these states is not automatically determined by the mere availability of an
Al tool. An educator’s technological self-confidence, Al literacy, attitude toward uncertainty,
workload, subject area, and the level of regulatory clarity and organizational support within the
institution play a decisive role in the formation of negative emotions.
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