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Abstract

As the rise on generative artificial intelligence (GAI) in education,
university teachers’ attitudes have become more vital in the adop-
tion and ethical governance of Al tools. Based on a survey of
789 humanities faculty members in universities across Guangdong
Province, the study finds that teachers’ involvement and trust sig-
nificantly predict their intention how to adopt Al tools, while per-
ceived risk negatively influences their thoughts. At the meanwhile
significant differences are observed across gender, age, academic
rank and usage frequency. The study contributes to the theoreti-
cal construction of Al educational technology acceptance models
and offers practical guidance for Al literacy training, differenti-
ated promotion strategies, and regulatory frameworks in higher
education.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Research Background

The rapid advancement of generative artificial intelligence (GAI)
has greatly expanded its involvement in educational environments.
Since the emergence of ChatGPT in 2022, its application in aca-
demic writing, class assignments and content generation has grown
greatly. According to The Washington Post, about 72% of Amer-
ican college students admitted to using Al writing tools in their
courses.[1] In China, social media discussions on Al-generated con-
tent continue to surge, making it a focal point in academic integrity
debates.[2] By early 2023, over 100,000 posts discussing the use of
ChatGPT in completing university assignments had emerged.[3] In
February 2025, China-developed Al tools gained global recognition
across more than 140 countries.[4] These tools offer features such
as structured content generation, stylistic consistency, rewriting
suggestions and summarization, significantly impacting writing-
heavy tasks in the humanities. Their widespread use has reshaped
students’ perceptions of originality, effort and learning objectives.

Although artificial intelligence tools have improved teaching
efficiency and reduced teaching burden, their adoption has also
brought challenges. How humanities teachers in universities per-
ceive, trust, and respond to students’ use of artificial intelligence
writing tools has not been fully explored. This study fills this gap
by proposing a theoretical model based on participation, trust, and
perceived risk to test their behavioral intentions. From a theoretical
perspective, this study extends models such as TAM and UTAUT to
the field of education, with a particular focus on Chinese university
teachers. From a practical perspective, it provides insights into the
ethical and evaluative impacts of GAI, contributing to the transfor-
mation of adaptive education. Literature support and innovation:
Global research increasingly examines artificial intelligence in edu-
cation. Jarrahi had highlighted human-AI collaboration as a core
trend.[5] Dwivedi et al. explored AI's impact on ethics, interaction
and assessment in education.[6]

Kirwan discussed ChatGPT’s influence on academic integrity.
Obed et al. studied Tanzanian student teachers using ChatGPT dur-
ing assessments.[7] Li et al. conducted surveys revealing students’
mixed risk-benefit perceptions.[8] However, these studies focus on
Western contexts and neglect China’s educational landscape. This
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study uniquely examines Chinese university humanities teachers
to construct a culturally responsive model.

1.2 Research Value

While Al tools enhance teaching efficiency and reduce instructional
burdens, their adoption also brings challenges. How humanities
faculty members perceive, trust, and respond to students’ use of
Al writing tools remains underexplored. This study fills that gap
by proposing a theoretical model based on involvement, trust, and
perceived risk to examine behavioral intentions. Theoretically, it ex-
tends models such as TAM and UTAUT to the educational domain,
particularly focusing on Chinese university faculty. Practically,
it provides insight into the ethical and evaluative implications of
GAJ, contributing to adaptive educational transformation. This
research enhances the education system’s adaptability to techno-
logical changes and offers forward-looking insights for building
future intelligent educational ecosystems.

1.3 Literature Support and Innovations

Global research has increasingly examined Al in education. Jarrahi
highlighted human-AI collaboration as a core trend.[9] Dwivedi et
al. explored AT’s impact on ethics, interaction, and assessment in
education.[10] Kirwan discussed ChatGPT’s influence on academic
integrity.[11] However, existing studies predominantly focus on
Western contexts, neglecting China’s educational landscape. This
study uniquely examines Chinese university humanities teachers to
construct a culturally responsive model. A paper surveyed 383 grad-
uating student teachers at the University of Dar es Salaam regard-
ing their use of ChatGPT in assessments, finding that many lacked
adequate considerations of academic integrity during usage.[12]
conducted an online survey of 167 students and qualitatively ana-
lyzed their perceptions of risks and benefits associated with such
tools.[13] However, most existing studies focus on Western educa-
tional contexts, neglecting the roles of teachers, cultural percep-
tions, and policy orientations within China’s unique educational
environment. This research addresses this gap by adopting the per-
spective of humanities faculty in Chinese universities. Integrating
relevant theories and empirical data, it seeks to construct a cross-
cultural and cross-technological analytical framework, thereby com-
plementing international studies with a regional-difference lens.

2 Literature Review

2.1 Involvement

As one of the core concepts in consumer behavior research, involve-
ment was initially proposed by Sherif and Cantril in 1947, referring
to the psychological relevance and degree of concern an individual
exhibits toward a specific object, based on their needs, interests
and values.[14] Involvement, defined as teachers’ level of atten-
tion and willingness to explore Al tools by Zaichkowsky in 1985,
positively correlates with technology adoption.[15] In Al-assisted
writing scenarios, the higher the level of teacher involvement, the
more likely they are to actively explore the tool’s educational value,
feedback mechanisms, and management rules.[16] Lee and Shin
also pointed out that individuals with high involvement are more
willing to understand the logic behind Al decisions and critically
evaluate their outputs, rather than passively accepting them.[17]
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2.2 Trust

Trust is one of the key psychological variables in the acceptance of
consumer technology. Luhmann viewed trust as a mechanism to
reduce social complexity, allowing individuals to maintain stable
behavior in the face of technological uncertainty in 1979.[18] Trust
in Al encompasses confidence in technical capabilities, ethics, and
transparency.[19] In the context of Al use, trust includes not only
confidence in technical capabilities but also perceptions of its ethics,
fairness, and transparency.[20] Recent research in educational tech-
nology has increasingly focused on “trust in automation,” with Al
being one of its forms.[10] Yeo and Chu emphasized that perceived
reliability and fairness strongly influence acceptance.[5] Jarrahi
suggested that “collaborative trust” between humans and Al will
become a key issue in future educational reforms, especially in
tasks involving subjective judgment.[12] In this study, “trust” refers
to teachers’ subjective confidence in the accuracy, practicality, and
educational adaptability of Al writing tools, and its role in shaping
usage intention will be explored.

2.3 Perceived Risk

The concept of perceived risk was first proposed by Bauer in 1960,
emphasizing that individuals tend to subjectively worry about po-
tential negative outcomes. Kaplan and Jacoby divided risk into
five dimensions: financial risk, performance risk, psychological
risk, social risk, and health risk.[13] Later research extended these
dimensions to include information privacy and technological un-
certainty. The risks perceived by teachers mainly focus on three
aspects: content accuracy, student skill degradation, and challenges
to moral assessment and fairness.[7] In the field of education, risks
include content accuracy and ethical challenges. Therefore, this
study defines perceived risk as the cognitive assessment of potential
negative educational consequences caused by artificial intelligence
tools by teachers and observes whether it has a negative impact on
the intention to use them.

2.4 Usage Intention

Usage intention is also a core variable in technology acceptance
research. According to Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), behav-
ioral intention can be predicted by attitude toward the behavior,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control[14]. In Davis’s
(1989) Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), perceived usefulness
and perceived ease of use are key antecedents.[15] The more recent
Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)
model integrates these theories and adds variables such as social
influence and facilitating conditions.[16] In the educational context,
this study defines “usage intention” as teachers’ tendency to use Al
writing tools in future teaching design, task assignment, or student
recommendations.

2.5 Summary of Literature

In summary, existing research provides a solid theoretical foun-
dation for this study. There is a relatively clear causal chain from
trust to usage intention. However, most international studies have
focused on the student perspective or corporate training scenarios,
with limited attention to the psychological mechanisms of “teachers
as key educational decision-makers.” Therefore, this study aims
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Figure 1: Research Framework

Table 1: Items And References

Construst Items Items Contest Reference
Flow 5 I am very interested in the functions of Al writing tools (Zaichkowsky ,1985),
(Lu et al. ,2019)
Trust 5 I believe that the content generated by Al is trustworthy (Rousseau et al. ,1998),
(Yeo & Chu ,2022)
Perceived Risk 6 Students using Al writing may harm their original ability (Bauer ,1960),
(Lee & Shin ,2020)
Usage Intention 5 I am willing to recommend students to use Al tools in their (Davis ,1989),

writing

(Venkatesh et al. ,2016)

The scale design was reviewed by experts in educational technology and psychometrics, and the wording was refined through a pilot test

(n=30) to ensure the reliability and validity of the instrument.

to explore the interactive effects of “involvement, trust, and per-
ceived risk” on “usage intention” based on a sample of university
teachers in China, integrating mainstream theories to bridge the
gap between theory and practice.

3 Research Methodology
3.1 Research Framework

A multidimensional model integrating TPB and TAM was devel-
oped, with involvement, trust, and perceived risk as core predictors.
Demographic variables (e.g., gender, age) were controlled.[16]

3.2 Research Subjects and Sampling Method

This study focuses on humanities teachers in typical city univer-
sities in Guangdong Province, China. Due to the nature of their
discipline, this group has high requirements for text quality, writing
logic, and expression, making the impact of artificial intelligence
writing tools on their teaching and student management particu-
larly significant. Adopting a stratified sampling method, combining
online questionnaires with offline interviews. A stratified sam-
pling was conducted on 817 humanities teachers in Guangdong
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Province, resulting in 789 valid questionnaires (with a response rate
of 96.6%). The sample covers multiple universities, including vari-
ous academic titles and educational backgrounds, ensuring strong
representativeness.

3.3 Questionnaire Design and Scale Description

The questionnaire consists of five parts, including background in-
formation and four key construct variables: Involvement, Trust,
Perceived Risk, and Usage Intention. All scales use a five-point
Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). The mea-
surement items for each construction are as follows:

3.4 Reliability and Validity Testing

To ensure data quality, this study conducted reliability (Cronbach’s
a) and validity (KMO and Bartlett’s test) analyses for each construct
in the questionnaire. All constructions yielded Cronbach’s & values
above 0.74, with the highest reaching 0.89, meeting the standard
threshold of >0.7. KMO values were all greater than 0.70, and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (p < 0.001), indicating
that the data were suitable for factor analysis. Principal component
analysis with varimax rotation confirmed clear categorization of the
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four constructs, demonstrating good construct validity. In addition,
a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) approach was used to verify
the path relationships among variables, and multiple regression
analysis (using SPSS 26.0) was applied as supplementary validation
to enhance the robustness of the research findings.

4 Discussion

4.1 Overview of Sample Structure and Usage
Patterns

The mean scores for each construct in this study are as follows:
Flow (Involvement) — 3.68, Trust — 3.52, Perceived Risk - 3.04, and
Usage Intention — 3.57. Most respondents demonstrated a generally
positive attitude in terms of trust and involvement, although there
remains a certain degree of concern regarding the risks associated
with Al writing tools. Overall, female respondents slightly outnum-
bered males, accounting for approximately 59.4%. The majority
were aged 30-39 (43.2%), and most held a Master’s degree (68.9%)
or Doctorate (21.4%). Regarding frequency of Al use, 21.2% of teach-
ers reported being “proficient or frequent users,” while nearly half
stated they “occasionally use” or “rarely use” Al writing tools. This
suggests that high-frequency users among university faculty are
still in the minority, and AI writing tools have not yet become
mainstream teaching instruments.

4.2 Gender Differences: Female teachers
showed higher involvement, while males
exhibited greater trust

The analysis shows that female teachers scored higher on the “In-
volvement” construct (M = 3.31 vs. M = 3.22), indicating a stronger
interest in the educational implications and trends of Al writing.
Male teachers, on the other hand, scored higher on “Trust” reflect-
ing a greater confidence in the reliability of such systems during
actual use. Moreover, men perceived significantly lower risk than
women (p < 0.05), possibly indicating a more optimistic view of
technological risks. Lu similarly found that women with high tech-
nological involvement tend to focus more on the process and value
of usage, while men are more inclined toward efficiency and control

[6].

4.3 Age Differences: Younger Teachers Had
Higher Acceptance, whereas older teachers
demonstrated steadier trust.

The age group of 20-29 scored the highest in participation struc-
ture (M=3.43, p<0.01), indicating that young teachers are more
willing to explore the application of artificial intelligence. Mean-
while, teachers aged 50 and above scored the highest in “Trust”
and “Perceived Risk”, indicating a more stable foundation of trust
and a more optimistic perception of risk. Jarrahi pointed out that
older educators are more likely to see artificial intelligence as a
teaching assistant, while younger teachers often have transforma-
tive expectations.[5] These intergenerational differences are worth
considering in training and resource allocation strategies at the
university level.
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4.4 Academic Rank: Professors expressed trust
but remained cautious about risks.

Teachers with a master’s degree typically score higher than those
with a doctoral degree in terms of engagement, trust, and perceived
risk. Professors and associate professors exhibit a more subtle atti-
tude towards artificial intelligence tools: while expressing higher
levels of trust, they remain vigilant about potential risks. Lee &
Shin pointed out that people with higher education tend to examine
the application of artificial intelligence from a structural and ethical
perspective, thus being cautious about its double-edged nature.[7]

4.5 Discipline-Specific Differences: Arts Faculty
Show Highest Engagement

Among all disciplines, arts faculty achieved the highest scores in
involvement, usage intention, and perceived risk, reflecting their
strong recognition of AT’s role in enhancing creative inspiration and
assistive expression. They perceived Al as less capable of replacing
artistic individuality, resulting in relatively lower risk concerns.
This aligns with Yeo & Chu’s (2022) conclusion that “teachers in
highly creative fields are more inclined to view Al as a collaborative
partner” [10]

4.6 Usage Frequency Differences: Greater
Proficiency Enhances Trust and Adoption

From a usage frequency perspective, teachers categorized as “highly
proficient or frequent users” scored significantly higher across all
constructs compared to other groups:

4.7 Path analysis

The Pearson correlation analysis results showed a significant corre-
lation between various dimensions: “flow involvement” was moder-
ately positively correlated with “intention to use” (r=0.56, p<. 001);
There is a high positive correlation between “trust” and “intention
to use” (r=0.63, p<. 001); There is a negative correlation between
“perceived risk” and “intention to use” (r=-0.41, p<. 001). The above
results support the theoretical direction of the previous hypothesis,
that is, higher levels of participation and trust will positively pro-
mote usage intention, while risk perception plays a inhibitory role.
These results once again confirm the viewpoint in the literature that
the adoption of Al tools in teaching is influenced by both individual
attitudes and their perception of technological uncertainty.[17]

Further construct a structural equation model (SEM) to ver-
ify the path relationships between various structural planes. The
model was modeled and analyzed using AMOS 26.0, and the overall
fit was good (y 2/df=1.74, CFI=0.948, TLI=0.937, RMSEA=0.043,
SRMR=0.038). The results of the model path coefficient are as fol-
lows: flow involvement — usage intention: = 0.42(p < .001); Trust
— Usage intention: f = 0.39(p < .001); Perceived risk — Usage
intention: f =-0.31(p <.001) ° The model explained about 64.7% of
the variation in the “intention to use” variable (R 2=0.647), indicat-
ing that the model constructed in this study has strong explanatory
power.
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Table 2: Different degrees of use affect various structural surfaces

Construct High-Frequency Users (M) Non-Users (M) Significance
Involvement 3.69 291 p < 0.001
Usage Intention 3.27 2.89 p < 0.001
Trust 3.99 3.08 p < 0.001

This is consistent with the core assumption of Venkatesh et al. (2016) in the UTAUT model: using experience enhances perceived efficacy,

reduces technology anxiety, and thus increases willingness to use.[16]

5 Research conclusions and recommendations

This study highlights the interplay of involvement, trust, and risk
in shaping Al adoption intentions. Future research should expand
geographic scope and incorporate longitudinal data.

5.1 Main research conclusions

The attitude of teachers is the key to the success or failure of artificial
intelligence teaching applications. Teachers with high participation
and trust are more likely to actively adopt artificial intelligence tools
to promote students’ rational use. Strengthening trust mechanisms
will help expand their use. Risk awareness is the biggest obstacle
to promoting Al writing. Policy makers should pay attention to the
ethical issues of teachers, fair evaluation, and student dependency.
The high scoring items such as “I am willing to learn about the
functions of Al writing tools” and “I believe that Al writing tools
are closely related to my teaching” in the questionnaire indicate
that teachers’ cognitive interest and psychological attention directly
promote their willingness to adopt them. Especially among the
group of teachers aged 20-29, this dimension scored the highest
(M=3.43), confirming the sensitivity of young people to technology.

Trust is the core driving factor for behavior transformation. In
regression analysis, the higher the scores of items such as “I be-
lieve the content of artificial intelligence writing tools is generally
trustworthy” and “I believe they will not mislead students”, the
more willing teachers are to recommend them to students (8 =0.63,
p<0.001), and this trend is also reflected in the teacher group with
high frequency of use (M>3.5). Perceived risk significantly sup-
presses the intention to use. Some teachers have expressed clear
concerns about issues such as “artificial intelligence writing causing
students to lose their original abilities” and “the hidden dangers of
inaccurate information and plagiarism”. Lee & Shins also pointed
out that risk perception is one of the biggest obstacles to technology
adoption.[7]

The background characteristics of teachers have a significant
impact on differences in behavioral attitudes. There are significant
inter group differences in variables such as gender, age, professional
title, and major in the data table. The use of proficiency significantly
improves all dimensions, and teachers who highly utilize artificial
intelligence exhibit a significant positive skewed distribution in
the four dimensions of participation, trust, risk perception, and
behavioral intention. Especially in the items “I believe Al writing
can improve lesson preparation efficiency” and “I am willing to let
students try and revise”, the average score is close to 4.0, confirming
Venkatesh et al.(2016) suggestion that perceived efficacy affects the
acceptance path of adoption behavior.[16]
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5.2 Suggestions and practical inspirations

Establish an AI education literacy training mechanism and clar-
ify usage boundaries. Universities can establish regular training
courses on Al writing tools to help teachers establish positive cog-
nitive pathways, covering areas such as logical understanding of
writing, methods for verifying results, and guidance for student
use. Based on the risk dimension of teachers’ concerns, it is recom-
mended to introduce guidelines, clarify boundaries, and enhance
transparency in their use.

Establish an interdisciplinary shared practice platform to pro-
mote knowledge flow. For high willingness professional teachers in
art, education, and other fields, they can be guided to form an “Al in-
tegrated writing course laboratory” to provide integrated cases and
evaluation templates for other disciplines and promote horizontal
knowledge circulation within the school.

Emphasize group differentiation technology adoption strategies
and provide targeted support. Considering the impact of gender,
professional title, proficiency in use, etc. on technical attitudes, a
layered promotion strategy can be customized: such as providing
creative tool training for young teaching assistants and targeted
support such as Al assisted grading for senior professors.

5.3 Research limitations and prospects

The sample source of this study is concentrated in universities in
Guangdong Province, and the data is cross-sectional. The longitu-
dinal depth and width of the explanatory variables are significantly
insufficient; More psychological mechanism variables can be in-
troduced in the future to refine the prediction path; The next step
could be to consider further expanding the relationship between Al
tools and teacher evaluation trust mechanisms, as well as tracking
changes in student learning autonomy.

References

[1] The Washington Post. (2023). Al writing tools in higher education: A survey of
American students. Retrieved from https://www.washingtonpost.com

[2] Ministry of Education of China. (2023). White paper on Al-generated content in
academic writing. Beijing: Higher Education Press.

[3] DeepSeek Al (2025). Official launch report. Shenzhen: DeepSeek Technologies.

[4] Sherif, M., & Cantril, H. (1947). The psychology of ego-involvements: Social
attitudes and identifications. New York, NY: Wiley.

[5] Zaichkowsky, J. L. (1985). Measuring the involvement construct. Journal of Con-
sumer Research, 12(3), 341-352. https://doi.org/10.1086/208520

[6] Lu, Y., Papagiannidis, S., & Alamanos, E. (2019). Exploring emotional and cog-
nitive processing of Al-based recommendation services. Computers in Human
Behavior, 100, 56-68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.06.012

[7] Lee, D., & Shin, D. H. (2020). Trust in artificial intelligence: Understanding the
interplay of perceived risk and benefits. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 156, 120036. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120036

[8] Luhmann, N. (1979). Trust and power. Chichester, UK: Wiley.


https://www.washingtonpost.com
https://doi.org/10.1086/208520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120036

GAITDI 2025, July 18-20, 2025, Beijing, China

[9] Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different
after all: A cross-discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3),
393-404. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617

[10] Yeo, M., & Chu, T. (2022). Perceptions of Al in education among university
educators: Trust, efficacy, and ethical implications. British Journal of Educational
Technology, 53(5), 1165-1182. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13245

[11] Jarrahi, M. H. (2018). Artificial intelligence and the future of work: Human-AI

symbiosis in organizational decision making. Business Horizons, 61(4), 577-586.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2018.03.007

Bauer, R. A. (1960). Consumer behavior as risk-taking. In R. S. Hancock (Ed.),

“Dynamic marketing for a changing world (pp. 389-398). Chicago, IL: American

Marketing Association.

[13] Kaplan, L. B, & Jacoby, J. (1974). Components of perceived risk in product
purchase: A cross-validation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 59(3), 287-291.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0036654

[14] Ajzen, I (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and

Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 179-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)

90020-T

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user accep-

tance of information technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3), 319-340. https://doi.org/

[12

[15

230

[16

(17

(18

[20

]

Huijun Xiao and Shenglun Shen

10.2307/249008

Venkatesh, V., Thong, J. Y. L., & Xu, X. (2016). Unified theory of acceptance and
use of technology: A synthesis and the road ahead. Journal of the Association
for Information Systems, 17(5), 328—-376. https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00428
Dwivedi, Y. K., Hughes, D. L., Baabdullah, A. M., Mustafa, H., & Dennehy, D.
(2023). Artificial Intelligence (AI): Multidisciplinary perspectives on emerging
challenges. International Journal of Information Management, 71, 102620. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102620

Kirwan,A. (2023). ChatGPT and university teaching, learning and assessment:
Some initial reflections on teaching academic integrity in the age of large lan-
guage models. Irish Educational Studies, 43(4), 1389-1406. https://doi.org/10.
1080/03323315.2023.1234567

Obed, K., Anangisye, W. A. L., & Sanga, P. (2023). Academic integrity considera-
tions of using ChatGPT in assessment activities among university student teach-
ers. Quality Assurance in Education, 31(2), 305-320. https://doi.org/10.1108/QAE-
01-2023-0001

Li, Y., Castulo, N. J., & Xu, X. (2023). Embracing or rejecting AI? A mixed-method
study on undergraduate students’ perceptions of artificial intelligence at a private
university in China. Frontiers in Education, 8, 1505856. https://doi.org/10.3389/
feduc.2023.1505856


https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2018.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0036654
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.2307/249008
https://doi.org/10.2307/249008
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00428
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102620
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2023.1234567
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2023.1234567
https://doi.org/10.1108/QAE-01-2023-0001
https://doi.org/10.1108/QAE-01-2023-0001
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2023.1505856
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2023.1505856

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Research Background
	1.2 Research Value
	1.3 Literature Support and Innovations

	2 Literature Review
	2.1 Involvement
	2.2 Trust
	2.3 Perceived Risk
	2.4 Usage Intention
	2.5 Summary of Literature

	3 Research Methodology
	3.1 Research Framework
	3.2 Research Subjects and Sampling Method
	3.3 Questionnaire Design and Scale Description
	3.4 Reliability and Validity Testing

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Overview of Sample Structure and Usage Patterns
	4.2 Gender Differences: Female teachers showed higher involvement, while males exhibited greater trust
	4.3 Age Differences: Younger Teachers Had Higher Acceptance, whereas older teachers demonstrated steadier trust.
	4.4 Academic Rank: Professors expressed trust but remained cautious about risks.
	4.5 Discipline-Specific Differences: Arts Faculty Show Highest Engagement
	4.6 Usage Frequency Differences: Greater Proficiency Enhances Trust and Adoption
	4.7 Path analysis

	5 Research conclusions and recommendations
	5.1 Main research conclusions
	5.2 Suggestions and practical inspirations
	5.3 Research limitations and prospects

	References

