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Abstract 

This short paper examines how in-service teachers 

perceive the relationship between student AI 

disclosure and classroom trust, drawing on survey 

responses of 32 educators in Eastern Canada. The 

analysis examines perceptual tensions between 

teachers' expectations of disclosure and their 

recognition of emotional and structural barriers. 

Results revealed that teachers expressed low trust 

in student honesty regarding AI disclosure and 

recognized non-disclosure as fear-driven, driven by 

negative academic consequences. Overall, the 

findings suggest that teacher-student AI trust is not 

an inherent interpersonal sentiment but a 

pedagogical infrastructure that should be built 

through policy and instructor support. 
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Introduction 

The introduction of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) into education has prompted a 

regulatory response centering on the institutionalization of GenAI disclosure norms (Al-kadi, 

2025; Lambert & Stevens, 2024). While these tools offer potential for dynamic, personalized 

learning experiences (Adeshola & Adepoju, 2024; Chang et al., 2023), many institutional 

responses focused on compliance-oriented approaches that position student disclosure as a 

mechanism for risk mitigation rather than as part of broader pedagogical redesign or cognitive 

scaffolding (Gorichanaz, 2023; Luo, 2025; Whalen et al., 2025).  

Despite student AI disclosure being commonly framed as a practice of transparency and 

safeguard for academic integrity (Adel et al., 2024), this approach often places students under 

scrutiny while leaving teachers' evaluative standards hidden, creating a perceived asymmetry 

between the student-teacher dynamic that can result in a "one-way transparency" (Luo, 2025, p. 

1001). Recent studies suggest that disclosure functions less as a regulatory checkpoint and 

more as a relational threshold (Al-kadi, 2025; Luo, 2025). This study examines how teachers 

perceive the relational and institutional conditions that could potentially shape student 

disclosure, positioning trust not only as an interpersonal sentiment but as critical pedagogical 

infrastructure.  

Trust has been conceptualized as a multidimensional construct across education, 

organizational, and human-computer interaction research. From a relational perspective, trust 

has been recognized as a key factor in teacher-student relationships, influencing perceptions of 

honesty, academic validity, and classroom engagement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). In contrast, 

research in human-computer interaction and automation conceptualizes trust as a functional 

mediator with performance, process, and purpose serving as its core informational bases (Lee & 

See, 2004). This study conceptualizes trust as teachers' perceptions of both cognitive (e.g., 

honesty and assessment validity) and affective (e.g., emotional safety and classroom openness) 

dimensions. In summary, these perspectives provide a lens for examining how teachers 

perceive the role of AI disclosure within classroom contexts. This paper addresses the following 

two research questions: 

RQ1: What are teachers' perceptions of students' AI disclosure in relation to cognitive and 

relational trust in classroom contexts? 

RQ2: To what extent do teachers perceive student disclosure as shaped by academic and 

emotional risks? 

Methods 

Sample and Instrument 

The data derive from a survey adapted from Pikhart and Al-Obaydi's (2025) work on educators' 

perspectives regarding AI in education. 6 trust-related items were used to examine teachers' 

perception of trust in student AI usage disclosure, assessment validity, emotional obstacles, and 

classroom environment. 
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The participants were 32 in-service teachers enrolled in a first-year master's program in 

educational technology in Eastern Canada. Participants teach across elementary and 

secondary contexts, with varied subject and grade-level representation. 

For purposes of quality assurance, program development, and reflective teaching practice, the 

survey was granted exemption from institutional REB review. Participants were drawn from two 

course sections via convenience sampling and were incentivized with a 2% bonus mark upon 

completing the survey. 

Analytical Approach 

Six items of 4-point Likert scale questions (1 = disagree, 4 = agree) were extracted from the 

survey. 

Section 1 (Cognitive/Validation Trust): 

1. I trust my students to report their use of AI tools honestly. 

2. Students avoid declaring AI use because they fear negative academic consequences. 

3. Students’ undeclared AI use undermines the validity of assessment results. 

Section 2 (Affective/Relational Trust): 

4. I believe students feel anxious about disclosing their use of AI tools. 

5. I believe students feel more comfortable using AI tools when they know their instructors 

are supportive. 

6. I believe student disclosure of AI use can foster a more open and trusting classroom 

environment. 

All data were processed using R (version 4.4.3) to conduct descriptive statistics analysis for the 

six items extracted from the survey, including frequencies, percentages, means, and standard 

deviations. 

Results 

Teacher's responses to the six Likert items are summarized in Table 1. The design of 4-point 

scale items highlights clear perceptual tensions arising from the lack of neutral choices. Mixed 

and eroded trust can be observed in the mean scores and the distribution of trust-related 

responses.  

Teachers reported mixed and low baseline levels of trust in student honesty (M = 2.47, 46.87%). 

At the same time, teachers responded with near-unanimous belief in disclosure's relational 

potential in creating a trusting classroom environment (M = 3.25, 96.88%). 

On the other hand, 87.5% of participants perceived that undeclared AI usage could undermine 

the validity of the assessment (M = 3.19), and also showed high agreement with fear-driven 
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Table 1.  

Teachers' perception of trust in students' AI disclosure practices. 

Item M SD Agree N (%) Disagree N (%) 

I trust my students to report their use of 

AI tools honestly. 
2.47 0.62 15 (46.87%) 17 (53.13%) 

Students avoid declaring AI use 

because they fear negative academic 

consequences 

3.06 0.72 27 (84.38%) 5 (15.62%) 

Students’ undeclared AI use 

undermines the validity of assessment 

results. 

3.19 0.64 28 (87.50%) 4 (12.50%) 

I believe students feel anxious about 

disclosing their use of AI tools. 
3.09 0.53 29 (90.62%) 3 (9.38%) 

I believe students feel more 

comfortable using AI tools when they 

know their instructors are supportive. 

3.31 0.54 31 (96.88%) 1 (3.12%) 

I believe student disclosure of AI use 

can foster a more open and trusting 

classroom environment. 

3.25 0.51 31 (96.88%) 1 (3.12%) 

non-disclosure due to negative academic consequences (M = 3.06, 84.38%). 

Regarding the affective-relational dimensions, participants displayed overwhelming consensus 

that affective safety and instructor support are prerequisites for student honest disclosure of AI 

use (>=90% agree). 

Discussion 

The Trust Paradox through the Pedagogical Infrastructure 

The descriptive findings showed a paradox in between teachers' normative support of trust and 

their practical skepticism toward student disclosure: on the cognitive dimension of trust, 

teachers largely doubt their students' honesty regarding AI use (M = 2.47, 46.87%), they also 

overwhelmingly believe that disclosure can foster "a more open and trusting classroom 

environment" on the affective construct of trust (M = 3.25, 96.88%). This aligns with Luo's 

(2025) investigation of student experiences, which reveals that students experience this erosion 

of trust not just as a by-product of technological anxiety but also as a direct consequence of 

asymmetric power dynamics. Teachers might have shifted their pedagogical stance to a 
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gatekeeper who focuses more on detecting misconduct instead of pedagogical implementation. 

Overall, this tension suggests that trust should be conceptualized as pedagogical infrastructure, 

as a designed condition of pedagogy, not an inherent feature of institutional or classroom 

relations. 

Compliance Versus Open Sharing 

The high agreement amongst teachers that students avoid disclosure due to fear of 

consequences (84.38%) and that undeclared use undermines assessment validity (87.50%) 

points to the current institutional alignment of surveillance approach. In this view, AI disclosure 

is positioned as a risk-management mechanism. When disclosure is framed through the lens of 

academic integrity and validity, it reinforces a power asymmetry between teacher and student. 

Similar to the student's remark from Luo's (2025) study, where a student explicitly expressed 

being treated with assumed dishonesty, and multiple students shared the concerns about being 

wrongly accused, the low baseline of trust from this study (only 46.87% agreeing they trust 

students) is not necessarily a reflection of students' character, but of an institutional climate that 

signals suspicion. As long as disclosure concerns punitive consequences and validity, it remains 

a compliance burden rather than an academic practice.  

In contrast to the current climate of distrust, the data reveal a strong consensus in favour of the 

relational pedagogy alternative. Teachers' agreement that instructor support mitigates student 

anxiety (96.88% agree) and fosters openness (96.88% agree) suggests that teachers recognize 

trust as a co-constructed condition. This aligns with Al-Kadi's (2025) distinction between dialogic 

trust and technological trust. Al-Kadi theorized Teacher-Student Dynamics that while 

technological trust relies on the reliability of AI systems, dialogic trust is rooted in the mutual 

vulnerability and ethical guidance of human interaction. In this lens, trust becomes a 

pedagogical infrastructure that requires specific supports to function. 

The teachers' perceptions provided three potential implications for fostering teacher-student 

pedagogical relationships: decoupling AI transparency from grading penalties, redesigning 

assessments to preserve validity despite visible AI use, and providing affective scaffolding that 

signals psychological safety rather than judgment. 

Conclusion 

This study posits that teacher-student trust should be reframed as pedagogical infrastructure in 

the age of AI. The data reveal a paradox: Educators express low trust in student honesty, but 

universally recognize that disclosure can foster open, trusting classrooms. Current institutional 

frameworks might erode the relational conditions necessary for transparency. The data indicate 

that while teachers recognize the potential for disclosure to foster trust, they perceive the 

current institutional environment as insufficient for such openness, believing that potential 

negative consequences lead students to opt for non-disclosure. Consequently, a fundamental 

shift in practice is required to decouple transparency from punitive consequences and replace 

suspicion with intentional affective scaffolding, transforming AI disclosure from a source of 

anxiety into a foundation for academic openness. 
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