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Abstract 

The article is devoted to the study of the practices 

and beliefs of humanities teachers at Russian 

universities in connection with the use of 

generative artificial intelligence (AI) in the 

educational process. With humanities being a 

heterogeneous block of disciplines, the question 

of whether disciplinary specificity determines 

teachers' perception of AI has only recently 

become a point of scrutiny. For the purposes of 

analysis, the disciplines were divided into two 

clusters: text-centric (philology and linguistics, 

history, and philosophy; n=58) and practice-

oriented (pedagogy and psychology; n=36). The 

results indicate that the clusters are similar in the 

perception of institutional deficits but differ 

significantly in the use of AI and in its 

assessment as a didactic tool. Teachers of text-

centric disciplines were much more inclined to 

use AI to generate assignments and work with 

texts, expressed more acute concern about threats 

to academic integrity, and yet more often saw AI 

as a potential heuristic tool. 

 

Keywords: Pedagogical Practices. Educational 

Process. Didactics. Academic Integrity. 

Academic Performance. 

 Resumo 

O artigo é dedicado ao estudo das práticas e 

crenças dos professores de ciências humanas em 

universidades russas no que se refere ao uso da 

inteligência artificial (IA) generativa no 

processo educacional. Como as ciências 

humanas constituem um conjunto heterogêneo 

de disciplinas. a questão de saber se a 

especificidade disciplinar determina a 

percepção dos professores sobre a IA só 

recentemente passou a ser objeto de análise. 

Para fins de análise. as disciplinas foram 

divididas em dois grupos: centradas no texto 

(filologia e linguística. história e filosofia; 

n=58) e orientadas para a prática (pedagogia e 

psicologia; n=36). Os resultados indicam que os 

grupos são semelhantes na percepção das 

deficiências institucionais. mas diferem 

significativamente no uso da IA e em sua 

avaliação como ferramenta didática. 

Professores de disciplinas centradas no texto 

mostraram-se muito mais inclinados a usar a IA 

para gerar tarefas e trabalhar com textos. 

expressaram uma preocupação mais aguda com 

ameaças à integridade acadêmica e. ainda 

assim. viam a IA com mais frequência como uma 

ferramenta heurística em potencial. 

 

Palavras-chave: Pedagogical Practices. 

Educational Process. Didactics. Academic 

Integrity. Academic Performance. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

Generative artificial intelligence (AI) has fundamentally changed the context of 

higher education in the few recent years. This change is felt the most in the humanities, 

where learning relies on the interpretation of texts, value reflection, and the development 

of critical reasoning (Qin, 2026; Yu, 2024). The advent of generative AI has created a 

double-edged situation: a large part of educational tasks, from information search to 

writing analytical texts, can be delegated to the algorithm. This opens up didactic 

possibilities and at the same time poses increased risks to academic integrity and 

independent mental work (Bermus, 2024; Rezaev & Tregubova, 2023). 

Systematic reviews report moderate positive effects of AI on learning outcomes 

(Deng et al., 2025; Ikram et al., 2026). The problem, however, is that these works provide 

only minimal disciplinary differentiation. The humanities, social, and technical areas are 

combined into a single sample, and the specifics of the humanities receive little 

consideration. The humanities block alone is not uniform, and the dangers of AI as a text 

generator for a literature teacher and a practical psychology teacher are structurally 

different. The question of whether disciplinary specificity determines the perception of 

AI by the teaching staff is just beginning to be actively discussed in the academic 

community. This exact question constitutes the research problem of our study. 

Thus, the aim of the present study was to identify the beliefs and practices of 

teachers of two types of humanities disciplines in connection with the use of AI and to 

propose directions for the improvement of teaching methods on this basis. 

 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Specifics of the humanities block 

 

Humanities disciplines cover language, literature, history, philosophy and culture. 

At their core lies the interpretation, substantiation, and work with the symbolic forms of 

human experience (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2026). The border between the humanities 

and social sciences is blurred, as different classifications disagree on whether pedagogy, 

psychology, and sociology should be assigned to one or the other (LSU Libraries, 2023). 
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For the present study, the essential factor is not taxonomic delimitation but difference in 

the structure of learning tasks. Text-centric disciplines such as philology, history, and 

philosophy are based on work with primary sources, interpretation, and written 

argumentation, while the practice-oriented pedagogy and psychology blend interpretative 

approaches with empirical methods and project assignments. In this way, the vulnerability 

of the formats of education employed in these clusters to generative AI tools is 

structurally different. 

 

2.2 AI in higher education: overview data 

 

A meta-analysis by Deng et al. (2025) reports a statistically significant positive 

effect of integrating ChatGPT into the educational process, manifested in the 

improvement of academic performance and student motivation. Ikram et al. (2026) 

further note significant positive effects of personalized learning based on AI tools on 

students' academic outcomes, emphasizing that the teacher's digital competence serves as 

a key condition for their implementation. In contrast, Zawacki-Richter et al. (2019) stress 

that research on the use of AI in higher education is dominated by technological aspects, 

while pedagogical models and the role of the teacher are understood much less, which 

poses the risk of a techno-centric approach without pedagogical reflection. 

 

2.3 Humanities education and AI 

 

The model of AI-based education involves embedding the ethics of AI and man-

machine cooperation formats into the core of humanities programs while maintaining the 

goals of liberal arts (Yu, 2024). The digital transformation of a liberal arts university, in 

turn, requires a reimagining of its "core" as a combination of digital literacy, ethical 

reasoning, and social responsibility (Qin, 2026). In literature and theater courses, AI 

serves as a tool for reflection, helping students analyze their own texts, edit 

argumentation, and critically evaluate sources (Joubin, 2024). In a different model, AI is 

made the subject of the lesson instead of a tool through the analysis of algorithmic 

distortions and the discussion of the boundaries of authorship and responsibility for the 

text (Postema & Damai, 2024). 
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In the context of text-centric disciplines, this describes almost the entire body of 

research based on real data and the description of concrete experience. No such studies 

have been found in the fields of pedagogy and psychology. 

 

2.4 The Russian context 

 

Bermus (2024), based on 130 Russian and English-language sources, highlights a 

consistent gap between the declared capabilities of AI and the real methodological 

readiness of teachers. As for individual disciplines, the most active utilization of AI tools 

is observed in foreign language teaching and and philology (Koshkina et al., 2025). 

Humanists in general are more restrained about the use of AI tools than their colleagues 

from technical and natural sciences (Barashkova & Vorobev, 2024). Russian studies do 

not explore differences within the humanities block itself, which constitutes the gap 

addressed in our research. 

 

3 METHODS 

 

The research data was collected via a cross-sectional online survey, which was 

conducted in February-April 2025 and used elements of snowball sampling. The 

questionnaire was distributed through the heads of departments and the academic 

networks of liberal arts faculties of eight Russian universities. The inclusion criteria for 

respondents were currently working as a teacher and having at least one academic year 

of experience teaching liberal arts classes. The final sample consisted of 94 people. 

For the purposes of the analysis, the disciplines were grouped into two clusters: 

text-centric (philology and linguistics, history, and philosophy; n = 58), and practice-

oriented (pedagogy and psychology; n = 36). This integration into clusters owed to both 

the size of the sample and the logic of comparison based on the fundamentally different 

structure of learning tasks and the degree of their potential vulnerability to generative AI 

tools. 

The questionnaire included 22 items in three blocks: (1) frequency and goals of 

AI use (multiple choice); (2) assessments of the impact of AI on teaching (5-point Likert 

scale from "disagree" to "strongly agree"); (3) perceived gaps in methodological and 
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institutional support. Before the launch, the questionnaire was tested with the 

participation of eight teachers, after which its wording was adjusted. The obtained data 

were presented in percentage points, and differences between clusters were tested with 

Pearson's χ² test. 

 

4 RESULTS 

 

Over half of the teachers in the text-centric cluster (52%) turn to AI tools at least 

once a week, compared to 39% in the practice-oriented cluster. A complete refusal of AI 

in teaching was reported by 8% and 17% of teachers, respectively. 

Importantly, the profiles of AI use are noticeably different (Table 1). The text-

centric cluster is dominated by the generation of assignments and questions for texts 

(71%) and checking students' papers (64%). In the practice-oriented cluster, both 

indicators are about two times lower. The only application of AI with virtually the same 

popularity in the two clusters is the preparation of lectures and seminars. 

 

Table 1 

Purposes of AI use (% of cluster, multiple choice) 

Purpose Text-centric (n=58) Practice-oriented (n=36) χ² p 

Preparing lectures and seminars 67 58 0.87 0.35 

Generating tasks and questions 

for the texts 

71 44 6.92 0.009 

Searching for and reviewing 

information 

48 53 0.24 0.62 

Checking and analyzing students' 

texts 

64 31 10.14 0.001 

No use of AI in teaching 8 17 1.89 0.17 

 

The most clear differences in beliefs regarding the impact of AI were observed in 

two items (Table 2). The threat to academic integrity is noted by 83% of teachers of text-

centric disciplines against 67% in the practice-oriented group (χ²=3.11, p=0.08 – a trend-

level difference). A significant difference between the clusters is also found in the 

perception of AI as a heuristic tool for working with texts, which is shared by 69% of 

"text-centric" teachers compared to only 38% of teachers in pedagogy and psychology. 
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In terms of the perceived impact of AI on teaching quality and personalization 

opportunities, the clusters are statistically indistinguishable. 

 

Table 2 

Beliefs regarding the impact of AI (% of "strongly agree" + "agree") 

Statement Text-centric (n=58) Practice-oriented (n=36) χ² p 

Ai improves teaching quality 41 44 0.08 0.77 

AI threatens the development of 

critical thinking 

78 61 3.39 0.07 

AI threatens academic integrity 83 67 3.11 0.08 

AI helps personalize learning 62 58 0.16 0.69 

AI is a heuristic tool for working 

with texts 

69 38 8.94 0.003 

 

The pattern of perceived gaps is generally similar in the two clusters (Table 3). 

The lack of methodological recommendations in Russian with due regard to the 

peculiarities of the discipline is noted by 81% and 75%, respectively. The lack of clear 

criteria for the acceptable use of AI in assignments is highlighted by 79% and 72% of 

teachers. The only item in which the clusters diverge significantly is the perceived gap 

between AI tools and disciplinary specifics: 74% against 52% (χ²=4.74, p=0.03). 

 

Table 3 

Perceived gaps (% of "strongly agree" + "agree") 

Gap Text-centric (n=58) Practice-oriented (n=36) χ² p 

Lack of methodological guidelines 

in Russian 

81 75 0.50 0.48 

Lack of clear institutional policies 72 61 1.27 0.26 

Insufficient training to work with 

AI 

76 69 0.56 0.45 

AI tools do not account for the 

specifics of the discipline 

74 52 4.74 0.03 

No criteria for acceptable AI use 

in assignments 

79 72 0.65 0.42 

 

5 DISCUSSION 

 

The most significant finding of the study was the divergence of the clusters in the 

perception of "AI as a heuristic tool for working with texts." Almost seven out of ten 

teachers of philology, history, and philosophy saw AI as a potential partner for work on 
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seminars. Among pedagogy and psychology teachers, only half as many shared this 

belief. In our opinion, this result is not a paradox but a direct consequence of the structure 

of the disciplines: in spheres where text writing and review are the core of learning, the 

text generation tool is perceived both as the greatest threat and as the most obvious 

resource. This exact duality is described by Joubin (2024) on the material of literature 

courses: AI turns out to be a useful tool for working with text if the teacher openly 

discusses with students what exactly the algorithm produces and where lies the border 

between the machine and the author. In our sample, a significant majority of "text-centric" 

teachers expressed readiness for this application of AI, which gives reason to consider 

this direction a priority. A similar trend has been indirectly confirmed by Koshkina et al. 

(2025), highlighting philology and linguistic disciplines as the most active experimental 

field in the Russian context. 

Concerns about academic integrity in the text-centric cluster (83%) are 

understandable and consistent with the general pattern established by Bermus (2024) and 

Koshkina et al. (2025). In text-centric disciplines, writing texts is both a cognitive process 

and a learning outcome, hence, delegating it to an algorithm devalues the task itself. The 

practice-oriented cluster shows less alarm about this issue (67%), which likely owes to a 

greater share of practical, project, and empirical forms of work less amenable to standard 

automation. 

Regarding AI in practice-oriented disciplines, we can note a gap in available 

research. Regrettably, we found no works to rely on for a meaningful interpretation of the 

data obtained on pedagogy and psychology. General reviews on AI in higher education 

(Ikram et al., 2026; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019) are insufficient for a meaningful 

interpretation of our data, because they describe education in general, omitting the 

peculiarities of specific disciplines. This observation is significant in itself, as pedagogy 

and psychology are practically unstudied as an independent field of application of AI in 

teaching. Consequently, our data on this matter are more of an initial exploration than an 

explanation. 

The two clusters agree on one issue ‒ the lack of methodological basis for working 

with AI. The lack of recommendations in Russian, taking into account the specifics of the 

discipline, has been stressed by 75–81% of teachers in both groups. These figures 

reproduce the gap already described in literature: despite grand discussions of the 
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transformative role of AI in education, most educators do not have specific tools for its 

meaningful inclusion in teaching (Bermus, 2024; Rezaev & Tregubova, 2023). Our 

results, however, elaborate on this gap, indicating that demand for discipline-specific 

recommendations is stronger in the text-centric cluster (74% vs. 52%, p=0.03). General 

regulations, universal for the entire block of humanities, are not enough for teachers of 

philology, history, and philosophy. These areas require recommendations that account for 

the peculiarities of working with texts as the foundation of the educational process. The 

risk of the technocentric approach emphasized by Zawacki-Richter et al. (2019) is not 

universal in the humanities block. The threat is more acute for teachers of philology, 

history, and philosophy than for those in pedagogy and psychology simply because the 

former disciplines hinge on text both as a teaching tool and a learning outcome. 

 

6 CONCLUSION 

 

The study shows that the block of humanities is not homogeneous with regard to 

AI. Disciplinary specifics determine not only how teachers use AI tools but also what 

they potentially are to them. To view liberal arts disciplines as a single whole when 

developing methodological and institutional solutions is to ignore differences that turn 

out to be substantial. 

The limitations of our study stem from the nature of the subject matter itself. As 

of the beginning of 2025, the practices of AI use in teaching have not yet been properly 

developed. Teachers themselves described these efforts as more of initial trials and 

intentions than proven solutions. An additional complication is the lack of a generally 

accepted understanding of what exactly to interpret as the use of AI in teaching. 

According to our respondents, the line between using the tool episodically and a 

conscious pedagogical practice appears to be blurred. Furthermore, the artificial division 

into two clusters dictated by the sample size does not take into consideration the 

heterogeneity of disciplines within each of them. For instance, a philosophical seminar 

and a historical source study course fall into the same cluster despite working with texts 

differently. 

A promising direction for further research is the transition from surveys to the 

observation of real lessons, which will make it possible to distinguish between declared 
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and actual practices. Practice-oriented disciplines deserve special attention. Any 

empirical data about them will be especially valuable due to the lack of their coverage in 

existing literature. 
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