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Abstract
Artificial intelligence tools are increasingly influencing English
language teaching by supporting lesson planning, materials
development, automated feedback, assessment preparation,
translation, pronunciation practice, and personalized learning.
However, teachers’ perceptions remain central because the
pedagogical value of artificial intelligence depends not only on
technological capability but also on teachers’ readiness, ethical
awareness, instructional beliefs, and classroom decision-making.
This study aims to examine English teachers’ perceptions of
artificial intelligence tools in English language teaching, focusing on
perceived usefulness, pedagogical opportunities, ethical concerns,
and professional support needs. The study employed a mixed-
method design involving a survey of 86 English teachers and semi-
structured interviews with 14 selected teachers. Quantitative data
were analyzed using descriptive statistics and correlation analysis,
while qualitative data were analyzed thematically. The findings
show that teachers generally perceived artificial intelligence tools
as useful for preparing teaching materials, generating practice
tasks, improving writing feedback, adapting text difficulty, and
supporting student engagement. However, teachers also expressed
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concerns about accuracy, overdependence, academic integrity,
data privacy, algorithmic bias, and reduced student originality. The
strongest perceived need was professional development on
pedagogical integration, ethical use, prompt design, and
classroom policy. The study concludes that artificial intelligence
tools can support English language teaching when teachers use
them critically, selectively, and transparently. Artificial intelligence
should not replace teacher judgment but should function as a
pedagogical assistant that strengthens instructional design,
Jfeedback quality, and learner support.
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A. Introduction

Artificial intelligence has become one of the most influential
developments in contemporary education. In English language
teaching, Al tools are now used for lesson planning, materials
development, automated feedback, translation, and pronunciation
support, changing how teachers prepare instruction and respond to
student needs.

Integrating Al into English language teaching creates new
opportunities. Teachers can use Al to reduce routine workload,
develop differentiated materials, create examples, and generate
assessment items more efficiently, potentially allowing more time for
direct interaction with students.

Despite these opportunities, Al integration cannot be treated
as a purely technical issue. Its effectiveness depends on how
teachers perceive, select, evaluate, and adapt AI outputs for
pedagogical purposes—teacher perception therefore becomes a
central factor in successful and responsible Al integration.

Teachers' perceptions of Al tools are likely complex. Some
may perceive Al as useful for efficiency, creativity, personalization,
and student support, while others are concerned about accuracy,
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overdependence, academic integrity, and the erosion of authentic
language practice.

In English language teaching specifically, this issue is more
acute because language learning involves interaction, meaning-
making, identity, culture, and feedback. Al tools may generate fluent
output, but teachers must judge whether that output supports
genuine language development.

Recent studies have begun to examine generative Al in
language education. Kohnke, Moorhouse, and Zou (2023b)
investigated language instructors' preparedness for generative Al
and highlighted the need for structured professional development,
while other studies note a gap between enthusiasm for Al tools and
teachers' confidence in using them critically.

In many school contexts, teachers still receive limited
professional training on Al. Some learn Al tools independently, while
others avoid them due to uncertainty about accuracy, ethics, or
institutional policy, producing uneven adoption across schools.

The Indonesian English language teaching context also
requires careful attention. Teachers work within curriculum targets,
assessment requirements, diverse student proficiency levels, and
limited technological infrastructure, all of which shape how Al tools
are perceived and used.

This study examines teachers' perceptions of Al tools in
English language teaching, asking: (1) how teachers perceive the
usefulness of Al tools; (2) what pedagogical opportunities they
identify; (3) what ethical and instructional concerns they raise; and
(4) what professional support they need for responsible Al
integration.

B. Method

This study employed a mixed-method research design. The
quantitative component used a teacher perception survey to identify
general patterns of teachers' perceptions of Al tools, while the
qualitative component used interviews to explain and deepen the
survey findings.
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The participants were 86 English teachers from secondary
schools with varying teaching experience, from less than five years
to more than fifteen years, and varying levels of prior Al tool use,
from frequent users to teachers who had never used Al in teaching.

The quantitative instrument was a Teachers' Perception of Al
Tools in ELT questionnaire consisting of 32 items across four
dimensions: perceived usefulness, pedagogical opportunities,
ethical and instructional concerns, and professional support needs,
rated on a five-point Likert scale.

The qualitative instrument was a semi-structured interview
guide exploring teachers' experiences using Al tools, the types of Al-
supported activities they had tried, their perceived benefits and
concerns, and the kind of support they felt they needed.

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics,
including means and standard deviations, and correlation analysis
to examine relationships between perceived usefulness, ethical
concerns, and professional support needs.

Data triangulation was conducted by comparing survey
findings with interview data, and member checking was conducted
with selected interview participants to confirm that the
interpretation accurately represented their views.

C. Finding and Discussion

1. Finding

Findings are presented in four parts: teachers' general
perceptions of Al tools, perceived pedagogical opportunities, ethical
and instructional concerns, and professional support needs,
supported by both survey scores and interview excerpts.

Survey findings indicate that teachers generally had positive
but cautious perceptions of Al tools, perceiving them as useful for
supporting instructional preparation, generating examples, and
saving time, while remaining cautious about accuracy and
overreliance.
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Table 1. Teachers' Perceptions of Al Tools in English Language

Teaching
Dimension Mean SD Interpretation

Perceived 4.18 0.56 High
usefulness
Pedagogical 4.12 0.59 High
opportunities
Ethical concerns 4.05 0.63 High
Professional 4.31 0.52 Very high

support needs

Source: Processed from teacher questionnaire data.

The highest mean score was found in professional support
needs, indicating that teachers strongly expected training and
institutional guidance even while perceiving Al tools positively.

Interview data supported this finding. Teachers stated that Al
tools were helpful but required careful use. Several teachers used Al
to generate reading passages, simplify texts, and produce
comprehension questions, but always reviewed the output before
using it in class.

Teachers also indicated that Al tools were most useful during
lesson preparation, used to generate ideas rather than fully replace
their own teaching materials.

Teachers identified several pedagogical opportunities, most
frequently materials development, differentiated instruction, writing
feedback, assessment preparation, and text adaptation.

Table 2. Pedagogical Opportunities Perceived by Teachers

Opportunity Mean SD Interpretation
Generating 4.39 0.51 Very high
teaching materials
Adapting text 4.28 0.58 Very high
difficulty
Supporting writing 4.16 0.62 High
feedback
Creating formative 4.10 0.66 High
assessment
Providing 4.24 0.55 Very high
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vocabulary

examples

Supporting 3.95 0.71 High
student

engagement

Source: Processed from teacher questionnaire data.

Teachers valued AI tools most for generating teaching
materials, reporting that Al helped them produce reading texts,
dialogue examples, vocabulary lists, and grammar exercises more
quickly than manual preparation.

Text adaptation was another important opportunity.
Teachers used Al to simplify reading passages, adjust vocabulary
levels, and create easier or more challenging versions of the same
text for mixed-proficiency classes.

Writing feedback was also seen as valuable. Teachers
recognized that Al tools could identify grammar errors, suggest
sentence improvements, and provide alternative expressions,
though they emphasized reviewing Al feedback before sharing it with
students.

Assessment preparation was another perceived benefit.
Teachers used Al to create multiple-choice questions, short-answer
tasks, rubrics, and formative quizzes, while noting that Al-generated
questions still required manual checking.

Although teachers recognized the usefulness of Al tools, they
expressed strong ethical and instructional concerns, including
accuracy, overdependence, academic integrity, privacy, and bias.

Table 3. Teachers' Ethical and Instructional Concerns

Concern Mean SD Interpretation
Inaccurate or 4.34 0.57 Very high
misleading
outputs
Student 4.27 0.61 Very high
overdependence
Academic integrity 4.22 0.66 Very high
Data privacy 4.08 0.69 High
Bias in Al- 3.94 0.72 High
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generated content

Reduced 4.19 0.64 High
originality in

student writing

Source: Processed from teacher questionnaire data.

The highest concern was inaccurate or misleading outputs.
Teachers reported that Al sometimes generated explanations that
sounded convincing but were not fully accurate, which made them
cautious about relying on Al without verification.

Student overdependence was another major concern.
Teachers worried that students might rely on Al to complete writing
assignments, translate texts, or answer comprehension questions
without developing their own language skills.

Data privacy was also mentioned. Some teachers were unsure
whether students should enter personal information or assignment
details into Al platforms, and wanted clearer school-level guidelines.

Interview data revealed that teachers' concerns were not anti-
technology attitudes. Rather, teachers wanted responsible use, with
clear boundaries rather than outright rejection of Al tools.

Survey results showed that professional support needs
received the highest overall score. Teachers expected training on Al
literacy, prompt writing, ethical use, lesson integration, and
assessment policy.

Table 4. Professional Support Needed for Al Integration

Support Area Mean SD Interpretation
Training on Al 4.42 0.50 Very high
literacy
Training on 4.33 0.55 Very high
prompt design
Ethical guidelines 4.51 0.49 Very high
for Al use
Classroom policy  4.37 0.57 Very high
for student Al use
Strategies for 4.29 0.61 Very high
checking Al
outputs
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Examples of Al- 4.25 0.58 Very high
integrated lesson
plans

Source: Processed from teacher questionnaire data.

Teachers wanted professional development that was practical
rather than theoretical, with examples of how to use Al tools to
prepare reading materials, design writing feedback, and create
speaking or listening activities.

Teachers also emphasized the need for school policy. Without
policy, teachers felt uncertain whether Al use should be allowed,
restricted, or encouraged, and wanted shared rules regarding Al-
assisted assignments.

Correlation analysis showed that perceived usefulness was
positively correlated with professional support needs: teachers who
perceived Al tools as useful also reported stronger needs for training
and institutional guidance.

Table 5. Correlation among Main Variables

Variable Perceived Ethical Concerns Professional
Usefulness Support Needs
Perceived 1.00 0.34** 0.48**
usefulness
Ethical concerns 0.34** 1.00 0.56**
Professional 0.48** 0.56** 1.00

support needs

Source: Processed from teacher questionnaire data. Note: **p < .01.

The positive relationship between usefulness and support
needs shows that teachers were not resistant to Al; instead, they
wanted to use it more effectively, and a similar positive relationship
was found between ethical concern and support needs.

2. Discussion

Findings show that English teachers perceived Al tools as
useful but requiring critical and ethical control. This balanced
perception is important, as teachers did not view Al as a threat to
be avoided nor as a replacement for their professional judgment.
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The high score for perceived usefulness indicates that
teachers recognized the practical benefits of Al—generating teaching
materials, adapting reading texts, and creating vocabulary and
assessment items more efficiently.

Text adaptation was one of the most valued functions,
pedagogically significant because English teachers often teach
classes with mixed proficiency levels; Al tools help create
differentiated versions of a single text more quickly than manual
rewriting.

Writing feedback was another important opportunity. Al tools
can identify grammar errors, suggest alternatives, and improve
sentence clarity, which is valuable for teachers who handle many
student writing assignments and limited time for individual
feedback.

Findings also reveal that ethical concerns are central to
teacher perceptions. Teachers were most concerned about
inaccurate outputs, student overdependence, academic integrity,
privacy, and bias in Al-generated content.

The concern about accuracy is especially important in
English language teaching, since Al outputs may appear fluent and
authoritative but can contain errors, oversimplifications, or
examples that are pedagogically inappropriate for a given proficiency
level.

Student overdependence and academic integrity are also
major issues. Teachers worried that students might use Al to write
essays or complete assignments without learning, a concern
consistent with broader debates on Al in education.

The high score for professional support needs is one of the
most important findings. Teachers need practical training, not only
general awareness, to design prompts, evaluate Al output critically,
and integrate Al responsibly into lessons.

Correlation analysis strengthens this interpretation: teachers
who perceived Al as useful also wanted more professional support,
meaning positive perception does not automatically produce
confident or ethical use without accompanying training.
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The study has several pedagogical implications. English
teachers should use Al tools as assistants for preparation, feedback,
and adaptation rather than as replacement teachers, and Al-
generated materials should always be reviewed before classroom
use.

Al integration also requires a shift in teacher role. Teachers
become evaluators, curators, prompt designers, and ethical guides,
deciding when Al is useful, when it is not, and how to model
responsible use for students.

Overall, this study shows that teachers' perceptions of Al
tools in English language teaching are multidimensional. Teachers
recognize opportunities but also identify risks, and the success of Al
integration depends on structured professional support and clear
institutional policy.

D. Conclusion

This study examined teachers' perceptions of artificial
intelligence tools in English language teaching. Findings show that
teachers generally perceived Al tools as useful for generating
teaching materials, adapting texts, providing writing feedback, and
preparing assessments, while expressing strong ethical and
instructional concerns about accuracy, overdependence, academic
integrity, privacy, and bias. Professional support needs received the
highest overall score, and correlation analysis showed that perceived
usefulness and ethical concern were both positively associated with
support needs—teachers who saw Al as useful, or who were most
concerned about its risks, wanted more training rather than less.
These findings suggest that responsible Al integration in English
language teaching requires structured professional development,
clear school policy, and continued teacher judgment rather than
uncritical adoption. Future research may examine how targeted
training programs shape teachers' confidence and critical use of Al
tools over time, and how student perceptions interact with teacher
practices in Al-supported English language classrooms.
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