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ABSTRACT 

 

 

TEACHERS’ EMOTION LABOR IN AI-MEDIATED L2 WRITING CONTEXTS: 

SHARED EXPERIENCES OF ESL INSTRUCTORS AT A TERTIARY 

EDUCATION INSTITUTION IN THE UNITED STATES 

 

 

SİNAN, Zeynep Sümeyra 

M.A., The Department of English Language Teaching 

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Müge GÜNDÜZ 

Co-supervisor: Prof. Dr. Randall W SADLER 

 

 

August 2026, 347 pages 

 
 

Language teacher emotions have been increasingly researched, yet the scholarly 

literature overlooks the emotions of L2 instructors in AI-infused writing contexts. To 

respond to the paucity of research in this area, this study investigates the emotional 

experiences of second-language instructors in AI-mediated L2 writing contexts in 

tertiary education. Employing a phenomenological approach (Creswell, 2013), this 

research aimed to explore the AI-induced emotion labor of L2 writing instructors. 

The data were collected from 15 English as a Second Language (ESL) instructors 

from a large university in the U.S. through a biographical information survey, semi-

structured interviews, a focus group session, and reflections. The Interpretative 

Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) (Smith et al., 1999) provided a nuanced 

understanding of the shared emotional experiences of L2 instructors in AI-integrated 

writing classrooms. Primarily, the findings of this study indicate that second-

language writing instructors experience emotion labor in AI-mediated language 

writing contexts in higher education, highlighting its roots and their emotion labor 
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strategies. Moreover, the findings also unpack their attitudes toward and 

competencies of AI. Finally, the results also explore their feeling rules within their 

socio-institutional context, including the curriculum and policies, which affect their 

AI-induced emotions. To this end, this study has important pedagogical and 

scholarly implications for the practices of language teacher education, curriculum 

development, and policymaking to mediate the AI-induced emotional burden of L2 

writing instructors. 

 

Keywords: Emotion Labor, Teacher Emotions, Artificial Intelligence, Second 

Language Writing, Higher Education 
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ÖZ 

 

 

ÖĞRETMENLERİN YAPAY ZEKA ARACILI YABANCI DİLDE YAZMA 

BAĞLAMINDA DUYGUSAL EMEĞİ: AMERİKA BİRLEŞİK 

DEVLETLERİ'NDEKİ BİR YÜKSEKÖĞRETİM KURUMUNDAKİ İNGİLİZCE 

ÖĞRETİM ELEMANLARININ ORTAK DENEYİMLERİ 

 

 

SİNAN, Zeynep Sümeyra 

Yüksek Lisans, İngiliz Dili Öğretimi Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. Öğr. Üyesi Müge GÜNDÜZ 

Ortak Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Randall W SADLER 

 

 

Ağustos 2026, 347 sayfa 

 

 

Dil öğretmenlerinin duyguları artarak araştırılmakta olsa da, akademik literatür 

yapay zeka (YZ) destekli yabancı dilde yazma bağlamlarında dil öğretim 

elemanlarının duygularını göz ardı etmektedir. Bu alandaki araştırma eksikliğini 

gidermek için yürütülen bu çalışma, yükseköğretimde YZ aracılı yabancı dilde 

yazma bağlamlarında öğretim elemanlarının duygusal deneyimlerini araştırmaktadır. 

Fenomenolojik bir yaklaşım (Creswell, 2013) kullanan bu araştırma, yabancı dilde 

yazma eğitmenlerinin YZ kaynaklı duygusal emeğini incelemeyi amaçlamıştır. 

Veriler ABD'deki köklü bir üniversitede İkinci Dil Olarak İngilizce (ESL) öğreten 15 

katılımcıdan biyografik bilgi anketi, yarı yapılandırılmış görüşmeler, odak grup 

oturumu ve yansıtıcı günlükler aracılığıyla toplanmıştır. Yorumlayıcı Fenomenolojik 

Analiz (YFA) (Smith vd., 1999) YZ destekli yabancı dilde yazma eğitmenlerinin 

duygusal deneyimlerine dair incelikli bir anlayış sunmuştur. Bu çalışmanın bulguları, 

yabancı dilde yazma öğretim elemanlarının yükseköğretim seviyesindeki YZ destekli 
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yazma sınıflarında deneyimlediği duygusal emeklerini, duygusal emeklerinin 

kökenlerini ve duygusal emek stratejilerini içermektedir. Ayrıca, bulgular 

katılımcıların yapay zekaya yönelik tutumlarını ve yetkinliklerini de göstermektedir. 

Buna ek olarak, bulgular müfredat ve politikalar da dahil olmak üzere kurumsal 

bağlam içindeki duygu kurallarının öğretmenlerin YZ kaynaklı duygusal emeğini 

nasıl etkilediğini ortaya koymaktadır. Bu bağlamda, bu çalışma yabancı dilde yazma 

öğretmenlerinin YZ kaynaklı duygusal yükünü hafifletmek için öğretmen eğitimi, 

müfredat geliştirme ve politika oluşturma uygulamaları açısından önemli pedagojik 

ve bilimsel çıkarımlar sunmaktadır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Duygusal Emek, Öğretmen Duyguları, Yapay Zeka, İkinci 

Dilde Yazma, Yükseköğretim 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the study. First, background information 

regarding Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) is shared in the first 

section to unravel its connection to L2 teacher emotions. Second, the need for the 

study is elaborated. Then, the purpose of the study is provided, presenting the 

research questions. Finally, the significance of the study is explained. 

 

1.1. Background to the Study 

 

This part provides a backdrop against the integration of novel CALL tools into 

language teaching, which has become prominent for discussions that relate to L2 

teacher emotions. In this vein, Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL)’s 

growth in L2 writing settings and the role it plays in teachers’ emotional experiences 

are examined.  

 

The roots of CALL date back to the 1950s, yet it has evolved both methodologically 

and technically since then, prompted by the evolution of teaching philosophies       

and the emergence of new technologies. As underscored by Otto (2017), “As each 

new technology materializes, we repeat the process of evaluating and refining         

our rationale and methods for implementing it” (p. 10). This suggests that 

pedagogical approaches are tailored concurrently, in line with the advances in 

language learning technologies. Even then, the extent to which L2 teachers are 

willing to integrate such tools into their classrooms depends on their acceptance of 

novel technologies, shaped by their perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and 

perceived trust (Davis, 1989). In turn, this determines their pedagogical choices in 

language classrooms.  
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Cutting-edge CALL tools, such as Extended Reality (XR) and Artificial Intelligence 

(AI), have recently been renovating how languages are taught and learned, 

facilitating this process for the users when integrated appropriately by offering novel 

and multifaceted learning spaces (Goodwin-Jones, 2023). As an emerging 

technology, generative AI (GenAI) has become widespread and accessible, 

especially since the public release of ChatGPT (Chapelle, 2025; Warschauer et al., 

2023). Distinctly, AI has multiple advantages for the learners, allowing them to 

autonomously improve their communicative skills, including writing, listening, 

speaking, and reading, with real-time interaction, alongside language teachers in 

lesson and material design. On the other hand, it leads to several negative 

consequences and concerns that both educators and learners must face (Chapelle, 

2025; Tseng & Warschauer, 2023). In particular, since GenAI can generate 

multimodal content in L2 for language learners, students can generate written texts, 

images, and videos with it. Specifically, it has been utilized by learners to craft 

sentences, paragraphs, essays, and even articles, which is becoming prevalent in 

higher education writing settings among students who need to complete their 

academic papers in their target language.  

 

While AI can be used by language learners with good intentions and within ethical 

standards, there is a great risk of violating academic integrity guidelines in this 

process when the work is fully generated by AI or source fabrication occurs (Walters 

& Wilder, 2023; Watson, 2024). Hence, it raises concerns related to academic 

integrity among teachers, teacher educators, curriculum designers, policymakers, and 

other stakeholders in L2 education. This is mainly because it is not entirely feasible 

to detect learners’ AI use accurately and consistently with AI detection software, 

despite the plethora of scholarly studies testing such software in terms of 

differentiating between AI-generated text and human writing (e.g., see De Wilde, 

2024; Elek et al., 2025; Georgiou, 2024; Jiang et al., 2024; Malik & Amjad, 2025; 

Richburg et al., 2024; Sadasivan et al., 2025; Verma et al., 2023; Weber-Wulff et al., 

2023; Zhang et al., 2024). Particularly, essays written by both a human and an AI 

tool cannot be distinguished (Alexander et al., 2023). AI detection applications often 

fail to provide a successful analysis of the text since it has been found to be biased 

against certain groups, such as non-native speakers of English (Jiang et al., 2024; 
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Lazebnik & Rosenfeld, 2024; Liang et al., 2023a; Walters, 2023). Besides, the 

content generated by advanced models of GenAI has become sophisticated in the 

sense that it resembles a unique piece of human writing, making it challenging to 

identify AI-generated content and label it as plagiarism (Elkhatat et al., 2023; Khalil 

& Er, 2023; Walters, 2023). In a similar vein, due to the potential for false positives 

or false negatives (Weber-Wulff et al., 2023), instructor expertise is also likely to be 

insufficient for accurate AI detection in essay grading (Murray & Tersigni, 2024). In 

fact, the tool can be easily deceived by using paraphrasing or translation software 

(Weber-Wulff et al., 2023), leading to false accusations. To this end, there is an 

indefinite AI detection that language teachers need to address, affecting curriculum 

design and policymaking practices. Whether they are equipped with the necessary 

self-efficacy, involving pedagogical and emotional preparedness, to tackle this 

situation is unclear.  

 

Indeed, the birth of state-of-the-art technologies tends to puzzle L2 educators as it 

causes a shift in their role: “Given all the hats a teacher must wear, it is hard to pin 

down exactly what her role is” (Felix, 2020, p. 34). That said, staying abreast of the 

emerging technologies is also a key factor for language instructors to enhance their 

pedagogical competence, as noted by Clifford (1986), "Computers will not replace 

teachers. However, teachers who use computers will eventually replace teachers who 

don't" (p. 13). In the case of AI-powered tools, second-language teachers need to be 

equipped with an adapted skillset aligned with the needs of the AI-mediated L2 

instructional settings (Tafazoli, 2024).  

 

Critical AI Literacy (CAIL) is deemed to be an indispensable aspect of AI-powered 

L2 writing both for language teachers and learners (Warschauer et al., 2023). 

Nonetheless, whether CAIL can prevent emotion labor of L2 writing instructors       

in AI-mediated writing settings is a question that needs to be answered. With         

this in mind, to facilitate the transition to AI-assisted L2 education, it is important     

to unravel the impact of the uncertainties and challenged associated with                

AI-powered L2 writing on instructors by exploring the shifts in their        

professional role triggered by the tool and their responses to promote self-efficacy 

for them. 
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1.2. Problem Statement  

 

This section highlights the research gaps in the current scholarly literature about L2 

teacher emotions and elaborates on the need for the current study, seeking to unveil 

the research gaps in the emotional landscape of Language Teacher Identity (LTI) 

within technology-mediated surroundings. In other words, the necessity for 

investigating AI-induced emotion labor of second-language writing instructors is 

shared in this part.  

 

In language education and research, even though L2 learner affect is taken into 

consideration to a great extent (Cuéllar & Oxford, 2018; Guo & Wang, 2024; Huang 

et al., 2024), L2 teacher emotions have been overlooked (Benesch, 2012; Castle & 

Buckler, 2009; De Costa et al., 2018; Dewaele et al., 2019; Geng & Yu, 2024; King 

& Ng, 2018; Mercer et al., 2016; Mercer, 2018; Morris & King, 2025; Song, 2025; 

Xu, 2018). In this vein, Dewaele (2019) notes “emotions are at the heart of language 

learning and teaching, and yet they have largely remained in the shadows in the past 

decades of applied linguistic research” (p. 1). Teacher emotions are a critical 

dimension of their identity formation process (De Costa & Norton, 2017; Song, 

2016; Wolff & De Costa, 2017). However, research into teacher emotions did not 

start until the 1990s (Nias, 1996; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003). As part of language 

teacher identity formation, cognition and agency have been extensively studied, yet 

the role of emotions in this process is overlooked (De Costa et al., 2018). In turn, 

there is a lack of emphasis regarding second-language teacher emotions within 

teacher education programs (Gabrys-Barker, 2018; Gkonou & Mercer, 2017; 

Lemarchand-Chauvin & Tardieu, 2018). Similarly, research dedicated to L2 teacher 

educator affect has started not long ago; hence, even though language teacher 

educators have an important role in enhancing the emotions of L2 teachers (Song, 

2025), their emotions in this process are also still in infancy (Gkonou & Miller, 

2023; Mercer et al., 2025). This suggests that not only teacher emotions but also 

teacher educator emotions need to be explored further to promote self-efficacy for 

them in their role. In addition to the professional development of teachers, in 

policymaking processes, it is important to explore and take into consideration L2 

teacher emotions, as it is the main way to ensure they thrive in their roles (Talbot & 



 
5 

Mercer, 2018). In other words, educational policy adjustments cannot be considered 

without accounting for L2 teacher emotions, as they are directly influenced by the 

consequences of institutional policies.  

 

Particularly in tertiary education, insights regarding AI-enhanced L2 writing and 

second-language writing teacher emotions research are scant in the available 

scholarly literature (Geng & Yu, 2024; Kessler, 2026). To this end, these 

considerations signal the need for further research on both L2 teacher emotions as 

key constituents of their professional teacher identity formation in AI-mediated 

writing contexts (Barcelos & Ruohotie-Lythty, 2018; Gkonou & Mercer, 2017; 

Gkonou et al., 2020; Herrera & Martinez-Alba, 2022; Karagianni & Papaefthymiou-

Lytra, 2018; King & Ng, 2018; Song, 2016; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003; Tsang & 

Jiang, 2018; White, 2018; Xodabande et al., 2026).  

 

1.3. Purpose of the Study 

 

This section aims to highlight the rationale for this thesis research. In this vein, the 

purpose of the current study is explained in this section, along with an overview of 

the methodological considerations. This investigation prioritizes bridging current 

scholarly gaps about L2 teacher emotions in AI-assisted language writing instruction 

at the higher education level. 

 

The current study investigated several important and interrelated aspects at the 

intersection of CALL and LTI through a hermeneutic phenomenology approach 

(Heidegger, 1982; van Manen, 1990), specifically addressing a research gap 

regarding. the AI-induced emotion labor of the participants. The positionality of the 

researcher played an important role in this process because the selection of the topic 

was drawn from their experiences in the same teaching context. Indeed, this is a key 

aspect of hermeneutic phenomenology, as the researcher’s background shapes their 

interpretation of their data; hence, bracketing themselves from the research process is 

not possible (Neubauer et al., 2019). 15 L2 writing instructors were recruited from an 

ESL context from a large, public, and well-established US-based university. A 

biographic information questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, a focus group 
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discussion, and reflections were used to collect data. In this vein, this study had 

several key goals. Initially, the current study aimed to unravel the shared emotion 

labor of tertiary-level L2 writing instructors in AI-mediated instructional settings 

through the first research question. In this vein, via the second research question, 

how their emotions would be shaped by their self-efficacy was also investigated by 

unraveling their AI literacy beliefs, competencies, and attitudes in relation to L2 

writing instruction. In addition, since L2 teachers’ adoption of technologies is shaped 

by their feeling rules in their socio-institutional context (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-

Leftwich, 2010) and emotions are socially constructed (Alcoff, 1988; Averill, 1980, 

1985, 1998; Barrett, 2012; Barrett et al., 2007; Butler, 2006; Derrida, 1997; Foucault, 

1983; Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Gergen, 1985; Mesquita, 2007; Richards, 2022; 

Schutz et al., 2006), this study also focused on the contextual antecedents of their AI-

induced emotions within the third research question to explore the feeling rules 

dictating L2 instructors’ emotions and in turn pedagogical choices (Hochschild, 

1983; Benesch, 2012, 2017).  

 

As also noted by Chen (2019), the socio-institutional impetuses of teacher emotions, 

which can also be referred to as feeling rules, include organizational factors and 

policymaking practices. Therefore, one contextual factor examined in this study was 

the L2 writing curriculum to which they pertain, to discover the extent to which AI 

was implemented into the course syllabi and whether they were content with it, 

demonstrating the role of pedagogical practices in shaping their emotional 

experiences. Mainly, given that instructors needed to follow the curricular objectives 

provided by their teaching setting, understanding their role in their emotions would 

be insightful. In a similar vein, institutional policies for students’ use of AI and their 

views on them were analyzed to contribute to this investigation. Given that these 

aspects were interrelated with one another, investigating them simultaneously 

provided a thorough understanding of language instructors’ emotional experiences in 

their L2 writing context. In turn, this provided valuable implications for L2 teacher 

education, L2 writing curriculum development, and L2 writing policies. Ergo, to 

understand how emotion labor of L2 writing instructors is influenced by AI-infused 

writing instruction in tertiary education settings, this study aimed to answer the 

following research questions. 
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1. How does AI-assisted L2 writing influence instructors’ emotion labor in this 

higher education setting? 

a. What AI-induced emotions do they experience?  

b. What are the antecedents of their AI-induced emotions? 

c. What AI-induced emotion labor strategies do they adopt? 

2. What are the attitudes of L2 writing instructors toward AI-mediated L2 

writing instruction in this tertiary education context? 

a. What is their perception of AI as a pedagogical tool in L2 writing 

classrooms? 

b. What is their appraisal of their own AI literacy?  

c. How do they develop their AI literacy? 

3. What are the feeling rules that shape the emotion labor of instructors in 

navigating AI-mediated second-language writing in this higher education 

setting? 

a. How is AI integrated into L2 writing instruction? 

b. What is the socio-institutional policies dedicated to mediating AI-assisted 

L2 writing? 
 

1.4. Significance of the Study 
 

The potential contributions of this research to language teacher emotions in 

technology-infused L2 education settings in this part, particularly focusing on AI-

mediated second-language writing instruction and L2 teacher emotions. 
 

Teacher emotion discussions should start as early as initial teacher education (Chen, 

2016) because to decode the emotionally loaded nature of classroom dynamics, it 

would be necessary to understand teachers' emotions first (Geng & Yu, 2024). In 

other words, “what has not yet been fully addressed in studies of language teacher 

identity are the ways in which intrapersonal factors of teacher identity intersect with 

contextual and organizational factors in building that identity.” (Hiver & Dörnyei, 

2017, p. 406). In turn, as highlighted by Geng and Yu (2024), the research 

investigating the subject matter would facilitate the improvement of L2 teacher 

education contexts by addressing both pedagogical and emotional aspects to better 

prepare them for their future classrooms: 
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The prevailing focus on L2 teachers’ subject matter expertise and 
pedagogical content knowledge often fails to equip them with the necessary 
skills to navigate the intense and complex emotional landscape of classroom 
teaching. Addressing how L2 teachers effectively manage emotionally 
charged classroom experiences is therefore central to the conversation. (p. 4) 
 

Notably, since LTI development is a discursive and dynamic process framed by 

language teachers’ shifting socio-institutional discourse, it is not unsurprising that 

their identities, beliefs, and emotions transform according to the changes in their 

context (Farrell, 2021; Mercer & Murillo-Miranda, 2025; Wolff & De Costa, 2017). 

Considering that L2 teacher identity is established based on their past, current, and 

future experiences (De Costa & Norton, 2017), language teacher emotions are core to 

this process, as they reflect teachers’ interpretations of their own encounters at 

different points in their careers (Mercer & Murillo-Miranda, 2025; Yazan, 2018). In 

particular, L2 teacher identity fluctuations occur especially when novel aspects are 

brought into their teaching setting (Kayi-Aydar, 2019; Yazan, 2018). In this vein, 

emerging technologies, such as artificial intelligence, can influence both language 

teachers’ and language teacher educators' emotions within their identity formation 

practices as they rebuild language education contexts (Moorhouse & Kohnke, 2024). 

In turn, L2 instructors reconstruct their identity in technology-mediated teaching 

settings (Zhang & Hwang, 2023), affected by multidimensional factors, including but 

not limited to their perceived identity, Technological-Pedagogical-Content-

Knowledge (TPACK), pedagogical practices, and rapport with their students, which 

come into play and shape their integration of CALL tools into their teaching (Shafiee 

et al., 2022). In this process, it is important to provide professional training on CALL 

to L2 teachers in order to allow them to recalibrate their role in line with the shifting 

needs of their profession (Bahari, 2022; Ghiasvand & Seyri, 2025), which has a 

positive impact on their identity development (Meihami & Esfandiari, 2021).  

 

Mainly, language teachers are likely to be challenged by their new roles and 

responsibilities in the age of AI (Kim, 2024; Tsou et al., 2024; Zhang & Hwang, 

2023). Considering the widespread use of technology as part of language teaching 

practices, the criticality of exploring language teacher emotions within technology-

infused settings is underlined (De Costa & Nazari, 2024; Herrera et al., 2025; Tang 
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& Herrera, 2025). In a similar vein, how teacher emotions come into play in CALL 

contexts and impacts second-language teachers’ TPACK should also be considered 

(Tang & Ferrera, 2025) because the increasing need to enhance AI-related skills also 

introduces new cognitive expectations from them (Namaziandost & Rezaei, 2024). 

Thus, a further investigation into language educators' emotional emotions within AI-

assisted language teaching contexts becomes necessary. Even though GenAI research 

has been ongoing with a myriad of research studies, there is a paucity of research on 

how it shapes the emotional emotions of L2 educators (Tafazoli et al., 2026). It 

might be because the focus has remained on traditional language instruction, 

overlooking LTI dimensions related to emotional responses of L2 teachers to 

emerging language learning technologies, particularly AI literacy development, 

curriculum design, and AI policy planning in second-language writing contexts at 

higher education institutions (Feng et al., 2025). With this in mind, Tafazoli et al. 

(2026) noted, “(…) psychological resources, rather than technological skills alone, 

are decisive in shaping teacher resilience. Emotion regulation enables teachers to 

reinterpret stressors associated with AI integration, while mindfulness buffers against 

digital exhaustion by improving attentional stability.” (p. 21). This underlines the 

importance of emotional factors in pedagogical use of AI. 

 

This study seeks to shed light on the role of emerging technologies, such as AI, in 

language writing instructors’ emotional experiences. It examines their navigation of 

emotional tension in this process, which can inform the pedagogical practices of L2 

teachers, language teacher educators, and policymakers in the field in order to 

reevaluate and renovate teacher professional development initiatives, taking into 

account AI-supported language learning. It also reinforces Bandura's (1977) 

physiological states sub-domain for self-efficacy, meaning that emotions are 

indispensable to teachers’ pedagogical achievements. Specifically, drawing upon 

Benesch (2012, 2017, 2018, 2020), the current study aims to explore how AI, as a 

state-of-the-art technology, influences language instructors’ emotion labor as part of 

their pedagogical responsibilities in L2 writing instruction at the tertiary level. 

Considering the lack of emphasis on why teachers experience the undesirable 

emotions in the first place (Benesch & Prior, 2023) and the need for L2 teacher 

emotion research (King & Ng, 2018), understanding the origins of their emotion 



 
10 

labor within AI-integrated language education settings is paramount. As an 

illustration, Benesch's (2018) description of plagiarism as a source of emotion labor 

in L2 writing classrooms at the university level is informative, yet it leaves aspects 

related to the impact of AI on academic integrity considerations in these contexts 

unexplored.  

 

As noted by Chapelle (2025), it is critical to equip language educators with AI 

literacy skills to enhance their TPACK (Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Mishra et al., 

2023) and Intelligent TPACK (ITPACK) (Celik, 2023), alongside Technological-

Affective-Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TAPACK), by taking into account affect 

(Tang & Herrera, 2025). In this regard, in light of the human-centered AI 

orientations in L2 education (Stockwell & Wang, 2025), investigating L2 writing 

instructors’ shared emotional experiences with regard to AI use in second-language 

writing is paramount for several reasons. First of all, unveiling the AI-induced 

emotional struggles of L2 writing instructors would enable them to strategize their 

teaching in their shifting role by adapting themselves to their new responsibilities, 

promoting self-efficacy by enabling them to utilize their emotions as a source of 

agency. In turn, this would also contribute to their students’ ethical AI use as part of 

their L2 writing skill development. Second, an exploration into AI-induced emotions 

of second-language writing teachers would provide valuable insights for teacher 

educators to modify in-service and pre-service teacher education practices to respond 

to the evolving emotional needs of teachers, enhancing the emotional support 

systems for them. Third, understanding the root causes of L2 instructors’ AI-induced 

emotions would inform the practices of curriculum developers to foster ethical use of 

the tool with effective integration of AI into L2 writing instructional settings. Finally, 

as for academic integrity discussions that shape language teachers' emotions, an 

exploration into language teachers' emotions in AI-mediated writing instruction 

settings can also inform policymakers regarding their reformulation of policies 

dedicated to learners’ AI use in L2 writing.  

 

1.5. Definitions of Key Terms 

 

This part describes the key terms that were instrumental to the current study. 
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Emotion Labor: Emotion labor represents the clash between an L2 teachers’ inner 

emotions and feeling rules, which are the socio-institutional expectations that dictate 

their practices (Hochschild, 1979, 1983; Benesch, 2012, 2017). 
 

Feeling Rules: The socio-institutional expectations that determine the 

responsibilities of L2 teachers, such as curriculum and policies, comprise feeling 

rules (Hochschild, 1979, 1983; Benesch, 2012, 2017). 
 

Emotion Labor Strategies: Emotion labor strategies are adopted by teachers to 

navigate their emotional tensions. This includes surface acting that represents 

masking, deep acting that represents matching inner emotions to the feeling rules, 

and expression of genuinely felt emotions freely (Hochschild, 1979; 1983). 
 

Technological-Affective-Pedagogical-Content-Knowledge (TAPACK): TAPACK 

extends the Technological-Pedagogical-Content-Knowledge (TPACK) framework 

by Mishra and Koehler (2009), adding the emotional and affective considerations 

when integrating instructional technologies into teaching (McLay & Reyes Jr., 2024; 

Tang & Herrera, 2025). 
 

Intelligent-Technological-Pedagogical-Content-Knowledge (I-TPACK): I-

TPACK is an expansion of TPACK that includes ethical and critical adoption of AI 

in pedagogical practices (Celik, 2023). 
 

AI Literacy: Long and Magerko (2020) defines AI literacy as “a set of competencies 

that enables individuals to critically evaluate AI technologies; communicate and 

collaborate effectively with AI; and use AI as a tool online, at home, and in the 

workplace” (p. 598), which is an important base for its pedagogical integration. 
 

Critical AI Literacy (CAIL): CAIL is a version of AI literacy that specifically 

addresses various social, ethical, and economical implications of AI for its use in 

education, which is beyond knowing how to use AI pedagogically (Tacelosky et al., 

2024; Velander et al., 2024). 
 

Self-Efficacy: Coined by Bandura (1977), self-efficacy relates to teachers’ belief in 

themselves in navigating changes and challenges in their pedagogical role, and its 
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dimensions involve performance accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal 

persuasion, and physiological states. Physiological states directly relate to emotional 

experiences of teachers in integrating instructional technologies into their practices. 

 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM): TAM is a framework proposed by Davis 

(1989) that represents one’s acceptance of instructional technologies, including 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and perceived trust. Specifically, 

perceived trust of teachers in them is a factor that shapes their emotions as well. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

L2 writing teacher emotions are complex and shaped by multidimensional factors. 

To understand the AI-induced emotions of L2 teachers in AI-mediated writing 

contexts, it is important to understand each interrelated dimension that comes into 

play in this process. Therefore, this chapter aims to provide an overview of the 

relevant scholarly literature in relation to the underpinnings of L2 teacher emotions, 

artificial intelligence (AI)’s pedagogical importance, AI literacy, and the impact of 

AI on L2 teacher emotions. 

 

2.1. Teacher Emotions 

 

To thoroughly understand the complexities of L2 teachers’ emotional experiences 

and emotions that shape their identity development, it would be necessary to think 

back at the paradigm changes in human emotions first. Following this, to theorize 

teacher emotions, examining the scholarly background with regard to their emotions, 

emotion management, and the positioning of teacher emotions within their identity 

development would also be important. In this vein, this section provides information 

regarding the theoretical foundations of human emotions, approaches to teacher 

emotions, teachers’ emotional regulation processes, and L2 teacher emotions.  

 

2.1.1. Understanding Emotions  
 

Before diving into teacher emotions, it is important to examine the past and present 

approaches to human emotions to interpret the role they play in teacher identity 

development because there have been paradigm shifts in understanding emotions 

throughout history. Particularly, in this study, a post-structural view of teacher 
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emotions is adopted, recognizing the sociocultural effects that create a shift in power 

dynamics within teachers’ socio-institutional discourse. However, for reference, 

biological, cognitive, sociocultural, and post-structuralist schools of thought with 

regard to emotions are elucidated in chronological order. 
 

To begin with, according to the biological paradigm towards emotions, the initial 

research centered on human primates’ emotions began with a stance that is rooted in 

a physiological, a neurobiological, an evolutionary, and an ontogenetic basis. In this 

regard, biological approaches to emotions posit that emotions are chemical and 

neurological reactions to external stimuli, automatically given by the brain for 

survival needs while handling life-related threats (Damasio, 1999, 2006; Ekman, 

1999; Panksepp, 1982). Hence, this stance particularly regards human emotions as 

innate and universal, rather than subjective. In this regard, Damasio (1999) 

distinguishes between emotions and feelings by suggesting that feelings are inward 

and subjective, whereas emotions are outward and objective. 
 

When it comes to cognitive approaches, they do not ignore the biological roots of 

human emotions; rather, they extend beyond a purely biological stance and deem that 

depending on physiological realities to explain emotions falls short of the 

sophistication of the subject matter (Arnold, 1960; Lazarus, 1966, 1982; Scherer, 

2005; Smith & Lazarus, 1990). With this in mind, the subjective experience of 

humans is key to deciphering human emotions in cognitive paradigms, as they are 

determined based on our cognitive appraisals of situations, rather than being tied to 

mere physiological reactions (Arnold, 1960; Lazarus, 1982; Smith & Lazarus, 1990). 

In other words, human emotions are the result of their meaning attributions to 

external stimuli based on their intrinsic and/or extrinsic evaluations of events.  
 

In fact, while neurobiological and cognitive approaches to emotions provide valuable 

insights regarding the anatomy and emergence of emotions, they are not adequate on 

their own to rationalize the complexity of emotions because there are sociocultural 

and contextual factors that come into play, directly affecting human emotions. In 

other words, since they are reactions to stimuli in our surroundings yet restricted by 

social norms and ethics, emotions cannot be considered isolated from our 

sociocultural context.  



 
15 

Rejecting the universality of human emotions, sociocultural schools of thought 

categorize them in a way that is contextually bounded, meaning that they are shaped 

by the sociocultural characteristics of an individual’s environment and tied to human 

relationships (Averill, 1980, 1985, 1998; Barrett, 2012; Barrett et al., 2007; Frijda & 

Mesquita, 1994; Gergen, 1985; Mesquita, 2007). This suggests that emotions are not 

only rooted in biological and cognitive dimensions but also in sociocultural realities 

of humans. As a renowned scholar of emotions within the scope of sociocultural 

theory, Hochschild (1979, 1983) pinpointed that human emotions are social 

constructs. Expanding on the sociocultural tenets of emotions, Hochschild suggested 

that there are feeling rules in socially mandated contexts that dictate human 

emotions; thus, to handle their emotions, individuals are engaged in emotion work to 

meet the emotional expectations of their sociocultural context. Otherwise, when there 

is a clash between an individual's emotions and their socially imposed emotions, 

emotion labor occurs (Hochschild, 1979, 1983).   

 

Augmenting sociocultural views, poststructural schools of thought have also been 

prominent in explaining emotions within critical theory. From poststructuralist lens, 

Alcoff (1988) underscored, “Lacan uses psychoanalysis, Derrida uses grammar, and 

Foucault uses the history of discourses all to attack and deconstruct our concept of 

the subject as having an essential identity and an authentic core that has been 

repressed by society” (p. 415). Likewise, as also noted by Norton and Morgan 

(2023), “...language is seen as central to the circulation of discourses—systems of 

power/knowledge that define and regulate our social institutions, disciplines, and 

practices … discourses normalize the personal and collective possibilities we are 

capable of imagining in place and time.” (p. 1). In light of this, it can be deemed that 

there is no pre-determined and fixed ontological meaning that can be attributed to 

concepts, as they are inherently subject to change due to the evolving nature of 

discourse, which reflects the power relationships in social realities that are 

constructed. Hence, emotions are defined as “socially constructed, personally 

enacted ways of being that emerge from conscious and/or unconscious judgements 

regarding perceived successes at attaining goals or maintaining standards or beliefs 

during transactions as part of social-historical contexts” (Schutz et al., 2006, p. 344). 

As can be seen, a poststructuralist approach to emotions underscores the socially 
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constructed nature of human emotions (Alcoff, 1988; Butler, 2006; Derrida, 1997; 

Foucault, 1983). Therefore, one’s emotions, beliefs, and behaviors are tied to the 

shifts in their discourse, rather than merely being linked to the biological and 

cognitive domains. In this vein, they are seen as tools for transformation to 

deconstruct the status quo. 

 

2.1.2. Theorizing Teacher Emotions  
 

Teacher emotions and their impact on the role of teachers have been a topic of 

discussion (Hargreaves, 1998; Nias, 1996; Shuman & Scherer, 2014) since the 

affective shift in teacher education research in the 1990s (Geng & Yu, 2024). Nias 

(1996) proposed that teaching is emotional because it relies on human connection, 

determines teacher self-efficacy, and involves axiological considerations that shape 

teacher beliefs. Nias (1996) also suggested: 
 

Teachers are emotionally committed to many different aspects of their jobs. 
This is not an indulgence; it is a professional necessity. Without feeling, 
without the freedom to 'face themselves', to be whole persons in the 
classroom, they implode, explode—or walk away. (p. 305) 

 

Hargreaves (1998) noted, “Emotions are at the heart of teaching” (p. 835), and added: 
 

1. Teaching is an emotional practice.  
2. Teaching and learning involve emotional understanding.  
3. Teaching is a form of emotional labor.  
4. Teachers’ emotions are inseparable from their moral purposes and their 

ability to achieve these purposes. (p. 838) 
 

In his work about emotional geographies of teaching, Hargreaves (2001) highlighted: 
 

Attending to the sociocultural, moral, professional, physical, and political 
aspects of emotional geography in teaching may help us better understand 
how to create stronger emotional understanding in teachers' relationships with 
students, colleagues, parents, and others, as well as how to avert or alleviate 
threats to that understanding. (p. 1075) 
 

Rather than experiencing favorable emotions all the time, teachers can harbor 

undesirable emotions as part of their classroom context, professional relationships, 
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and policymaking procedures, regarded as vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 1996). In 

other words, educators experience a myriad of emotions. In light of this, teacher 

emotions can be classified into two primary subgroups, including dichotomous and 

dimensional (Chen, 2016, 2019; Fredrickson, 2001; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003). As 

their name suggests, dimensional emotions highlight the complexity of emotions by 

proposing that there are various emotions that are experienced at different levels 

(Parrott, 2001), whereas dichotomous emotions are simply categorized as positive 

and negative. Chen (2016) indicated that negative emotions are rooted in policy-

related aspects and asymmetry in the work-life balance of teachers, and positive 

emotions are fostered via interactions with students and colleagues. Furthermore, 

according to Chen’s (2019) review study, teachers’ personal antecedents include 

their knowledge, values, skills, personality, and professional perspectives, while 

context-based antecedents are comprised of policymaking, organizational 

considerations, and stakeholder aspects. He added that teachers’ emotional capacity 

would play an important role in this process, with an emphasis on their emotional 

labor strategies, emotional intelligence, and emotion regulation. As for the 

consequences of teacher emotions, Chen (2019) highlighted that teachers' 

professional beliefs, including their efficacy, identity, commitment, and 

responsibility, would be affected by their emotions, alongside their motivation and 

engagement, emotions, and effectiveness. In turn, this would have an influence on 

their instructional dynamics by shaping their teaching and classroom management. 

They added that students’ motivation and engagement, behavior, and emotions 

would be shaped by these factors, impacting their learning processes and outcomes 

(Chen, 2019; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003).  

 

In addition, some scholars demonstrate that emotions are likely to be more complex 

than a dualistic positive and negative approach by highlighting their multifaceted 

nature. As an illustration, Sutton and Wheatley (2003) noted that teachers experience 

both positive and negative emotions based on their personal and contextual 

antecedents. They added that their emotions can influence their cognition, including 

their attention, memory, categorization, thinking, and problem-solving, along with 

their motivation. “Although teachers may often attempt to mask their feelings, 

students are often aware of teacher emotions” (Sutton & Wheatley, 2003, p. 340), 
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showing the important role of teacher emotions in students' performance and 

belonging.  

 

2.1.3. Emotion Regulation Frameworks 
 

Various emotional regulation strategies have been investigated and proposed by 

scholarly works, which can inform the examination of the teacher's emotion 

management process. Indeed, such regulatory practices are likely to play a critical 

role in sustaining teacher self-efficacy (Meşe & Mede, 2024; Taxer & Gross, 2018). 

Teacher self-efficacy can be defined as one’s appraisal of one's own ability to follow 

the necessary steps to accomplish a pedagogical mission by reaching the desired 

teaching and learning outcomes, enabling one to overcome challenges that appear 

along the way (Armor et al., 1976; Bandura, 1977; Henson, 2001; Tschannen-Moran 

et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Friedman and Kass (2002) 

expanded this definition by demonstrating that since teachers mediate between their 

classroom and school context, their efficacy would be linked to their classroom 

efficacy in their classroom and organizational efficacy in their socio-institutional 

context. According to Bandura (1977), from a socio-cognitive perspective, the 

sources of self-efficacy include performance accomplishments, vicarious experience, 

verbal persuasion, and physiological states. The performance accomplishments 

domain indicates that teachers’ efficacy beliefs are positively impacted by their 

successes as part of their role, whereas the vicarious experiences dimension 

highlights the motivating power of witnessing others’ success as modeled behavior 

by prompting teachers to believe that they would also be able to achieve it. In 

addition, the verbal persuasion indicates that teachers’ self-efficacy expectations 

would increase through social persuasion within their interactions with others. As for 

physiological states, teachers’ self-efficacy would be shaped by their emotional 

states, particularly while handling challenging situations within their role. As 

highlighted by Bandura (1977), when teachers face vague situations, their self-

efficacy would play a role in their navigation process by determining their response 

to the challenges. For instance, if their self-efficacy is high, they would be more 

likely to attribute the challenge to an external factor rather than their capabilities. 

Thus, an inferior appraisal of one’s self-efficacy might trigger unpleasant emotions 
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(Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). Considering this, the relationship between their 

emotions, pedagogical success, and self-efficacy is important to consider to 

understand the emotional experiences of teachers. Indeed, it should also be noted that 

teachers’ self-efficacy, as a multifaceted notion, can vary with regard to different 

domains of their roles (Perera et al., 2019; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).  

 

In light of this, emotion management becomes an important tenet of self-efficacy for 

teachers. A brief overview of the strategies adopted by teachers is provided in this 

section to provide insights regarding the emotional regulation of educators. One 

prominent paradigm belongs to Hochschild (1979), who elaborated on deep acting, 

surface acting, and expression of genuinely felt emotions as emotion regulation 

techniques by dividing them into three categories: 

 

By "emotion work" I refer to the act of trying to change in degree or quality 
an emotion or feeling. To "work on" an emotion or feeling is, for our 
purposes, the same as "to manage" an emotion or to do "deep acting." Note 
that "emotion work" refers to the effort-the act of trying- and not to the 
outcome, which may or may not be successful. Failed acts of management 
still indicate what ideal formulations guide the effort, and on that account are 
no less interesting than emotion management that works. (p. 561) 

 

In this vein, while surface acting involves acts of emotion suppression to show the 

expected emotion, one tries to modify their internal feelings with deep acting 

strategies to reach the expected outward emotional state. As its name suggests, the 

expression of genuinely felt emotions occurs when an individual shows their raw 

emotions without hesitation. In a similar vein, in the process model of emotion 

regulation, Gross (1998) deemed that emotional regulation prompts humans to 

reconsider their perspective and refine their emotions with deliberate attention shifts. 

In this process, he adds that they are affected by multidimensional factors, including 

but not limited to their individual factors, such as gender, expressivity, EI, and 

affectivity, along with socio-institutional ones like job autonomy, supervisor support, 

and coworker support (Gross, 1998). Gross (1999) suggested: 

 

(…) from an evolutionary perspective, then, emotion regulation is necessary 
because some parts of our brain (the highly conserved emotion centers) 
incline us to do one thing in a particular situation, whereas other parts of our 
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brain (the newer cortical centers) appreciate that this emotional impulse may 
not be well matched to our current situation, and thus incline us 0 do 
something else (or nothing at all). (pp. 541-542) 
 

Gross’s (1998, 1999, 2001, 2015) framework include the antecedent-focused 

emotion regulation strategies, situation selection, situation modification, attentional 

deployment, and cognitive change, along with the response-focused one, response 

modulation. Situation selection occurs when an individual avoids an emotionally 

triggering situation based on their cognitive appraisals. Situation modification is 

about adjusting the environment in a way that reduces its emotional impact on them. 

Attentional deployment involves attempts to distract from the emotionally tense 

encounter. Cognitive change happens with reappraisals of the emotionally triggering 

situations. When it comes to response modulation, it is the process of modifying 

emotional reactions.  

 

Expanding on Hochschild’s framework, Grandey (2000) demonstrates that surface 

acting relates to “managing observable expressions”, meaning that expressions are 

fine-tuned with response adjustment, whereas deep acting refers to “managing 

feelings” via attentional deployment and cognitive reframing of thoughts (p. 97). Yin 

(2016) added explicit emotional expressivity, in addition to considering deep acting 

and surface acting as part of these strategies. As for stress management, Carver 

(1997) proposed the Brief COPE framework, including acceptance, emotional 

support, positive reframing, active coping, instrumental support, planning, behavioral 

disengagement, denial, self-distraction, self-blaming, substance use, venting, humor, 

and religion. Additionally, Jiang and Yin (2025) proposed an emotion regulation 

framework that is based on social practices of teachers. Primarily, it comprised four 

interpersonal categories of emotion regulation: intrinsic regulation, dyadic 

regulation, group regulation, and cultural regulation. In this vein, this study 

emphasizes the importance and usefulness of collaborative affective management for 

teachers.   

 

These studies suggest that emotion regulation is not only an intrapersonal, but also an 

interpersonal process. Hence, while interpreting teacher emotions, it is important to 

take into consideration a variety of factors that dictate their emotions. 
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2.1.4. L2 Teacher Emotions 
 

Adopting a poststructural lens, it can be deemed that language teacher identity 

formation transpires within the limits of the discourses in which instructors are 

involved, affected by power dynamics and hegemony surrounding them (Morgan, 

2004; Varghese et al., 2005). In other words, teacher emotions are not independent of 

their social, cultural, and institutional setting, shaping their identity in turn. Since 

teacher identity is only one of the identities tied to teachers’ multiple identities, it is 

key to examine their context-bound professional, cultural, political, and individual 

personas within to understand the fluctuations in their identity and explore how their 

agency is affected by those changes (Varghese et al., 2005). Therefore, considering 

the discursive nature of LTI, the identity of language teachers is unstable, as it is 

altered under different circumstances of teaching (Farrell, 2021; Mercer & Murillo-

Miranda, 2025; Wolff & De Costa, 2017). Indeed, shifts in their identity occur 

especially when the context is unfamiliar to teachers (Kayi-Aydar, 2019; Yazan, 

2018, 2023). To ensure effective L2 instruction, it is important to consider how 

teachers’ emergent identities shape their classroom context from different 

perspectives (Kanno & Stuart, 2011).  

 

Given the poststructural framing of L2 teacher identity, L2 teacher emotions are also 

situated as unsteady in the identity formation process. As part of language teachers’ 

identity development negotiations, their emotions are deemed as fundamental 

because language teaching is a social activity, rather than a purely logical one 

(Gkonou & Mercer, 2017; Golombek & Doran, 2014; Mercer & Gkonou, 2017; 

Nazari & Karimpour, 2023; Richards, 2022; Talbot & Mercer, 2018; Tsang & Jiang, 

2018; Yazan, 2018). Horwitz (1996) deemed that L2 teachers are likely to experience 

emotional tensions because “while a mathematics or history teacher can prepare the 

material necessary to a specific lesson, language teachers must always be ready to 

speak the language in front of the class” (p. 367). In fact, alongside examining the 

physiological and psychological elements of L2 teachers’ roles (Mercer & Kostoulas, 

2018), socioemotional considerations are essential to achieve effective language 

teaching in light of its interactive nature established in interpersonal relationships; as 

a consequence, L2 teaching entails emotional and social intelligence for educators 
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(Gkonou & Mercer, 2017; Mercer & Gkonou, 2017). Similarly, Mercer (2017) also 

highlighted that L2 teacher beliefs, influenced by emotions, shape their pedagogical 

practices in the classroom. Given that their beliefs and emotions are interrelated with 

their LTI (Barcelos & Ruohotie-Lhythy, 2018; Borg, 2006; Nazari & Karimpour, 

2023) and language teaching and learning are inherently emotional experiences 

(King & Ng, 2018; Pavlenko, 2013; Yim & Mercer, 2025), language teachers 

inevitably make emotional decisions in this process (Tomlinson, 2018). These 

emotional decisions not only shape their own beliefs, attitudes, and emotions but also 

determine the effectiveness of their communication with their students (Geng & Yu, 

2024). Similarly, as noted by Sutton and Wheatley (2003), teacher emotions lead to 

changes in teacher motivation, cognition, and behavior.  

 

To this end, L2 teacher professional identity formation cannot be fully understood 

without delving into their emotions. This is because they are intertwined in a way 

that is socially constructed by power dynamics in their socio-cultural, historical, and 

institutional discourse, during which contextual norms are absorbed by them and are 

subject to evolve discursively through dialogues with students, parents, and 

colleagues, clarifying that it is beyond merely psychological and physiological states 

of instructors (Benesch, 2012, 2017, 2018, 2020; Benesch & Prior, 2023; De Costa et 

al., 2018; Gao & Yuan, 2021; Jeongyeon & Young, 2020; Kocabaş-Gedik & 

Ortaçtepe-Hart, 2021; Madalińska-Michalak & Bavli, 2018; Mercer & Murillo-

Miranda, 2025; Nazari & Karimpour, 2022, 2023; Song, 2016; Zembylas, 2003, 

2005). In other words, second-language teachers' emotions are their reactions shaped 

by teachers’ teaching context, including their job requirements, colleagues, and 

students (Richards, 2022); hence, understanding L2 teacher emotions is key to 

effective L2 instruction (Herrera & Martinez-Alba, 2022).  

 

In Foucauldian terms, an exploration into language teacher emotions as part of the 

identity development process can be a means of self-transformation for language 

teachers because it allows them to resist the status quo by promoting agency through 

the deconstruction of traditional essentialist paradigms and feeling rules that dictate 

their identity (Zembylas, 2003, 2005). In this vein, acknowledging their emotions 

allows teachers to critically reflect on their teacher self, increase their self-awareness 
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in their professional role, and promote self-efficacy by using their emotions to direct 

them in finding solutions without losing their agentive power (Karagianni & 

Papaefthymiou-Lytra, 2018). Indeed, considering the positioning of language teacher 

affect within discourse expands L2 teacher emotions research (Benesch & Prior, 

2023). Recognizing and tackling these reasons contributes to teacher retention by 

preventing turnover (De Costa et al., 2018). Otherwise, a lack of emotional 

considerations for L2 teachers can lead to drastic effects on individual emotions, 

such as burnout, job dissatisfaction, poor performance, disengagement, and 

resignation (Chang, 2009; Gross, 1998; Gabrys-Barker, 2012; Mahmoodi-Sherbaki, 

2019; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010). In the meantime, it should also be taken into 

account that categorizing emotions only as positive and negative would 

underestimate their sophisticated nature (Geng & Yu, 2024; Her & De Costa, 2022); 

therefore, the complexity of L2 teacher emotions and their relationship to       

language education should not be overlooked in the process of exploring their 

affective state. 

 

2.1.5. Emotion Labor of L2 Teachers 

 

2.1.5.1. Emotion Labor 

 

Zembylas (2003) indicated, “(t)he emotions that teachers experience and express… 

are not just matters of personal dispositions but are constructed in social relationships 

and systems of values in their families, cultures, and school situations” (p. 216). 

Reflecting the socially mandated nature of emotions, Hochschild (1983) coined the 

term emotion labor, defining it as “the management of feeling to create a publicly 

observable facial and bodily display” (p. 7). Emotion labor is likely to occur in work 

environments that include in-person communication with others and promote 

affective changes in their audience (Hochschild, 1983). Grandey (2000) further 

described it as “enhancing, faking, or suppressing emotions to modify the emotional 

expression” (p. 95). As explained in the earlier sections, emotion labor occurs when 

the workplace demands of an employee, referred to as feeling rules, contrast with 

their inner feelings, leading them to be involved in emotion work and emotion 

management to meet the requirements of their duties (Hochschild, 1983). With this 
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in mind, teaching can also be regarded as a task that involves continuous emotion 

labor, as it is a demanding job (Nazari & Karimpour, 2022; Song, 2016).  

 

Expanding on Hochschild's (1979, 1983) underpinnings by problematizing the purely 

cognitive approaches towards L2 teacher affect, Benesch (2012, 2017, 2018, 2020) 

tailored emotion labor specifically for language education settings. Adopting a 

poststructural perspective to demonstrate the emotion labor of being a language 

teacher, particularly in hegemonic L2 teaching discourses, she discussed the roots of 

this phenomenon for L2 teachers. In this vein, Benesch posits that socio-institutional 

demands act as feeling rules, such as policies and curricula, for L2 instructors in the 

case of language education; hence, emotion labor occurs when there is a mismatch 

between the policies within the teaching context and the teaching philosophy of 

language teachers. Some examples provided by her in her work as sources of 

emotion labor include primary tasks of language teachers, such as handling 

plagiarism, preparing students for high-stakes literacy testing, responding to student 

writing, taking attendance, and even adjusting their body language to be presentable 

for their students (Benesch, 2017, 2018).  

 

Namely, Benesch (2018) investigated how feeling rules about plagiarism influence 

the emotional experiences of 13 English as a Second Language (ESL) instructors in a 

higher education setting through interviews and questionnaires. Her findings 

indicated that even though identifying plagiarism in student writing was easy, 

instructors carried a burden of emotion labor while intervening with it due to having 

a dilemma between following the institutional policies and adopting student-centered 

pedagogical solutions. In other words, although the instructors wanted to empathize 

with their learners and find a teachable moment in this situation without labeling or 

policing learners, a part of them also felt a need to follow the rules due to 

institutional demands. As can be seen, Benesch’s framework comprehensively 

dwells on and exemplifies the clash between second-language teachers’ feeling rules 

and teaching philosophy. This provides valuable insights for L2 writing instructional 

settings, thanks to the information provided with regard to the emotional experiences 

of teachers while addressing academic integrity violations and providing written 

corrective feedback.  
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In a similar vein, various other scholarly works have also contemplated the triggers 

of emotion labor for L2 teachers in different levels of educational contexts. Namely, 

Mercer et al. (2016) indicated that language teacher stressors are composed of the 

nature of language teaching rooted in skill-based competencies, sophisticated 

responsibilities, low wages or temporary contracts, and poor working environments. 

Particularly, they highlighted that L2 teachers’ lesson flow is unpredictable and 

cannot be compensated for with extra preparation, unlike teachers of other majors 

who can potentially offset the limitations in their performance via further planning. 

Therefore, their conclusions indicated that these situations would cause L2 teachers 

to experience dilemmas since, while they are obligated to follow institutional rules, 

they experience hesitations in this process due to the potential negative impact of the 

conflicts in such situations on their rapport with students.  

 

King (2016) explored the emotion labor of five EFL instructors at the college level, 

employing semi-structured interviews in his small-scale research. His findings 

suggested that the instructors’ emotion labor was rooted in being tied to showing 

care toward their students. Owing to this, they experienced negative emotions, such 

as frustration, anger, and irritation, and tried to suppress these emotions. To manage 

these emotions, they used surface acting, masking their emotions in order not to 

disrupt their joyful learning atmosphere, and distancing themselves emotionally from 

their students. They also forced themselves to promote positive emotions, 

detrimental to their emotions. As a consequence, King (2016) underlined the 

criticality of teacher professional development centered on emotions.  

 

Moreover, with 25 language educators, Wieczorek (2016) examined the factors that 

contribute to language teacher stress via semi-structured interviews and a focus 

group session teaching at varying levels. The results of the study demonstrated that 

language teacher stressors included, but were not limited to, job security, work 

overload, grading, and meeting the expectations of different stakeholders, alongside 

the medium of instruction being in the target language and the necessity to use state-

of-the-art methods, unlike those in different disciplines. Likewise, exploring 10 

secondary-level EFL language teachers’ emotion labor through semi-structured 

interviews, Loh and Liew (2016) found that grading student writing, exam-
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orientedness caused by high-stakes tests, and lack of interculturality considerations 

in classrooms were among the reasons. Since feedback provision to student writing 

required an interaction between the teacher and the student, this led to negative 

emotional reactions for the teachers when their students displayed an unwanted 

attitude toward learning. 
 

Using semi-structured interviews, King and Ng (2018) also analyzed the sources of 

emotion labor of five L2 instructors at the university level and their emotion work 

procedures. Their results suggested that L2 teachers were triggered by unresponsive 

students, along with feeling a constant responsibility to show care for students by 

disguising their negative emotions to appear approachable for their learners and 

create a positive learning environment. In fact, King and Ng (2018) underscored: 
 

The construct of emotional labour (also sometimes referred to as emotion 
labour, emotion work or emotion management) holds rich potential for 
illustrating how intra-organismic emotions interact with inter-organismic 
factors which, respectively, can be operationalised as teachers’ classroom 
behaviors and student-staff interactions. (p. 148) 
 

Furthermore, Talbot and Mercer (2018) explored the emotional stimulants of 12 

tertiary-level EFL and ESL language instructors from three different countries 

through in-depth interviews. As a result, they discovered that the roots of both 

positive and negative emotions of L2 teachers were the situations that include other 

individuals, particularly their learners and colleagues, considering that teaching and 

learning are inherently social. Teachers in their study conveyed that interacting with 

students, acknowledging the societal impact of their profession, and belonging to a 

positive institutional context fostered their emotions, whereas their job 

responsibilities, such as meetings, grading, or administrative tasks, job security, and 

a dearth of student engagement negatively influenced it. In this line, the helpful 

emotion regulation strategies adopted by the participants were also interpersonal. 

 

Dumančić et al. (2022) investigated the emotions of 21 L2 teachers at the K-12 level. 

Their results suggested that second-language instructors tended to experience a 

variety of emotions, categorizing them as pleasant and unpleasant. The favorable 

emotions included satisfaction, enjoyment, joy, pride, and enthusiasm, while the 
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unwanted emotions were frustration, irritability, disappointment, sadness, and 

anger/boredom (Dumančić et al., 2022). Their results specified that positive 

emotions were rooted in student success, students’ demonstration of learning, 

positive feedback from students, positive classroom environment, but negative 

emotions stemmed from disorderly student behavior, learners’ lack of engagement, 

inadequate lesson preparation, and graduating students. To manage their unwanted 

emotions, teachers in their study utilized reframing, deep breathing, masking, and 

human interaction (Dumančić et al., 2022).  

 

Further, Geng and Yu (2024) suggested that there are macro-contextual, meso-

contextual antecedents, micro-contextual antecedents, and personal antecedents that 

come into play and impact L2 teacher emotions, which encompass their emotional 

intelligence (EI), pedagogical content knowledge, self-efficacy, professional identity, 

and adaptivity in their teaching practices. This underlines the multilayered nature of 

language teacher emotions, as they are affected by interrelated factors rooted in their 

teacher beliefs, learners, teaching context, colleagues, policies, and beyond. 

 

In light of this, it unveils the importance of using emotion labor as a source of 

agency for L2 teachers through dialogic approaches and collaboration among 

teachers, enabling them to be involved in discussions surrounding their emotional 

experiences within their role to explore the roots of their emotions and discover 

solutions (Benesch, 2012, 2017, 2018, 2020; De Costa & Nazari, 2024; Gkonou & 

Miller, 2023; Song, 2016, 2025). In fact, in some situations, language teachers might 

struggle to use their agentive power as part of their role in their institutional setting 

due to imposed policies that are not in line with their decision-making, leading them 

to obey the enforced feeling rules or mask their real identity (Karimpour et al., 

2023). This shows the detrimental influence of agency being used as opposed to 

institutional policies in L2 educational practices, while agency practiced within the 

boundaries of feeling rules of the institutional context might lead to positive 

transformation because it is validated by the feeling rules. Hence, bringing flexibility 

into L2 educational settings that establishes a dialogue between policymakers and 

teachers, alongside space for reflexivity for them to share their own voice, would be 

of great importance to promote agency.  
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Specifically, recognizing the reality of schools being inherently hierarchical, 

Benesch and Prior (2023) suggested that language teacher affect should be 

approached by acknowledging that educational institutions dictate feeling rules, 

circumventing labelling emotions as uncritically good or bad, and understanding that 

schools can be emotionally unwelcoming for teachers and students. They noted that 

this activist perspective would, in turn, unveil the uneven socio-institutional power 

dynamics, which can lead to a change in L2 teachers’ local teaching context rather 

than teachers suppressing emotions, along with bringing flexibility in deconstructing 

the categorization of language teacher emotions in L2 teaching settings.  

 

Overall, given that teaching is a socioemotional process, emotions are a part of it and 

emotion labor of L2 teachers signify the emotional tensions that they experience as 

part of their role, which shape their pedagogical practices. In this vein, exploring 

their emotion labor is important to provide them with an opportunity to use their 

emotional tensions as a source of agency. Particularly, what is underexplored in L2 

teacher emotion labor studies is that their emotions in teaching contexts, where novel 

technologies, such as AI, is integrated into L2 instruction. Investigating this plays an 

important role in implementing such technologies into pedagogical practices 

effectively. 

 

2.1.5.2. Feeling Rules 

 

Feeling rules are described as the emotional expectations from employees as part of 

their job-related tasks in their socio-institutional context, coined by Hochschild 

(1979, 1983). For instance, she exemplifies the feeling rules of flight attendees, who 

are supposed to present themselves as approachable and presentable for passengers 

because of their duties even if they are poorly treated by them. To keep their job, 

they keep acting in line with the feeling rules, in a way that accommodates the needs 

of the passengers regardless of how they are treated. In this vein, this was translated 

into L2 education settings by Benesch (2012). For L2 classrooms, this refers to 

context-based expectations from teachers, such as the socio-institutional policies and 

language education curricula within their teaching context because they are not fully 

in control of such dimensions. Rather, their teaching is shaped by them. In some 
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situations, feeling rules clash with L2 teachers’ teacher emotions, pedagogical 

beliefs, and teaching philosophy, yet they would still be required to act in line with 

the expectations. As a consequence, they would experience emotion labor when their 

emotions clash with their feeling rules. 

 

2.1.5.3. Emotion Labor Strategies 
 

After all, emotion labor is rooted in the contextual factors, which are the feeling 

rules, rather than a lack of emotional literacy of L2 teachers (Benesch & Prior, 

2023). Hence, second-language teachers should be supported emotionally by their 

socio-institutional setting. In this regard, emotions act as incentives and prompt L2 

teachers to act on them to bring change to their setting (Her & De Costa, 2022) when 

used as a source of agency. De Costa and Nazari (2024) underscored that emotion 

labor negotiations would be collaboratively regulated, given the discursive nature of 

teacher emotions.  

 

Surveying 153 EFL teachers, Ghanizadeh and Royaei (2015) explored the emotion 

labor strategies of L2 instructors. Their results indicated that the teachers were 

engaged in deep acting, surface acting, and real acting. Yet, none of these strategies 

prevented burnout for their participants. 

 

According to Mercer et al. (2016), one way to assist L2 teachers in navigating their 

emotions is to implement the PERMA framework to support L2 instructors 

emotionally, informing the pedagogical practices of language teachers and teacher 

educators to allow them to protect teacher emotions. This is because the PERMA 

paradigm suggested that positive emotions, engagement, meaning, positive 

relationships, and accomplishment are constituents of positive psychology 

(Seligman, 2011). In fact, this is a great initiative to foster emotions via positive 

emotions among teachers, unlike studies that have focused on negative emotions 

only (Geng & Yu, 2024).  

 

Additionally, Song (2016) underscored the role of vulnerability. He suggested that 

teachers’ feelings of safety and confidence in their teaching environment led to open 
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vulnerability that allows them to use their emotions as a guide for self-transformation 

by taking risks, whereas protective vulnerability that caused them to be reserved 

occurs when they felt unsafe and overwhelmed as part of their role. Language 

teachers can experience different types of vulnerabilities within their teaching 

context that impact their pedagogical choices; thus, enabling them to recognize and 

utilize these vulnerabilities as an agentive power source would be useful.  

 

In addition, Gallo (2016) examined how emotions influence ten college-level 

language teachers’ professional roles with open-ended responses in the 

questionnaires and interviews. Her results demonstrated that teacher cognition is not 

independent from emotions, shaped by instructional, occupational, developmental, 

and affective-emotional goals as part of their professional growth. Indeed, she also 

adds that affective-emotional ones are the most sophisticated, highlighting the 

importance of integrating emotion discussions into their professional training.  

 

Furthermore, Hiver and Dörnyei (2017) described teaching as a sophisticated task 

with its vulnerabilities, conflicts, and hardships, underscoring the importance of 

developing teacher immunity as part of their emotional experiences. They posited 

that an immunized L2 teacher is someone who uses these challenges of the 

profession for self-transformation and professional growth as part of their desired 

language teacher identity. Specifically, they listed the characteristics, such as 

specificity to have the tailored response given to the situation, memory to use their 

teaching experiences retrospectively, adaptability to be flexible in varying 

circumstances, and durability to be resilient with narrative thinking. Hence, Hiver 

and Dörneyi (2017) implied that these skills would foster emotional emotions for L2 

teachers.  

 

By the same token, Talbot and Mercer (2018) added that adopting dialogic strategies 

to collaborate, using cognitive reappraisal to reframe overwhelming situations, 

downward comparison to feel lucky by comparing their case with those less 

fortunate, problem-specific initiatives for finding quick solutions, and appreciation 

through reflection help them to navigate emotional tensions as strategies. For 

emotional management, Gabrys-Barker (2018) suggested that it is of vital 
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importance for them to acknowledge their emotional experiences that dictate their 

behavior as L2 teachers and prioritize positive feelings, alongside being involved in 

professional development for language teacher affect. Self-consciousness regarding 

the experienced emotions helps them use them as a transformative force during this 

process (Jeongyeon & Young, 2020).  
 

Using interviews and narrative frames to collect data from ten L2 teachers, Nazari 

and Karimpour’s (2022) analyzed their emotional experiences. Their findings 

suggested that L2 teachers’ emotion labor in their identity formation process is 

multidimensional in the sense that they act submissively towards policymakers, aim 

to create a community when it comes to colleagues, and prioritize cultural evolution 

during their interaction with learners, showing oscillation. This shows the complexity 

of the emotional experiences of second-language teachers.  
 

Hu (2023) examined the relationship between language teachers’ self-compassion 

and emotion labor strategies by surveying 711 EFL teachers. As a consequence, they 

found that the stronger self-compassion, the higher the teacher's resilience is, in turn 

facilitating emotion regulation with effective emotion labor strategies. However, the 

teachers still had to obey the feeling rules in their teaching context to foster 

positivity. Therefore, they highlighted the importance of professional development 

sessions on emotion labor strategies for L2 teachers.  
 

Moreover, in their review study, Han et al. (2023) explored three primary dimensions 

of language teacher emotions within LTI, including their antecedents, roots, and 

impacts. Particularly, their review revealed that L2 teacher emotions influence their 

instructional effectiveness and approaches within language teaching, beliefs, and 

emotions in their own selves, and learner engagement and performance within 

language learning practices. Another indispensable aspect of LTI within emotional 

considerations is the support of teacher educators for their L2 teacher trainees, 

showing empathy towards their emotional experiences (Morris & King, 2025; Yazan, 

2025).   
 

Meşe and Mede (2024) investigated the emotion labor strategies of eight college-

level L2 instructors by means of narrative frames, semi-structured interviews, and 



 
32 

vignettes. In this regard, they found that the participants experienced a wide variety 

of emotions, classified as positive and negative emotions. Some of the positive 

emotions were enjoyment and satisfaction, and the negative ones were comprised of 

emotions, such as anger and disappointment. The antecedents of emotions of L2 

instructors in this study were rooted in their classroom interactions with their 

learners, extra responsibilities other than teaching, and their rapport with their 

coworkers. They regulated their emotions by masking or using reappraisals. Hence, 

the authors recommended teacher education practices that focus on their emotional 

needs.  

 

Xu et al. (2026) reviewed the available scholarly literature regarding the emotions 

and emotion regulation of L2 teachers. One of the findings of their research was that 

the adaptive strategies of emotion regulation, such as cognitive, affective, and 

interpersonal, were the most effective ones for the instructors, as they increased their 

self-efficacy. Particularly, the adaptive strategies were cognitive reappraisal, 

acceptance, mindfulness, problem-solving, positive reframing, and social support. 

This was because it promoted efficiency in their classroom teaching, management, 

and rapport by decreasing teachers’ levels of stress and increasing their resiliency. 

On the other hand, maladaptive strategies triggered burnout by affecting their 

pedagogical practices negatively. The maladaptive strategies were masking, 

rumination, catastrophizing, self-blame, and avoidance.  In this vein, this study also 

emphasized the significance of emotional support in the form of professional training 

for L2 teachers. In turn, improving teachers’ emotions would contribute to students’ 

engagement and success by promoting positive emotions among them, as noted by 

Xu et al. (2026).  

 

Delving into the emotions of fourteen pre-service language teachers, Özer-Altınkaya 

(2026) employed reflective journals, observations, and stimulated recalls in her 

study. According to her results, it was found that the student teachers experienced 

both positive and negative emotions in their emerging roles. The antecedents of their 

unfavorable emotions involved AI output’s vagueness, lack of familiarity with AI, 

and ambiguity regarding the effective integration of AI into L2 education. 

Nonetheless, her findings also posited that the participants were not discouraged 
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from utilizing AI as part of future pedagogical practices. Considering the results,  

Özer-Altınkaya (2026) recommended the implementation of emotional dimensions 

into L2 teacher education practices.  
 

Nonetheless, it is important to highlight that handling teacher emotions via emotional 

management does not automatically entail a helpful practice for them because it 

could be necessitated by the institutional expectations, rather than teachers 

voluntarily doing it (Her & De Costa, 2022). As noted by Richards (2022), 

instructors’ self-awareness regarding emotions should also be considered as part of 

language teacher education through specific methods for self-exploration, including 

but not limited to peer observations, journals, and narratives. He also suggested that 

engaging in positive interactions with students and assisting them in their learning 

are sources of positive emotions, emphasizing the intersubjective nature of the 

experience. In a similar manner, considering the potential negative effect of a lack of 

emphasis regarding teacher emotions in language teacher training programs on L2 

teachers’ navigation of tensions within their context, there is a further need for 

implementing professional development sessions for language teachers, such as 

courses on the role of emotions in LTI (Gkonou et al., 2020; Herrera & Martinez-

Alba, 2022). With this in mind, it becomes clear that as a core aspect of teacher 

identity, language instructors' emotions are important to address since they are 

interrelated with their pedagogical practices. Because their emotions fluctuate 

particularly in novel teaching contexts, how the shifts in their emotions shape their 

identity in new teaching settings, such as technology-mediated ones, needs further 

investigation. In addition, L2 teachers’ emotional support systems in their teaching 

contexts are also important, as a common implication across a variety of scholarly 

studies. For this reason, the link between their emotions and contextual antecedents 

of their emotions can also be explored further to unpack implications for creating 

emotional support systems for L2 educators, specifically within novel instructional 

environments. 
 

2.1.6. Emotion Labor of L2 Writing Instructors 
 

There is a paucity of research that investigates teacher emotions in second-language 

writing settings at higher education, despite a robust background of scholarly 
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literature with regard to their pedagogical-content knowledge, attitudes, and 

perceptions of instructors about L2 writing (Geng & Yu, 2024; Yu et al., 2021). 

Indeed, L2 writing teacher expertise is rooted in their affective experiences, along 

with cognitive engagements and social interactions (Lee & Yuan, 2021). Providing 

second-language writing feedback necessitates deep intellectual involvement of 

teachers (Hattie & Timperley, 2007); hence, it is important to explore the affective 

dimensions of their professional identity that shape their feedback (Wang & Jiang, 

2025).  

 

There have been scholarly studies that emphasized the role of L2 teacher emotions 

and stressors, which can also be regarded as the sources of their negative emotions, 

in writing settings. To illustrate, Stough and Emmer (1998) explored the emotional 

experiences of seven L2 teachers in higher education while providing test feedback 

on the performance of their students. It was found by their research that the primary 

challenge for the instructors was the students who opposed the comments and 

suggestions provided by their teacher persistently, in turn creating negative emotions 

for instructors. To avert such conflicts, these emotions were managed by the teachers 

by utilizing a structured feedback approach, disguising their feelings, pretending to 

be unbothered, and having group-based feedback sessions. As can be seen, feedback 

is deemed to be a stressor for L2 teachers as an emotionally demanding process 

(Stough & Emmer, 1998). 

 

Yu et al. (2021) also investigated the emotions of second-language writing teachers 

at the college level in feedback provision through interviews with 29 instructors and 

critical incidents of 1075 college students across 11 universities. They found that L2 

teachers experienced a variety of emotions in this process, including joy, anger, 

sadness, fear, anxiety, and tenseness. In this vein, the source of positive emotions is 

rooted in effective interaction with students, recognition of the usefulness of 

feedback, and monitoring student improvement upon providing feedback; on the 

other hand, negative emotions were caused by workload, socio-institutional 

expectations, disengaged learners, and students with unwanted manners (Yu et al., 

2021). The results implicated the emotional nature of the second-language writing 

feedback process for instructors, highlighting the need for increasing instructors’ 
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awareness of the affective components of feedback provision and providing them 

with training to enhance their skill set with regard to this via shared endeavors of 

teacher trainers, administrators, and policymakers. 

 

Exploring twenty EFL college teachers’ feeling rules in L2 writing contexts, Geng et 

al. (2023) indicated that there are various feeling rules that dictate the behavior of 

instructors, including but not limited to the heavy workload of process-oriented 

approaches, being required to promote student motivation and maintain their 

engagement, and their self-perceived L2 writing capacity. In this vein, they indicated 

that L2 writing instructors can experience emotion labor due to reasons, such as (1) 

having students with poor performance, (2) facing a lack of collaboration among 

colleagues, (3) being restricted by generic policymaking procedures that do not 

address their specific pedagogical needs, (4) being unsure about how to effectively 

measure L2 writing, and (5) struggling in one-to-one communication with students in 

providing feedback (Geng et al., 2023). Teachers in their study used masking, 

suppressing, releasing, and compromising their emotions as strategies to handle their 

emotion labor. This implied the importance of reconsidering the socio-institutional 

antecedents of teacher emotions, integrating various methods of feedback to reduce 

the intensity of their emotions, and providing training opportunities for developing 

L2 writing instructors' emotional competence for pedagogical purposes, as noted by 

Geng et al. (2023).  

 

In addition, using a survey, Geng et al. (2025) also examined the emotional 

experiences of 301 L2 writing instructors in tertiary education to understand the 

relationship between their emotional intelligence (EI) and emotional emotions in 

their professional role. They discovered that when L2 writing instructors utilize deep 

and surface acting, their emotion labor intensifies, which might lead to burnout; 

however, their EI could act as a mediating factor in this process by improving their 

emotions. Similarly, Geng et al. (2026) explored the emotions of EFL writing 

instructors at the university level with a case study of two participants, using semi-

structured interviews, observations, and teaching artifacts. Their results indicated that 

both of the L2 writing teachers experienced a variety of emotions, including 

satisfaction, regret, happiness, confusion, anxiety, disappointment, peace, 
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appreciation, and uneasiness. Indeed, these teachers utilized divergent emotion 

management strategies, surface acting and deep acting, due to the differences in their 

appraisals. As a consequence, the sources of their emotion labor were their emotional 

appraisals towards their job responsibilities, in turn shaping their pedagogical 

choices.  

 

Moreover, according to Geng and Yu (2024), problems that occur in L2 writing 

classrooms, such as academic integrity violations, conflicted student rapport, and a 

lack of socio-institutional support, might trigger negative emotions and prevent their 

instruction from being effective. Hence, it becomes clear that an emotional 

investment is necessitated by L2 writing instructors in this process, leading them to 

feel both positive and/or negative emotions and, in turn, influencing their feedback 

approaches (Geng & Yu, 2024).  

 

Furthermore, Yao et al. (2025) examined the emotional experiences of L2 college 

writing instructors by employing a survey, particularly with regard to their feedback 

practices of 288 EFL teachers in 120 higher education institutions. Affirming the 

sophisticated nature of L2 teacher emotions, cheerfulness, contentment, anxiety, 

disappointment, and anger were among the emotions experienced by their 

participants. In light of their findings, they suggested that L2 writing stakeholders, 

including teacher educators and policymakers, should support instructors with 

emotion regulation training as part of their teacher education practices. Yao et al. 

(2025) also added that L2 teachers can combine teacher feedback with peer and 

automated feedback to alleviate their anxiety.  

 

Nazari et al. (2025) researched seven L2 writing teachers’ emotional experiences 

within a teacher education course through interviews, reflections, observations, and 

discussions. Their findings indicated that at the beginning, they had emotional 

apprehensions toward the course; however, teachers’ emotions became catalysts of 

their sense of agency because their emotional awareness increased throughout this 

intervention via reflective practices. L2 writing instruction involves varying 

emotions at different levels, so their awareness might help them use it as a source of 

agency, according to the results. 
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Wang and Jiang (2026) analyzed the emotion management strategies adopted by six 

second-language instructors in high school writing settings. They uncovered that L2 

teachers' emotion perceptions were affected by both personal and contextual factors. 

While providing feedback to their students, the participant teachers in Wang and 

Jiang's (2026) study used situation selection, situation modification, attentional 

deployment, cognitive change, and response modulation to manage their emotions. 

In light of the findings, they suggested that emotion regulation is a fundamental 

aspect of L2 writing pedagogy, rather than only being a defense mechanism, as it 

determines the effectiveness of instruction. 

 

Overall, it can be concluded that feedback processes can be one of the major factors 

affecting teacher emotions in L2 writing instruction. Nonetheless, the scholarly 

studies that explore writing instructors’ emotion labor in higher education settings 

are still scant (Bielak & Mystkowska-Wiertelak, 2022; Geng & Yu, 2024). Notably, 

as can be seen, the literature falls short of research that investigates the role of AI-

mediated L2 writing instruction on instructors’ emotions because a majority of the 

studies are focused on traditional second-language writing contexts. This indicates 

that there is a need for studies that explore the technology-mediated L2 writing 

practices, along with their connection to teacher emotions and efficacy, to understand 

how novel technologies, such as AI, shape L2 writing classrooms.  

 

2.2. Pedagogizing AI  

 

2.2.1. Conceptualizing AI  

 

Understanding how AI influences language teachers' emotions within L2 writing 

settings as a novel educational technology tool is possible by unpacking its technical 

foundations and pedagogical use, with its advantages and limitations first. Artificial 

intelligence itself is not a new phenomenon, given that its history is rooted in almost 

a century. Regardless, a one-size-fits-all definition for AI applicable to various 

contexts does not exist (Holmes & Tuomi, 2022) since there has not been a formal 

consensus on its definitive role across fields, leading to its tailored utilization for 

different purposes in different disciplines (Popenici & Kerr, 2017; Wang, 2019). AI 
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keeps developing constantly and serves as an interdisciplinary phenomenon, which 

makes it difficult to propose a universal definition (Luckin et al., 2016; Zawacki-

Richter et al., 2019). Hence, a variety of definitions have been proposed to describe it 

so far. 

 

As for the technical definitions, it all started when Turing (1950) referred to artificial 

intelligence as “thinking machines”, and the research about AI has been increasing 

continuously since then in a variety of fields with different purposes. Similarly, as 

one of the pioneers of the emergence of the term, McCarthy (2007) defined AI as 

“the science and engineering of making intelligent machines, especially intelligent 

computer programs” in 1956 (p. 2). Indeed, the intelligence emphasis is built upon 

the notion that AI is designed to mimic human language, perception, memory, and 

problem-solving, derived from psychology and cognitive science as it relates to the 

creation of artificial neural networks (Goldstein & Papert, 1977). In this vein, 

Machine Learning (ML), defined as “the field of study that gives computers the 

ability to learn without being explicitly programmed” by Samuel (1959), is how AI 

expands itself with data by learning from it. Another concept that has emerged later 

within the developmental phase of GenAI tools with data is Deep Learning (DL), 

meaning “the study of neural networks with many hidden layers that are trained 

using large datasets and significant computational power” (Schmidhuber, 2015, p. 

85). As part of this process, Natural Language Processing (NLP) is a key term since 

it is a complementary technology to AI, allowing algorithms to decode human 

language through computational techniques so that the interaction between 

computers and humans can occur in a way that simulates real-life interactions 

(Chowdhary, 2020; Liddy, 2001). As can be seen, AI is the umbrella term for ML, 

NLP, DL, and GenAI (Samala et al., 2025), indicating its sophisticated nature. 

 

As a subset of artificial intelligence, generative AI (GenAI) has recently been used in 

a myriad of fields for content generation for field-specific purposes, usually in the 

form of chatbots. By definition, GenAI refers to “computational techniques that are 

capable of generating seemingly new, meaningful content such as text, images, or 

audio from training data” (Feurriegel et al., 2024, p. 111). This suggests the 

capabilities of the tool in generating multimodal output. According to Ronge et al. 
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(2024), multimodality, interaction, flexibility, and productivity are what differentiate 

GenAI from its other artificial intelligence counterparts. In other words, generative 

artificial intelligence is a combination of different types of technological innovations, 

making it multidimensional (Chen et al., 2020) because it can be used to generate not 

only texts but also videos, images, and audio, alongside recognizing visuals through 

computer vision and speech via automated speech recognition. Early examples of 

this mainstream technology began with AI-powered tools, such as ELIZA by Joseph 

Weizenbaum (Weizenbaum, 1966, p. 33), PARRY by Kenneth Mark Colby (Colby, 

1981), and AARON by Harold Cohen (Cohen, 1995). In this regard, the state-of-the-

art GenAI chatbots include but are not limited to ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, 

Google Gemini, Claude, and DeepSeek. For instance, ChatGPT has become 

mainstream slightly after its launch by reaching millions of users, challenging other 

prominent technology companies to join the competition with their own 

conversational AI chatbot (Samala et al., 2025). Such tools have not only become a 

part of daily life instances (Pretorious, 2023) but also academic settings (Cardon et 

al., 2023). In other words, various GenAI chatbots addressing the needs of different 

disciplines have been developed and widely used for a variety of purposes. Given the 

multimodal content generation offered by AI, education has been one of the fields in 

which AI debates have been ongoing to understand how to ethically integrate it into 

educational contexts, specifically for language education. The scope of this research 

will be on the pedagogical uses of GenAI tools.  

 

2.2.2. A Pedagogical Stance Towards AI Literacy 

 

2.2.2.1. From Literacy to Digital Literacy 
 

Gee (1989) defined literacy as mastery of discourse, which is socially constructed 

since one’s literacy is primarily shaped by one’s context. Throughout the years, the 

scope and layers of literacy have been evolving and becoming multifaceted. 

Particularly, digital literacy has become a prominent addition to this term, 

considering that individuals’ lives have become intertwined with different types of 

technologies. With this in mind, digital literacy is also beyond a set of technical skills 

to use technological tools; rather, it also involves a social and critical competence to 
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utilize digital means for accessing, producing, and evaluating information, alongside 

communicating via them (Dobson & Willinsky, 2009; Warschauer, 1999). It should 

not be forgotten that the extent to which one has an opportunity to hone their digital 

literacy skills relies on whether they have access to any technology in the first place, 

demonstrating the digital divide. In other words, unequal distribution of digital 

technologies is a determining factor in this process. Without having access to 

technological sources, one’s digital literacy would remain limited.  

 

2.2.2.2. Toward Critical AI Literacy 
 

As for conceptualizing AI literacy, which is an extension of digital literacy, various 

definitions have been proposed by scholars to refer to the same concept. Indeed, 

these descriptions slightly vary across different educational levels and settings, 

indicating the diversity of scholars’ interpretations of the subject matter (Biagini, 

2025). In this regard, a widely recognized definition of this notion is proposed by 

Long and Magerko (2020), who refer to AI literacy as “a set of competencies that 

enables individuals to critically evaluate AI technologies; communicate and 

collaborate effectively with AI; and use AI as a tool online, at home, and in the 

workplace” (p. 598). By the same token, evolving into critical AI literacy, there have 

been various similar descriptions suggesting that AI literacy is a combination of 

various functional, digital, social, critical, and ethical competencies (Chiu et al., 

2024; Kandlhofer et al., 2016; Kong et al., 2021; Laupichler et al., 2022; Le et al., 

2026; Yi, 2021; Wong et al., 2020; Zhou & Schofield, 2024). Uğras and Uğraş 

(2026) extended this by also adding environmental factors that would necessitate 

sustainable AI practices. Ethics awareness, critical thinking, creativity, reflexivity, 

and technical knowledge comprise CAIL of L2 learners as well (Arseven & Bal, 

2025; Pérez-Paredes et al., 2025; Tacelosky et al., 2025; Wang & Wang, 

2025). Notably, while critical literacy is about deciphering the texts and discourses to 

explore how they represent the twisted perspectives of reality (Lankshear & 

McLaren, 2012; Luke, 2012; White & Cooper, 2015), critical digital literacy is a set 

of skills allows individuals to approach information from a critical perspective by 

understanding the nuances and implications in digital contexts (Leander & Burris, 

2020; Pangrazio, 2016; Polizzi, 2020). Arising from critical digital literacy, Critical 
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AI Literacy (CAIL) has become an emerging addition to AI literacy as a growing 

research trend. By definition, CAIL underscores the prominence of moving beyond 

functional understanding of AI by taking into consideration the recognition of biases, 

awareness of ethics, adoption of critical thinking, and engagement in reflection to 

acknowledge the broader implications of the tool in the status quo (Guistini, 2024; 

Mills & Gutierrez, 2025; Roe et al., 2025; Strauss, 2021; Tacelosky et al., 2024; 

Velander et al., 2024; Veldhuis et al., 2025). 
 

Various AI literacy and CAIL frameworks have been proposed by scholars. 

Augmenting the earlier descriptions of AI literacy, in their conceptual paper, 

Touretzky et al. (2019) presented five core capacities of AI itself, designed 

particularly for K-12 learners, also referred to as AI4K12. As they noted, these 

characteristics involve AI’s perception of the world, capability of portraying the 

outside world and thinking within its boundaries, ability to learn from data, space for 

natural communication, and impact on society in different ways. Unfolding the main 

features of ML algorithms, their theoretical lens underscored the fundamental skills 

of AI so that learners can utilize this information to familiarize themselves with the 

tool and use it, taking these critical aspects into account, in turn improving their AI 

literacy (Touretzky et al., 2019).  
 

Furthermore, Ng et al. (2021) conceptualized the term further in their exploratory 

review research study, synthesizing a myriad of scholarly work about AI literacy. 

According to their framework, AI literacy is categorized into four main dimensions 

based on the cognitive domains in Bloom’s Taxonomy (Bloom & Krathwohl, 1956; 

Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001), which include knowing and understanding AI, using 

and applying AI, evaluating and creating with AI, and being conscious of AI ethics 

(Ng et al., 2021). This demonstrates that AI tools should be used in a way that 

activates metacognitive skills for effective and critical engagement to occur. The 

remaining AI literacy frameworks also address similar aspects such as knowledge 

about AI tools, data, ethics, and content (e.g., Annapuredy et al., 2025; Chee et al., 

2025; Knoth et al., 2024; Miao & Cukurova, 2024).  
 

Taken together, the core AI literacy frameworks highlight the multifaceted nature of 

the subject matter by promoting CAIL (Xie et al., 2026), as cognitive, affective, and 
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contextual factors come into play with regard to one’s AI literacy (Deshen et al., 

2026). In other words, AI literacy is beyond a technical understanding of the tool 

because it also requires a critical understanding of AI by being aware of its 

advantages and limitations, in turn understanding its implications on the outside 

world from various standpoints. 

 

2.2.2.3. Pedagogical Meaning of Critical AI Literacy  
 

In addition to general AI literacy frameworks, which also apply to educational 

settings, there have also been those centered on teachers, given that successful and 

ethical AI implementation into educational settings is determined by their 

competencies and beliefs (Chiu et al., 2026; Deshen et al., 2026; Younis, 2024). This 

closely relates to the Technological-Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) of 

teachers (Koehler et al., 2009), in turn contributing to their Intelligent TPACK 

(ITPACK) (Celik, 2023), which highlights the importance of CAIL. 

 

As an illustration, in their study, Ng et al. (2021) offered an adapted version of 

Koehler and Mishra’s (2009) Technological-Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

Framework (TPACK) for teachers by taking AI literacy into account, which suggests 

that instructors’ understanding of AI is tied to their attitudes toward technology as 

educators. Teacher educators’ attitudes and beliefs towards AI, in addition to those of 

teachers, are also a factor that shapes the effective integration of this tool into 

educational institutions (Prilop et al., 2025; Wut et al., 2025). In fact, teachers’ trust 

in AI as a pedagogical tool can be mainly fostered by means of AI literacy 

development sessions, increasing their technical, ethical, and pedagogical 

competencies and promoting teacher agency for utilizing the tool (Al-Abdullatif, 

2024; Lademann et al., 2026; Nazaretsky et al., 2022). Their perceived autonomy 

and competence also play a significant role in decreasing their perceived risks of AI 

with AI literacy development, promoting its effective use (Wut et al., 2025). Without 

ethical and social aspects’ involvement in professional development sessions, 

technical knowledge by itself would not increase their trust in using AI tools (Bilbao-

Eraña & Arroyo-Sagasta, 2025). In turn, as can be seen, the orchestration of multi-

layered approaches to teacher training determines the extent to which and how they 



 
43 

implement AI into their teaching contexts by shaping teacher beliefs, alongside other 

learning technologies.  

 

Celik (2023) presented an Intelligent-TPACK (I-TPACK) framework for teachers. 

He indicated the importance of having AI competencies to be able to respond to AI-

based academic integrity violations effectively; hence, his goal was to expand 

TPACK by integrating ethical considerations into it. I-TPACK framework included 

an ethics dimension, comprised of accountability, transparency, fairness, and 

inclusiveness, in addition to intelligent technical, pedagogical, and content 

knowledge. The results of Celik’s study indicated that AI knowledge of teachers 

would help them to assess AI’s pedagogical use competently. Thus, he suggested that 

teacher education sessions should revolve around the different dimensions of I-

TPACK since instructors need all of them to implement AI successfully into their 

teaching.   

 

Cardon et al. (2023) also proposed an AI literacy framework dedicated to AI-assisted 

writing in their experimental paper exploring instructor views. Shaped by their 

findings, their paradigm prioritizes the understanding and strategizing of AI in its 

application, maintaining authenticity with humane aspects in natural communication, 

ensuring agency without over-dependence the tool, and promoting accountability by 

taking responsibility in an equitable manner. They also highlight the necessity of 

institutional support for both learners and educators to maintain mindful use of AI 

for educational purposes.  

 

Furthermore, Miao and Cukurova (2024) shared an AI competency framework for 

teachers in partnership with UNESCO. Mainly, promoting human-centered AI, their 

model argues that promoting a human-based approach, understanding AI ethics, 

being aware of AI applications and fundamentals, knowing AI pedagogy, and using 

AI for professional development in order to acquire, deepen, and create educators’ 

AI literacy.  

 

Ma et al. (2024) narrowed their scope to ChatGPT literacy in language education in 

their experimental research study and proposed a special framework for it. In this 
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regard, they proposed that ChatGPT literacy consists of a consciousness of benefits, 

limitations, prompts, evaluation, assessment, and ethics of the tool’s utilization, 

emphasizing the promotion of critical thinking in this process. Underscoring its 

potential as a pedagogical assistant in areas such as lesson preparation, activity 

design, and assessment, this indicates that ChatGPT can innovate the practices of 

language teachers when they have sufficient AI literacy.  
 

Moreover, Sperling et al. (2024) grounded their AI literacy framework specifically 

for teacher education in Aristotelian views, suggesting episteme as theoretical-

scientific competence, techne as practical-productive competence, and phronesis as 

political-ethical knowledge. Similarly, another AI literacy paradigm specifically 

proposed for teacher professional development is by Chiu et al. (2024), who 

demonstrated that knowledge of AI technologies, AI’s influence on society, ethics 

awareness in AI use, co-creation with AI, and self-reflexivity are determinants of 

teacher AI literacy. In light of their frameworks, teachers need to be prompted to 

adopt a critical approach towards AI by increasing their technical, functional, and 

ethical knowledge of the tool to effectively integrate it into their teaching. 
 

In a similar vein, applying the Ng et al. (2021) framework, Ding et al. (2024) 

analyzed AI literacy development processes of teachers. Utilizing a short-term 

intervention and achieving growth in participant educators’ AI literacy, they 

underscored that extended AI professional development opportunities should also be 

done on a regular basis, given the evolving nature of this novel technology. Besides, 

Ayanwale et al. (2024) investigated AI literacy development processes of pre-service 

teachers with their empirical study, demonstrating that teacher training initiatives are 

useful to better equip student-teachers with AI literacy. In fact, they stressed that the 

higher AI ethics awareness instructors have within their AI, the greater there is a 

tendency to contribute to emotional regulation in AI use by instructors (Ayanwale et 

al., 2024). In light of this, they added that there is a need to further explore the 

relationship between AI literacy and the emotions of teachers. Furthermore, in their 

exploration and examination of teachers’ AI literacy development through a 

cognitive lens, Du et al. (2024) found that their AI literacy is likely to act as a 

determining factor for their perceived usefulness, self-efficacy, ethics awareness, and 

behavioral intentions.  
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Chiu (2025a) proposed the Intelligent-TPACK (I-TPACK) framework for educators 

to utilize AI for pedagogical purposes in a way that promotes critical thinking 

because he believes that the current version of TPACK falls short of addressing the 

AI-related dimensions, such as content generation, dynamism, and ethical 

considerations. In this vein, Chiu (2025a)’s AI literacy paradigm involves not only 

AI-related TPACK competencies but also human-AI collaborative knowledge and 

ethical knowledge; therefore, he suggests readjusting teacher professional 

development, curriculum, design, and assessment accordingly.  

 

Besides, Liu (2025) highlighted the role of AI in providing assistance to language 

teachers to improve pedagogical practices and cautioned about the need for human 

intervention to ensure ethical use due to limitations of AI, indicating the need for 

expanding teacher professional development with regard to AI literacy. In other 

words, human-centered AI pedagogies should be emphasized when training teachers 

for AI literacy.  

 

Likewise, in their framework called EQUIP, Daher (2025) suggested that ethical 

governance, qualified professional learning, unified collaborative partnerships, 

implementation readiness, and progressive adaptation are necessary to maintain 

teachers' AI literacy. Pei et al. (2025) examined the AI literacy level of pre-service 

teachers to determine its role in the current educational landscape, established on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy. Primarily, their results highlighted that the higher the 

familiarity of student teachers, the greater their understanding of AI at a higher order 

level. They also suggested experiential training opportunities to enhance practical AI 

implementations, risks and biases, ethical implications, AI interpretability, core 

aspects of AI, and human-centered AI, instead of theoretical ones (Pei et al., 2025).  

 

Moreover, Tan et al. (2025) analyzed the influence of I-TPACK professional 

development sessions on teachers’ AI competencies. Their results underlined the 

usefulness of AI-based literacy training for educators in improving their 

understanding of AI; nevertheless, it was limited to the superficial level of technical 

knowledge regarding AI. Hence, in light of the multi-layered nature of AI literacy, 

they suggested that higher-order AI skills for ethical AI pedagogical approaches 
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would be developed only through consistent and experiential learning practices for 

teachers, which should be integrated into teacher education practices. 

 

Additionally, Roe et al. (2025) utilized metaphors to signify various layers of CAIL 

in their conceptual study, including AI as a funhouse mirror to demonstrate its 

potential to misrepresent reality, a map to show uneven power dynamics’ reflection 

in AI’s lack of full recognition of the real world, an echo chamber to indicate the 

inherent biases in the training data of AI, and a blackbox to portray the complexity of 

understanding AI systems. In turn, the symbolic representation of a critical approach 

towards AI literacy allows for a simplified understanding of AI's deeper social, 

cultural, political, and ethical implications for various contexts.  

 

Chiu (2025b) underscored the transdisciplinary nature of AI literacy by suggesting 

that it is becoming multidimensional in the sense that it involves multiliteracies, 

including but not limited to ethical literacy, data literacy, mathematical literacy, 

media literacy, computational literacy, and beyond. In a similar vein, as for teachers’ 

self-confidence in using AI for educational purposes, Chiu et al. (2025a) proposed 

the teacher AI competence self-efficacy (TAICS) framework. Chiu (2026) also 

shared a framework for human-centric pedagogical use of AI, expanding TPACK by 

adding human-AI collaboration knowledge and ethical knowledge to it to ensure its 

effective pedagogical implementation, along with intelligent pedagogical content 

knowledge.  

 

Lademann et al. (2026) investigated the relationship between teachers’ AI literacy 

development practices and their pedagogical use of AI. As a result, they discovered 

that the training sessions do increase the preparedness of teachers by enhancing their 

AI literacy skills when focused on technical and pedagogical skills with critical 

engagement, which can be insightful for future training sessions. Le et al. (2026) 

explored the influence of AI literacy professional development sessions on 

prospective teachers’ AI literacy skills by implementing multidimensional training 

opportunities, addressing technical, affective, ethical, and socio-cultural aspects 

simultaneously in a way that supports teacher-AI collaboration. Their findings 

suggested that student teachers benefited from such opportunities, enhancing their 
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self-efficacy, shaping their framing of AI literacy, along with promoting reflexivity 

and agency.  

 

Dogan (2026) also analyzed the professional development opportunities for teachers 

in terms of their I-TPACK. In this vein, his findings proposed four dimensions of AI 

literacy development for instructors, including active learning for exploration and 

familiarization, modeling for showing real-life examples to teachers, coaching for 

effective classroom integration, and reflection through negotiation of meaning. This 

highlighted the importance of enhancing AI literacy sub-skills of teachers in a 

combined with ethical considerations and critical approaches. 

 

In addition to the frameworks, there have also been AI literacy scales developed 

specifically for teachers to measure their AI literacy quantitatively, which are 

focused on their AI competence, pedagogical knowledge, assessment literacy, ethics, 

human-based approaches, and professional enhancement (e.g., Chiu et al., 2025a; 

Delcker et al., 2025; Ning et al., 2025). They can be a reference for the quantitative 

measurement of AI literacy. 

 

To this end, these studies indicate that AI literacy is an important sill in terms of 

integrating AI into pedagogical contexts. What the AI literacy paradigms have in 

common for teacher professional development is that they pinpoint the 

intertwinedness of AI literacy with TPACK and ethics. Hence, teachers’ critical AI 

literacy is one of the significant determinants affecting the mindful utilization of AI 

as part of the curriculum because the extent to which it is used effectively highly 

depends on the user’s skills, which would eventually enable them to utilize and 

adjust prompts wisely to generate content (Pretorious, 2023). In fact, AI literacy is a 

contemporary competence that should be acquired not only by those whose 

specialization is artificial intelligence but also by everyone, since the prevalent use of 

AI requires them to interact with AI-powered tools as part of their daily routine in 

the 21st century (Ng et al., 2021; Laupichler et al., 2022). For this reason, there have 

been initiatives of AI literacy at different levels of education, such as primary, 

secondary, and tertiary (Laupichler et al., 2022). Nonetheless, AI literacy is 

overlooked in the literature, and there is a need to move away from computer 
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science's understanding of it in AIEd (Sperling et al., 2024); therefore, AI literacy 

education is constantly growing (Laupichler et al., 2022). Within AI literacy 

development practices, it is apparent that pre- and in-service teacher education, 

curriculum design, and policymaking aspects should be enhanced since teachers need 

special training to innovate their pedagogical practices by enhancing their AI literacy 

as part of their TPACK (e.g., Ayanwale et al., 2024; Deshen et al., 2026; Dilek et al., 

2025; Ding et al., 2024; Kohnke et al., 2025; Lademann et al., 2026; Le et al., 2026; 

Palmquist et al., 2025; Pei et al., 2025). This, in turn, plays a role in promoting 

critical engagement for L2 teachers in implementing the tool (Le et al., 2026; Uğraş 

& Uğraş, 2026). The AI literacy trainings were also found to evoke positive 

emotions on teachers’ or student teachers’ ends via experiential learning 

opportunities (Le et al., 2026). Particularly, L2 teacher education for AI literacy is 

also critical for effective AI integration into language pedagogy (Liu, 2025). This 

makes further research regarding the AI literacy development of teachers necessary.  

 

2.3. AI in Educational Settings 

 

With its deep-rooted history dating back to the 1950s, GenAI is in constant 

development, making it a dynamic, promising, and unpredictable tool to better serve 

the needs of various fields for a myriad of purposes (Jurenka et al., 2024; Limna et 

al., 2022). Particularly, the potential of AI as a pedagogical aid has been increasingly 

both researched and utilized in the field of education throughout years (e.g., Chen et 

al., 2022; Chen & Anyanwu, 2025; Gillani et al., 2023; Limna et al., 2022; Mouta et 

al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025; Viberg et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). Given the interest 

in AI in education (AIEd), this tool is constantly evolving and shaping pedagogical 

approaches in turn (Xu, 2024). This means that teaching contexts need to reflect 

these changes to accommodate the evolving demands of teaching and learning. 

Guilherme (2019), who regarded even pencil and paper as ubiquitous technological 

tools whose function we barely notice, underscores, "The connection between 

technology and education is usually very complex and multifaceted because of the 

political, economic, social, and pedagogical implications that the use of technology 

has in education." (p. 47). Hence, it can be inferred that educational technologies are 

not limited to technical aspects only but extend beyond mechanical features. This 
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requires adopting a multifaceted approach towards technology-assisted learning, 

particularly in using emerging technologies like AI.   
 

2.3.1. AI Frameworks for Education 
 

Taking into account the fast-growing scholarly literature on AIEd, various paradigms 

have been proposed to better equip users with skills that would enable them to use 

the tool effectively and strategically in learning new information. This sub-section 

will share the overview of the frameworks that have been presented within the field 

of general education. To begin with, according to Holmes et al. (2019), AI in 

education can be categorized into three dimensions, including student-centered, 

teacher-centered, and institution-centered AI. As their names suggest, learner-

oriented AI is concerned with functions of the tool dedicated to student learning 

specifically, while teacher-oriented ones are concentrated on the features of AI 

facilitating teaching, alongside AI-assisted institutional administration. Therefore, 

thanks to its not only versatile but also flexible nature, it becomes clear that AI’s 

functionality is tailored based on the roles of those who use it.  
 

Touretzky et al.’s (2019) Big Ideas in AI approach suggested fundamental 

competencies of AI, such as perceiving the real world with its sensors, developing 

portrayals of the world, learning from its training data, interacting with humans, and 

having effects on society. In light of these skills of AI, learning how to use it relies 

on how the tool is viewed, approached, interacted with, which in turn affects society. 

Going beyond surface-level understanding, this highlights the significance of 

experimenting with AI through hands-on learning in educational contexts because AI 

is a dynamic tool that necessitates various skills to use it effectively.  
 

Moreover, Ouyang and Jiao (2021) categorized the evolving learner roles in 

interacting with AI throughout the years. They underscored the gradual increase in 

student autonomy in utilizing the tool because it has shifted from learner-as-recipient 

in AI-directed learning to learner-as-collaborator with AI-supported learning, and has 

recently become learner-as-leader in AI-empowered learning. As can be seen, 

learners’ agency is promoted in the latter one, allowing students to adjust their own 

learning with it without being dependent on a teacher or peer.  
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Furthermore, Schiff (2022) differentiated between two primary trajectories of 

understanding AIEd, which consists of AI for education and education for AI. 

Whereas education for AI relates to increasing the AI literacy of stakeholders in 

educational contexts, AI for education is about the AI-driven tools that are 

specifically designed to enhance pedagogical practices. Acknowledging the 

distinction between the two would be key to identifying learning goals and outcomes 

within AIEd, according to their framework. 

 

Besides, Chan (2023) highlighted the importance of ecological implications in AIEd 

in their framework by creating pedagogical, operational, and governance dimensions 

of AI in the ways through which education is expanded. This suggests that AI 

integration into educational settings is tied to unique contextual elements, so its 

effectiveness is determined by ecological aspects. For this reason, while 

implementing AI into education, it is important to adopt a multilayered approach. 

 

In addition, Su and Yang (2023) proposed four criteria that would lead to effective 

utilization of ChatGPT in educational contexts. This is comprised of determining 

target learning outcomes, identifying the suitable level of automation for the learning 

context, taking ethics into consideration, and weighing the tool’s success afterward. 

As can be seen, different steps necessitate different considerations, along with 

indicating the importance of continuous adaptations to the tool to better meet student 

needs. Indeed, various professional organizations, such as the European Commission 

(2022), the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO) by Miao and Cukurova (2024), and the Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) (2026), have published AI literacy frameworks 

to guide educators, administrators, and policymakers. The central argument of these 

paradigms is primarily centered on familiarity with AI’s technical aspects and 

awareness of ethics in using AI, which emphasizes the criticality of being engaged in 

reflective and critical thinking in the process, without users losing their agency. 

Suggesting an AI literacy framework for the post-humanism era, Yim (2024) 

indicates that effective use of AI in education concentrates on AI thinking, ethics, 

transdisciplinary competence, computational thinking, data literacy, and digital 

literacy. Hence, a combination of varying competencies is needed to use the tool 
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effectively for educational purposes. Additionally, Bittencourt et al. (2024) 

emphasize the critical role of positive psychology and emotions in effective AI 

integration into education. In this regard, their focus is on augmenting AI-

implemented education in a way that enhances positive psychology both for learners 

and teachers. Last but not least, Lee et al. (2024) indicate that the practical 

integration of ethical AI frameworks into higher education is underway, with some 

educational institutions in the US already adjusting their approaches. These can be 

exemplified by Stanford University, the University of California, Berkeley, New 

York City Public Schools, and the MIT Media Lab, which have put the framework 

into practice.  

 

In light of this, AI is deemed an innovative tool that has a lot to offer for educational 

contexts (e.g., Bettayeb et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2022; Holmes et al., 2022; Lee et 

al., 2024; Limna et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024a; Zhai et al., 2021), while there are 

also doubts surrounding the discussions of AIEd. As can be seen, there are both 

advantages and disadvantages of AI for educational settings (Filguerias, 2024; 

Gillani et al., 2023; Mittal et al., 2024). Considering this, the field of education needs 

to be adjusted based on the implications (Srinivasa et al., 2022). Therefore, it is 

critical to identify what this tool has to offer for pedagogy by examining and 

weighing its pros, cons, and implications in order to eliminate misconceptions about 

the usefulness of the tool. This would, in turn, contribute to the exploration of the 

optimal use of AI in education (Guo et al., 2024; Noorozi et al., 2024).   

 

2.3.2. Mainstream AIEd Applications 

 

Various AIEd applications have been utilized in educational settings. One of the AI-

powered tools used in education is referred to as intelligent tutoring systems (ITS), 

which allows students to be engaged in self-paced learning with automated AI 

feedback as its name implies (e.g, Alfredo et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2020; Gillani et 

al., 2023; Guo et al., 2024; Holmes & Tuiomi, 2022; Schiff, 2022; Singh et al., 2025; 

Tahiru, 2021; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019; Zhai et al., 2021). Another commonly 

mentioned AI-assisted educational tool is intelligent virtual reality, which means the 

combination of AI, VR, and/or AR are utilized for educational purposes,  providing 
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experiential learning opportunities in a way that combines the affordances of both of 

these promising technologies (Luckin et al,, 2016; Mittal et al., 2024; Singh et al., 

2025; Srinivasa et al., 2022; Xu, 2024; Zhang & Aslan, 2021). Furthermore, AI 

chatbots, which can not only be used as conversational partners thanks to their 

interactivity but also as content generators through their AI-based algorithms, are 

also widespread in educational settings (Leong & Zhang, 2025; Mittal et al., 2024; 

Samala et al., 2025; Thomson et al., 2024; Zhang & Aslan, 2021). Other than the 

aforementioned tools, educational robots have also been utilized for pedagogical 

purposes, especially to enable learners to internalize abstract concepts better during 

their learning process (Chen et al., 2022; Guo et al., 2024; Srinivasa et al., 2022). As 

can be seen, AI can be implemented in multifaceted ways into educational contexts 

with the aid of a myriad of apps. How they can shape learning environments can be 

better understood through an examination of AI’s implications. Views of educators, 

policymakers, researchers, and other stakeholders vary when it comes to AIEd. 

While there are perspectives that are pro-AI, some others are extremely avoidant, and 

the rest are critical, acknowledging the pros and cons. 

 

2.3.3. Benefits of AIEd 

 

2.3.3.1. Student Learning Gains 

 

AI offers various benefits to students. Primarily, by a pleothera of scholarly research, 

AI is deemed as a tool that enables learners to be engaged in personalized learning 

(e.g., Brusilovsky, 2024; Burton & O’Neal, 2024; Filgueiras, 2024; Fu & Weng, 

2024; Guo et al., 2024; Kasneci et al., 2023; Noroozi et al., 2024; Uygun, 2024; 

Zhao, 2025). This is mainly because the output of the tool can be customized based 

on their needs, thanks to its adaptive nature by offering real- time communication 

(Zhang & Aslan, 2021). In turn, students can learn in a way that suits their learning 

styles the best with tailored learning materials and methods by increasing their self-

awareness, in lieu of a one-size-fits-all approach. In this vein, students gain an 

opportunity to have further practice beyond the classroom, allowing for 

individualization necessary for effective learning to occur. Indeed, this learner-

centered learning environment enables students to develop their autonomous learning 
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skills (Bettayeb et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2022; Ouyang & Jiao, 202; Peláez-Sánchez 

et al., 2024; UNESCO, 2019). This is mainly thanks to unlimited practice 

opportunities offered by the tool without being restrained by an official learning 

context. Becoming self-reliant in their learning might potentially lead students to 

become more confident in their abilities. In addition to becoming autonomous, 

students’ collaborative learning skills are also likely to be fostered with AIEd tools 

by facilitating meaningful interactions between AI and students (Luckin et al., 2021; 

UNESCO, 2019; Schiff, 2022; Singh et al., 2025; Tahiru, 2021). Since AI chatbots 

are rooted in human-computer interaction, students develop their cooperative 

abilities over time as they utilize the tool for educational purposes. Bearing this in 

mind, cognitive gains, including learner engagement and motivation, can also be 

fostered in this process thanks to the utilization of AIEd tools, enriching student 

learning with interactivity (e.g., Gökçearslan et al., 2024; Leong & Zhang, 2025; 

Mittal et al., 2024; Mustafa et al., 2024; Nguyen & Truong, 2025; Singh et al., 2025; 

Su & Yang, 2023; Xu, 2024; Zhang & Aslan, 2021). When students can 

communicate with AI in a way that resembles real-life conversations by choosing 

when and where to do it, they tend to enjoy it. The availability of multimodal content 

also facilitates their learning (Chan, 2023). In this respect, it is clear that AI-

integrated education has a myriad of benefits for learners.  

 

2.3.3.2. Supporting Teachers 

 

AI can also be useful for teachers. Felix (2020) underscores the sophisticated 

positioning of educators in pedagogical settings: “Given all the hats a teacher must 

wear, it is hard to pin down what exactly her role is” (p. 34). With this in mind, 

entangling teachers’ complex duties, AI implementation into educational contexts is 

also considered to be promising for educators since it complements their teaching by 

acting as an assistant for them (e.g., Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; Burton & O’Neal, 

2024; Florea & Radu, 2019; Kasneci et al., 2023; Luckin et al., 2016; Mustafa et al., 

2024). Given this, teachers’ burden is reduced with automation offered by AI, such 

as grading, materials development, and administrative tasks, in turn saving time and 

allowing them to focus on other aspects of their teaching (e.g., Bukar et al., 2024; 

Felix, 2021; Kaplan-Rakowski et al., 2023; Jurenka et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025; 
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Polat et al., 2024; Selwyn, 2024; Su & Yang, 2023). As a demanding job, teaching 

requires doing various interrelated tasks, including but not limited to grading, lesson 

planning, materials development, and teaching, which is time-consuming for 

teachers. Therefore, when AI is available to help teachers with these tasks, it has a 

potential to make teachers more efficient in their role by promoting reflexivity and 

modifying their teaching methods, lesson content, and materials for learners in line 

with their needs, creating an optimal educational context (Chen et al., 2020; 

Karaman & Goksu, 2024; Mittal et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025; Singh et al., 2025; Xu, 

2024). This can benefit teachers in multiple ways, such as directing their attention 

towards other aspects of their learners’ progress (Kehoe, 2023; Owoseni et al. 2024), 

having a decreased level of cognitive load (ElSayary et al., 2025), finding a myriad 

of multimodal materials in line with teaching objectives (Moundridou et al., 2024), 

accessing the materials in a cost-effective way (van der Berg & du Plessis, 2023), 

offering personalized learning (Kehoe, 2023; Owoseni et al., 2024;  van den Berg & 

du Plessis, 2023), promoting inclusivity (Karpouzis et al., 2024), and assessing 

student learning (Moundridou et al., 2024) more effectively. As can be seen, AI is 

promising in terms of transforming the role of educators thanks to its adaptable and 

multidimensional nature (Garito, 1991). 

 

2.3.3.3. Expanding Assessment  

 

AI contributes to and renovates assessment processes in educational contexts, 

causing a shift from traditional measurement and evaluation to dynamic, modernized 

assessment (e.g., Baker & Smith, 2019; Chen et al., 2020; Giannakos et al., 2025; 

Gillani et al., 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023; Luckin et al., 2016; Mao et al., 2024; 

Thomson et al., 2024; Yusuf et al., 2024). In particular, automated grading provided 

by AI is prominent in this process (e.g., Limna et al., 2022; Nguyen & Truong, 2025; 

Polat et al., 2024; Schiff, 2022; Singh et al., 2025; Xu, 2024). When scoring is 

automated, feedback can be received instantly in a time-efficient way, which would 

otherwise take much longer due to the number of students that a teacher has and time 

limitations. Adaptivity is also facilitated by AI, offering flexibility in assessment in a 

way that takes learner variables into account (Leong & Zhang, 2025; Mao et al., 

2024; Schiff, 2022; Vincent-Lacrin & van der Flies, 2020). This allows for real-time 



 
55 

changes in assessments to better accommodate student abilities, which offers an 

inclusive and fair testing experience for them. Another feature of AI-powered 

assessment procedures in educational contexts has been their use as an aid in the 

proctoring process in exams (Mao et al., 2024; Mustafa et al., 2024). With this 

feature, human proctors’ tasks are facilitated, and test security processes can be 

enhanced in turn thanks to AI-assisted test monitoring.  

 

2.3.3.4. Providing Education Analytics 

 

Furthermore, AI integration into education also contributes to general monitoring of 

student progress and identification of learning patterns via its learning analytics 

feature with data-driven insights (e.g., Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; Berendt et al., 

2020; Guo et al., 2024; Kehoe, 2023; Mao et al., 2024; Owoseni et al., 2024; Uygun, 

2024; van den Berg & du Plessis, 2023; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). With the 

implementation of this tool, different types of information about the performances of 

learners, such as their progress, motivation, confidence, and needs, can be tracked in 

real time, profiling them based on student demographics through predictive systems 

(Brusilovsky, 2024; Vincent-Lacrin & van der Flies, 2020; Wang et al., 2024a; 

Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). In turn, this would facilitate needs analysis and 

tailoring (Xu, 2024). Given that the identification of learner needs is crucial in 

providing educational content in line with their expectations, AI assistance has great 

potential to provide targeted instruction. When teachers are able to determine student 

demands with ease thanks to AI, they can address their needs in a timely manner 

with relevant modifications. Indeed, AI-assisted student analytics is also likely to be 

promising in reducing dropout rates by identifying students at risk in advance 

through early warning systems (Alfredo et al., 2024; Limna et al., 2022; Singh et al., 

2025; Vincent-Lacrin & van der Flies, 2020; Zhang & Aslan, 2021). Therefore, 

solutions to such critical cases would be easily provided with the identification of 

students who need such support, allowing them to maintain their success in their 

educational careers. Consequently, AI-powered learning analytics would in turn 

facilitate the strengthening of teacher-student rapport overall, tailoring pedagogical 

practices with the data it provides (Filguerias, 2024). In addition, educational 

institutions are also likely to benefit from AIEd through the data provided by 
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learning analytics, facilitating education administration (Chan, 2023; Chen et al., 

2020; Filguerias, 2024; Lee et al., 2024; UNESCO, 2019; Polat et al., 2024; Schiff, 

2022). This includes the automation of administrative tasks, curriculum and content 

design, instructional approaches, and student learning (Leong & Zhang, 2024; 

Noroozi et al., 2024; Singh et al., 2025). As a result, managing learning 

environments becomes easier than ever before thanks to AI, although it is still a 

complex process that is in development. 

  

2.3.3.5. Enhancing Accessibility 

 

Additionally, AIEd has the potential to promote accessibility for learners by 

providing various types of information without restrictions of time and location, 

democratizing universal access to learning (e.g., Al-Zahrani, 2024; Jurenka et al., 

2024; Lim et al., 2023; Mittal et al., 2024; Mustafa et al., 2024; Uygun, 2024). 

Specifically, students with less or no access to quality education, alongside those 

with special needs, can benefit from the utilization of AI because it nurtures equity. 

Accordingly, this underscores the role of AI in fostering inclusivity in educational 

contexts.   

 

2.3.4. Limitations of AIEd 

 

2.3.4.1. Ethics Concerns 

 

Aside from the benefits of AI for educational settings, it also has limitations that 

need to be taken into consideration for a thorough understanding of the tool. To 

begin with, there are concerns regarding data collection, privacy, and ethical 

dimensions when it comes to using AI in educational settings (e.g., Borenstein & 

Howard, 2021; Cukurova, 2024; Ifenthaler et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2024; Leong & 

Zhang, 2025; Mittal et al., 2024; Pei et al., 2025; Wiese et al., 2025; Williamson, 

2024; Zhai et al., 2021). How the data is stored, by whom, and for what purposes it is 

accessed are not entirely controllable, which poses some risks for data protection 

violations. Indeed, AI data might not be representative of all groups in society, in 

turn causing it to be biased (e.g., Al-Zahrani, 2024; Giray et al., 2024; Jose et al., 
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2025; Kasneci et al., 2023; Leong & Zhang, 2025; Selwyn, 2022). This would, in 

turn, marginalize underrepresented groups in society by generating data with 

inherent prejudices about the gender, sex, nationality, and race of people, 

perpetuating heteronormativity. In turn, those biases in the AI’s training data would 

be reinforced when it is used.  

 

Besides, information provided by AI tools can be inaccurate and/or outdated, 

spreading misinformation (e.g., Bettayeb et al., 2024; Karaman & Goksu, 2024; Lim 

et al., 2023; Noroozi et al., 2024; Samala et al., 2025; Su & Yang, 2023). It is mainly 

because AI is only a reflection of its training data rather than a real thinker (Selwyn, 

2024). In fact, AI can even fabricate sources that do not exist in real life in some 

cases (Walters & Wilder, 2025; Watson, 2024). Therefore, the tool cannot be fully 

reliable on its own. In fact, they might even label students wrongly in a biased way, 

so they are not dependable. Another issue underscored by some scholars is 

concerned with the difficulty of differentiating AI-generated texts from real ones 

written by students (Kasneci et al., 2023; Lim et al., 2023; Mao et al., 2024; Samala 

et al., 2025) due to the insufficiency of AI detection tools (Alier et al., 2024).       

This creates concerns specifically about the ethical dimensions since some students 

might misuse AI by copying the generated text without questioning its content,        

by presenting it as if it were their own. Although there have been attempts to detect 

AI use in texts through software with a myriad of research investigating               

their functionality both in computer sciences (e.g., Liang et al., 2023a; Richburg et 

al., 2024; Sadasivan et al., 2025; Verma et al., 2023) and educational sciences (e.g., 

De Wilde, 2024; Georgiou, 2024; Jiang et al., 2024; Murray & Tersigni, 2024) none 

of them developed for this purpose seem to be usable because there is always a risk 

of false positives. As an illustration, AI detection software is found to be less 

accurate in differentiating between ChatGPT-4 or more recent versions and       

human writing compared to ChatGPT-3 or earlier ones (Elkhatat et al., 2023; 

Walters, 2023). Therefore, avoiding AI detection software in educational settings 

appears to be a reasonable decision (Liang et al., 2023a; Verma et al., 2023) since it 

perpetuates a superficial understanding of academic integrity with its potential 

inaccuracies and might affect teachers’ rapport with students negatively (MacIntyre, 

2025).  
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2.3.4.2. Overuse of AI 

 

There is also a potential risk of overreliance on using artificial intelligence, 

especially when there is a lack of consciousness regarding its constraints (Famaya et 

al., 2024; Kasneci et al., 2023; Ng et al., 2025; Samala et al., 2025; Zhai et al., 2021). 

When students or educators are not equipped with sufficient AI literacy skills, they 

might have issues navigating the tool, causing overuse. In turn, excessive 

dependence on AI might weaken cognitive skills, such as critical thinking and 

decision-making (e.g., Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; Bettayeb et al., 2024; Chen, 

2023; Cukurova, 2024; Das & Madhusudan, 2024; Jose et al., 2025). This is 

primarily due to the fact that when people overuse AI, they can no longer engage in 

higher-order thinking skill development in the process of learning, indispensable to 

this process (Bloom & Krathwohl, 1956). AI itself is limited to its algorithms and 

cannot be expected to perform complex tasks with ease (Su & Yang, 2024), mimic 

abstract thinking (Gillani et al., 2023), or display autonomy (Selwyn, 2022). In fact, 

overdependence can also lead to the tool being misused (Jurenka et al., 2024), which 

can be in the form of academic integrity violations such as cheating or plagiarism 

(Alier et al., 2024; Chan, 2023; Mustafa et al., 2024; Thomson et al., 2024). AI 

hallucinates fake information and fabricates non-existent sources (Walters & Wilder, 

2025; Watson, 2024); hence, when its users are unaware of this fact, they are likely 

to be involved in these ethical violations. Besides, AI can damage peer interactions 

when overused (Asuncion & Natividad, 2025), which might prevent teachers and 

students from building rapport through I-Thou connections with one another 

(Guilherme, 2019). For instance, instead of co-constructing knowledge through 

negotiation of meaning in physical classrooms, students might choose to use AI to 

replace such discussions, harming the interactive dynamics. AI’s lack of emotional 

intelligence, in turn, might change educational contexts into depersonalized spaces 

with lessened human connections, impairing social aspects of learning (e.g., 

Guilherme, 2019; Kasneci et al., 2023; Leong & Zhang, 2025; Mittal et al., 2024; 

Samala et al., 2025; Selwyn, 2024). In light of this, when AI is the focus instead of 

learning, and there is an addiction to it in educational settings, this is likely to affect 

learning negatively rather than positively (Mittal et al., 2024; Srinivasa et al., 2022). 

Hence, it should rather be seen as a tool of learning than the goal itself. 
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2.3.4.3. Widening Digital Divide 

 

AI might exacerbate the digital divide in educational settings due to the infrastructure 

differences across various learning contexts (e.g., Al-Zahrani, 2024; Lee et al., 2024; 

Leong & Zhang, 2025; Nguyen & Truong, 2025; Selwyn, 2022, 2024; Singh et al., 

2025). Considering the uneven distribution of access to information, some learners 

are underprivileged, and learning is a luxury for them, including the use of AI; as a 

consequence, the tool does not necessarily empower every learner, especially when 

there is paid premium access to the tool (Lim et al., 2023). The cost of implementing 

AI into education and maintaining it successfully adds to the equation (Kasneci et al., 

2023; Mittal et al., 2024; Mustafa et al., 2024; Su & Yang, 2023; Srinivasa et al., 

2021; Zhang & Aslan, 2021). Rather, it widens the gap when there is unequal access. 

Indeed, AI tools usually reflect Global North ideologies, imposing only certain types 

of pedagogical methods with the commercialization of education (Holmes & Tuomi, 

2022), which also aggravates the situation. This leads to overgeneralization of 

students based on statistical measures without representing and addressing the 

varying learner needs across different educational contexts (Gillani et al., 2023; 

Kasneci et al., 2023; Mittal et al., 2024; Samala et al., 2024; Selwyn, 2022, 2024). As 

can be seen, even though AI tools have the potential to enhance accessibility to 

information in some cases, they can also exacerbate the inequalities in education.  

 

2.3.4.4. Instructors’ Insufficient AI Literacy 

 

Another problem in AIEd is that educators might lack enough literacy of AI to utilize 

it effectively in the process of learning (Limna et al., 2022; Mustafa et al., 2024; Ng 

et al., 2025; Zhang & Aslan, 2021). When this is the case, it prevents them from 

meaningfully integrating the tool into their teaching. In fact, some instructors with 

low AI literacy are even likely to resist using it at all costs (Leong & Zhang, 2025; 

Viberg et al., 2024; Zhai et al., 2021). For instance, some universities completely ban 

AI, thinking it would be the solution to all of its potential downsides (Chan, 2023). 

Nonetheless, although it might seem like the optimal solution, its sustainability is 

questionable in the long run because students are prone to using AI regardless of the 

policies.  
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2.3.4.5. Lack of Well-Established Frameworks 

 

AIEd research lacks uniform systematicity that would inform the pedagogical 

practices of teachers in an organized way, even though there is a plethora of 

scholarly research investigating the topic (e.g., Bukar et al., 2024; Noroozi et al., 

2024; Peláez-Sánchez et al., 2024; Samala et al., 2025; Wiese et al., 2025). Indeed, 

the amount of research could be a sign of haste, in lieu of profundity (Singh et al., 

2025; Yusuf et al., 2024). The dearth of comprehensive foundations hinders the well-

structured implementation of AI into educational contexts across various levels of 

education. In reality, the scholarly findings up to now mostly address individual use 

of the tool, rather than its structured integration into education, which is due to the 

fact that investment in AIEd research is low compared to other sectors, and there is a 

lack of infrastructure in some contexts (Holmes & Tuomi, 2022; Vincent-Lacrin & 

van der Flies, 2020). This signals that it is still in its infancy as an emerging 

technology in education (Felix, 2021; Su & Yang, 2023; Viberg et al., 2024). Hence, 

both the scholarly and pedagogical efforts should be directed towards addressing the 

gaps in theoretical frameworks for AIEd.  

 

2.3.5. Pedagogical Implications for AIEd 

 

2.3.5.1. Policymaking Adjustments 

 

Considering the hindrances of AIEd tools alongside its advantages, it has become 

mandatory to design and adjust educational policies to mitigate potential risks 

responsibly with nuanced perspectives (e.g., Famaye et al., 2024; Giannokos et al., 

2025; Lim et al., 2023; Ng et al., 2025; Samala et al., 2025; Thomson et al., 2024; 

Yim, 2024; Yi et al., 2024). In this regard, many countries have already begun 

adjusting their policies (Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; Chan, 2023; Florea & Radu, 

2019). Potential pathways in educational policy development with regard to AIEd 

would be established based on beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy, justice, and 

explicability, according to Schiff (2022). A multidimensional approach towards 

AIEd, taking into account technical, legal, ethical, ecological, and social implications 

cooperatively, would be useful in the policy development process for the utilization 
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of this tool (Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; Kasneci et al., 2023). As part of these 

initiatives, policymakers should also take into consideration the role of on AI literacy 

while establishing policies for educational AI (Viberg et al., 2024; Wiese et al., 

2025; Yim & Su, 2024). Moreover, regular monitoring is indispensable to updating 

the frameworks in a way that accommodates the needs in educational contexts 

(Kasneci et al., 2023; Lim et al., 2023; Selwyn, 2024). Including students and other 

stakeholders in the decision-making process could contribute to this process (Famaye 

et al., 2024; Leong & Zhang, 2024), which encourages AI-supported learning, not an 

AI-centered one (Srinivasa et al., 2022). According to Selwyn (2022), there should 

also be debates surrounding the ecologically sustainable application of AIEd. In 

particular, higher education policymaking practices should place further emphasis on 

ethical regulations within learners’ AI use (Popenici & Kerr, 2017). Clearly, AIEd 

policies are not only multifaceted but also dynamic, urging stakeholders to have 

skills to navigate during the policy development so that the tool is utilized ethically 

and meaningfully for educational purposes.  

 

2.3.5.2. Curriculum Renovations 

 

Given the role of AI for learning, it is crucial to tailor curricula across different levels 

accordingly to better integrate this technology into education in the long run; 

otherwise, the traditional curricula becomes outdated quickly considering the 

developments in educational technologies (e.g., Galindo-Dominguez et al., 2024; 

Ifenthaler et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025; Noroozi et al., 2024; 

Pretorius et al., 2023; Selwyn, 2024; Zhao, 2025). In turn, AIEd would make 

classrooms more dynamic, inclusive, and personalized, as noted by Xu (2024). 

Primarily, ethics education is indispensable to this renovation procedure (Bukar et 

al., 2024; Chan, 2023; Holmes et al., 2020; Mao et al., 2024). Kim et al. (2022) 

suggested that AIEd curricula should aim to build competence on using the tool for 

educational purposes, include tasks that prompt learners to be engaged in 

interdisciplinary learning based on real-world scenarios to foster creativity, assess 

students in a formative way by including collaborative assessment along the way, 

create flexible learning environments combined with digital learning, adjust 

institutional policies, and train staff to enhance pedagogical practices aided by AI. 
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By the same token, Chiu et al. (2022) shared a curriculum development approach for 

AIEd in their conceptual paper. Mainly, they suggest that it is significant to design 

learning modules that would contribute to learners’ awareness, knowledge, 

interaction, empowerment, ethics, and impact with regard to their AI literacy 

development process.  

 

Informing students about all aspects of AI is necessary, rather than its advantages 

only, so that their critical thinking and metacognitive skills can be fostered (Alier et 

al., 2024; Chen & Anyanwu, 2025; Jose et al., 2025; Kasneci et al., 2023; Mao et al., 

2024; Thomson et al., 2024). Alongside this, computational thinking, data literacy, 

and creativity should be promoted in their use of AI (Yim, 2024). Another aspect that 

should be taken into account by curriculum developers is that students need to be 

engaged in dialogic learning (Yim & Su, 2025). Similarly, reconsidering assessment 

methods is also an important step in the process of reevaluating curricula (Alier et 

al., 2024; Mao et al., 2024; Mouta et al., 2024; Zhao, 2025). Additionally, 

Bittencourt et al. (2024) emphasized the critical role of positive psychology and 

emotions in effective AI integration into education. Therefore, their focus was on 

how AI-implemented education could be enhanced via positive psychology, both for 

learners and teachers. Ecological approaches have also been suggested by some 

scholars (Yim, 2024; Yim & Su, 2025). In the end, AIEd curriculum innovations are 

necessary as they prepare students for an AI-driven future (Burton & O’Neal, 2024; 

Chan, 2023; Ng et al., 2025; Samala et al., 2025).  

 

2.3.5.3. Adopting a Critical Stance 

 

It is also important to note that adopting a critical approach towards AIEd by 

acknowledging both pros and cons a balanced way is highly significant, which is 

supposed to prioritize pedagogical gains instead of technology (e.g., Bittencourt et 

al., 2024; Ghimire et al., 2025; Gillani et al., 2023; Mustafa et al., 2024; Ng et al., 

2025; Touretzky et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2023). Otherwise, being blindfolded by 

benefits would only profit technology developers, not educational environments, 

since conversations surrounding AIEd are inherently political and ideologically 

loaded (Selwyn, 2022, 2024; Williamson, 2024). It is vital to ensure that educators, 
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students, administrators, and curriculum designers benefit from the AIEd tools 

primarily, not technology companies (Berendt et al., 2020). Hence, being aware of 

the dynamics of which AI is a part would allow educators, policymakers, 

administrators, and stakeholders to better design learning with AI as an aid, rather 

than the goal. 

 

2.3.5.4. Ethics Solutions 

 

As for the data privacy concerns surrounding the discussions of AIED, there are 

some potential solutions available. Mainly, educational institutions should target 

ensuring explainability, accountability, and transparency in both data collection and 

storage process to protect learner rights by maintaining confidentiality with robust 

policies (e.g., Alier et al., 2024; Brusilovsky, 2024; Giannakos et al., 2025; Lee et al., 

2024; Mao et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025; Samala et al., 2025; Singh et al., 2025; Yim 

& Su, 2025). This process would ideally also include active monitoring of data 

produced and access to it (Bettayeb et al., 2024; Bukar et al., 2024). In this regard, it 

is required to meticulously train AI-powered tools to be utilized in education, 

guaranteeing that they are free of biases (Bettayeb et al., 2024; Fu & Weng, 2024; 

Jose et al., 2025; Leong & Zhang, 2025; Samala et al., 2025). Affective computing 

techniques could also be used in order to increase the emotional sensitivity of AI 

tools so that they can meet the needs of education further (Bettayeb et al., 2024). By 

the same token, efforts regarding increasing the promotion of equity should be 

enhanced further in order to bridge the gaps in AIEd access across various learning 

settings around the world, tackling digital divide (e.g., Chan, 2023; Fu & Weng, 

2024; Ifenthaler et al., 2024; Kasneci et al., 2023; Luckin et al., 2016; Nguyen & 

Truong, 2025; Su & Yang, 2023). Thus, inclusivity would be fostered with efforts 

aiming to create equal AI-supported learning opportunities. 

 

2.3.5.5. Teacher Training 

 

Correspondingly, effective adoption of AI for educational purposes is tied to teachers 

regardless of how promising the tool is itself (e.g., Filgueiras, 2024; Ghimire et al., 

2025; Guo et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2022; Singh et al., 2025; Uygun, 2024; Viberg et 
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al., 2024; Zhai et al., 2021). This underscores the significance of their irreplaceable 

roles (Florea & Radu, 2019; Kasneci et al., 2023; Srinivasa et al., 2022; Wang et al., 

2023). For example, since instructors are the ones who identify their learners’ needs, 

they implement the tool differently depending on what level they are teaching 

(Galindo-Dominguez et al., 2024). In this regard, there is a need to train teachers for 

their development so that they can better integrate AI into their teaching practices 

(e.g., Chan, 2023; Cukurova, 2024; Galindo-Dominguez et al., 2024; Kong et al., 

2023; Mouta et al., 2024; Selwyn, 2024; Tlili et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2023; Yim & 

Su, 2025). In this regard, examining their perceptions is also important. In addition, 

using semi-structured interviews, Guan et al. (2025) also investigated the readiness 

of L2 teachers to integrate AI into their instructional settings. Their results 

underscore the role changes that they experience in this process, pinpointing the need 

for further training opportunities for them to enhance their AI-mediated pedagogical 

practices. Namely, Kaplan-Rakowski et al. (2023) explored the perspectives of 

instructors through a survey. Their findings indicate that a majority of teachers have 

a positive perspective towards AI use in education. They also find that perceived 

usefulness plays an important role in instructors’ use of GenAI tools. 
 

2.3.5.6. Interdisciplinary Collaboration  
 

Equally important, an interdisciplinary collaboration among educators, stakeholders, 

administrators, information technology specialists, researchers, and software 

developers would also contribute to the process of solving AIEd issues (e.g., Alier et 

al., 2024; Borenstein & Howard, 2021; Jurenka et al., 2024; Ouyang & Jiao, 2021; 

Wiese et al., 2025; Williamson, 2024; Yim, 2024). Given that AI-supported 

education is already a versatile area, cooperative contributions across fields would 

allow AIEd to be enhanced in addressing its limitations. In other words, AIEd is at 

the intersection of the combination of pedagogical design by educators and 

technology development by computer scientists. 
 

2.3.5.7. Human-AI Collaboration 
 

Another important point that needs to be underscored is the need to maintain humane 

rapport in AIEd without ever overshadowing the role of the agents of educational 
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settings, such as instructors, administrators, and students (e.g., Bettayeb et al., 2024; 

Chan, 2023; Guilherme, 2019; Ifenthaler et al., 2024; Leong & Zhang, 2025; Peláez-

Sánchez et al., 2024). Collaborative learning opportunities and peer interaction 

should always be provided (Bukar et al., 2024) since one of the key elements of 

learning that fuels motivation is interaction (Jose et al., 2025). Hence, regardless of 

how functional AI gets in educational settings, it should never be allowed to interfere 

with humane connections among learners, as well as between students and teachers 

(Guilherme, 2019). In this vein, Alfredo et al. (2024) and Lee et al. (2024) indicated 

that human-centered AIEd is expanding, which is concerned with using AI tools for 

educational purposes in a way that prioritizes the agency of its users (Brusilovsky, 

2024). As can be seen, AI is merely an aid to interactive, collaborative, and student-

centered learning, not a replacement for it. This suggests that humane interaction is 

an indispensable part of learning; the connection the student has with their peers and 

teachers is as vital as their interaction with AI tools.  

 

2.3.6. Future Directions in AIEd 

 

In the scholarly literature, although the tool has an impact on various educational 

levels (Florea & Radu, 2019), a majority of studies address the use of AI in higher 

education settings (Fu & Weng, 2024; Gokcearslan et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025; 

Wang et al., 2024; Yusuf et al., 2024). This situation demonstrates a research gap in 

early, secondary, special, and teacher education (Mustafa et al., 2024). Besides, the 

potential of AI is overlooked compared to its integration into other sectors, such as 

healthcare AI (Schiff, 2022). Thus, it is clear that further research is needed to 

support the growth of AIEd. Moreover, among these studies, the United States has 

been the leading country in terms of its high number of research studies investigating 

this topic (Peláez-Sánchez et al., 2024). Hence, there is a need to diversify the 

contexts in which AI-supported education research is conducted. As for the research 

methodologies used for these studies, a variety of research methods, including 

quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods, have been utilized alongside the review 

studies (Gökçearslan et al., 2024; Peláez-Sánchez et al., 2024). In some cases, given 

that AI expands constantly, even the recent findings can be easily outdated; 

therefore, research should always be ongoing due to the dynamic nature of the tool 



 
66 

(Bukar et al., 2024; Ifenthaler et al., 2024; Selwyn, 2024; Thomson et al., 2024; 

Wiese et al., 2025; Yusuf et al., 2024). 

 

2.4. AI in Language Education (AILEd) 

 

2.4.1. Theoretical Foundations of AILEd  

 

With the advent of the internet, Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL) has 

been expanded into integrative CALL that brings further dynamism into the process, 

as part of which learners utilize technology to be engaged in student-centered 

learning (Bax, 2003; Davies et al., 2013; Warschauer & Healey, 1998). In this 

regard, CALL use in language pedagogy is in line with Vygotsky's (1981) 

sociocultural theory, which emphasizes the significance of social dimensions for any 

type of learning to occur (Kannan & Munday, 2018; Warschauer, 2005). In other 

words, CALL tools enhance language education practices in a way that facilitates 

social interactions that are indispensable to this process. Given this, CALL practices 

have evolved into Intelligent CALL (iCALL) with the emergence of AI (Belda-

Medina & Calvo-Ferrer, 2022; Finkbeiner, 2008; Gamper & Knapp, 2002; Liang et 

al., 2023b; Schmidt & Strasser, 2022). This in turn enhanced the communicative 

features of CALL tools further, even allowing for interactions to be simulated 

between humans and computers, which signifies that Communicative Language 

Teaching (CLT) (Widdowson, 1990; Savignon, 1997) and Task-Based Language 

Teaching (TBLT) (Ellis, 2003; Skehan, 1998; Willis, 1996; Long, 2015) be 

promoted through AI tools (Schmidt & Strasser, 2022). 

 

AI in language education (AILEd) is a sub-part of AIEd (Bettayeb et al., 2024; Chan, 

2023; Guo et al., 2024; Jose et al., 2025; Noroozi et al., 2024; Vincent-Lacrin & van 

der Flies, 2020). In the past few years, AI has been increasingly discussed in 

language education research (Huang et al., 2023; Karataş et al., 2024; Kim et al., 

2019; Yang & Kyun, 2022) because the prevalence of the tool in numerous fields 

brings consequences for language education in turn (Tseng & Warschauer, 2023). In 

this regard, due to the constant advances in the field of AI, it also has a 

multidimensional position in AILEd (Liang et al., 2023b) and is perceived as being a 
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tool with great potential in enhancing language education practices (Law, 2024; Li et 

al., 2024). However, the effective implementation of the tool has been highly 

controversial (Alharbi, 2023). Indeed, the attempts to integrate AI into language 

education have begun only recently, even though the tool was available long before 

(Godwin-Jones et al., 2024).  

 

A myriad of AI technologies have been integrated into the process of language 

education and investigated by scholars. Namely, within NLP, automated speech 

recognition (ASR) is key as a tool that turns one’s speech into text, enabling AI to 

perceive what is being uttered during human-computer interaction (Ali, 2020; 

Chapelle, Beckett, & Ranalli, 2024; Huang et al., 2023; Kessler, 2018; Johnson & 

Valente, 2009; Pikhart, 2020). Utilizing NLP and ASR, AI chatbots have become 

mainstream language learning technology tools, even though they are not specifically 

designed for language learning (Godwin-Jones, 2023; Haristiani, 2019; Kim et al., 

2019; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Oluwafemi Ayotunde et al., 2023; Schmidt & 

Strasser, 2022; Son et al., 2025). To enhance learners’ linguistic competence, 

chatbots can simulate communicative real-time dialogues (Kessler, 2018). In this 

regard, the public launch of ChatGPT has fueled debates surrounding its integration 

into language education with regard to various aspects in 2022, marking the 

beginning of efforts to utilize it as a pedagogical tool (Chapelle, 2025; Warschauer et 

al., 2023). For instance, there are some virtual reality (VR) chatbots that have this 

technology integrated into them, enabling a realistic communication exchange, 

alongside some chatbots with emotion recognition (Chen et al., 2021).  

 

Besides chatbots, AI-powered machine translation (MT) has also been recognized as 

a tool that facilitates language education thanks to its ability to expand traditional 

translation methods (de la Vall & Araya, 2023; Godwin-Jones et al., 2024; Kannan & 

Munday, 2018; Kessler, 2018; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Schmidt & Strasser, 

2022). Furthermore, similar to the field of education, language education also favors 

ITS (Liang et al., 2023; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Oluwafemi Ayotunde et al., 

2023; Son et al., 2025; Yang & Kyun, 2022), alongside intelligent personal assistants 

(IPA) (Godwin-Jones, 2023; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Zhai & Wibowo, 2023). In 

addition, by providing automated feedback to students, automated writing evaluation 
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(AWE) is another AI-powered technology that can potentially enhance language 

education practices (Alharbi, 2023; Godwin-Jones et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2023; 

Kessler, 2018; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Son et al., 2025; Yang & Kyun, 2022). 

Furthermore, the automated transcription feature of AI is also deemed as a 

technology that can contribute to language education (Alharbi, 2023; Kannan & 

Munday, 2018). Authentic texts in AI big data corpora could also be useful for lesson 

design (Kessler, 2018). Recent efforts in AI-powered language education research 

are focused on robot-assisted language learning, which is a process facilitated by AI-

based robots and is another promising AI technology (Kannan & Munday, 2018; 

Shadiev et al., 2023; Yang & Kyun, 2022). The future of AI is also expected to be 

implemented in VR and AR technologies (de la Vall & Araya, 2023).  

 

AI has been deemed to be beneficial for language education settings for a variety of 

reasons (e.g., Ali, 2020; Godwin-Jones, 2023; Kannan & Munday, 2018), considered 

as an innovative approach to language education (Bin-Hady et al., 2023; de la Vall & 

Araya, 2023; Godwin-Jones, 2023; Mohamed, 2024). In fact, it can augment human 

mental capabilities by generating audio, visual, and textual content, as underscored 

by Creely (2024). Regardless of the multidimensional nature of AI technologies and 

their promise for language education, there are both benefits and challenges 

associated with their integration (Warschauer et al., 2023), so they should be 

considered thoroughly in this process. To maximize its advantages for both language 

learners and teachers, it is mandatory to explore ways through which the tool can be 

used effectively (Niyozov et al., 2023). A step that needs to be taken towards 

achieving this is to initially examine its pros, cons, and implications.  

 

2.4.2. Benefits of AILEd 

 

2.4.2.1. Enhancing L2 Proficiency 

 

AI tools, particularly GenAI chatbots, have been found to improve the L2 skills of 

learners as they can be used as spaces in which students practice various dimensions 

of the target language in an unrestricted way (e.g., Compagnoni, 2024; Huang et al., 

2023; Kim, 2024; Lee & Lee, 2024; Liang et al., 2023b; Qu & Wu, 2024; Wang et 
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al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024b; Wei, 2023; Xu & Wang, 2024). They can utilize AI as 

a language tutor to hone their communicative skills by being exposed to the authentic 

use of the target language in a self-dependent way. Especially given that traditional 

L2 classrooms are limited in terms of providing authentic input to students, AI 

chatbots are promising as a solution to this because they can increase L2 exposure 

(Yang et al., 2022). The more advanced AI chatbots are, the more likely they are to 

offer innovative learning experiences for students (Goodwin-Jones, 2023). 

Interacting with GenAI tools, students gain a chance to practice speaking, in turn 

improving pronunciation and grammaticality of their speech, alongside vocabulary 

repertoire (e.g., Chen et al., 2021; Jia et al., 2022; Woo & Choi, 2021; Xia et al., 

2024; Yang & Kyun, 2022; Yenuri, 2024; Yuan, 2024; Zhai & Wibowo, 2023). 

While doing so, students' speaking anxiety can be potentially alleviated, compared to 

speaking in traditional language classrooms (Du & Daniel, 2024).  

 

As for writing improvement, especially lower level participants can benefit from it in 

various stages of writing, such as planning, drafting, and revision (e.g., Alharbi, 

2023; Almanea, 2024; Bin-Hady et al., 2023; Chapelle, Baghestani et al. 2024; 

Gayed et al., 2022; Karataş et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2024; Kusumaningrum et al., 

2024; Li et al., 2024; Zou et al., 2025). Via AI-powered tools, students can receive 

feedback on their writing for superficial aspects such as spellcheck and grammar, in 

addition to higher-order feedback, including but not limited to paraphrasing 

suggestions (Tseng & Warschauer, 2023). In addition to developing their speaking 

and writing skills, students can also enhance their reading while interacting with AI-

powered tools, according to Crompton et al. (2024). As for listening, though, it 

becomes clear that there is a lack of emphasis on the improvement of this skill, and 

typically, the focus is on productive skills when it comes to enhancing proficiency 

through AI-assisted learning.  Besides, native speakers’ writing style is perceived to 

be more ‘globally acceptable’ by the industries, causing non-native English speakers 

to be expected to write in a way that imitates native speakers to follow the norms; 

nevertheless, AI can help them to protect their agency (Warschauer et al., 2023).  

 

In addition, AI-powered tools are interactive in nature in a way that simulates real-

life communication and mimics daily life instances by providing real-time feedback, 
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likely to enhance learners’ willingness the communicate (WTC) (e.g., Chapelle, 

2025; Chen et al., 2021; Collentine, 2024; Creely, 2024; Kim et al., 2019; Macinska 

& Vinkler, 2024; Niyozov et al., 2023; Ruan et al., 2021; Wang & Petrina, 2013; 

Yang et al., 2022). As AI-powered assistants grow, they are equipped with better 

sociopragmatic skills, enabling them to communicate about a wide range of topics 

with a human-like perspective (Godwin-Jones, 2023; Su & Goslar, 2024). This 

realistic and dynamic conversation potential in turn contributes to learners’ cultural 

competence as well (de la Vall & Araya, 2023; Karataş et al., 2024; Mageira et al., 

2022; Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; Xia et al., 2024).  
 

2.4.2.2. Offering Personalized Learning 
 

AI-powered language learning allows to foster personalized learning opportunities 

that in turn customizes the setting for unique needs of every other L2 learner by 

identifying the strengths and weaknesses in their knowledge (e.g., Benek, 2025; 

Dong et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2019; Law, 2024; Liang et al., 2023b; Mohamed, 2024; 

Wei, 2023; Woo & Choi, 2019; Xu & Wang, 2024). This is mainly because AI can 

track learning patterns and identify areas that need further attention, alongside 

monitoring learners’ cognitive, emotional, and behavioral state that provides targeted 

feedback in turn (Chen et al., 2021; Jia et al., 2022; Yang & Kyun, 2021). As can be 

seen, when AI is used, learning and information are more accessible compared to 

traditional classroom settings (Du & Daniel, 2024; Godwin-Jones, 2023; Oluwafemi 

Ayotunde et al., 2023; Weng & Fu, 2025; Yang & Kyun, 2022; Yenuri, 2024). 

Students are also able to practice L2 in their chosen time and place in a self-paced 

manner without being restricted to the availability of a teacher or peer in a relaxed 

context outside class (Kim et al., 2024; Mageira et al., 2022; Oluwafemi Ayotunde et 

al., 2023). With this in mind, thanks to personalized learning opportunities offered by 

AI-powered language learning, learner autonomy is likely to be fostered through 

self-regulation (Bin-Hady et al., 2023; Crompton et al., 2024; Kaplan-Rakowski et 

al., 2023; Karataş et al., 2024; Kern, 2024; Law, 2024; Wei, 2023; Zou et al., 2025). 

Even though students are on their own while using the tool without teacher 

supervision or presence, there are various materials generated by AI to consult (Al-

Obaydi et al., 2023). As can be seen, this ensures language learning beyond the 

classroom (Wang & Petrina, 2013; Wei, 2023). 
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2.4.2.3. Amplifying Cognitive Learning Outcomes 

 

Repetitively using AI-powered tools to learn languages has been deemed to enhance 

cognitive learning outcomes, such as learner engagement, motivation, and/or 

confidence, by creating a positive learning atmosphere and promoting user-

friendliness, compared to traditional L2 learning environments (e.g, Belda-Medina & 

Calvo-Ferrer, 2022; Du & Daniel, 2024; Huang et al., 2024; Jia et al., 2022; Utami et 

al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024b; Xia et al., 2024; Xu, 2023; Yang et al., 2022; Yang & 

Kyun, 2022; Yenuri, 2024). When they are engaged and the perceived usefulness of 

AI increases, learners also become more likely to utilize it in the future in a 

consistent way (An et al., 2023; Mageira et al., 2022). Nevertheless, Macinska and 

Vinkler (2024) noted that sustaining the motivation gained through AI use still needs 

further investigation.  

 

2.4.2.4. Expanding L2 Assessment  

 

Thanks to the useful features brought by AI, AI-powered tools can augment L2 

assessment practices through instant automated feedback (e.g., Crostwaithe & Sun, 

2026; Chapelle, 2025; Godwin-Jones et al., 2024; Jia et al., 2022; Li et al., 2024; 

Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; Ruan et al., 2021; Wei, 2023; Zheng et al., 2024). 

Notably, the AI feedback is based on DL, ML, and NLP algorithms that facilitate 

text and speech recognition by computers, improving day by day as a promising 

language learning tool (Hegelheimer et al., 2016; Karatay & Karatay, 2024; Link et 

al., 2022; Ranalli et al., 2017; Xi, 2010). This indicates that students’ spoken and 

written input can be processed and evaluated by AI tools to provide feedback and 

even maintain a conversation. For writing assessment specifically, the instant AI 

feedback, referred to as Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE), includes written 

feedback provided by AI chatbots, including but not limited to ChatGPT, Claude, 

Gemini, Copilot, DeepSeek, as well as proofreading applications, such as 

Grammarly, QuillBot, Criterion, WriteToLearn, and beyond. These tools enhance 

students’ L2 writing, particularly by eliminating their lexical and grammatical errors 

in their drafts (Ding et al., 2025; Fathi & Rahimi, 2026; Han & Sari, 2024; 

Jitpaisarnwattana & Saville, 2025; Rahimi et al., 2025; Sari & Han, 2024; Yang et 
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al., 2024; Zhao, 2025). By the same token, as for speaking assessment practices, AI 

can provide immediate feedback to students’ oral input. In turn, it enhances their oral 

communication skills, as it is a simulation of real-life conversational settings (Fathi 

et al., 2024; Wan & Moorhouse, 2024). Indeed, Fathi et al. (2024) found that 

learners’ willingness to communicate and cognitive engagement are fostered in their 

interactions with AI more than they are in conversations with real humans.  

 

Thanks to the improvements in AI-powered feedback tools, human scoring and AI 

scoring show overlap most of the time (Cengiz & Yigitoglu-Aptoula, 2026; 

Escalante et al., 2023; Jia & Aryadoust, 2024; Pfau et al., 2023), and AI-generated 

feedback is mostly accurate (Jiang et al., 2023), despite occasional discrepancies and 

inaccuracies. According to Voss (2025), DL-based AI written feedback tools are 

better than ML-based ones in terms of accuracy but lack transparency. For the best 

possible results, effective prompting strategies should be employed if chatbots are 

being used for L2 assessment, along with using the tools as a second rater (Poole & 

Coss, 2024). Given that AI cannot replace L2 teacher feedback yet, using it as a 

complementary method of feedback provision would be useful (Alshehri, 2025; 

Bucol & Sangkawong, 2025; Ding et al., 2025; Han & Li, 2024; Waer, 2023; Yang 

et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2025). 

 

Taken together, as a self-assessment tool (Joo, 2024; Moqbel & Al Kadi, 2023; Poole 

& Coss, 2024), AI can be an additional source of L2 feedback for students, alongside 

teacher feedback. In addition, since students are not confined to their teachers’ 

feedback when AI is used, this, in turn, helps teachers manage grading and eases 

their workload (Oluwafemi Ayotunde et al., 2023). On the other hand, L2 instructors 

should approach AI-powered feedback critically by also acknowledging its 

limitations because there are still some constraints related to its validity, fairness, and 

interpretability (de Jong et al., 2025; Jang & Sawaki, 2025). 

 

2.4.2.5. Supporting Language Teachers 

 

AI-powered language learning tools also transform language teachers’ roles by 

assisting them in various stages of their teaching (Al-Obaydi et al., 2023; Bin-Hady 
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et al., 2023; Kannan & Munday, 2018). As an illustration, AI can assist language 

teachers during lesson design with many benefits, including spending more time on 

enhancing learner progress (Koraishi, 2023). Utilizing AI tools in language teaching 

can increase efficiency (Ali, 2020; Almanea, 2024; Mageira et al., 2022); however, it 

should be noted that this happens only when the tool is implemented by instructors 

appropriately for the context (Ji et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024; Moorhouse & Wong, 

2025). Indeed, teacher guidance itself is indispensable to learners’ gains while using 

AILEd technologies in their learning (Woo & Choi, 2021; Zou et al., 2025). What is 

more, with AILEd, it becomes easier to tailor learner experiences based on their 

needs, particularly by tracking their progress via AI-powered algorithms (Belda-

Medina & Calvo-Ferrer, 2022; Kessler, 2018; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; 

Oluwafemi Ayotunde et al., 2023). In fact, language instructors can utilize GenAI 

tools for materials development to generate lesson plans, activities, rubrics, passages, 

quizzes, and beyond to accommodate the needs of their learners (Chapelle, 

Baghestani et al., 2024; Creely, 2024; Godwin-Jones et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024; 

Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; Moundridou et al., 2024; Oluwafemi Ayotunde et al., 

2023). They can also utilize an AI chatbot design website to create their own AI bot 

for their students (Kessler, 2018). In turn, AI helps teachers by saving time and labor 

by providing assistance in achieving their pedagogical goals (Alharbi, 2023; Benek, 

2025; Kehoe, 2023; Koraishi, 2023; Owoseni et al., 2024; Yang & Kyun, 2022).  

 

2.4.3. Limitations of AILEd 

 

Despite the promising aspects of AILEd, its effective implementation into language 

education is not without challenges. There are ethical concerns surrounding the use 

of AI tools in this process. Primarily, privacy issues of AI-driven technologies 

collecting learner data, such as chatbots or learning tracking systems, are critical 

(e.g., Crompton et al., 2024; Hockly, 2023; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Schmidt & 

Strasser, 2022; Vaccino-Salvadore, 2023; Yenuri, 2024). Given that extensive 

student data is amassed in the utilization of AILEd tools, aspects regarding data 

storage and maintenance pose a risk of violating personal privacy rights unless kept 

confidential by responsible authorities adopting a transparent approach towards data 

protection policies.  
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By the same token, AI tools might also perpetuate biases, stereotypes, and 

inaccuracies rooted in societal norms if the training data is not accurately 

representative of all groups of individuals from different backgrounds (e.g., Belda-

Medina & Calvo-Ferrer, 2022; Benek, 2025; Creely, 2024; Huang et al., 2023; Kern, 

2024; Kim et al., 2024; Vaccino-Salvadore, 2023). For instance, AI learning tracking 

might label students by interpreting their standing inaccurately (Hockly, 2023). 

These issues are rooted in the fact that AI is restricted to its training data (Kim et al., 

2019), causing a lack of contextual consideration for the social, emotional, and 

cultural nuances in learner backgrounds (Godwin-Jones, 2023; Schmidt & Strasser, 

2022; Vaccino-Salvadore, 2023; Wang & Petrina, 2013; Zhai & Wibowo, 2023). AI 

also might be too robotic, preventing the conversation from being truly interactive 

(de la Vall & Araya, 2023).  

 

As an academic integrity threat, overreliance is a problem as well (Macinska & 

Vinkler, 2024). When overused, it can cause plagiarism concerns due to human-like 

answers of the tool (Alharbi, 2023; Bin-Hady et al., 2023; Chapelle, Baghestani et 

al., 2024; Creely, 2024; Kusumaningrum et al., 2024; Vaccino-Salvadore, 2023) 

and/or hallucination of sources (Kern, 2024; Kim et al., 2024). It becomes a huge 

matter, especially when students conceal their use (Almanea, 2024). Given that AI 

detectors are also ineffective in this process, it prevents educators from resolving the 

issue permanently. Similarly, AI overdependence is also likely to harm cognitive 

skills, such as critical thinking and creativity, in the long run (Benek, 2025; Creely, 

2024; Karataş et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2024; Tseng & Warschauer, 2023), decreasing 

learning performance (Wang et al., 2023). In fact, despite increasing student 

autonomy, students’ AI overuse can influence L2 teacher autonomy negatively by 

shadowing their role (Tafazoli, 2024; Tafazoli et al., 2026). When learners prioritize 

learning with the assistance of AI, instead of learning with the help of their teacher, it 

prevents teachers from building rapport with their students and intervenes with their 

pedagogical approaches in teaching the target language. This leads to  Furthermore, 

the digital divide can also be problematic, considering that some underprivileged 

learners might not have access to technology (Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Mohamed, 

2024). As can be seen, AILEd can pose a serious threat to student learning when 

misused (Warschauer et al., 2023).  
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Therefore, it is important to take into account that AILEd tools are not entirely 

dependable on their own (Jia & Aryadoust, 2024). In spite of the features it offers, it 

cannot replace humans (Kern, 2024). Besides, in light of the fact that AILEd 

technologies are in infancy, technical issues with regard to voice, output, and 

connectivity might occur when using them (Du & Daniel, 2024; Karatas et al., 2024; 

Niyozov et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2022; Zhai & Wibowo, 2024). These problems 

occur mainly because AI technologies that are used in language education are not 

designed to take language pedagogy into account (Bin-Hady et al., 2023).  

 

2.4.4. Pedagogical Implications for AILEd  

 

2.4.4.1. Refurbishing L2 Education Curricula 

 

In light of the pros and cons of AI-assisted language education, some pedagogical 

implications can be inferred to enhance the practices of language teaching. In 

essence, curriculum renovation is key in this process as it is fundamental to the 

practical aspects of teaching during implementation of AILEd tools (Karataş et al., 

2024; Pikhart, 2020; Zou et al., 2025). After all, the usefulness of language learning 

technologies is determined by how they are utilized, rather than the extent to which 

the tool is promising. If learners’ AI literacy is low, they would not be able to utilize 

it effectively (Kim et al., 2024). In this vein, a pedagogical framework for teaching 

students how to use AI tools effectively was developed by Tseng and Warschauer 

(2023) and Warschauer et al. (2023) to guide language educators, based on 

Vygotsky's (1981) sociocultural theory, since it is based on active involvement and 

experimentation with the tool.  

 

Indeed, teachers have a critical role in the AI literacy development process of their 

students. This process is composed of understanding the advantages and limitations 

of them, accessing this technology first-hand to experiment with it, prompting 

effectively to receive their desired output, corroborating AI-generated information by 

approaching it critically, and incorporating the tool within ethical boundaries. In this 

vein, providing detailed guidance on how to use AI tools, teaching learners how to 

prompt engineer effectively, showing them how to double check the information 
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shared by AI, and demonstrating how to provide a disclosure on their AI use (Tseng 

& Warschauer, 2023). Since only tech-savvy language educators can achieve this, it 

is of vital importance to hone their AI literacy skills so that they can make informed 

decisions in teaching academic writing in the era of GenAI. Similarly, in improving 

learners’ interactional competence, key constructs include AI-powered technological 

implementations, task design, engagement of learners, and goals of learning (Zhai & 

Wibowo, 2023).  

 

In fact, AI is a means of practicing L2, during which students and teachers do not 

lose their agency; rather, they lead the process (Yang & Kyun, 2022). Therefore, 

curriculum developers should ensure that the tool is integrated in a way that 

promotes learner autonomy, instead of replacing their skills. For this to happen, 

instructor guidance is key to strategizing learners’ utilization of AI tools in their 

language learning process (Wang et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2022). To achieve this, 

taking into account learner needs, such as their level of proficiency or age, is 

significant to tailor the content for them accordingly (An et al., 2023; Tseng & 

Warschauer, 2023; Qu & Wu, 2024).  

 

Adopting a dialogic approach, task design should be done in a way that encourages 

negotiation of meaning in AILEd contexts and invites learners to ask and answer 

questions, alongside collaborating with one another as well as AI itself in co-

constructing meaning (Zhai & Wibowo, 2023) and using their higher-order thinking 

along the way (Compagnoni, 2024; Xiao et al., 2025). For effective AI-powered 

language learning, Wang et al. (2023) proposed that learners’ socio-cognitive 

presence can be promoted via teachers’ effective instructional design and approaches 

to teaching. With this in mind, student AI literacy should be aimed at developing via 

curricular goals through hands-on utilization of the tool (Al-Obaydi et al., 2023; 

Crompton et al., 2024; Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; Utami et al., 2023), given that 

traditional literacy skills have evolved into a version also necessitating knowing how 

to write with AI from a critical perspective (Baumgart et al., 2024; Creely, 2024; 

Waschauer et al., 2023). More importantly, ethical considerations should also be 

prioritized in curricular practices so that learners can enhance their understanding of 

ethics while using AI tools (Al-Obaydi et al., 2023; Almanea, 2024; Utami et al., 
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2023). For instance, instructors could utilize solutions such as limiting AI use in the 

classroom, giving AI-proof assignments, teaching them to disclose AI, and/or 

comparing students’ class performance with their submissions (Almanea, 2024). 

Learning how to prompt is also an indispensable aspect of learners’ use of GenAI 

(Xiao et al., 2026) because prompting determines the specificity of the AI output; 

hence, students should be prompted to develop this skill. Indeed, all stakeholders, 

including students, teachers, administrators, policymakers, and researchers, need to 

collaborate to ensure AI’s successful implementation into language teaching 

curricula (Law, 2024). Adopting ecological perspectives was also noted (Alharbi, 

2023). After all, when students are educated about a tool, its novelty effect on them 

also decreases in the long run (Zhai & Wibowo, 2023). 

 

2.4.4.2. Enhancing Language Educators’ I-TPACK 

 

Refurbished curriculum can only be put into practice effectively when instructors are 

equipped with the necessary technological-pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) 

skills (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), particularly I-TPACK (Celik, 2023). In fact, Mishra 

et al. (2023) enhance TPACK in light of AI technologies to better serve the needs of 

the current language education landscape. According to TESOL Technology 

Standards, teachers are core to effective language education practices; therefore, they 

need to have fundamental competence in language learning technologies, frame their 

technology-infused teaching within language pedagogy, use such tools to evaluate 

learner progress, and aim to improve the interactive skills of learners in a 

collaborative way (Healey et al., 2011). As a timeless framework, it demonstrates 

that language educators’ ability to expand is necessary for emerging technologies, 

such as AI. Language teacher educators and administrators can utilize this paradigm 

to better equip instructors with TPACK that meets the needs of the AI era, alongside 

researchers, to improve the practices (Healey, 2025, 2026).  

 

Likewise, Kessler (2016) categorized necessary language teacher competencies as 

basic and advanced CALL skills. While he underscores the importance of       

locating, evaluating, distributing, and integrating language learning technologies in 

the basic knowledge aspect, advanced abilities include creating, customizing, 
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converting, and repurposing. In the end, ineffective language instruction cannot be 

concealed with technology, but rather, fruitful teaching approaches can ensure the 

helpfulness of the tools (TESOL, 2008). Hence, language teacher education practices 

should also be modified continuously, aiming to enhance AI literacy of instructors to 

enable them to utilize educational technologies within their pedagogical goals (e.g., 

Chapelle, 2025; Compagnoni, 2024; Kern, 2024; Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; 

Stockwell & Wang, 2025; Son et al., 2025; Sun & Mizumoto, 2025; Warschauer et 

al., 2023).  

 

By the same token, in line with the principles in TESOL Technology Standards 

(Healey et al., 2011), Kohnke et al. (2023) suggested that technological competence, 

pedagogical knowledge, and social consciousness are key components that come into 

play, determining to what extent GenAI is utilized effectively by instructors. Bin-

Hady et al.’s (2023) AI-assisted language teaching model promotes versatility for 

teachers’ roles, prioritizes creating an engaging learning environment, aims to foster 

learner autonomy, encourages innovative future language education practices, and 

appreciates the diversity of AILEd applications. In turn, teachers’ social, ethical, 

pedagogical, and technical competence in using AI in their teaching would help them 

contribute to AI literacy of their learners.  

 

Likewise, Healey (2025, 2026) demonstrated the need for teacher training in 

language by emphasizing the importance of reflecting on one’s teaching with 

technology, welcoming emerging educational technologies, and adopting a critical 

approach towards them. Increased PD opportunities would allow teachers to tailor 

AI-assisted language teaching content based on their learners' needs with ease 

(Almanea, 2024). Chapelle, Baghestani et al. (2024) and Chapelle, Beckett, and 

Ranalli (2024) also highlight the significance of redefining TPACK in line with 

state-of-the-art needs of language teachers, including the emergence of tools such as 

AI. Namely, Kohnke et al. (2024) suggest that as part of teacher training sessions, 

instructors can be included in professional learning communities, establish regular 

feedback mechanisms, link these sessions to ethical considerations, and give access 

to pedagogical toolkits for AI technologies, which can make the process less 

overwhelming for them.  
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In a similar vein, Sun and Mizumoto (2025) indicated that AI literacy professional 

development for language teachers could be composed of workshops for prompt 

engineering, implementation of AI-based activities into the curriculum, and 

enhancing learner expertise to identify misinformation or fabrication in AI output. In 

the end, they are the ones crafting the tool in a way that would fit into their 

pedagogical goals; the tool itself does not do it (Al-Obaydi et al., 2023; Karataş et 

al., 2024). Improving AI literacy is necessary while being careful about the hype 

(Crompton et al., 2024), which includes being aware of the pros and cons (Kim et al., 

2019) and adopting a critical stance towards AILEd (Wang et al., 2023). 

Furthermore, integrating collaborative practices into language teacher professional 

development (PD) practices would also be useful in this process (Compagnoni, 

2024). Implementing teamwork activities into this process is likely to allow 

instructors to share their own perspectives regarding the tool and discuss their 

creative implementation ideas, alongside potential challenges that they might have.  

 

As for pre-service teachers, Yang and Chen's (2022) study, in which they 

investigated the perceptions of language teacher candidates in using GenAI in their 

teaching, underscores that student teachers’ experiences in pre-service training with 

educational technologies are likely to shape their future use of them. Similarly, 

Moorhouse and Kohnke (2024) explore the views of language teacher educators on 

the impact of GenAI in the curriculum by interviewing them. They find that 

integrating teacher educator perceptions can help with predicting how initial 

language teacher education (ILTE) may respond to GenAI tools. All participants in 

their study believed that ILTE curricula would be affected by GenAI, highlighting 

the need for curriculum renovations. As for curriculum, these effects would be 

particularly on revising learning outcomes, tailoring its content across courses, and 

implementing critical AI literacy, as suggested by participants. Findings on the 

instructional level indicate that it is important to demonstrate the use of the tools for 

teacher candidates and to incorporate AI tools into classroom activities in materials 

development and evaluation. On the other hand, they also explored overlooked areas 

such as misusing AI and revising assessment tasks for prospective teachers by going 

beyond traditional ones and embedding context-sensitive hands-on assessment, 

although it is challenging to design assessment tasks compatible with AI. Alongside 
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this, components of critical AI literacy and how it can be developed for both teacher 

educators and pre-service teachers are found to be important by them, as well as how 

to integrate AILEd pedagogies into existing ones, and the need for theoretical 

frameworks. Moreover, the institutions have a critical role in achieving this in cost-

effective ways (Compagnoni, 2024), whereas they also face challenges such as cost, 

infrastructure, and opposition from instructors (Sun & Mizumoto, 2024).  

 

Deeming teacher educators’ attitudes as critical for effective integration of AI into 

educational contexts and teacher education curriculum development, Prilop et al. 

(2025) explored the perceptions of teacher trainers regarding AI-assisted teacher 

education. In this regard, the participants have mixed views toward AI in light of its 

benefits and limitations, ranging from positive to negative. Their results highlighted 

the importance of experiential professional development sessions dedicated to AI-

based skills of educators, considering the complexity of AI literacy. In other words, 

both teachers' and teacher educators’ AI literacy needs to be enhanced. More 

importantly, they underscored that AI implementation in educational institutions 

should be regarded as a collective initiative within institutions. In addition, teachers’ 

autonomy was also an important consideration for them to give teachers agency to 

choose how to integrate the tool.  

 

2.4.4.3. Policymaking Reconsiderations  

 

Apparently, in order for AILEd practices to be successful, renovations of policies 

within language education settings become necessary (Almanea, 2024; Benek, 2025; 

Kohnke et al., 2023). Such AI ethics regulation policies should be made accessible 

and transparent to learners to increase their self-confidence in using these tools 

(Crompton et al., 2024; Kusumaningrum et al., 2024), encouraging responsible use 

(Xiao et al., 2026). As for setting boundaries in learners’ AI use, policymakers 

should take into consideration that it is not feasible to completely ban the tool since it 

is already utilized by students no matter what the rules are, so prohibiting this 

technology would only mean that students’ chance to learn with AI is hurt (Kern, 

2024; Kohnke et al., 2023; Law, 2024; Tseng & Warchauer, 2023; Warschauer et al., 

2023; Woo et al., 2024). Instead, equitable access to AI should be promoted, not 
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banned (Weng & Fu, 2025). Given that it is not possible to banish AI, the 

pedagogical stance in language education policymaking should be focused on 

protecting privacy, eliminating biases, promoting accessibility, and ensuring 

academic integrity (Benek, 2025; Mohamed, 2024; Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; 

Niyozov et al., 2023; Vaccino-Salvadore, 2023). Redefining plagiarism could also be 

a part of the modification of policies (Almanea, 2024). 

 

2.4.4.4. Improving the AILEd Tools 

 

Additionally, considering the technical issues experienced by educators and learners 

while using AILEd tools, further improvement of them is mandatory to meet the 

needs of learners and optimize them for their use (Utami et al., 2023). In this process, 

cooperation among computational linguistics experts, language educators, 

educational scientists, psychologists, computer science specialists, and interface 

designers is necessary to achieve desired pedagogical L2 outcomes (Collentine, 

2024; Schmidt & Strasser, 2022).  AILEd tools should be developed based on 

consistency, recognition, flexibility, and help (Jia et al., 2022). Its pragmatic 

competence development is also another important aspect (Belda-Medina & Calvo-

Ferrer, 2022). To remove biases, it is important to have inclusive data training for 

these tools (Crompton et al., 2024). A user-friendly and accessible interface that 

allows learners to utilize these tools effectively is also important (Qu & Wu, 2024; 

Wang et al., 2024b). 

 

2.4.5. Future Directions in AILEd  

 

Even though a plethora of research has been conducted in AI-powered language 

education with a variety of perspectives, it still needs further investigation, especially 

in certain domains. Namely, considering that language teacher education is being 

affected by the rise of AI tools in learning (Chapelle, Beckett, & Ranalli, 2024), it 

becomes mandatory to explore teachers’ perceptions toward GenAI integration into 

language education (Godwin-Jones et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024), alongside those of 

pre-service language teachers (Belda-Medina & Calvo-Ferrer, 2022). Examining 

how prospective language teachers and practitioner language teachers discern AILEd 
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apps during their implementation into language education curricula can also provide 

valuable insights for understanding the needs of language educators. In turn, this 

would assist teacher educators in providing effective training to them by renovating 

pre- and in-service teacher education curricula. In this vein, Gao et al. (2024) 

explored tertiary-level EFL instructors’ views on integrating LLM into language 

education. Using a survey, they discovered that teachers do have apprehensions, such 

as academic integrity, overuse, output quality, and data privacy, whereas they also 

mentioned benefits in improving student learning, motivating them, and assisting 

teachers. Their findings suggest language educators’ beliefs are shaped based on 

their familiarity with AI, since those with prior experience with the tool are more 

likely to develop positive attitudes towards it at any stage, compared to instructors 

who have never used it. In fact, Li et al. (2024) emphasize the criticality of the 

inclusion of all stakeholders’ stances for AILEd, including educators, learners, 

administrators, and policymakers. In order for AI to be used in a way that is in line 

with the pedagogical goals language instructors have in mind, it is key to be aware of 

the demands of each group within language education settings. In light of this, future 

research investigating ways through which AILEd tools can be implemented into 

language education curriculum is important, along with how they can assist language 

teachers to achieve their pedagogical goals (Xia et al., 2024).  

 

This requires a digital competence that would accommodate the use of AI tools in 

language learning, signaling the prominence of AI literacy both for teachers and 

students (Creely, 2024); therefore, more discussions surrounding this concept are 

needed (Law, 2024; Todd, 2025). Alongside highlighting the importance of teacher 

educators’ role in exploring ways through which teacher candidates can be trained 

for the pedagogical use of emerging technologies the best, Kessler (2018) suggests 

that literacy practices within recent developments of language learning technologies 

hold a promising space. Indeed, AI can now be deemed an emerging dimension of 

teachers’ TPACK (Chapelle, 2025). That said, in Oluwafemi Ayotunde et al. 

(2023)’s systematic review research exploring the role of AI in language education, 

it is revealed that only a minority of articles concentrate on language teacher 

professional development in AILEd, whereas student learning with AI is 

emphasized. By the same token, Compagnoni (2024) indicates that there is a myriad 
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of scholarly works dedicated to students’ language learning, causing a gap in 

research in understanding teacher stances. Teachers with a willingness to utilize such 

emerging technologies, such as AI, could still struggle with choosing the best options 

for their learners, so they might need assistance in this process (Kessler, 2018). 

Specifically, the necessity for enhancing teacher AI literacy research in teacher 

training needs further exploration (Crompton et al., 2024; Feng et al., 2025; Law, 

2024). Moorhouse and Kohnke (2024) also underscored the importance of further 

exploration that is needed in critical AI literacy integrations into pre-service teacher 

training programs. In addition, Li et al. (2024) suggested that there is a need for 

research that explores the relationship between writing and teacher education. Feng 

et al. (2025) also highlighted a paucity of research regarding AI literacy inquiries in 

AI-assisted L2 writing settings. Similarly, as for the level of education dimension, 

higher education is extensively researched compared to teacher education and K-12 

(Du & Daniel, 2024; Law, 2024; Li et al., 2024; Liang et al., 2023b; Weng & Fu, 

2024). With this in mind, it can be inferred that AILEd practices within teacher 

education contexts are overlooked in the scholarly literature. 

 

Since it has been clear that human connection is indispensable to language learning 

and AI cannot replace teachers’ positioning, human-centered AI pedagogy is 

becoming increasingly important in the field of language education (Huang et al., 

2023; Stockwell & Wang, 2025). This suggests that the instructors’ role is 

indispensable to language education practices, regardless of the power of AILEd 

tools. Adopting a complementary approach through a human-centered AI perspective 

is considered to be necessary to augment language educators’ role, in lieu of 

substituting them. For instance, while AI acts as a communicator, content generator, 

teaching assistant, and evaluator, language teachers use pedagogical decision-

making, fostering learner agency, and promoting ethical understanding in using the 

tool (Jeon & Lee, 2023). With this in mind, augmenting language teachers’ role in 

human-AI collaboration, the tool can also contribute to their management of 

workload (Ji et al., 2023).  

 

Furthermore, AI-based L2 education is highly emotional, which requires emotional 

literacy both for teachers and learners (Xin & Derakshan, 2024). It becomes clear 
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that emotions considerations within AI-assisted language education need to be 

examined in future research to conceptualize how emotions are positioned in this 

process, considering that this aspect of AILEd is overlooked in the scholarly 

literature. In this regard, there are perspectives that focus on teacher emotions 

alongside that of learners. For example, Hockly (2023) suggests that students’ 

emotions should be taken into consideration by instructors in lesson development. In 

a similar vein, Xin and Derakshan (2024) underscore the research gap in the 

emotions of learners in using AI to develop L2 skills and AI-based language 

education in general, alongside emphasizing the important role of school managers 

and teacher educators in supporting language teachers in emotion regulation in AI-

powered language education settings. Namely, underlining the criticality of teacher 

emotions in creating fruitful language learning spaces, Kohnke et al. (2024) 

conducted a research study on technostress in English language teaching by 

interviewing sixteen higher-education-level instructors. Deeming AI as a stressor, 

results indicate that instructors’ emotions are affected negatively by it due to its fast-

growing nature and unwanted encounters when using the tool. In this vein, such 

negative emotions are associated with teachers’ insufficient TPACK in their 

research. Hence, Kohnke et al. (2024) demonstrate that professional practices, such 

as online collaborative communities of practice, involvement in supportive teaching 

contexts where there are clear institutional policies, and special AI literacy training, 

would be key in promoting teacher emotions by developing language teachers’ 

TPACK. Furthermore, Moorhouse and Kohnke (2024) interviewed twenty-four L2 

teachers to explore the role of AI in teacher training practices. Their results 

highlighted that understanding the stances of L2 teacher educators would be helpful 

to anticipate the impact of AI in second-language teacher education practices. In 

light of the views of their participants, it became clear that curriculum renovations 

with regard to L2 teacher education, particularly to develop their critical AI literacy, 

would be needed.  

 

2.5. Language Teacher Emotions in AILEd  

 

Given the widespread use of educational technologies within L2 teaching and 

learning settings, the implementation of technology into L2 education influences 
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teacher beliefs, emotions, and identity by requiring them to reevaluate their teaching 

(Herrera et al., 2025). Indeed, the shifts in their identities perplex the L2 teachers’ 

emotional experiences (Karanfil & Yeşilbursa, 2025). Nonetheless, there is a 

“persistent and significant gap: the lack of comprehensive investigation into 

language teachers’ internal experiences in the age of AI” (Xie et al., 2026, p. 6). It is 

important to examine what emotional experiences language instructors undergo and 

how they navigate their emotions in computer-assisted language teaching settings, 

particularly in light of emerging tools such as AI (De Costa & Nazari, 2024). Since 

LTI fluctuates as L2 teachers’ discourse changes (Farrell, 2021; Mercer & Murillo-

Miranda, 2025; Wolff & De Costa, 2017), it is likely that their identity is affected by 

emerging language learning technologies as they create a novel L2 context (Kayi-

Aydar, 2019; Yazan, 2018).  

 

Although AILEd’s benefits can promote positive emotions for language teachers, its 

limitations might also be a source of emotion labor (Chiu et al., 2026; Mercer & 

Murillo-Miranda, 2025). Specifically, as productive skills, AI-mediated writing and 

speaking instruction can trigger a variety of complex emotions because they require 

human interaction (Seyri & Ghiasvand, 2025). However, only students’ emotions 

about AI-mediated L2 writing have begun to be explored recently (e.g., Heydarnejad, 

2025; Kohnke & Moorhouse, 2025; Liang & Liu, 2026; Jing et al., 2026; Yang & 

Zhao, 2024), whereas its role in L2 writing instructors’ emotions remains 

underexplored (e.g., Seyri & Ghiasvand, 2025). As AI-based instructional 

technologies advance, their impact on teacher emotions also becomes more complex, 

affected by technical, pedagogical, ethical, and personal factors (Xia et al., 2025). In 

this regard, a comprehensive exploration into the L2 teacher emotions within AI-

mediated language teaching settings is needed to mediate the factors that might harm 

L2 instructors’ emotions (Seyri & Ghiasvand, 2025; Tafazoli et al., 2026; Xie et al., 

2025; Xie et al., 2026).  

 

2.5.1. L2 Teacher Emotions in Technology-Mediated L2 Contexts 

 

In light of the need for further research on L2 teachers’ emotional emotions in CALL 

contexts, a limited number of studies have been conducted to explore the emotional 
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experiences of language teachers in technology-mediated language teaching in 

varying levels of education (e.g., Azzaro & Agudo, 2018; MacIntyre et al., 2020; 

Nazari et al., 2023; Nejadghandar et al., 2024). As an illustration, Azzaro and Agudo 

(2018) analyzed primary school L2 teachers’ perspectives on information and 

communication technologies (ICT), finding that they experience various feelings, 

such as happiness, sadness, anger, and anxiety, in integrating them into L2 teaching. 

According to the authors, these emotional responses depend greatly on their TPACK 

in using the tools pedagogically, signaling a need for further training, support from 

administrators, and enhancing interpersonal relationships in their institutional setting. 

It should also be noted that their TPACK would not be enough on its own to prevent 

emotion labor. As a result, they posited that L2 teacher emotions should be validated 

and discussed, acknowledging their socially constructed nature.  
 

In addition, MacIntyre et al. (2020) explored the emotions of L2 teachers from 

diverse backgrounds who had to switch to emergency remote teaching during the 

COVID-19 pandemic by using a survey. Their results demonstrated that this situation 

is detrimental to L2 teachers’ emotions, as they are included in a circumstance in 

which the boundaries between their work and personal life become blurry, alongside 

their health-related concerns. To handle the emotion labor, these teachers use 

multifaceted tactics, some of which are more effective than others, such as 

acceptance, advanced planning, re-framing, and finding distractions.  
 

By the same token, Wang and Song (2022) examined the emotion labor of L2 

instructors during online emergency remote teaching during COVID-19 by 

interviewing and observing twenty language teachers. In this regard, their findings 

identified three primary causes of their emotion labor, including being adjusted to the 

online teaching, obscurity in the online teaching environment, and differences in 

terms of the mode of teaching. While teaching, the teachers experienced conundrums 

with regard to feeling rules, emotional expression, and professional identity. In fact, 

they discovered that there are unique challenges to online teaching environments, 

such as technical difficulties and communication breakdowns, unlike in-person 

classroom contexts. Considering their results, they suggested that their emotion 

management would need investment, working conditions would need to be 

improved, and digital literacy skills would need to be enhanced.  
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Investigating the emotional experiences of L2 language teachers who needed to 

transition to online teaching from face-to-face instruction, Nazari et al. (2023) found 

that their emotions is impacted negatively by it due to diverging conjectures 

regarding learner motivation, learning design, and assessment. Besides, 

Nejadghandar et al. (2024) analyzed language instructors’ emotional states in 

branding themselves on social media with narrative frames and interviews. Their 

findings suggest that L2 teachers feel vulnerable while self-branding to align their 

identity with the neoliberal gig economy, creating an unjust competition and 

undervaluing their professional self when not receiving enough credit.  

 

In this regard, McLay and Reyes Jr. (2024) and Tang and Herrera (2025) proposed 

an enhanced version of TPACK (Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Mishra et al., 2023) as the 

TAPACK model by integrating teacher affect into the paradigm, as emotional 

dimensions were neglected in its original version, in line with the emotions 

considerations in L2 teacher identity in technology-supported teaching.  Xodabande 

et al. (2026) also investigated the emotion labor of L2 instructors in a digital teaching 

setting through interviews. Consequently, they find that autonomous teachers who 

feel self-competent are more likely to explicitly voice their emotions and reflect on 

them for emotional regulation. This indicates that promoting L2 teacher autonomy, 

implementing professional development sessions, and developing their pertinence 

can be useful for navigating their emotional distress in CALL contexts.  

 

Furthermore, Haghi et al. (2025) investigated L2 teacher immunity in technology-

infused language teaching environments via narratives and reflections, exploring that 

the triggers of emotion labor include educational, contextual, and learner-based 

factors, such as limited time for lesson preparation, insufficient pedagogical support, 

old devices, and network issues. Still, the teachers in the study also navigated their 

emotions through self-preparation and cooperation. Results indicated that it is of 

critical importance to systematically assist L2 teachers in their implementation of 

CALL tools, alongside constant professional development opportunities.  

 

In addition, Karanfil and Yeşilbursa (2025) analyzed the emotional experiences of 

L2 teachers who had to switch to hybrid teaching after an earthquake experienced in 
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their context. In this process, they undergo numerous challenges such as technical 

difficulties owing to the digital divide, challenges in logistics due to the sudden 

switch, and emotion labor caused by teaching at a sensitive time. Given this, tackling 

the technological, organizational, and emotional problems would help improve such 

settings of L2 learning, particularly by providing both professional and emotional 

support to L2 teachers.  

 

To summarize, the studies discussed in this section explored the emotional 

experiences of L2 instructors in technology-enhanced contexts. This highlights the 

critical role of teacher emotions in integrating educational technologies into their 

pedagogical practices effectively. 

 

2.5.2. L2 Teacher Emotions in AI-Mediated L2 Contexts 

 

There has been an increase in scholarly work investigating the intersection of L2 

teacher emotions and AI-mediated language instruction (Shen & Guo, 2024; Seyri & 

Ghiasvand, 2025; Sun et al., 2025; Tafazoli et al., 2026; Xie et al., 2025; Xie et al., 

2026). Yet, there is still a gap that needs to be filled regarding the subject matter 

because there are not enough studies the emotion labor of L2 instructors in AI-

enhanced instructional settings.  

 

To begin with, Shen and Guo (2024) examined the emotional experiences of second-

language teachers in AI-infused L2 classrooms. Their results suggested that 

instructors felt a variety of emotions, categorized as positive and negative. Their 

negative emotions were anxiety, worry, stress, frustration, confusion, pressure, 

disappointment, dissatisfaction, and embarrassment, while their positive emotions 

were enjoyment, excitement, motivation, satisfaction, accomplishment, interest, and 

confidence. As Shen and Guo (2024) noted, the root of their positive emotions could 

be their ideas deeming AI as a favorable learning tool and embracing its pedagogical 

use, alongside the contagious nature of positive emotions and their emotional 

intelligence. As for the negative emotions, they might have stemmed from teachers’ 

emotional susceptibility toward AI tools, pushback against AI, low digital literacy 

skills, and pedagogical approaches because AI can be a novel tool for some 
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instructors (Shen & Guo, 2024).  Thus, they demonstrated that AI acceptance and 

professional development, alongside the digital literacy level of L2 instructors, could 

be determining factors for which there should be professional training, creation of 

dialogic spaces to share emotions, and policymaking reconsiderations. 

 

Likewise, Seyri and Ghiasvand (2025) delved into AI-induced emotions of L2 

teachers in speaking and writing instructional settings. They found that L2 instructors 

experienced positive emotions, including excitement, confidence, joy, pride, 

satisfaction, passion, engagement, and negative emotions, including anxiety, worry, 

stress, apprehension, and frustration. As for regulating their emotions, they utilize 

up-regulating emotion regulation strategies, comprised of emotion projection, 

positive affirmation, positive thinking, and reframing AI mindset; on the other hand, 

their down-regulating emotions involve breathing and relaxation, cognitive 

reappraisal, accepting limitations, emotion suppression, and situation avoidance 

(Seyri & Ghiasvand, 2025). This, in turn, implies, according to Seyri and Ghiasvand 

(2025), “EFL teachers' emotions, appraisals, and control over AI inclusion can 

construct their emotional perceptions” (p. 7). The authors also underscored the 

evolving and unpredictable nature of teacher emotion management strategies because 

different contexts can produce different emotional outcomes. In light of their 

findings, Seyri and Ghiasvand (2025) indicate that teacher educators can tailor 

emotional support and regulation strategy training sessions in second-language 

teacher education programs. 

 

Furthermore, Sun et al. (2025) analyzed socioemotional considerations with regard to 

pedagogical utilization of AI in L2 instructional settings by looking into instructors’ 

insights and encounters at university environments. Sun et al. (2025) found that 

emotional perils of AI tools were the heightened level of classroom anxiety, a 

decrease in autonomy and an increase in passivization, and diminished creativity and 

critical thinking. When it comes to the social risks, they were explored to be 

alienation and competition, reinforced prejudices and academic integrity violations, 

and strained student-teacher relationships (Sun et al., 2025). This indicates that AI’s 

pedagogical use is not free of risks because it affects socioemotional aspects of 

education. Sun et al.’s (2025) suggestions for change were composed of L2 teacher 
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professional development enhancements to enable them to understand the affective 

dimensions of the subject matter. 

 

Moreover, Xie et al. (2025) researched how second-language instructors’ AI literacy 

and AI-based emotions come into play in L2 contexts in tertiary education. They 

discovered that enjoyment, anger, and anxiety were core emotions, displaying the 

complex nature of AI-induced emotional reactions. According to their findings, the 

positive ones were deemed to stem from an optimistic attitude towards the tool and 

an ability to evaluate the tool from a critical perspective, while the negative ones 

were rooted in loss of agency and the evaluative approach towards AI. In other 

words, their appraisals of the tool have an impact on their emotions. Xie et al. (2025) 

also highlighted that, particularly, the ethical concerns might trigger emotional 

responses from L2 instructors. In this regard, given its increasing importance, further 

emotional navigation professional development sessions for instructors and 

policymaking reconsiderations, particularly focused on AI literacy because their 

competence plays a role in this process, are also suggested (Xie et al., 2025).  

 

In a similar vein, Tafazoli et al. (2026) explored the relationship between L2 

teachers' AI literacy and emotion management, with an emphasis on self-efficacy. 

Their results suggested that AI self-efficacy on its own cannot automatically prevent 

digital emotional burnout because there are other contextual factors that come into 

play. Taking the socio-institutional factors into account, teachers’ AI literacy can 

prompt them to regulate their emotions without deeming the related obstacles as 

threats (Tafazoli et al., 2026). In other words, teachers’ emotions in technology-

mediated environments is affected by their self-competence perceptions, in turn 

framing their emotional reactions. Hence, when teachers’ AI-based self-efficacy is 

combined with effective emotion management and mindfulness, it can contribute to 

reducing the possibility of experiencing digital burnout (Tafazoli et al., 2026). They 

conclude that teacher education practices and teacher support systems at educational 

institutions should be tailored accordingly.  

 

In their systematic review research, Xie et al. (2026) analyzed how L2 teachers’ AI 

literacy interacts with their emotional emotions in their pedagogical role. AI-induced 
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positive emotions were found to include enjoyment, satisfaction, and relief, 

showcasing second-language instructors’ active involvement and experimentation 

with the tool in a way that facilitates their role. On the other hand, the negative 

emotions explored by them were anxiety, stress, and uneasiness, which in turn 

shadowed their pedagogical practices; therefore, this highlights the importance of 

how emotions can interrupt teaching when unaddressed. In addition to positive and 

negative emotions, Xie et al. (2026) also added that L2 instructors’ emotional 

experiences are complex because they experience mixed emotions at the same     

time. When it comes to their emotional regulation, their experiences were dual and 

rooted in their appraisals because L2 teachers saw the tool as an innovative 

opportunity for their teaching, whereas they also could view it as a risk and avoid    

the tool that impedes their implementation of AI into their teaching. As a result,     

they suggested that offering teacher training practices and establishing a socio-

institutional emotional support system are significant in navigating this        

adaptation process since not only their instructional technology skills about AI        

but also their emotions are crucial for effective integration of the tool (Xie et al., 

2026). 

 

Furthermore, Farangi and Nejadghanbar (2026) investigated the emotional 

experiences of twenty-five language teachers in AI-assisted L2 teaching contexts via 

semi-structured interviews. The participants in their study reported a wide range of 

emotions, including numerous positive emotions, such as happiness, excitement, 

enthusiasm, and relief, and negative emotions, including but not limited to anxiety, 

discouragement, frustration, and sadness. Moreover, according to their findings, it 

was also found that teachers’ emotions are affected by the degree to which they 

utilize AI, meaning that less frequent AI users tended to have more intense negative 

emotions than those who used it more. Their emotions were shaped by their 

perceived competence and pedagogical value since the teachers who had positive 

attitudes toward AI-assisted language instruction reported more positive emotions 

than those who showed a negative attitude. To this end, their findings postulated that 

AI should be integrated into L2 instruction, and emotional discussions should be 

included in L2 teacher professional development sessions (Farangi & Nejadghanbar, 

2026). 
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In conclusion, the studies focusing on the impact of AI-mediated L2 instruction on 

teacher emotions highlight the interrelation among multiple factors that affect teacher 

emotions, including but not limited to instructors’ AI literacy, alongside the training 

opportunities and policies in their socio-institutional setting. As can also be seen, the 

research studies dedicated to the second-language instructors’ emotional experiences, 

specifically in AI-mediated L2 writing settings, are even more scarce because only 

Seyri and Ghiasvand (2025) have mentioned this particular area of focus so far, to 

best of researcher’s knowledge. Therefore, the current study focuses on bridging this 

gap by providing phenomenological insights into the shared emotion labor of 

second-language instructors regarding AI-infused L2 writing at tertiary education 

institutions.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

This thesis adopts a qualitative research approach to answer its research questions. In 

this chapter, detailed information regarding the research methods is provided. To 

begin with, the details about the research design, including descriptions of the 

setting, participants, data collection instruments, and data analysis processes, are 

given. Secondly, the trustworthiness of the study, alongside ethical considerations, is 

elucidated. Last but not least, the researcher's positionality in the current study is 

shared.  

 

3.1. Research Design 
 

3.1.1. Qualitative Research 

 

Through qualitative research, an exploration into meanings assigned to concepts by 

individuals is done via an interpretative lens through various forms of data, 

conducted in a natural setting (Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Creswell, 2013, 2014; 

Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Saldaña, 2011). Adopting a post-positivist approach, 

qualitative research allows researchers to examine the subjective experiences of 

participants within their context, emphasizing their thought patterns, reasons behind 

their way of thinking, and ways through which their experience is shaped. Indeed, as 

noted by Punch (1998), “Qualitative research methods are a complex, changing, and 

contested field – a site of multiple methodologies and research practices” (p. 139), 

which highlights the depth and richness of qualitative research methods. This 

approach is chosen by researchers, particularly when there is a necessity to have 

direct interactions with the subjects to investigate the topic at hand with sophisticated 

analysis methods, including otherwise immeasurable notions (Creswell, 2013). In 
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other words, via qualitative methods, researchers can unpack the overlooked aspects 

of participants’ experiences by creating a space for them to share their insights about 

the topic under investigation. In this process, the researcher adopts the role of a 

bricoleur to develop a new understanding based on their emerging data in an 

improvised way (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). This allows them to inductively interpret 

participants’ data. In turn, they arrive at a conclusion based on the patterns in the 

data in order to find solutions to the proposed problem.  

 

In this regard, in the current study, a qualitative research design is adopted to explore 

the AI-induced emotions of L2 writing instructors at the tertiary level. This is mainly 

because the researcher believes that understanding their interpretations of their 

emotions and the factors that shape those emotions, along with their emotion labor, 

would be possible through one-to-one interaction with participants. Using qualitative 

research methods, rich findings regarding their AI-induced emotion labor, the roots 

of their AI-induced emotion labor, and pedagogical implications for their AI-induced 

emotion labor are aimed to be reached.  

 

3.1.2. Phenomenology 

 

As a qualitatively driven study, this research employs phenomenology as a method 

of inquiry. Phenomenology is a qualitative approach to research that enables 

researchers to explore inter-subjective lived experiences of participants regarding a 

phenomenon in-depth to understand its essence (Creswell, 2013, 2014; Reid et al., 

2005; Saldaña, 2011; Sokolowski, 2000). Although phenomenology began as a 

philosophical approach, Moustakas (1994) contributed to its development as a 

qualitative research methodology. Rooted in Heidegger’s (Heidegger, 2010, 1982; 

van Manen, 2017, 2023) and Gadamer’s (2008; Regan, 2012) philosophical stances, 

hermeneutic phenomenology is a type of phenomenology that extends beyond a pure 

descriptive analysis of shared realities of individuals because it values participants' 

interpretations to draw conclusions based on their meaning-making process 

(Heidegger, 1982; Moran, 2000; Smith, 2017; van Manen, 1990). In this vein, 

“Hermeneutics is the art of interpretation and thus fundamental to much if not all 

qualitative research”, indicating its core value (Brinkmann et al, 2014, p. 20). Hence, 
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to understand the “grasp of the very nature of the thing” (van Manen, 1990, p. 177), 

hermeneutics aims to derive the essence from the common experiences of individuals 

by examining their personal expertise regarding the phenomenon under investigation 

(Reid et al., 2005). With this in mind, as a transformative tool, hermeneutics also 

contemplates that participants’ perceptions are informed by their contexts (van 

Manen, 2023). This demonstrates the key role that their social, cultural, economic, 

and historical surroundings play in shaping their understanding of the world. 

Neubauer et al. (2019) underscore that unlike Husserlian descriptive 

phenomenology, Heidegger’s hermeneutic phenomenology acknowledges the role of 

researcher’s subjective experiences in their interpretation of data: 

 

Instead of bracketing off the researcher’s subjective perspective, hermeneutic 
phenomenology recognizes that the researcher, like the research subject, 
cannot be rid of his/her lifeworld. Instead, the researcher’s past experiences 
and knowledge are valuable guides to the inquiry. It is the researcher’s 
education and knowledge base that lead him/her to consider a phenomenon or 
experience worthy of investigation. (p. 95). 
 

In fact, given this richness, utilizing hermeneutic phenomenological methods of 

inquiry increases the complexity of the research process, instead of simplifying it 

(Heidegger, 2010). Hence, a hermeneutic researcher is engaged in an in-depth 

investigation, as part of which they interpret the interpretations of participants. In 

turn, this complex procedure provides a phenomenological researcher with abundant 

data regarding the topic of investigation.  

 

Considering that it provides a space for subjects to share their sense-making 

procedures explicitly and allows researchers to gain a thorough understanding of 

their reasoning, hermeneutic phenomenology is utilized in this study as a tool to 

explore L2 teachers’ emotions in AI-mediated writing settings at the tertiary level.   

In this thesis research, the phenomenon experienced by the subjects in this      

research setting is AI-assisted L2 writing instruction, where AI is integrated into L2 

writing curricula systematically and students are allowed to use AI in their        

writing process. As the participants share the same feeling rules in the same    

teaching setting, their shared lived emotional experiences are explored through 

hermeneutic phenomenology to understand how AI affects the emotion labor of 
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second-language writing instructors. In other words, collecting data from language 

teachers who have experienced teaching L2 writing in the age of AI would enable   

the researcher to develop an understanding of how this tool influences their   

emotions (Creswell, 2013). To put it differently, participants and their subjective 

meaning-making are the primary source of data. The investigation of this topic via 

phenomenology offers valuable qualitative insights and provides a thorough 

understanding of the participants’ interpretations based on their joint realities about 

AI-mediated second language writing (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Specifically, 

qualitative research in general allows for a deeper understanding of complex     

teacher emotions and their reflective experiences, as noted by Zembylas          

(2005). Furthermore, according to Creswell (2014), to establish a holistic 

understanding of the problem, qualitative researchers explore various layers of the 

issue under study. Thus, this study analyzed the emotion labor of L2 writing 

instructors by exploring its connections to participants classroom setting, 

pedagogical AI beliefs, socio-institutional expectations. This includes the 

examination of their own attitudes toward and competencies of AI via the second 

research question. Similarly, the feeling rules of their socio-institutional setting, such 

as AI-focused aspects of the curriculum and policies, is explored through the third 

research question. Therefore, since this process is multidimensional, the current 

study not only explores the AI-induced emotion labor of L2 writing instructors but 

also their attitudes toward this technology and their feeling rules through 

hermeneutic phenomenology.  

 

In this vein, a phenomenological approach is adopted in the current study because the 

ultimate goal is not to compare and contrast the experiences of participants; instead, 

it is done to investigate their stories and shared realities about AI-mediated L2 

writing instruction to understand its impact on their emotion labor in the same 

teaching context. This also means that the data analysis of the research is mainly 

informed by the common patterns across the participants to reveal their voice as a 

language teacher teaching L2 writing in the age of AI. This helps the researcher to 

have a nuanced grasp of AI-induced emotion labor of writing teachers in an 

interpretative way. To this end, the research questions and the analytical lens adopted 

by this study suits the hermeneutic phenomenology approach the best among 
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qualitative approaches, as the final themes represent a synthesis of participants’ 

shared experiences. 

 

3.1.3. Data Collection  

 

3.1.3.1. Research Setting 

 

The pedagogical practices pertinent to participants’ context are transparently 

explained in this section, which would provide a comprehensive understanding of 

their emotions. The context plays an important role in perception and needs to be 

explained in-depth to understand the roots of participants’ perceptions, as Heidegger 

(1962) emphasizes the inseparability of human experience from its surroundings. 

 

The context of this study is an L2 writing instructional setting as part of an English 

as a Second Language (ESL) program at a large and historic public university in the 

United States. This means that English is taught to international students in a setting 

where it is spoken as an L1. Mainly, the program’s mission is to better equip 

conditionally admitted international students at this institution with ESL writing and 

pronunciation skills. This acts as compensation for their oral and/or written 

proficiency scores that did not meet the minimum university requirements during 

their admission. Except for a few electives for those who are interested, many of the 

ESL courses are regarded as compulsory because they are a graduation requirement 

for students to complete. In this vein, the admitted students who do not fulfill the 

proficiency criteria take an English diagnostic test for their productive skills. Based 

on their performance in this test and their degree level, they are placed in an 

undergraduate or graduate L2 writing and/or pronunciation course. Four 

pronunciation courses are available in this ESL program, and one of them aims to 

develop oral communication skills with a focus on pronunciation, whereas the 

remaining ones are specifically designed for graduate students who need to serve as 

transnational teaching assistants. Depending on the level of the students, they are 

assigned one of the graduate-level assistantship courses to meet the requirements. 

When it comes to L2 writing instruction, the lessons are more wide-ranging 

compared to oral proficiency courses. The classes dedicated to writing are divided 
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into three primary categories: undergraduate academic writing, graduate academic 

writing, and graduate business writing. With this in mind, three undergraduate-level 

academic writing courses, five graduate-level academic writing courses, and four 

business writing courses are available in this program to serve the needs of the 

international students. Learners’ scores on the placement test determine the writing 

course that they need to take.  

 

Table 1. Participants’ biographic information 

No Name  Gender Education 
level 

Role Teaching 
experience 

Teaching 
experience 
in the ESL 
program 

Levels 
taught  

Currently 
teaching 

Table 1 cont’d 
1 Lily F MA graduate L 15 10 UG & G Yes 
2 Nancy F MA student GTA 11 1 G Yes  
3 Harry M MA student GTA 2 1 UG & G Yes 
4 Amelia F MA graduate L 9 4 UG & G Yes 
5 Scarlett F MA student Head GTA 3 1 UG  Yes 
6 Leo M MA graduate SL & UG 

Course 
Expert  

15 12 UG & G Yes 

7 Claire F MA graduate SL & 
Curriculum 
Coordinator 

20+ 15 UG & G Yes 

8 Sophia F MA graduate SL & G 
Course 
Expert 

16 9 UG & G Yes 

9 Denise F MA graduate SL & 
Director 

20+ 19 UG & G No 

10 Oscar M MA student GTA 5 Less than a 
year 

UG Yes 

11 Emma F MA graduate L 15 4 UG & G Yes 
12 Olivia F MA graduate L 11 4 UG & G Yes 
13 Hazel F MA graduate SL & 

Online 
Course 
Expert 

20+ 12 UG & G Yes 

14 Edward M MA graduate L 19 4 UG & G Yes 
15 Arthur M MA student GTA 8 2 UG Yes 

 
Table 1 provides information regarding the background of participants, who were the 

teaching staff in this program. The course staff includes faculty members, such as 

lecturers and senior lecturers, along with graduate teaching assistants (TAs) who are 

graduate students in the same department. Lecturers, graduate TAs, and most 

lecturers actively and independently teach their assigned section for the course 

during the fall and spring semesters, serving as instructors of record. In this vein, 

their primary duties include teaching, lesson development, grading, holding office 
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hours, administrative responsibilities, and curriculum development. Nevertheless, it 

should be noted that the degree to which these responsibilities are assigned to the 

instructors depends on whether they are a TA, lecturer, or senior lecturer; hence, 

their workloads are different. While teaching their assigned courses, all the 

instructors utilize a genre-process approach that allows students to write multiple 

drafts in a multilayered process, typically two to three, for the same assignment 

before final submission (Badger & White, 2000). In fact, via the secure website of 

the program, the administrators provide them with a syllabus that has all the lesson 

plans in it to assist in their teaching. In each class that they teach, there are four 

primary assignments, three of which are written and one of which is an oral 

presentation, typically. Between the drafts, for every assignment, they receive 

feedback from their instructor and individually meet with them to discuss the 

feedback, along with additional peer feedback. There are also weekly assignments 

that would be at the instructor’s discretion. The class sessions occur three or two 

times a week with required attendance throughout the semester. Table 2 summarizes 

the ESL courses taught by the participants in this study. 
 

Table 2. ESL courses within the participants’ teaching context 

Course 
Code 

Level Type Length Course Name 

ESL 111 Undergraduate Required 
 

15 weeks  Introduction to Academic 
Writing I 

ESL 112 Undergraduate Required 15 weeks  Introduction to Academic 
Writing II 

ESL 115 Undergraduate Required 15 weeks  Principles of Academic Writing 
ESL 511 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Written and Oral 

Communication  
ESL 512 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Written and Oral 

Communication II 
ESL 515 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Introduction to Academic 

Writing 
ESL 592 Graduate Required 8 weeks  Advanced Academic Writing 
ESL 521 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Introduction to Business 

Writing I 
ESL 522 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Introduction to Business 

Writing II 
ESL 525 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Elements of Business Writing 
ESL 535 Graduate Required 15 weeks  Introduction to Technical 

Writing 
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Various professional development and guidance opportunities are offered to the 

instructors serving within this program, particularly writing teachers. In this regard, 

the first-year graduate TAs have pre-semester orientation programs to familiarize 

them with the program structure and organization, alongside receiving help from the 

senior lecturers directly when needed. Besides, to assist all the instructors who teach 

in this context, the participants in this study also have an opportunity to be engaged 

in both compulsory and voluntary in-service teacher training on a regular basis for 

them to teach their courses more effectively, including pre-semester and in-semester 

sessions. These training sessions are complemented by weekly meetings in which the 

lessons are collaboratively discussed and reflected on with other instructors teaching 

the same course in that semester. Furthermore, there is a tradition of observations in 

the form of peer observation, guided observation, and administrator observation, 

which also serves as a professional development initiative. Semesterly peer 

observations and annual guided observations are regarded as informal since they are 

used as a tool for reflexivity and growth for the instructors. However, the annual 

administrator observation is an official evaluation of the instructor and determines 

their performance in teaching. Further support is provided via the official internal 

password-protected ESL program website, which includes detailed information 

regarding the responsibilities of the instructors, course guides, tutorials, and beyond. 

As can be seen, various practices are implemented in this teaching context for the 

professional development of instructors, in addition to trainings outside the 

department. The reported number of professional development sessions can be seen 

in Table 3. These training sessions are important because it shows the participants’ 

continuous efforts to enhance their professional skills to teach L2 writing in the era 

of AI effectively, which might also shape their emotion labor to a certain degree.   

 

Table 3. Number of AI literacy professional sessions attended by participants 

Participant In the ESL 
Program at the 
University 

Outside the ESL 
Program at the 
University  

Outside the 
University 

Lily 3 2 4 
Nancy 4 1 6 
Harry 2 None None 
Amelia 1 1 None 



 
101 

Table 3. (continued) 

Scarlett 3 None 3 
Leo 6 6 10 or more 
Claire 1 3 5 
Sophia 3 10 or more 2 
Denise 5 3 4 
Oscar 1 None 2 
Emma 3 1 3 
Olivia 4 3 1 
Hazel 10 or more 10 or more 5 
Edward 3 None 4 
Arthur 5  1 2 

 
Notably, as part of the in-service training sessions, instructors are not only guided to 

enhance their pedagogical approaches that shape their teacher identity but are also 

aimed at better equipping them with Technological-Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

(TPACK) skills (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) for them to utilize instructional 

technologies effectively. Indeed, the TPACK improvement practices in this context 

are centered on recent technologies, such as Generative AI (GenAI), given that it is a 

commonly used tool by students as a learning aid. For instance, instructors 

participate in sessions on detecting AI in student writing, developing lessons with AI, 

and beyond. On the other hand, considering that L2 instructors’ AI literacy and its 

connection to identity formation practices tied to their emotions, Technological 

Affective Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TAPACK) is of equal importance yet is 

missing from the training content (McLay & Reyes Jr., 2024; Tang & Herrera, 

2025). In other words, there is no explicit discussion and/or training of teachers’ 

emotional experiences utilizing such novel tools as part of these practices, which 

could be enhanced in future practices.  

 

Further, as for policymaking procedures that affect the L2 instructors’ role and 

positioning in this socio-institutional setting, there are institution-wide policies about 

academic integrity in the code of conduct of the university. As for addressing 

students’ use of AI in their assignments, these policies suggest that departments can 

decide on their own discretion. Therefore, there is no explicit emphasis on AI within 

the university-wide policies, and it is taken into consideration generically as part of 

the content fabrication statement. The ESL program has its own internal guidelines 
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for this reason, and according to them, the use of AI is not forbidden for major 

assignments provided that there are responsible use, proper disclosure, and storage of 

the interactions with the tool (Anonymous US University ESL Program, n.d.). All the 

procedures and expectations from the instructors are explained thoroughly on the 

official password-protected webpage of the program to address these potential threats 

and help instructors navigate themselves in a pedagogically informed way 

(Anonymous US University ESL Program, n.d.). Hence, students enrolled in the ESL 

courses at this university are allowed to use GenAI while writing their unit 

assignment papers by specifying their interactions with the tool in their AI disclosure 

statement, except for weekly homework, activities, and reflections.  

 

In this instructional setting, because all students enrolled in the ESL courses of the 

program are provided with explicit guidance on using AI during the semester through 

two lessons integrated into the syllabi to foster ethical and efficacious integration of 

the tool into their writing practices, it is referred to as an AI-mediated L2 writing 

context in the current study. Through these lessons taught by the participant 

instructors in this teaching context, students learn about how to use and disclose AI 

without violating academic integrity guidelines with hands-on learning and practice 

some specific techniques of interacting with GenAI fruitfully while getting help for 

improving their writing (Anonymous US University ESL Program, n.d.). Typically, 

in light of the rubric criteria for AI, students are required to add an AI disclosure 

statement at the end of their papers, regardless of whether they used it or not. When 

there is a suspicion of a violation of academic integrity guidelines due to GenAI use, 

the instructor reports the issue to the ESL administrator, and the student in question 

goes through a disciplinary evaluation case, where their situation is investigated by 

the academic integrity committee, and the student is held accountable accordingly 

(Anonymous US University ESL Program, n.d.). 

 

Nonetheless, these precautions do not guarantee the mindful and ethical use of the 

tool regardless of the context, since it is not possible to detect to what extent and how 

it was used through software such as Turnitin. In turn, this creates an ambiguity for 

both novice and experienced instructors in terms of monitoring learners’ AI use and 

choosing between a punitive and pedagogical approach in their response to misuse. 
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Given this clash between their beliefs and pedagogical responsibilities, the emotional 

experiences of the educators in teaching L2 writing in the age of AI in this context 

need exploration. Investigating how feeling rules of curriculum and policies shape 

their emotion labor, alongside instructors’ attitudes toward AI, would be useful to see 

how their emotions come into play in teaching L2 writing in the era of AI. In turn, 

this would contribute to the reevaluation of the L2 writing instructors’ emotions in 

AI-mediated contexts.  

 

3.1.3.2. Participants 

 

The sample included instructors in an English as a Second Language (ESL) program 

at a large public university in the US, including both experienced and novice 

instructors. In fact, since I also served in the same teaching context, I was familiar 

with the setting, and all of the participants were my colleagues. It should also be 

noted that the participants with administrative roles were also my administrators, 

which shows that there is a power relationship between me and some of my 

participants, including Denise, Nancy, Claire, Leo, and Hazel. To ensure that L2 

writing instructors within the criteria participate in the study, a purposeful sampling 

method was used to recruit participants (Barbour, 2001; Campbell et al., 2020; 

Etikan et al., 2016; Miles et al., 2014; Nyimbili & Nyimbili, 2024; Palinkas et al., 

2015). This method of sampling is a strategic approach to reach desired participants 

who meet the predetermined general participant criteria for the topic of inquiry 

(Miles et al., 2014). It was done to ensure that there is equal representation across the 

participants to understand the essence of their shared experiences in their slightly 

varying roles. 

 

Indeed, a small number of participants is a characteristic of qualitative research 

studies (Creswell, 2014; Miles et al., 2014).  In addition, “There is no right answer to 

the question of the sample size.” (Smith et al., 2022, p. 46). Given that 

phenomenological research can necessitate five to twenty participants typically 

(Creswell, 2013; Polkinghorne, 1989), the goal was to reach data saturation by 

recruiting 15 participants in total. In particular, the sample was divided into three 

sub-groups based on their level of expertise and role in the ESL program, including 
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five graduate teaching assistants, five lecturers, and five administrators. Therefore, 

the recruitment continued until the desired sub-quotas were reached to ensure 

diversity and equal representation. For this purpose, given the small size of the 

context, an informative email was individually sent as an announcement for seeking 

human subjects (Patton, 2002). My individual connection to the participants 

facilitated this process as they knew me as their colleague. Following this, volunteers 

showing interest in participating in this study were given electronic informed consent 

forms before any data collection process started (Dörnyei, 2007).  

 

3.1.3.2.1. Graduate Teaching Assistants 

 
3.1.3.2.1.1. Nancy  

 

Nancy was a master’s student of TESOL and graduate teaching assistant of ESL in 

the same department. Before starting to teach in the research setting, she had taught 

English for ten years, and she had been in this ESL program for a year. As part of her 

GTA role, she had taught ESL 511, 512, and 515, which means that she only taught 

to graduate students. She taught the AI modules two times. Nancy regarded AI as a 

useful and practical tool for L2 writers, yet she was also concerned about its 

limitations. Both inside and outside the program, she was also involved in 

professional training to enhance her AI literacy. Nevertheless, some of the 

limitations of AI led to emotion labor for her. 

 

3.1.3.2.1.2. Harry 

 

Harry, serving as a graduate teaching assistant in the ESL program, was a       

master’s student in the same department. He had been teaching in this context for 

about a year. In fact, he had a year of teaching experience before starting to teach      

in his current position in the research context, and he was serving in the army of      

his home country before going to the United States. He had taught both 

undergraduate and graduate L2 writing courses in this setting, including ESL 112, 

115, and 515. He taught the AI modules two times at different semesters. His          

AI acceptance and perceived AI literacy was high because he found this tool very 



 
105 

useful both for teaching and learning. He also aimed to improve his AI literacy 

through in-service and extracurricular training. In this regard, he was one of the 

participants that claimed that they experienced no AI-induced emotions or emotion 

labor.  

 

3.1.3.2.1.3. Scarlett 

 

Scarlett was a GTA in the ESL program, who also became a Head GTA recently. 

This meant that she had more administrative responsibilities than a regular GTA. She 

was a master’s student in the same department. She had two years of teaching 

experience outside the program and had been teaching in the research setting for a 

year. The course that she had been teaching in the ESL program had been ESL 115; 

hence, she only had experience teaching to undergraduate students. She taught the AI 

modules three times in different semesters. According to Scarlett, although she 

would prefer to teach L2 writing without AI, there was no way of controlling it any 

longer; therefore, she believed that she would need to equip her learners with AI 

literacy skills to better prepare them for their careers. For this reason, she would 

attend AI literacy professional development opportunities within and outside her 

teaching context. However, neither the professional development sessions nor the AI 

modules prevented her AI-induced emotion labor.  

 

3.1.3.2.1.4. Oscar 

 

Oscar was serving as a graduate teaching assistant in the ESL program for only a few 

months at the time of the study, and outside of this, he had four years of          

teaching experience. He was also a master’s student in TESOL in the same 

department. As part of his GTAship, he was teaching ESL 115 to undergraduate 

students at the time of the study and taught the AI modules only once as part of      

this course. Oscar believed that integrating AI into L2 writing became indispensable, 

as students used it regardless. He also tried to improve his AI literacy for 

pedagogical reasons through in-service and extracurricular training sessions. 

However, these initiatives did not prevent him from experiencing AI-induced 

emotion labor. 
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3.1.3.2.1.5. Arthur 

 

Arthur was a GTA in the ESL program and a TESOL master’s student in the same 

department. Before his role in the research context, he had taught English for six 

years and had been in the ESL program for two years. He taught undergraduate L2 

writing classes as part of his role, including ESL 111 and 115. He also taught the AI 

modules for three times at different semesters within these classes. AI was a useful 

learning and teaching tool according to him, so he would prefer teaching L2 writing 

with the help of it. Believing that he had an advanced AI literacy, Arthur was 

involved in professional development inside and outside the ESL program. As a 

pedagogical tool, AI promoted positive emotions for Arthur, along with negative 

emotions.  

 

3.1.3.2.2. Lecturers 

 
3.1.3.2.2.1. Lily 

 

Lily was a graduate of the master’s in TESOL program in the same department. She 

had five years of teaching experience when she started her role as a lecturer in the 

ESL program and had been teaching there for ten years. During this process, she 

taught both undergraduate and graduate L2 writing classes, including ESL 111, 112, 

115, 511, 512, 515, 521, 522, 525, and 592, composed of both academic and business 

writing classes. She taught the AI modules multiple times because her working hours 

were more than that of a GTA. For Lily, AI implementation into L2 writing 

instruction was important to guide students effectively, even though some of its 

limitations caused emotion labor for her. She would also be involved in professional 

training to develop her AI literacy as an instructor, both inside and outside the 

program.  

 

3.1.3.2.2.2. Amelia 

 

Amelia, currently serving as a lecturer, was a graduate of the master’s in TESOL 

program in the same department. She had five years of teaching experience before 



 
107 

teaching in this setting and had been teaching in the ESL program for four years. She 

taught ESL 111, 112, 511, 512, 521, 522, and 525, including business and academic 

writing, to undergraduate and graduate students. Since her workload was more 

intense than a GTA, this also meant that she taught the AI modules multiple times in 

different semesters. For Amelia, AI was a tool with benefits and limitations, 

believing that it should be integrated into L2 writing carefully. The drawbacks 

brought by AI increased her emotion labor, even though she was involved in in-

service and extracurricular AI literacy development training.  

 

3.1.3.2.2.3. Emma 

 

Emma was a lecturer in the ESL program and a graduate of the TESOL master’s 

program in the same department. Before teaching in this program, she had eleven 

years of teaching experience, and she had been teaching in the current ESL context 

for four years. ESL 111, 112, 115, 512, 522, and 525 were the classes that she taught 

so far in this setting, which included the teaching of the AI modules. She was 

involved in the AI literacy development sessions inside and outside the ESL 

program. Unlike the rest of the participants, Emma was against the use and 

integration of AI in L2 writing contexts and missed the times when there was no AI. 

This led to intense emotion labor on her end while doing her responsibilities in her 

instructor role.  

 

3.1.3.2.2.4. Olivia  

 

Olivia, serving as a lecturer in the current ESL context, was a graduate of the TESOL 

master’s program in the same department. She had seven years of teaching 

experience before teaching this setting, and she had been teaching in this setting for 

four years. She taught ESL 111, 112, 115, 511, 512, 515, 521, 522, and 525 as part of 

her role, covering the AI modules various times. Regarding her perceived AI literacy 

as advanced, Olivia aimed to improve her AI literacy through in-service and 

extracurricular professional development sessions. She was not against the use of AI 

but believed that it brought more drawbacks than benefits to L2 writing, which 

created emotion labor for her. 



 
108 

3.1.3.2.2.5. Edward 
 

Edward was serving as a lecturer in the ESL setting and was a graduate of a TESOL 

master’s program.  He had 15 years of teaching experience before starting her L2 

writing instructor role and had been teaching in this context for four years. Within 

his role, he worked with both undergraduate and graduate students, teaching ESL 

111, 112, 511, 512, 522, and 525. He also taught the AI modules multiple times as 

part of these courses. He was involved in in-service and extracurricular training to 

enhance his AI literacy as a language teacher. According to Edward, AI was an 

important pedagogical tool that needed to be implemented into L2 writing curricula. 

When asked about his emotion labor, he stated that he was emotionally unaffected. 
 

3.1.3.2.3. Senior Lecturers 

 
3.1.3.2.3.1. Leo 
 

Leo, currently serving the ESL program as a senior lecturer and undergraduate 

course expert, was a graduate of the TESOL master’s program in the same 

department. He had three years of teaching before becoming an instructor in the ESL 

program, and had been teaching in this setting for twelve years. He taught ESL 111, 

112, 115, 511, 515, 521, 522, and 592 in his role, serving to graduate and 

undergraduate students. Given his role, he also actively contributed to the curriculum 

development initiatives of the undergraduate writing curricula in this setting and 

mentored many GTAs and lecturers in teaching them. He also taught the AI modules 

within these classes various times. For Leo, AI’s integration into L2 writing was 

important to provide guidance to students in using them ethically and appropriately. 

He also regarded AI literacy as important for instructors, leading him to be involved 

in numerous professional development sessions inside and outside the program, both 

as a trainer and a trainee. Leo also experienced emotion labor because of AI, 

particularly because of the limitations that it brought to L2 writing. 
 

3.1.3.2.3.2. Claire 
 

Claire was a senior lecturer and curriculum coordinator of the ESL program. She was 

also a master’s graduate of the TESOL. She had more than twenty years of teaching 
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experience in general and had been serving in the current research context for 15 

years. In light of her role, she played a significant role in curriculum and materials 

development practices across all the classes in this program, mentoring GTAs and 

lecturers. She taught ESL 111, 112, 115, 511, 512, 515, 521, 522, and 535 in her 

role, meaning that she worked with both undergraduate and graduate students in 

teaching academic or business writing. She taught the AI modules multiple times. 

Claire was not against AI and initiated various revisions to the curricula regarding 

AI, alongside the AI committee. She believed that her AI literacy was high-

intermediate and also participated in various AI literacy professional development 

sessions, both as a trainer and trainee. Yet, these did not prevent her AI-induced 

emotion labor. 

 

3.1.3.2.3.3. Sophia 

 

Sophia was serving as a senior lecturer and graduate course expert in the ESL 

program and was a graduate of master’s in TESOL. She had seven years of teaching 

before her current position and had been teaching in the ESL context for nine years. 

In her role, she played a prominent role in the development of the graduate L2 

writing curricula, guiding other instructors. She taught ESL 111, 112, 115, 511, 512, 

515, 521, 522, and 592 within her role, working with undergraduate and graduate 

students. She also taught the AI modules various times. Sophia was supportive in 

integrating AI into L2 writing curricula and tried to improve herself professionally 

by attending AI literacy training opportunities inside and outside the program, both 

as a teacher educator and teacher trainee. However, she still experienced AI-induced 

emotion labor. 

 

3.1.3.2.3.4. Denise 

 

Denise was a senior lecturer and director of the ESL program, meaning that she 

oversaw the administrative aspects. She was a graduate of TESOL master’s degree. 

She had more than two decades of teaching experience and had served in the current 

context for nineteen years, meaning that she was quite familiar with the program. 

Working with both graduate and undergraduate students, she taught ESL 111, 112, 
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115, 511, 512, 515, 521, 522, 525, and 592 in her role, but she was the only 

participant who was not teaching at the time of data collection due to her 

administrative responsibilities. She was supportive of AI integration into L2 writing 

curricula to promote ethical practices and gave importance to designing AI literacy 

trainings for language instructors, along with trying to develop her own AI literacy to 

serve better in her role. Her perceived AI literacy level for herself was high-

intermediate. She was one of the three participants who said that they did not 

experience emotion labor due to AI. 
 

3.1.3.2.3.5. Hazel 
 

Hazel, a senior lecturer and online course expert, was an MATESOL master’s 

graduate. She had an active role in managing the online ESL courses in this teaching 

setting. With more than twenty years of teaching experience, she had been teaching 

for twelve years in the ESL program. As part of her role, she taught ESL academic 

writing 115, 511, 512, 515, and business writing 521, 522, 525, 592, working with 

undergraduate and graduate students. Hazel believed that AI integration into L2 

writing curricula was important, and she also both participated in and led AI literacy 

professional development opportunities. Her self-perceptions toward her own AI 

literacy indicated that she had high-intermediate AI literacy. She still experienced 

AI-induced emotion labor. 
 

3.1.3.3. Data Collection Instruments 
 

Qualitative data is rich, natural, and flexible, as noted by Miles and Huberman 

(1994). In line with the nature of qualitative research, this study utilized a variety of 

data collection instruments to answer the research questions in a comprehensive 

manner (Creswell, 2014). In this regard, according to Saldaña (2011), having 

multiple forms of data assists researchers by ensuring that a diverse range of 

perspectives are under investigation and that the restrictions of the data collection 

methods in use are addressed. As a result, it enables the researcher to gain a wider 

perspective on the topic of inquiry. The data collection tools were composed of a 

demographic information survey, semi-structured interviews, a focus group 

discussion, and reflections, and were employed in the order as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Timeline of the data collection instruments 

 

3.1.3.3.1. Pre-Interview Biographic Information Survey 

 

Understanding subjects’ relevant background experiences is critical since it 

enlightens the researcher during data interpretation by allowing them to discover 

different layers of the topic under investigation in reference to participants’ 

background. For this reason, a short background questionnaire was completed by the 

consented research participants via Qualtrics to allow the researcher to access 

biographic information about them and their pedagogical experiences prior to 

interviews and reflection. These questions included participants’ teaching 

experiences, perspectives on AI’s pedagogical use in L2 writing, background AI 

literacy training, and emotions about students’ AI use, which can be seen in 

Appendix C.   

 

3.1.3.3.2. Semi-Structured Individual Interviews 

 

Interviews are a main data collection tool in qualitative research (Punch, 1998). 

Brinkmann and Kvale (2018) define semi-structured interviews as “an interview with 

the purpose of obtaining descriptions of the life world of the interviewee in order to 

interpret the meaning of the described phenomena” (p. 6). Unlike structured ones, 

semi-structured interviews provide consistency to the researchers in terms of the 

notions covered in the interviews, while keeping a space for extra questions that 

might arise in the natural flow of the conversation (Brinkmann, 2013; Corbin & 

Strauss, 2014; Dörnyei, 2007; Kvale, 2006; Warren, 2002). They are flexible and 

participatory tools since they uncover the perspectives of participants regarding the 

topic of investigation in a purposeful way (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2018; Kvale, 1996). 

Indeed, interviews are tools for researchers to elicit the perspectives, ideas, attitudes, 

Biographic Information Survey

Semi-Structured Interview

Semi-Structured Focus Group 
Discussion

Reflection
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and beliefs of the participants (Creswell, 2014; Saldaña, 2011) because “the very 

nature of qualitative interviews is their openness” (Kvale, 1996, p. 84). Specifically, 

semi-structured interviews create a space for participants to share their insights with 

ease, especially regarding emotionally loaded topics (Cohen et al., 2011). It also 

actively involves the researcher in the exchange of ideas without being shadowed by 

a structured protocol or getting lost in an unstructured procedure, thanks to its 

dialogic nature (Brinkmann, 2018). In this process, a rapport is established between 

the researcher and participant via this interaction (Reid et al., 2015). Hence, semi-

structured interviews can inform researchers about the thought processes of the 

subjects in a conversational way via abstract questions that promote reflexivity. 

Therefore, interviews are regarded as a major source of data for phenomenological 

research (Creswell, 2013). 

 

To unravel the emotional experiences of the participants while teaching L2 writing in 

AI-integrated settings, semi-structured interviews were utilized in this study. The 

interviews were scheduled with consented participants, using scheduling software 

and email exchanges with the participants. A total of 15 participants were 

interviewed, in line with Polkinghorne’s (1989) recommendations that limit the 

number of interviewees between five and twenty-five. An interview protocol was 

created prior to the interviews to be used as a guide in the data collection process 

(Creswell, 2014; Dörnyei, 2007; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). The interview 

questions were created with the co-supervisor and checked multiple times in line 

with the research questions and available scholarly literature, and their suitability 

was checked with the co-supervisor multiple times. Given the subsets of graduate 

TAs, lecturers, and senior lecturers within the data, two different interview protocols 

(see Appendix D) were prepared because the administrators (senior lecturers) 

actively engaged in program coordination, teacher training, and curriculum design, 

unlike lecturers and graduate TAs, who were mainly responsible for teaching. While 

graduate teaching assistants and lecturers answered the same thirteen questions, 

program administrators were asked eleven interview questions that were slightly 

different considering their responsibilities. Notably, it helped them to address aspects 

appropriate to their level of expertise and role in the development of the program. 

The teaching assistants and lecturers were asked questions about their perceived AI 
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literacy, experience in teaching academic writing in the era of GenAI, and emotion 

labor that might be caused by it. The senior lecturers in this program were mainly 

interviewed for their insights about the program’s AI training opportunities for I-

TPACK competence development, the AI integration into ESL curricula, and 

emotion labor about the potential misuse of AI from a teacher-educator perspective. 

The interview questions, as can be seen in Appendix D, did not only focus on 

emotions, but also socio-institutional factors, such as the curriculum, training, and 

policymaking, because teacher emotions are shaped by them.  

 

The mode of the interview was face-to-face for thirteen participants, which took 

place in reserved spaces within the foreign languages building of the university. In 

contrast, the remaining two participants specifically requested an online interview 

with consent for personal reasons; therefore, two of the interviews were conducted 

on a teleconference platform called Zoom. On average, the interviews lasted about 

fifty minutes. The in-person semi-structured interviews were recorded through a 

digital voice recorder in a password-protected computer and stored in a cloud-based 

secure storage platform provided by the university. Similarly, the online sessions 

were recorded through Zoom. In fact, the in-person interviews were automatically 

transcribed by Apple Voice Recorder, and the online interviews were transcribed by 

Zoom. The researcher used the automated transcript as a starting point and listened to 

all the recordings to manually revise the missing and/or inaccurate information, 

along with anonymizing the data. The timeline of the interviews can be found in 

Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Timeline of the semi-structured individual interviews 

No Name  Length Mode 
1 Lily 56:03 In person 
2 Nancy 45:23 In person 
3 Harry 28:12 In person 
4 Amelia 39:10 In person 
5 Scarlett 44:41 In person 
6 Leo 51:07 In person 
7 Claire 46:30 In person 
8 Sophia 55:17 In person 
9 Denise 1:15:46 In person 
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Table 4. (continued) 

10 Oscar 50:09 In person 
11 Emma 58:28 In person 
12 Olivia 34:21 In person 
13 Hazel 42:22 In person 
14 Edward 41:21 Virtual 
15 Arthur 44:55 Virtual 

 

3.1.3.3.3. Semi-Structured Focus Group Interview 

 

The focus group session is used as a complementary data collection instrument to the 

interviews in the current study. Focus groups are discussions moderated by a 

researcher to explore a topic in-depth based on the interaction between the 

participants within the scope of guiding questions (Morgan, 1996; Stewart & 

Shamdasani, 2014). In fact, they create an opportunity for participants to share their 

views about the topic of exploration in a friendly atmosphere because others’ insights 

would stimulate them to think about their own perspective and prompt them to 

contribute to the conversation by disclosing their viewpoints, which might not be 

uncovered otherwise (Morgan & Krueger, 1993; Punch, 1998). In turn, subjects have 

a joint and dialogic reflection about their experiences regarding the phenomena 

under investigation through focus groups. Considering this, since they enable 

participants to voice their thoughts in their own personal style without any prescribed 

attributions to their experiences, focus groups are deemed to produce data that can be 

categorized as emic in lieu of etic (Stewart & Shamdasani, 2014). This means that 

participants can produce authentic responses, rather than being directed by the 

discussion moderator. Morgan and Krueger (1993) also added that focus groups can 

reveal the degree to which participants’ interpretations regarding the research 

phenomena are parallel with one another, revealing different and/or similar thought 

patterns. For this reason, focus groups can be a great addition to interviews as they 

allow participants to elaborate on or question each other’s views by providing 

explanations about their rationales, which is a distinctive aspect of this instrument 

(Morgan, 1996). As a source of rich data for thoughts, feelings, and attitudes, this 

dynamic creates a group synergy that cannot be achieved with mere individual 

interviews (Dörnyei, 2007; Stewart & Shamdasani, 2014). To have a comprehensive 
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exchange of ideas, focus groups are typically composed of participants ranging from 

five to ten to explore the ‘collective wisdom’ by allowing them to be engaged in 

collaborative thinking and reflection (Dörnyei, 2007, p. 144).  

 

In this study, the semi-structured focus group interview was chosen to understand the 

emotional experiences of L2 writing instructors regarding AI-assisted L2 writing 

instruction through six questions (See Appendix E). After most of the semi-

structured interviews, a focus group discussion was scheduled to create a space for a 

dialogic interaction among the participants about the topic under investigation. 

Creating three subgroups from the original research sample via purposeful sampling 

to ensure diversity, the researcher intentionally limited the number to six participants 

for this discussion. The two GTAs, two lecturers, and two senior lecturers who 

taught their AI modules, completed their interviews, and provided in-depth responses 

in their interviews were individually asked if they would be willing to participate in a 

follow-up focus-group discussion, and all of them consented. For the record, all 

participants’ consent was already collected via the informed consent form 

collectively, yet given the nature of the focus group sessions, the number of 

attendees to the focus group session was limited. It should also be noted that 

originally, the focus group session was done with six participants, including two 

senior lecturers, two lecturers, and two graduate teaching assistants. Yet, one of the 

focus group attendees from the graduate teaching assistant subgroup withdrew their 

signed consent about a month after the focus group. Because the data collection 

process was complete when this happened, it was not feasible to repeat the focus 

group session. Therefore, their data was extracted from the focus group data analysis 

and terminated, which diminished the number of participants for this session to five 

at the end. Recorded with the Apple voice recorder in a password-protected 

computer, this session lasted fifty-six minutes and twenty-eight seconds, whose 

details can be seen in Table 5.  

 

Table 5. Overview of the semi-structured focus group interview 

Participants  Length Mode 
Lily, Amelia, Scarlett, Claire, Sophia, Resigned 
participant 

51:07 In person 
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3.1.3.3.4. Reflections 
 

Typically referred to as diaries, journals, or logs, written reflective practices can be 

categorized as an introspective method of qualitative inquiry, as it allows researchers 

to gain profound insights about participants’ authentic meaning-making processes 

based on their pertinent past experiences (Dörnyei, 2007; Rose, 2020). In other 

words, written reflective logs provide an insider access to the researcher, allowing 

them to examine the participant's views in a more detailed way (Dörnyei, 2007). 

According to Rose (2020), thanks to reflections: 
 

The participants are provided the agency to put forward their own thoughts 
and interpretations as data for a research project, rather than relying on the 
researcher to use indirect methods to access the same thoughts. If robust 
methods are followed, diaries and journals can provide researchers with a 
highly contextualized and individualized account of the research construct (p. 
349). 
 

For these reasons, reflections are indispensable to effective pedagogical practices as 

narrative tools for growth. While implementing written reflections into this research, 

the aim was to provide instructors with a space to reflect on their AI lessons’ 

evolution throughout one or multiple semesters to understand the degree to which 

they find the modules useful and whether it influences their emotions. Using 

Qualtrics, reflections aimed to derive the experiences of the participants about 

program-wide AI-focused lessons within the curriculum, with the help of guiding 

questions provided by the researcher (See Appendix F). In fact, written journals are 

particularly useful for topics exploring psychological aspects within applied 

linguistics, as noted by Rose (2020). In this vein, the participants were requested to 

write five-hundred-word reflections followed by their interviews on the AI modules 

in the curricula after teaching them as a single entry, referring to their background 

experiences about this matter. This was done to understand the potential connection 

of the impact of their curriculum on their emotions. 
 

3.1.4. Data Analysis  
 

Since the data is deemed to be deep and sophisticated in qualitative research, there 

are, in turn, multiple angles to examine the data at hand (Punch, 1998). Qualitative 
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approaches are innovative in the sense that they allow researchers to inductively 

construct meaning in light of the participants’ views (Creswell, 2014). In other 

words, results emerge from the data provided by the participants in an improvised 

way and are not predetermined (Saldaña, 2011). As noted by Moustakas (1994), the 

analysis of the participants' shared lived experiences surrounding a phenomenon 

allows researchers to identify the essence of their thought processes. In light of this, 

the primary data analysis method used in this research was Interpretative 

Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) (Smith et al., 1999; Smith et al., 2022). According 

to Smith et al. (1999), the goal of this data analysis method is “to explore in detail 

the participant’s view of the topic under investigation” (p. 218). Notably, IPA is an 

effective tool for decoding emotionally loaded topics (Smith & Osborn, 2015), such 

as the emotion labor of L2 writing instructors in the era of AI. An important 

consideration with regard to data analysis is that qualitative methods produce 

plentiful data, which indicates that it might not be possible to use it in its entirety and 

instead might need to be sorted by prioritizing critical points (Guest et al., 2012). 

Hence, the data analysis procedure in this study compiled data interpretation in an 

accessible way. As highlighted by Reid et al. (2015), “A successful analysis is: 

interpretative (and thus subjective) so the results are not given the status of facts; 

transparent (grounded in example from the data) and plausible (to participants, co-

analysts, supervisors, and general readers)” (p. 20).  

 

In this regard, the purpose was to examine the viewpoints of the participants in an in-

depth way through an extensive examination process of the participants’ 

interpretation of their own experiences (Creswell, 2014; Saldaña, 2011, 2013; Smith 

et al., 1999; Smith et al., 2022; Smith & Osborn, 2015). In fact, participants’ sense-

making process was recorded, and based on their insights, the researcher was able to 

attribute meanings to the data (Reid et al., 2015). For effective IPA, horizontalization 

was also utilized in this process to treat the raw data as of equal importance in the 

initial phases of data collection to determine the frequency of the textural 

descriptions and understand the key insights among them, followed by it (Moustakas, 

1994). During the data analysis, a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis 

(CAQDAS) software, MAXQDA 2026 was utilized. Using a CAQDAS tool was 

helpful to handle extensive scientific data at a higher speed, take advantage of the 
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unlimited storage capacity, utilize a comprehensive coding approach, experiment 

with data easily, and conduct a rigorous data analysis process (Dörnyei, 2007; Gibbs, 

2007). When the data analysis was over, the findings were communicated through 

“thick” and “rich” descriptions in the findings section (Creswell, 2013, p. 168). To 

this end, following the steps in Smith et al. (1999) and Smith et al. (2022), the IPA 

process was composed of several stages within this study.  

 

3.1.4.1. Step 1: Data Transcription 

 

Firstly, the interviews and the focus group discussion that were digitally recorded by 

using a built-in recorder in their computer, automatically transcribing the 

conversations, were transcribed semi-manually into an empty document. This means 

that the automated transcriptions were verified by the researcher by listening to the 

recordings multiple times to ensure clarity and accuracy. Besides, to ensure 

anonymity in the transcriptions in this process, the erroneous statements were 

corrected, and participants’ identities, the name of the institution, and any remaining 

identifiers related to the research context were anonymized by means of pseudonyms 

to protect their privacy.  

 

3.1.4.2. Step 2: Familiarization with Data via Reading and Re-reading  

 

Second, employing the steps of IPA, the process of data analysis began with an 

immersion into the raw data collected via semi-structured interviews, the focus group 

session, and reflections by means of reading and re-reading in-depth. This helped the 

researcher to become familiar with the data and notice patterns across different forms 

of data. While doing so, adopting a reflexive approach, exploratory noting with 

descriptive, linguistic, and conceptual comments was also used in this procedure to 

highlight key insights that could be useful for the process of developing initial codes. 

 

3.1.4.3. Step 3: Construction of Experiential Statements 

 

Third, considering the insights emerging from the reading and re-reading process, 

experiential statements that relate to the research questions were drawn from the data 
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of participants. In light of the participants’ own voices and the researcher’s 

interpretations of participants’ voices, this was done by determining the essence of 

raw data and developing cohesive statements based on them. This helped the 

conceptualization of concise assertions by means of refining the initial exploratory 

insights in accordance with the research objectives of the current study.  

 

3.1.4.4. Step 4: Search for Connections across Experiential Statements 

 

Afterward, until the saturation of themes was achieved, the common experiential 

statements that represented the participants’ shared experiences and relationships 

across them were built based on the initial codes. This contributed to the 

development of initial categories in line with the patterns among the participants by 

means of imaginative variation. Until the data saturation was reached, the process of 

connection search continued.  

 

3.1.4.5. Step 5: Identification of Personal Experiential Themes (PET) 

 

To have a broader understanding of the participants’ individual stories about the 

phenomenon, their Personal Experiential Themes (PET) were established by means 

of capturing their individual meaning-making regarding their emotions in AI-

mediated L2 writing instruction. Since this process involved a case-by-case analysis, 

after the analysis of a case was complete, the researcher moved to the next case by 

bracketing the earlier participants’ insights to have an in-depth understanding of each 

participant’s idiography before making any general claims.  

 

3.1.4.6. Step 6: Development of Group Experiential Themes (GET) 

 

In light of the PET, the Group Experiential Themes (GET) were developed to have 

an in-depth insight into the emotional experiences of L2 writing instructors in AI-

mediated L2 writing contexts. This was done by thoroughly examining the patterns 

across the experiences of the participants to see how they connected to those of other 

participants and whether they contradicted. In other words, the convergence and 

divergence in their shared insights were analyzed. Hence, the recurring shared 
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experiential statements were utilized to create overarching GET that represent their 

meaning-making process about their emotional experiences in AI-mediated writing 

classrooms as language teachers. 
 

 
Figure 2. Data analysis process based on Smith et al. (2022) 

 

3.2. Establishing Trustworthiness 
 

Qualitative validity and reliability are important in qualitative research to ensure the 

research is robust (Gibbs, 2007). To establish trustworthiness in qualitative research, 

implementing credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability is key 

(Creswell & Miller, 2000; Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). First, a 

variety of data collection tools were integrated into this thesis research to enhance 

credibility. Indeed, having diverse data facilitates data triangulation as it adds 

different layers to the examination, in turn increasing the trustworthiness of research 

(Creswell, 2014; Denzin, 2012; Dörnyei, 2007; Gibbs, 2007; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Saldaña, 2011; Stahl & King, 2020). In addition, the peer 

debriefing process was done multiple times with different people. One occasion was 

when this study was shared with a professor of Applied Linguistics and a doctoral 

student in the US at the graduate research roundtable at a large US-based L2 

education conference to receive comprehensive feedback on the study’s research 

questions, theoretical framework, and methodology. Similarly, the study’s research 

question and conceptualization were shared with an Applied Linguistics professor 

whose study was utilized in the background research. A few peer graduate students 

were also asked to provide feedback. This work also utilized member checking. 

During the interviews, clarification and confirmation questions were asked of the 

participants to check the researcher’s understanding.  Second, to achieve 
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transferability, detailed information regarding different stages of the research was 

provided in order to increase transferability via thick description. The researcher 

aimed to ensure a comprehensive overview of the research methodology in terms of 

participants, setting, data collection, and data analysis (Saldaña, 2011), alongside 

limitations. In fact, this enables researchers to share the rationale for the method 

used, along with establishing foundations for the participants’ perceptions and the 

scope of the study by showing rigor. Third, a detailed overview of the data was kept 

to increase the dependability of this study. Being transparent and doing an audit trail 

were important steps taken in this study to minimize errors, particularly the 

transcription checking process that enabled the researcher to identify errors in their 

data and fix them (Gibbs, 2007). In addition, for confirmability, the researcher was 

engaged in reflexivity throughout the study to understand the potential biases that 

they might be bringing to the study. Gibbs (2007) highlights, “The qualitative 

researcher, like all researchers, cannot claim to be an objective, authoritative, 

politically neutral observer standing outside and above the text of their research 

reports” (p. 91). Hence, the importance of self-reflection for researchers in reducing 

biases cannot be denied since it brings a self-consciousness that allows them to be 

aware of the fact that their writing reflects their habitus in the form of reflexive 

auditing (Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Creswell, 2013; Stahl & King, 2020). With respect 

to this, it is critical to unravel “...how the researcher’s own experiences, values, and 

positions of privilege in various hierarchies have influenced their research interests, 

the way they choose to do their research, and the ways they choose to represent their 

research findings” (Harrison et al., 2001, p. 325). Moreover, this study has been 

supervised by two scholars, providing professional consultations throughout the 

entire process of research (Creswell, 2014). With their valuable insights and 

contributions, the research is strengthened by ensuring rigor and promoting 

reflexivity. After all, the study is the fruit of the cooperation between me, my 

advisor, and my co-advisor.  

 

3.3. Ethical Considerations 

 

Holding ethical standards was prioritized at every stage of this study. Primarily, prior 

to the start of the data collection, this study received Institutional Review Board 
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(IRB) approval (IRB25-0791) from the research context on July 31, 2025, with an 

exemption decision. On September 29, 2025, his study also received a METU Ethics 

Committee Approval (0442-ODTUIAEK-2025) from the university for which this 

thesis is written (see Appendix A). Participants were sent a detailed consent form 

that involved key information regarding the study procedures, and data collection 

started only after receiving signed consent. The data received from the participants 

were only accessible to the primary researcher and the supervisors of this study. The 

interview recordings, reflections, and survey data were stored in a password-

protected computer. Particularly, the recordings of the interviews were transcribed 

using pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality, privacy, and anonymity (Gibbs, 2007; 

Sieber, 1992).  

 

3.4. Researcher Positionality  

 

As noted by Hammersley and Atkinson (1995), explicit positionality in qualitative 

research is a valuable contributor to the merit of the study being conducted. 

According to Creswell (2013), researcher positionality would involve the author’s 

experiences regarding the phenomenon under investigation and how they would 

affect their understanding of the data. Therefore, in this sub-section, I will explain 

my role as the researcher and how this might have shaped my research process. 

 

Since I have served in the same context as a graduate teaching assistant and I have a 

professional relationship with the participants, it is important to acknowledge the 

potential impacts of this on this research study. To begin with, as a graduate teaching 

assistant serving in the research setting for the past two years, my research questions 

arose based on my own experiences in this ESL context. In my instructor role, I 

myself have taught the AI modules in four separate classes, and due to potential 

academic integrity violations, that go unnoticed in grading despite these lessons, I 

have observed AI’s potential for negatively influencing L2 teachers' emotions, 

including mine, while delivering writing instruction and, in turn, causing identity 

fluctuations due to emotion labor. As I have also witnessed my colleagues voicing 

concerns regarding the issue of identifying students’ AI misuse, yet did not know 

what their emotional experiences are, I have decided that it would be necessary to 
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investigate their shared experiences by focusing on their AI-induced emotions in this 

process, in line with my understanding of Benesch (2017). Particularly, given 

Benesch's (2017) demonstration that plagiarism in L2 writing contexts could be a 

source of emotion labor for L2 instructors, I came to realize via my experience in this 

setting that expanding this view by exploring how AI would impact teacher emotions 

might add useful insights to the intersection of L2 writing, teacher emotions, and 

CALL. On the other hand, there is a possibility that my collegial relationship with 

the participants might have put pressure on them to participate in my study. 

However, they were informed both via the consent form and by me that participation 

in this research is entirely voluntary. In my experience, being familiar with the 

research context rather helped me to build a better rapport with them during the data 

collection and analyze their insights deeply. As also noted by Neubauer et al. (2019), 

in hermeneutic phenomenology, researcher’s subjective experiences cannot be fully 

bracketed, and instead are valued. In this regard, my professional involvement in this 

pedagogical setting also enabled me to adopt a critical reflexive approach to my 

research process to question any presumptions that I might have throughout the 

study, along with how my experience informs it. I also prepared the questions for the 

interviews, the focus group session, and the reflections in accordance with this to 

objectively address the research questions to allow participants to share their 

subjective interpretation of the phenomenon under investigation freely. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

FINDINGS 

 

 

Considering the interpretative phenomenological analysis of the semi-structured 

interviews, the focus group session, and reflections, along with the biographic 

information questionnaire, this chapter presents the results of the current study to 

shed light on the emotional experiences of instructors in AI-mediated second-

language writing contexts at higher education. It begins with the findings for the first 

research question, continues with the findings for the second research question, and 

ends with the findings for the final research question.  

 

Table 6. Research questions and pertinent data collection instruments 

Research Question Sub-questions Data collection 
instrument 

1. How does AI-
assisted L2 writing 
influence instructors’ 
emotion labor in this 
higher education 
setting? 
 

a. What AI-induced 
emotions do they 
experience?  

b. What are the antecedents 
of their AI-induced 
emotions? 

c. What AI-induced emotion 
labor strategies do they 
adopt? 

Interview, Focus 
group 

2. What are the 
attitudes of L2 writing 
instructors toward AI-
mediated L2 writing 
instruction in this 
tertiary education 
context? 

a. What is their perception of 
AI as a pedagogical tool in 
L2 writing classrooms? 

b. What is their appraisal of 
their own AI literacy?  

c. How do they develop their 
AI literacy? 

Interview, Focus 
group 
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Table 6. continued 
3. What are the feeling 
rules that shape the 
emotion labor of 
instructors in 
navigating AI-
mediated second-
language writing in 
this higher education 
setting? 

a. How is AI integrated into 
the ESL writing 
instruction? 

b. What is the socio-
institutional policies 
dedicated to mediating 
AI-assisted student 
writing? 

Interview, Focus 
group,  
Reflection 

 

As an overarching summary, Table 6 includes detailed information regarding the 

findings, including themes, categories, and sub-categories, informed by the 

subsequent research questions. Based on an inductive IPA of participants’ data, some 

codes emerged, and drawing from the codes, the sub-categories shared in Table 6 

emerged. The sub-categories created the categories that represented the sub-research 

questions of each question. Three primary themes relating to each research question 

emerged from the categories, including participants’ AI-induced emotions, 

perceptions of AI-mediated L2 writing, and feeling rules.  

 

Table 7. The themes, categories, and sub-categories elicited from the data 

RQs Themes Categories Sub-categories 

RQ1 L2 instructors’ 
emotions in 
AI-mediated 
writing 
contexts 

1. L2 writing 
instructors’ AI-
induced emotions 

I. Positive emotions (3 
codes) 

II. Negative emotions (8 
codes) 

III. Neutrality (No codes) 
2. The antecedents of 
L2 writing 
instructors’ AI-
induced emotions 

I. Antecedents of positive 
emotions (1 code) 

II. Antecedents of negative 
emotions (4 code) 

3. L2 writing 
instructors’ emotion 
labor strategies 
 

I. Adjusting student-teacher 
rapport (4 codes) 

II. Receiving socio-
institutional support (2 
codes) 

III. Promoting self-efficacy 
(3 codes) 
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Table 7. continued 

RQ2 L2 instructors’ 
attitudes 
toward AI-
mediated 
writing 

1. L2 instructors’ 
perceptions of 
pedagogizing AI in 
writing  

I. Benefits (4 codes) 
II. Drawbacks (5 codes) 

 
 

2. L2 writing 
instructors’ AI 
literacy 
benefits (4 codes) 

I. Theorizing AI literacy (3 
codes) 

II. AI literacy development 
(2 codes) 

III. Acceptance of AI (2 
codes) 

RQ3 Feeling rules 
of AI-mediated 
L2 writing 
instruction 

1. AI-mediated L2 
writing curriculum 
  

I. Comments on the current 
AI modules (No codes) 

II. Curriculum renovation 
suggestions (6 codes) 

2. AI-mediated L2 
writing policies 

I. Process for handling AI-
based misconduct (No 
codes) 

II. Policymaking 
suggestions (2 codes) 

 
In the explanation of quotes, some acronyms were used to highlight the teaching role 

of the participants and the data collection instrument. In this regard, SSI was used to 

refer to the semi-structured interviews, FG was used to refer to the focus group 

discussion, and R was used to refer to the reflections. Similarly, GTA represented 

graduate teaching assistants, L represented lecturers, and SL represented senior 

lecturers. 

 

4.1. L2 Instructors’ Emotions in AI-Mediated Writing Contexts 

 

The purpose of the first research question was to explore the depths of second-

language writing teachers’ emotions while teaching in the age of AI. Hence, this sub-

section illustrates the findings regarding the emotion labor of instructors in AI-

mediated L2 writing settings at universities. In light of the first research question’s 

three sub-questions, this section comprises three main sub-sections, including AI-

induced emotions, antecedents of AI-induced emotions, and AI-induced emotion 

regulation strategies. The first sub-section, AI-induced emotions, interprets the emotions 
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and emotion labor of the participants. The second sub-section dwells on the roots of 

their emotions. The final sub-section provides insights into their AI-induced emotion 

regulation strategies. Drawn from the biographic information questionnaire, Table 8 

outlines the general impact of AI-mediated L2 writing on participants’ emotions. 

 

Table 8. Participants’ biographic information questionnaire responses on the impact 
of AI-mediated L2 writing instruction on their emotions 

Impact Participant 
Neither negatively nor positively Harry, Denise, Edward 
Somewhat negatively Lily, Nancy, Amelia, Leo, Claire, Sophia, 

Oscar, Emma, Hazel, Arthur 
Very negatively Olivia, Scarlett 
 

4.1.1. AI-Induced Emotions 

 

This section corresponds to the first sub-question of the first research question, 

focused on the emotions that are triggered by AI. The semi-structured interviews and 

the focus group discussion, whose questions specifically addressed AI-induced 

emotional experiences of L2 writing instructors, revealed that AI can serve as a 

catalyst for emotion labor due to a myriad of reasons. Even though a majority of the 

participants experienced emotion labor in their L2 writing setting due to AI, the 

emotions that they experienced, and their intensity varied across the participants. 

Indeed, few of them did not report experiencing any positive or negative emotions by 

sharing neutral emotional reactions. Therefore, emotional discussions were deeper in 

some participants’ responses than some others. 

 

Table 9. AI-induced emotions of participants 

Emotion Type Emotions 
Positive emotions Contentment, Happiness, Gratitude 
Negative emotions Frustration, Discouragement, Disillusionment, Uneasiness, 

Distress, Anxiety, Weariness 
 

In light of the nature of the emotions that they shared, the emotion codes were 

categorized into three dimensions, including positive emotions, negative emotions, 

and neutral emotions. Table 9 serves as a summary of the AI-induced emotions. The 
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subsequent sub-subsections aimed to provide an in-depth interpretation of the 

emotions, including positive, negative, and neutral, shared by the participants.  

 

4.1.1.1. AI-Induced Positive Emotions  

 

Corresponding to the first sub-question of the first research question, this sub-

subsection is dedicated to AI-induced positive emotions that emerged from the 

instructors’ responses. According to the results, positive emotions caused by AI were 

rare compared to the negative emotions expressed by the instructors. While this 

indicates that AI did not reinforce merely negative emotional experiences for the 

instructors, experiencing positive feelings was an uncommon occurrence for the 

participants in the current study because the number of negative emotions reported 

by them were more than that of positive emotions. 

 

4.1.1.1.1. Contentment  

 

One of the positive emotion codes that emerged from the data of the instructors in 

this study was contentment, referring to the feelings of satisfaction. In this regard, 

Olivia and Arthur were the ones reporting feelings of contentment that occurred in 

certain instances. For example, Olivia reported that she felt a sense of satisfaction 

when she noticed a favorable shift in student behavior regarding their AI use, thanks 

to her pedagogical integration of the tool. It prevented her from experiencing 

burnout, as noted by her explicitly. 

 

You're going to have a round or two of assignments that are just other AI 
messes, but often if you can break them, of that, it feels good. The rest of the 
semester, as you start seeing them make slightly better choices, is the only 
thing I think that's keeping me from, like, you know, running away, 
screaming. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 
In a similar vein, Arthur expressed that the availability of AI as an additional 

learning resource, in addition to himself as their teacher, promotes a positive feeling 

in him since his students had multiple sources to rely on to have access to learning. 
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It's easier to be an academic writing teacher or lecturer in the age of AI 
because, solely because of the fact that I don't feel alone. I don't feel like I'm 
the sole, like, mere source of information and knowledge. So this makes me 
feel good. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

These were the two situations in which instructors felt contentment, induced by AI 

and rooted in students' favorable behaviors. This specific emotion code represents 

the compassion that Arthur and Olivia showed within their L2 writing instructor role, 

despite the dominance of negative emotions, as they genuinely showed care towards 

students and valued their effective learning. In other words, realizing their teacher 

beliefs can be a source of contentment. This means that when L2 writing teachers are 

able to act in accordance with their beliefs in AI-mediated contexts, the possibility of 

a mismatch between their inner emotions and feeling rules can be minimized, and in 

turn, positive emotions can be fostered. 
 

4.1.1.1.2. Happiness 
 

The second and final positive emotion identified in the participants’ data was 

happiness. Therefore, only one participant’s data represents this emotion code. To 

exemplify, Lily’s happiness was rooted in witnessing that her students maintain their 

voice as authors in their writing process. 
 

Any kind of moment where I see like, you know, that they feel a lot more 
authority or like, you know, that they feel like they have this voice and 
agency to like make a decision that would be (...) like a really, really big win 
and happy moment to me. (Lily, L, SSI) 

 

In this vein, as in the case of Arthur and Olivia, students’ ethical choices in their 

writing process while using AI was a source of happiness for Lily.  
 

4.1.1.1.3. Gratitude 
 

Feelings of gratitude also emerged from the findings of this study. For example, 

Arthur saw AI as a means of enriching students’ learning opportunities by 

augmenting his role, “It makes me feel like I am lucky to be teaching in the age of 

AI.” (Arthur, GTA, SSI). This indicates that Arthur felt empowered by AI, in light of 

the advantages that it brought to his profession.  
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4.1.1.2. AI-Induced Negative Emotions 

 

This sub-subsection dwells on the AI-induced negative emotions and emotion labor 

of participants. When asked about whether AI impacts their emotions while teaching 

L2 writing, a great majority of the instructors explicitly reported that AI affects their 

emotions negatively in some ways, owing to numerous reasons. This indicated that 

AI use of their students was a source of emotion labor for them because it created a 

mismatch between their pedagogical beliefs and feeling rules. With this in mind, 

there was also a diversity in terms of the negative emotions experienced by the 

participants, including frustration, discouragement, sadness, disillusionment, 

uneasiness, distress, anxiety, and weariness. Therefore, the extent to which or why it 

influenced their emotions differed based on the individual characteristics and 

attitudes of the L2 teachers, rather than their professional experience. This is because 

all participants were competent in their role with a solid background, such as their 

educational history and/or years of teaching, because in order for them to be an ESL 

instructor in this high-ranking institution, they had to meet various criteria before 

starting their job. Even then, this did not prevent twelve of them from experiencing 

AI-induced negative emotions, and in turn emotion labor, regardless of them being a 

graduate teaching assistant, lecturer, or senior lecturer. The main reason why the 

negative emotions that they experienced symbolize emotion labor is because their 

teaching, rooted in their pedagogical beliefs, was interrupted and they were not able 

to explicitly show their negative emotions that they experienced due to it to their 

students to serve effectively as part of their L2 writing teacher role. In other words, 

the emotion labor that were revealed during the data collection was not outwardly 

expressed in their interaction with their learners since they were masking. This 

shows the complexity of the emotional tensions that they have been experiencing due 

to AI.  

 

4.1.1.2.1. Frustration 

 

Frustration, including feelings of annoyance, irritation, and anger, was a commonly 

reported negative emotion among the instructors, typically stemming from students’ 

AI overuse. Lily, Scarlett, Leo, Emma, Olivia, and Hazel were the ones who 
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experienced this emotion. To exemplify, Lily expressed that students who did not 

take her advice about AI use in writing into consideration irritated her because she 

thought that those students missed a critical point about AI: “I was pretty frustrated. 

(...) That's a little frustrating to me, if we have specifically and explicitly discussed 

something and then you don't you know, you still don't really understand the 

importance of that.” (Lily, L, SSI) 
 

Likewise, Scarlett had many students involved in AI-based misconduct in her L2 

writing classroom during the semester in which the data was collected and in earlier 

semesters. When she addressed the cheating behavior of her learners while 

communicating with them by hiding their negative emotions, her students acted as if 

they were unaware of the pitfalls of AI-generated written content. Therefore, she 

reported that students who not only committed academic misconduct with AI but 

also failed to take accountability frustrated her deeply. 
 

I had five academic integrity violation cases in the first semester. So I felt 
very annoyed and very frustrated because essentially, what happens in these 
situations is students are plagiarizing in fabricating through the use of AI. So 
they use AI and then they plagiarize and they, when we address it with the 
student, it comes up that they didn't know that AI would produce false 
information or they relied on AI and didn't realize that it was cited incorrectly 
or had stolen information from somewhere else, or whatever it was. (Scarlett, 
GTA, SSI) 

 

In addition, Leo stated that reading and writing were the skills that he found important; 

as a consequence, seeing students using AI to replace their skill development was 

upsetting for him, particularly when the tool emerged for the first time. Notably, him 

using the phrase “at the beginning” signals that teachers were underprepared back 

then, including himself, which might have led to more negative feelings than now. 
 

At the beginning, it was very frustrating. One, just because I really like 
writing and reading personally, and I see the value of it. And when students 
don't see the value of it, it's kind of hard not to take it personally, because 
you're like, how am I not helping you see this? Like, what am I doing wrong? 
(Leo, SL, SSI) 

 

According to Emma, reading and grading AI-generated papers were aggravating 

because of the inauthenticity of the output, even though she appreciated the 
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readability of the texts: “In some sense, I enjoy understanding them a little bit more, 

but it feels a lot less authentic to me. I think there tends to be… there can be an 

overreliance on the AI tools that I find frustrating.” (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Similarly, Olivia acknowledged the fact that students’ academic integrity violations 

dated back to times even when AI was not available as a common occurrence. Yet, 

she suggested that students cheating with AI was even more challenging than 

handling traditional academic misconduct cases. 

 

I get a lot more frustrated these days. Post AI… Because there are always 
going to be students who are really invested in your course and now the 
students who are not really invested in your course, which end up taking a lot 
more of your time post AI than they take before. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

As can be seen, the shared emotion of frustration among the participants was directly 

tied to how their students used AI. Primarily, the rationale of their displayed feelings 

of frustration can be interpreted as the solicitude that they showed toward their 

learners’ progress and dedication to teaching them the appropriate use of AI as part 

of their writing. In this vein, when they were not able to achieve their teaching 

objectives and outcomes during pedagogical integration of AI into L2 writing, they 

started feeling frustrated because it created a gap between what they originally aimed 

and ended up with. For this reason, this also means that frustration was linked to 

their emotion labor. 

 

4.1.1.2.2. Discouragement  

 

The instructors also reported that they felt a sense of discouragement due to their 

students’ AI overuse or students’ indifference about their AI use even after the 

informative and hands-on ethical practices in the classroom. Indeed, Scarlett, Lily, 

Emma, and Olivia expressed various instances of feeling intense emotions about 

their dropping levels of motivation as an instructor. To begin with, according to 

Scarlett’s insights both in focus group and personal interview, grading purely AI-

generated content was repelling to her because of not grading the student’s but a 

computer’s output. This made it challenging for her to provide effective written 
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feedback in such scenarios, interfering with her feedback provision process, which 

itself is already sophisticated as it requires deep focus, individualization, and 

politeness. 

 

I don't want to read something written by AI. I want to read something that a 
student has actually written. And so, regardless of academic integrity, like, 
the fact that a whole essay can be tangibly written by AI, and it's, you know, 
vague and very stylistically vacant. It can be so just, like, discouraging 
because you feel like you're teaching writing, but nobody's actually writing. 
(Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, Lily, who originally enjoyed providing detailed feedback to her 

students, expressed her decreasing level of motivation because of being forced to 

grade written AI output, instead of student-generated writing: “I was feeling very 

unmotivated because I'm happy to give students a lot of feedback, but I don't want to 

talk to ChatGPT.” (Lily, L, SSI) 

 

When asked about whether AI-mediated L2 writing influences her emotions in any 

way, Emma highlighted that it did impact negatively as an instructor who valued 

building human connections with her students. Particularly, in line with Lily and 

Scarlett’s interpretation, she expressed that providing feedback to AI-generated 

content is detrimental to her motivation level as an educator. 

 

My motivation to teach has tanked. Like, quite honestly. So much of my job 
is grading and giving feedback, right? When I'm thinking about the academic 
writing classes. And it kills my motivation when I think I'm giving feedback 
on something that may not have been authored by the student, but my job is 
to give feedback. But it feels like there's less meaning because why would I 
give feedback to a computer tool, right? To an AI tool. I wouldn't give 
feedback to a tool. I give feedback to a person. And so it kills my motivation 
because again, like I take a much more relational approach to teaching than 
maybe some people do. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Along the same line, Olivia, who reported working diligently to teach L2 writing 

effectively to her students, indicated that students’ persistent or negligent use of AI 

discouraged her since she had to handle multiple cases of AI overuse, specifically in 

her online classes. In turn, it also led her to think that her students did not give 

importance to the lesson content or did not take her seriously. 
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Emotionally, it does feel kind of like a slap in the face sometimes because I 
do think I put more effort into my classes than what I am required to because 
I like seeing students learn and grow. And so when you see students doing 
really blatant or boneheaded things, I'm just like, I know you know better. I 
mean, did you really think I wouldn't notice, or did you think this was going 
to fool anybody? It does feel really disrespectful. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

With this in mind, the responses provided by the instructors about their 

discouragement revealed that AI’s inappropriate use in L2 writing despite their 

efforts to increase students’ ethical AI competencies demotivated them to grade 

papers and provide feedback to their learners because of encountering AI-generated 

content. Since the ultimate goal of feedback is to improve students’ writing skills, 

excessive AI intervention disrupted feedback provision for instructors, eroding the 

pedagogical meaning of this process by decreasing their willingness to be 

intellectually involved. In fact, the process of providing feedback to student writing 

is already laborsome, as it necessitates instructors to read students’ papers in detail 

and share both encouraging and constructive comments tailored to their specific 

needs. AI complicated this process further for participants by preventing them from 

identifying students’ needs, and giving appropriate feedback, which can be 

connected to their emotion labor because they were burdened and not able to realize 

their pedagogical responsibilities with regard to feedback. 

 

4.1.1.2.3. Sadness 

 

Instructors also pinpointed that they experienced sadness when their students 

overused AI, but the degree to which they experienced it varied. This means that 

some instructors felt more upset than others. Nancy, Amelia, Sophia, Oscar, Olivia, 

and Claire were the ones who reported this emotion. To exemplify, Nancy expressed 

the feelings of unhappiness, as she wished her students would listen to her to succeed 

when she gave them advice about AI, instead of cheating. Nancy’s use of “of course” 

also reiterates her devotion to maintaining effective learning of L2 writing. 

 

Of course, deep inside, I will be unhappy every time I see that [AI misuse] 
because you want your students to do their best, right? Like, you're there 
doing… giving as much as you can, so you kind of expect that reciprocally. 
(Nancy, GTA, SSI) 
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By the same token, Amelia underscored that learners’ AI misuse would cause her to 

feel down, especially when the tool first came out and she was less experienced 

about it. She reported intense feelings of sadness that she felt back then. Her specific 

emphasis on her past teaching encounters of AI by using past statements 

demonstrates a potential change in her AI-based emotional tensions, as more 

guidance and training become available over time for her to navigate this process. 
 

Unless it's in the beginning, I feel really, really sad about it. I remember when 
I was a TA, I used to feel upset… disappointed. Like, I spent all of this time 
in the lesson teaching this, how can you do this to me? I think that's… that 
was my approach before. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

For Sophia, teachers managing the situation by acting as an eye that watched the 

students all the time was wrong, and it made her feel unhappy. She did not like the 

idea of policing the students’ AI use with AI detection software. 
 

Those kinds of tools that are supposed to help teachers [AI detection 
applications], that also makes me sad. Like, because I can just see my job 
being more about policing than writing, because the tool is built to police 
them. And so I have been a little concerned when like… when discussions of 
those kind of tools come up, I'm like, please, no. (...) In terms of emotions, 
time spent on those sorts of things are just not exciting. (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, when he faced instances where his learners chose to use AI to 

cheat, Oscar suggested that he felt unhappy. In the example situation that he shared, 

the students’ sources were fabricated, rather than the writing. 
 

My first impression was feeling sad because, like, it was a student who had 
consistently delivered high-quality pieces, but like, that was midterm week. 
(...) What AI did is that it fabricated all the sources that the student used. So 
the student did write some of the paper, but relied completely on the sources 
that AI gave them because I could still see some grammar mistakes, so it 
means the student was trying to write, but the process of looking for sources 
and retrieving information that was useful was affected. So I felt sad. (Oscar, 
GTA, SSI) 

 

Being helpless, Olivia articulated that this situation was sad because there was no 

way to guarantee that learners would use AI ethically. “There's not really much you 

can do other than... You're like, “Hey, stop.” I can't like get you in trouble for this, 

but please don't. It's just really depressing.” (Olivia, L, SSI) 
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In light of this, instructors’ feelings of sadness were triggered when their students 

relied on AI to do their assignments fully or completely, against their writing teacher 

beliefs. In turn, seeing them cheat and handling their misconduct challenged them in 

their pedagogical role since they wanted to embrace ethical AI practices in L2 

writing, yet some of their students did the opposite by overusing AI. This led them to 

feel sad, which represents their emotion labor because they masked this emotion 

while interacting with their learners. 

 

4.1.1.2.4. Disillusionment  

 

Another emerging pattern across participants’ emotions was the disillusionment 

experienced by the L2 writing teachers because of AI. Encountering students’ 

overreliance on AI was a catalyst for them to feel estranged from their teacher 

identity because students would depend on the tool, rather than being mentally 

receptive towards what their instructor was teaching them. In turn, this caused a shift 

in classroom dynamics and made some of the participants question their role, 

authority, and responsibility as second-language writing educators, feeling as if they 

were being substituted by AI. This in turn was detrimental to not only their teaching 

but also their relationships with their students, a core dimension of teaching. 

Additionally, this also negatively impacted their teacher role because in order for 

teachers to realize their teacher beliefs, they need to have a space in which they can 

be engaged in autonomous and agentive teaching practices; however, AI is an 

interference with regard to this. This emotion code emerged from Scarlett, Amelia, 

Emma, Hazel and Arthur’s insights. For instance, in the focus group session, Scarlett 

emphasized that becoming obliged to grade AI-generated papers and spending a 

great deal of time on it, she started feeling unimportant as the teacher of the class. “I 

end up feeling like my whole role was pointless because I'm like spending so much 

time grading. I'm not actually grading a student.” (Scarlett, GTA, FG) 

 

Likewise, Amelia’s responses showed that she felt invisible and lost in her role 

towards the students since they would be blindsided by AI, without paying attention 

to their instructor’s advice or concerns. Not only her grading practices but also 

lessons would be affected negatively since the students relied on AI to complete 
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tasks, rather than learning the skill to write on their own in their target language. 

Even though she spent a considerable amount of time on lesson preparation, the 

students would use AI for the tasks that she prepared, even in class. Thus, she did not 

feel in control of her job. Nevertheless, she regarded herself was a devoted teacher to 

help her students, so she continued to teach, which indicates that her teacher beliefs 

urged her in this process. 
 

In the beginning, it did affect me quite a lot, and I think part of it is feeling 
irrelevant, right? Like, you don't have a purpose anymore because        
students don't appreciate your writing or are not listening to you. They      
don't see the value in your lessons because they are only going to use AI, so 
what's my point here? What am I doing here? That can take a toll on you as 
an instructor, especially if you're passionate about what you do. (Amelia, L, 
SSI) 
 
If your identity as a human being is very connected to your identity as a 
teacher, then that becomes a huge psychological issue. Probably you 
shouldn't be doing that, right? Like, make your whole identity being a 
teacher. (...) And of course, your ethics and your moral will help you to keep 
doing that regardless, but it's kind of like it becomes more difficult. (Amelia, 
L, FG) 

 

Furthermore, despite her relevant educational background, professional training 

involvements, and 15 years of experience, Emma’s responses about her AI-induced 

emotions demonstrated that she felt disqualified to teach her students as a lecturer 

due to AI’s domination in her writing class. Having a sense of reduced agency, she 

expressed that the fundamentals of the job, such as dialogic learning, were vanishing. 

She added that she was not able to adapt to the changes around her, and her 

pedagogical involvement with AI as a teacher was not her choice. This indicates that 

her teacher autonomy is eroding, which was also acknowledged by Emma herself. 
 

I'm having to do something that I wasn't trained to do, and because there's 
this gap between the student and me, I also feel like I'm not serving them 
well. (...) What has my job been reduced to? I love the interaction with 
students. I love the creative process of preparing lessons that are meaningful 
for them, but AI has really changed the rest of it. I mean, it's changed the 
instruction as well. (...) With AI, I don't feel like I have a foundation, and I'm 
able to build. I feel like I'm reactive all the time because I'm reacting to the 
changes that are happening around me. And so I don't have any moment 
where I'm just kind of resting and surveying and like, “Oh, you know, 
here's… here's what I'm learning. Okay, now where do I go from here?” It's 
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dictated for me; where I go from here has to be what AI has dictated in terms 
of how it's developing. So I lose autonomy as a teacher. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Taken together, the disillusionment felt by instructors due to AI can be interpreted as 

its negative influence on their agency by creating a barrier between them and their 

students. When their teacher autonomy was invaded by AI, they might have felt 

alienated from their role and disconnected from their students. Nevertheless, they 

tried to disguise their disillusionment while doing their pedagogical responsibilities, 

indicating their emotion labor. Since the repair attempts that they utilized in their 

meticulous lesson preparation and grading did not work perfectly, they also had the 

impression that the core values of their pedagogical responsibilities were being 

interrupted by AI. This can be a signal of a need for change in terms of curricular 

practices of L2 writing, given AI’s impact on this process. 
 

4.1.1.2.5. Uneasiness  
 

Some of the participants chose to voice their feelings with less emotionally heavy 

vocabulary, feeling uneasiness. In other words, all participants were bothered by AI 

misuse, yet the degree to which they were influenced by it emotionally differed and 

their insights led to different emotion codes. Hence, some of the participants who felt 

uneasiness did not experience the emotional burden at the same intensity level as 

those who expressed frustration. On the other hand, some other participants 

experienced both uneasiness and frustration, symbolizing the sophistication and 

diversity of teacher emotions. Sophia, Nancy, and Hazel reported this emotion. To 

illustrate, for Sophia, the fact that her role was becoming similar to that of a police 

officer in the sense that she was drawn to track students’ AI use in their writing was 

bothersome and evoked unpleasant emotions in her. Tracking applications were 

against her teaching philosophy. 
 

I don't want to be a police person, right? That’s not the role, and I think it's 
where I get a sinking feeling when we have new technologies that can do 
checking stuff, or we want to put things into AI-resistant technologies that'll 
track everything like... I don't want to be a tracker of things. (Sophia, SL, FG) 

 

Similarly, Nancy and Hazel stated that students’ uncritical approach towards AI was 

not a decent situation to be tackled, yet it was not an emotionally taxing situation for 
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them. Their stance suggested that she adopted a rationalistic perspective toward their 

AI-supported writing pedagogy, meaning that they acknowledged the possibility that 

her students would have varying degrees of interest and practices. 

 

You don't feel nice (…) It was definitely just copy the very short prompt, and 
put it there, and copy-paste their response and submit. So it shows the attitude 
of the student. It does affect, but I wouldn't say that it makes me demotivated 
or like, I get devastated by that attitude because I know that students are 
different and some students would care more or they care less. (Nancy, GTA, 
SSI) 
 
It's not pleasant. (...) It doesn't keep me up at night. But it's not, it's not 
pleasant (...) I tell my students this semester, I'm like, “Please, I beg you. 
Please don't fabricate sources because, unlike what you might think, I don't 
get any joy in finding this, right?” (...) If you have some in an academic 
integrity violation case, it's not pleasant, and you don't want to do that. 
(Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

To recap, in light of the responses of the instructors for the feelings of uneasiness, it 

became clear that the extent to which their emotions were affected by AI differed 

when it is compared to the earlier emotions reported by them. In this regard, this 

underlines the depth and variance in L2 teacher emotions because they can 

experience more than one emotion at different levels. By the same token, it also is a 

part of their emotion labor as they also masked their uneasiness, which was a 

representation of their emotions’ clash with feeling rules. 

 

4.1.1.2.6. Distress 

 

For some of the participants, facing AI’s negative impacts on their pedagogy, 

classroom, and student relationships also led to distress, involving feelings of stress 

or overwhelmedness, in light of their responses. This code surfaced from the data of 

Emma, Claire, Olivia, and Denise. To illustrate, Claire underlined that trying to teach 

core writing skills, combined with teaching how to use AI, was stress-inducing 

because it meant she needed to multitask. This shows the impact of the complexities 

of her new role as an L2 writing teacher on her emotions because navigating teaching 

second-language writing in a novel teaching context causes fluctuations in their 

identity as a teacher: “It’s stressful for me, I have to cover the foundational skill, 
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whatever is needed to teach that, like how to paraphrase, like you said. But I also 

need to teach them how to use AI. And you can't fit everything.” (Claire, SL, FG) 

 

By the same token, Olivia expressed that it was stressful for her to adapt to the new 

responsibilities that were brought to her by AI, such as AI misconduct. This might be 

explained by the fact that although cheating has been a chronic problem in writing 

contexts due to issues of plagiarism, it was detectable with clear consequences for 

those committing it, unlike AI misconduct. Accurately detecting AI-generated 

content is almost impossible and checking whether sources are real is time-

consuming, particularly for the new versions of the tools, which creates a hurdle for 

L2 writing instructors. She was also distressed because of the potential catastrophic 

changes in second-language writing classrooms in terms of lesson content and skill 

development of students. 
 

I think the fabrication side is what really gets me the most distressed. (...) It 
just kind of just turns into a little bit of existential dread. I know some of the 
little dramatic, but I'm a little dramatic, but it's the sense of… I'm teaching 
skills that students are trying their best to not have to learn. (...) Because I'm 
teaching skills that are, like, students want to dodge. (...) I'm like, “Oh, what's 
my job will be in 10 years? How do we move away from specifically, like 
assignment-based essays, like broader writing related skills?”, but as you get 
broader, I think things often become less AI resilient. (...) You're going, 
“God, what's my job?” This is distressing. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

As the program director, Denise specified that she did not experience any      

emotional turmoil herself but added that she observed other instructors being in 

distress. To respond to it, she emphasized her role in creating a supportive system   

for all the instructors that she was supervising. This indicates that her administrative 

role might have led her to mask her emotions because her ideas are fixated on 

remaining professional and leading others in a way that they are emotionally 

unaffected. 
 

In the small little world that I live in here in this university’s ESL program, 
you know, the things that I can control, I think that my job is to be a mentor 
to the teachers and to also be a point person who maintains that stasis, right? 
So, it's just a thing that keeps me busy, and I'm very interested in it as a topic, 
and I think it's very important that we evolve with it, but I will say that I see 
stress in teachers. (Denise, SL, SSI) 
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Given that instructors faced new challenges that were created by AI that they needed 

to tackle as part of their L2 writing classrooms, their distress can be interpreted as 

their emotional responses to the uncontrollable changes that were happening around 

them. Regardless of the solutions that they adopted, it did not eradicate AI 

misconduct of their learners; therefore, the intricacies of their new role in AI-

mediated L2 writing classrooms triggered distress. This also signifies their emotion 

labor because they did not want to police their students, against their inner teacher 

beliefs. 

 

4.1.1.2.7. Anxiety 

 

Instructors also reported experiencing anxiety in AI-mediated L2 writing settings as 

another AI-induced emotion since they were unsure about how to resolve the 

situation. The pattern across Nancy, Leo, and Sophia’s insights led to the 

identification of this emotion. To exemplify, for Nancy, the impact of AI on 

pedagogical practices was worrisome, as she was thinking about the future of writing 

instruction to prevent AI’s negative impact on it, “I think another issue kind of 

worries me more, and this is, how can we change the teaching? So we would not 

have to worry about it. Or like, how should we transform the academic writing 

instruction overall?” (Nancy, GTA, SSI) 

 

As senior lecturers, Leo and Sophia did not express any AI-induced anxiety, but they 

reported that they noticed other instructors were overwhelmed by it. Leo attributed 

the feelings of anxiety to being inexperienced, implying that it would affect novice 

teachers more; however, Sophia did not specifically relate the anxiety of teachers to 

their teaching expertise.  

 

For newer instructors, I think it's very challenging because, you know, in our 
program, it's pretty demanding and, you know, a lot of people come here 
without either a ton of teaching experience or a ton of writing experience, like 
academic, you know, university level writing experience and then to have to 
teach an academic writing class and worry about people fabricating things 
while also making a cohesive group out of people from different countries 
and different ages and different languages. (...) I've noticed it just adds 
another thing that people have to worry about. (Leo, SL, SSI) 
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I can see in some instructors, like feeling overwhelmed because they have to 
learn a new thing, a new technology that feels maybe a literacy that they don't 
or can't or don't want to do. So it's like a layer of like, “Oh, I have to learn 
this other thing, and that's a lot.” (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

Considering this, in addition to emotions mentioned earlier, the data analysis results 

also highlighted that instructors felt anxious due to AI because they feel burdened by 

the changes that it created in L2 writing instruction by necessitating them to tailor 

their pedagogical practices accordingly to withstand. This adds another layer of 

complexity to their AI-induced negative emotions, as they did not explicitly show 

anxiety, demonstrating their emotion labor.  
 

4.1.1.2.8. Weariness 
 

AI also caused instructors to develop feelings of weariness, according to 

participants’ interpretation during data collection. The new teaching tasks that were 

brought by AI also led them to feel tired. This emotion was displayed by Scarlett, 

Emma, Claire, and Sophia. As an illustration, for Scarlett, reading, grading, and 

providing feedback to AI-generated writing was tiresome. The written output of AI is 

not the same as human language; thus, she reported feeling weary while meeting the 

expectations of her role, “It's a little bit draining. I think… to read only AI-produced 

content, like it's just, it's dry and uninteresting.” (Scarlett, GTA, FG) 
 

When it comes to Emma, she articulated that the continuous advancement of AI tools 

drained her energy since it would also necessitate her to be involved in professional 

development. However, handling AI’s unwanted consequences on her role prevented 

her from seeking extracurricular training because of her tiredness.  
 

Although as the tools develop so much, it's getting harder for me to even do 
that. Like I'm running out of energy to keep up with all of it. (...) I would 
normally say, "Oh, if there's a summer class available, give me a summer 
class to teach”. I'm at the end of the whole semester, and it is right before 
break, so I am very tired because we've had a really long stretch with no 
break. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Similarly, Claire noted that the source verification process during grading was tiring 

owing to the new steps that were added because of AI. In this process, she          
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would need to verify the links and check if the evidence is taken from the claimed 

source. 

 

On the other hand, though, right, because there's so much source fabrication, 
and I know students are finding sources from. The AI, and now I have to like 
check the links and… kind of police people are you actually using authentic 
sources and… So then it's like more tiring. (Claire, SL, FG) 

 

Sophia also expressed that it was tiring to handle AI misuse, and she added that she 

witnessed other instructors feeling similar because of it. Tackling AI-based academic 

integrity violations was burdensome since it required her to collect evidence to be 

used against the student about their overuse and talk to the student about it. This 

might also be because her teaching philosophy contrasted with the policies that she 

needs to adhere to, as she would not want to punish the students. This clearly shows 

the emotion labor experienced by Sophia. 
 

It gets wearisome to talk to the student who just, like, maybe does deny that 
they’ve used it, and you feel like you have to prove something to them, or 
you're doing all this work to prepare for maybe a conversation. And those are 
like, that feels wearisome. (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

To this end, the participants were also found to feel weariness as part of their new 

roles in AI-supported second-language writing classrooms. This can also be linked to 

their emotion labor not only because they masked their tiredness but also it 

symbolized the new pedagogical responsibilities that they did not want to do because 

of policing.  
 

4.1.1.3. Neutral Emotions 

 

Based on the analysis of their responses, Denise, Harry, and Edward were found to 

be somewhat emotionally unaffected by AI-related misconduct cases in their L2 

writing classrooms. For instance, when asked whether her emotions was affected by 

students’ AI misuse, Denise stated that she was not influenced emotionally because 

she saw handling challenges would be an indispensable part of her role. Instead, she 

observed other instructors’ distress due to AI. Thus, Denise was focused on helping 

other instructors’ navigation process as their guide. 
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I think I'm probably an anomaly. The thing is that it's my job to deal with 
problems. So I have taken this program through COVID, through faculty 
stripes, through, AI, like… It's like every year there's a new apocalypse that 
I'm dealing with. (…) I view this as another one of those things that… Not a 
stressor, but a thing that keeps it interesting keeps it new, you know? Keeps 
me on my toes. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

By the same token, when Harry was asked if he experienced any AI-induced 

emotions, he indicated that he would not be affected, “It doesn't really affect me in a 

negative way. Like, not really. I just. It's their responsibility, so, you know, you play 

bad games, you win bad prizes.” (Harry, GTA, SSI) 

 

While responding to the same question, Edward did not mention any feelings, but 

rather emphasized the importance of supporting his students. 

 

The idea of not policing students rather than supporting, because at the end of 
the day, as a faculty, as instructors, you're not policing students. You are 
supporting them to do what they should do and help them to learn to do that. 
(Edward, L, SSI) 
 

As can be seen, some of the instructors did not report positive or negative feelings 

induced by AI, remaining neutral. However, their neutrality can be also explained by 

the possibility that they might be masking their emotions to better serve in their role.  

 

4.1.2. Antecedents of AI-Induced Emotions 

 

This sub-subsection addresses the second sub-question of the first research question. 

The complex set of emotions experienced by the participants were elucidated in the 

earlier sub-section. This sub-section aims to explain the triggers of instructors’ AI-

induced emotions by categorizing them as the sources of positive emotions and 

sources of negative emotions, outlined in Table 10. 

 

Table 10. Antecedents of AI-induced emotions of participants 

Emotion Type       Antecedents 
Positive emotions • Students’ improvement in ethical AI use 

• AI’s complementary role to teachers 
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Table 10. (continued) 
Negative emotions  • Increased workload 

• AI-based academic integrity violations 
• Vague AI detection 
• Strained student-teacher relationships 

 

4.1.2.1. Antecedents of Positive Emotions 

 

Given that experiencing positive emotions was a rare occasion, the antecedents of the 

positive emotions were not a topic of discussion in most of the interviews. The 

reported positive emotions, contentment and happiness were rooted in witnessing 

student progress in terms of using AI ethically in their writing process. As an 

illustration, Olivia expressed that witnessing positive changes in students’ use of AI 

evoked positive feelings in her: “You've got seeing people's mindsets grow. So when 

I can get those moments, I think that's probably what helps most from like teaching 

something.” (Olivia, L, SSI). In addition, according to Arthur, AI was a useful 

addition to his pedagogical practices as an L2 instructor since he was not the mere 

source of information any longer. 

 

I feel like in like teaching in the age of AI is the one that I would prefer 
because as I just said it makes me feel better. (...) So students, they have the 
opportunity to target the information to get whatever they need as long as 
they are able to evaluate. What they need and how they can get it out of AI. I 
think this is better both for them and for us. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

With this in mind, it can be inferred that L2 writing teachers’ positive emotions are 

fostered when there is not a discrepancy between their teaching objectives and 

classroom applications, meaning that they are able to act based on their internal 

belief systems as teachers agentively. It also can be explained by their perceived trust 

and usefulness toward the tool, along with their self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

4.1.2.2. Antecedents of Negative Emotions 

 

The instructors’ comments on their emotional experiences were dominated by their 

AI-induced negative emotions; thus, a diverse set of antecedents about their emotions 
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were identified. In this line, this section aims to provide insights into their shared 

narratives regarding the catalysts of their unwanted feelings to illustrate the sources 

of emotion labor for L2 writing teachers.  

 

4.1.2.2.1. Facing Increased Workload  

 

Considering the findings, one of the principal causes of participants’ unwelcome 

emotions was that their workload became fairly heavy in AI-mediated L2 writing 

settings. Scarlett, Amelia, Emma, Olivia, Claire, Leo, Sophia, and Oscar’s 

interpretation led to this antecedent. As an illustration, Scarlett said that AI added 

new responsibilities to her grading process, such as verifying facts proposed by the 

students in their writing. In their written assignments, her students were expected to 

use sources as evidence to support their ideas. Therefore, each time a paper was 

graded, she had to authenticate the references and their content. She believed that 

these are labor-intensive steps for teachers with no benefit, yet they cannot be 

skipped. 

 

Not only am I grading writing, but I'm doing a whole other task of, like, truth 
checking. And I don't feel like that should be a writing teacher's job. I feel 
like I'm doing two jobs. So it's tiring because I'm, like, not only am I reading 
this essay and evaluating the writing, but I also have to evaluate, “Is it 
accurate?” “Is it plagiarized?” “Are these sources real?”, clicking on every 
single link and making sure that it's not fabricated. Like, all those extra steps 
and time that you have to invest in. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

Amelia also noted that various new steps were added to the assessment process that 

overwhelmed the instructors, which were not limited to source verification but also 

providing feedback and meeting a student individually when AI-based academic 

integrity violation was detected. 

 

Something that I feel might be a little bit burdensome on teachers is that kind 
of like a scrutiny we need to make to make sure that students are using at 
least sources fairly, right? That there is no source fabrication. So nowadays, 
you have to spend even more time checking all the sources they are using, 
and that's complex in a class where students are allowed to use their own 
sources, so you have 15 students in a class, and each of them use at least four 
to five sources. So how many sources do you need to check? There's a lot of 
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time that you need to invest in checking and giving feedback, and then 
students, sometimes they are fabricating sources, so then you have to meet 
with them and have these conversations. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Emma felt burdened by the need to verify the content and sources 

in student papers during grading. It was a process that yielded no valuable results for 

her. 

 

Realistically, if I have that many drafts coming in and say it's a research 
paper, so it's like 10 plus sources for each paper, perhaps, right? With AI, 
they can just pull sources out of wherever. So I'm finding that the reference 
lists are often increasing in the number of sources that students are using, too, 
where that's my overall impression. So for me to go through and click each of 
those links and to spot check for evidence. So it's not just, “Is it a real 
source?”, “Is the source what it says it is?”, but “Does this quote actually 
come from this source?” The amount of time it takes me to do just the checks, 
not counting the time it takes me to give feedback on the writing. Like, my 
grading time has just increased, it feels, exponentially. (...) It seems like a 
waste of time to me. And my job is already time-consuming. And when I'm 
spending time giving feedback to something that I don't think is, quote, “real” 
in the sense that a student wrote it, or even wrote most of it, right? (Emma, L, 
SSI) 

 

Olivia also reported that her grading took a considerable amount of time, making her 

feel like she was not actually teaching skills. She also added that this constant 

struggle prompted her to reconsider her career choices. 

 

It took me over 9 hours over the weekend because there was so much 
fabrication. And I had to, I just started going through and verifying… 
verifying what sources said, what they said it was saying, and it took forever. 
And then after that, I had an email, like some of the 8 students… pull them all 
in for individual meetings, like deal with their revisions. It just took so long 
that it really does impact my enjoyment of this job. Sometimes I think about, 
like, no, I could go back to K-12 education and not have to do this sort of 
process. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

Likewise, Claire expressed that her assessment process became prolonged because of 

AI, as she not only needed to check the student sources, but also their AI disclosure 

statements. This also surfaced in her conversations with her colleague, Hazel, when 

they talked about their teaching because they consistently found fake sources in their 

students’ class papers. This was an emotionally intense procedure for her, leading to 



 
148 

feelings of paranoia while grading because there were occasions in her class in which 

even the students in good standing misused AI.  

 

I'm just more paranoid and feel burdened that I have to check all these 
sources, but then I'm like, “Oh my gosh, I don't have time.” This is just 
adding on to what I already have to do. And the same thing with, you know, 
how we're collecting AI disclosure statements, and they have to share how 
they used it, and then they have like a chat history. And there's this burden 
that I have to click on it. I have to go look at how they used AI and give them 
feedback. In addition to the feedback I also have to give on the paper. So I 
think because of that, there is this emotional, heavier emotional burden. 
(Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, Leo, a senior lecturer, articulated and confirmed that he witnessed 

other instructors, especially the experienced instructors, voicing that their grading 

duties had increased. 

 

I definitely think it has added another level of, like, complexity. I know that 
more experienced people have shared concerns about the increased workload 
of having to verify, like, source use, not just, “Is the source, like, real or 
not?”, but “Is the student using the source correctly?”, you know, like, and 
like ethically. Like, “Did the source actually say this, or not?” (Leo, SL, SSI) 

 

Similarly, Sophia indicated that she checked all the sources provided by the students 

to verify them in their early drafts. Yet, it was a burdensome new task as part of her 

grading responsibility, which she did not like because policing students was not 

something that she wanted to do, and she instead wanted to assist students in their 

writing skill development process. On the other hand, Sophia added that she would 

still prefer doing this demanding duty, rather than closely monitoring students with 

invasive applications, such as AI detectors, since she knew that they would be biased 

and unhelpful. 

 

My job is not to police their documentation sources and whether they 
found. (...) I definitely can see it in other teachers when I'm leaving meetings, 
just so like, “I spent hours trying to track down”, or someone was like, “Half 
my students had issues with their outlines or their source selection”. (...) 
That's not fun, cause’ it's not like, why we want to be writing teachers. So I 
guess in that way, that's a new component of, like, my job that I don't love. I 
don't trust detectors, and I think our policies, like our unit’s stance on that I 
agree with, like, I'm not hoping for one, because I do think they're biased. 
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And so I'm fine in that way to be doing the work rather than something else. 
(Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

Oscar also felt like he had to police his students to remind them of the academic 

integrity rules and potential consequences of AI overuse; however, he was not happy 

about this and did not want to lose time with it. 

 

I feel like I'm taking this police role, you know, this police officer, and I 
made it very explicit to my students. That's, for example, something I 
wouldn't have to think about before. Like, many times after every single 
major submission, I have to stand in front of the class and repeat the same 
thing over and over and over. Guys, “Fabrication, plagiarism, is an integrity 
violation, do not do it.” (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Taken together, it becomes clear that AI compounded the responsibilities of L2 

writing teachers in this study. Due to the laborious tasks, such as source verification, 

fact checking, and disciplinary action procedure, they experienced emotion labor. 

Even though they wanted their students to achieve their learning goals, encountering 

AI hallucinations during their grading and policing students was not a favorable 

experience for them. There was a mismatch between their teacher beliefs and 

classroom experience because the AI-based problems that they were facing were 

against the nature of being a writing instructor. Indeed, it should also be noted that 

the reason why the instructors were still engaged in these time-consuming practices, 

instead of resigning, can be attributed to their care towards students and passion 

toward their job. There would not be any negative consequences in case they were 

not able to identify AI misuse in student papers, but to help their students better, they 

chose to do so. From a different perspective, it could also be interpreted that some 

instructors were simply doing it for financial obligations. 
 

4.1.2.2.2. Responding to AI-Based Academic Integrity Violation  
 

Considering that AI overuse of students was reported to be the primary cause of 

instructors’ emotional turmoil, tackling the academic integrity infractions by 

showing the consequences of their actions was burdensome for them. They did not 

want to punish the students, but had to follow the policies, which created a clash 

between their teaching philosophy and job expectations. This antecedent emerged 
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from Scarlett, Emma, Sophia, and Olivia’s responses. Some of them extensively 

elaborated on this topic, when asked, showing that they were challenged in their role. 

To begin with, Scarlett expressed that she was feeling like an investigator and a 

police officer while tackling AI-based academic integrity violations, even though she 

did not want to. She added that this would not be the case if AI did not exist because 

students would not be able to generate so much false information on their own 

without such a tool. 
 

It does feel very deflating, particularly during grading, when I sense that the 
logic is generated by AI, and the evidence is generated by AI, and the word 
choice is beyond what the student could have. There's so many elements of 
this that are not actually coming from the student, but I feel like I'm just 
evaluating AI, like I'm not even evaluating the student anymore. And I've had 
conversations with students, like, during office hours, like “Can you explain 
this point? What does this mean?” And they can't. They don't understand 
what they themselves wrote. (Scarlett, GTA, FG) 

 
It feels like you're a literal policeman, and I hate that, because it's like, you're 
stuck in between, you have to follow the expectations of your institution, 
which is that if you find plagiarism or fabrication, you have to report it to the 
academic integrity violation case. (...) It's also like you have to warn students 
of what's going to happen if they do that, and there's a lot of students that 
don't even use AI, so they feel like they're being kind of scared or penalized 
before they've even done anything. (...) It's just not a fun conversation to 
have. Like, it feels like you're just a penalizer all the time instead of what we 
want to be doing, which is helping students develop their own voice and their 
own skills and supporting them. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Emma noted that handling AI academic misconduct by students 

was an emotionally heavy process that brought her many responsibilities, such as 

reporting the situation to the director, talking with the student, and filing the 

documentation. It was even more challenging for her when the cases happened in 

sequence. 
 

With AI, it's like, I get tense, and I don't realize how tense I am until after it's 
over because I'm like just waiting. What’s the next thing I'm going to have to 
deal with? As an instructor, I wanna… I have to be responsible, right? If I 
notice this student has fabricated, the student has misused it in some way. I 
have to hold them to that. I can't just ignore it. (...) It takes a lot of extra time 
to put an academic integrity violation case through, right? Like I've got to 
provide a lot of evidence for the case. I've gotta communicate with our 
director. I've gotta be willing to meet with a student when the student comes 
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to me in a panic and is crying in my office because they're worried they're 
going to fail the course. Like, there's so much extra on top of it that I have to 
do. So when this happened, I had the first case, I'm like, “Okay, I just need to 
take a break from grading.” Like, do all that paperwork, everything goes 
through the system. All right. I need to take a break before I can grade the 
rest because it just is like, I hate my life when I'm doing it. It feels that way. 
That's a little dramatic. Particularly if I'm low energy because it's like 10 
weeks into the semester and everybody's tired and, you know, there's other 
factors as well. And then I picked it back up again the next day, started 
grading some more, and had the second case. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Sophia also stated that handling the academic integrity violations with disciplinary 

action was a challenge, as it required her to talk about the infraction with the student, 

who typically denies it, and prove it to the academic integrity violation committee, 

which did not align with her pedagogical goals. 

 

Teachers put a lot into their work, and then it feels like a kind of a betrayal. 
It's really hard to like push against that feeling. (...) I don't enjoy talking to 
students about their writing is like around source fabrication and tracking all 
that down because I think, like, as writing instructors, those are not the 
conversations we want to have. (Sophia, SL, FG) 

 

Similarly, Olivia articulated that she had various AI misuse cases in her online 

section, meaning that she had to address each case individually with the students, in 

turn, shifting the focus from writing skills to AI use. 

 

It's really demoralizing, especially… I had an online class this semester, 
where for the 2nd major assignment. I don't think I talked about actual 
writing skills for a single minute and 90% of my individual conferences. It 
was all your AI use sucks. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

With this in mind, participants’ experiences indicate that their emotions are 

negatively affected when they encounter AI misconduct. One reason for this was that 

they diligently prepared every lesson, including the AI modules, to help their 

students the best; hence, when they used AI unethically in their writing, they felt 

betrayed. Besides, adopting a punitive approach toward their students’ AI misuse 

was against their pedagogical beliefs, yet it was a part of their responsibility. Even 

though their institution did not force them or micromanage them about identifying 

students’ AI misuse, they would be expected to file a case when they were suspicious 
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of a possible AI-based misconduct. However, this was not an easy task because the 

academic integrity disciplinary actions required various steps, such as talking to the 

student, collecting evidence for student’s misconduct, cooperating with the program 

administrator, and proving that the student misused AI, which overwhelmed the 

instructors. In this vein, these extra responsibilities shifted the focus from teaching 

second-language writing to policing students as an unwanted consequence of AI on 

L2 writing classrooms, in turn leading to emotion labor. 

 

4.1.2.2.3. Struggling with Vague AI Detection 

 

What made L2 instructors’ jobs harder was that AI overuse is not as easily and 

distinctly identifiable as plagiarism since AI detectors were biased and inaccurate. 

Therefore, the ambiguity surrounding AI detection was also a source of negative 

emotions for instructors, according to Oscar, Amelia, Scarlett, Claire, Denise, Nancy, 

Sophia, and Hazel. To illustrate, Oscar expressed his feelings of distress due to not 

being able to pinpoint students’ AI-generated papers. This resulted in unwanted 

emotions on his end because his trust on his students was damaged, leaving him with 

unclear AI detection task: 
 

Sadly, I'm always questioning myself, okay, like, was this created by a 
human or is this AI? So it influences the way you grade as well, and the way 
you approach each of the texts. (...) Additionally, when you're in front of the 
product, in front of the text students produced, you're constantly wondering if 
this is human or not, so the trust is eroded. And you don't want it to be that 
way, but it causes some burden on you because you want to assess your 
students, and I think that's the main concern. Like, I want to assess my 
students fairly, but then I have this constant worry of like, oh, maybe this is 
not their work. I am not sure how much that impacts the way I assess. (...) It 
definitely takes a toll on your emotions. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Moreover, Amelia voiced her concerns about the fact that it was not possible for her 

to understand whether or to what extent her students used AI while grading their 

papers, leading her to discuss their AI use separately with the students, in addition to 

grading them and providing them feedback. 
 

We don't know exactly how they're using AI, even when they disclose it. It 
will be great to have like a video of how they interact with the AI, what kind 
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of questions they ask to see if they have done it effectively. Of course, I've 
seen like effective writing, but I don't know how much of the portion came 
from AI because I think it's another work in itself to ask a student. It's kind of 
like writing a second report. How did you use AI? (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, according to Scarlett’s insights, she was not content with the fact 

that the degree to which students used AI was unclear. However, the ESL program 

did not require teachers to identify students’ AI use, which gave her a small sense of 

relief in this tough situation. 

 

I think luckily here, it's not a matter of did they use AI because that's where it 
gets really ambiguous. Because sometimes it's very obvious that they've used 
AI, but there's no plagiarism or fabrication. And on the other hand, 
sometimes it's like, you're not sure if they use AI, but it seems weird. So it's 
probably an AI issue. But we're not expected to make those distinctions. 
We're only expected to make distinctions based on fabricational plagiarism. 
So at least there is some kind of hard line that's easy. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

Claire noticed that instructors, particularly the graduate teaching assistants in the 

program, perceived themselves to be incompetent in detecting AI. Therefore, from a 

trainer’s perspective, she was prompted to reconsider their professional development 

sessions with regard to grading. 

 

I do believe that a lot of instructors feel the same way, just because when I 
attend meetings with course leaders who are TAs, I often hear people asking, 
like, “How do we know? What are some red flags? How do we know if 
students are misusing sources?” (...) “I am not confident in my ability to catch 
students misusing sources”, and they're asking for help. I'm sensing that there 
is this sense of lack of confidence. (Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

As the program director, Denise articulated the complexity of this situation by 

referring to the program's policy evolution concerning AI detection. She emphasized 

that the improvements in GenAI tools made it difficult to distinguish between a 

paper written by a human and a paper written by AI, particularly when students 

intentionally added mistakes to pretend they did not use it. Thus, Denise validated 

that this was a stress-inducing situation for instructors. She also added that detecting 

AI misuse for plagiarism was not possible yet because AI paraphrases the content 

online without citing them, which was not original, but went unnoticed. 
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First, we were using AI detection, and then, “No, we're not gonna do that 
anymore”, and then, if you have a case where you think a student has 
overused AI, you know, and AI was pretty clunky at the beginning, but it's 
getting more advanced now. So sometimes it is harder to tell the degree to 
which it's been used, and there's also some students are running it then 
through an AI that adds mistakes and stuff. I think that, you know, instructors 
at the beginning of this semester were a little stressed about it. (...) I don't 
think that a bot that generates text based on an algorithm and scraping the 
internet is really what we meant when the definition of plagiarism was 
defined. I think there's some other thing that doesn't have a word yet. (Denise, 
SL, SSI) 

 

In this regard, Nancy indicated that grading was a perplexing circumstance because 

detecting AI use was not tangible. Even when she deemed that a paper might be AI-

generated due to some clues, it was not possible to justify it with objective evidence.  
 

You are in a very tricky zone in that case, right? Because, as we know, I 
cannot prove it. I cannot really blame or make any claims that, “Oh, you used 
AI, do it again” (...) Our dep… program, I think, frames it in the way that this 
is not my job to, you know, police them or make any claims. But of course, 
deep in my mind, I'm like, this is AI. (Nancy, GTA, SSI) 
 

Sophia and Hazel also emphasized that students would cheat regardless of the rules 

and the situation, feeling helpless. 
 

If a student really wants to cheat, they can cheat, and then they may or may 
not be gone, right? (Sophia, SL, SSI) 
 
Outside of class, we can't really control it, right? (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

As can be seen, spotting AI objectively was not possible for instructors owing to the 

lack of software that can do so in an accurate and bias-free way. In this regard, this 

made L2 writing teachers’ job more difficult than it was in the past, as they would 

need to hold their students accountable for their AI misconduct. However, given that 

AI cannot be detected as in the case of plagiarism, instructors are emotionally 

burdened by it. This reveals the complexity of their new role as a language instructor 

at the college level. They not only need to prepare lessons, teach, interact with 

students, provide feedback, hold office hours, and assess them throughout the course, 

but also teach them about ethical AI use in writing, verify sources and information in 

their assignments, have individual conversations with them about their AI use, and 
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take disciplinary action against their AI-misconduct. In turn, fulfilling the 

expectations of their role becomes a daunting task for them, creating emotion labor 

that causes identity fluctuations. 
 

4.1.2.2.4. Causing Strained Student-Teacher Rapport 
 

In light of the responses of the participants, learners’ overreliance on AI was harmful 

to the relationship between them and their students, which affected their emotional 

states negatively. Although they endeavored to prevent this from happening, it was 

not an easy task for Emma, Amelia, Claire, and Hazel. For instance, as an instructor 

who cared deeply about the human connection she established with the students, 

Emma expressed her concerns regarding the wall built by AI between her and her 

learners that hindered her teaching, preventing her from identifying their learning 

needs. The humane aspect of her teaching was eroding, which was an emotionally 

intense process for her. 
 

I tend to be very relational with my students. Like, I want to get to know 
them. I want to understand their strengths and weaknesses as writers, and I 
want to be able to help them encourage the development of both their 
strengths and improve in the areas that they're weak. And with AI, it's like 
there's this distance that gets put between me and the student because of the 
tools. And so I'm less aware of what their baseline actually is. (...) When the 
student gives me something that has heavily used AI, and I'm grading it, and 
there might be a lot of issues, or I know the student has certain issues, but 
because it's AI-generated, I can't help the student with that because I don't 
have anything meaningful to give feedback on, right? It just feels to me like 
it's limiting my ability to actually serve students well, but also, I get really 
ticked off having to give feedback on something that I think is just created by 
a computer. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, underscoring the negative impact AI had on her rapports with her 

learners, Amelia suggested that AI overuse was like an elephant in the room that no 

one mentioned. 
 

A student and teacher relationship, I feel, is really detrimental because it 
becomes a game of pretend, like I pretend that you wrote that, and then I 
pretend I didn't notice, I pretend I'm buying all of these explanations you're 
giving to me. And then you have to confront the student or ask to do 
whatever the responses, and then they feel intimidated, and you feel bad to 
make them feel intimidated. (Amelia, L, FG) 
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Encountering numerous cases of AI misuse of her students in her classes led Hazel 

and Claire to lose their trust in their students, negatively impacting their relationship 

and, in turn, disrupting classroom dynamics. 

 

You trust your students a little bit less in terms of just reporting, especially 
just source reporting or source integration. (Claire, SL, SSI) 

 
The trust in students is violated. You just become more of a police than the 
teacher, you know, an instructor. I think that can be hard. (...) and you just 
approach each paper with suspicion, right? Which is not what we want to do, 
but because we see it so much and kind of have to approach it with suspicion. 
So I think that's, yeah, it's just taking them more time to do their job, right? 
And then there's unpleasant interactions with the students trying to figure out 
what's going on. (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

With this in mind, it becomes clear that AI was a barrier between the participants and 

their learners by changing the classroom climate. When the interaction between them 

and their learners was hindered by AI, the effectiveness of their teaching practices 

decreased regardless of the pedagogical efforts that they made, which prevented 

them from achieving their teaching goals for L2 writing. Considering that language 

teaching is a job that is rooted in human-to-human communication, AI-based 

emotion labor of instructors due to deteriorating rapport with students is 

understandable. Indeed, given AI’s lack of emotional intelligence and market-driven 

nature, it tends to act as a yes-man for its users. Hence, students get accustomed to 

being constantly validated and praised by AI even when their writing has serious 

flaws, leading to a false impression of their own skills and creating a gap between 

them and their teacher. This indicates the seriousness of the situation because 

teaching cannot be considered without authentic interaction. 

 

4.1.3. AI-Induced Emotion Labor Strategies  

 

This sub-subsection addresses the third research question of the first research 

question. Several strategies of emotion labor that were employed to navigate their 

shifting roles in AI-mediated L2 writing contexts by maintaining their emotions 

arose from the data of the instructors, which is available in Table 11 as a summary. 

In this vein, three primary sub-categories emerged with regard to this dimension, 
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involving adjusting student-teacher relationships, receiving socio-institutional 

support, and promoting self-efficacy. In turn, these somewhat alleviated particularly 

the negative emotions that the instructors were experiencing. Given this, the 

subsequent sub-sections elaborate on the mitigation strategies of instructors 

identified in the current study. 

 

Table 11. AI-induced emotion labor strategies of participants 

Emotion Labor Strategy          Sub-categories 
Adjusting student-teacher 
relationships  

• Holding students accountable 
• Having dialogic interactions with students  
• Requesting resubmission of their work 
• Fostering professionalism in teacher-student 

relationships 
Receiving socio-
institutional support 

• Consulting program coordinators 
• Exchanging ideas with colleagues 

Promoting self-efficacy • Relying on their teaching experience 
• Reframing the situation 
• Establishing work-life balance 

 

4.1.3.1. Adjusting Student-Teacher Relationships 
 

When reevaluating their rapport with their students, the teachers utilized various 

techniques, such as holding students accountable, having dialogic interactions with 

students, requesting resubmission, and fostering professionalism in their student-

teacher relationship. According to their indications, these methods contributed to 

restoring their relationship with their learners and maneuvering their role as a teacher 

in the classroom in an AI-supported classroom setting.  
 

4.1.3.1.1. Holding Students Accountable 

 

One strategy that was utilized by the instructors to effectively handle AI overuse 

situations was to regard students as responsible for their own misconduct, especially 

when they already did their part as the teacher by introducing them to AI tools and 

mentoring them about its ethical use as part of their writing practices. Since it was 

done to match their inner emotions to their feeling rules, this emotion labor strategy 
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can be regarded as a deep acting strategy. This method was used by Amelia, Edward, 

Emma, Harry, Leo, Lily, Nancy, and Sophia. For example, Amelia, who initially 

struggled due to students’ AI overuse and internalized their unethical choices when 

AI first appeared, stated that she started decentralizing herself from the situation by 

thinking that there must have been reasons unrelated to her that led her students to 

use AI improperly. This relieved her emotional burden. 
 

Nowadays, I try not to make it about me. I know that it's not personal, that's 
what I try to remind myself. It's not personal. They are not doing this to 
disrespect me. They are not doing this to make fun of me or whatever. They 
are just doing it because they may have five other assignments due and they 
forgot about this assignment and they resorted to AI as a last resource 
probably. Probably, they just got into the habit of doing that. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

As for Edward, who deeply valued building connections with his students, 

demonstrated that he was doing his utmost to provide them with resources and skills 

to utilize the tool in an ethical way. Thus, he deemed that it would be his students’ 

responsibility if they chose to commit academic misconduct, and that they would 

bear the aftermath of their choices in light of the institutional policies. 

 

When I'm thinking of AI and my emotions, I'm thinking more of how I can 
nurture the students’ experience learning. That's the big one. But also at the 
same time, I'm also reflecting on its student choice. (...) So, I'm supporting 
them, I help them, I encourage them. I also let them know what are the 
consequences. So either the positive or negative consequences of using AI, 
but also at the end of the day, it's their choice how they are approaching. If 
they are using that ethically, that's what we are all working on. If a student 
decided to use it in a different way, they will get the consequence. (Edward, 
L, SSI) 

 

Emma also stated that she followed the university guidelines and utilized the 

procedures provided by the system when she faced AI-based academic integrity 

violations. She emphasized that she would hold students accountable for their actions. 

 

I think I've been teaching long enough that I can put it into perspective and 
say 9 times out of 10, it's not personal. A student will make a choice and it 
doesn't have anything to do with me. (...) If I've made a mistake, I'll take 
responsibility for it, but if a student has decided to misuse AI, that is that 
student's mistake. (Emma, L, SSI) 
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Lily acknowledged that the students’ unwanted behavior, such as AI overuse, was a 

situation that was out of her control as the instructor, especially after teaching them 

about ethical AI use; hence, she took actions accordingly their misconduct becomes 

continuous. 

 

None of us can ever police everything our students do. I also feel like it's not 
my job to do that. Like, you know, they are adults and they make their own 
decisions and if that’s the, you know, they know the consequences. (...) I can't 
take responsibility for everything that students do. You know, if I feel like I 
have had, I've done my due diligence in having the discussion, training them, 
and making sure that they out understood what I've said. (...) It's not a 
personal attack on me. (Lily, L, SSI) 

 

Highlighting the importance of liability with regard to students’ AI misuse, Nancy 

suggested that she would follow the principles of her workplace setting. 

 

Our program makes it very clear this is not your task. You should not worry 
about that. This is their responsibility. (...) I'm not in an institution, I'm just a 
little piece here. But then just not take it seriously… not personally, right? 
Take it seriously, but not personally, because if my student is using AI, that's 
not because of me. That's because that's their decision to use AI and that 
should not, you know, like disrupt my belief in my teaching, strategies in my, 
you know, teaching ability, how I teach. So I reflect on that, of course, but I 
don't take it as a, you know, a threat to my professional identity. (Nancy, 
GTA, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Sophia’s suggestion for the instructors as a senior lecturer was to 

hold students accountable because it is learners’ responsibility, not theirs. 

 

If we just stay in the place of policing, we never get to the writing part 
sometimes. Or we're so distracted by the students who are using AI that we're 
forgetting about the students, who are like, I think it's just remembering our 
priorities and expertise and then and then letting it go and saying like, 
students are making choices. It's not your job. (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

In light of this, when instructors had AI-induced negative emotions, holding students 

responsible for their academic integrity violation was an action that relieved their 

emotional burden. This demonstrates that instructors did show care towards their 

students by providing them with ethical guidance on using AI tools in writing and 

giving them a chance when they overused AI for the first time. However, when it 
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became consistent, adhering to the academic integrity policies of the program and 

institution was helpful for them to navigate this sophisticated situation. This shows 

that while policies typically overwhelm L2 teachers, they also have an important 

function in maintaining ethical practices in their writing classrooms if there are 

students routinely misuse it. 

 

4.1.3.1.2. Having Dialogic Interactions with Students 

 

To rebuild their connection with their students in an AI-supported L2 writing 

classroom, the participants chose having dialogic interactions with students. 

Communication is an indispensable part of classroom discourse, particularly when a 

language is taught because languages are means of establishing connections between 

people. Both the interaction between teacher and students, and among students are 

crucial in this process, even in a writing class. In this vein, as a way of managing 

their emotion labor and helping their students, some of the participants resorted to 

utilizing dialogic learning opportunities about AI ethics in L2 writing with their 

students, implementing collaborative class reflection and initiating a talk with the 

overusing student, which are the sub-subsections of this subsection. It should also be 

noted that while communicating with their students directly about their AI misuse, 

they masked their emotions, symbolizing their surface acting. 

 

4.1.3.1.2.1. Collaborative Class Reflection  

 

To mitigate the unwanted emotional consequences of AI in a dialogic way, some 

participants employed the strategy of collaborative reflections with students to 

negotiate multiple dimensions of using AI in their writing process and enabling them 

to realize the ways through which they could harness it. This strategy was shared by 

Amelia, Oscar, Leo, Lily, Olivia, and Denise. As an illustration, Amelia indicated 

that she continuously emphasized the importance of skill development through 

hands-on experience by enabling students to write in-class and develop it as a habit. 

In this regard, she used reflective conversations with students in class as a method to 

reinforce this habit formation process and underlined that these skills would also be 

useful for them outside their ESL class, which worked. 
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I said, like, “Hey, this is the detrimental to your learning process. AI is frying 
your brain if you rely on it to do everything, it also harms your self-
confidence, right? Because it's like the reason why you're doing AI to write 
three sentences. Let's talk about that. Let's reflect on it. Why can you not 
write three sentences? Why do you feel the need to ask AI to do it? It's 
because you're losing confidence in yourself, guys, and you are really smart 
and I trust that you can do it and I don't want you to lose competitiveness in 
academia or in the job market because you are overrelying on AI.” So I try to 
really explain how overusing or misusing AI affects them on a personal level, 
right? It's not about me, not about the ESL class. It's about their own lives, 
their future. So I keep kind of like giving that message every class, every 
class, every class, and I feel like when you do that consistently, it kind of 
like… It starts sinking in with them. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Oscar aimed to explain the mindful use of AI to his students by 

having open discussions. 
 

Something that I do is being very honest with my students, and I also try to 
use a positive language with them. (...) For example, when we were talking 
about AI disclosure statements, (...), I said, “Guys, the AI disclosure 
statement, it's really important not just to show that you use AI or not, but to 
prove in case something happens that you're innocent” (...) “I choose and I 
decide to give you my trust. You have my trust and I'm always going to think 
that you're being honest, that you're trying to give me your best.” That is the 
first thing I always try to believe. (...) And in classes, I also constantly 
emphasize that I chose students.“I'm not a police officer. I'm an educator. My 
role here is pedagogical. I am here to guide you, but I cannot guide you, and 
your time and my time are not going to be used effectively if we do X, Y, or 
Z.” (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Lily and Olivia also found explicitly and transparently discussing AI use in L2 

writing useful. 
 

Be willing to take the discussion with an open mind and not from like a 
punitive, like you don't stance and just be willing to just try on the spot to 
help students see your process. (Lily, L, SSI) 

 

Denise also highlighted the significance of communicating with the students about 

AI’s advantages and limitations and suggested that a strong skill-based rubric would 

be helpful for instructors in grading. 
 

As far as the cheating part goes, I think the best thing to do is to continue to 
dialogue with students, talk to them. Tell them about ethical uses. Tell them 
about the limitations of AI. (Denise, SL, SSI) 
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Taken together, adopting conversational approaches in AI-mediated L2 writing 

classrooms were helpful for instructors to mitigate AI overreliance because many of 

their students learned from those discussions. In turn, it contributed to the alleviation 

of participants’ emotional burden, which might be because the dialogic occurrences 

helped them rebuild their rapport with the students.  
 

4.1.3.1.2.2. Initiating a Talk with the Overusing Student   

 

Another dialogic technique used by some instructors was to individually speak to the 

student who misused AI as the first step, particularly in early draft stages before they 

submitted their final drafts, rather than directly punishing them with a low grade or 

disciplinary action. Amelia, Sophia, Lily, Hazel, Olivia, Edward, and Emma chose to 

use this approach. As an illustration, Amelia expressed that she would approach her 

students who improperly used AI compassionately and humanely without penalizing 

them. She prioritized communication as the initial step to resolve such issues, which 

worked because it prevented both the student and her from feeling distress. 

 

The first thing that I did was not making him feel guilty, and I think that was 
an excellent approach, so the student could open up to me. So I didn't accuse 
him, I just said, like, “Student, I noticed that maybe your paper was not 
written by you. I feel like it might have written to by AI. I just want to clarify, 
you did not do anything wrong per se, but if you did, I would like us to have 
this conversation”, and he confessed to me, actually. He said, like, “Yeah, 
teacher, I actually wrote it with AI. I'm so sorry. I didn't have time to do the 
essay” and I was like, then I proceed to explain why doing that was 
detrimental to his learning process. So it was not about me, it was not about 
cheating. I didn't make him feel bad, and then the student agreed with me to 
rewrite the essay and the essay that he wrote again was actually his authentic 
writing. So I feel like approaching it with kindness and empathy, not from a 
judgmental point, has really helped in that case and other cases I've had as 
well. I said, like, “Okay, you didn't do anything wrong. It's just that maybe 
you don't know how this… how to use these tools correctly. So let me help 
you use them correctly”, and that has helped also for me not to feel bad about 
it as well. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

According to Sophia’s insights shared both in the individual interview and the focus 

group sessions, she valued having dialogues with the students about AI use in L2 

writing to increase their awareness. Particularly, Sophia articulated that she tried to 

raise audience awareness of the students in her conversations with them about AI 
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overuse, “Where I've been sort of rewarded in terms of talking with students about AI 

is when we've had open conversations about it. (...) I'd rather be talking about ideas 

and really trust around those conversations.” (Sophia, FG, SSI) 

 

I haven't submitted an academic integrity violation case for this. I try to do 
everything I can not to do that. And I do that in a couple of ways. That 
doesn't mean I think that I don't see the AI use. (...) I will start a conversation. 
I'll make a note, and be just like, “Tell me about your AI use.” (Sophia, SL, 
SSI) 

 

In the same vein, Lily, Hazel, and Olivia demonstrated that individual meetings, in 

which they discussed the student’s AI use one-to-one with the student, would be an 

approach to utilize AI cases to promote critical thinking, along with a collaboration 

between them and the student. 
 

I was able to have honest discussions with students about spots where their 
language use started to sound flowery and how to adjust their tool usage, 
because they didn’t want to sound like AI either. Nothing felt adversarial, just 
collaborative. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

When it comes to Emma, unlike Hazel, Olivia, Sophia, Edward, and Amelia, she 

initiated the talk with the student in a more direct and stricter manner to discourage 

AI misuse, without providing an opportunity to resubmit. 
 

I had a case with a draft where I zeroed it for the student and said, you know, 
called the student in, had him in my office and said, “Hey, like, here's what 
happened. This doesn't meet the assignment requirements because the 
assignment requires you to use evidence from reliable sources and this 
evidence is not present in the sources that you've put in the paper. Therefore, 
I can't accept this. It's a zero, no chance of revision.” If this happens on the 
final draft, it goes through the academic integrity violation system with all the 
drafts. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Having honest and transparent discussions about AI overuse not only helped the 

teachers to alleviate their negative feelings, but also students who felt guilty about 

their own unethical behavior. When students felt that their instructor cared about 

them, they talked honestly with them by taking accountability. In turn, this promoted 

a cooperation between the teacher and the student, which is the ultimate pedagogical 

goal in all L2 writing classrooms. This highlights the importance of adopting a 
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humane and pedagogical approach while handling students’ AI misconduct to have a 

positive impact on students’ performance, rather than criticizing them. Therefore, 

Emma’s approach might not be as productive as that of the other instructors, as she 

chose to be punitive without collaborating with the student. 

 

4.1.3.1.3. Requesting Resubmission 

 

Another strategy to protect student-teacher dynamics in their AI-mediated L2 writing 

context was requesting resubmission. In light of the ESL departmental guideline 

website, while tackling AI abuse, some of the instructors also gave their students a 

second chance to submit their work as a strategy without accepting their AI-

generated draft, particularly during early assignment stages. This was also an 

approach that did not immediately punish the students for their overuse, preserving 

teacher and student connection. Hence, it was a deep acting strategy that was done to 

prevent the clash between their feeling rules and inner feelings. Leo, Nancy, Claire, 

Sophia, and Oscar’s insights led to this code. To exemplify, Leo and Nancy said. 

 

Sometimes it's a bigger issue where it'll be like, I think this assignment was 
created by AI, and if it's a draft, I'm not going to accept it and I'm going to 
say you have, you know, a certain amount of time to rewrite it, rewriting it 
needs to be done on your own, and when you resubmit, you're gonna get a 
late point deduction for it, and then I'm also going to provide a grade based 
on the quality of your submission. (Leo, SL, SSI) 

 
As for how I would deal with it, since it's a very gray area, I think like I 
remember one particular case, when everything was kind of just a bullet point 
list, I just had to give my student a very low grade. And I told them that it's 
up to you. You either get this low grade or you can try and redo it with a late 
submission penalty and I will take a look at it. (Nancy, GTA, SSI) 

 
Claire also adopted the same strategy. In line with the ESL program website’s guide 

for the instructors, she did not accept the draft and asked for resubmission. 

 

I find the problem in the draft, and then reach out to the student. ”This is 
what's going to happen if I report this, but I'm not going to report it because 
it's a draft. Fix this, and I'll give you zero for now, but you can get some of 
the grade back or… or it's okay if you get zero on this because it's like 20 
points, but in the final draft, make sure you address this because the final 
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draft is worth a lot more.” Something along that line and then I would say 
99% of the cases, the student acknowledges that that's a problem, fixes it, and 
then addresses it in the final draft. (Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

On the other hand, as for Oscar, it can be observed that his approach changed over 

time. Initially, he chose to provide his students a chance to resubmit their draft in 

case of an AI misuse, yet he started directly giving zero on their drafts without a 

resubmission opportunity. This might be because he became emotionally 

overwhelmed when he saw students using it unethically regardless. 
 

What I did is that I sent an email, submitted a note on the assignment, and 
told the student that because so much was fabricated, and it, of course, like I 
didn't say this exact word, but I indicated that these constituted, this was a 
violation of the program policies, and because of the level of fabrication, I 
could not grade the draft. So I indicated that they would have the opportunity 
to resubmit it with a late penalty. Right now, I would probably just simply tell 
them at the very beginning of the class. “Sorry, if you submit fabricated 
sources, zero.” (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

As a result, the chance that was given to the students to resubmit signals the non-

punitive approach adopted by the majority of the participants Leo, Sophia, Claire, 

and Nancy, who had at least 10 years of teaching experience. This demonstrates that 

they valued student learning, even when they experienced emotion labor. 

Nevertheless, this might be harder to apply for the less experienced instructors, such 

as Oscar. In other words, the reason why Oscar resorted, who reported having 

feelings of sadness, to being stricter than other instructors in this scenario might be 

because of his inexperience. 
 

4.1.3.1.4. Fostering Professionalism in Teacher-Student Relationship 

 

Another factor that facilitated the process of repairing their relationship with their 

learners for some of the instructors were their efforts to maintain a professional 

rapport with them. It was a deep acting strategy, as it involved reevaluation of their 

emotion labor and making changes to their emotions to match their feeling rules. 

This technique was adopted by Arthur and Edward. For Arthur, this meant putting a 

distance between them and their learners to protect their authority in the class to 

prevent unwanted situations, such as AI overuse. 
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I try to balance my rapport with my students. I'm not a teacher that is too 
close to their students personally, and I think in the age of AI, this… like this 
affects me conversely, like I'm getting less and less close to my students at 
the personal level. (...) I don't get too personally close to any student so that 
they don't feel too comfortable to do anything that I wouldn't normally 
tolerate. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

For Edward, professionalism in student-teacher relationships meant that he would 

aim to strengthen their rapports to be approachable. According to him, it was a 

means of handling AI issues. 

 

The idea of not policing students rather than supporting, because at the end of 
the day, as a faculty, as instructors, you're not policing students. You are 
supporting them to do what they should do and help them to learn to do that. 
Having good connections and rapport with students in class gives students a 
chance also to approach you as an instructor and asking questions how they 
can do better. (...) You nurture the relationship, the professional relationship 
in the classroom. (Edward, L, SSI) 

 

Protecting their authority in class by adjusting the dynamics between them and their 

students was found as a mediating factor regarding participants’ AI-induced 

emotions. This emphasizes the importance of determining the boundaries between 

teachers and students in L2 writing contexts for effective classroom management, 

which does not mean that their teachers do not care about learners. Rather, it is a 

protective measure to students’ learning process in the classroom by enabling 

everyone to fulfill their responsibilities, including the teacher and the learners. In 

turn, this decreases the emotional burden of instructors. 

 

4.1.3.2. Receiving Socio-Institutional Support 

 

One of the primary factors that helped instructors to navigate their AI-induced 

emotions was found to be their teaching context, cultivating a community spirit. In 

fact, they were able to receive professional intervention and support from multiple 

sources when needed, such as consulting program coordinators and venting with 

colleagues. Thus, this became a recurring topic of discussion, particularly during the 

interviews and the focus group. In this regard, it should also be highlighted that 

during their interpersonal interactions with their colleagues and administrators, they 
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did not hide their emotions; instead, they were honest about their AI-induced 

emotion labor. This means that this emotion labor strategy falls under expression of 

genuinely felt emotions.  
 

4.1.3.2.1. Consulting Program Coordinators 
 

Since the coordinators, who have administrative responsibilities in the ESL program, 

created a support system within the context for all instructors, AI-related issues were 

handled carefully in a way that does not hold teachers accountable for students’ 

misconduct. The instructors were able to receive help through the detailed 

information on the password-protected internal ESL website, the level meetings, and 

the consultation with administrators. Amelia, Harry, Nancy, Lily, Oscar, Scarlett, 

Sophia, Arthur, Leo, and Denise underscored this method. For instance, Amelia, 

Harry, and Nancy expressed feelings of appreciation for the departmental support 

that they received through training sessions and consultations, which eased their 

burden with regard to AI misuse cases. Particularly, the fact that they were not 

specifically held accountable to detect AI-generated content was relieving for them 

because the administrators were typically on their side in misconduct evaluations. 

 

The ESL program. I think that it has a positive impact, right? Because we 
have a lot of support. Riley, it's been great about creating these lessons and 
opening the spaces to have conversations and offering seminars like our 
colleague’s seminar. I think it was great, so I feel supported and I feel that it's 
great that we don't have the approach of not using AI at all, but how to use it, 
then again, ethically and effectively. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 
If I wasn't in a very supportive environment, I would feel angry at first. (...) 
And the benefit of being here with all the supportive environment is that, first 
of all, I have a lot of people to talk to, Denise and Riley, and my peers and 
everyone, and there's a system that prevents… that discourages students for 
using AI irresponsibly. (Harry, GTA, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, Oscar expressed feelings of gratitude for the support system and 

added that not being micromanaged with regard to AI overreliance cases was 

alleviating. 

 

I feel incredibly blessed because the department here provides a lot of 
support, administrators are not blind, but they are also not policing teachers. I 
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feel like there's a lot of freedom, but at the same time, they're trying as much 
as action as they can, because bureaucratic, we cannot lie and pretend that 
problems are going to be solved in one day. Administration bureaucracy takes 
time to be effective. So right now I feel like the teaching setting is very 
supportive. (...) I feel like they always provide clear guidance and guidance 
that helps you deal with the situation. So I feel very supported in that regard. 
(Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Both in the focus group and interview, Scarlett also indicated that the AI abuse cases 

were troublesome for all educational institutions, and added that the assistance that 

she received particularly during AI misconduct cases was helpful. 

 

The situation itself is unfortunate, and I don't think that's the fault of            
any particular institution, so I think that this ESL department is doing, like,     
a good job at addressing the problems instead of ignoring them or instead      
of refusing to interact with AI altogether. (...) And in every case that I 
reported a student, I have always felt like the system or the department      
like, will back my identification of that, even if the student is kind of 
attacking me for like identifying that issue. (...) I do feel supported in that 
sense that like the university will hold that standard with students and it won't 
kind of, like, I won't be punished for what a student does. (Scarlett, GTA, 
SSI) 

 

Leo highlighted the strengths of the program in terms of its support system. 

 

I think our program is pretty well set up to support people. I think we've got 
pretty clear policies, we've got clear assignment descriptions, we've got clear 
rubrics. I think a lot of this stuff comes built in. It's just a lot of information to 
process. Thankfully, you know, we have like the core specialist position, 
which will help people with that, we have level meetings, which will help 
people with that. (Leo, SL, SSI) 

 

Denise, the program director, wanted to be encouraging and welcoming for everyone 

to solve the problems that occur throughout the academic year, but her authority was 

intimidating for some instructors regardless. 

 

People are stressed about things or stressed about things because they think 
that I'm going to be upset about something that I'm not actually gonna be. 
You know, so I wish more people would come and talk to me when they have 
a problem because, you know, I'm a solver. But I think that there's an element 
of the unknown and there's a hierarchy and you know, people worry about 
perception too. (Denise, SL, SSI) 
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As can be seen, the participants received a considerable amount of support in        

their socio-institutional context in various forms, including but not limited to     

weekly meetings, support sources, and consultation with program administrators. 

Therefore, this acted as an alleviating factor in terms of their emotion labor, 

promoting feelings of safety. This underlines the criticality of cooperation between 

instructors and their administrators to effectively manage AI-mediated L2 writing 

instruction. 

 

4.1.3.2.1. Exchanging Ideas with Colleagues 

 

As part of the socio-institutional support that they received, exchanging ideas with 

colleagues emerged as a pattern across participants’ shared experiences. Some of the 

instructors underlined that negotiating their AI cases in their classes with their 

colleagues was inspirational and relieving. It not only helped them to have teaching 

ideas and tips, but also created solidarity. To exemplify, for Emma, talking with her 

colleagues about their students’ AI uses was helpful, even more helpful than her in-

service training sessions at times. 

 

I think it's also helpful for me when I have a chance to talk with other 
instructors and get a sense of what they're experiencing. So about once a 
week, I go out for coffee with a fellow lecturer. We take our grading to a cafe 
and we do this almost every week and we sit and we grade together and 
inevitably it comes up where we're like, “Oh gosh, my student, I can't believe 
the student just did this! Have you ever had a student do that?” And a lot of 
times there's similarity and it helps me to feel like, okay, I'm not going crazy. 
My students aren't crazy. Like this is a trend. And so that helps to feel like 
I'm less alone. (...) Sometimes I get ideas for how other people are dealing 
with things. (...) I learn more from conversations that I have with other 
instructors in a more casual context than I actually do in in-service training. 
(Emma, L, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Lily and Olivia stated the helpfulness of collegial rapports in 

handling AI overuse. 

 

I think it's of course helpful to talk with other, you know other people who 
are in the same shoes and just kind of share in that pain sometimes if they 
were just the experience, I think, is very helpful, and then you can get some 
good strategies from others as well. (Lily, L, SSI) 
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To this end, the collegial relationships played a significant role for participants while 

mediating AI-induced emotions. In addition to the support that they received from 

the administrators of the program, conversing with their coworker instructors about 

their shared experiences of students’ AI misuse relieved them and promoted a sense 

of community by leading them to notice that they are not alone. It also helped them 

to learn from one another’s teaching approaches. Thus, this indicates that 

cooperation among instructors can act as an emotion labor strategy for them in AI-

mediated L2 writing settings. 
 

4.1.3.3. Promoting Self-Efficacy  
 

Some participants’ emotional state was mediated by their resilience and self-efficacy 

as L2 teachers. In this vein, sub-categories relying on their experience or reframing 

the situation emerged during the discussions of occasions in which participants faced 

AI misconduct of their students. This can be regarded as a deep acting strategy, as it 

was a way of ensuring their responsibilities within their feeling rules were 

completed, adjusting their emotions accordingly.  

 

4.1.3.3.1. Relying on Their Teaching Experience 
 

The instructors attributed their years of professional experience as a factor that 

relieves their emotional burden caused by AI, even though there were some other 

instructors who had lengthy teaching experience yet were still emotionally affected. 

Arthur, Hazel, and Leo suggested this approach. To illustrate, Arthur stated that his 

effective teaching, rooted in their experience, prevented students from committing AI 

misconduct. 
 

The reason I don't have the feeling anymore is because I don't have any those 
kind of instances right now, and the reason for that is I think it's more about 
me, rather than the context that I'm teaching at. It's more about how I have 
become more confident, uh, confident and competent in the use of AI and 
teaching the use of AI. I think it's more about me be becoming more 
experienced and competent. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

When asked about her AI-induced emotions in writing contexts, Hazel specified that 

thanks to her teaching expertise, she is not affected emotionally on a deep level, 
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despite being slightly bothered by it. She also claimed that she observed other 

experienced instructors feeling the same. In other words, for Hazel, experience 

determined the extent to which one’s emotions was influenced by AI as a teacher. 

 

Because I have quite a bit of experience, it doesn't impact me significantly. 
(...) I also think that those people who are teaching for lectures with us now, 
they all have had a lot of teaching experience, right? In this program and 
outside of the program. (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

According to Leo, his teaching experience throughout the years helped him to 

increase his emotional immunity against different types of academic integrity 

violations, including AI-based ones. 

 

There have always been academic integrity issues. (...) After doing this for 10 
years, I take it much less personally than I used to. I think you have to. At the 
beginning, it was very frustrating. (...) I would say over the semester since it 
came out, I think it came out in like Fall of 22, ChatGPT was popularized 
then. I've gotten less and less frustrated by it. (Leo, SL, SSI) 

 

While it might not be true for all the participants, their teaching experience prevented 

some participants from feeling intense AI-induced emotions. This indicates the role 

that background experience plays on navigating AI-based responsibilities. Yet, 

experience cannot be regarded as a predictor of reduced emotional burden for all of 

the instructors because there were other instructors who experienced emotion labor 

despite being experienced and competent. 

 

4.1.3.3.2. Reframing the Situation 

 

Another strategy used by instructors to mitigate AI misuse was to use reappraisals to 

change their perspective by reframing the situation. Claire, Olivia, and Oscar utilized 

this strategy. For example, Claire said she was interested in learning about the 

subject matter while grading her students’ papers from various academic disciplines, 

which was otherwise intolerable to grade AI-generated papers. 

 

When I approach grading, I approach it more like, “Oh, I'm gonna learn about 
this field. I'm gonna learn about this subject.” So I approach it more like a 



 
172 

reading experience. Yeah like oh even though I know it's probably like 80% 
AI generated. I'm still learning something new. So I made… maybe that was 
my coping mechanism is like, because if you think the other way, then it's too 
depressing. So at least at least I'm going to read this piece and learn 
something. (Claire, SL, FG) 

 

Moreover, Olivia and Oscar noted that they reminded themselves that students’ 

misuse did not reflect her value as a teacher because students’ own choices reflected 

their own irresponsibility. 

 

I think part of being a teacher is not always taking student behavior 
personally, or sometimes students are lazy, and their students have current 
work kids, and they're soon turning subpar work, and it's often nothing to do 
with you as an instructor, like intellectually. I know this. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 
Whenever I'm faced with these feelings or ideas of like, “Oh, maybe this is 
not a human or is AI”, I always tell myself like, “Okay, remember the first 
thing you need to do is to trust your students. If you find something that 
concretely tells you that this is AI, it's a different situation. But as long as you 
do not find anything that seems suspicious, just try to put that thought aside”. 
And that helps me ease a little bit, that burning. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Considering this, using reappraisals of the challenging situation at hand, such as their 

students’ AI misuse, was helpful for the participants to promote self-efficacy in their 

role without feeling threatened by the unethical actions of their students. In other 

words, this reminded them of the autonomy that the students have about the choices 

that they make in their learning, which was independent from their effectiveness of 

teaching.  

 

4.1.3.3.3. Establishing Work-Life Balance 

 

Establishing work-life balance was another emergent dimension in light of 

participants’ data. Since grading AI-generated content was emotionally draining for 

most instructors, they adopted the strategy of striking a balance between their work 

and personal life to detach from their work by taking breaks. This code emerged 

from the insights of Emma and Hazel. For instance, Emma stated that she felt 

exhausted by tackling AI cases, so she added breaks to her schedule and rewarded 

herself for teacher sustainability. 
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You need to take a Saturday off. You can't just work 7 days a week. You 
need a day off because you can't do this for the next 20 or 30 years. Right? 
Like, you have to think through that. And so... I mean, AI makes that tricky. 
(...) I try to, I guess, reward myself. Like if I can get through a certain 
number, okay, I'm going to do something else or I'm going to, I don't know, 
drink bubble tea or something like that. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Hazel indicated that her other responsibilities, roles, and priorities in life       

prevented her from feeling overwhelmed by mentioning her multiple identities, such 

as being a mother and a spouse, in addition to her teacher identity; hence, she 

deemed that she was unaffected by AI-related cases owing to having many 

responsibilities. 

 

I have kids and stuff, so a lot of things that I need to worry about and I need 
to have better, like, if I was younger and without a family, maybe I get upset 
about it more, you know. Now, you like kind of when you when you have, 
you know, when you have kids, family, I think priorities. Not so much 
priorities. Job… my job is very important for me, but, you know, to get upset 
about it. (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

In light of participants’ responses, it became clear that the other identities that       

they have, including but not limited to their personal identity or mother           

identity, helped them to put a distance between themselves and their job. This        

was a mediating factor in terms of navigating their AI-induced emotions, meaning 

that they utilized it as an emotion labor strategy within their L2 writing instructor 

role. 

 

4.2. L2 Instructors’ Attitudes Toward AI-Mediated Writing 

 

This sub-section reports the findings pertinent to the second research question and its 

sub-questions. The second research question, involving three sub-questions, aimed to 

explore the attitudes of L2 instructors toward AI-mediated second-language writing 

instruction because understanding their emotional experiences with regard to this 

tool would require examining their relevant skillsets and perspectives. In this regard, 

the primary emerging themes with regard to the positioning of the participant 

teachers included L2 instructors’ perceptions of pedagogizing AI in L2 writing and 

L2 writing instructors’ AI literacy.  
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4.2.1. L2 Instructors’ Perceptions of Pedagogizing AI in L2 Writing 

 

This sub-subsection corresponds to the first sub-question of the second research 

question. When asked to provide their perspective regarding AI’s pedagogical 

potential for second-language writing, specifically its promise and peril, the 

instructors mentioned both affordances and limitations of it based on their teaching 

experiences, as can be seen in Table 12.  

 

Table 12. Participants’ perceived benefits and drawbacks of AI for L2 writing 

Benefits of AI for L2 Writing Drawbacks of AI for L2 Writing 
• Honing L2 composition skills 
• Promoting learner autonomy 
• Enhancing accessibility 
• Saving time  

• Overusing AI 
• Violating academic integrity 
• Hindering cognitive skills 
• Creating ambiguity in teaching 
• Widening digital divide 

 

4.2.1.1. Benefits of AI for L2 Writing 

 

As for the advantages of AI for L2 writing skill development, the participants shared 

several aspects of it that were helpful in that regard. Various AI chatbots, such as 

ChatGPT, Copilot, and Perplexity, along with AI-integrated tools, including but not 

limited to Quillbot, Goblin Tools, and Research Rabbit were mentioned by the 

teachers as tools that can be used in L2 writing in this process, indicating their 

awareness of AI tools. According to the participants, despite their AI-induced 

emotions, they still acknowledged the benefits of AI for L2 writing, such as honing 

L2 writing skills, promoting student autonomy, enhancing accessibility, and saving 

time. Notably, none of the proposed benefits fostered positive emotions for 

participants, indicating that students’ ethical use might be a rare occasion.  

 

4.2.1.1.1. Honing L2 Composition Skills 

 

Honing L2 composition skills was a pattern that emerged from the insights of 

participants. The participants’ responses with regard to the pros of AI suggested that 

students were able to receive feedback on various aspects of their writing, in turn, 



 
175 

improving their writing skills when used carefully and purposefully. Amelia, Claire, 

Edward, Hazel, Leo, Lily, Olivia, Sophia, Oscar, Harry, Arthur, Nancy, and Emma’s 

interpretation led to this code. To illustrate, in light of the interpretations of Amelia, 

Claire, Edward, Hazel, Leo, Lily, Olivia, Sophia, and Emma, AI served as a copy 

editor for student papers, which minimized surface-level errors with regard to 

grammar or lexical items, allowing them to understand their students’ writing more 

easily thanks to increased accessibility. As Lily noted, this would enable them to 

focus more on sophisticated dimensions of student writing, such as rhetoric and idea 

organization. 

 

I think there is a very marked difference in how students write or what they 
write or what I have to comment on. So there's a lot less comment on 
language, or grammar because as these tools have developed, you know, 
they're pretty good at predicting and correcting grammar mistakes because 
they exist a lot more in isolation. So I think, like, now I comment a lot more 
on critical thinking skills. (Lily, L, SSI) 

 

For Arthur, AI was a great tool for students to augment their writing skills by 

completing the monotonous steps quickly. 

 

The tools can help students go through some steps of academic writing, some 
very boring steps quickly, and help them come to more like one of some of 
the more important steps of the process of writing. (...) That way they can 
perform their full potential as a writer. So this is maybe the biggest benefit 
for them. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

In addition, Claire indicated that AI could be useful for students to bridge the gap 

between their proficiency and complex ideas about the subject matter. In other 

words, AI would assist them to articulate their thoughts in their target language and 

facilitate it for them to begin writing by overcoming writer’s block. Furthermore, 

according to Claire and Olivia, AI was also particularly beneficial for students to 

access a wide range of vocabulary repertoire with examples, which would increase 

their lexical competence. Similarly, for Emma, AI could help students by generating 

them relevant keywords for their database search. 

 

As a second-language speaker myself, using AI can be really empowering… 
It helps you think of words that you can't think of on your own. (...) The 
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student's productive vocabulary is very low compared to their receptive 
vocabulary. I think using AI, even if AI is giving you all these sentences you 
already know, even just seeing how the words are written out really help 
students. (Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

In this vein, Scarlett’s and Oscar’s insights implied that receiving help with regard to 

their own work would in turn help them with their metalinguistic awareness.  

 

It can benefit them a lot if they're using it in a critical way. If they're like 
engaging with it beyond the surface level. So I think when students have a 
conversation with AI about their writing instead of just having AI write for 
them and accepting it as what it is. (...) I think kind of coherence, fluency, 
academic register, organization, those kinds of things, and talking to the AI 
about those things and how and why it might be an issue in the students’ 
writing, those are helpful. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

In contrast, Emma also highlighted the inconsistent nature of AI-powered feedback. 

 

It can give some good feedback, but I've also seen some of the transcriptions 
where it has given poor feedback. So I think it's a bit of a crapshoot as to 
whether you get useful or unuseful feedback on some of those elements. 
(Emma, L, SSI) 

 

As can be seen, AI was deemed as a tool that enhances L2 writing skills of the 

students thanks to its personalized feedback features that cater to their specific needs. 

In this regard, as also noted by Emma, it can be inconsistent in terms of providing 

accurate feedback. Therefore, this suggests that L2 writers would benefit from AI-

powered feedback the most when it is combined with teacher feedback without 

replacing their thinking and writing skills. These enhancements can support L2 

writing teachers as a result. 

 

4.2.1.1.2. Promoting Learner Autonomy  

 

Another benefit of AI that arose from participants’ data was promoting learner 

autonomy through AI. The findings underscored that AI also fostered self-dependent 

learning for students because they did not rely on the presence of their teacher to 

have access to written feedback. In other words, AI acted as a private tutor for the 

students when they needed extra individualized help outside of class because the tool 
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would be always available for them. To illustrate, Amelia, Arthur, Claire, Edward, 

Emma, Harry, and Oscar deemed that it fostered student autonomy. 

 

If we have students with limited language skills, AI can provide that extra 
support, which maybe we didn't have before because we don't have 15 
personalities and we cannot just split in 15 to provide personalized advice for 
each of these students. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Sophia highlighted the helpfulness of the customizability of AI 

chatbots to create individualized chatbots for her learners. For her students, she 

created an AI chatbot by utilizing the university’s AI chatbot creator, and uploaded 

course-related materials, such as rubrics and handouts. In turn, she stated that it was 

useful because her students was able to ask their course-related questions to this bot, 

in turn learning and practicing autonomously. 
 

I created through the university chatbot, you can create your own like bot, 
right? And so I trained it on our course material and gave it specific reflection 
questions and a prompt. And then I asked students to interact with it and to 
develop their research paper, thesis statement ideas. (...) Because it was 
trained on the materials, they got instant feedback on like what they should be 
thinking about. (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

To this end, participants’ responses highlighted AI’s potential for fostering 

autonomous learning. This implies that L2 writing teachers’ workload can be 

reduced when students are engaged with AI for surface-level aspects of the course 

content, and alleviate their emotional burden. 
 

4.2.1.1.3. Enhancing Accessibility  
 

Enhancing accessibility was another benefit of AI for L2 writers. For participants, AI 

tools increased the ability to access different types of information thanks to the 

availability of a variety of applications. Oscar, Lily, Arthur, Leo, and Edward 

pinpointed this benefit. For instance, Oscar, Lily, and Arthur noted that AI expanded 

resources that students can use for their writing, which facilitated their learning. 

 

Arthur articulated that AI would be useful for students to generate their citations in an 

automated way to make citations accessible to learners, but he was selective about them. 
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Before AI, citations used to be one of the worst nightmares of scholars, but 
right now, this is not the case. (...) Not ChatGPT though. It sucks. These tools 
will help you generate your in-text citations and text references if you use 
them in this way. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

Given the readiness of a myriad of AI-powered tools that made different forms of 

information available, Edward emphasized that it would be possible for students to 

compare and contrast the answers that they received from each of them, which could 

strengthen their learning by increasing critical engagement. Similarly, highlighting 

that it makes information more accessible for students, Leo stated that students could 

use AI to simplify the given text: “If you provide people with longer texts or more 

complicated texts, they can use AI to simplify things to find main points.” (Leo, SL, SSI) 

In light of this, AI can innovate students’ L2 writing process by making different 

types of information more accessible to them when used ethically. This also helps 

writing teachers to develop their pedagogical practices with AI.  
 

4.2.1.1.4. Saving Time   
 

Saving time was another benefit of AI because some instructors also indicated that 

AI tools were time-efficient for students, along with teachers by assisting them. 

Oscar, Denise, Scarlett, and Amelia highlighted this point. To illustrate, Harry, Oscar 

and Sophia shared their insights about how AI enabled students to find sources to use 

for their writing with ease. 
 

I've noticed that AI has shortened the path to find sources. (...) Whenever you 
use a database or an AI tool that's linked, for example, to scientific databases, 
it can help you shorten the gap and reduce the time you spend. (...) So you're 
using all the time to engage critically with the text that you read. (Oscar, 
GTA, SSI) 

 

Moreover, Denise underscored that AI tools shorten the process of learning for 

students by allowing them to produce more output than they would be able to do 

without any tools. 
 

I would say the shortcuts, right? It creates shortcuts. (...) The outcome can 
extend. So at earlier and earlier stages, more novice writers could accomplish 
more with less with the assistance of AI. As long as they're trained on how to 
use it and they're armed with information about the limitations of it, right? 
(Denise, SL, SSI) 
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Apart from the labor-saving benefits for the students, AI-powered tools also enabled 

instructors to save time. According to Sophia and Scarlett, they were able to skip 

certain topics. For example, Scarlett suggested that even though AI consumes time 

by increasing her workload for source verification and grading, she did not need to 

teach some topics, such as grammar, which became irrelevant for students because 

they did not have superficial errors in their papers any longer. 

 

AI saves time by doing things that you would have had to teach. (...) I think a 
lot of coherency or kind of grammatical issues, AI can kind of do those 
things, or correct those things, and so we don't have to do that. So it saves 
time and it wastes time. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, Hazel utilized AI tools to ask questions about the content of her 

students’ papers regarding their academic discipline, given that her students had 

various backgrounds. Thus, it saved time for her, allowing her to understand her 

learners’ content efficiently. Furthermore, Harry, Amelia, and Leo suggested that AI 

saved time for them while developing materials, such as sample sources to be used in 

class for demonstrating certain topics. To exemplify, Amelia utilized it for sample 

authentic paragraph generation. 

 

It's really hard to come up with paragraphs like out of the blue. So I ask 
ChatGPT to create paragraphs with certain mistakes, or things that I want to 
highlight for students and I make sure to disclose that in the handout. So I 
think that's positive because it shows students that I'm not against AI, right? 
That I also use it, but I use it in ways that are, then again, ethically and 
effectively. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

Taken together, this indicates that AI can help both students and teachers to use their 

time efficiently in L2 writing contexts, as long as it is used ethically. In turn, this 

might help them to concentrate on deep aspects of writing. The availability of AI can 

also reduce their workload and emotional burden.  

 

4.2.1.2. Drawbacks of AI for L2 Writing 

 

On the other hand, according to participants, the limitations of AI consisted of 

overusing AI, violating academic integrity, hindering cognitive skills, creating 
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ambiguity in teaching, and widening the digital divide. Primarily, these typically 

triggered unwanted emotions for teachers not only because of their new 

responsibilities and student misconduct but also the disruption in their pedagogical 

practices. 

 

4.2.1.2.1. Overusing AI 

 

The primary cause of negative AI-induced emotions of L2 writing instructors was 

rooted in students’ AI overuse in a way that replaced their writing skill development 

process, hindering their learning. Arthur, Denise, Emma, Sophia, Claire, Amelia, 

Olivia, Edward, Nancy, Hazel, and Scarlett’s shared experiences created this code. 

To exemplify, for Arthur, Denise, Emma, and Sophia, students’ AI overreliance gave 

a false impression of their ability when their paper was being graded. Some of the 

instructors also emphasized that students’ overreliance on AI feedback both in class 

and outside the class was not in line with the classroom objectives sometimes; hence, 

the instructors were not achieving the proposed learning outcomes due to this 

discrepancy. For instance, Amelia, Claire, Olivia, Edward, Sophia, Claire, and Emma 

expressed that their students’ abuse of AI prevented them from developing their 

skills, which contrasted with their classroom objectives and teaching philosophy. 

This exemplifies the disruption that AI causes in achieving learning outcomes. 

 

When students are using AI tools a lot, it is reinforcing a formulaic approach 
to writing that in some sense goes against my own philosophy of teaching 
writing that tends to want to honor the process and the learning and to allow 
for the messiness of that because that mirrors real life. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

According to Scarlett, the students overused AI to the point where they would not 

take what she was saying as their teacher into consideration. This indicates that AI 

acts as a barrier between L2 writing teachers and students. 

 

Students will explicitly say something like, “Why are we learning this      
when AI can do it? Like why do I need to practice the skill when AI can do 
it?” And it’s hard to, I think, convince a student that it’s different when AI 
does it than when a human does it, where it’s better in these ways when a 
human does it than when AI does it, because I think some of you guys 
mentioned earlier that, like, they look at the final product of AI and they will 
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assume that it’s better than what they can do. And so then it’s almost         
like they don’t believe you like me as a teacher when I tried to explain. (...) I 
have to convince them and some of them won’t be convinced. (Scarlett, 
GTA, FG) 

 

Feeling undermined because of AI overreliance, Sophia shared an anecdote in which 

she was asking her students how they used AI in their learning and one of them said 

they would use AI to respond to the questions that their teacher asked in the 

classroom. This implies that classroom interaction is hindered by AI. 

 

One of them brought up the fact that, like, if an instructor asked a discussion 
question in class, like the students will Google it or ChatGPT it and then just 
report that to their group rather than having the actual discussion. And I was 
shocked and told them I’m like there are whole like teaching philosophies 
built on social like interaction and I’m like “Vygotksy’s rolling over in his 
grave.” (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

As the program director, Denise shared insights regarding the sudden score increase 

in the online English placement test results of the university due to AI misuse of the 

test-takers. This in turn misplaced them in the ESL writing courses in a way that did 

not reflect their level. 

 

Students overuse it or use it in unethical ways, and then they are not learning 
those skills, that can create a real learning gap. It’s interesting because we 
saw this year in our placements at the 115 Q and 51 Q, which is the upper 
level EPT. You know, we had about the same number of students, but the 
number the percentage of students testing at higher proficiency levels has 
increased significantly. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

In contrast to the earlier insights from other instructors, Hazel acknowledged that her 

students would lose their authorship and identity as writers when they overused AI, 

yet this was not as frequent as it was in the past according to her. Her subjective 

experience diverged from the rest of the participants when it comes to students’ 

improvement in AI use. This might be explained by the increase in her students’ 

critical consciousness of AI and positive classroom rapport that she built. However, 

this does not mean that other instructors did not have strong bonds with their students 

or lacked effective teaching skills; rather, it showed the uniqueness of each 

classroom’s dynamics. 
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Just having AI generated text and using it as their own, they lose their 
author’s voice, right? I honestly have seen less of that, so I don’t know. 
Students edit more or are more aware of that. So I don’t see that as much. 
(Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

As can be seen, the disadvantages of AI for L2 writing instruction demonstrates 

complexity of the problems that it created. A majority of the instructors were 

burdened by their students’ abuse of AI, which led to various challenges that 

hindered the pedagogical practices of them, in turn affecting their emotions 

negatively due to lack of effective remedies. As a consequence, the rarity of ethical 

AI use of students highlights that AI overreliance is a tremendous challenge that L2 

writing instructors are required to handle, unless a viable and permanent solution is 

found. 

 

4.2.1.2.2. Violating Academic Integrity  

 

Another shared problem among participants associated with AI was violating 

academic integrity, which challenged them emotionally due to the challenges that it 

brought to their teaching. To exemplify, Denise, Emma, Claire, Harry, Hazel, Lily, 

Olivia, and Oscar specified that source fabrication, which is the creation of fake 

sources through AI, had been a huge issue. Specifically, Emma stated that her 

students’ sources in their assignments had various instances of AI fabrication. When 

she compared the frequencies of academic integrity violations that she experienced 

before and after AI, she emphasized that AI drastically increased the occurrences of 

misconduct in her classes. She also exemplified one her AI misuse encounters. 

 

There have been issues in the reference page, or have provided links that 
don’t work and when I’ve searched for it because the title hasn’t been 
accurately represented. I haven’t been able to find the source. So like, and it’s 
because of using AI tools. And I had another case in which there was 
evidence that was taken from a source that didn’t exist in that source. (...) 
They’re quoting something from the article that is not in the article. They 
don’t go to the article to see if it’s actually there or not. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

In this vein, Claire highlighted that the fabrication frequency of her students led her 

to police them unintentionally, “Because there’s so much source fabrication, and I 
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know students are finding sources from the AI and now I have to like check the links 

and kind of police people.” (Claire, SL FG) 

 

In a similar vein, Harry, Lily, Olivia, and Oscar shared example occurrences in 

which their students’ committed academic integrity violations due to AI. 

 

There are limitations because it may not lead to an accurate source. So 
students may make mistakes and they rely completely on AI or they pick an 
article that AI suggested, but it’s not closely linked or relevant to their topic. 
(Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Another academic integrity issue that arose was that students submitted fake AI 

interaction transcripts when requested by their instructors, instead of their real 

interaction: “We ask for AI disclosures and some instructors have been requiring 

everybody to submit a script. But we’re finding students are submitting fake scripts 

or edited scripts, you know, when they’re not actually submitting their real 

interactions.” (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 

Additionally, Denise and Hazel noted that source hallucination in AI-generated 

papers was a serious threat, but detectable. In contrast, AI-generated work cannot be 

identified. 

 

Fabrication is a threat to truth as we know it. It is dangerous. It is 
misinformation. (...) So we have got to teach our students not to fabricate. (...) 
Lucky for us, fabrication is easy to detect. And you have evidence whether a 
student admits or not that they fabricated, unless they can actually produce 
the original source with the information that they have attributed to it. We can 
say, this is fabrication, you can deny it if you want, but unless you can show 
me that source, I can sanction you. So it can be applied very fairly. (Denise, 
SL, SSI) 

 

Taken together, instructors’ burden, including emotional burden, increased due to 

continuous AI-based academic integrity violations of their students that happened 

irrespective of instructors’ efforts to promote ethical practices in AI-mediated L2 

writing classrooms. Serving as a threat to their emotions because of extended 

workload, this indicates that AI added new types of academic integrity violations, 

such as source fabrication and submitting AI-generated work as one’s own.  
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4.2.1.2.3. Hindering Cognitive Skills 

 

Hindering cognitive skills was another surfacing pattern regarding the challenges of 

AI. Owing to misusing AI tools in their writing, students were not able to develop 

their skills since they would depend on AI to provide them with a written product. In 

turn, the participants suggested that this was quite detrimental to their long-term 

cognitive skills, which also disrupted their pedagogical practices. For instance, 

students’ critical thinking and creativity skills were harmed by AI because of not 

creating their work on their own by using their brain, as noted by Emma, Lily, 

Olivia, Claire, and Oscar. Emma and Oscar were worried about AI affecting 

students’ skill development in the long run because they would not brainstorm 

independently and read the sources; instead, they would resort to AI to find sources, 

develop an outline, and even generate the full essay. In this vein, they regarded this 

as a major risk for the sustainability of education. 
 

The main reason you teach is because (...) you hope that students will develop 
their critical thinking skills and be able to translate that into a text, and the 
way to AI is impacting writing is disrupting that. (...) AI is hindering that 
process, you know? It’s making it faster, but it’s hindering the critical 
thinking skills of the students and their ability to engage meaningfully with 
the writing process. (...) So I think out of all the possible dangers, that’s the 
greatest because it directly impacts the very foundation of why we are 
educators and why schools and universities exist. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Similarly, Olivia highlighted that it was challenging to handle students’ uncritical AI 

use because in her role, she wanted to improve their higher order thinking skills, such 

as argumentation, analytical writing, and source synthesis for pedagogical reasons. 
 

I think post-AI, it’s tough to get the same to make sure students are actually 
critically thinking, because at the end of the day, I don’t really, I really care 
so much about your ability to write an academic essay. I care about your 
ability to think your ideas, compare them, build relationships, and state them, 
build an argument. You know what I mean? So I think post AI, I feel like that 
is being lost for a certain subset of our students. (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 

Additionally, according to Claire, considering the people-pleasing behavior of AI, 

students would be praised regardless of the quality of their input. As a consequence, 

this would prevent them from accessing correct information and thinking critically. 
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When I read students’ chat history that they share in their disclosure 
statement, I often see students uploading the grading rubric and asking the 
AI. “What did I think? How did I do?” (...) AI always says, “You did great. 
Oh, they’re out of 100.” And I’m like, no. So maybe AI tools have this 
tendency to please you. Yes, right? So that could be really misleading if they 
are running AI. (Claire, SL, FG) 

 

With this in mind, the fact that their higher-order thinking skills, including but not 

limited to critical thinking skills, creativity, and analytical thinking, were being 

eroded has serious implications for the future of L2 writing instruction as a skill-

based class. This is because in L2 writing classrooms, students not only develop their 

writing skills but also their higher-order thinking simultaneously. Without using their 

higher-order thinking skills, they cannot improve their writing skills. Hence, this is a 

challenge that interrupts the teaching of language teachers but also the learning of 

students.  

 

4.2.1.2.4. Creating Ambiguity in Teaching 

 

Given the problems in the landscape of AI-mediated L2 writing, Amelia, Arthur, 

Emma, Leo, Denise, and Nancy expressed that some of their teaching methods were 

not working any longer because student needs were evolving with the changes in AI. 

They were also unsure about how to integrate it in a way that guarantees the 

prevention of academic integrity violation, creating ambiguity in teaching. Assessing 

student outcomes became a daunting task for them. For instance, Denise and Amelia 

shared their concerns regarding not being able to identify students’ needs since they 

submitted content that was partially or completely generated by AI. This averted 

instructors from seeing their real errors and progress. 

 

Since AI became accessible in 2022, it has been increasingly challenging to 
assess student outcomes since students leverage AI in unethical ways to 
complete tasks. Submitted assignments no longer demonstrate student 
progress in reading, writing, listening, and speaking in English. (Denise, SL, 
R) 

 
I would say one of the biggest dangers of AI right now is that you are not 
able to see students’ authentic input, right? You are not able to see their 
mistakes, but they are struggling with and that has a negative impact on your 
lesson planning and how you can help students, right? Because you don’t see 
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where they need your help, so that’s one of the most concerning aspects for 
me. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

Emma indicated her concerns about the future of her job due to the consequences of 

AI and was not sure how to proceed regarding this. 
 

It’s hard for me to even know what’s going to be helpful to them as I’m 
instructing because my assessment is not necessarily assessing their authentic 
writing unless I give them a piece of paper and they write something on the 
piece of paper, right? Like it’s, I’m having to shift a lot of the way that I think 
because of AI. (...) Can I do this for the next 20 years? I don’t know how it’s 
going to change in the next 20 years, but, is this a job I can retire from? Am I 
going to have a job in 20 years? (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

Considering this, another unwanted consequence of AI is on the pedagogical 

practices of L2 writing instructors. Primarily, since some students submitted partially 

or fully AI-generated papers, it was hard for participants to identify their learning 

needs and provide them the assistance that they need by tailoring their classroom 

approaches accordingly. Therefore, it signals that AI prevents instructors from doing 

effective needs analysis, which is a core process,  and this leaves them with 

uncertainty about how to adjust their teaching approaches and content in AI-

mediated writing contexts. In turn, this acts as a catalyst for their emotion labor. 

 

4.2.1.2.5. Widening the Digital Divide  

 

Widening the digital divide was another point of consideration by one of the 

instructors. It was not a recurring theme since only one participant shared their 

insights regarding this dimension. To exemplify, Denise expressed that AI only 

benefitted students who had access to it, and there were some students who were not 

able to use these tools due to a lack of infrastructure. In turn, as Denise noted, this 

would widen the digital divide. 
 

Some of our students from certain countries are coming in more savvy 
because they’ve had more opportunities to use AI. It’s become more 
entrenched in their academic culture and their own country than others. 
Especially students that are from countries where access to the internet and 
access to computers and technology is more limited. Those students are at a 
disadvantage. (Denise, SL, SSI) 
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In this vein, this implies that there are equity concerns surrounding AI. Although it 

has advantages in addition to its disadvantages, the advantages only benefit those 

who can access AI in their context. On the other hand, learners who cannot use AI 

cannot leverage its opportunities. This widens the digital divide between students 

who have access to AI and those who do not.  

 

4.2.2. AI Literacy of Instructors 

 

To answer the second sub-question of the second research question, an exploration 

into instructors’ AI literacy was done to understand whether their self-perceptions of 

their technological-pedagogical skills would have an impact on their emotions. In 

this vein, instructors were asked questions addressing different aspects of AI literacy, 

including their definitions, perceptions, and training involvements. Three 

subcategories emerged in light of their insights, theorizing AI literacy, developing AI 

literacy, and AI acceptance. 

 

4.2.2.1. Theorizing AI Literacy 

 

The participants were initially asked questions about the conceptual framework of AI 

literacy to determine the degree to which they were knowledgeable about the 

foundations of this tool. In line with their responses to the interview questions, the 

emerging themes included, defining AI literacy, significance of AI literacy, and 

perceived AI literacy. 

 

4.2.2.1.1. Defining AI Literacy  

 

When asked to define AI literacy, participants proposed various definitions in light 

of their background, but their definitions had many in common. To illustrate, 

underlining the multilayered nature of AI literacy, Edward, Scarlett, Sophia, Oscar, 

Harry, Lily, Nancy, Olivia, and Leo deemed that AI literacy would mean 

acknowledging the importance of both advantages and limitations of the tool, 

approaching it from a critical perspective. Similarly, according to Arthur, Hazel, and 

Amelia, AI literacy involved not only being knowledgeable about AI with regard to 
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its technical dimensions, capabilities, and ethical consequences, but also being 

conscious of its dynamicity and adapting one’s skillset accordingly. In other words, 

to them, AI literacy was a multidimensional concept. For instance, Arthur said: “I 

would say AI literacy is first actually about actually knowing what AI is and how it 

affects different fields and aspects of life. Second, being able to keep up with its 

development and the process of evolving.” (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 
 

For Claire, AI literacy was an extension of information literacy, rather than being a 

novel concept. She referred to it as the ability to engage critically with AI, and also 

regarded that it was part of the communication skills of students. She added that 

there would be a close relationship between an instructor’s AI literacy and their 

pedagogical practices in L2 writing classrooms, in turn shaping their classroom 

rapport. Furthermore, highlighting the constantly evolving nature of AI as an 

extension of computer literacy, Denise indicated that she would not be able to define 

this concept because any proposed definitions would have the potential of being 

quickly outdated. Additionally, Emma proposed a specific definition of it for 

educators, highlighting the importance of instructors’ familiarity with AI-powered 

tools and ability to promote its ethical use in the classroom. 
 

AI literacy is being aware of commonly used AI tools, what they can do, and 
how they can be used in writing. And I think for an instructor, knowing what 
students are doing or having an awareness of how students are using those 
tools, and being able to instruct in reasonable usage, appropriate usage. 
(Emma, L, SSI) 

 

In light of this, it becomes clear that the L2 writing instructors in this study were 

knowledgeable about AI and adopted a critical perspective towards it. This was 

because they were aware of its benefits but also knew the limitations; thus, they 

aimed to promote ethical practices of AI in L2 writing through their teaching, 

demonstrating their perceived usefulness toward AI. 

 

4.2.2.1.2. Significance of AI Literacy  

 

Given the widespread use of AI for pedagogical purposes, some of the instructors 

highlighted the significance of it when asked whether the AI literacy level of L2 
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teachers matters. All of the participants deemed AI literacy as an essential skill for 

L2 writing teachers to have effective writing lessons by guiding their students about 

AI’s useful aspects and pitfalls. For instance, Amelia, Edward, Emma, Lily, Olivia, 

Scarlett, Harry, Nancy, Denise, and Hazel stated that would be necessary for teachers 

to update themselves on a regular basis to meet their students’ needs because the AI 

tools constantly evolve. This implies that without knowing about the tools and their 

functions, their teaching would be outdated. 
 

I think AI literacy for academic writing instructors nowadays is very, very 
high priority, right? Because you cannot go in the class pretending that 
they’re not going to use it, right? (...) You do need to have conversations 
about this. (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

 
Instructors will we need to be up to speed with the practices and the 
knowledge of AI, as students are already ahead of the game, they’re using it, 
but also the instructors need to learn how to use it effectively, for example, in 
ideas of teaching and learning and how they can kind of using AI to support 
their teaching. (Edward, L, SSI) 

 

Similarly, Oscar emphasized that an instructor who did not have a high literacy level 

would adopt a punitive approach toward their students’ AI use, preventing them 

developing the ethical and effective use skills. On the other hand, an instructor with a 

high AI literacy level would promote ethical use and, in turn, have students who 

disclose their AI use, as he noted. Similarly, Sophia demonstrated that she witnessed 

other instructors who did not want to utilize AI for personal purposes, but added that 

even when one did not use them for themselves, it would be necessary to familiarize 

themselves with AI to better serve in their teacher role. 
 

I was just in a level meeting, and an instructor was saying they intentionally 
don’t use AI. And a couple of us in the meeting were, like, you have to know 
what it’s doing. Even if you choose not to use it in your own work, you have 
to play with it. (Sophia, SL, FG) 

 

In light of this, the instructors’ responses suggested that critical AI literacy is an 

indispensable skill for teachers to have because without themselves being AI literate, 

they would not be able to increase that of their learners. In addition, fostering ethical 

use of AI in L2 writing classrooms with critical AI literacy is key to students’ ethical 

use of it since they would be transparent about their use and avoid overusing it. 
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4.2.2.1.3. Perceived AI Literacy Level  

 

Table 13. Perceived AI literacy levels of participants 

Level Instructor 
Advanced 
High-intermediate 
Intermediate  

Olivia, Harry, Arthur 
Claire, Denise, Hazel 
Amelia, Edward, Emma, Lily, Oscar, Leo, 
Nancy, Scarlett, Sophia 

 

When asked to reflect on their AI literacy level, instructors shared their self-

perceptions. All of them deemed that they have the fundamental knowledge 

regarding AI literacy to function in their role. Table 13 outlines their self-perceived 

AI literacy levels. To exemplify, Arthur noted that his AI literacy was higher than an 

average instructor. Thus, his self-perception affected his teaching positively, 

according to him. He attributed his high level to his teaching experience as a young 

instructor. Similarly, Hazel indicated that even though she did not use AI in her 

personal life, she would use it because her pedagogical role necessitates it; hence, 

she deemed her AI literacy level as high. Olivia and Harry also stated that her AI 

literacy would be on the upper-level end. For instance, Harry indicated. 

 

I have a pretty high literacy level… AI literacy level as an instructor, because 
I use AI pretty often to help me plan format classes. Of course, you have to 
use course guides, and that would be like the base template and using that, I 
would just add some activities or adapt some PowerPoint slides just those 
minuscule parts. (Harry, GTA, SSI) 

 

For Edward, Emma, Lily, and Oscar, their AI literacy level were at acceptable levels, 

yet they also believed in continuous professional development: “I would think more 

like a good beginning. So I’m using AI in some ways. But, like any instructor, like 

any educator, there is always room to improve and develop.” (Edward, L, SSI) 

 

In addition, Claire found it challenging to give a definitive answer to this question, 

but she would want to have a higher level of understanding than her students to guide 

them effectively. The reason for this was that she thought that there were always 

various dimensions of AI she was not familiar with, whereas there were also 
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instances in which she was able to identify ineffective use of the tool. When it comes 

to Denise, AI literacy had different forms. She perceived herself as AI literate 

because she was aware of the benefits and limitations of this technology, particularly 

in her educator role in her socio-institutional setting. This suggests that the type of 

AI literacy that educators develop is in line with their specific pedagogical goals and 

responsibilities. 

 

Additionally, Emma highlighted that generational differences would also affect the 

degree to which an instructor uses novel technologies as part of their instruction by 

exemplifying herself. 

 

I’m not a digital native. (...) But I think the students that I’m teaching treat 
these like an extra appendage. It’s like they are an extra arm or something, 
they’re part of them in a way that they’re not a part of me. And that does 
make a difference because we approach it differently and we look at its value 
differently. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 
As for the conceptualization of this skill, all instructors had a fundamental awareness 

of AI’s diverse set of aspects that would inform their teaching. Their varying levels 

of self-perceived AI literacy can be explained by the differences among instructors in 

terms of their self-efficacy beliefs. Those who had higher self-efficacy might have 

rated themselves higher.  

 

4.2.2.2. Developing AI Literacy  

 

Various techniques were reported when it came to instructors’ AI literacy 

professional development, which might have contributed to their emotional 

experiences, thanks to the availability of professional development opportunities 

within and outside the program. The primary means of honing their AI literacy 

included in-service training and extra training, which can be seen in Table 14. The 

reported usefulness of AI-focused teacher training sessions attended by participants 

can also be seen in Table 15. Nonetheless, it should also be noted that the reported 

training opportunities fell short of meeting the emotional needs of L2 writing 

instructors in AI-mediated writing classrooms because there was not an explicit 
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focus on their emotions in these professional development sessions. This highlights 

the need for emotion-based AI literacy teacher education initiatives. 

 

Table 14. AI literacy professional development practices of participants 

Type Activity 
In-service training 
opportunities 

Departmental workshops, Departmental seminars, 
Internal ESL website 

Extra training 
opportunities 

Workshops, Seminars, Webinars, Conferences, 
Online courses, Certification programs, Podcasts 

 
Table 15. Participants’ views on the effectiveness of AI literacy professional 

development sessions 

Participant In the ESL Program 
at the University 

Outside the ESL 
Program at the 
University  

Outside the 
University 

Lily Somewhat effective Somewhat effective Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Nancy Somewhat effective Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Somewhat effective 

Harry Somewhat effective Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Amelia Somewhat effective Somewhat effective Somewhat effective 
Scarlett Extremely effective Neither effective nor 

ineffective 
Somewhat effective 

Leo Extremely effective Extremely effective Extremely effective 
Claire Somewhat effective Somewhat effective Extremely effective 
Sophia Somewhat effective Somewhat effective Somewhat effective 
Denise Extremely effective Somewhat effective Somewhat effective 
Oscar Somewhat effective Neither effective nor 

ineffective 
Somewhat effective 

Emma Somewhat effective Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Somewhat effective 

Olivia Somewhat effective Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Somewhat 
ineffective 

Hazel Somewhat effective Somewhat effective Somewhat effective 
Edward Extremely effective Neither effective nor 

ineffective 
Somewhat effective 

Arthur Somewhat effective  Neither effective nor 
ineffective 

Neither effective nor 
ineffective 
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4.2.2.2.1. In-service Training Opportunities 

 

The in-service professional development possibilities were useful for all of the 

instructors at varying degrees since they addressed their primary struggles in their L2 

writing classrooms, including guiding students in their AI use. Indeed, as noted by 

the participants, the ESL program had different forms of professional training, 

including but not limited to seminars, workshops, panel discussions, and meetings 

since AI appeared. Some also served in the AI committee of the program. Typically, 

the participants appreciated when the training was practice oriented. For example, 

some instructors stated that sessions with tangible examples, instead of purely 

theoretical explanations, were useful. The hands-on experience and collaborative 

discussion with colleagues were helpful for them to get a better understanding of 

detecting AI misuse in student papers while grading; hence, she would want to attend 

similar training sessions in the future. 

 

It also opened up the opportunity to discuss how people were handling AI 
cases or how do they feel about getting AI generated essays? So it was a good 
opportunity for us to kind of like create a bond or empathize around it and 
also to see to get some further guidance. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

On the other hand, Arthur did not find all AI-focused trainings useful, but rather, the 

initial trainings in his first semester about AI enabled him to develop a sense of 

belonging. 

 

I don't think any particular of those trainings that have been available to me 
have been so beneficial or helpful, but compared to others, I think among all 
the ones that I had when I first started teaching in ESL in the beginning of 
last year, I think they were a little better because I didn't know a lot about the 
departmental codes of conduct of how things go in ESL when it comes to AI. 
(Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

Furthermore, Hazel, Sophia, Olivia, and Edward served in the AI committee of the 

program. Edward’s primary tangible takeaway from attending the training sessions 

was to avoid policing students, along with many others from other sessions about 

lesson development. His experience in serving in the AI committee of the program 

was also helpful to him. Moreover, Claire, as a senior lecturer and program’s 



 
194 

curriculum coordinator, was recently responsible for developing a page in the ESL 

department website with a theme of limitations of AI in generating writing output as 

a professional development opportunity that she designed to respond to the concerns 

of instructors. Similarly, Denise, as a teacher trainer, highlighted that hands-on 

experiences and training would improve their AI literacy, and claimed that the 

instructors’ AI literacy must have increased since joining the ESL program. She 

stated that they held multiple training sessions on AI recently, along with mentioning 

the other professional development initiatives in the program. These underline the 

collective initiatives in the program to integrate AI effectively into professional 

training sessions. 

 

I taught 5 seminars in the last like 4 weeks to new TAs and lecturers. 
Returning TAs had just had it. So we didn't require them to come, though we 
may do an optional seminar again, just to talk to people about what I talk to 
you about. Plagiarism, cheating and fabrication, focus on fabrication, and 
then we're also, talking about it in level meetings and we're adjusting our 
rubrics and there's a lot of activity surrounding AI. (...) We're also 
disseminating things through the course specialists, and so there's a lot of 
other messaging and training and support that's sort of happening in different 
forms and different levels of formality. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

These findings demonstrate that participants were involved with extensive 

professional development opportunities regarding AI in their teaching context, were 

systematically supported by the program in various means. Instructors themselves 

were also mostly willing to learn more. On the other hand, there was no training 

reported by instructors in which there was a discussion regarding their emotions and 

AI-induced emotions, its effect on their identity formation, and strategies for 

handling them. This can be regarded as a limitation of their in-service training 

because they did not receive emotional support. 

 

4.2.2.2.2. Extra Training Opportunities 

 

In addition to the optional and required in-service training sessions throughout the 

year, instructors were also asked whether they were involved in voluntary training 

outside of their program at the university or elsewhere. According to their responses 

to this question, the instructors participated in extra training opportunities, such as 



 
195 

conferences, webinars, online courses, and beyond, outside of their teaching context. 

For example, according to Claire, the usefulness of the extra training sessions varied. 

Her memorable takeaway from one of these sessions was to assign more tasks to the 

students because they can do more with AI. 

 

I think it was hit or miss. Some sessions. I was like, I already know all this. 
“Why am I here?” For some sessions, I'm like, "Wow, my mind is blown." So 
one of the sessions that had the strongest impact, I think, was from this 
faculty retreat, its annual event that the university’s Teacher Development 
Division puts together. (...) I think the strongest impact his session had was 
actually that with AI, students can do a lot more than they used to, and it's 
very true, because AI just made the tasks easier. (Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

In addition, Oscar was impressed by a session that he attended about human-centered 

AI, which was about humanizing L2 classrooms in the age of AI. It helped him to 

reconceptualize his understanding regarding his pedagogical AI practices, as he saw 

him as useful knowledge, in addition to what he has discovered so far about benefits 

and limitations of AI. 

 

There was a really nice workshop I attended. So talking about the ones that I 
had attended, it was back in my home country and it was a wonderful 
workshop because nowadays we focus a lot on AI and the use of the 
classroom of AI and the impact in the classroom. But we have forgotten so 
much about the human role in the classroom. Okay, we know the effect that 
AI causes, we know some of the benefits, some of the impacts of AI, but we 
are not emphasizing enough why we need human teachers and what's our role 
as educators. So that workshop was particularly amazing because it 
emphasized the human role in education in the AI era. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Furthermore, Lily, Leo, and Sophia also attended numerous training sessions outside 

the university by taking classes and attending webinars. Leo stated, “I have taken a 

lot of extracurricular professional development opportunities about these tools. I’ve 

done courses on them, courses that were theory-based, courses that were more 

practice-based, courses that were general, courses that were specifically for 

language teachers.” (Leo, SL, SSI) 

 

The training sessions that Arthur, Edward, and Scarlett were not entirely useful 

because they were not field-specific, which indicates the necessity of attending 
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professional development opportunities in line with L2 writing. To illustrate, Arthur 

did not find outside the sessions he had outside the ESL program at the university 

very helpful because they were for general education, rather than being specific for 

his academic discipline. Likewise, Edward demonstrated that he would participate in 

training outside the university, such as conferences, during which he had a chance to 

discover different dimensions of AI-assisted education, such as AI frameworks for 

education, materials development, and assessment; however, they were not 

particularly for L2 writing instruction. Similarly, Scarlett, when she went to a 

conference focused on instructional technologies for second-language teachers, she 

was able to learn about AI tools and their capabilities in general, rather than 

something specific to L2 writing instruction. 

 

Additionally, for extra professional skill development, Denise, Amelia, Lily, and 

Harry highlighted the significance of testing AI tools to learn about what they do 

beyond the in-service training. In this vein, Sophia, Arthur, Leo, Lily, Oscar, 

Scarlett, Sophia, and Amelia demonstrated that they experimented with the tool on 

their own to enhance their AI literacy. Lily said: “No amount of sessions you can 

attend is going to make up for the lack of you exploring and working with the tool.” 

(Lily, L, SSI). Arthur noted: 

 

Experimenting with a lot of tools. Whenever I hear of a new tool, I like going 
ahead and experimenting with it. (...) I experiment with AI a lot myself and 
whatever I learn like I'm a Gemini, so I have to go talk to people and share 
everything I know unsolicited. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

 

Lily, Nancy, and Emma also emphasized the importance of ongoing AI literacy 

professional development: “I can't just like be basically literate and hold steady for a 

year. I have to continually be changing. There's no hold steady. It's always 

developing. And so that means I always have to be developing.” (Emma L, SSI) 

 

Taken together, the instructors in the current study did not limit themselves to in-

service training because they were aimed to enhance their AI literacy through 

extracurricular opportunities, indicating their willingness for continuous professional 

development to stay abreast of the latest developments. Among the ones that they 
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attended, they had mixed views towards the usefulness of the sessions that did not 

cater to their needs as L2 writing instructors, highlighting the importance of        

field-specific AI literacy training that are tailored to their roles. More importantly, 

there was no emphasis on their AI-induced emotions in these training sessions, 

pinpointing the dearth of AI literacy professional development dedicated to their 

emotions. 

 

4.2.2.3. Instructors’ Acceptance of AI 

 

When asked about their preferences regarding teaching in the age of AI to learn 

about their attitudes toward AI to see its relationship with their emotions, the 

responses provided by the instructors about different dimensions of the tool led to a 

comprehensive understanding of their acceptance of AI in their pedagogical 

practices. With this in mind, the themes embracing AI and resisting AI codes 

emerged in light of their insights because the reactions of participants to the changes 

that AI brought to their profession varied. 

 

4.2.2.3.1. Embracing AI 

 

This notion represents the participants who adopted a welcoming perspective toward 

AI. Some instructors indicated that regardless of their personal preference about AI 

use, the tool was already used by a majority of the students, educators, and 

educational institutions. Thus, they highlighted the importance of welcoming AI in 

their classrooms, instead of overlooking its importance. In other words, the tool 

became intertwined with the practices of language learning to a degree that would 

not be possible to ignore. Neglecting it would cause repercussions on their teaching, 

rather than enhancing their practices because students would use it nonetheless. As 

an illustration, Amelia, Edward, Lily, Nancy, Sophia, and Scarlett said any efforts 

against AI use would be counterproductive. Sophia said, “If someone is very resistant 

to it, and there is this new component, they can't ignore it. The students are using it, 

right? We have to respond to it.” (Sophia, SL, SSI). Likewise, Lily noted, It’s here to 

stay. What's the point of, like, me even trying to entertain the thought of like, oh, 

“What if it didn't exist…” Well, it does.” (Lily, L, SSI). Amelia also underlined: 
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I feel at this point, it's not a matter of a choice. AI is here to stay and whether 
we like it or not, whether we think it might be helpful or not for some 
students in certain instances, students are going to use it either way. So the 
best thing we can do is find a way to use AI in a way that is useful for 
students. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

For Arthur, teaching in AI-mediated L2 writing was an advantage for him; therefore, 

he strongly preferred teaching with AI by embracing the tool. Similarly, Nancy noted 

that she embraced language learning technologies; therefore, banning AI would not 

be a viable solution to problems that it brought by guaranteeing the elimination of AI 

misuse.  

 

I'm very positive about technology. That's why I'm saying I do not want us to, 
like, ban the use of AI. (...) I don't think it makes sense when it's everywhere. 
So like, why would we take it out if we know that it's everywhere? I think we 
are going in the right direction. We are at least accepting that is there and we 
need to be doing something differently. So I would not want to be in the stone 
age. (Nancy, GTA, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Scarlett added that AI tools are commonly used in different parts 

of life. Even though she preferred to teach without it, she acknowledged its 

importance nowadays and indicated that AI literacy has become a transferable skill 

for the students; hence, they would need to enhance it to not fall behind. 

 

I would definitely prefer to teach in a world where AI didn't exist, but 
because AI exists in the world, I think it wouldn't make sense to teach as if it 
doesn't exist or to teach without it because it exists in the world. So I would 
have preferred to have taught like, I don't know, before the internet existed 
even. (...) In the real world, they're going to be using it, and they're gonna be 
competing with people who are using it. So it's not really fair to put them at 
that disadvantage. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

Considering this, as can be seen, despite their various negative AI-induced emotions 

rooted in the challenges created by AI for L2 writing classrooms, all instructors, 

except for Emma, espoused the integration of AI into L2 writing instruction. This 

signals that their perceived usefulness of AI is high, leading them to embrace it. 

Their self-efficacy beliefs can also act as a contributing factor in this regard because 

perceiving themselves as competent about AI would help them to leverage it by 

circumventing its problematic aspects.  
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4.2.2.3.2. Resisting AI 

 

This notion symbolizes the participants who were against AI. While Sophia and 

Denise stated that they witnessed that there were AI-resistant teachers, they 

themselves were not. Only one of the participants, Emma, explicitly stated that they 

would want to teach without AI. To exemplify, Emma was weary of the situation and 

missed the traditional teaching of writing instruction. When asked whether she would 

prefer to teach without AI, she said: “100% without. I miss the old days.” (Emma, L, 

SSI) 

 

She added that AI did not mean much to her, and she would not use it for this reason, 

which was not because she was incapable but she was not willing to. This implies 

that her perceived usefulness of AI was low. 

 

I don't love... I don't use AI a lot in my own life because I don't want to. It's 
not because I can't. It's because I don't want to. I don't feel like it adds enough 
value in meaning to my life for me to just be like, let's use all these tools and 
let them; however, I might use them in my everyday life. I don't… I write my 
own emails, you know? (Emma, L, SSI) 

 
Emma also shared that what she missed most was knowing the work submitted by 

their students would be theirs. Regardless of how much she did not want to use it, 

she still acknowledged that she would have to integrate it into her classrooms, as that 

was the norm and expectation everywhere.  

 

I miss the, I don't know what to say exactly, assurance of knowing that what    
I see is real. I think what I see now is not always real in terms of an    
authentic representation of that student and their ability to produce 
something. I strongly prefer without AI. But, I mean, it's… it's like the cat's 
out of the bag, so we have to deal with it. We can't shove it back in. (Emma, 
L, SSI) 

 
Her resistance to AI was also reflected in her attitude towards AI literacy 

professional development. There was a clash between Emma’s own beliefs about L2 

writing instruction and what she was expected from them in her role with AI 

integration. She would only do it because it is the expectation. 
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My own professional development has basically been decided for me at this 
point. (...) And so whatever I do has to be AI plus whatever. (...) I mean, 
emotionally, I don't want to learn more. I'm sick of it. But, I mean, 
realistically, as a professional, I should learn more, so I will. Does that makes 
sense? I think it's an important part of me doing my job well. So I'm going to 
learn more and do that well. (Emma, L, SSI) 
 

Emma’s intense negative emotions can be associated with her resistance toward AI, 

whose reasons can be interpreted as her lack of perceived trust in and perceived 

usefulness of AI. Additionally, it can also be explained by the fact that her negative 

self-efficacy beliefs about AI also acted as a source of emotion labor and led her to 

avoid it. Since she did not regard AI as necessary or important in her personal and 

professional role, being required to explore it and integrate it into her L2 writing 

pedagogical practices was a burden to her. She preferred teaching without it, yet had 

to teach with it, underscoring the mismatch between her feeling rules and teacher 

beliefs. 

 

4.3. Feeling Rules of AI-Mediated L2 Writing Instruction 

 

This sub-section aims to elucidate the findings corresponding to the third research 

question and its sub-questions, which aimed to explore the feeling rules in the socio-

institutional context of the instructors to provide insights about the degree to which 

they play a role in shaping participants’ emotional experiences. AI-enhanced L2 

writing curriculum and AI-assisted L2 writing policies surfaced as factors that 

shaped language teachers’ emotions by acting as feeling rules. 

 

4.3.1. AI-Mediated L2 Writing Curriculum  

 

This sub-subsection relates to the first sub-question of the third research question. 

The L2 writing curriculum taught by language teachers in the current study was a 

part of their feeling rules. To understand the impact of the curricular responsibilities 

on L2 writing instructors’ emotions, along with the pedagogical consequences and 

implications of AI-mediated L2 writing, this sub-subsection provides the findings 

related to AI-enhanced curriculum. With regard to AI-integrated second-language 

writing instructional design, the instructors were asked to share their insights 
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regarding the AI modules to have a better understanding of their perspectives and 

examine their impact on their emotions. In addition, their views regarding the 

renovations to curriculum development were explored to allow them to share their 

voice by identifying new approaches to instructional design that would not only 

increase the critical awareness of students in using these tools but also minimize 

teachers’ emotional turmoil.  

 

4.3.1.1. AI Modules in Current Socio-Institutional Curricula 

 

The participants expressed their pedagogical reflections with regard to program-wide 

AI-specific lessons, ethical and effective use of AI, which were primarily designed 

by the administrative team in collaboration with the AI committee. There were 

mixed views about the effectiveness of these lessons. While some instructors 

believed that these lessons were necessary and practical, some others found them 

redundant. For instance, both of the AI lessons were valuable and functional for 

students, noted by Amelia, Lily, Leo, and Edward. For this reason, they also added 

that they utilized the AI lesson plans provided by the program with minor changes 

thanks to the systematicity offered by the ESL program. 

 

I think the ESL program has done an excellent job welcoming AI. We have 
two lessons, as that are mandatory for all courses, ethically use of AI, and 
effective use AI. (...) I think that ESL program has been really strong on 
providing support on how to integrate AI into writing. (Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

Moreover, Scarlett noted that the syllabi of her ESL writing courses that she taught 

so far included definitions of important aspects of academic integrity, specifically 

AI. As for the AI modules, she highlighted that the Ethical Use of AI lesson 

concentrated on the ethical dimensions of AI use in writing and AI disclosure 

statements, whereas the Effective Use of AI provided further strategies about 

prompting and output evaluation. Particularly, Scarlett found AI disclosure 

statements useful because it prompted students to reflect on their AI use by being 

transparent. However, Scarlett, Emma, Oscar, Nancy, Hazel, and Sophia also 

acknowledged that the AI modules did not solve the academic dishonesty problems 

since some students kept fabricating or using AI-generated text as their own. 
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I do think these lessons helped students become more aware of the limitations 
of AI, although this does not necessarily solve the issue of abiding the rules 
of integrity. After these lessons, they can discuss the topics like hallucinations 
and plagiarism, and they have all effectively written AI disclosure statements. 
However when it comes to fabrication, plagiarism, and honesty in the AI 
disclosure statements, this is still a major issue. I don’t think that the abuse of 
AI is a matter of students’ lacking awareness about how to use AI ethically, 
but more so unwillingness to abide by the guidelines of ethical use.  (Scarlett, 
GTA, R) 

 

In addition, Hazel and Denise explained that they would need to update the writing 

curriculum regularly. It became outdated quickly because AI and its related 

pedagogical use grew fast. As there were planned curriculum revision goals that the 

program was contemplating about to promote ethical and efficient use of AI in L2 

writing further, Denise shared the planned revisions of the program an example. 
 

For Spring 2026, I'm hoping we'll have a revision. These are the current 
Revision goals: “Define original work and ethical use of AI/translation tools 
in plain, operational language”, “Distinguish permitted support for learning 
from prohibited completion of course objectives with tool 
usage”, “Illustrate these boundaries with course-relevant examples spanning 
both ITA/PRO and writing (so policy can be the same for all sections)”. 
(Denise, SL, R) 

 

Likewise, in light of their administrative roles, Sophia and Claire shared their 

experiences of being part of the development team for these lessons in the AI 

committee. Notably, the primary objectives of these modules were enhancing 

students’ ethical practices of AI and addressing the ethical concerns of L2 writing 

instructors to support them emotionally. 
 

‘Ethical Use of AI’ and ‘Effective Use of AI’ lessons were created as a result 
of the Artificial Intelligence in ESL Committee work from Spring 2024. The 
committee was formed because the ESL Admin Team believed that we need 
cross-curricular modules and lessons that can support effective and 
responsible use of AI among our students because we were seeing many 
misuse or overuse cases among students and anxiety and uncertainty among 
instructors regarding how to handle misuse or overuse cases. We felt that 
those lessons should be taught across curriculum to demonstrate a unified 
approach to handling AI use. (Claire, SL, R) 

 

On the other hand, Olivia and Arthur found the AI-focused modules completely 

redundant, as they believed that the attempts to integrate AI into L2 writing 
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curriculum should not be isolated from other lessons and a majority of the content in 

those lessons were not new to their learners. They highlighted that their students’ 

engagement was low in these lessons. Particularly, Arthur stated that the lessons 

were there to police students about their AI use, rather than being pedagogically 

sound. 

 

These two lessons often feel like a burden rather than an opportunity. They 
feel like something I have to teach, rather than something I want to teach. 
More than anything, they seem designed to inform students about what might 
get them into trouble and how to avoid it. As a result, they feel less like 
genuine teaching and more like a mechanism to keep the department aligned 
with campus academic integrity rules and policies. While this purpose is 
understandable, it comes at the cost of engagement, creativity, and 
meaningful learning. (Arthur, GTA, R) 

 
This subcategory demonstrated the systematic AI integration into L2 writing 

curriculum in participants’ socio-institutional context based on their views. In this 

vein, the instructors collectively found AI modules useful, yet the lessons would not 

stop their learners from committing AI-based academic misconduct. Given this, they 

also believed that the modules needed to be improved by consistently integrating AI 

into their writing instruction to encourage ethical practices of students further. This 

indicates the importance of routinely, strategically, and innovatively integrating AI 

into L2 writing classrooms to increase students’ critical consciousness over time, in 

turn reducing the emotional burden of L2 writing teachers and promoting effective 

AI-mediated L2 writing instruction. 

 

4.3.1.2. Instructors’ Curriculum Renovation Suggestions 

 

In light of the adjustment needs voiced by the participants, several curriculum 

renovation suggestions were made by them, summarized in Table 16. These 

recommendations are not only critical to better equip students with ethical AI use 

skills but also to mediate the emotion labor of L2 writing instructors in AI-mediated 

writing contexts by reducing the possibility of AI misconduct. The emergent sub-

categories about AI-focused reconsiderations included, revising objectives, having 

in-class discussions, adjusting assignment expectations, implementing tools-free 
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stages, integrating AI routinely, and providing hands-on learning opportunities, 

explained in this sub-subsection. 

 

Table 16. Suggestions for AI-mediated L2 writing curriculum renovations 

Suggestion Description 

Revising objectives  
 

Augmenting objectives to achieve the desired learning 
outcomes according to the evolving needs of L2 writing 
instruction 

Having in-class 
discussions 

Promoting reflexivity and criticality by prompting 
students to brainstorm and discuss differing dimensions of 
AI-assisted L2 writing 

Adjusting assignment 
expectations 

Reconsidering assignment guidelines to create AI-
resistant prompts for students’ skill development   

Implementing AI-free 
stages 

Enabling students to develop their targeted skills without 
being interfered by any AI tool 

Integrating AI routinely  Implementing AI into lesson topics in relevant ways to 
promote critical awareness about AI use for that specific 
aspect of writing 

Providing hands-on 
learning opportunities 

Giving students a chance to apply, create with, and 
evaluate AI with experiential AI-mediated writing tasks 

 

4.3.1.2.1. Revising Objectives  
 

There was an evident pattern across the participants about shifting landscape of L2 

writing due to AI, leading to revising objectives. Modifying the learning objectives 

and outcomes was a critical aspect according to the participants to achieve L2 

writing skill development without being hindered by AI foster a human-centered 

approach, particularly because the tool constantly evolved. In other words, while the 

end goal was still honing writing, the process of how it was done pedagogically was 

evolving, necessitating a change at objectives level. There were shifts in the 

curriculum and syllabi of L2 writing due to AI in the past few years, which should be 

expanded further.  
 

To exemplify, Scarlett indicated that there were some subject matters that were not 

explicitly covered as part of the L2 writing curriculum because AI helped students in 

terms of those aspects without teachers being involved, such as grammar or 
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vocabulary. This emphasized that it would be important to reconsider the skills that 

students were oriented towards achieving through the L2 writing courses in the era of 

AI because there might not be a need to cover certain aspects in detail any longer, 

and some parts would need to be highlighted more than it was in the past. Hence, for 

Scarlett, Lily, Nancy, Sophia, Denise, Leo, and Hazel, the teaching philosophy and 

goals was the same, but the methods of achieving the teaching objectives needed 

refurbishing. 
 

Some things haven't changed in terms of what students need to be able to do. 
(...) One of the things we're thinking about, again, are like, it's making us 
rethink what are the skills we really want and students need to be able to do. 
(...) I find myself wondering, not wondering, but where we didn't need to 
explain why some things were important before, we have to explain that 
they're important now. (Sophia, SL, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Denise mentioned that since the tools provided students with 

further opportunities to be engaged in skill development through various means, the 

goals could be revised in a way that expectations from them would increase in turn. 

On the other hand, she also noted that AI tools advanced quickly, preventing them 

from staying abreast of it in terms of curriculum development. Since AI use became 

a core skill that needs to be learned by the students to comply with the goals of their 

job-related responsibilities, the changes to curriculum goals were essential by 

identifying the human skills needed by learners, and teaching pre-AI skills would be 

counter-productive. 
 

There's always been an evolution in teaching writing and the basics are 
identifying the skills that your students need to be successful, designing your 
course goals and objectives around those skills and then, scaffolding students 
towards those skills so that they can achieve whatever it is, the outcome is 
that you want them to achieve, right? So obviously this is a shift. It's a big 
shift and it's going to have a big impact on what those goals and objectives 
are and what our students need to be successful. (...) We're still going to be 
identifying, “Okay, now what are the human skills? What is it that our 
students need in order to be successful?” (...) Teachers need to be thinking 
about what the new objectives are and how they can test the human skills in a 
world where students are working alongside AI. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

Similarly, Olivia also emphasized the necessity of expanding the learning outcome 

expected by the students, given the availability of AI. 
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I think the most effective thing actually really is hardly about AI at all. I think 
it's about just the way that you frame the class and the way that you frame 
your interactions with your students. I'm a big fan of introducing the class and 
like teaching it as “This class isn't like a biology class where you memorize 
facts, right? This is a skill. You have to build the skill. How do you build 
writing skills?” (Olivia, L, SSI) 

 
According to Claire, there was a change in terms of academic integrity violation 

patterns of the students because they were not plagiarizing as much as they did in the 

past any longer; instead, they became more inclined to fabricate information by using 

fake sources or generating fake information that would not be found in the sources. 

Therefore, she emphasized that the objectives should be modified to reflect this, 

helping students to become familiar with its critical use. She also underlined the 

importance of enabling students to write for an authentic audience in line with real 

life situations. 

 

I think there needs to be a shift in our curriculum. There needs to be revision 
in the objectives level. It's not any longer about, “Are you using the same 
words from the source?” AI is very good at helping you paraphrase and 
summarize. Okay, so we're way past that. So it's not any longer about, “Are 
you using your own words or word accurately?”, “Are you using AI's 
words?”. Instead of the original source and all. And we should really focus 
more on misrepresentation of sources or picking the relevant sources. “Is this 
source really relevant to what you're talking about?”(Claire, SL, SSI) 

 
Furthermore, Oscar acknowledged the need for further adjustments in the curriculum 

to better meet the needs of learners in the presence of AI, which was challenging. 

However, he also deemed that this transfer might end up being useful, bringing new 

opportunities to teach and learn L2 writing innovatively. 

 

I think that because it's a new technology, we are in this growth area, and we 
know that growth is painful. When we're talking about, in biological terms, 
when you grow, some parts of your body hurt because you're growing, and 
the same thing happens right now. It's a very young technology We're getting 
adapted to it. So we still don't have a lot of answers, and that will cause some 
distress and problems, but it's not necessarily that it's bad. (...) I would say, 
the problem is not necessarily the policy, but how writing will change, like 
the curriculum will change in universities and academic settings because 
essays are not the best way to assess human writing anymore. (Oscar, GTA, 
SSI) 
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Nonetheless, Emma was not excited about these changes as she indicated that her 

teaching, which was focused on human writing skills pre-AI, oriented towards 

guiding students to use AI ethically and effectively by evaluating the output and 

prompting appropriately to revise their work, overshadowing writing skill 

development as a process. 

 

Before AI, I was definitely teaching composition skills. (...) With AI, students 
are often using the AI tools to create for them and to generate ideas in many 
cases, and so be like, my focus has had to shift in order to accommodate that. 
So instead of focusing on teaching composition skills to the extent that I used 
to, I feel like in some ways I'm being forced to teach more revisionary skills, 
like how to revise content that has been generated for you. (Emma, L, SSI) 

 

As can be seen, L2 writing instructors’ core aims has not changed due to AI because 

they still need to teach L2 writing skills. What might need to change is their 

approaches to achieve the learning outcomes, rather than the outcomes themselves. 

To reflect the shifts in approaches, it becomes important to modify objectives in line 

with the current needs of L2 writing instruction to professionally and emotionally 

support writing instructors. 
 

4.3.1.2.2. Having In-Class Discussions  

 

Another emerging pattern about renovating L2 writing curriculum was to integrate 

in-class negotiations related to AI use in L2 writing practices. In fact, dialogic 

approaches were also adapted by participants in managing their emotional tensions 

as part of their emotion labor strategies within the first research question. It also 

occurred as a shared suggestion for curriculum development initiatives within the 

third research question. As an illustration, Lily highlighted that she found the 

discussions on AI-assisted writing useful for her students to self-reflect, think 

critically, and orient their understanding towards using it mindfully. Thus, Lily, 

Hazel, Denise, Edward, and Arthur noted that it would be more impactful to have 

them continuously to increase their critical consciousness via dialogic approaches. 
 

I do think that those open conversations are what students benefit from the 
most. So again, I don't think that from one lesson or one discussion, maybe, 
from some students, one discussion will be like something that sparks 
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something in them. But maybe not, but I think the continued kind of coming 
back to it, which is why it's nice to have, like, whole semester or something. 
(Lily, L, SSI) 

 
Explaining the process in my own classroom dynamics and specifics start 
with discussing warm-up questions and then debriefing the questions. 
Focusing on the ethical use of AI in this part, then, students take time to talk 
about the scenarios and identify what the character of each scenario is doing 
with AI. (Arthur, GTA, R) 

 

In a similar vein, Amelia’s insights suggested that merely depending on policies 

would not prevent or solve AI misconduct in academic writing. Hence, integrating 

classroom discussions in a dialogic way would be useful. 
 

I'm not sure about how these policies work, but my understanding is that in 
first drafts don't go to academic integrity violation cases, right? First drafts 
are an opportunity for students to learn and for us to give input, so I feel like 
the first case, it's like too much bureaucracy or too many steps and what I 
need to do faster is I need to see the students’ authentic writing because the 
second draft comes, right? So we cannot wait to all of these processes, so I 
think it's more effective to just have these conversations in the classroom. 
(Amelia, L, SSI) 

 

Hence, to foster students’ ethical use of AI as part of L2 writing practices, integrating 

collaborative classroom discussions can be a useful strategy for second-language 

writing instructors. Having transparent dialogues can, in turn, relieve their emotional 

burden. 

 

4.3.1.2.3. Adjusting Assignment Expectations 
 

Tailoring L2 writing assignment prompts, rubrics, and expectations was another 

emerging pattern across participants about AI-assisted L2 curriculum 

reconsiderations. Particularly, AI-resistant assignments, in which using AI would not 

be enough to complete the task, were regarded by instructors as important. For 

instance, Leo, Sophia, Denise, Hazel, and Amelia’s comments implied the 

significance of transforming the assignments into AI-resistant ones because AI-proof 

assignments would not be realistic, given the possibility of students’ AI use while 

doing the assignment. Leo also added that having connected assignments throughout 

the semester would be helpful to make them AI-resistant. 
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“Is the assignment AI resistant, not AI proof?” because there's no such thing. 
But is it a little bit like, if a student looks at the assignment and then they say, 
what are the pros and cons of me using AI to just do all this? Hopefully they 
will say, actually, it would probably be easy enough for me to do it on my 
own or it would be beneficial enough for me to do it on my own or maybe I 
can use it in a couple of ways, but I can also do all these things myself. (...) 
Linking assignments is kind of helpful. (Leo, L, SSI) 

 

Revision of the grading rubric for the assignments was another strategy of 

curriculum innovation proposed by Claire. She also suggested that expanding the 

assignment expectations to increase their complexity could be useful since they have 

access to AI. 

 

We worked on revising the rubric criteria, specifically related to source 
integration, and also module objectives that are related to source integration. 
(...) You should just ask them to do more. (...) I was like, “I want your 
writing to be perfect. You have no excuse. It needs to be perfect. You have all 
these tools, and I'm telling you to all these tools. And if it's not perfect, there 
is something wrong with you.” (Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

To solve the AI-based misconduct problem in students’ submitted work, AI-resistant 

assignments can be another remedy for L2 writing instructors’ emotion labor by 

decreasing the frequency of AI misconduct in their classrooms.  

 

4.3.1.2.4. Implementing AI-Free Stages 

 

While a majority of the participants acknowledged AI as a useful learning tool when 

used ethically and responsibly, some instructors also believed that there should be 

certain learning steps in which AI should not and cannot be used. As an illustration, 

Amelia, Claire, Olivia, Scarlett, Leo, and Hazel indicated that she would not allow 

her students to use AI at certain stages, and would want them to do it on their own 

for practicing for pure skill development. 

 

I'll force them not to use their computers or their phones, because it's a 
situation where I want them to develop, discuss without AI because I       
know that any activity where they use their computers, they are going to be 
using AI. So in some cases where I'm like, this is not a good activity to rely 
for on AI, I will print paper copies and will do it by hand. (Scarlett, GTA, 
SSI) 
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Let's do a tools free activity or exercise, right? Because in some cases, you 
don't want them to resort to AI right away, right? (...) We're forced to put 
more emphasis on the need for students to build their own skills. And I feel 
like creating opportunities or assignments for they can do something without 
relying on all these tools, whatever those tools might be, right? (Hazel, SL, 
SSI) 

 

In a similar vein, using an analogy, Denise noted that students would not be able to 

use AI in a way that enhanced their L2 writing skills without having developed the 

target L2 writing skills themselves at first, hindering learning when used at the 

beginning. This reiterated the need for AI-free stages of learning in the classroom. 
 

You have to know how to do basic math without a calculator before you can 
use a calculator to do basic math. Right? So, there are skills that the AI may 
be able to do that we need our students to learn before they use AI to do it. 
(...) It's important for students to also have tools-free learning phases. So, 
thinking about what are those basic building block skills that the students 
need and maybe having them do those in class? (...) I think now we need to 
have more opportunities for tools-free in class. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

This highlights the importance of dedicating in class time for students to practice 

target writing skills without any external tools to fulfill the objectives of L2 writing, 

increasing students’ awareness and promoting ethical use to serve the emotional and 

pedagogical needs of teachers. 
 

4.3.1.2.5. Integrating AI Routinely 
 

In light of the data, it has also become apparent that one-time integration of AI into 

curriculum was not impactful or efficient in the long run. Instead, the instructors 

suggested that it would be necessary to continuously integrate the tool into the 

syllabus across different times of the semester. For example, Lily, Nancy, Amelia, 

Claire, Denise, Harry, Oscar, Olivia, Scarlett, Hazel, and Emma stated that it would 

be important to integrate AI into her L2 writing syllabus when possible because it 

would be the only way to increase students’ AI literacy and critical awareness, in 

turn fostering ethical utilization. 
 

It's good to have that specifically dedicated time in your curriculum, but also 
you need to sprinkle it throughout. Like talking about AI for every single 
topic. That's why I would recommend it. (Claire, SL, SSI) 
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We need to be doing it every day. Like it shouldn't be an isolated lesson. It 
should be a modeled behavior that's happening integrated into all of our 
assignments, and so it just takes us time to get there. And by the time we get 
there, the target is moving, right? (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

In addition, Leo noted that the curriculum development discussions in the ESL 

program would also revolve around regular AI implementation, indicating the 

program’s efforts to effectively integrate AI into L2 writing curriculum. 

 

That's something that Claire, our curriculum coordinator, and I talk about 
anytime we're making changes. (...) So if we're developing like a lesson for a 
module, so like a class that someone's going to teach, we'll ask, is there a way 
to incorporate AI into this topic? And if there is, that either gets made part of 
the lesson plan or it gets made like as an addition to the lesson plan. (Leo, SL, 
SSI) 

 

Thus, it becomes evident that one-time integration of AI into L2 writing curricula 

with independent lessons would have a limited impact on enhancing students’ 

understanding of using AI ethically and responsibly in their writing. In other words, 

it would not have a lasting impact, which underscores the significance of routine 

integration of AI into L2 writing curriculum to effectively address the emotional 

burden of writing teachers. 

 

4.3.1.2.6. Providing Hands-On Learning Opportunities 

 

The participants also suggested that the meaningful way to integrate AI into the L2 

writing curriculum would be to enable students to be engaged in experiential learning 

opportunities, rather than lecturing them. For instance, underlined by Scarlett, Harry, 

Nancy, Leo, Edward, and Amelia, hands-on tasks in which students actively engage 

with AI content in an evaluative way in line with the lesson goals would prompt 

them to use it more ethically. 

 

Creating activities for them to do in class, like, even just having them practice 
prompting in class and, like, evaluating those prompts in the class, that can be 
helpful. (...) I have them kind of analyze AI writing and what makes it 
academic and what makes it that kind of typical AI talk where it's saying 
something, but it's actually saying nothing. So we kind of analyze what's 
good and what's bad about academic register with AI. (...) Comparing 
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contrasting, like when it comes to like paraphrasing and creating citations, I 
will make them use AI or I'll give them AI generated content and I'll have 
them compare it to what they can do or what I can do. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

As noted by Arthur, instead of integrating AI in independent lessons, he 

recommended that students need to be provided with workshops or seminars, along 

with in class tasks, in which they experience hands-on learning to use AI ethically 

and effectively as part of their writing. He indicated that he would initially model the 

AI use and enable learners to practice it, instead of lecturing them by critiquing the 

current AI modules. 

 

They tend to include the fewest hands-on or student-centered activities 
compared to other units in the curriculum. The heavy emphasis on lecture-
style delivery and policy explanation makes them less engaging, which is 
particularly problematic in ESL contexts where active participation and 
practice are essential for learning. (Arthur, GTA, SSI)  

 

Similarly, Oscar also highlighted the importance of implementing hands-on tasks and 

examples. Indeed, he added that human-centered AI should be fostered in this 

process. 

 

Definitely the human role. What I learned about the human role in AI, 
because we, there's no human experience without language, and writing is a 
form of expression of that language. So I constantly try to emphasize and to 
put into practice what humans bring into the teaching and learning process of 
writing in ESL or EFL. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Taken together, one of the core insights with regard to teaching students about 

ethical, responsible, and fruitful practices of AI-supported L2 writing would be to 

allow them to have first hand experience to use AI tools in a reflexive way by 

promoting a critical approach towards it. In turn, this would also support L2 writing 

instructors emotionally. 

 

4.3.2. AI-Mediated L2 Writing Policies  

 

Policymaking considerations were also important for instructors because their feeling 

rules were also shaped by the socio-institutional rules, affecting their emotional 
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experiences directly. In addition to sharing their insights regarding the current 

procedures of handling academic integrity violations in their teaching context, 

instructors also provided comments and suggestions on the recommendations for 

future policymaking in AI-mediated L2 writing settings. 
 

4.3.2.1. Socio-Institutional Processes for Handling AI-Based Misconduct 
 

This sub-subsection is dedicated to the findings pertinent to the second sub-question 

of the third research question. When asked about the process that responds to 

students’ AI-based academic integrity violations, the participants described the 

expectations of the ESL program and the university and shared their reflections on 

this process. For instance, Sophia, Hazel, Leo, Scarlett, and Claire explained the 

collaborative nature of the process since they needed to coordinate it with the 

program director by discussing the possibilities of sanctions for the student. 

 

If it gets really persistent, I feel like our program has a pretty good support 
system and so I will go to Denise, our associate director, and I will discuss 
the situation with her and we'll brainstorm next steps. And I really think it's a 
case by case basis. It depends on whether this is the first time, whether this is 
like a multiple time thing, the scope of it, maybe it's a paragraph, maybe it's 
an entire essay.  (Leo, SL, SSI) 

 
There's a system here at the university where it goes through what's called an 
academic integrity violation and the student writing is evaluated by a panel of 
people, including me and the director of ESL, and I think maybe some other 
people, I don't know, but definitely both of me and the director communicate 
with each other about what kind of sanction should be placed on this writing, 
considering that it contains the fabrication or plagiarism. (Scarlett, GTA, SSI) 

 

According to Denise, who was experienced in policymaking both in the ESL 

program and at the university due to her administrative role, it was futile to police 

students’ AI use because it would be time-consuming and counterproductive. She 

added further insights regarding the academic integrity violation processes in which 

students would need to confess that they misused AI, and unless they did so, they 

would not be given any infractions, which would be unfair to the honest students. 

 

There's a policy perspective as well in that currently this university does not 
use the word generative AI in their student code, and I don't think they want 
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to add it there. So you have to think right now there's 3 different infractions 
that AI could potentially fall under. Cheating, which is the use of 
unauthorized materials. Plagiarism, using the words of another as your own, 
or fabrication, which is creating facts, data, sources that don't exist. (...) If the 
student admits the infraction, then you could sanction it, right? And they 
could receive a consequence for that, but if a student denies the infraction, 
there's nothing you can do. (...) So an honest student receives the sanction and 
a dishonest student doesn't? That's not fair. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

Denise also added the challenge of changing policies for AI use because when she 

attended the meetings for the student rules of conduct of the university, there was 

variety in terms of opinions; hence students’ AI use is evaluated based on the 

plagiarism policy, rather than with a separate one. 
 

The university policy in general, I am on the committee for student 
accountability, which is the committee that writes the academic code of 
conduct, and so I've been privy to conversations about this, and the views 
vary, very widely. (...) Because it's such kind of a diverse circus, we can't 
agree on how to change the policy because that, and also it's so different for 
each program. (...)  People are hesitant to policize. But as I said, you can't 
policize something that you can't, of course, right? So how do you have a 
cheating AI policy? It's not enforceable at all because there's no reliable AI 
detection. So you're chasing your tails if you do that, and I don't believe good 
policy is an unenforceable policy, it must be an enforceable policy. You have 
to be able to have evidence for it. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

The findings hinted that whereas policies served as a source of emotion labor for the 

participants due the complexity of the process, they also acted as a comprehensive 

guide for them while handling AI misconduct of their students. In other words, 

thanks to the policy guidance that they received from the program, the instructors at 

least knew what to do when they faced academic misconduct of AI; however, 

practical applications of the policies also created emotion labor. 
 

4.3.2.2. Policymaking Suggestions  
 

Considering their experiences of teaching second-language writing in AI-mediated 

settings, the instructors proposed various suggestions for addressing students’ AI 

misuse with the right policies in a way that also facilitated it for educators. There 

were mixed views with regard to the policymaking practices in AI-supported L2 

writing contexts.   



 
215 

4.3.2.2.1. Use with Regulations 

 

A majority of the participants proposed that AI should be allowed to be used by the 

students, as students would use it regardless of the policy and they would need to 

develop their AI literacy for their future careers. To exemplify, Lily, Harry, Nancy, 

Amelia, Scarlett, Leo, Claire, Sophia, Denise, Oscar, Olivia, Hazel, Edward, and 

Arthur highlighted that banning AI would not be a solution; hence, their insights 

implied that it should be integrated into L2 curriculum with restrictions, encouraging 

students for honesty and accountability. 
 

The policy can exist, but if the reality of the world is different, then it 
wouldn't be effective. Policy needs to be aligned with the reality of the world 
and the reality, the current state of things. So definitely a hard ban will not be 
effective. Maybe regulations on how to approach AI, since we are working 
with young adults who are still building their critical thinking skills. So if the 
policy is created to guide, not to punish, but to guide, then it will be effective. 
(Oscar, GTA, SSI) 
 
Do you want students to use it behind your back or in front of you? I would 
rather have them use it in front of me. And then be able to guide them. 
(Claire, SL, SSI) 

 

By the same token, Denise indicated that her educator and administrator role would 

require her to assist students in utilizing AI as a learning tool, rather than banning it. 

She also highlighted the constantly changing nature of the tool and its integration 

into L2 writing curriculum, which in turn necessitated regular shifts in the 

policymaking processes to assist second-language educators and students. However, 

in faculty meetings, there would be a wide variety of perspectives, including resistant 

instructors in favor of banning it.  
 

My professional opinion is, we need to be working alongside AI, and we need 
to be enabling and empowering our students to use it ethically and effectively. 
(...) I think we must have our students using AI. We absolutely must, and I 
know that not everyone will agree with me because I was just in the 
university’s Liberal Arts Division meeting and there were faculty from all 
over campus and some people are still wanting to burn it down and ban it. 
And I think that if you're in the burn it down and ban it camp, you're losing. 
You're way behind, and you've got to catch up. We must have students using 
AI because students need to know how to use AI in order to compete, and 
especially our ESL students, our ESL students need to compete with their 
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domestic peers, as well as with each other and with all academics in their 
field, across the world. (Denise, SL, SSI) 

 

With this in mind, considering the responses provided by a majority of the 

participants, prohibiting AI is not a solution to AI-based academic misconduct. 

Indeed, the student would use it regardless of the policies; therefore, from a 

pedagogical perspective, the policies should be designed in a way that encourages 

ethical use and guides L2 writing instructors and their learners. If policies are 

effectively planned, not to monitor but to assist, instructors can, in turn, provide 

assistance and guidance to their students for ethical practices. This would also 

alleviate their emotional burden. Otherwise, banning AI would increase emotion 

labor of L2 teachers because they would be held responsible for AI misuse of their 

students by requiring them to discourage its use strictly, which would harm their 

rapport and teaching further.  

 

4.3.2.2.2. Unclear Policy-Making Considerations  

 

On the other hand, some instructors also highlighted that it would also be challenging 

to determine a university-wide specific policy that resolves all of the problems, and 

they were hesitant to make suggestions. For Emma, it was ambiguous when she 

reflected on the situation. 

 

If my objective is to teach students to compose. Then in some sense, it       
would be beneficial to ban AI at least for a time, right? If I'm teaching       
them to compose, take away those distractions, focus on what they can do. If 
that's not the objective, if the objective is to teach students to revise content 
that has been created for them, right? Like basically embracing, we're using 
AI, okay, let's have skills in order to harness AI well. Then, of course, allow 
it, right? So I guess my question before I can even answer that question is 
what's our goal? What kind of student do we want to produce? (...) That's 
where I feel like it's very ambiguous for me. I don't know exactly what that 
end goal is anymore because I feel like AI has shifted quite a bit of the 
approach and just the way that we communicate. (...) Inconclusive. (Emma, 
L, SSI) 

 
Emma’s response signals that she wanted to teach without AI, and it can be 

interpreted that her negative perceptions towards the tool impacted this choice. 
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To summarize, the current study investigated the emotional experiences of L2 

instructors in AI-enhanced writing contexts at higher education institutions. 15 L2 

writing teachers from a US-based university participated in this study. There are 

three research questions that were developed to understand the AI-induced emotions 

of second-language writing instructors in-depth. Employing phenomenology as a 

research approach, IPA was used to analyze the semi-structured interview, focus 

group discussion, and reflection data. 

 

The findings of the current study revealed that the participants experienced a myriad 

of AI-induced emotions, including positive, negative, and neutral emotions. In 

particular, it was found that was a catalyst of L2 writing instructors’ emotion labor 

due to the challenges that it brought, particularly about feedback provision process 

and AI-based academic integrity violations. The participants also adopted several 

emotion labor strategies that were both intrapersonal and interpersonal to navigate 

their emotional tensions. In addition, it was explored that all participants were 

engaged in AI literacy professional development, yet none of the trainings were 

emotion focused. For this reason, the professional development sessions did not 

prevent their AI-induced emotion labor. In this vein, their AI acceptance affected 

their emotion labor to some extent because the participant who resisted AI 

experienced more intense emotion labor than those who embraced it. When it came 

to their feeling rules, L2 writing curriculum and policies that they pertained to, their 

feeling rules both helped them to mediate their emotion labor and acted as a source 

of emotion labor. The reason why it was a mediating factor was because AI was not 

banned for students, AI was a part of curricula, and the participants were not 

responsible for detecting every student’s AI overuse. On the other hand, this did not 

prevent them from being burdened by their new responsibilities that were similar to 

policing, such as constant fact-checking and starting a disciplinary process for 

students who misused it. To this end, the results implicate that L2 writing teacher 

education practices regarding AI can be enhanced by including emotional 

discussions. Similarly, AI-infused L2 writing curricula and policies can be tailored in 

line with their emotional needs. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

This chapter comprises four sections, presenting the discussion of findings elucidated 

in chapter four and concluding the study. First, referring to the research questions, 

the findings of the study are discussed within the pertinent scholarly literature. In 

other words, the discussion of findings is categorized based on the research 

questions. Second, the conclusion of the study is presented. Third, pedagogical 

implications are shared. Finally, considering the limitations of the current study, 

future research directions are provided.  

 

5.1. Discussion  

 

This section aims to frame the findings of the study within the relevant academic 

discourse regarding the intersection of L2 teacher emotions and AI-assisted second-

language writing instruction in line with the research questions. The results are 

classified based on the research questions. 

 

5.1.1. Emotions of L2 Teachers in AI-Mediated Writing Settings 

 

5.1.1.1. L2 Writing Teachers’ AI-Induced Emotions 

 

According to the findings of the current study in relation to the first research 

question’s first sub-question, it was explored that the instructors experienced a 

spectrum of emotions, ranging from positive to negative. The fact that they displayed 

both positive and negative emotions underscores the complexity of their emotions as 

L2 writing teachers and shows that they did not merely experience AI-induced 

emotional turmoil.  It should also be underscored that participants reported more 
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negative emotions than positive emotions, providing insights about how AI shapes 

their teacher emotions. 

 

Three positive emotions emerged from the participants’ data, including feelings of 

contentment (Geng et al., 2023; Geng et al., 2026; Geng & Yu, 2024; Meşe & Mede, 

2024; Seyri & Ghiasvand, 2025; Shen & Guo, 2024; Xie et al., 2026; Yao et al., 

2025; Yu et al., 2021), happiness (Geng et al., 2026; Meşe & Mede, 2024; Seyri & 

Ghiasvand, 2025; Xie et al., 2026; Yao et al., 2025), and gratitude (Meşe & Mede, 

2024). This finding is corroborated by previous scholarly studies that explored the 

emotional experiences of L2 writing instructors. When it comes to negative 

emotions, there was diversity. Indeed, the findings with regard to unwanted emotions 

substantiated that L2 teachers experienced AI-induced emotion labor in writing 

contexts, in harmony with Benesch’s (2012, 2017, 2018) research regarding emotion 

labor of language instructors in L2 writing contexts. Frustration was found as a 

shared negative emotion among the participants, echoing the earlier teacher emotion 

research (Chang, 2009; Dumančić et al., 2022; Farangi & Nejadbhangar, 2026; 

Frenzel, 2014; Geng et al., 2026; Mese & Mede, 2024; Nazari & Karimpour, 2022; 

Seyri & Ghiasvand, 2025; Shen & Guo, 2024; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003; Wang & 

Jiang, 2025; Xie et al., 2025; Yao et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2021). In a similar vein, 

discouragement was also identified as an emotion experienced by L2 writing 

instructors (Farangi & Nejadghanbar, 2026; Geng et al., 2026; Nazari & Karimpour, 

2022; Wang & Jiang, 2025). In fact, this reaffirms the finding of Sutton and 

Wheatley (2003) regarding the relationship between teacher emotions and their 

motivation level, since the current study found that their negative emotions 

negatively affected their level of motivation. Furthermore, the feeling of          

sadness shared a common ground with Farangi and Nejadghanbar (2026), Dumančić 

et al. (2022), and Yu et al. (2021)’s studies. Moreover, the findings with regard         

to teachers’ experience with anxiety are in tune with background literature       

(Chang, 2009; Farangi & Nejadbhangar, 2026; Frenzel, 2014; Geng & Yu, 2024; 

Geng et al., 2023; Geng et al., 2026; Shen and Guo, 2024; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003; 

Xie et al., 2025; Xie et al., 2026; Yao et al., 2025; and Yu et al., 2021). As for 

uneasiness, it agrees with Geng et al. (2023) and Xie et al. (2026). Their distress 

resonates with Seyri and Ghiasvand (2025), Shen and Guo (2024), and Xie et al. 
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(2026). Disillusionment is also in tune with previous scholarly studies (Nazari & 

Karimpour, 2022; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008; Sun et al., 2025; Xie et al., 2025), 

who deemed that depersonalization occurs when teachers face intense emotional 

sentiments.  

 

In addition to corroborating the of the findings of earlier studies regarding AI-based 

emotions of L2 teachers, this study also adds critical insights regarding AI-induced 

emotions and emotion labor of second language writing instructors at the higher 

education contexts, which is an overlooked aspect in the scholarly discourse. This is 

an important contribution because it provides valuable revelations about L2 writing 

teacher identity formation in AI-enhanced classrooms by unpacking their AI-induced 

emotions. On the other hand, there are also some findings that deviated from the 

earlier research. For instance, while this study found that weariness is an AI-induced 

emotion for L2 writing instructors, the previous studies did not explicitly regard it as 

an emotion that as experienced by them. This might be because they might have 

referred to weariness in distinct ways by classifying it under different categories of 

emotions. In addition to the positive and negative emotions, a few participants 

reported not being emotionally affected, which also is a unique finding to this study, 

divergent from the background literature that were discussed earlier. The fact that a 

few instructors claimed that they were emotionally neutral toward AI-mediated L2 

writing might be interpreted as their masking of their emotions to maintain their 

responsibilities.   

 

As can be seen, the negative emotions were more in-depth and diverse, compared to 

positive emotions and neutral emotions of participants. Additionally, their unwanted 

emotions can also be linked to their emotion labor as L2 writing teachers for some 

reasons. Mainly, the negative emotions came into play when there was a mismatch 

between their internal pedagogical beliefs and the changes and challenges that AI 

brought to their role. Moreover, participants also disguised their negative emotions in 

their interaction with their students, signifying the clash of their feeling rules and 

genuine feelings. As a result, this needs to be addressed to enable them to use their 

emotion labor as a source of agency and self-efficacy, preventing its negative 

consequences on their pedagogical role.  
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5.1.1.2. L2 Writing Teachers’ Antecedents of AI-Induced Emotions 

 

As a response to the second sub-question of research question one, the antecedents of 

participants’ positive and negative emotions were explored. Mainly, their favorable 

feelings were rooted in their students’ improvement in their ethical AI use in the 

sense that learners follow their teachers’ pedagogical advice, giving them a sense of 

relief. This echoes Dumančić et al. (2022) and Yu et al. (2021), whose results 

indicated that L2 instructors tend to feel positive emotions when their students 

achieve the designed learning outcomes by making progress in class. In turn, the fact 

that ethical AI practices of students is an antecedent for positive emotions highlights 

that their teacher belief system is shaped by their students’ success because they are 

compassionate in their role, caring for their learners. Similarly, this might also be 

interpreted as the satisfaction that they get from achieving their pedagogical goals in 

line with their teacher beliefs. Another source of positive AI-induced emotions was 

AI’s capacity to complement their role by relieving their burden. This is supported 

by previous studies (Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; Burton & O’Neal, 2024; Florea & 

Radu, 2019; Kasneci et al., 2023; Limna et al., 2022; Luckin et al., 2016; Mustafa et 

al., 2024), which indicates that relieving workload of L2 writing instructors can help 

them and in turn lead to positive feelings when they perceive AI as a teaching 

assistant. 

 

As for the sources of second-language writing instructors’ negative emotions and 

emotional tensions, the present study’s findings are also in line with earlier research. 

Pertaining to the negative emotions, the results of the present study confirmed and 

expanded Benesch’s (2012, 2017, 2018) and Geng and Yu's (2024) research that 

regarded plagiarism as a source of emotion labor for L2 writing teachers. Notably, 

the current study added that AI-based academic integrity violations could be a 

catalyst for emotion labor of instructors since it requires them to respond to students’ 

AI misuse to enforce institutional policies, clashing with their non-punitive teaching 

philosophy. This corroborates and expands Benesch (2012, 2017, 2018), who 

classified plagiarism procedures as an antecedent of the dilemma between policies 

and L2 writing instructors’ teacher beliefs. Feedback provision was also regarded as 

an emotional trigger for second-language teachers in the current study, particularly 
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when they encountered many AI-generated or fabricated student writings in their 

grading process. This is supported by previous research (Benesch, 2012, 2017, 2018; 

Geng & Yu, 2024; Loh & Liew, 2016; Talbot & Mercer, 2018; Wieczorek, 2016) 

that deemed the feedback provision process as emotionally heavy for L2 teachers, 

given that it necessitates high level of intellectual focus and time dedication. 

Therefore, this study confirms it and adds that AI increases the complexity of 

feedback provision not only because of the mental involvement and time demands 

but also being shadowed by AI while giving feedback when there is overreliance on 

it. This increases their emotion labor by creating a gap between what they want to do 

pedagogically and what they encounter in reality. It was also in line with Mercer et 

al.’s (2016) study highlighting that the skill-based teaching of languages can be a 

source of stress for L2 teachers owing to their multi-layered nature, which 

encompasses writing instruction. In other words, since language learning is rooted in 

human-to-human interaction, it is demanding in terms of socioemotional 

considerations, and AI perplexes this further by interfering with humane aspects of 

writing. As another trigger of negative emotions, the increased workload of L2 

instructors in this study was an antecedent of their emotion labor due to their AI 

detection practices that was against their teaching philosophy. Because they had new 

responsibilities brought by AI that complicated their role, such as detailed fact-

checking and source verification, it led to increased emotional burden on their end. 

This resonates with Geng et al. (2021), Wieczorek (2016), and Yu et al. (2021). In 

addition, this study found that the rapport between teachers and their students was 

deteriorating because of AI, not only because the instructors had to initiate 

conversations with overusing students and even file an academic integrity violation 

case, but also because their students started prioritizing AI over their teacher. This 

created a barrier between them and caused emotion labor for L2 writing instructors, 

which is against their beliefs about teacher and student interaction, reaffirming the 

findings of Wang and Jiang (2026) and Sun et al. (2025), who found that AI placed a 

wall between students and their teacher. In this study, the vague AI detection was 

also a source of emotion labor, which is in line with Seyri and Ghisavand (2025), 

whose results suggested that the new complexities of teachers made them feel 

emotionally burdened by the new teaching outcomes and led them to question their 

role. When they were not able to detect AI, it led to emotion labor because they were 
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skeptical about how to approach grading and feedback, and in turn preventing them 

from realizing their pedagogical beliefs. In this process, it should also be noted that 

no significant overlap was found between their teaching experiences and teacher 

emotions, which is consistent with Mevarech and Maskit’s (2015) study that 

discovered that the years of teaching were not a predictor of positive or negative 

emotions. This can be explained by the difference in their self-efficacy levels in 

using AI pedagogically, rather than their teaching experience. 

 

In this vein, this study reaffirms the background literature and adds new insights 

about the sources of AI-induced negative emotions and emotion labor of L2 writing 

instructors. This contributes to the current scholarly literature owing to the dearth of 

studies exploring it. 

 

5.1.1.3. L2 Writing Teachers’ AI-Induced Emotion Labor Strategies  

 

Turning to the emotion labor strategies adopted by L2 writing instructors to mitigate 

their AI-induced emotions in their professional role, the findings were on par with 

the background literature. Their emotion labor strategies included both interpersonal 

and intrapersonal aspects. From a poststructural lens, the participants were engaged 

in emotion work to regulate their emotions to effectively navigate their teaching in 

the age of AI, using surface acting, deep acting, and expression of genuinely felt 

emotions (Hochschild, 1979, 1983) (See Appendix G for the detailed table). In other 

words, the emotion labor strategies of participants can be interpreted through the lens 

of Hochschild (1979, 1983). For the participants in this study, deep acting manifested 

itself in instructors’ emotion labor strategies the most because, instead of masking 

their emotions, they chose to meaningfully involve themselves in the situation to 

prevent unwanted outcomes on student learning by matching their emotions to their 

feeling rules. For instance, as a deep acting strategy, they modified their relationship 

with their learners, holding them responsible for their misconduct, communicating 

with them through in-class discussions and individual talks, providing them with an 

opportunity to resubmit their assignment, and maintaining professionalism in their 

rapport with them. In other words, they aimed to adjust their rapport with their 

learners in the hopes of navigating their emotional tensions rooted in their AI misuse. 
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Similarly, another deep acting strategy with an intrapersonal focus included the use 

of their teacher self-efficacy as a shield by means of cognitive reappraisals of the AI 

misconduct cases, self-trust in their professional experience, and clear boundaries 

between their personal identity and teacher identity. Moreover, even though 

participants used dialogic pedagogical approaches as a deep acting strategy, surface 

acting also manifested itself when having dialogic interactions with their students 

because instead of showing their real negative emotions, they masked them to 

shoulder the responsibility of being a teacher, appearing presentable and 

approachable for their students. Similarly, Denise, Harry, and Edward’s expressions 

of relatively neutral emotions toward AI can be interpreted as emotional suppression, 

using surface acting. To put it differently, regarding themselves as emotionally 

unaffected might be because they wanted to fulfill their job responsibilities as a 

teacher with no interference from emotions, invalidating their emotions to remain 

professional. In addition, as an interpersonal emotion labor strategy, receiving socio-

institutional support that involved their communication with the program 

administrators and colleagues, was a means of expression of genuinely felt emotions. 

Indeed, the support system in their socio-institutional setting, including their 

colleagues and supervisors, was helpful for them to navigate their AI-induced 

emotions because they were able to talk about their AI-based emotional tensions with 

them honestly.  

 

Furthermore, the emotion labor mitigation of L2 instructors in this study can also be 

interpreted via Gross’s (1998, 2015) breakdown of emotional regulation strategies, 

situation selection, situation manipulation, attention deployment, cognitive change, 

and response modulation, as can be seen in Appendix H. To prevent AI overuse in 

the future, some of the instructors chose to hold the learners responsible for the 

consequences of their actions by sticking to the academic integrity policies strictly 

and chose to maintain professionalism in their rapport with their learners. This means 

that they utilized situation selection as an emotion labor strategy in these 

occurrences, corroborating Seyri and Ghisavand (2025), who explored that teachers 

would choose to tackle AI-based challenges instead of avoiding them. When they 

encountered AI overuse cases as part of their L2 writing contexts, approaching 

dialogically, what they did was to invite their students to have a private talk first, 
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also referred to as privatizing, or have in-class reflections as a whole class (Stough & 

Emmer, 1997). They also chose to ask for reuploading their AI-generated paper by 

giving them a second chance. In turn, both of these strategies can be deemed that 

they used situation modification. Moreover, some of the participants also distracted 

themselves from the AI-based situations by trusting in their expertise of years of 

teaching in college contexts and balancing their work and personal life, pertaining to 

attention deployment. This is supported by Seyri and Ghisavand (2025) because they 

also found that distractions were helpful for L2 instructors to manage AI-induced 

emotion labor. This might also be interpreted as the fact that L2 teachers with higher 

self-efficacy were more likely to attribute the problems to external factors rather than 

their own inability, as supported by Bandura (1977). Furthermore, employing 

cognitive change, or cognitive reappraisals (Gross & John, 2003; Gross et al., 2006), 

instructors shifted their perspectives because they attributed the AI overreliance to 

students’ own life-related reasons by empathizing with them and decentering 

themselves, corroborating Dumančić et al. (2022), MacIntyre et al. (2020), and Seyri 

and Ghiasvand (2025). In order to reevaluate their emotional responses to the 

situation and alleviate their emotional burden, they chose to interact with the ESL 

administrative team to receive professional consultation, along with their colleagues 

in the context, by talking about their experiences with regard to students’ misuse of 

AI technologies in their writing. Being supported by their managers and sharing 

similar incidents with their coworkers was helpful for them to navigate their emotion 

labor, meaning that they adopted the response modulation strategy. This finding 

echoes Chen's (2016), Talbot and Mercer's (2018), Gkonou and Miller’s (2023), 

Seyri and Ghisavand (2025), and Jiang and Yin’s (2025) studies, which found that 

interpersonal socio-institutional support was helpful for instructors to alleviate their 

emotional burden. With this in mind, overall, it should also be noted that none of the 

instructors who ceased providing feedback resigned their jobs; rather, they continued 

to try helping their students even when they were unmotivated, which can be 

explained by the fact that their teacher beliefs assisted them in navigating the 

emotion labor (Yu et al., 2021). 

 

In addition to confirming the current scholarly studies about AI-induced emotion 

labor strategies of L2 teachers, the current study also makes contributions to the 
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available literature in terms of the emotion labor strategies of second language 

writing teachers in AI-mediated instructional settings.  

 

5.1.2. Attitudes of L2 Instructors toward AI-Mediated L2 Writing  

 

5.1.2.1. L2 Writing Instructors’ Perceptions of AI  

 

The second research question provided insights with regard to the AI competencies 

and attitudes of L2 instructors toward AI-mediated second language writing 

pedagogical practices. In this regard, revealing their perceived usefulness regarding 

AI, the benefits and drawbacks of the tool for second-language writing skill 

development have been identified by the instructors when asked. According to 

instructors’ responses, one of the reported advantages of AI was that it enhanced L2 

writing skills by improving their vocabulary repertoire, fixing grammatical errors, 

and developing their organizational skills. Thanks to its automated feedback feature 

while drafting their written assignments, they have such opportunities to improve 

their writing skills. This is in line with the previous studies (e.g., Almanea, 2024; 

Chapelle, Baghestani et al. 2024; Crompton et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2024; 

Kusumaningrum et al., 2024; Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Zou et al., 2025). 

Furthermore, the participants deemed that AI would foster students’ autonomy in 

practicing their L2 writing skills, as they were able to receive automated multimodal 

feedback from AI regardless of time and place limitations. This is because students 

can choose when and where to practice L2 writing with the assistance of AI, it makes 

them more interdependent. This shares common grounds with earlier research (Bin-

Hady et al., 2023; Chen & Cheng, 2008; Cotos, 2011, 2018; Gurbuz, 2024; Han & 

Sari, 2024; Jitpaisarnwattana & Saville, 2025; Law, 2024; Rahimi et al., 2025; Yang 

et al., 2024; Zou et al., 2025). Furthermore, the participants indicated that AI would 

promote access to a plethora of information regarding the sources or writing-related 

aspects for them to learn from. Increased accessibility to information would enable 

them to have additional creative ways to utilize sources in their work. This finding is 

supported by prior research (Al-Zahrani, 2024; Asuncion & Natividad, 2025; 

Bettayeb et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2020; Jurenka et al., 2024; Lim et al., 2023; Mao et 

al., 2024; Mittal et al., 2024; Mustafa et al., 2024; Srinivasa et al., 2022; UNESCO, 
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2019; Uygun, 2024). Last but not least, thanks to instant feedback, AI was found to 

save time for students, thanks to the shortcuts it created for them for the tasks that 

would take them hours or days to complete. This corroborated the findings of earlier 

studies (AlAfnan et al., 2023; Gayed et al., 2022; Holmes & Tuomi, 2022; Kasneci et 

al., 2023; Schiff, 2022; Warschauer et al., 2023).  

 

On the other hand, various limitations of AI were proposed by the participants. 

Primarily, students’ overuse of AI in their writing practices was a critical issue that 

needed to be addressed, which leads to many other problems. This is a finding that is 

in tune with the previous scholarly works (Lee et al., 2024; Macinska & Vinkler, 

2024; Wang et al., 2023). Furthermore, the instructors also demonstrated that AI use 

by their students involved them in academic integrity violations because of source 

fabrication or AI-generated content, as confirmed by background literature (Alharbi, 

2023; Alier et al., 2024; Bin-Hady et al., 2023; Chan, 2023; Chapelle, Baghestani et 

al., 2024; Creely, 2024; Kern, 2024Mustafa et al., 2024; Thomson et al., 2024; 

Vaccino-Salvadore, 2023). Additionally, in accordance with the responses of the 

instructors, AI would negatively impact students’ critical thinking and creativity, in 

line with earlier scholarly articles (Al-Zahrani, 2024; Benek, 2025; Chen, 2023; 

Cukurova, 2024; Creely, 2024; Das & J.V., 2024; Gonsalves, 2026; Jose et al., 2025; 

Karatas et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2024; Tian & Zhang, 2025; Tseng & Warschauer, 

2023). Moreover, according to the participants, AI would harm L2 writing teachers’ 

role and agency by creating an ambivalence in their pedagogical practices (Tafazoli, 

2024; Tafazoli et al., 2026). Widening the digital divide was another limitation of AI 

proposed by the instructors of L2 writing (Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Mohamed, 

2024). 

 

5.1.2.2. L2 Writing Instructors’ AI Literacy 

 

In addition to the perspectives of instructors regarding AI as a pedagogical means of 

language learning, their views on AI literacy were collected, including its definition, 

importance, and their self-perceived level. As for the definitions of AI literacy, the 

definitions of instructors emphasized that this skill comprises one’s technical, 

critical, and ethical abilities to utilize AI tools in an effective way to achieve their 
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intended outcome. They also underscored the constant need for improvement in this 

skill, given the continuous advancements of AI tools. These definitions are in line 

with the ones available in the scholarly literature (Chiu et al., 2024; Kofendhaler et 

al., 2016; Kong et al., 2021; Laupichler et al., 2022; Le et al., 2026; Long and 

Magerko, 2020; Yi, 2021; Zhou & Schofield, 2024). When it comes to the 

significance of AI literacy for L2 writing instructors, the participants deemed that it 

would be indispensable to their effective pedagogical practices. Without instructors 

having a high level of AI literacy themselves, it would not be possible to increase 

their learners’ AI literacy skills by promoting the ethical use of the tool as part of 

their teaching of L2 writing, as highlighted by them in their responses. This resonates 

with Pretorious (2023). In light of this, the instructors were also asked to rate 

themselves in terms of their own AI literacy skills since their self-efficacy would be 

shaped by teacher beliefs (Armor et al., 1976; Bandura, 1977; Henson, 2001; 

Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). When 

their responses were analyzed, it was explored that their self-reflections on their own 

AI literacy resonated with the criteria of AI literacy frameworks because they 

evaluated their skills in terms of their technical, practical, critical, and ethical 

domains with regard to their use of AI in their pedagogical role (e.g., Ayanwale et 

al., 2024; Cardon et al., 2023; Chiu et al., 2024; Ding et al., 2024; Du et al., 2024; 

Mutlu & Cukurova, 2024; Ng et al., 2021; Sperling et al., 2024). Interestingly, 

despite teaching in the same context, being engaged in similar professional 

development initiatives, and being affected by the same policies, the instructors 

reported varying levels of AI literacy, categorized by the researcher as intermediate, 

high-intermediate, and advanced. In this vein, the reason why some instructors were 

hesitant to rate themselves as high, whereas others were not, could be attributed to 

their differing self-efficacy beliefs, rather than their incompetence (Chiu et al., 

2025a; Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010).  

 

To hone their AI literacy skills, the L2 instructors were involved in pedagogy-

oriented in-service and extra training, which were theory- or practice-focused. The 

in-service training sessions were provided in the form of seminars and workshops, 

which were either required or optional, along with information and teaching tips 

provided on the internal ESL website designed for the instructors. However, the 
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instructors did not limit their AI literacy development practices to their departmental 

professional training and attended other on-campus and off-campus sessions, such as 

workshops, webinars, online courses, conferences, and beyond. According to the 

participants, the most useful professional development initiatives among those were 

the ones in which they were actively engaged with the content, with examples from 

real-life scenarios and hands-on learning experiences, and collegial discussions. This 

corroborates the results of Ding et al. (2024), Bilbao-Eraña and Arroyo-Sagasta 

(2025), Kohnke et al. (2025), Pei et al. (2025), Rampelt et al. (2025), Tan et al. 

(2025), Karataș and Ataç (2025), Lademann et al. (2026), and Dogan (2026) with 

regard to the importance of the integration of experiential training sessions into 

professional development practices, also referred to as case-based training. On the 

other hand, this study also revealed that among all these training sessions, none of 

them were focused on their AI-induced emotions. Hence, the intensity and diversity 

of their negative emotions might be attributed to the lack of training for their 

emotional experiences. This important finding is parallel with the earlier scholarly 

research that highlighted the dearth of emotion-focused professional development 

sessions (Gabrys-Barker, 2018; Gkonou & Mercer, 2017; Lemarchand-Chauvin & 

Tardieu, 2018). It also contributes to the current scholarly literature by specifically 

addressing the need for emotion-based teacher education to integrate AI into L2 

writing effectively. This demonstrates the necessity of modifying AI literacy 

professional development in line with the emotional needs of L2 writing instructors. 

 

5.1.2.3. L2 Writing Instructors’ AI Acceptance 

 

As for the AI acceptance of L2 educators, it was discovered that a great majority of 

them embraced the tool despite its drawbacks, whereas one participant strongly 

argued against the use of AI by demonstrating resistance. Notably, the resistant 

instructor, Emma, deemed herself an AI-literate educator and participated in 

professional development practices to enhance her AI literacy for effective 

pedagogical implementation of this novel technology, clashing with her core beliefs 

about not wanting to integrate AI due to the ethical limitations it has brought into her 

classroom. In light of Davis's (1989) Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), this 

reaffirms the findings of Al-Abdullatif (2024), who found that their AI literacy 
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enhanced their Intelligent-TPACK, yet did not have a noteworthy direct impact on 

instructors’ perceived usefulness of AI; rather, teachers’ trust in AI technologies 

shaped their acceptance of it. When there are perceived risks associated with its use, 

teachers’ acceptance can be affected negatively (Wut et al., 2025). This means that 

being a skilled AI user as an educator does not guarantee ease of use; therefore, 

teachers’ trust in such tools would be an important factor since their perceived trust 

would shape their perceived usefulness and, in turn, pedagogical practices (Al-

Abdullatif, 2024; Chen et al., 2020; Liao et al., 2022; Kaplan-Rakowski et al., 2023). 

Hence, what happened in Emma’s situation can be attributed to her lack of trust in AI 

tools to improve her students’ writing skills and her pedagogical preferences rooted 

in ethical concerns (Nazaretksy et al., 2022), influencing her AI acceptance 

negatively. Since Emma saw herself as competent in her L2 writing instructor role 

without AI, this is corroborated by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), who deemed that 

teachers’ self-efficacy can differ across different domains of their responsibilities. In 

other words, her self-efficacy was higher when there was no inclusion of AI, 

compared to the instances in which it was actively integrated. When it comes to the 

instructors whose AI acceptance was high, their responses suggested that their 

perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use were high, rooted in their positive 

attitudes toward it, shaping their behavioral intentions to embrace the tool as part of 

their pedagogical practices (Davis, 1989). This can also be ascribed to their trust in 

AI technologies that prompted them to regard it as a useful pedagogical tool, 

resonating with the same previous scholarly studies (Al-Abdullatif, 2024; Chen et al., 

2020; Liao et al., 2022; Kaplan-Rakowski et al., 2023). It should be noted that AI 

acceptance did not entail a lack of awareness regarding the limitations of the tool, but 

rather signified that they acknowledged its limitations and wanted to address them, in 

tune with Kohnke et al. (2025). Furthermore, the willingness of most instructors to 

improve their AI literacy may be explained by the supportiveness of their socio-

institutional context, as noted by Wut et al. (2025). Indeed, another important aspect 

to highlight with regard to the training sessions would be that none of the 

professional development sessions were emotion-centered, which echoes the findings 

of the earlier research (Gabrys-Barker, 2018; Gkonou & Mercer, 2017; Lemarchand-

Chauvin & Tardieu, 2018). However, emotion discussions are indispensable to 

teacher professional development (Tafazoli et al., 2026). Moreover, the current 
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study’s findings regarding the AI acceptance of instructors were in line with Farangi 

and Nejadghanbar (2026), who found that the degree to which instructors utilize AI 

determines their emotional reactions, meaning that those who use it rarely are likely 

to face deeper negative emotions, as in Emma’s case. 

 

5.1.3. Feeling Rules of L2 Instructors in AI-Mediated L2 Writing Contexts 

 

5.1.3.1. AI-Mediated L2 Writing Curriculum 

 

As for the third research question, the feeling rules of L2 instructors, including the 

L2 writing curriculum and policies of academic integrity regarding AI, were 

explored as the main factors shaping the emotional experiences of language teachers. 

In this regard, implications for curriculum development practices and policymaking 

suggestions for L2 writing in the era of AI were drawn from the shared experiences 

of the participants. Modifying the AI-mediated second-language writing curriculum 

was a necessity according to them, in tune with background literature (Burton & 

O’nealm, 2024; Chan, 2023; Ng et al., 2025; Samala et al., 2025). Several curriculum 

renovation strategies were elicited based on the responses provided by the 

participants. Mainly, emphasizing that the skills that students need to develop 

remained the same, the teachers indicated that it would be beneficial to revise the 

objectives of the curriculum to enable learners to reach the desired learning outcomes 

in the age of AI. Furthermore, instructors also highlighted the role of in-class 

meaning negotiation with students about AI as a learning tool for L2 writing, 

corroborated by Zhai and Wibowo (2023) and Yim and Su (2025). In addition, 

reconsidering assignment guidelines, expectations, and assessment criteria was 

another important suggestion by the participants to improve AI-mediated second-

language writing instruction (Alier et al., 2024; Almanea, 2024; Mao et al., 2024; 

Mouta et al., 2024; Zhao, 2025). To enable students to interdependently improve 

their skills of L2 writing, AI-free stages of learning were recommended by the 

instructors to prevent the tool from hindering their skills (Almanea, 2024). When it 

comes to the AI-focused lessons, instructors’ views about them were mixed. Many of 

the instructors deemed that two lessons were useful but would not be sufficient to 

raise students’ awareness, and some of them even regarded them as unnecessary, 
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which signals the necessity of further adjustments in the L2 writing curriculum by 

integrating AI consistently and routinely across the syllabus, supported by previous 

scholarly studies (Jeon & Lee, 2025; Karatas et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2024; Pikhart, 

2020; UNESCO, 2022; Zou et al., 2025). In lieu of theory-based informative 

sessions, the participants underscored the significance of experiential learning 

sessions in which students actively engage with the tasks to improve their AI 

literacy, supported by earlier research (Crompton et al., 2024; Moorhouse & Wong, 

2025; Obaydi et al., 2023; Utami et al., 2023). In turn, these reported suggestions can 

inform the curriculum modification practices to support L2 writing instructors 

emotionally. 

 

5.1.3.2. Policymaking for AI-mediated L2 Writing Contexts 

 

Since policies form their feeling rules, instructors also provided insights regarding 

the academic integrity policy regulations to address AI overuse in light of their 

experiences of teaching L2 writing in the age of AI. Many of them advocated for 

responsible use by urging students to be transparent in their use, regarding banning 

as a futile approach to handle the situation because students’ use would not be 

possible to monitor, and their digital literacy skill development for their future 

careers would necessitate them to develop their AI literacy. This finding is in 

harmony with the previous scholarly findings (Crompton et al., 2024; Kern, 2024; 

Kohnke et al., 2023; Kusumaningrum et al., 2024; Law, 2024; Tseng & Warchauer, 

2023; Weng & Fu, 2025; Warschauer et al., 2023; Woo et al., 2024; Xiao et al., 

2025). This can be taken into account while reconsidering AI use policies in L2 

writing contexts to mitigate instructors’ emotion labor. 

 

5.2. Conclusion 

 

The current study investigated the emotions of ESL instructors in AI-mediated 

second-language writing settings at a tertiary education institution in the United 

States. For a thorough exploration of participants’ emotional experiences, the 

approach to this topic was multidimensional. First, the study uncovered L2 writing 

instructors’ AI-induced emotions, with an emphasis on their emotion labor, 
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antecedents of their emotions, and emotion regulation strategies adopted by them, in 

accordance with the first research question. Second, in light of the second research 

question, this study examined the attitudes and competencies of second-language 

instructors toward AI-mediated L2 writing instruction, as these factors would shape 

their AI acceptance, pedagogical choices, and, in turn, their emotions. Third, 

addressing the third research question, the feeling rules of the L2 writing instructors, 

including their pedagogical responsibilities and their views on them pertinent to the 

feeling rules, such as curriculum and policies, in their socio-institutional setting were 

explored to understand their influence on their AI-induced emotions.  

 

Taken together, one of the key findings and contributions of the current research is 

that AI is a source of emotion labor for L2 writing instructors due to the challenges 

that complicates their role. Indeed, they experienced a diverse set of unpleasant 

emotions at varying degrees; hence, most participants’ emotion labor was found to 

be intensified by AI, with infrequent reports of positive emotions. In accordance with 

the results, this is primarily because AI brings new responsibilities to L2 teachers, 

such as constant factchecking in student submissions, handling AI-based academic 

integrity violations, facing obscure AI detection, fixing deteriorating rapport with 

students, adjusting their teaching approaches, and modifying lesson content 

accordingly. In turn, this interferes with their pedagogical tasks and leads them to 

mask their negative AI-induced emotions. As indicated by the results, this also 

reshapes the roles of teacher educators because they need to better equip L2 teacher 

candidates to handle AI-induced emotion labor, along with policymakers, to adjust 

the academic integrity expectations accordingly. In turn, these shifts trigger emotion 

labor in many of the L2 writing instructors, as they cannot control students’ AI 

misuse, regardless of their AI acceptance, AI literacy training opportunities, and AI 

integration into their pedagogical practices. Hence, it becomes clear that participants’ 

need further professional support sessions that are emotion focused. To enhance AI-

mediated L2 writing pedagogical practices, the participants also suggested several 

curriculum and policymaking suggestions, which can, in turn, reduce their emotion 

labor when implemented. These results can be taken into consideration by L2 

education practitioners to promote effective L2 writing instruction at the college 

level in the era of AI.  
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To recapitulate, the results of the current study underscore the role that emotions of 

language teachers play in their encounters with AI, a novel technology, while 

teaching L2 writing. To this end, it highlights the significance of providing L2 

teachers with emotional support to empower them in navigating their identity 

tensions brought by AI-mediated second language writing to promote agency for 

them. This is because mediating L2 instructors’ emotion labor in AI-mediated L2 

writing contexts is a collective effort across various stakeholders in L2 writing 

education, including teachers themselves, teacher trainers, administrators, curriculum 

developers, and researchers. 

 

5.3. Implications of the Study  

 

In accordance with the research questions, the study revealed rich insights for L2 

writing instructors’ emotion labor in AI-enhanced second-language writing in higher 

education. Considering the findings of the current study and the available scholarly 

literature, this section aims to discuss the pedagogical implications for emotionally 

supporting language instructors in AI-mediated L2 writing contexts. 

 

Firstly, one noteworthy consideration for teacher educators would be to assist L2 

teachers in the navigation of their emotion labor in AI-mediated second-language 

writing contexts by offering them professional development sessions catered to their 

emotional needs. Indeed, teacher emotions are overlooked in language teacher 

training settings despite their importance in their identity formation; thus, this should 

be changed by systematically integrating professional growth opportunities not only 

within in-service but also pre-service language teacher education to promote self-

efficacy to handle AI-induced emotions and enable them to use their emotions as a 

source of agency. To better equip student teachers and currently employed L2 

instructors with emotion labor strategies, it is important to design scenario-based 

training sessions that increase their awareness in terms of handling their emotion 

labor, addressing the root causes of their AI-induced emotions, and giving them 

emotion labor strategies. Providing dialogic opportunities in which they have a space 

to unravel their AI-induced emotions via discussions and collaboratively reflect on 

their emotional experiences with other pre-service and/or in-service teachers would 
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be indispensable to this process to help them navigate their emotional tensions 

through solidarity. Combining emotion-focused training sessions with AI literacy 

and I-TPACK training sessions is likely to contribute to their skill set further by 

enhancing their TAPACK. Other forms of support could be providing additional 

guidance and assistance when instructors are challenged by the responsibilities 

brought by AI-mediated L2 writing. By and large, L2 teacher educators can take 

these recommendations into account while planning teacher training sessions.  
 

Second, within the feeling rules, for curriculum developers, there is also a need for 

ongoing shifts in the L2 writing curriculum to integrate AI in a way that promotes 

ethical and human-centered practices for students to prevent or minimize AI 

overreliance. This would in turn alleviate emotional burden of second-language 

writing instructors. Considering the fast-growing nature of AI as a novel technology, 

regular reevaluation and renovation of L2 writing curricula would meet the evolving 

needs of teachers and students. As for AI-supported L2 writing curricula, it is of 

critical importance to create shifts in the curriculum to meet students’ needs 

regarding AI and encourage them for its ethical utilization in their writing. Notably, 

when students are regularly engaged in experiential learning tasks in which they 

explore and test the advantages and limitations of using AI in L2 writing by 

activating higher-order thinking, their tendency to use it ethically increases. It should 

be noted that by routine integration of AI, what is meant is to allow students to 

discover the risks and benefits of using AI for different aspects of writing to raise 

their awareness with hands-on experience, not to blindly use AI. This does not mean 

that there would be no AI-free stages of writing; therefore, teachers should 

encourage students to write without relying on external tools in certain phases of 

their learning. Creating AI-resistant second-language writing assignments would also 

be a key consideration to prompt students to use their human skills to write, draft, 

and grow, instead of resorting to AI shortcuts.  In turn, these transformations 

decrease the chances of teachers experiencing emotion labor due to students’ 

overuse. Hence, curriculum developers can consider these suggestions while 

modifying L2 writing curriculum goals, content, assessment, and learning outcomes.  
 

Finally, as part of their feeling rules, policymaking procedures would also need to be 

reconsidered to better serve the emotional needs of L2 writing instructors. Since how 
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academic integrity policies address AI misuse in L2 teachers’ socio-institutional 

setting plays an important role in their emotional experiences, tailoring the policies 

in harmony with the shifting roles of second-language writing teachers and 

supporting them with clear guidelines would help them manage their constantly 

changing responsibilities in the age of AI. This does not mean banning AI because it 

would not be a feasible and fruitful approach to handling this complex situation; in 

contrast, banning AI would only increase the emotion labor of L2 writing instructors. 

Instead, the policies should clearly address the duties of L2 writing instructors for 

handling AI-based academic integrity violations without holding them accountable 

for their students’ misuse. For instance, responding to AI misuse is an emotionally 

taxing task for L2 writing teachers, so the transparency of the guidelines would be 

useful for them when they feel supported by their institution. In this regard, 

policymakers can integrate these tips into their practices.  

 

5.4. Limitations and Future Research Suggestions  

 

Even though this research bridged a research gap with regard to L2 teachers’ 

emotional experiences in AI-mediated second-language writing settings in higher 

education, it has several limitations that need to be addressed. Considering the 

contributions of the current study to the scholarly literature and its limitations, 

recommendations for future research are provided in this section to expand scholarly 

research initiatives regarding teacher emotions in AI-integrated writing contexts. 

 

To begin with, the data collection instruments of the current research can be 

extended in future research studies. To illustrate, the interview questions did involve 

multidimensional questions that addressed the emotion labor, feeling rules, emotion 

regulation strategies, and antecedents of their emotions by referring to teacher-based, 

context-based, and student-based factors. With this in mind, the questions regarding 

the emotional experiences of the participants can be expanded further by adding 

additional detailed questions about their emotion labor, such as explicitly asking 

participants about the consequences of their emotions on their pedagogical practices 

and classroom interactions. Future studies that explore the same subject matter can 

include numerous questions about teachers' emotions in their interview protocol to 
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narratively explore every dimension of L2 teachers’ AI-induced emotions. By the 

same token, the reflection questions focused on the views of instructors about AI-

enhanced L2 writing curriculum, asking them to merely reflect on the available AI 

lessons on their syllabi. This means that they were not asked to reflect on their 

emotions via an additional reflection task. Thus, future research can consider adding 

reflections with questions that specifically address their emotional experiences with 

regard to their AI-supported L2 writing instruction. Furthermore, this study did not 

include an extensive questionnaire that measures the emotions, emotion 

management, and feeling rules of L2 instructors in AI-mediated second-language 

writing. Forthcoming studies can include a large-scale survey to investigate their 

emotions, along with their correlation with other external factors related to their 

background, such as their experience and AI literacy level. Implementing such an 

instrument would also help them compare and contrast the quantitative findings with 

those of qualitative findings, providing a comprehensive overview of their emotional 

experiences. Additionally, the member checking practices in this study were also 

limited because it was not easy to reach participants again to confirm the findings 

due to time restrictions. Hence, future research can conduct these processes in an 

expansive way to enhance credibility further.  

 

The current study was cross-sectional in nature, meaning that the data were collected 

at a single point in time from every participant. Therefore, to unpack the long-term 

emotional experiences of L2 instructors in AI-mediated second-language writing 

contexts, longitudinal research might be helpful. This can be done with continuous 

reflections, interviews, observations, and focus groups throughout the semester or 

academic year to monitor the changes in their emotions more closely and compare 

their emotional shifts at different points in time. This would provide even more in-

depth scholarly understanding of their AI-induced emotions. 

 

The context of the study was also constrained to an ESL program of a U.S. higher 

education institution. In this vein, researchers can expand this by exploring the ESL 

programs in other universities and other countries, alongside EFL settings, to explore 

the shared emotional experiences of L2 writing instructors regarding AI in varying 

settings. Indeed, future research can also adopt a comparative approach to weigh the 
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similarities and differences in terms of the results of participants from varying 

backgrounds within different socio-institutional settings. In a similar vein, since the 

current study’s scope was limited to the higher education level L2 writing contexts, 

future research can also investigate the emotions of second-language writing 

instructors in AI-mediated primary and secondary-level education. 

 

Moreover, this study did not include an intervention designed by the researcher to 

test the impact of emotion-focused professional training sessions on AI-induced 

emotion management and, in turn, their pedagogical practices. Taking this into 

account, forthcoming research can design an intervention of L2 teacher training 

sessions dedicated to their AI-based emotion labor and AI self-efficacy in L2 writing 

settings and test their effect on language teachers’ emotional experiences.  

 

Additionally, the scope of this study was on the emotional experiences of language 

instructors about AI-integrated second-language writing, indirectly addressing their 

identity formation processes. Hence, future research studies can broaden this scope 

by examining the impact of the responsibilities brought by AI-enhanced L2 writing 

on language teachers’ identity development, analyzing the interplay of their emotions 

with other identity-related factors, including but not limited to their self-efficacy, 

agency, self-compassion, and motivation.  

 

Last but not least, the current study also collected data from the English instructors 

only. Future research can be done by examining the AI-induced emotions of the 

teachers of languages other than English to gain a more in-depth understanding of L2 

writing instructors’ emotional experiences in AI-mediated writing contexts.   
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B. INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 

This study is conducted by Zeynep Sumeyra Sinan under the supervision of Prof. Dr. 
Randall W. Sadler and Asst. Prof. Dr. Muge Gunduz. The purpose of this research 
study is to explore how generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) affects and shapes 
English as a Second Language (ESL) writing instruction in relation to academic 
integrity concerns in higher education settings in the United States. This 
investigation is centered around interrelated aspects in the context, including 
instructors’ emotional emotions, professional development opportunities for them in 
using AI as part of their teaching, and policies of both the university and the 
program, shaping the curriculum integration of AI for increasing learners’ awareness. 
This study is expected to contribute to bridging a research gap that needs further 
investigation in the scholarly literature. During the data collection process, please 
note that there is a risk of loss of confidentiality since identifiable data is obtained for 
research purposes, which will be anonymized during data analysis. In other words, 
participants should acknowledge that the data collection tools will enable the 
researcher to access the identifiable information about them to be referred to during 
the rest of the data collection stages, which will be anonymized in the data analysis 
and the research paper itself. 

As part of this study, I would like to kindly ask you to fill out a survey to understand 
your background relating to the research topic. Then, I would like to invite you to 
participate in an individual semi-structured interview and a focus group session, 
share your AI lesson artifacts, and write a reflection focusing on your experience in 
teaching the AI lessons in your syllabi. Please be aware that the interviews and the 
focus group discussion will be recorded for research purposes. None of the data 
collection tools, including the survey, interview, focus group, and reflection 
questions, contain questions that may cause discomfort in the participants. The 
primary benefit of participating in this study will be having an opportunity to discuss 
the AI use in academic writing in-depth with other instructors who have gone 
through a similar process, which can eventually lead to an increase in your awareness 
of teaching mindful AI use and exploring some navigation strategies in this process. 
 
The interviews and the focus group discussion will take place in a private space on 
campus, such as a meeting room or a library. The recorded sessions will be stored as 
digital audio files on a password-protected computer, accessible only to the student 
researcher and their supervisor. The files will be destroyed after transcription. The 
transcriptions will be accessible only to the academic advisors of this research, who 
are Professor Dr. Randall W. Sadler from the University of Illinois and Asst. Prof. 
Dr. Muge Gunduz from Middle East Technical University. All of the identifiable 
data will be anonymized through pseudonyms during the data analysis process. In 
other words, the information provided by you will be included in the research only 
after de-identification. Moreover, the data collected in this research will not be used 
for future research studies and will be strictly protected.  
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If you have any questions or complaints or if you feel you have been harmed by this 
research please contact Zeynep Sinan. 
 

It should take 10 minutes to complete the survey. Additionally, the semi-structured 
interviews will last about 40 minutes. When it comes to the focus group interview, it 
is expected to take 50 minutes. Participation in this study is voluntary. You can 
choose not to take part. You can also choose not to finish the data collection process 
or omit any question you prefer not to answer without penalty or loss of benefits.   
 
By returning this consent form with your signature, you are giving your consent to 
participate in this study for scientific purposes. Your willingness to participate in this 
research is much appreciated. Your contributions are invaluable in completing this 
research successfully. Your consent will be respected at every stage of this study.  
 
Name Surname Date Electronic Signature     
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C. PRE-INTERVIEW BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

1.  What is your role within the ESL program at this institution? 
o Graduate Teaching Assistant 
o Lecturer 
o Coordinator (Please select only if you are an ESL admin or course 
specialist) 

2. How many years of teaching experience do you have in general? (Select from 
the dropdown menu) 

o 1 
… 
o 20+ 

3. How long have you been teaching ESL at this institution? (Select from the 
dropdown menu) 

o 1 
… 
o 20+ 

4. What writing courses have you taught so far, or are you teaching at the 
moment? (Select all that apply) 

o ESL 111 
o ESL 112 
o ESL 115 
o ESL 511 
o ESL 512 
o ESL 515 
o ESL 521 
o ESL 522 
o ESL 525 
o ESL 535 
o ESL 592 
o I’m not teaching this semester. 
 

5. Please indicate below the number of AI literacy professional development 
sessions (e.g., workshops, conference presentations, seminars, etc.) you have 
attended as part of the following contexts within the ESL program at the university, 
here at the university outside the ESL program, or outside this institution.  
  

within the ESL program at UIUC  ▼ None... 10 or more  

here at UIUC outside the ESL program  ▼ None... 10 or more 

outside this institution  ▼ None... 10 or more  
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6. Rate the overall usefulness of the AI literacy professional development 
sessions for you as the instructor across these three contexts. 

 Extremely 
ineffective  

Somewhat 
ineffective  

Neither 
effective nor 
ineffective  

Somewhat 
effective  

Extremely 
effective  

within the 
ESL program 
at the 
university  

•  •  •  •  •  

here at the 
university 
outside the 
ESL program  

•  •  •  •  •  

outside this 
institution  •  •  •  •  •  

 
7. Thinking of the sessions you have attended for your AI literacy development 
so far, could you exemplify the most and/or least useful ones? 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. Please give me your estimate of AI literacy level for the two groups listed in 
the left column below. 
 

 Extremely 
low  

Somewhat 
low  

Neither low 
nor high  

Somewhat 
high  

Extremely 
high  

YOUR OWN 
AI literacy as 
an instructor  

•  •  •  •  •  

LEARNERS' 
AI literacy  •  •  •  •  •  

 
9. Rate the effectiveness of the 'Ethical Use of AI' and 'Effective Use of AI' 
lessons in the ESL curriculum for you as the course instructor. 

 Extremely 
ineffective  

Somewhat 
ineffective  

Neither 
ineffective 
nor effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Extremely 
effective 

Ethical Use 
of AI  •  •  •  •  •  

Effective 
Use of AI •  •  •  •  •  

 
10. How does the need as a teacher to detect students' AI misuse in writing 
impact your emotional emotions?  

o Very negatively 
o Somewhat negatively 
o Neither negatively nor positively 
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o Somewhat positively 
o Very positively 

11. How confident are you in your ability to detect students' AI misuse in 
writing? 

o Very unconfident 
o Somewhat unconfident 
o Neither confident nor unconfident 
o Somewhat confident 
o Very confident 

12. Please choose the selection below that best describes your attitude towards 
students using AI as part of the writing process. 

o I strongly disapprove of AI use in my writing classroom. 
o I somewhat disapprove of AI use in my writing classroom. 
o I neither approve nor disapprove of AI use in my writing classroom. 
o I somewhat approve of AI use in my writing classroom. 
o I strongly approve of AI use in my writing classroom. 

13. As part of my research, I would love to ask some follow-up questions about 
your survey responses in an interview. If you are still willing to participate in the 
interview upon your consent to participate in this research, simply click on the 'Yes' 
button below. If you choose not to participate in the interview, you are free to click 
'No' instead. Note: The interviews will be really helpful for me to better interpret all 
of the responses that are received from the questions above. 
13.1.  Would you be willing to be interviewed? 

o Yes, I agree to be interviewed. 
o No, I do not agree to be interviewed. 

13.2.  Full Name (I am collecting your name so that I will be able to ask follow-up 
questions for your answers during the interview stage.)  
_____________________________________ 

 
13.3.  University Email Address:  

_____________________________________ 
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D. SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

 

Interview Protocol  
Project: TEACHERS' EMOTION LABOR IN AI-MEDIATED L2 WRITING 
CONTEXTS: SHARED EXPERIENCES OF ESL INSTRUCTORS AT A 
TERTIARY EDUCATION INSTITUTION IN THE UNITED STATES  
Interviewer: 
Interviewee: 
Time: 
Date: 
Place: 
Length: 
The aim of the study is to examine the emotional experiences of L2 writing 
instructors in AI-mediated tertiary education institutions. The semi-structured 
interviews with the writing teachers in this ESL program are utilized to gain insights 
into their emotions with regard to the tool’s use in L2 writing processes.  
 
For instructors (e.g., graduate teaching assistants and lecturers) 

1. What do you think are the similarities and differences between teaching 
academic writing in the era of AI vs. prior to the availability of such tools? 
What are the pros and cons of each situation? Do you think one is better than 
the other? 

2. Does the syllabus of the course you have taught/are teaching now have any 
emphasis on teaching the mindful use of AI in academic writing? If so, could 
you explain how? 

3. Have you ever experienced any academic integrity violation cases with any 
of your learners’ AI use? If so, could you specifically describe what 
happened, how you felt, and how you handled it?  

4. How do you think AI benefits students in academic writing? Have you ever 
experienced any positive cases in which at least one of your students used AI 
effectively in their writing without violating academic integrity guidelines? 
Could you explain what happened by giving examples? 

5. Do you feel that the potential of AI leading to academic integrity violations 
influence your teacher emotions in any way while teaching an academic 
writing course? If so, in what ways? 

6. What kind of strategies do you adopt to manage the potential emotional 
distress caused by students using AI? Does your teaching setting help you 
alleviate this or make it worse? 

7. How would you define AI literacy? To what extent do you think AI literacy 
matters for academic writing instructors in higher education contexts? How 
does it shape the teaching of academic writing of an instructor? 

8. What level of AI literacy do you think you have as an ESL writing instructor? 
Please provide examples? 
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9. What kind of training opportunities are available to you as part of your ESL 
writing program with regard to your AI literacy development? Could you 
name some of them and what you have done as part of them, along with what 
you have learned? Do you think they are enough? What would you like to 
learn more about? 

10. Other than the professional training, do you participate in other extra-
curricular activities on your own to develop your AI literacy? Could you 
explain the nature of those events and share what you have learned as part of 
them? Are you planning to attend those in the future as well? 

11. What contributes to your AI literacy development the most? Please give some 
examples to explain your viewpoint. 

12. How do you think tertiary-level ESL academic writing instructors can 
enhance their learners’ AI literacy? What kind of techniques do you adopt to 
achieve this?  

13. What policies do you think should be followed by higher education 
institutions in terms of AI use in academic writing settings? Do you think it 
should be banned or kept being used with certain rules? Please give some 
examples to explain your viewpoint. 

 
For senior lecturers (coordinators)  

1. What do you think are the similarities and differences between teaching 
academic writing in the era of AI vs. prior to the availability of such tools? 
What are the pros and cons of each situation? Do you think one is better than 
the other? 

2. What do you think about students’ use of AI in ESL academic writing in 
college contexts? What are some common problems that occur regarding the 
use of AI and academic integrity in such settings?  

3. As an ESL administrator, how do you think AI benefits students in academic 
writing? Have you witnessed any cases exemplifying it? Could you tell me 
about them, if any? 

4. What is the process when there is an academic integrity violation regarding 
students’ AI use in academic writing as part of the ESL program? How many 
such violations have you handled? Does this affect your teacher's emotions?  

5. What is the role of students’ potential AI misuse in causing emotional distress 
for academic writing instructors at this tertiary-level educational institution? 
As a teacher educator, what kind of precautions do you take to maintain 
teacher emotions with regard to AI policies in this ESL program?  

6. How would you define AI literacy? To what extent do you think AI literacy 
matters for academic writing instructors in higher education contexts? How 
does it shape the teaching of academic writing of an instructor? 

7. What level of AI literacy do you think you have as an ESL writing instructor? 
Please provide examples. 

8. What kind of training do you provide for academic writing instructors with 
regard to the use of AI in academic writing? What is the purpose of these 
training sessions? Do you think they are sufficient to equip instructors with a 
high level of AI literacy? Are you planning anything new with regard to 
training instructors about this in the upcoming semesters? 
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9. How do you think tertiary-level ESL academic writing instructors can 
enhance their learners’ AI literacy? What kind of techniques do you adopt to 
achieve this?  

10. What kind of approach do you adopt to design an academic writing 
curriculum in the era of AI? What is its niche? 

11. What policies do you think should be followed by higher education 
institutions in terms of AI use in academic writing settings? Do you think it 
should be banned or kept being used with certain rules?  
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E. FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS 

 

 

1. What are some benefits of teaching academic writing in the era of GenAI? 
Could you provide some specific examples to share your experience? 

2. What are some challenges of teaching academic writing in the era of GenAI? 
Could you provide some specific examples to share your experience? 

3. Do you think the presence of AI affects academic writing instructors’ 
emotions in any way? If so, how and when do you think it happens? Could 
you provide some examples? 

4. How would you define AI literacy? What do you think it means in terms of 
writing instruction for language educators? 

5. What is the role of training in AI literacy development? Could you provide 
some examples?  

6. How do you think AI policies of higher education ESL academic writing 
programs should be determined, in favor of AI use or banning it completely? 
What are some considerations that would improve such policies?  
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F. REFLECTION GUIDING QUESTIONS 

 

 

Instructions: This reflection essay aims to collect your valuable insights regarding 
the AI in ESL writing curricula for my thesis research study. It is expected to take 
about 20 minutes. Please make sure to write at least 500 words so that I can 
understand and interpret your perspective better. 
 
Kindly make sure to select your role in the ESL program accurately to have access to 
the questions that best correspond to your experience. 

• Select "Graduate Teaching Assistant" only if you are a TA 
• Select "Lecturer" only if you are a lecturer who is not an ESL admin, 

coordinator, or course specialist 
• Select "Coordinator" only if you are an ESL admin (e.g., director, 

curriculum coordinator) or course specialist 
  
Thank you for taking the time to share your reflection on this topic with me! Your 
contributions, efforts, and honesty are much appreciated.  
 
For instructors (e.g., graduate teaching assistants and lecturers):  

• What is the content of the ‘Ethical Use of AI’ and ‘Effective Use of AI’ 
lessons within the ESL writing curriculum? 

• How did you get prepared for teaching the ‘Ethical Use of AI’ and ‘Effective 
Use of AI’ lessons? 

• What kind of materials did you use? How was your overall experience 
teaching the ‘Ethical Use of AI’ and ‘Effective Use of AI’ lessons? 

• Could you explain the process by referring to your own classroom dynamics 
and specifics? 

• What would you do differently the next time you teach the ‘Ethical Use of 
AI’ and ‘Effective Use of AI’ lessons? 

• Do you think these lessons helped your learners to use AI effectively by 
abiding the rules of academic integrity? Why or why not? Please provide 
examples to elaborate on your viewpoint. 

 
For administrators (e.g., ESL coordinators/Senior lecturers): 

• What is the content of the ‘Ethical Use of AI’ and ‘Effective Use of AI’ 
lessons within the ESL academic writing curriculum? 

• What was the purpose of including the ‘Ethical Use of AI’ and ‘Effective Use 
of AI’ lessons as part of the curriculum? 

• How did you design these lessons to be included in the syllabi? Since when 
have they been included in the curriculum? 

• What has been your experience with instructors teaching the ‘Ethical Use of 
AI’ and ‘Effective Use of AI’ lessons? 
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• What have been the things that these lessons have achieved so far? What are 
the things that still need to be addressed? 

• Are you planning to develop these lessons further or add similar lessons to 
the course syllabi in the upcoming semesters? If so, what are you planning to 
do? 
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G. CATEGORIZATION OF EMOTION LABOR STRATEGIES OF 

PARTICIPANTS BASED ON HOCHSCHILD (1979, 1983) 

 
 
Type Emotion Labor 

Strategy 
Examples 

Surface acting Having dialogic 
interactions with 
students 

As far as the cheating part goes, I think the best 
thing to do is to continue to dialogue with students. 
(Denise, SL, SSI) 

Deep acting Holding students 
accountable 

It's their responsibility, so, you know, you play bad 
games, you win bad prizes. (Harry, GTA, SSI) 

Fostering 
professionalism in 
teacher-student 
relationships 

I don't get too personally close to any student so that 
they don't feel too comfortable to do anything that I 
wouldn't normally tolerate. (Arthur, GTA, SSI) 

Requesting resubmission 
of their work 

You either get this low grade or you can try and redo 
it with a late submission penalty. (Nancy, GTA, SSI) 

Relying on their teaching 
experience 

Because I have quite a bit of experience, it doesn't 
impact me significantly. (Hazel, SL, SSI) 

Establishing work-life 
balance 

You need a day off because you can't do this for the 
next 20 or 30 years. (Emma, L, SSI) 

Reframing the situation  The way I coped with that is like now… when I 
approach grading, I approach it more like, “Oh, I'm 
gonna learn about this field. I'm gonna learn about 
this subject.” (Claire, SL, FG) 

Expression of 
genuinely felt 
emotions  

Consulting program 
coordinators 

I feel incredibly blessed because the department here 
provides a lot of support, administrators are not 
blind, but they are also not policing teachers. 
(Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

Exchanging ideas with 
colleagues 

I think it's also helpful for me when I have a chance 
to talk with other instructors and get a sense of what 
they're experiencing. (Emma, SL, SSI) 
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H. CATEGORIZATION OF EMOTION LABOR STRATEGIES OF 

PARTICIPANTS BASED ON GROSS (1998, 2015) 

 

 

Type Sub-type Emotion Labor 
Strategy 

Examples 

Antecedent- 
focused 

Situation 
selection 

Holding students 
accountable 

It's their responsibility, so, you know, 
you play bad games, you win bad prizes. 
(Harry, GTA, SSI) 

Fostering 
professionalism in 
teacher-student 
relationships 

I don't get too personally close to any 
student so that they don't feel too 
comfortable to do anything that I 
wouldn't normally tolerate. (Arthur, 
GTA, SSI) 

Situation 
modification 

Having dialogic 
interactions with 
students  

As far as the cheating part goes, I think 
the best thing to do is to continue to 
dialogue with students. (Denise, SL, SSI)  

Requesting 
resubmission of their 
work 

You either get this low grade or you can 
try and redo it with a late submission 
penalty. (Nancy, GTA, SSI) 

Attentional 
deployment 

Relying on their 
teaching experience 

Because I have quite a bit of experience, 
it doesn't impact me significantly. 
(Hazel, SL, SSI) 

Establishing work-
life balance 

You need a day off because you can't do 
this for the next 20 or 30 years. (Emma, 
L, SSI) 

Cognitive 
change 

Reframing the 
situation  

The way I coped with that is like now… 
when I approach grading, I approach it 
more like, “Oh, I'm gonna learn about 
this field. I'm gonna learn about this 
subject.” (Claire, SL, FG) 

Response- 
focused 

Response 
modulation  

Consulting 
program 
coordinators 

 I feel incredibly blessed because the 
department here provides a lot of 
support, administrators are not blind, 
but they are also not policing 
teachers. (Oscar, GTA, SSI) 

 

Exchanging ideas 
with colleagues 

 I think it's also helpful for me when I 
have a chance to talk with other 
instructors and get a sense of what 
they're experiencing. (Emma, SL, SSI) 
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I. SAMPLE CODING IN MAXQDA 
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J. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 
 

GİRİŞ 

 

Dewaele (2019), "duyguların dil öğrenimi ve öğretiminin merkezinde yer almasına 

rağmen uygulamalı dilbilim araştırmalarında son yıllarda büyük ölçüde gölgede 

kaldığını" belirtmektedir (s. 1). Ancak öğretmen duyguları, öğretmenlerin kimliğinin 

ayrılmaz bir parçasıdır (De Costa ve Norton, 2017; Song, 2016; Wolff ve De Costa, 

2017). Buna rağmen, öğretmen eğitimi programlarında dil öğretmenlerinin 

duygularına yeterince yer verilemektedir (Gabrys-Barker, 2018; Gkonou ve Mercer, 

2017; Lemarchand-Chauvin ve Tardieu, 2018). Benzer şekilde, dil öğretmeni 

yetiştiren akademisyenlerin bu süreçteki duygularına dair çalışmalar da henüz 

başlangıç aşamasındadır (Gkonou ve Miller, 2023; Mercer vd., 2025). Bu durum, 

hem yabancı dil öğretmenlerini hem de onları yetiştiren akademisyenleri duygusal 

olarak desteklemek adına iki grubun da duygularının derinlemesine incelenmesi 

gerektiğini vurgulamaktadır.  

 

Dil öğretmenlerinin duygularını anlamak, dil sınıflarının duygusal açıdan yüklü 

doğasını çözümleyebilmek için gerekmektedir, çünkü bu konuyu ele alan 

araştırmalar, dil öğretmenlerini görevlerine daha iyi hazırlamak adına onların hem 

pedagojik yeterliklerine hem de duygusal deneyimlerine değinerek dil öğretmeni 

eğitiminin iyileştirilmesine katkı sağlayacaktır (Geng ve Yu, 2024). Yabancı dil 

öğretmeni kimliği bağlama göre şekillenen dinamik bir süreç olduğundan, 

öğretmenlerin inançlarının ve duygularının içinde bulundukları bağlamdaki 

değişkenlerin etkisiyle farklı yönlere evrilmesi kimliklerini de kaçınılmaz olarak 

dönüştürmektedir (Farrell, 2021; Mercer ve Carlos Murillo-Miranda, 2025; Wolff ve 

De Costa, 2017). Bu durumda, yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin evrilen rollerindeki yeni 

sorumlulukları, kimliklerinde dalgalanmalara neden olabilmektedir (Kayi-Aydar, 

2019; Yazan, 2018). Dolayısıyla, yapay zeka (YZ) gibi gelişmekte olan teknolojiler 

dil eğitim süreçlerini değiştirirken aynı zamanda dil öğretmenlerinin ve dil öğretmeni 
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yetiştiricilerinin iyi oluşunu etkileyebilmektedir (Moorhouse ve Kohnke, 2024). 

Yabancı dil öğretmenleri teknoloji destekli öğretim ortamlarındaki süregelen 

değişimlere bağlı olarak kimliklerini yeniden inşa etmektedirler (Zhang ve Hwang, 

2023). Bu durumda, öğretmenlerin kimlik karmaşaları Bilgisayar Destekli Dil 

Öğrenimi (CALL) araçlarına yönelik pedagojik tutumlarını şekillendirir (Shafiee vd., 

2022). Dolayısıyla, yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin değişen ihtiyaçları doğrultusunda 

onlara  dil öğrenim teknolojileri konusunda mesleki eğitim olanakları sağlamak 

önem taşımaktadır (Bahari, 2022; Ghiasvand ve Seyri, 2025) çünkü onların kimlik 

gelişimleri üzerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahiptir (Meihami ve Esfandiari, 2021). İlgili 

hizmet öncesi ve hizmet içi öğretmen eğitimi programlarının geliştirilmesi bu 

konudaki araştırmaların çoğaltılmasıyla mümkündür. 

 

Yapay zeka çağında üstlendikleri yeni roller ve sorumluluklar dil öğretmenlerini 

zorlayabilmektedir (Kim, 2024; Tsou vd., 2024; Zhang ve Hwang, 2024). 

Teknolojinin dil öğretimi uygulamalarının bir parçası haline gelmesi göz önünde 

bulundurulduğunda, yenilikçi teknolojilerle iç içe geçmiş dil sınıflarındaki dil 

öğretmenlerinin esenliğini incelemek önem taşımaktadır (De Costa ve Nazari, 2024; 

Herrera vd., 2025; Tang ve Herrera, 2025). Benzer şekilde, Bilgisayar Destekli Dil 

Öğrenimi (CALL) bağlamlarında öğretmen iyi oluşunun dil öğretmenlerinin 

Teknolojik Pedagojik Alan Bilgisi (TPACK) ile etkileşimi de dikkate alınmalıdır 

(Tang ve Ferrera, 2025). Başka bir deyişle, YZ destekli dil öğretiminin farklı 

katmanları ele alınarak dil öğretmenlerinin duygusal esenliğine dair daha kapsamlı 

bir inceleme yapılmalıdır.  

 

YZ üzerine çok sayıda araştırma yürütülmüş olsa da, bu teknolojinin dil 

öğretmenlerinin duygusal iyi oluşunu nasıl şekillendirdiği hâlâ aydınlatılamamıştır 

(Tafazoli ve ark., 2026). Bu doğrultuda, söz konusu çalışma, dil öğretiminde giderek 

artarak kullanılan yapay zekanın dil öğretmenlerinin duygusal esenliğine etkisini, 

duygusal emeğinin kaynaklarını ve duygusal gerilimlerle başa çıkma biçimlerini 

incelemeyi amaçlamaktadır. Özellikle, Benesch’in (2012, 2017, 2018, 2020) 

çalışmalarından hareketle, yapay zekanın yükseköğretim düzeyindeki dil yazma 

öğretiminde dil öğretmenlerinin yeni pedagojik sorumluluklarının "duygu emeği"ni 

nasıl etkilediğini incelemeyi amaçlamaktadır. Örnek vermek gerekirse, Benesch’in 
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(2018) üniversite düzeyindeki yabancı dil yazma sınıflarında intihali bir duygu emeği 

kaynağı olarak tanımlaması bu çalışma için aydınlatıcı olmaktadır çünkü yapay zeka 

kaynaklı akademik dürüstlük hususlarının dil öğretmenlerinin iyi oluşu üzerindeki 

etkisini incelemektedir. Aynı zamanda, YZ aracılı dil öğrenimi dikkate alınarak dil 

öğretmeni eğitimi süreçlerinin yeniden değerlendirilmesi ve yenilenmesi adına 

öğretmenlere, dil öğretmeni eğitimcilerine, öğretim programı geliştiricilere ve 

alandaki politika yapıcılara yol gösterme amacı taşımaktadır.  

 

Chapelle (2025) tarafından da belirtildiği üzere, dil öğretmenlerinin Akıllı TPACK 

(ITPACK) (Celik, 2023) ile birlikte Teknolojik-Duyuşsal-Pedagojik Alan Bilgisi 

(TAPACK) (Tang ve Herrera, 2025) becerilerini geliştirmek önem taşımaktadır. Bu 

bağlamda, yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinin yazma sürecinde YZ kullanımına 

ilişkin duygusal deneyimlerini incelemek onların pedagojik yeterlikleri açısından 

kritik bir husustur. İlk olarak, yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinin YZ kaynaklı 

duygusal zorluklarının ortaya çıkarılması, onların yeni sorumluluklarına uyum 

sağlayarak yeni öğretim stratejileri geliştirmelerine ve duygularını bir eylemlilik 

kaynağı olarak kullanarak öz-yeterliliklerini artırmalarına olanak tanıyacaktır. Bu 

durum, öğrencilerin yabancı dil yazma becerisi gelişiminin bir parçası olarak etik YZ 

kullanımına da katkı sağlayacaktır. İkinci olarak, yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinin 

yapay zeka kaynaklı duygularının incelenmesi, öğretmen eğitimcilerinin, 

öğretmenlerin evrilen duygusal ihtiyaçlarına yanıt verecek şekilde hizmet içi ve 

hizmet öncesi öğretmen eğitimi uygulamalarını düzenlemeleri ve onlara yönelik 

duygusal destek sistemlerini geliştirecek tespitler sunacaktır. Üçüncü olarak, yabancı 

dil öğretmenlerinin yapay zeka kaynaklı duygularının temel nedenlerini anlamak, 

yapay zekanın yabancı dil yazma öğretim ortamlarında etik kullanımını teşvik 

etmeye yönelik öğretim programı geliştirme uygulamalarına ışık tutacaktır. Son 

olarak, dil öğretmenlerinin esenliğini şekillendiren akademik dürüstlük tartışmaları 

bağlamında yapay zekâ destekli yazma öğretimi ortamlarında onların duygularının 

incelenmesi, politika yapıcıların öğretmenleri duygusal olarak desteklemek amacıyla 

YZ kullanımına ilişkin politikaları yeniden düzenlemelerine de öncülük edebilir. 

 

Bu bağlamda, bu çalışma Bilgisayar Destekli Dil Öğrenimi (CALL) ve Dil 

Öğretmeni Kimliği (LTI) alanlarına dair çeşitli önemli hususları incelemektedir. 
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Çalışma öncelikle üniversite düzeyindeki yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinin yapay 

zeka destekli öğretim ortamlarındaki duygusal deneyimlerini ortaya çıkarmayı 

amaçlamaktadır. Bu doğrultuda, yabancı dil yazma öğretimine ilişkin YZ 

okuryazarlığı inançları, yetkinlikleri ve tutumları ele alınarak duygularının öz-

yeterlilik algıları tarafından nasıl şekillendirildiği de incelenmektedir. Buna ek 

olarak, yabanci dil öğretmenlerinin teknolojileri benimseme süreçleri kurumsal 

bağlamları tarafından şekillendirildiğinden (Ertmer ve Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010) ve 

duygular sosyal olarak inşa edildiğinden (Alcoff, 1988; Averill, 1980; Butler, 2006; 

Derrida, 1997; Foucault, 1983; Frijda ve Mesquita, 1994; Gergen, 1985), bu çalışma 

aynı zamanda onların pedagojik tercihlerini belirleyen duygu kurallarını keşfetmek 

amacıyla, yapay zeka kaynaklı duygularının bağlamsal öncüllerine odaklanmaktadır 

(Hochschild, 1983; Benesch, 2012, 2017). Bu nedenle, bu çalışmada incelenen 

bağlamsal faktörlerden biri dil öğretmenlerinin bağlı oldukları yabancı dil yazma 

öğretim programı olmuştur. Bunların öğretmenlerin duygusal tepkilerini 

şekillendirmedeki rolünü ortaya koymak amacıyla yapay zekanın ders izlencelerine 

ne ölçüde entegre edildiği ve öğretmenlerin bu durumdan ne derece memnuniyet 

duydukları araştırılmıştır. Özellikle, yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin görev yaptıkları 

ortamın belirlediği eğitim çıktılarına uymak zorunda oldukları göz önüne 

alındığında, bu hedeflerin eğitmenlerin duyguları üzerindeki rolünü anlamak 

önemlidir. Benzer şekilde, öğrencilerin YZ kullanımına ilişkin kurumsal eğitim 

politikaları ve yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin bu politikalara dair görüşleri de 

araştırmaya dahil edilmiştir. Bahsi geçen unsurların birbiriyle ilişkisi göz önüne 

alındığında, bunların eşzamanlı olarak incelenmesi, yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin 

yazma öğretimi bağlamındaki duygusal deneyimlerinin kapsamlı bir şekilde 

anlaşılmasını sağlamaktadır. Sonuç olarak, bu çalışma, yükseköğretim kurumlarında 

çalışan YZ aracılı İkinci Dil Olarak İngilizce (ESL) yazma becerileri öğretmenlerinin 

duygusal esenliğini aşağıdaki araştırma soruları aracılığıyla yanıtlamayı 

hedeflemiştir. 

1. YZ aracılı ikinci dil yazımı, bu yükseköğretim ortamında öğretim görevlilerinin 

duygusal emeğini nasıl etkiliyor? 

a. YZ kaynaklı hangi duyguları deneyimliyorlar? 

b. YZ kaynaklı duygularının öncülleri nelerdir? 

c. YZ kaynaklı hangi duygusal emek stratejilerini benimsiyorlar? 
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2. Bu yükseköğretim bağlamında ikinci dil yazımı öğretim görevlilerinin YZ aracılı 

ikinci dil yazımı öğretimine yönelik tutumları nelerdir? 

a. YZ’yi ikinci dil yazımı sınıflarında pedagojik bir araç olarak nasıl 

algılıyorlar? 

b. Kendi YZ okuryazarlıklarını nasıl değerlendiriyorlar? 

c. YZ okuryazarlıklarını nasıl geliştiriyorlar? 

3. Bu yükseköğretim ortamında YZ aracılı ikinci dil yazımında öğretim 

görevlilerinin duygusal emeğini şekillendiren duygu kuralları nelerdir? 

a. YZ, ikinci dil yazımı öğretimine nasıl entegre ediliyor? 

b. YZ destekli ikinci dil yazımına aracılık etmeye adanmış sosyo-kurumsal 

politikalar nelerdir? 

 

YÖNTEM 

 

Bu nitel çalışma, yabancı dilde yazma öğretmenlerinin yapay zeka destekli yazma 

bağlamında ortak deneyimlediği duyguları incelemek amacıyla fenomenoloji 

yöntemini kullanmıştır (Creswell, 2013, 2014; Saldaña, 2011). Özellikle, 

katılımcıların öznelerarası deneyimlerini değerlendirmek amacıyla yorumlayıcı 

fenomenoloji teknikleri uygulanmıştır (van Manen, 1990). Brinkman vd. (2014)’ün 

de dediği gibi, “Hermeneutik bir yorumlama sanatıdır ve bu nedenle, tamamı olmasa 

da nitel araştırmaların büyük bir kısmı için temel niteliktedir” (s. 20). Yorumlayıcı 

fenomenolojinin bir parçası olarak, katılımcıların özdeneyimlerini anlamlandırma 

biçimi bağlamdan bağımsız olmadığı için bağlamsal faktörlerin katılımcıların 

özdeneyimlerini yorumlamasına etkisi de göz önüne alınmıştır (Heiddeger, 1962; van 

Manen, 2023). Başka bir deyişle, İngilizce yazma dil eğitiminin yapay zeka destekli 

yazma sınıflarında duygusal deneyimlerine dair derinlemesine bir araştırma 

yapabilmek ve evrensel bir anlama ulaşabilmek adına yorumlayıcı fenomenoloji 

önemli bir yere sahiptir (Creswell, 2013; Miles ve Huberman, 1994). Zembylas’ın 

(2005) da vurguladığı gibi, nitel araştırma öğretmenlerin duygularını ele almada 

etkili bir araçtır.  

 

Bu çalışmanın bağlamı, Amerika Birleşik Devletleri’nde (ABD) yer alan büyük bir 

üniversitede İkinci Dil Olarak İngilizce (ESL) programıdır. Çalışmanın katılımcıları 
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iki temel ölçüt aracılığıyla seçilmiştir. Bu ölçütler ESL programında lisansüstü 

öğretim asistanı, okutman veya kıdemli okutman olarak görev yapıyor olmak ve ESL 

yazma dersi öğretmiş veya öğretiyor olmak olarak sınıflandırılmıştır. Çalışmanın 

örneklemi tabakalı amaçlı örnekleme yöntemi kullanılarak belirlenmiştir.  Çalışmada 

çeşitliliği sağlamak amacıyla bu üç gruptan da katılımcı olmasına özen gösterilerek 

beş lisansüstü öğretim asistanı, beş okutman ve beş kıdemli okutman kontenjanı 

çalışma öncesinde belirlenerek kontenjanlar dolana kadar katılımcı toplamaya devam 

edilmiştir.  

 

Bu çalışmada konuyu derinlemesine araştırmak amacıyla çeşitli veri araçları 

kullanılmıştır. Bu araçlar görüşme öncesi anketi, yarı yapılandırılmış görüşmeyi, yarı 

yapılandırılmış odaklı görüşmeyi ve yansıtıcı günlükleri içermektedir. Qualtrics 

aracılığıyla gönderilen görüşme öncesi anketinin içeriği katılımcıların geçmiş 

pedagojik deneyimlerini öğrenmek adına sorulmuş sorulara ek olarak onların YZ 

destekli yazma öğretimine dair duygularını ve görüşlerini soran sorular içermektedir. 

Benzer şekilde, yarı yapılandırılmış görüşme ve yarı yapılandırılmış odaklı 

görüşmeler katılımcıların yapay zeka destekli yabancı dil yazma öğretimine dair 

görüşleri, duyguları, deneyimleri, mesleki gelişimleri, eğitim politikaları ve 

önerilerine ilişkin detaylı sorular içermektedir. Qualtrics ile toplanan yansıtıcı 

günlüklerde ise katılımcılara bulundukları ESL programında öğrettikleri yapay zeka 

destekli yabancı dil yazma modüllerine dair görüşleri sorulmuştur. Böylelikle, 

katılımcı yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinin duygusal emeklerine dair kapsamlı 

bilgiler edinilmiştir çünkü onlara YZ kaynaklı duygusal deneyimleri, yapay zekaya 

dair pedagojik görüşleri, yapay zekanın ESL yazma öğretim programındaki yeri ve 

yapay zeka destekli yazmaya ilişkin kurumsal eğitim politikaları ile ilgili sorular 

yöneltilmiştir. Veri toplama süreci 2025 güz dönemi boyunca tasarlanan katılımcı 

sayısına ulaşana kadar devam etmiştir.  

 

Veriler Yorumlayıcı Fenomenolojik Analiz (YFA) aracılığıyla analiz edilmiştir 

(Smith et al., 1999; Smith et al., 2022). Smith vd. (2022)’deki bilgiler ışığında, 

okuma ve yeniden okuma yoluyla verilere aşinalık kazanma, keşifsel not alma 

kullanımı, deneyimsel ifadelerin oluşturulması, deneyimsel ifadeler arasındaki 

bağlantıların belirlenmesi, Kişisel Deneyimsel Temaların (PET) belirlenmesi ve 
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katılımcılar genelinde Grup Deneyimsel Temalarının (GET) geliştirilmesi adımları 

kullanılmıştır. Bu süreçte, bilgisayar destekli nitel veri analizi yazılımı MAXQDA 

kullanılmıştır.  

 

Mevcut çalışmanın tutarlılığını artırmak için çeşitli yöntemler kullanılmıştır. Bu 

teknikler inandırıcılık, aktarılabilirlik, güvenilirlik ve teyit edilebilirlik kriterlerini 

içermektedir (Lincoln ve Guba, 1985). Çalışmanın inandırıcılığı veri toplama 

araçlarındaki çeşitlilik, akran değerlendirmesi ve katılımcı teyidi sayesinde 

sağlanmıştır. Detaylı açıklamalar ve örneklendirmelerle aktarılabilirlik ilkesi 

uygulanmıştır. Çalışmanın güvenilirliği veri analizinin farklı aşamalarda 

gerçekleştirilen her uygulamanın detaylı bir şekilde açıklanması ve depolanması ile 

artırılmıştır. Buna ek olarak, çalışmanın teyit edilebilirliği ise araştırmacının 

süregelen özdeğerlendirmeleri ve akademik danışmanların süregelen dönütleri ile 

sağlanmıştır.  

 

BULGULAR, TARTIŞMA, VE SONUÇ 

 

Birinci araştırma sorusunun ışığında, katılımcı ESL yazma öğretmenlerinin YZ 

kaynaklı duyguları olumlu, olumsuz ve nötr duygular olmak üzere üç temel tema 

çerçevesinde ele alınmıştır. Bu bağlamda, bulgular katılımcıların çoğunun birçok 

yapay zeka kaynaklı olumsuz duygu deneyimlediğini, az bir kısmının ise olumlu 

duygular bildirdiğini göstermiştir. Ayrıca, öğrencilerin yapay zekayı kötüye 

kullanmasından duygusal olarak etkilenmediklerini bildiren bazı katılımcılar da 

bulunmaktaydı. Katılımcıların öğrencilerin yapay zekayı etik kurallar çerçevesinde 

kullanmalarına karşın hissettikleri olumlu hisler memnuniyet, mutluluk ve 

minnettarlık duygularını içermektedir. Bu duygular Geng vd. (2026), Meşe ve Mede 

(2024), Seyri ve Ghiasvand (2025) ve Xie vd. (2026) gibi geçmiş araştırmaların 

bulguları da örtüşmektedir. Ancak bu durum olumsuz duyguları deneyimlemelerine 

engel olmamıştır.  

 

Katılımcıların duygusal emeğini simgeleyen olumsuz duyguları arasında ise 

kızgınlık, hevessizlik, üzüntü, yabancılaşma, huzursuzluk, stres, kaygı ve yorgunluk 

yer almaktaydı. Olumsuz duyguların sayıca fazlalığı ve bahsedilme sıklığı YZ’nin 
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yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinde oluşturduğu duygusal yükü açıkça 

göstermektedir. Bu duygular dil öğretmenlerinin duygusal emeğine dair geçmişte 

yürütülen Farangi ve Nejadbhangar (2026), Seyri ve Ghiasvand (2025) ve Sun vd. 

(2025) gibi birçok çalışma ile de benzeşmektedir. Katılımcıların duygusal emeğinin 

kaynakları da saptanmıştır. Geçmiş çalışmalarda da olduğu gibi (Geng vd., 2021; 

Wieczorek, 2016; Yu vd., 2021a), bu nedenler arasında katılımcıların artan pedagojik 

sorumlulukları yer almaktadır. Aynı zamanda, öğrencilerin YZ kaynaklı akademik 

dürüstlük ihlalleri de olumsuz duygularının öncülleri arasındadır ve bu Benesch 

(2012, 2017, 2018) ve Geng ve Yu (2024) ile örtüşmektedir, çünkü YZ kaynaklı 

akademik dürüstlük ihlallerini tespit etmek ve gerekli disiplin kurallarını uygulamak 

zorunda kalmaktadırlar. Katılımcıların duygusal emeğini artıran başka bir neden de 

kötüye giden öğrenci-öğretmen ilişkileri bulunmaktadır ve bu bulgu Wang ve Jiang 

(2026) ve Sun vd. (2025) tarafından doğrulanmaktadır. Bunun nedeni, öğrencilerin 

YZ’ye bağımlı hale gelmesiyle öğretmenlerine olan ihtiyaçlarının azalması ve YZ 

kullanmakla suçlanma korkusu yaşamalarıydı. Başka bir deyişle, YZ nedeniyle 

öğrenci-öğretmen ilişkisi polis-suçlu ilişkisine benzetilmiştir. Bunlara ek olarak, 

öğrencilerin ödevlerinde belirsiz YZ tespiti de bir duygusal emek kaynağı olarak 

tespit edilmiştir ve bu, yabancı dil yazma bağlamlarında dönüt vermenin karmaşık 

bir süreç olduğunu gösteren çalışmalarla benzesmektedir (Benesch, 2012, 2017, 

2018; Geng ve Yu, 2024; Talbot ve Mercer, 2018). Görüldüğü üzere, YZ yabancı dil 

yazma öğretmenlerine yeni sorumluluklar getirmiştir çünkü katılımcılar normal 

görevlerine ek olarak, yapay zeka intihali tespit etmek amacıyla yazıda kullanılan 

kaynakları doğrulamak ve öğrencilerin alıntı olarak sunduğu kanıtların atfedilen 

kaynakta mevcut olup olmadığını kanıtlamak zorunda kalmaktadırlar. Bunun da 

dönüt verme sürecini gölgelediği görülmüştür. Dahası, öğrencilerin YZ intihaliyle 

mücadele etmek, katılımcılar için külfetliydi çünkü bu, öğrencilerin etik olmayan 

davranışlarına dair kanıt toplayarak onlara bir disiplin cezası vermelerini 

gerektiriyordu. Tıpkı Benesch’in (2012, 2017, 2018) çalışmalarının bulguları gibi, 

onlar da bu durumdan hoşnut değildiler, çünkü öğrencilerine cezalandırmayı 

pedagojik sorumluluklarının bir parçası olarak görmüyorlardı.  

 

Yabancı dil öğretmenleri değişen rollerinde YZ temelli duygusal emeğiyle başa 

çıkmak için üç ana kategoriye ayrılan çeşitli stratejiler benimsediklerini bildirdiler. 
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Bunlar  öğrenci-öğretmen ilişkilerini düzeltme girişimleri, kurumsal destek alma ve 

öğretmenlerin kendi öz yeterliğini artırması yöntemlerini içermekteydi. Öğrencilerle 

olan ilişkilerini değiştirmek için öğretmenlerin öğrencileri istenmeyen 

davranışlarının sonuçlarından sorumlu tutmak, onlarla diyalog kurmak, ödevler için 

yeniden gönderme şansı vermek ve öğretmen-öğrenci ilişkilerinde profesyonelliği 

teşvik etmek gibi çeşitli stratejiler kullandıkları bulunmuştur. Buna ek olarak, 

program yöneticilerine danışarak ve meslektaşlarıyla ortak deneyimlerine dair fikir 

alışverişinde bulunmanın kurumsal destek bağlamında da onlara iyi geldiği tespit 

edilmiştir. Bazı katılımcılar da bu süreci hafifletmek için öz yeterlilik becerilerine 

güvendiler. Öğretmenlik deneyimlerini hatırlamak, durumu yeniden değerlendirmek 

ve iş-yaşam dengesini kurmak gibi yöntemlerin bu açıdan faydalı olduğu 

görülmüştür. Görüldüğü gibi, katılımcılar YZ kaynaklı çeşitli duygular yaşadılar ve 

onun getirdiği sorumlulukların duygusal talepleriyle başa çıkmak için duygusal emek 

stratejileri benimsediler.  

 

Katılımcıların duygusal emek stratejileri Hochschild’ün (1979) duygusal emek 

stratejileri olan yüzeysel rol yapma, derinden rol yapma ve gerçek duyguların ifade 

edilmesi açısından yorumlanabilir. Bu durumda, katılımcıların çoğunlukla derinden 

rol yapma stratejilerini uyguladıkları söylenebilir çünkü davranışlarını ve duygularını 

duygu kuralları sınırları çerçevesinde öğrenci-öğretmen ilişkilerini düzeltme 

girişimleri, kurumsal destek alma ve öğretmenlerin kendi öz yeterliğini teşvik etme 

yöntemleri ile şekillendirmişlerdir. Buna ek olarak, katılımcıların duygusal emek 

stratejilerine dair bulgular Gross’un (1998, 2015) durum seçimi, durum 

değişiklikliği, dikkat yönlendirme, bilişsel değişim ve tepki hafifletme yöntemlerini 

içeren duygu düzenleme kuramsal çerçevesine göre de yorumlanabilir. Öğrenci-

öğretmen ilişkilerini düzeltme girişimlerine yönelik olarak uyguladıkları stratejiler 

olarak, öğrencileri istenmeyen davranışlarının sonuçlarından sorumlu tutmak ve 

öğretmen-öğrenci ilişkilerinde profesyonelliği teşvik etmek durum seçimi kategorisi 

altında sınıflandırılabilir. Ayrıca, YZ kaynaklı akademik dürüstlük ihlali ile ilk 

karşılaşmalarında öğrencileri direkt cezalandırmak yerine onlarla diyalog kurmaları 

ve ödevler için yeniden gönderme şansı vermeleri durum değişikliği yöntemini 

benimsediklerini göstermektedir. Buna ek olarak, öz yeterlilik becerilerine bağlı olan 

yöntemler olan öğretmenlik deneyimlerini hatırlamak, durumu yeniden 
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değerlendirmek ve iş-yaşam dengesini kurmak dikkat yönlendirme olarak 

sınıflandırılabilir.  Aynı zamanda, öğrencilerin akademik dürüstlük ihlallerini 

değerlendirirken onlarla empati kurarak davranışlarının sebebinin kendi 

yetersizlikleri yerine öğrenci kaynaklı olduğunu düşünmeleri Dumančić vd. (2022), 

MacIntyre vd. (2020) ve Seyri ve Ghiasvand (2025) çalışmaları ile 

desteklenmektedir ve bir bilişsel değişim göstergesidir. Son olarak, Chen (2016), 

Talbot ve Mercer (2018) ve Gkonou ve Miller (2023) gibi geçmiş çalışmalar 

tarafından da desteklenen bulgu yöneticileri ve meslektaşları ile iletişim kurarak 

kurumsal destek almaları ise tepki hafifletme olarak değerlendirilebilir.  

 

İkinci araştırma sorusu doğrultusunda, katılımcıların yapay zekanın yabancı dil 

yazma süreçlerindeki rolüne dair görüşleri ve öz yeterlikleri tespit edilmiştir. 

Katılımcıların yanıtlarına göre, gecmis calismalar tarafindan da kanıtlandığı gibi, YZ 

yabancı dil yazma becerilerini geliştirme (Chapelle, Baghestani vd. 2024; Zou vd., 

2025), öğrenen özerkliğini teşvik etme (Jitpaisarnwattana ve Saville, 2025; Rahimi 

vd., 2025), bilgiye erişimi artırma (Asuncion ve Natividad, 2024; Jurenka et al., 

2024) ve zaman tasarrufu (Kasneci vd., 2023; Warschauer et al., 2023) yararlarını 

sağlamaktır. Öte yandan, mevcut akadamik literatür tarafından da doğrulandığı gibi, 

yabancı dilde yazma süreçlerinde YZ kullanımına dair olumsuz bulgular arasında 

aşırı kullanım (Lee et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2023), akademik dürüstlük ihlali (Alier 

vd., 2024; Creely, 2024), bilişsel becerilerin körelmesi (Benek, 2025; Gonsalves, 

2026), öğretim sürecinde belirsizliğin oluşması (Tafazoli, 2024; Tafazoli et al., 2026) 

ve dijital eşitsizliklerin artması (Macinska & Vinkler, 2024; Mohamed, 2024) yer 

almaktadır. Başka bir deyişle, öğrencilerin yapay zekayı aşırı kullanmasının yabancı 

dil yazma öğrenme ve öğretme süreçlerini sekteye uğratması nedeniyle katılımcılar 

için ciddi bir sorun teşkil ettiği görülmüştür. YZ’ye aşırı bağımlılık, beraberinde 

akademik dürüstlük ihlalleri gibi başka karmaşık sorunları da getirmiştir. 

Dolayısıyla, katılımcılar YZ’nin onların pedagojik uygulamalarına ket vurduğunu ve 

öğrenme çıktılarına zarar verdiğini belirtmişlerdir. 

 

Öğretmenlerin YZ destekli yazma öğretim bağlamlarında duygularını şekillendiren 

olası bir etken olarak, kendilerine YZ okuryazarlıklarıyla ilgili bazı sorular 

yöneltildi. Verdikleri yanıtlar üç temel tema etrafında şekillendi: YZ okuryazarlığını 
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tanımlama, YZ okuryazarlığını geliştirme ve eğitmenlerin YZ’yi benimseme 

derecesi. Bu doğrultuda, katılımcılar kendi yapay zeka okuryazarlığı tanımlarını 

paylaşmışlardır ve algıladıkları okuryazarlık düzeyleri üzerine öz değerlendirmelerde 

bulunmuşlardır. Hepsi de bunu yabancı dil öğretmenleri için önemli bir beceri olarak 

gördüklerini ifade etmişlerdir. YZ okuryazarlığını geliştirmeye yönelik mesleki 

gelişim faaliyetleri sorulduğunda ise onlar hizmet içi eğitimlerden ve bu beceriyi 

geliştirmeye yönelik kurum dışı diğer mesleki gelişim olanaklarından 

bahsetmişlerdir. Bu mesleki gelişim olanakları arasında kişilerarası iletişimi içeren 

olanaklar en faydalı olanlar olarak adlandırılmıştır ve bu bulgu, Kohnke vd. (2025), 

Lademann vd. (2026) ve Doğan (2026) gibi çalışmalar tarafından da 

doğrulanmaktadır. Fakat her ne kadar önemli olsa da (Tafazoli vd., 2026), bu mesleki 

gelişim olanaklarının hiçbirinin onların duygusal süreçlerini içermediği de tespit 

edilmiştir ve bu da onların deneyimlediği duygusal emeğin bir nedeni olarak 

adlandırılabilir. Buna ek olarak, katılımcılar tarafından bu teknolojinin benimsenme 

derecesi konusuna ilişkin olarak, onların büyük çoğunluğunun YZ’nin yabancı dil 

yazma eğitiminde kullanımını olumlu karşıladığı görülürken, direnç gösteren bir 

katılımcı da tespit edilmiştir. Mevcut literatürdeki çalışmalar da görüldüğü gibi (Al-

Abdullatif, 2024; Kaplan-Rakowski vd., 2023), yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin YZ’yi 

kabullenmesi, onların bu teknolojiye karşı olan güvenini simgelemektedir.  

 

Sonuncu araştırma sorusu kapsamında, katılımcıların YZ destekli yabancı dil yazma 

bağlamlarında duygusal iyi oluşunu şekillendiren duygu kuralları olarak kurumsal 

öğretim programı uygulamaları ve politika belirleme prosedürleri incelenmiştir. Veri 

analizi sonucunda bu bağlamda üç temel tema ortaya çıkmıştır: mevcut yabancı dil 

yazma eğitimi bağlamında YZ odaklı modüller, YZ destekli öğretim programı 

yenilemeleri ve YZ destekli yabancı dil yazma politikaları. Bu durumda, 

katılımcıların birçoğu YZ derslerinin işlenmesini yararlı bulmuştur. YZ destekli 

ortamlarda yabancı dil yazma öğretim programının uyarlanması için öneriler de 

tespit edilmiştir. Mevcut akademik literaturdeki çalışmalarla benzeşen bu öneriler, 

öğretim programı hedeflerinin yeniden düzenlenmesi (Ng vd., 2025; Samala et al., 

2025), YZ’ye dair sınıf içi tartışmalar yapılması  (Yim ve Su, 2025; Zhai ve 

Wibowo, 2023), öğrenci değerlendirme araçlarının YZ’ye dayanıklı hale getirilmesi 

(Mouta vd., 2024; Zhao, 2025), YZ’nin kullanılmadığı öğrenme aşamalarının 
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uygulanması (Almanea, 2024), YZ’nin düzenli olarak sürece dahil edilmesi  (Jeon ve 

Lee, 2025; Lee vd., 2025) ve öğrencilere YZ ile uygulamalı öğrenme fırsatları 

sunulmasını (Crompton vd., 2024; Moorhouse ve Wong, 2025) içermektedir. Buna 

ek olarak, politika belirleme uygulamaları için ise katılımcılar akademik dürüstlüğe 

ilişkin kurumsal süreçlere dair görüşlerini paylaşmış ve duygu kurallarının 

düzenlenmesine yönelik ilave öneriler sunmuşlardır. Özellikle, bu teknolojiyi 

yasaklamak yerine, öğrencilerin eleştirel farkındalıklarını artırarak YZ'yi yabancı dil 

yazma süreçlerinin bir parçası olarak etkili kullanmalarına olanak tanımanın önemini 

vurgulamışlardır. Bu doğrultuda, eğitmenlerin birçoğu mevcut öğretim 

ortamlarındaki yabancı dil yazma müfredatından kısmen veya tamamen memnun 

olmakla birlikte, YZ'nin daha fazla uyarlanması ve uygulanması gerektiğine dikkat 

çekmişlerdir. Eğitim politikalarına dair bu bulgular önceki çalışmalar tarafından da 

doğrulanmaktadır (Tseng & Warchauer, 2023; Weng & Fu, 2025; Xiao et al., 2025).   

 

Sonuç olarak, mevcut çalışma yabancı dil yazma öğretim elemanlarının YZ kaynaklı 

ortak duygusal deneyimlerini incelemiştir ve bulgular onların bu süreçte farklı 

nedenlerden dolayı deneyimledikleri duygusal emeği,  duygusal emek kaynaklarını 

ve duygusal emek stratejilerini göstermiştir. Aynı zamanda bulgular, yabancı dil 

yazma öğretmenlerinin duygusal deneyimlerinin bireysel olmadığını, aksine, 

bireysel, sosyal ve kurumsal olarak inşa edilen bir süreç olduğunu da 

vurgulamaktadır. Bu nedenle, ilgili durumun iyileştirilmesi için mevcut akademik 

literatür ve mevcut çalışmanın bulguları göz önüne alındığında, öğretmen eğitimleri, 

öğretim programı geliştiricileri ve eğitim politikacılarına bazı tavsiyeler sunulabilir. 

Öncelikle, bu araştırmanın bulguları yabancı dil öğretmenlerinin mesleki gelişim 

faaliyetlerindeki eksikliği gidermek için onların duygusal deneyimlerine yönelik 

hizmet içi ve hizmet öncesi eğitim olanaklarının artırılması gerektiğinin önemini 

vurgulamaktadır. Bu olanaklar sayesinde yabancı dil öğretmenleri duygusal olarak 

desteklenebilir ve YZ destekli yabancı dil yazma becerilerinin öğretimi 

iyileştirilebilir. Aynı zamanda, yabancı dil yazma eğitim programlarında YZ’nin etik 

ve yetkin kullanımını artırarak öğretmenlerin duygusal yükünü azaltmak amacıyla 

değişikliklere gidilmesi de önem taşımaktadır. Buna ek olarak, eğitim politikaları da 

yabancı dil yazma öğretmenlerinin duygusal destek sunacak yenilikçi ilkeler 

benimsemesi de bu sürecin iyileştirilmesine katkı sağlayacaktır.  
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