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Abstract: The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in English as a Foreign Language 

(EFL) instruction has expanded rapidly, yet little is known about how teachers make 

pedagogical decisions regarding AI use in speaking classrooms. This study investigates 

how EFL teachers explain and justify their decisions about when and how to use AI tools 

in speaking instruction, employing a convergent mixed-methods design. Quantitative data 

were collected through a survey of 24 teachers, analysed using descriptive statistics, while 

qualitative insights were obtained from semi-structured interviews with 12 teachers, 

analysed thematically. Findings reveal that teachers adopt a selective, context-sensitive 

approach, exercising professional agency in prioritizing AI for pronunciation practice and 

fluency exercises, where immediate feedback and structured practice are most effective. 

Teachers exercise professional judgment to balance AI affordances with pedagogical 

objectives, contextual constraints, and ethical considerations, ensuring that AI 

supplements rather than replaces human interaction. The study highlights the 

multidimensional nature of teacher agency in AI-supported speaking instruction and 

provides practical implications for professional development and curriculum design. 

Future research could examine AI integration across other language skills, diverse 

educational contexts, and longitudinal impacts on learners’ speaking proficiency and 

autonomy. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The digital age has profoundly reshaped language education, with Artificial Intelligence 

(AI) emerging as a transformative force. From speech recognition software to AI-

powered conversational chatbots, AI tools are increasingly integrated into English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL) classroom, offering novel opportunities for learners to enhance 

their speaking proficiency (Zou et al., 2023). This growing shift necessitates a deeper 

understanding of how teachers and learners interact with these evolving technologies. 

Traditional EFL speaking instruction often faces challenges in providing individualized 

practice and timely feedback, particularly in large classes where opportunities for 
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meaningful oral interaction are limited (Chen, 2022). While AI tools are often promoted 

as solutions to these challenges, empirical understanding of how teachers pedagogically 

decide when and how to use AI in speaking instruction remains limited. 

Despite the growing adoption of AI in EFL speaking instruction, existing research has 

primarily focused on technical efficacy (Memarian & Doleck, 2023), learner outcomes 

(Tapalova & Zhiyenbayeva, 2022), or teachers’ general perceptions of AI usefulness 

(Choi et al., 2023), leaving a gap in understanding teachers’ pedagogical decision-making 

processes. Speaking differs from other language skills, such as writing, in requiring real-

time interaction, spontaneity, and oral communication skills. Teachers must consider 

whether AI tools are suitable for individual practice, paired activities, or group 

interaction, and whether these tools enhance fluency, pronunciation, or communicative 

competence (He, 2024). Furthermore, teachers must balance AI integration with 

opportunities for human interaction, peer collaboration, and real-time corrective 

feedback, which are essential for developing authentic speaking skills 

Teacher decision-making in AI-mediated speaking instruction is influenced by multiple 

factors, including instructional objectives, student proficiency, classroom resources, and 

ethical considerations. While AI can provide instant feedback and simulate 

conversational practice, excessive reliance on AI may undermine learners’ autonomy, 

creativity, and critical thinking (Xiao & Zhi, 2023). Teachers must exercise professional 

judgment to determine the conditions under which AI is pedagogically appropriate 

(Alharbi, 2023), how to scaffold its use effectively (Ng et al., 2022), and how to align AI-

supported activities with curriculum requirements (Walter, 2024). Ethical considerations, 

such as maintaining the authenticity of student work and avoiding over-dependence on 

technology, further complicate these decisions. Thus, integrating AI into speaking 

instruction, as stated by Fitriati and Williyan (2025), is not simply a matter of availability 

but requires deliberate, context-sensitive decision-making by teachers who must navigate 

both the affordances and limitations of AI. 

The concept of teacher agency is critical to understanding AI integration in EFL speaking 

instruction. Teacher agency refers to the capacity of educators to make reflective, 

autonomous, and contextually informed decisions about their instructional practice (Yli-

Pietilä et al., 2024). In AI-supported speaking classes, exercising agency involves 

determining not only which AI tools to use but also when, how, and to what extent they 

are incorporated into classroom activities (Qiao & Zhao, 2023). Teachers’ decisions are 

shaped by professional expertise, pedagogical knowledge, and situational constraints, 

allowing them to regulate the balance between technological assistance and human-

mediated instruction. By exercising agency, teachers ensure that AI enhances learning 

rather than supplanting pedagogically valuable interactions (Ling & Jan, 2025), thereby 

maintaining instructional integrity and promoting meaningful learner engagement. 

Speaking, as a productive skill, presents unique challenges for AI integration. Teachers 

must consider interactive authenticity, communicative spontaneity, and feedback 

immediacy when deciding on AI-supported activities (Wei, 2023). For example, a speech 
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recognition tool may help beginners improve pronunciation, but advanced learners may 

require open-ended, conversational practice to develop fluency and pragmatic 

competence. Similarly, AI-powered chatbots can simulate dialogues (Samuel et al., 

2023), but teachers must decide when human-facilitated discussions are more appropriate 

for promoting negotiation of meaning and interactive competence. These decisions are 

influenced by contextual factors such as class size, students’ digital literacy, available 

technology, and institutional support (Huang & Yip, 2021). Such considerations highlight 

the complexity of pedagogical decision-making in AI-supported speaking instruction and 

underscore the need to investigate teachers’ rationales and justifications. 

Contextual factors play a significant role in shaping teachers’ decisions about AI 

integration. Variability in access to devices, internet connectivity, and institutional 

support can limit the feasibility of certain AI applications (McCarthy & Yan, 2024). 

Cultural and educational norms may also influence teachers’ willingness to integrate AI 

into speaking instruction, particularly regarding the balance of teacher authority and 

student autonomy (Samuel et al., 2023). Furthermore, ethical concerns, such as ensuring 

the authenticity of oral practice and avoiding over-reliance on AI-generated feedback, are 

integral to teachers’ decision-making processes (Jose & Jayaron Jose, 2024). These 

contextual and ethical dimensions demonstrate that the integration of AI in speaking 

instruction is neither uniform nor automatic but is mediated by teachers’ professional 

judgment and pedagogical awareness. 

To examine these decision-making processes comprehensively, a convergent mixed-

methods design is appropriate. Quantitative surveys using Likert-scale items can identify 

general patterns in teachers’ reported decisions regarding AI use in speaking instruction, 

including factors influencing their choices and the frequency of AI-mediated activities. 

Semi-structured interviews provide complementary qualitative insights, allowing 

teachers to elaborate on their reasoning, justifications, and contextual considerations. By 

converging survey and interview data, this study captures both broad trends and in-depth 

explanations, offering a holistic understanding of how teachers make pedagogical 

decisions about AI integration in speaking classes. 

Investigating teachers’ decision-making in AI-mediated speaking instruction is 

significant for both theory and practice. The findings contribute to research on teacher 

agency and technology-enhanced language teaching, shedding light on how educators 

balance innovation with pedagogical responsibility. Understanding the criteria and 

justifications that guide teachers’ decisions can inform professional development 

programs, equipping teachers to integrate AI tools effectively while maintaining 

pedagogical integrity. Moreover, the study provides evidence for policymakers and 

curriculum designers on how AI can be strategically incorporated into speaking 

instruction to enhance oral proficiency, learner engagement, and autonomy. 

Despite the increasing prevalence of AI in EFL classrooms, research remains scarce 

regarding how teachers decide when and how to use AI tools in speaking instruction. 

Exploring both the patterns of teachers’ decisions and the reasoning behind them provides 
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critical insights into pedagogical judgment, ethical considerations, and contextual 

influences in AI-mediated speaking instruction. Addressing this gap is essential for 

advancing theoretical understanding of teacher agency and for developing practical 

guidelines that optimize the use of AI in language classrooms. 

Therefore, this study aims to investigate how EFL teachers exercise professional 

judgment in deciding when and how to integrate AI tools in speaking instruction. Using 

a convergent mixed-methods approach, this research examines survey data capturing 

patterns of AI use alongside interview data providing in-depth explanations of teachers’ 

reasoning. The study seeks to illuminate the factors that guide pedagogical decision-

making in AI-supported speaking instruction, contributing to theory, practice, and policy 

in technology-enhanced EFL teaching. 

Research Question: 

How do EFL teachers explain and justify their decisions about when and how to use AI 

tools in teaching EFL speaking skills? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Analytical Lens 

The concept of teacher agency serves as a critical analytical lens for understanding 

decision-making in AI-mediated EFL speaking instruction. Teacher agency refers to the 

capacity of educators to act purposefully and reflectively within the constraints of their 

professional, institutional, and sociocultural contexts (Koh et al., 2023). In language 

education, teacher agency encompasses the ability to make informed pedagogical choices, 

adapt instructional strategies, and negotiate the integration of technological tools to meet 

learners’ needs (Yusra et al., 2022). Within AI-supported classrooms, agency becomes 

particularly salient as teachers are confronted with decisions about when and how to 

deploy AI tools effectively, balancing technological affordances with pedagogical 

objectives (Ling & Jan, 2025). This study adopts the teacher agency framework to explore 

how educators exercise professional judgment in selecting AI tools for speaking 

instruction, considering factors such as learner readiness, task appropriateness, ethical 

implications, and contextual constraints. 

Teacher agency is often conceptualized as a multidimensional construct involving 

iterative reflective practice, autonomy, and contextual responsiveness (Emans et al., 

2025; Nezhad & Stolz, 2024). Iterative reflective practice enables teachers to critically 

evaluate the outcomes of instructional decisions (Novoa-Echaurren et al., 2025), 

including the effectiveness of AI-mediated speaking activities, and to adjust their 

approaches accordingly. Autonomy reflects teachers’ capacity to make independent 

judgments about the pedagogical appropriateness of AI tools (Kolho, 2024), resisting the 

tendency to adopt technology uncritically. Contextual responsiveness highlights the 

influence of institutional policies, classroom resources, student diversity, and cultural 

norms on teachers’ decision-making processes (Morman et al., 2025). By examining AI 

integration through this lens, the study foregrounds teachers’ deliberative choices rather 



Duties: Education and Humanities International Journal, 2(1), 47-68 

 

 

 

 

51 

 

 

 

 

 

than mere adoption or usage frequency, highlighting the ethical, professional, and 

pedagogical considerations that shape instructional decisions in speaking classrooms. 

Within AI-enhanced EFL contexts, teacher agency is particularly relevant due to the 

complexity of speaking instruction, which involves real-time interaction, communicative 

competence, and oral fluency development (Kemelbekova et al., 2024). AI tools, such as 

chatbots, pronunciation analyzers, and speech recognition applications, offer innovative 

affordances for speaking practice, but their effectiveness is contingent upon strategic 

deployment by teachers (Srinivasan & Murthy, 2021). Agency, therefore, involves 

deliberate decisions regarding which tools to use, for what tasks, under which conditions, 

and with what level of student autonomy. This framework also accommodates ethical 

considerations, including ensuring equitable access, preventing over-reliance on AI, and 

maintaining the authenticity of learning experiences (Williyan et al., 2025; Williyan et 

al., 2025). Employing teacher agency as the analytical lens allows the study to capture 

the dynamic interplay between technological possibilities, pedagogical goals, and 

contextual realities, providing a nuanced understanding of how teachers exercise 

judgment in AI-supported speaking instruction. 

Previous Studies 

Empirical studies on AI integration in EFL instruction have predominantly focused on 

adoption, learner outcomes, and technology perceptions. A growing body of research has 

examined AI tools for speaking instruction, highlighting their potential to enhance 

fluency, pronunciation, and communicative competence. For example, Nguyen Huu 

(2025) investigated the use of AI chatbots in EFL speaking classes and found that learners 

engaged more actively in oral practice when interacting with automated conversational 

partners, particularly in low-stakes environments. Similarly, Moxon (2024) explored 

speech recognition software in pronunciation training, reporting that real-time feedback 

improved learners’ accuracy and confidence in producing target sounds. These studies 

collectively indicate that AI tools can serve as valuable supplements to speaking 

instruction, providing opportunities for individualized practice and feedback that are 

difficult to achieve in traditional classroom settings. 

While AI’s pedagogical affordances are well-documented, research on teachers’ decision-

making regarding AI use in speaking instruction remains limited. Most studies examine 

teacher perceptions rather than the reasoning behind pedagogical choices. For instance, 

Zhou and Hou (2024) surveyed EFL teachers on their attitudes toward AI tools, finding 

high levels of perceived usefulness and willingness to integrate technology. However, the 

study did not explore how teachers decide which tools to use, under what conditions, or 

how they balance AI with human-mediated instruction. Similarly, Crompton et al. (2024) 

reported that teachers recognized AI’s potential in promoting speaking fluency, but the 

research focused on adoption rates rather than reflective judgment or professional agency. 

These gaps highlight the need for research that examines the why and how of AI 

integration from the perspective of teacher decision-making. 
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Research on teacher agency and technology integration provides valuable insights into 

the dynamics of instructional decision-making. Herrera-Seda and Pantić (2025) argue that 

teachers’ exercise of agency involves deliberate reflection, professional judgment, and 

negotiation of contextual constraints, including institutional policies, resource 

availability, and learner diversity. In language classrooms, agency is manifested when 

teachers decide how to scaffold tasks, select instructional tools, and mediate learner 

interaction (Banegas et al., 2024). Applying this lens to AI-supported speaking instruction 

suggests that teachers’ decisions are influenced by both pedagogical goals, such as 

promoting fluency, accuracy, and communicative competence, and contextual realities, 

including class size, technology access, and student readiness. 

Several studies have also addressed the ethical and pedagogical considerations associated 

with AI in speaking instruction. Ling and Jan (2025) noted that teachers often express 

concerns about over-reliance on AI, potential reduction of authentic interaction, and 

equity issues related to digital access. Celik et al. (2024) highlighted that teachers’ 

professional judgment is critical in mediating these risks, ensuring that AI serves as a 

facilitator rather than a replacement for meaningful oral practice. These findings reinforce 

the importance of examining not only AI’s technological affordances but also the 

reasoning and justifications that guide teachers’ instructional choices. 

Moreover, mixed-methods research in technology-enhanced EFL instruction 

demonstrates the value of integrating quantitative and qualitative perspectives to 

understand teachers’ decision-making. Surveys capture patterns of reported use, 

perceived usefulness, and prioritization of tools, while interviews provide in-depth 

insights into the rationale, ethical considerations, and contextual factors influencing those 

patterns (Almufarreh, 2024). Such approaches are particularly relevant for speaking 

instruction, where AI tools’ effectiveness depends on nuanced pedagogical deployment 

and reflective teacher judgment. By combining both data types, researchers can identify 

common trends and explore the reasoning that underpins teachers’ decisions, providing a 

comprehensive understanding of AI integration in speaking classrooms. 

The literature indicates that while AI tools offer promising support for EFL speaking 

instruction, there remains a critical gap in understanding how teachers exercise 

professional judgment in deciding when and how to use these tools. Existing studies 

emphasize adoption, perceptions, and learner outcomes, but few investigate the 

deliberative processes, pedagogical reasoning, and contextual negotiations that shape 

teachers’ choices. This gap underscores the need for research that examines teachers’ 

explanations and justifications for AI integration, providing insights into decision-making 

processes that are both reflective and context-sensitive. 

Although existing studies document AI affordances, teacher perceptions, and learner 

outcomes, they offer limited insight into how teachers justify pedagogical decisions 

regarding AI use in speaking instruction. Prior research rarely examines the reasoning, 

ethical considerations, and contextual negotiations underlying teachers’ choices. 

Addressing this gap, the present study foregrounds teachers’ professional agency, 
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examining how educators explain and justify when and how AI is integrated into speaking 

classrooms through an integrated mixed-methods approach. 

METHODS 

Research Design 

This study employed a convergent mixed-methods design to explore how EFL teachers 

decide when and how to use AI tools in speaking instruction. Convergent designs involve 

the simultaneous collection of quantitative and qualitative data, followed by separate 

analyses and eventual integration to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 

research problem (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). The quantitative component, consisting 

of a survey, aimed to identify general patterns in teachers’ decisions and the factors 

influencing AI use in speaking instruction. The qualitative component, consisting of 

semi-structured interviews, sought to capture in-depth explanations and justifications for 

teachers’ decision-making. By converging both data sources, the study sought to 

triangulate findings, strengthen validity, and uncover both common trends and nuanced 

rationales underlying teachers’ professional judgments regarding AI-mediated speaking 

instruction. 

The use of a mixed-methods approach is particularly suitable for this study due to the 

complexity of decision-making in AI-supported speaking instruction. While surveys can 

capture patterns across a broader sample, they may not fully reveal the reasoning, ethical 

considerations, or contextual factors that influence teachers’ choices. Interviews 

complement survey data by providing rich, detailed narratives of teachers’ reflective 

practices, pedagogical strategies, and professional judgments. This methodological 

integration aligns with the study’s analytical lens, teacher agency, by allowing 

exploration of both the observable patterns and the deliberative processes underpinning 

AI use in speaking instruction. 

Participants 

The study involved 24 EFL teachers from public and private secondary schools and 

universities. Participants were selected using purposive sampling, based on their 

experience in teaching English speaking skills and familiarity with AI tools such as 

speech recognition software, chatbots, or pronunciation applications. Inclusion criteria 

required teachers to have at least two years of EFL teaching experience and experience 

in using AI tools in their speaking instruction. This criterion ensured that participants 

possessed sufficient pedagogical expertise and practical exposure to AI tools to provide 

informed insights into their decision-making processes. 

Participants reported using a range of AI-powered tools for speaking instruction, 

including pronunciation and speech-recognition applications (e.g., ELSA Speak, Google 

Speech-to-Text), AI chatbots for controlled dialogue practice (e.g., ChatGPT and Bing 

Chat), and automated feedback features embedded within learning management systems. 

Teachers’ decisions were guided by the pedagogical affordances of these tools, such as 
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immediate feedback, structured practice, and learner autonomy, rather than by platform-

specific features. 

The participants represented a diverse range of teaching contexts, including large and 

small classrooms, beginner to advanced proficiency levels, and varied access to 

technological resources. Their demographic profiles included a balance of male and 

female teachers, teachers with varying levels of formal education (bachelor’s and 

master’s degrees), and teachers with differing lengths of professional experience. This 

diversity allowed the study to capture a broad spectrum of decision-making strategies, 

contextual influences, and ethical considerations in AI-supported speaking instruction. 

Participants were recruited via email invitations and professional networks, and all 

provided informed consent prior to data collection, in accordance with ethical guidelines 

for human-subject research. 

Data Collection 

A structured survey questionnaire was developed to capture teachers’ reported decision-

making patterns regarding AI use in speaking instruction. The survey consisted of 25 

Likert-scale items, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), organized 

into four domains: (1) frequency of AI use in speaking activities, (2) perceived 

effectiveness of AI tools, (3) pedagogical considerations and alignment with learning 

objectives, and (4) ethical and contextual factors influencing AI use. Sample items 

included: “I use AI tools only when they support communicative speaking activities,” and 

“Ethical considerations affect my decision to use AI in speaking instruction.” 

The survey was distributed online, allowing participants to respond at their convenience. 

The quantitative data provided a descriptive overview of teachers’ decision-making 

tendencies, highlighting general patterns in the selection, timing, and purpose of AI tool 

integration in speaking instruction. 

To complement the survey, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 12 of the 

survey participants, selected based on their responses to capture a range of AI use 

patterns. The interviews focused on eliciting participants’ reflections on how they decide 

when and how to integrate AI tools into speaking instruction, the rationale behind their 

choices, and the contextual or ethical considerations that guide their decisions. Sample 

interview questions included: 

• “Can you describe a situation in which you decided to use an AI tool for a 

speaking activity?” 

• “What factors influenced your choice to use or not use AI in that instance?” 

• “How do you ensure that AI use complements rather than replaces human 

interaction in speaking instruction?” 
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Interviews were conducted via video conferencing platforms, audio-recorded with 

participants’ consent, and transcribed verbatim for analysis. Each interview lasted 

approximately 40–60 minutes, allowing for in-depth exploration of participants’ 

experiences and decision-making processes. 

Data Analysis 

Survey data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, including mean, median, standard 

deviation, and frequency distribution, to summarize participants’ responses and identify 

general patterns in AI use for speaking instruction. The descriptive statistics allowed the 

researchers to determine which factors teachers prioritize when deciding to integrate AI 

tools, the relative frequency of AI use across different types of speaking activities, and 

teachers’ perceived effectiveness of AI in supporting oral language development. This 

statistical analysis provided a broad overview of trends in teachers’ decision-making and 

served as a foundation for interpreting qualitative findings. 

Interview transcripts were analyzed using thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke's 

(2021) six-phase framework: familiarization, coding, generating initial themes, reviewing 

themes, defining and naming themes, and reporting. The analysis focused on identifying 

patterns and categories related to teachers’ justifications, contextual considerations, 

pedagogical strategies, and ethical reflections in AI-supported speaking instruction. 

Coding was conducted inductively, allowing themes to emerge from the data while also 

considering the analytical lens of teacher agency. 

Following separate analyses, quantitative and qualitative findings were integrated to 

provide a comprehensive understanding of how teachers decide when and how to use AI 

in speaking instruction. Integration occurred at the interpretation stage through systematic 

comparison of survey patterns with interview themes. Quantitative results informed the 

selection of qualitative excerpts, while qualitative explanations were used to interpret and 

contextualize statistical trends, enabling the identification of convergent, complementary, 

and contrasting insights across data strands. This integrated approach ensured that the 

study captured both the breadth of teachers’ reported behaviours and the depth of their 

reflective judgment, consistent with the study’s theoretical framework of teacher agency 

and the convergent mixed-methods design. 

Trustworthiness and Ethical Considerations 

The study adhered to ethical standards in educational research. Participants provided 

informed consent and were assured of confidentiality and anonymity. To enhance 

trustworthiness, survey instruments were pilot-tested, and interview protocols were 

reviewed for clarity and relevance. Triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data, 

along with rich, illustrative excerpts from interviews, contributed to the credibility and 

rigor of the findings. Reflexive memos and peer debriefing were employed during the 

analysis to reduce researcher bias and ensure accurate interpretation of participants’ 

experiences. 
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FINDINGS 

This study examined how EFL teachers explain and justify their decisions about when 

and how to use AI tools in speaking instruction. Data were collected through surveys and 

semi-structured interviews, analyzed using descriptive statistics and thematic analysis, 

and then integrated to provide a comprehensive understanding of teachers’ decision-

making processes. The findings are presented in two main sections: patterns of AI use in 

speaking instruction from the survey and teachers’ rationales and justifications from the 

interviews. 

Patterns of AI Use in Speaking Instruction 

Survey data revealed that teachers adopt a selective approach in integrating AI tools into 

speaking instruction. Overall, the mean frequency of AI use was 3.41 (SD = 0.67) on a 5-

point Likert scale, indicating moderate adoption. Teachers reported using AI tools 

primarily for pronunciation practice (79%) and fluency exercises (70%), while fewer 

reported using AI for interactive dialogue simulations (45%) or peer communication 

scaffolding (38%). These findings suggest that teachers prioritize AI tools for activities 

where immediate feedback and structured practice are feasible, rather than for open-ended 

communicative tasks requiring dynamic interaction. 

Table 1. 

Frequency of AI Use in Speaking Activities 

Speaking Activity Regular Use 

(Often + Always) 

Less Frequent Use (Never + 

Rarely + Sometimes) 

Mean SD 

Pronunciation practice 79% 21% 4.12 0.65 

Fluency exercises 70% 30% 3.98 0.72 

Dialogue simulation 45% 55% 3.21 0.78 

Peer communication 

scaffolding 

38% 62% 3.05 0.84 

To demonstrate integration between quantitative and qualitative findings, a joint display 

is presented below, aligning survey patterns of AI use with representative interview 

excerpts and their integrated interpretations. 

Table 2. 

Joint Display of AI Use Patterns and Teachers’ Justifications 

Speaking Task Survey 

Result 

Interview Evidence Integrated Interpretation 
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Pronunciation 

practice 

79% 

frequent 

use 

“Students can repeat 

without embarrassment 

and get instant feedback” 

(T3) 

Teachers prioritize AI where 

low-risk, individualized 

feedback supports pronunciation 

accuracy and learner confidence 

Fluency exercises 70% 

frequent 

use 

“AI helps them speak 

more without waiting for 

turns” (T7) 

AI is used to increase speaking 

volume and practice 

opportunities under classroom 

time constraints 

Dialogue 

simulation 

45% 

moderate 

use 

“Chatbots help, but they 

cannot replace real 

interaction” (U1) 

Teachers limit AI use where 

authenticity, spontaneity, and 

negotiation of meaning are 

pedagogically essential 

Peer 

communication 

scaffolding 

38% 

limited 

use 

“Students need real 

humans for meaningful 

discussion” (T5) 

Human-mediated interaction is 

prioritized for developing 

communicative competence and 

pragmatic skills 

This joint display illustrates how quantitative patterns of AI use are directly explained by 

teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, demonstrating integrated mixed-methods findings 

rather than parallel data strands. Survey results also indicated several factors influencing 

teachers’ decisions regarding AI integration. Learner proficiency emerged as the most 

influential factor, with 67% of participants indicating that they tailor AI use to students’ 

skill levels. Beginners were more likely to receive AI-supported pronunciation and 

structured oral practice, while advanced learners engaged primarily in teacher-facilitated 

discussions. Classroom size (58%), availability of technological resources (50%), and 

alignment with curriculum objectives (49%) also influenced AI integration. Ethical 

considerations, such as avoiding over-reliance on AI and ensuring authentic interaction, 

were moderately influential, with a mean of 3.42 across relevant survey items. 

Table 3. 

Factors Influencing Teachers’ Decisions to Use AI 

Factor Mean SD % Agree/Strongly Agree 

Student proficiency 4.01 0.63 67% 

Class size 3.78 0.71 58% 

Availability of technology 3.65 0.69 50% 

Ethical considerations 3.42 0.62 46% 

Curriculum alignment 3.35 0.67 49% 
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Teachers’ perceptions of AI effectiveness varied by task type. Pronunciation 

improvement received the highest mean rating (4.12), followed by fluency practice 

(3.98), and self-paced speaking exercises (3.87). Conversational simulations received 

lower effectiveness ratings (mean = 3.21), suggesting that teachers perceive AI as less 

suitable for tasks requiring nuanced oral interaction. Standard deviations ranged from 

0.62 to 0.84, reflecting variability in experience, confidence with AI tools, and classroom 

contexts. Overall, survey findings indicate that teachers use AI strategically and 

selectively, prioritizing tasks with measurable outcomes, immediate feedback, and 

structured practice, while exercising caution in activities demanding authentic human 

interaction. 

Teachers’ Rationales and Justifications 

Semi-structured interviews provided rich insights into teachers’ reasoning, highlighting 

three key themes: pedagogical alignment, contextual constraints, and ethical 

considerations. 

Pedagogical Alignment 

Teachers emphasized that AI tools are most effective when aligned with specific 

instructional objectives, particularly improving pronunciation and fluency. Teacher T3 

(Secondary School) noted: 

"I use the speech recognition tool mainly for pronunciation practice. 

Students can hear their mistakes and try again without embarrassment in 

front of peers" (T3, Secondary School). 

This illustrates how teachers frame AI as a low-risk, confidence-building tool that 

supports accuracy development without increasing learners’ affective anxiety. Teachers 

highlighted that AI serves as a supplementary tool rather than a replacement for teacher-

led instruction. During conversational activities, teachers preferred to facilitate 

interactions themselves, ensuring meaningful feedback and negotiation of meaning. 

Teacher U1 (University) explained: 

"I avoid using chatbots for open-ended dialogues. They are helpful for 

practice, but real interaction requires my guidance" (U1, University). 

This reflects teachers’ deliberate prioritization of human mediation for tasks requiring 

authenticity, spontaneity, and interactive meaning-making. Teachers also valued AI for 

individualized and self-paced learning, allowing students to rehearse independently while 

teachers manage classroom time effectively. Teacher T7 (Secondary School) shared: 

"AI allows each student to practice speaking at their own pace while I can 

focus on those who need direct attention" (T7, Secondary School). 

This indicates how teachers leverage AI strategically to manage classroom constraints 

while maintaining instructional responsiveness to individual learner needs. 
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Contextual Constraints 

Contextual factors strongly influenced AI integration. Teachers reported adjusting AI use 

based on class size, technology access, and students’ digital literacy. Large classes 

benefited from AI tools for individual pronunciation and fluency practice, while limited 

access to devices or unstable internet connections sometimes prevented AI use. Teacher 

T2 commented: 

"In a class of 40 students, it’s impossible to give everyone personalized 

feedback. AI helps fill that gap, especially for pronunciation drills. But 

sometimes the internet is slow, or not everyone has a laptop, so I adjust the 

activity" (T2, Secondary School). 

This highlights how teachers exercise situational judgment, adapting AI use 

pragmatically rather than applying it uniformly across contexts. Institutional support and 

classroom resources also played a role. Teacher U3 remarked: 

"We need to be flexible because sometimes the lab isn’t available, or not all 

students have devices, so AI use must fit the context" (U3, University). 

This demonstrates teachers’ contextual responsiveness in aligning pedagogical intentions 

with infrastructural realities. 

Ethical and Reflective Considerations 

Ethical considerations were central to teachers’ decision-making. Many expressed 

concern about over-reliance on AI, which could undermine students’ communicative 

competence and creativity. Teacher T5 noted: 

"I make sure students do not become dependent on AI. Real interaction is 

crucial for developing natural fluency" (T5, Secondary School). 

This reflects teachers’ ethical stance in safeguarding the communicative purpose of 

speaking instruction against technological overuse. Equity and fairness were also 

highlighted. Teacher U2 added: 

"AI exercises are optional and always followed by peer or teacher feedback 

to ensure fairness and authentic learning" (U2, University). 

This illustrates how ethical reflection informs teachers’ decisions to integrate AI in ways 

that maintain inclusivity and pedagogical balance. Teachers’ reflections indicate that their 

decisions involve deliberative judgment, weighing pedagogical benefits, contextual 

feasibility, and ethical considerations. AI use is not automatic; it is guided by professional 

expertise and reflective practice. 
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Integration of Survey and Interview Findings 

Combining survey and interview data reveals a coherent pattern: teachers adopt 

strategically selective and context-sensitive approaches to AI integration in speaking 

instruction. Survey results showed that AI is most frequently used for pronunciation and 

fluency exercises, while interviews explained why these tasks are prioritized: immediate 

feedback, structured practice, and reduced student anxiety. Similarly, lower survey 

frequency for conversational simulation aligns with teachers’ concerns about AI’s 

limitations in supporting authentic interaction. 

The integrated findings underscore the interplay between teacher agency and contextual 

factors. Teachers exercise reflective, ethical, and pedagogically informed decision-

making when integrating AI, balancing the affordances of technology with learner needs, 

classroom realities, and curricular goals. This deliberative process highlights teachers’ 

active mediation of AI, ensuring that it enhances rather than replaces meaningful oral 

communication. 

Teachers’ decisions demonstrate a multidimensional approach. Pedagogical alignment, 

contextual feasibility, and ethical reflection collectively shape AI integration, reflecting 

iterative reflective practice, professional autonomy, and contextual responsiveness—key 

components of teacher agency. Teachers navigate the affordances and limitations of AI 

tools, deciding not only what tasks AI can support but also how and when to implement 

these tools responsibly. 

In summary, the findings indicate that AI integration in EFL speaking instruction is 

deliberative, selective, and contextually grounded. Teachers primarily use AI for 

pronunciation, fluency, and self-paced practice, while human-mediated instruction is 

prioritized for open-ended dialogues. Their decisions are informed by pedagogical 

objectives, learner proficiency, classroom constraints, and ethical considerations, 

reflecting the dynamic exercise of teacher agency. The convergence of survey and 

interview data provides a comprehensive picture of both observable patterns of AI use 

and the reflective reasoning behind these decisions, demonstrating the nuanced and 

context-sensitive nature of professional judgment in AI-supported speaking instruction. 

DISCUSSION 

This study explored how EFL teachers explain and justify their decisions about when and 

how to use AI tools in speaking instruction, using a convergent mixed-methods approach. 

The findings reveal a nuanced, context-sensitive exercise of teacher agency, highlighting 

the interplay between pedagogical objectives, technological affordances, contextual 

constraints, and ethical considerations. Rather than merely documenting patterns of AI 

use, this discussion interprets the implications of these patterns, situating them within the 

broader literature on teacher agency, technology-enhanced language learning, and AI 

integration in EFL contexts (Crompton et al., 2024; Ling & Jan, 2025). 
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The survey and interview findings collectively indicate that teachers adopt a strategically 

selective approach in integrating AI tools. Pronunciation practice and fluency exercises 

were identified as the primary domains of AI use, reflecting teachers’ perception that 

these activities benefit most from immediate feedback, structured repetition, and 

individualized practice. This strategic prioritization aligns with prior research 

emphasizing the suitability of AI for discrete, measurable speaking tasks that require rapid 

and automated feedback (Du & Daniel, 2024; Zou et al., 2023). Teachers appear to view 

AI as a tool for scaffolded practice, supporting students’ oral skills without replacing 

teacher-mediated interaction, a stance also reported in studies on AI-supported speaking 

practice in EFL contexts (Kemelbekova et al., 2024; Nguyen Huu, 2025). 

From a theoretical perspective, this selective approach demonstrates the exercise of 

teacher agency, as conceptualized by Emans et al. (2025) and further elaborated in recent 

studies on agency in technology-enhanced instruction (Yli-Pietilä et al., 2024; Nezhad & 

Stolz, 2024). Teachers in this study were not passive adopters of AI tools; instead, they 

actively evaluated AI’s pedagogical affordances and determined where and when it could 

meaningfully enhance speaking instruction. This reflects autonomy and reflective 

judgment, key dimensions of teacher agency, where professional expertise informs 

decisions about task appropriateness, student readiness, and the balance between 

technological and human facilitation (Koh et al., 2023; Ling & Jan, 2025). 

The findings also highlight the deliberative balancing act teachers perform when 

integrating AI into speaking instruction. While AI provides immediate and individualized 

feedback, it cannot replicate the spontaneity, negotiation of meaning, or nuanced 

interaction central to communicative speaking competence (Wei, 2023; Samuel et al., 

2023). Teachers’ limited use of AI for conversational simulations and peer 

communication scaffolding underscores this awareness. This careful calibration of AI use 

illustrates that teachers prioritize pedagogical alignment over novelty or technological 

availability, echoing concerns raised in previous studies about the limitations of AI in 

supporting authentic oral interaction (Xiao & Zhi, 2023; Celik et al., 2024). 

This emphasis on pedagogical alignment resonates with decision-making models in 

educational technology, which argue that technology integration should be guided by 

instructional objectives, learner needs, and contextual feasibility rather than by 

technological enthusiasm alone (Walter, 2024). By grounding AI use in pedagogical 

goals, teachers demonstrate an understanding of AI as a complementary tool in speaking 

instruction. AI functions as an enabler for skill development, while teachers remain 

central mediators of authentic communicative competence, consistent with findings in 

AI-supported language learning research (Qiao & Zhao, 2023; Ling & Jan, 2025). 

Contextual factors emerged as a critical influence on teachers’ decision-making. Class 

size, availability of technological resources, students’ digital literacy, and institutional 

support were cited as determinants of AI feasibility and scope. Teachers in large classes 

relied on AI to provide individualized speaking practice when one-on-one feedback was 

impractical, whereas limitations in devices or internet connectivity required flexible 

adaptation. These findings align with prior research highlighting how contextual 
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constraints shape technology integration in EFL classrooms (Huang & Yip, 2021; 

McCarthy & Yan, 2024). 

These findings further align with the notion of contextual responsiveness within teacher 

agency, which emphasizes teachers’ capacity to negotiate instructional decisions in 

response to situational demands rather than applying universal or prescriptive approaches 

(Yusra et al., 2022; Herrera-Seda & Pantić, 2025). Teachers’ adaptive use of AI reflects 

an iterative reflective process, where pedagogical objectives, technological affordances, 

and learner characteristics are continuously evaluated. This reinforces the view that AI 

integration is not a one-size-fits-all solution but a dynamic and situated practice shaped 

by equity and accessibility considerations (Memarian & Doleck, 2023). 

The study’s findings also highlight the ethical dimensions of AI integration in speaking 

instruction. Teachers expressed concern about over-reliance on AI and the potential 

erosion of learner autonomy and authentic interaction. By consciously limiting AI use in 

open-ended dialogues and emphasizing teacher-facilitated feedback, teachers 

demonstrated an ethical commitment to maintaining instructional integrity. Such 

concerns echo broader discussions on ethical responsibility in educational AI use 

(Memarian & Doleck, 2023; Jose & Jayaron Jose, 2024). 

This ethical stance resonates with the concept of moral teacher agency, which foregrounds 

ethical, professional, and pedagogical responsibility in instructional decision-making 

(Morman et al., 2025). Teachers exercised judgment not solely based on perceived 

effectiveness but also on broader implications for learning quality, student development, 

and fairness. Ensuring equitable access, balancing AI-mediated and human interaction, 

and preserving authenticity in speaking tasks reflect deliberate, context-sensitive 

professional decision-making, illustrating the close interplay between ethical reasoning 

and pedagogical action in AI-mediated classrooms (Williyan et al., 2025). 

To extend these interpretive findings toward a more portable and cumulative contribution, 

the integrated survey and interview results can be distilled into an AI Use Framework for 

EFL Speaking Instruction, which explicates the conditions under which AI is 

pedagogically appropriate. The framework conceptualizes AI integration as a process of 

teacher-mediated decision-making rather than tool-driven adoption and proposes that AI 

use is appropriate when three interrelated conditions are met: (1) the speaking task is 

practice-oriented and form-focused (for example, pronunciation or fluency rehearsal), 

where immediate feedback, repetition, and self-paced practice enhance learning; (2) 

learner and contextual conditions support autonomous, supplementary practice, such as 

in large classes or contexts with limited opportunities for individualized feedback, 

provided that learners have sufficient digital access and literacy; and (3) teacher 

mediation actively safeguards communicative and ethical integrity by regulating the 

scope of AI use and ensuring that human interaction, peer communication, and teacher 

feedback remain central for open-ended, meaning-focused speaking activities. Together, 

these conditions position AI not as an autonomous instructional agent but as a contingent 

pedagogical tool whose value emerges through reflective, context-sensitive teacher 
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judgment, foregrounding teacher agency as the mechanism through which AI affordances 

are aligned with communicative learning goals. 

Overall, the findings contribute to a deeper understanding of teacher agency in AI-

mediated speaking instruction by illustrating how professional judgment manifests in 

classroom practice. Teachers’ decisions regarding when and how to use AI were 

multidimensional, encompassing pedagogical reasoning, contextual responsiveness, and 

ethical reflection. This multidimensionality supports the view that teacher agency is 

dynamic and emergent, shaped by the interaction of professional expertise, classroom 

realities, and technological affordances (Emans et al., 2025; Yli-Pietilä et al., 2024). 

Moreover, the study extends prior research by highlighting the specificity of speaking 

instruction as a domain where teacher agency is particularly salient. Unlike reading or 

writing, speaking requires real-time interaction, negotiation of meaning, and oral fluency 

development, which current AI tools cannot fully replicate (Wei, 2023; Du & Daniel, 

2024). Teachers’ selective AI use reflects an awareness of these skill-specific constraints, 

demonstrating that agency involves not only general instructional autonomy but also 

skill-sensitive pedagogical judgment. 

Finally, the findings offer practical implications for professional development and 

curriculum design. Teacher training initiatives should move beyond technical proficiency 

with AI tools to emphasize strategic decision-making and ethical reflection, thereby 

strengthening teachers’ capacity to exercise reflective agency (Ng et al., 2022; Walter, 

2024). At the policy level, institutions should ensure equitable access to technological 

resources, provide sustained support for AI integration, and encourage reflective 

pedagogical practices. Consistent with prior research, AI should be positioned not as a 

replacement for teachers but as a pedagogical tool whose value depends on thoughtful, 

context-aware integration aligned with instructional goals and ethical considerations 

(Crompton et al., 2024; Ling & Jan, 2025). 

By moving beyond adoption rates and learner outcomes to examine teachers’ rationales 

and justifications, this study addresses a critical gap in AI-in-EFL research. The 

integration of quantitative patterns and qualitative explanations demonstrates how 

teachers actively exercise agency in navigating trade-offs between AI affordances, 

pedagogical goals, and contextual realities. In doing so, the study contributes to a more 

nuanced understanding of technology-enhanced language teaching and strengthens the 

empirical link between theoretical models of teacher agency and practical classroom 

implementation. 

CONCLUSION 

This study examined how EFL teachers explain and justify their decisions about when 

and how to use AI tools in speaking instruction. Findings indicate that teachers exercise 

deliberate, context-sensitive, and ethically informed professional judgment when 

integrating AI. They strategically prioritize AI for tasks such as pronunciation practice 

and fluency exercises, where immediate feedback and structured practice are most 

effective, while relying on teacher-mediated interaction for open-ended dialogue and 
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communicative activities. Teachers’ decisions are shaped by a combination of 

pedagogical objectives, student proficiency, classroom resources, and ethical 

considerations, reflecting a dynamic exercise of teacher agency in navigating the 

affordances and limitations of AI in speaking classrooms. 

The study contributes to the literature on technology-enhanced language teaching by 

highlighting the multidimensional and reflective nature of teacher decision-making in 

AI-supported speaking instruction. Short-term research could examine classroom-level 

decision-making across specific AI tools and learner proficiency levels to capture fine-

grained variations in pedagogical judgment. Longitudinal and cross-context studies are 

needed to investigate how sustained, agency-driven AI integration influences speaking 

development, learner autonomy, and teachers’ professional practice over time. Future 

research could also explore AI integration in other language skills, such as listening, 

reading, or writing, to examine whether similar patterns of teacher agency emerge. 

Comparative studies across different educational contexts, proficiency levels, or AI tools 

would provide further insight into the scalability and adaptability of AI-supported 

instruction, thereby informing more nuanced pedagogical frameworks and professional 

development programs. 
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