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Abstract

The integration of technology has profoundly influenced language teaching and learning practices. 
Emerging technologies such as generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) are poised to shift educational 
paradigms even further. This research examined the use of AI-aided learning tools from the perspective 
of language teachers. The study engaged teachers from different tiers of schools in Hong Kong, 
both secondary and tertiary institutions, as participants. These participants evaluated and provided 
feedback on their overall views on their use of GenAI-aided language teaching and learning. Through 
a qualitative grounded theory approach to the dataset of semi-structured interviews, this study aimed to 
understand language teachers’ views of the application of AI tools in classrooms, as well as the overall 
teaching and learning experience, with consideration of the tiers of schools in which the teachers were 
employed. Preliminary findings suggested varied opinions on the practicality and impact of AI tools 
in language education, highlighting both potential benefits and challenges. These insights are crucial 
for developing innovative teaching strategies that align with contemporary educational needs as well 
as the continual call for advancement in teacher education. This study contributes to the ongoing 
discourse on the development of GenAI in language education, offering valuable implications for 
curriculum design and instructional practices in secondary education.
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Introduction

Over the past few decades, every introduction of new technology has been considered a catalyst to 
bringing substantial changes to higher education, like the use of online learning tools and, of course, 
generative artificial intelligence (GenAI), which has drastically transformed the landscapes of various 
domains, including the teaching and learning of languages (Chan & Chan, 2025; McDonald et al., 
2025). At the beginning of the application of GenAI in 2023, O’Dea (2023) questioned whether 
GenAI would bring a critical change to higher education teaching and learning and concluded that “it 
is still too early to say whether GenAI is or will be the paradigm shift for higher education” (p. 814). 
However, with GenAI tools having been around for almost three years now (at the time of writing), 
it has widely been regarded by educators as one of the most discussed tools in education in decades 
because of its versatility in a number of tasks, including language inquiries, writing assistance, 
providing feedback, and material preparation (Choi et al., 2025; Naznin et al., 2025; Tang, 2024; Yu 
& Xie, 2025). 

There have been reviews on how GenAI has singlehandedly impacted the educational landscapes 
across disciplines. Among these disciplines, one of the most discussed areas of application is language-
related learning and teaching, especially writing. Interestingly, the results so far are mixed. Teng (2024) 
conducted a systematic review of 20 articles on how ChatGPT affected English as a foreign language 
(EFL) writing and concluded that despite the numerous advantages ChatGPT could bring to EFL 
classrooms, the integration of ChatGPT in writing classes posed issues related to academic integrity. 
Despite these negative findings, Su and Tran (2024) investigated the limitations of applying ChatGPT in 
Masters’ level research writing courses. They summarized that ChatGPT might have a negative impact 
on students’ writing achievements. Similarly, Aksakallı and Daşer (2025) surveyed undergraduates in 
Türkiye and suggested that students held positive perceptions of the use of ChatGPT in their English 
writing and believed that it would help. Huang and Mizumoto (2024) discussed how ChatGPT could 
affect student motivation and the English writing efficiency of Japanese undergraduate students. They 
concluded that ChatGPT positively enhanced both student motivation and writing efficiency. 

Apart from writing, another frequently researched application of ChatGPT is its effect on general 
language teaching and learning, especially on the other skills (reading, listening, and speaking). Solak 
(2024) surveyed both English learners and teachers and concluded that the interviewees agreed that the 
use of ChatGPT might benefit the teaching and learning of not only reading skills but also vocabulary 
development. Wang and Feng’s (2024) experiment using ChatGPT as an assistant for helping students 
to read proved the advantages of using ChatGPT as an aid in reading – their results were positive in the 
success rate in both reading comprehension and reading efficiency – and concluded that “the adoption 
of ChatGPT-assisted reading methodology exerts a catalytic effect, enabling students to navigate orig-
inal novels with heightened efficiency and proficiency” (p. 26). 

Speaking and listening, however, unlike writing and reading, which have been studied widely, has 
not drawn a lot of attention from scholars. One of the reasons might be the fact that ChatGPT focuses 
on textual input – which limits its application for skills like listening and speaking (Songsiengchai  
et al., 2023). Nonetheless, the emergence of more GenAI tools with the technology of large language 
models and advanced voice recognition has prompted more specialized GenAI products dealing with 
specific skills. Chan and Liu (2025) proposed a classification system for these GenAI speaking tools 
into three main categories based on their functionalities; the categories are listen–mimic (e.g., Murf.
ai), analyze–feedback (e.g., ELSA Speech Analyzer), and practice–feedback (e.g., SpeechAce). These 
GenAI tools are said to benefit teachers’ and students’ teaching and learning experiences of teaching 
pronunciation with flexible GenAI tools (Chan and Liu, 2025). Karjagdi Çolak (2024) examined the 
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integration of GenAI tools in language-intensive classrooms and found a significant improvement 
in students’ speaking tasks with immediate, tailored responses for the students. Regarding listening 
skills, Yuniarti et al. (2024) examined how GenAI tools could be applied in the teaching and learning 
of listening. The research team used a combination of ChatGPT and an AI-voice model (VoxBox AI) 
to train students’ listening skills. The study suggested that the combination of GenAI tools resulted 
in a 23% increase in listening scores, which hints at the benefits of incorporating GenAI in listening 
training (Yuniarti et al., 2024).

Several recent studies have examined how the integration of GenAI tools into language teaching 
affects teachers’ professional identities, particularly through the lens of the ecological approach. As 
Van Lier (2004, cited in Satvati et al., 2025) suggested, the ecological approach provides a theoreti-
cal framework that views identity and individual development as shaped by multiple interconnected 
layers of social and environmental context. These layers include the microlevel (e.g., the immediate 
classroom environment), mesolevel (e.g., the institutional level, such as a school), and macrolevel 
(e.g., broader social and policy contexts). For example, Satvati et al. (2025) interviewed seven Iranian 
language teachers and found that GenAI integration positively influenced teachers’ professional iden-
tities, particularly at the micro- and mesolevels. Similarly, Kamali et al. (2024) employed narrative 
interviews with 10 Iranian teachers to explore the challenges and benefits of using GenAI tools (espe-
cially ChatGPT) in language teaching. Their findings echoed those of Satvati et al. (2025), concluding 
that GenAI integration brought both opportunities and challenges across all three ecological levels. 
These insights provide valuable implications for teacher educators seeking to design responsive train-
ing and professional development in the age of GenAI.

The studies above suggested that after almost three years of having access to or using GenAI tools, 
researchers and teachers still have mixed reactions toward their integration into the teaching and learn-
ing process. As with the introduction of any new technology, the hesitation always comes less from 
the tools’ utilities and more from the users’ uncertainties and concerns about how they can apply the 
technologies – in the current case, GenAI tools. Despite growing interest in GenAI’s integration in 
education, little is known about how language teachers will perceive and respond to these tools or the 
day-to-day challenge of attempting to implement them in real classrooms. 

This qualitative study aimed to provide insights into the future application of GenAI in language 
teaching and to explore the challenges and frustrations experienced by language educators. These 
issues are particularly relevant for teacher educators hoping to understand how to better prepare 
teachers for GenAI-integrated classrooms. To this end, the study addressed the following central 
research question: What are the perceived benefits and challenges of using GenAI tools in language 
classrooms from the perspective of educators? Using a thematic analysis of interviews with 12 
English teachers from various educational institutions in Hong Kong, this qualitative case study 
aimed to identify their attitudes toward GenAI tools and the significant concerns about their use 
in language classrooms. These insights are highly important for teacher educators in university 
programs to design courses that better prepare both preservice and in-service language teachers for 
the emerging challenges posed by GenAI technologies, which would also help teachers navigate the 
evolving GenAI landscape in education.

Methodology

The current qualitative case study employed semi-structured interviews to elicit data from 12 English 
teachers to discover language teachers’ knowledge about the use of GenAI in language classrooms. 
The methodology is outlined in the following section.
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Participants

Twelve English language teachers (five male, seven female) based in Hong Kong were recruited from 
secondary schools and universities across different tiers of the education system. The participant pool 
was intentionally diverse, representing a range of teaching experiences (ranging from novice teachers 
with less than 1 year of teaching experience to experienced teachers with over 10 years of experi-
ence) and institutional types (including different tiers from secondary schools and vocational tertiary 
institutes to research universities). By including educators from different educational contexts, it was 
hoped that the study would reveal how institutional settings might influence teachers’ beliefs, prac-
tices, and professional identities. While this choice introduced a degree of heterogeneity into the sam-
ple, it also enriched the data by revealing both shared and divergent experiences across educational 
levels. Participants were selected via purposive sampling to ensure informed perspectives on technol-
ogy-enhanced language learning, particularly the integration of GenAI tools in educational contexts. 
The use of purposive sampling assisted in distinguishing “key informants in the field who can help in 
identifying information-rich cases” (Suri, 2011). In this case, both teachers in secondary schools and 
universities have distinct experiences in using GenAI in teaching. Pseudonyms are used to protect the 
interviewee’s identity. The demographics of the participants are listed in Table 1.

This study adhered to established research ethics protocols to ensure the rights and privacy of all par-
ticipants. Prior to conducting the semi-structured interviews, informed consent was obtained from all 
12 participating English teachers, with clear explanations of the study’s purpose, procedures, and their 
right to withdraw at any time without consequence. Participants’ identities were anonymized, and all 
data are securely stored and used solely for research purposes. Necessary ethical approval was obtained 
from the institutional review board, and care was taken throughout the research process to maintain 
transparency, confidentiality, and respect for the participants’ professional and personal perspectives.

Table 1 Demographics of Participants

Participant* Institute and  
banding

Age Gender Highest education 
level

Teaching  
experience

Anne Secondary school 30–39 F Master 10 years or more
Irene Secondary school 30–39 F Master 10 years or more
Leon Secondary school 30–39 M Bachelor 10 years or more
Mack Secondary school 40–49 M Master 10 years or more
Peter Community college 40–49 M Doctorate 10 years or more
Andy Research university 40–49 M Doctorate 10 years or more
Angel Secondary school 20–29 F Bachelor Below 10 years
Christina Secondary school 

community college
20–29 F Master Below 10 years

Cathy Research university 30–39 F Doctorate Below 10 years
Erie Vocational college 30–39 F Master 10 years or more
Hilton Secondary school 20–29 M Master Below 10 years
Kelly Secondary school 20–29 F Master Below 10 years

*Pseudonyms are used to protect the interviewee’s identity.

Data Collection

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews conducted in mid-2024. All the participants 
agreed and consented to the research before the start of the interview. Each of the participants answered 
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questions from the same prepared guide, which consisted of 10 open-ended questions designed to 
explore language teachers’ perceptions and experiences regarding their use of GenAI-assisted teach-
ing and learning. The questions focused on three core areas: (1) the participants’ general ideas and 
attitudes toward GenAI-assisted language learning, (2) their personal experiences with using GenAI 
tools in teaching, and (3) their concerns, reservations, or perceived challenges related to the integration 
of such tools in the classroom. Semi-structured interviews provided a less rigid form of question pro-
tocol, which allowed more freedom for follow-up questions and interactions between the interviewer 
and the interviewee (Drever, 1995; Tyson, 1990). This freedom provides more information about an 
individual’s beliefs and emotions, which is particularly beneficial for research in fields like education 
(Adamson, 2004). In order to prompt meaningful reflection and discussion, the interviewer showed 
the participants brief video demonstrations of selected GenAI-aided tools relevant to English language 
education. These videos, which included examples of using GenAI to support English listening and 
speaking instruction, served as stimulus materials to ground the participants’ responses in concrete 
examples. The purpose of incorporating these materials was to ensure a shared understanding of the 
tools being discussed and to elicit more specific, experience-based reflections rather than generic opin-
ions. The demonstrations were carefully selected according to their relevance to current pedagogical 
practices and their accessibility to teachers with varying degrees of technological familiarity. During 
each interview, the videos were shown early in the session, followed by targeted questions designed 
to prompt the participants’ reactions, perceived usefulness, and concerns. The inclusion of this stim-
ulus material is hoped to enhance the depth and focus of the data collected, encouraging participants 
to reflect critically on the pedagogical implications of GenAI and to draw connections to their own 
teaching contexts. Conducted by two qualified qualitative researchers, the interviews were conducted 
via Zoom and ranged from 30 to 45 minutes in length, resulting in over 400 minutes of recorded data. 
All the interview data were transcribed precisely by two other qualitative research assistants to ensure 
the accuracy of the transcription. 

Data Analysis

Interview transcripts were analyzed by the researcher and two research assistants using a grounded 
theory approach to the dataset (Corbin & Strauss, 2015) using Nvivo 14.0. All of the transcriptions 
were skimmed for themes emerging from codes agreed upon by all the researchers. Researchers who 
searched for codes and themes emerging from the dataset were believed to be able to identify recurring 
patterns, concepts, and categories within the data (Patton, 2015). These themes were further refined 
through two rounds of comparison and memo-writing techniques, which are central to grounded the-
ory. It was essential to begin directly with the datasets without having a predetermined set of codes 
of themes because, in grounded theory, “concepts are derived from data during analysis…[a]nalysis 
begins with the collection of those very first pieces of data...[c]oncepts derived from initial analysis 
guide collection of subsequent data” (Corbin and Strauss, 2015, p.15). The coding was conducted iter-
atively, with ongoing analytical memos used to track the themes’ development and theoretical satura-
tion across the 12 interviews. The analysis aimed not only to categorize teachers’ perspectives but also 
to develop an interpretive understanding of how English language educators in Hong Kong perceived 
and responded to the emergence of GenAI in their professional contexts.

Findings 

The datasets were collaboratively examined by the researcher and research assistants with the aim of 
uncovering the participants’ perceptions of the use of GenAI in language classrooms. From the inter-
view data, recurring codes emerged that informed the development of two overarching themes. Codes 
such as limited classroom integration, lack of clear pedagogical guidance, and trial-and-error use by 
teachers pointed to the immaturity of the applications of GenAI in language classrooms. Participants 
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frequently described their use of GenAI tools as experimental, noting a lack of institutional support or 
training. Meanwhile, codes like inaccurate grammar correction, overgeneralized feedback, and incon-
sistency across platforms contributed to the theme of concerns over the reliability of feedback and 
input from GenAI Tools. Teachers expressed hesitation in fully trusting these tools, citing frequent 
errors and the risk of misleading students. We will detail these two themes―the immaturity of the 
applications of GenAI in language classrooms and concerns over the reliability of feedback and input 
from GenAI tools―which are detailed below.

Immaturity of the applications of GenAI in language classrooms

When asked about their attitudes and experiences toward using GenAI in language teaching, all of the 
participants answered that they were still unsure about the position of GenAI tools in language educa-
tion, especially on when and how to use GenAI in classes. Many of the participants who used GenAI 
in the classrooms were confused by the GenAI policies set by universities and, more importantly, were 
confused by the lack of a standardized use of GenAI across universities in Hong Kong. This confusion 
was indirectly evident in Dai et al.’s (2024) and Wang et al.’s (2024) summaries of how universities in 
the US and across Asia, at the beginning of the use of GenAI, adopted diverse approaches even within 
the same regions, including the acceptance in usage and the alignment to curriculum. 

A common theme expressed by the language teacher participants was their concern about immaturity 
when applying GenAI in language classrooms. One of the ideas was that GenAI tools did not seem to 
offer all-round training to language students in classrooms. Communication skills were one of them, 
as Christina, a lecturer at a tertiary institute, noted:

[W]ith communication skills―I think the use of GenAI … doesn’t make it as applicable, 
perhaps because, I think, with communication skills, there seems to be a demonstration 
of…different ways of communicating… Because of the use of GenAI, the entire 
demonstration was a little bit mechanical. I don’t think it was as convincing or as 
convincing as it could have been, in contrast to using real-life demonstrations or real 
speakers [in a language classroom].

She suggested that the current GenAI tools might still be at the early stage of development, especially 
in teaching areas such as lifelike speaking and communication, which she believed signaled the imma-
turity of the application. Similarly, some of the participants argued that GenAI might be inflexible in 
accommodating students with different English backgrounds and proficiencies. For example, Erie, a 
language instructor in a vocational tertiary institute, stated:

I’m not sure whether the language levels in the materials are suitable for some of my 
students; they might find it difficult to understand, and thereby, they might not continue 
[to use it]. 

Erie showed her concerns that even though the GenAI-aided tools seem to have the ability to adjust the 
level of difficulty of the materials, it would be hard to use several sets of vastly different materials in 
the same classroom. She also noted that the adjustment might not be as flexible as it seems, as it often 
involved knowledge of software skills, which concerned her about its application in a real classroom. 
This lack of strong software skills suggested another issue around GenAI applications in the classroom 
when the language teachers might not have the specific knowledge or skills to handle the GenAI tools.

As mentioned earlier, the alignment of GenAI with the existing curricula may also be a challenge to 
many of the language teachers, as they might not know when to use GenAI. While some participants 
assigned students to work with GenAI tools outside of class as a form of blended learning, others felt 
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the GenAI assignments might not be placed correctly in the curriculum. Hilton, a secondary school 
teacher, suggested that GenAI tools might not work with blended learning:

Since the whole thing is not conducted at school, why would they [the students] bother 
to create more homework for themselves unless it’s put in the curriculum and unless it’s 
actually on a desirable platform… More importantly, it [has to be] incorporated into 
their own curriculum… if this counted toward their continuous assessment marks, then 
they would be more conscientious and eager to perform [in the GenAI tasks].

Moreover, Hilton expressed that one of the factors that could contribute to the success of integrating 
GenAI tools in language classrooms might be the curriculum design. He pointed out that if the GenAI tools 
were used in isolation from the curriculum, the students would have no reason to use them. He added later:

Whether this is counted as the marks [as] the continuous assessment… teacher[s] can 
choose to use it or not. Then, it’s a voluntary pilot scheme. In the end, no one is going 
to use it. That’s why whether it is incorporated into the curriculum, that means whether 
they’re calculated as the continuous assessment marks, that’s what parents and also 
students are most concerned.    

It was universal for other participants, regardless of their teaching level or their institution, to strug-
gle to find the right place to apply GenAI tools to their existing curriculum. For example, Andy, a 
university lecturer, stated that involving GenAI tools might be a critical factor. For example, he said: 
“Let’s say [using GenAI tools counts toward] one or two percent of the whole English curriculum. 
Then people would be serious [about the GenAI assignments].” Similarly, Mack, a secondary school 
teacher, pointed out that the key to using GenAI might be to design a curriculum that is “in line with 
[the students’] curriculum and raising some useful topics for them to practice with”. 

Almost all the participants admitted that they had tried to use GenAI in some way. However, they all 
expressed concern over the immaturity of GenAI tools currently because of the lack of coherent GenAI 
policies for teaching and learning, as well as being unfamiliar with the most suitable GenAI tools for 
their teaching. This problem hints at a lack of a GenAI-friendly curriculum for language education, 
which could provide teachers with an idea of how to integrate GenAI tools into their curriculum.

Concerns over the reliability of feedback and input from GenAI tools

In addition to their personal experience using GenAI, the semi-structured interview participants were 
asked to raise their concerns over the use of GenAI tools in light of demonstrations of some GenAI 
tools in language learning. One of the more prominent themes was the worry over the reliability of the 
GenAI tools, especially on the GenAI feedback form that had been given to students, as well as the 
GenAI inputs that were provided to the students.

Several participants were bothered about whether the feedback provided was comparable with the 
standards in real life or with the feedback given by human raters. Peter, a lecturer at a community col-
lege, expressed his belief that GenAI could be deficient compared with human raters:

I think the human rater could also provide a little bit more contextual clues based 
on students’ performance. A human rater could add some more examples of what the 
students have performed that will help students understand more about their real 
performances. So, I think the AI model could help students to a great extent. But in a 
perfect scenario, with the supplement of a human rater, providing more useful, relevant 
examples for illustration of AI feedback will help students, maybe a little bit more.
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Peter also pointed out that GenAI tools could provide decontextualized feedback, which would not be 
as helpful as the feedback provided by human raters. He suggested a system combining both a GenAI 
rater and a human rater, which could be an ideal solution. Interestingly, Cathy suggested a similar idea. 
In her interview, she emphasized that “AI is not that comparable to real people for some reasons”, but 
“time is never on the [teachers’] side…I guess [GenAI] has an advantage because it can analyze stu-
dents’ areas for improvement… since it can analyze students more comprehensively for us [language 
teachers]”. What Cathy suggested for language classrooms was to have teachers first use GenAI tools 
for a labor-intensive analysis of students’ material. Then teachers could make use of the analyses to 
provide further in-depth feedback. The suggestion of utilizing GenAI tools for the more tedious jobs 
was common among all the participants in this study. The teachers supported the use of GenAI tools 
because “they are fast and could be repeated” (Leon, a secondary school teacher) and “GenAI could 
provide [a] reliable and quick diagnosis” (Andy, university lecturer). Another place where teachers 
found GenAI could be useful is that it is easily accessible to students on a 24/7 basis, which could 
provide training to students when they are not at school. Hilton, a secondary school teacher, stressed 
that “the best thing is we [teachers] have limited time, but they [GenAI] don’t, so they can keep using 
it outside of school”. Kelly, another secondary school teacher, also agreed that “a strong advantage of 
AI models is that they’re accessible at any time…so my students who can’t reach me after work....This 
app [GenAI tool] offers a good alternative for them”. All these comments suggest that even though 
a teacher might have concerns over the reliability, especially the feedback, of GenAI, collaboration 
between humans and GenAI tools could be feasible, since GenAI offers efficiency and accessibility, 
which humans cannot. 

Apart from the reliability issues, teachers also expressed concerns about the inputs that GenAI tools 
bring to language classrooms. When asked about their experience of listening to GenAI-produced 
speeches that were used as inputs for students to train their listening skills, almost all of the partici-
pants worried that it might not be beneficial input for students. Christina, a community college lecturer, 
explained how GenAI tools may not be the most suitable kind of listening input in her mind:

The voice of the AI was telling. I could tell right out of the gate that the voice was AI… 
it’s toned up and sped up a little bit. Still, I could tell that it was a little bit mechanical, 
especially in the communication skills part. [GenAI] would sound very mechanical, 
and it’s absolutely fine to sound like that at the learning or the beginner stage. But when 
it comes to communication, I think it would be better to use real-life speakers.”

Christina suggested that, at the moment, the GenAI tools still sound different from daily conversation, 
and she was afraid that it might set a wrong expectation for students if teachers decided to use GenAI 
voice clips as listening inputs. Similar descriptions of GenAI voices being “mechanical” were also 
found among other teachers, like “monotonous, like a robot” (Kelly, secondary school teacher) and 
“not natural” (Anne, secondary school teacher). Teachers were worried that these inputs might affect 
students’ learning in the long run, causing them problems when they use English in real life for com-
munication. 

Another theme about the inputs from GenAI tools from teachers was a concern about the GenAI’s 
voice, but focusing this time on the familiarity with the various varieties of English that the GenAI tools 
use. Prior to the interview, when asked to watch the demonstration, most of the participants noticed 
the GenAI voices switched among several varieties of English (for example, from General American 
English to Received Pronunciation). Several teachers commented that this feature of incorporating 
different varieties of English from GenAI could potentially be beneficial to students, especially when 
“they [students] will have more exposure [to different varieties of English]” (Irene, secondary school 
teacher). “[The different varieties of English are things] teachers are unable to provide in this speaking 
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context” (Leon, secondary school teacher). While teachers seem to be positive about the inclusion 
of different English varieties, they also expressed worries about whether these inputs would affect 
students’ learning. Cathy, a lecturer at the university, questioned the practicality of including multiple 
varieties of English in the GenAI voices:

I think it really depends on the purpose of including different accents… I’m not sure 
whether including particularly heavy accented speeches would be helpful for examina-
tion purposes. It really depends on who is using the [GenAI] app and the purpose of 
including different accents.

Cathy continued to explain that even though she could understand the rationale behind incorporating 
different varieties of English, she worried about whether students should start with the varieties that 
they are more familiar with; in this case, the Hong Kong English variety. Several other participants 
supported this idea. For example, Peter (a university lecturer) said, “[i]t’s not realistic to foresee those 
students in Hong Kong…could be [speaking like] native speakers”. Christina (a lecturer at a commu-
nity college) also noted, “I don’t think [using] a native accent is really necessary in Hong Kong”, and 
she further stated her suspicions about using native varieties instead of the local variety in Hong Kong:

I think in local schools, or for local students, it would be more comforting and a little 
bit more approachable for them to hear English in a local accent. Hearing someone 
who teaches them in a native accent, or a more Americanized or British accent, might 
be intimidating to them―a local accent might be an advantage.”

The participants above noted that the inputs of the GenAI tools given to students were mechanical and 
nonlocal, and worried about the effect on their student’s learning of the language. Together with their 
feedback that the GenAI was potentially inaccurate, the suggestion was that participants were also 
doubtful about GenAI providing optimal inputs and feedback for students in language classrooms.

Discussion

The present study has provided numerous insights into how language teachers in Hong Kong view 
the incorporation of GenAI tools in language classrooms. The two themes identified using the ground 
theory approach of coding clearly indicated that the 12 English teachers in Hong Kong were uncertain 
about the use of GenAI tools in language classrooms. Interestingly, teachers, regardless of their teach-
ing experience and type of institution, all showed similar concerns over the reliability of GenAI and the 
lack of understanding as to when and what method of GenAI should be used. The following sections 
detail how the two themes can offer further insights into language teacher education and GenAI curric-
ulum design in language classrooms.

As mentioned above, while most of the language teachers were frustrated about the integration of 
GenAI tools into their classes in terms of when and what, it seems the issue for the majority was how to 
use GenAI tools. While it is true that language education in Hong Kong lacks a coherent policy on the 
use of GenAI, efforts to draft such policies have been made by international education organizations, 
such as through the guidebook published by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (2023).The frustration of language teachers in using GenAI tools echoes the results of 
Temiz and Kafadar’s (2024) study, in which 15 Turkish EFL teachers were interviewed, indicating that 
many of the teachers feared the integration of GenAI because of inadequate training in the technology. 
Temiz and Kafadar (2024), however, suggested that including GenAI tools and other new technologies 
in teacher education is the key to preparing language teachers for more effective use of GenAI tools in 
language classrooms. This perception aligns with that of many other scholars, including Moorhouse 
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and Kohnke (2024), Tang (2024), and Chan and Liu (2025), who argue that teacher training courses 
focusing on GenAI tools—both continuing education for in-service teachers and newly developed 
courses for preservice teachers—are essential for preparing language educators to teach in increasingly 
GenAI-integrated classrooms. Providing up-to-date teacher training to preservice teachers and in- 
service teachers would likely have more impact on teachers’ teaching practices (Chan, 2023). 

Apart from their concerns over the integration of GenAI, teachers were also concerned about the vari-
eties of English that GenAI tools produce as inputs for students in language classrooms. While existing 
GenAI tools can produce audio using different familiar accents (Wang and Zou, 2025), it is uncertain 
how listeners would react differently to GenAI-generated speech compared with natural human speech 
(Hwang et al., 2024). While some relevant studies have provided some insights into GenAI, there is lit-
tle literature that directly examines the accuracy of accented GenAI-generated speech. Hu et al. (2024) 
carried out an experiment focused on the prosodic performance of the speech produced by ChatGPT. 
They concluded that even though ChatGPT could provide highly realistic sounds, the contours of 
the generated speech might be different from human speakers. Graham and Roll (2024) examined 
the accent accuracy of OpenAI’s large language model (LLM) in speech recognition. Their results 
showed that the LLM may show a higher accuracy in response to native varieties of English than their 
non-native counterparts because of the scarcity of non-native varieties in the database (Graham and 
Roll, 2024). These studies show that GenAI tools, from the production and recognition sides, might 
still face the challenges of producing speech with accurate accents that resemble human speech. This 
conclusion echoed the participants’ fear of the accuracy of GenAI tools’ inputs, especially in the Hong 
Kong context, where Hong Kong English conveys a significant language identity to local speakers 
(Chan, 2024; Hansen Edwards, 2019). 

It is noteworthy that the most common theme of the 12 participants was that they were not sure 
how to integrate GenAI into their current language curriculum. Erstad and Voogt (2018) argued that 
whenever new technologies with the potential to benefit students emerge, some form of adjustment is 
always necessary. However, Chan and Liu (2025) also noted that teachers may be reluctant to use new 
technologies. Furthermore, Niepes (2025) urged the sustainable integration of GenAI into language 
education. He also proposed the Triadic GenAI Integration Theory, stressing the fact that sustainable 
integration of GenAI in language education requires three elements, including (1) value-driven sus-
tainable implementation, (2) AI literacy-embedded curriculum, and (3) English proficiency and AI 
integration alignment. 

While the first point focuses on how the integration should align with core education values with a 
long-term assessment of the impact of GenAI tools, the second and the third points emphasize the need 
to align the strengths of GenAI tools into the existing curriculum and match the specific GenAI tools to 
the teaching different language skills. This model summarizes the needs for a meaningful GenAI tools 
curriculum. Similarly, Chan and Liu (2025) proposed a flowchart for language teachers to use with 
multiple GenAI tools to train students’ English-speaking skills. He also concluded that this flowchart 
should be for other language skills like listening and reading. Choi et al. (2025) also suggested that, 
given the potential benefits for language teaching, continuous learning opportunities for GenAI use, 
such as online courses or webinars, should be provided by schools to keep teachers updated on the 
latest advancements in GenAI. There is an urgent need for GenAI-related teacher education courses, 
GenAI-integrated curricula, and skill-specific GenAI curricula.

Conclusion

This qualitative study investigated the perception of language teachers toward the use of GenAI tools 
in Hong Kong language classrooms. As the participants suggested in their interviews, even though 
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they acknowledged the powers of GenAI tools, they expressed their concerns in two significant areas: 
the integration of GenAI tools into the existing curriculum and the accuracy of the feedback and input 
provided by GenAI tools to students. The results indicated that it is now time to call for a proposal for 
better integration of GenAI tools into the curriculum as suggested by Niepes’ (2025) Triadic GenAI 
Integration Theory. More up-to-date teacher training for both pre- and in-service teachers is needed to 
help teachers transition to the GenAI era of teaching. 

This study had some limitations. For example, the study had limitations in terms of participants’ demo-
graphics and institutional representation. The age range of the participants was relatively narrow, and 
all were affiliated with either secondary schools or universities, potentially limiting the generalizability 
of the findings across other educational contexts. Moreover, the study focused exclusively on English 
language teachers, excluding educators of other languages whose experiences with GenAI tools may 
differ. The current study should be seen as a preliminary study on how language teachers view GenAI 
tools. In turn, it provides significant insights into fields like language teacher education and language 
education. The limitations suggest that future research could benefit from a more diverse participant 
pool in terms of age, institutional background, and subject specialization. Since GenAI tools have 
become an inevitable presence in education, we, as language educators, must step ahead and prepare 
for the rise of the GenAI era. 
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