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Although generative AI (GenAI), for the most part, has been widely adopted in all facets 
of modern life, the international teaching community has increasingly voiced concerns 
about it. This study set out to unfold teachers’ reactions to the manipulation of ChatGPT 
in foreign language education. It is situated in a networked context with qualitative data 
derived from network participation in the form of content posted on a Facebook page 
with 56.480 members by 8 October 2024. The page represents a public group that 
publishes posts on language education. The dataset was a collection of recent direct and 
relevant active members’ postings and commentary reflections posted underneath the 
posts as a thread of comments on the posts. Findings illuminated specific issues that 
disturb teachers and ascertained bad effects of those issues on integrity and trust in 
academia. The study contributes an interpretive framework to chart the magnitude of the 
negative impacts of GenAI on language education and suggest how to go about it. It is 
insightful for educators, policymakers, and researchers to develop strategies for 
promoting responsible GenAI use in language education.  

 
Introduction  
 
There has been a lot of hype around generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) tools, 
primarily ChatGPT. Although GenAI has been championed as a ‘pain killer’ for 
educational problems (Bom, 2023), existing AI-related research is seldom devoid of 
cautionary notes of challenges, concerns, and drawbacks of using it (Bom, 2023; 
Crompton & Burke, 2024; Mbwambo & Kaaya, 2024; Rudolph et al., 2023; Nguyen, 2024; 
Van Wyk, 2024). An open profile of teachers’ complaints about it is now food for thought 
(Abbas et al., 2024; Bom, 2023; Mabuan, 2024; Mbwambo & Kaaya, 2024; Yu, 2023). For 
language educators, the rapid rise of GenAI tools like ChatGPT, and now DeepSeek and 
Grok3 (Mohammed et al., 2025), has arguably undermined authentic learning (Anh et al., 
2024; Mbwambo & Kaaya, 2024). Among all the GenAI tools, ChatGPT has stirred this 
hoopla the most (Al-Kadi & Ali, 2024). It has been the topic of most of the existing 
research on GenAI in foreign language learning and teaching (Mohammed et al., 2025). 
Other apps such as Copilot, Gemini, and their former versions, Bing Chat and Bard, as 
well as Grammarly, Claude, and Quillbot are all AI-based and being used in language 
education and foreign language research, but ChatGPT has gained popularity over all AI-
based language models (Al-Kadi & Ali, 2024). For my study, ChatGPT can be used as an 
‘umbrella’ to accommodate the other GenAI tools and apps to illustrate the prominence 
of GenAI in academia. The previous studies reviewed in my article mentioned the term 
‘ChatGPT' as their main keyword.  
 
Going back a bit, before the fuss that AI has made recently, using digital technology in 
education was debated over as to increasingly replacing teachers, or in better scenarios, 
pushing them to take a back seat in the learning process. Optimistic studies such as 
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Davies et al. (2013) affirmed that digital technology has always assisted but not replaced 
teachers. Davies et al. (2013) noted that smart technology supports and extends classroom 
practices and social interactions in language learning. More recently, it has been observed 
that the emerging media of communication, knowledge and learning paths have shaken 
the position of teachers (Adams & Alzaabi, 2025), making the traditional roles they used 
to play in the classroom something of the past. In the new landscape, an array of AI-
driven tools generates content and design learning in a way that appeals to the digital 
generation who are grown up with technology (Hasumi & Chiu, 2024). A question that 
worries the international teaching community is: Will ChatGPT and its siblings put an end 
to real learning or education as we know it? 
 
The father of modern linguistics, who contributed to generative linguistics, Noam 
Chomsky, viewed AI as not ‘intelligence’ at all, arguing that AI does not generate things 
worthy of calling it ‘intelligence’. What AI does, according to Chomsky, is copy existing 
works and translate them into what seems to be AI-generated outcomes to escape 
copyright laws (Chomsky, 2023). Despite these arguments, a great deal of GenAI-driven 
studies cannot help but point out challenges and concerns from different angles (Ahn et 
al., 2024; Mbwambo & Kaaya, 2024; Stepanechko & Kozub, 2023). By tracing AI research 
(e.g. Adams & Alzaabi, 2025; Van Wyk, 2024; Yu, 2023), teachers’ complaints about 
ChatGPT and other GenAI tools are on the rise, spilling over into social media, which is a 
space not only for sharing concerns (Ahn et al., 2024; Guo & Wang, 2024; Kabilan et al., 
2010) but also for change-making (Kabilan et al., 2010; Kamnoetsin, 2014; Hull et al., 
2014). Social media are forums for teachers to speak up and openly discuss issues that 
formal settings may not always accommodate. The purpose of my study is to zoom into 
foreign language teachers’ voices for collective insights into how to correct maluses of 
such AI chatbots, which are in constant development and seem to be irreversible. 
 
Theoretical background 
 
There are approaches at the forefront of the discussion of technology in language 
learning, including critical pedagogy (CP) and the technology acceptance model (TAM). My study 
takes its theoretical underpinning mainly from Paulo Freire's CP (Giroux, 2010) and TAM 
(Davis, 1989). The former focused on challenging dominant power structures, promoting 
critical thinking, and empowering marginalised voices. In the context of ChatGPT, CP 
enables examining how AI technologies might reproduce or exacerbate existing 
inequalities in education, and how teachers can resist these trends. The latter originated in 
Fred Davis’ (1989) TAM (Figure 1), which can be used as a theoretical framework for 
studying teachers’ complaints against ChatGPT. Both CP and TAM provide a robust 
approach for understanding teachers’ concerns about ChatGPT, and other theoretical 
perspectives to offer valuable insights, especially when considering data derived from 
social media.  
 
Arguably, lack of understanding and uncertainty about GenAI in language learning and 
teaching affects teachers’ acceptance of integrating it into their teaching (Wang et al., 
2025). Teachers' uncertainty about changeability fosters critical thinking, problem-solving, 
and creativity, limiting its perceived usefulness. Some teachers may have concerns that AI 
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tools like ChatGPT could eventually replace their roles, leading to job insecurity (OECD, 
2024). Some teachers who belong to the pre-digital generation and cannot catch up with 
the ever-growing AI tools may lack the digital skills to effectively integrate ChatGPT into 
their teaching practices, let alone teachers who stick to formal curricula with heavy 
workloads find such technological applications an additional load and time-consuming. 
Teachers may also have concerns about the privacy and security implications of using AI 
tools, particularly if they involve sharing student data.  
 

 
Figure 1: Technology acceptance model (Davis, 1989) 

 
For these reasons, the TAM model needs to be revised in light of the growing concerns. 
Indeed, it was revised before the emergence of ChatGPT, which has stormed academia 
and caused a lot of controversy. Bagozzi (2007) refined the TAM by expanding it to host 
social and cultural influence factors such as habit and self-efficacy, satisfaction, and 
perceived value, which play a role in sustained use. By incorporating these insights, 
Bagozzi contributed to the evolution of TAM into a more comprehensive and nuanced 
model that can better explain technology adoption in diverse contexts: his work inspired 
ongoing research and theoretical development. Beldad and Hegner (2018) extended the 
revision and included social influence, trust, and health valuation to predict the continued 
use of apps, and reported through structural equation modelling that these factors are 
significant predictors of users’ intentions to continue using the app. The social influence 
and health valuation indirectly impact intention through their influence on perceived 
usefulness and ease of use. 
 
The study of teachers’ complaints could be analysed under the tenet of discourse analysis 
(DA). Smithson's (2022) and Vine’s (2023) DA frameworks help in analysing the language 
used in teachers’ postings to identify key themes and arguments, because language use 
helps in constructing meaning and shaping social reality. Combining DA, CP, and TAM 
helps in gaining a better understanding of teachers' complaints about GenAI, how they are 
framed and contested within broader educational discourses (Ahn et al., 2024), and the 
factors that influence teachers’ perceptions and experiences. This social media-based study 
is also relevant to the connective ethnography approach (Dirksen et al., 2010; Dyke, 2013) 
for it dives into teachers’ complaints through their comments and posts on social media.  
 
Social media and change-making 
 
Social media has grown into a home for people of all types who pour into it their daily 
activities (Kabilan et al., 2010; Kamnoetsin, 2014), as it has become an arena where they 
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write about their likes, dislikes, worries, complaints, and success (Hull et al., 2014; Yu, 
2023). On such platforms, they express opinions, share personal experiences, and connect 
with like-minded individuals. Since their inception in the first decade of the twenty-first 
century, platforms like Twitter and Facebook, which are basically online text-based chat 
forums (Smithson, 2022), have been used to raise awareness about social and 
environmental issues, drive socio-political change, and mobilise large-scale movements, 
such as the Arab Spring and the Black Lives Matter protest in the US. They foster a more 
inclusive and diverse public discourse, empower individuals to participate in civic life as 
they follow political campaigns, engage in online discussions about policy issues, and even 
vote directly on certain matters. 
 
When it comes to teachers, social media makes it possible for them to openly share their 
interests and concerns. Recent posts on social media expose teachers’ complaints about 
ChatGPT, as it has forced teachers to rethink their teaching beliefs and practices (Anh et 
al., 2024; Guo & Wang, 2024). Even in contexts where constraints on individuals’ speech 
freedom abound, social media could be an arena for the oppressed to speak out under 
pseudonymous identities (Kabilan et al., 2010). Social media is full of comments on using 
ChatGPT. In the domain of language education, teacher forums on Facebook, YouTube, 
and Twitter (now X), for instance, express their annoyance with GenAI, which, according 
to common arguments, ruins learners’ critical thinking, inhibits analytical reasoning, and 
impedes creative problem-solving (Adams & Alzaabi, 2025; Stepanechko & Kozub, 2023). 
Stepanechko and Kozub (2023) posited that GenAI tools interfere with successful 
educational processes, and such technologies “prevent normal development of students’ 
creativity, critical thinking, and analytical skills” (p.297). Abbas et al. (2024) reported that 
“ChatGPT was likely to develop tendencies for procrastination and memory loss and 
dampen the students’ academic performance” (p. 1). 
 
More and more, social media is becoming an extended methodological innovation toolkit 
to accommodate the shifts in how people communicate nowadays, live their lives online, 
and make meaning across online spaces which redefine research sites and boundaries 
(Smithson, 2022). Individuals who were previously excluded from mainstream media find 
social media as a platform to share their perspectives with a wider audience. Over the last 
two decades, social media has been manipulated on many occasions to organise protests 
and drive socio-political change. It has also made civic engagement easier, leading to 
increased participation, including marginalised voices. With that said, available big data on 
social media has attracted researchers to reflect on modern life activities, which have 
largely become digitised and accessible online.  
 
Previous studies 
 
Prior research on teachers and ChatGPT revealed that teachers generally do not deny 
modern technology appliances and AI tools as powerful learning tools (Dikilitaş et al., 
2024; Ferguson, 2025; Guo & Wang, 2024; Singh, 2023), while others contend that AI will 
likely put an end to real learning. It has given way to anxiety that spooked teachers 
worldwide. Teachers who participated in studies on AI showed reservations about 
ChatGPT and AI in general. Stepanechko and Kozub (2023) opined that for “many 
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English teachers, ChatGPT is the tool that may impede and interfere with successful 
educational process” (p. 297). Along a similar tone, the managing editor of MLN Journal 
(published by the Johns Hopkins University Press), Livingstone (2024) declared in one of 
her recent articles that she quit teaching because of ChatGPT. She wrote in one of her 
articles published recently that 
 

Students who outsource their writing to AI lose an opportunity to think more deeply 
about their research ... I found myself spending many hours grading writing that I knew 
was generated by AI. I noted where arguments were unsound. I pointed to weaknesses 
such as stylistic quirks that I knew to be common to ChatGPT (I noticed a sudden surge 
of phrases such as ‘delves into’). That is, I found myself spending more time giving 
feedback to AI than to my students. (Livingstone, 2024)  

 
In a similar vein, Stepanechko and Kozub (2023) reported that, for the most part, teachers 
were unable to distinguish learners’ original writing and ChatGPT-generated content. 
Other similar findings emerged in Ogurlu and Mossholder (2023) in which teachers 
showed their annoyance with a raft of issues that need to be corrected: 
“plagiarism/cheating, loss of higher-order thinking skills, overreliance on technology, lack 
of authenticity, decreasing content comprehension, fears of the unknown, and concern for 
social-emotional well-being” (p. 196). Moreover, Mabuan (2024) underscored the 
importance of teachers’ voices for integrating ChatGPT. The study, based on a survey and 
focus group of teachers in Manila, examined the potential impact of using ChatGPT and 
the authenticity of AI-generated content in learners’ writing. In a systematic review, Ali et 
al. (2024) touched on the challenges of ChatGPT's influx in learning and teaching, 
reporting issues related to plagiarism, biases of AI-based content, and the authenticity of 
the product. Nguyen (2024) considered language teachers’ concerns about integrating AI. 
About 65% of the participants were concerned about using AI tools for cheating the 
exams and writing assignments, and 63% thought students would become lazier thinkers.  
 
It appears that studies published on AI are seldom devoid of concerns and reactions. Guo 
and Wang (2024) wrote of the potential of ChatGPT to help teachers assess their 
students’ writing and provide feedback accordingly. The teachers reported negative 
aspects of ChatGPT-based feedback, which disclosed a sense of dissatisfaction. Ahn et al. 
(2024) studied guidelines for using ChatGPT to develop language skills, and most 
importantly highlighted considerations for teachers when implementing AI in their 
teaching, given that ChatGPT was not primarily invented for language learning and 
teaching. According to the authors, if the output generated by ChatGPT is “unclear, 
vague, or ambiguous, the model may produce responses that are misleading” (p. 352). Yu 
(2023) raised ethical concerns like plagiarism, which requires careful regulation to ensure 
AI’s positive impact. The author emphasised the need for joint efforts from AI 
researchers, educators, and students to address these issues and promote the safe and 
sustainable application of AI in education. Moreover, Sehar (2024) explored teachers' 
attitudes toward ChatGPT, employing the TAM as to factors such as perceived 
usefulness, ease of use, impact on student learning, and ethical concerns. Findings showed 
a diverse view of ChatGPT, with both positive and negative perceptions. The teachers in 
the study expressed several caveats that concern the potential for academic dishonesty, 
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plagiarism, and overreliance on AI tools—a result endorsed by Giray et al. (2025), besides 
other ethical considerations regarding information security and privacy. 
 
This line of studies demonstrates that using ChatGPT is, in some way, unhealthy for real 
humanised learning. AI is increasingly reported to erode teachers’ trust in learners’ 
performance and abilities (Mbwambo & Kaaya, 2024; Stepanechko & Kozub, 2023; Singh, 
2023). Giray et al. (2025) and Tan et al. (2025) are gravely concerned that GenAI erodes 
trust between teachers and students as its influence on students' writing has been 
negatively reported, and students are now required to disclose how they harness AI in 
their writing. Crompton and Burke (2024) delineated more challenges of chatty uses, 
including “inaccuracies and hallucinations, potential bias, and tool limitations” (p. 1), 
which jeopardise the rapport between learners and their teachers. It has been widely 
accepted that the GenAI tools generally expedite doing things, but the major part is at the 
expense of doing things ethically (Ferguson, 2025; Perkins & Roe, 2024). Prior research 
findings showed that this pressing issue has matured into a big deal and requires 
immediate insights into how to go about it. Beyond the well-documented risks of AI, such 
as privacy breaches and overreliance (Adams & Alzaabi, 2025; Bhullar et al., 2024; 
Nguyen, 2024), its potential to disrupt the workforce is a growing concern. The violation 
of copyrighted data impacts the job market and raises ethical and economic questions 
(OECD, 2024; Nguyen, 2024).  
 
My study continues to research the negative aspects of GenAI in foreign language 
education. It brings together relevant findings in the existing literature and online 
discussions to suggest some solutions to reduce, or at least mitigate, the tension that 
ChatGPT has brought to the foreground. It incorporates teachers’ voices to elucidate their 
frustrations with GenAI tools and quantifies the extent of these issues through an 
interpretive framework. Teachers in worldwide contexts are still viewed as important 
agencies for helping the educational systems keep going. Hence, their concerns are 
worthwhile to be included in growing GenAI research. The significance of this study lies 
in the fact that uncertainty among educators disturbs their work, as it affects their attitude 
towards AI and their learners’ performance. In the absence of official guidelines of the 
real opportunities and risks associated with GenAI in education, “teachers and students 
remain in ‘AI-limbo’ (Casey, 2025). The guidelines are necessary to chart the terrain of 
how and when AI is a blessing and when it is deemed cheating. Without these, 
uncertainties prevail in academia, bringing about more chaos and dishonesty (Giray et al., 
2025), and thus ruining relationships (Rudolph et al., 2023; Van Wyk, 2024). 
 
Research questions 
 
1. What makes teachers stand against using GenAI tools in learning and teaching foreign 

languages?  
2. How can AI-related concerns and their consequences be represented in an 

interpretive framework? 
3. Considering this interpretive framework, how can teachers’ complaints about 

ChatGPT and similar apps be addressed? 
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Method 
 
This study, implemented within a qualitative framework, used an emerging research 
paradigm referred to as ‘connective ethnography’ (Dirksen, 2010; Dyke, 2013) which 
allowed an exploration of teachers’ irritation about AI hegemony in language education. 
Given the complexities of the twenty-first century lived experiences and increasing data 
availability sources, this framework, in Stornaiuolo and Hall (2014) words, can “account 
for the emergent dimensions of meaning making in networked contexts” (p.29). It enabled 
analysing the content of teachers' posts and comments on Facebook to identify recurring 
themes and patterns of the issue under scrutiny. Facebook, launched in 2004 and known 
later also as Meta, has been acknowledged to be, besides a social networking site, a 
possible learning platform (Kabilan et al., 2010; Kamnoetsin, 2014). 
 
Data collection 
 
Drawing on Hull et al.’s (2024) advocation of social media as methods for studying 
literacies and communication online, this study collected data mainly from a Facebook 
page called Research in Language Education (RLE), which included 56.480 members on 8 
October 2024. The selection of social media as a source of data collection is rationalised 
by the fact that it fosters a more inclusive and diverse public discourse (Smithson, 2022). 
The content in this public group is created for the public, and the members are 
presumably language educators and researchers. By the group's policy, the content, among 
other communicative features, is devoted to issues related to language research. 
 

 
 

Figure 2: A screenshot of the front page of RLE (Facebook Group) 
(use web or PDF reader to zoom in) 

 
It provides an opportunity to connect teachers from different countries and different 
disciplines. Based on the profile page, it is “a forum meant to share inspiring ideas, 
teaching materials, conferences, tips, and strategies to fully enjoy our work as language 
teachers, practitioners, and researchers” (RLE, 2025). It allows comments regardless of 
members’ background in this digitalised, globalised world. The dataset collected this way 
can be described as ‘data generated networked participation’.  
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Procedures 
 
Before deciding on selecting this group for this study, a detailed log file data was prepared. 
It included participation records: how often the participants (members) logged in, how 
often they viewed a page and for what length of time, their click histories, etc.) and all 
content generated on the site (e.g., comments, likes, and revision histories, wall posts, 
profile images, videos, etc.). This maintained exploratory visits to this webpage to ensure 
the content was generally relevant to the scope of the study at hand (validity and reliability 
of the content). To manage the sizeable data collected this way, the researcher narrowed 
the analysis to a manageable set of data. The focus on analysis was not on variables related 
to the participants’ countries, names, or ages. What mattered were their comments on 
ChatGPT and its like in language education. The data included a thread of comments on 
postings about GenAI with a particular emphasis on ChatGPT.  
 
On World Teachers’ Day (Wikipedia, n.d.), several comments on RLE reflected teachers’ 
feelings on their roles, and it has been insightful to collect data from what teachers say and 
comment to ascertain how they see their job and responsibilities. The dataset was 
collected iteratively through frequent visits to the group and its updated content before 
and after October 5 (the World Teachers’ Day). This is because before, during, and after 
the occasion, more discussion was, expectedly, added to the forum and hence the data was 
fresh and up to date. This was intentional as the occasion inspired teachers to, besides 
exchanging wishes, speak out on their international day, which shaped a process 
responsive to the context of the study. The analysis centered on the most common issues 
raised by teachers, how they perceived the potential negative impacts of ChatGPT on 
teaching and learning— effects, pitfalls, and consequences. 
 
Social media posts are intended to be distributed to multiple networks even beyond the 
intended audience in want of being shared and liked. The RLE data are readily viewable, 
accessible without passwords. The quotes taken from the thread of comments and post 
excerpts appear in the analysis section along with the participants’ names (Facebook users 
listed as RLE members). The principles of Internet-based research, derived from Cohen et 
al. (2018) on privacy and informed consent regarding digital dossiers and social 
networking sites, generally operate on a twin guiding principle: “the avoidance of harm to 
people (non-maleficence) and the promotion of beneficence” (p.145). Hence, the 
researcher did, in good faith, what he considers to be helpful for the FB group (RLE) 
participants to make their voices heard. This, in a way, acknowledges those who posted 
the comments for using their indirect participation in the study. Based on the researcher’s 
bona fide, their voices were used in generating the dataset and could be heard within a 
wider community of shared interests. In such cases, it is not even possible or expected to 
obtain a consent form or use pseudonyms because the networked participation is, unlike 
private messaging, identifiable and easily accessible as it is posted for public reading and 
sharing. According to Cohen et al. (2018, p.149), in such a case “it is impossible to 
guarantee anonymity and confidentiality” because “the network is not owned by, or under 
the control of, the researcher” (p.148).  
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Findings and discussion 
 
This study dwells on teachers’ complaints about ChatGPT from an international collective 
perspective. The findings are arranged per the research questions in three parts: the first 
relates to teachers’ annoyance, so long as ChatGPT is misused in language education. The 
second is built on the first part, for it represents teachers’ worries in a working framework 
(Figures 4 and 5) for a better understanding of the issue. The third discusses measures that 
could mitigate these worries and clarify how to handle AI tools ethically. 
 
RQ1: What makes teachers stand against GenAI tools in learning and teaching foreign 
languages? 
 
To answer this question, the five elements of annoyance are encapsulated in Figure 3. 
Based on the general impression from social media, the main concerns related to academic 
writing assignments, integrity, plagiarism, dishonesty, and automatic scoring and 
assessment. These were the most recurrent words in concrete examples from Facebook-
posting writers (presumably teachers’ posts) reflecting on their teaching in the era of AI. 
The big issue relates to writing and generating thoughts, which are mainly generated based 
on existing or ‘fabricated’ data that ChatGPT produces. It creates uncertainty and doubts 
about information and disinformation. This issue invites some other related issues, 
including plagiarism (Singh, 2023), trust (Tan et al., 2025), and integrity (Bin-Nashwan et 
al., 2023; Mbwambo & Kaaya, 2024). 
 

 
Figure 3: Areas of concern about ChatGPT 

 
Illustrations of the concerns are provided herewith. The ubiquity of AI has increased fear 
among educators who debate its impact on creativity, authorship, copyright, and privacy 
(Niloy et al., 2024). Besides, the increased reliance on AI purportedly encourages laziness 
among learners (Adams & Alzaabi, 2025; Bhullar et al., 2024). Nugroho et al. (2023) 
unveiled limitations that arise from biased responses and their potential to perpetuate 
harmful language patterns. The current version of GenAI is still short of providing the 
same emotional support as human teachers (Atlas, 2023), and it may not fully understand 
the nuances of human language—an area of research which needs to be covered from 
multiple angles.  

ChatGPT
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One of the FB group members commented on her work as a teacher in the following 
post: 
 

 
 
One of the followers posted the following comment to show sympathy, sharing a similar 
study that happened to another fellow teacher.  
 

 
 
Again, the author reacted to the post and added the following reply. 
 

 
 
Likewise, the FB member in the following excerpt commented that in teaching writing, 
her students go straight to AI and, according to her, do not want to learn on their own.  

 
 
Along with that, Livingstone’s article on quitting teaching because of ChatGPT went viral, 
and a member of the FB Group shared one of Livingston’s quotations on 1 October 1, 
2024, 5:58 AM. 
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In one activity, my students drafted a paragraph in class, fed their work to ChatGPT with 
a revision prompt, and then compared the output with their original writing. However, 
these types of comparative analyses failed because most of my students were not 
developed enough as writers to analyze the subtleties of meaning or evaluation style. “It 
makes my writing look fancy,” one PhD student protested when I pointed to weaknesses 
in AI-revised text. 

 
One of the group members (Malgorzata Mokwa) supported this by saying that it is a good 
essay, and she enjoyed reading it. Another comment by Abdelhamid Hamouda provided a 
link to an elaborate talk on AI. The TVed talk is a half-hour episode in which the 
participants weigh the affordances and hindrances of GenAI in 21st-century life, including 
education.  
 

 
 

 
 
One of the FB commenters also pointed out that AI can facilitate many things for writing 
and learning, but also argued that outcomes sound robotic and artificial: “I want my voice 
to be my voice when I need it too. I tend to use it more when I don't need 'voice' to be a 
major component”. 
 
A third member stated firmly that “AI makes us feel we see ourselves as machines”, which 
dehumanises what and how we do things. Perhaps this is because when we interact with 
machines, we get the feeling that we talk to machines and machines talk to us. In this way, 
we behave intentionally or unintentionally like machines. One also may consider the 
environmental impacts, which were raised in one of the discussions, considering the 
amount of energy required to complete this sort of computation, which is massive 
because AI servers require an enormous amount of power that could be invested on some 
other useful things for humanity, education reforms, and World prosperity. 
 
In the literature, authors cautioned about using AI without guidelines for “ethical use of 
AI chatbots in academic work and research” (Bin-Nashwan et al. 2023). Anh et al. (2024) 
wrote on the caveat that concerns ethical uses of AI and training for attaining ethical uses 
of it in language learning, rather than banning it altogether. These concerns were touched 
upon in previous studies: Guo and Wang (2024), Ahn et al. (2024) Yu (2023) and Sehar 
(2024). Stepanechko and Kozub (2023) tapped into university students' ChatGPT-based 
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writing, which complicates teachers’ task of differentiating between students' writing and 
ChatGPT-generated texts. In a relevant context, Nguyen (2024) reported that one of the 
teachers in the study pointed out a real situation in which one of the students’ writings 
was ChatGPT-based and it was submitted as if it were the student’s own writing. Here is 
the quotation as it appeared in Nguyen’s (2024) study: 
 

One of my students used ChatGPT to complete the research assignment. I told him to 
be honest, as I knew it was not his work exactly. He strongly affirmed he had done it on 
his own until I pointed out that the references of the previous research were unreal... 
ChatGPT itself generated the references and could be found nowhere; even the names of 
the researchers were created. (p. 124) 

 
These illustrations disclose real challenges that bug teachers. The findings of the current 
study, tied with prior research, contribute to a deeper understanding of the pitfalls 
associated with GenAI in language education. They inform the development of effective 
strategies for integrating ChatGPT into classroom practices ethically and responsibly. 
Teachers, teacher educators, and policymakers need to consider the potential negative 
impacts of AI and take proactive steps to mitigate them. Without official guidelines, 
teachers and students remain in what Casey (2025) dubbed ‘AI-limbo,’ which requires 
clarification of how and when AI is detrimental. By addressing these concerns, we can 
harness the potential of AI to enhance teaching and learning while ensuring that it is used 
responsibly and ethically (Ferguson, 2025; Perkins & Roe, 2024). 
 
RQ2: How can AI-related concerns and their consequences be represented in an 
interpretive framework? 
 
Existing studies on ChatGPT, reviewed in my study, generally reflected three major 
themes and corresponding results that, if not treated, will jeopardise the existence of 
ChatGPT in academia and create more uncertainty. These pitfalls, as in the first column of 
Figure 4, bring about results that also have consequences. Creativity and critical thinking 
top the list of pitfalls, and these lead to language type-syntactic patterns that are used 
repetitively and hence reduce the quality of language, which is basically rich, varied, and 
complex, reflecting the endless thoughts of humans. The second noteworthy caveat of 
ChatGPT is about the originality of content, which is mooted as plagiarised content that 
students present as if it were their own, and this erodes trust between teachers and their 
students (Tan et al., 2025) and thus creates a sense of uncertainty in academia. The third 
major effect is that learning generally becomes automated and hence shapes the position 
of teachers and depowers them. Students get the feeling that they do not need teachers as 
they can turn to AI tools whenever and wherever they need, and in the absence of 
teachers. 
 
The framework (Figure 5) visualises teachers’ complaints about ChatGPT and helps in 
better understanding and encapsulating the issues. It puts, in a bird’s eye view, the size and 
effect of the issue in question, and this would reflect the magnitude of the problem and 
facilitate thinking of solutions. By pinpointing these pitfalls, the model provides valuable 
insights to develop strategies to mitigate these risks and promote responsible AI use in 
education.  
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Figure 4: Negative impacts of ChatGPT on foreign language education 
 
It is possible to argue that AI seems to collapse several theories that are in place. For 
instance, the constructivist language learning theory gives ways for learners to be engaged 
in creating their own understanding of the language through collaborative activities, 
problem-solving tasks, or self-directed learning (Dikilitaş et al., 2024). ChatGPT, a 
working example of GenAI tools, seems to do all of these for learners in seconds, with a 
minimal part of the task imposed on learners. In this sense, learners do not construct 
learning; AI gets it constructed for them. Also, the social learning theory gives ways for 
learning to occur through social interactions. Instead of providing opportunities for 
learners to socially observe and interact with peers and teachers, which ultimately leads to 
the acquisition of new language skills and strategies, ChatGPT seems to have cut the use 
of social learning opportunities, instead doing the learning tasks. ChatGPT generates 
content and answers questions in seconds, obviating learners from having long 
conversations with other human beings. They talk to GenAI tools, they talk to machines, 
and the language they tend to use is, more or less, robotic and lacking human touches. 
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and it will stay. It blinds us with numerous GenAI tools, and many are in the pipeline. 
Based on Figure 4 and Facebook discussion and prior studies, a proposed framework 
(Figure 5) is put forward with an aim not to suppress AI, but to harness its potential for 
the benefit of language education. By addressing concerns proactively and fostering a 
collaborative approach, we can ensure that AI becomes a valuable tool for both teachers 
and students. It can be harnessed as a tool that we can use for thinking with it, not a tool 
for thinking for us.  
 
Teachers’ worries and concerns are generally understandable and reasonable. This could 
be for the time being, because as AI matures and becomes more reliable. By way of 
analogy, the autocorrection in Microsoft Word, which is not prohibited, began like any of 
these GenAI and gradually became normalised. GenAI, namely ChatGPT and its siblings, 
has the potential to revolutionise education and alleviate many of these concerns 
(Mohammed et al., 2025). For now, there should be a focus on the need for education and 
regulation. Both teachers and students should be trained on AI's capabilities and 
limitations. It should not be taken for granted that AI is a panacea for all problems. This 
utilisation, in parallel with appropriate regulations (Casey, 2025), can help ensure that AI is 
used in education ethically and responsibly. There should be some measures to align AI 
uses with learning goals. AI-based assessment should be set up in a way that ensures we 
are assessing humans’ outcomes, not AI-generated text. We assess learners and do not 
give feedback to chatbots. It should be clear that we assess learners’ writing or learners’ 
use of ChatGPT to write, not ChatGPT-based writing. 
 
With the interpretive framework (Figure 5) in mind, the technology acceptance model 
(Bagozzi, 2007; Beldad & Hegner, 2018; Davis, 1989) should be revisited, taking into 
consideration the growing users’ worries of GenAI and uncertainties of the direction it 
takes educators and education (Tan et al., 2025). The perceived usefulness, ease of use, 
and perceived enjoyment of the technology should be institutionalised and assessed from 
the perspective of ethical language learning and effective language acquisition. Wang et 
al.'s (2025) study about the acceptance of GenAI tools for foreign language practice, using 
an integrated model of technology acceptance suggests that GenAI tools can significantly 
boost language learning experiences and engagement only in the case of positive 
psychology and intrinsic motivation. This calls for, besides valuable designing and 
implementing effective technology-enhanced language learning programs that integrate AI 
tools ethically and purposefully (Van Wyk, 2024), addressing psychological and 
motivational factors. 
 
Taken as a whole, the findings contribute to our understanding of teachers' annoyance 
with AI apps in language education. More attention to teachers' voices helps in rethinking 
the integration of AI in language learning and teaching. My study adds to the growing 
literature on AI in education, providing valuable insights for policymakers and educators 
to leverage AI in education responsibly. The framework this study has come up with 
raises awareness among educators and students about the pitfalls of ChatGPT and other 
similar AI-enabled tools, and their negative consequences on language learning, teaching, 
and academic integrity. It can inform the development of policies and guidelines for the 
ethical positioning of AI in language education—guidelines that encompass integrity, 
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critical thinking, and responsible use of AI tools. Besides enabling stakeholders to make 
informed decisions and promoting the responsible and beneficial use of AI technologies, 
this study can also inspire language educators to develop innovative teaching strategies to 
leverage AI's benefits while minimising drawbacks. 
 

 
 

Figure 5: Proposed solutions to the pitfalls and corresponding  
results of ChatGPT in language education  
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Limitations 
 
My dataset derived from social media evidenced foreign language teacher concerns about 
the bad impact of ChatGPT and GenAI tools, but it is important to note some 
limitations. While social media is a rich source of data, Facebook, which was the main 
source of social media dataset, may not be representative of teachers' opinions in the 
worldwide context, as it reflects the views of those who are more vocal or active 
Facebook users. Hence, these social-media-based findings may not be easily generalised to 
all educational contexts or regions. That is, the study is limited by the platforms chosen 
for data collection (Facebook), which potentially misses out on complaints from teachers 
who use other platforms or do not use social media at all. Perhaps, an interview with 
members in the selected RLE group would have enriched the exploration of the research 
problem more closely. Add to that, the study was conducted in English, which may not 
capture the perspectives of users from diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds. These 
limitations may be addressed in further research to accumulate more evidence of 
educators’ irritation with GenAI tools on language learning, teaching, assessment, and 
critical thinking, among a multitude of other issues.  
 
Conclusion 
 
This network-contexted study is a reflection on using AI tools in foreign language learning 
and teaching. It mirrors the pitfalls of such tools in language education. By analysing social 
media posts and online discussions, my study identified specific challenges and potential 
impacts of AI on foreign language teaching and learning. Major concerns about ChatGPT 
included the potential threats to critical thinking skills, creativity, and the authenticity of 
student work. It highlights the reduction of student engagement and motivation for real 
learning, which disrupts the teacher-student relationship. The study can foresee new, 
extended research methods that modern technology and GenAI have made possible. As 
human lives are increasingly becoming virtual and communication takes place in network 
spaces, it makes sense that new research sites and settings are added to the entrenched 
research methods. Using social media as a source of information on individuals’ issues 
reflecting the lived realities of the 21st century is worthwhile. The framework this study 
has provided can serve as a valuable tool for navigating the complex landscape of AI in 
language education. It can guide future research on the impact of AI on language 
education to identify the best practices and address emerging challenges.  
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