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ABSTRACT

Generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) is increasingly used to
support EFL writing and speaking, yet research has focused more
heavily on written products than on the combined processes of oral
and written production, authorship, and teacher mediation. This
qualitative study explored how students and teachers in a
Colombian university language program perceived GenAl-
supported production. Participants were seven students who
completed an open-ended semi-structured questionnaire and five
teachers who participated in semi-structured interviews. Data were
examined through iterative thematic coding, analytic memoing,
and comparison across participant groups. Four patterns emerged:
GenAl as a rehearsal and revision partner; tension between
Keywords: generative  polished output and language ownership; teacher mediation

artificial intelligence; | shifting toward critical language awareness; and the need for
EFL production; explicit ethical and assessment guidance. The study highlights that
teacher mediation; GenAl is pedagogically valuable when transparent, process-
learner agency; Al oriented, and dialogic routines preserve learner agency, human
literacy feedback, and responsible authorship.

Introduction

Generative artificial intelligence has changed the ordinary ecology of language learning.
Students no longer approach writing and speaking tasks with only textbooks, dictionaries,
classmates, and teacher feedback. They can now ask a chatbot to outline a paragraph,
reformulate a sentence, explain an error, produce examples at a given proficiency level,
simulate an interview, or prepare possible answers before an oral assessment. Recent studies
have shown that GenAl tools can provide language examples, immediate feedback,
conversational practice, and writing support, but they also create risks related to overreliance,
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uneven feedback quality, inappropriate output, privacy, authorship, and assessment validity
(Barrot, 2023; Kohnke et al., 2023; Warschauer et al., 2023; Yang & Li, 2024).

This development is especially relevant in Colombian university EFL contexts. Regional
evidence indicates that Al tools are entering higher education and EFL practice rapidly, while
their educational effects remain shaped by local conditions, institutional cultures, and
unevenly developed guidance (George-Reyes et al., 2025; Gortaire-Diaz et al., 2025;
UNESCO, 2023). Within the program examined here, English is linked to academic,
professional, and international mobility, and students may use GenAl for planning,
translation, drafting, rehearsal, feedback, and revision before teachers and programs have
established shared criteria for acceptable assistance, transparency, authorship, and assessment.
This mismatch creates the pedagogical gap examined in the study.

For EFL teachers, therefore, the central question is not simply whether students use GenAl.
The more pedagogically important question is what happens to learning when a tool
participates in the production of language that will later be assessed as evidence of student
competence. Oral and written production are not merely products; they are mediated
processes through which learners develop communicative competence, strategic control,
voice, audience awareness, interactional responsiveness, and responsibility for meaning
(Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1972; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). When GenAl intervenes in
those processes, it may support learning, but it may also obscure who made particular
linguistic, rhetorical, or pragmatic decisions (Godwin-Jones, 2024; Warschauer et al., 2023).
A polished paragraph or fluent oral script may therefore represent genuine learning, partial
assistance, or substitution of learner agency.

The research gap addressed here is threefold. First, reviews and empirical studies show that
Al-assisted writing and automated feedback dominate the literature, while speaking and the
relationship between oral and written preparation remain less developed (Barrot, 2023;
Crompton et al., 2024; Yan, 2024). Second, studies often emphasize affordances, attitudes, or
product improvement, leaving authorship, language ownership, and teacher mediation less
directly examined as interrelated processes (Kohnke et al., 2023; Pham & Le, 2024;
Warschauer et al., 2023). Third, cross-national evidence has begun to include Latin American
participants, but locally situated EFL studies from the region remain comparatively limited
(George-Reyes et al., 2025; Gortaire-Diaz et al., 2025). The present study addresses these
gaps by examining student and teacher perceptions of GenAl across connected oral and
written production practices in a Colombian university program.

This article reports a qualitative study situated in a Colombian university language program. It
does not ask whether GenAl should be accepted or prohibited. Instead, it asks how students
and teachers perceive GenAl as a mediational resource in EFL oral and written production
and what classroom routines may support transparent, responsible, and pedagogically
meaningful use. The argument developed here is that GenAl becomes educationally
meaningful only when its use is made visible, discussed, and connected to process-oriented
assessment and teacher mediation. Without such mediation, the tool may improve the
appearance of student output while weakening reflection, authorship, spontaneous
performance, and human feedback.
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Literature Review

GenAl as a Mediational Resource in Language Learning

This study is grounded in a sociocultural understanding of learning, where tools, signs,
interaction, and social activity mediate development (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006; Vygotsky,
1978). From this perspective, GenAl should not be understood as a neutral accessory added to
pre-existing language tasks. Tools change the activity in which they participate. A learner
who asks a chatbot to compare two ways of expressing an idea is not simply receiving a
correction; the learner is entering a mediated interaction in which noticing, choice, and self-
regulation may be reorganized.

This mediational framing helps avoid two extremes. The first is technological enthusiasm,
which treats GenAl as an automatic path to better learning because it generates immediate
language. The second is technological suspicion, which treats every use of GenAl as a
shortcut or threat. A mediational perspective asks a more analytical question: What kind of
learning activity does the tool make possible, and under what pedagogical conditions does
that activity strengthen or weaken learner agency? The same Al-generated suggestion can
serve as a resource for reflection if students compare, evaluate, and explain it, or it can
become a substitute for learning if they accept it without understanding.

Recent work on distributed agency in Al-supported language education similarly suggests that
learning is shaped by the interaction among learners, teachers, tools, tasks, policies, and
assessment practices (Godwin-Jones, 2024). This is particularly important in EFL contexts,
where learners may overvalue fluent output because it resembles expert language, even when
they cannot fully explain the choices that produced it. GenAl, therefore, functions as a
mediational resource with uncertain pedagogical effects: it can scaffold production, but it can
also narrow learning if used primarily to avoid difficulty.

Writing, Automated Feedback, and the Risk of Surface Improvement

Writing has been one of the most visible areas of GenAl use in language education. Students
can use chatbots to generate outlines, correct grammar, propose titles, simplify language,
expand vocabulary, improve coherence, and rewrite paragraphs. Research on ChatGPT and
L2 writing has reported both possibilities and concerns. Barrot (2023) discusses the potential
of ChatGPT for second language writing while warning about overreliance, uneven feedback
quality, and the possibility that students may submit polished texts without developing
stronger independent control. Escalante et al. (2023), Guo and Wang (2024), and Yan (2024)
similarly show that Al-generated feedback can be useful, but only when learners actively
process it, and teachers help them interpret the suggestions. More recent empirical work
sharpens this distinction. In a double-blind, paired-comparison study, Tsai et al. (2024) found
that ChatGPT-assisted revisions raised EFL essay scores, with the largest gains for initially
weaker writers, yet cautioned that such revisions do not reveal learners’ own writing
competence and therefore call for new forms of writing assessment. In a multiple-case study,
Yan and Zhang (2024) likewise showed that L2 writers’ engagement with ChatGPT feedback
varied with proficiency and strategy use, and that learners valued the tool partly because it
reduced the discomfort of receiving critical feedback from humans. Read together, these
studies indicate that Al-supported writing can improve products and lower affective barriers
while leaving open whether independent competence actually develops—the precise tension
this study examines in the EFL production process.

This concern is also reflected in recent IJAILE research on Al-supported academic writing.
Tran, Le, and Tran (2025) reported that Al tools can support academic writing development
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by improving skills and providing assistance, while also creating challenges related to over-
reliance and limited support for complex writing problems. Their findings are relevant to the
present study because they show that the value of Al support lies not only in the improved
final product but also in whether learners understand and appropriate the revisions made.

The distinction between surface improvement and learning is crucial. When a text becomes
more fluent after Al support, teachers may find it harder to evaluate the student's actual
writing development. The final product may be cleaner, but it may not show stronger
planning, organization, editing ability, or ownership of language choices. For this reason, the
present study treats Al-supported writing not as a detection problem but as a mediation
problem: how students use the tool, what they learn from it, and what they can still explain
without it become central pedagogical questions.

Oral Production, Rehearsal, and Communicative Agency

A systematic review of artificial intelligence in English language teaching and learning has
mapped affordances across speaking, writing, reading, pedagogy, and self-regulation,
alongside recurring challenges such as technological breakdowns, limited tool capabilities,
and the standardization of learner language (Crompton et al., 2024). Within this body of work,
however, writing remains considerably better documented than speaking. Although writing
has received more attention, GenAl also matters for oral production. Learners can use
chatbots to prepare answers, create role-play scripts, translate possible expressions, generate
vocabulary lists, simulate interviews, and rehearse before speaking in class. As voice-based
interfaces become more common, learners may increasingly use Al not only for written
preparation but also for spoken interaction. These practices may reduce anxiety and provide
additional practice, especially for students who have limited opportunities to speak English
outside the classroom.

Recent empirical studies on Al-mediated speaking support this point while also revealing its
limits. Nguyen and Le (2025) found that the Al conversational agent, Call Annie, increased
students' confidence and willingness to communicate in English-language lessons, although
concerns about chatbot-mediated interaction remained. In a Latin American EFL setting,
Gortaire-Diaz et al. (2025) likewise found that Al tools were perceived as accessible and
helpful for reducing error-related anxiety in classroom language practice. These findings
suggest that Al-mediated rehearsal can have affective value, but they do not resolve whether
confidence developed with Al transfers to spontaneous human interaction.

Communicative competence provides a useful lens for this concern. Canale and Swain (1980)
and Hymes (1972) remind us that language production involves more than formal accuracy.
Learners need to make choices appropriate to context, purpose, audience, and interaction. In
oral production, they must also manage hesitation, repair, turn-taking, clarification, and
unpredictability. GenAl can help students prepare language, but it cannot guarantee that
learners can use that language flexibly. Teachers therefore need to design oral tasks that allow
Al-supported preparation while still requiring personal response, interaction, and justification.

Voice, Authorship, and Language Ownership

The concept of voice is central to this study because EFL production is not simply a matter of
producing correct language. Learners gradually develop ways of positioning themselves,
expressing attitudes, making choices, and sounding like legitimate participants in a second or
foreign language. GenAl complicates this process because it can generate language that is
more fluent, more academic, or more idiomatic than the learner's current repertoire. The result
may be impressive, but it may also feel detached from the learner's own intention.
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Authorship in Al-supported language production should not be understood as a binary
category. A learner may remain meaningfully involved when using AI for planning,
prompting, selecting, rejecting, revising, and explaining. However, authorship becomes
weaker when the learner cannot account for the decisions that shaped the final version. In this
sense, authorship is not only a legal or academic integrity category; it is also a pedagogical
category related to language ownership and learner agency.

Pham and Le (2024) found that students perceived ChatGPT as useful for language learning,
engagement, and knowledge development, while also warning that over-reliance may limit
critical thinking and creativity. This ambivalent pattern is important for the present study
because it suggests that GenAl can support learner voice only when students are guided to
adapt, question, and appropriate the tool's output rather than treat it as authoritative language.

Digital Literacy, Ethics, and Pedagogical Transparency

Digital literacy in the GenAl era involves more than technical ability. This understanding
extends the multiliteracies tradition, which reframes literacy as a plural, socially situated
practice shaped by changing technologies and communicative contexts (New London Group,
1996). Students may know how to use a chatbot, but they may not know how to evaluate the
quality of its response, identify hallucinated information, recognize inappropriate register,
avoid overdependence, or document assistance ethically. In language education, these
concerns are intensified because the object of learning is language itself. If a tool generates
the language that students are expected to develop, then digital literacy and language
pedagogy become inseparable.

Research on Al literacy emphasizes the need for users to understand, evaluate, and critically
engage with Al systems (Ng et al.,, 2021). UNESCO (2023) likewise calls for human-
centered, transparent, and responsible use of generative Al in education. For EFL programs,
these principles imply that Al policies should not remain abstract institutional statements.
They need to be translated into classroom-level agreements and assessment practices that
clarify which forms of assistance are permitted, which require disclosure, and which
undermine the learning objective.

A Latin American perspective on higher education further complicates this issue. George-
Reyes et al. (2025) show that students across Latin America and Europe perceive ChatGPT as
useful but complex in its educational impact, reinforcing the need to examine local
institutional cultures rather than assume that global technologies are adopted in identical
ways. In Colombian EFL classrooms, responsible GenAl use therefore requires attention to
access, teacher workload, assessment expectations, and students' developing academic and
professional language trajectories.

Research Questions
This study was guided by the following main research question:

How do students and teachers perceive the role of GenAl in EFL oral and written production,
particularly in relation to revision, rehearsal, authorship, teacher mediation, assessment, and
responsible use?

The analysis also considered three supporting questions:

e How do students describe their use of GenAl when preparing written and oral
production tasks?
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e How do teachers interpret the pedagogical, ethical, and assessment-related implications
of GenAl use?

e What classroom routines may support transparent and responsible GenAl use in EFL
production?

Methods
Research Design and Context

The inquiry follows a qualitative exploratory design with a phenomenological orientation.
This orientation was chosen because the study seeks to understand how participants
experience and give meaning to GenAl in relation to language learning, rather than to
measure the effect of a specific intervention. The study does not claim that GenAl improves
or harms EFL production in general. Instead, it examines how students and teachers interpret
the tool in relation to learning, assessment, authorship, and pedagogy.

The study is situated in a private Colombian university language program where learners
complete communicative tasks, written assignments, oral presentations, and classroom
interactions in English. The Colombian EFL context is relevant because students often link
English learning to academic performance, professional mobility, and intercultural
participation, while teachers must respond to institutional assessment demands and rapidly
evolving student practices. GenAl enters this environment not as an isolated innovation but as
part of a broader transformation in how students access language support.

Participants and Sampling

A purposeful, non-probabilistic sampling strategy guided participant selection, consistent with
the study's qualitative and phenomenological orientation. The focal corpus included 12
information-rich participants: seven students from an English-language and culture course in
a modern languages program, aged 17 to 23, and five teachers affiliated with the same
program, aged 30 to 55. Participants were selected because they had direct experience with
GenAl tools in oral and written production and were willing to participate.

The small sample size is acknowledged as a limitation in breadth, but it is methodologically
appropriate for this exploratory qualitative study. The aim was not statistical
representativeness, but analytic depth: to identify how participants make sense of GenAl use,
where tensions emerge, and how student and teacher perspectives converge or diverge. In this
sense, the findings are intended as analytically transferable insights rather than generalizable
claims about all Colombian EFL learners or teachers.
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Table 1.
Participant Profile for the Article Corpus
Participant n Age range | Primary data source | Role in analysis
group
Students 7 17-23 Open-ended semi- Accounts of use,
structured benefits, concerns,
questionnaire through | ownership, and
Forms transparency
Teachers 5 30-55 Semi-structured in- Interpretations of
depth interviews mediation, assessment,
feedback, and ethical
guidance
Total 12 17-55 Qualitative perception | Focal corpus for
data thematic analysis

Data Collection

Data collection followed two clearly differentiated phases. First, the seven student
participants completed an open-ended semi-structured questionnaire through Forms. The
student questionnaire asked about uses, benefits, concerns, and experiences with Al-supported
oral and written production. It included prompts about planning, vocabulary, grammar
correction, speaking rehearsal, confidence, dependence, teacher guidance, disclosure, and
perceived risks.

Second, the five teacher participants completed semi-structured interviews. These interviews
did not recruit a smaller subgroup from the student questionnaire; rather, they constituted the
teacher component of the corpus. The interviews explored GenAl in relation to feedback,
authorship, dependence, learner confidence, teacher mediation, assessment, and ethical
responsibility. The semi-structured protocol included guiding questions such as: How do you
perceive students' use of GenAl in oral and written production? What forms of Al assistance
appear pedagogically acceptable or problematic? How does GenAl affect feedback,
authorship, and assessment? What kind of teacher guidance is needed for responsible use?

Students, therefore, provided open-ended questionnaire accounts, while teachers provided
interview data. The two sources were compared to identify convergences and contrasts
between learners' experiences and teachers' interpretations. Documentary materials provided
contextual support, but participant perception data remained the primary empirical basis of
the article. To make the evidence traceable while protecting anonymity, the teacher interview
excerpt is identified with a T code, whereas student questionnaire excerpts are identified
sequentially as SRI1, SR2, and so forth. The SR labels distinguish the quoted response
excerpts used in the analysis rather than asserting participant-level links beyond the
anonymized evidence presented here.

Data Analysis and Trustworthiness

The analysis used iterative thematic coding supported by analytic memos. Initially, the
researcher read the data several times to identify recurrent meanings related to revision,
rehearsal, voice, authorship, autonomy, feedback, mediation, dependence, assessment, and
responsible use. Preliminary codes were then grouped into broader interpretive categories.
Following Braun and Clarke's (2006, 2021) approach to thematic analysis, the process
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involved moving between coded segments, emerging themes, participant accounts, and the
overall research question.

Trustworthiness was strengthened through four procedures. First, the analysis compared
student and teacher perspectives as a form of source triangulation. Second, dated analytic
memos documented decisions about coding and theme formation and recorded the boundary
maintained between descriptive findings and interpretive or pedagogical claims. Third,
disconfirming and ambivalent cases were retained in the findings rather than removed; for
example, some students described GenAl as useful support, while others warned that it could
produce language beyond their real level. Fourth, an audit trail was maintained through dated
coding notes, successive versions of the thematic tables, and a documented record of analytic
decisions.

Because the study is qualitative and interpretive, reliability was not treated as inter-rater
statistical agreement. Instead, methodological rigor was pursued through transparency of
procedures, reflexivity, thick description of context, attention to divergent cases, and clear
linkage between participant excerpts and interpretive claims (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The
researcher's position as a language educator provided contextual sensitivity but also required
reflexive caution so that the analysis did not simply confirm prior pedagogical expectations.

Results/Findings

The analysis points to four interrelated patterns that help explain how GenAl is experienced in
EFL production tasks. The findings below are organized to foreground empirical evidence,
with interpretive and pedagogical claims developed in the Discussion and Pedagogical
Implications sections. Each pattern is supported by student and teacher accounts, including
divergent views and tensions within the corpus.

Across student accounts, GenAl most frequently appeared as a resource for organizing ideas,
expanding vocabulary, correcting language, preparing for oral tasks, and reducing uncertainty
before performance. Teachers, however, interpreted these benefits alongside concerns about
authorship, over-polished output, and the loss of human feedback. This contrast is important:
students tended to emphasize usefulness and confidence, while teachers tended to emphasize
mediation, assessment, and the need for transparent criteria.

Table 2. Evidence-Based Thematic Structure

Theme

Evidence from
participants

Tension identified in
the data

Analytical meaning

GenAl as rehearsal
and revision partner

Students described
using Al to organize
ideas, find
vocabulary, rehearse
answers, and receive
immediate feedback.

Support lowered
anxiety but could also
reduce productive
struggle if accepted
passively.

GenAl functioned as
a low-stakes
preparation space
whose value
depended on
reflective use.

Polished output
versus language
ownership

Some students valued
clearer language;
others noted that Al
could produce
language beyond
their real level.

A Dbetter-looking text
or script did not
always indicate
stronger independent
control.

Authorship became a
process of selecting,
adapting, rejecting,
and explaining Al
output.
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Teacher mediation as
critical language

Teachers emphasized
that Al cannot

Al feedback was fast,
but human mediation

Teacher work shifted
from correction alone

assessment guidance

expressed uncertainty
about disclosure,
acceptable support,

encouraged private
judgement and
possible concealment.

awareness replace the affective | was needed to toward judgement,
and formative interpret transparency, and
dimension of human | appropriateness, level, | critical language
feedback. and purpose. awareness.

Need for ethical and | Participants Unclear rules Responsible use

required explicit
classroom
agreements and

and how Al-
supported
performance should
be assessed.

process evidence.

GenAl as a Low-Stakes Rehearsal and Revision Partner

The first pattern concerns the way students experience GenAl as a low-stakes partner for
rehearsal and revision. Students described using GenAl at moments when production felt
difficult to begin. In writing, they used it to organize ideas, improve vocabulary, compare
possible phrasings, and revise grammar. In speaking, they used it to prepare answers,
anticipate vocabulary, rehearse ideas, and reduce anxiety before participating in class or
completing an oral task.

One student summarized this supportive role as follows:

"GenAl has helped me organize my ideas. I feel more confident when structuring a
sentence, and I have learned vocabulary because it offers synonyms and examples for
speaking in an interview. The feedback is immediate; sometimes it is not as
personalized as teacher feedback, but it guides me a lot." (SR1)

A second response described a more selective use:

"I normally try to use it as a model without finishing - a draft or brainstorm from
which I can take various ideas and build a new one." (SR2)

These accounts show that students did not necessarily experience Al as a final author; several
framed it as a starting point for planning, vocabulary expansion, and initial organization.

The same pattern appeared in oral rehearsal. One student reported using Al as a base for a
presentation and then adapting it:

"I take the answer as a base for how to begin the presentation; after that I keep
building it, I tell the Al how I want it to be and then I do the final adaptation, in which
I change words, structures, and so on, depending on what I want to achieve." (SR3)

This account suggests an iterative relationship between learner intention and Al-generated
support rather than simple copy-and-paste use.

However, the pattern was not entirely positive. Students recognized that rehearsal support
may lead to dependence when the generated version replaces the learner's own effort. This
tension is important because GenAl appears to lower the threshold for participation, but the
data do not show that this support automatically becomes deeper learning. It becomes
pedagogically meaningful only when students adapt, explain, and retain control over the
language they use.
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Polished Output Does Not Always Mean Language Ownership

The second pattern concerns the tension between polished output and language ownership.
Students appreciated clearer phrasing, more precise vocabulary, and improved organization,
yet some also recognized that Al-supported production could exceed their real level of
control. One student stated:

"In my case, there were times when the AI said things I would not know how to
formulate on my own, demonstrating a level I did not really have and would not know
how to demonstrate if I had to do it without AL." (SR4)

This account illustrates a level-displacement problem, in which Al-supported output can
outpace the learner’s independent competence.

Another student expressed a similar risk in relation to oral presentations:

"The main risk is that Al suggests vocabulary or grammatical structures that are too
advanced or complex, that we have not yet seen in class. This makes the text lose its
naturalness and the student fails to memorize or defend the oral presentation well."
(SRS)

This quotation is important because it links advanced vocabulary, loss of naturalness, and
inability to defend the performance. In other words, the problem is not only ethical but also
communicative and pedagogical.

A divergent view also appeared in the data. One student argued that Al does not necessarily
create a false level because the learner still has to perform:

"Structurally, maybe the Al is better than the student; but in expressing ideas, body
language, and pronunciation, the student will always have a better level, and likewise
in improvising on the spot." (SR6)

This disagreement suggests that Al-supported production should not be reduced to plagiarism
or dependence. It may displace language ownership in some cases, but it may also support
students when they remain able to adapt, pronounce, explain, and respond spontaneously.

These accounts show that authorship in Al-supported language production is negotiated
through multiple decisions: what the student wants to say, how the student prompts the tool,
which suggestions are accepted and which are rejected, how the final text or script is revised,
and whether the student can explain the final choices. The evidence, therefore, supports a
process-based understanding of ownership rather than a binary distinction between Al use and
no Al use.

Teacher Mediation Shifts from Correction to Critical Language Awareness

The third pattern concerns the transformation of teacher mediation. Teacher accounts did not
describe GenAl as making pedagogy irrelevant. Instead, they suggested that teachers must
help learners interpret, evaluate, and contextualize Al support. One teacher summarized this
concern as follows:

"There is more confidence for speaking in simulated contexts, but GenAl lacks the
affective and formative dimension of human feedback." (T1)

This comment captures a central concern among teachers: Al may provide rapid language
support, but it does not replace the relational, affective, and formative dimensions of teacher
feedback.

10
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Student accounts also confirmed the value of guidance. One student explained:

"It helped me that the teacher always made us see Al not as a problem but as a tool.
Likewise, the teacher gave us ideas about how to ask the Al correctly - not so that it
would do the work for us, but so that we could receive orientation in case of
confusion." (SR7)

This excerpt shows that teacher mediation can reposition Al use from a hidden shortcut to a
guided learning resource.

Another student described teacher-guided oral practice with a conversational interface:

"My English teacher recommended I use the ChatGPT avatar to practise as if I were
having a real conversation or doing an exposition. This tool helped me improve my
pronunciation, corrected mistakes, and suggested expressions that sounded more
natural in English." (SR8)

This account suggests that teacher mediation can shape the purpose of Al use, especially
when the tool is framed as rehearsal and feedback rather than as a substitute for performance.

The difference between student and teacher perspectives is therefore not a simple opposition.
Students tended to value immediacy, confidence, and vocabulary support. Teachers tended to
emphasize the need for human feedback, appropriateness, and responsibility. Together, these
perspectives suggest that GenAl shifts teacher mediation from correction alone toward critical
language awareness: helping learners decide whether Al-generated language is appropriate,
understandable, level-consistent, and genuinely theirs.

Ethical and Assessment Guidance Is a Pedagogical Need

The fourth pattern concerns the need for explicit ethical and assessment guidance. Students
did not speak about disclosure in a uniform way. Some viewed it as necessary; others treated
it as dependent on the teacher or on how much of the Al output was used. One response
linked disclosure to teacher reactions:

"It depends on the teacher, since some take it badly and would make an issue of it."
(SR9)

A contrasting response framed unacknowledged use as acceptable when Al served only as
inspiration:

"It is not necessary, as long as it is not exactly the same, but rather you take what it
gave you as inspiration." (SR10)

These responses suggest that unclear rules lead students to make private decisions about what
counts as legitimate use.

Other students articulated a stronger position on transparency. One stated:

"Yes, I consider it important to inform the teacher when artificial intelligence is used
to prepare an oral activity. This promotes transparency and lets the teacher understand
how the work was done. Moreover, using Al as support does not take merit away from
learning when it is used responsibly." (SR11)

One respondent explained that disclosure helps "show what we learned or whether we
have doubts about something the Al explained" (SR12).

These accounts link transparency not only to integrity but also to formative feedback.

11
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Assessment tensions also arose when students considered whether Al could make a
performance appear stronger than the learner's actual level:

One respondent warned that memorizing Al-generated language could lead to an
"excellent" presentation without understanding what was being said (SR13).

Another observed that Al may introduce more technical vocabulary when asked to
produce a script (SR14).

Together, these accounts support the claim that Al-mediated production creates a visibility
problem: teachers may see the product but not the process by which it was produced.

The Colombian university setting matters here because students and teachers are negotiating
the use of GenAl in a context where institutional expectations, course-level practices, and
everyday student uses are still being aligned. The data do not support a simplistic ban, but
neither do they support uncritical adoption. They instead point to the need for explicit
agreements regarding acceptable support, disclosure, process evidence, and spontaneous
demonstration of communicative control.

Discussion

The findings show that GenAl is best understood as a pedagogically unstable mediational
resource. It can support EFL production by providing vocabulary, examples, rehearsal,
feedback, and confidence, but it can also create dependence, level displacement, loss of
ownership, and uncertainty about assessment. This interpretation extends previous research by
showing that the central issue is not only whether Al improves output but also whether
students remain able to explain, adapt, and perform in the language that Al helped them
prepare.

The writing-related findings are similar to Barrot (2023), Guo and Wang (2024), Yan (2024),
and Tran et al. (2025) in that they confirm the usefulness of Al feedback and revision support
while also warning against overreliance. The difference is that the present study foregrounds
language ownership as an interpretive and pedagogical issue. In this Colombian EFL corpus,
students did not simply ask whether Al made writing better; they also questioned whether Al-
generated language still represented their own level and voice. This adds a learner-ownership
dimension to discussions often centered on feedback quality or writing improvement.

The oral-production findings also converge with Nguyen and Le (2025) and Gortaire-Diaz et
al. (2025), who report that Al-supported practice may increase confidence and reduce anxiety.
However, the present study qualifies that claim by showing that confidence may be rehearsal-
bound. A student may feel safer after practicing with Al but that confidence may not transfer
to spontaneous interaction if the learner memorizes a script or uses language that cannot be
defended. Thus, Al-mediated speaking should be evaluated not only through perceived
confidence but also through spontaneous follow-up, explanation, and adaptation.

The findings further extend the work of Pham and Le (2024) and Kohnke et al. (2023) by
showing that critical Al literacy is not an abstract competence. It appears in small classroom
decisions: choosing vocabulary the student can actually use, rejecting language that sounds
too advanced, disclosing Al assistance, or asking the teacher how to use Al without
outsourcing the task. In this sense, teacher mediation does not restrict autonomy; it creates the
conditions for critical autonomy. Without such mediation, students may be operationally
independent but pedagogically dependent.
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A counterargument must also be considered. GenAl may expand access to language support
for students who lack opportunities for practice outside the classroom. It can provide
immediate input, reduce embarrassment, and offer explanations at any time. From this
perspective, overly restrictive Al use may reduce equitable access to support. Nevertheless,
the negative evidence in this study suggests that access alone is insufficient. If Al-generated
language is too advanced, if students cannot defend their performance, or if disclosure rules
are unclear, the tool may produce a more fluent product while making learning less visible.
The pedagogical task is therefore not to choose between access and restriction, but to design
mediated access.

The study's unique contribution is its integrated view of oral and written production, teacher
mediation, and authorship from a Colombian university EFL context. Rather than treating
GenAl solely as a writing assistant, the findings show that students move between writing and
speaking: they draft, translate, rehearse, script, revise, and prepare oral responses with the
same tool. This connection means that Al-aware pedagogy must address productive skills
together and design assessment practices that distinguish preparation from performance.

Figure 1.
Conceptual Model of Responsible GenAl Mediation in EFL Oral and Written Production

Language ownership

Rehearsal and
and authorship tension

revision support

GenAl-mediated EFL

oral and written
production

Teacher mediation
and critical
language awareness

Ethical transparency
and responsible use

Transparent, process-oriented, and dialogic
EFL classroom routines

Note. The figure is read from the four surrounding dimensions inward to the central practice
and downward to the outcome. The four dimensions correspond to the interpretive patterns
reported in the findings.

The model synthesizes the four interpretive patterns identified in the findings. It places
GenAl-mediated EFL oral and written production at the center, surrounded by the dimensions
through which participants experienced the tool: rehearsal and revision support; the tension
between polished output and language ownership; the repositioning of teacher mediation
toward critical language awareness; and the need for ethical transparency and responsible use.
The downward arrow indicates that these dimensions do not function in isolation. GenAl
becomes pedagogically valuable only when its use is converted into transparent, process-
oriented, and dialogic classroom routines through teacher guidance, learner reflection, and
ethical transparency. In the absence of such mediation, the same tool may yield more polished
output while leaving learning less visible.
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Pedagogical Implications for EFL Programs

The implications below are derived from the findings rather than presented as general advice
detached from the data. Because students reported both support and risk, EFL programs
should avoid categorical responses that either ban GenAl completely or allow it without
guidance.

First, language programs should teach the use of Al as a decision-making process. The
student who described using Al as a draft or brainstorm illustrates a productive pattern: the
learner begins with Al support but builds a personal version. Teachers can reinforce this by
asking students to identify what they accepted, changed, rejected, and learned.

Second, the assessment should include evidence of process. The level-displacement accounts
show that a polished final product may not represent independent competence. Process-
oriented assessment can include initial drafts, Al-assisted revisions, oral defenses,
spontaneous follow-up questions, short reflection notes, and teacher-student conferences.

Third, transparency should be normalized rather than treated only as a disciplinary matter.
Several students linked disclosure to fear of teacher reaction, while others linked it to
responsible learning. This means that students need clear, task-specific statements explaining
when Al use is allowed, when it must be declared, and which parts of the task must be
produced independently.

Fourth, teacher education should focus on Al-aware task design. Teachers need examples of
prompts, rubrics, disclosure statements, revision activities, speaking tasks, and feedback
routines. The findings suggest that teachers remain central because they help learners evaluate
whether Al-generated language is appropriate for level, purpose, audience, and
communicative context.

A Classroom Protocol for Responsible GenAl Use

The classroom protocol proposed here is grounded directly in the study’s findings: students
valued GenAl as support, warned against overdependence, and asked for clearer guidance
about transparency and assessment. It is offered as a transferable framework rather than a
prescriptive sequence, to be adapted to local proficiency levels, task types, and institutional
norms.

Before submitting an Al-supported written or oral task, learners can complete four brief
prompts: (a) I used GenAl to help me with...; (b) the most useful suggestion was...; (c) I
accepted, changed, or rejected the suggestion because...; and (d) this is what I can now
explain or perform without the tool. These prompts make the process visible without turning
the assignment into surveillance.

For writing tasks, students can submit an initial draft, an Al-assisted revision, and a short
commentary explaining changes. For speaking tasks, students can use GenAl during
preparation but must answer at least one unscripted follow-up question, respond to a peer, or
explain a vocabulary choice. For feedback tasks, students can compare teacher feedback and
Al feedback, identify where they agree or differ, and justify which suggestion they used.

The protocol should be adapted to the proficiency level. Beginners may use simple disclosure
frames such as "I used AI for vocabulary" or "I changed these words." More advanced
students can write fuller reflective commentaries. The goal is not to punish support, but to
protect the distinction between assistance, appropriation, and substitution.
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Limitations and Future Directions

This study has limitations that should be stated explicitly. First, the sample is small (n = 12),
which limits the breadth of perspectives represented. The findings should therefore be read as
exploratory and analytically transferable rather than statistically generalizable. Second, the
study is situated in a single Colombian university language program; institutional culture,
teacher practices, student access to technology, and assessment norms may differ in other
contexts.

Third, the study relies primarily on self-reported perceptions through student questionnaire
responses and teacher interviews. These data are valuable for understanding meaning-making,
but they do not directly measure learning outcomes or demonstrate actual improvement in
oral or written production. Fourth, the study did not include classroom observation, Al
interaction logs, prompt histories, written drafts, or recorded oral performances. As a result,
the analysis cannot fully compare participants' reported behavior with their actual behavior
during Al-supported production.

Future research should incorporate larger, more diverse participant groups, compare
institutions, and include classroom observations, Al use logs, writing samples, prompt
records, and oral performance data. Longitudinal designs would be especially valuable for
examining whether Al-supported rehearsal and revision lead to durable language development
or mainly improve immediate task performance. Future studies should also investigate Latin
American EFL contexts more systematically, since current international evidence remains
concentrated in other regions.

Conclusion

GenAl is already reshaping how learners approach EFL writing and speaking. The question
for teachers is not whether the technology exists, but how language programs will respond
pedagogically. The findings discussed in this article suggest that students and teachers are not
simply divided between enthusiasm and resistance. They are negotiating a complex terrain in
which GenAl can support revision, rehearsal, vocabulary growth, and confidence while also
raising concerns about authorship, dependence, level displacement, assessment, and the loss
of human feedback.

The unique contribution of this study is to show that GenAl-mediated EFL production should
be understood as a matter of mediated ownership. Students may use Al responsibly when they
select, adapt, explain, and disclose support. They may lose ownership when they accept
language they cannot understand, defend, pronounce, or adapt. Teachers, therefore, remain
essential as mediators of critical language awareness, process visibility, and ethical judgment.

For EFL programs, this means treating GenAl as a curricular issue rather than merely a
disciplinary problem. Students need to learn how to use Al support without surrendering
ownership of their language. Teachers need institutional support to design tasks that make the
process visible. Programs need shared expectations that distinguish responsible assistance
from substitution. If these conditions are present, GenAl may help learners develop greater
awareness of language choices. If they are absent, the tool may simply produce better-looking
texts and scripts while leaving learning less visible.
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