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Abstract

The professional identity of language educators has been significantly influenced by the integration of generative Al tools in teaching
writing skills and processes. These tools have, to some extent, assumed roles traditionally held by teachers. This study explores the
paradox of adoption and resistance among language educators regarding the use of generative Al in writing instruction. Adopting a
quantitative, descriptive-analytical approach, the study utilized a tripartite rubric (adoption, neutrality, resistance) to examine teachers’
attitudes across four Al-mediated writing stages: pre-writing, drafting/ initial writing, revising/editing, and publishing/feedback reception.
In order to explore language educators' alignment with the dynamics of adoption, neutrality, and resistance, a total of 340 Arabic and
English language teachers from secondary schools in Saudi Arabia participated in the study. Findings indicate that language educators
demonstrated a neutral stance toward Al integration in the pre-writing and publishing/feedback reception stages, where Al serves as a
supportive rather than a generative tool. This suggests that educators perceive Al as a facilitator in organizing ideas and refining final
drafts without undermining their instructional role. Conversely, strong resistance emerged in the drafting/ initial writing and
revising/editing stages, where Al directly engages in text production and modification. This reflects educators' concerns about diminished
student engagement in writing development and the potential erosion of their professional role. Additionally, these findings reveal
teachers’ concerns about how Al might alter their role in teaching writing and their doubts about students’ ability to use these tools
responsibly. While adoption was present across all writing stages, it remained marginal, consistently overshadowed by neutrality or
resistance. This suggests that, despite some recognition of AI’s potential, most educators remain hesitant to fully embrace it.
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1. Introduction and Literature Review

The academic discourse on the impact of generative Al in education is shaped by two contrasting perspectives: one emphasizing the
challenges it poses to teachers and their instructional roles, and the other highlighting the opportunities it offers to both educators and
students. Between these viewpoints, an ongoing debate questions whether generative Al threatens traditional educational frameworks or
serves as a transformative force that enhances teaching and learning quality (Cardon et al., 2023).

Generative Al, powered by large language models (LLMs), has revolutionized writing education by offering advanced tools for text
generation, feedback provision, and content creation (Barrett & Pack, 2023). As part of a broader wave of technological innovation that
has shaped education over the past three decades, Al-driven tools now support both language learners and educators in unprecedented
ways (Baidoo-Anu & Ansah, 2023). Recent research highlights the need for targeted training to help educators and students integrate
generative Al effectively into writing instruction, ensuring that its use complements rather than replaces traditional language learning
processes (Creely, 2024).

These contrasting perspectives underscore the paradoxical nature of generative Al in education, as it simultaneously challenges and
supports established teaching practices (Ferdig et al., 2023). This duality necessitates a deeper examination of how educators align with its
integration, particularly in the domain of writing instruction. Writing is not merely a technical skill but a complex cognitive and
communicative process, making it a crucial area for understanding the dynamics of Al adoption, neutrality, and resistance in teaching
practices (Lim et al., 2023).

Writing is a complex skill that goes beyond basic linguistic competence; it involves cognitive, communicative, and cultural dimensions.
Effective writing requires not only grammatical accuracy and coherence but also an awareness of audience, purpose, and context (Li et al.,
2024). These elements make writing instruction a nuanced process that extends beyond teaching rules and structures to fostering critical
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thinking, creativity, and personal expression (Washington, 2023). With the rise of generative Al, educators face new opportunities and
challenges in teaching writing. While Al tools can assist with grammar, style, and idea generation, questions remain about their role in
developing students' independent writing abilities (Marzuki et al., 2023). Teachers must navigate how these technologies can support
learning without diminishing the depth of the writing process or the authenticity of student expression (Alkaissi et al., 2023). With the
rapid advancement of generative Al, writing tools powered by artificial intelligence have become integral across various fields,
particularly in education. Technologies such as ChatGPT, QuillBot, Grammarly, INK Editor, and Scribe have significantly reshaped
writing instruction by offering automated text generation, refinement, and editing capabilities. The widespread adoption of these tools has
raised critical discussions about their role in education, prompting educators and researchers to examine their influence on writing
development (Cummings et al., 2024).

The emergence of Al-driven writing assistants has introduced both opportunities and challenges for language teachers. These systems can
assist students in brainstorming ideas, drafting content, and revising texts, potentially enhancing writing fluency and efficiency. However,
concerns remain regarding their pedagogical implications, particularly in relation to fostering genuine writing skills versus creating
dependency. As these technologies continue to evolve, it is essential to explore how they can be integrated effectively to support
meaningful learning while maintaining the integrity of writing instruction (Gasaymeh et al., 2024).

For language educators, generative Al has the potential to serve as a powerful assistive tool in teaching writing skills by facilitating the
creation of interactive content managed collaboratively by both teachers and students, thereby sustaining learner engagement in the
educational process (Stornaiuolo et al., 2024). Al can be envisioned as a virtual assistant that enhances rather than replaces the role of
educators by supporting them in designing writing activities, providing linguistic guidance, suggesting textual refinements, correcting
grammatical errors, and tailoring feedback to individual student needs. However, this technological advancement raises critical questions
regarding the extent of adoption or resistance exhibited by educators toward these tools, particularly across the different stages of the
writing process (Tang et al., 2024).

In the context of language educators’ concerns, Shopovski (2024) highlighted both the advantages and potential risks of using Generative
Al in academic writing. While these tools can enhance efficiency, support structured writing, and improve language accuracy, they also
raise significant concerns. Language teachers may worry about students' over-reliance on Al, the generation of inaccurate or non-original
content, and the diminishing role of critical thinking in writing. Additionally, the opaque nature of Al-generated outputs and the ethical
challenges related to authorship and intellectual property contribute to skepticism (Jochim & Lenz-Kesekamp, 2025).

Sogit (2024) explored the perspectives of pre-service English language teachers and teacher trainers regarding the integration of
Generative Al tools in EFL writing instruction. The study highlighted several advantages, including AI’s role in overcoming writer’s
block, providing language support, and offering instant, personalized feedback. However, concerns were raised about academic
misconduct, the reliability of Al-generated content, and the necessity for ethical guidelines. Participants emphasized the need to
reformulate assessment methods, shifting from result-oriented exams to process-based and performance-driven evaluations.

Barrett and Pack (2023) examined the perspectives of educators and university students on the appropriate use of generative Al in the
writing process. Their study, based on a survey of 68 educators and 158 students, explored attitudes toward Al-generated content across
six key writing stages: brainstorming, outlining, writing, revising, feedback, and evaluation. The findings revealed slight discrepancies
between teachers and students regarding acceptable Al use, highlighting a general lack of preparedness at both the classroom and
institutional levels. The study emphasized the need for clear guidelines and professional development to equip educators with strategies
for integrating Al into writing instruction effectively.

Cummings et al. (2024) indicate that the rapid advancement of generative Al technologies has introduced significant challenges for
language educators in designing, delivering, and adapting writing instruction. As Al-driven writing tools become more sophisticated,
traditional pedagogical approaches may struggle to keep pace, making it difficult for educators to structure lessons, assess student
progress, and maintain the integrity of writing skill development. This shift requires educators to reconsider their roles-not only as
instructors of linguistic competence but also as mediators between human cognition and Al-generated outputs.

AT’s increasing presence in writing education raises concerns about its potential effects on students' cognitive engagement, originality, and
reliance on automated feedback (Shopovski, 2024). Educators may experience uncertainty in determining the appropriate balance between
utilizing Al for efficiency and ensuring that students develop essential writing competencies, such as creativity, critical thinking, and
revision strategies. The lack of clear pedagogical frameworks for Al integration further complicates instructional decision-making,
leading to varying levels of acceptance, neutrality, or resistance among educators (Hossain & Al Younus. 2025; Song et al., 2025).

In contrast, Tran (2025) explores the impact of combining Al-generated and teacher-generated feedback on EFL writing revisions. The
study found that Al feedback led to more frequent revisions by providing specific and actionable suggestions, while teacher feedback
focused on higher-order concerns. Integrating both types of feedback proved most effective, with Al addressing surface-level issues first
and teachers guiding content and organization improvements. Although no significant differences were found between feedback
sequences, Al-first feedback slightly enhanced revision quantity. These findings underscore the potential of Al-teacher feedback
integration in academic writing instruction.

Language educators may express concerns about the increasing role of Generative Al (GenAl) in teaching writing skills, particularly
regarding its influence on various stages of the writing process (S6giit, 2024). While AI-powered writing tools offer undeniable benefits,
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such as enhancing efficiency and providing instant feedback, many teachers remain hesitant to fully integrate them into their instructional
practices. This reluctance may stem from pedagogical uncertainties, psychological factors, or broader concerns about the implications of
Al-mediated learning (Baidoo-Anu & Ansah, 2023).

One primary concern is the potential for over-reliance on Al-generated content, which could undermine students' development of
independent writing skills. Without careful guidance, students may adopt Al-generated suggestions uncritically, leading to unintentional
plagiarism or a diminished ability to engage in deep, reflective writing. Additionally, the lack of transparency in Al training data and
decision-making processes raises concerns about biases in content generation. If Al models reinforce dominant linguistic norms while
marginalizing diverse expressions, they could inadvertently limit students' exposure to varied writing styles and cultural perspectives
(Varanasi et al., 2025).

Furthermore, some educators worry about the accuracy and reliability of Al-generated responses. Cases of Al hallucination-where the
system produces plausible but factually incorrect information-could mislead students and complicate the teaching process (Tran, 2025).
The absence of clear instructional frameworks for using Al in writing education also contributes to uncertainty. Teachers may struggle to
define the boundaries of Al assistance, questioning whether its role should be limited to brainstorming and revision or extended to more
substantive aspects of the writing process (Kim et al., 2025)

As a result, Language educators hold diverse perspectives on the integration of generative Al tools in writing instruction, reflecting a
spectrum of attitudes shaped by pedagogical beliefs, technological familiarity, and concerns about student engagement. While some
teachers view Al-driven writing assistants as valuable tools that can enhance specific writing skills-such as idea generation, text
structuring, and language refinement-others express reservations about their impact on student autonomy and critical thinking. These
differing perceptions align with varying orientations toward Al adoption, neutrality, or resistance. Educators who adopt Al tools may
perceive them as supportive aids that streamline pre-writing activities and provide real-time feedback, thereby fostering more efficient
drafting and revision processes. In contrast, those who remain neutral may acknowledge AI’s potential while questioning its long-term
effects on student learning. Meanwhile, educators who resist Al integration often raise concerns about over-reliance, the erosion of
authentic writing skills, and the potential dilution of the cultural and cognitive depth inherent in writing. As Al continues to reshape
writing instruction, understanding these nuanced perspectives is essential for developing balanced, pedagogically sound approaches that
maintain the integrity of writing as both a cognitive and cultural skill.

In a different context, the current study examines academic writing through four key stages: Pre-writing, where ideas are generated and
organized; Drafting/Initial Writing, focusing on structuring the main content; Revising/Editing, aimed at refining and enhancing text
quality; and Publishing/Feedback Reception, where written work is evaluated and adjusted based on received feedback. Generative
Al-powered writing systems provide continuous support throughout these stages, from generating research ideas and formulating
questions to editing and proofreading by offering grammatical corrections and linguistic refinements. Additionally, these systems assist in
literature review by identifying relevant research articles, providing background information on writing topics, summarizing texts, and
offering personalized recommendations aligned with students' preferences and research styles. Furthermore, Al-driven writing tools offer
both machine translation and real-time translation services, enabling students to overcome language barriers, access content in multiple
languages, and engage with diverse academic perspectives.

To address these concerns, a deeper understanding of teachers' perceptions is essential. Investigating how educators navigate Al's
potential benefits and limitations will provide valuable insights into their trust-or skepticism-toward these tools. By exploring the
psychological and pedagogical factors that shape teachers' attitudes, this study aims to uncover the conditions under which GenAl can be
effectively integrated into writing instruction, ensuring that its implementation aligns with sound educational principles. The significance
of this study stems from the need to understand the extent to which language educators align with the integration of generative Al in
teaching writing skills, particularly given the potential shifts in their professional roles. As Al-powered tools increasingly support various
stages of the writing process-ranging from idea generation to drafting, revising, and final editing-educators may find themselves
navigating a rapidly evolving instructional landscape. This transformation raises critical questions about their role as facilitators of
learning, particularly in balancing traditional pedagogical approaches with Al-assisted methodologies.

Educators' responses to these advancements are likely to vary: some may view Al as an opportunity to enhance their teaching practices,
leveraging its capabilities to personalize feedback and support students more effectively. Others may adopt a neutral stance, cautiously
observing its implications before fully committing to its use (Simelane & Kittur, 2025). Conversely, some educators may resist Al
integration due to concerns about diminished human interaction, the erosion of essential cognitive writing skills, or ethical considerations
surrounding originality and authorship (Hesse & Helm, 2025).

This study explores the paradox of adoption and resistance among language educators in the context of teaching writing skills using
generative Al. As Al-driven writing tools become increasingly integrated into educational settings, they introduce both opportunities and
challenges that redefine the instructional landscape. While some educators embrace Al as a means to enhance student engagement,
streamline feedback, and support personalized learning, others express concerns about the erosion of fundamental writing skills, the
authenticity of student output, and the broader implications for pedagogical integrity. By investigating how language educators perceive
and navigate Al-assisted writing across different stages of the writing process-pre-writing, drafting, revising/editing, and
publishing/feedback reception-this study seeks to uncover the factors that influence their stance toward Al adoption, neutrality, or
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resistance. The findings aim to contribute to a deeper understanding of how Al is reshaping writing instruction and to provide insights into
the evolving role of educators in balancing technological integration with pedagogical effectiveness.

1.1 Statement of the Problem

The rapid integration of generative Al into educational contexts has sparked both excitement and concern, particularly in the domain of
writing instruction. While Al-powered tools offer new ways to support students in generating ideas, improving grammar, and revising
content, they also raise fundamental questions about the evolving role of the teacher. For language educators, this shift represents more
than just a technological development-it challenges the very heart of their professional identity and pedagogical purpose. As generative Al
begins to influence each stage of the writing process, educators are placed in a paradoxical position. On one hand, they recognize the
potential of these tools to enhance learning and streamline instruction. On the other hand, they face the unsettling possibility that such
tools might diminish students' cognitive engagement, weaken critical writing skills, and blur the boundaries of authorship and originality.

Despite the growing presence of Al in schools and its increasing use by students, there remains a lack of clarity about how language
teachers truly perceive this transformation. Do they see Al as a helpful partner or a disruptive force? Are they adopting it enthusiastically,
resisting it with caution, or standing somewhere in between? This study seeks to address this pressing gap by exploring the nuanced
responses of language educators to Al-assisted writing instruction. In doing so, it aims to shed light on how teachers are navigating this
digital frontier-not just technologically, but emotionally and professionally. Understanding these perspectives is vital to ensuring that the
integration of Al into writing education strengthens rather than undermines the human dimensions of teaching and learning.

1.2 Research Objectives

The research aims to investigate language educators’ attitudes toward the integration of generative Al tools in teaching writing skills
across different instructional stages-namely pre-writing, drafting/initial writing, revising/editing, and publishing/feedback reception.

To identify the extent of adoption, neutrality, and resistance among language teachers regarding the use of generative Al tools in
supporting students' writing development.

To examine the specific stages of the writing process where educators demonstrate higher levels of alignment or resistance to
Al-mediated instruction.

To explore the perceived impact of generative Al on the professional identity of language educators, particularly in terms of
instructional roles, pedagogical authority, and student engagement.

To assess the pedagogical and psychological factors shaping teachers’ orientations toward Al integration, including concerns related to
student autonomy, originality, ethical issues, and instructional effectiveness.

To provide evidence-based insights into how generative Al tools can be meaningfully and responsibly integrated into writing instruction
without compromising educational integrity.

1.3 Research Questions

RQ1: How do educators perceive and approach the use of generative Al in teaching writing at pre-writing stage?

RQ2: How do educators engage with generative Al tools during the drafting/ initial writing stage in their teaching?

RQ3: What are educators’ attitudes toward using generative Al in the revising and editing stage in writing instruction?

RQ4: How do educators incorporate or respond to generative Al during the publishing/feedback reception stage of student writing?
2. Methodology

2.1 Research Design

This study aims to examine the paradox of adoption and resistance among language educators in teaching writing through generative Al
tools. Specifically, it investigates teachers’ varying levels of acceptance-adoption, neutrality, and resistance-regarding Al-assisted writing
instruction. Specifically, it sought to explore the gradient levels of teacher acceptance-adoption, neutrality, and resistance-toward AI’s
role in mediating four core writing stages. To achieve this objective, the study adopts a quantitative research design, employing a
descriptive-analytical approach to systematically analyze teachers' perceptions and responses (Creswell, 2015).

As a foundational framework, a Structured List of Al-Mediated Writing Stages was developed, identifying four key stages of the writing
process:

- Pre-writing stage

- Drafting/initial writing stage

- Revising/editing stage

- Publishing/feedback reception stage

Based on this structured framework, a Tripartite Rubric for Al-Assisted Writing — Adoption, Neutrality, and Resistance was designed to
assess teachers’ stances on Al integration at each stage of the writing process.
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The Tripartite Rubric for Al-Assisted Writing — Adoption, Neutrality, and Resistance utilized a three-tiered rating scale to assess teachers'
attitudes toward Al integration in writing instruction. The scale was structured as follows:

- Adoption (1): Full acceptance and active use of Al tools in writing instruction.

- Neutrality (2): Partial acceptance, occasional use, or ambivalence toward Al-assisted writing.

- Resistance (3): Rejection or avoidance of Al tools due to pedagogical concerns or skepticism.
This structured rating system allowed for a nuanced analysis of educators’ varying degrees of acceptance across the different AI-mediated
writing stages.
2.2 Research Participants

This study focused on secondary school language educators specializing in Arabic and English across various educational institutions in
Saudi Arabia. These educators were selected because they are directly responsible for teaching writing skills across different stages of the
writing process. Given the growing presence of Al-assisted writing tools, their perspectives on adoption, neutrality, and resistance are
crucial in understanding how Al integration affects writing instruction. The study specifically targeted secondary school teachers because
this stage represents the final phase before students transition to higher education or professional pathways. At this critical point, students
refine their writing abilities and require structured guidance to ensure responsible and ethical Al-assisted writing practices. Secondary
school educators, therefore, play a key role in helping students navigate Al tools for brainstorming, drafting, revising, and publishing
written content.

To ensure both accessibility and diversity in participant selection, a hybrid sampling approach was adopted:

-  Convenience Sampling: Educators were initially recruited based on accessibility through professional networks, social media
platforms, and institutional partnerships.

- Snowhball Sampling: Recruited teachers were encouraged to refer colleagues from their professional circles. Through this
cumulative process, the study successfully reached a broad and diverse sample of secondary school language educators.

A total of 340 language educators participated in the study, representing various levels of teaching experience and institutional
backgrounds. The demographic details of the participants are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants (N=340)

Demographic Value Percentage English proficiency level years of teaching English
Characteristics (N) (%)
Intermediate Level 73 (40%) Less than 5 years 49 (27%)
Gender Male 180 52.9% Advanc_ed Level 107 (60%) Morethan 5years 131 (73%)
Female 160 471% Intermediate Level 41 (26%) Less than 5 years 67 (42%)
' Advanced Level 119 (74%)  More than 5 years 93 (58%)
. Arabic Language 200 58.8%
Subject Taught English Language 140 41.2%
School Type Pgblic Schools 230 67.6% ) ) i i
Private Schools 110 32.4%
Familiarity with Al Moderate 140 41.2%
Tools High 200 58.8%

2.3 Ethical Considerations

Participants provided informed consent before enrollment, ensuring their voluntary participation and the right to withdraw at any stage
without penalty. Ethical approval for the study was obtained from King Faisal University under approval number
KFU-REC-2024-ETHICS251036. Consent was acquired electronically before completing the tripartite rubric, with explicit
acknowledgment of their participation. Anonymity and data confidentiality were strictly maintained, with no personally identifiable
information (such as names or school affiliations) recorded. Participants were clearly informed that their responses would be used solely
for academic research purposes. They were also fully briefed on all aspects of the study, with assurances that their data would be used
exclusively for research purposes. This study adheres to principles of intellectual property rights, and all participants contributed
voluntarily.

2.4 Study Instruments
First Instrument: Structured List of Al-Mediated Writing Stages

To investigate the paradox of adoption and resistance among language educators, the study employed a structured list of writing processes
as its first instrument. This list aimed to identify the stages of writing using artificial intelligence. The insights gained from this
categorization served as the foundation for the study’s second instrument, a tripartite rubric (adoption, neutrality, resistance), which
measured educators' varying levels of acceptance or reluctance toward Al-assisted writing instruction.

The writing process framework encompassed four key stages: pre-writing stage, drafting stage, revising/editing stage, and
publishing/feedback reception stage. Each stage included a set of sub-skills that are essential for effective writing development. The list
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was developed based on a review of literature related to writing processes using Al tools such as: (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Cardon el al.,
2023; Alkaissi et al., 2023; Sogiit, 2024; Tang et al., 2024; Cummings et al., 2024; Gasaymeh et al., 2024; Hesse & Helm, 2025; Sain et
al., 2025).

To ensure the validity of this instrument, the list was evaluated by five experts in curriculum and linguistic teaching methodologies. The
experts' feedback was collected, and only sub-skills that achieved an agreement rate of 80% or higher were retained for inclusion in the
study. The validated framework is presented in the table 2:

Table 2. Writing Stages and Sub-Skills

Sub-Skills (> 80% Agreement) N = 5 (five experts in curriculum and linguistic teaching

Writing Stage methodologies)

- Generating writing ideas using Al-powered brainstorming tools.

- Developing structured outlines and concept maps with Al assistance.
Pre-writing Stage — Utilizing Al-generated key ideas as starting points for initial writing.

- Classifying and organizing ideas in a logical sequence

- Developing exploratory questions about the topic with Al assistance

- Generating complete sentences and paragraphs with Al assistance
- Rephrasing and restructuring sentences using Al suggestions
Drafting / initial writing Stage - Expanding brief ideas into more detailed content with Al support
— Improving word choice and sentence clarity with Al recommendations
- Using Al-generated templates and sentence starters for structured writing

- Identifying and correcting grammar, spelling, and punctuation errors using Al tools
- Enhancing sentence structure and coherence with Al-generated suggestions

- Refining word choice and style to improve clarity and readability

- Checking text consistency and logical flow with Al feedback

Revising/Editing Stage

— Correcting final text errors based on Al-generated feedback
Publishing/Feedback Reception Stage — Rephrasing sentences and improving clarity in response to Al suggestions
— Adjusting tone and style to enhance readability before final submission

Second Instrument: A Tripartite Rubric for Al-Assisted Writing - Adoption, Neutrality, and Resistance

The researchers developed A Tripartite Rubric for Al-Assisted Writing to examine the constructs outlined in Teaching Writing Skills
Using Generative Al: The Paradox of Adoption and Resistance Among Language Educators. This rubric was structured based on a
Structured List of Al-Mediated Writing Stages, which was previously developed to categorize AI’s role across different stages of the
writing process. Each subskill within these stages was assessed using a three-tiered performance scale: Adoption, Neutrality, and
Resistance.

To ensure content validity, the rubric was reviewed by five expert evaluators specializing in language education, writing instruction, and
Al in pedagogy. Their feedback was used to refine descriptors, clarify scale anchors, and ensure alignment with Al-mediated writing
practices. For reliability assessment, the internal consistency of the rubric was measured using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, ensuring the
instrument’s coherence and stability across responses. Additionally, inter-rater reliability was established by having multiple evaluators
independently score a sample of teacher responses, with Cohen’s Kappa used to determine the level of agreement. The measured alpha for
the overall scale-encompassing all four Al-mediated writing stages (Pre-writing, Drafting/Initial Writing, Revising/Editing, and
Publishing/Feedback Reception)-was 0.87, indicating suitable internal consistency across items. Additionally, inter-rater reliability was
established through independent scoring of a representative sample of teacher responses by three trained evaluators. The level of
agreement among raters, calculated using Cohen’s Kappa, was 0.84, which reflects a high degree of agreement and supports the rubric’s
scoring reliability. The finalized rubric was then pilot-tested with a subset of participants to confirm its practical applicability before
full-scale implementation in the study. Table 3 shows the stages of the writing process and the graduated scale in front of each skill.

Table 3. Performance Scale (rubric) for Al-assisted writing Phases

Writing Stage Subskill Adoption Neutrality Resistance

| actively integrate Al I discourage or restrict
brainstorming tools into my the use of Al
teaching, encourage students brainstorming tools
to use them for idea because | believe they
generation, and provide hinder students'
structured guidance on their independent thinking and

I allow students to use
Al brainstorming tools
but do not actively
promote or discourage
their use in my

Generating writing
ideas using
Al-powered

brainstorming tools

Pre-writing Stage effective use. lessons. creativity.
g>tag I acknowledge the I avoid usin
Developing structured | guide students in using Al to potential of Al in g
. - L . Al-generated outlines, as
outlines and concept create structured outlines and  outlining but leave its I believe they mav lead
maps with Al concept maps to organize use up to students to rigid or %rmallaic
assistance their ideas before writing. without specific gaort
; thinking.
guidance.
Utilizing Al-generated | encourage students to use | allow students to | discourage reliance on
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Writing Stage Subskill

Adoption

Neutrality Resistance

key ideas as starting
points for initial
writing

Al-generated key ideas to
initiate their writing process

and expand on them.

reference Al-generated
key ideas but do not
require their use.

Al-generated key ideas,
as | believe it limits
students’ originality.

Classifying and
organizing ideas in a
logical sequence

| actively teach students to
use Al tools for organizing
and structuring their ideas

logically.

I discourage Al-based
idea structuring, as |
believe it prevents
students from developing
independent
organizational skills.

T acknowledge Al’s
potential in organizing
ideas but leave its use

optional.

Developing
exploratory questions
about the topic with Al
assistance

I encourage students to use Al
to generate exploratory
questions that guide deeper

thinking about their topics.

| allow students to use
Al-generated questions
but do not incorporate
them explicitly into
my teaching.

| discourage Al-assisted
question development, as
I believe students should
formulate their own
inquiries.

Generating complete
sentences and
paragraphs with Al
assistance

I encourage students to use Al

to generate complete

sentences and paragraphs
while guiding them in making

meaningful revisions.

I allow students to
experiment with
Al-generated text but
do not make it a
structured part of the
drafting process.

I discourage
Al-generated text, as |
believe it undermines

students’ ability to
develop their own
writing skills.

Rephrasing and
restructuring sentences
using Al suggestions

I integrate Al-based

rephrasing tools into my
instruction to help students
refine sentence structure.

I discourage Al-based
rephrasing, as | believe it
weakens students’ ability

to improve sentence
variety independently.

I allow students to use
Al for rewording but
do not actively
encourage it.

Expanding brief ideas
into more detailed
content with Al
support

Drafting /Initial
Writing Stage

| teach students to use

Al-generated expansions to
develop their ideas more

comprehensively.

| discourage Al-driven
content expansion, as |
believe it fosters
dependency rather than
skill development.

T acknowledge Al’s
role in idea expansion
but do not emphasize

its use.

Improving word
choice and sentence
clarity with Al
recommendations

I encourage students to refine
vocabulary and sentence

clarity through Al
suggestions.

| allow students to use
Al for word choice
improvement but do
not make it a
requirement.

I discourage Al-based
vocabulary enhancement,
as | believe it inhibits
students’ lexical growth.

Using Al-generated
templates and sentence
starters for structured

I use Al-generated templates

and sentence starters to

organize my ideas and write
well-structured, coherent

I do not use Al-generated
templates or sentence
starters because | believe
they reduce students'

| sometimes use
Al-generated
templates and sentence
starters, but | prefer to

- - . ability to develop their
writing modify or rewrite them - .
texts. in my own style. independent writing
style.
Idenyfylng and I teach students how to use | allow students to use | discourage A! grammar
correcting grammar, Al-based arammar and Al for grammar and tools, as I believe they
spelling, and s eII-checgin tools for spell-checking but do reduce students’ ability
punctuation errors P '9 not integrate it into my to self-correct their
. self-editing. - -
using Al tools instruction.

writing.

Enhancing sentence
structure and
coherence with
Al-generated

Revising/Editing suggestions

I incorporate Al tools to help
students improve coherence

and readability.

I discourage Al-driven
sentence structuring, as |
believe it prevents
students from developing
their own writing flow.

I allow students to use
Al for sentence
enhancement but do
not emphasize it.

Stage
Refining word choice
and style to improve
clarity and readability

I encourage students to utilize
Al for improving their word
choices and writing style.

I discourage Al-based
style refinements, as |
believe students should
develop their own
stylistic awareness.

T acknowledge Al’s
role in refining style
but do not actively
promote its use.

Checking text
consistency and logical
flow with Al feedback

I guide students in using
Al-generated feedback to
enhance text coherence and

logical sequencing.

I allow students to
check Al suggestions
but do not structure it

into the revision
process.

I discourage Al-driven

coherence checks, as |

believe it limits critical
thinking in revision.

Publishing/Feedback
Reception Stage

Correcting final text
errors based on

I encourage students to
review and apply

T acknowledge Al’s
usefulness in final

| discourage Al-assisted
final corrections, as |
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Writing Stage Subskill Adoption Neutrality Resistance

Al-generated feedback Al-generated feedback for proofreading but leave believe they reduce

final error correction before its use optional. students’ accountability
submission. for their writing.

| discourage Al-assisted
Rephrasing sentences | encourage students to refine I allow students to rephrasing in final drafts,

and improving clarity their final drafts using utilize Al-based as | believe students

in response to Al Al-generated rephrasing rewording but do not should demonstrate

suggestions suggestions. make it a requirement. independent revision

skills.

| discourage Al-driven

tone adjustments, as |

believe students should
develop their own
stylistic expression.

Adjusting tone and I acknowledge Al’s

style to enhance | Eﬂ?&?‘etﬁtelfgwtisﬁrglg:g v'?/‘iltrtmo role in adjusting tone
readability before final the intended audience. and style but do not

submission explicitly teach it.

2.5 Data Collection and Analysis
Data Collection:

The data collection procedure involved the administration of the Tripartite Rubric, where educators self-assessed their stance on
Al-assisted writing instruction across various Phases and sub-skills. The rubric measured three levels of adoption: Adoption (1) for full
acceptance and active use of Al tools, Neutrality (2) for partial acceptance or occasional use, and Resistance (3) for rejection or avoidance
of Al due to pedagogical concerns. The rubric was distributed electronically via Google Forms, WhatsApp, and professional educator
forums in Saudi Arabia to maximize accessibility. Participants were given a four-week response window, with weekly reminders sent to
encourage completion and minimize attrition. These reminders emphasized the study’s academic purpose and assured participants of data
confidentiality. All responses were tracked so that none were missed for all participants.

Data Analysis:

The collected data were analyzed using SPSS to examine response distributions through descriptive statistics, including frequency counts,
standard deviations, and percentage distributions. The analysis focused on calculating the frequency and percentage of responses within
the three rubric categories (Adoption, Neutrality, and Resistance) across all writing stages, providing insights into educators' varying
levels of Al adoption in writing instruction.

In this study, the researchers adopted a streamlined approach to analyzing the outcomes obtained from educators. By focusing explicitly
on quantifying the distribution of responses across the three core categories-Adoption, Neutrality, and Resistance-the analysis aligned
directly with the study’s primary objective: to uncover educators’ implicit attitudes toward Al integration in writing instruction. The
methodology intentionally avoided extraneous statistical comparisons that fell outside the scope of the research aims, ensuring clarity and
precision in interpreting the data.

The intent was to move beyond mere descriptive statistics, endeavoring to elucidate the nuanced interplay between cognitive biases,
pedagogical beliefs, and the perceived affordances and constraints of Al tools. By focusing on the distribution of responses within the
adoption-resistance spectrum, the analysis sought to reveal the implicit tensions and contradictions that characterize educators'
engagement with this emerging technology. This approach allows for a deeper exploration of the adoption-resistance paradox, moving
beyond simple categorization to a more nuanced understanding of the factors that influence educators' willingness to integrate Al into
their instructional practices. The findings are intended to offer insights into the complex motivations and reservations that drive educators'
adoption or resistance, ultimately contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of the psychological and pedagogical dimensions
of Al integration in language education.

3. Results and Discussions
Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al in the Pre-Writing Stage
Table 4. Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al (Pre-Writing) (Total N=340)

Adoption  Neutrality  Resistance

N % N % N %
Generating writing ideas using Al-powered brainstorming tools 60 176 215 632 65 19.1
Developing structured outlines and concept maps with Al assistance 55 16.2 220 64.7 65 19.1

Pre-writing Stage _ Utilizing Al-generated key ideas as starting points for initial writing 50 14.7 210 618 80 235

Writing Stage Subskill

Classifying and organizing ideas in a logical sequence 45 132 230 676 65 191
Developing exploratory questions about the topic with Al assistance 65 19.1 205 60.3 70 20.6
Total average 55 162 216 635 69 203

The quantitative results in Table 4 indicate that Neutrality had the highest percentage, averaging 63.5%, suggesting that the majority of
language educators neither fully adopt nor outright resist the use of generative Al in the pre-writing stage. Meanwhile, Adoption was
relatively low at 16.2%, while Resistance accounted for 20.3%, reflecting some hesitancy regarding Al integration at this stage. This
tendency towards neutrality may be attributed to the preparatory nature of the pre-writing stage, which focuses on idea generation and
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organization rather than actual writing production. For instance, regarding the skill of “classifying and organizing ideas in a logical
sequence,” 67.6% of educators expressed neutrality, while only 13.2% fully adopted Al tools for this purpose, and 19.1% resisted their
use. This could indicate that some educators see Al as a supportive tool for organizing thoughts but not as an essential component of
teaching writing.

Similarly, when examining educators’ responses to “generating writing ideas using Al-powered brainstorming tools,” 63.2% remained
neutral, while 19.1% resisted the idea, possibly due to concerns that such tools might discourage students from developing their own
critical and creative thinking skills. Nevertheless, 17.6% of educators embraced this approach, suggesting a growing awareness of AI’s
potential in stimulating creativity and expanding the range of ideas available to students. Conversely, there was a higher tendency toward
resistance when using Al-generated key ideas as starting points for writing, with 23.5% rejecting this approach-the highest resistance rate
observed in this stage. This resistance may stem from educators' concerns that relying on Al-generated content could reduce students’
ability to think independently and develop original ideas.

These findings suggest that educators align more comfortably with Al-assisted writing in the pre-writing stage, likely because they
perceive these tools as supportive rather than disruptive to their professional roles. Since Al in this phase primarily aids students in
brainstorming, structuring ideas, and planning-rather than generating full written texts-educators may not see it as a direct threat to their
instructional autonomy. However, despite this alignment, the results still indicate a neutral stance rather than full adoption. This neutrality
suggests that deeper psychological and pedagogical concerns might be influencing educators' perceptions. While they recognize Al's
potential as a facilitative tool, they remain hesitant to fully integrate it into their teaching practices. This hesitation could stem from
underlying fears about dependency on Al, skepticism about its long-term impact on students' cognitive development, or uncertainty about
how to effectively regulate Al use in educational settings.

Furthermore, the variation in resistance rates across different sub-skills within the pre-writing stage reinforces the idea that educators may
be selectively open to Al assistance-supporting its role in idea generation and organization, while remaining cautious about allowing it to
influence students' original thinking and problem-solving abilities. These findings suggest that language educators are not highly
enthusiastic about adopting Al in the pre-writing stage, yet they do not entirely reject it either. This balanced stance may reflect their
belief that Al can be a valuable assistive tool but should not replace critical thinking and traditional practices in developing students'
writing skills.

Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al in the Drafting /Initial Writing Stage
Table 5. Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al (Drafting /Initial Writing) (Total N=340)

Adoption  Neutrality  Resistance

Writing Stage Subskill N % N % N %
Generating complete sentences and paragraphs with Al assistance 45 132 30 88 265 78.0

Rephrasing and restructuring sentences using Al suggestions 38 112 22 65 280 823

Drafting /Initial  Expanding brief ideas into more detailed content with Al support 50 147 28 8.2 262 771
Writing Improving word choice and sentence clarity with Al recommendations 42 123 24 1.1 274  80.6
\l/Jv?iltr;gg Al-generated templates and sentence starters for structured 47 138 26 76 267 785

Total average 444 130 26 7.6 2696 793

The results in Table 5 reveal a strong resistance among educators toward integrating generative Al into the Drafting/Initial Writing Stage.
The overall resistance rate stands at 79.3%, significantly higher than in the pre-writing stage. This suggests a clear discomfort and
skepticism about allowing Al to play a role in the actual composition process. One likely reason for this resistance is that Al-generated
text at this stage encroaches upon the core responsibility of educators-teaching students how to construct meaningful and coherent writing.
Unlike the pre-writing stage, where Al merely aids in structuring ideas, the drafting stage involves direct text generation, which may lead
educators to fear that students will rely entirely on Al instead of developing their own writing skills. For instance, 82.3% of educators
resisted Al tools for rephrasing and restructuring sentences, indicating a strong belief that such tasks should be student-driven rather than
Al-assisted. Another possible explanation is a lack of trust in AI’s ability to teach writing effectively. While Al tools can generate
grammatically correct sentences, educators may worry that they lack contextual awareness, rhetorical nuance, and the ability to foster
critical thinking. The 78.5% resistance to Al-generated templates and sentence starters further highlights this concern, as educators might
feel that these tools produce formulaic writing that does not encourage authentic expression.

Additionally, these findings could reflect broader anxieties about Al replacing traditional pedagogical roles. With Al taking on aspects of
drafting, sentence formation, and revision, some educators might perceive it as a challenge to their professional authority, fearing that
their expertise in guiding students through the writing process could be diminished. The high resistance levels in this stage suggest that
educators perceive generative Al as more of a threat than a support when it comes to actual text production, reinforcing the need for
further discussions on how Al can be integrated into writing instruction without undermining fundamental literacy skills.

These findings regarding the Drafting/Initial Writing Stage highlight the underlying motivations of language educators in their stance
toward Al-assisted writing. Despite previous studies such as (Cardon et al., 2023; Gasaymeh et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2025; Sain et al.,
2025) emphasizing the potential benefits of generative Al in enhancing writing skills, educators in this study appear to hold a different
perspective.
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One possible reason for this divergence is the fundamental difference between theoretical expectations and classroom realities. While Al
tools have been praised for their ability to provide instant feedback, suggest vocabulary improvements, and aid in sentence restructuring,
educators may view these benefits as superficial if they do not align with deeper pedagogical goals, such as fostering originality,
creativity, and critical thinking. The high resistance rate suggests that educators see writing as more than just a mechanical process of
constructing sentences-it is a cognitive and rhetorical skill that Al may not be fully equipped to nurture.

Additionally, these results might indicate a discrepancy between research findings and practical concerns. While Al is often portrayed as a
revolutionary tool in writing instruction, educators on the ground grapple with ethical dilemmas, assessment challenges, and concerns
about over-reliance. If students lean too heavily on Al during the drafting stage, there is a risk of eroding essential writing competencies,
making it harder for them to develop independent composition skills.

Moreover, this resistance could be shaped by a broader skepticism toward technology-driven pedagogies, particularly among educators
who have limited exposure to Al tools or doubt their adaptability to traditional writing instruction frameworks. Unlike other technological
advancements that have seamlessly integrated into education (such as grammar checkers or digital brainstorming tools), generative Al
operates at a level that directly influences textual production, making educators more cautious about its long-term implications.

These findings suggest that while Al has promising applications in writing instruction, its role in drafting remains contentious among
educators. The tension between pedagogical integrity and technological convenience continues to shape their perspectives, emphasizing
the need for a balanced, research-informed approach to Al adoption in language education.

Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al in the Revising/Editing Stage
Table 6. Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al (Revising/Editing) (Total N=340)

Adoption  Neutrality Resistance
N % N % N %

Writing Stage Subskill

Identifying and correcting grammar, spelling, and punctuation
errors using Al tools
Enhancing sentence structure and coherence with Al-generated 11

45 132 25 73 270 795

Revising/Edit . 38 2' 30 8.8 272 80.0
ing Stage sugge;tlons - - -
Reflnn.lg. word choice and style to improve clarity and 50 14. 2 65 268 788
readability 7
Checking text consistency and logical flow with Al feedback 42 13' 28 82 270 1795
Total average 438 129 262 7.7 270 794

The quantitative findings in Table 6 highlight a continuation of educators' resistance to integrating generative Al into the Revising/Editing
Stage of writing instruction. With an average resistance rate of 79.4%, this phase closely aligns with the high levels of resistance observed
in the Drafting/Initial Writing Stage. For instance, 79.5% of educators resisted using Al tools for identifying and correcting grammar,
spelling, and punctuation errors, while 80.0% rejected Al-generated suggestions for enhancing sentence structure and coherence. This
consistent resistance suggests that educators remain skeptical about AI’s role in the later stages of writing, where human oversight and
cognitive engagement are considered essential.

One possible explanation is that educators lack confidence in students' ability to critically engage with Al-generated edits. Unlike the
Pre-Writing Stage, where Al is used as a supportive brainstorming tool, revising and editing require deeper cognitive reflection, critical
judgment, and nuanced decision-making-skills that educators may believe Al cannot adequately develop. There is a concern that students
might blindly accept Al-generated revisions without fully understanding why certain changes were made, ultimately weakening their own
editorial skills.

Additionally, educators may perceive writing as a deeply human and context-dependent skill, where Al cannot fully grasp the subtleties of
meaning, tone, or rhetorical intent. Revising and editing involve more than just grammar correction or structural improvements-they
require a nuanced understanding of the author’s intent, audience expectations, and overall coherence of the text. The fact that nearly 79.5%
of educators opposed using Al for checking text consistency and logical flow suggests that they trust human judgment more than
automated tools in maintaining the integrity of student writing.

Another possible reason for the high resistance could be concerns about AI’s reliability and accuracy in revising text. While Al can
identify surface-level errors, educators may feel that it lacks the ability to make meaningful improvements to a student's unique writing
style. Al-generated feedback may be formulaic, contextually inappropriate, or even misleading, leading to skepticism about its
effectiveness as a substitute for teacher-led feedback.

Furthermore, this resistance may reflect a broader apprehension about over-reliance on Al in education. Some educators might worry that
if students consistently rely on Al for revision, they will struggle to develop their own self-editing skills, ultimately becoming passive
recipients rather than active learners. Writing is a recursive process, and trial-and-error learning is crucial for developing strong writing
habits-something that cannot be outsourced entirely to Al. These results underscore educators' belief that revising and editing require
more human intervention than Al can provide. Despite the potential efficiency of Al-powered editing tools, trust in human judgment,
skepticism about AI’s capabilities, and concerns about student dependence continue to drive resistance to Al integration in this stage.
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Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al in the Publishing/Feedback Reception Stage
Table 7. Educators' Alignment with Teaching Writing Skills Using Generative Al (Publishing/Feedback Reception) (Total N=340)

Adoption Neutrality Resistance

Writing Stage Subskill N % N % N %

Correcting final text errors based on Al-generated feedback 78 22.9% 198 582% 64 18.8%

Rephrasing sentences and improving clarity in response to 65 191% 212 624% 63 185%

Publishing/Feedback Al suggestions

Reception Stage — — -
QJ(:JJ%sitslsr;gr:one and style to enhance readability before final 82 241% 190 559% 68 200%

Total average 75 22.03% 200 58.83% 65 19.10%

Table 7 illustrates that educators exhibit a predominantly neutral stance (58.83%) regarding the use of generative Al in the
Publishing/Feedback Reception Stage-a pattern similar to what was observed in the Pre-Writing Stage. Unlike the Drafting and
Revising/Editing Stages, where resistance was significantly higher, this stage does not appear to provoke the same level of concern. This
suggests that educators perceive Al as an assistive tool rather than a replacement for human input when it comes to finalizing written
work.

One key factor behind this neutrality could be that the Publishing/Feedback Reception Stage does not involve generating original text but
rather refining and improving what has already been written. Unlike drafting, where Al-generated content might threaten students' writing
independence, this phase primarily involves corrections, stylistic adjustments, and final refinements, which educators may feel pose
minimal risk to students’ writing development. For instance, 58.2% of educators remained neutral about using Al for correcting final text
errors, and 62.4% showed neutrality regarding Al-generated suggestions for rephrasing sentences and improving clarity. These figures
suggest that educators do not perceive Al's role at this stage as overly intrusive or detrimental to students’ learning.

Additionally, educators may see Al as a supportive tool rather than a primary agent of change in this phase. When students use Al to
adjust tone, style, and clarity (a task where 55.9% of educators showed neutrality), it is likely that the final responsibility still rests with
the student. Unlike earlier stages where Al might take a more generative role, here it functions as an editorial assistant rather than a
writing substitute. Neutrality in this stage might stem from the nature of publishing and feedback as collaborative processes. Educators
might believe that AI’s involvement in offering feedback or refining writing does not fundamentally alter students’ authorship but rather
complements their ability to make independent improvements. Since finalizing a text is less about content creation and more about
polishing existing work, teachers may feel that AI’s contributions here are neither overwhelmingly beneficial nor particularly
harmful-hence the neutral stance.

This shift from resistance to neutrality could also reflect a growing pragmatic acceptance of AI’s utility for post-writing tasks. While
educators remain wary of Al replacing cognitive writing processes, they might acknowledge that Al can help streamline minor
refinements, saving time for both students and teachers. This practical recognition aligns with findings from prior stages, where teachers
tended to resist Al in areas involving deep cognitive engagement but showed more flexibility when Al was used for structural support or
enhancement. Educators’ neutral alignment with Al in this stage likely stems from a perception that Al is merely an assistive tool, rather
than a writing agent. Since publishing and feedback do not involve Al-generated content creation but rather improvements on existing
work, educators may not view Al as a significant threat in this phase. However, the presence of a 19.1% resistance rate indicates that
some skepticism persists, possibly due to concerns about students over-relying on Al for final refinements instead of developing
independent self-editing skills.

4. Implications of the Study

This study offers both practical and theoretical implications for the evolving landscape of language education in the age of generative Al.
Practically, the findings provide educators, curriculum designers, and policymakers with insight into the specific stages of writing
instruction where Al integration is more welcomed (e.g., pre-writing and publishing) and where it is met with resistance (e.g., drafting
and revising). This awareness can guide the development of professional training programs that help teachers leverage Al tools
meaningfully—without compromising the cognitive, creative, and instructional depth of writing education.

Furthermore, the rubric introduced in this study may serve as a diagnostic tool for educational institutions seeking to evaluate teacher
readiness, concerns, and support needs in relation to Al-assisted writing instruction. By mapping educators' orientations across adoption,
neutrality, and resistance, the rubric can inform tailored interventions that foster more balanced and ethically guided technology
integration.

Theoretically, the study contributes to the discourse on professional identity and technological mediation in pedagogy. It highlights how
educators' responses to Al are not solely based on technological competence, but are also shaped by their pedagogical beliefs, ethical
considerations, and perceptions of student agency. As such, the findings underscore the need for a nuanced, human-centered framework
that accounts for the emotional, professional, and cognitive dimensions of Al adoption in writing education.

5. Conclusion

The findings of this study provide a nuanced understanding of language educators' attitudes toward using Generative Al in teaching
writing skills across different stages of the writing process. A clear pattern emerges: educators are more accepting of Al when it serves as
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an assistive tool in pre-writing and publishing/feedback reception stages, but they strongly resist its role in drafting and revising/editing
stages, where Al engages in actual text production and refinement. This pattern reveals a fundamental concern among
educators-protecting their professional role in guiding students through the writing process and ensuring authentic student engagement in
writing development.

Neutrality in the Pre-Writing and Publishing/Feedback Reception Stages: The study found that educators remained predominantly neutral
in their stance toward Al in both the pre-writing (63.5%) and publishing/feedback reception (58.83%) stages. This suggests that educators
do not perceive Al as a significant threat in these stages, likely because these phases focus on support and preparation rather than actual
content generation. In the pre-writing stage, Al assists in brainstorming, organizing ideas, and structuring outlines-tasks that facilitate
writing without replacing students' cognitive engagement. Similarly, in the publishing and feedback reception stage, Al's role is more
advisory, offering error correction, stylistic refinement, and clarity improvements rather than generating original content. Educators
appear to accept Al in these phases because it acts as a facilitator rather than an author, reinforcing the notion that Al is a tool to enhance
students' writing process rather than a replacement for their writing skills.

Resistance in the Drafting and Revising/Editing Stages: In stark contrast, educators demonstrated high resistance to AI’s involvement in
the drafting (79.3%) and revising/editing (79.4%) stages. This heightened opposition can be attributed to several factors. First, in the
drafting stage, where Al generates sentences, paragraphs, and expands content, educators may fear that students will become overly
dependent on Al, diminishing their own writing abilities. The idea that students might use Al-generated text as a substitute rather than a
guide seems to be a major concern, threatening the fundamental role of writing instruction in developing authentic composition skills.
Similarly, in the revising and editing stage, Al plays a more direct role in refining sentence structure, coherence, and word choice, which
educators may see as requiring human intervention and judgment rather than algorithmic suggestions. The high resistance here suggests
that teachers may lack trust in Al's ability to evaluate and refine writing with the same level of nuance as a human instructor.

A Middle Ground: Partial Adoption: While neutrality and resistance dominated educators' responses, the study also highlights a consistent,
albeit limited, level of adoption across all four stages. Although adoption never surpassed 25% in any stage, its presence-ranging from
12.9% to 22%-indicates that some educators recognize the potential benefits of Al in writing instruction. This suggests that not all
teachers reject Al outright; rather, their acceptance is conditional on its role as an enhancement tool rather than a replacement for
traditional writing instruction.

Interpreting the Broader Implications: These findings point to a deeper psychological and pedagogical tension regarding Al in writing
education. Educators do not reject Al wholesale; instead, they navigate a careful balance between leveraging Al as a supportive tool and
resisting it as a potential disruptor to students’ learning autonomy and teachers’ instructional roles. Their willingness to integrate Al in
preparatory and finalization stages suggests an emerging openness to Al’s role in scaffolding writing tasks. However, their resistance to
Al in drafting and revising reflects an enduring belief that writing is a cognitive, human-driven skill that cannot be effectively outsourced
to Al without consequences for students' learning and creativity.

Ultimately, this study highlights both the promise and the paradox of Al adoption in writing education. While Al holds potential for
enhancing the writing process, its full-scale integration is met with skepticism when it challenges educators’ perceived role in fostering
authentic student writing. Future research and professional development efforts should therefore focus on finding pedagogically sound
ways to integrate Al without compromising students' independent writing abilities, ensuring that Al augments rather than replaces human
instruction.

The conclusions of this study are deeply informed by and contribute back to the growing body of research on the integration of generative
Al in education. The observed neutrality among educators in the pre-writing and publishing stages aligns with findings by Barrett and
Pack (2023) and Sogiit (2024), who reported cautious optimism regarding Al's role in brainstorming, outlining, and surface-level
revisions. This supports the notion that educators perceive Al as a supplementary tool when it facilitates organization or feedback without
replacing students’ intellectual labor.

Conversely, the high levels of resistance identified in the drafting and revising/editing stages reflect concerns raised by Shopovski (2024)
and Cummings et al. (2024), who highlighted teachers' apprehension toward Al-generated content diminishing students' critical thinking
and authentic authorship. The present study extends these concerns by demonstrating that such resistance is not merely theoretical but
strongly represented in actual teacher responses. Furthermore, the findings echo Kim et al. (2025) and Tran (2025) in underscoring
educators’ preference for teacher-guided feedback over automated revisions, especially in contexts demanding higher-order writing
competencies. The study also reinforces Creely (2024) and Cardon et al. (2023) by affirming that teachers’ orientations toward Al are not
solely technical, but deeply intertwined with professional identity, pedagogical values, and trust in students' ethical use of technology.

6. Limitations of the Study

While this study provides valuable insights into language educators' alignment with Al-assisted writing instruction, several limitations
should be acknowledged. First, the study primarily relied on self-reported perceptions from teachers, which may not fully capture their
actual behaviors or the complexities of classroom dynamics when integrating Al. Educators' stated positions on adoption, neutrality, and
resistance might be influenced by personal biases, institutional policies, or a lack of direct experience with Al tools in writing instruction.
Second, the study focused on secondary school language teachers in Saudi Arabia, which limits the generalizability of the findings to
other educational contexts. Cultural, technological, and pedagogical factors may shape Al adoption differently in other regions or
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educational levels. Future research could explore how these attitudes compare across diverse linguistic and academic settings. Third, this
research examined Al integration at a broad level without distinguishing between specific generative Al tools or their varying capabilities.
Some Al applications may be more effective or acceptable in different writing stages, and a more granular analysis could yield deeper
insights into educators’ selective acceptance or rejection of Al assistance. Lastly, this study did not incorporate direct student perspectives
or learning outcomes, which are crucial in understanding the impact of Al on writing instruction. Future research should investigate how
students perceive AI’s role in their writing development and how its use influences their engagement, creativity, and skill acquisition.

Despite these limitations, the study provides a foundational understanding of how language educators navigate the paradox of Al adoption
and resistance in writing instruction, paving the way for further empirical investigations into this field.
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