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Abstract: This study explores pre-service EFL teachers’ awareness of integrating GenAl into CRT
in West Kalimantan, Indonesia. Using a qualitative descriptive design, data were collected through
semi-structured interviews with 35 final-semester pre-service EFL teachers and analyzed using Braun
and Clarke’s thematic analysis. Interview analysis reveals four interconnected dimensions of awareness:
cognitive, pedagogical, critical/evaluative, and developmental. Participants recognized GenAl’s
limitations in representing local cultural knowledge, struggled to design culturally responsive prompts,
and demonstrated the ability to identify cultural biases and inaccuracies in Al outputs. They also
emphasized the need for practical training and institutional support to effectively integrate GenAl into
culturally responsive learning. Based on these findings, this study proposes Culturally Responsive Al
Literacy as a conceptual extension of Al literacy, positioning technical competence, critical evaluation,
cultural knowledge, and pedagogical decision-making as integrated competencies.
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B INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of globalization,
digital transformation, and intercultural
communication has reshaped the objectives of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) education.
English learning is no longer limited to developing
learners’ linguistic competence but is also
expected to foster intercultural understanding and
prepare students to communicate effectively in
culturally diverse societies (Chen & Yang, 2014;
Khomyshak, 2024; Lee et al., 2023). Since
language reflects values, identities, and social
practices, English teachers are expected not only
to teach language skills but also to help students
understand, appreciate, and negotiate cultural
diversity (Byram, 2021; Kramsch, 1995; Séna,
2025). This expectation highlights the importance
of Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT). This

instructional approach positions learners’ cultural
backgrounds, experiences, and identities as
valuable learning resources rather than peripheral
elements of the curriculum (Abdalla & Moussa,
2024; Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2014, 2021).

CRT is particularly relevant in Indonesia, a
multicultural country characterized by diverse
ethnicities, languages, and cultural traditions.
Recent educational reforms through Kurikulum
Merdeka further emphasize contextual learning,
learner diversity, and the development of the Profil
Pelajar Pancasila, all closely aligned with the
principles of culturally responsive pedagogy
(Cahya & Syaftrizal, 2022; Thsani & Prastikawati,
2024; Pratiwi et al., 2023). Nevertheless,
implementing CRT in EFL classrooms remains
challenging. English teaching materials remain
dominated by Western cultural perspectives,
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while local cultural resources remain
underrepresented (Banaruee et al., 2023;
Boonsuk et al., 2021; Madkur et al., 2024). In
addition, teacher education programs tend to
emphasize language proficiency and instructional
methodology rather than preparing future teachers
to integrate cultural diversity into English language
teaching. Consequently, pre-service teachers
need stronger awareness of culturally responsive
pedagogy before entering professional practice.
The emergence of Generative Artificial
Intelligence (GenAl) offers new opportunities to
strengthen CRT implementation in English
language teaching. By generating instructional
materials, classroom activities, assessments, and
feedback within seconds, GenAl can help
teachers design more adaptive and culturally
relevant learning experiences (Duran, 2026; Ijiri
& Healy, 2025; Naidu & Sevnarayan, 2025;
Weng & Fu, 2025). Rather than merely a
technological tool, GenAl is increasingly viewed
as a pedagogical partner that can help teachers
contextualize instructional materials to learners’
backgrounds (Berg, 2024; Kamaghe et al., 2024;
Tafazoli, 2024). However, the educational value
of GenAl largely depends on teachers’ ability to
evaluate, modify, and verify the cultural
appropriateness of Al-generated content before
implementing it in the classroom (Avadhanam &
Kennedy, 2025; Hastomo et al., 2026;
Mahmoudi-Dehaki & Nasr-Esfahani, 2026).
Previous studies have consistently reported
the potential of GenAl to support teacher
education. Research shows that GenAl can help
teachers prepare lesson plans, generate learning
materials, enhance instructional creativity, and
improve teaching efficiency (Kasneci et al., 2023;
Kylyckaya, 2020; Yoanduanda et al., 2025).
More specifically, Nyaaba et al. (2025)
demonstrated that a CRT-based GPT model
could generate lesson plans with greater cultural
relevance than standard prompting. However,
teachers still needed to review Al-generated

outputs to avoid cultural hallucinations. Similarly,
Kongetal. (2022) emphasized that Al literacy,
contextual adaptability, and culturally responsive
teaching efficacy are important for successfully
implementing GenAl in teacher education.
Collectively, these studies suggest that GenAl has
considerable potential to facilitate culturally
responsive instruction while simultaneously
requiring teachers to exercise professional
judgment when using Al-generated materials.

Despite these promising findings, several
issues remain unresolved. First, a substantial
strand of recent empirical research on GenAl in
language and teacher education has relied on
quantitative survey designs to examine teachers’
and pre-service teachers’ perceptions, beliefs,
acceptance, and intended use of Al technologies
(Chung & Jeong, 2024; Mustroph & Steinbock,
2024; Wang et al., 2026). These studies provide
valuable evidence regarding users’ perceptions
and adoption-related factors, but offer less insight
into how pre-service EFL teachers interpret Al-
generated instructional content and make context-
sensitive pedagogical judgments. Second,
although emerging research has begun to examine
culturally responsive applications of GenAl,
studies focusing specifically on pre-service EFL
teachers in multicultural contexts such as
Indonesia remain limited. Third, limited attention
has been given to how pre-service EFL teachers
identify cultural biases and inaccuracies in Al-
generated materials and determine their cultural
appropriateness for classroom use. Consequently,
empirical evidence remains limited regarding how
pre-service teachers develop awareness of the
opportunities, challenges, and decision-making
processes involved in evaluating Al-generated
instructional materials from a culturally responsive
perspective.

To address these gaps, this study adopts
an adapted CRT-GenAl Awareness Framework
synthesized from the Al Literacy framework (Ng
etal., 2021), the Al Competency Framework
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for Teachers (UNESCO, 2024), and the
principles of Culturally Responsive Teaching
(Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2021). The
framework conceptualizes teachers’ awareness
through four interrelated dimensions: cognitive
awareness, practical/pedagogical awareness,
critical/evaluative awareness, and developmental
awareness. These dimensions serve as the
analytical lens for understanding how pre-service
teachers perceive the opportunities, challenges,
and professional support needed to integrate
GenAl into culturally responsive English language
teaching,

Accordingly, this study explores pre-
service EFL teachers’ awareness of integrating
GenAl into Culturally Responsive Teaching.
Specifically, the study seeks to answer three
research questions: (1) How do pre-service EFL.
teachers demonstrate awareness of CRT in the
era of Generative AI? (2) What challenges do
they encounter when integrating GenAl into
culturally responsive lesson planning, particularly
in verifying the cultural appropriateness and
accuracy of Al-generated content? (3) What
forms of support and professional development
do they perceive as necessary to strengthen their
competence in integrating GenAl and CRT?

B METHOD
Research Design

This study employed a qualitative
descriptive design to explore pre-service EFL
teachers. The researchers used a qualitative
descriptive design. The researchers believed this
design was appropriate because the study’s
primary objective is to provide a comprehensive
and straightforward account of participants’
perspectives on integrating GenAl and CRT,
rather than to generate abstract theory or highly
interpretive explanations. Consistent with
Creswell (Creswell, 2013), this design enabled
the researchers to explore participants’ meanings
and identify patterns across their experiences

without adhering to a specific qualitative tradition
such as phenomenology or grounded theory.
Accordingly, this design was considered suitable
for documenting how pre-service EFL teachers
perceive, understand, and analyze the advantages
and challenges of using GenAl in culturally
sensitive teaching methods.

Participant

The participants comprised 35 final-
semester pre-service EFL teachers from a
university in Pontianak, Indonesia, selected
through purposive sampling. The inclusion criteria
required participants to have repeated prior
experience using Generative Al (e.g., ChatGPT)
for instructional purposes (e.g., developing
instructional materials or lesson plans), to have
completed coursework in technology-enhanced
instructional planning and pedagogy (e.g., ICT
for EFL, Al for EFL), and to possess a
foundational understanding of Culturally
Responsive Teaching (CRT) acquired through
coursework or teaching practicums (e.g., TEFL
Methodology, Teaching Practice 1, and Teaching
Practice 2). Rather than acquiring a specific
duration of Al use, the researchers used
participants’ repeated instructional use of GenAl
as the experience criterion, since this study did
not systematically measure the duration of
individual participants’ GenAl use.

Research Procedures

The research was conducted in four phases.
The researchers then adapted ideas from Al
literacy (Long & Magerko, 2020; Ng et al.,
2021), the AI Competency Framework for
Instructors (UNESCO, 2024), and the principles
of Culturally Responsive Teaching (Gay, 2018;
Ladson-Billings, 2021) to develop the CRT—
GenAl research tools, which were validated by
four academic experts in English language
teaching (Reviewer 1 and 2), Al in education for
clarity (Reviewer 3), and CRT (Reviewer 4) for
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the relevance and alignment with the research
objectives. Second, after obtaining ethical
approval and informed consent, purposive
sampling was used to recruit participants who met
the inclusion criteria. Given that the participants
were final-semester students at the researchers’
university, participation was voluntary, and
participants were informed that their decision to
participate or withdraw would not affect their
academic standing. To minimize potential social-
desirability and acquiescence bias, the interviewer
emphasized that there were no expected or
preferred answers and encouraged participants
to express their views freely. Third, semi-
structured interviews were conducted for
approximately 15-20 minutes per participant
using five focused questions aligned with the four
dimensions of the modified CRT-GenAl
awareness framework. Fourth, transcripts were
reviewed and coded iteratively (CRT-AI 01—
CRT-AI 35) to identify recurring patterns and
assess whether subsequent interviews contributed
substantively new information to the emerging
thematic structure, following Braun and Clarke
(2006) and Xu (2026). Participants’
confidentiality, voluntary participation, and reliable
outcomes were ensured through informed consent

protocols, careful documentation, and participant
codes.

Research Instruments

Based on the modified CRT-GenAl
awareness framework proposed in this study, a
semi-structured interview protocol comprising
five open-ended questions was designed to
integrate the Al Literacy framework, the Al
Competency Framework for Teachers, and the
principles of Culturally Responsive Teaching. The
interview protocol was aligned with the
conceptual framework to ensure consistency
between the research aims, data collection, and
subsequent thematic analysis. Prior to data
collection, the interview questions were reviewed
by four academic experts with expertise in English
language teaching and related areas to assess their
clarity, relevance, and alignment with the research
objectives and the conceptual framework. Their
feedback was used to refine the wording and
focus of the interviews before they were
conducted. Following expert review, all five
interview questions were retained as relevant,
clear, and aligned with the research objectives
and conceptual framework. The interview
blueprint is presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Interview blueprint

Theoretical Awareness Operational Interview Focus Interview Question
Foundation Dimension Definition
Al Literacy Cognitive Participants’ Awareness of Q1. When thinking about
Framework (Ng et Awareness understanding of culturally different types of English
al., 2021); Al GenAl's capabilities responsive language teaching
Competency and limitations in instructional materials, what
Framework for supporting culturally = materials and materials do you think
Teachers responsive English GenAl would be most difficult to
(UNESCO, 2024);, language teaching. limitations. adapt or create using
CRT (Gay, 2018; GenAl while maintaining
Ladson-Billings, cultural responsiveness?
2021) Why?
Al Literacy (Use  Practical/ Participants’ Practical Q2. Can you describe
& Apply); Pedagogical awareness of experiences of any specific difficulties
UNESCO AI- Awareness pedagogical using GenAl for you might encounter
enhanced challenges lesson planning when integrating GenAl
Pedagogy; CRT encountered when and material into your lesson
integrating GenAl development. planning for CRT?

into CRT-oriented
lesson planning.
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Al Literacy Critical/ Participants’ ability Verification of Q3. What aspects of

(Evaluate & Evaluative to critically evaluate ~ Al-generated verifying the cultural

Create); Awareness Al-generated content ~ materials before appropriateness and

UNESCO Al for cultural classroom accuracy of Al-

Ethics; CRT appropriateness, implementation. generated content do you
accuracy, and find most problematic?
potential bias.

UNESCO Developmen Participants’ Professional Q4. What kind of support

Professional tal awareness of the development and  or training do you think

Learning; Al Awareness professional institutional would be most helpful

Literacy; CRT knowledge, training,  support needs. for pre-service teachers
and institutional to overcome these
support needed for challenges?
effective GenAl
integration.

Integrated CRT—  Overall Participants’ Broader Q5. Is there anything

GenAl Awareness Reflection additional reflections  perceptions, else you would like to

Framework (Supporting  beyond the four concerns, and add regarding your

Question) awareness recommendations.  perceptions of
dimensions. integrating CRT

materials with
Generative Al that we
have not discussed?

Data Analysis Techniques

The interview data were analyzed using
Reflexive Thematic Analysis (RTA) following
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase approach:
familiarizing the researchers with the transcripts,
generating initial codes, constructing potential
themes, reviewing and refining themes, defining
and naming the themes, and producing the final
analytical account. Coding was conducted
iteratively to identify patterns in participants’
experiences and judgments regarding GenAl and
culturally responsive teaching. The principles of
Culturally Responsive Teaching (Gay, 2018;
Ladson-Billings, 2021) and Al literacy (Long &
Magerko, 2020; Ng et al., 2021) informed the
interpretation of emerging patterns. Multiple
coding was permitted when a participant’s
response reflected more than one sub-theme;
therefore, frequencies were calculated at the
participant level, were not mutually exclusive, and
could exceed N = 35. Relationships among co-
occurring codes were also examined to identify
connections across sub-themes.

To strengthen the trustworthiness of the
analysis, [X] interview transcripts were
independently coded by two researchers,
representing approximately [ X%] of the dataset.
Inter-coder agreement was assessed using
[Cohen’s Kappa/percentage agreement], and
disagreements were discussed and resolved
through consensus.

Following the RTA, the themes were
conceptually interpreted through the CRT—
GenAl framework and organized into four
overarching dimensions: Cognitive Awareness,
Practical/Pedagogical Awareness, Critical/
Evaluative Awareness, and Developmental
Awareness. Together, these dimensions informed
the concept of Culturally Responsive Al Literacy;,
as illustrated in Figure 1.

As shown in Figure 1, the four dimensions
capture complementary aspects of culturally
responsive GenAl use: Cognitive Awareness
concerns local cultural and linguistic knowledge;
Practical/Pedagogical Awareness concerns the
instructional use of GenAl; Critical/Evaluative
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Figure 1. Conceptual map of culturally responsive Al literacy

Awareness concerns the evaluation of cultural
relevance and accuracy; and Developmental
Awareness concerns the development of
competencies for responsible GenAl use.

B RESULTAND DISCUSSION

This section presents the findings from the
thematic analysis of semi-structured interview
data collected from 35 pre-service EFL teachers.
The analysis followed the six-phase thematic
analysis process proposed by Braun and Clarke
(2006, 2021). Four overarching dimensions
emerged from the data: (1) Cognitive Awareness,
which evaluates participants’ conceptual
understanding; (2) Practical/Pedagogical
Awareness, which emphasizes the technical
application of GenAl in curriculum development;
(3) Critical/Evaluative Awareness, which
emphasizes participants’ ability to identify cultural
biases and evaluate content accuracy; and (4)
Developmental Awareness, which includes needs
for training and institutional support. These
dimensions reflect participants’ awareness of
GenAl’s cultural knowledge limitations,
challenges in integrating GenAl into culturally
responsive teaching, the need to evaluate Al-
generated content critically, and the professional

support required for responsible integration. The
findings are presented below according to these
four dimensions, with supporting subthemes,
participant frequencies, and illustrative quotations.

Cognitive Awareness: Recognition of
GenAI’s Local Knowledge Limitations
(RQ1)

When asked to identify the types of English
language teaching materials most difficult to adapt
or create using GenAl while maintaining cultural
responsiveness, participants demonstrated a clear
awareness of GenAl’s knowledge boundaries,
particularly its inability to capture the hyper-local
cultural knowledge of Pontianak’s Dayak, Malay,
and Chinese communities. Four sub-themes
emerged: local literary texts (n = 16), historical
documents (n=12), local vocabulary lists (n =
5), and grammar exercises with cultural referents
(n=2). There are four sub-themes generated
from the interview results related to this cognitive
awareness, involving:

Sub-theme 1: local literacy texts as the most
inaccessible material (n=16)

The dominant sub-theme was the
perception that it is impossible to produce locally
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rooted literary works through GenAl, such as
legends, traditional lyrical poetry (pantun), and
oral traditions. Participants repeatedly noted that
these resources are not available in the digital
repositories accessible to large language models,
resulting in unclear or incorrect Al-generated
responses. According to the participants:

“I believe local literary documents like

traditional jampi would be difficult for

the Al to gather and recreate.” (CRT-

P9)

“The Chinese from this region may have

a different story. I think it is better

talking to them rather than directly

using Al tools. I am afraid it makes
mistakes when it refers to literary
documents.” (CRT-P35)

Several participants connected this
limitation to their own incomplete cultural
knowledge. One participant (CRT-P5) admitted
that while they could review Al outputs when they
possessed cultural knowledge, the risk of
unknowingly accepting culturally inaccurate
literary content was considerable when their own
familiarity was limited.

This difficulty can be understood in
relation to the uneven representation of culturally
specific knowledge in the data available to GenAl
models. Local literary works, oral traditions,
historical narratives, and community-based
cultural knowledge may be less extensively
digitized or represented in widely accessible
textual resources than more globally circulated
cultural materials. The issue extends beyond AI’s
technical ability to generate language; it concerns
the epistemic limitations of the knowledge
represented in its training data. For pre-service
EFL teachers, this limitation creates a need to
treat GenAl outputs as provisional resources that
require verification against locally grounded
cultural knowledge rather than as authoritative
representations of local literature or culture. From
a CRT perspective, this finding matters because

culturally responsive teaching requires teachers
to recognize and incorporate learners’ local
cultural knowledge rather than uncritically relying
on externally generated representations.

Sub-theme 2: historical documentation gaps
(n=12)

The second most important sub-theme was
the challenges of creating culturally relevant and
historically correct content. Participants admitted
that by confusing local history with broader
national or regional narratives, Al models often
fail to capture the distinctive intricacies of
Pontianak’s historical sites, artifacts, and rituals.
Unreliable documentation of historical knowledge
was amajor source of anxiety, even within local
communities. CRT-P4 provided evidence for this
point:

“Historical documents of Pontianak, |
believe is harder to create with
generative AL For one thing, it is already
difficult for us, the local people, to know
the exact history of our traditional
clothes such as telok belanga and baju
kurong; sometimes the history is merged
with the history from Riau or other
regions. I think the Al tools do not have
complete data about this.” (CRT-P4)

Similarly, CRT-P14 noted the limitations of
AT’s knowledge base regarding local history. He/
she said, “In my opinion, a historical document
can be difficult to make. [ know Alis a modern
tool. These things do not know much about the
local story. Indonesian, yes, but the local no.”
Another participant, CRT-P25, emphasized the
reliance on older generations as the primary
source of historical accuracy: “Historical stories
from Pontianak are not all available online. When
writing about historical stories, I go to older
people. They know a lot more. Al tools are new;
I do not think they know much.” This sub-theme
shows that participants believe GenAl cannot
handle historical information that is prone to
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regional confusion and lacks thorough digital
documentation.

Sub-theme 3: Locally specific linguistic and
cultural referents (n=7)

Participants highlighted the difficulty of using
GenAl to develop locally specific linguistic and
cultural materials, particularly when these
materials involve vocabulary, idioms, and
language exercises grounded in Pontianak’s
multicultural context. They noted that Al-
generated resources may fail to distinguish local
cultural references from broader Indonesian
representations or misinterpret culturally
embedded expressions. This concern was
particularly evident in relation to Dayak, Malay,
and Chinese cultural traditions. For example,
CRT-P12 expressed distrust in Al-generated
Dayaknese vocabulary, while CRT-P15
emphasized the complexity of representing
Pontianak’s mixed cultural heritage:

“Local vocabulary, say Dayaknese

vocabulary, cannot be gathered from

these Al tools. They may understand the
basic, but mistakes happen. I do not
trust them.” (CRT-P12)

“This region has a mixed culture of

Malay, Dayaknese and Chinese. When

talking about vocabulary lists, I do not

think Al tools understand the complexity
of the mixed culture.” (CRT-P15)

Similarly, CRT-P26 noted that Al may
conflate local vocabulary with broader national
cultural references, particularly when materials
involve culturally specific objects, places, or
practices. He/she said:

“Local vocabulary list is important but

not easy to create. This list can be about

clothes, food, drinks, buildings, or
cultural sites. Al tools can mix this with
national culture lists.” (CRT-P26)

The challenge also extended to grammar
activities when local idioms, people, historical

figures, or places were incorporated into English-
language exercises. CRT-P2 observed that Al
could misinterpret local references and
consequently generate inappropriate grammatical
forms, particularly pronoun choices, while CRT-
P10 similarly reported difficulties when local
idioms were unfamiliar to Al systems:

“I think grammar tests are one of the

teaching materials that are not easy to

adapt or create by using generative Al,
particularly because [ use them for CRT
teaching. Well, among many other types
of material, grammar tests or practices
are not very hard. However, they still
cause me trouble, especially when it
comes to references for local people or
local/historical things/buildings. These

Al apps can make mistakes when

inferring the correct pronouns to use for

local words.” (CRT-P2)

“Grammar, I guess, is harder to make.

For CRT, the exercise sometimes

involves using local idioms that

generative Al tools do not know, then,
the exercise that is made is not suitable.”

(CRT-P10)

Taken together, these findings suggest that
locally responsive EFL materials require not only
linguistic accuracy but also sensitivity to cultural
specificity. Thus, while GenAl can support
material development, local knowledge and
human judgment remain essential for ensuring
cultural appropriateness.

Pedagogical Awareness: Challenges in
Integration (RQ?2)

The second theme, Practical/Pedagogical
Awareness, focused on the specific challenges
participants faced when incorporating GenAl into
their lesson plans. Three sub-themes emerged
from the thematic analysis: prompt engineering
struggles (n = 28), dissatisfaction with iterative
refinement (n = 3), and collaborative and peer
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learning (n = 6). These sub-themes highlighted
considerable challenges with the technical
mechanics of engaging with the AL

Sub-theme 1: prompt engineering struggles
(n=28)

The participants felt that creating effective
prompts to produce desired instructional materials
was the most daunting pedagogical issue.
Participants complained that they could not create
proper instructions, which often led to outputs
that were erroneous, irrelevant, or too general.
The vast majority of responders (28 out of 35)
cited prompt engineering as the main technical
challenge. According to CRT-P2 and CRT-P6:

“I think making the prompts is most

difficult. I am not sure why, but this Al

tool like ChatGPT needs good prompts
that I cannot make.” (CRT-P2)

“Using the correct prompts is the hardest

because I do not know how to create the

best and correct one. I fail many times”

(CRT-P6)

The complexity of specifying cultural
nuances within prompts was also highlighted.
According to CRT-P7, difficulties arose when
prompts contained highly specific cultural
information or multiple, poorly structured
instructions. This finding should not be interpreted
to mean that specificity itself reduces the quality
of GenAl responses. Rather, the difficulty
appeared to concern how culturally specific
information and multiple instructions were
organized and communicated within the prompt.
CRT-P23 similarly described the unpredictability
of Al-generated responses despite attempts to
provide detailed instructions. Several participants
therefore identified prompt construction as one
of the most difficult aspects of using GenAl with
culturally sensitive material. This suggests their
difficulty stemmed not simply from a lack of
prompt specificity, but from limited knowledge
ofhow to structure culturally complex information

into clear, sequenced, and contextually grounded
instructions.
Sub-theme 2: lIterative
Frustration (n=3)

Several participants highlighted how
demanding the iterative process is for improving
Al results. They noted that creating a single
acceptable piece of content often required several
rounds of edits and prompt improvements, which
took time away from instructors who already had
a lot on their plates. CRT-P11, CRT-P14, and
CRT-P34 mentioned:

“I do not think it is easy to make the

right prompt. It takes some trying and
often failures. I do not like it, but I have
to try again.” (CRT-P11)

“I do not like Al tools when it comes to
prompts. [ mean, many times my prompts
are too general, and I get not so good
result. Then I have to redo it. Very
troublesome. (CRT-P14)

“I cannot make good prompts that work
all the time. It works some times, it fails
some times too.” (CRT-P34)

This sub-theme shows that the trial-and-
error nature of prompt-based interaction with
GenAl imposes significant cognitive and time
burdens on pre-service teachers as they try to
integrate the technology into their lesson planning.

Refinement

Sub-theme 3: collaborative and peer learning
(n=6)

Even though each participant had difficulties
with prompt engineering, six participants
acknowledged the importance of
collaborative learning as a coping mechanism.
Although they noted that peer-shared prompts
were not always uniformly helpful because Al
answers vary widely, they reported learning
prompt tactics from peers. Although participants
are aware of its limits, this sub-theme also implies
that peer collaboration provides an informal but
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useful framework for negotiating the technical
challenges of GenAl integration. Several of the
recorded responses are:

“I learn from my friends about the best
prompts to use for getting teaching
materials, but they do not always work
for me. I think generative Al can give
different answers even with the same
prompts, or maybe my approach is
different from my colleagues’. I am not
sure. I need some training or to attend a
workshop.” (CRT-P4)

“Creating prompts is my problem. I often
copy my friends, but they are not helping
me much. I think I have to read books
about this.” (CRT-P12)

“Can I just let someone do the prompts?
Sometimes, I ask my colleagues to help.
They understand these prompts better
than I do.” (CRT-P16)

“I do not know how to make prompts.
The good ones,  mean. They are not easy
to create alone. It takes some of us to
discuss and make them. I by myself
cannot do this alone.” (CRT-P19)

Critical / Evaluative Awareness: Culture
Verification and Accuracy (RQ2)

The third factor, Critical/Evaluative
Awareness, assessed participants’ capacity to
examine the accuracy and cultural
appropriateness of Al-generated content.
Participants identified difficulties in determining
whether Al-generated materials were consistent
with local cultural norms and emphasized that Al
outputs should not be used without human review.
The interview data indicated several verification
methods, including reviewing Al-generated
content as teachers, checking its relevance against
existing cultural knowledge, involving students or
parents in evaluating the content, consulting
school authorities, and seeking input from
knowledgeable members of the local community.
One participant specifically suggested consulting

alocal leader or a knowledgeable person before
accepting Al-generated cultural content for
classroom use. These responses indicate that
participants viewed cultural verification primarily
as a human responsibility rather than as a fully
automated process. Three sub-themes were
identified within this dimension: critical
pedagogical agency (n=9), accountability and
governance in verification (n = 7), and
identification of cultural bias and hallucinations (n
=33).

Sub-theme 1: cultural bias, hallucinations,
and verification concerns (n = 33)

Participants demonstrated awareness that
GenAl-generated materials may contain culturally
inappropriate, inaccurate, or irrelevant
information. The most explicit example of cultural
bias was provided by CRT-P1, who observed
that Al-generated dialogue could reflect Western
norms of politeness that conflict with local
expectations regarding how children address their
parents:

“I believe this Al tool often generates
content that can be problematic.
Sometimes, the output is inappropriate
or offensive in our cultural context. For
example, when I ask for a conversation
between parents and children, the tool
frequently uses the word ‘you’ too
casually. In our culture, this is considered
disrespectful; children are expected to
refer to their parents as ‘Dad’or ‘Mom.’
The Al primarily reflects Western cultural
norms, whereas I expect dialogues that
respect our local values, where using

‘You’ in this context is considered
impolite.  This  highlights a
misunderstanding of our cultural
differences.” (CRT-P1)

Other participants highlighted concerns
about inaccurate or irrelevant content, with CRT-
P3 noting that Al-generated materials may
incorporate information from other regions and
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fail to represent Pontianak’s culture accurately.
At the same time, CRT-P4 and CRT-P10
emphasized the need for teacher review.
Verification was the most prominent concern, with
33 participants (94.3%) referring to the need to
check, evaluate, or validate Al-generated content.

However, 15 participants (42.9%) questioned
whether this responsibility should rest solely with
teachers or be shared with students, parents,
school authorities, government, and local cultural
knowledge holders. Table 2 summarizes the
frequency of these concerns.

Table 2. Types of cultural concerns and verification issues

Type of concern

Evidence reflected in participants’ responses n %

Cultural bias / Al-generated content may reflect dominant or 1 2.90%
dominant cultural Western cultural norms that conflict with local
representation cultural expectations.
Cultural inaccuracy /  Al-generated information may contain mistakes 8  22.90%
invalid information or unreliable culturally related information.
Cultural irrelevance /  Al-generated content may not adequately 11 31.40%
inadequate cultural represent local cultural contexts or may conflate
representation local and broader cultural representations.
Need for Participants emphasized the need to review, 33 94.30%
verification/validation evaluate, or validate Al-generated content

before classroom use.
Unclear or shared Participants questioned whether teachers should 15 42.90%

responsibility for
verification

verify content alone or share verification with
students, parents, school authorities,

government, or local cultural experts.

Sub-theme 2: accountability and governance
in verification (n=7)

A significant concern among participants
was the lack of clear accountability and
governance structures for verifying the cultural
accuracy of Al-generated materials. Many
teachers felt overwhelmed by the responsibility
of checking every piece of Al-generated content
and questioned who should ultimately be held
accountable for errors. CRT-P9, CRT-P26, and
CRT-P33 expressed this dilemma:

“The aspects of observing, I think, are
problematic. I mean, who will do this?.

(CRT-PY)

“The teacher’s role is problematic, 1
think; yeah, who will help the teacher to
check the content?” (CRT-P26)

“Who will evaluate the content that is

made by the teacher? Well, I guess itis a

problem” (CRT-P33)

Sub-theme 3. critical pedagogical agency
(n=9)

The final sub-theme in this dimension
focused on the critical pedagogical agency of
teachers and students in filtering and validating
Al-generated content. Participants emphasized
the necessity of human intervention to ensure
cultural relevance and appropriateness, framing
verification as a shared responsibility among
multiple stakeholders. This sub-theme
demonstrates that participants conceptualize
critical evaluation as a multi-layered, collaborative
process that extends beyond the individual
teacher. Some participants said:

“In verifying the product created by

generative Al tools, the teacher, the

school’s principal, parents, and also the
students are involved. All of these are
responsible to check the content of the
product created. However, there is no
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clear mechanism for this.” (CRT-P35)
“Al work is not always valid. Therefore,
1 believe that reviewing or checking the
results of Al-generated content is
essential to ensure it is culturally
relevant for local students.” (CRT-P6)
Additionally, a few participants emphasized
the significance of student agency in this process.
They stated that, when it comes to cultural
appropriateness, pupils should develop critical
thinking skills alongside teachers. Any product
that was not appropriate for them may be filtered
out or reacted to by both of them. Additionally,
they suggested a workable alternative that makes
use of local resources, which CRT-P22
recommends:
“The next step after creating content via
Al tools is to check whether it is good
enough and suitable for students. In this
case, teachers can ask for help from any
local leader or any wise person to check
it.” (CRT-P22)

Developmental Awareness: Needs for
Training and Support (RQ3)

The fourth dimension, Developmental
Awareness, reflected participants’ projected
needs for training and institutional support to
incorporate GenAl effectively into their teaching
practice. The analysis produced three sub-
themes: need for expert and institutional
assistance (n = 8), desire for hands-on practical
training (n = 29), and desire for self-directed
learning motivation (n=3).

Sub-theme 1: demand for practical, hands-on
workshop (n=29)

Twenty-nine of the 35 participants explicitly
preferred practical, hands-on training over
predominantly theoretical seminars. Their
responses emphasized the need to develop
specific skills in prompt engineering, content
verification, and designing culturally relevant
instructional materials that could be applied
directly in their teaching contexts. The

participants’ responses varied in emphasis, with
some focusing on effective prompt construction,
others on evaluating Al-generated materials, and
others on obtaining practical resources that could
be immediately adapted for classroom use. CRT-
P8, for example, stated:

“I guess a workshop is necessary, not
only a seminar or an information
session. A workshop where we, the
teachers, can learn how to use effective
prompts to design culturally relevant
teaching materials for our class.” (CRT-
PS)

RT-P3 echoed this preference, emphasizing
the need for training that could strengthen practical
skills in using Al tools for culturally responsive
teaching: “I want to get a workshop or a training
to improve my skills about using these Al tools.
The most important is to learn how to make
effective prompts to create teaching materials for
CRT class.” CRT-P3 further emphasized the value
of extended, in-depth training, stating, “I believe
a workshop is better than just a day seminar, and
a workshop that is given for a week. There are
so many things to discuss on this matter. I guess
a longer period of workshop is necessary, or a
week of training.”

CRT-P11 similarly highlighted the need for
practical and immediately applicable resources:
“Thope I can get a training that focuses on hands-
on materials, easy tips that I can directly use for
making my CRT lesson, and also help me to
review students’ work.” Overall, these 29
participants consistently emphasized the value of
practice-oriented training, particularly training that
enables them to apply GenAl tools, construct
effective prompts, evaluate Al-generated content,
and develop culturally relevant instructional
materials.

Sub-theme 2: Requirement for expert and
institutional support (n=8§)

Participants also recognized the need for
support from educational institutions, government
bodies, and external experts to support the
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adoption of GenAl in their teaching practices.
They hoped for structured programs and
resources provided by their schools or the
broader educational ecosystem. Some
participants said:

“I think that support from experts and
the government on how to make local
culture information accessible to Al tools
would be beneficial, allowing them to
become familiar with the values and
generate culturally relevant materials.”
(CRT-P1)

“I am expecting a response from the
government to support teachers, such as
providing training to be skillful in using
Al tools.” (CRT-P7)

“My colleagues and I need help from the
school, training from experts to support
us to be experts in using these Al tools
for our teaching preparation.” (CRT-P9)

Sub-theme 3:
motivation (n=3)

Some students showed a high innate
willingness to self-learn and adapt to new
technologies, even in the face of hurdles and the
need for external support. They admitted they
had limitations at the moment, but they were
determined to improve their talents via self-
learning. This sub-theme suggests that although
systemic support is necessary, some individuals
have the agency and incentive to pursue
professional development autonomously,
demonstrating a resilient and adaptive disposition
towards technological change.Said CRT-P27 and
CRT-16:

“I cannot live without these apps, right

now, students are familiar with these

things. So, I have to upgrade myself.”

(CRT-P27)

“I cannot stay like this, of course. I will

join a course or a workshop about Al

tools for teaching.” (CRT-P16)

self-directed learning

The findings above indicate that pre-service
teachers’ awareness of GenAl extends beyond
understanding the technology’s functions or
capabilities; it also includes awareness of the
epistemic limitations inherent in Al models in
representing local cultural knowledge.
Participants consistently identified that GenAl
struggles to generate learning materials related to
the oral traditions, local history, regional insights,
and cultural practices of the Dayak, Malay, and
Chinese communities in West Kalimantan. These
findings demonstrate that cognitive awareness
within the context of integrating GenAl and
Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT) reflects not
only an understanding of Al and CRT concepts,
asoutlined inthe Al Literacy framework (Ng et
al., 2021), but also the ability to recognize the
limits of knowledge representation inherent in Al
systems.

This interpretation extends prior research
that primarily emphasized the benefits of GenAl
in enhancing the efficiency of learning material
development (Kasneci et al., 2023; Kylyckaya,
2020; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). While these
studies highlight the functional and pedagogical
potential of Al, the present findings extend this
perspective by showing that effective use of
GenAlin EFL teaching also depends on teachers’
awareness of the cultural limitations of Al-
generated content. This finding is consistent with
the emphasis on contextual and ethical dimensions
in the Al competency framework for teachers (Ng
etal.,2021), which positions teachers not merely
as users of Al tools but as critical evaluators of
Al-generated outputs. At the same time, these
findings offer a more context-sensitive
interpretation by showing how such evaluative
awareness becomes particularly important when
Al is used to represent local cultural knowledge
in EFL classrooms.

In contrast, the findings here indicate that
participants do not view GenAl as a neutral
source of knowledge, but rather as a system
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shaped by the uneven distribution of training data.
Consequently, the limitations of GenAl are not
merely technical issues; they stem from the fact
that local knowledge, which is often oral,
contextual, and under-documented, lacks
adequate representation in large language models.
This situation aligns with findings by Nyaaba et
al. (2025) regarding the emergence of “cultural
hallucinations” in Al-generated learning materials,
as well as research by Xiao et al. (2025)
highlighting “cultural vagueness” in Al content
intended for local contexts. Taken together, these
findings suggest that culturally responsive Al
literacy requires teachers to combine Al use and
evaluation competencies with contextual cultural
knowledge, enabling them to identify when Al-
generated materials may inadequately represent
learners’ local cultural realities.

From a CRT perspective, these findings
reinforce Gay (2018) and Ladson-Billings’ (2021)
view that culturally responsive teaching requires
teachers to examine who is represented and who
is marginalized in instructional materials. In other
words, the awareness demonstrated by the
participants goes beyond a mere recognition of
technological limitations; it constitutes a form of
critical consciousness that enables teachers to
question the legitimacy of Al-produced
knowledge. Therefore, cognitive awareness in this
study is best understood as the ability to recognize
GenAT’s epistemic limitations in representing local
cultural diversity.

Subsequent findings show that using GenAl
in CRT-based instruction shifts the teacher’s role
from a mere technology user to a pedagogical
decision-maker responsible for ensuring the
cultural validity of learning materials. While
participants acknowledge GenAlI’s ability to
accelerate teaching-material preparation, they
also recognize that Al-generated output cannot
be used immediately without verification,
modification, and contextualization to learners’
sociocultural backgrounds. This awareness is
reflected in the challenges they face, from crafting

appropriate prompts to evaluating the cultural
appropriateness of Al-generated content.

This finding suggests that successful
integration of GenAl into Culturally Responsive
Teaching (CRT) depends on more than teachers’
awareness and technical ability to operate Al tools
or formulate effective prompts. Rather, it requires
pedagogical judgment to determine whether Al-
generated content accurately represents learners’
cultural experiences and supports meaningful
learning. In culturally diverse classrooms, teachers
therefore serve as pedagogical mediators who
critically interpret, adapt, and contextualize Al
outputs before incorporating them into instruction.
From this perspective, GenAl functions not as
an autonomous instructional resource but as a
pedagogical partner whose educational value is
ultimately shaped by teachers’ professional
decision-making, as also being aligned with the
UNESCO’S AI Competency Framework for
Teachers (2024) and Gay’s concept of CRT
(2018), which positions teachers as active agents
responsible for connecting instructional resources
with learners’ cultural identities and lived
experiences.

This study’s primary contribution is the
development of the concept of Culturally
Responsive Al Literacy. Unlike the Al literacy
frameworks developed by Ngetal. (2021) and
Long and Magerko (2020), which focus on
understanding Al concepts, technology use,
evaluation, and ethics, this study shows that these
competencies are insufficient when Al is used in
culturally diverse language-learning contexts.
Participants consistently emphasized the
importance of verifying cultural accuracy,
evaluating representational biases, and adapting
Almaterials to local contexts prior to classroom
use. These findings indicate that cultural sensitivity
is a competency not explicitly addressed in
existing Al literacy frameworks.

Based on these findings, this study proposes
Culturally Responsive Al Literacy as a conceptual
extension of existing Al literacy frameworks. This
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concept views Al literacy not merely as the ability
to understand and use technology effectively, but
also as the capacity to integrate cultural
knowledge, critical reflection, and pedagogical
decision-making into the process of using Al. In
practice, teacher education can integrate
Culturally Responsive Al Literacy through
activities such as curriculum development and
microteaching. For example, in a curriculum
development course (e.g., ELT Curriculum, ELT
Instructional Design), pre-service teachers can
be required to evaluate Al-generated lesson plans
or learning materials against local cultural values,
identify culturally inappropriate representations,
and revise the materials to reflect learners’
sociocultural contexts. In microteaching, they can
use GenAl to develop teaching materials or
classroom activities, then conduct a cultural-
appropriateness review before implementing
them in a simulated classroom. Such activities
require pre-service teachers to combine Al-
related competencies with contextual cultural
knowledge and pedagogical judgment.
Consequently, Al literacy in language education
should be understood as a competency that is
simultaneously technological and sociocultural,
particularly in multicultural contexts such as
Indonesia.

These research findings have significant
implications for teacher education programs. To
date, Al training for prospective teachers has
generally focused on mastering applications and
enhancing instructional productivity. However, the
results indicate that participants’ most pressing
needs lie in developing the ability to perform
culturally responsive prompt engineering, evaluate
the cultural accuracy of Al-generated materials,
and understand the ethical responsibilities
associated with Al use in the classroom.
Therefore, Al training for pre-service teachers
should not merely focus on technical skills but
should also integrate Culturally Responsive
Teaching (CRT) principles into every stage of Al

application. These findings also reinforce
UNESCO’s (2024) recommendation that
teachers’ Al competencies be developed through
continuous, human-centered professional
learning. In Indonesia’s multicultural context, such
training needs to incorporate local cultural
examples, collaborative verification mechanisms,
and partnerships among higher education
institutions, schools, the government, and cultural
communities. In this way, teachers will not only
become technically competent users of Generative
Al but also be able to make pedagogical
decisions that are ethical, reflective, and
responsive to cultural diversity.

B CONCLUSION

This study explored pre-service EFL
teachers’ awareness of integrating Generative
Artificial Intelligence (GenAl) into Culturally
Responsive Teaching (CRT) in the multicultural
context of West Kalimantan. The findings reveal
that participants demonstrated cognitive,
pedagogical, critical/evaluative, and
developmental awareness, recognizing both the
opportunities and limitations of GenAl in
supporting culturally responsive instruction.
Rather than viewing Al as a neutral educational
tool, they emphasized the need for critical
judgment, cultural verification, and contextual
adaptation to ensure that Al-generated materials
accurately represent local cultural identities.

The study contributes theoretically by
proposing Culturally Responsive Al Literacy as
an extension of existing Al literacy and Al
competency frameworks, emphasizing the
integration of technological competence with
cultural knowledge, critical evaluation, and
pedagogical decision-making. However, the
findings are limited by the small, single-institution
sample and reliance on self-reported interview
data, which constrain generalizability and do not
fully capture actual classroom practices. Future
research should involve participants from multiple
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institutions and contexts and employ longitudinal
or observational designs to examine how
Culturally Responsive Al Literacy develops and
is applied in practice.

B DECLARATION OF GENERATIVE
Al USAGE IN THE WRITING
PROCESS
During the research and manuscript

preparation, the researchers used ChatGPT
(GPT-5 by OpenAl) and Grammarly to enhance
language clarity, ensure structural consistency, and
refine the written presentation. The researchers
did not use Al tools to analyze, code, interpret,
or generate findings from the interview data. The
researchers conducted the thematic analysis,
interpretation, and development of the findings
themselves. All Al-assisted language suggestions
were critically reviewed and revised by the
researchers to ensure accuracy, academic
integrity, and consistency with the original research
data.

B REFERENCES

Abdalla, H. 1., & Moussa, A. (2024). Culturally
Responsive Teaching: Navigating models
and implementing effective strategies. Acta
Pedagogia Asiana, 3(2),91-100. https:/
/doi.org/10.53623/apga.v3i2.432

Avadhanam, R. M., & Kennedy, J. (2025).
Exploring high school teachers’ genai
use through the culturally responsive
teaching lens. https://doi.org/10.31219/
osf.io/fmpvb vl

Banaruee, H., Farsani, D., & Khatin Zadeh, O.
(2023). Culture in English Language
Teaching: A curricular evaluation of English
textbooks for foreign language learners.
Frontiers in Education, 8. https://doi.org/
10.3389/feduc.2023.1012786

Berg, G. van den. (2024). Generative Al and
educators: partnering in using open digital
content for transforming education. Open

Praxis, 16(2), 130-141. https://doi.org/
10.55982/openpraxis.16.2.640

Boonsuk, Y., Ambele, E. A., & McKinley, J.
(2021). Developing awareness of Global
Englishes: Moving away from ‘native
standards’ for Thai university ELT. System,
99, 102511. https://doi.org/10.1016/
J-system.2021.102511

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic
analysis in psychology. In Qualitative
Research in Psychology (pp. 77-101).
University of the West of England. https://
doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Byram, M. (2021). Teaching and assessing
intercultural communicative compe
tence: Revisited (2nd ed.). Multilingual
Matters. https://doi.org/10.21832/
byram0244

Cahya, N., & Syaftizal, S. (2022). The integrating
local wisdom in English learning to improve
Pancasila’s student profile. MENDIDIK
Jurnal Kajian Pendidikan dan
Pengajaran, 8(2), 216-221. https://
doi.org/10.30653/003.202282.228

Chen,J.J., & Yang, S. (2014). Fostering foreign
language learning through technology-
enhanced intercultural projects. Language
Learning & Technology, 18(1), 57-75.
https://doi.org/10.64152/10125/44354

Chung,J. Y., & Jeong, S. H. (2024). Exploring
the perceptions of Chinese pre-service
teachers on the integration of generative
Al in English language teaching: Benefits,
challenges, and educational implications.
Online Journal of Communication and
Media Technologies, 14(4), €202457.
https://doi.org/10.30935/0jcmt/15266

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and
research design: Choosing among five
approaches (Third Edition). SAGE
Publications, Inc.

Durén, A. (2026). Integrating Generative Al into
multilingual language education through

1935



Jurnal Pendidikan Progresif, Vol. 16, No. 04, pp. 1920-1938, December 2026

Design-Based Learning and Culturally
Responsive Pedagogy. In A. Sarycoban,
G. Bafraly, & A. Yardymcy (Eds.),
Language teaching for bilingual and
multilingual individuals: Pedagogical
challenges and curriculum development
(pp. 463-510). IGI Global Scientific
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-
3373-5692-1.ch015

Gay, G. (2018). Culturally responsive
teaching: Theory, research, and practice
(3rd ed.). Teachers College Press.

Hastomo, T., Hamidah, F. N. U. R.,
Nurchurifiani, E. V. A., Hakim, L. N.,
Nasution, S. S., & Muliyah, P. (2026).
Language education & assessment: efl
teachers as intercultural gatekeepers/ :
designing culturally responsive
materials with genai in indonesia.
104539.

Ihsani, M., & Prastikawati, E. F. (2024).
Integrating Culturally Responsive Teaching
(CRT) and Pancasila students’ profile
strengthening project to teach
advertisement text in senior high school.
International Journal of Research in
Education, 4(1), 83-96. https://doi.org/
10.26877/ijre.v4i1.16007

Ijiri, A., & Healy, S. (2025). Culturally
Responsive Al integration in language
education. In G. C. Zapata (Ed.),
Generative Al  technologies,
multiliteracies, and language education
(pp- 58-77). Routledge. https://doi.org/
10.4324/9781003531685-4

Kamaghe, J., Kisanga, D. H., & Mlozi, S.
(2024). Generative Al as a partner for
teachers in building personalised learning
paths for students with ease in Tanzania.
African Journal of Educational
Technology and Open Learning, 4(1),
85—102. https://doi.org/10.25304/
rlt.v34.3594

Kasneci, E., Sessler, K., Kiichemann, S.,
Bannert, M., Dementieva, D., Fischer, F.,
Gasser, U., Groh, G, Glinnemann, S.,
Hiillermeier, E., Krusche, S., Kutyniok, G.,
Michaeli, T., Nerdel, C., Pfeffer, J., Poquet,
0., Sailer, M., Schmidt, A., Seidel, T., ...
Kasneci, G. (2023). ChatGPT for good?
On opportunities and challenges of large
language models for education. Learning
and Individual Differences, 103,
102274. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.1lindif.2023.102274
Khomyshak, O. B. (2024). English language
education in the context of globalisation:
Challenges and pospects. Problems of
Modern Teacher Training, 1(1(29)), 91—
97. https://doi.org/10.31499/2307-
4914.1(29).2024.305101
Kylyckaya, F. (2020). Using a chatbot, Replika,
to practice writing through conversations
in L2 English: A case study. In M. Kruk &
M. Peterson (Eds.), New Technological
Applications for Foreign and Second
Language Learning and Teaching (pp.
221-238). IGI Global.
Kong, D., Zou, M., & Chen, J. (2022). English
as a foreign language teacher engagement
with culturally responsive teaching in rural
schools: Insights from China. Frontiers in
Psychology, 13,990363. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.990363
Kramsch, C. (1995). The cultural component of
language teaching. Language Culture and
Curriculum, 8(2), 83-92. https://doi.org/
10.1080/07908319509525192
Ladson-Billings, G. (2014). But that is for
teaching! The Culturally Relevant Theory
into Practice, 34(3), 159-165.
Ladson-Billings, G. (2021). Culturally relevant
pedagogy: Asking a different question.
Culturally Sustaining Pedagogies
Series. Teachers College Press.

Lee, T.-Y., Ho, Y.-C., & Chen, C.-H. (2023).



Rosnija et al., Exploring Culturally Responsive Teaching Awareness...

Integrating intercultural communicative
competence into an online EFL classroom:
an empirical study of a secondary school
in Thailand. Asian-Pacific Journal of
Second and Foreign Language
Education, 8(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/
$40862-022-00174-1

Long, D., & Magerko, B. (2020). What is Al
literacy? competencies and design
considerations. Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems -
Proceedings, 1-16. https://doi.org/
10.1145/3313831.3376727

Madkur, A., Syihab, M., Prayogo, A., Sunarwan,
A., Siregar, S., Harya, T. D., & Irwansyah,
D. (2024). Context-responsive pedagogy
in English language teaching in Indonesian
Islamic boarding schools. Journal of
Education and Learning (EdulLearn),
18(3), 626-638. https://doi.org/10.11591/
edulearn.v1813.21085

Mahmoudi-Dehaki, M., & Nasr-Esfahani, N.
(2026). Exploring the Feasibility and
Effectiveness of Implementing Cultural
Elements into English Language Curriculum
Using GenAl in MENA Region. In Y.
Manyukhina (Ed.), The Future of the
Curriculum: Toward Child-Centred,
Democratic Education (pp. 109-123).
Routled. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9781003774648-9

Mustroph, C., & Steinbock, J. (2024). ChatGPT
in foreign language education — friend or
foe? A quantitative study on pre-service
teachers’ beliefs. Technology in Language
Teaching and Learning, 6(1), 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.29140/tltl.von1.1133

Naidu, K., & Sevnarayan, K. (2025). Culturally
relevant assessment and generative Al: A
co-creation framework for pre-service
teachers. Journal of Applied Learning &
Teaching, 8(2), 132—142. https://doi.org/
10.37074/jalt.2025.8.2.20

Ng,D.T.K., Leung,J.K. L., Chu, S. K. W., &
Qiao, M. S. (2021). Conceptualizing Al
literacy: An exploratory review.
Computers and Education: Artificial
Intelligence, 2, 100041. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.caeai.2021.100041

Nyaaba, M., Nabang, M., Kyeremeh, P.,
Nantomah, 1., Owusu-Fordjour, C., Ako,
M., Akanzire, B. N., Nantomah, K. K.,
Issaka, C., & Zhai, X. (2025). Human
experts’ evaluation of Generative Al for
contextualizing STEAM education in the
Global South. Computers and Education:
Artificial Intelligence, 8, Atticle 100342.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.caeai.2025.100342

Nyaaba, M., & Zhay, X. (2025). Developing
custom GPTs for education: Bridging
cultural and contextual divide in
Generative Al (pp. 1-28). https://doi.org/
10.2139/ssrn.5074403

Pratiwi, H., Haida, R. N., Riwanda, A., &
Minasyan, S. (2023). Pre-service ECE
teachers’ experiences in implementing
multicultural education. Analisa Journal
of Social Science and Religion, 8(2),
256-276. https://doi.org/10.18784/
analisa.v8i2.2064

Séna, H. U. O. (2025). The cross-cultural
approach to language teaching and learing:
An analysis of teaching practices for EFL
classrooms. International Journal on
Studies in English Language and
Literature, 13(11), 1-17. https://doi.org/
10.20431/2347-3134.1311001

Tafazoli, D. (2024). Exploring the potential of
generative Al in democratizing English
language education. Computers and
Education Artificial Intelligence, 7,
100275. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.caeai.2024.100275

UNESCO. (2024). Al competency framework
for teachers. In Al competency

1937



1938

| Jurnal Pendidikan Progresif, Vol. 16, No. 04, pp. 1920-1938, December 2026

framework for teachers. https://doi.org/
10.54675/zjte2084

Wang, C., Zou, B., Zhang, W., Du, Y., & Hu,
W. (2026). Understanding EFL teachers’
affective and cognitive responses to
ChatGPT in higher education. Humanities
and Social Sciences Communications,
13(2026), Article 822.

Weng, Z., & Fu, Y. (2025). Generative Al in
language education: Bridging divide and
fostering inclusivity. International Journal
of Technology in Education, 8(2), 395—
420. https://doi.org/10.46328/ijte. 1056

Xiao, R., Xiao, Q., Hou, X., Li, H., Moletsane,
P. P., Shen, H., & Stamper, J. (2025).
Bridging cultural distance between models’
default and local classroom demands:
How global teachers adopt GenAl to
support everyday teaching practices.
arXiv (Cornell University). https://
doi.org/10.48550/arxiv.2509.10780

Xu, W. (2026). Doing thematic analysis in the
age of Generative Al: Practices, ethics and
reflexivity. International Journal of
Qualitative Methods, 25(425173), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406926
1425173

Yoanduanda, M. A., Halim, A., & Sunarti, S.
(2025). Integrating culturally responsive
teaching in EFL classrooms. Borneo
Educational Journal (Borju), 7(2),410—
425. https://doi.org/10.24903/bej.v7i2.
2141

Zawacki-Richter, O., Marin, V. 1., Bond, M., &
Gouverneur, F. (2019). Systematic review
of research on artificial intelligence
applications in higher education — where
are the educators? International Journal
of Educational Technology in Higher
Education, 16(39), 1-27. https://doi.org/
10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0



