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Abstract
This study explores EFL students’ perceptions of four types of Generative AI (GenAI)-supported speaking activities informed by the SAMR Model (Substitution, Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition) at FPT Polytechnic International. Few studies have examined how students perceive AI-mediated speaking activities through the SAMR framework in Vietnamese higher education. A mixed-methods design was used. Ninety-two EFL learners who had taken part in all four activity types in their speaking courses completed a questionnaire, and eight purposively selected students took part in semi-structured interviews. Questionnaire data were analyzed descriptively and interview data thematically. Students generally held positive perceptions and reported benefits for engagement, confidence, interaction opportunities, and speaking practice. Mean ratings were descriptively higher for the Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition activities than for the Substitution activity, although these differences were not tested statistically. Students also expressed concerns about AI dependence and limited face-to-face interaction. The findings suggest that GenAI tools used through a SAMR-informed task design may support more interactive and student-centered speaking instruction, but further research is needed to confirm differences across SAMR levels.
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Tóm tắt: 
Nghiên cứu này khám phá nhận thức của sinh viên học tiếng Anh như một ngoại ngữ (EFL) về bốn loại hoạt động luyện nói có sự hỗ trợ của Trí tuệ nhân tạo tạo sinh (Generative AI – GenAI), được thiết kế dựa trên Mô hình SAMR (Thay thế – Substitution, Tăng cường – Augmentation, Cải tiến – Modification và Tái định nghĩa – Redefinition) tại FPT Polytechnic International. Hiện vẫn còn ít nghiên cứu xem xét cách sinh viên nhìn nhận các hoạt động luyện nói có sự hỗ trợ của AI thông qua khung SAMR trong bối cảnh giáo dục đại học tại Việt Nam. Nghiên cứu sử dụng phương pháp hỗn hợp (mixed-methods). Có 92 sinh viên EFL đã tham gia đầy đủ cả bốn loại hoạt động trong các học phần kỹ năng nói hoàn thành bảng câu hỏi khảo sát, đồng thời 8 sinh viên được lựa chọn có chủ đích tham gia phỏng vấn bán cấu trúc. Dữ liệu từ bảng câu hỏi được phân tích bằng thống kê mô tả, trong khi dữ liệu phỏng vấn được phân tích theo chủ đề. Kết quả cho thấy sinh viên nhìn chung có nhận thức tích cực và ghi nhận nhiều lợi ích về mức độ tham gia học tập, sự tự tin, cơ hội tương tác và thực hành kỹ năng nói. Điểm trung bình được mô tả của các hoạt động ở mức Tăng cường, Cải tiến và Tái định nghĩa cao hơn so với hoạt động ở mức Thay thế, mặc dù sự khác biệt này chưa được kiểm định thống kê. Bên cạnh đó, sinh viên cũng bày tỏ những lo ngại về sự phụ thuộc vào AI và việc giảm cơ hội tương tác trực tiếp giữa người với người. Kết quả nghiên cứu gợi ý rằng việc tích hợp các công cụ GenAI vào thiết kế hoạt động học tập theo định hướng SAMR có thể hỗ trợ việc giảng dạy kỹ năng nói theo hướng tương tác và lấy người học làm trung tâm hơn; tuy nhiên, cần có thêm các nghiên cứu để xác nhận sự khác biệt giữa các cấp độ của mô hình SAMR.
Từ khóa: học tập có sự hỗ trợ của AI; kỹ năng nói tiếng Anh như một ngoại ngữ (EFL); Mô hình SAMR; nhận thức của sinh viên; Trí tuệ nhân tạo tạo sinh (Generative AI)
1. Introduction
Speaking is one of the most demanding productive skills for EFL learners, requiring the real-time integration of pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, and fluency under communicative pressure. Opportunities for extended, low-stakes practice are often limited by large classes, restricted instructional time, and learners’ reluctance to speak in front of peers (MacIntyre et al., 1998), which has increased interest in technology-mediated speaking practice.
Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) tools such as ChatGPT can sustain adaptive, context-sensitive interaction, which positions them as flexible conversational partners rather than static drilling tools (Kohnke et al., 2023). Classroom uses of GenAI nevertheless differ: a tool may simply replace an existing activity, or it may be used to redesign speaking tasks in ways that were previously difficult to achieve. The Substitution, Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition (SAMR) Model (Puentedura, 2006) offers a heuristic for describing such differences in technology integration, and Godwin-Jones (2022) argues that AI tools work best when they are deliberately integrated into instructed language learning.
Research on AI-supported speaking practice suggests that learners value convenience, immediacy, and low-pressure interaction and associate AI with greater confidence and more practice opportunities, while also worrying about over-dependence and the loss of face-to-face interaction (Zou et al., 2024). Vietnamese students similarly report positive attitudes toward GenAI for speaking practice (Hien et al., 2026). However, this research has rarely applied a technology-integration framework to examine how students perceive different types of AI-mediated speaking activity, and evidence from vocational and college-level institutions such as FPT Polytechnic International is scarce.
This study therefore investigates EFL students’ perceptions of four GenAI-supported speaking activity types informed by SAMR at FPT Polytechnic International. SAMR is used as an analytic lens for characterizing task designs, not as a hierarchy of learning effectiveness, and students’ perceptions are examined descriptively. The study addresses four research questions:
RQ1. How do EFL students perceive GenAI-supported speaking activities designed at each of the four SAMR levels?
RQ2. What benefits (engagement, confidence, interaction opportunities, and speaking practice) do students associate with GenAI-supported speaking activities?
RQ3. What concerns do students associate with GenAI-supported speaking activities?
RQ4. How do students’ interview accounts help explain the questionnaire results?
2. Literature Review
2.1. GenAI in EFL Speaking Instruction
GenAI tools offer adaptive, conversational, and individualized practice that was previously difficult to provide at scale (Kohnke et al., 2023). In speaking instruction, they allow learners to rehearse outside class, receive on-demand responses, and experiment with language at reduced social risk. Empirical studies report that learners perceive AI-mediated speaking tools as convenient and motivating, citing more practice opportunities, greater engagement, and improved confidence, but also express concerns about dependence on AI and reduced authentic interaction (Zou et al., 2024). Writing about AI-based writing assistance, Godwin-Jones (2022) argues that such tools are most productive as partners within instructed learning, which implies that teachers need to plan their use deliberately.
Because the educational value of such tools depends on how they are used, the design of the task matters. The same chatbot can serve as a source of textbook-style questions, as a provider of immediate feedback, or as a persona in an extended simulation. These uses place different demands on learners and offer different kinds of support, so describing task design explicitly is a prerequisite for interpreting what students say about GenAI-supported speaking.
2.2. The SAMR Model
The SAMR Model (Puentedura, 2006) is a heuristic for describing degrees of technology integration in a learning task. At the Substitution level, technology directly replaces an existing tool with no functional change. At the Augmentation level, it replaces the tool and adds functional improvement. At the Modification level, it allows significant redesign of the task. At the Redefinition level, it enables tasks that would have been difficult or impossible to carry out without the technology. Hamilton et al. (2016) note that SAMR is useful for reflecting on integration depth but that its levels are better understood as a continuum than as discrete, hierarchically ranked categories, and that higher levels should not be assumed to produce better learning outcomes. Romrell et al. (2014) show that SAMR can be applied to evaluate learning activities beyond its original context, using mobile learning as an example. These observations motivate examining SAMR-related perceptions empirically rather than assuming a fixed hierarchy of benefit.
In this study, SAMR is therefore not used to rank tools or to predict outcomes. It provides a shared vocabulary for specifying how far a GenAI-supported speaking task departs from a conventional one: whether the chatbot merely delivers familiar questions, adds immediate feedback, reshapes preparation for class discussion, or makes possible simulations that classroom speaking rarely provides. Making these differences explicit allows students’ perceptions to be read against a described task rather than against an undifferentiated notion of “using AI.”
2.3. Confidence, Engagement, and Willingness to Communicate
Learners’ willingness to speak is shaped not only by linguistic competence but also by confidence and communication anxiety (MacIntyre et al., 1998). Because GenAI-supported speaking can be completed privately and repeated without fear of peer evaluation, it may support confidence and engagement. Whether this potential differs according to the type of GenAI-supported activity is an open empirical question that this study explores descriptively.
Confidence and engagement may also coexist with concerns. Learners who feel less anxious when practicing with a machine may nonetheless worry that private practice replaces opportunities to interact with real interlocutors, a tension visible in research on AI-supported speaking (Zou et al., 2024). The present study therefore examines benefits and concerns side by side rather than treating them as opposites.
2.4. Research Gaps
The literature reveals three gaps. First, SAMR has rarely been used to frame students’ perceptions of GenAI-supported speaking activities. Second, most studies treat GenAI as a single, undifferentiated tool rather than examining perceptions of different types of AI-mediated activity. Third, evidence from Vietnamese vocational and college-level EFL contexts is scarce, and existing Vietnamese work has focused on general attitudes toward GenAI (Hien et al., 2026).
2.5. Conceptual Framework
This study uses SAMR as an organizing lens in three ways (Figure 1). First, four GenAI-supported speaking activity types, one per SAMR level, were identified (Section 3.3). Second, students rated their perceptions of each activity type (RQ1). Third, students rated their general perceptions of benefits (engagement, confidence, interaction opportunities, and speaking practice; RQ2) and concerns (AI dependence and reduced face-to-face interaction; RQ3). Interviews were used to explain and elaborate the questionnaire patterns (RQ4). Because SAMR levels form a continuum (Hamilton et al., 2016), the framework does not assume that higher levels produce greater benefits, and any pattern across levels is treated as exploratory.
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework: SAMR Levels, Questionnaire Constructs, and Research Questions
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Note. RQ = research question. Section numbers refer to the questionnaire.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design
An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design was used. A questionnaire first captured students’ perceptions of the four activity types and their general perceptions of benefits and concerns. Semi-structured interviews with a subset of participants then explained and elaborated the quantitative patterns, and the two data sets were integrated at the interpretation stage. Table 1 shows how the research questions, constructs, instruments, and analyses are aligned.
This sequence follows the logic of explanatory sequential designs, in which qualitative data are collected after quantitative data to help explain and elaborate the quantitative patterns (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Integration was narrative: interview themes were compared with the questionnaire results during interpretation, as reported in Section 4.4.
Table 1: Alignment of Research Questions, Constructs, Instruments, and Analyses
	RQ
	Construct
	Instrument
	Analysis

	RQ1
	Perceptions of each SAMR-informed activity type
	Questionnaire Section 2 (12 items); Interview Q1–Q2
	Descriptive statistics; thematic analysis

	RQ2
	Perceived benefits (engagement, confidence, interaction, practice)
	Questionnaire Sections 3A–3D (19 items); Interview Q3–Q5, Q7
	Descriptive statistics; thematic analysis

	RQ3
	Perceived concerns (dependence, reduced face-to-face interaction)
	Questionnaire Section 3E (5 items); Interview Q6
	Descriptive statistics; thematic analysis

	RQ4
	Explanation of questionnaire patterns
	Interview Q1–Q8
	Thematic analysis integrated with questionnaire results


3.2. Participants, Activities, and Interviewee Selection
The quantitative phase involved 92 EFL students attending speaking courses at FPT Polytechnic International, recruited through convenience sampling. In these courses, the four SAMR-informed activity types described in Section 3.3 had been used as part of regular lessons during the term. The questionnaire was administered online at the end of the term, and only students who confirmed that they had taken part in all four activity types before completing it were included. The order, frequency, and duration of exposure to each activity type were not controlled or recorded.
This inclusion criterion means that every respondent rated all four activity types on the basis of direct experience rather than description. It also means that the responses come only from students who had completed the full set of activities, so the findings cannot be generalized to students who experienced only some of them, and ratings of the four activity types cannot be separated from the order or amount of exposure.
The eight interviewees were selected through purposive, maximum-variation sampling. At the end of the questionnaire, respondents indicated whether they would be willing to be interviewed. From the volunteers, eight were chosen to represent variation in year of study, field of study, frequency of GenAI use, and overall perception level (higher, moderate, or lower, based on each volunteer’s mean rating across the Section 3 benefit items). The aim was to include differing views, not a representative sample (Table 2).
Table 2: Profiles of the Interview Participants (N = 8)
	Code
	Year
	Field of study
	GenAI use
	Perception level

	P1
	Year 1
	Information Technology
	Frequent
	Higher

	P2
	Year 1
	Business
	Occasional
	Moderate

	P3
	Year 2
	Information Technology
	Frequent
	Higher

	P4
	Year 2
	Design / Others
	Occasional
	Moderate

	P5
	Year 1
	Design / Others
	Rare
	Lower

	P6
	Year 2
	Business
	Frequent
	Moderate

	P7
	Year 1
	Business
	Rare
	Lower

	P8
	Year 2
	Information Technology
	Occasional
	Moderate


3.3. Research Instruments
Questionnaire
The questionnaire had three sections: (1) demographic information (4 items); (2) perceptions of the activity type at each SAMR level (12 items, three per level); and (3) general perceptions of engagement (5 items), confidence (5), interaction opportunities (4), speaking practice opportunities (5), and concerns about AI dependence and reduced face-to-face interaction (5). Perception items were rated on a five-point Likert scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).
Section 2 items were developed from descriptions and critical discussions of SAMR (Hamilton et al., 2016; Puentedura, 2006; Romrell et al., 2014); each described a concrete activity intended to exemplify one SAMR-informed task design (Table 3). These items therefore capture perceptions of the specified activities, not a validation of the SAMR hierarchy. Section 3 items were adapted from themes in research on AI-supported speaking and L2 confidence (Hien et al., 2026; MacIntyre et al., 1998; Zou et al., 2024). The questionnaire is a researcher-developed instrument, so it is treated as having preliminary evidence of content relevance and internal consistency only, not established construct validity.
Table 3: Operationalization of the SAMR Levels in the Study
	SAMR level
	Example GenAI-supported speaking activity
	Items

	Substitution
	Students answer standard textbook speaking questions posed by a GenAI chatbot instead of by the teacher or book
	S1–S3

	Augmentation
	Students answer a prompt and receive instant feedback, corrections, or a model answer from GenAI
	A1–A3

	Modification
	Students hold an open-ended, personalized conversation with GenAI on a topic of their choice before a class discussion
	M1–M3

	Redefinition
	Students take part in extended role-play simulations with GenAI personas (e.g., job interview) and reflect on their performance
	R1–R3


Note. The four activity types differed in task content as well as in intended integration depth, so they are treated as SAMR-informed task designs rather than experimentally isolated levels.
Interview
A semi-structured protocol explored students’ experiences of the activities, the benefits and concerns they experienced, and their overall views. Interviews lasted approximately 20–30 minutes, were conducted in Vietnamese, and were audio-recorded with consent and transcribed.
3.4. Ethics and Instrument Review
Participation was voluntary, participants gave informed consent, and interviewees are identified only by codes (P1–P8). Before distribution, two experienced EFL instructors reviewed the questionnaire for item relevance, clarity, and whether each Section 2 item matched its intended SAMR level. It was then piloted with 12 students outside the main sample, and four items were reworded in response to their feedback. These steps offer preliminary evidence of content relevance and clarity only.
3.5. Data Analysis
Questionnaire data were analyzed using descriptive statistics: means and standard deviations for each scale and, for the SAMR-level scales, the percentage of respondents with a scale mean of 4.00 or above (agreement). Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each scale as preliminary reliability evidence. No inferential tests were conducted, so comparisons across SAMR levels are descriptive only. Interview data were analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006): transcripts were read repeatedly, coded, grouped into candidate themes, and reviewed against the transcripts. The themes were then compared with the questionnaire results to explain and elaborate them (RQ4).
Cronbach’s alpha is reported as a sample-specific index of internal consistency. Its value is affected by the number of items and by the dimensionality of a scale, and it should be re-estimated whenever an instrument is administered (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Because the scales here contain only three to five items, and because alpha shows neither that a scale is unidimensional nor that it measures its intended construct, the coefficients are interpreted as preliminary reliability evidence. Evidence of construct validity, such as factor analysis in a larger sample and convergent or discriminant comparisons with established measures, was not collected in this study.
4. Findings
4.1. Participants
Of the 92 participants, 57 (62.0%) were female and 35 (38.0%) were male; 48 (52.2%) were in Year 1 and 44 (47.8%) in Year 2. Table 4 presents their field of study and frequency of GenAI use in speaking practice.
Table 4: Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 92)
	Variable
	Category
	n
	%

	Field of study
	Information Technology
	33
	35.9

	
	Business
	30
	32.6

	
	Design / Others
	29
	31.5

	GenAI use frequency
	Frequent
	41
	44.6

	
	Occasional
	38
	41.3

	
	Rare
	13
	14.1


4.2. Perceptions of the Activities at Each SAMR Level (RQ1)
Mean ratings were above the scale midpoint for all four activity types (Table 5). The Substitution activity received the lowest mean rating (M = 3.41, SD = 0.72), with 58.7% agreement. The Augmentation (M = 3.78), Modification (M = 3.89), and Redefinition (M = 3.94) activities received descriptively higher means, with agreement between 76.1% and 82.6%. Agreement was slightly higher for Modification (82.6%) than for Redefinition (80.4%), although the mean for Redefinition was higher. Cronbach’s alpha values (.74–.81) provide preliminary evidence of internal consistency only; with three items per scale and no factor analysis, they do not establish construct validity.
These results should be interpreted cautiously. The analysis is descriptive, all items were rated by the same respondents, and differences among the three upper levels are small (no more than 0.16 scale points). The activity types also differed in content, and exposure to them was not controlled, so the pattern may reflect features such as novelty, personalization, feedback, or role-play, or differences in exposure, rather than the SAMR level itself. The results are best read as an exploratory indication that the routine, substitution-type activity was rated less favorably than the other three, not as evidence that higher SAMR levels are superior.
Table 5: Reliability and Descriptive Statistics for Perceptions of Activities by SAMR Level (N = 92)
	SAMR level
	Items
	Cronbach’s α
	M
	SD
	Agreement (%)

	Substitution
	3
	.74
	3.41
	0.72
	58.7

	Augmentation
	3
	.77
	3.78
	0.63
	76.1

	Modification
	3
	.79
	3.89
	0.60
	82.6

	Redefinition
	3
	.81
	3.94
	0.66
	80.4


Note. Ratings used a five-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). Agreement = percentage of respondents with a scale mean of 4.00 or above. No inferential tests were conducted.
4.3. Perceived Benefits and Concerns (RQ2 and RQ3)
Participants reported relatively high perceived benefits for engagement (M = 3.92, SD = 0.57), speaking practice opportunities (M = 3.88, SD = 0.56), interaction opportunities (M = 3.85, SD = 0.59), and confidence (M = 3.79, SD = 0.60). Concerns about AI dependence and reduced face-to-face interaction were rated moderately (M = 3.28, SD = 0.69), so these concerns were present but less pronounced than the perceived benefits (Table 6). Alpha values (.79–.86) again indicate preliminary internal consistency only.
Table 6: Reliability and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Benefits and Concerns (N = 92)
	Dimension
	Items
	Cronbach’s α
	M
	SD

	Engagement
	5
	.83
	3.92
	0.57

	Confidence
	5
	.85
	3.79
	0.60

	Interaction opportunities
	4
	.80
	3.85
	0.59

	Speaking practice opportunities
	5
	.86
	3.88
	0.56

	Concerns (dependence, reduced face-to-face interaction)
	5
	.79
	3.28
	0.69


Note. Ratings used a five-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree).
4.4. Qualitative Findings and Integration (RQ4)
Thematic analysis of the eight interviews produced four themes. Participants did not use SAMR terminology; where their accounts are linked to SAMR levels, the link was made by the researcher on the basis of the activity type described.
Theme 1: Routine use felt less engaging than open-ended use. Several participants described early use of GenAI as similar to answering textbook questions, whereas open-ended and role-play tasks felt more engaging. P3 said that when the AI “just asked textbook questions,” it felt little different from a workbook, but open role-play felt “more like a real chat.” This is consistent with the lower rating for Substitution, but it comes from few participants and does not establish a difference between levels.
Theme 2: Confidence through low-pressure, private practice. Participants linked confidence gains to practicing privately and repeatedly with GenAI, particularly in extended role-play, and several said the absence of peer judgment encouraged them to try more complex language.
Theme 3: More interaction and speaking practice. Participants valued starting a conversation with GenAI at any time and described using it to rehearse before graded tasks and to practice conversational turns they rarely performed in class.
Theme 4: Concerns about dependence and reduced human interaction. Some worried that relying on GenAI might reduce their motivation to find real conversation partners, and a few noted that GenAI lacked the unpredictability and social nuance of human interaction. These concerns arose regardless of activity type, consistent with the moderate concern ratings.
Taken together, the interview themes help explain the questionnaire patterns: lower ratings for routine use, positive confidence and practice ratings, and moderate concern ratings. They do not establish causal relationships between SAMR-informed task design and students’ perceptions.
5. Discussion
EFL students at FPT Polytechnic International generally held positive perceptions of the four GenAI-supported activity types, particularly regarding engagement, speaking practice, interaction opportunities, and confidence. This is consistent with earlier findings that AI-mediated speaking tools can increase engagement and confidence and provide additional practice (Zou et al., 2024) and with Vietnamese studies reporting positive attitudes toward GenAI for speaking (Hien et al., 2026).
Viewed through SAMR (Puentedura, 2006), students rated the Substitution-type activity lower than the other three, and the interviews offered a possible explanation: routine, textbook-style use felt less engaging than open-ended conversation and role-play. This pattern is tentative, however. The comparison was descriptive and untested, differences among the upper three levels were small, and the activities differed in content and exposure. The results also fit Hamilton et al.’s (2016) caution that SAMR levels form a continuum and that higher levels should not be assumed to be better. The low-pressure, private character of GenAI interaction may help explain the perceived confidence benefits (MacIntyre et al., 1998), but these data cannot show that this effect depends on SAMR level. The moderate concern ratings and interview accounts echo earlier findings (Hien et al., 2026; Zou et al., 2024) and suggest that GenAI-supported speaking is best positioned as a complement to, not a replacement for, human interaction.
These findings have tentative implications for task design at FPT Polytechnic International and similar institutions. If routine question-and-answer use of GenAI is received less favorably, instructors may wish to supplement it with tasks that provide feedback, let students shape the topic, or place them in extended role-plays, as the Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition activities did here. Because students also described rehearsing with GenAI before graded tasks, private practice might be sequenced before pair or whole-class discussion so that it supports, rather than replaces, interaction with peers and teachers. Brief guidance on when to use GenAI and when to seek human conversation partners could also address the concerns about dependence that students raised.
For SAMR-informed research, the study suggests that the framework is most useful as a descriptive tool for specifying task design, consistent with Hamilton et al. (2016). Reporting how each level was operationalized (Table 3) and acknowledging that the activities differed in content makes it easier for others to compare, replicate, or challenge the pattern observed here.
6. Conclusion
This study examined EFL students’ perceptions of four SAMR-informed GenAI-supported speaking activity types. Students generally perceived them positively and associated them with engagement, confidence, interaction opportunities, and speaking practice, while expressing moderate concerns about AI dependence and reduced face-to-face interaction. The Substitution-type activity was rated descriptively lower than the other three, but this difference was not tested statistically. Instructors may therefore wish to consider going beyond using GenAI to replace existing drills, for example by trying feedback-rich, open-ended, or role-play tasks, while retaining face-to-face interaction. Whether such tasks improve speaking outcomes remains to be tested.
This study has several limitations. First, convenience sampling from one institution limits generalizability, and only eight students were interviewed. Second, the questionnaire was researcher-developed; expert review, a small pilot, and Cronbach’s alpha provide only preliminary evidence, and construct validity was not tested through factor analysis. Third, the SAMR classification of activities was reviewed by two instructors but not independently validated; the activities differed in content, and the order, frequency, and duration of exposure were not controlled, so SAMR level cannot be separated from activity characteristics or exposure. Fourth, self-report data may be affected by social desirability bias, and the design is cross-sectional. Future research could use larger multi-institutional samples, validate the instrument through factor analysis, compare tasks at different SAMR levels with inferential or experimental designs, and examine speaking performance as well as perceptions.
Future studies could also record the order, frequency, and duration of each activity type, apply inferential tests for repeated measures across SAMR-informed activities once exposure is documented, and include teachers’ perspectives to understand how such activities are planned and managed in practice.
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