Perception of College English Teachers on AI in Developing ESP Worksheets
Abstract
This study examines college English teachers’ reported use of artificial intelligence (AI) chatbots in developing English for Specific Purposes (ESP) worksheets and their perceptions of the benefits and limitations of this use. A mixed-methods design combined questionnaire responses from 65 teachers at two colleges in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, with semi-structured interviews with 12 participants. Questionnaire data were analyzed descriptively, and interview data were analyzed thematically. Teachers reported less frequent AI use during initial idea generation than during content refinement. Interview accounts linked reluctance to use AI early to concerns about pedagogical reflection, creativity, and alignment with learners’ needs and course objectives. Time savings and language error correction were the strongest perceived benefits, while views on curriculum alignment and exercise differentiation were less favorable and more varied. These findings suggest that participants viewed AI primarily as a tool for refining teacher-directed materials. Without independent assessment of worksheet quality, the findings reflect reported perceptions and practices, not the effectiveness of AI-assisted worksheets. The study offers a stage-based perspective on teacher–AI collaboration and suggests priorities for critical evaluation and adaptation of AI-generated materials in ESP teacher development.
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NHẬN THỨC CỦA GIÁO VIÊN TIẾNG ANH CAO ĐẲNG VỀ TRÍ TUỆ NHÂN TẠO (AI) TRONG VIỆC PHÁT TRIỂN PHIẾU HỌC TẬP TIẾNG ANH CHUYÊN NGÀNH (ESP)
Nghiên cứu khảo sát việc sử dụng chatbot trí tuệ nhân tạo (AI) do giảng viên tự báo cáo và nhận thức của họ về lợi ích, hạn chế của AI trong phát triển phiếu học tập tiếng Anh chuyên ngành (ESP). Phương pháp hỗn hợp kết hợp bảng hỏi của 65 giảng viên tại hai trường cao đẳng ở Thành phố Hồ Chí Minh với phỏng vấn bán cấu trúc 12 người tham gia. Dữ liệu bảng hỏi được phân tích bằng thống kê mô tả; dữ liệu phỏng vấn được phân tích theo chủ đề. Giảng viên ít dùng AI khi hình thành ý tưởng hơn khi chỉnh sửa nội dung. Họ lo ngại việc sử dụng AI quá sớm có thể ảnh hưởng đến tư duy sư phạm, sức sáng tạo và sự phù hợp với nhu cầu người học. Tiết kiệm thời gian và sửa lỗi ngôn ngữ là lợi ích nổi bật nhất; sự phù hợp chương trình và phân hóa bài tập được đánh giá thấp và phân tán hơn. Giảng viên chủ yếu xem AI là công cụ hoàn thiện tài liệu do họ định hướng. Do không đánh giá độc lập chất lượng phiếu, kết quả chỉ phản ánh nhận thức và thực tiễn tự báo cáo. Nghiên cứu đưa ra góc nhìn theo giai đoạn về phối hợp giáo viên–AI và gợi ý ưu tiên đánh giá phản biện, điều chỉnh tài liệu AI tạo ra trong bồi dưỡng giáo viên ESP.
Từ khóa: AI, giảng viên tiếng Anh cao đẳng, phiếu bài tập ESP, quan điểm, bối cảnh Việt Nam
1. Introduction
Artificial intelligence (AI) is increasingly shaping language education, and English educators need to understand how to integrate it appropriately into teaching and learning (Delgado et al., 2020; Hockly, 2023). For teachers who also design instructional materials, AI offers opportunities to improve efficiency while presenting challenges that require professional judgment. AI can support curriculum design, personalized learning, lesson planning, assessment, and the generation of exercises and activities tailored to learners’ needs (Asad & Ajaz, 2024; Çobanoğulları, 2024), which may reduce teachers’ workload and enable them to focus on pedagogical decisions. However, integrating AI into language education remains complex. In material development, teachers must therefore evaluate whether AI-generated content is accurate, pedagogically appropriate, and aligned with learning objectives.
Existing studies have largely examined the general applications of AI in English language teaching and learning (Ayedoun et al., 2019), while less attention has been given to teachers’ use of AI for instructional material development, particularly in English for Specific Purposes (ESP). Developing ESP worksheets requires attention to language objectives, learners’ academic or professional needs, and relevant disciplinary content. Consequently, understanding how teachers select, evaluate, and adapt chatbot outputs during worksheet development is essential to identifying how these tools can effectively support ESP materials.
Against this background, the present study investigates in-service college English teachers’ perceptions and use of AI chatbots in developing ESP worksheets. It examines their tendencies to use chatbots at different stages, including idea generation and content refinement, and explores factors influencing their use of AI-generated content. The study aims to clarify the opportunities and challenges of integrating AI chatbots into ESP material development and provide implications for their effective and responsible use while maintaining teachers’ central role in ensuring material quality. 
In order to address the identified research gap, the present study seeks to answer the following research questions:
RQ1. How do ESP teachers use AI chatbots at different stages of the ESP worksheet development process?
RQ2. How do ESP teachers perceive the usefulness and limitations of AI chatbots in ESP worksheet development?
RQ3. What benefits do ESP teachers perceive from using AI chatbots in ESP worksheet development?
2. Literature review
2.1 Worksheet development in ESP
English for Specific Purposes (ESP) is best understood not as a particular kind of language or a fixed body of materials, but as an approach in which all decisions about content and method are driven by the learner’s reason for learning (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). According to Dudley-Evans and St John (1998), ESP is designed to meet the specific needs of the learner, draws on the underlying methodology and activities of the disciplines it serves, and is centered on the language, skills, discourse and genres appropriate to those activities. Because general English coursebooks may not always meet learners’ specific needs, materials must be selected, adapted, or purpose-built for a precisely specified group (Tomlinson, 2011). Worksheets occupy a distinctive position: a worksheet is extra material for a specific lesson, used for one class, and in most ESP settings produced by the teacher rather than a publisher.
Worksheet development is therefore a core professional competence, in which the ESP practitioner acts at once as needs analyst, materials provider, and evaluator (Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998). The texts, tasks, vocabulary, and skills foregrounded on a worksheet should be traceable to evidence about learners’ real or anticipated use of English (Basturkmen, 2006), which distinguishes a genuinely specific worksheet from a generic one decorated with subject-area content. However, ESP teachers often face limited preparation time and restricted access to authentic disciplinary texts. It is into this gap between principled worksheet design and everyday practice that generative AI tools have recently been introduced.
2.2 Generative AI in language teaching
Artificial intelligence (AI) has made remarkable progress in numerous fields, including education, and has had a significant impact on teaching English. “AI in language education” is a broad term. It has long included intelligent tutoring systems, automated writing evaluation, and speech recognition. This study focuses on something narrower: generative AI and chatbots built on large language models (LLMs), such as ChatGPT. OpenAI released ChatGPT in November 2022 and uses large language models to perform tasks such as writing, summarizing, translating, and answering questions. The key feature is that it produces text on request. This is why it matters for worksheet development, and not only for classroom delivery or marking. ChatGPT can generate adaptive feedback, create interactive exercises, and adjust materials to different proficiency levels, which helps teachers respond to varied learner needs. Moorhouse and Kohnke (2024) also note that language teachers, although they are not content specialists, are often expected to know about many topics; they can therefore use AI chatbots to build their own topic and content knowledge before teaching. For an ESP teacher who must teach logistics or accounting English without a background in those fields, this is a direct answer to a real problem.
2.3 Previous studies
Savitri et al. (2025) investigated pre-service English teachers’ perspectives on the use of AI chatbots in developing ESP worksheets. Using questionnaires and a focus group discussion (FGD) with 40 students, the study found that most participants turned to AI chatbots primarily as a source of inspiration when they ran out of ideas, and the majority acknowledged that AI was helpful in such moments. However, students did not recommend relying on AI from the very beginning of the development process, reporting that early use tended to cause confusion and to constrain rather than support their own creativity. Among practicing EFL teachers, Ilma and Rohmah (2025) explored teachers’ competence and perceptions regarding AI-supported teaching material development. Teachers generally held positive attitudes toward AI-assisted material development, particularly because AI could help save time, generate teaching content, and support the personalization of learning materials. However, the study also identified several challenges, including limited AI competence, difficulties in designing appropriate prompts, concerns about the accuracy and reliability of AI-generated content, and the need to align generated materials with curriculum objectives and learners’ needs. The study emphasizes that teachers remain responsible for critically evaluating, adapting, and refining AI-generated content to ensure its pedagogical appropriateness and quality. These studies suggest that AI can provide valuable support for English teachers in developing instructional materials, particularly in generating ideas, saving time, and refining content. However, limited attention has been paid specifically to how in-service college English teachers perceive the use of AI in developing ESP worksheets.
3. Methodology
3.1 Research design
This study adopted a mixed-methods research design, integrating quantitative and qualitative approaches to capture both general trends and in-depth insights that a single method could not provide. The quantitative component involved a questionnaire designed to collect numerical data on teachers’ use of AI chatbots at different stages of ESP worksheet development and their perceptions of these tools. The qualitative component consisted of semi-structured interviews, which provided a deeper exploration of participants’ experiences, perceptions, and attitudes. Integrating quantitative and qualitative data facilitated methodological triangulation, allowing the interview data to explain and enrich the questionnaire findings with detailed insights into the underlying reasons, challenges, and considerations influencing teachers’ practices.
3.2 Research participants
The study gathered data from 65 English teachers working at two colleges in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. Participants shared similar professional contexts as college English teachers involved in ESP teaching, which helped reduce variability and allowed the study to focus on the pedagogical and practical dimensions of designing ESP materials.
Participants were selected through purposive sampling because the study specifically required English teachers with experience in teaching ESP and developing ESP instructional materials. To be eligible, teachers were required to: (1) be teaching or have previously taught at least one ESP course at the college level; (2) have experience developing or adapting ESP worksheets; and (3) have used at least one generative AI chatbot, such as ChatGPT, Gemini, or Microsoft Copilot, for teaching-related purposes. All participants were informed of the purposes and procedures of the study. Participation was voluntary, and informed consent was obtained before data collection. Participants’ identities and institutional affiliations were anonymized, and they could withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. Under the regulations of the institution responsible for the study, this questionnaire- and interview-based study did not require institutional ethics review.
The participants had 2 to 15 years of English teaching experience (average around 7 years), and their ESP teaching areas included business, accounting, logistics, and tourism. All participants reported using AI chatbots regularly for teaching-related purposes prior to the study. After the questionnaire phase, 12 teachers who volunteered were selected for semi-structured interview. Maximum-variation purposive sampling was used to include teachers with different levels of AI use, teaching experience, and ESP teaching areas, in order to capture a range of experiences and perspectives rather than to achieve statistical representation.
3.3 Data collection methods
Data were collected using two complementary instruments: a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews, thereby enhancing the credibility and comprehensiveness of the findings. The questionnaire was designed to collect quantitative data on teachers’ AI usage patterns and perceptions of AI-assisted ESP worksheet development. It provided an overview of participants’ practices, attitudes, and perceived benefits and challenges associated with the use of AI in instructional material development. To complement the questionnaire findings, semi-structured interviews were conducted with a sub-sample of 12 teachers to obtain a deeper understanding of why teachers used AI chatbots at different stages of ESP worksheet development and their perceived usefulness and limitations.
3.3.1 Questionnaire
The questionnaire was developed based on the research questions and relevant studies on generative AI use in language teaching and material development. The first section collected demographic and professional information, including teaching experience, ESP teaching areas, worksheet development experience, and prior use of AI chatbots. The second section contained seven closed-ended items on teachers’ use of AI at different stages of worksheet development and their perceptions of its benefits.
Before responding to the two stage-specific AI-use items, participants were provided with the following definitions. Idea-generation stage refers to the initial stage of worksheet development in which the teacher determines the instructional purpose, pedagogical direction, main content, activity types, and initial ideas for the worksheet. Content-refinement stage refers to a later stage in which the teacher already has an initial idea or draft and works on improving, revising, correcting, expanding, adapting, or formatting that material.
Two items measured the frequency of AI use on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always): (1) “I use AI chatbots when generating the initial ideas, pedagogical direction, and main content for an ESP worksheet”; and (2) “I use AI chatbots when refining an existing ESP worksheet draft, such as revising, correcting, expanding, or formatting its content.”
Five additional items measured teachers’ perceptions of AI-assisted worksheet development on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree): (3) “Using AI chatbots saves me time when developing ESP worksheets”; (4) “AI chatbots help me identify and correct language errors in ESP worksheets”; (5) “AI chatbots help me improve the visual presentation and organization of ESP worksheets”; (6) “AI chatbots help me align worksheet content with course objectives and curriculum requirements”; and (7) “AI chatbots help me develop or adapt exercises for learners with different proficiency levels or learning needs.”
Because the two sets of items were conceptually different and used different response anchors, internal consistency was examined separately. The five perception items demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .78), while the two AI-use items, which captured two conceptually distinct stages, were analyzed separately rather than combined into a reliability coefficient.
3.3.2 Semi-structured interviews
Semi-structured interviews were conducted after preliminary analysis of the questionnaire data. An interview protocol guided the discussions while allowing flexibility for follow-up questions and emerging issues. It included questions about when and why participants used AI chatbots, when they avoided AI-generated suggestions, perceived benefits and limitations, and their criteria for evaluating and revising AI-generated content. This allowed participants to explain their questionnaire answers and the pedagogical considerations influencing their AI use. Each interview lasted approximately 20 minutes and was conducted online in Vietnamese, according to participants’ preferences. With participants’ consent, the interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. The researchers translated quotations selected for publication into English. 
3.4 Data analysis
The quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Responses to the five-point Likert-scale items were coded and entered into a spreadsheet and means and standard deviations were calculated for each of the seven items.
The qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis. The interview transcripts were read repeatedly, and relevant excerpts were coded, grouped into categories, and refined into broader themes reflecting participants’ experiences, perceptions, and pedagogical considerations. To enhance credibility, 6 of the 12 transcripts (50%), covering all six themes reported in the findings, were independently coded by both researchers, who then discussed discrepancies and reached consensus on the coding framework before the remaining transcripts were analyzed. The quantitative and qualitative findings were integrated during interpretation, with interview data used to explain and contextualize the quantitative findings through participants’ perspectives and illustrative quotations.
4. Findings and discussion
The findings of this study indicate that English teachers hold mixed attitudes toward the use of AI chatbots for developing ESP worksheets. On the one hand, many participants appreciated AI tools for providing ideas and support when they experienced difficulties generating content. On the other hand, they expressed concerns that relying on AI too early could reduce pedagogical reflection, constrain creativity, and produce materials poorly tailored to learners' needs.
4.1 Teachers’ tendency to use AI chatbots for developing ESP worksheets
Table 1
Teachers’ frequency of AI chatbot use at different stages of ESP worksheet development (N = 65)

	Items
	Mean
	SD

	Idea Generation
	2.12
	1.18

	Content Refinement
	3.98
	1.05



Table 1 shows that teachers’ use of AI chatbots differed considerably between the two stages of ESP worksheet development. AI chatbot use was relatively low at the idea-generation stage (M = 2.12, SD = 1.18), but high at the content-refinement stage (M = 3.98, SD = 1.05). The difference of 1.86 points between the two mean scores indicates that participants were more inclined to use AI after establishing the main pedagogical direction and content of their worksheets. The slightly lower standard deviation for content refinement also suggests greater consistency among teachers in using AI at this stage. The findings suggest that teachers tended to maintain greater pedagogical control during the early stage of worksheet development. They also point to a selective, stage-based way of using AI, in which teachers keep control of the early creative decisions and rely on AI mainly for support in the later stages.
4.2 Teachers’ opinions on usefulness and limitations across stages 
At the idea-generation stage, most participants were reluctant to rely on AI, and they raised three related concerns. The first was that AI reduced pedagogical reflection. Teachers felt that turning to AI at the outset short-circuited the professional thinking that underpins a worksheet - the deliberation over why particular content matters and how it serves the course - and thereby bypassed a step they considered central to their role.
When I start designing a worksheet, I think carefully about what my students need, why I am choosing a particular activity, and how it connects with the course objectives. If I ask AI to generate everything from the beginning, I feel that I skip this important thinking process. (T7)
The second concern was that AI constrained creativity. Several participants observed that beginning with AI output anchored their thinking to generic, templated ideas, discouraging the original, context-specific solutions they would otherwise devise for their own learners.
Once AI gives me ideas, I tend to follow its direction rather than develop my own. The suggestions are often quite standard, so they can limit creative ideas that I can do when I design worksheet. (T6)
The third was that AI produced materials that were insufficiently tailored to learners’ needs and course objectives. Because AI did not grasp the specific ESP discipline, the learners’ level, or the intended goals, teachers found its early-stage output too generic and poorly aligned with their teaching context — a concern the survey also reflected as Curriculum Alignment (M = 3.09) and Exercise Differentiation (M = 3.08) received the lowest agreement scores among the perceived benefits. 
AI does not really know my students, their English level, or the specific professional field they are studying. The first version it produces is usually too general, and I still must change a lot before it fits my ESP course. (T5)
Taken together, these concerns suggest that participants viewed AI as a supportive and complementary tool rather than a substitute for their own creativity and pedagogical decision-making. This aligns with Douali et al. (2022), who note that AI in education supports teachers with lesson preparation and administrative tasks. Although teachers were reluctant to use AI as the initial source of ideas, they used AI selectively in the later stages to overcome creative blocks, generate additional possibilities, and refine existing ideas after establishing their own instructional goals. This finding is consistent with Savitri et al. (2025), who reported that pre-service teachers viewed AI as helpful for overcoming creative difficulties but did not recommend relying on AI from the beginning of the design process.
At the content refinement stage, AI was widely seen as useful only after the teacher had already made the core pedagogical decisions. Its perceived value fell into three areas. Teachers valued AI first for improved efficiency: it saved time on repetitive tasks and allowed them to focus their efforts on professional, content-related work with Timesaving receiving the highest agreement score among the perceived benefits (M = 4.42).
Personally, AI tools can help me generate additional examples and create different levels of exercise. This reduces the time I spend on repetitive preparation, so I have more time to focus on researching and creating engaging lessons. (T10)
Second, they drew on it for enhanced language quality, using it to correct errors and smooth expression so that materials read more fluently and consistently, in line with the high rating for Language Error Correction (M = 4.35). 
I mainly use AI to check the language after I design exercises. It helps me identify grammatical errors, improve awkward sentences, and make the instructions clearer and more consistent for students. (T3)
Third, they appreciated its contribution to better visual presentation, relying on it for formatting and layout to make worksheets look more professional and easier for students to use, consistent with the agreement score for Visual Enhancement (M = 3.86).
I think AI tools support me a lot in improving the visual presentation of my materials. For example, instead of giving students a long list of business vocabulary, I can ask AI to group the words by topic and create a table with the word, definition, example, and space for students to write their own sentences. This makes the worksheet look more professional, less text-heavy, and easier for students to follow. (T9)
Several teachers nonetheless stressed the need to verify AI output and cautioned against over-reliance, indicating that their adoption at this stage was critical rather than uncritical.
I think AI can make mistakes. Sometimes, the content may be inaccurate or unsuitable for the course, so teachers still need to evaluate the suggestion and make the final decision. (T2)
This critical stance has implications for teacher preparation. Because the study shows teachers already acting as critical evaluators - verifying output and “making the final decision” (T2) - AI literacy should be integrated into ESP material-development courses to strengthen an existing disposition rather than create one from scratch. As Huang et al. (2025) note, GenAI literacy involves not only the ability to use AI tools but also to critically evaluate AI-generated content, design appropriate prompts, and ensure ethical use. The findings thus reinforce a view of the teacher as a critical mediator in human-AI collaboration rather than a passive adopter.
Overall, teachers' assessments of AI mirrored the stage-dependent pattern seen in the quantitative data: AI was judged least helpful where pedagogical judgement was most needed, and most helpful where the work was largely technical - a distinction that points to the factors underlying their integration decisions, considered next.
4.3 Factors influencing teachers’ AI integration decisions 
Table 2
Teachers’ agreement on AI benefits in worksheet development (N = 65)
	Items
	Mean
	  SD

	Timesaving
	4.42
	0.75

	Language Error Correction
	4.35
	0.84

	Visual Enhancement
	3.86
	1.29

	Curriculum Alignment
	3.09
	1.21

	Exercise Differentiation
	3.08
	1.30



Table 2 presents item-level means and standard deviations for five perceived benefits of AI chatbots in ESP worksheet development. The arithmetic mean of the five reported item means was 3.76; this is a descriptive summary across items. Item means ranged from 3.08 to 4.42. Dispersion is reported separately for each item, without an overall SD.
Timesaving received the highest score (M = 4.42, SD = 0.75), followed closely by Language Error Correction (M = 4.35, SD = 0.84). The small standard deviations reflect a high level of agreement among participants regarding these two benefits.
Visual Enhancement received a high mean (M = 3.86) but a larger standard deviation (SD = 1.29), meaning that teachers’ opinions were more mixed than for the two benefits above. Curriculum Alignment (M = 3.09, SD = 1.21) and Exercise Differentiation (M = 3.08, SD = 1.30) received the lowest scores, both at the “moderate” level. The large standard deviations for these two items show that teachers were divided: some found AI chatbots helpful for aligning content with the curriculum and for creating exercises at different levels, while others did not.
This distribution helps explain the stage-dependent behavior reported above. The benefits teachers most readily endorse are precisely the technical, execution-level tasks that dominate the content-refinement stage, whereas the functions that require close pedagogical judgement - curriculum alignment and learner differentiation - are exactly those they prefer to keep under their own control at the idea-generation stage. In other words, participants reported using AI where they felt it complemented their expertise and avoiding it where they felt it might displace that expertise.
4.4 Limitations and recommendations
Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations. First, the sample of only 65 college teachers in Ho Chi Minh City limits the generalizability of the findings; future research could involve larger and more diverse samples from multiple institutions.
Second, the study relied on self-reported data, which may not reflect participants’ actual use of AI. Future studies could incorporate additional evidence, such as actual worksheets, AI-generated outputs, or prompt histories.
Third, the study did not measure the actual quality of AI-assisted worksheets. Future research could compare worksheets developed with different stages of AI involvement using criteria such as alignment with learning objectives, relevance to learners’ needs, language accuracy, and visual design.
Finally, longitudinal or experimental designs could examine whether patterns of AI use change over time and whether stage-specific AI integration can enhance the quality of ESP materials, providing stronger evidence for guidelines on the responsible and pedagogically appropriate use of AI in ESP material development.
5. Conclusion
Among the 65 college English teachers surveyed, AI chatbots were perceived as more useful for refining existing ESP worksheets than for establishing their initial pedagogical direction. Participants reported valuing AI for time savings and language error correction while retaining responsibility for evaluating and adapting its output. The study contributes a stage-based perspective of AI integration, suggesting that from these teachers’ perspective, productive AI use in ESP material development depends not only on their willingness to use AI but also on their judgment about when and for what purposes to use it. Because worksheet quality was not independently assessed, these conclusions reflect teachers’ perceptions and reported practices rather than evidence of the effectiveness of AI-assisted worksheets. Although the study is limited by its small sample of 65 participants from one city and reliance on self-reported data, it provides a useful foundation for future research. Ultimately, as AI technology continues to develop in language education, a human-centered approach that combines the efficiency of AI with teachers’ professional judgment and pedagogical autonomy can remain essential for effective ESP curriculum and material development.
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