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ABSTRACT 

In the field of language learning, the impact of Artificial Intelligence (AI) on various 

linguistic phenomena is a relevant focus, since the learning systems are displaying signs of AI 

integration. This latter has made teaching and learning contexts question its impact on 

language learners' Linguistic Creativity (LC); hence, it is high time to discuss the route of 

possible influence AI has on it. Therefore, this research aims to explore EFL teachers’ and 

students’ attitudes towards the role of AI in enhancing English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

students’ Linguistic Creativity. In this respect, a combination of qualitative and quantitative 

method was employed where two questionnaires were administered to EFL teachers and 

students at Guelma University for the academic year 2024/2025, to collect quantitative and 

qualitative data. Consequently, the analyzed results reveal that EFL teachers and students hold 

positive attitudes towards the use of AI to enhance EFL students’ LC, provided that they 

follow ethical and moderate use. To ensure the latter, EFL departments need to integrate a 

course within their curriculum dedicated to teaching AI literacy. 

Key words: Artificial Intelligence, English as a foreign language, Linguistic Creativity, 

Teachers’ and students’ attitudes. 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

1. Statement of the Problem 

The concept of creativity is one major aspects of language mastery. In accordance, 

literature written on the concept of linguistic creativity reflects the importance it holds for 

human uniqueness. According to Chomsky (2006), LC is the “„human essence‟, the 

distinctive qualities of mind that are, so far as we know, unique to man” (p.88). This idea is 

put in a critical position due to the technological advancements of AI. In this regard, EFL 

learners‟ use of AI could either inspire or hinder their LC. This study, conducted at the 

University of 08 Mai 1945, Guelma, seeks to explore EFL teachers‟ and students‟ attitudes 

towards the role of using AI tools in enhancing EFL learners‟ linguistic creativity. 

2. Aims of the Study 

The current study aims to: 

1. Explore teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions towards the use and integration of AI tools in 

EFL settings. 

2. Identify the relationship between students‟ use of AI tools and their level of LC. 

3. Research Questions 

The influence of AI use on EFL students‟ LC is a controversial topic. Thus, the 

present study intends to explore EFL teachers‟ and students‟ perspectives to answer the 

following questions:  

1. What are EFL teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions towards the use of AI tools and their 

integration in EFL settings?  

2. What is the relationship between students‟ use of AI tools and their level of LC?  

4. Research Methodology 

This research employs a combination of qualitative and quantitative method. This 

method has been selected because it allows for an objective and accurate description of a 
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population, situation, or phenomenon by systematically collecting both numerical and 

qualitative data. The latter aligns with the study's aim of exploring teachers' and students‟ 

perceptions and attitudes towards the role of AI in enhancing students‟ LC. 

Accordingly, this study relies on distributing two questionnaires to two different 

representative samples. The first one is a teachers‟ sample, which consists of twenty-two (22) 

teachers selected randomly from a total of sixty-one (61) teachers at the Department of 

English, University of 08 Mai 1945-Guelma. The second one is a students‟ sample, which 

consists of three hundred and twenty (320) students chosen randomly from nine hundred and 

forty-six (946) EFL students from Licence and Master‟s degrees in the same Department. The 

random selection of teachers and students was to ensure the objectivity and validity of the 

research‟s findings. 

5. Structure of the Dissertation 

 The current study features three chapters preceded by a general introduction and 

followed by a general conclusion. The first two chapters present the theoretical landscapes of 

each variable. Thereafter, the third one functions as the practical chapter. 

In the general introduction, the research topic is introduced by stating the problem, 

aims, questions, research methodology, and the structure of the dissertation. Following that, 

the theoretical chapters are presented. The first chapter provides an overview of the notion of 

LC. First, it examines its definition in EFL contexts in addition to the different theoretical 

perspectives and mechanisms behind it as a concept. Second, it portrays the manifestations of 

LC in English. Third, it highlights LC‟s significance in the field. Fourth, it underscores the 

potential challenges in teaching and assessing it. Ultimately, it presents different approaches 

to foster EFL students‟ LC. The second chapter discusses the technology of AI. First, it 

defines it in EFL settings. Second, it demonstrates its key applications in the field. Third, it 

reflects on its potential benefits in EFL classrooms, in addition to its challenges and 
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limitations. Fourth, it discusses the imperative of AI literacy. The chapter ends with 

presenting a glimpse of the role AI plays in fostering EFL students‟ LC.  

The third chapter serves as a field investigation that involves a description of the 

research method, population, sample, and data gathering tools. Fundamentally, this chapter 

also provides analyses and interpretations of the results. Consequently, the concluding part of 

the research, the general conclusion, consists of pedagogical implications, limitations of the 

study, in addition to recommendations for further research. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter One 

Linguistic Creativity in the Context of EFL 
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Introduction 

One notion that exhibits major dominance in today’s ever-evolving world is the notion 

of creativity. Its existence is shown to be fundamental for general human progression. 

Regardless of the importance it holds, this process is a hard one to define due to its complex 

nature. Nevertheless, in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom, creativity 

encourages engagement, motivation, and enhances learners’ academic performance. 

Moreover, in such a field, creativity is evident in creative linguistic expressions, which are 

characterized by their novelty, appropriateness, and effectiveness. This Linguistic Creativity 

(LC) demonstrates the vast creative potential of human cognition and linguistic expression. 

This chapter offers a comprehensive overview of linguistic creativity. Beginning with an 

illustration of the divergent viewpoints and concepts surrounding it in an EFL setting, where it 

draws on the difference between native language users’ LC and EFL learners’ LC. Thereafter, 

it explores the cognitive, linguistic, and contextual mechanisms enabling it. Furthermore, it 

examines how LC is manifested in everyday language, from the use of puns to the use of 

humor, showcasing language flexibility and its endless possibilities. This chapter then 

illustrates the significance of LC in an EFL setting. To conclude, it sheds light on some 

challenges that learners face regarding their LC, and then proceeds by providing strategies 

that might help foster it. 

1.1 Defining Linguistic Creativity in the EFL Context 

1.1.1 Linguistic Creativity 

Throughout history, the term creativity has undergone many definitions (Ellis, 1986). 

At its earliest stages, it was regarded as a divine property or an innate attribute of the “Artistic 

Genius” (Glaveanu & Kaufman, 2019; Ziche, 2023). Later on, a shifting view linked 

imagination with creativity, which led thoughts to be of a creative nature (Glăveanu, 2017a). 

It was not until the 20th century that studies by J.D. Guilford and Ellis Paul Torrance paved 
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the way for contemporary views on creativity by providing a scientific definition of the notion 

and making distinctions between creativity and intelligence. Furthermore, Graham Wallas 

(1926) added a theory, which outlines creativity as a four-stage process rather than a mere 

product. These views revolutionized the concept to be regarded as a procedural approach that 

all individuals are capable of, i.e., it can be learnt. Therefore, Creativity evolved from an 

attribute of special individuals to one accessible to all people. 

Whether a product, a process, or a person, this notion is considered among the top 

21st-century skills (Pàsztor et al., 2015). With that being said, there is no unanimous 

definition for the term (Alves-Oliveira et al., 2021). Nevertheless, according to the “standard 

definition,” creativity is a reflection of novelty and value (a.k.a., effectiveness, 

appropriateness, etc.) (Stein, 1953). However, evaluating the criterion of value requires an 

outside judgment; therefore, it is subject to change (Ismayilzada et al., 2024). For that reason, 

researchers argued to drop it from the “standard definition” (Weisberg, 2015b). Furthermore, 

a new criterion was added, that is, a creative product includes the element of surprise (Boden, 

2004). Consequently, the conceptualization of creativity has been regularly modified; in the 

academic realm, an idea is considered creative if it is both novel and useful (Runco & Jaeger, 

2012), and sometimes surprising (Simonton, 2012). 

In the study of academic creativity, it is essential to note that researchers classify it 

into different types. The first distinction is through the “Four P” (person, process, product, 

and press) model, which examines the factors involved in the creative process (Rhodes, 1961) 

(see figure 1). The second distinction is between personal or intrapersonal creativity (P- 

creativity), and historical or interpersonal creativity (H- creativity), the first denoting a 

product as creative in relation to the person’s lifespan, however the latter indicates the product 

is novel in retrospect to the entire history (Stein, 1953). A third distinction, and the most 

popular one, is the “Four C” theory by Kaufman and Beghetto (2009), where they classify 
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creativity based on four levels of difficulty: “min-C”, “little-C”, “Pro-C”, and “Big-C” (see 

figure 2). 

Figure 1.1.  

The 4P Model (Rhodes, 1961) 

 

Figure 1.2.  

The 4C Model of Creativity 

 

Source: as cited in Araki (2015). 
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The term “creativity” is approached differently depending on the domain, culture, or 

period it is in (Ismayilazada et al., 2024). What linguists classify as original, significant, and 

of value may not correspond to classifications of other disciplines (Hoffmann, 2019). At its 

broadest sense, linguistic creativity is defined as the production of novel utterances through 

the input of language schemas and knowledge (Hoffmann 2018a). It is possible through the 

innate ability of humans to create and understand an unlimited number of sentences never 

seen, heard, or even thought of before (Laila, 2022).  

1.1.2 General Concepts of Linguistic Creativity 

Noam Chomsky, in his theory of “Universal Grammar” argues that within the fixed 

rules of language there is an infinite possibility for creative creation, in his lecture “language 

and freedom” he states that “Language is a process of free creation; its laws and principles are 

fixed, but the manner in which the principles of generation are used is free and infinitely 

varied” (1970). Similarly, in his paper “Aspects of the Theory of Syntax” (1965), he associates 

creativity and the generative property of language, meaning, LC is only possible through the 

fixed set of rules of a language. However, Sampson (2016) has a different view from 

Chomsky’s, according to him, since creativity requires deviation from rules, then, LC may 

also be the product of language rule deviations. In 2017, he suggests a distinction between F-

creativity (fixed) and E-creativity (extending), where the former refers to Chomsky’s 

interpretations and views on LC, i.e., productivity within language rules; however, the latter 

refers to linguistic innovations that go beyond the set of language rules. 

Regardless of the controversies, the assessment of F-creativity and E-creativity is a 

complex subject (Anh et al., 2024). Linguists claim that creativity is an essential property of 

language (Chomsky, 1965); some even argue that it is the goal of language itself (Goldberg, 

2005). Therefore, LC is mostly studied as a manifestation of everyday language use. 
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1.1.3 Linguistic Creativity for EFL Learners 

A critical distinction that has been studied by scholars such as Deshors et al. (2016) 

and Ranta (2022) draw on the differences of creative language assessment, that is, the criteria 

of consideration for linguistically creative products vary according to the language user’s 

proficiency level. While for native speakers and fluent English users, creativity is strictly 

assessed, meaning, linguistic outputs must be innovative, effective, and correct to be 

categorized as creative. However, for EFL learners, LC is evident in their risk-taking 

tendency to try new grammatical structures, lexical combinations, and generally new ways of 

expression. According to Ginting (2022), this risk is based on a hypothesis formulation and 

testing mechanism that learners develop about the rules of the foreign language. The latter 

indicates a positive sign of active learning and often leads to what is called “creative errors”. 

However, for a native speaker, deviation from the norm is likely to be considered mere errors.  

1.2 Theoretical Perspectives and Mechanisms Behind Linguistic Creativity  

Research around LC focuses on two main aspects. Firstly, on understanding the 

behavioral and cognitive mechanisms enabling creative thinking, as well as determining the 

factors that influence and contribute to creative performance (Dandu & Pugazh, 2023). Hence, 

the production of a linguistically creative outcome necessitates a deeper understanding of the 

frameworks that enable it (Brochhagen et al., 2023). 

1.2.1 Generative Grammar 

Chomsky, in the study of language and creativity, theorized “Generative Grammar” 

(GG), which seeks to understand how humans can make infinite use of finite means, i.e., how 

humans create novel expressions from a fixed set of linguistic rules. In his seminal works, 

Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (1965) and Language and Mind (2006), he argues that the 

creative aspect of language stems from an internalized system of rules, that is, a set of 

principles that operate at a deep unconscious level which govern the structure of all natural 
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languages, or what he refers to as Universal Grammar (UG). The latter, according to him, is 

what enables humans to produce and understand novel sentences which are different from 

other familiar ones. 

Among the tenets of GG is the rule-governed nature of linguistic creativity, Chomsky 

(2006) states that “the study of language structure reveals properties of mind that underlie the 

exercise of human mental capacities in normal activities, such as the use of language in the 

ordinary free and creative fashion” (p. 14). Hence, linguistic creativity is restricted by a set of 

grammatical rules which enable the use of normal and creative language. Therefore, LC in an 

essence is “figuring out how to use what you already know in order to go beyond what you 

currently think” (Weick, 1995, p. 15).  

Furthermore, Chomsky (1965) makes a distinction between linguistic competence and 

linguistic performance. Where competence stands for the speakers’ knowledge of the rules of 

a language, however, performance refers to the actual use of language, which “involves a 

complex interplay of many factors” (Chomsky, 1965, pp. 51-52). Consequently, the 

relationship between competence, performance, and creativity has been a subject of ongoing 

discussion and refinement. 

The theory of GG provides a powerful framework for understanding the mechanisms 

that enable LC. However, despite its significant advancements, Chomsky (2006) suggests that 

the capacity of understanding LC might go beyond our comprehension. The latter idea 

displays an inconsistency in Chomsky’s works, from addressing the human language as 

simply rule-bound to glorifying its ambiguous creative capacity (Drach, 1981). These 

inconsistencies build diverse reactions towards Chomsky’s work. 

1.2.2 Cognitive Linguistics  

There is an abundance of literature addressing the notion of cognitive linguistics (CL), 

which argues that language is an innate capacity emerging from humans’ cognitive abilities 
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(Chomsky, 1965; Pinker, 1994). Cognitive linguistics also implies that mastering a language 

requires a simulation of various types of thinking: critical, creative, and analytical (Council of 

Europe, 2007; Birgili, 2015). One major attribute of human intelligence and a domain which 

received significant attention in CL is LC (Guilford, 1967; Hoffmann, 2018a). The latter plays 

a fundamental role in explaining how human language is a product of the mind, which 

operates according to the rules of grammar, i.e., LC is rule-governed (Ginting, 2022). In this 

sense, the creative dimensions of language, such as metaphors, are viewed to be 

fundamentally shaped by humans’ mental abilities to reason, conceptualize, and categorize 

(Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). 

Linguistic creativity, in its various forms, is fundamentally enabled by core cognitive 

abilities (Coulson, 2001). The mental capacity most associated with creativity is divergent 

thinking (Guilford, 1967). The latter represents the spontaneous, free-flowing intellectual 

capacity of individuals in generating multiple connections between ideas in a short amount of 

time, which is believed to be the core quality of creative individuals (Hennessey & Amabile, 

2010). Moreover, Divergent thinking enables the interaction of cognitive functions such as 

memory, perception, reasoning, and problem solving, to create what is called Conceptual 

Blending (CB), i.e., forming associations and categorizations between ideas and concepts 

which were previously unconnected (Fauconnier & Turner, 2002). In linguistics, CB is 

observed in constant linguistic pattern recognition and pattern extension (Pinker, 1999), an 

example of such ability in this field is analogy, which is defined as a cognitive mechanism 

that enables recognizing structural differences, and similarities between domains and using 

existing linguistic patterns and vocabulary to create novel ones. 

1.2.3 Usage-based Linguistics  

Although the principles of Usage-Based-Linguistics (UBL) contradict the eminent 

theories surrounding LC, such as generative grammar and universal grammar, it views 
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language as an abstract, isolated system that emerges from, as the name suggests, frequency 

of usage (Bybee, 2013). However, according to Cook (2000), the relationship between the two 

resides in the role of frequency in improving cognitive flexibility and therefore LC. Vygotsky 

(1962) among other linguists have studied the development of individuals’ lexical capacities, 

from childhood to language evolution, through “lexical extension” and other manifestations of 

linguistic creativity which demonstrates a correlation between the frequency of language 

usage and the development of linguistic creativity (see more in Brochhagen et al, 2023). 

1.2.4 Contextual Aspects 

The product of LC must be, as in its definition, original, unusual, and contextually 

accurate (Amabile, 1982). Because language, society, and context are deeply intertwined, it is 

believed that language is highly influenced, in fact shaped by its context (Halliday, 1978). In 

that sense, Duranti (1997) goes so far as to say that words do not carry the meaning 

themselves; it is the context that defines it. In essence, linguistic creativity is a combination of 

language, knowledge, and context (Csikszentmihalyi & Sawyer, 2014). Figurative language, 

for instance, which is an obvious manifestation of LC, is largely associated with the 

connection between words, their literal meaning, and the context surrounding them (Gibbs, 

1994). Furthermore, Communicative needs serve as the fuel to LC, as the latter is not believed 

to be the individuals’ mere attempt to showcase linguistic mastery (Tomasello, 2003). 

Alongside cultural and social norms, which foster new ways of creation (Crystal, 2001). 

Consequently, Contextual factors not only impact humans’ use of LC but also go beyond that 

surface to even shape our value system for what classifies as linguistically creative and what 

does not (Carter, 2015). 

1.3 Manifestations of Linguistic Creativity in English 

Through the operation of different mechanisms, LC is possible (Fauconnier & Turner, 

2002). This is through the human mental capacity to draw similarities and connections 
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between different phenomena (Gentner, 1983), the flexibility and endless potential of 

language (Chomsky, 1965), and is driven by a human need (Carter, 2015). This creative 

process is evident in various linguistic phenomena. 

1.3.1 Lexical Creativity 

Lexical Creativity or Lexical Innovations (LI) refers to the process of constructing 

new words/concepts, and new meanings from previously existing ones (Spencer, 2003b). In 

other words, it relies on the formation of new words not typically found in dictionaries 

(Algeo, 1991). These lexical innovations emerge as a response to different environmental 

changes and challenges (technological, cultural, social, etc.), which call for various 

communicative needs (Fiveable, 2024). 

There is an abundance of research conducted on LI (Spencer, 2003b; Carter, 2015; 

Lynch, 2024, to name a few). These studies show that the creation of new lexicon takes 

different forms (Wuerschinger, 2021). Firstly, neologisms serve as an umbrella term for the 

coinage of new words or expressions which were previously inexistent, such as “selfie”, 

“Blog”, or the verb “to google”; these are examples of neologisms emerging as a reaction to 

technological advancements. Moreover, LI encompasses different types of word play, 

including blending [the mixing of two words, e.g., brunch (from breakfast and lunch), hangry 

(from angry and hungry), etc.], clipping [shortening of words, e.g., gym from gymnasium], 

and Derivations [typically by adding affixes, e.g., unfriend, pre-pandemic, etc.]. Another type 

of LI is semantic association or augmentation, that is, extending the meaning of existing 

words to cover a new concept, for instance, the usage of the word “sick” to describe 

something “cool” when it previously was used solely for describing illness. 

1.3.2 Figurative Creativity 

Figurative Creativity (FC), i.e., a language that operates through figures of speech, is 

defined as the use of language to form creative expressions that go beyond the literal meaning 
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(Ellis, 2024). It is a powerful tool of LC allowing language to transform from its mundane 

referential use to a more artistic and creative way of expression (Short, 1996). Different 

figures of speech are constructed by the process of understanding and forming connections 

between rather separate aspects of language (Abrams & Harpham, 2011). Fundamental types 

of FL are simile, metaphor, personification, hyperbole, irony, paradox, allusion, idioms, etc.  

Figure 1.3.  

Figures of Speech 

 

1.3.3 Syntactic Creativity 

Creativity in language expression goes far beyond LI to encompass the syntactic level. 

Syntactic Creativity (SC) is defined as playing with different linguistic structures (grammar) 

for different effects, under a fixed framework which Chomsky (1957) labels “constructional 

grammar”. For artistic, dramatic, and suspenseful effects, SC is evident in various phenomena 
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such as ellipsis (i.e., omitting sentence elements), sentence fragments (i.e., using incomplete 

sentences), run-on sentences (lack of appropriate punctuation, e.g., in stream of 

consciousness), etc. In an EFL context, SC is mostly observed through learners’ 

“Interlanguage phenomena” (Selinker, 2009). The latter occurs when foreign language 

learners translate utterances from their native language to the target language while 

maintaining the native language's structural rules. To illustrate, the latter manifests as 

pluralization errors, incorrect word order transfer, incorrect usage of definite articles, and 

omission of necessary elements, etc. This translation results in “creative” expressions that are 

grammatically incorrect; however, for EFL learners, these errors count as “creative errors”. 

The latter might count as an example of a rule challenging creativity. 

1.3.4 Pragmatic and Discourse Creativity 

LC and all its forms show manifestation in discourse, i.e., language in use, to achieve 

the necessary communicative needs of individuals (Carter, 2015). Furthermore, in 

Ubaydullaeva’s article (2022), he explains that discourse serves as the main environment for 

different language innovation possibilities, in which lexical innovations and figures of speech 

are constructed and put to use. In addition, LC at the discourse level also manifests in novel 

narrative patterns (i.e., breaking traditional linear storytelling), argumentative flairs (e.g., 

using rhetorical questions instead of directly presenting an argument), poetic discourse (e.g., 

incorporating rhythm), conversational play (use of humor), code switching (e.g., linguistic 

blends by shifting between dialects or languages), adopting different registers (e.g., shifting 

the style between formal and informal to achieve appropriate creativity), etc. (Carter, 2015). 

Moreover, he states that “The manifestation of LC largely depends on the purposefulness of 

discussion” (p. 3125). Since Linguistic Creativity is about appropriateness, usefulness, and 

effectiveness, this entails that any creative language production must be in accordance with 

the context it is in. 
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1.4 Significance of Linguistic Creativity for EFL Learners 

To be one with the creative skill is one of the most desirable characteristics of all 

human attributes since recent centuries (Li, 2016). Although creativity is a messy process in 

itself (Jones, 2016), many studies in the realm of education argue for the necessity of giving 

serious attention to nurturing the creative side of education due to all the advantages it offers 

(NACCCE, 1999). The benefits surpass solely the classroom environment as it supports 

students with the skills of adaptability and reasonability, which serve them in their personal 

lives as well as their future careers (NACCCE, 1999).  

In an EFL setting, interventions aiming at fostering creativity, in general, are 

especially significant (Council of Europe, 2007). The latter equips foreign language learners 

with various types of thinking: imaginative, critical, and creative (Gumhold, 2018). With the 

acquisition of such skills, language learners use language as a medium for expressing their 

creative thoughts (EdYouFest, 2023). Moreover, a creative educational environment allows 

students to engage in cognitive functions such as problem solving and brainstorming, to be 

more critical, analytical, and predictive thinkers, which are the core foundation for any 

creative output (Vygotsky, 2004). In other words, creativity as a cognitive function serves as a 

subsequent element for developing EFL students’ LC. Additionally, the frequent engagement 

in creative expression improves learners’ cognitive functions. 

As previously demonstrated, creativity fosters LC; however, research shows that the 

opposite is also true (British Council, n.d.). High LC in EFL students displays a domino effect 

on other abilities as it revives learners’ engagement, confidence, motivation, etc. (Liao et al., 

2018). In accordance, linguistic competence in linguistically creative learners is higher than 

for those who do not participate in creative expression (Kholid & Syafrizal, 2023). The latter 

claims illustrate that LC encourages language learning, which leads to achieving 

communicative competence. 



16 
 

LC being defined as the creative use of language for expressing sentences that are 

novel, valuable, and true to their context (Maley & Peachey, 2015), is emphasized to play a 

central role in language itself as Chomsky says “it is clear that a theory of language that 

neglects this creative aspect of language is only of marginal interest” (1965, p.54). Therefore, 

the goal of Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) should put serious interest in 

applying techniques that foster creative language use (Cremin, 2009). For those listed reasons, 

alongside many others, fostering creativity is now regarded as fundamental for an efficient 

learning and teaching environment. Ultimately, the arousal of creativity and LC in an EFL 

classroom highly depends on educators themselves (Phothongsunan, 2023). For that matter, 

Numerous studies are conducted regarding what strategies to employ, as discussed in another 

part of this research.  

1.5 Challenges in Teaching and Assessing Linguistic Creativity 

In the pursuit of learning and teaching English as a foreign language, EFL students 

and teachers encounter many challenges. In terms of linguistic creativity, these challenges 

manifest in a variety of forms: linguistic deficiency (Raimes, 1983), learner-related 

psychological barriers (Monib & Hadi, 2025), and pedagogical factors (Iswandari et al., 

2017). These drawbacks significantly hinder students’ ability of creative expression. 

Moreover, creativity in a sense is viewed as something that has more to do with art than 

language itself (Conti, 2015). Therefore, the latter is often marginalized by students and 

academic environments.  

 Firstly, it is an agreed-upon notion that in order to be linguistically creative, one must 

possess a moderate level of linguistic competence (Carter, 2015). The difficulty of free 

expression whilst worrying about the appropriate selection of words and correct grammar 

finds itself as a major problem restricting EFL students’ creative language manipulation 

(Mourtaga, 2006). Furthermore, another challenge regarding being creative with a foreign 
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language is the potential interference of their native language (L1) rules or students’ mental 

translation of ideas from L1 to a target language (Malip & Abdul Aziz, 2022). Overcoming 

such linguistic deficiencies sets the ground for LC; however, too much emphasis on language 

correctness serves as a challenge in itself (Sarkawt & Hanife, 2023). 

Secondly, psychological factors contribute to the making or breaking of many facets 

of human life (Vergara et al., 2023). When it comes to creative language expression, these 

factors are of high significance (Monib & Hadi, 2025). Starting with intrinsic motivation, 

which is the basis of pursuing knowledge, fueled with curiosity (Oudeyer et al., 2016). This 

latter provokes LC; however, it is subject to suppression by the external influence of the 

classroom environment (Noels et al., 2000). Another psychological factor affecting LC that 

research has shown high interest in is students’ anxiety and fear of errors. The latter disrupts 

EFL students’ willingness to take risks and manipulate language (Rebbouh, 2016), which, in 

future retrospect, lowers their confidence in language use in general.  

Finally, and most importantly, the challenges environmental factors pose to EFL 

students’ LC are observed from both the academic realm and the cultural realm. On the one 

hand, academically, EFL environments do not emphasize enhancing LC; rather, they 

emphasize the correctness of language (Sarkawt & Hanife, 2023). Meaning there are 

insufficient opportunities for students to interact with creative language use, which suppresses 

students’ creative abilities. furthermore, a teacher-centered approach is observed in such 

environments, which leads to students' uninterest in subjects and therefore low engagement in 

creative expressions (Baghoussi, 2021). In addition to teacher dominance, there is a lack of a 

pedagogical framework for developing and assessing LC (Pipes, 2023; Campbell & 

Rosenhan, 2023). The latter is due to factors such as the difficulty of assessing linguistic 

creativity (as the concept possesses no unanimous definition nor a scale of assessment), in 

addition to the previously mentioned focus on language correctness. On the other hand, 
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language and culture are deeply intertwined therefore creativity varies significantly on the 

cultural level, what may be considered creative to a culture might not even come close to 

being creative in another (Wang, 2016). To illustrate, idiomatic expressions like “break a leg” 

means “good luck” in English culture and is considered as a creative expression, however in 

Arab or other cultures the expression might come across as odd and not even close to being 

linguistically creative. Moreover, this variety leads to an observable distance between L1 and 

English, such as the lack of familiarity with idiomatic/ culturally coded expressions. 

Hennessey and Amabile (2010) in their research point out the variety of differences regarding 

LC in terms of cultures. 

1.6 Approaches for Fostering EFL Students’ Linguistic Creativity 

A study by Karin Inggårde (2011) showcases that high achievers in language programs 

are highly creative individuals, linking the success of a language learner with their level of 

creativity. In a language-focused domain, LC is a skill that can be taught and fostered through 

education (NACCCE, 1999). Considering the latter, language educational institutions, since 

the 21
st
 century, have placed significant emphasis on the implementation of certain 

pedagogical approaches that aim at its cultivation (Formosa & Zammit, 2016). Therefore, the 

development of this aspect is highly dependent on the success or failure of the strategies 

employed in academia (Birkmaier, 1971). 

In a study by Ginting (2022), “Linguistic Creativity and its implementation on English 

Language Teaching,” he discusses how, in a foreign language learning setting, fostering LC 

entails for teachers to be patient as the latter is developed through stages. He advocates for the 

importance of implementing different strategies that are consistent with students’ different 

levels of linguistic proficiency. He drew upon Chomsky’s view that language acquisition, and 

therefore LC, is a gradual process of knowledge system cultivation. LC, therefore, in an early 

stage of linguistic proficiency, is manifested via students’ awareness of linguistic rules and 
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their cognitive formulation of hypotheses about these rules. Teachers’ overcorrection in such 

early stages hinders this process, as errors are an indicator of an evolving proficiency. 

Moreover, for students with higher levels of language competence, more complex structures 

of language should be introduced in the pursuit of fostering LC. 

EFL classrooms are an optimal environment for fostering students’ LC as they offer a 

thorough focus on the flexible nature of language as well as opportunities to explore such 

realm (Tin, 2013, as cited in Tumen-Akyildiz, 2024). Moreover, there is a lack of teachers 

who fully recognize the link between creativity and Language instruction (Lee, 2013, as cited 

in Tumen-Akyildiz, 2024). However, an informed teacher employs a range of strategies to 

simulate creative thinking and creative language expression (Richards, 2013). These strategies 

stem primarily from EFL teachers’ positive attitudes towards encouraging and nurturing LC 

(Tanggaard, 2011). Firstly, as stated earlier, language by nature is inherently flexible; 

therefore, allowing students to use this property of language in creative manners should be of 

central focus in any language teaching and learning environment (Durdas et al., 2022). Such 

allowance is possible through the integration of creative writing possibilities like storytelling, 

and poetry writing, which intel students’ usage of different language structural manipulation 

and word play to convey meanings in an original way (Wu & Chen, 2020). By integrating 

such strategies, teachers positively challenge both students’ imaginative thinking and 

linguistic engagement, which contribute to overall foreign language development (Maley, 

2018).  

Secondly, the selection of topics for foreign language classes is of a diverse range that 

teachers should not overlook (Clarke, 2005). This choice should be based on students’ 

interests and real-life scenarios, e.g., sports, technology, law, etc. (Stepanek, 2015). When 

students are given opportunities to explore intriguing concepts, their imagination and creative 
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expressions are fueled (Dandu & Pugazh, 2023). This entails that using authentic and creative 

materials in EFL classrooms boosts students’ engagement. 

Finally, studies show that teachers’ feedback to students’ LC provides them with a 

sense of appreciation, which encourages more creative output (Fisher & Williams, 2004). 

However, in order to encourage creative expression, feedback must be less rigid (Ginting, 

2022). In that regard, there should be a shift of focus when assessing students’ linguistic 

productions, from evaluating based on grammatical and structural criteria to an effectiveness 

and appropriateness one. That is, to give space and attention to free creative expression. 

Conclusion 

The ability to produce creative language is special to humans and has been a topic of 

study for decades now. For an EFL learner, LC is of special importance. It mirrors learners’ 

linguistic competence and cognitive abilities, that is, to be able to make semantic associations 

and use language in novel, correct, appropriate, and valuable ways. Therefore, LC is a means 

to advanced proficiency. In that regard, language educational systems and instructors must 

pay close attention to foster such unique capacity by incorporating special activities and 

environments for creative and free language play. The latter is significant as it boosts 

engagement and the overall success of language education. This chapter then proclaims a 

selective review of literature found on this notion of LC in an EFL context, while underlining 

the need for pedagogical shifts for maximum benefit. 
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Introduction  

In the current digital age, where many technologies are reshaping human life, 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has emerged as a paramount tool capable of performing tasks that 

were once claimed to be performed only by human beings. Its impact extended to many 

sectors, including education, promising a complete transformation of the field. This suggests 

its potential benefits for language learners in EFL contexts. Accordingly, the present chapter 

sheds light on multiple elements related to the use of AI in English as a Foreign Language 

(EFL) settings. First, it defines AI in EFL contexts. Moreover, it explores its main 

applications. Furthermore, it discusses the benefits of using AI and its challenges and 

limitations. Additionally, it highlights the importance and necessity of AI literacy. Ultimately, 

it provides a glimpse of the role of using AI in fostering EFL students’ linguistic creativity. 

2.1 Defining Artificial Intelligence in the EFL Context 

In 1956, Artificial Intelligence was officially recognized as a field of study during the 

Dartmouth Summer Research Project on Artificial Intelligence, held by Professor John 

McCarthy at Dartmouth College in New Hampshire, USA (Dick, 2019). It is a multifaceted 

concept that many researchers attempt to define (Russell & Norvig, 2021). The European 

Commission’s High-Level Expert Group on AI (HLEG) presents one of the comprehensive 

definitions of AI, stating that it refers to “systems that display intelligent behaviour by 

analysing their environment and taking actions, with some degree of autonomy, to achieve 

specific goals” (2018, p. 1). Hence, AI systems are able to think and make decisions through 

the process of receiving, interpreting, and analyzing data in order to perform different tasks 

and achieve specific objectives. 

In education, AI refers to the flexible employment of its tools inside the classrooms to 

promote teaching and learning experiences and outcomes, which facilitates the role of both 

teachers and students (Top Hat Glossary, 2023). That is, AI is a powerful tool with the 
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potential to transform teaching and learning experiences. Correspondingly, in EFL contexts, 

AI-driven tools are marking a profound shift in learning and teaching methods. Luckin et al. 

(2016) claim that these tools "offer the possibility of learning that is more personalized, 

flexible, inclusive, and engaging" (p. 11). This not only reflects the benefits of AI tools to 

students but also to teachers (Daud et al., 2025), due to its ability to facilitate the teaching 

process. 

AI’s major use in the field of EFL is primarily a form of Artificial Narrow Intelligence 

(ANI), also known as Weak AI. The latter is a type of AI that is limited to a set of fixed 

capabilities, aiming at performing certain tasks (IBM Data and AI Team, 2025). Sharma et al. 

claims that ANI “equals or exceeds human intelligence or efficacy at a specific task” (P. 3). 

Unlike other types of AI, which can learn from past experiences and enhance their 

performance, ANI is not capable of performing any task that is out of its scripted or 

programmed capabilities. 

ChatGPT, which is one of the most powerful AI chatbots, “is considered a form of 

Narrow AI because it is limited to the single task of text-based chat” (IBM Data and AI Team, 

2025). In recent years, this specific AI-driven application has gained huge fame in EFL 

settings due to its advantages. According to Walter (2024), ChatGPT has reshaped the 

educational area by providing a completely new degree of personalization in learning. He also 

highlights that it not only represents a basic improvement in education, but rather has the 

potential to become a paramount tool in the field of teaching and learning (2024). The latter 

idea emphasizes the significant role AI plays in language teaching and learning. 

2.2 Key Applications of AI in EFL Settings  

There are many AI applications in the field of EFL. Jiang (2022) summarized six (06) 

dominant forms of them based on conducting a thorough review of their use in the field: 

Automatic Evaluation Systems (AESs), Neural Machine Translation Tools (NMTs), 
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Intelligent Tutoring Systems (ITSs), AI Chatting Robots, Intelligent Virtual Environment 

(IVE), and Affective Computing (AC) in ITSs. Depending on their primary function, these 

different applications can be classified into four themes.  

2.2.1 AI for Personalized Learning and Language Practice 

AI is able to provide students with individualized language learning experiences. First, 

AI’s intelligent tutoring systems (ITSs) aim at fostering personal tutoring and facilitating 

learning based on offering instant adaptive feedback and personalized instructional materials 

that are adapted to students’ language proficiency level and learning preferences. ITSs are 

proven to enhance different aspects of EFL contexts, including grammar learning (Abu Ghali 

et al., 2018); problem-solving (Hafidi & Mahnane, 2018); and teachers’ skills in adjusting 

online teaching modes and content by providing them with students’ performance profiles 

(Nagro, 2021). There are different AI apps that rely on these systems, including Duolingo, 

which is a language learning application specialized in offering personalized language 

learning paths and AI-driven practice. Li and Wang (2020) claim that Duolingo can be helpful 

in providing context-dependent and interactive lessons to learn a language, in addition to 

instant feedback. Among the most significant features of ITSs is Affective Computing (AC). 

The latter is interested in enhancing students’ learning motivation through analyzing their 

emotions, which can be an effective method, as Yu et al. (2022) illustrate that students’ 

emotions impact their learning motivation. In other words, students’ positive emotions may 

increase their motivation to learn. This emphasizes the crucial role AC may play in EFL 

contexts. 

Figure 2.1.  

Duolingo  
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Second, AI chatbots are able to promote intelligent human-written and spoken 

language communication (Haristiani, 2019), which refers to AI’s ability to simulate real-life 

conversations to support language learners’ practice of their writing and speaking skills. In 

accordance, a study conducted by Kim et al. (2019) proves that AI tools are able to improve 

learners’ English language proficiency and promote learners' motivation, self-confidence, and 

interest in learning. An example of AI chatbots is ChatGPT, which is widely used for 

generating content, offering personalized learning plans, and promoting conversational skills. 

For instance, in their study, Xiao and Zhi (2023) reported that participants praised ChatGPT 

for being an interactive personal teacher and learning aid that offered rational feedback and 

guidance whenever needed for writing instruction related to the International English 

Language Testing System (IELTS). 

Figure 2.2.  

ChatGPT 

 

2.2.2 AI for Automated Assessment and Feedback 

AI applications offer the service of assessing students’ inputs and providing them with 

feedback through automatic evaluation systems (AESs). These systems are commonly 

employed in writing and speaking contexts. They focus on analyzing inputs, such as essays 

and records, in order to evaluate them and provide automatic feedback based on big data and 

NLP technologies. In EFL settings, Grammarly is one of the examples of worthwhile 

applications that use AESs, it is also considered one of the most well-liked ones (Fernando & 

Suryaman, 2022). It offers instant feedback on the pronunciation and grammar mistakes of the 
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inputs, as well as the level of their clarity. Qian et al. (2021) stated that multiple teachers 

claim that in EFL writing instruction, AESs cannot substitute real human raters. This 

emphasizes that AI tools’ capacity to simulate human abilities and performances is still 

limited.  

Figure 2.3.  

Grammarly 

 

2.2.3 AI for Language Support and Comprehension 

There are various AI tools that support language learning and comprehension by 

promoting students’ different language skills. Among these AI tools are neural machine 

translation tools (NMTs). They represent an inclusive learning approach that provides tools 

empowered with the ability to generate an automatic translation. Examples of NMT tools 

currently utilized in language education include Google Translate and Quillbot etc. These 

tools may have several potential drawbacks, such as hindering learning motivation (Zhu et al., 

2020). Nonetheless, they may play a crucial role in EFL contexts at many levels; they help in 

mastering lexico-grammatical knowledge (Bahri and Mahadi, 2016) and improve L2 writing 

and reading comprehension (Alhaisoni and Alhaysony, 2017). This places them as potential 

important aids for EFL learners. 

Figure 2.4.  

Google Translate  
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Figure 2.5.  

Quillbot  

 

2.2.4 AI for Immersive Learning Experiences 

AI tools provide EFL students with engaging learning experiences through what is 

known as an intelligent virtual environment (IVE). Luck and Aylett highlight that IVE is a 

blend of clever methods and instruments, manifested in self-governing beings and agents, 

together with efficient ways to depict and interact with them in different ways (2000). That is, 

it is a concept that combines AI technologies with virtual environments through substituting 

the real world with a digital one, providing an interactive experience that is based on virtual 

reality (VR).  Interestingly, many studies suggest that VR tools can enhance vocabulary 

learning and retention (Tai et al., 2022) and boost motivation for English learning, helping to 

reduce anxiety (Chien et al., 2020). However, some researchers have highlighted various 

challenges in using IVE tools; for instance, Cowie and Alizadeh (2022) point out affordability 

and limited network access as issues related to the use of IVE tools. These problems may 

negatively impact the usefulness of IVE for both teachers and students in the EFL field. 

To sum up, AI’s presence in the field of EFL has a huge weight; its systems offer 

different potential services, including personalizing students’ learning process, assessing their 

inputs and providing feedback, offering an automated translation, and creating engaging 

learning environments (virtual environments). This underscores the significant benefits of AI 

applications in EFL contexts.  
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2.3 Potential Benefits of AI in the EFL Classroom 

Eliot (2024) emphasizes the role AI plays in benefiting EFL learners’ language skills. 

That is, AI tools may introduce multiple advantages when employed in EFL classrooms. 

First, they offer personalized learning experiences. AI-powered applications provide 

students with learning plans, content, and strategies that align with their preferences and 

learning style. This includes offering personalized feedback by examining each student’s 

emotional state and actual learning process (Peng et al., 2019), which is related to IVE and 

AC, in addition to analyzing students’ performance, interests, and learning preferences 

(Vera, 2023). AL-Othman (2024) suggested integrating AI in EFL classrooms as he 

considers it an effective tool for students’ learning endeavors. This highlights that the 

provided individualized feedback, which is mainly based on students’ personal 

characteristics, has the potential to enhance students’ learning journey and ensure its 

success.  

Second, AI tools provide instantaneous feedback, which has the potential to enhance 

students’ language practice. Guo et.al claim that AI tools provide a flexible, supportive, and 

more engaging learning environment for students as they offer individualized 

recommendations to foster learners’ English language proficiency, including oral 

communication skills, listening, reading, and writing skills (2022). The latter is based on an 

instant detection of students’ mistakes while using the applications, which helps students to 

highlight their weaknesses and facilitates their language development journey. 

Third, AI systems increase students’ motivation and engagement through adaptive 

testing, which plays a crucial role in this area. According to Eliot, AI is capable of adjusting 

tests and assessments to accurately reflect students’ competence level in order to avoid 

demotivating them or diminishing their interest (2024). It helps educators to highlight their 

students’ strengths and weaknesses in order to adjust their teaching methods accordingly, 
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provide assistance, and foster the learning process (Rudolph et al., 2023), in addition to 

enhancing their overall continuous development as teachers (Chiu, 2023). This showcases AI 

tools’ special ability to foster EFL students’ motivation and engagement to learn by offering 

adaptive tests. The latter provides teachers with needed information to help them enhance 

their tutoring process and increase learning outcomes.  

Fourth, Access to authentic-like communicative practice is another advantage of AI in 

EFL settings. According to Hsu (2024), AI chatbots and personal assistants have the potential 

to provide students with an immersive language practice environment. This is done by 

simulating natural conversations and exposing students to real-life situations. The latter 

results in improving students’ language level, as Kim et al. (2019) confirm an enhancement in 

students’ language knowledge, as well as skills, after using AI chatbots. This also reflects that 

AI offers students the opportunity to access different language digital materials whenever they 

want, enabling them to learn more effectively as well as flexibly.  

2.4 Potential Challenges and Limitations of AI 

The use of AI tools by EFL students may expose them to different potential negative 

effects. The latter is related to the multiple challenges and limitations of these tools that derive 

from the design, operation, and use of AI systems. They can be categorized into four main 

points, covering: lack of nuanced human understanding, students’ overreliance on AI tools, 

data privacy and security, and AI’s dependence on existing data. 

Lack of nuanced human understanding is a profound limitation of AI systems. Despite 

being efficient in performing different tasks, AI tools are not equipped with the ability to 

capture the unique elements of natural human communication, which are essential for 

language learning, such as creativity, tone, emotional intelligence, and cultural sensitivity. For 

instance, in his study, Al-Othman highlights many issues regarding the use of AI tools, 

including “reduced human interaction”, “limited critical and creative thinking skills”, and 



29 
 

“decreased spontaneity in language use” (2024, p. 99).  This displays that AI is not capable of 

fully replicating natural human conversation, that is, its generated content lacks natural 

nuances of human dialogues because AI itself is not as sophisticated as the human mind. It 

also suggests that the latter prevents AI tools from providing accurate feedback to students’ 

inputs and performances, which can limit learners’ ability to use English effectively in real-

world contexts, emphasizing the need to balance the use of AI with human natural 

interactions.  

Moreover, relying on AI may threaten students’ unique human skills. Students' 

tendency towards an overreliance on AI reflects a complete dependence on AI-generated 

content, causing them to neglect their own knowledge and abilities, which may ultimately 

diminish those skills. Chan claims that using AI tools may cause deficiencies in students’ 

higher-order thinking skills (2023), this effect may duplicate in case of a tendency towards 

using AI-generated answers instead of trying to make any effort or to learn from one’s own 

mistakes, this includes critical thinking, problem-solving, brainstorming, originality, etc. The 

latter indicates the risks students may face when using AI in an imbalanced manner, which 

highlights the necessity for them to avoid over-reliance on AI tools.  

Furthermore, there are concerns regarding users’ data privacy and security. When 

using AI-powered tools, students are putting their own identity and security at risk. According 

to Alghamdy, AI can potentially misuse students’ stored data or simply expose it, which puts 

students’ data privacy and security in danger, especially since there is no clear explanation of 

the amount of data AI tools collect while using them, nor the exact type of this data (2023). 

That is, when using AI, students’ personal information will be stored in AI systems and then 

can be easily misused or exposed without their consent. The latter necessitates the urgent need 

to emphasize the importance of AI literacy in educational contexts.  
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Lastly, AI’s dependence on existing data to make decisions and generate content 

presents another drawback. AI tools learn and function based on vast amounts of existing 

inputs that may be biased or incomplete. According to Nivedhaa, AI systems produce poor 

and inconsistent results when they lack access to enough high-quality data that allows them to 

generalize well to novel or unknown scenarios (2024). This poses a significant concern 

regarding students’ use of these tools, as AI-generated content may rely on unknown sources 

or incomplete data to function, which may lead to biased and misleading outcomes and 

answers. The latter emphasizes the danger of over-relying on them. 

2.5 The Imperative of AI Literacy in EFL  

AI literacy (AIL) is a concept of a paramount importance. It is defined by Chiu et al. 

as the knowledge one has about AI systems, including their mechanisms and influence, in 

addition to their ethical and responsible use in different situations (2024). In other words, AIL 

is a wide landscape that involves absorbing different skills and knowledge related to the 

concept of Artificial Intelligence from its nature to its ethical use.  

In the field of EFL, AIL links AI tools and language learning and teaching. Firstly, 

according to Alzubi (2024), AIL in EFL settings refers to the skill of successfully employing 

AI tools to promote both language acquisition and competence. On the other hand, Ng et al. 

(2021) framed AIL by conceptualizing it into four major components of AIL, which were 

later expanded by Almatrafi et al. (2024) to include six key components, which are 

recognizing, knowing and understanding, using and applying, evaluating, creating, and 

navigating ethically. Hence, AI literacy in EFL settings refers to learners’ and teachers’ ability 

to recognize, know and understand, use and apply, evaluate, create, and navigate AI tools 

ethically in order to enhance their overall language learning or teaching. 

Enhancing students’ level of AIL is a significant step towards facing AI’s double-

edged influence. Through its transformative influence on the field of EFL, AI has managed to 
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enhance the field, but has brought a set of ethical deficiencies, which require serious 

consideration (Alghamdy, 2023). This includes engaging in academic misconduct, using AI as 

a crutch and not a tool, and displaying algorithmic biases. The latter necessitates teachers’ and 

students’ awareness and implementation of the ethical rules governing the use of AI. 

First, as AI-powered tools are developing, students’ tendency towards using them in 

their learning is increasing (Javaid et al., 2023). This may be due to the diversity and easy 

access and use of AI tools in EFL settings, such as Google Translate and ChatGPT etc. 

Ellison and Patel (2022) claim that because of the latter, students today are faced with 

multiple temptations to deviate from the path that leads to academic integrity. That is, there is 

a potential for them to engage in activities that are considered unethical such as plagiarism 

and cheating. This refers to students’ tendency to copy others’ work without modifications, 

claiming it to be their own instead of trying to produce something original. Such behaviors 

diminish their learning skills and expose them to serious punishing rules, which may extend to 

preventing them from pursuing their academic studies. This emphasizes the role AIL play in 

similar contexts. 

Second, using AI as a crutch instead of a tool reopens the door on students’ potential 

to over-depend on AI technologies. This reduces their cognitive abilities and overall language 

skills and leads them to engage in a form of passive learning (Merdassi & Belmekki, 2024). 

Hence, students need to perceive AI as no more than a facilitator and a supporting tool that 

would help them promote their knowledge and performance during their language learning 

journey, instead of a crutch. Accordingly, having a good level of AIL prevents them from 

falling into such ethical issues.  

Third, AI’s potential of engaging in algorithmic biases represents another serious topic 

that emphasizes the role of AIL. Wang et al. (2023) claims that AI applications can be 

programmed to favor one group over the other. This leads them to generate biased 
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information, providing students with misleading content or feedback. In accordance, Chiu 

(2023) claimed that it is important to make students learn skills like media literacy in order to 

be able to detect the accuracy of information presented by AI tools. The latter opens the door 

for emphasizing the necessity of introducing AIL in EFL classrooms.  

All in all, AI is a unique technology with the potential to cause a complete 

transformation in the EFL field. It holds a great promise to enhance students’ as well as 

teachers’ language learning and teaching journey. However, due to its limitations and 

disadvantages, it may expose students to distinct challenges. Thus, students should adhere to 

the different ethical rules that govern the use of AI-powered systems.  

2.6 The Role of AI in Fostering EFL Students’ Linguistic Creativity 

The adaptation of technological advancements such as AI in a language teaching and 

learning environment is proved to enhance and support a variety of language skills (Wang & 

Petrina, 2013). Despite its challenges and limitations in the field, the enhancements they bring 

can be noticed at many levels of EFL contexts, as many researchers have conducted studies to 

explore the impact of AI on different aspects and skills related to English language learning   

(Xu et al., 2022; Hsu et al., 2023). For instance, Xu et al. investigated the influence of 

utilizing AI-assisted language learning tools on students’ overall learning achievement, 

concluding that these tools have a positive impact on English language learners’ learning 

outcomes.  

In the same vein, AI tools may influence EFL students’ linguistic creativity. Some 

researchers consider AI as a creativity booster; for instance, Luckin et al. (2016) claim that the 

different services provided by AI tools, including personalized learning and instant feedback, 

can enhance students’ creativity. Similarly, Chan and Hu (2023) claim that employing 

generative AI applications in EFL settings presents a potential transformative shift that offers 

novel ways to foster EFL students’ linguistic creativity. Also, Williams (2023) forecasts the 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1261955/full#ref85
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1261955/full#ref28
https://www.mdpi.com/2227-7102/15/6/686#B10-education-15-00686
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potential shifts AI may bring in teaching and learning creative language use. Additionally, in 

their study, Mushaddiq et al. (2024) highlight that AI chatbots can effectively encourage 

creativity and foster engagement and enjoyment in EFL contexts. That is, AI tools may 

represent a potential contributor to the enhancement of EFL students’ linguistic creativity. 

Nevertheless, AI tools can threaten EFL students’ linguistic creativity by hindering their high-

order abilities. For instance, Bouigha and Namous highlight that such technology might 

restrict students’ creative thinking, weaken problem-solving abilities, and lead to an 

overreliance on them (2024). The latter reflects the importance of exploring this topic to 

increase the benefits of using AI to enhance students’ linguistic creativity and develop the 

field of EFL.  

Conclusion  

AI is a trending technology with a profound influence on EFL fields. It is a double-

edged sword that promises a huge progression in the field for learners and teachers. However, 

it presents serious ethical concerns that ought to be taken into consideration when utilizing 

AI-driven tools. This underscores the importance of AIL, particularly the ethical and 

responsible use of AI technologies, which should be taken into account. This chapter 

reviewed the existing theoretical background about one of the crucial and rapidly growing 

technologies of our time: Artificial Intelligence. It presented a definition of AI in general, then 

in EFL settings. Moreover, it listed its key applications in the field. Furthermore, it identified 

different potential benefits of AI use in EFL settings, in addition to potential challenges and 

limitations. Additionally, it highlighted the concept of AI literacy, underscoring the 

importance of adhering to the ethical considerations and guidelines governing the use of AI in 

EFL fields. Ultimately, it concluded by reflecting on the potential role AI plays in fostering 

EFL students’ linguistic creativity. 
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Introduction 

Linguistic creativity, recognized as an important aspect of language, indicates the 

cognitive and linguistic skills of language users. This highlights its significance in an EFL 

setting. In light of recent discussions about AI developments and their implications across 

various fields, it is essential to consider their potential effects on EFL students‟ LC. 

Therefore, this study utilizes two questionnaires (one for teachers and another for students) to 

explore their perceptions of AI use and investigate the relationship between the use of AI and 

students‟ level of LC. This chapter begins by introducing the populations and samples and 

describing the data gathering tools. Subsequently, in two separate sections, it presents and 

discusses the collected data, concluding with a summary of the results for each section. 

Finally, the chapter closes with an extensive conclusion.  

3.1  Research Methodology and Design  

3.1.1 Research Method  

This study follows a combination of qualitative and quantitative method to collect 

data. The selection of this method was based on its ability to provide an objective and 

accurate description of a population, situation, or phenomenon by systematically collecting 

both numerical and qualitative data, which highly serves the purpose of this research. It 

enables a simple and easy collection and analysis of both teachers‟ and students‟ attitudes 

towards the role of using AI tools in enhancing EFL students‟ LC from a wide sample.  

3.1.2 Research Population and Sample 

3.1.2.1 Teachers’ Population and Sample  

At the Department of English, University of Guelma, there is a total of sixty-one (61) 

EFL teachers. From the latter population, a sample of twenty-two (22) teachers was selected 

during the academic year 2024/2025. They were randomly chosen from different teaching 

levels and specialties to ensure the diversity and validity of answers.  
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3.1.2.2 Students’ Population and Sample  

A sample of three hundred and twenty (320) EFL students was chosen for this research 

from a population of nine hundred and forty-six (946) students at the Department of English, 

University of Guelma, during the academic year 2024/2025. The sample encompasses 

randomly selected students from both Licence and Master‟s degrees. Moreover, it was 

extended to collect various views from students with different backgrounds. The latter offers 

more general and varied insights on the use of AI tools to enhance students‟ LC. 

3.1.3 Data Gathering Tools 

The present research relied on two questionnaires as data collection tools: one for EFL 

teachers and another for EFL students. These data collection tools aim at exploring EFL 

teachers‟ and students‟ attitudes towards the role of AI tools in enhancing EFL students‟ 

linguistic creativity. Both questionnaires consist of four (4) sections, each comprising a 

different set of questions.  

3.2 Teachers’ Questionnaire  

3.2.1 Description of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire is composed of twenty (20) questions based on the first two 

theoretical chapters (APPENDIX I). It includes different types of questions to gather both 

quantitative and qualitative data. Firstly, to collect quantitative data, a set of close-ended 

questions was used, like multiple choice questions and five (5) point Likert scale questions. 

Secondly, to collect qualitative data, open-ended questions were used to provide teachers with 

the ability to express their perceptions and attitudes towards the role of using AI tools in 

enhancing EFL students‟ LC. Teachers‟ questionnaire consists of four (4) sections: General 

Information, Linguistic Creativity, Artificial Intelligence Use, and the Role of AI Tools in 

Enhancing Students‟ LC. 
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Section One: General Information (Q1-Q2) 

This section consists of two (2) questions that aim at collecting general information 

about the respondents. In (Q1), teachers were asked to state the number of years they have 

been teaching English at the University. (Q2) requires them to specify their field of 

specialization.  

Section Two: Linguistic Creativity (Q3-Q10) 

This section consists of eight (8) questions. (Q3) asks respondents to define LC. (Q4) 

requires them to say whether LC means linguistic competence, along with justifications. (Q5) 

entails for teachers to select the creative skills that they usually integrate into their teaching 

process. (Q6) asks them to rate EFL students‟ LC on a scale of 1-5, and to explain their 

answers. Similarly, (Q7) requires them to select the extent to which they think LC plays a 

crucial role in EFL education. (Q8) investigates whether teachers assess their students‟ LC. 

Accordingly, (Q9) asks those who claimed that they assess their students‟ LC to select the 

criterion they rely on when assessing. (Q10) aims at finding out whether they encourage their 

students‟ LC through providing constructive feedback.  

Section Three: Artificial Intelligence Use (Q11-Q15) 

Section three encompasses five (5) questions. (Q11) detects whether teachers are 

familiar with AI tools. (Q12) illustrates whether respondents are qualified to use AI tools. 

(Q13) explores the types of AI tools that teachers mostly rely on in their teaching. (Q14) 

investigates respondents‟ frequency of integrating AI tools in their teaching courses. (Q15) 

explores their perceptions towards different claims related to AI; its ability to simulate human 

intelligence, the importance of its integration in EFL contexts, EFL students‟ qualification to 

use AI tools, the benefits of AI tools for EFL students, and its challenges. 
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Section Four: The Role of AI Use in Enhancing EFL Students’ LC (Q16-Q20) 

This section consists of five (5) questions. (Q16) explores teachers‟ perceptions of 

AI‟s capacity to foster students‟ ability to produce original and creative expressions. 

Similarly, (Q17) investigates their perceptions on whether AI challenges students‟ LC. (Q18) 

requires them to rate the relationship between students‟ overreliance on AI and their low LC. 

(Q19) asks them to select the path students usually follow when using AI-generated answers, 

based on their classroom observation. (Q20) provides them with a space to write down further 

comments or suggestions. 

3.2.2 Administration of the Questionnaire  

This questionnaire has been randomly dispatched in hard copies on Sunday, May 4th, 

2025, to twenty-four (24) teachers at the Department of English, University of Guelma. 

Correspondingly, twenty-two (22) teachers returned the questionnaires after answering them, 

while two (2) of them did not. The choice of dispatching it in hard copies was due to the 

difficulty of reaching teachers online. Respondents‟ personal information was not collected to 

guarantee the privacy of their answers and the anonymity of their identities. 

3.2.3 Questionnaire’s Interpretation and Data Analysis 

Section One: General Information  

Q1- How long have you been teaching English at the University? 

Chart 3.1.  

Number of Years Teachers Have Been Teaching English at the University  
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According to Chart 3.1, (53.6%) of teachers have been teaching English for a period 

between 11 to 20 years, (26.3%) from 2 to 10 years, (13.6%) for 1 year or less, and (4.1%) for 

more than 20 years. This is an indicator that the majority of respondents are experienced 

University teachers. The latter may ensure that they would provide professional, valuable, and 

thoughtful answers to this questionnaire.  

Q2- What is your field of specialization?  

Chart 3.2.  

Teachers’ Field of Specialization 

 

As displayed in Chart 3.2, (40.9%) teachers are specialized in Linguistics, (22.7%) in 

Literature, (13.6%) of teachers in Didactics and another (13.6%) in Civilization, and finally 

(9%) in Translation. The latter indicates that the respondents are specialized in different 

fields. This heterogeneity of specialties ensures the diversity of answers, and therefore, the 

credibility of the research. 

Section Two: Linguistic Creativity 

Q3- How can you define Linguistic Creativity (LC)? 
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Table 3.1.  

Teachers’ Definitions of LC 

 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Provided definitions 21 95.5 

Did not provide definitions 1 4.5 

Total 22 100 

 

Out of twenty-two (22) teachers, twenty-one (21) provided definitions for LC. These 

definitions are centered around the following central ideas: 

 LC is the human ability to understand and produce novel and original language 

(words, phrases, sentences, texts), which holds no resemblance to what has been 

heard, seen, and/or said before.  

 LC is a quality of all languages; its production follows a fixed set of linguistic 

principles; however, the usage of these laws is infinitely varied.  

 LC is only possible through the use of different mental processes such as critical 

thinking skills, constructive skills, and creative skills etc. 

 LC is goal-oriented. The latter is used for communicative purposes in a specific 

social context, which encompasses academic and artistic purposes. 

 LC is evident in various linguistic phenomena and all language mediums, 

including language varieties, domains, and cultural dialects. It involves language 

structural play, creative writing, etc. 

Other teachers have a deeper understanding of this notion. Firstly, they count it as a 

process rather than just a product, an idea reflected in the work of Wallas (1926). Secondly, 

they believe that LC is not only about “using” language creatively but also about “acquiring” 
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the language, a claim supported by Ginting (2022). The latter views positively support the 

gradual enrichment of EFL students‟ LC. However, a respondent counts this notion as “The 

perfect mastery of all four language skills and the capacity to perform all types of language 

tasks in different situations, including different fields”, which suggests that to be linguistically 

creative, one has to be perfectly competent. 

Q4- Does linguistic creativity (LC) mean linguistic competence? Please justify. 

Chart 3.3.  

Teachers’ Perceptions on Whether LC Means Linguistic Competence 

 

Chart 3.3 above displays that (71%) of respondents, which represents the majority, 

believe that linguistic creativity does not mean linguistic competence, that is, they are two 

distinct concepts. However, (29%) consider the two terms as being synonymous; i.e., refer to 

the same concept. This question received twenty (20) justifications.  

Table 3.2.  

Teachers’ Justifications for Whether LC and Linguistic Competence Mean the Same Concept 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Justified answers 20 90.9 

Unjustified answers 2 9.1 

Total 22 100 
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•Teachers’ Justifications for Selecting “No” 

Teachers who supported the idea that LC and linguistic competence are not the same 

concept relied on the claim that the term linguistic competence refers to the knowledge one 

has about the language, while LC refers to one‟s ability to use this knowledge in a new way. 

This idea reflects Chomsky‟s perception of LC and linguistic competence (2006). Others 

expressed a similar idea by mentioning that linguistic competence is the individual‟s level of 

language mastery and ability to use this language effectively in different social situations to 

reach different goals. However, LC goes beyond mastering the language to using it in an 

original, novel, and imaginative way. 

Respondents added that despite the fact that the two terms do not refer to the same 

concept, they remain related. They elaborated that linguistic competence is a part (alongside 

other competences) of LC, as one cannot be creative without being competent. In light of the 

latter claim, one of the respondents explained that LC and linguistic competence are not the 

same, but rather different concepts that complement each other. Another one commented that 

the two terms are related in the sense that competence provides the foundational rules of the 

language, and creativity bends those rules together for effect, concluding that linguistic 

competence ensures clarity, while LC enriches communication. Interestingly, another 

respondent justified his answer differently, saying that “Linguistic competence is more 

general and encompasses LC”, which is a claim that is completely the opposite of the first 

one.  

•Teachers’ Justifications for Selecting “Yes”  

To justify their responses, those who agreed that LC means linguistic competence 

relied on the same claim made by some of those who voted for “No”. They claimed that one 

cannot be creative if he/she is not competent. That is, a moderate level of linguistic 

competence is needed to reach linguistic creativity and vice versa.  This result highlights that 
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some respondents used the same claim to justify different answers. The latter suggests that 

probably these teachers hold the same views; however, they understood the question 

differently.  

Moreover, some of them answered by stating that the two terms refer to the same 

concept because linguistic competence is the mastery of all skills and uses of language in 

different situations to achieve specific goals successfully. Then, they elaborated that LC is 

incorporated in linguistic competence; for instance, one respondent commented that 

“linguistic competence is the ability to use language creatively”, referring to the claim that LC 

is a part of linguistic competence. 

Q5- What creative skills do you usually integrate into your teaching? 

Chart 3.4.  

Creative Skills that Teachers Usually Integrate into Their Teaching 

 

In answering this question, teachers were allowed to tick more than one option. As 

illustrated in Chart 3.4, EFL teachers by far (95.5%) mostly integrate critical thinking skills in 

their classrooms, while (59.1%) integrate problem solving skills, (59.5%) brainstorming 

skills, (54.5%) use of humor skills, (40.9%) storytelling skills, (22.7%) the use of figurative 

language skills, (22.7%) word play skills, (13.6%) language structural manipulation skills, 

and (13.6%) integrate semantic association skills. Moreover, a respondent added that he/ she 
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integrates role-play activities in his/her teaching. Furthermore, another respondent stated that 

these skills are mostly useful in oral and written expression classes. Hence, the answers to this 

question reflect that teachers have the habit of exposing their students to different aspects of 

linguistic creativity in their classrooms. 

Q6- On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you rate EFL students‟ LC? (with 1 being low LC and 5 

representing high LC) 

Chart 3.5. 

Teachers’ Perceptions Towards EFL Students’ LC  

 

According to Chart 3.5, the majority of respondents (47.6%) rated EFL students‟ LC 

as average, (28.6%) of them consider it as acceptable, and (23.8%) as good. This highlights 

that teachers believe that EFL students‟ LC is neither excellent nor poor, but rather moderate. 

Some respondents provided explanations for their answers.  

Table 3.3.  

Teachers’ Explanations for Their Rating of Students’ LC 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Explained Answers 15 68.1 

Unexplained Answers 7 31.9 

Total 22 100 
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Firstly, those who rated it as acceptable claimed that students are not competent 

language users yet, due to many reasons, such as their poor linguistic capacities, which made 

it impossible for them to use language playfully and reach LC. They added that the majority 

of EFL students are lazy, careless, passive, and unmotivated to learn on their own. They 

claimed that only a small percentage of EFL students are linguistically creative. Some 

supported their points of view by adding that they hold such perceptions based on their 

classroom observation, which reflects that students do not participate in creative activities, do 

not manifest creative aspects when using language, and do not try to improve themselves at 

all.  

Those who rated it as average claimed that they had noticed a moderate level of 

creativity in their students‟ use of language, as they showed a simple usage of language 

structure, and attempted to imitate what they hear from natives in movies, songs, and social 

media. Those who rated it as good claimed that they have observed that their students were 

adapting new vocabulary, and trying to master grammar and syntax rules to express new ideas 

and engage in creative writing. Additionally, one respondent commented that students‟ 

creativity depends on the teachers‟ intelligence in triggering and simulating their students‟ 

imagination. The latter reflects the important role teachers may play in supporting their 

students‟ linguistic creativity. 

Q7- On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you believe that LC plays a crucial role in EFL 

education? (With 1 being not crucial at all and 5 being highly crucial)  
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Chart 3.6.  

Teachers’ Perceptions Towards the Importance of LC in EFL Education  

 

The results in Chart 3.6 illustrate instructors‟ perceptions of the extent of importance 

of LC in EFL education. A significant percentage of teachers (40.9%) believe that LC plays a 

highly crucial role, (36.4%) claim that it plays a crucial role, (13.6%) opted for playing a 

slightly crucial role, while (9.1%) ensure it plays a moderately crucial role. These results 

convey that the vast majority of teachers support the claim that LC is paramount for EFL 

education. 

Q8- Do you assess your students‟ LC? 

Chart 3.7.  

Teachers’ Assessment of Their Students’ LC 
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According to Chart 3.7, the majority of respondents (59%) voted for “Yes”, 

highlighting that they tend to assess their students‟ LC. Whereas (41%) of them do not assess 

it at all. This indicates that the majority of teachers are aware of the importance and 

advantages of developing students‟ level of LC.  

Q9- If yes, what criteria do you rely on when assessing it?  

Chart 3.8.  

Teachers’ Relied on Criteria for Assessing Their Students’ LC 

 

This question allows teachers to tick more than one option. In Chart 3.8, the criteria 

that teachers believe are most reliable in assessing their EFL students‟ LC are both their exam 

and assignment marks, as well as their level of engagement in creative activities, each with 

(76.5%) of votes. Following that is by giving self-assessment feedback (41.2%), then by 

utilizing peer assessment feedback (23.5%). and only (17.6%) voted for the reliability of 

standardized creative tests. More criteria were suggested by teachers, as follows: 

presentations, role-play, theatre, anecdotes, group work, asking philosophical questions 

during lectures, developing fruitful discussions during presentations, etc. Furthermore, an 

instructor stated that the selection of activities, which teachers asses upon, is highly dependent 

on the subject matter being taught, adding that methodology classes are an example of a 
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subject that offers more chances to incorporate and evaluate LC, for example through the 

production of questionnaires, bibliographies, and research papers, whereas in linguistics 

classes there is not much chance. Consequently, it is observed that sixteen (16) teachers 

answered this question, although only thirteen (13) of them asserted to assessing LC in the 

previous question. This suggests the openness and positive attitudes they carry towards the 

importance of assessing LC. 

Q10- Do you encourage your students‟ LC through giving them constructive feedback? 

Chart 3.9. Teachers’ Encouragement for Their Students’ LC through Constructive Feedback 

 

Chart 3.9 showcases that (77%) of respondents encourage their students‟ LC through 

constructive feedback, while (23%) of them said that they do not use this method. The former 

ensures that teachers perceive the level of their students‟ LC as a significant aspect of their 

language learning journey. It also highlights that they are making efforts to promote it by 

providing constructive feedback.  

Section Three: Artificial Intelligence Use  

Q11- Are you familiar with the use of AI tools? 
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Chart 3.10. 

 Teachers' Familiarity with AI Tools 

 

According to Chart 3.10, the overwhelming majority of teachers (95%) are familiar 

with the use of AI tools. However, a small minority of them (5%) expressed their 

unfamiliarity with them. This highlights that teachers are highly aware of this new 

technology. 

Q12- On a scale of 1 to 5, how qualified are you in using AI tools in EFL classrooms? (with 1 

being not qualified at all and 5 being highly qualified) 

Chart 3.11.  

Teachers’ Perceptions Towards Their Level of Qualification in Using AI Tools 
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Chart 3.11 displays the extent to which teachers believe they are qualified to utilize AI 

in their classrooms. Ten (10) teachers (45.5%), voted for being qualified, and another ten (10) 

(45.5%), for being moderately qualified. While only one (1) teacher (4.5%) voted for being 

slightly qualified, and another one (4.5%) for being not qualified at all. Interestingly, none of 

the teachers described themselves as being highly qualified. This illustrates that the majority 

of teachers are, to a good extent, qualified in using AI in their EFL classrooms. The latter 

reflects their potential abilities in implementing them.  

Q13- How frequently do you integrate AI tools in your teaching courses? 

Table 3.4.  

Teachers’ Frequency of AI Integration in Their Teaching Courses 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Always 1 5 

Usually 2 10 

Often 7 35 

Rarely 7 35 

Never 3 15 

Total 20 100 

In Table 3.14 above, the percentage to which EFL teachers integrate AI tools in their 

classrooms is illustrated as follows: (35%) of teachers often integrate them, (35%) rarely 

integrate them, (15%) never integrate them, (10%) usually integrate them, and only (5%) of 

them always integrate AI. This demonstrates that the usage of the latter is of subordinate 

importance. Hence, there is a diversity of pedagogical methods used in EFL classrooms, from 

traditional non-technological methods to more advanced ones using the most developed 

technology yet, i.e., AI.  

Q14- Which of the following AI tools do you mostly rely on in your teaching?  
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Chart 3.12.  

AI Applications that Teachers Rely on the Most 

 

This question allows respondents to tick more than one option. As it is illustrated in 

Chart 3.12, ChatGPT was ranked first with (68.4%) of votes, Perplexity AI (36.8%) is ranked 

as the second widely used AI tool, Grammarly (36.8%), DeepSeek (26.3%), Gemini AI 

(26.3%), Quillbot (26.3%), SciSpace (15.8%), and Quizlet with (5.3%). Interestingly, 

Research Rabbit got zero votes. One respondent (5.3%) suggested “Black Box” as another 

reliable AI application. This indicates that the vast majority of teachers who rely on AI tend to 

rely more on ChatGPT in their teaching journey, probably for its high social standing. 

Q15- To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements:  
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Chart 3.13.  

Teachers’ Degree of Agreement or Disagreement with Different Claims on AI Technology in 

EFL Settings 

 

According to Chart 3.13, (Q7) received extremely different answers. To begin with, 11 

respondents disagreed with statement (a), 5 of them totally disagreed, while 3 agreed, 1 totally 

agreed, and 2 remained neutral. This highlights that the majority of teachers believe that AI is 

not capable of simulating human intelligence. Moreover, 13 respondents agreed with 

statement (b), 3 of them totally disagreed, 2 disagreed, while 2 agreed, and 2 remained 

neutral. This showcases that teachers hold positive attitudes towards the integration of AI in 

EFL teaching and learning contexts. Furthermore, 11 respondents agreed with statement (c), 5 

remained neutral, 3 disagreed, and 1 of them totally disagreed, while another totally agreed. 

This underscores that the majority of teachers believe that EFL students are qualified to use 

AI-generated tools. Additionally, 10 respondents agreed with statement (d), 7 of them totally 

agreed, while 1 disagreed, and 2 of them totally disagreed. This displays that the majority of 

teachers think that AI provides opportunities and advantages for EFL students. Finally, 11 of 
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1 disagreed, and another one remained neutral. This indicates that the vast majority of 

teachers believe that AI may cause drawbacks and challenges for EFL students.  

Section Four: The Role of Artificial Intelligence Use on Students’ Linguistic Creativity 

Q16- Do you believe that AI may foster students‟ ability to produce original and creative 

language? Please justify 

Chart 3.14.  

Teachers’ Perceptions Towards AI’s Capacity to Foster Students’ Ability to Produce Original 

and Creative Language 

 

Chart 3.14 portrays that (59.1%) of teachers believe that AI has the capacity to foster 

students‟ production of original and creative language. However, (40.9%) believe that it does 

not have the latter capacity. This indicates that a good percentage of teachers perceive AI as a 

technology with the ability to foster EFL students‟ LC.  

Table 3.5.  

Teachers’ Justifications for Their Perceptions Towards AI’s Capacity to Foster Students’ 

Ability to Produce Original and Creative Language 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Justified answers 19 86.3 

Unjustified answers 3 3.7 

Total 22 100 
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A total of nineteen (19) teachers have provided justifications for their answers. Firstly, 

instructors supporting the claim all agreed on a condition that in order for AI to foster 

students‟ original and creative language, it has to be used intelligently and in moderation. 

They held the following arguments:  

 AI facilitates the learning process by providing personalized learning experiences, 

guidelines, reliable sources to read, etc. 

 AI encourages the expression and exploration of innovative ways of using a language. 

It also encourages independent thinking.  

 AI acts as a model providing samples of creative writing, poems, and stories, which 

students take inspiration from. 

  The usage of AI helps the development of students‟ linguistic skills, hence their LC. 

 AI generates a variety of answers with different wording and different structures to the 

same question, which familiarizes students with the flexibility of a language. 

 It assists students with vocabulary, especially domain-specific ones, which improves 

their LC. 

  Students use AI to improve many aspects of their own products. 

Secondly, teachers who disagree with the argument claim that AI in itself is mostly 

beneficial when used correctly; however, EFL students‟ usage is where the problem lies. 

Based on their observations, they state that students‟ goal when using AI is to copy ready-

made answers, focusing on the final “correct” product rather than the process of developing 

their own LC. Therefore, this overdependence hinders their critical and original thinking and 

limits their productivity. 

Q17- In your opinion, do AI tools challenge students‟ LC? Please justify. 
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Chart 3.15.  

Teachers’ Perceptions Concerning the Possibility of AI to Challenge Students’ LC 

 

According to Chart 3.15, the overwhelming majority of respondents (95%) believe 

that AI tools challenge students‟ LC, while only (5%) of them believe the opposite. This is a 

strong indicator that teachers tend to believe that AI tools are creating a huge threat to 

students‟ LC, which, to a certain extent, contradicts their answers to question 16. However, 

this contradiction can be explained based on the assumption that their suggested condition 

under which AI may enhance students‟ LC, i.e. the correct use of AI tools, is not 

appropriately followed yet at the department of English, University of Guelma. This question 

received 21 justifications.  

Table 3.6.  

Teachers’ Justifications for AI’s Ability to Challenge Students’ LC 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Justified answers 21 95.4 

Unjustified answers 1 4.6 

Total 22 100 

On the one hand, almost all teachers agreed on the claim that AI tools challenge 
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and lazy because they use it blindly. Moreover, they underscored students‟ overreliance on 
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AI, elaborating that students do not use AI tools to improve themselves, but rather to copy and 

paste ready-made answers without even trying to understand them, which would totally 

prevent them from developing their LC. They added that this overdependence represents a 

real threat to EFL students. Accordingly, one respondent commented that students ought to 

learn how to use AI in order to maximize its benefits and minimize its drawbacks. On the 

other hand, teachers who claimed that AI does not challenge students‟ LC, based his claim on 

saying that it would not create any challenges if it is used moderately and ethically instead of 

blindly.  

Q18- How would you rate the relationship between students‟ overreliance on AI and their low 

LC? Please justify. 

a. Strong 

b. Average  

c. Weak  

Chart 3.16.  

Teachers’ Perceptions Towards the Relation Between Students’ Overreliance on AI and Their 

Low LC 

 

Chart 3.16 illustrates that (50%) of respondents believe that AI plays a strong role in 

causing students‟ low LC, (41%) that it plays an average role, and (9%) believe that it plays a 

weak role. These results convey that the majority of teachers perceive students‟ overreliance 
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on AI as a clear cause of their low LC, emphasizing the previous claim that AI threatens 

students‟ linguistic creativity if not moderately used. 

Table 3.7.  

Teachers’ Justifications for the Relation Between Students’ Overreliance on AI and Their 

Low LC 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Justified answers 17 77.3 

Unjustified answers 5 22.7 

Total 22 100 

A total of 17 teachers have justified their answers. Firstly, those supporting the strong 

correlation declared that students are not aware of the correct usage of AI; they blindly copy 

and paste ready-made answers, aiming for the “well-structured” “correct” product. This 

means relying on AI as a replacement for their efforts rather than an assistant, which makes 

them passive learners who do not think for themselves. As a conclusion, AI may destroy all 

types of critical thinking and linguistic mastery that a student previously had. Moreover, AI 

does not provide a real chance for students to be creative. Secondly, teachers who support the 

average correlation asserted that students are still in the phase of learning how to use AI. 

Although many use this technology blindly, a generalization is unfair. Thirdly, instructors 

supporting the weak correlation believe that this relationship highly depends on the students‟ 

abilities, alongside how they use AI if they use it just to check their answers, then it is a weak 

correlation. Finally, a teacher remarked that students of this generation are more influenced by 

AI than their teachers. 

Q19- Based on your EFL students‟ observation, which path do students usually follow when 

using AI-generated answers? 

a. Copy ready-made answers blindly without any modifications. 
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b. Make slight changes (i.e. Use synonyms, change word order, omit some elements, 

etc.) 

c. Use them as an inspiration to create their original product.  

Chart 3.17.  

Teachers’ Perceptions Towards the Path that Students Usually Follow When Using AI-

generated Answers 

 

In answering this question, respondents were allowed to tick more than one option. 

According to Chart 3.17, option (a) is the most selected one by respondents (86.3%), while 

option (b) scored second with (22.7%) of votes, and option (c) third with (9.1%) of votes. 

These results display teachers‟ negative perceptions towards the way students are using AI 

tools, reflecting that students tend to over-rely on AI tools when learning. 

Q20- If you have further suggestions or comments, please do not hesitate to write them 

below.  

The final question of this survey serves as a space for respondents to freely express 

their thoughts on the research topic. Eleven (11) teachers took advantage of the latter and 

stated their opinions, which can be summarized in two standpoints. The first standpoint 
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skills. Furthermore, it is difficult to use AI to simulate LC. An extremist from this standpoint 

stated that he wishes AI would shut down soon. The second standpoint consists of teachers 

who hold a positive view of AI, illustrating the impressive qualities it possesses and the 

services it provides. Highlighting this, the correct use of the latter fosters the growth of crucial 

abilities, such as those required in creative projects, teamwork, facilitating communication, 

and adapting to shifting situations. According to those teachers, the benefits outweigh the 

negatives; therefore, EFL departments should include a module for AI in their curricula, 

training both teachers and students on how to use AI in order to maximize language 

acquisition as well as LC. 

3.2.4 Summary of the Results and Findings from the Questionnaire 

Teachers‟ responses to the questionnaire were collected and analyzed to gain insights 

into their attitudes towards the role of using AI in enhancing EFL students‟ linguistic 

creativity. The findings reveal that most teachers reported having over twelve years of 

experience in teaching English at the university, reflecting their deep expertise in the field. 

Their specialties span diverse areas related to EFL, which contributes to the richness of their 

perspectives. 

The majority of teachers defined linguistic creativity as the process of using language 

in novel, original, and imaginative ways to achieve specific goals, involving various cognitive 

processes. They also distinguished LC from linguistic competence, viewing competence as 

one‟s knowledge about the language, while LC represents the ability to apply that knowledge 

creatively. Nonetheless, they acknowledged that these concepts are closely related and 

complementary. 

Results showcase that teachers usually integrate creative skills into their EFL 

classrooms, highlighting critical thinking as the most frequently integrated creative skill. 

Moreover, they demonstrate that teachers perceive their students‟ LC level as acceptable. 
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Furthermore, the overwhelming majority agreed that LC plays a crucial role in EFL 

education. In accordance, teachers affirmed that they assess their students‟ LC through 

multiple criteria, primarily exam and assignment marks, along with students‟ engagement in 

creative activities. Most teachers also reported that they provide constructive feedback to 

support students‟ development based on their assessment results. 

Regarding AI use, teachers expressed familiarity with its tools, identifying ChatGPT 

as their most preferred application to use in their teaching journey. They reported that they 

are, to a certain level, qualified to use them in their teaching. However, the frequency of AI 

integration differs from one teacher to another, with the majority using AI tools either often or 

rarely, indicating that these tools are not yet widely adopted by teachers.  

Teachers supported AI‟s integration into EFL teaching and learning. They believe 

students are capable of using AI tools, recognizing the potential benefits AI offers. At the 

same time, they acknowledged that AI may pose challenges to students‟ learning journeys. 

Similarly, most teachers believe that AI can foster students‟ LC if used moderately; however, 

they also highlighted its significant drawbacks. Findings convey that the overwhelming 

majority of teachers believe that students‟ blind overreliance on AI restricts their creative 

output and leads to passive language use, therefore, a low level of LC. The latter is often due 

to students‟ lack of awareness about the proper use of AI tools and the fact that AI does not 

provide genuine opportunities for creative expression. In accordance, the vast majority of 

teachers claimed that students tend to copy AI-generated answers without modification, 

limiting their creativity. 

In their final reflections, teachers expressed two contrasting viewpoints. The first 

supported the capabilities and benefits of AI, advocating for its integration. In contrast, the 

second one voiced concerns regarding the dangers of overreliance on this technology. 
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In conclusion, the findings reveal a spectrum of sometimes conflicting opinions among 

teachers regarding AI‟s impact on students‟ LC. While some oppose the fundamental nature 

of AI, others recognize its benefits when used moderately. According to EFL teachers at the 

University of Guelma‟s Department of English, the benefits and drawbacks of AI depend 

largely on how students use these tools. Hence, to ensure ethical and effective use, some 

recommend integrating a dedicated module on AI literacy within the department‟s curriculum. 

3.3  Students’ Questionnaire 

3.3.1 Description of Students’ Questionnaire 

This questionnaire is composed of twenty-six (26) questions that are based on the first 

two theoretical chapters (APPENDIX II). It includes different types of questions to gather 

both quantitative and qualitative data. Firstly, to collect quantitative data, a set of close-ended 

questions were used, like multiple choice questions and five (5) point Likert scale questions. 

Secondly, to collect qualitative data, open-ended questions were used, aiming at providing 

students with the opportunity to freely express their perceptions and attitudes towards the role 

of using AI tools in enhancing EFL students‟ LC. This questionnaire consists of four (4) 

sections: General Information, Linguistic Creativity, Artificial Intelligence Use, and the Role 

of AI Tools in Enhancing students‟ LC. 

Section One: General Information (Q1-Q3)  

This section consists of three (3) questions that aim at collecting general information 

about the sample. In (Q1), students were asked to state the number of years during which they 

have been studying English. In (Q2), they were asked to judge their level of English language 

mastery. Furthermore, (Q3) asks students to select their frequency of using English in their 

daily life.  
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Section Two: Linguistic Creativity (Q04-Q12) 

This section consists of nine (9) questions that are centered around the second 

variable, which is Linguistic Creativity. (Q4) aims at discovering whether students have been 

introduced to the concept of “Linguistic creativity” in their learning process. Furthermore, 

(Q5) is addressed to students who answered “yes” on the previous question, asking them to 

define LC, providing further examples. In (Q6), students were asked to state and justify their 

opinion on whether “LC” means “Linguistic Competence”. (Q7) explores whether students 

perceive themselves as creative EFL learners. (Q8) attempts to uncover different creative 

skills that students usually engage in. (Q9) asks students to select the activities that inspire 

their creativity as EFL learners. Similarly, (Q10) requires students to select the aspects that 

challenge their creative learning process. (Q11) seeks to discover if students reflect on their 

LC development. Moreover, (Q12) addresses students who asses their LC seeking to explore 

their preferred bases of assessment. 

Section Three: Artificial Intelligence Use (Q13-Q19) 

This section consists of seven (7) questions that are centered around the first variable, 

which is Artificial Intelligence Use. (Q13) aims at detecting the language learning tools that 

students usually use to develop their English language proficiency. (Q14) attempts to 

highlight students‟ level of familiarity with AI tools on a Likert scale from one (1) to five (5), 

with 1 being not familiar at all and 5 being highly familiar. (Q15) investigates students‟ 

frequency of using AI tools while learning. (Q16) aims to detect which AI tools are mostly 

used by students. (Q17) entails selecting the usual purpose of using AI tools. (Q18) intends to 

uncover whether students agree or disagree with AI‟s capacity to successfully replicate human 

abilities. (Q19) also aims at specifying whether students agree or disagree with AI‟s ability to 

enhance their performance as EFL learners. 
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Section Four: The Role of Using Artificial Intelligence Tools in Enhancing EFL 

Students’ Linguistic Creativity (Q20-Q26) 

This section consists of seven (7) questions that aim at exploring students‟ attitudes 

towards the relationship between AI tools and LC in EFL settings. (Q20) requires students to 

select the extent to which AI tools impact the linguistic creativity of an EFL learner on a 

Likert scale from one (1) to five (5), with 1 being not impactful at all and 5 being highly 

impactful. (Q21) asks students to select the creative activities that they think AI tools have 

helped them improve. (Q22) investigates whether students have faced any challenges 

regarding their LC since using AI. (Q23) asks those who answered “Yes” on (Q22) to list 

some of the challenges they faced. (Q24) requires students to select the extent to which they 

follow the ethical guidelines governing the use of AI tools on a Likert scale from one (1) to 

five (5), with 1 representing “do not follow at all” and 5 representing “highly follow”. Finally, 

(Q26) offers students a space to express any further suggestions or comments regarding the 

questionnaire or the topic. 

3.3.2 Administration of the Questionnaire  

For later stated purposes, this questionnaire has been dispatched in both a hard copy as 

well as a digital one. Firstly, the paper form was randomly dispatched starting from Monday, 

April 21st, 2025, to students from the First-year Licence, Second-year Licence, Third-year 

Licence, and First-year Master‟s degrees. This choice was based on students‟ tendency to 

prefer hard copies over digital ones. Respondents‟ personal information was not collected. 

Secondly, the digital copy was created specifically for Second-year Master students since they 

were no longer present at the University. The latter was administered online via Google 

Forms on Monday, April 28th, 2025. Regarding the online survey, respondents‟ emails were 

not collected in order to guarantee the privacy of their answers and the anonymity of their 

identities. 
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3.3.3 Questionnaire’s Interpretation and Data Analysis  

Section One: General Information 

Q1- How long have you been studying English?  

Table 3.8.  

Students’ Studying Experience of English Language  

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

8 years 30 9.3 

9 years 28 8.7 

10 years 104 32.5 

11 years 54 16.8 

12 years 66 20.6 

More than 12 years 38 11.8 

Total 320 100 

According to Table 3.8 above, (32.5%) of students have been studying English for 10 

years, (20.6%) for 12 years, (16.8%) for 11 years, (11.8%) for more than 12 years, (9.3%) for 

8 years, and (8.7%) for 9 years. This indicates that the majority of students have been exposed 

to the English language for more than 10 years. The latter suggests that they are significantly 

competent language users who possess different language skills.               

Q2- How would you judge your level in English language mastery?  
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Table 3.9.  

Students’ Level in English Language Mastery 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Very good 66 20.6 

Good 206 64.4 

Average 46 14.4 

Poor 2 0.6 

Total 320 100 

As it is indicated in Table 3.9, the majority of students (64.4%) claim that they have a 

good level in English language mastery, (20.6%) assume having a very good level, and 

(14.4%) declare having an average level. Two students described their level of English 

language mastery as poor. This reinforces the assumption that the majority of them have 

significant linguistic skills.  

Q3- How often do you use English in your daily life?  

Table 3.10.  

Students’ Frequency of Using English in Their Daily Life 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Always 98 31 

Usually 118 37 

Often 82 26 

Rarely 18 5 

Never 2 0.6 

Total 320 100 
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According to Table 3.10, students‟ frequency of using English in their daily life is 

noticeably different. Statistics show that (37%) of students usually use it, (31%) always use it, 

(26%) often use it, (5%) rarely use it, and two respondents never use it. This leads to the 

conclusion that the majority of respondents use English sufficiently in their daily life, which 

positively affects their language skills. 

Section Two: Linguistic Creativity 

Q4- Have you ever been introduced to the concept of “linguistic creativity” (LC) in your 

learning process? 

Chart 3.18.   

Students’ Familiarity with the Concept of “Linguistic Creativity” 

 

As illustrated in Chart 3.18, (80%) of students voted for never being introduced to the 

concept of LC, and a percentage of (20%) voted for being introduced to such a concept in 

their learning process. These results suggest that the EFL teaching and learning environment 

does not emphasize the notion of LC. However, respondents‟ answers to question 5 below 

highlight that students are, to a certain degree, familiar with LC, which draws us to the 

conclusion that, most probably, they have been introduced to such topic but under a different 

naming, such as “Creativity in Language/Language Use”, or under no naming. 

Q5- If yes, how would you define the term „linguistic creativity‟ in the context of EFL 

learning? Please provide examples if possible. 
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Table 3.11 below displays that a majority of respondents (56.2%), who claimed that 

they have been introduced to the term linguistic creativity, provided a definition to this term. 

Table 3.11.  

Students’ Definitions of the Term “Linguistic Creativity” 

 

Option 

 

Number of respondents 

 

Percentage (%) 

Number of students who 

provided a definition 

36 56.2 

Number of students who 

did not provide a definition 

28 43.7 

Total number of students 

who have been introduced 

to LC 

64 100 

According to statistics, the majority of the respondents stated that it is the art of using 

language in a new, imaginative, and original way by adopting unique styles and playing with 

words. They included different examples of LC, such as the use of puns, metaphors, jokes, 

poems, playful expressions, and the creation of a new terminology like the term “Google it”. 

Another respondent mentioned that it is a unique ability of humans that AI-generated tools 

cannot perform. Moreover, there was a definition corresponding with Chomsky‟s view and 

his theory of Universal Grammar, “the ability to create new sentences out of a limited number 

of grammar rules,” while a second one correlates with Sampson's view, which defines true 

creativity as one that bends the rules. Additionally, one (1) of them was confused between the 

meaning of linguistic creativity and linguistic competence, mentioning that LC is “the fluency 

in writing and speaking the language”. Also, another respondent claimed that it is only about 

playing with words in order to make people laugh. The rest of the respondents claimed that 
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they do not have a fixed definition of the term “linguistic creativity” because they are not 

certain of its meaning.  

Q6- In your opinion, does linguistic creativity mean linguistic competence? Please justify. 

Chart 3.19.  

Students’ Perceptions on Whether LC Means Linguistic Competence 

 

The results under this question portray a close tie (See Chart 3.19). Fifty-six percent 

(56%) of students voted for “Yes”, perceiving LC as Linguistic Competence, whereas (44 %) 

voted for the option “No”. This underlines that more than half of the respondents do not 

perceive a difference between the two concepts. 

Table 3.12.  

Students’ Justifications for Whether LC and Linguistic Competence Mean the Same Concept 

Option Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Justified answers 102 32 

Unjustified answers 218 68 

Total 320 100 

  Students were asked to provide justifications for their answer. In light of the latter, a 

hundred and two (102) students (32%) had justified their answers. The majority stated that 

they perceive LC and Linguistic Competence as related concepts, alas not totally the same, 
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elaborating that Linguistic Competence is a crucial step towards LC, and in the same sense, 

LC is a show of linguistic competence. A similar but divergent view from the latter states that 

being creative with language does not mean full competence. There was also a presence of 

another view, which states that LC and Linguistic Competence are two different concepts. 

Linguistic competence is defined as the knowledge of the set of rules and vocabulary of a 

language, which is acquired through time. LC, on the other hand, is a property of the mind 

that is innate in some “gifted” individuals. These views suggest that although some students‟ 

ideas were correspondent with current views on LC and linguistic competence (Chomsky‟s 

views), other students still possess the ancient belief that LC is an attribute of a set of gifted 

people.  

Q7- Do you consider yourself a creative EFL learner? 

Chart 3.20.  

Students’ Self-perceptions as being Creative EFL Learners 

 

As it is highlighted in Chart 3.20 above, the vast majority of respondents (61.3%) 

consider themselves creative EFL learners, while a significant percentage (39%) do not 

perceive themselves as creative. This highlights students‟ positive perceptions of their 

abilities, and performances. It also underscores students‟ probable abilities to use language 

creatively.  
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Q8- Which of the following creative skills do you usually engage in? 

Chart 3.21.  

Creative Skills Which Students Usually Engage in 

 

Students were allowed to tick more than one option. Chart 3.21 showcases the creative 

skills that EFL students at the University of Guelma, usually engage in. The latter displays 

that (59.4%) of students usually engage in critical thought, (43.8%) in problem solving, (40%) 

in storytelling, (34.4%) in brainstorming, (27.5%) in the use of humor, (23.8%) in using 

figurative language, (23.1%) engage in word play, (11.3%) in language structural 

manipulation, and only (1.9%) in semantic association. Others (2.4%) added meme-making 

and writing creative content. Interestingly, critical thinking, as well as problem solving are the 

most engaged in creative skills by students and the most integrated skills in EFL classrooms 

by teachers at the same time, as illustrated in question 5 of teachers‟ questionnaire. In the 

analysis of the results, it is detected that students engage in the cognitive properties of 

creativity more than in creative language use in itself. However, one can notice that their 

engagement in the production of novel expressions is primarily through storytelling and the 

use of humor, as they are closest to real-life scenarios. Right after comes using figurative 

language and lexical innovations, which take part in the discourse as well.  
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Q9- What inspires your LC as an EFL learner? 

Chart 3.22.  

Activities That Inspire EFL Students’ LC 

 

This question allows students to tick more than one option. Chart 3.22 above shows 

that “Social media” is ranked as the area that inspires students‟ LC the most (66.9%). 

Following social media, students chose different other options in the following order: 

Personal interests and motivation (43.8%), listening to podcasts (41.9%), reading (33.8%), 

using artificial intelligence apps (27.5%), classroom collaboration (25.6%), exposure to 

diverse cultures (24.4%), and teachers‟ feedback (22.5%). Additionally, (0.6%) added 

listening to music. This indicates that the majority of students tend to rely on tools other than 

AI to inspire their LC, mostly on social media, personal interests, motivation, and listening to 

podcasts.  

Q10- What challenges your LC?  
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Chart 3.23.  

Factors That Challenge Students’ LC 

 

In answering this question, students were allowed to tick more than one option. In 

Chart 3.23, we observe that (58.1%) of students, by far, most faced a challenge regarding LC 

is their lack of motivation. Other factors also stand as a challenge, (30%) of students are 

challenged by a fear of error when using creative language, (28.1%) by their low language 

proficiency, (25%) by curriculum constraints, (22.5%) by limited exposure to creative 

language, and (11.9%) by cultural perceptions on creativity. Another challenge was suggested 

(1.8%), which is the overreliance on AI. These results convey that some psychological 

phenomenon, alongside a linguistic deficiency, and environmental factors, all represent a 

concern for students‟ LC. 

Q11- Do you reflect on your LC development? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1,8 

11,9 

30 

22,5 

25 

28,1 

58,1 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Others

Cultural perceptions on creativity

Fear of errors when using creative language…

Limited exposure to creative language…

Curriculum constraints

Low language proficiency

Lack of motivation



72 
 

Chart 3.24.  

Learners’ Reflection on their LC 

 

Chart 3.24 shows that the majority of respondents (71%) have the habit of reflecting 

on their linguistic creativity development, while (29%) are not familiar with this method. This 

highlights that the majority of students are aware of the importance of LC. Moreover, it sheds 

light on their motivation and willingness to improve their English language mastery. 

Additionally, it suggests probable future enhancement in their LC.  

Q12- If yes, on what basis do you assess your level of linguistic creativity?  

Chart 3.25.  

Students’ Criteria for Assessing Their LC 

 

Students were allowed to tick more than one option. In Chart 3.25, students‟ answers 

regarding the basis they use for evaluating their level of LC were as follows: (46.3%) use self-
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assessment, (42.5%) use exam and assignment marks, (25.6%) use teachers‟ feedback, 

(25.6%) assess themselves by their level of engagement in creative activities, (8.1%) by peer-

assessment, and (7.5%) through standardized creativity tests. Although some students voted 

for not assessing their LC, those who do assess are highly dependent on their own evaluation, 

as well as their creative production in exams and assignments or engagement in creative tasks 

as a criterion of examination. However, a tendency to rely on teachers‟ feedback is also 

observed. 

Section Three: Artificial Intelligence Use 

Q13- What language learning tools do you usually use for developing your English language 

proficiency? 

Chart 3.26. 

Language Learning Tools that Students Usually Use for Developing Their English Language 

Proficiency 

 

In answering this question, students were allowed to tick more than one option. 

According to the data displayed in Chart 3.26, the majority of students selected using videos 

as the mostly used language learning tool for developing their language proficiency (78.1%), 

whereas, (42.5%) voted for the use of AI applications, (25%) the use of books, (23.1%) the 
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use of educational blogs and sites, and only a few, (5%), use online journals. These results 

convey that videos, probably due to their audiovisual nature, are students‟ most preferred tool 

to use for the development of their EFL. In addition, the use of AI applications scores second 

on the list, which is a clear indicator that AI plays a paramount role in students‟ English 

language development. Furthermore, (8.5%) of students proposed more options; firstly, tools 

that fall under the category of videos, such as movies, reels, TikTok, etc. Secondly, listed 

from most frequent to least, were: listening to music, playing (video) games, using social 

media (including practicing conversations with natives via social media), reading comics, and 

watching TV channels. The diversity of answers is a clear indicator of learners‟ different 

learning preferences. 

Q14- On a scale of 1 to 5, how familiar are you with AI tools? (with 1 being not familiar at all 

and 5 being highly familiar). 

Chart 3.27.  

Students' Level of Familiarity with AI Tools 

 

Chart 3.27 demonstrates students‟ level of familiarity with AI tools. According to it, a 

significant percentage of students (36.2%) are highly familiar with AI tools, (29.3%) are 

familiar, (22.5%) are moderately familiar, (8.7%) are slightly familiar, and only (3.1%) are 
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not familiar at all. Previous statistics underscore students' remarkable familiarity with AI 

tools, which can be linked to the fact that the vast majority of respondents belong to Gen Z, 

who are known for growing up in a digital era. 

Q15- How often do you use AI tools while learning? 

Table 3.13.  

Students’ Frequency of Using AI Tools While Learning 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Always 96 30 

Usually 136 42 

Often 60 19 

Rarely 26 8 

Never 2 1 

Total 320 100 

The data represented in Table 3.13 shows a clear tendency for students to use AI while 

learning. In light of that, (42%) of students usually use AI, (30%) always use it, (19%) often 

use it, while (8%) rarely use it, and only (1%) never use it. These answers show that AI tools 

are frequently integrated into EFL students‟ learning, which suggests that this technology 

plays an integral part in their academic journey. 

Q16- Among the listed AI tools below, which are the ones you mostly use in your learning 

process? 
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Chart 3.28.  

AI Tools Mostly Used by Students 

 

This question allows students to select more than one option. While a majority of 

students (83.1%), as illustrated in Chart 3.28, opted for the use of ChatGPT as the most 

frequently used AI application, a solid number of votes was distributed among other tools, 

Gemini AI (32.5%), Duolingo (26.9%), Perplexity AI (25%), Grammarly (23%), DeepSeek 

(20%), Quillbot (18.8%), Quizlet (6.3%), SciSpace AI (4.4%), and finally ResearchRabbit 

(1.3%) of votes. For this analysis, it is assumed that these choices were based on the tool‟s 

level of social standing/influence as well as students‟ personal preferences. In addition to all 

the above, students listed more AI tools which they prefer such as: Felo AI, Claude AI, 

Copilot, Luzia, Elsa, NoteGPT, Gamma AI, Mapify, Meta AI, NotebookLM, Humanize AI. 

The latter goes to show that a set of students are adequately familiar with this technology, to 

the point where they reach out to discover new AI applications that are not as socially 

accepted, however they meet their purposes. 
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Q17- What do you usually use AI tools for in EFL learning? 

Chart 3.29.  

Students’ Purposes Behind Using AI Tools in EFL Learning 

 

In answering this question, students were allowed to select more than one purpose for 

using AI tools. According to Chart 3.29 above, paraphrasing and summarizing materials is the 

most picked option by students (50%). The other options were rated as follows: to correct 

their grammar (44.4%), to build vocabulary (33.8%), to translate documents (32.5%), to 

generate and create content (30%), to find inspiration (29.4%), to receive guidelines (29.4%), 

to enhance their speaking fluency (26.9%), to copy ready-made answers (26.9%), to reduce 

personal cognitive efforts (14.4), to obtain personalized feedback (13.8%), and to cheat in 

exams and assignments (6.9%). Some respondents even suggested other purposes, including: 

Transforming PDF handouts into mind maps, getting more information about a topic, or 

getting advice. Accordingly, students primarily use AI tools to promote their language 

mastery, facilitate their learning journey, and gain inspiration rather than to conduct certain 

unethical academic behaviors. 
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Q18- Do you think that AI can successfully replicate human intelligence? 

Chart 3.30.  

Students’ Perceptions Towards AI’s Ability to Replicate Human Intelligence 

 

Chart 3.30 represents students‟ thoughts about whether AI is able to simulate human 

intelligence. Interestingly, more than half of the respondents (52%) believe that AI tools can 

replicate human intelligence, while (48%) believe the opposite. Yet, one can notice that the 

percentages of respondents who agree and disagree are very close, which reflects the 

divergence of students‟ perceptions towards this claim. 

Q19- Do you think that the use of AI tools may enhance your performance as an EFL learner? 

Chart 3.31.  

Learners’ Perceptions Towards AI’s Ability to Enhance Their EFL Performance 
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Chart 3.31 lays out students‟ perceptions towards AI‟s ability to enhance EFL 

students‟ performance. It shows that an overwhelming majority of respondents (84.4%) think 

that the use of AI tools may enhance their performance as EFL learners, while only (15.6%) 

did not agree with the latter claim. Some of them (42.5%) provided a clarification to their 

answers. 

Table 3.14.  

Students’ Justifications for AI’s Ability to Enhance Their EFL Performance 

Option Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Justified answers 136 42.5 

Unjustified answers 184 57.5 

Total 320 100 

On the one hand, those who agreed stated that AI tools provide 24/7 free, simple and 

easy-to-use services that would help in upgrading one‟s English language level if used 

rationally and ethically. Firstly, these services may improve the four skills of language, 

especially writing and speaking skills, via specific tools designed to provide new vocabulary, 

and instant correction and personalized feedback concerning students‟ grammar, spelling, and 

pronunciation mistakes. Secondly, AI tools act as personalized assistants that can facilitate 

language learning and make it more effective, satisfy students‟ educational needs, and save 

their time and efforts in many different ways, such as: paraphrasing and summarizing 

materials, and providing an immense amount of information and language learning sources in 

a short amount of time. Thirdly, AI tools‟ services boost students‟ inspiration and creativity, 

which leads them to create captivating content.  

On the other hand, those who disagreed mentioned that AI negatively impacts 

students‟ EFL performance for many reasons. Firstly, the majority of students do not use AI 

tools moderately, but rather over-depend on them. Accordingly, this over-reliance will 
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increase students‟ laziness and reduce their critical thinking, creativity, and ability to produce 

original work as it prevents students from making any efforts during learning. Secondly, there 

are many other useful methods to be used instead of AI tools, as it will always remain a 

machine that is not worthy of being compared to a human mind. The latter reflects the claims 

discussed in the challenges and limitations of AI (see chapter two), including AI‟s lack of 

nuanced human understanding, in addition to its ability to produce inconsistent or incorrect 

content due to the fact that it relies on existing data to generate content.  

Section Four: The Role of AI Use in Enhancing EFL Students’ Linguistic Creativity 

Q20- On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you think AI tools impact the linguistic creativity 

of an EFL learner? (with 1 being not impactful at all and 5 being highly impactful). 

Chart 3.32.   

AI’s Impact on EFL Learners’ LC 

 

Chart 3.32 showcases students‟ perceptions about AI's influence on their LC. Statistics 

show that (43.8%) of respondents perceive AI tools as moderately impactful, (33.1%) as 

impactful, (11.9%) as highly impactful, (8.8%) as slightly impactful, and only (2.5%) of them 

think that they are not impactful at all. This highlights that the vast majority of learners 

believe that AI may influence creative linguistic expression, which suggests that AI tools can 

generate significant results when used to develop students‟ LC.  
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Q21- Among the following creative skills, which ones do you believe AI tools have helped 

you improve?  

Chart 3.33.  

Students’ Creative Skills that AI Helped Improve 

 

In answering this question, students were allowed to tick more than one option. As 

illustrated in Chart 3.33, Students believe AI has helped them improve many facets of their 

creative skills. The results were ordered as follows: (46.9%) believe it helped them improve 

their problem-solving skills, (36.3%) their critical thinking skills, (35.6%) their brainstorming 

skills, (30.6%) their word play skills, (21.9%) their skill of language structural manipulation, 

(20.6%) their story telling skills, (16.9%) helped them in using figurative language, (10.6%) 

in the use of humor, and (9.4%) in semantic association. Others suggested meme engineering, 

and improving language skills as a facet of their creative skills that AI have helped them 

improve. These results lead to the observation that students benefit from AI in different ways. 

Q22- Since using AI, have you faced any challenges regarding your LC? 
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Chart 3.34.  

Students’ Perceptions on Whether They Have Faced Challenges Since Using AI 

 

According to Chart 3.34, only (27%) of respondents have faced challenges regarding 

their linguistic creativity since using AI tools, while (73%) of them claimed the opposite. This 

demonstrates that students think that AI tools are safe, easy to use, and are influencing them 

positively. Moreover, it reveals that AI tools have a significant potential in improving EFL 

students‟ linguistic creativity.  

Q23- If yes, list some of these challenges. 

Table 3.15.  

Challenges Faced by Students Since Using AI 

Options Number of respondents Percentage (%) 

Number of students who 

provided challenges 

34 39.6 

Number of students who 

did not provide challenges 

52 60.4 

Total 86 100 

According to Table 3.15, only (39.6%) of respondents, who claimed that they faced 

challenges since using AI, had provided answers for this question.                                                                                                                                                                                  

The answers were of similar interests, stating that since AI provides the needed help without 
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much work, it minimizes the individual's need for applying critical thinking and developing 

an original form of expression. According to the answers, this “total” dependence on AI 

applications “stands as a threat to the human touch”, as it diminishes their creative abilities. A 

respondent stated that when using AI, one realizes his “lack of linguistic creativity”. This 

aligns with teachers‟ claims in multiple questions, including 16, 17, and 18, highlighting that 

AI‟s influence depends on the user. The latter underscores the potential risk of AI in hindering 

students LC when blindly used and emphasizes the significance of a moderate use.  

Q24- On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you follow the ethical guidelines governing the 

use of AI tools?  (e.g., maintaining academic integrity, credibility, etc.) (with 1 being not 

follow at all and 5 being highly follow) 

Chart 3.36.  

Students’ Level of Following the Ethical Guidelines Governing the Use of AI Tools 

 

Chart 3.36 displays that (47.5%) of respondents moderately follow the ethical 

guidelines that govern the use of AI tools, (21.3%) follow them, (15%) highly follow them, 

(13.1%) slightly follow them, and only (3.1%) do not follow them at all. This demonstrates 

that the majority of students (83.8%) are familiar with the concept of AI literacy, that is, they 

are equipped with the needed skills to use AI tools ethically and rationally. Nevertheless, a 
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small minority (16.2%) showed a low level of AI literacy, which entails the obligation for 

them to reinforce it for the purpose of avoiding any type of academic misconduct. 

Q25- When using AI-generated answers, do you usually  

a. Copy ready-made answers blindly without any modifications 

b. Make slight changes (i.e., use synonyms, change word order, omit some elements, 

etc.) 

c. Use them as an inspiration to create your original product 

Chart 3.37.  

Students’ Attitudes When Using AI-Generated Answers 

 

Students were allowed to tick more than one option. As illustrated in Chart 3.37, 

(66.4%) of students make slight changes when using AI-generated answers, (46.1%) use them 

simply as an inspiration to create their own product, while (11.2%) tend to copy and paste 

ready-made answers. The results convey that a majority of students make efforts to edit the 

automated answers or use them as an inspiration. However, a number of students violate the 

ethical guidelines governing the use of AI by copying automated answers with no change 

whatsoever. These results are in accordance with the previous question‟s findings (question 

24). However, they stand in opposition to teachers‟ negative perceptions about the way 
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students use AI-generated answers, which are highlighted in their results in question 19 of 

teachers‟ questionnaire.  

Q26- If you have further suggestions or comments, please do not hesitate to write them 

below. 

Further suggestions were a mixture of positive views on AI, as well as the opposite. 

Respondents of the first standpoint stated that AI strengthens your work, supports your 

efforts, gives helpful instructions, and aids language creativity. These students showed 

support for the integration of AI alongside traditional methods of developing LC under the 

condition of following ethical use. However, respondents with the second viewpoint 

perceived AI as a threat to the human creative property, elaborating that AI, by nature, can 

never be creative on its own, and the overreliance on such technology numbs the brain‟s 

exceptional quality of creative production. A student with the latter view urged his colleagues 

not to let AI become a big part of their academics. Furthermore, a participant advised 

colleagues to engage in creative self-expression, dismissing the fear of committing errors, 

informing them that making errors is a part of their development. 

3.3.4 Summary of the Results and Findings from the Questionnaire 

This study explores teachers‟ and students‟ attitudes towards the role of AI tools in 

enhancing EFL students‟ linguistic creativity. Analysis of students‟ answers to the 

questionnaire can be illustrated in a set of points. The majority of students reported studying 

English for ten (10) years or more, suggesting their considerable level of language 

competency. Accordingly, most of them believe that they attain a good level of language 

mastery, which can be related to their usual use of English in their daily life.  

Regarding linguistic creativity, the majority of students had not been formally 

introduced to the concept, which is further reflected in their different views on the latter. Most 

of the provided definitions were correspondent with current views on the term, “the creation 



86 
 

of novel and original expressions”; however, several respondents, alongside those who did not 

provide definitions, displayed their uncertainty about an exact meaning. Additionally, while 

some views suggested that linguistic creativity and linguistic competence are significantly 

different, a slim majority claimed that they have the same meaning. Some justified their 

answers by stating that LC and linguistic competence are merely two related concepts that 

serve as means to each other. Besides that, one particular point to note is the existence of 

ancient views on LC, that is, some students consider LC as an innate attribute of certain gifted 

people. 

Findings showcase that the majority of EFL students consider themselves creative 

EFL learners, which highlights their probable abilities to use language creatively. 

Additionally, they primarily engage in tasks that are a part of the cognitive properties of 

creativity, including critical thinking, problem solving, and brainstorming. They reported that 

they rely on different tools to inspire their LC, mainly on: social media, personal interests and 

motivation, and listening to podcasts. Interestingly, although personal interests and motivation 

is ranked second in the tools that students mostly rely on to inspire their LC, the majority 

claimed that their lack of motivation is the main factor challenging their creative learning 

process, along with other factors, such as fear of errors, low language proficiency, and the 

overreliance on AI tools. Furthermore, results showcase that the majority of them are used to 

reflect on their LC development, relying mainly on self-assessment and exam and assignment 

marks, demonstrating a willingness towards improving their language skills. 

Regarding AI use in EFL settings, results display students‟ reliance on AI applications 

as the second most used tool to support their language learning. The majority of respondents 

claimed that they are highly familiar with AI tools and that they usually integrate them into 

their learning process, particularly ChatGPT. They claimed using them for enhancing and 

facilitating their language learning journey, rather than for conducting certain unethical 
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behaviors, such as cheating. Furthemore, while a minority of students admitted their over-

dependence on auto-generated content, which led to a reduction in their productivity and 

cognitive efforts, the vast majority claim that AI may enhance their EFL learning 

performance, due to its special services created to improve various aspects of English 

language mastery.   

In the final section, it is indicated that the vast majority of respondents acknowledge 

AI‟s impact on their level of LC. Results showcase that AI tools have remarkably helped them 

improve different creative skills, including problem-solving, critical thinking, brainstorming, 

word play, language structural manipulation, and storytelling. Nonetheless, some students 

admitted that they have faced a set of challenges since using AI due to their overreliance on it, 

which threatens their creative abilities. The latter reflects teachers‟ claims, underscoring the 

importance of using AI tools in a moderate manner in order for students to foster their level of 

LC.  

Furthermore, according to the questionnaire answers, students report a moderate 

adherence to the ethical guidelines governing the use of AI tools, as the majority usually 

modify AI-generated answers before using them or using them as an inspiration to create their 

original product, which contradicts teachers‟ perceptions as they believe that students copy 

AI-generated answers without making modifications. The questionnaire concludes with some 

students expressing their willingness to use AI tools due to the advantages they offer, and 

others expressing their concerns about its potential to threaten students‟ creativity and 

originality.  

To sum up, according to these results, the vast majority of students seem supportive 

and enthusiastic towards the use of AI tools in EFL settings. Correspondingly, they expressed 

their positive attitudes towards the role it plays in enhancing their LC. However, they also 
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highlighted the possible drawbacks that may come with the overreliance on AI tools in 

academia, underscoring the need to use them in a balanced and ethical manner. 

Conclusion 

Based on the obtained findings, which represent teachers‟ and students‟ perceptions 

towards the role of using AI in enhancing students‟ LC, one can answer the research 

questions. First, despite underlining their high tendency to cause problems in the field of EFL, 

a majority of both students and teachers support the use of AI-powered tools. However, 

teachers emphasize that this use should be balanced, ethical, and moderate to achieve better 

outcomes and prevent any threats to students. Moreover, concerning their integration in EFL 

settings, it is noticed that the majority of students highly incorporate AI tools into their 

learning, whereas teachers are less inclined to integrate them into their teaching processes. 

Second, the majority of students and teachers acknowledge AI‟s capacity to foster 

EFL students‟ LC. Throughout the analysis and interpretation of the results, it is highlighted 

that the latter can take place if students use AI tools moderately and ethically without over-

relying on them, as the majority of teachers think that there is a strong relationship between 

EFL students‟ over-reliance on AI and their low LC. This suggests that EFL students and 

teachers at the University of Guelma are aware of the challenges and drawbacks associated 

with AI, to the extent that some of them are strongly opposed to it. However, the majority 

support the potential role it can play in enhancing EFL students‟ LC under a highly crucial 

condition: a moderate and ethical use. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 

1. Pedagogical Implications 

Creativity in language expression is the utmost goal for language acquisition; to know 

how to manipulate language to convey correct and appropriate ideas while using a set of fixed 

grammar shows the creative potential and flexibility of language and the human mind. This 

notion is shown to play a crucial role in EFL education. Similarly, AI is shown to be of 

central interest. Since its recent advancements, it has paved the way for a whole new realm of 

pedagogical teaching and learning methods. The latter, being described as a double-edged 

sword, brings advantages as well as drawbacks to the context at hand, which creates a gap of 

knowledge on the nature of influence it has on students’ LC. The results of this study show 

teachers’ and students’ positive attitudes toward the use of AI, and accordingly, its ability to 

enhance students’ LC, under the condition of correct use. In light of the latter, there is a list of 

pedagogical implications that need to be adapted by EFL teachers and students to prioritize 

the benefits of AI on LC. 

Teachers, as instructors, play the biggest role in the success of their courses; a role of 

influencing, motivating, and teaching their students. Therefore, their skills and knowledge 

should be under constant improvement. Firstly, throughout the study, LC has been portrayed 

as a common theme in EFL classrooms; however, some students still hold the belief that 

creativity is an innate property of gifted individuals. Hence, teachers need to draw on this 

misconception by redefining LC as a capacity of all people. Moreover, results also convey 

that among the challenges students face regarding this notion is the limited exposure to 

creative possibilities alongside curriculum constraints; therefore, teachers need to build a 

space for flexible linguistic expression to support LC. By focusing on such skills, students 

would apply various critical thinking processes, which enhance their confidence and therefore 

their academic performance. Furthermore, teachers’ constructive feedback is a crucial aspect 
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not to overlook; results of the study illustrate that teachers’ feedback is one of the inspiring 

factors for students’ LC. 

 In today’s digital world, most students are utilizing AI technology. Regardless of how 

they use it, teachers need to align their methods with its current developments to engage 

students’ interests. Using AI in an EFL classroom enhances language comprehension, as it 

provides exposure to various forms of expression that inspire students. Moreover, with a 

proper understanding of AI literacy, students can develop their critical thinking skills.  

In a similar vein, students should engage in creative expression activities like using 

figurative language, structural manipulation, and word play, without fearing errors. 

Furthermore, students should be educated on the correct use of AI, as well as the policy 

governing its use. To guarantee the latter, it is high time for EFL departments to integrate a 

course for teaching AI literacy into their curriculum. 

2. Limitations of the Study  

The whole decisions and steps of conducting the current study were generally 

convenient, that is, they served the aims of the research successfully. However, there is a set 

of points that ought to be highlighted in relation to its limitations. These points can be 

summarized in two main themes.  

Firstly, the data presented by the end of this study reveal teachers’ and students’ 

perceptions towards AI and its role in enhancing students’ LC after answering the 

questionnaires, without offering a clear idea about the exact impact of using AI on their LC. 

Correspondingly, the research findings and conclusions are built on respondents’ subjective 

viewpoints, which do not guarantee the real influence AI has on EFL students’ LC. This is 

due to the possibility that their provided answers are influenced by many factors, depending 

on the respondent’s personality, characteristics, and conditions. The factors can include their 

academic knowledge, experience, environment, subjectivity and bias, degree of honesty, in 
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addition to interests and preferences. As a result, the latter suggests that the study’s findings 

are not conclusive.  

Secondly, the nature of the employed data collection tool, i.e., the questionnaire, opens 

the door for many probable challenges, which can affect the reliability and validity of the 

respondents’ provided answers. Respondents tend to answer the questions depending on their 

own understanding, which may lead them to provide an answer that is different from the real 

meaning and aim of the researcher’s question. Additionally, respondents may not devote 

adequate time and effort to answer the questionnaire, but rather try to answer it as quickly as 

possible. This can reflect the fact that some respondents did not provide answers for some 

questions in this study’s questionnaire, which could be because they did not know the answer, 

did not want to answer, or did not notice them as they were moving quickly through the 

questions.  The latter may affect the quality and honesty of their provided answers.  

3. Recommendations for Further Research 

For the sake of gathering more reliable and valid data, researchers who are willing to 

work on the same gap of knowledge, or the same area of study, are required to take into 

account a highly crucial suggestion. First and foremost, dispatching questionnaires or 

conducting interviews with the sample is a beneficial process; however, a quasi-experiment 

study has to be conducted to detect AI’s exact influence on EFL students’ LC and draw a 

reliable conclusion by the end of the research. This entails generating a reliable test with a 

flexible and useful scale in order to measure students’ LC before and after the use of AI tools. 

Moreover, the experiment should last for an appropriate amount of time, ranging from three to 

four weeks at least. Additionally, the sample has to incorporate more than one group from 

different levels, which are randomly chosen. Yet, in case of insufficient time constraints, it is 

advisable to focus on a single level, for instance, First-year Master students, in order to 

guarantee the success of the quasi-experiment study. 
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APPENDIX I 

TEACHERS‟ QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Teachers,  

 This questionnaire has been selected as a data collection tool to explore the attitudes of 

EFL teachers at the Department of English, University of Guelma, towards the role of using 

Artificial Intelligence tools in enhancing students‟ linguistic creativity. Therefore, as EFL 

teachers, you are respectfully invited to answer this questionnaire by ticking the appropriate 

option and/or providing complete statements where required. Your responses will be held 

anonymously. We would appreciate your efforts in answering this questionnaire. Thank you 

in advance for your cooperation.  

                                                                         Hafidi Tassabih Nor Elhouda 

             Kemouguette Aya    

                                                                         Department of Letters and English Language 

        University of 8 Mai 1945 – Guelma 

                                                                         Academic Year: 2024/2025 

Section I: General Information 

1. How long have you been teaching English at the University? 

a. 1 year or less    

b. From 2 to 10 years  

c. From 11 to 20 years  

d. More than 20 years  

2. What is your field of specialization?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Section II: Linguistic Creativity 



 

3. How can you define “linguistic creativity” (LC)? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. Does linguistic creativity (LC) mean linguistic competence? 

a. Yes      

b. No                  

Please justify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………............................ 

5. What creative skills do you usually integrate into your teaching?  

a. Problem-solving            

b. Critical thinking             

c. Brainstorming            

d. Use of figurative language          

(i.e., irony, metaphor, simile, etc.) 

e. Word play                    

f. Language structural manipulation         

g. Use of humor            

h. Storytelling             

i. Semantic association           

j. Others            

If others, please specify. 



 

……………………………………………………………………………………………….

..……………………………………………………………………………………......……. 

6. On a scale of 1-5, how would you rate the linguistic creativity (LC) of EFL students? 

(with 1 representing low LC and 5 representing high LC). 

1 2 3 4 5 

     

Explain please. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………..……….

………………………………………………………………………………............................... 

7. To what extent do you believe that LC plays a crucial role in EFL education? (with 1 

being least crucial and 5 being most crucial)  

1 2 3 4 5 

     

 

8. Do you assess your students‟ LC? 

a. Yes     

b. No    

9. If yes, what criteria do you rely on when assessing your students‟ LC?  

a. Exam and assignment marks         

b. Peer assessment feedback         

c. Self-assessment feedback         

d. Their level of engagement in creative activities      

e. Standardized creativity tests       



 

f. Others          

If others, please specify. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

10. Do you encourage your students‟ LC through giving them constructive feedback? 

a. Yes    

b. No      

Section III: Artificial Intelligence Use 

11. Are you familiar with the use of AI tools? 

a. Yes   

b. No    

12. On a scale of 1-5, how qualified are you in using AI tools in EFL classrooms? (with 1 

being not qualified and 5 highly qualified)  

1 2 3 4 5 

     

 

13. Which of the following AI tools do you mostly rely on in your teaching courses? 

a. ChatGPT     

b. DeepSeek   

c. Perplexity AI   

d. Gemini AI     

e. SciSpace AI   



 

f. ResearchRabbit  

g. Quillbot     

h. Grammarly   

i. Quizlet      

j. Others     

If others, please specify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

14. How frequently do you integrate AI tools in your teaching courses? 

a. Always     

b. Usually     

c. Often      

d. Rarely      

e. Never       

15. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements:  

 

Statements 

Totally 

agree 

 

Agree 

 

Neutral 

 

Disagree 

Totally 

disagree 

a. Artificial Intelligence can successfully 

replicate human intelligence.  

     

b. AI must be integrated into an EFL 

teaching and learning environment.  

     

c.  EFL students are qualified to use AI.      



 

d. AI provides opportunities and advantages 

for EFL students. 

     

e. AI causes drawbacks and challenges for 

EFL students. 

     

 

Section IV: The Role of Artificial Intelligence Use on Students’ Linguistic Creativity 

16. Do you believe that AI may foster students‟ ability to produce original and creative 

language? 

a. Yes     

b. No      

Please justify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

17. In your opinion, do AI tools challenge students‟ LC?  

a. Yes    

b. No     

Please justify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………....... 

18. How would you rate the relationship between students‟ overreliance on AI and their low 

LC?  

a. Strong     

b. Average     

c. Weak     



 

Please clarify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

19. Based on your EFL students‟ observation, which path do students usually follow when 

using AI-generated answers? 

a. Copy ready-made answers blindly without any modifications   

b. Make slight changes         

(i.e., Use synonyms, change word order, omit some elements, etc.)  

c. Use them as an inspiration to create their original product  

20. If you have further suggestions or comments, please do not hesitate to write them below. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………..... 

Thank you 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

APPENDIX II 

STUDENTS‟ QUESTIONNAIRE 

University of 08 Mai 1945- Guelma 

Department of English 

2024/2025 

STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear student,  

 This questionnaire has been selected as a data collection tool to explore the attitudes of 

EFL students at the Department of English, University of 8 Mai 1945, Guelma. Therefore, as 

EFL students, you are respectfully invited to answer this questionnaire by ticking the 

appropriate option and/or providing complete statements where required. Your responses will 

be held anonymously. We would appreciate your efforts in answering this questionnaire. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.  

                                                                                                    Hafidi Tassabih Nor Elhouda 

     Kemouguette Aya    

Section I: General Information 

1. How long have you been studying English? 

………….. years. 

2. How would you judge your level in English language mastery?  

a. Very good     

b. Good      

c. Average      

d. Poor      

3. How often do you use English in your daily life?    



 

a. Always     

b. Usually      

c. Often     

d. Rarely     

e. Never      

Section II: Linguistic Creativity 

4. Have you ever been introduced to the concept of „Linguistic Creativity‟ (LC) in your 

learning process?  

a. Yes       

b. No                        

5. If yes, how would you define the term “Linguistic Creativity” in the context of EFL 

learning? Please provide examples if possible. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………...

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

6. In your opinion, does linguistic creativity mean linguistic competence? 

a. Yes    

b. No            

Please justify. 

.......................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................................... 

7. Do you consider yourself a creative EFL learner?  

a. Yes    

b. No      



 

8. Which of the following creative skills do you usually engage in?  

a. Problem-solving     

b. Critical thinking                                                                                                                                                                                              

c. Brainstorming     

d. Using figurative language   

  (i.e., irony, metaphor, simile, etc.) 

e. Engaging in word play    

f. Language structural manipulation  

g. Use of humor     

h. Storytelling     

i. Semantic association    

j. Others      

If others, please specify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………...

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

9. What inspires your LC as an EFL learner?  

a. Social media      

b. Personal interests and motivation   

c. Classroom collaboration     

d. Teachers‟ feedback     

e. Exposure to diverse cultures    



 

f. Using Artificial Intelligence applications  

g. Reading       

h. Listening to podcasts     

i. Others       

If others, please specify.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

10. What challenges your LC? 

a. Lack of motivation        

b. Low language proficiency     

c. Curriculum constraints      

d. Limited exposure to creative language materials  

e. Fear of errors using creative language skills    

f. Cultural perceptions on creativity    

g. Others         

If others, please specify.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

11. Do you reflect on your LC development?  

a. Yes    

b. No    

12. If yes, on what basis do you assess your level of LC?  



 

a. Your exam and assignment marks  

b. Peer assessment     

c. Self-assessment     

d. Teachers‟ feedback    

e. By engaging in creative activities  

f. Through standardized creativity tests  

g. Others        

If others, please specify.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Section III: Artificial Intelligence Use 

13. What language learning tools do you usually use for developing your English language 

proficiency? 

a. Books       

b. Educational blogs and sites  

c. Videos     

d. AI applications    

e. Online journals    

f. Others     

If others, please specify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 



 

14. On a scale of 1 to 5, how familiar are you with AI tools? (With 1 being not familiar at all 

and 5 being highly familiar) 

1 2 3 4 5 

     

 

15. How often do you use AI tools while learning?  

a. Always     

b. Usually      

c. Often       

d. Rarely      

e. Never     

16. Among the listed AI tools below, which are the ones that you mostly use in your learning 

process? 

a. ChatGPT      

b. DeepSeek     

c. Perplexity AI    

d. Gemini AI     

e. SciSpace AI    

f. ResearchRabbit    

g. Quillbot     

h. Grammarly    

i. Duolingo          



 

j. Quizlet      

k. Others     

If others, please specify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………....... 

17. What do you usually use AI tools for?  

a. To generate and create content   

b. To receive guidelines    

c. To enhance speaking fluency   

d. To build your vocabulary    

e. To copy ready-made answers   

f. To correct your grammar    

g. To obtain personalized feedback   

h. To cheat in exams and assignments  

i. To paraphrase and summarize materials  

j. To find inspiration    

k. To reduce personal cognitive efforts  

l. To translate documents    

m. Others      

 If others, please specify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 



 

18. Do you think that AI can successfully replicate human skills and abilities?  

a. Yes     

b. No    

19. Do you think that the use of AI tools may enhance your performance as an EFL learner?  

a. Yes   

b. No          

Please clarify your answer.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Section IV: The Impact of Artificial Intelligence Use on Students’ Linguistic Creativity 

20. On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you think AI tools impact the LC of an EFL 

learner? (With 1 being not impactful at all and 5 being highly impactful) 

1 2 3 4 5 

     

 

21. Among the following creative skills, which one do you believe AI tools have helped you 

improve?  

a. Problem-solving     

b. Critical thinking     

c. Brainstorming     

d. Using figurative language   

(i.e., irony, metaphor, simile, etc.) 

e. Word play      



 

f. Language structural manipulation  

g. Use of humor     

h. Storytelling     

i. Semantic association    

j. Others            

If others, please specify. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

22. Since using AI, have you faced any challenges regarding your LC?  

a. Yes        

b. No     

23. If yes, please list some of these challenges. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

24. When using AI-generated answers, do you usually: 

a. Copy ready-made answers blindly without any modifications   

b. Make slight changes        

(i.e., use synonyms, change word order, or omit some elements, etc.) 

c. Use them as an inspiration to create your original product   

25. On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you follow the ethical guidelines governing the use 

of AI tools?  (e.g., maintaining academic integrity, credibility, etc.) (with 1 being not 

follow at all and 5 being highly follow) 



 

1 2 3 4 5 

     

 

26. If you have any further suggestions or comments, please do not hesitate to write them 

below. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

  Thank you 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

RESUMÉ 

Dans le domaine de l'apprentissage des langues, l'impact de l'intelligence artificielle (IA) sur 

divers phénomènes linguistiques est un sujet d'étude pertinent, car les systèmes 

d'apprentissage montrent des signes d'intégration de l'IA. Cette intégration a amené les 

contextes d'enseignement et d'apprentissage à s'interroger sur son impact sur la créativité 

linguistique (CL) des apprenants ; il est donc grand temps d'examiner l'influence potentielle 

de l'IA sur ce phénomène. Cette recherche vise donc à explorer les attitudes des enseignants et 

des étudiants d'anglais comme langue étrangère (ALE) quant au rôle de l'IA dans 

l'amélioration de la créativité linguistique des étudiants d'anglais comme langue étrangère 

(ALE). À cet égard, une approche mixte a été adoptée : deux questionnaires ont été 

administrés aux enseignants et aux étudiants d'ALE de l'Université de Guelma pour l'année 

universitaire 2024/2025, afin de recueillir des données quantitatives et qualitatives. Par 

conséquent, les résultats analysés révèlent que les enseignants et les étudiants d'ALE ont une 

attitude positive envers l'utilisation de l'IA pour améliorer la CL des étudiants d'ALE, à 

condition qu'ils en fassent un usage éthique et modéré. Pour garantir cette dernière, les 

départements d'ALE ont besoin d‟intégrer un cours consacré à l'apprentissage de l'IA dans 

leur cursus. Mots clés : Intelligence artificielle, anglais langue étrangère, créativité 

linguistique, attitudes des enseignants et des étudiants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 ملخص

ا فً يجال ذؼهى ان ًً هغح، َظزًا لأَّ ٌظٓز ذكايلا يغ ٌؼُذ ذأثٍز انذكاء الاصطُاػً ػهى انظٕاْز انهغٌٕح انًخرهفح يحٕرًا يٓ

نًرؼهًً انهغح؛ ٔتانرانً،  أَظًح انرؼهى. ٔقذ جؼم ْذا الأخٍز سٍاقاخ انرذرٌس ٔانرؼهى ذرساءل ػٍ ذأثٍزِ ػهى الإتذاع انهغٕي

فقذ حاٌ انٕقد نًُاقشح يسار انرأثٍز انًحرًم نهذكاء الاصطُاػً ػهٍّ. نذنك، ٌٓذف ْذا انثحث إنى اسركشاف يٕاقف 

أساذذج ٔطهثح انهغح الإَجهٍزٌح كهغح أجُثٍح ذجاِ دٔر انذكاء الاصطُاػً فً ذؼزٌز الإتذاع انهغٕي نطلاب انهغح الإَجهٍزٌح 

 تٍاَاخ كًٍح َٕٔػٍح نجًغاسرثٍاٍٍَ ٔفً ْذا انصذد، ذى اسرخذاو َٓج يخرهط الأسانٍة حٍث ذى الاػرًاد ػهى  .كهغح أجُثٍح

. ذكشف انُرائج انرً ذى 0002/0002ٍزٌح كهغح أجُثٍح فً جايؼح قانًح نهسُح انذراسٍح ٔطهثح انهغح الإَجه جأساذذذخص 

ذحهٍهٓا أٌ أساذذج ٔطهثح انهغح الإَجهٍزٌح كهغح أجُثٍح نذٌٓى يٕاقف إٌجاتٍح ذجاِ اسرخذاو انذكاء الاصطُاػً نرؼزٌز الإتذاع 

ذحراج أقساو انهغح  الاسرخذاو الأخلاقً ٔانًؼرذل. ٔيُّ،انهغٕي نطلاب انهغح الإَجهٍزٌح كهغح أجُثٍح، شزٌطح أٌ ٌرثؼٕا 

 الإَجهٍزٌح كهغح أجُثٍح أٌ ذذيج يقزرا دراسٍا ضًٍ يُاْجٓا انذراسٍح يخصص نرذرٌس يٓاراخ انذكاء الاصطُاػً.

 طهثح.ٔان ساذذجانكهًاخ انًفراحٍح: انذكاء الاصطُاػً، انهغح الإَجهٍزٌح كهغح أجُثٍح، الإتذاع انهغٕي، يٕاقف الأ

 

 

 


