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ABSTRACT

Despite the fast uptake of generative artificial intelligence (Al) by English
language teaching (ELT), much of the existing literature on generative Al
has remained technocentric in its approach to the field, emphasizing its
usefulness, and neglecting an important theoretical blind spot concerning
how Al has reconfigured the agency and professional standing of teachers.
To address this theoretical void in analyzing teacher agency in Al-mediated
ecosystems, this article develops the JUDGE model, which was originally
conceptualized by the author, as a framework for investigating teacher
agency in Al-supported contexts. This paper has been designed as a
theoretical/conceptual paper to theorize the mechanisms and ways in
which teacher agency is redistributed and re-negotiated in Al-mediated ELT
contexts with a focus on the model presented, that is, JUDGE. Drawing on
sociocultural theory and ecological approaches, the JUDGE model proposes
that there are five important aspects of professional practice: Justification,
Uncertainty Management, Decision Ownership, Guidance vs. Governance,
and Ethical Accountability. In a separate empirical article, the author will
operationalize the JUDGE model with the introduction of the JUDGE Scale
(J-Scale). A preliminary validity test conducted with expert respondents
attested to its promising content validity, although full psychometric
validation of the JUDGE model remains a future stage of the research
programme in a separate article. This article offers a conceptual framework
for critically examining how agency has shifted in Al-mediated educational
contexts.
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INTRODUCTION

Generative artificial intelligence (Al) is transforming
English language teaching (ELT), particularly in how
English language instructors structure their lesson
plans. The ability for Al-based platforms, ranging
from ChatGPT, to Bing Al, and others, to generate
differentiated content for the classroom, construct
customized assessments and quizzes, and even create
sequences of learning has been quickly adopted
by English language instructors. As Al becomes a
central resource for instructional planning, the
dominant narrative is one of Al enabling innovation,
personalization, and efficiency. However, this positive
story obscures another less discussed story: how Al
can change who has the power and responsibility
in pedagogical decision making.Research on Al in
education is typically framed around usability,
effectiveness, and the ways that it can support learning
outcomes, although recent work has highlighted its
pedagogical and professional dimensions (Zawacki-
Richter et al., 2019; Kasneci et al., 2023). However,
this is not typically framed in ways that illuminate
the impact of Al on teacher agency. Al is more than
a tool that responds to user prompts. It is also a tool
that curates, organizes, and even limits what English
language instructors consider as possible pedagogical
choices.Understanding teacher agency as absolute,
autonomous teacher decision making is no longer
helpful in this context. As Al becomes an essential
agent of lesson design and development, it forces us
to ask new questions. Where is the locus of agency in
this new dynamic? Where does professional expertise
enter this interaction? And how are teaching decisions
made? Research suggests that teacher agency is
increasingly being defined in this context, as the
expertise that is needed to work effectively in Al-
supported contexts is fundamentally transformed
(Tan, Tan, Teo, & Yuan, 2025).

In this article, | contend that the role of Al in
the English language classroom does not erase, or
even reduce, teacher agency, but instead leads
to a redistribution of it, which | argue is not well
understood in the existing literature (Zawacki-
Richter et al., 2019; Kasneci et al., 2023). More
specifically, | argue that the effects of Al on teaching
authority is far from neutral, leading instead to a
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reconstruction of how decision making authority
is created. In ELT, | suggest, the most significant
impacts appear around the construction of lesson
design and development, modification of learning
materials, and the use of Al-supported formative
and summative feedback systems. | illustrate a
model for conceptualizing this reconstruction, called
JUDGE, to frame this redistribution of agency. | draw
on insights from a sociocultural theory of language
learning, ecological views of teacher agency, and
the growing body of scholarship on human and Al
collaboration. | do not argue that Al eliminates
teacher agency. Rather, | suggest that Al reconfigures
how pedagogical authority, professional judgment,
and responsibility are negotiated within instructional
practice; in other words, that we must begin to frame
teacher Al-mediated agency not as a zero sum game,
in which teachers will either keep it or lose it, but
as something that is distributed among the various
actors in the classroom.This article is conceptual in
nature. The study draws from a mix of sociocultural
and ecological theories and research on human-Al
interactions as the basis for a conceptually-based
and theory-building design. The article does not
present any empirical data but instead relies on these
theoretical traditions in order to develop the concept
of the JUDGE framework for studying Al-mediated
teacher agency in ELT.

This conceptual article is guided by the following
research questions:

1. How can teacher agency in Al-mediated ELT
environments be theoretically reconceptualized
through the JUDGE framework?

2. How does generative Al reshape the relationship
between pedagogical judgment, decision
ownership, and ethical accountability in English
language teaching contexts?

It is intended as a first step towards empirically
validating the JUDGE model, which will be a focus
for a subsequent study. Future work will include the
creation of reliability and validity testing through a
large, mixed method sample. My aim in this article is
to lay out a new conceptualization of teacher agency
in Al-mediated ELT contexts; this work calls on the
field to rethink the role of Al from one in which it is a
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tool that simply needs to be used for its value, to one
in which it is a dynamic partner that will challenge
and transform the pedagogical and professional
choices that will emerge from it. This article is aimed
particularly at teacher education. As Al use grows
in ELT settings, teachers need to be trained in how
to develop pedagogical judgment and professional
identity.Despite the rapid growth of work on Al in
ELT, the majority of studies so far are about teacher
attitudes, perceptions about usefulness and ease of
use of Al, how likely teachers are to accept the use
of Al in the classroom, or its use and effectiveness
as an instructional tool. While these studies can be
useful to have a descriptive sense of the impact of
the technology, they generally treat Al as simply
a resource which is beneficial, detrimental, or
neutral depending on the expertise of teachers, or
their educational and workplace support. In short,
these studies don’t necessarily address the more
theoretical question: in what ways does the role of
Al influence teacher agency and how that agency is
conceptualized? This means that Al-mediated teacher
agency is not necessarily thought about in terms of
teacher decision making, responsibility and ethics.
The current relationship between Al mediation and
teacher agency is therefore under-theorized and
needs to be explored in a way that is consistent
with a framework that is broader in scope than
attitudes or effectiveness. The goal of the framework
developed in this article is to reconceptualize the
impact of Al on teachers, from that which Al is simply
another tool, to one in which Al is an active agent.
This conceptual article, in turn, seeks to create a
theoretical framework for how teacher agency is
redistributed, contested, and ethically mediated in
Al-supported ELT settings.

Contribution and Theoretical Novelty

This article adds to the existing literature on teacher
agency in two significant ways. First, it zeroes in on
a structural element largely less addressed by cur-
rent scholarship, namely, the way in which Al systems
act as generative agents in teacher decision making
and professional judgment. Second, while ecologi-
cal and sociocultural frameworks acknowledge that
agency is relational and formed through mediation,
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they have yet to engage in a substantive discussion of
the circumstances in which algorithmic agents them-
selves make recommendations, generate proposals,
or otherwise exert an influence on pedagogical de-
cision making. This article thus fills this theoretical
gap by conceptualizing an important feature that has
been overlooked and introducing a model comprised
of five distinct, yet interrelated, analytic dimensions
that explain this phenomenon: the JUDGE model. The
dimensions of this model describe the ways in which
professional judgment and teacher agency are recon-
stituted in Al-mediated English language teaching.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

We must link our analysis to a series of well-established
theoretical traditions if we are to make sense of the
implications of Al for teacher agency in ELT. The
JUDGE model draws from three major theoretical
streams: sociocultural theory, the ecological turn in
agency research, and human-Al interaction research.
These traditions help us understand how, and to
what degree, Al can mediate and transform teacher
agency. Each of these traditions sheds unique, if
complementary, light on how we might understand
the interplay of human and algorithmic agency in
technology mediated instructional environments.

Sociocultural Theory and Mediation
Sociocultural theory holds, as Vygotsky (1978)
famously argued, that human activity is fundamentally
mediated by tools, signs, and artifacts that are
culturally and historically specific. In educational
settings, these mediational means do not simply serve
the mind, but rather shape the mental processes
themselves. “As we use them, they transform us”:
language, signs, numbers, writing systems, digital
technologies and other tools reconfigure not only the
outcomes but the very cognitive processes involved
in teaching and learning (Wertsch, 1997). Pedagogical
reasoning and professional judgement, then, are not
exclusively located within the educator; they are also
distributed among people and their tools (Hutchins,
1995; Dellermann et al., 2019) and, importantly,
they are never neutral (Salomon, 1997). “The most
important characteristic of all tools is that they shape
human thought” (Jarrahi, 2018, p. 337).
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The rise of generative Al as a novel mediational
means in teaching and learning marks an important
shift that carries major implications for how
professional judgment and agency are theorized. As a
dynamic tool that can generate, organize, and propose
content with little input, generative Al is different
from previously established forms of pedagogical tools
like whiteboards and textbooks, which typically only
support cognition. Al tools do not just serve to scaffold
or mediate isolated acts; generative Al is an agent of
change that can alter the object and, thus, the very
structure of an activity system (Engestrom, 2001).

When teachers consult generative Al, they are not
merely accessing knowledge or a pre-existing answer
key. Instead, they are engaging in an interaction that
affords a degree of creative input from the tool itself.
An algorithmic agent can propose content, generate
lesson plans, recommend learning activities, and even
redirect a line of inquiry at every stage in a teaching
task. In these situations, the Al system can guide,
redirect, or even interrupt a teacher’s reasoning and
decision making, effectively becoming a co-mediator
in teaching and learning. Generative Al systems do
not simply offer suggestions to help educators arrive
at their own independent judgments; rather, they are
co-authors who shape professional judgment from
the ground up. The JUDGE model addresses these
developments by suggesting that teacher agency is
not independent of Al systems, but instead is formed
through interaction with them.

Ecological Perspectives on Teacher
Agency
Whereas the previous section explored mediation
as it relates to teacher agency, an ecological view
provides another useful starting point to understand
the dynamics at play. Agency is thus not a static and
stable quality, as scholars increasingly acknowledge
in the contemporary literature on ELT (Biesta et
al., 2015; Priestley et al., 2015). Nor, as Emirbayer
and Mische (1998) have shown, is agency purely an
internal characteristic of humans. Instead, agency is
an ongoing accomplishment within a temporally and
spatially situated ecology.

van Lier (2004) uses ecological theory to argue
that language learning is a context-dependent
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process; that language learners’ agency is formed
through their interactions with the context; that
meaning making is dynamic, situated, relational, and
that learners’ and teachers’ perceptions emerge and
unfold in a temporally and spatially situated ecology.
Similarly, Emirbayer and Mische (1998) propose that
agency is not a static human characteristic but an
ecologically situated achievement that unfolds
iterationally (looking back at past patterns, actions,
and practices); practical-evaluatively (responding
to current needs, problems, and challenges); and
projectively (looking forward to future possibilities
and goals). In our case, when Al is integrated into
the ecologies in which teachers work, Al systems
themselves become new environmental agents. They
act as powerful environmental features that can alter
the circumstances in which teachers make decisions
and, as a result, also affect the way that educators
experience themselves and their roles.

For example, a teacher using generative Al as
a tool to make a decision to try a new approach to
teaching could see their options expanded as Al makes
a novel suggestion, whereas the teacher might also
experience their range of options as constrained if the
Al tool only presents two possible choices or pushes
a particular Al generated approach. Furthermore,
it should be acknowledged that the agency that Al
affords may not always be perceived as empowering.
For some teachers, the ability that Al affords may
seem to limit their own capacity to explore other
avenues. Al tools can, thus, be perceived as either
enablers of empowerment or as inhibitors of the
educator’s capacity to act in particular ways. In
addition, Al tools can act as vehicles that teachers
use in their agency development or, as is the case
more frequently, as forces that shape the teacher’s
capacity to exercise agency or as constraints that
limit the teacher’s possibilities for action. The JUDGE
model thus helps us see teacher agency as a situated
and changing phenomenon.

Human-Al Collaboration and Hybrid
Intelligence

The notion of hybrid intelligence is attracting
increasing interest within the domain of human-
computer interaction. It refers to the process in
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which a decision is taken by both a human and an Al
(Dellermann et al., 2019) and, as such, it fitsin a larger
view of human-Al symbiosis (Jarrahi, 2018) in which
Al is not meant to substitute, but to enhance human
expertise. By creating synergies between humans and
machines, Al becomes something better than what a
human or an algorithm is able to do alone. Studies on
human-Al interaction show that, in this kind of hybrid
intelligence contexts, transparency, control, and
accountability are critical factors (Amershi et al.,
2019) for user trust in Al (Glikson & Woolley, 2020).
Hybrid intelligence has been applied, for instance,
in areas such as law, health, and finance, but its
potential to change education has just begun to be
investigated.

The JUDGE framework is, however, especially
relevant for ELT because it focuses on how trust,
authority and responsibility are at play when humans
and machines make decisions together. In a hybrid
system, decisions are made from a mix of human and
machine inputs. This raises some difficult questions,
for example, if a teacher takes an Al recommendation
that does not work, who should be held responsible
for this? Also, when Al output contradicts teachers’
understanding of context or values, what role
does the teachers’ human expertise have? While Al
can make lesson planning easier for teachers, co-
authoring lessons with an algorithm poses ethical
and professional challenges that are still not much
explored in ELT. That is why the JUDGE framework was
introduced as a model to study professional judgment
and agency. The model provides a theoretical tool for
us to understand how professional judgement and
agency get distributed, negotiated, and reconstituted
in Al-mediated learning environments.

Models of teacher agency based on ecological
and sociocultural perspectives see professional action
as something influenced by contextual elements such
as time, experience, and place. Yet such theoretical
perspectives do not fully explain the extent to which
Al can also be viewed as such a contextual factor
that influences decisions on behalf of teachers before
they have even been consciously considered by them.
Similarly, while existing theories in professional
ethics and ethics in education deal with concepts
like responsibility and accountability, they do not
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specifically investigate how the role of responsibility
and accountability is affected in instructional
contexts where some of the instructional decisions
are made according to suggestions by Al. In sum, the
JUDGE model is not just a mix of ecological models
of professional agency and models of professional
ethics. The JUDGE model makes explicit how the
role of algorithms affects processes of justification,
management of uncertainty, ownership of decision-
making, boundaries of governance, and ethical
considerations in instructional judgement and offers
thus a focused theoretical framework to understand
teacher agency in pedagogical environments in which
Al systems actively intervene.

THE JupGE MoODEL’s THEORETICAL
CONTRIBUTION

To address the aforementioned theoretical gap, this
study proposes the JUDGE model as a straightforward,
practical lens for interpreting how teacher agency
is deployed by Al-integrated teachers in ELT. The
JUDGE model contributes to the extant discourse
of teacher agency in an Al context along three main
lines. Firstly, in contrast to most existing studies that
conceptualize Al as an external apparatus intended to
enhance efficiency and decrease teachers’ workload,
this framework perceives Al as a mediating actor that
contributes to shaping teacher agency of judgment.
This re-framing moves the discourse from mere
instrumental utility to a more relational notion of co-
construction.

Secondly, the existing literature of teacher
agency in a digital environment often conceptualizes
this issue through the binary dichotomy of control or
loss of control. The JUDGE model does not follow this
binary logic; that is, it does not ask teachers in an Al-
mediated context to decide whether to maintain or
lose their control. Instead, the question is rephrased as
redistributing agency between human and non-human
actors. As such, the ecological nature of the JUDGE
model facilitates a more nuanced examination of how
authority is negotiated in an Al-teacher relationship,
as opposed to its preservation or attenuation.

Thirdly, the JUDGE model integrates the ethical
element explicitly into the architecture of agency.
While ethical issues are commonly raised in Al-
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related literature, they rarely appear in a structured
manner in an agency model that informs the process
of educational decision-making. By proposing five
elements, namely justification, uncertainty, decision
ownership, guidance and governance, and ethical
accountability, the JUDGE model provides a well-
structured framework for the analysis of agency of
judgment among Al-mediated teachers.

Collectively, these aspects imply that teacher
agency in an Al context is a relational, mediated,
and ethical notion, rather than an individual one
that is jeopardized by technology. That is to say,
the JUDGE model does not displace existing theories
of agency; rather, it delineates a transformational
structure proposed by generative Al, namely, that
the redistribution of decision-making power does not
necessarily correspond to a redistribution of decision
responsibility.

DerFINING AI-MEeDIATED TEACHER AGENCY

ThisarticleconceptualizesAl-mediated teacheragency
as the teacher’s capacity to exercise pedagogical
judgment, render explanations for instructional
decisions, and assume ethical responsibility in an Al-
influenced teaching situation.

This definition does not resolve all questions
related to agency (e.g., when agency is compromised
by institutional policies) nor does it quantify the
frequency of Al-teacher interactions or the teacher’s
technological skills. It rather emphasizes judgment
and responsibility, the two foundational components
of professional competence in teaching. In an Al-
mediated teaching context where Al devices may
assume a more active role, the teacher is more than
a mere Al user. In this context, the teacher plays a
joint role in decision-making, especially as she/he
continually asserts her/his judgment, despite Al-
generated recommendations and restrictions. This
conception raises a notable asymmetry. While Al
may contribute to the process of decision-making, it
cannot assume ethical responsibility for its outcome.
Ethical responsibility remains solely with the teacher.
Therefore, Al-mediated teacher agency is defined as
a concept of jointness and concentration. The tension
of jointness and concentration is precisely what the
JUDGE model is intended to examine and elucidate.
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The JUDGE Model

In order to elucidate how teachers maintain agency
in an Al-integrated teaching context, | propose the
JUDGE model for this study, a multi-dimensional
framework for the examination of how teachers
sustain professional judgment as they deploy
generative Al in ELT.

JUDGE’s five dimensions reflect a conceptual
integration of common themes from sociocultural
theory; ecological approaches to agency; literature
examining interactions between humans and Al; and
work on professionalism and ethics in Al-informed
contexts. These dimensions arose from discussions of
mediation and distributed cognition (Vygotsky, 1978;
Hutchins, 1995), agency as an ecological and relational
process (Emirbayer & Mische, 1998; Priestley, et al.,
2015), hybrid decision-making by humans and Al and
human professional control in the age of intelligent
technology (Jarrahi, 2018; Dellermann, et al., 2019);
and ethical accountability and responsibility in Al-
mediated contexts (Floridi, et al., 2018; Shneiderman,
2020), among others. As such, each dimension embodies
an underlying and recurring theme from the literature
about how teaching authority, professional expertise,
uncertainty, and moral obligation become negotiated by
human teachers and Al. The choice of the word “JUDGE”
as the acronym for this framework aims to emphasize
the continuing role of teacher judgment as the core
mediational agent in Al-augmented teaching.

The label JUDGE describes five elements:

Justification
Uncertainty Management
Decision Ownership
Guidance versus Governance
Ethical Accountability

The five elements are not isolated. They are
interdependent elements of the process, serving as
a framework for investigating how teachers maintain
the integrity of their pedagogical judgment as they
deploy Al in ELT.

Figure 1 presents a layered interpretation of the
JUDGE model, illustrating how Al-mediated inputs
are examined and interpreted through teacher
professional judgment in ways that shape classroom-
level pedagogical outcomes.
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Fig. 1: The JUDGE Model of AI-Mediated Teacher Agency in English Language Teaching

In reality, its effect is mediated via teachers’
professional judgement, with the five JUDGE
dimensions  providing levers through  which
instructional reasoning can be either stabilized
or altered as teachers engage with algorithmic
mediation. Thus, changes in agency do not occur per
se because of the presence of Al, but because of how
teachers mediate justification, regulate uncertainty,
take control, define limits to governance, and accept
ethical responsibility in light of Al-mediation. It
is precisely from this perspective that the model
considers teacher agency to be constantly negotiated
in the structuring of digital spaces.

Justification

Being able to provide reasons for, and defend,
professional decisions is a core aspect of teaching.
In the JUDGE model, this involves the extent to
which teachers can account for how they modify and
respond to Al recommendations while considering
learners’ needs, curriculum requirements, and
professional principles. Reflection of this kind has
been a foundational principle of professional thought
within the profession for some time (Dewey, 1933).

As an example, when teachers modify Al-
generated speaking tasks to meet CEFR criteria, they
may manipulate the level of task challenge, a factor
the system was likely not considering when producing
the content. Al can generate plausible, seemingly
accurate learning content: learning materials,
assessments, or pedagogical rationales, which may
prove culturally inappropriate, ethically unsound, or
contextually incongruent.

Where teachers accept Al recommendations
without reflection, epistemic authority may
be inadvertently ceded to a system incapable
of understanding their learners, whereas clear
evidence of strong justification can be seen when
teachers interrogate their responses to Al, modifying
their suggestions according to the situation
and contextualizing their choices within their
professional values. Conversely, where evidence of
weak justification is clear, Al recommendations have
been blindly accepted without reflection. This is less
about Al skill per se, and more about how teachers
deliberately interact with Al not as a substitute, but
as a facilitator of their pedagogical thinking, and as
such supports the conceptualization of teaching as
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a practice involving both reflection-in-action and
reflection-on-action (Schon, 1983).

Uncertainty Management

Al use can also result in what is arguably an unintended
consequence, the modification of how teachers
approach uncertainty within teaching. Historically,
pedagogical uncertainty (e.g., what would learners’
responses to a particular activity be? what is the best
way forward in a given instance?) has been an area for
professional exploration and responsiveness within
which teachers can exercise creative and responsive
pedagogy and student-focus.

In contrast, Al often offers a solution in the form
of an instant answer that can serve as a source of over-
attunement to Al authority. Teachers may begin to feel
they can no longer cope with pedagogical uncertainty,
or that they should no longer risk experimenting
with different pedagogical practices. The human
automation literature warns of reduced vigilance and
a decline in the application of professional judgement
when humans become complacent towards system
outputs (Parasuraman & Riley, 1997; Parasuraman,
Sheridan, & Wickens, 2000).

Such a phenomenon may be particularly evident
within the context of, for example, assessments,
where teachers must choose whether to use an
Al-generated rubric, or one consistent with the
institutional  rubric.  Uncertainty = management
measures the degree to which teachers accept
ambiguity, engage with experimentation, and avoid
falling back on “shortcuts” like Al-generated answers.
Proper uncertainty management therefore entails
that teachers view Al-generated output as a tool
rather than an end-product.

Decision Ownership

Decision Ownership refers to the teacher’s final say
in instructional decisions, especially relevant when
Al systems offer sophisticated lesson frameworks,
task structures, feedback wording, or assessment
rubrics. In other words, when teachers incorporate
Al into their practice, the critical consideration is
less if Al is being used in any capacity; instead, it is
about whether teachers still retain agency over the
instructional decisions they make and can defend on
pedagogical grounds.
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A recent study on teacher involvement in
educational change suggests that professional agency
is undermined when teachers have insufficient
ownership and/or lack a full sense-making of what
they are being asked to do: In these cases, while
the outcome is successful, the implementation may
be more procedural than reflective (Ketelaar et al.,
2012). Al-assisted planning is likely to replicate this
tendency. If teachers turn to Al to produce materials
that are efficient, fluid, and compliant with school
mandates, while the rationale for making certain
pedagogical choices gradually gets outsourced
elsewhere, ownership is eroded. The loss of agency
may happen slowly, even inadvertently, as teachers
engage in “acceptable and edit” cycles to produce
superficial changes, while preserving the original
intent.

To retain agency, then, teachers must exhibit
overt and deliberate pedagogical authorship. At
the bare minimum, this means treating Al output as
provisional, revising plans in response to students’
needs and local curriculum aims, and writing short
justifications for important changes (e.g., a note
describing why a task was reworked or why a rubric
suggestion was ignored). These seemingly minor
moves can be pivotal in maintaining professional
authority: Without them, it is easy for responsibility
to slip, such that the Al is effectively the main planner,
and teachers may be relegated to “final editor”
status. Studies of human-Al interaction stress that
clear parameters of who has the final authority are
crucial for maintaining accountability and expertise
(Amershi et al., 2019).

Guidance v ersus Governance

Guidance vs. Governance Al acts as guidance when
it enhances teachers’ thinking (e.g., by generating
options, prompting reflection, or making materials
that teachers then consider and use). It shifts to
governance when it subtly directs the teaching
(e.g., by narrowing choice, framing notions of “good
teaching,” or promoting standard solutions that are
difficult to refute).

This transition is frequently unarticulated:
Design features such as defaulting templates,
assertive-sounding suggestions, efficiency claims
(“this is your best lesson plan”), and “ready-to-use”
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materials can make it more tempting to accept a
prepackaged solution. Over time, this can limit the
variety of instruction that is considered, or make
alternative approaches more difficult to adopt.
Recent work on education governance notes that, as
Al-driven decisions become more common in schools,
the system of decision-making that undergirds
professional discretion may be reorganised, with
priorities and values becoming less visible (Knox et
al., 2020; Williamson, 2017). In classroom settings,
the risk of this happening in practice is that Al
may be used to replicate patterns over time rather
than prompt deliberation. This would be especially
relevant in educational contexts where efficiency,
reproducibility, and standardisation are rewarded
(see Section 4).

In ELT contexts, the risks of governance increase
when Al output attains a certain degree of prestige
- for example, when teachers trust Al judgments
of level or when Al-generated rubrics are deemed
as more objective. This is framed as a boundary
problem. If Al is providing guidance, then teacher
agency is supported. If Al is providing governance,
then agency is in competition. We can therefore use a
simple test. Do teachers have the power to ignore Al
recommendations without professional consequence?
If they can choose to do so and they are professionally
able to justify their refusal, then Al is providing
guidance. But if the risk of doing so increases, if
their refusal is more likely to be questioned, or if
there are professional consequences of ignoring
Al recommendations, then Al is starting to govern
teacher agency. It is important that these boundaries
are not transgressed to ensure teachers’ roles in
curriculum are not reduced to that of implementers
of automated decision-making processes.

Ethical accountability

Ethical accountability is another point at which
teacher agency is not negotiable. While Al can provide
suggestions, materials, and simulated feedback to
teachers, there are some areas where the human
teacher must remain accountable. Teachers must
remain responsible for ensuring content is fair
and appropriate, for supporting student learners
and ensuring well-being, and for ensuring policy
alignment.
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The risk of Al being viewed as the agent of
record may grow with advances in generative Al
systems which create outputs that increasingly
resemble human outputs. Research on human-
centred Al systems emphasises the need for human
responsibility, transparency, and control to ensure
human-trustworthy Al systems, especially in domains
with significant societal and educational impact
(Shneiderman, 2020). Recent research in human -
Al communication also stresses the importance of
transparency as well as developing strategies and
techniques to help users understand the capabilities
and limitations of Al systems and their uncertainty
(Amershi et al., 2019). In practice, this means that Al
systems should not be used to absolve teachers from
their responsibility or to assume that any Al-generated
output should be assumed as neutral, accurate or fair
simply because of the surface form that it may have.

Research in Al for education and ethics also points
to the need for teachers to assume certain responsi-
bilities for ethical Al use, including being aware of
the limitations and constraints of Al systems, man-
aging data and privacy risks, and understanding the
inherent risks of giving teachers the power to use Al
systems to make pedagogical decisions which may not
be entirely explainable or transparent (Adams et al.,
2022). Al for education ethics frameworks in recent
work (see, for example, Fu & Weng, 2024) also high-
light human autonomy and agency as ethical values in
themselves that need to be protected, and so ethical
Al in education is not just about harm reduction but
also about human capacities for decision-making and
professional autonomy. As such, principles related
to human agency, transparency, accountability, and
oversight are emphasised as the foundations of trust-
worthy and ethical Al systems (Floridi et al., 2018).

Within the JUDGE framework, the ethical use of
Al could be achieved through a small but meaningful
set of practices, including but not limited to:

« checking for bias and cultural misrepresenta-
tion in Al outputs

o refraining from using Al to input identifiable
data of learners (students and teachers) into
systems

e ensuring transparency regarding Al systems
and outputs
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« verifying that content is accurate as well as
Al-generated explanations and feedback

o providing opportunities to review Al content

e documenting the Al component of work (in
assessment and planning)

e having the authority to veto Al-generated
recommendations (especially feedback)

These are important practices that should not
just be considered an add-on that the teacher could
choose to do. They are an ethical cost that is part of
ethical Al in education. They are practices the teacher
must adopt when using powerful Al systems if the
profession is to continue to be viewed as one which is
based on human judgment and human relationships.

PATHWAY TO EMPIRICAL VALIDATION OF
THE JUDGE MobDEL

Although the present article is conceptual in
orientation, the JUDGE model also provides a
foundation for future empirical investigation. To this
end, the current article focuses on providing the
conceptual and theoretical justification of the JUDGE
model. This study is not a full psychometric validation
study but a proof of the concept of the model that
is designed and developed based on the widely
accepted procedures of developing and validating
measurement instruments where each of the JUDGE
model dimensions is assumed to be a separate and
distinct component of the Al-mediated agency
construct (Boateng et al., 2018; DeVellis, 2017). A
provisional set of measurement items that | call the
JUDGE Scale (J-Scale) was constructed and designed
to operationalize the JUDGE model. This scale, which
expert review found to have a high level of content
validity, will serve as the major instrument for the
future empirical validation of the JUDGE model.

Content validation is the first step in the validation
process where a set of items will be reviewed by
experts in ELT, teacher agency, and educational
technology to evaluate each item for its relevance,
clarity, and its conceptual alignment with the JUDGE
dimensions. The purpose of this content validation
step is to get an expert feedback to fine-tune the
wording of the items and the range of items to be
covered to avoid overlapping items and improve the
conceptual clarity.
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Following the content validation, the next stage
is to use a provisional set of items as a means for
checking the conceptual clarity and alignment of
the JUDGE dimensions in the next round of empirical
studies. As with this stage of the process, we are not
looking to fully psychometrically validate the model
but to examine if there are any issues regarding
the clarity, alignment, and consistency, which
would indicate potential conceptual problems. This
provisional scale serves as a check for the potential
problems with the scale before fully launching a scale
with psychometric properties. Without this, we could
end up with Al tools that will serve to merely support
compliance and the abdication of professional
judgment.

We will also pair these quantitative results with
qualitative data that capture specific situations found
in classrooms. In these cases, the teachers will use Al-
generated examples to make pedagogical judgment
and then reflect on the reasons for their judgment.
Semi-structured interviews will give us a deeper
understanding of the teachers’ interpretations of
their own use of Al for judgment.

Through these various means of validation, we can
ensure that our JUDGE model is not only theoretically
sound but also practically useful and transferable to
the development of future research and professional
development in Al-empowered education.

DiscussioN

The swift incorporation of generative artificial
intelligence (Al) into the teaching of English
necessitates a dual reconsideration of teaching
techniques as well as of the contexts in which
professional judgment operates. Previous research on
Al for educational purposes has primarily focused on
efficiency, personalization, usability, and teachers’
acceptance of the technology (Kasneci et al.,
2023; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). Although these
investigations offer insights into the conditions of
educational implementation, they have paid limited
attention to a fundamental question concerning
the renegotiation of teacher agency in situations
in which pedagogical options are shaped via
algorithmic mediation. For this reason, the present
article advocates a view that sees Al not merely
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as a means for instruction, but as an active agent
in pedagogical reasoning. In that sense, a shift in
pedagogical authority might not imply a shift in
teacher accountability, but may in fact intensify it.

The JUDGE model was introduced to bridge the
above theoretical lacuna by avoiding any dichotomies
of technological empowerment and technological
replacement. Within this perspective, teacher
agency is understood as negotiated, interactive,
and variously shared across human and non-human
agents. Al, to an increasing degree, determines what
pedagogies are perceived as effective, efficient,
or professionally suitable in the first place. This
development implies that teacher professionalism in
ELT may have to cope with an important shift in that
professional wisdom has conventionally been thought
to be located in teachers’ cognition, experience, and
situated responsiveness. However, today, Al-based
systems can propose teaching sequences, oral tasks,
grading criteria, corrective feedback, or instructional
trajectories prior to a teacher’s engagement in
reflective thinking. This suggests that Al could not
only be automating pedagogical decision-making, but
prestructuring the pedagogical context in which such
a process takes place. For instance, a task for oral
interaction that has been generated by a language
teaching Al may be perceived as communicatively
appropriate but may ignore intercultural pragmatics,
multilingual sensitivity, or affective considerations
for a specific classroom context. In this regard,
algorithmic mediation may constrain pedagogical
diversity through Al-generated solutions being
institutionalized as professional teaching norms.

At the same time, this analysis raises a question
about asymmetry in teachers’ participation in
pedagogical decision-making as opposed to teachers’
responsibility for the outcome of pedagogical
choices. In this sense, although Al may participate in
instructional decision-making, ethical responsibility
will remain with the teacher. It is not possible to
delegate teacher responsibility for pedagogical
fairness, contextual suitability, and learner well-
being to algorithmic systems. This paradox is
particularly visible in situations in which teachers

base their decision-making on Al-generated
feedback, CEFR-aligned teaching materials, or
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algorithmic guidance on pedagogical assessment
that may appear technically appropriate in terms of
linguistic correctness, but which lack intercultural
or pedagogical appropriateness. Thus, pedagogical
authority may become increasingly distributed
while ethical accountability remains concentrated
within the teacher. In fact, teachers may operate
within algorithmically mediated environments while
remaining solely accountable for the educational
and ethical outcomes of those decisions. These two
concepts constitute the Decision Ownership and
Ethical Accountability dimension in the JUDGE model.

Moreover, the above analysis also highlights a shift
from technological control of teacher agency to a
normalization of algorithmic governance in education
in which Al-based technologies may influence teacher
agency not via direct intervention, but via institutional
routines that include recommendation technologies,
feedback technologies, standardizing templates,
or efficiency-centered pedagogical models. In such
cases, technological governance may operate through
normalization rather than coercion. This may involve
a situation in which teachers may still appear to
be professionally autonomous despite the fact that
they are operating in pedagogical contexts that have
already been shaped through algorithmic assumptions
on effectiveness, simplicity, standardization, or
educational relevance. This issue may be particularly
significant in the teaching of English as a foreign
language because language education inherently
involves interpretation, relationships, and a cultural
context. Factors such as ambiguity, intercultural
negotiation, learners’ identity, classroom atmosphere,
and situational appropriateness constitute major
dimensions of language teaching that can hardly
be reduced to technological optimization. In this
sense, it may not be possible to view uncertainty in
the teaching of English as a pedagogical deficiency
that can be eliminated through Al-generated clarity.
In other words, the ability to negotiate ambiguity,
to interpret contextual features, or to respond
to emerging student needs may remain one of the
defining features of professionalism in teaching of
English.

Still, the argument advanced in the current
article is not a technologically deterministic or Al-free
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argument; it is not meant to say that the incorporation
of Al in education will always and inevitably lead to
a reduction in teachers’ professional agency. Rather,
the article emphasizes the importance of examining
how instructional authority is negotiated in specific
educational contexts where Al may or may not be
adopted and whether this incorporation may enhance
or detract from reflective teaching when teachers
are empowered to question, interpret, reject, or
contextualize the output of a generative Al-based
system. In contrast, in the cases when Al-based
technological advice or guidance is institutionally
privileged, unchallenged, or assumed to be more
objective or reasonable than teachers’ pedagogical
judgment, then the balance between Al-based
guidance and Al-based governance may change. It
is therefore important to note that as a theoretical
and conceptual piece of research, the article is
presented here in a tentative form in order for it to
be tested in future empirical and cross-contextual
research. Future research in this area should move
from a general conceptualization of Al adoption to
empirical questions on how teachers experience,
contest, re-interpret, negotiate, or internalize
algorithmic mediation in their day-to-day teaching.
In this regard, the value of the JUDGE model is not so
much to provide an answer to the above question, but
it helps to rephrase the question: the most significant
issue may be not whether teachers should adopt Al in
their daily teaching practice, but what the conditions
of pedagogical wisdom, pedagogical responsibility,
and professional agency might be in the future in
the light of the shift from pedagogical judgment to
algorithmically mediated pedagogies.

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND TEACHER
EbucAaTION

The proposal of the JUDGE model opens up several
avenues for both academic inquiry and practical
interventions in teacher education, particularly
within the context of Al-integrated learning.

From a research perspective, the JUDGE model
provides a tangible framework for studying how
teacher agency is constructed, negotiated, and
exercised in contexts where Al technologies are
embedded in the classroom. This shifts the focus away
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from merely investigating superficial indicators such
as teacher preferences for specific technologies or
the frequency of their use, toward deeper constructs
such as epistemic authority, pedagogical rationale,
and ethical accountability. This is supported by recent
scholarship which suggests that the 21st century
classroom is the stage for a co-adaptation of Al and
human roles where effective pedagogies can only
be achieved by the integration of Al technological
advances into the pedagogic practices and identity
of teachers (Kasneci et al., 2023). This perspective
is crucial because critical scholars of education
have cautioned that educational technologies might
silently influence teachers’ professional identity
and roles (Selwyn, 2019). This perspective opens
up opportunities for interdisciplinary research
that connects educational studies with other
domains such as ethics, cognitive science, and
human-computer interaction. Moreover, the model
provides a structure to investigate how teacher
agency functions differently depending on school
systems, levels of Al adoption, or organizational
climates.

It invites further investigation on how the
continued use of Al tools impacts teacher agency,
how teacher agency might vary across schools, and
how different Al technologies shape teacher agency
differently.

In terms of professional learning, the model offers
a timely perspective on professional development
practices in relation to the adoption of Al tools in
education. Moving beyond teaching teachers how to
use Al or how to formulate appropriate Al prompts, it
encourages teachers to build their critical Al literacy,
which is the ability to:

- Provide pedagogical reasoning for and against the

Al’s input;

» Negotiate and cope with the uncertainties of
Al-mediated contexts;

e Uphold their ownership of key instructional
decisions despite the Al’s persuasive sugges-
tion;

o Determine when the Al offers a suggestion
and when it may lead to usurping; and

o Assume the ethical responsibility of deci-
sion-making involving Al technologies.
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Incorporating these areas into professional
learning programs would enable teachers not just to
adopt Al, but also to exercise agency and assert their
authority and voice in a more automated educational
setting.

The model could also inform pre-service teacher
education by serving as a conceptual model that pre-
service teachers might consider when thinking about
the changing nature of the teacher’s role within Al-
mediated contexts. It could also be used to inform
policies of how schools and universities should
introduce Al technologies in educational settings,
ensuring their adoption in a manner that prioritizes
ethical responsibility and human judgment, rather
than focusing solely on the economics of Al adoption
or automating the human workload of teaching.
Ultimately, the model addresses both a gap in existing
theory and a gap in practice within the current context
of education. The JUDGE model, as a framework, can
be used within teacher education to prepare pre-
service teachers to make critical judgments regarding
the use of Al-supported pedagogical decision-making,
enabling them to develop their reflective judgment,
moral consciousness, and professional agency.

Moreover, this article offers a conceptualization
of the JUDGE model. Further research should evaluate
the model and its theoretical claims to confirm its
validity and generalizability. A possible path forward
is a multi-phase program of studies. First, we
recommend studies that investigate the JUDGE model
in situ to develop observable markers and indicators
of how teachers make sense of, negotiate, or adopt
different dimensions of agency when using Al in lesson
planning. This could be done by using qualitative
approaches like observation of teacher practice in the
context of teaching with Al, using stimulated recall
interviews. If this is not possible, we recommend the
authors focus on a second phase that validates an
existing and already copyrighted research instrument,
beginning with expert review, exploratory factor
analysis of the pilot, and then confirmatory factor
analysis of the validated instrument with a larger
group of teachers. With validation of the instrument,
we can further study the validity and reliability of
the instrument by studying the internal consistency
of the model as well as how it may predict or be
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correlated to other variables such as teacher agency,
teachers’ instruction quality, or student learning.
With further empirical testing, the JUDGE model
may thus evolve from a theoretical framework to an
empirically grounded analytical tool in the research
of Al-supported English language teaching.

CONCLUSION

In summary, this paper has proposed the JUDGE model
as a theoretical instrument to interrogate teacher
agency when mediated through Al in the context
of English language teaching. In an era in which Al
is becoming ubiquitous in the areas of planning,
assessment and instruction, we have argued that it
has become vital to understand what we mean by
teacher agency in this context. Utilising sociocultural
and ecological perspectives on agency, combined
with relevant evidence from the human-Al research
literatures, we have suggested that Al increasingly
participates in shaping the pedagogical conditions
within which professional judgment is exercised.
This suggests that in English language teaching, Al
currently assumes a more co-creative role in how
teachers make decisions, arrive at reasons for those
decisions and accept responsibility for the actions and
consequences. To facilitate this analysis, we outlined
the five aspects of the framework: Justification,
Uncertainty, Decision Ownership, Guidance versus
Governance, and Ethical Accountability.

The discussion here was intended as a conceptual
exploration that might facilitate further theorising
and practical investigation of how Al is implicated
in the construction and deployment of agency in
educational contexts. These issues connect with
wider conversations about the role of Al in education,
specifically concerning their transformative effects
for educational practices and the professional
identities of education agents (Selwyn, 2021).

Moreover, we have indicated that the model
could have an impact on the research agenda. Future
studies could build on these principles to investigate
further the ways in which professional judgement
changes with the introduction of Al tools in practice.
To do this, the model can be used to develop empiri-
cal instruments, mixed method studies or further ex-
perimental research to better understand the nature
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of teacher agency in an Al-mediated environment.
The model could also encourage teacher education
programmes to focus more on the ethical implica-
tions, contextual considerations and critical reflec-
tion on educational technologies in teacher profes-
sional training, given the increasing importance of
technology and the changing nature of educational
practice and policy worldwide. Thus, the JUDGE mod-
el has both principled and practical implications for
the field of Al in English language teaching, ensuring
that teachers remain not just users of technology,
but thoughtful professionals with ethical obligations
to ensure learning can take place through a mean-
ingful process. However, the real challenge will be to
explore how the redistribution of agency may occur
and the subsequent implications of such change both
from an empirical and ethical perspective.

The empirical validation of the proposed model
constitutes the next step in the research project.
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