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Abstract

As artificia intelligence (Al) is revolutionizing education, bringing unprecedented
opportunities yet reshaping teachers roles, Al literacy has become essentia for teachers to
ensure effective, critical, and ethical integration of Al into teaching. Situated in four tier-1
mega-cities (Beijing, Shanghai, Guangzhou, and Shenzhen) in Chinga, this study examined
differences between public and private secondary school English teachersin Al literacy, the
school support they receive for its development, and their motivation for Al-related CPD,
and explored the relationships between these three areas. A mixed-method approach was
used for a comprehensive understanding, combining an online-questionnaire (N=133
participants) and nine follow-up semi-structured interviews. Drawing on Ng et a.’s four-
dimension conceptualization, teachers’ Al literacy was assessed in terms of Knowing and
Understanding Al (KUAI), Applying Al (AAl), Evaluating Al Application (EAIA), and Al
Ethics (AIE). Three types of need-satisfaction support (competence, autonomy, and collegial
support) and five types of motivation (amotivation, external, introjected, identified, and

intrinsic) were also examined based on Ryan and Deci’ s (2020) Self-Determination Theory.

Quantitative findings revealed that public school teachers scored significantly higher than
their private school counterparts in overal Al literacy, KUAI, EAIA, collegia support,
overall motivation, and controlled motivation (external and introjected). Qualitative findings
supported these disparities and highlighted the need for joint action from government and
schools. Across school types, teachers reported relatively high levels of overall Al literacy,
school support, and motivation for Al-related CPD, although qualitative data to some extent
contradicted the results for the first two aspects. Teachers experienced most collegial support,
and were largely motivated by autonomous motivation (identified and intrinsic). Significant
positive correlations were consistently observed among the three domains, as well as among
some of their sub-dimensions. These findings revealed the inequitable resource distribution
between the two school types and the associated disparities in teachers Al literacy, school
support, and motivation for Al-related CPD, although caution is needed in interpreting the

results. .

Key words: Al literacy, school support, motivation, Continuous Professional

Development (CPD), Self-Determination Theory (SDT), public and private schools
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1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence (Al) has become pervasive across industries, greatly influencing and
even revolutionizing the field of education (Molefi et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2021). Its
transformative potential has been demonstrated in a wide range of educational applications
such as intelligent tutoring systems that enable adaptive and personalized learning
experiences (Lukin & Holmes, 2016; Koraishi, 2025). Such transformative power has even
sparked debates on whether human teachers will be replaced by Al (Selwyn, 2019), posing
great chalenges to teachers role. Besides this, Al has brought up other challenges in
education, including ethical concerns (Zaman, 2024), academic integrity (Chiu, 2023), and
the potential to exacerbate inequities, particularly in under-resourced schools (Ozer,2024). In
this light, only those teachers who can artfully manipulate this “magic tool” can survive and
thrive in their transformed roles in the new era of Al (Xu, 2020), underscoring the urgent

need for teachers to develop relevant abilities.

One response to this need is the development of various conceptualizations of Al literacy, a
multidimensional and still emerging construct. For example, Long and Magerko (2020)
define it as a set of competencies enabling individuals to critically evaluate Al technologies,
collaborate effectively with Al, and use it across contexts, while Pinski and Benlian (2024)
propose a two-dimensional model comprising five proficiency dimensions and six subject
areas. Compared with these two comprehensive yet complex conceptualizations, Ng et al.’s
(20214, 2021b) four-dimension framework offers a more focused and manageable basis for
empirical investigation in educational contexts, and thus is adopted by the present study.
According to their conceptualization, Al literacy includes four dimensions: Knowing and
Understanding Al (KUALI), Applying Al (AAI), Evaluating and Creating Al (ECAI), and Al
Ethics (AIE).

However, subsequent research has placed greater emphasis on students’ Al literacy, leaving
teachers Al literacy comparatively under-explored. The limited studies available suggest
that teachers’ Al literacy is generally low (Li et al., 2023; Yoon & Jang, 2024), with a lack
of deep understanding of Al principles (Pei et al., 2025) and insufficient attention to Al
ethics (Ayanwale et al., 2024; Sperling et a., 2024; Xu, 2020). While research specifically
targeting language teachers is even more scarce, two recent studies indicate that Al literacy
among language teachers may be at a moderate-to-high level (Wang & Pan, 2025; Maet al.,
2024), higher than that revealed in earlier studies. Such a difference may be related to



teachers' increasing exposure to Al in recent years, contextual differences, or the nature of
this specific teacher group, underscoring the importance of investigating the current state of
Al literacy among language teachers, English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers in

particular for the present study, and in different contexts.

Continuous Professional Development (CPD), encompassing all forma and informal
learning experiences that contribute to growth or development, is widely recognized as a key
factor in improving teachers development. Motivation is a decisive factor in determining
whether CPD participation is effective (McMillan et al., 2016; Osman & Warner, 2020).
According to Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2020), support for teachers
basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness can enhance
motivation, particularly intrinsic motivation. Therefore, it is important to investigate both the
need-satisfaction support teachers receive in their school contexts and their motivational
profilesfor Al-related CPD to better understand factors that encourage and hinder their CPD

engagement.

However, research focusing on teachers’ experiences in these areas remains limited. Existing
studies on school support indicate that such support is often insufficient (Kohnke et al., 2025;
Su et a., 2023), while the few studies on motivation for Al lack transparency in both
methodology and presentation of results (e.g. Tang et a., 2025). Building on these and other
research gaps identified, the present study then investigates three interrelated areas among
EFL teachers. their Al literacy, the need-satisfaction support they receive, and their
motivation for Al-related CPD.

The study is rooted in the context of Chinese public and private secondary schools, which, as
evidenced by both policy documents and personal observations, differ substantially in a wide
range of aspects including funding sources and access to educational resources. Pubic
schools, being state-funded, generally enjoy more government budgets, greater policy
support/regulation, and more formalized teacher training/evaluation systems, while private
schools, being market-oriented, have greater flexibility but limited government support.
When it comes to newly emerging trends or technologies like Al, these structural differences
can result in great disparities between two types of school. For example, in recent years,
government-led initiatives promoting “smart classrooms’ and Al-enhanced teaching have

often prioritized well-resourced public schools as pilot sites, potentially providing their
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teachers with earlier and more systematic exposure to Al tools. As a result, public school
teachers Al literacy and access to Al-related CPD may be more actively supported, whereas
private school teachers may face greater barriers in engaging with Al integration. Such
potential disparities sparked the initial interest in a comparative investigation between the
two school types from teachers perspectives and experiences.

The present study then seeks to bring together three areas that have typically been
investigated in isolation: Al literacy, need-satisfaction school support, and motivation for
Al-related CPD. Situated in the Chinese EFL context, it investigates to what extent teachers
in public and private schools differ across those three areas, and explores the relationships
among them. To achieve these aims, a mixed-methods approach, is used, combining an
online questionnaire and follow-up semi-structured interviews to obtain a more

comprehensive understanding.

2. Literature Review

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to the present study. Section 2.2 explores key
research on Al literacy, including the integration of Al in education, conceptual frameworks
of Al literacy, and existing studies on teachers’ Al literacy. Section 2.3 examines how
teachers perceived school support is related to their Al literacy and motivation, as well as
how teachers' are motivated to participate in Al-related CPD, drawing on self-determination
theory (SDT). Section 2.4 outlines the rational and the research questions of this study.

2.1. Al Literacy
2.1.1. Al in Education

Artificial Intelligence (Al) was first defined by John MacCarthy in 1956 as the science of
making intelligent machines that can “use language, form abstractions and concepts, solve
kinds of problems now reserved for humans, and improve themselves’ (MacCarthy, 2007,
cited in Russel & Norvig, 2010, p.17). Since then, Al has been defined in increasingly
diverse ways, and a universally accepted definition has yet to be established (Wang, 2019).

3



For example, Baker and Smith (2019) defined Al as “computers which perform cognitive
tasks, usually associated with human minds, particularly learning and problem-solving (p.10),
while Goel and Davies (2019) proposed that Al includes three sub-fields, namely, “robotics,
machine learning, and cognitive systems’ (p.602). These definitions reflect the
interdisciplinary characteristics of Al (Long & Magerko, 2020). In other words, rather than
refer to a single, specific technology, Al encompasses a wide range of technologies such as
machine learning, algorithms, and natural language processing (Zawacki-Richter et al.,
2019).

With rapid advancements in these technologies, Al has become pervasive across industries,
including finance, business or medicine (Lukin & Holmes, 2016), and plays an increasingly
important role in many aspects of everyday life (Ng et a., 2021a; 2021b). Education is no
exception. In fact, Al has begun to revolutionize the field, ushering in a new era of teaching
and learning (Molefi et al., 2024; Su et al., 2023; Zhang & Zhang, 2024). For example,
Lukin and Holmes (2016) described three kinds of educational software applications that
help provide more personalized, inclusive, and engaging learning environments, including
intelligent personal tutors, intelligent support for collaborative learning, and intelligent
virtual reality to support learning in authentic environments. They aso highlighted that to
fully realize the transformative power of Al, teachers undoubtedly play a central role and

should devel op new and sophisticated knowledge and skills of Al application.

Later, Zawacki-Richter et al. (2019) conducted a systematic review of 146 publications on
Al applications in higher education, identifying four main areas, including “profiling and
prediction, intelligent tutoring systems, assessment and evaluation, and adaptive systems and
personalisation” (p.20). Such Al applications have increasingly adopted and transformed
language teaching (Koraishi, 2025). For instance, language learning platforms such as
Duolingo use Al to adapt learning contents to learners levels of proficiency, and
standardized testing organizations like ETS employ automated scoring systems to assess
writing and even speaking performances and provide accurate feedback (Chen et al., 2021;
ETS Global, 2024). These Al applications facilitate personalized and adaptive learning

experience with improved efficiency.

While these Al applications hold significant potential to enhance teaching and learning
practices, they also bring substantial challenges and risks. One of the most frequently
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discussed concerns is the ethical use of Al in education (Ozer, 2024; Zaman, 2024). For
instance, Al tools have been increasingly used by students to complete assignments, projects,
or essays. Excessive reliance on these tools, especially when used to generate entire pieces of
work, can lead to unethical behaviors such as plagiarism and academic dishonesty. Currently,
there still exists a lack of robust and reliable detection tools, making such practices often go
unnoticed and potentially resulting in unfair grading (Chiu, 2023). Students who use Al
extensively may receive higher marks than their peers who complete work independently,
thereby undermining the fairness and integrity of educational assessment systems (Sok &
Heng, 2023). Moreover, inequitable access and digital divides are exacerbated by disparities
in digital and Al literacy across and within countries, disadvantaging under-resourced
schools, teachers, and students (Ozer, 2024). While many teachers are often found to be
underprepared to integrate Al into teaching practice, lacking both sufficient Al literacy and
relevant pedagogical skills (Su et a., 2023), teachers from disadvantaged educational
environments may face even more fundamental barriers, lacking access to Al technologies
and Al literacy. Additionaly, the educational transformation driven by Al advancements is
reshaping teachers professional roles. As the capabilities of Al technologies continue to
evolve, the role of teachers is increasingly being questioned, with ongoing debates over
whether Al might replace human teachers (Selwyn, 2019).

In response to these challenges, many researchers argue that teachers in the era of Al need to
acquire not only professional knowledge or skills but also but also competencies to use Al
effectively, efficiently and appropriately (Ayanwale et a., 2024; Fenwick, 2018; Lacity &
Willcocks, 2017; Xu, 2020; Zha et a., 2021) . In this light, it would be reasonable to expect
that increasing research attention has been devoted to understanding and enhancing teachers
Al literacy, which incorporates a range of competencies such as critically evaluating Al,
communicating and collaborating with Al, and effectively using Al (Long & Magerko,
2020). However, this area remains largely under-explored within the field of teacher
education (Konnke et al., 2025; Ng et al., 2023; Sperling et al., 2024; Wu & Miller, 2025).
Some scholars further argue that Al users, including teachers, to a large extent have been Al
illiterate, without sufficient Al-related knowledge or competencies (Pinski & Benlian, 2024;
Wilton et al., 2022).These all highlight the need to investigate and understand teachers’ Al
literacy in specific educational contexts so asto improve it.



In China, the government has actively promoted Al integration into education in recent year,
launching initiatives such as “smart classrooms’, ‘remote synchronous classroom”, and
“smart campus’. These initiatives have often prioritized public schools, with large-scale pilot
projects supported by substantial infrastructure investments as well as technical and
professional development support. Private schools, however, due to differences in
governance and funding models, may have limited access to such Al-related resources and
training. Addressing this gap, the present study examines the Al literacy of teachers in
Chinese public and private schools, aiming to provide a deeper understanding of their Al
literacy, and to determine whether disparities in Al literacy exist between the two school

types.

2.1.2. Conceptualization of Al Literacy

As Al continues to reshape various sectors of society, including education, the concept of Al
literacy has emerged as a growing area of global research interest (Sperling, 2024). Although
still in its infancy, Al literacy has been described and defined in diverse ways, prompting
many researchersto call for further conceptual refinements (Laupichler et al., 2022; Sperling,
2024).

Al literacy, widely recognized as a multidimensional construct (Pel et al., 2025), was
initially defined by Kandlhofer et al.(2016) as the ability not only to use Al technologies or
applications, but, more importantly, to understand the underlying techniques and concepts
behind them. Since then, the concept has been further explored and redefined, resulting in
various conceptualizations that differ in terms of the composition and configuration of

relevant abilities and competencies.

Long and Magerko (2020) define Al literacy as ‘a set of competencies that enable
individuals to critically evaluate Al technologies; communicate and collaborate effectively
with Al; and use Al as atool online, at home, and in the workplace’(p. 2). They further
distill a list of 17 specific competencies from a wide range of interdisciplinary literature,
organized under five key themes including “What is Al; What can Al do?, How does Al
work?, How should Al be used?, and How do people perceive Al?" (p. 3). This
conceptualization offers a broad understanding of Al literacy that goes beyond technical and
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conceptual knowledge, encompassing cognitive, social, and ethical dimensions, and thus is

often frequently cited as a comprehensive definition of Al literacy.

Similarly, Kong et a. (2021) conceptualize Al literacy through three competence
components. understanding Al concepts, as well as using those concepts to evaluate and
understand the real world through problem solving. While this conceptualization broadly
aligns with that of Long and Magerko (2020), it is less comprehensive and omits dimensions
such as Al ethics, which is increasingly recognized as an integral part of Al literacy that
requires greater attention (Dabbagh et a., 2025; Sperling et al., 2024; Wilton et al., 2022; Xu,
2020).

More recently, based on areview of 68 multidisciplinary studies, Pinski and Benlian (2024)
propose a two-dimensional framework of Al literacy, in which five proficiency dimensions
(knowledge, awareness, skills, competencies, and experience) are closely interrelated with
six Al subject areas (Al modes, data for Al, Al interfaces, Al tools,
humans/organizations/society, cross area). They argue that the integration of these
proficiency dimensions across subject areas enables “purposeful, efficient, and ethical” (p. 1)
use of Al, thereby conceptualizing Al literacy as a “halistic proficiency concept” (p. 16) with
“an enabling character” (p. 4). Additionally, they point out that different user groups (e.g.,
experts vs. non-experts, doctors vs. Teacher), require and demonstrate different Al literacy,
highlighting the relevance of focusing the present study specifically on English teachers Al

literacy in China.

While Long and Magerko (2020) and Pinski and Benlian (2024) have proposed theoretically
inclusive and comprehensive conceptualizations of Al literacy, their definitions to some
extent are less practical in empirical research, with the former containing a list of 17
competencies and the latter encompassing the holistic and complex interrelations between
five proficiency dimensions and six subject areas. This study then adopts Ng et al.’s (20214,
2021b) conceptualization, which comprises four dimensions that are more focused and
manageable for empirical investigation of teachers Al literacy and directly relevant to

educational contexts.

According to Ng et al. (2022), Al literacy, despite variations in its definitions, is generally
conceptualized as a range of technological attitudes, skills, and competencies enabling

effective and ethical use of Al in daily life. In earlier work, through systematic reviews of 18
(



and 30 peer-reviewed articles in the field of education respectively, Ng et a. (2021a, 2021b)
identified four core dimensions of fostering Al literacy. These dimensions—knowing and
understanding Al (KUALI), applying Al (AAl), evaluating and creating Al (ECAI), and Al
ethics (AIE)—are mapped onto the cognitive domains of Bloom's Taxonomy, extending
from lower-order thinking skills such as remembering and understanding to higher-order
skills including applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating, and provide a structured

framework for Al literacy.

In this framework, KUAI refers to knowing the foundational knowledge of Al concepts,
skills, and how Al systems function; AAI involves the ability to apply Al knowledge,
concepts, and applications in different contexts, ECAI encompasses higher-order thinking
skills, including evaluating, communicating and collaborating with, designing Al
applications, AIE focuses on human-centered considerations such as issues related to
fairness, accountability, transparency, and ethics. While most of the reviewed studies foster
Al literacy primarily by enhancing the dimensions of KUAI and AAI, the other two
dimensions, ECAI and especialy AIE, are relatively less discussed or emphasized as integral
components of Al literacy. This imbalance highlights the importance of adopting a
comprehensive framework, such as that proposed by Ng et a. (2021a, 2021b), which equally
values al four dimensions, to fully understand components of teachers Al literacy and

address the existing weaknesses to foster improvements.

2.1.3. Research on Teachers Al Literacy

As highlighted by World Economic Forum (2022), “Building an Al-powered society that
benefits all requires each of us to become literate about Al”, demonstrating the growing
global awareness of the importance of Al literacy in all walks of life. While much attention
has been paid to equipping students with Al literacy, teachers, who are expected to both
adopt Al in their teaching and foster students Al literacy, are often overlooked (Pan &
Wang, 2025). Compared with the rapidly expanding body of research on students Al

literacy, studies focusing on teachers’ Al literacy remain relatively limited.

Among the existing studies, many report that teachers’ current levels of Al literacy are far

from ideal, with gaps in different dimensions. For example, Li et al. (2023) and Y oon and
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Jang (2024) examined the overal levels of Al literacy among 323 pre-service teachers in
China and 105 in Korea, respectively. The former developed a Likert-scale questionnaire
measuring Al knowledge, ability, awareness, and ethics, drawing on measurement
frameworks for digital and information literacy. The latter adopted Hwang et al.’s (2024)
scale, which assesses five dimensions of Al literacy: identification, understanding, usage,
application, and creation. Analyzing quantitative data from self-reported surveys, both
studies found that the overall levels of Al literacy were relatively low. Notably, while Li et al.
identified teachers' particularly low competence in Al ethics, whereas Y oon and Jang did not
include ethics as a dimension at all, showing that Al ethics may be overlooked not only by
both pre-service teachers but also by some researchers. In addition, the instruments used by
both studies were not well-developed based on comprehensive frameworks of Al literacy.
Instead, they either based their research on conceptualizations of other forms of literacy or
employed poorly constructed Likert scales, with some dimensions measured by as few as
two items—a number generally insufficient to ensure acceptable internal consistency and
reliability. Such limitations may potentially compromise their ability to capture the full

picture of teachers' Al literacy—an issue that future research should address.

Similarly, Pei et a. (2025) examined 200 pre-service teachers Al literacy in the US.
However, unlike the two studies reviewed above, they used a well-designed questionnaire
developed under the guidance of Bloom’'s Taxonomy and technology acceptance model 3,
with four layers to measure participants understanding of Al, perceptions of applying Al, Al
ethical issues, and professional development. Drawing on both qualitative and thematic
analysis, the study revealed teachers’ limited awareness of Al ethics, an issue noted in many
other studies (Ayanwale et al., 2024; Li et al., 2023; Selwyn, 2019; Sperling et al., 2024; Xu,
2020).1n addition, they found that participants, although with relatively strong knowledge of
Al concepts, showed weaker understanding of Al mechanisms, indicating a superficial
understanding of Al. Such insufficient understanding appeared to further affect their
confidence in Al knowledge, comfort in using Al, and confidence in future Al application.
This finding echoes earlier research that highlights the critical role of understanding
fundamental knowledge of Al in improving the willingness and confidence in the integration
of Al technologies (Stolpe & Hallstrom, 2024; Zhao et al., 2022). Despite the robust research
design, the relatively small sample size limited the power of this study, highlighting the need

for future research with larger samples across diverse contexts.
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Among larger participant groups (1013 Chinese middle school teachers and 529 Nigerian
pre-service teachers, respectively), Zhao et a. (2022) and Ayanwale et a. (2024). not only
examined teachers’ overall levels and components of Al literacy but also explored the
relationships among these dimensions. While the former grounded their research and Likert-
scale questionnaire in Ng et al.’s (2021a, 2021b) four-dimensiona framework of Al literacy,
the latter developed their study and survey scale by integrating multiple frameworks,
including those proposed by Long and Magerko (2020), Ng et al.(2021a, 2021b), and
Caroulus et al. (2023). Despite their differing conceptualizations of Al literacy, both studies
offered comprehensive investigation of the relationships among similar variables including
Knowing and understanding of Al (KUAI), Al Ethics, Apply Al, Evaluate/Create Al, using
structural equation modeling. Their findings highlighted the foundational role of knowing
and understanding Al (KUAI) in positively influencing other dimensions.

In contrast to the subjective measurements of Al literacy used by studies above, Ding et al.
(2024b) designed and validated their own instrument incorporating 25 objective-based items
in the form of “multiple-choice questions, true/false statements, and sorting inquiries. They
categorized the 17 competencies proposed by Long and Magerko (2020) into five facets, and
constructed items to assess each facet from references cited by Long and Magerko’'s work
and other existing academic materials, which were further discussed, reviewed, revised by an
additional professor and the primary researcher. They administered the assessment among
pre- and in-service teachers in the US and collected 196 responses. Descriptive results
indicated that both types of teachers had moderate levels of Al literacy, with in-service
teachers dightly outperforming pre-service teachers. They also revealed teachers lack of
solid or in-depth knowledge of the mechanisms of how Al works, aligned with Pei et al.’s
(2025) findings. In addition, they used diverse approach to validate the assessment they
developed, including expert review and statistical analyses such as exploratory factor
analysis and item response theory, thereby confirming its the validity. However, as Lintner’s
(2024) systematic review of 16 Al literacy scales revealed, most scales for Al literacy still
lacked certain forms of satistical validation (e.g. content/construct validity and
responsiveness) and, more importantly, had not been tested across different cultural contexts.
This suggests that Dint et a.’s (2024b) objective assessment, along with other self-reported
instruments used in studies reviewed earlier, should be further examined for validity in
varied educational and cultural settings.
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While general teachers’ Al literacy has been explored to some extent, studies specifically
investigating language teachers’ remain even more scare (Koraishi, 2025; Liu, 2025; Pan &
Wang, 2025). Although language teachers, especially English language teachers, have
generally responded positively, showing enthusiasm for adopting Al tools to enhance
teaching practices (Molefi et al., 2024), their levels of Al literacy haven't been the focus of
most studies. Wang and Pan (2025) conducted a mixed-methods study, including a self-
designed and validated online survey and semi-structure interviews, among 782 English
teachers in Chinese universities to investigate teachers’ Al literacy in the context of English
as aforeign language (EFL). They found that most of English teachers had moderate, good
or excellent Al literacy (45.5%, 28.4%, and 14.1% respectively), while only 12.1% of
teachers self-reported to have poor Al literacy. The results appeared to be better than those
reported in studies previously reviewed. Such a difference may be related to teachers
increasing exposure to Al in recent years, contextual differences or characteristics specific to
this teacher group, underscoring the importance of investigating the current state of Al
literacy among language teachers, English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers in

particular for the present study, in diverse contexts.

Taken together, limited research on teachers’ Al literacy depicts a picture of teachers who
demonstrate unsatisfactory yet dynamic and developing overall levels of Al literacy. Results
on components of teachers’ Al literacy revealed their lack of awareness of Al ethics and
variations in their other aspects. These make it important to conduct studies in different
contexts on Al literacy of teachers, especialy language teachers, in order to have a more
comprehensive understanding of their Al literacy profiles and thus inform the design of

relevant programs to foster improvements.

2.2. School Support and Teachers Motivation for Al-Related Continuous Professional
Development (CPD)

2.2.1. Al-Related CPD and |ts Effectiveness

The conceptualizations of teacher Continuous Professional Development (CPD) have
evolved over the years. Earlier definitions tended to equate CPD with training events held
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occasionally to deliver cognitive knowledge or skills to maintain teachers quality,
competence, and accountability (Bolam, 1982; Kennedy, 2007; Sturrock & Lennie, 2009).

More recent perspectives emphasize life-long learning for both professional and personal
development as well as the importance of teachers' individual needs and attitudes (Bolam &
McMahon, 2004, Earley & Bubb, 2004; Hargreaves, 1995). The present study adopts a more
comprehensive definition of CPD proposed by Day (1999, p4):

Professional development consists of al natural learning experiences and those
conscious and planned activities which are intended to be of direct or indirect benefit
to the individual, group or school, which contribute through these, to the quality of
education in the classroom. It is the process by which, alone and with others, teachers
review, renew and extend their commitment as change agents to the moral purposes
of teaching; and by which they acquire and develop critically the knowledge, skills
and emotional intelligence essential to good professiona thinking, planning and
practice with children, young people and colleagues throughout each phase of their
teaching lives. (Day, 1999, p.4)
According to this definition, teachers CPD encompasses a wide range of forma and
informal learning experiences that contribute to their growth, development, and positive
change. These activities are not limited to the acquisition of professional knowledge, skills,
and competence necessary for delivering high-quality education; they also address the
emotional and moral dimensions of teachers personal and professional lives. Importantly,
CPD is defined as a lifelong, reflective process that evolves across the different phases of a

teacher’s career, involving both individual and collaborative learning.

Building on this conceptualization, the present study defines Al-related CPD activities as
any natural or planned learning opportunities—such as workshops, training sessions, self-
directed exploration, or collaborative discussions—that am to enhance any aspect of
teachers Al literacy in educational contexts. These activities may be school-supported or
self-driven and reflect varying degrees of engagement, from raising basic awareness to

facilitating pedagogical applications of Al.

As CPD has been widely recognized as a key factor in improving teacher quality and thus
students’ achievements across various contexts (Avalos, 2010; Lessing & De Witt, 2007,
Saleem et al., 2021; Wan, 2011; ), numerous studies have been focused on how to design and
deliver more effective CPD programs (Guskey, 2003). This has resulted in the identification

of a series of characteristics of effective CPD, including a strong content focus, sustained
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course duration, relevance to teaching practice and school goals, and opportunities for
collaboration (Murray, 2014). In the context of Al-related CPD, the newly emerging areain
teacher education, some initial efforts have been made to propose programs effective in

supporting teachers development in Al literacy.

Several recent studies have argued that specific types of Al-related CPD programs can be
effective in enhancing teachers' Al literacy. For example, based on Ng et al’ s (2021a, 2021b)
framework of Al literacy, Ding et a. (2024a) designed a four-hour Al-related CPD program
consisting of a lecture, discussions of three video-recorded cases of Al pedagogical
application, and online surveys, and investigated its influence on Al literacy among seven
middle school science teachers in the US. It was found that the overall levels of teachers
self-reported Al literacy significantly increased after the program, with most gains in their
understanding of Al concepts and their pedagogical application of Al. Similarly, Vazhayil et
a. (2019) described a two-day workshop for 34 computer science teachers without any prior
knowledge about Al concepts. Through self-paced learning of training materials and hands-
on, game-based activities—such as developing chatbots and image recognition tools—
teachers engaged in collaborative and reflective learning, which fostered a deeper
understanding of Al. Qualitative data, including interviews and video reflections, revealed
participants highly positive attitudes towards the program design. In another study,
Kandlhofer et la. (2019) attempted to design a standardized certification system for Al
education, involving validated multiple-choice questions and interactive tasks to test learners
Al knowledge. The curriculum included five-day classes and 50 hours of online learning, in
which teachers are trained to be certified trainers who then delivered the training to certify

students as certified trainees.

While these studies developed and to some extent confirmed the effectiveness of some forms
of Al-related CPD programs, they are mostly small in scale, often involving limited numbers
of participants within specific institutional or regional contexts. Furthermore, there is no
control group or comparison condition to determine the relative effectiveness of the
programs, and no follow-up assessments were conducted to evauate their long-term
effectiveness. Additionally, the CPD activities examined are often stand-alone or short-term
interventions, rather than part of a coherent, sustained, and systematically designed pathway
for CPD. Moreover, these programs often lack a clear theoretical or scientific framework to

inform curriculum design, making it difficult to determine what content should be included
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or prioritized to develop comprehensive Al literacy. These limitations make it difficult to
draw firm conclusions about the effectiveness of such Al-related CPD programs, pointing to
the need for further validation across diverse educational settings and larger teacher
populations. However, these early efforts represent important first steps in addressing the
gap in Al-related teacher education. They highlight the potential and value of Al-related
CPD programs to support teachers Al literacy.

However, regardliess of how well these programs are designed and delivered, they cannot
reach their full potential if teachers are not willing or motivated to participate. Increasingly,
scholars argue that it is not merely the effectiveness of CPD design, but rather teachers
motivation to participate that plays a decisive role in determining the impact of CPD
activities (Liu et a., 2014; McMillan et a., 2016; Osman & Warner, 2020). In the context of
teachers' Al literacy, therefore, it is essential to investigate what motivates them to
participate in Al-related CPD activities to ensure meaningful and effective CPD.

2.2.2. School Support and Motivation: A Self-Deter mination Theory (SDT) Per spective

Motivation, as a complex and multifaceted concept (Dornyei, 2001), has been extensively
researched, resulting in a variety of conceptualizations and theoretical frameworks ranging
from Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy of needs and Herzberg et al.’s(1959) two-factor theory to
Deci and Ryan’'s (1985) Self-Determination Theory (SDT). The present study adopts SDT, a
classical and influential theory widely used to interpret studies on teachers’ motivation (Lam
et al., 2010; Yang, 2021).

According to SDT, motivation is categorized into amotivation, extrinsic motivation, and
intrinsic motivation. Amotivation refers to “the lack of any forms of regulation, whether
extrinsic or instrinsic” (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011:27). Extrinsic motivation refers to
engaging in activities for external rewards or incentives, whereas intrinsic motivation refers
to doing activities for their inherent interest, enjoyment or curiosity.

Despite the seemingly opposing nature of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, Ryan and Deci
(2000) argue that these constructs lie along a continuum rather than forming a dichotomy,
reflecting different degrees of autonomy or self-determination. The continuum places
participating in activities out of heteronomy (e.g. external obligation) and autonomy (internal

desires) at each end. While intrinsic motivation is autonomous and self-determined, extrinsic
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motivation is not necessarily heteronomous. When individuals internalize the external
obligation, their extrinsically-motivated behaviors can become more autonomous. According
to SDT, the greater the degree of internalization, the more self-determined the individual’s
regulation is likely to be. In this light, extrinsic motivation is further divided into four sub-
types, namely: external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and
integrated regulation, varying in the degrees of internalization and self-determination.
External regulation is the least internalized, with actions controlled by externa incentives;
introjected regulation involves partia internalization, with individuals engaging in activities
to avoid anxiety or improve self-esteem; identified regulation involves relatively higher
levels of self-determination as individuals perform an action because of their recognition and
acceptance of its value; integrated regulation is highly self-determined and autonomous, with
individual engaging in an activity due to its importance to their sense of self. While
individuals can be simultaneously motivated by multiple types of motivation, and different
types of motivation are al important, it has been widely supported in literature that intrinsic
motivation and autonomous or well-internalized forms of extrinsic motivation can predict
better achievements in different educational contexts (Froiland & Worrell, 2016; Hein et al.,
2012; Ryan & Deci, 2020; Taylor et a., 2014).

SDT argues that while individuals have innate or autonomous motivational tendencies to
seek psychological growth, learning, mastery and connection, these propensities are not
automatic. In fact, they entail supportive conditions from the environment to be robust.
According to SDT, individuals are driven by three basic psychological needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. The need for autonomy refers to the need to feel that one's
actions are self-initiated and self-regulated, rather than externaly controlled; the need for
competence involves the need to feel capable and experience mastery of tasks or skills; and
the need for relatedness is the need for belonging and connection with others (Wut et al.,
2025; Ryan & Deci, 2020). These needs play a critical role in individuals healthy
development and should be supported and satisfied. When the environment is supportive
enough to meet al these needs, higher levels of motivation for engaging in activities can be
fostered (Chui et a., 2024; Lam et a., 2010; Ryan & Deci, 2020). Furthermore, Ryan and
Deci (2020) argue that supports for basic psychological needs can enhance intrinsic
motivation and the internalization of extrinsic motivation. In other words, when these basic
needs are satisfied, individuals can feel their behaviors are internally initiated and self-
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determined, resulting in enhanced intrinsic motivation and internalized extrinsic motivation,

and thus achieving better well-being and development (Y ang. 2021).

Based on SDT, schools, as the environments that can facilitate or hinder motivation, play a
critical role in shaping teachers’ motivation. To be specific, when schools provide sufficient
support to satisfy teachers' needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, teachers are
more likely to have enhanced intrinsic motivation or more internalized forms of extrinsic
motivation. However, in practice, many teachers are forced to support students
psychological needs without theirs being well supported, often facing various institutional
constraints (Ryan & Deci, 2020). This imbalance is evident in the context of Al literacy
education, where teachers are encouraged and expected to integrate and even teach Al, yet
may lack institutional support to meet their needs for the development of Al literacy.
Addressing this gap, the present study investigates the extent to which teachers’ basic
psychological needs are supported within school environments, and how such school

supports relate to their motivation to engage in activities to enhance Al literacy.

2.2.3. Resear ch on School Support and Al Literacy

Although school support has been investigated in a range of studies for its role in promoting
students' Al literacy (Lee et a., 2020; Shen & Cui, 2024; Xiaet a., 2023) , limited research
has explored how schools support teachers three psychological needs for autonomy,

competence, and relatedness in the context of Al literacy development.

Some studies have found that their access to relevant institutional support remains limited,
further hindering teachers' successful integration of Al in education. For example, Kohnke et
a. (2025) conducted a qualitative study with 15 pre-service teachers studying in a teacher
education program in Hong Kong to explore their perceptions of Al integration and Al
literacy development. Thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews revealed that,
although participants consistently acknowledged the importance of developing Al literacy
and expressed a strong need for institutional guidance, the institutional support they received
varied considerably. While some reported access to occasional workshops, lectures, or short
courses amed at building Al-related skills, others stated that their university provided no
relevant support at all. Participants also emphasized that Al-related training should not be
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one-off or isolated; rather, schools should encourage ongoing and sustained professional
development to ensure meaningful and long-term growth in teachers Al literacy.
Additionally, Su et a. (2023) and Laupichler et a. (2022) reviewed literature on Al literacy
in early, higher and adult education contexts. Both reviews identified a widespread lack of
Al knowledge, skills, and confidence in Al integration among teachers. Teachers were also
found to lack the competence to design Al courses or determine appropriate content, and
they did not have access to school-level guidelines or ingtitutional direction. These findings
collectively demonstrated that schools failed to provide adequate support to meet teachers
needs for competencein Al literacy.

While these studies coallectively highlight the lack of institutional support for teachers’ Al
literacy development, they tend to adopt largely descriptive approaches, focusing on general
perceptions of school support or teachers performances in teaching Al-related content. In
the absence of guiding theoretical frameworks for school support, such as need-supportive
theory in SDT, these studies offer limited insight into the underlying mechanisms.
Specifically, they do not examine what kinds of support teachers receive or lack, nor how
different forms of school support relate to their motivation to engage in Al-related CPD

activitiesand their Al literacy levels.

Addressing this gap, some studies have explored how school environments that align with
teachers’ basic psychological needs can enhance their Al-related knowledge, motivation, and
classroom integration (Chiu et al., 2024; Shen & Cui, 2024; Wu& Miller,2025; Wut et dl.,
2025) . For example, drawing on Falloon’s (2020) framework of teacher digital competence
(TDC), which includes personal-professional and personal-ethical competences, Chiu et al.
(2024) employed a mixed-methods approach to investigate how school environments
support teachers’ psychological needs, contribute to their competences in using digital
technologies including Al-related technologies and influence their engagement in TDC
development activities. The researchers collected quantitative data from 370 in-service
secondary school teachers through a structured questionnaire, measuring perceived school
learning support, need satisfaction (autonomy, competence, relatedness), and digital
competence. In addition, they conducted qualitative focus group interviews and school
document analysis to have in-depth understanding of how teachers’ TDC can be fostered by
need-supportive strategies. The findings revealed that school support positively predicted

TDC, and this relationship was fully mediated by the satisfaction of teachers basic
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psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (belonging, connection,
collegial support). The study also proposed 12 need-supportive strategies to be embedded in
professional development systems to satisfy teachers' three needs, and thus foster strong
TDC and moativation to engage in TDC professional development. This well-designed study
provide valuable insights into the relationships perceived school support and TDC including
Al-related skills. However, it does not isolate Al literacy as a distinct domain, overlooking

the specific demands and distinct nature of Al literacy.

To address this gap, Wut et al. (2025) conducted a quantitative study in the higher education
context to investigate how perceived institutional support and perceived risk of Al relate to
teachers’ Al literacy. Based on survey data from 123 university teachers, the results showed
that perceived autonomy and competence support were positively associated with Al literacy,
consistent with the relevant findings of Chiu et al. (2024). However, perceived relatedness
support (feeling cared/close/connected with others) was not found to have a significant effect
on Al literacy, diverging from Chiu et a.’s study, where perceived relatedness support also
predicted digital competence. This divergence may be attributed to contextual differences
between two studies. While Chiu et al. (2024) focused on secondary school teachers, who
may experience more collegial collaboration and peer learning, Wut et al.’s (2025)
participants were university faculty, who tend to work more independently. These findings
suggest that the role of relatedness support in Al literacy development may vary across
educational settings, highlighting the need to examine how different forms of institutional

support function in diverse teaching contexts.

2.2.4. Research on Teachers Motivation for Al-related CPD

While Al literacy has emerged as a globally significant research area, it remains largely
underexplored within the context of teacher education, particularly in relation to teachers
own Al literacy development and their motivation to engage in relevant CPD activities. This
can be seen from Sperling et a.’s (2024) review of 34 peer-reviewed articles on Al literacy
and teacher education published over the past 23 years. Their analysis identified six major
research themes: curriculum development, Al literacy frameworks, teachers attitudes and
(mis)conceptions, teaching with and about Al, professional development, and Al ethics.

Among these, studies on professional development primarily focused on strategies to
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enhance teachers Al literacy through CPD initiatives. However, teachers motivation to
participate in such CPD programs has received little direct attention across the papers

reviewed in their study.

The few studies that have focused on this area tend to lack methodological rigor and
theoretical grounding. For example, Indrayani et a. (2024) conducted a survey among 502
Indonesian teachers to investigate how teachers awareness, perception, and learning
motivation influence classroom learning evaluation. Although the study included fifteen
items intended to measure teachers motivation to learn about Al, no explanation was
provided regarding how these items were developed or theoretically grounded. While the
authors stated that the instrument’s validity and reliability were assessed using SPSS 21, the
specific procedures and statistical outcomes were not reported. Moreover, the results related
to learning motivation were not presented in detail, leaving teachers motivational profiles
unclear. Similarly, Tang et a. (2025) examined the motivation for Al literacy education
among older adults rather than focusing on teachers. Although this study reported a high
average level of motivation based on overall mean scores, it did not investigate how various
factors contributed to participants’ motivation, leaving the underlying drivers largely
unexplored. Overall, these two studies reviewed represent valuable initial attempts to address
teachers’ motivation in the context of Al-related CPD; however, their research design and
presentation of results could have been more systematically structured and methodologically

rigorous, indicating a significant gap that calls for more robust investigationsin this area.

While research specifically focusing on teachers motivation to engage in Al-related CPD
remains scarce, a number of studies have investigated teachers motivation for general or
specific CPD programs. These studies have examined a range of motivational factors
influencing teachers participation in CPD, and explored the role of motivation in CPD
engagement and outcomes, using diverse methodological approaches and situated in varied
contexts (Callgja, 2018; Gorozidis and Papaioannou, 2014; Jamaliade & Fatehi Rad, 2022;
McMillan et a., 2016; Wal et a, 2014; Yang, 2021; Zhang et al., 2021).

Some of this research has examined teachers' motivational profiles for general or specific
CPD, using qualitative and mixed-methods approaches with small samples across different
contexts. For instance, Calga (2018) investigated seven Maltese secondary school

mathematics teachers' motivation to participate in a specific CPD program involving
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workshops and follow-up peer support sessions. Using interviews, observations, and
reflective journas, the study revealed that teachers were largely intrinsically motivated,
driven by their desire to develop pedagogical understanding and improve classroom teaching.
Similarly, MaMillan et al. (2016) used two focus groups (n=9) and a follow-up questionnaire
(n=74) to investigate the CPD motivation of Irish teachers pursuing a master’s degree, based
on Herzberg et al.’s (1959) two-factor theory, which classified motivational factors into
motivators (e.g. achievement, work itself) and hygiene factors (e.g. contextual factors such
as pay, working conditions that prevent dissatisfaction but not directly motivate). The study
found that teachers were highly motivated to engage in CPD, with intrinsic factors including
persona growth and achievement being the primary motivators. Extrinsic factors, including
interpersonal relations, school policy, and compulsory CPD, aso played arole and should be
promoted to motivate teachers to engage in CPD. Zhang et a. (2021) extended the scope
with alarger quantitative sample of 472 secondary school teachers in China, examining how
personal and school-level factors can influence teachers' CPD motivation for a specific CPD
program. They found that personal factors such as successful prior experience, self-efficacy
and teachers’ perceptions about learning, and the school-level factor of principal leadership
positively influenced teachers autonomous motivation, while school-level factor of
emotional pressure was negatively related to autonomous motivation.

More directly relevant to the English language teaching context, Y ang (2021) and Jamaliade
and Fatehi Rad (2022) explored EFL teachers CPD motivation. Yang's (2021) large-scale
mixed-methods study surveyed 402 Chinese university English teachers and conducted
follow-up interviews to explore teachers motivational profiles. Grounded in SDT, findings
showed a strong identified and intrinsic motivation among teachers, indicating that teachers
participated in CPD activities primarily out of inherent interest or internalized goals rather
than external incentives. In another study, Jamaliade and Fatehi Rad (2022) examined 42
EFL teachers in Iran, identifying 18 personal, school-level, and systemic factors affecting
motivation. They acknowledged that while intrinsic motivation played a critical role in
shaping teachers engagement in CPD, extrinsic motivation also contributed meaningfully,
suggesting that both forms of motivation interact in influencing teachers' participation. They
also investigated the influence of personal factors including age, gender, and working
experience on teachers' motivation, but found no significant differences. However, the small

sample size limited the generalizability of the findings.
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While these studies have explored the constitutes of teachers CPD motivation, some studies
have further explored and supported the crucial role of motivation in CPD engagement. For
example, Wal et a. (2014) conducted a large-scale survey involving 2360 secondary school
teachers to examine motivational dimensions based on SDT, as well as their relationships to
teachers' engagement in professional development and the satisfaction of teachers basic
psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Their findings indicated
that teachers with more autonomous motivation including identified regulation (recognition
of the value) and intrinsic motivation (e.g. achievement, interest) engaged more in
professional development activities. Moreover, teachers' motivational profiles were found to
be predicted by autonomy satisfaction (feeling self-regulated) and relatedness satisfaction
(feeling connected). Likewise, among a relative smaller sample of 218 teachers, Gorozidis
and Papioannou.(2014) investigated teachers' motivation to engage in the training and
teaching of an innovative research project. Combining quantitative survey items with open-
ended questions and written interviews, they aimed to gain a more comprehensive
understanding of teachers perceptions. Results showed that teachers with autonomous
motivation positively related to teachers intention to participate in such training and

implement innovation.

Overall, while little research has examined teachers motivation for Al-related CPD,
particularly within EFL contexts, these studies on motivation for general CPD or specific
CPD programs nonetheless offer valuable insights into this emerging area. Addressing this
gap, the present study is situated in the Chinese EFL context, and aims to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of teachers motivational profiles for Al-related CPD

activities.

2.3. Resear ch Questions

The literature review indicates that, despite growing global interest in Al integration in
education, research on teachers' Al literacy, particularly within EFL contexts, remains scarce.
Existing studies underscore the importance of teacher Al competence for effective classroom
implementation and student learning; however, empirical evidence suggests that many
teachers still lack sufficient Al knowledge and pedagogical skills. This highlights the need to

examine both the overall levels and specific components of teachers Al literacy to inform
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strategies for its enhancement. Given that need-satisfaction school support plays a critical
role in fostering teachers motivation and Al literacy development, it is aso necessary to
explore teachers’ access to such support. Furthermore, while CPD is widely recognised as a
key mechanism for improving teachers' competence, evidence on effective Al-related CPD
and on teachers’ motivation to participate in such activities remains limited, highlighting the
need to conduct investigations in these areas.

Additionally, as a Chinese EFL teacher, the researcher is aware that the advent of smart
educational Al technologies and products, such as chatbots, English learning applications, or
smart translation devices, may significantly challenge the teaching of English and the role of
English teachers in China. This makes it important to understand English teachers’ levels of
Al literacy, the school support they receive, and their motivation to participate in Al-related
CPD activities, in order to shed light on strategies to enhance Al literacy.

Addressing these gaps, the present study then examines the overall levels and components of
teachers Al literacy, the school support they perceive, and their motivation for Al-related
CPD activities, particularly in the Chinese EFL context. Given Chinese public and private
schools differ significantly in a range of aspects, as evidenced in both policy documents and
personal observations, , which have the potential to shape teachers Al literacy and CPD, the
study also compares teachers across school types to provide a more nuanced understanding
of how institutional contexts influence teachers Al literacy development and their

motivation to engage in Al-related CPD. The research questions are as follows:

1. To what extent does public school teachers level of Al literacy differ from that of

private school teachers?

2. To what extent do public and private school EFL teachers differ regarding the school
support for Al-related CPD activities they receive?

3. To what extent does EFL teachers motivation for Al-related CPD activities differ

between public and private schools?

1) How are public and private school EFL teachers motivated to participate in Al-related
CPD activities?
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2)What factors impede EFL teachers to pursue Al-related CPD activities in public and
private schools?

4. What are the interrelationships among teachers’ Al literacy, perceived school support, and

their motivation to engage in Al-related CPD activities?
1) What is the relationship between school support and Al literacy?
2) How does perceived school support relate to teachers' motivation towards Al-related CPD?

3) How does teachers motivation towards Al-related CPD relate to Al literacy?

3. Methodology

This chapter outlines the methodology employed in this study. A mixed-methods approach
was adopted, combining an online questionnaire and follow-up semi-structured interviews,
to collect both quantitative and qualitative data regarding Chinese EFL teachers Al literacy,
the school support they receive for enhancing Al literacy, and their motivation for
participating in Al-related CPD activities. How the questionnaire and interviews were
devised and conducted among targeted participants, as well as how the data collected were
analyzed, will be further explained in this chapter.

3.1. Research Design

Mixed-methods approaches can help achieve a more comprehensive understanding of
targeted phenomena or research questions, measuring overlapping, different, and
complementary perspectives of these phenomena or questions (Ddrnyei, 2007; Greene &
Caracelli, 2003). Therefore, this study used a mixed-methods approach, combining an online
guestionnaire and follow-up online interviews. The questionnaire with close-ended questions
was used to reach a greater number and range of respondents effectively. Since
guestionnaires can result in surface-level understanding of the areas explored (Doérnyei,
2007), semi-structured interviews were conducted to focus the discussions on key topics

identified in the questionnaire and at the same time explore new relevant themes.
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To recruit participants for the questionnaire, non-probability sampling, such as convenience
sampling and snowball sampling, was employed, in which participants are selected based on
accessibility or identification by others rather than through random selection. After
completing the collection of quantitative data through the questionnaire, participants who
volunteered for follow-up interviews were selected. To minimize the researcher’s biased
selection while ensuring a balanced number of participants representing each school type and
city, stratified random sampling was used. From the pool of individuals who had agreed to
participate in both parts of the study, a random sample was drawn within each school type
and city. Once the interviewees were selected, they were contacted to arrange for interviews

on Microsoft Teams.

3.2. Participants

The target participants of this study were Chinese EFL teachers in both public and private
secondary schools. When deciding where the research should be conducted, accessibility of
teacher participants was among the main concerns. Given the researcher had been working in
Beijing, the capital city of China, for many years and thus had some resources to reach
teachers in several schools, Beijing was the first target city for the research. Since Shanghai
(aglobal financial hub), Guangzhou (a major trade and manufacturing city), and Shenzhen (a
leading tech city), together with Beijing, are widely recognized as China's four “super tier-
1" mega-cities with comparable levels of economic development and global influence, this
study focuses on secondary school in these four cities, where teachers may be more likely to

access, learn about, and adopt newly emerging technologies such as Al.

A total number of 133 teachers from approximately 55 schools participated in the
questionnaire between 25" May and 15" June 2025. Among them, 68 teachers were from
public schools and 65 from private schools. In terms of school location, the sample included
28 teachers each from Beijing and Shanghai, 53 from Guangzhou, and 24 from Shenzhen.
Detailed demographic information is provided in the Appendix 1.

43 teachers volunteered for follow-up interviews, and nine of them were interviewed.

Among them, three teachers were from Beijing (one from a public and two from private
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schools), while each of the other three cities was represented by two teachers (one public and

one private). The only male participate was from a public school in Guanzhou.

3.3. Instruments
3.3.1. Questionnaire

The questionnaire (Appendix 2) used in the present study was first drafted in English, and
then trandlated into a participant-friendly Chinese version. One round of initial piloting was
conducted for the English version and one for the Chinese version, each involving four of the
researcher's Oxford classmates or former colleagues (see Section 3.5.1 for details), to
improve the clarity and accessibility (Dornyei, 2007). The final Chinese questionnaire

comprised seven sections and took approximately ten minutes to complete.

The first section of the questionnaire provided detailed information of participation and
asked for participants consent, followed by a section to collect their contact emails and
willingness to participate in follow-up interviews and receive research results. Section 3, 4, 5
incorporated three scales previously used in other studies. In those studies, all three scales
demonstrated high internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients exceeding 0.9,
well above the commonly accepted threshold of 0.7. The present study also did further post-
hoc validation (see 3.7.1).

Section 3 measured teachers' levels of Al literacy using a 5-point Likert-scale questionnaire
adopted from Zhao et a. (2022), which was originally developed to examine Al literacy of
1013 Chinese primary and middle school teachers, a research focus similar to that of the

present study.

Section 4 and 5 included two 6-point Likert-scale quesitonnaires that were primarily adapted
from those used in Lam et al. (2010). Those scales were originally developed to explore the
school support teachers received to meet their needs for competence, autonomy, and
relatedness, as well as their motivation to implement project-based learning under self-
determined theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). They were then revised and adapted to suit the
context of participating in Al-related CPD activities. Since amotivation, an important
motivation type at one end of the continuum of self-regulation, was not measure in Lam et
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al.'s (2010) scales, items measuring amotivation were adapted from Yang's (2021) scae
investigating Chinese TEFL teachers motivation for CPD. Overal, Section 4 contained 15
items, with five items each measuring competence, autonomy, and collegia (relatedness)
support; Section 5 included 23 items in total: three measuring amotivation, and five items
each for external, introjected, identified, and intrinsic motivation.

Section 6 consisted of ten questions that were newly developed for the current study to
explore teachers perceptions about the challenges they met in participating Al-related CPD
activities, differences between public and private schools, and responsibilities of
stakeholders. The first nine were closed-ended questions in the form of multiple-
choice/response and ranking questions, while the last one was an open-ended question
designed to collect teachers suggestions on how to enhance teachers Al literacy and

motivation to participate in Al-related CPD activities.

Demographic information was collected in the last section, following Dornyei's (2007)
recommendation that personal questions be placed at the end of the questionnaire to avoid

potential negative influence of providing private information on respondents answers.

3.3.2. Semi-Structured I nterview

The interviews were semi-structured and conducted in Chinese, with 15 pre-prepared
questions to investigate teachers perceptions about their Al literacy, school support they
received, and their motivation for Al-related CPD activities. An interview guide was
(Appendix 3) was drafted, revised after pre-piloting with two colleagues, and finalized for
data collection. In the interviews, participants were asked the same set of questions, and the
guestions were open-ended, allowing participants to elaborate on the topics. Each interview
lasted about 30 minutes. Throughout the interviews, the researcher always encouraged the
participants to further explain any important issues they had newly brought up, thus resulting

in richer qualitative data.
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3.4. Procedure
3.4.1. Pilot

Since piloting is significant and necessary to design effective instruments (Cohen,2007;
Dornyei, 2007), the instruments used in this study including the questionnaire and interviews

were piloted many times.

The questionnaire was drafted and developed in English in the beginning, and four of the
researcher's Oxford classmates who had good English proficiency and the researcher's
supervisor were invited to participate in the piloting and give their feedback. Severa
revisions were made. For example, instead of collecting participants emails and willingness
to participate in follow-up interviews at the end of the questionnaire, this part was moved to
the second section to ensure better response rates. Additionaly, the demographic
information was moved to the end of the questionnaire, and the wording of some items were
modified to ssmplify the language or avoid ambiguity. The questionnaire was then transated
into Chinese by the researcher, and four of the researcher’s former colleagues, teachers of
subjects other than English, were invited to complete the Chinese version to identify any
unnatural or ambiguous expressions, as well as the layout of the online Chinese

questionnaire. After the final revision, the questionnaire was launched online on 25" May.

Although piloting seems less important in qualitative studies compared with quantitative
ones (Dornyei, 2007), the interview questions in this study were piloted with two former
colleagues who also participated in piloting the questionnaire to enhance the wording and
clarity of the questions. One of them also participated in a mock interview to prepare the

researcher for the actual interviews.

3.4.2. Questionnaire

Because conducting research online can minimize time and space congtraints, the

guestionnaire was administered online via Microsoft Forms. Snowball sampling and

convenience sampling were used to recruit participants, whereby participants are selected

based on accessibility or identification by others rather than through random selection. The

link and poster of the questionnaire were sent to the researcher’s personal contacts in certain
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schools, who then helped disseminate the questionnaire link and invited colleagues meeting
theinclusion criteria. Additionally, Chinese social media platforms, including (WeChat),

(Little RedNotebook), were also used to post advertisements for the research.
Potential participants who responded to the advertisement, were provided with the
guestionnaire link and an electronic poster, and were encouraged to invite other eligible

participants. In thisway, a greater number and range of participants were recruited.

3.4.3. Interview

Following Ddrnyeis (2007) suggestion that 6-10 qualitative interviews are typically
manageable for a single postgraduate student researcher, eight participants were initialy
targeted for the interviews. As the research was conducted in four tier-1 mega-cities in China
and aimed to compare public and private schools, two English teachers, one from each
school type, were randomly selected within each city. Participants were then provided with
the information sheet and the consent form via Microsoft Forms and gave their informed
consent electronically by checking relevant boxes and entering their names before the
interview was arranged. Each interview lasted for 30 minutes, and was conducted on
Microsoft Teams within two weeks of the questionnaire.

However, when contacted, one of the selected participants declined to participate.
Consequently, another participant from the same school type and city was randomly selected
and invited. After completing the interview with this replacement participant, the originally
selected participant reconsidered and expressed her willingness to take part. Given that her
inclusion would not disrupt the sampling balance much and could provide additional

valuable insights, she was also interviewed. As aresult,

3.5. Ethics

This research received ethics approval (Appendix 4) in April 2025 from the University of
Oxford Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC). The relevant details of
informed consent have been given above. Information sheets and consent forms for the

guestionnaire and the interview are provided in Appendix 5 and Appendix 6, respectively.
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3.6. Data Analysis
3.6.1. Quantitative Data

Quantitative data collected through the online questionnaire was analyzed using R. Before
analysis, textual responses were converted into numerical values according to a predefined
coding scheme (Appendix 7). For example, Likert-scale responses (e.g., “ " for
“strongly agree”) were assigned values from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree€”),
and single-choice questions (e.g. school type) were coded using categorical values (e.g.,
public school = 1, private school = 2). Multiple-choice questions were coded dichotomously,
with “1” indicating that the option was selected and a “0” indicating that the option was not
selected. For ranking questions, each ranked item was assigned a numerical value
corresponding to its position, with “1” representing the highest rank and larger numbers
indicating lower ranks.

Consistency and Reliability Checks

Furthermore, Cronbachs alpha was computed to assess the internal consistency and
reliability of the three Liker-scale questionnaires used to investigate Al literacy, school
support, and motivation for CPD activities in the present study. Although these instruments
had been validated in prior studies (Lam et al., 2010; Yang, 2021; Zhao et al., 2022), with
high Cronbach’s alpha values indicating strong internal consistency, re-validation was still
important as the scales were applied in a new context—Chinese EFL teachers—and two of
them were revised and adapted to align with the research focus. For each scale, Cronbach’s
alpha was computed both for the overall scale and for each subscale measuring a specific
aspect or dimension. Results showed that the scales of Al literacy (a = .91), school support (o
=.948), and motivation (o = .822) demonstrated acceptable to excellent reliability, and most
subscales also showed satisfactory internal consistency (o> .70). However, the Knowing and
Understanding (KUALI) subscale of the Al literacy scale yielded arelatively low alpha value
(o = .623). A post-hoc analysis revealed that removing the second item of the KUAI
subscale would dlightly increase apha to .65, which still falls below the
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conventional threshold of .70. While values below .70 are generally viewed with caution,
some scholars argue that alpha values between .60 and .70 can be acceptable, especialy in
social and exploratory research or newly developed scales (Hair et al., 2019; Taber, 2018).
Therefore, the item was retained to preserve the theoretical structure and content validity of
the construct. Full reliability statistics are presented in Appendix 8.

Normality Checks and Analysis M ethods

Prior to selecting appropriate statistical tests to answer the research questions, the normality
of the Likert-scale data was examined. The Shapiro-Wilk test was first conducted for each
variable within the two school groups. Results showed that only one variable had a p-value
greater than .05, indicating that the vast mgjority of the data significantly deviated from a
normal distribution. Given the sensitivity of the Shapiro-Wilk test to sample size, additional
checks were performed using skewness and kurtosis statistics and visual inspection of
histograms and Q-Q plots. These further supported the non-normality of the data: in 14 out
of the 17 comparison sets, at least one group had skewness and/or kurtosis values falling
outside the commonly accepted range of -1 to +1, and the graphical patterns also suggested
non-normality. Based on these findings, the non-parametric Wilcoxon rank-sum test (Mann—
Whitney U test) was employed to compare differences between public and private school
teachers across all variables. Detailed normality tests are presented in Appendix 9.

Similarly, normality was tested for each of the variables of Al literacy, school support, and
motivation for CPD, as well as their selected dimensions, to be used in the correlational
analyses. Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that none of the variables met the assumption of
normality (al p-values < .05). Further examination of skewness and kurtosis values, along
with visua inspection of histograms and Q-Q plots, confirmed the non-normal distribution
of the data. Specifically, 20 out of 23 variable pairs had at |east one variable with skewness
and/or kurtosis values falling outside the commonly accepted range of -1 to +1. Given this
pattern of non-normality, Spearman’s rank-order correlation was employed to examine the
associations between the constructs. Appendix 10 presents the results for normality tests.

In addition to data from Likert-scale questions, the questionnaire collected data from nine

supplementary items in the form of multiple-choice, single-choice, and ranking questions,
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capturing participants views on impeding factors, perceived differences between public and
private schools, and responsibilities of stakeholders. Given the categorical and ordinal nature
of the data, descriptive statistics were first used to summarize participants responses. For
single-choice questions, Chi-square tests examined whether the two groups differed
significantly in their choice distributions. For multiple-choice and ranking questions,
Spearman’s rank-order correlations assessed the association between the groups overall

response patterns.

3.6.2. Qualitative Data

Automatically-generated interview transcriptions were downloaded from Microsoft
Teams, and then checked for accuracy before anonymization. Those Chinese
transcriptions were analyzed thematically, following a deductive, top-down approach
(Braun & Clarke, 2006) and guided by the research questions and predefined key areas
reflected in the questionnaire and interview guide. For example, the key area of school
support was organized into three categories, which served as the initial framework for
coding. Relevant data were identified, allocated to relevant categories, and further
organized into subcategories. Representative quotations were selected and translated into
English for illustration in the result section.

By contrast, responses to the open-ended question in the questionnaire were analyzed
using an inductive, bottom-up approach. Initial codes were generated after multiple

readings of the responses. They were then organized into potential themes.

The codebooks for each analysis are presented in Appendix 11 and Appendix 12.

4, Quantitative Results

This chapter presents the quantitative results of the online questionnaire, followed by the
gualitative results discussed in the next chapter. The results are organized into four

sections, each addressing one of the research questions.
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4.1. Differencesin Al Literacy

This section addresses the first research question, which investigates to what extent
public and private school teachers differ in their levels of Al literacy. Based on Ng et
al.’'s (20213, 2021b) framework and Yang's (2022) study, the present study examines
four dimensions of Al literacy: Knowing and Understanding Al (KUAI), Applying Al
(AALI), Evaluating Al Application (EAI), and Al Ethics (AIE). The overall Al literacy
score for each participant was computed based on their average across these four
components. Wilcoxon rank-sum test was conducted to see if the scores from public and

private schools differed on this measure.

Table 4.1 Comparison of overal Al literacy across school types (Wilcoxon rank-sum

test)
Public School Private School

. . _ W_ Effect_

Variable | Mean | SD | Median | Mean | SD Median o p_value
statistic r

Overall
Al 4.02 0.65 | 4.23 3.94 041 | 4.05 1726 0.029* 0.189
literacy

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001.

As shown in Table 4.1, although the scores for both public and private school teachers
indicated relatively high levels of Al literacy, with median and mean scores around 4 on a 5-
point scale, the scores for private school teachers (M=4.02, Mdn=4.23) were higher than for
public school teachers (M=3.94, Mdn=4.05), and the Wilcoxon rank-sum test indicated that
this difference was statistically significant (W = 1726, p = .029), with asmall effect size (r =
0.189).
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Table 4.2 Comparison of dimensional Al literacy across school types (Wilcoxon rank-

sum test with Bonferroni correction)

Public School Private School

W_ Effect | p_
Variable | Mean | SD | Median | Mean | SD | Median o

statistic | _r corrected
KUAI 427 |048| 44 412 044 | 4.2 1657 0.218 | 0.048*
AAl 402 [0.74| 4.2 391 |057|4 17995 | 0.161 | 0.252
EAIA 402 |0.76| 4.2 378 |055]|38 1484 0.285 | 0.004**
AlE 378 |114|43 394 |065]|4 1994 0.085 |1

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001.

To further explore what underpins this difference (Figure 4.1), a series of Wilcoxon
rank-sum tests were conducted to compare public and private school teachers for each of
the component four dimensions of Al literacy. Bonferroni correction was applied to
adjust for multiple comparisons. As seen from Table 4.2, consistent with the overall Al
literacy score, means and medians were higher for public schools for KUAI, AAI, and
EAIA. These differences were statistically significant for KUAI and EAIA, but not for
AAIl. For AIE, the means were in the reverse direction, and the difference was not

statistically significant.
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Figure 4.1 Boxplots showing differences in overal Al literacy and the four dimensions

across school types
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4.2. Differencesin Percelved School Support

The second research question investigates the differences between public and private
schools in term of how much support they have provided to meet teachers' needs for
competence, autonomy, and relatedness (connection with other). Drawingon Lam et a.’s
(2010) research, school support in the present study includes competence support,
autonomy support, and collegial support. Analyses followed a similar procedure as used

inthe Al literacy section.
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Table 4.3 Comparison of overall school support across school types (Wilcoxon rank-
sum test)

Public School Private School

W_ p_ Effect

Variable | Mean | SD | Median | Mean | SD Median o
statistic | value r

Overall
school 4.33 113 | 4.77 412 0.10 | 4.2 17945 0.062 0.162
support

As presented in Table 4.3, while both both public and private school teachers
demonstrated relatively high levels of overall school support, with both median scores
and mean scores above 4, teachers in public schools reported higher levels of overal
school support (M=4.33, Mdn = 4.77) than their private school counterparts (M=4.12,
Mdn = 4.20). The difference approached statistical significance (W = 1794.5, p = .062),
and reflected a small effect size (r = .162).

Table 4.4 Comparison of dimensional school support across school types (Wilcoxon
rank-sum test with Bonferroni correction)

Public School Private School
W_ Effect_ | p_
Variable Mean | SD | Median | Mean | SD Median o
statistic | r corrected
Competence | 4.06 1.37 | 4.8 3.70 1.21 |38 1718 0.193 0.079
Autonomy 4.2 1.26 | 4.7 4.29 1.08 |44 2190.5 | 0.008 1
Collegial 4,75 1.15|5.2 434 1.07 | 4.6 1526 0.268 0.006**

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Table 4.4 and Figure 4.2 revea that both public and private school teachers scored
highest in collegial support and the lowest in competence support. Collegia support
differed significantly across both school types (W=1526, p=0.006), with a small-to-
medium effect size (r=0.268). No significant differences were found in the other two
types of support.

Figure 4.2 Boxplots showing differences in overall school support and the three

dimensions across school types

Perceived School Support by School Type
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4.3. Differencesin Motivation for Al-Related CPD Activities
4.3.1. Differencesin Motivation Profiles

The third research question explores the differences between public and private school
teachers motivation for Al-related CPD. Five dimensions were measured: amotivation,

external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and intrinsic regulation.
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The overall motivation score for each participant was calculated as the average across all
dimensions except amotivation. Autonomous motivation was defined as the average of
identified and intrinsic regulation, while controlled motivation was defined as the
average of external and introjected regulation. Analyses followed the same procedure as
in the previous two sections.

Table 4.5 Comparison of overall motivation across school types (Wilcoxon rank-sum

test)
Public School Private School
_ _ _ W_ Effect_
Variable Mean | SD Median | Mean | SD | Median | p_value
statistic r
Overall 05 p<0.001
o 474 |08 5.03 4.47 4.5 1431 0.304
motivation 6 * k%

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.

As shown in Table 4.5, while teachers from both school types scored high in overall
motivation for Al-related CPD, public school teachers reported higher overall level (Mdn
= 5.03) than private school teachers (Mdn = 4.50). The group difference was statistically
significant (W = 1431, p < .001) and of medium effect size (r = .304).
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Table 4.6 Comparison of dimensional motivation across school types (Wilcoxon rank-

sum test with Bonferroni correction)

Public School Private School
_ W_ Effect | p_correc
Variable Mean | SD | Median | Mean | SD | Median o
statistic | _r ted

Amotivation | 2.17 111 |2 257 (118 |2 2716.5 0.201 | 0.145
External 4.48 1.09 | 4.7 378 |0.77 |38 1225 0.385 | O*
Introjected | 4.43 104 | 4.8 4 101 | 4 1559 0.255 | 0.023*
| dentified 5.09 087 |54 515 | 071 |5 2187 0009 |1
Intrinsic 4.95 094 |52 494 | 078 |5 2040 0.067 |1
Controlled

o 4.46 0.95 | 49 389 |0.69 |39 12175 0.388 | O*
motivation
Autonomous

o 5.02 0.88 | 5.2 505 |0.69 |51 2036 0.068 |1
motivation

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001.

Table 4.6 and Figure 4.3 show that teachers from both groups reported the higher levels
of autonomous motivation (identified and intrinsic) than controlled (external and
introjected) motivation, with means and medians of approximately 5 and 4.5,
respectively. Significant differences were found in controlled motivation and its two sub-
dimensions, all with medium effect sizes, whereas no significant difference was found in

controlled motivation and amotivation.

38




Figure 4.3 Boxplots showing differences in overall motivation, autonomous motivation,

controlled emotions, and the five dimensions across school types
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4.3.2. Differencesin Impeding Factorsfor Al-Related CPD

Besides Likert-scale data analyzed above, the questionnaire aso included nine
supplementary itemsin the form of multiple-choice, single-choice, and ranking questions,
capturing participants’ views on impeding factors, perceived differences between public
and private schools, and responsibilities of stakeholders. Given the categorica and
ordinal nature of the data, descriptive statistics were first used to summarize participants
responses, followed by relevant statistical analyses to further explore whether two groups
of teachers differed in their choice distributions or response patterns.

As for this question, it is part of the third research question related to motivation,
exploring factors that discouraging teachers from participating in Al-Related CPD.
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Participants were asked to choose five out of 14 factors that they believed impeded their
CPD participation. Figure 4.4 shows the percentages distribution of teachers selecting

each impeding factor, comparing across the two school types.

Figure 4.4 Top impeding factors across school types

workload
policy
forms
financial
quality

time

School Type

. Private
B rubiic

opportunities
contents

design

Impeding Factor

location

interest J-
personal_issues Yo

others 187

15%
unnecessary .%o

0%  20% 40% 60%  80%
Percentage Chosen

As shown in Figure 4.4, workload and policy-related barriers were among the top concerns
for both groups, and financial constraints also featured in the top five for each. A
Spearman’s rank-order correlation was conducted to examine the similarity in the rankings
of the percentage of teachers selecting each factor between public and private schools. The
analysis showed a strong and significant correlation between the two sets of rankings, p=
0.798, p <.001, indicating that factors ranked highly by public school teachers tended to also
be ranked highly by private school teachers.
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4.4. Per ceived Differences and Responsibilities

Besides the question on impeding factors analyzed above, this section presents the results
of the other eight questions, which investigated teachers overall perceptions of
differences in the three key areas and their views on who should be responsible for those

differences.

4.4.1. Perceived Differences across School Types

Three questions focused on to what extent teachers perceived public and private schools
differ in teachers Al literacy, school support, and motivation for Al-related CPD. As
shown in Figure 4.5, across all three areas, a substantial proportion of respondents
perceived at least dight differences between public and private schools. Perceptions of
significant differences were the highest for school support (32.3%), while “no difference’
was reported most often for teachers motivation for Al-related CPD (36.1%).

Figure 4.5 Perceived differences across school types
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Table 4.7 Chi-square Tests Comparing Choice Distribution Regarding Perceived

Difference across School Types

Dimension Chi_sq df p_corrected
Literacy difference | 0.190 2 1.000
Support difference | 2.273 2 0.9631
Motivation

_ 4.280 2 0.353
difference

As seen in Table 4.7, Chi-sguare tests revealed no statistically significant differences
between public and private school teachers in the distribution of choices for perceived
difference across the three areas (all p_corrected> .35).

4.4.2. Perceived Higher-Performing School Typein Three Areas

Three questions investigated teachers’ perceptions on which groups of teachers had
higher levels of Al literacy, school support, and motivation. Figure 4.6 presents the
percentages of teachers who perceived specific school type demonstrating higher levels
in each area. For Al literacy and school support, responses were nearly evenly split, with
similar percentages of teachers selecting each type of school as having higher levels. In
terms of motivation, a clear mgjority (61.2%) believed that private school teachers had

higher motivation.
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Figure 4.6 Perceptions of higher-performing school type in three areas
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Table 4.8 Chi-sguare tests comparing choice distribution regarding higher-performing
school type across school types

Dimension Chi_sq df p_corrected
Higher_literacy 26.985 1 p< 0.001
Higher_motivation | 19.037 1 p< 0.001
More_support 17.263 1 p< 0.001

However, Chi-square tests (Table 4.8) revealed significant differences between public

and private school teachers in their choices of higher-performing school type across all
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three areas (al p_corrected<0.001). This can be further illustrated by Figure 4.7,
showing that teachers overwhelmingly selected their own group as having higher levels

regarding all three areas.

Figure 4.7 Perceptions of higher-performing school type in three areas across school

types
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4.4.3. Per ceptions on Whose Responsibilitiesfor Differences

Two questions were included to investigate teachers’ perceptions on who should be
responsible for differences in teachers Al literacy and motivation for Al-related CPD

across school types. Participants were asked to rank relevant stakehol ders.
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Figure 4.8 Responsibilities for enhancing teachers' Al literacy and motivation
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Figure 4.8 indicates a consistent perception that system-level stakeholders, particularly
schools, carried the primary responsibility for both enhancing teachers Al literacy and
fostering their motivation, whereas teachers are seen as playing a more secondary role.
Spearman’s rank-order correlation further demonstrated such consistency, reveaing a
significant correlation between public and private school teachers ranking patterns in
these two areas (Table 4.9).
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Table 4.9 Spearman’ s rank-order correlation for ranking patterns across school types

Dimension Rho p p_corrected

Al literacy 0.866 0.667

Overall motivation | 1.000 0.000

4.5. Relationships Among Teachers Al Literacy, School Support, and M otivation

The fourth research question focuses on the relationships among teachers Al literacy,
school school they receive, and their motivation for Al-related CPD activities. Given that
the data for these variables were not normally distributed, as discussed in Section 3.7.1,
Spearman’ s rank-order correlations were used to examine the relationships among eight
variables including overall Al literacy, overal school support, the three sub-dimensions
of school support, overall motivation, controlled motivation, and autonomous motivation.

Bonferroni correction was applied to adjust for multiple comparisons.

As shown in Figure 4.9, each pair of variables demonstrated significant correlation, with

arange of effect sizesfrom moderate (p = .31) to strong (p = .63).
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Figure 4.9 Correlations across three areas and sub-dimensions
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5. Qualitative Results

This chapter presents the qualitative results of the nine semi-structured interviews and
one one-ended survey question. Interview participants are identified as PR1-4 and
PUB5-9, with PR1-4 from private schools and PUB5-9 from public schools. Quotations
are numbered 1-51. When citing quotations, the code “PUB7-49", for example, means
public school participant PUB7, quotation 49. Relevant interview quotations are
presented in Appendix 13 according to different themes, with comparisons made
between two school types.
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5.1. Al Literacy
5.1.1. Differencesin Al literacy

Two main themes were identified: conceptual understanding of Al literacy and levels of
Al literacy. Differences between public and private school teachers emerged within both
themes.

Regarding conceptual understanding, no participant from either type of schools
spontaneously mentioned issues related to ethics as part of Al literacy. Teachers from
public schools generally provided more specific and comprehensive definitions of Al
literacy. For example, apart from ethics, participant PUB7 summarized all the other three
aspects of Al literacy in detail, including the ability to “understand technical principals
and concepts’, “apply and operate Al tools to write articles, conduct searches, retrieve
information”, and “evaluate quality of the output and be able to combine the generated
result with our own context to produce an effective outcome’ (PUB7-1). In contrast, most
private school teachers offer vague definitions, explaining Al literacy as the ability to
“access’ and “apply” Al tools for more effective teaching (PR4-4; PR1-5).

When asked about their Al literacy levels, most teachers from across both groups
perceived their overall proficiency as average or even limited (PUB5-7; PUB7-8; PR4-10;
PR3-12). However, they highlighted different Al competences they possessed. Public
school teachers emphasized “in-depth understanding” of Al (PUB5-7), using Al tools
“appropriately” (PR3-12), and “verifying information” (PUB8-9), indicating their
awareness and ability to better understand and evaluate Al besides their application of Al.
Private school teachers, on the other hand, reported less frequent use (PR3-12) or limited
use for simple tasks (PUB7-8), and tended to accept Al outputs without substantial
verification (PR4-10). Ethics-related abilities were rarely mentioned, with several
explicitly stating that they “seldom consider issues related to ethics’ (PUB8-9).

5.1.2. Reasons for Differences

In line with the questionnaire results, most teachers perceived differences in overall Al
literacy across two school types. Their explanations for such differences generaly
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pointed to factors at the school and government levels. School-related reasons mainly
included “financia resources’ (PUB9-13; PR4-15) and “training opportunities’ (PR3-14),
while government-related factors centered on “policies’ (PUB7-16; PR1-18) and
“national support” (PUB6-17).

Interestingly, when asked to share opinions on whether or why such differences existed,
some teachers admitted knowing little about the other school type, yet still offered
critical remarks about it. For example, private school teacher PR1 remarked that public
school teachers were overly restricted by “certain boundaries and constraints” (PR1-18),
while public school teacher PUB7 suggested private schools were “primarily profit-
oriented” and thus to some extent failed to provide “planned and systematic activities’ to
develop teachers' Al literacy (PUB7-16)

5.2. Perceived School Support
5.2.1. Differencesin School Support

In terms of competence-related support, teachers from both school types reported
receiving Al-related ‘training” (PUB7-19; PR2-20), mainly in the form of “lectures’
which severa considered sufficient but of limited practical value (PR3-21) or not aligned
with teachers needs (PUB7-19). Public school teachers seemed to have more access to

varied training opportunities than their private counterparts.

Regarding autonomy support, public school teachers were sometimes required to
participate in training (PR3-23) but had the freedom to choose among various online and
offline activities (PUB6-22). Private school teachers, however, participated in Al-related
activities largely based on their own “interest and resources’ (PR2-24), yet appeared to
have limited access to additional support for developing their Al competence.

As for collegial support, public school teachers regularly received assistance from
colleagues through routine meetings and research activities (PUB5-25), whereas private

school teachers sought or provided support on their own initiative (PR2-27, PR4-26).
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5.2.2. Reasons for Differences

Differences in school support were perceived by most teachers from both school types,
and they reported school and government-level reasons for such differences. School-
related factors included financial burden” (PUB5-28; P9-29) and “school goals’ (PR3-30),
while government-related reasons centered on “government policy and its
implementation” (PR1-32; PR4-33) that decided the amount and “mandatory” nature of
some activities (PUB7-31).

5.3. Motivation for Al-Related CPD Activities
5.3.1. Differencesin Motivation for Al-related CPD activities

Both external incentives and internal motivation were reported across school types as
important motivating factors for teachers’ participation in Al-related CPD activities.
Most frequently mentioned external factor was related to external rewards including
“certificate, cash prize’(PUB9-34), and “sdary increase” (PR3-36). Teachers
participated in Al-related CPD aso due to internal motivation, either identifying the
benefits or helpfulness (PR4-41; PR8-39; PUB9-38) or driven by ‘turiosity” and
“enthusiasm” (PUB7-40; PUB9-38). However, public school teachers tended to have
stronger external motivation, frequently mentioning external incentives such as “pressure
from authority departments’ (PUB7-35) and “professional title evaluation” ( PR3-37).

As for impeding factors, both groups consistently named workload as the most important
factors (PUB9-42; PUB8-43; PR4-45). Other important factors were related to the
duration, time, and quality of CPD activities (PUB5-44, PR3-46).

5.3.2. Reasonsfor Differences

Most interviewees perceived differences in teachers motivation for participating in Al-

related CPD activities. These differences were attributed to factors at the individual,

school, and government levels. The most influential factor was institutional, with top-

down “policy” (PR4-51) and “requirements’ (PUB5-50, PUB9-48) shaping teachers
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participation. At the individual level, differences were related to variations in the nature
of teachers motivation, with some teachers having stronger “ideals and aspirations’
(PR3-47).

5.4 Strategiesto Improve Teachers Al Literacy and Motivation for Al-Related CPD

This section reports responses to the open-ended question in the online questionnaire,
which explored strategies for improving teachers Al literacy and motivation for Al-
related CPD. A detailed list of sample strategies, derived from the thematic analysis, is
presented in Appendix 12.

To enhance Al literacy, most teachers identified relevant CPD activities as an effective
solution. Three main strategies emerged: providing more practice-oriented CPD
activities, offering diverse forms and content, and designing CPD based on teachers
needs. Other suggested measures included updating equipment and providing additional

resources, such as technical and staff support.

To better motivate teachers' participation in such activities, respondents referred to both
external incentives and internal motivation. Suggested external incentives included
policiesshonors/rewards, competitive opportunities, and peer assistance. Enhancing
teachers awareness of the value of Al-related CPD and fostering a sense of achievement

through participation were proposed as effective ways to enhance intrinsic motivation.

6. Discussion

This study adopted a mixed-methods approach to examine to what extent Chinese Chinese
public and private school English teachers differ in three key areas. Al literacy, school
support they receive, and their motivation to participate in Al-related CPD. While these
aspects related to Al have received increasing attention in recent years, limited research has
been conducted to investigate relevant experiences or conditions of teachers, and even fewer
studies have touched upon the comparison between different types of schools. Drawing on

observations of the Chinese educational context, the present study anticipated finding
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significant differences in al three areas. Subsequent analyses of both quantitative and
qualitative data revealed some differences across each area, to some extent confirming the
initial assumption. This chapter synthesizes and discusses findings from both types of datain

relation to the key research questions and relevant literature, and outlines their implications.

6.1. ToWhat Extent TeachersDiffer in Al Literacy
6.1.1. Common Patterns across School Types

Quantitative findings indicated that both public and private school teachers in this study
reported relatively high overall Al literacy, consistent with two mixed-methods studies on
language teachers’ Al literacy by Maet al. (2024) and Wang and Pei (2025). However, this
contrasts with earlier studies that identified comparatively low Al literacy among pre-service
teachers (Li et a., 2023; Yoon & Yang, 2024). One possible explanation may be the rapidly
increasing exposure to Al technologies in educational contexts in recent years, which may
have enhanced teachers self-reported competences. Variations across studies may also be
related to differences in research contexts and participant profiles. The present study was
conducted among English teachers, who may hold more positive attitudes and be more
receptive to Al technologies (Molefi et a., 2024), and in four tier-1 meg-cities in China,
where teachers can have greater access to Al-related exposure and resources, which may
contribute to higher Al literacy. All these factors can contribute to the relatively high overall
Al literacy. However, these self-reported high scores may not reflect actual proficiency in
effectively, critically and ethically using Al, as self-reported measures are prone to various
biases. For example, it is likely that teachers are overestimating their own abilities, or they
have different understanding of the item descriptions such as “easily”, “effectively” and
“sufficient”, which could result in scores exceeding their actual proficiency. In this sense,

caution is needed when interpreting these results.

Qualitative data reinforced the need for caution, suggesting a more nuanced interpretation of
the high performance in overal Al literacy. In the interviews, many teachers described their
Al literacy as average or below average, reporting their limited understanding and use of Al.
This discrepancy between their self-assessments and scale-based results probably stemmed
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from their vague and incomplete conceptualization of Al literacy, as reflected in their partia

and sometimes fragmented descriptions of the construct in the interviews. .

Across the four dimensions of Al literacy, KUAI (Knowing and Understanding Al) scored
the highest for both school types. However, this high performance should be interpreted with
caution. First, the Cronbach’s alpha for items assessing this dimension was acceptable yet
relatively low, which may have affected the reliability of the results. Furthermore, high
scores in KAI don't mean that teachers' have in-depth understanding of Al, as Pel et al.
(2025) found that teachers in-depth understanding of Al mechanisms was weak although
they possessed strong knowledge of general Al concepts. In the questionnaire of the present
study, items under the dimension of KUAI tended to assess the general understanding of Al
(e.g. | canidentify Al technologies), rather than more complex Al mechanisms. In this light,
high KUAI scores in the present study may reflect a superficial rather than a comprehensive
and in-depth understanding of Al. Qualitative data also supported this interpretation, as
participants expressed their need for in-depth understanding of deep principles or
mechanisms of Al or reported their limited competence to use Al, reflecting a surface-level
understanding. Therefore, to better understand teachers' in-depth knowledge, which plays a
critical rolein their confidence in applying Al (Pei et al., 2025), further research is needed.

By contrast, AIE (Al Ethics) received relatively low scores in both groups, echoing earlier
studies (Ayanwale et al., 2024; Pei et a., 2025). In the qualitative data, AIE was never
mentioned spontaneously as part of the conceptualization of Al literacy. Furthermore, ethical
issues were partially or even rarely realized or considered by the interviewees when they
applied Al. These suggested that ethical considerations remain peripheral in teachers
conceptualization of Al literacy, highlighting the need to integrate AIE more explicitly into
Al-related CPD or school policy to increase awareness.

6.1.2. Differ ences between Public and Private Schools

Despite these common patterns, quantitative data revealed several dtatistically significant
differences between the two groups. Public school teachers scored significantly higher than
private school teachersin overal Al literacy, KUAI, and EAIA (Evaluating Al Application).
This was also evident in qualitative data. When asked to define Al literacy in the interviews,
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public school teachers tended to provide more comprehensive definitions that encompassed
multiple dimensions of the construct, while private school teachers often described a
narrower set of abilities and were less likely to mention evaluation of Al application. These
differences, based on both types of data, were largely related to teachers access to institution
support ranging from top-down policy, financial support, to Al-related CPD opportunities.
This aligned with previous studies (Kohnke et al., 2025; Laupichler et al., 2022; Su et al.,
2023) that reported a widespread lack of relevant support for teachers Al literacy
development and highlighted the importance of sufficient support to meet teachers' need for

Al literacy development.

However, interestingly, regarding which group they believed had higher Al literacy, a
statistically significant difference emerged, with both groups overwhelmingly selecting their
own school type. The same pattern was observed for perceptions of higher school support
and motivation levels. This pattern may be explained by in-group bias (Tajfel & Turner,
2004), whereby individuals tend to evaluate their own group more favorably than out-groups.
Interview responses further illustrated this, as some participants acknowledged knowing
little about the other school type, yet still made some critical remarks about it. These
findings indicated that teachers perceptions are shaped not only by direct experience but
also by professional identity and school type affiliation, which may reinforce existing
stereotypes and biases. Therefore, caution is needed to interpret self-reported data collected
through surveys and interviews. To have a more objective and comprehensive picture of
teachers Al literacy, future research could explore, validate and adopt objective
measurements, as Ding et al.(2024b), who devel oped 25 objective-based items in the form of
multiple-choice questions, true/false statements, and sorting inquiries to assess teachers’ Al
competences. However, such measurements, together with commonly used subjective
measurements, need to be further validated through diverse statistical approaches and tested

in different cultural contexts (Lintner, 2024).
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6.2. ToWhat Extent TeachersDiffer in School Support
6.2.1. Common Patter ns across School Types

Both public and private school teachers rated the overall school support they received for Al
literacy development at moderately high levels. This relatively positive ratings contrasts with
some earlier studies, which identified the scarcity of institutional support for Al-related CPD
(Kohnke et al., 2025; Laupichler et al., 2022; Su et al., 2023). One possible explanation is
that schools in the present study’s context (tier 1 mega cities) may indeed offer more support
than those less resourced areas. However, the contrast may also stem from reporting bias or
limitations of the measurements, calling for cautious interpretation. Consistent with this
concern, qualitative data revealed that many interviewees still found it difficult to access
relevant CPD activities or to gain the support they needed. This suggests a gap between

perceived adequacy in survey responses and teachers' experiences.

Regarding the three dimensions of support, collegial support emerged as the highest-rated
aspect across both groups, while competence support scored the lowest. The reliance on
collegial support was evident in interview responses, where teachers reported routine
teaching-research group meetings and peer sharing as important channels to gain Al
knowledge. While collegia support can contribute to higher Al literacy (Chiu et al., 2024),
over-reliance on it could potentialy limit teachers access to expert-led professional
development, particularly when institutional competence support is insufficient. The lack of
sufficient competence support was reflected in the interview accounts, where teachers
mentioned that the majority of Al-related CPD activities were in the form of one-off lectures
that they found unhelpful. Such formats often lack characteristics associated with effective
CPD activities, such as relevance to teaching practice and goals, opportunities for
corroboration, and sustained course duration (Murray, 2014). To better facilitate
development of competence, high-quality CPD programs are thus needed.

6.2.2. Differences between Public and Private School

Regarding the differences in overall school support across school types, no statistically

significant difference was identified in the quantitative analysis of the Likert-scal e responses.
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However, in the separate single-choice question asking participants to what extent they
believed school support differed across school types, consistent responses were provided by
teachers from both types of school, with the majority of participants perceiving at least slight
differences and a large number of them perceiving significant differences. The analysis of
qualitative data may offer some potential explanations for this disparity.

In interviews, when teachers were asked to reflect on the school support they received, the
support they mentioned included training to learn how to use Al, colleagues help with Al
integration in teaching, or lectures to identify their weaknesses. These kinds of support,
based on Lee et al. (2020), were more likely to be “perceived principal’s learning support”
that encompassed the principal/leader offering opportunities for skill development, helping
identify training needs, offering improvement suggestions, and coaching in self-directed
problem-solving, rather than support for their three basic psychological needs for
competence, autonomy, and relatedness (feeling connected (Ryan & Deci, 2020). Such
different understandings of the construct may contribute to the divergence between the scale-
measured results and the results for the separate question, and the seemingly contradictory

data collected through the separate survey question should be interpreted with caution.

However, interview participants reported that they perceived differences between two types
of school, also contradictory to the Likert-scale data results. Therefore, future studies may
include data obtained from institutional documents or direct observations to have a more

comprehensive understanding of the differences.

Despite no significant differences identified in overall school support, public school teachers
reported significantly higher levels of collegial support than their private counterparts.
Interview accounts shed light on this gap. Public school teachers reported more collegial
support probably because they were more strictly regulated by school-level policy
requirements (e.g. weekly academic group meetings) that enhance connection and
collaboration. In contrast, private school teachers tended to rely move on self-initiated
interactions, which gave them more autonomy but less sustained collegia support. Then the
issue may be how to achieve a balance between autonomy and structured opportunities,

ensuring that collaboration is frequent and meaningful without becoming too restrictive.

Based on the interviews, the reasons for these differences appeared rooted in institutional

factors, including financial support, policy priorities, and school goals, echoing those
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shaping disparities in Al literacy. Such consistency highlighted the critical role of both the
government and the school in promoting equality between two types of schools. Without
their effective involvement, individual teachers have limited agency to shape structural

conditions.

6.3. ToWhat Extent Teachers Differ in Motivation for Al-Related CPD
6.3.1. Common Patterns across School Types

Research on teachers motivation for general CPD is well established (e.g. Cellgja, 201;
MaMillan et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2021), yet empirical studies focusing specifically on Al-
related CPD remains scarce. Limited existing studies often suffer from relatively poor
research design and presentation of results, as seen in Indrayani et a., 2024; Tang et al.,
2015. Against this backdrop, the present study offers some of the first evidence on teachers
motivational profilesfor Al-related CPD.

Both public and private school teachers reported relatively high overall motivation to
participate in Al-related CPD, consistent with Tang et al.’s (2025) study focusing on older
adults motivation to Al literacy education. Importantly, both autonomous (e.g.interest,
improvement) and controlled motivation (e.g. rewards, policy, pressure) scored highly,
suggesting that both types of motivation operate alongside each other to achieve high
motivation. This supports Jamaliade and Fatehi Rad's (2022) claim that while intrinsic
motivation plays a critical role in teachers CPD engagement, extrinsic motivation aso

contributes meaningfully.

However, autonomous motivation consistently exceeded controlled motivation across both
school types, echoing Cellga s (2018) and Y ang's (2021) findings that teachers were largely
intrinsically motivated by their desire for both personal and professional development. This
pattern may indicate the possibility for long-term engagement, as intrinsic motivation is
generally more long-lasting and linked to more sustained professional learning (Deci & Ryan,
2020).

However, consistently high self-reported motivation should be interpreted with caution, as
having motivation to participate in CPD does not necessarily lead to active participation,
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especially when substantial barriers exist. Both groups ranked similar top five impeding
factors primarily related to institutional conditions (e.g. workload, policy) and CPD
provision (e.g. time, quality, forms). Interview accounts also highlighted these barriers, with
heavy workload perceived as the most pressing challenge that |eft teachers no time or energy
to participate in Al-related CPD. These barriers, if not addressed properly, may prevent
teachers from actively engaging in Al-related CPD.

6.3.2. Differences between Public and Private Schools

Significant differences between different school types were also identified. Public school
teachers reported significantly higher overal motivation than their private school
counterparts, with the largest disparity in controlled motivation. This suggests that public
school teachers are subject to stronger external incentives, such as mandatory participation
linked to requirements, policy, performance evaluation, or professiona title promotion, as
reflected in qualitative data.

However, these external incentives may be a double-edged sword. They can function as
effective triggers for engagement but may also restrict teachers autonomy, making it
difficult for teachers to tailor learning to their specific interests or needs. Private school
teachers, by contrast, reported fewer externally imposed requirements, which explained their
lower controlled motivation yet similarly high autonomous motivation. However, this
relative freedom often comes along with more limited institutional support, thereby
constraining their overall engagement in Al-related CPD. The challenge may lie in how to
design support systems that maintain necessary regulation yet ensure sufficient autonomy,
enabling teachers to draw on the benefits of both controlled and autonomous motivation.

Achieving thiswill reguire the active involvement of both the government and school.

Regarding reasons for differences in teachers' motivation for Al-related CPD, the qualitative
data results were consistent with those of Al literacy and school support. Teachers appeared
to consistently attribute variations in motivation for Al-related CPD largely to institutional
factors such as policies, funding, or CPD provision , highlighting the critical role of
institutional support in shaping teachers’ experiences in those three areas.
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6.4. Relationshipsacross ThreeKey Areas

A notable pattern identified in the present study was the consistent positive correlations

among school support, Al literacy, and motivation to participate in Al-related CPD.

Overall school support as well as al three dimensions positively correlated with overall
motivation, autonomous motivation, and controlled motivation, consistent with Lam et al.’s
(2010) findings. Similarly, school support and its three sub-dimensions positively correlated
with overall Al literacy, consistent with Chiu et al.’s (2024) study. However, in terms of the
predictive role of collegia or relatedness support in Al literacy, the present result contrasted
with Wut el al.’s (2025) findings, which reported no significant correlation between the two.
One potential explanation for the variations may be related to the differences among the
participants. To be specific, secondary school teachers in Chiu et a.’s and the present study
may rely more on collegial networks and peer collaboration to learn, while university
teachersin Wu et a.’s study tended to work and learn more independently. Such variations
in research findings suggest that collegial support may function differently across
educational contexts. This highlights the need for further research to explore whether, and in
what way, factors such asteachers' profilesinfluenceitsrole.

Both overall motivation and its autonomous and controlled forms were found to be
positively correlated to Al literacy. While limited research focused on the direct relationship
between motivation for Al-related CPD and Al literacy, many studies have supported the
positive role of motivation, particularly autonomous motivation, in predicting teachers
engagement in CPD activities (Gorozidis & Papioannou, 2014; Wal et a., 2014). In thislight,
based on this finding of the present study, it islikely that motivation for Al-related CPD can
indeed facilitate their engagement in relevant CPD activities, and thus enhancing the
development of Al literacy. However, more research can be conducted in the future to

further explore their relationships and underneath mechanisms.

The consistently positive correlations among three constructs indicate a potential reinforcing
cycle, where supportive environments promote motivation, which in turn facilitates the
development of Al literacy. From initial motivation to actual engagement in Al-related CPD

and subsequent improvement of Al literacy, it’'s likely that the school support for teachers
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basic psychological needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness play a critical role, as
suggested by Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In this light, future research
can attempt to test the potential causal direction of these relationships using intervention or
longitudinal designs to clarify the mechanisms underlying these consistent correlations. Such
work may also shed light on the design of policies or practices that can simultaneously
strengthen institutional support, teacher motivation, and Al literacy.

6.5. Limitations

The first limitation of the present study is related to sampling. First, the sample size (133
survey responses from approximately 55 schools and nine interview participants), while
reasonable, is relatively small and may not fully represent the population of public and
private school English teachers in the four tier 1 mega-cities in China. This may reduce the
statistical power and limit the generalisability of findings. In addition, the use of snowball
and convenience sampling may have introduced self-selection bias, potentially over-
representing teachers who had existing connections with the researcher or were exposed to
similar school conditions. Moreover, as both the survey and interviews were conducted
online, the study may have inadvertently excluded or discouraged participation from teachers
who are less comfortable using new technologies including Al. This exclusion could lead to
biased the sample toward participants who are more Al literate, thus under-representing the

perspectives of teachers with lower Al literacy.

Second, the present research focused exclusively on the influence of school types on the
differences in three key areas, without considering other potentially influencing factors
including age, years of working, or gender. Notably, the respondents and interviewees in the
present study were predominantly female, which may limit the generalisability of the
findings to male teachers. In addition, it is likely that teachers of different age ranges may
have varying levels of interest in new technologies, potentially affecting their Al literacy and
motivation to relevant CPD activities. Future research should account for such demographic

variables to provide a more nuanced understanding.

Furthermore, the binary categorization of Chinese secondary schools into public and private

may oversmplify the reality. Indeed, substantial differences can exist among schools within
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the same category, or there may be additional sub-types under each broad classification. The
absence of controls for such within-group differences may influence the interpretation of the

findings.

Finally, while all scales employed in the questionnaire have been validated in previous
research, the Cronbach’s alpha for one dimension (Knowing and Understanding Al) of the
Al literacy scale was acceptable yet relatively low, which may have affected consistency and
reliability of the measurement. In addition, in the interviews, teachers were asked several
times whether differences existed between pubic and private schools. This repeated framing
may have introduced priming effect, prompting participants to be more likely to perceive

such differences and resulting in biased perspectives.

7. Conclusion and Implications

Drawing on the observed differences between Chinese public and private schools, the
transformative potential of Al in education, and the critical role of teachers in educational
change, this study aimed to examine differences between the two school types in three
domains. teachers Al literacy, the school support they receive, and their motivation to
participate in Al-related CPD. The research was conducted in four economically comparable
tier-one mega-cities in China, which are frequently discussed together due to their similar
development status. A mixed-methods design was adopted to obtain a comprehensive
understanding, combining 133 questionnaire responses with nine semi-structured interviews.
Based on Ng et a.'s (2021a, 2021b) four-dimension conceptualization, Al literacy was
assessed in terms of Knowing and Understanding Al (KUALI), Applying Al (AAl),
Evaluating Al Application (EAIA), and Al Ethics (AIE). Guided by Ryan and Deci’s (2020)
Self-Determination Theory, the present study also examined three types of support
(competence, autonomy,and collegial support) and five types of motivation (amotivation,

external, introjected, identified, and intrinsic).

Analyses confirmed the initial assumption that significant differences exist across the three
domains. Quantitative results revealed that public school teachers scored significantly higher
than their private school counterparts in overal Al literacy, KUAI, EAIA, collegial support,

overall motivation, and controlled motivation (external and introjected), and this was
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supported by thematic analyses of interviews. These findings pointed to inequalities between
school types that may require joint action from both government and school leadership to
address.

At the same time, severa common patterns emerged across school types. Quantitative
findings showed that teachers from both public and private schools demonstrated relatively
high levels of overal Al literacy, school support, and motivation, with the quantitative
results of first two contradictory to relevant qualitative findings. In terms of Al literacy, both
groups performed best in knowing and understanding Al but weakest in Al ethics,
highlighting a specific area in need of attention. Moreover, Over-reliance on collegial
support in both groups suggested that teachers lacked sufficient access to expert-led
professional CPD. Furthermore, motivation profiles revealed that teachers were largely
driven by autonomous motivation (identified, intrinsic), which can facilitate teachers
sustained engagement in Al-related CPD. However, such motivation would be undermined if
issues related to workload, policy, and CPD provision cannot be properly addressed. In
addition, positive correlations were consistently observed among Al literacy, school support,
and motivation, as well as among some of their sub-dimensions, suggesting
interconnectedness between these constructs. Such correlations underscore the importance of
need-satisfaction support in shaping teachers’ Al literacy and motivation for engagement in
relevant CPD, shedding light on future designs of institution-level policies and practices.
Future research can explore more on the causal directions among constructs to understand

the underlying mechanisms.

These findings contribute to the limited body of research on teachers Al literacy, school-
based support, and motivation for Al-related CPD, particularly in the Chinese EFL context.
While previous studies have often examined these constructs in isolation or from a student
perspective, this research valued teachers voices and situated them within the contextual
realities of different school types. In doing so, it outlines teachers specific strengths and
weakness in Al literacy, offering insights for the design of effective Al-related CPD
activities that address their specific. More importantly, it reveals disparities in the school
support available to teachers, providing guidance for the governments and schools on how to

better support and thus motivate teachers to enhance their Al literacy through relevant CPD.
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While valuable, the findings should be interpreted with caution due to limitations such as the
relatively small sample size and flawed instrument. Future research should employ larger
and more diverse samples, refine measurement tools, and explore a broader range of contexts,
including rural and less-developed regions. The influence of relevant factors such as age,
teaching experience, and gender can also be further explored. Longitudinal and intervention
studies could further clarify causal pathways among institutional support, teacher motivation,

and Al literacy.

Overall, as Al continues to transform education, ensuring that teachers are both capable of
using these technologies effectively, critically, and ethically is vital. This study makes an
initial attempt to understand teachers' Al literacy profiles and their motivation for Al-related
CPD in the Chinese EFL context. While the findings need to be interpreted with caution,
they help bring existing inequalities to light, which may serve as the starting point for

fostering more equitable conditions across diverse school types and educational contexts.
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Appendix 1: Demographic Information

N um ber
Gender Mae 104
Female 29
Ei:(c;r[ :)?J?]Zl Bachelor 35
Master 84
Above master 14
Y ears of working 1-3 years 28
4-10 yers 72
Above 10 years 33
Agerange under 25 9
25-34 63
35-44 53
45-54 8
Educational stage Junior high school 93
Senior high school 40
School type Public 68
Private 65
Location Beijing 28
Shanghai 28
Guangzhou 53
Shenzhen 24
Professional roles English teacher 67
English teacher+ 1 50
administrative role
English teacher+ 2
administrative roles !
English teacher+ 9
other roles
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire

Part 1
1 Information sheet & Informed consent
&
Part 2
2. Please leave your email address below, and we may send you an invitation to a follow-up

online interview in May and June 2025.

2025 5 6

3. Would you like to participate in the follow-up interview?

Yes, I'd loveto.
Possibly.
No, thanks.

4, Would you like to receive the results of this research?
Y es, please send me the results.

No, thanks.

Part 3: Al literacy
Please indicate to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree 1-5
1= 5=
5. Knowing and Understanding Al
| can distinguish between smart educational devices and non-smart educational devices.

I know where educational Al can support my teaching or professional work.

| can identifyAAI\I technologies in educational products.

| feel comfortable when uglng educational Al products.

| believe teache'?\sI should actively Ier:lrn to use Al technologies to support teaching.
Al

6. Applying Al

| can use educational Al products skillfully to support my daily teaching.

| can learn new educ':IIi onal Al productsrelatively easily.

| can use educational Al productsétia enhance my work efficiency.

| can support anAdIgui de students in using educational Al products effectively.
| am able to integrate educationaIAAII technologies into curriculum instruction.
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Al

7. Evaluating Al Application
| can evaluate the functionality and effectiveness of an educational Al product after using it.
Al
| can choose the most appropriate solution from various options offered by an educational Al product.
Al
| can select an appropriate educational Al product according to specific teaching tasks.
Al

| can choose Al-based assessment products (eg. Grammarly) that match students' learning outcomes.
Al Grammarly)

| can use educational Al products to provide students with feedback on their learning.

Al

8. Al Ethics
| aways follow ethical principles when using educational Al products.
Al
| am aware of privacy and information security issues when using educational Al products.
Al
| am aware of the misuse of educational Al.
Al
| always consider ethical and security issues when applying educational Al technologies.
Al
| can identify ethical and moral violations during the application of educational Al in atimely
manner.
Al

Part 4. School support for Al-related CPD activities
Al (CPD: continuous professional development)
Strongly disagree Disagree Slightly disagree Slightly agree Agree Strongly agree
9. Competence support
My school provides effective, high-quality Al-related CPD activities so that | know how to integrate
Al into my teaching .
Al CPD Al
My school provides sufficient Al-related CPD activities so that | have opportunities to learn to apply
Al.
Al CPD Al
My school considers my workload, gives me room and time to do well in Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD

Thetimetable for Al-related CPD activitiesis reasonable in my school so that | can effectively
engage in those activities.

Al CPD
Thereis good coordination in my school so that | can complete my task (e.g. participate in Al-related
CPD activities, integrate Al into teaching) smoothly.

Al CPD Al

10. Autonomy support
| am involved in formulating the direction and contents of Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD
My school considersteachers opinions or needs when arranging Al-related CPD activities.
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Al CPD
| participate voluntarily in Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD
I have the freedom to choose specific Al-related CPD activities based on my professional needs.
Al CPD
| feel that my opinions or needs are respected or addressed.

11. Collegial support
| get encouragement from my colleagues, who are passionate about participating in Al-related CPD
and integrating Al into teaching.
Al CPD Al

My colleagues share useful resources for Al-related CPD with me.

Al CPD
My colleagues share their experiences with me regarding how to integrate Al into teaching.

Al
My colleagues care about the difficulties | face in learning and applying Al through Al-related CPD
activities.

Al
My colleagues and | collaborate to learn about and implement Al through Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD Al

Part 5: Motivation for Al-related CPD activities
Al CPD
Strongly disagree Disagree Slightly disagree Slightly agree Agree Strongly agree
12. Amotivation - lacking the intention for CPD
| do not understand the purpose of participating in Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD
| do not see the relevance of participating in Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD
I do not know the reasons of participating in Al-related CPD activities.
Al CPD

13. External regulation

| participate in Al-related CPD activities because it is a duty, requirement, or policy set by my school.
Al CPD

| participate in Al-related CPD activities because my school would assess how well Al isintegrated

into my teaching.

Al CPD Al
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because head of my group/grade/department may be upset if
| don't.

Al CPD / /

| participate in Al-related CPD activities to increase my chances of promotion or financial benefits.
Al CPD

| participate in Al-related CPD activities to keep up with my peers.
Al CPD

14. Introjected regulation
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because | would feel embarrassed to explain to others my
absence.
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Al CPD
| participate because | could demonstrate to others my willingness to accept new things.

Al CPD
| participate because | would feel uncomfortable if | refused to get involved.

Al CPD

| participate because | would feel bad if | cannot strive for good teaching performance (through these
Al-related CPD activities).

Al CPD (

| participate because | don’t want others to think that | am incapable of doing it.
Al CPD

15. Identified regulation
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because they involve important contents that | should learn.

Al CPD
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because | believe Al is an important tool that can support
my teaching.

Al CPD Al

| participate in Al-related CPD activities because | believe students can also benefit if | master Al-
related knowledge.

Al CPD Al
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because | believe mastering Al-related knowledge enhances
my teaching quality.

Al CPD Al
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because these activities are meaningful and worthwhile to
be promoted.

16. Intrinsic motivation
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because I’ m interested in learning about and integrating Al
into teaching.

Al CPD Al

| participate inin Al-related CPD activities to satisfy my inquiring mind.
| participate in Al-related CPD activities to realize my self-worth.

| participate in Al-related CPD activities because | fedl satisfied when overcoming the obstaclesin
the learning process.

Al CPD
| participate in Al-related CPD activities because | find it enjoyable to learn new things like Al.
Al CPD Al

Part 6: Challenges and perceived differences
What factors do you think impede you to pursue Al-related CPD? Please choose up to Five from the
list below.

Al CPD 5

heavy workload

lack of financial support
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lack of school policy support
Inconvenient timing (e.g. on weekdays or too long)
Inconvenient location (e.g. too far away)
limited opportunities
low quality of Al-related CPD activities
ineffective designs of Al-related CPD activities
limited forms of Al-related CPD activities (e.g. only lectures)
Irrelevant contents to teaching needs
lack of interest in Al-related CPD activities
feeling unnecessary to participate in Al-related CPD activities
personal circumstances (e.g.health issues, pregnancy)
others
Do you think EFL teachersin public and private schools differ regarding their overall levels of Al

literacy?
Al
Y es, significantly
Yes, dightly
No, almost the same. (Skip to Question 3)

If YES, in which type of schools do you think teachers generally have higher levels of Al literacy?
Al

public schools

private schools

Do you think EFL teachers in public and private schools receive different levels of school support for

Al-related CPD?
Al CPD
Y es, significantly
Yes, dightly
No, almost the same. (Skip to Question 4)

If YES, in which type of schools do you think teachers receive more school support for Al-
related CPD?

public schools
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private schools

Do you think EFL teachers in public and private schools differ in terms of their motivation to
participate in Al-related CPD?

Al
Y es, significantly
Yes, dlightly
No, amost the same. (Skip to Question 3)

If YES, in which type of schools do you think teachers are generally more motivated?

public schools
private schools

To what extent do you think each of the following should be responsible for improving teachers’ Al

literacy?
Al

government and educational authorities

school leadership (e.g. principals, heads of department, school owners)
teachers themselves

To what extent do you think each of the following should be responsible for motivating teachers for
Al-related CPD activities?

Al CPD
government and educational authorities

school leadership (e.g. principals, heads of department, school owners)

teachers themselves

Could you please sharel-3 suggestions on how to enhance teachers' Al literacy and motivation to
participate in Al-related CPD? (Y ou may reponsde in English or Chinese.)
1-3 Al Al CPD

Part 7: Demographic | nformation
1. Your birth sex

Male
Female
2. Highest educational qualification

Below Bachelor’s degree
Bachelor’ s degree
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Master’s degree
Above master’s degree
3. Yearsof working

1-3years 1-3
4-10years 4-10
over 10 years 10
4. Age

Under 25 25
25-34
35-44
45-54
55+
5. Your educational stage

Junior high school
Senior high school
6. School type
Public school
Private school (Gaokao-oriented)
Private school (International)
7. School name
8. Current professional role
English teacher
English teacher+ one administrative role (e.g. principal, head of department/ grade; head teacher)

+

English teacher+ 2 or more administrative roles
+

English teacher+ other role(s) not mentioned
+

Thank you very much for taking this survey!
Please feel free to send this survey on to anyone who meet the inclusion criteria and might be

interested. Y ou can copy and paste thislink [ ], which will take them straight to the survey.
If you have any comments, suggestions or questions, please feel free to contact ***

[]

* k% * k%
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Appendix 3: Semi-Structured Interview Questions/Guide

The semi-structured interview will be conducted in Chinese, the participants' native language. The
interview questions are provided below in Chinese, followed by an English translation for reference.

Draft Interview Questions

Could you please briefly introduce yourself (e.g., years of working, positions) and your school? (e.g.,
name, location, public/private school, status)

Al Literacy
1 Al literacy

In your opinion, what is Al literacy? What competencies should it include? (Have you considered
issues like ethics related to Al application?)

2.

Do you think Al literacy isimportant? Isit necessary for teachersto improve their Al-related skills?
3.

How would you assess your own Al literacy? In which areas do you perform well, and in which areas
do you feel you lack competence?

4.

Are you willing to further enhance your Al literacy? How do you usually develop your Al-related
competencies?

5.

How would you assess the overall Al literacy of your colleagues?

6. Al

Do you think your colleagues are willing to improve their Al literacy? Based on your observations,
how do they usually work on developing their Al-related competencies?

7. Al (

Do you think Al-related continuing professional development (CPD) activities are necessary? (Why?
How?)

8. Al

To what extent do you think levels of Al literacy differ for teachers in public and private schools?
What are the reasons for these differences if there are some? (What? Why? Who should be
responsible for these differences/ improving teachers Al literacy?)

School support for Al-related CPD activities
9. / Al

Does your school encourages teachers to participate in Al-related CPD activities? What kind of
support does your school provide? Do you think the support is sufficient?
10. Al CPD
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What kinds of Al-related CPD activities does your school typically offer to support teachers
professiona development? Do you have sufficient opportunities to participate in these activities? Are
you satisfied with their quantity and quality? Do you think these activities meet teachers' professional
development needs? Why or why not?

11. Al CPD

To what extent do you think the opportunities for teachersin public and private schools to participate
in Al-related CPD activities differ? What are the reasons for these differences if there are some?

12.

Who do you think should be responsible for these differences? How should the government, schools,
and teachers address or manage these disparities?

13. Al

What do you think motivates teachers to engage in Al-related CPD activities? What is the primary
motivation? Are they driven more by intrinsic or extrinsic factors?

14. Al

Wheat factors prevent teachers from participating in Al-related CPD activities? What do you think is
the biggest barrier?

15. Al

To what extent do you think public and private school teachers may differ in terms of opportunities
and motivation levels for participating in Al-related CPD activities? (Which group has more
opportunities? Which group tends to be more motivated?) What do you think causes this difference?
Who should be responsible for addressing it?

16. Al

In your opinion, what can be done to better motivate teachers to engage in Al-related CPD activities?
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Appendix 4: CUREC Approval

Applicant: LiW ang

Principal Investigator: E lizabeth W onnacott
Department: Education

Study title: Chinese EFL Teachers Al Literacy and Mativation for Al-Related CPD Activities:
A Comparison Between Public and Private Schools
(Version: 1.0)

Ethicsreference: Education (Educ) DREC - 1388905
Dear E lizabeth W onnacott,

On behalf of the Committee, | confirm that the above research study described in the application and
other supporting documentation submitted to the committee has been carefully considered on behalf
of the Education (Educ) DREC in accordance with the University's regulations and policy for ethics
approva of research involving human participants, human tissue and/or personal data. The opinion is
asfollows:

Opinion of Research Ethics Committee: Favourable Opinion
Subject to the following conditions:

Decision Date: 6 May 2025, 10:26

Opinion End Date: 6 Nov 2026

If favourable, insurance-provided indemnity arrangements will be in place between the decision date
and opinion end date and you may now commence your study activities. Should you plan to continue
the research beyond the end date above, it is your responsibility to ensure that you request, and
receive, an extension (via amendment) from the committee for indemnity to remain in place. You
may be required to provide ajustification.

Please note the following:

Amendments: Should there be any subsequent changes to the reviewed study, applications for
amendments can be made via the Oxford Ethics Application System (Worktribe Ethics).

Reports: Studies considered by OXTREC are expected to submit an annual progress report on each
anniversary of study approval, until the study is completed. An end of study report is also required.

Audit: This study may be selected for audit at the discretion of the Research Governance, Ethics and
Assurance Team.

Data safety: It isthe responsibility of the PI to ensure that all data collected during the course of the
study is stored and transferred safely and securely in accordance with University requirements.
Further guidance and advice are available from the Research Data Team. Additional information is
available at https:.//researchsupport.web.ox.ac.uk/governance/ethics

Y ours Sincerely

Education Ethics Officer
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Appendix 5: Participant Information Sheet

Chinese EFL Teachers’ Al Literacy and Motivation for Al-Related CPD Activities: A
Comparison Between Public and Private Schools

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
Central University Research Ethics Committee Approval Reference: [EDUC_1388905]
Introductory paragraph

You are being invited to take part in a research project. Before you decide it is important
for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take
time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask
us if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Take time to
decide whether you wish to take part.

Why is this research being conducted?

The rapid emergence and increasingly widespread adoption of artificial intelligence (Al)
across various fields have made it essential for individuals to develop the ability to
understand and utilize Al effectively and properly. Al literacy, a newly emerging concept,
involves four key dimensions: a) Knowing and Understanding Al (KUAI); b) Applying Al (AAI);
c) Evaluating Al Application (EAIA); d) Al Ethics (AIE) (Ng et al., 2021). In the field of
education, teachers play a critical role in guiding students to use Al responsively and
effectively, which requires them to be equipped with a high level of Al literacy.

This study aims to investigate Chinese EFL (English as a Foreign Language) teachers' Al
literacy levels and their motivation to engage in Al-related Continuing Professional
Development (CPD) activities, comparing teachers from public and private schools
regarding these aspects. The findings of the research may offer insights into how to
improve EFL teachers’ Al literacy and provide recommendations for designing more
effective Al-related CPD activities.

Why have | been invited to take part?

You have been invited to participate as you are English teachers in secondary schools,
whether public or private schools, in four Tier-1 cities in China, including Beijing, Shanghai,
Guangzhou, and Shenzhen. You have completed the questionnaire and showed interest in
the follow-up interview. Approximately 20 interviews will be conducted.

Do | have to take part?

No. It is up to you to decide whether to take part. You can withdraw yourself from the
research, without giving a reason, by advising me of this decision. If you complete the
interview but would like to withdraw the data you have contributed, you should email the
researcher within two weeks of the interview. After data anonymization (e.g. removal of
voice identifier, pseudonym replacement) and data analysis, data withdrawal will no longer
be possible.

What will happen to me if | take part in the research?

The interview will be conducted and recorded online via Microsoft Teams.
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To facilitate a more engaging and interactive discussion, | kindly request that you
enable your camera during the session. However, if you are uncomfortable with
video recording, you may choose to turn off your camera and participate via audio
only.

You will receive the consent form via email, and | kindly request that you return it as
soon as possible before we conduct the interview.

With your consent, | would like to video record and transcribe the interview to
ensure an accurate and comprehensive record of our conversation for future
analysis. As soon as the transcription has been checked, we will delete the video
and audio, and only the transcript will be retained. Any personal information (e.g.
your name, years of working, and school name) will be redacted from the
transcripts.

The interview lasts for approximately 30 minutes, and you only need to participate in
the interview once.

You will be asked open-ended questions about your understanding of Al literacy,
experiences about Al-related activities, and attitudes towards those activities.

You can ask to pause or stop the interview at any time.

What are the possible disadvantages and risks in taking part?

| sincerely appreciate your time and effort in participating in this research. My goal is to
make the interview engaging, comfortable, and respectful of your perspectives. If at any
point you feel uncomfortable or prefer not to answer certain questions, please let me know,
and we can adjust or skip those questions. Additionally, | would like to assure you that all
data collected will be anonymized during analysis and in any research outputs (e.g., the
dissertation). No personally identifiable information will be included, and your participation
will remain confidential.

Are there any benefits in taking part?

While there are no immediate benefits for participants participating in the research, it is
hoped that this research will lead to a better understanding of EFL teachers’ Al literacy and
motivation towards Al-related CPD activities, which may provide insights in the provision of
Al-related CPD.

What information will be collected and why is the collection of this information relevant for
achieving the research objectives?

We will collect information relevant to answering our research questions which will include
years of working and school type/name. The name of the school and any personal
information will be redacted from the interview transcripts and not included in any
publications. The interview will explore key topics including your understanding of Al
literacy, exposure to Al-related CPD activities, perceptions of the effectiveness, motivation
for those activities, and challenges in participating relevant CPD activities. The interview is
expected to last approximately 30 minutes.
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The interview will be recorded on Microsoft Teams, including video and audio. After the
interview has been transcribed the original video and audio will be deleted. In the
transcription, we will replace your name and the name of the school with pseudonyms.
During the study we keep a linkage file which links you to your pseudonym, but this will be
deleted at the end of the study. All of your data will be stored in a password-protected
electronic file on University of Oxford secure servers. The findings will be used in the
researcher’ s MSc dissertation and possibly written up for publication or presented at
academic conferences. You will not be identifiable.

The researcher and the supervisor will have access to the research data.

Identifiable data (including consent forms) will be stored in a password-protected
electronic file on University of Oxford secure servers for 3 years after the submission of the
dissertation.

Will the research be published? Could | be identified from any publications or other
research outputs?

The findings from the research will be written up in a dissertation, and the participants are
not identifiable from the data and the research outputs.

A copy of my dissertation will be deposited online in the Oxford University Research
Archive where it will be publicly available to facilitate its use in future research. The
research may also later be written up for a publication in an academic journal and
presented at research conferences.

Data Protection

The University of Oxford is the data controller with respect to your personal data, and as
such will determine how your personal data is used in the research. The University will
process your personal data for the purpose of the research outlined above. Research is a
task that is performed in the public interest. Further information about your rights with
respect to your personal data is available from the University’s Information Compliance
website at https://compliance.admin.ox.ac.uk/individual-rights.

Who has reviewed this research?

This research has received ethics approval from a subcommittee of the University of
Oxford Central University Research Ethics Committee. (Ethics reference: EDUC_1388905).

Who do | contact if | have a concern about the research or | wish to complain?

If you have a concern about any aspect of this research, please contact Li Wang via
li.wang@kellogg.ox.ac.uk or Elizabeth Wonnacott via
elizabeth.wonnacott@education.ox.ac.uk, and we will do our best to answer your query.
We will acknowledge your concern within 10 working days and give you an indication of
how it will be dealt with. If you remain unhappy or wish to make a formal complaint, please
contact the University of Oxford Research Governance, Ethics & Assurance (RGEA) team
at rgea.complaints@admin.ox.ac.uk or on +44 (0)1865 616480.

Further Information and Contact Details
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If you would like to discuss the research with someone beforehand (or if you have
guestions afterwards), please contact:

Li Wang

Department of Education

University of Oxford

15 Norham Gardens, Oxford OX2 6PY
University email: li.wang@kellogg.ox.ac.uk
University tel: +44 (0) 7561 540374
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Appendix 6: Consent Forms

Consent to take part in

Chinese EFL Teachers’ Al Literacy and Motivation for Al-Related
CPD Activities: A Comparison Between Public and Private Schools

Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC) approval reference:
EDUC_1388905

Purpose of Study: This research is to investigate Chinese EFL (English as a Foreign
Language) teachers' Al literacy levels and their motivation to engage in Al-related
Continuing Professional Development (CPD) activities, comparing teachers from
public and private schools regarding these aspects.

Please initial
each box if you
agree with the

statement

| confirm that | have read and understand the information sheet for the
above research. | have had the opportunity to consider the information,
ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

| understand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to
withdraw at any point within two weeks of the interview, until 1
without giving any reason.

I understand who will have access to personal data provided, how the
data will be stored and what will happen to the data at the end of the
project.

I understand that | will not be identifiable from any publications.

| consent to being audio and video recorded.

! The exact date will be updated once the interview is scheduled with the interviewee.
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I understand how audio recordings and videos will be used in research
outputs.

Use of quotations: Please indicate your preference (select one option):

a)l agree to the use of quotations in research outputs if | am not

identifiable. or
b)I agree to the use of direct quotations, attributed to my name, in

research outputs. or

c)l do not wish to be quoted.

| give permission for you to contact me again to clarify information.

| understand how to raise a concern or make a complaint.

| agree to take part and thereby assign to the researcher all copyright in
my contribution for use in all work stemming from this project and future

projects.

| agree that my personal contact details can be retained in a secure YES /
database so that the researchers can contact me about future studies. NO
Name of participant Date Signature
Name of person taking Date Signature
consent
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Appendix 7: Questionnaire Coding Scheme

Variblk name Label uestion Text Response Type | Value LabkesCoding
5 1lem s assessing 1-5=strongly disagree ,
teachers"know ing and diggree ,heutral ,disgree
KUAIL 1-5 understanding ofA | L kert(-5) ,strongly agree
5 1lem s assessing 1-5=strongly disagree ,
teachers”app lication of diggree ,heutral ,disgree
AAL1-5 Al L kert(-5) ,strongly agree
5 1lem s assessing 1-5=strongly disagree ,
teachers”evaluation of A | diggree ,heutral ,disgree
EAIA_1-5 app lication Lkert(l-5) ,strongly agree
1-5=strongly disagree ,
5 item s assessing diggree ,heutral ,disgree
AIE_1-5 teachers® A l ethics L kert(1-5) ,strongly agree
1-6=strongly disagree ,
5 item s assessing disagree ,Slightly disagree
com petence support ,Slghtly agree ,agree
com petence_1-5 teachers have received Lkert(l-6) ,strongly agree
1-6=strongly disagree ,
5 1tem s assessing disagree ,Slightly disagree
autonom y support ,slightly agree ,agree
autonomy 1-5 teachers have received L kert(1-6) ,strongly agree
1-6=strongly disagree ,
5 item s assessing disagree ,slightly disagree
collegial supportteachers ,slightly agree ,agree
coliegial 1-5 have received Lkert(l-6) ,strongly agree
1-6=strongly disagree ,
disagree ,Slightly disagree
3 item s assessing ,slightly agree ,agree
am otivation_1-3 teachers"am otivation Lkert(1-6) ,strongly agree
5 itel i
1 S 85ESSNg 1-6=strongly disagree ,
teachers"extemal . i .
. disagree ,sSlightly disagree
extemal 1-5 regu lation L kert(1-6) i
,Slghtly agree ,agree
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,strongly agree

htojcted_1-5

5 1lem s assessing
teachers” ntrojected
regu lation

Lkert(-6)

1-6=strongly disagree ,
disagree ,Slightly disagree
,slightly agree ,agree
,strongly agree

dentified_1-5

5 item s assessing
teachers” dentified
regu lation

Lkert(l-6)

1-6=strongly disagree ,
disagree ,slightly disagree
,Slghtly agree ,agree
,strongly agree

htrinsic_1-5

5 1lem s assessing
teachers” ntrinsic
m otivation

Likert(L-6)

1-6=strongly disagree ,
disagree ,Slightly disagree
,slightly agree ,agree
,strongly agree

in peding_factors

m u lip ke choices

1=the choice s chosen ;0=the choice s not
chosen

lieracy diflerence

m u lip ke choices

1-3=Y essignificantly
Yes,slghtly
aln ostthe sam e

higher _literacy

m ultap ke choices

1-2=public schook
schook

support diflerence

m u lip ke choices

1-3=Y essignificantly
Yes,slightly
alm ostthe sam e

more_support

m ultap ke choices

1-2=public schook
schook

m otivation_
diflerence

m ultap ke choices

1-3=Y essignificantly
Yes,slightly
alm ostthe same

higher_m otivation

m u kip ke choices

1-2=public schook
schook
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literacy

responsiility ranking 1-3=rank 1st,2nd,3rd
m otivation_
responsiility ranking 1-3=rank 1st,2nd, 3rd
gender multiple choces | 1-2=mak ,femak
1-4=belbow bachelbrs degree, bachelbors
degree, m aster’s degree, above m asters
education m ultip ke choices | degree
years of working multip ke choices | 1-3=1-3years, 4-10years, over 10years
age_range m ultiple choices | 1-5=under25,25-34,35-44 A45-54 55+
1-2=pnorhigh school ,senorhigh
educational stage m ultip ke choices | school
1-3=public schook ,private
schook(@aokao-oriented)
)private schook (Intemational)
school type m u lip ke choices
1-4=beijing Shanghai
school location m ultip ke choices Qguangzhou ,shenzhen
1-4=english teacher ,english
teacher+one adm nstrative ok
+ ,english teacher+2 or
m ore adm nistrative rokes +
,englsh
teacher+other rokes notm entioned
positions m ultip ke choices +
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Appendix 8: Test for Instrument Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha

D im ension Raw_Aha | Std_Abha Avg_R

A'l_lieracy 091 0908 033
KUAL 0623 0618 0245
AAI 0.793 0.797 044
EAIA 03801 0.798 0442
AIE 0911 0912 0674
School support 0948 0948 0547
com petence 0924 0924 071
autonomy 0389 0389 0616
coliegial 091 091 0668
M otivation 0822 084 0186
am otivation 0849 085 0653
extemal 0.728 0.723 0343
introjected 0.765 0771 0402
dentified 0359 0361 0553
ntrinsic 03855 0358 0548
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Appendix 9: Normality Testsfor Wilcoxon Rank-Sum Test

Varblk | Group | N Skewness | Kurtosis | Shapiro_p | Nom ality
Al .

. Public 68 -1.345 1998 0|No
Literacy
KUAI Public 68 -1731 4698 0|No
AAl Public 68 -1365 186 0|No
EAIA Public 68 -1309 1.048 0|No
AE Public 68 -1223 0074 0|No
Al B

. Privakt | 65 -0133 | -0291 00229 | No
L ieracy
KUAI Privak | 65 -0353 0502 0036 | No
AAl Privak | 65 -0694 1691 00021 | No
EAIA Privak | 65 -0.066 -041 00227 | No
AlE Privak | 65 -0724 0051 00045 | No

Varablke Group [N Skewness | Kurtosis | Shapiro_p | Nom ality

School ]

Public 68 -1111 0239 0[No
Support
com petence | Public 68 -0866 | -0649 0[No
autonomy | Public 68 -0921| -0227 0[No
coliegial Public 68 -1579 1758 0[No
School i

Privak | 65 -0526 | -0625 00085 | No
Support

com petence | Private 65 -0413 | -0637 00326 | No

autonomy | Privatt | 65 -0931 0272 00003 | No

coliegial Privat | 65 -0945 049 00005 | No

Varablke Group | N Skewness | Kurtosis | Shapiro_p | Nom ality

M otvation | Public 68 -1481 2004 O0[No
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Autonom ous

L Public 68 -2296 6.388 0|No
M otavation
Extemal )

o Public 68 -1.062 0177 0|No
M otavation
am otivation | Public 68 1189 1132 0|No
extemal Public 68 -0.841 0039 00002 | No
introjected Public 68 -1206 0948 0|No
dentified Public 68 -22372 712 0|No
intrinsic Public 68 -1974 4546 0|No
M otivation Private 65 -0321 0343 0384 | Yes
Autonom ous )

o Private 65 -102 1301 00001 | No
M otavation
Extemal ;

L Private 65 0232 0249 0.7818 | Yes
M otavation
am otivation | Private 65 0932 0328 0|No
extemal Private 65 0401 | -0239 02516 | Yes
introjected | Private | 65 -0163 | -0453 05105 | Yes
dentified Private 65 -133 2 957 0|No
ntrnsic Private 65 -0.906 0571 00001 | No
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Appendix 10: Normality Testsfor Spearman’s Correlation

Name N Skewness | Kurtosis | Shapiro_p | Nom ality
A'lL ileracy 133 -1.063 2089 0[No
School Support 133 -0841| -04174 0[No
com petence Gchool Support) 133 -0628 | -0741 0[No
autonom y Gchool Support) 133 -0959 0.089 0[No
colkegil School Support) 133 -122 0913 0[No
M otivation 133 -0435| -0208 0031 | No
A utonom ous M otivation 133 -1641 365 0|No
Extemal M otavation 133 -0157 | -0634 0025 | No
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Appendix 11: Codebook for the Open-Ended Survey Question

Al Al
Al
Al
Al
Al
113 AI
Al Al
Al “ Al+
Al
Al
Al
Al Al
Al
[13 AI ”
Al
Al CPD
Al
Al
Al

ai
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Al Al

Al
Al
Al
Al
Al
Al
Al
Al CPD
Al
Al
Al
Al ai
13 AI ”
Al Al
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Theme

Sub-theme

Code

Description

Quotation

Enhancing Al
Literacy

More practice-

oriented activities

Practical Al
training

Training
activities
related to
practical,
teaching-related
Al applications

“Organise more Al training
that integrates Al with
teaching, offering Al
practice sessions closely
aligned with classroom
contexts to help teachers
quickly acquire practical
skills.”

“Based on teachers’ teaching
needs, conduct Al tool
hands-on training to
demonstrate how Al can be
integrated into teaching.”

Practice
opportunities

Applying Al in
teaching
practice

“Establish ‘Al + English
teaching’ workshops to
allow teachersto design
English reading materials
with Al tools, such as Al-
assisted personalised reading
exercises, and to improve
their functional abilitiesin
practice.”

“Create ‘Al + English
teaching’ practice bases,
where teachers can develop
lesson plans and materias
for real-life teaching
contexts, and conduct
application training through
authentic scenarios.”

Enriching activity
formats and content

Diverse
training
formats

Various types
of training
formats

“Combine online and offline
modes to complete relevant
training activities.”

“Design cross-disciplinary
teaching projects so that
teachers from different
subjects can collaborate and
integrate Al into activities
such as English language
events.”
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Subject-related
traing

Al training
content related
to specific
subjects

“Organise ‘Al teaching
workshops' where teachers
use Al toolsto create
subject-specific teaching
materials, such as
developing courses for
reading and vocabulary
learning using Al.”

Providing Al-
related CPD
activities based on
teachers' needs

Ligtening to
teachers

Respecting
teachers' ideas
and opinions

“In Al-related CPD
activities, listen more to
teachers’ suggestions
regarding content, format,
and focus, and avoid top-
down, leader-imposed
arrangements.”

Meeting
teaching needs

Teaching
needs-oriented

“Design tiered Al training
tailored for teachers with
different levels of Al
literacy, such as introductory
sessions for Al basics, Al-
assisted writing tools, and
personalised lesson
planning.”

“Analyse the Al technical
needs of teachers across
different subjects and
integrate them into
curriculum design and
practical teaching.”

Updating
resources/equipment

Al equipment
and resources

Al hardware,
software, and
facilitiesfor
teaching

“Allocate funds to purchase
Al teaching devices so
teachers can easily use them;
ensure sufficient devices,
quality internet, and
necessary classroom
infrastructure.”

Establish aregiona Al
teaching resource repository
that compiles Al tools
suitable for the English
subject (such asintelligent
essay grading and oral
assessment Al) and high-
quality teaching cases,
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enabling teachers to access
and apply them at any time.

“Schools should increase
technical support, funding,
and staff assistance for Al

. Al technical use.”
Technica and siaft
Support support “There are no appropriate
and effective waysto
regulate students' use of Al
devices. "
Including Al Include Al literacy in
literacy in teacher performance
Policies, appraisal appraisdl, link with
promotions, and provide
honours, systems,
S . more rewards and career
rewards linking with o
devel opment opportunities
awards and
fomotions for teachers who perform
P well in Al-related CPD.”
Strengthening Using Orggnl sei nter-gghool Al
. . o . teaching competitionsto
external incentives | Competitive competitions to :
opportunities | encourage enhance Al literacy and
_ PP artic agti on increase enthusiasm for CPD
Enhancing P P participation.”
Motivation _
Promoting Encourage jteachers with
. strong Al skills to mentor
Peer assistance | mutual support
. others through workshops,
and and learning . .
encouragement | amon sharing sessions, and
x coll g UeS collaborative projectsto
&g enhance participation.”
Ddoi
elping “Let teachers see concrete
teachers -
, . . examples of Al assisting
Strengthening Recognising recognise the X . .
. o teaching and improving
internal motivation | value value and efficiency. o thev perceive
benefitsof Al | Y, SOy P
: . itsvalue.”
in teaching
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Sense of
achievement

Creating
opportunities
for teachersto
feel
accomplished
in Al use

“Provide platforms for
teachers to showcase Al-
assisted teaching
achievements, such aslesson
designs, intelligent marking
systems, and personalised
learning materials, to
enhance their sense of
achievement and
motivation.”
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Appendix 12: Codebook for Interview

Al

Al

Al
Al
Al

Al

Al

Al

Al

Al

Al

Al
Al

Al

Al
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Code D escription Examplk
Basic know kedge aboutA I, m any peop ke know
. K now kedge ofA I- related .
Understanding A | .. thatA 1 B“ snart butthey do notunderstand
concepts, principkes, etc. . . .
the principles behind itorhow itworks.
My ability m ghtbe © reply b students’ emaik
ApplyingAl Ability b apply Al using A I. Ifitcan generate a draftaccording o my

needs, | can then m ake revisions.

EvaluatingAlUse

Evaluation ofA luse n
tem s ofappropriateness,
usefubhess, and satisfaction

Using A 1 for transktion — itm ightbe fastand
accurate, butthe transktion m ay notalvays be
the best, so this is a drawback.

Issues such as privacy and

I seldom consier problem s regarding privacy

AlEthics . .
security and security .
A ctivities organ ized by

o schook 0 supportteachers | Public school teachers have m ore activities,

Ability Support . . . - .
N m proving theirpersonal traning sessions, open classes, and kectures.
and professionalabilities
Supportfor teachers o

A UGN v Support choose and oranize M any activities are offered o us,and then we

ysupp L. 0 decde whether o participate voluntarily.

activities independently
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Colkeague Support

M utualhelp am ong
colkagues n the schooland
a good atm osphere

In our school, eachers take tums giving

dem onstration kessons, and we often share
teaching Keas and conductgroup discussions
every Tuesday aftemoons.

Intrinsic M otivation

Participation in activities
because ofpersonal nterest,
enjoym ent, sense of
achevem ent,etc.,
constlering them  im portant
and enjoyab ke

Som e teachersm ay join because they find the
topic interesting or personally valuable.

Extrmsic M otivation

Participation in activities
because ofextemal factors
such as policks, rewards, or
pressure

Som e teachers join because they can gain points
for perform ance evaluation, awards, or
certificates.

Factors relted o personal
nterest, en joym ent,

Som e teachers in private schooksm ay feel

Personal Factors _ ; passionate aboutA I, and consider ithelpfuland

avaikbke tim e, energy, and eresting. so thev particioat

fnances 9 yP v

Factors related 1o school .

e . Schook m ay encourage teachers’  professional

policies, opportunities, . .
School-Level Factors . grow th and offer prom otions,which ncrease

funding,workload,, and o

m otivation.
career developm ent
3 Factors rekted © policies, G ovemm ent- kd nitlatives and requirem entsm ay

G ovemm entN atonal- . . . ) ..

finding,and kadership from push teachers 1 particibate in training and
LevelFactors

the govemm ent

developm entm ore actively.
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Appendix 13: Thematic Tables of Interview Quotations
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M otivation

PUB9

PUB7

Al

PR3

PR3

PUB9

Al

Al

PUBS8

Al
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PUB7

70%

Al

PR4

PUB9

PUB8

Al

PUB5
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34

PR3

PR3

PUB9

PUB7

PUB5
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Al Literacy

Theme

Subtheme

School Type

Interviewee ID

Q uotation

Al
L ieracy

Conceptual
Understanding

Public

PUB7

1. 1think itshould cover several
aspects. The firstisa basic
understanding ofA I, and the
second s the ability ©

com prehend its technical
principles and concepts,aswell
as e ability  apply and operate
Al1took.People use specific Al
products according B theirwork
and life contexts—forexam ple,
som e use A 1 o write articks,
som e B conductsearches, retrieve
nfom ation, generate in ages, or
perform office tasks. The third
aspect s the ability © interpret
and process the resu lts retumed
by A ILAfter A 1 generates an
output,we should have at kasta
basic ability © evaluate its quality
and be able o com bine the
generated resu ktw ith ourown
context produce an eflective
outcom e.

Public

PUBG

2.The ability o apply Al n real-
life contexts and conduct
analytical hinking aboutits
application is essential.

Public

PUBS

3.W hen applying A I tooks, one
needs 1 notonly understand the
functions butako ntegrate them
w ith teaching goaks b m axim ize
their eflectiveness.

Private

PR4

4 Itis im portant know how
access A | resources, and the ok
used m ustbe capable of

in proving teaching. Teachers ako
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need practical skills © operate
them and probkem -solving
abilites o use them  efiectively n
teaching.

Private

PR1

5.A 1 literacy should include both
know kedge and the abillity © apply
A 1ok in practical teaching.

Private

PR3

6.Teachers should know how
choose and apply A 1 tooks
appropriately, designing teaching
according o difierentfunctions of
the tooks.

AlLieracy
Level

Public

PUBS

7.-1tink myown Al lieracy level
s average.From research
activities, | have observed that
som e teachers Al literacy kveks
are really high. They have in-
depth understanding ofA 1 and the
skilk © operate A | ok, butl ©
som e extent lack such

com petences

Public

PUB7

8.1thnkmyown Al literacy kvel
s average. I can use A I for certain
tasks, butmy know kedge of AT s
broader app lication and
principkes is Iim ited . R egarding
deep hum an— A I interaction, |
have been lkaming contnuously.

Public

PUB8

9. Ithink my ability © filter and
verify nfom ation isnotbad,
ncluding being abk o evaluate
infom ation from multiplke
perspectives and verify reliability.
I sekdom consider ssues rekted ©
ethics.
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Private

PR4

10.1feelmy Al lieracy s

Iim ied. Forexam pke, Imay only
be abke b use A I for sim pk tasks
such asgenerating m pktes. 1 do
m osttasks m yselfsuch as giving
students assignm ents.

Private

PR1

11.M any teachers ncludingme
often think whatA I has provided
forthem B real,and conrect For
exam pk, ey hink A | transktes
betier. This isnotgood -

Private

PR3

12_ldontdowellin Al

app lication ,m aybe because 1
dontuseAlmuch. ltink iten't
efficientsom etin es_W hen I give
A 1detaiked nfom ation and
expectit give m e a good course
desn, itsom etin es faikm e and
takes too m uch time.

Schoolk
Rebted
R easons

Public

PUB9

13.In ourpublic school,we m ay
rely more on A 1 system s procured
centrally by the school, such as
sm artcam pus platform s, butour
financial resources m ay be

som ew hat Iim ited depending on
the govemm entsupport. In
contrast, som e private schooks

m ightbe m ore w illing © spend

m oney because they are better
funded by them selves,m ore

w illng © nvest, and have m ore
flexib ke budgets. In public
schooks, we have regulbr training
© lkeam new know kedge, butin
private schoobks, achersm ay
expbre on theirown,and the
com petition can be m ore intense.
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Private

PR3

14 . The am ountofA I training or
kkam ing opportunities provided
by the schooldoesm ake a
difierence.Public schookm ay be
m ore accustom ed © the cunrent
teaching m odel, focusing on the
high schooland college entrance
exam nations.Even w ithoutusing
A1, they can still achieve good
results and m eettheirK P Is, so
they m ay notfeelm uch additional
pressure for extra kaming,
reform , or nnovation. In private
schooks, there m ay be m ore young
teachers, and overall, nstbility
tends o be higher than in public
schooks, w ith greater pressures in
various aspects,which m ght

m ake kkaming new things like Al
M ore necessary.

Private

PR4

15. itm ghtbe rekted © ntemal
training, butt be honest,we do
nothave system atic raning here.

Govemm ent
Rebted
R easons

Public

PUB7

16. 1think public schookmay do
abetier pb n prom oting and
publicizing A 1, because public
schook are partofgeneral
education and are m ore
nfluenced by national policies.
Forexam plke, higher- kevel
authorities like the lbcal
education bureau m ay have plns
n thisarea, so0 the arangem ents
we encounter tend o be m ore
plnned and system atic. In private
schooks, from what I know , they
are prim arily profit-oriented.
Theirteachersw il ako engage
with A I, butm ore forpractical
purposes and o solve mm ediate
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problkem s.

Public

PUBG

17.In public schooks, the groups
responsib ke include the

govemm ent, school keaders, and
even national policy support.
These groups hand ke activity
plknning, funding, and policy
support. In private schooks, they
m ay need 1 cover the costs

them selves, or the ownerm ay bear
the expenses. So, I think public
schoolteachersm ay have m ore
opportunities;we do getquite a
bt

Private

PR1

18.Public school teacherswork
within certain boundaries and
constrants. W ithin these
boundaries, they can carry out
certain activities. 1 an notsure
how m uch difference there
between the introduction of
policies and theiractual

m plem entation, butatthe very
kast, you need 1 have a fom al
docum entsent o the school or
provide a ckardirection.R pht
now , there snothing.
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School Support

School
Support

Cam peence
Support

Public

PUB7

19.The A I training courses | have
attended focus m ostly on product
introductions,which | find rather
narrow in scope.Forexampk, n

som e sessions, the entire training i
devoted o ntroducingasingke Al
product, teaching participants how ©
use it,and dem onstrating itin
various scenarios. The training s not
usually designed from the
perspective ofE nglish teachers, nor
does itfully address how we m ght
use such products in ourown
teaching practice. Traning closely
aligned w ith ouractualwork i
rebtively rare_M  ostpeop ke approach
these A 1 tooks from a very narow
entry pont,w ithoutfully exploring
theirpotential for teaching.

Private

PR2

20. 1think public schook are
generally m ore system atic n
arranging such activities. They m ght
provide m ore opportunities for
tfraining, research activities,

com petitions, open classes, and
practical app lication W mthoutsuch
arrangem ents, private schook rely
entirely on theirown resources.

Private

PR3

21.Them ostcomm on form of
supportprovided is kctureson Al,
which are reltively frequent. O ther
types of supportare, hmy view,

Iim ited, and there do notseem 1 be
m any activities thatare genuinely
useful.

Autonomy
Support

Public

PUBG6

22 .W e have m any activities 10
choose from ,and we can voluntarily
participate. Som e are even online
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activities thatwe can take partin.

Private

PR3

23.Public school teachers are
already very busy, and the school
does notarrange add itional rest
periods for them ; instead, they are
required B participate n the
training.

Private

PR2

24 .Atpresent, in our Qrivate)
school, the use and kaming ofA | B
fullofourown interests and
resources, and everyone is quile free
expbreAl.

Colkegial
Support

Public

PUBS

25.0 urschool has research activities
every Tuesday, sowe often

com m unicate w ith other teachers.
The teachers are very willing © share
w ith each other.

Private

PR4

26 . There are no regu larm eetings
every week , so sharing and

com m unication m ainly happen
betwveen individual teachers.

Som etim es collkeagues w ill share
som e ways o use A I'm ore efiectively
n the office, such ashow buse Al
and which A 10 use o write em ails.

Private

PR2

27 itism ostly nfom al sharing.For
exam ple, ifa teacherhas a specil
skill, they m phtshare it 0 r,during

a sm all sharing session, everyone

m ightshare a few ok they
personally use and then try them
together.
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Schoolrebed
R easons

Public

PUBS

28.The costs are quite high, though
my school reim burses them . For
private school teachers, however, this
m ghtbe a financikl burden. In
addition, the num ber ofplaces i
very Iim ited,,and even withinmy
school they are allocated on a first-
com e, first-served bask. ltis
uncertain whether private school
teacherswould have the sam e
opportun ities.

Public

PUB9

29. In public schooks, the purchase of
A lequipm entneeds approval,and if
the budget is exceeded , training
sessionsm ay notgo ahead. In private
schooks, such restrictions m ay be kss
strict. They m ay nvite experienced
teachers  conducta sem nar.

Private

PR3

30.Public and private schook have
difierentgoak. Public schookm ght
focusm ore on students’ academ ic
perform ance. P rivate schook m ay
value overallquality and capability
more,and therefore putm ore

em phasis on practical activities and
academ i events.A Imay ako be
seen as partofthe overall

developm entofteachers and
students.

Govemment
rekted
R easons

Public

PUB7

31.Som e basic training arranged by
the education bureau ism andatbory
Porus,as itcomesfiom  higher- kevel
authorities. P rivate school teachers
participate in those activities m aybe
because they wantto enhance

com petitiveness.
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32.1do notknow the exactgap
between govemm entpolicy and its
m pen entation, butat kastyou need
Private PR1 1 have an official docum entsento
the school, or give the schoola clear
direction.R ghtnow ,we have
nothing.

33.TraningonAlnChihas
generally provided through a top-
down approach fron  the govemm ent
ordistrictauthorities. Since public
schooks are m ore closely supervised
Private PR4 by the govemm ent, there are certain
regu lations and requirem ents in
plbce,which kad © rektively
system atic training. 0 pportunities for
A I-rekted traning should therefore
be reltively abundant.

Motivation

Theme Sub-them e School Type ParticipantID Q uotation

34. Iifthere isa reward, such as
an award certificate ora cash
prize,and itis eflective, ifthe
Public PUB9 reward is substantial, they m ay
be m ore willing © participate
and w illbe m ore m otivated t©
pn.

Participation Extemal 35.1think itismainly driven by
M otivation M otivation extemal pressure, st like the

passive keaming we m entioned

earlier— when authority

Public PUB7 departn ents require you 0
kam,you have © kam.Another

factor ks perform ance-driven

m otivation; forexam pk, n

teaching, ncorporating A 1 no

English lnguage teaching ©
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develop certain perform ance
evaluation m echanisn sm ay
drive us  particpate.

36. Itcan helb me ncrease my
salry, mprove my taching
efficiency,and then helbme

w ith my career developm ent.
Thats actually the m otivation
for participating.

Private PR3

37.Forpublic schoolteachers,
tere are things lke evaluation
for professional titkes — ifyou
Private PR3 don’ tlkam this,oryou don’ t
attend the training arranged by
the school, itm ay afiectyour
work, so you have 1o participate.

38.Som e teachersm ay simply
want® use cerain A I kil ©
m prove their taching
efficency, or o im prove

them selves.Atthe same tin e,
they m ay be quite enthusiastic
aboutA land are, by nature,
eager 0 keam.

Public PUB9

Inemal

M otivation 39. In order o in prove my own
abilities, lwillonly do itifit
benefits m e.R ealizing that
mproving A 1 literacy hebsmy
career prospects, professional
developm ent, or teaching ability
and quality m otivatesm e 0 work
on it

Public PUB8
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Public

PUB7

40.1think itisstllmainly
driven by personal curiosity
aboutknow kdge and cutting-
edge nform ation . A t keastfor
teachers in ourage group,we are
nterested n these em erging
technologies.W e don’ ttreat
kaming A I-related know kdge
as justan exemalwork task, but
rather as som ething we are
willling © actively em brace,
kam,and ntegrate w ith our
teaching practice and education.
This desire and drive probably
accounts forabout70% .

Private

PR4

41 Ifitis som ething thatis
hebfuln the bbngtem and will
notsgnificantly aflectmy
currentworkload in the short
tem , lwould be more willing ©
participate. A ko, ifteachers
receive a titke oraward after
participating or sharing, itgives
them a sense ofhonor.

Im peding
Factors

Public

PUB9

42 . Ifthe worklbad athand are
100 heavy, itm ay be hard ©
baknce work and training. It
takes o m uch tim e and energy,
and sometimes it s really
tirng.Forexam plke, ifl have ©
teach, prepare kssons,m anage
students, and dealw ith personal
m atiers, it s o exhausting.
Som etim es | have o work
overtin e © hand ke urgent issues,
and ifthathappens, lwon’ t
wantt participate.
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Public

PUB8

43. Ifthey already have a setof
plns and routines, they w il just
follow them ,and they m ay not
feel it ks necessary 0 participate
in additional training or
activities.

Public

PUB5

44 _There are also som e
objective reasons. Forexam ple, |
may have children © raise or
elderly fam ily m em bers to care
for.Since m osttraining bsts an
entire day — from  around 8 am .
4 pm_,witha lnch break n
between — itcan be quite
exhausting.

Private

PR4

45_Tim e is tightbecause |
already have a heavy clss
scheduke. I have three o four
cbsesaday,and each chss bst
for one hour-

Private

PR3

46.Atpresent, the traning
provided o teachers in our
school s notvery useful, and
som e i inekvanttomy work.

Personal
R easons

Private

PR3

47 _Private school teachers m ay
have m ore eak and
aspirations. Ifthey think
kaming s suseul, they will
take the nitiative © kam it

School-
Rebkted
R easons

Public

PUB9

48.The m otivation for private
school teachers m ay be stronger
because they have requirem ents
for teaching outcom e, and they
take the school  suniversity
adm sion rate and parents
satisfaction as evaluation targets.
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Public

PUB7

49. 1thnk the avaibbility of
training opportunities and
resources akso has som e
nfluence.Forexamplke, in our
nsttuton, rekevanttraning
activities are often held, and
there iseven a dedicated course
for this. Teachers can kam itat
any tim e, or take this type of
online course.As bng as they
have spare tim e, they can lkeam
anytim e and anywhere_So |
think the abundance of
resources and the ease ofaccess
© these resources are ako
nfluential factors.

Public

PUB5

50.M any public school teachers
need t© com pkte a certain

num ber ofcontinuing education
training hours for evaluation of
professional titk or certificate.

Govemment
Rekted
R easons

Private

PR4

51.IfFit srequired by the
school or by a superior, then you
have 10 go. Ifthere isno
requirem ent, then you m ay or
may notgo, butifthere isa
requirem ent, you definiely have
o atiend.
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