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Abstract: This paper focuses on the possibilities of employing generative
artificial intelligence (AI) in teaching Czech as a foreign language. Since only
a limited number of studies have so far been published on the integration of AI into
Czech language instruction, this text focuses primarily on international experience
with incorporating AI into foreign language education. This study takes the form

of a case study with the objective of determining whether, and in what ways, students
may achieve better results through the use of AI than when working with traditional
sources; how they employ AI when performing tasks aimed at developing lexical and
grammatical competence and productive writing skills; and whether or not teachers
are able to detect the use of AI in students’ work. The data on which this study is based 
was collected within an experiment conducted amongst selected students and teachers 
participating in the Summer School of Slavonic Studies at the Faculty of Arts, Palacký 
University Olomouc.
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In tro du c tion

Czech as a fo reign/se cond lan guage is a re la ti ve ly young dis ci pline 
that has been de ve lo ping dy na mi cal ly since the 1990s (Hrdlička,
2010, p. 10). Its evo lu tion re flects not only new fin dings in the fields
of lin guo di dac tics and fo reign lan guage teaching metho do lo gy but
also tech no lo gi cal in no va tions and chan ges in so cial con di tions.

The use of di gi tal tech no lo gy in teaching Czech as a fo reign lan -
guage was ac ce le ra ted, for ins tance, by lockdowns du ring the co ro na -
vi rus pan de mic, when ins truc tion was trans fer red to vir tual en vi -
ronments and teachers be gan to make in crea sed use of va rious di gi tal
re sour ces. The se in clude both ma te rials pro vi ded by on line por tals de -
si gned to sup port tra di tio nal prin ted text books2 and a range of edu ca -
tio nal ap pli ca tions that have be come com mon tools for ma king teach-
ing more en ga ging and for ac ti va ting stu dents through quiz zes or va -
rious di dac tic ga mes, such as Word wall, Flip pi ty, Vo ca bee, or Ka hoot.

In re cent years, the se re sour ces have come to in clude ap pli ca tions
uti li zing ge ne ra tive AI – pri ma rily ChatGPT – as well as tools fa ci li ta -
ting trans la tion between lan gua ges, such as DeepL.
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2 The portal ste p by step.cz provides short Czech news items for listening and
reading co m pre hen sion, didactic language games, wor ks he ets, tests, and met hodo -
lo gi cal com men ta ries; through this platform, teachers can also share their own ac ti -
vi ties. Similarly, the website czechitup.eu serves as a re po si to ry of audio and video
materials cor re spon ding to the eponymous textbooks and also includes trans cripts
of re cor dings and videos, as well as met hodo lo gi cal support.

1 This paper was compiled with the support of the Ministry of Education, Youth
and Sports of the Czech Republic granted to Palacký Uni ve r si ty Olomouc
(IGA_FF_2025_005). The authors also wish to thank the students of the Summer
School of Slavic Studies at the Faculty of Arts, Palacký Uni ve r si ty, who par ti ci pa -
ted in the ex pe ri ment, as well as Mgr. Zuzana Janáčová Bušíková, Ph.D., for her as -
si stan ce in con du c ting the research.



1. AI in Edu ca tio nal Practice and in Foreign Language Teaching

De fi ning ar ti fi cial in tel li gence (AI) is not an easy task, as the ve ry
con cept may ap pear ra ther abs tract (Seu fert et al., 2021, p. 13). Its de -
fi ni tion ine vi ta bly de pends on the dis ci pli na ry pers pec tive from which 
it is ap pro a ched. Ar ti fi cial in tel li gence in ter sects not only with com -
pu ter science, neu ro science, lin guis tics, and phi lo so phy yet si mi lar ly
with ma ny other fields (Schmidt, 2024, p. 58).

G. Bal les trem pro vide a re la ti ve ly clear de fi ni tion: 

Ar ti fi cial In tel li gen ce (AI) refers to systems that exhibit in tel li gent be ha vior by
ana ly zing their en vi ron ment and – to a certain degree of au to no my – taking actions to
achieve spe ci fic goals (Bal les trem et al., 2020, p. 1).3 

Ar ti fi cial in tel li gence may the re fore be un derstood as in tel li gent
ma chine be ha vior that seeks, in cer tain ways, to imi tate hu man in tel li -
gence and learn from ex pe rience (Lamb et al., 2024, p. 7; Ax mann et
al., 2024, p. 20). The phrase ar ti fi cial in tel li gence is of ten de fi ned
through the back ground mea nings of its two com po nents, ar ti fi cial
and in tel li gence, yet pro fes sio nal dis course lacks uni ty even he re (cf.
Schmidt, 2024, pp. 58–59). S. Seu fert et al. (2021, p. 11) de fine in tel li -
gence as “a set of cog ni tive abi li ties that help hu mans ma nage eve ry -
day life and solve pro blems.”4 In the case of ar ti fi cial in tel li gence, the se
cog ni tive pro ces ses and abi li ties are re pla ced5 by ma chine- ba sed ones.6

For the pur po ses of this re search, AI can be de fi ned as a pie ce of
tech no lo gy that, on the ba sis of large amounts of da ta (its foun da tion
being so- cal led large lan guage mo dels) and pro gram med al go rithms,
is ca pa ble of ana ly zing and eva lua ting a prompt (in put) so as to pro du -
ce a mea ning ful out put – a pro cess that to a cer tain ex tent imi ta tes hu -
man cog ni tive ope ra tions. This tech no lo gy un der lies tools that ge ne -
rate texts, ima ges, or vi deos; com pare and clas sify in for ma tion of va -
rious kinds; and are used across ma ny fields of hu man ac ti vi ty.

R. Kretschmann (2024, p. 13) con si ders ar ti fi cial in tel li gence the
grea test “ga me- chan ger” of all time, while S. Seu fert et al. (2021,
p. 11), re fer ring to other re sear chers, speak of a re vo lu tion brought
about by AI. It is thus evi dent that ta king AI in to ac count in edu ca tion
and im ple men ting it wi thin edu ca tio nal pro ces ses has be come vir tual -
ly ine vi ta ble.7 AI en ters edu ca tion from two di rec tions: “from be low,”
through stu dents’ eve ry day con tact with AI tech no lo gy in their daily
li ves; and “from abo ve,” through ins ti tu tio nal and go vern men tal ini -
tia ti ves pro mo ting or man da ting its in te gra tion in to schoo ling
(Kretschmann, 2024, pp. 8–11; see also J. Schleiss, 2023, p. 2), as is
the case in the Czech Re pu blic, for exam ple, through the Na tio nal Pe -
da go gi cal Ins ti tu te.8

Teachers’ at ti tu des to ward in te gra ting ge ne ra tive AI in to ins truc -
tion range wi de ly – from re jec tion and fear, through cau tious ac cep -
tance, to en thu siasm. A stu dy led by K. Ko pecký (2023, pp. 9–16) in -
vol ving more than 2 000 Czech teachers found that ap proxi ma te ly half 
(45.5%) of res pon dents re gar ded AI as a use ful and pro mi sing tool,
whe reas a slightly lar ger pro por tion (47%) be lie ved that, in the long
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3 “Künstliche In tel li genz (KI oder Ar ti fi cial In tel li gen ce, AI) bez ei ch net
Systeme, die in tel li gen tes Verhalten zeigen, indem sie ihre Umgebung ana ly sie ren
und – mit einem gewissen Grad an Autonomie – Maßnahmen ergreifen, um
bestimmte Ziele zu erreichen.” (trans la ted by J. Kij).

4 In tel li gen ce, in this context, is understood to be a  set of cognitive abilities that
enable individuals to navigate everyday life and solve problems (Seufert et al., 2021,
p. 11).

5 In this respect, the terms simulated or imitated might be more appropriate, as
noted by S. Seufert et al. (2021, p. 12) and J. Schmidt (2024, p. 59).

6 Accordingly, “artificial” intelligence can be understood as the delegation of
thinking, pro blem -so l ving, and deci sion - ma king processes to technical systems
(Seufert et al., 2021, p. 11).

7 Similarly, D. Hartmann (2012, p. 692) em p ha si zes that “it is of central im po r -
tan ce that edu ca tio nal in sti tu tions establish framework con di tions and incentive me -
cha nisms conducive to an inno va tion- frien dly at mo sp he re,” hig hli g h ting the need
for in sti tu tio nal support for in no va tion. R. Kre t s ch mann (2024, p. 8) further
observes that “societal and educa tiona l-po li cy pressures make the imp le men ta tion
of AI in schools and teaching virtually ine vi ta b le.”

8 See https://www.npi.cz/aktuality/74837-dopo ruceni-jak- pracovat-s -umelou-in te 
ligen ci (the last access: 6. 9. 2025)



term, the use of AI would lead to a de ge ne ra tion of hu ma ni ty’s cog ni -
tive skills. In the con text of edu ca tio nal prac tice, 56% of res pon dents
sta ted that AI should be part of edu ca tion; ho we ver, the most fre quen -
tly men tio ned con cerns in vol ved ethi cal is sues and, in par ti cu lar, un -
fair mi su se of this tech no lo gy by stu dents. About one- third of res pon -
dents re por ted using AI ac ti ve ly, pri ma rily “for ge ne ra ting classroom
texts (25%), for trans la tions (20%), or for pre pa ring tests (16.5%).”9

Teachers them sel ves should dis play a wil lingness and in terest in
wor king with AI, as it can of fer them ma ny bene fits in les son plan -
ning, ma te rial pre pa ra tion, re search, and on going pro fes sio nal de ve -
lopment in their lan guage area (Vol trová, & Salc ma nová, 2025, p. 5).10

R. Kretschmann (2024, pp. 9–10, 12–13) al so highlights the po ten tial
of AI for non- ins truc tio nal pur po ses, such as as sis ting school staff
with ex ces sive ad mi nis tra tive work loads, and re flects on the bro a der
im pli ca tions of AI im ple men ta tion in edu ca tion.

A com pa ra ble lar ge- scale stu dy fo cu sed spe ci fi cal ly on fo reign
lan guage teaching – and par ti cu lar ly on Czech as a fo reign lan guage –
has not yet been con duc ted. Ho we ver, D. Po sa vec- Ma lok (2023, p. 74) 
car ried out a smal ler- scale stu dy with 24 res pon dents exa mi ning the
use of di gi tal re sour ces, in clu ding AI, and found that 42% of par ti ci -
pants em ployed AI, spe ci fi cal ly ChatGPT, for les son pre pa ra tion and
plan ning. This trend has al so been re flec ted in nu me rous scho lar ly pu -
bli ca tions de vo ted to AI in lan guage teaching. Ma nuals and exam ples
of good prac tice in the use of AI oc cupy a pro mi nent po si tion among
such pu bli ca tions.

In the field of teaching Czech as a fo reign lan guage, D. Ma -
cháčková (2023) sha red prac ti cal classroom ex pe rience and of fe red
re com men da tions on how to for mu late prompts to make out puts more

use ful for les son pre pa ra tion and teaching itself.11 She al so no tes that
“the mo del has been trai ned on a dis pro por tio na te ly lar ger amount of
En glish- lan guage ma te rial. This re sults in dif feren ces in how the chat -
bot can be used in Czech lan guage teaching – e.g., a nar ro wer range of
to pics and sty les, lo wer tex tual ac cu ra cy, and less con si de ra tion of cul -
tu ral and idio ma tic ex pres sions and con texts” (p. 58). Si mi lar dif fi cul -
ties re la ted to lan guage si ze and the amount of da ta avai la ble to glo bal
lan guage mo dels for re la ti ve ly small- com mu ni ty lan gua ges have been 
poin ted out in in ter na tio nal sour ces as well (cf. Bao, & Li, 2023;
Moorhouse, 2024).

The pri vi le ged sta tus of En glish as a glo bal lan guage is lin ked not
only to the bro a der da ta ba ses avai la ble to AI mo dels but al so to the
vast num ber of lear ners and teachers in vol ved in En glish lan guage
edu ca tion. The En glish- spea king en vi ronment thus of fers a much wi -
der range of pro fes sio nal li tera ture both on metho do lo gy and on AI
im ple men ta tion in lan guage ins truc tion. Stu dies fo cu sing on En glish
as a fo reign lan guage12 are na tu ral ly do mi nant, for exam ple,
H. Cromp ton et al. (2024) and J. S. Bar rot (2023). Ho we ver, si mi lar
trends can be ob ser ved in the di dac tics of other lan gua ges, such as in
Ger man (Hart mann, 2021; Vol trová, & Salc ma nová, 2025; Ax mann et 
al.,13 2024).

Re gard less of quan ti ty, the con tent of the se stu dies shows si mi lar
ten den cies: sha ring re sour ces, of fe ring tips on AI in te gra tion, and eva -
lua ting spe ci fic pro ce du res. What they share – both the abun dant fo -
reign sour ces and the li mi ted Czech ones – is that re search on AI in fo -
reign lan guage ins truc tion tends to fo cus pri ma rily on teachers’ pers -
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11 It is re com men ded, for instance, to assign the chatbot a specific role, define
the expected output and target audience, specify the text type, and determine the ap -
pro pria te language register.

12 Re gar ding the va ria bi li ty in the per cep tion of En glish as a se cond/fo reign lan -
guage, H. Cromp ton et al. note that in in ter na tio nal aca de mic dis course the terms En -
glish as a Se cond Lan guage (ESL), En glish for Spea kers of Other Lan gua ges (ESOL), 
and En glish as a Fo reign Lan guage (EFL) are used in ter chan gea bly.

13 The work is a collection of AI-based tools suitable for language teaching. 

9 https://www.e- be z pe ci.cz/index.php/ke - sta ze ni/vyz ku mne- zpra vy/163-ce ske -
 skoly-a-ume la-inteli gen ce-2023/file (last access: 30. 9. 2025).

10 https://www.e-bezpeci.cz/index.php/ke-stazeni/vyz ku mne- zpra vy/163-ceske-
 skoly-a-ume la-inteli gen ce-2023/file (last access: 30. 9. 2025).



pec ti ves, as it is teachers who plan ins truc tions and, through AI- sup -
por ted ac ti vi ties, ef fec ti ve ly teach stu dents how to work with such
tools.

Ho we ver, le a r ners the m se l ves si mi la r ly in ter act with AI and ga in
the ir own ex pe rien ce in its use. This aspect has re ce i ved con side ra b ly
less at ten tion, even tho ugh AI of fers stu dents ma ny oppo r tu ni ties to
de ve lop cre a ti vi ty and in de pen dent le a r ning. AI can ad apt to in di vi du -
al learners’ ne eds and sup port them in the are as they most ne ed to
stren g t hen, both in sel f - stu dy and in clas s ro om en vi ron ments
(Voltrová, & Salcmanová, 2025).

With re spect to learners’ en ga ge ment with AI, li te ra tu re of ten po -
ints to the li mits of its edu ca tio nal ap p li ca tion, hig hli g h ting con cerns
abo ut po ten tial (or ac tu al) mi su se, et hi cal di lem mas, and aca de mic in -
te gri ty.14 Van Dis et al. (2023, pp. 224–226) exp li ci t ly no te that stu -
dents may co m p le te so me tasks with mi ni mal ef fort.

2. Com muni ca ti ve Co m pe ten ce and Language Ac ti vi ties 
in a Foreign Language

In the pro cess of lan gu a ge ac qu i si tion, a fu tu re user of the ta r get
lan gu a ge must ac qu i re a ran ge of com muni ca ti ve skills and ma ster the
per fo r man ce of va rio us lan gu a ge ac ti vi ties. Te a ching pra cti ce and the
syl la bi it re lies on are ty pi cal ly ba sed on the Com mon Eu ro pe an Fra -
me work of Re fe ren ce for Lan gu a ges (CEFR, 2001)15 and its up da ted
ve r sion, the Com mon Eu ro pe an Fra me work of Re fe ren ce for Lan gu a -
ges – Co m pa nion Vo lu me (2020)16, which de fi ne the fol lo wing are as
of co m pe ten ce and skills.

Com mu ni ca tive com pe tence is un derstood com po sed of lin guis tic, 
so cio lin guis tic, and prag ma tic com pe ten ces. The most ex ten sive
among them is lin guis tic com pe tence, which is in ter nal ly sub di vi ded
ac cor ding to lin guis tic struc tu res in to the fol lo wing com po nents.

Lexi cal com pe tence is re gar ded as pri ma ry, ba sed on the as sump -
tion that wi thout suf fi cient vo ca bu la ry, the spea ker has no thing to
which gram mar can be ap plied, nor can other skills be de ve lo ped. This 
view has been sup por ted, for ins tance, by Wil kins (1972, pp.
110–112), who ar gues that “wi thout gram mar ve ry lit tle can be con -
veyed, but wi thout vo ca bu la ry no thing can be con veyed.” A spea ker
ac qui res the vo ca bu la ry of the tar get lan guage gra dual ly, pro gres sing
from a ba sic re per toire to a bro ad one that in clu des col lo quial, ex pres -
sive, and idio ma tic means of ex pres sion. CEFR CV (2020, p. 132)17

al so spe ci fies the ty pes of lexi cal items to be ac qui red: both au to se -
man tic and syn se man tic words, as well as mul ti word ex pres sions, in -
clu ding fixed col lo ca tions and idio ma tic phra ses.

In ad di tion to the ex tent (or range) of vo ca bu la ry, CEFR al so mo -
dels a se pa rate pa ra me ter – con trol of vo ca bu la ry, which re fers to the
abi li ty to se lect ap pro priate lexi cal items ac cor ding to the con text and
com mu ni ca tive si tua tion.

Gram ma ti cal ac cu ra cy de ve lops with re ference to the in ven to ry of
gram ma ti cal means mas te red by the lear ner, to the num ber and se -
riousness of er rors com mit ted, and to the de gree of con trol over the
gram ma ti cal sys tem of the tar get lan guage. CEFR CV (2020) does not
pres cribe know led ge of gram ma ti cal struc tu res; since the in ven to ry of
gram ma ti cal means ena bling the use of a lan guage va ries ac cor ding to
lin guis tic type, spe ci fic gram ma ti cal phe no me na are re la ted to CEFR
le vels only in na tio nal adap ta tions. Pho no lo gi cal skill has been mo de -
led as a com plex of se ve ral pa ra me ters, in clu ding ge ne ral mas te ry of
the sound sys tem of the tar get lan guage, cor rect ar ti cu la tion, and the
use of pro so dic fea tu res. Or tho graphic skill re fers to the abi li ty to co py 
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17 For more details, see CEFR (2001, p. 113). De scri p tions of reference levels
A1 to B2 are available on the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports website.

14 A search query “how do students cheat using AI in language learning” in
Google Scholar yielded ap pro xima te ly 17,000 results.

15 The full title is Common European Framework of Reference for Languages –
How We Learn Languages, How We Teach Them, and How We Assess Them; here
abbreviated as CEFR.

16 Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning,
Teaching, Assessment – Companion Volume with New Descriptors; here abbreviated
as CEFR CV.



or trans cribe text cor rectly and to pro du ce writ ten text in de pen den tly
in ac cor dance with the or tho graphic norms of the tar get lan guage. So -
cio lin guis tic and prag ma tic skills address the so cial as pects of lan -
guage use.

The de fi ni tion of lan guage ac ti vi ties in CEFR is ba sed on the con -
cept of lan guage mo des: skill sca les have been mo de led for re cep tion,
pro duc tion, and in ter ac tion (each in spo ken and writ ten forms) as well
as for me dia tion, which by its na ture may be mul ti mo dal, in vol ving
both spo ken and writ ten lan guage si mul ta neously.

Vie wed through the lens of AI use in de ve lo ping the se skills in lan -
guage edu ca tion, scho lar ly sour ces most fre quen tly men tion vo ca bu -
la ry ac qui si tion, gram mar lear ning, and pro duc tive wri ting.

F. Ka ra taş et al. (2024, p. 19343) ex pli citly state, ba sed on the re -
sults of their re search, that “ChatGPT po si ti ve ly in fluen ces stu dents’
lear ning ex pe rience, par ti cu lar ly in wri ting, gram mar, and vo ca bu la -
ry; due to its ver sa ti li ty and ac ces si bi li ty, it in crea ses mo ti va tion and
en han ces en ga ge ment in va rious edu ca tio nal ac ti vi ties.” Si mi lar ly, H.
Cromp ton et al. (2024, pp. 2516–2517) ob serve that “AI sys tems have
con tri bu ted to im pro ving and ex pan ding vo ca bu la ry, es pe cial ly in ca -
ses whe re spe cia lized or highly pre cise ex pres sion is re qui red.”

3. Ob je c ti ves and Design of the Ex pe ri ment

Gi ven the as pects of AI use in lan guage ins truc tion des cri bed abo -
ve and the struc ture of ex pec ted skills in the tar get lan guage, the fol lo -
wing prio ri ties and ob jec ti ves have been es ta blished for this re search.

This case stu dy was pri ma rily orien ted to ward stu dents: how they
use AI in com ple ting tasks re la ted to lear ning Czech as a fo reign lan -
guage and how they work with out puts ob tai ned from AI. Since Czech
is not a glo bal ly wi des pread lan guage, the stu dy al so ai med to ob serve
the qua li ty of the in for ma tion stu dents ac quire through AI in as si gned
tasks. Fi nal ly, it sought to ana ly ze how teachers eva lua ted the out puts
sub mit ted by stu dents and whether they we re able to dis tin guish AI-
 ge ne ra ted work from that crea ted in de pen den tly by lear ners.

To achie ve the se aims, a re search de sign was de ve lo ped in vol ving
two groups of stu dents of Czech as a fo reign lan guage par ti ci pa ting in
the Sum mer School of Sla vo nic Stu dies at the Fa cul ty of Arts, Pa lacký
Uni ver si ty Olo mouc. The groups we re in ten tio nal ly se lec ted to dif fer
si gni fi can tly in pro fi cien cy le vel – B1 and C218 – in or der to ob serve
whether lear ners at dif ferent le vels of the tar get lan guage pro fi cien cy
em ploy dif ferent stra te gies when for mu la ting prompts19 and whether
the use of AI at va rious sta ges of Czech ac qui si tion pro du ces the same
or dif ferent bene fits.

The groups we re he te ro ge neous in terms of na tio na li ty and mo ther
ton gue, yet lar ge ly ho mo ge neous in their abi li ty to use En glish as
a me dia ting lan guage or as a lan guage of com mu ni ca tion with AI. The
B1- le vel group con sis ted of eight stu dents, and the C2- le vel group in -
clu ded ten par ti ci pants. In both groups, stu dents we re di vi ded in to
subgroups – those who used AI in com ple ting the as si gned tasks and
those who ser ved as a con trol group, wor king with tra di tio nal sour ces
of in for ma tion. The di vi sion was made by an in de pen dent re sear cher
so that the teachers eva lua ting the stu dents’ work could do so ob jec ti -
ve ly.

The teachers we re al lo wed to in cor po rate the as si gned tasks in to
their les sons ac cor ding to their own dis cre tion du ring an agreed- u pon
pe riod. Af terwards, they sub mit ted the stu dents’ re sults and their eva -
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18 AI can be used by language learners of any pro fi cien cy level. As R. Kre t s ch -
mann (2024, p. 13) notes: “The uni ve r sal avai la bi li ty of AI for dif fe rent language
levels (soon, in all lan gu a ges) also ensures access for lower edu ca tio nal and
language levels to text -ge ne ra ting AI systems. AI can even help further develop the
native language pro fi cien cy, in clu ding through voi ce - ba sed in ter fa ces”. (“Die uni -
ve r sel le Verfügbarkeit von KI für unter schie d li che Spra chni ve a us in (si che r lich
bald) allen Sprachen sichert eben auch den Zugang nie dri ger Bi l dungs- und Spra -
chni ve a us zu text gene rie ren den KI - Sy ste men. KI kann sogar helfen, das Spra chni -
ve au der Mut te r spra che weiter zu en twi c keln, u.a. auch durch lau t spra chli che In ter -
fa ces“; trans la ted by J. Kij.).

19 A prompt is defined as a challenge, question, command, or task formulated by
the user when interacting with a generative language model (Voltrová, & Salcmano-
vá, 2025, p. 5).



lua tions to the re sear chers. At the same time, the stu dents who had
used AI pro vi ded re cords of their task per for mance, in clu ding de tails
about which AI tools they had used, how they for mu la ted their
prompts, and how they pro ces sed out puts ge ne ra ted by AI ap pli ca -
tions.

Stu dents we re free to choo se the AI tool with which they would
work. Al most all res pon dents used the pu bli cly ac ces si ble ver sion of
ChatGPT 3.5; only one res pon dent se lec ted Deep Seek- V3. Ac cor din -
gly, in the fol lo wing text, the ge ne ral term AI will be used, with spe ci -
fic re feren ces to in di vi dual ap pli ca tions whe re re le vant.

In ali gnment with the struc ture of com mu ni ca tive pro fi cien cy
outli ned in CEFR (see abo ve), re search tasks we re de si gned to de ve -
lop vo ca bu la ry, gram ma ti cal ac cu ra cy, and pro duc tive wri ting skills.
The tasks re flec ted the pos si bi li ties ap pro priate to each pro fi cien cy le -
vel and cor res pon ded to the cur rent course con tent in both groups. In
the area of vo ca bu la ry, stu dents we re as ked to de ter mine the mea ning
of a gi ven idiom (two idioms for the C2 group) and to ex plain how it
can be used in com mu ni ca tion. The re search ques tion de li be ra te ly tar -
ge ted ex pres sions with fi gu ra tive mea nings, whe reby trans la tion or
mea ning re trie val is more com plex than for iso la ted words, and whe -
reby mea ning can not be in fer red from the sum of com po nent words.
Mas te ry, un der stan ding, and ap pro priate use of such ex pres sions be -
long – ac cor ding to CEFR (2018, pp. 61, 83, 133) – to higher pro fi -
cien cy le vels, though they may oc cur at lo wer le vels when re le vant to
com mu ni ca tive needs and when they car ry si gni fi cant prag ma tic va -
lue (e.g., for po li te ness or so cia li za tion stra te gies). Their trans la tion,
or trans fer between lan gua ges, is tra di tio nal ly con si de red pro ble ma tic
due to dis cre pan cies in cross- lin guis tic equi va lence, of ten cau sed by
cul tu ral dif feren ces (Levý, 2012, pp. 25–48). In the area of gram mar,
the re search tasks fo cu sed on fea tu res that are ge neral ly con si de red to
be dif fi cult in Czech as a fo reign lan guage be cause they lack pa ral lels
in ma ny other lan guage sys tems and be cause of their in ter nal com -
plexi ty. Pro duc tive wri ting was in clu ded as a test task be cause it is the

most com mon area in which stu dents use AI when lear ning a fo reign
lan guage or com ple ting lan gua ge- re la ted as si gnments.20

4. Imp le men ta tion of the Ex pe ri ment and Its Results

4.1. Tasks in Phra se o lo gy

Stu dents at le vel B1 we re as si gned the task of fin ding the mea ning
of the idiom vařit z vo dy (“to cook from wa ter”). Using AI, the res pon -
dents ob tai ned ade quate in for ma tion and cor rectly ex plai ned the
phrase as “to speak or write about so mething one lacks suf fi cient in -
for ma tion about.” Ho we ver, ter mi no lo gi cal in con sis ten cy ap pea red
whe re res pon dents in clu ded me ta lin guis tic com men ta ry in their
answers: those who wor ked with AI al ter na ted between the terms
idiom, phra seo lo gi cal unit, and phrase, which is de ba ta ble wi thin
Czech lin guis tic ter mi no lo gy.21

Three stu dents mi sin ter pre ted the idiom – one of them used AI and
de fi ned the phrase in cor rectly as de lat něco s vel mi málo peňe zi.22 Ba -
sed on the scope, con tent ac cu ra cy, ap pro priate lin guis tic struc tu res,
and overall sty lis tic qua li ty, it was re la ti ve ly easy to dis tin guish AI- ge -
ne ra ted answers from those com po sed in de pen den tly, gi ven the lear -
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20 D. Hartmann (2021, p. 686) notes that “AI-based writing as si stants can help at 
various stages of the writing process, for example in cor re c ting gram ma ti cal errors
in a written text or providing re com men da tions for further learning” (“KI- ba sie r te
Schre ibas si sten ten können bei ver s chie de nen Schritten im Schre i b pro zess helfen,
zum Beispiel bei der Korrektur gram mati kali s cher Fehler in einem ge s chrie be nen
Text oder mit Em p fe hlun gen für den weiteren Le r n pro zess.” And also: “They can
be employed in learning scenarios by providing writing prompts or ideas. Such
prompts can be conducive to learning and mo ti va ting” (“[Sie] können in Ler n sze na -
rien ein ge setzt werden, indem sie Schre ibim pu l se bzw. Schre i bi de en liefern. Solche 
Schre ib sti mu li können lernförderlich und mo ti vie rend sein.” – Hartmann, 2021,
p. 688; trans la ted by J. Kij).

21 F. Čermák (2017) di stin gui s hes these terms as follows: “From the perspective of
formal features […] one speaks of a phrase, whereas semantic analysis, based on
relevant semantic features, justifies the use of the term idiom.”

22 Respondents’ answers are presented in their original form, including all defects.



ners’ pro fi cien cy le vel. The only ex cep tion was the mi sin ter pre ted
answer men tio ned abo ve, which re sem bled the out put of the con trol
group. The teacher eva lua ting the as si gnment as su med that the answer 
was writ ten in de pen den tly and did not sus pect AI in vol ve ment.

The C2 group was as ked to ex plain the mea ning and con texts of
use of the idioms být mi mo mísu (“to be off the mark”) and házet hrách 
na zeď (“to throw peas against the wall,” i.e., to do so mething fu tile).
The se lec tion of the se idioms was mo ti va ted by their tem po ral stra ti fi -
ca tion: být mi mo mísu is a re la ti ve ly new ex pres sion not yet re cor ded
in nor ma tive dic tio na ries, so fin ding its pro per mea ning re qui res cri ti -
cal eva lua tion of va rious sour ces and in ter pre ta tion of da ta. In con -
trast, házet hrách na zeď (or na stěnu) is well do cu men ted in tra di tio -
nal dic tio na ries and ea sily ac ces si ble.

In cor rect in ter pre ta tions of the ne wer idiom we re found in the case
of one res pon dent from each group. Ho we ver, the na ture of the er rors
dif fe red: the con trol group res pon dent pro vi ded a com ple te ly er ro -
neous ex pla na tion, while the AI user gras ped the ba sic mea ning cor -
rectly but added an in ac cu rate sup ple men ta ry sy no nym (střílet od
boku – “to shoot from the hip”), which does not share the same se man -
tics. The qua li ty of answers in both groups was com pa ra ble, though AI 
users’ res pon ses we re ge neral ly more de tai led and clear ly struc tu red –
re flec ting Chat GPT’s con ver sa tio nal de sign, which tends to pro vide
ela bo ra tions and cla ri fi ca tions in a pro ac tive man ner.

4.2. Tasks in Grammar

In the gram mar task, B1 res pon dents we re as ked about the ver bal
as pect, spe ci fi cal ly to de fine the ca te go ry, ex plain at least three dif -
feren ces between per fec tive and im per fec tive verbs, and pro vide three 
exam ples for each type. This to pic was cho sen be cause as pect is a dis -
tinc tive and chal len ging gram ma ti cal fea ture of Czech, of ten ab sent in 
lear ners’ mo ther ton gues. Ac cor ding to M. Hrdlička (2010, pp. 97–98),23

ma ny lear ners strug gle to un der stand the gram ma ti cal ca te go ry of as -
pect. It was as su med that par ti ci pants had al rea dy en coun te red this to -
pic in ear lier stu dies, since, for exam ple, Česky krok za krokem (Holá,
2017) in tro du ces as pect at le vel A2 and re vi sits it at higher le vels in
grea ter de tail (cf. Holá, 2017, pp. 97–104; Hra di lová et al., 2021, p. 8).

The stu dents’ res pon ses va ried in ac cu ra cy and le vel of de tail. Out -
puts from AI users we re flaw less in de fi ni tion and con tai ned ap pro -
priate exam ples; the only re cur ring is sue was that most pro vi ded only
one ex pli cit dif ference between per fec tive and im per fec tive verbs –
the com ple tion of the ac tion. The con trol group al so ge neral ly men tio -
ned only this dis tinc tion, phra sing it as “as pect ex pres ses com ple tion,” 
while ano ther answer re fer red to dif feren ces in for ming the fu ture
tense. The con trol group’s out put con tai ned fur ther de fi cien cies: mis -
sing exam ples or in cor rect forms such as šel a došel (“went and ar ri -
ved”) or bu du zapla tit – bu du de lat (“I will pay – I will do”), pre sen ted
wi thout ex pla na tion. One res pon dent even com men ted, “I did not
learn about as pect,” though they used the terms per fec tive and im per -
fec tive. Teachers no ted that con trol group res pon ses we re sim plis tic,
of ten con tai ned syn tac tic in con grui ties, and lacked dia cri tics. This de -
fi cien cy al so ap pea red in one AI user’s text – lik e ly a re sult of ma nual
re wri ting – yet other wi se, AI users’ work de mons tra ted si gni fi can tly
higher lin guis tic qua li ty.

When eva lua ting the task, one AI user’s out put was mis ta kenly
jud ged by the teacher as self- pro du ced, while one con trol group mem -
ber’s work was as su med to have been ge ne ra ted by AI. The lat ter con -
clu sion was ba sed pri ma rily on the pre sence or ab sence of dia cri tics.
Se ve ral hy po the ses can be mo de led to ex plain why the AI user’s res -
ponse con tai ned so ma ny dia cri tic er rors: a) the stu dent ac ci den tal ly
omit ted some marks when co pying the AI out put; b) the stu dent
rephra sed the AI’s answer in de pen den tly, na tu ral ly in tro du cing er rors; 
c) the stu dent de li be ra te ly mo di fied the AI- ge ne ra ted text to align it
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example, repeated actions with impe rfe c ti ve verbs or the inability of per fe c ti ve
verbs to form pre sent - ten se forms.

23 For practical re com men da tions on teaching aspects of Czech as a foreign
language, see M. Hrdlička (2010, pp. 101–102, 110–116). This includes, for



with their real pro fi cien cy le vel; d) the AI tool (in this case, Deep -
Seek- V3) itself omit ted dia cri tics in some pla ces.24 Gi ven that the
same stu dent al so pro du ced other for mal er rors (in cor rect word forms, 
mis sing words in sen ten ces, and spel ling is sues), it is most plau si ble
that they used the AI’s out put as a ba sis for their own pro duc tion, whe -
reas other AI users co pied answers mecha ni cal ly. One con trol group
res pon dent pro du ced an out put si gni fi can tly higher in qua li ty than the
rest, both in con tent and in form; the only de via tion was the use of the
ge ni tive of ne ga tion ([per fec tive verbs] have no pre sent tense), which,
while un con ven tio nal, did not af fect com prehen sion.

In the C2 group, the gram mar task fo cu sed on sen tence struc ture
and word or der, areas of ten pro ble ma tic even for ad vanced lear ners, as 
L. Uhlířová (1987, p. 82) had pre viously ob ser ved. The chal lenge lies
par tly in the fact that ma te rials on Czech syn tax are ty pi cal ly orien ted
to ward sen tence clas si fi ca tion and the re la tionships among cons ti -
tuents ra ther than on prac ti cal gui dance for pro du cing na tu ral ly struc -
tu red Czech sen ten ces. Text books of Czech for fo rei gners do address
syn tax and word or der, yet usual ly in a li mi ted and frag men ted way,
fo cu sing ad hoc on spe ci fic phe no me na (see Hra di lová, 2024, pp.
168–171).

Gi ven the pro fi cien cy of this group, stu dents we re ex pec ted to ar ti -
cu late, in a lo gi cal ly struc tu red way, the ba sic prin ci ples go ver ning
Czech word or der – par ti cu lar ly those re le vant for sen tence pro duc -
tion and re vi sion. Spe ci fi cal ly, they we re to des cribe the ge ne ral prin -
ci ple of func tio nal sen tence pers pec tive (the me – rhe me struc ture), ex -
plai ning that the the me usual ly in clu des the sub ject, while the rhe me

cons ti tu tes the com mu ni ca tive nu cleus. Czech, as an SVO lan guage,
tends to place new or im por tant in for ma tion to wards the end of the
sen tence. Stu dents we re al so ex pec ted to men tion the se cond po si tion
rule (pla ce ment of cli tics), the (non-)ex pres sion of pro no mi nal sub -
jects, and the se man tic and pro so dic as pects of mar ked word or ders.

As with the idiom task, AI users’ answers we re dis tinctly – and ad -
mit tedly bet ter – struc tu red than those of the con trol group, a re sult of
the way AI organizes in for ma tion in bul let- point for mat. AI- ba sed
answers we re of ten more ac cu rate – for exam ple, they des cri bed
Czech word or der as va ria ble, while con trol group mem bers re fer red
to it as free, a less pre cise term gi ven the cons traints of the se cond po -
si tion rule. AI users al so more fre quen tly ex plai ned the prin ci ple of
func tio nal sen tence pers pec tive and its ap pli ca tion in sen tence cons -
truc tion. Their out puts con tai ned a bro a der range of exam ples than
those of the con trol group. Only one ques tio na ble case oc cur red: an AI 
user con fu sed the terms di rect and in di rect ca ses with di rect and in di -
rect ob jects, whe reby the op ti mal phra sing would have been ob jects in 
di rect and in di rect ca ses. In the con trol group, ir re le vant or off- to pic
answers we re more com mon – e.g., com ments about word or der in ne -
ga tive or in ter ro ga tive sen ten ces – sug ges ting that the se res pon dents
at temp ted to fill space des pite lack ing suf fi cient re le vant in for ma tion.

4.3. Tasks in writing

Pro duc tive wri ting is a lan guage skill fre quen tly dis cus sed in con -
nec tion with AI use, pri ma rily due to con cerns over mi su se. Cot ton
(2023, p. 230) iden ti fies po ten tial risks of em ploying AI in edu ca tion,
in clu ding vio la tions of aca de mic in te gri ty and pla gia rism, as well as
une qual ac cess and fair ness if some stu dents pos sess AI tools while
others do not. At the same time, nu me rous stu dies highlight the po ten -
tial bene fits of AI in te gra tion in wri ting – across all sta ges of the wri -
ting pro cess. CEFR (2001, p. 65) pre sents the se as pro duc tion stra te -
gies, while other scho lars des cribe them as sta ges or pha ses. K. Še bes -
ta (2005, p. 101), dra wing on clas si cal rhe to ric, dis tin guishes between
the col lec tion of ma te rial, the struc tu ring phase, and the phase of writ -
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24 Such cases could be further addressed in teaching. Hartmann (2021, p. 689)
notes, in the context of AI-based writing prompt tools, that these may exhibit “lin -
gu i stic or content errors […]. These can be re pu r po sed for didactic purposes, as
learners evaluate and, if necessary, correct the generated text, thereby pra cti cing
text revision” (“spra chli che oder in hal t li che Fehler […]. Dies kann wiederum auch
zu einem di da kti s chen Zweck genutzt werden, indem die Lernenden den ge ne rie r -
ten Text beu r te i len und ge ge be nen falls kor ri gie ren und somit die Überarbeitung
eines ge s chrie be nen Textes üben”; trans la ted by J. Kij).



ten rea li za tion. A. Seow (2002, p. 313) em pha si zes that the se steps do
not ne ces sa rily oc cur li near ly but ra ther cy cli cal ly, res pon ding to
emer ging dif fi cul ties du ring com po si tion.

Pro duc tive wri ting al ways be gins with an as si gnment, fol lo wed by
plan ning as the first stage of pro duc tion. This phase in vol ves col lec -
ting and se lec ting in for ma tion that will form the con tent ba sis of the
writ ten text. Du ring plan ning, stu dents de ve lop not only wri ting skills
but al so bro a der skills re la ted to in for ma tion pro ces sing. Lear ners
may plan in di vi dual ly or col la bo ra ti ve ly. S. Le vine and S. Beck et al.
(2024, p. 446) highlight the so cial di men sion of wri ting ins truc tion,
no ting that AI tools can si mu late col la bo ra tive wri ting – par ti cu lar ly
in the plan ning stage, when lear ners cons truct the con tent outline and
col lect sup por ting ar gu ments. Tra di tio nal ly re com men ded ac ti vi ties
have in clu ded brain stor ming or clus te ring, whe reby lear ners col la bo -
ra ti ve ly ge ne rate words re la ted to a to pic, organize them, and crea te
clus ters – con cep tual ly si mi lar to mind maps. Ano ther method em pha -
si zed for idea ge ne ra tion is the use of gui ding ques tions (who/what,
whe re, when, how, which, etc.).25 Such tech ni ques can be ef fec ti ve ly
trans fer red to stu dent – AI in ter ac tion. Lear ners can al so use AI in la -
ter sta ges – struc tu ring their texts or craf ting lin guis tic for mu la tions. It 
is par ti cu lar ly in the se la ter pha ses that AI can as sist by sug ges ting ap -
pro priate phra sing and by pro vi ding re vi sions of stu dents’ own
writing.

The B1 group was tas ked with wri ting a postcard to a friend from
Olo mouc. The postcard for mat was in ten tio nal ly cho sen to eli cit a text 
of ma na gea ble length ba sed on stu dents’ real- life ex pe rien ces in the
ci ty and at the Sum mer School.26 The AI users’ texts ex hi bi ted si gni fi -
can tly fe wer mor pho lo gi cal er rors, ri cher vo ca bu la ry, and bet ter tex -

tual cohe sion. The con trol group’s texts we re ge neral ly shor ter, of ten
lacked dia cri tics, and con tai ned oc ca sio nal mor pho lo gi cal er rors (in -
con gruent forms or in cor rect pre po si tio nal ca ses27). Thus, dif feren ces
in for mal qua li ty be came im me dia te ly ap pa rent. One res pon dent de -
via ted from the ex pec ted for mat by omit ting both sa lu ta tion and clo -
sing.28 The re mai ning stu dents com ple ted the task crea ti ve ly, con -
veying per so nal ex pe rience while adhe ring to genre con ven tions.

The C2 group wrote an es say en titled In ter per so nal Re la tionships
in the Age of Com mu ni ca tion Tech no lo gies (350–400 words). In terms 
of con tent, the re we re no subs tan tial dif feren ces between AI and non-
 AI texts: all adhe red to the to pic, de mons tra ted lo gi cal ar gu men ta tion,
and sho wed some de gree of ori gi na li ty. Ho we ver, at the for mal le vel,
it was al most im me dia te ly evi dent which es says had been pro du ced
with AI sup port. Even highly pro fi cient non- na tive spea kers make
cha rac te ris tic er rors – es pe cial ly in word or der and dia cri tic usage –
that al low ex pe rien ced teachers to iden tify au then tic lear ner pro duc -
tion (see Hra di lová, 2018, pp. 120–131).

5. Students’ Stra te gies for Using AI

As part of the re search, we al so ga the red in for ma tion from res pon -
dents in the C2- le vel group re gar ding the stra te gies they em ployed
when in ter ac ting with AI. The prompts used in the first task we re lar -
ge ly uni form and straight forward, con sis ting mainly of re quests to ex -
plain the mea nings of the as si gned idioms. The ob ser ved dif feren ces
lay pri ma rily in prompt com plexi ty: some stu dents at temp ted to for -
mu late com prehen sive prompts en com pas sing mul ti ple as pects of the
as si gnment, whe reas others con duc ted a step- by- step con ver sa tion
with the chat bot, be gin ning with ge ne ral ques tions and then re fi ning
them to ward spe ci fic at tri bu tes of use – such as when the idiom is
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27 Examples include: “Budu nakupovat suvenýry pro ti“, or „Studuju tady
v LŠSS pro měsíc.”

28 One respondent wrote only a single complex sentence: „Teď jsem v Olomouci
a často prší jako období déšťů v Japonsku“.

25 In the An glo p ho ne context, this method is often referred to as wh-qu e stions,
i.e., who, why, what, where, when, and how.

26 No length requirement was set in terms of word count; the format was
determined by the postcard format or prior experience with the type of com muni ca ti -
ve task. 



used, whether it be longs to stan dard Czech, or whether its use de pends 
on age or re gio nal con text. Al though none of the res pon dents we re na -
tive En glish spea kers, two re por ted that they pre fer red com mu ni ca -
ting with AI in En glish, ini tial ly po sing their ques tions in En glish and
only sub se quen tly ve rifying the ob tai ned in for ma tion in Czech. A si -
mi lar si tua tion oc cur red with ques tions about Czech word or der and
sen tence struc ture; in one case, a stu dent even po sed the ini tial que ry
in their mo ther ton gue (Slo vak).

Com ple te ly dif ferent stra te gies we re ob ser ved in the pro duc tive
wri ting task. Only one res pon dent as ked ChatGPT to ge ne rate the en -
tire text – the prompt in clu ded the es say to pic, re qui red length, and
a spe ci fi ca tion that the text should take the form of an aca de mic es say.
Three res pon dents fol lo wed the sta ges of the wri ting pro cess as des -
cri bed ear lier: they first as ked for a pro po sed struc ture, then in sub se -
quent prompts re ques ted ela bo ra tion of par ti cu lar sec tions, exam ples,
or ar gu ments pro et con tra. Du ring the edi ting and re vi sion stage, their
prompts shif ted to ward ge ne ra ting cor rect word forms and sen tence
struc tu res, sug ges ting ap pro priate for mu la tions for aca de mic wri ting,
and, fi nal ly, re ques ting gram ma ti cal and sty lis tic proo frea ding of the
text. A com ple te ly dif ferent ap pro ach was ta ken by one par ti ci pant,
who ins truc ted ChatGPT to ge ne rate the en tire es say but first pro vi ded 
two of their own ear lier texts in or der for chat bot to imi tate their wri -
ting style. The re sul ting text was sub se quen tly re vi sed by the stu dent
both in con tent and form. The out come was a pie ce that, al though con -
tai ning mi nor de via tions from the tar get- lan guage norm, ap pea red en -
ti re ly na tu ral – re sem bling au then tic pro duc tive wri ting by an ad -
vanced non- na tive spea ker of Czech.

6. Flawless vs. Au t hen tic: How Teachers Re co g ni ze AI Use

Dis cus sions about po ten tial mi su se of AI by stu dents – who might
re place their own ef fort with au to ma ted AI out put – are ine vi ta bly ac -
com pa nied by de ba tes on how such be ha vior can be de tec ted. As part
of our re search, we con duc ted struc tu red in ter views with teachers fo -

cu sing on their eva lua tion of stu dent work and their abi li ty to es ti mate
which as si gnments had been crea ted with AI as sis tance.

It was fo und that the use of AI to ols un dou bte d ly re pre sents a qu ick 
and ef fi cient way for stu dents to co m p le te as si g ned tasks – and, de -
pen ding on the man ner of use, a po ten tial le a r ning aid – but not ne ces -
sa ri ly a gu a ran tee of fa vo ra b le te a cher eva lu a tion when AI- ge ne ra ted
ou t puts are pre sen ted as students’ own work. The par ti ci pa ting te a -
chers, dra wing on the ir as ses s ment of the qu a li ty of sub mit ted ou t puts
and the ir kno w le d ge of in di vi du al students’ lin gu i stic abi li ties and
per so nal cha rac te ri stics, cor re c t ly iden ti fied AI -as si sted work in 90%
of ca ses in the C2 gro up29 and in 75% of ca ses in the B1 gro up.30 The
ma in cri te rion for re co g ni zing AI - pro du ced texts was stri king lin gu i -
stic ac cu ra cy, which con fli c ted with teachers’ ex pe c ta tions and the ir
ex pe rien ce with ty pi cal le a r ner er rors ma de by non - na ti ve users of
Czech. Even for hi g hly ad van ced stu dents (C2 le vel), one can ex pect,
with a high de gree of pro ba bi li ty, oc ca sio nal er rors in word or der or
dia c ri tic pla ce ment – even in ca ses whe re by morp ho lo gi cal and le xi -
cal ac cu ra cy is ot he r wi se ex cel lent. Texts writ ten by non - na ti ve spe a -
kers that com p le te ly lack such fe a tu res al most im me dia te ly in di ca te
that they we re ge ne ra ted by AI, by ano t her au to ma ted to ol, or edi ted
by a na ti ve spe a ker. The re fo re, it is es sen tial to gu i de stu dents to ward
pu r po se ful use of AI – as a me ans of sup po r ting lin gu i stic or ot her
skills – whilst en su ring that they do not si m p ly ad opt AI- ge ne ra ted
pro ducts and pre sent them as the ir own.

Con c lu sions

In ter na tio nal ex pe rience, par ti cu lar ly from En glish as a fo reign
lan guage ins truc tion, shows that AI can be used at va rious sta ges of
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29 An exception was an essay generated by AI based on the writer’s other texts,
which resembled natural student pro du c tion without revealing obvious AI aut ho r s -
hip under normal as ses s ment.

30 In evaluation, teacher considered AI-assisted texts with linguistic defects as the
student’s own production, whereas texts from the control group that were formally
more successful were sometimes perceived as AI-generated.



lan guage teaching and lear ning, ser ving mul ti ple pe da go gi cal aims.
Wi thin this case stu dy, we ob ser ved how stu dents used AI when com -
ple ting tasks de si gned to de ve lop their lexi cal and gram ma ti cal com -
pe ten ces and pro duc tive wri ting skills.

Al though pre vious re search sug gests that AI- ge ne ra ted in for ma -
tion in or about less wi de ly spo ken lan gua ges may be in ac cu rate, the
stu dents in our ex pe ri ment con sis ten tly ob tai ned con tent- ap pro priate
and lin guis ti cal ly ade quate in for ma tion. This in di ca tes that ge ne ra tive 
AI can pro vide re lia ble and pe da go gi cal ly re le vant re sults even for
lan gua ges – such as Czech – that lack glo bal reach.

The stu dy re vea led that stu dents adop ted dif ferent stra te gies in
using AI, va rying in the de gree of their own en ga ge ment: on one end,
some sought to ob tain rea dy- made out puts with mi ni mal ef fort, while
others ai med to coo pe rate with AI through suc ces sive ques tio ning and 
in de pen dent syn the sis of res pon ses. Re gard less of the stra tegy, stu -
dents who used AI ge neral ly pro du ced higher- qua li ty and more
coherent out puts than those in the con trol group. Ho we ver, the lin guis -
tic pre ci sion of AI- ge ne ra ted texts – dis pro por tio nate to stu dents’ ac -
tual pro fi cien cy – and the ab sence of ty pi cal lear ner er rors we re per -
cei ved by teachers as clear in di ca tors that the work had not been writ -
ten in de pen den tly.

AI in edu ca tion should not be vie wed as a com pe ti tion between
teachers and stu dents, whe re each side seeks stra te gies ei ther to con -
ceal or de tect its use. Instead, AI should be in ten tio nal ly in te gra ted in -
to ins truc tion in a way that pro mo tes ge nuine lan guage ac qui si tion ra -
ther than subs ti tu ting stu dent ef fort, which re mains an es sen tial com -
po nent of the lear ning pro cess. Teachers should guide stu dents to ward
thoughtful AI use – as a lear ning ins tru ment ra ther than as a short cut to 
rea dy- made so lu tions.

The goal of implementing AI in language teaching should thus be
conscious, transparent, and teacher-guided use, which minimizes
misuse while motivating learners to grow within the learning process.
It is necessary to introduce learning activities that combine AI use
with students’ own creative work. Equally crucial is ensuring equal

access to AI tools so that the benefits AI brings to language education
are not available only to some learners, thus becoming a dividing
factor, but instead serve as a means of supporting their shared
progress.
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