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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc241072056]3.1 Research Design
This study uses a quantitative, explanatory correlational design. It was chosen because the study sets out to examine relationships among variables grounded in an established theoretical framework, Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour, checking whether the relationships the theory proposes actually hold among pre-service EFL teachers when it comes to using Generative AI. A quantitative explanatory design fits well when a researcher is testing theoretically grounded relationships in a specific context rather than exploring a phenomenon with no theoretical framework to start from (Creswell, 2014). Fraenkel et al. (2018) describe correlational research as a design meant to gauge how far two or more variables are related, which fits this study well given that it looks at how Attitude toward the Use of Generative AI, Subjective Norm, Perceived Behavioural Control, and Behavioural Intention to use Generative AI relate to one another. 
The dependent variable here is Behavioural Intention (Y) to use Generative AI, while the independent variables are Attitude toward the Use of Generative AI (X1), Subjective Norm (X2), and Perceived Behavioural Control (X3). Multiple regression analysis is used to look at how the three independent variables relate to Behavioural Intention, both individually and together. This fits with what the Theory of Planned Behaviour proposes (Ajzen, 1991), that behavioural intention is shaped by attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control, and follows Fishbein & Ajzen’s (2011) recommendation to examine behavioural intention empirically through measurable TPB constructs. 
Data were collected through a cross-sectional survey, gathered at a single point in time from the target population without manipulating any variables or following up across multiple periods. Cohen (2018) notes that a cross-sectional survey suits a researcher looking to capture a general picture of attitudes, beliefs, or behavioural tendencies within a population at one point in time, which matches this study’s aim closely. 
[bookmark: _Toc241072057]3.2 Research Site and Time
This study took place across four universities in Bandung, West Java, Indonesia, each offering an undergraduate English Education Study Program: Universitas Pendidikan Indonesia (UPI), UIN Sunan Gunung Djati Bandung, IKIP Siliwangi, and Universitas Islam Nusantara (UNINUS). These four were chosen because they prepare pre-service English teachers through teacher education programs and give students the chance to take part in the Teaching Practicum (PLP), which ties directly into what this study is after.
The research centred on pre-service EFL teachers who had completed or were currently going through the Teaching Practicum (PLP). Since these students had already experienced teaching practice in actual school settings, they were well placed to speak to their own attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavioural intention regarding Generative AI use in English language teaching. Drawing participants from several universities was meant to bring in perspectives from pre-service EFL teachers across different teacher education institutions and capture some variation across institutional contexts.
The research sites are presented as follows:
1. Universitas Pendidikan Indonesia (UPI) 
2. UIN Sunan Gunung Djati Bandung 
3. IKIP Siliwangi 
4. Universitas Islam Nusantara (UNINUS) 
This study ran from May to July 2026. During that window, the researcher distributed the questionnaire online through Google Forms to respondents who met the set criteria. Once data collection wrapped up, the responses were organised and analysed to answer the research questions and examine the relationships among the variables based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc241072058]3.3 Population and Sample
Population and sample are both key pieces in deciding who takes part in a study. Population refers to the whole group relevant to the research, while a sample is the selected portion of that population actually studied.
[bookmark: _Toc241072059]3.3.1 Population
Population refers to the entire group of people who share the specific characteristics a study is after (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Sugiyono (2022) similarly defines population as the complete set of individuals or elements with particular characteristics the researcher has decided to investigate. It is, essentially, where research participants are drawn from to represent the phenomenon under study. 
In this study, the population is undergraduate students in the English Education Study Programs at four universities in Bandung, West Java: Universitas Pendidikan Indonesia (UPI), UIN Sunan Gunung Djati Bandung, IKIP Siliwangi, and Universitas Islam Nusantara (UNINUS). These universities were chosen because they train pre-service English teachers and give students the chance to take part in Teaching Practicum (PLP), which connects closely to this research.
This study’s target population narrows down to pre-service EFL teachers who had completed or were currently undertaking Teaching Practicum (PLP). These students fit well as participants because they had lived through, or were living through, teaching practice, putting them in a good position to speak to their attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavioural intention regarding Generative AI use in English language teaching. That said, the exact number of students meeting these criteria across the four universities could not be pinned down, since institutional data did not offer a consolidated count of students who had completed or were undertaking PLP. Because that exact number was unavailable, the study identified eligible participants using predetermined inclusion criteria and selected them through purposive sampling.
[bookmark: _Toc241072060]3.3.2 Sampling Technique
This study used purposive sampling, a non-probability technique where participants are chosen based on predetermined characteristics relevant to the research (Sugiyono, 2022). Purposive sampling made sense here because the study needed participants with specific experience tied to the research context, namely experience in Teaching Practicum (PLP). Not every undergraduate student in the selected English Education Study Programs, in other words, was eligible to take part. 
To ensure that the participants were relevant to the objectives of the study, the following inclusion criteria were established:
a. Undergraduate students enrolled in an English Education Study Program at one of the four selected universities in Bandung.
b. Students who have completed or are currently undertaking the Teaching Practicum (PLP).
c. Students who are willing to participate in the study.
d. Students who complete the questionnaire as instructed.
Participants who met these criteria were eligible for the main data collection. Using set criteria also made sure respondents had relevant teaching-practice experience and could speak meaningfully to their attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavioural intention regarding Generative AI use in English language teaching.
[bookmark: _Toc241072061]3.3.3 Sample
The minimum sample size was determined using the rule of thumb proposed by Hair et al. (2010) for multivariate analysis. Hair et al. (2010) recommend using a sample size of at least ten respondents for each indicator in the research instrument. The calculation is presented as follows:
Minimum sample size (n) = Number of indicators (k) × 10
The final research instrument consists of 18 indicators distributed across four constructs, namely Attitude (4 items), Subjective Norm (4 items), Perceived Behavioural Control (6 items), and Behavioural Intention (4 items). Based on the formula, the minimum sample size was calculated as follows:
· n = 18 × 10 = 180 respondents
The minimum sample size required for this study, then, came out to 180 respondents. This follows Hair et al. (2010) recommendation for multivariate analysis and sets the minimum number of respondents needed for the multiple regression analysis carried out in this study. 

[bookmark: _Toc241072062]3.4 Research Instruments
To gather the data needed for the research objectives, this study relied on two instruments: a questionnaire as the main tool and documentation as supporting evidence.
[bookmark: _Toc241072063]3.4.1 Questionnaire
The main instrument here was a structured questionnaire, a data collection tool made up of written statements that respondents answer systematically based on their own perceptions and experiences. Creswell & Creswell (2018) explain that questionnaires are common in quantitative research because they let researchers gather standardised numerical data from a fairly large group of participants, and Ahmad et al. (2019) similarly argue that questionnaires work particularly well for measuring respondents’ opinions, attitudes, and behavioural tendencies in survey research. 
This study’s questionnaire was built to look into pre-service EFL teachers’ behavioural intention to use generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) in English language teaching, constructed around the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), which holds that behavioural intention is shaped by three factors, Attitude, Subjective Norm, and Perceived Behavioural Control. The questionnaire, accordingly, measured these three antecedent variables alongside Behavioural Intention as the dependent variable.
Rather than building a completely new instrument from scratch, this study adapted questionnaire items from earlier validated studies by Chapman (2026) and C. Wang, Wang, et al. (2025), making a few wording adjustments so the statements fit the context of pre-service EFL teachers while keeping the meaning of the original constructs intact. In total, the questionnaire came to 18 statements across the four TPB constructs. 
The completed questionnaires formed the main source of quantitative data for this study. The responses collected were then analysed to look at how Attitude, Subjective Norm, and Perceived Behavioural Control influence pre-service EFL teachers’ behavioural intention to use generative AI. Table 3.1 shows how the questionnaire items are distributed across the research variables.
Table 3. 1 Questionnaire Blueprint
	No
	Item Code
	Variable
	Indicator/
Dimension
	Statement
	Source

	1
	ATT1
	Attitude
	Attitude
	I think that using Generative AI (GenAI) to help solve various problems in English language teaching and learning is a wise decision.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), ATT1

	2
	ATT2
	Attitude
	Attitude
	I feel happy using Generative AI (GenAI) in English language teaching and learning activities.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), ATT2

	3
	ATT3
	Attitude
	Attitude
	I find using Generative AI (GenAI) to support English teaching tasks very interesting.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), ATT3

	4
	ATT4
	Attitude
	Attitude
	I enjoy the convenience provided by Generative AI (GenAI) in supporting English language teaching and learning activities.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), ATT4

	5
	SN1
	Subjective Norm
	Subjective Norm
	My lecturer supports me in learning how to use Generative AI (GenAI).
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), SN1

	6
	SN2
	Subjective Norm
	Subjective Norm
		



	Most people I know believe that I need to learn how to use Generative AI (GenAI).



	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), SN2

	7
	SN3
	Subjective Norm
	Subjective Norm
	My classmates believe that learning how to use Generative AI (GenAI) is necessary.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), SN3

	8
	SN4
	Subjective Norm
	Subjective Norm
		



	My mentor teacher believes that learning how to use Generative AI (GenAI) is necessary.



	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), SN4

	9
	PBC1
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	Ability
	I can integrate Generative AI (GenAI) into my teaching practice.
	Adapted from Chapman (2026), Ability 2.1

	10
	PBC2
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	Ability
	I can design various learning approaches by utilizing various functions of Generative AI (GenAI).
	Adapted from Chapman (2026), Ability 2.2

	11
	PBC3
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	Ability
	I can appropriately use Generative AI (GenAI) to solve problems related to learning.
	Adapted from Chapman (2026), Ability 2.3

	12
	PBC4
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	Ability
		



	I can improve and reorganize my learning activities with the help of Generative AI (GenAI).



	Adapted from Chapman (2026), Ability 2.4

	13
	PBC5
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	Ability
	I can collaborate with other teachers using Generative AI (GenAI) to develop quality learning activities.
	Adapted from Chapman (2026), Ability 2.5

	14
	PBC 6
	Perceived Behavioural Control
	Ability
	I can maintain an appropriate balance between my role as a teacher and the use of Generative AI (GenAI).
	Adapted from Chapman (2026), Ability 2.6

	15
	BI1
	Behavioural Intention
	Behavioural Intention
	I intend to keep up with developments in Generative AI (GenAI).
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), BI1

	16
	BI2
	Behavioural Intention
	Behavioural Intention
	I intend to regularly update my knowledge of the application of Generative AI (GenAI).
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), BI2

	17
	BI3
	Behavioural Intention
	Behavioural Intention
	I plan to use Generative AI (GenAI) to support my teaching activities and professional development in the future.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), BI3

	18
	BI4
	Behavioural Intention
	Behavioural Intention
	I intend to continue using Generative AI (GenAI) when it can support my teaching tasks.
	Adapted from Wang et al. (2025), BI4



[bookmark: _Toc241072064]3.4.2 Likert Scale
The questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale to gauge how much respondents agreed with each statement. Each response carried a numerical score from 1 to 5, with a higher score meaning stronger agreement. Table 3.2 shows the scoring system used in this study.
Table 3. 2 Scoring of the Five-Point Likert Scale
	Response Category
	Score

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	5

	Agree (A)
	4

	Neutral (N)
	3

	Disagree (D)
	2

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	1


Each response option was given a numerical value to make quantitative analysis possible. The scores from the questionnaire reflected respondents’ level of agreement with each statement and formed the basis for the statistical analysis that followed.
[bookmark: _Toc241072065]3.4.3 Validity of the Instrument
Instrument validity is how well an instrument actually measures the construct it is supposed to measure (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Here, validity was established through content validity and construct validity. Content validity came through expert review, making sure the questionnaire items were relevant to the constructs being measured, clearly worded, and fitting for the context of pre-service EFL teachers’ behavioural intention to use Generative AI in teaching. The items were reviewed and revised before the pilot test. 
After the expert review, a pilot test was run with 30 respondents matching the target population’s characteristics, meant to check the validity of each questionnaire item before the instrument went out to the main research participants. Construct validity was checked using Pearson Product-Moment correlation in SPSS, correlating each questionnaire item with the total score of its construct. The Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficient was calculated using the following formula:
Figure 3. 1 Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Formula
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where:
rₓᵧ	= Correlation coefficient between item score and the total score 
N	= Number of respondents 
X 	= Sum of item scores
Y	= Sum of total scores
X2	 = Sum of squared item scores 
Y2	 = Sum of squared total scores 
XY	 = Sum of the product of item scores and total scores 
The degree of freedom (df) was determined using the formula (df=N-2). With 30 respondents, the degree of freedom was 28. At a 5% significance level, the critical value of the Pearson correlation coefficient ((r)-table) was 0.361. An item was considered valid when its (r)-count was greater than the (r)-table value of 0.361.
Table 3. 3 Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient
	N
	P.Sig. 5%
	P.Sig. 10%
	N
	P.Sig. 5%
	P.Sig. 10%
	N
	P.Sig. 5%
	P.Sig. 10%

	3
	0.997
	0.999
	27
	0.381
	0.487
	55
	0.266
	0.345

	4
	0.950
	0.990
	28
	0.374
	0.478
	60
	0.254
	0.330

	5
	0.878
	0.959
	29
	0.367
	0.470
	65
	0.244
	0.317

	6
	0.811
	0.917
	30
	0.361
	0.463
	70
	0.235
	0.306

	7
	0.754
	0.874
	31
	0.355
	0.456
	75
	0.227
	0.296

	8
	0.707
	0.834
	32
	0.349
	0.449
	80
	0.220
	0.286

	9
	0.666
	0.798
	33
	0.344
	0.442
	85
	0.213
	0.278

	10
	0.632
	0.765
	34
	0.339
	0.436
	90
	0.207
	0.270

	11
	0.602
	0.735
	35
	0.334
	0.430
	95
	0.202
	0.263

	12
	0.576
	0.708
	36
	0.329
	0.424
	100
	0.195
	0.256

	13
	0.553
	0.684
	37
	0.325
	0.418
	125
	0.176
	0.230

	14
	0.532
	0.661
	38
	0.320
	0.413
	150
	0.159
	0.210

	15
	0.514
	0.641
	39
	0.316
	0.408
	175
	0.148
	0.194

	16
	0.497
	0.623
	40
	0.312
	0.403
	200
	0.138
	0.181

	17
	0.482
	0.606
	41
	0.308
	0.398
	300
	0.113
	0.148

	18
	0.468
	0.590
	42
	0.304
	0.393
	400
	0.098
	0.128

	19
	0.456
	0.575
	43
	0.301
	0.389
	500
	0.088
	0.115

	20
	0.444
	0.561
	44
	0.297
	0.384
	600
	0.080
	0.105

	21
	0.433
	0.549
	45
	0.294
	0.380
	700
	0.074
	0.097

	22
	0.423
	0.537
	46
	0.291
	0.376
	800
	0.070
	0.091

	23
	0.413
	0.526
	47
	0.288
	0.372
	900
	0.065
	0.086

	24
	0.404
	0.515
	48
	0.284
	0.368
	1000
	0.062
	0.081

	25
	0.396
	0.505
	49
	0.281
	0.364
	
	
	

	26
	0.388
	0.496
	50
	0.279
	0.361
	
	
	


Source: Online statistical reference 
Based on the criterion above, the validity test results for all questionnaire items are presented in Table 3.4. The table provides the r-count for each item, the r-table used as the reference value, and the resulting decision. This presentation makes it possible to identify the validity status of each item individually.
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