





Vietnamese EFL teachers' perceptions of their own AI literacy: A survey of beliefs and confidence gaps
Huỳnh Giang - ariesgianghuynh@gmail.com 
Lê Thị Cẩm Tú - lecamtu2000212@gmail.com






ABSTRACT
Generative artificial intelligence (AI) tools such as ChatGPT and Gemini are reshaping English language teaching (ELT), yet teachers’ readiness to use them remains uneven. This study describes how Vietnamese EFL teachers perceive their own AI literacy. A cross-sectional online survey was completed by 77 teachers from schools, universities and language centers; twenty five-point Likert items covered four dimensions (technical/tool use, critical evaluation, ethical awareness and pedagogical integration), and optional open-ended responses were analysed thematically. Overall self-reported confidence was moderate (M = 3.46, SD = 0.86), and dimension means were closely clustered (3.42-3.51). Mean confidence was descriptively higher among younger teachers, master’s degree holders, and frequent AI users, although subgroups were not compared statistically and some were small. Open-ended responses revealed difficulties with prompt design, verifying AI output, and judging AI-assisted student work, tentatively interpreted as “aware competence”. As the data are self-reported, they reflect perceived rather than demonstrated competence. The findings point to hands-on professional development in prompting, output verification, and AI-integrated lesson and assessment design.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background and Context 
The rapidly evolving generative AI tools like ChatGPT, Gemini, and Claude, have contributed to the global English Language Teaching (ELT) (Hang, 2025), leading to multiple opportunities to personalize instruction, automate administrative tasks, and provide real-time feedback to learners (Ho et al., 2026; Zou et al., 2025). As teachers are gatekeepers of classroom innovation, their self-perceived AI literacy and beliefs are central to successful adoption (Hang, 2025). 
1.2 Problem Statement 
Despite enthusiasm for AI, many Vietnamese teachers report feeling underprepared and lacking clear institutional guidelines or targeted training (Tran, 2025; Chung, 2025). Research has focused largely on tool functionality or student outcomes, so less is known about how confident teachers feel across the different dimensions of AI literacy. Therefore, mapping this confidence profile can inform locally responsive professional development (PD) that moves beyond generic technical training towards teacher agency and reflective practice (Barjesteh et al., 2026; Aco et al., 2025). 
1.3 Research Questions 
This study seeks to answer the following questions to address these gaps
· RQ1: What are Vietnamese EFL teachers' overall self-perceived AI literacy levels?
· RQ2: In which specific dimensions (technical, critical, ethical, or pedagogical) do teachers report the highest and lowest confidence levels?
· RQ3: How does teachers’ self-reported AI literacy confidence vary descriptively across demographic subgroups (age, years of experience, institution type, gender, and education level)?
1.4 Significance of the Study 
For the Vietnamese ELT context, this research has both theoretical and practical significance. Theoretically, by examining the multifaceted nature of AI literacy alongside self-efficacy beliefs, it adds a teacher-perception perspective to existing technology acceptance research on AI in Vietnamese ELT (Nhung, 2026).
Practically, it provides evidence-based insights for educational leaders and policymakers to focus more on professional development that fosters teacher agency and reflective practice (Barjesteh et al., 2026; Aco et al., 2025). The identification of vulnerability areas among teachers enables institutions to develop specific strategies that equip educators to serve as AI-savvy facilitators in the digital era (Ho et al., 2026; Nhung, 2026). 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Defining AI Literacy 
Long and Magerko (2020) early described AI literacy in terms of knowledge and competencies needed to understand, evaluate, and use as a technology; while the most popular definition framework for AI literacy by Ng et al. (2021) conceptualized AI literacy into four aspects: knowing and understanding AI, using and applying AI, evaluating and creating AI, and AI ethics; later syntheses confirm its multi-dimensional nature (Kaplan & Meylani, 2025). 
2.2 Teacher Beliefs and Self-Efficacy 
Bandura's (1977) self-efficacy theory holds that perceived capability shapes whether people attempt and persist in a task, while the Technology Acceptance Model identifies perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use as key determinants of adoption (Davis, 1989; Teo, 2011). Together, they suggest that teachers may value AI yet doubt their own capability to use it well. Within the TPACK framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), AI-related technological knowledge must also overlap knowledge of English and of ELT pedagogy, which is particularly demanding in high-stakes tasks, like test design and feedback provision.
2.3 AI in EFL and Language Education 
The emergence of AI-based technologies turns EFL teachers from knowledge providers to AI-aware facilitators. Current literature highlights benefits such as personalized feedback on writing and material generation, alongside pitfalls like inaccurate output and academic integrity risks (Barrot, 2023; Zou et al., 2025). Regarding Vietnam, educators were confident that AI could relieve them from administrative duties and make their classes more engaging, but worried about the accuracy of generated materials and reduced students’ critical thinking skills (Ho et al., 2026; Pham & Dang, 2025). Research has also begun to model the factors associated with Vietnamese EFL teachers’ readiness to integrate AI (Nhung, 2026), although how confidence differs across teacher groups (e.g., age or experience), remains under-explored.
2.4 Professional Development and Confidence Gaps 
The AI implementation within Vietnamese national institution policies remains inconsistent due to limited resources and inadequate guidelines (Pham & Dang, 2025). Existing PD programs concentrate more on technological skills than on integrating AI pedagogically and ethically. Recent work further argues that PD should move beyond one-off skill training towards developing teachers’ professional agency in AI-mediated teaching (Tan et al., 2025; Barjesteh et al., 2026).
2.5 The Vietnamese Context and Local Significance 
Vietnam’s educational context presents particular conditions for AI integration. Although national policy encourages digital transformation in education, including higher education (Nguyen & Hong, 2025), ICT-related professional development for in-service EFL teachers still faces challenges of access and delivery (Nguyen & Sit, 2025), and differences in digital infrastructure between urban and rural areas may further limit implementation. By presenting evidence on how Vietnamese EFL teachers perceive their own AI literacy, this study adds a locally grounded perspective to this literature.
3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
This framework combines four fundamental hypotheses to investigate the confidence gap amongst Vietnamese EFL teachers’ self-assessed AI literacy:
3.1 Multi-Dimensional AI Literacy 
Ng et al.'s (2021) AI literacy model is the core theory for this study; it is one of the most commonly referenced frameworks within educational contexts. Adapting these aspects to language teaching, this study examines four dimensions:
	Technical Proficiency
	Ability to understand the functioning of AI technology.

	Critical Evaluation
	Capacity to evaluate the accuracy, validity, and bias in the information provided by AI tools.

	Ethical Awareness
	Information about ethical concerns of data privacy, plagiarism, and humane use of AI.

	Pedagogical Application
	Design of lessons and assessments incorporating AI technology.


3.2 Teacher Beliefs and Self-Efficacy 
To examine the reasons behind such confidence gaps, this research uses Bandura's (1977) theory of self-efficacy, stating that perceived capability is affects whether people initiate and persist in a task. Furthermore, the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) emphasizes the importance of PU (perceived usefulness) and PEOU (perceived ease of use) belief factors that influence the decision to adopt the new technology (Davis, 1989). In this context, AI is an essential part of the professional self-efficacy of the teacher. 
3.3 The "Aware Incompetence" Construct 
The notion of "aware incompetence" or "conscious incompetence" (recognizing what they cannot yet do well) is the second stage of the widely used four-stage model of competence development (Broadwell, 1969). According to the theories of competence development like from Ghafar & Raouf (2026), this phase arises when teachers demonstrate awareness of AI implementation risks such as biases and plagiarism, but lack confidence in their technical ability to handle the risks. Related research shows that awareness of generative AI is only one of several factors, alongside trust, that shape its adoption (Shahzard et al., 2024).
3.4 Pedagogical Integration through TPACK 
In other words, AI literacy is included in the TPACK conceptualization by Mishra and Koehler (2006). For EFL teachers, AI literacy has to overlap with the content knowledge of English and ELT pedagogical knowledge. The current study explores how teachers manage these aspects in high-stakes issues, like test development and automated feedback provision.
3.5 Contextual Synthesis: The Vietnamese EFL Environment 
Lastly, the model accounts for the socio-cultural context in Vietnam, which impacts the formation of these beliefs (Nguyen & Sit, 2025). The teachers’ self-perception is affected by an exam-based culture, institutional hierarchy, and the general need for digital transformation in the country (Nguyen & Hong, 2025). These elements could result in a "belief-practice gap," wherein teachers are institutionalized to apply AI technologies, but personally unready because they lack guidelines.
4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
4.1 Research Design 
A descriptive, cross-sectional quantitative survey design, complemented by optional open-ended items, was adopted to investigate Vietnamese EFL teachers’ self-perceived AI literacy, readiness, and confidence. Similar survey designs have been used in recent studies of Vietnamese EFL teachers’ AI adoption (Nguyen, 2026; Nhung, 2026) and are suited to identifying general patterns and perceived confidence gaps within a specific population. No inferential hypothesis testing was conducted; all comparisons are reported descriptively.


4.2 Participants and Sampling 
Participants were Vietnamese EFL teachers at schools, universities, and language centers in Vietnam. To ensure contextual validity, participants had to meet specific criteria: (1) currently teaching English at schools, universities, or language centers, and (2) possessing awareness of at least one generative AI tool (ChatGPT, Gemini, or Claude).
The study aimed for a sample size of 60–100 responses using a purposive and convenience sampling strategy for robust descriptive statistical analysis and basic demographic comparisons. While the initial recruitment focused on the researcher's professional faculty networks and Zalo/WhatsApp teacher groups, participants were encouraged to share the survey link with colleagues to increase the sample size. A total of 77 completed responses were obtained, and all were included in the analysis.
4.3 Instrumentation
Data were collected via a structured Google Forms questionnaire adapted from validated technology acceptance models and the Ng et al. (2021) AI literacy framework (Harakchiyska, 2025; Nhung, 2026). The instrument comprises five parts: 
· Part A captures demographic and AI background (age, gender, experience, institution type, prior AI use).
· Parts B, C, D assess operational confidence, ethical/critical awareness (privacy, bias, integrity), and pedagogical integration using twenty 5-point Likert items ( to ). For analysis, the 20 items were grouped by content into four dimensions (see Section 5.2)
· Part E provides optional open-ended items gathering qualitative insights on challenges and required support. 
The instrument was piloted with 77 EFL teachers and reviewed three times by specialists in ELT and educational technology; their feedback led to an adjustment by rewording items for clarity 
4.4 Data Collection Procedures 
Data were collected over 2 weeks, from 31st July to 15th August, 2026, and data collection closed with n = 77 completed responses.  The survey link was disseminated electronically via professional social media sites and faculty email lists. To minimize participant fatigue and maximize response rates, the predicted completion time is 10 to 15 minutes. Respondents participate voluntarily and can withdraw at any point during the survey.
4.5 Data Analysis 
Data were gathered using SPSS to determine the general AI Self-Awareness and Readiness as well as confidence in literacy features, using complete descriptive statistics (mean, median, variance, standard deviation, and standard error). Demographic subgroups were used to investigate the relationship between demographic characteristics and  AI literacy confidence. To give the quantitative trends a clear, descriptive context, qualitative data from the open-ended responses were also examined. 
4.6 Ethical Considerations 
Participant confidentiality was guaranteed in this study by strictly adhering to ethical guidelines for educational research. Specifically, participants received an informed consent statement at the beginning of the Google Form which clearly provided some information related to the study’s goals and guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality. Formal institutional ethics review was not obtained; the survey was anonymous, minimal-risk and voluntary, and recruitment took place through open professional networks. 


5. FINDINGS 
The results of a survey of 77 Vietnamese English teachers are shown in this section. For each teacher, the composite score of AI comprehension is calculated by averaging the individual's answers across all 20 Likert items, as it reflects the actual variations in confidence/literacy levels between teachers. The full descriptive statistics (mean, median, variance, standard deviation, and standard error) for each item, dimension, and subgroup are provided in the tables below.
[bookmark: _6fwl66kl7min]5.1 Overall AI Self-Awareness and Readiness (RQ1) 
For the entire sample (n = 77), the average teacher's comprehension score of AI comprehension was M = 3.46 (SD = 0.86, SE = 0.10, Mdn = 3.50) on a 5-point scale, indicating a moderate level of confidence.  
	Statistics
	Values

	N (teacher)
	77

	Mean
	3.46

	Median
	3.50

	Variance
	0.74

	Standard Deviation
	0.86

	Standard Error
	0.10


Table 5.1. Descriptive statistics for the overall composite AI literacy confidence score (all 20 items, n = 77).
The mean (3.46) and median (3.50) are almost identical, placing the typical teacher slightly above the scale midpoint. The standard deviation of 0.86 shows that responses were not uniform: individual teachers differed noticeably in self-reported readiness, and this variation is described further in Section 5.3.
Item means ranged narrowly, from 3.27 to 3.68. So confidence was similar across the behaviours measured. An average in the 3.4–3.5 range can be described as moderate, cautious readiness: enough to build on, but not yet indicative of independent, confident AI integration.
[bookmark: _i78ru4s53k6p]5.2 Level of confidence in literacy aspects (RQ2) 
Four content-based literacy factors comprise these 20 items: Techniques/Tool Use (7 items: lesson planning, document creation, feedback, tool selection and adjustments, explaining the tool to students, updating information); Critical Evaluation (3 items: evaluating the accuracy, bias, and fairness of AI output); Ethical Awareness (4 items: ethical usage guidelines, academic integrity, data security, discussion of AI ethics); and Pedagogical Integration (6 items: AI-integrated lesson design, outcome evaluation, balancing AI with traditional teaching, modifying teacher roles, and communicating expectations). 
	Dimensions
	Items
	Mean
	SD
	Rank

	Technical/Tool Use
	7
	3.51
	0.99
	1 (highest)

	Ethical Awareness
	4
	3.47
	0.82
	2

	Critical Evaluation
	3
	3.44
	0.95
	3

	Pedagogical Integration
	6
	3.42
	0.87
	4


Table 5.2. Composite confidence scores by AI literacy dimension (n = 77).
Technical/Tool Use had the highest mean (M = 3.51, SD = 0.99), while Ethical Awareness (M = 3.47, SD = 0.82), showing the least dispersion. Critical Evaluation ranked third (M = 3.44, SD = 0.95) and Pedagogical Integration fourth (M = 3.42, SD = 0.87). However, the four dimensions' means span only 0.09 points (3.42–3.51), which is small relative to their standard deviations (0.82–0.99). The ranking should therefore be read as a slight descriptive ordering within this sample, not as evidence of a clear or structural gap between dimensions.
 5.3 Effect of Demographic Factors on Confidence in AI Literacy (RQ3) 
Composite scores are compared descriptively across demographic subgroups using group means and standard deviations. There were no significance tests; because several subgroups are small, the differences below are sample-specific observed patterns, not effects.
[bookmark: _na3i2xweot7d]Age and Experience
	Age Group
	N
	Mean
	SD

	20–29
	39
	3.74
	0.71

	30–39
	19
	3.38
	0.92

	40–49
	12
	3.13
	0.97

	50 and above
	7
	2.71
	0.66


Table 5.3a. Composite AI literacy confidence scores by age group. 
	Experience
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Less than 3 years
	24
	3.50
	0.81

	3–7 years
	19
	3.70
	0.80

	8–15 years
	17
	3.51
	0.91

	More than 15 years
	17
	3.11
	0.89


Table 5.3b. Composite AI literacy confidence scores by years of EFL teaching experience.
Age showed the clearest descriptive pattern in this sample: mean confidence was lower in each older group, from 3.74 among teachers aged 20–29 (n = 39) to 2.71 among those aged 50 and above (n = 7). Experience showed a non-linear pattern: the mean was highest for teachers with 3–7 years of experience (M = 3.70) and lowest for those with more than 15 years (M = 3.11), while the least experienced group (under 3 years) fell in between (M = 3.50). Because age and experience overlap considerably, these two patterns are not independent.
[bookmark: _ltfxzx4gwuc1]Type of organization
	Type of organization
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Language center
	38
	3.37
	0.81

	High school
	20
	3.39
	0.85

	Primary school
	8
	3.58
	1.02

	Public university
	6
	4.27
	0.54

	Primary & secondary school
	2
	2.98
	0.04

	Private/online/freelance
	3
	3.62
	1.43


Table 5.3c. Composite AI literacy confidence scores by institution type. 
[bookmark: _yhrtwwqvywhv]Means also varied across the six institution categories (Table 5.3c), from 2.98 (primary & secondary school, n = 2) to 4.27 (public university, n = 6). However, apart from language centres (n = 38) and high schools (n = 20), whose means were nearly identical (3.37 and 3.39), the categories are very small, so these figures cannot be generalised to institution types.
[bookmark: _42ldsmibs0vu]Gender
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Female
	58
	3.52
	0.86

	Male
	14
	3.49
	0.79

	I don't want to say it
	5
	2.81
	0.90


Table 5.3d. Composite AI literacy confidence scores by gender. 
Female and male means were nearly identical (3.52 vs. 3.49), but with only 14 male respondents and no significance test, this does not show that gender has no effect. The lower mean of those not disclosing gender (2.81, n = 5) may reflect other characteristics of this very small group.

[bookmark: _czop88g97yb6]Additional Demographics — Highest Education Level
	Education
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Bachelor's Degree
	60
	3.36
	0.85

	Master's Degree
	17
	3.84
	0.79


Table 5.3e. The composite score of AI's literacy by highest level of education.
Teachers with a master's degree reported a higher mean than those with a bachelor's degree (3.84 vs. 3.36; n = 17 vs. 60). This descriptive difference may reflect the more recent training and research orientation of postgraduate programmes, or it may overlap with age or institution type; the present data cannot separate these explanations.
[bookmark: _d4tla2igrjlw]5.4 Previous use of AI tools as a correlation of trust 
Because the survey also asked whether teachers had used AI tools in their teaching, confidence was additionally compared across levels of prior use as an exploratory, descriptive analysis.
	Previous uses of AI
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Yes, often
	61
	3.60
	0.84

	Yes, occasionally
	13
	3.22
	0.47

	Tried but stopped
	3
	1.77
	0.25


Table 5.4. Aggregated scores of AI skills by self-reported frequency of previous use of AI tools.
Mean confidence was highest among teachers using AI often (M = 3.60, n = 61), lower among occasional users (M = 3.22, n = 13) and lowest among those trying AI but stopped (M = 1.77, n = 3). No correlation or significance test was computed, and the "tried but stopped" group is very small. Moreover, a cross-sectional survey cannot determine the direction of this association: more use may build confidence, but confident teachers may also use AI more often. The pattern is nonetheless consistent with the value of sustained, hands-on practice, which future research could examine directly.
[bookmark: _oktiuctde0rh]5.5 More Analysis of Open-Ended Responses
The open-ended items (Part E) were optional. Responses written in Vietnamese were translated by the authors and are marked as translated. 
[bookmark: _url4qvnxv5b3]5.5.1. Primary Operational Bottleneck: Advanced Prompt Engineering and Trial-and-Error Friction
Eliciting context-appropriate instructional materials through repeated trial and error was described as a major challenge: "The aspect I feel LEAST confident about is prompt engineering. While I can craft basic prompts, designing advanced ones with multiple pedagogical constraints (such as strict rhythm patterns, exact word counts, or structured output for educational games) still requires a lot of trial and error."
Another teacher pointed to the time lost when AI misreads instructions: "It's when you type a prompt explaining exactly what you want, but the output turns out to be something completely different. Then you have to keep editing it bit by bit, which is frustrating because it didn't understand what I wanted in the first place." Teachers also found it difficult to write prompts suited to their own classroom contexts: "I don't know how to make effective use of prompts, so when AI drafts my lessons I have to edit a lot before it understands what I mean".
[bookmark: _p1jjscsha6k9]5.5.2. Critical Evaluation Deficits: Hallucinations, Fake Citations, and Verification Fatigue
Teachers were aware of factual-accuracy problems but reported lacking reliable ways to detect AI hallucinations and fabricated references. One participant noted: "[It] can produce very convincing answers that include completely made-up data, statistics, or citations. Also, I often find it hard to quickly check if complex, machine-generated content is accurate, as right now, there is no quick and consistent way to judge how reliable machine-generated text or code is."
Some teachers felt that correcting machine-generated errors could take more time than preparing the materials themselves: "The heterogeneity of AI-generated information - sometimes, AI does not work well, and the teacher must double check the information just to end up finding more incorrect knowledge. ... And it obviously wastes more time than doing something myself, such as designing test items."
[bookmark: _jav3a9qqexi9]5.5.3. Assessment Dilemmas and Moral Anxiety: Detecting Plagiarism vs. Losing Trust
Teachers' frustration with classroom assessment stemmed from being unable to confirm whether students had submitted AI-generated work: "... it's when you realize a student probably used AI, but you don't have enough evidence to prove it. On the other hand, there are times when a student genuinely did the work themselves, but I still end up suspecting they used AI. It's a bit ironic."
Teachers also noted limitations of AI in giving constructive feedback, since automated feedback may overlook learners' feelings: "Feedback, because it is not human-friendly. The thing we need in feedback is not only the content of correction but also the motivational spirit in it."
[bookmark: _skwujr4105hx]5.5.4. Priorities for Professional Development: Practical "Do-and-Verify" Workshops
When asked what training they would prioritise, many respondents asked for practical sessions that can produce usable materials immediately: "I would focus on a practical workshop where teachers use AI to create a full, standards-aligned unit plan in just 60 minutes. This hands-on approach will make the tool easier to understand, save planning time right away, and let educators take charge of their classroom materials, building confidence quickly." Others highlighted follow-up prompting techniques: "I think teachers need more time to understand and practise this method".
[bookmark: _chcazwl7x9qo]5.5.5. Reconceptualizing the Teacher's Role: From Knowledge Source to AI-Aware Facilitator
Many teachers use AI to reduce administrative burdens and devote more time to interpersonal engagement: "AI cannot replace the human empathy, connection, and real-time encouragement essential in a classroom. Embracing AI as a powerful co-teacher allows us to save time on administrative tasks and focus more deeply on meaningful student engagement."
Finally, a teacher noted how AI will widen the gap between reflective and passive practitioners: "In the future, AI will be very powerful, and I think that it will exaggerate both the strengths and the limitations/weaknesses of each teacher exponentially".
[bookmark: _r4wigot2ubne]6. DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _wao0c7m2ih8i]6.1. Overview of AI Literacy: A Stance of Cautious Readiness
The findings indicate that the Vietnamese EFL teachers in this sample perceive their AI literacy as moderate, a stance that can be described as cautious readiness. Because no significance tests were conducted and several subgroups were small, these are sample-specific observed patterns rather than evidence that demographic factors influence AI literacy. Even so, this may reflect the rapid spread of generative AI, which has accelerated informal exposure without corresponding institutional scaffolding. Consistent with Tran (2025), Hang (2025) and Pham (2025), teachers explore AI out of personal or professional curiosity, but the lack of formal training leaves many reliant on self-directed trial and error, as the prompt-design responses illustrate. 
[bookmark: _xt58pwev1r0s]6.2. Relative Confidence across AI Literacy Dimensions
Across the four dimensions, teachers reported marginally higher confidence in operational tool use and ethical awareness than in critical evaluation and pedagogical integration. Because the dimension means differ by only 0.09 points, this ordering should not be read as a large or structural imbalance. It is, however, consistent with the open-ended responses, in which teachers described difficulty verifying AI output and designing AI-integrated tasks (Sections 5.5.1–5.5.3). This tendency echoes Pham (2025), who reported that positive beliefs about AI's usefulness do not easily translate into transformative classroom practice. Many teachers in this sample appear to use AI mainly for "backstage" preparation rather than for student-led, AI-mediated inquiry, suggesting that current adoption is largely instrumental and efficiency-driven.
[bookmark: _4dek3wwdtl8]6.3. A Tentative Reading: "Aware Incompetence"
Read together with the open-ended responses, the results can tentatively be interpreted through the lens of "aware incompetence" (Broadwell, 1969). Ethical awareness was among the higher-scoring dimensions, and teachers clearly recognised hallucinations, fabricated references, and the difficulty of detecting AI-generated work, yet reported not knowing how to prompt effectively or verify output efficiently. Similarly, moderate overall scores alongside generally positive views of AI as a "co-teacher" may indicate a gap between favourable beliefs and confident practice, consistent with self-efficacy and TAM perspectives. However, a self-perception survey measures neither actual competence nor practice, so these readings are hypotheses for future observational or performance-based research, not diagnoses.
[bookmark: _xg2ta5h7edl6]6.4. Demographic and Usage Patterns
Confidence was descriptively higher among younger, mid-career (3–7 years), master's-qualified and frequent-using teachers, while female and male means were similar.  Institution-type means varied, but most categories were too small to interpret. These untested, sometimes small-group comparisons are sample-specific patterns, not determinants. The use–confidence association cannot be read causally, but it suggests that sustained hands-on exposure deserves investigation.
7. CONCLUSION 
7.1 Summary of Findings
This study described how Vietnamese EFL teachers perceive their own AI literacy. Overall self-reported confidence was moderate (M = 3.46). Confidence was similar across the four dimensions (3.42–3.51), with operational tool use and ethical awareness marginally higher than critical evaluation and pedagogical integration. Open-ended responses added detail, highlighting difficulties with prompt design, verifying AI output for errors and bias, and judging AI-assisted student work. These findings suggest that professional development should go beyond tool demonstrations to include hands-on practice in prompting, output verification, and AI-integrated lesson and assessment design.
7.2 Limitations
Several limitations should be noted. First, Purposive, convenience and snowball sampling yielded a non-representative sample (n = 77) of Vietnamese EFL teachers, and some very small subgroups. Second, self-reports reflect perceived rather than demonstrated competence and may be affected by social desirability bias. Third, the analysis was descriptive; no significance tests were conducted, so subgroup differences cannot be generalised or interpreted as effects. Finally, the cross-sectional design captures a single moment in a rapidly changing field.
7.3 Recommendations for Future Research
Future research could use longitudinal, mixed-methods designs to investigate how long-term AI integration affects teachers' professional identity and the risk of deskilling in language teaching, and could complement self-reports with classroom observation or performance-based measures of AI literacy. Larger, more balanced samples would allow statistical testing of subgroup differences, and comparisons between urban and rural schools and between primary and higher education institutions would show how institutional context affects AI readiness.
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