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Abstract
Artificial intelligence (AI) offers new possibilities for language teaching, yet its educational value depends on lecturers’ professional judgments. This qualitative study explored the attitudes, experiences and concerns of 30 lecturers and researchers involved in language teaching at the Academy of Journalism and Communication, Vietnam. Individual semi-structured interviews lasting approximately 30 - 45 minutes took place during breaks or periods without scheduled teaching. The researcher took notes, identified key words and ideas, and prepared a concise summary after each interview. The findings reported here draw on these 30 case summaries; examples are paraphrases rather than verbatim quotations. The author conducted a thematic analysis alongside descriptive counts of recorded response categories. Twenty-seven participants (90.0%) expressed positive or cautiously positive attitudes, and 22 (73.3%) reported frequent AI use. Common applications included material design (24), exercise and test-item preparation (24), and grading or feedback support (22). Twenty-one (70.0%) reported systematic checking of important AI-generated information; concerns included errors, unreliable references and learner dependence. Sixteen (53.3%) favoured conditional student use with disclosure, and 17 (56.7%) primarily viewed AI as a tool. The findings suggest substantial yet qualified acceptance and highlight the need for critical AI literacy, transparent student-use guidance and pedagogically informed assessment.
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NHẬN THỨC VÀ THÁI ĐỘ CỦA GIẢNG VIÊN VỀ TÍCH HỢP AI TRONG GIẢNG DẠY NGOẠI NGỮ TẠI AJC
Tóm tắt
Nghiên cứu định tính này tìm hiểu thái độ và kinh nghiệm tích hợp trí tuệ nhân tạo (AI) của 30 giảng viên và nhà nghiên cứu giảng dạy ngoại ngữ tại Học viện Báo chí và Tuyên truyền. Dữ liệu được thu thập qua phỏng vấn bán cấu trúc cá nhân kéo dài khoảng 30 - 45 phút, vào giờ nghỉ hoặc khi giảng viên không có tiết dạy. Nhà nghiên cứu ghi chép, đánh dấu từ khóa và tóm tắt ý chính sau từng cuộc phỏng vấn. Các bản tóm tắt được phân tích theo chủ đề, kết hợp thống kê mô tả những nhóm câu trả lời được ghi nhận; ví dụ minh họa được diễn giải lại, không phải trích dẫn nguyên văn. Có 27/30 người (90,0%) có thái độ tích cực hoặc tích cực thận trọng và 22/30 người (73,3%) thường xuyên sử dụng AI. Những ứng dụng phổ biến gồm thiết kế học liệu (24), tạo bài tập và câu hỏi kiểm tra (24), hỗ trợ chấm và phản hồi (22). Có 21 người (70,0%) báo cáo kiểm tra có hệ thống thông tin AI quan trọng; các mối lo ngại gồm sai sót, tài liệu tham khảo thiếu tin cậy và sự lệ thuộc của người học. Mười sáu người (53,3%) ủng hộ sinh viên dùng AI có điều kiện và công khai; 17 người (56,7%) chủ yếu xem AI là công cụ. Kết quả gợi ý cần bồi dưỡng năng lực đánh giá nội dung AI, hướng dẫn sử dụng minh bạch và thiết kế đánh giá phù hợp.
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1. Introduction
Generative artificial intelligence (AI) can rapidly produce explanations, example texts, discussion questions, assessment items, feedback and translations. Such tools are particularly visible in language education, where teachers regularly select, modify and evaluate language for different learning purposes. Yet access to a productive tool does not establish that its output is accurate, pedagogically appropriate or ethically acceptable. Digital language teaching thus requires pedagogical as well as technological competence (Meniado, 2023).
Teachers’ attitudes are important because they shape choices about whether AI should support preparation, classroom interaction or student assessment. Prior research associates teachers’ valuing of generative AI with engagement in teaching-related work and student learning activities (Collie & Martin, 2024). Social cognitive theory similarly directs attention to interactions among professional beliefs, perceived capability and the environments in which teachers work (Bandura, 2001). These considerations make teachers’ actual accounts of AI use more informative than a simple division between adoption and non-adoption.
Research in language education has documented both opportunities and constraints. Huynh and Le (2026) describe pre-service teachers’ perceived benefits from a customized GPT for lesson planning, whereas Do et al. (2026) report EFL students’ use of AI chatbots for writing alongside concerns about dependence and response quality. Studies included in the VietCALL-related ICTE proceedings examine AI-supported online English teaching and lecturers’ use of AI to develop multiple-choice questions (Vo & Tran, 2025; Vu et al., 2025). These studies highlight the need for closer attention to in-service lecturers’ practices in particular institutions.
The present research focuses on the experiences of 30 lecturers and researchers involved in language teaching at the Faculty of Foreign Languages, Academy of Journalism and Communication (AJC). Through semi-structured interviews and researcher-prepared summaries, the study addresses three questions: (RQ1) What attitudes and levels of AI use do participants describe? (RQ2) Which teaching applications, benefits and risks do they identify? (RQ3) How do they understand student use, professional roles and the support needed for responsible AI integration?
2. Literature Review
2.1 AI integration as pedagogical judgment
AI integration involves more than accepting machine-produced content. Kim et al. (2022) found that effective student–AI collaboration requires deliberate task design, opportunities to analyze AI errors and attention to assessment and ethics. Wang et al. (2023) likewise demonstrate the importance of the quality of human-AI interaction in language learning. AI can support brainstorming and comparison, but accepting generated output without questioning it can narrow the learner’s participation. Consequently, the relevant educational issue is not simply how much AI is used but how teachers establish learning goals, oversight and accountability.
2.2 Attitudes, self-efficacy and AI literacy
An attitude is an evaluative orientation toward AI integration; perceived self-efficacy concerns confidence in performing related tasks. Both may be favourable even when teachers remain alert to risks. Southworth et al. (2023) argue for an expansive understanding of AI literacy that includes critical evaluation and ethical awareness. Guan et al. (2025), studying pre-service teachers, found that practical confidence did not always reflect deeper knowledge of AI limitations. These findings caution against equating reported frequency or confidence with demonstrated competence. Professional development combining preparation, enactment and reflection can strengthen confidence in teaching with AI (Yang et al., 2024).
2.3 Local research gap
Although emerging Vietnamese studies have investigated pre-service teachers, learners and selected AI-supported classroom activities, further accounts of practising lecturers in institutional settings are needed. The present study uses individual semi-structured interviews to explore how language educators explain their attitudes, teaching choices and concerns. The researcher’s notes and key-word summaries allow recurring meanings to be examined across participants, with selected response patterns presented descriptively to complement the thematic interpretation.
3. Method
3.1 Research design and setting
This study adopted a qualitative research design based on individual semi-structured interviews with 30 lecturers and researchers involved in foreign-language teaching at the Academy of Journalism and Communication (AJC), Vietnam. The interviews were conducted in Vietnamese in October 2026. Each conversation lasted approximately 30–45 minutes and was arranged during breaks between classes or when participants had no scheduled teaching. A common guide kept the central topics consistent, while follow-up questions provided opportunities to clarify opinions and elicit concrete examples. During each interview, the researcher recorded key statements, teaching experiences and salient words or phrases. Afterward, these notes were organized under the corresponding interview topics and condensed into an individual case summary. These notes and researcher-prepared summaries formed the qualitative material used to develop themes and report the findings.
3.2 Participants
The study involved 30 lecturers and researchers engaged in foreign-language teaching or related language-education work at AJC. Their reported teaching areas were General English (15), English for Specific Purposes (7), Academic Writing (3), Translation/Interpreting (3), and Speaking/Pronunciation (2). Participation was voluntary, and a consent response was recorded for each participant. The interview arrangements took account of participants’ teaching schedules. Personal names were excluded from the analytical summaries, and the researcher assigned case identifiers R01–R30. Each identifier refers to one case summary and links the recorded categories to the participant’s explanatory notes and reported examples. No identifying details are presented in the findings.
3.3 Interview guide and data collection
The interview guide contained 12 core prompts addressing attitudes toward AI and reasons for these attitudes (Q1-Q2); frequency, teaching applications and illustrative experiences (Q3-Q5); confidence and checking of AI-generated information (Q6-Q7); perceived difficulties and risks (Q8); student AI use and appropriate boundaries (Q9-Q10); and AI’s role and lecturers’ support needs (Q11-Q12). Participants could elaborate on their answers, and the researcher requested clarification when relevant. Alongside explanatory notes, selected prompts retained a concise categorical response for each case. After each conversation, the researcher reviewed the written notes, highlighted key words or short phrases, and summarized the principal ideas under the relevant topics. This procedure preserved a comparable structure across the 30 cases while retaining details about participants’ reasons and teaching experiences. The study uses paraphrased summaries, not verbatim interview transcripts.
3.4 Data analysis
The author conducted the qualitative coding and thematic interpretation of the interview notes and case summaries, following the general stages of thematic analysis described by Braun and Clarke (2006). First, the case summaries were read to identify meaningful words, phrases and examples related to the research questions. These segments were assigned initial descriptive codes, including time saving, material preparation, teacher adaptation, accuracy checking, unreliable references, academic integrity, learner dependence and changing professional roles. Second, related codes were compared across cases and grouped into broader patterns. Candidate themes were then reviewed against the individual summaries, with particular attention to whether they captured both recurring concerns and contrasting or minority accounts. This process linked the thematic narrative to the participants’ recorded explanations rather than treating numerical categories as the only evidence.
The categorical descriptors reported in Table 1 correspond to the positions recorded under six interview prompts; they are descriptive responses, not scores on validated scales. For overall attitude, positive indicates explicit approval, cautiously positive approval accompanied by reservations, neutral no clearly favourable or unfavourable position, and skeptical predominant doubt or resistance. For AI-use frequency, frequent, occasional and rare or never reflect participants’ own reported use rather than imposed weekly cut-offs. Confidence (high, moderate or low) is self-assessed. Verification categories distinguish routine checking of consequential information, checking that varies with the task, and rare or absent checking. Student-use categories distinguish conditional use with disclosure, broad use with transparency, and stronger restrictions, especially for assessment. Perceived AI role records the respondent’s main description of AI as a tool, assistant or collaborator.
For each single-choice topic (Q1, Q3, Q6, Q7, Q9 and Q11), one recorded response category was retained per case. Qualifying comments in the open-ended answers were considered during thematic interpretation but did not automatically replace the recorded category. Under Q4, a participant could mention several teaching applications; each activity was tallied separately, so those totals can exceed 30. Descriptive percentages were calculated with 30 as the denominator and rounded to one decimal place. In preparing this revision, the category totals and selected cross-case comparisons were recalculated from the individual case entries, and the illustrative examples were checked against their associated Vietnamese summaries. Reported examples are paraphrases of the researcher’s notes, not verbatim participant quotations.
3.5 Credibility and ethical considerations
3.5 Credibility and Ethical Considerations
To enhance the credibility of the findings, the author conducted qualitative coding and thematic interpretation using the interview notes and individual case summaries of the 30 participants. During manuscript revision, the recorded response categories, descriptive counts, cross-case comparisons, and illustrative examples were reviewed on a case-by-case basis against the original interview notes and corresponding Vietnamese summaries (R01-R30). Particular attention was given to consistency between the recorded responses and their interpretation in the manuscript. The use of consistent interview topics and the consideration of contrasting perspectives further supported the credibility of the analysis. No independent intercoder agreement or participant validation is claimed.
The study was conducted with permission from the Head of the Faculty of Foreign Languages at the Academy of Journalism and Communication. Participation was voluntary, and consent was recorded for each participant. To protect confidentiality, personal identifiers were excluded from the analytical summaries, and anonymized case identifiers (R01-R30) were used throughout the analysis and reporting. No identifying information is disclosed in the manuscript. The findings reflect the experiences and perspectives of the 30 participants and are not intended to represent the wider population of language teachers.
4. Results
4.1 Participant profile and overview
The 30 participants represented five teaching fields. General English accounted for 15 participants (50.0%) and English for Specific Purposes for seven (23.3%); Academic Writing and Translation/Interpreting each accounted for three, and Speaking/Pronunciation for two. Table 1 summarizes the recorded response categories. Participants varied in their attitudes, frequency of use, perceived confidence, output-checking practices and views on student AI use.
Table 1. Recorded attitudes and practices across 30 interviews
	Domain
	Response category
	n
	%

	Overall attitude
	Positive
	12
	40.0

	
	Cautiously positive
	15
	50.0

	
	Neutral
	2
	6.7

	
	Skeptical/unsupportive
	1
	3.3

	AI use frequency
	Frequent
	22
	73.3

	
	Occasional
	7
	23.3

	
	Rare or never
	1
	3.3

	Self-reported confidence
	High
	10
	33.3

	
	Moderate
	17
	56.7

	
	Low
	3
	10.0

	Verification practice
	Systematic for important information
	21
	70.0

	
	Context-dependent/selective
	8
	26.7

	
	Rarely or never
	1
	3.3

	Student-use policy
	Conditional use with disclosure
	16
	53.3

	
	Broad use with transparency
	7
	23.3

	
	Restrictions, especially in assessment
	7
	23.3

	Perceived AI role
	Tool
	17
	56.7

	
	Assistant
	9
	30.0

	
	Collaborator
	4
	13.3


Note. N = 30. Response categories represent positions recorded for the corresponding interview topics; their descriptive meanings are specified in Section 3.4. Each participant contributes once within each mutually exclusive single-choice category set. A recorded category was retained when an open-ended explanation added qualifications, which are discussed in the thematic narrative. Multiple teaching applications under Q4 were counted separately and appear in Section 4.3. Percentages are n/30 × 100, rounded to one decimal place.
4.2 Attitudes and frequency of use
Twelve lecturers (40.0%) were recorded as positive toward AI and 15 (50.0%) as cautiously positive. Two (6.7%) expressed a neutral position and one (3.3%) a skeptical or unsupportive view. Overall, 27 of 30 participants (90.0%) conveyed a favourable orientation, although many attached conditions to AI use. Twenty-two (73.3%) reported frequent teaching-related use, seven (23.3%) occasional use, and one (3.3%) rare or no use. All 12 participants in the positive group reported frequent use; among the 15 cautiously positive participants, ten reported frequent use and five occasional use. Both neutral participants used AI occasionally, whereas the skeptical participant reported rare or no use. These distributions describe patterns in this group rather than a causal relationship.
The interview summaries help explain the conditional nature of acceptance. R02 valued AI-assisted lesson preparation but stressed the need to revise generated content. R03 appreciated rapid idea generation while acknowledging inaccurate information and the risk of relying too heavily on AI. In contrast, R27 questioned the educational value of situations in which lecturers use AI to set tasks and students use it to generate answers. The accounts suggest that efficiency and reservations about pedagogical responsibility often coexist.
4.3 Teaching applications and perceived benefits
The most frequently recorded applications were instructional material design and exercise or test-item preparation (24/30 each; 80.0%). Grading or feedback support was mentioned by 22 participants (73.3%), lesson planning by 20 (66.7%), speaking or discussion activities by 16 (53.3%), and translation or editing by five (16.7%). As participants could identify multiple uses, the frequencies are not mutually exclusive. Examples in the summaries included feedback for academic writing, comparing translation drafts and developing conversational prompts. The figures describe reported applications rather than measured teaching effectiveness.
Examples from the interview notes show how lecturers adapted AI output to specific teaching needs. R02 described using AI to design classroom-management activities for a teaching-methodology lesson aimed at translation-major students, then requesting revisions to fit a 45-minute activity. R04 discussed generating a speaking topic, a sample answer and assessment criteria. R19 noted that AI-assisted checking could save effort but might miss errors in expression even when it handled basic grammar adequately. These cases illustrate the perceived benefits of faster drafting and greater variety, together with the continuing need for expert review.
4.4 Confidence, verification and reliability concerns
Ten participants (33.3%) reported high confidence in using AI, 17 (56.7%) moderate confidence and three (10.0%) low confidence. Of the 22 frequent users, eight reported high and 14 moderate confidence; none were in the low-confidence group. The seven occasional users included two with high, three with moderate and two with low confidence. The only rare or non-user reported low confidence. More frequent use and higher confidence tended to occur together, although these self-reported categories do not measure actual AI literacy.
Twenty-one participants (70.0%) described systematic checking of important AI-generated information, eight (26.7%) context-dependent checking, and one (3.3%) little or no checking. Their concerns included inaccurate answers, unreliable or fabricated references, unsuitable exercises, loss of translation nuance, plagiarism, privacy and student dependence. R02 referred to invented authors in AI-generated references, R09 highlighted false citations and overreliance, and R23 described examples that did not fit the intended learning objectives. R05, however, reported no particular difficulties. These different experiences show why the thematic interpretation considered contrasting as well as common views.
4.5 Views on student AI use and assessment
Sixteen participants (53.3%) favoured conditional student use with disclosure, seven (23.3%) supported relatively broad but transparent use, and seven (23.3%) preferred stronger restrictions, especially in assessment. Their explanations often clarified these positions. R09 advocated prohibiting AI use during tests and assessed tasks. R10 suggested that students should complete their own work before using AI for checking. R30 viewed AI as useful for generating ideas or developing sentences but cautioned against excessive dependence. The central distinction was between AI as a learning aid and AI as a substitute for students’ independent performance.
4.6 Perceived AI roles and teacher development
Seventeen participants (56.7%) characterized AI primarily as a tool, nine (30.0%) as a teaching assistant and four (13.3%) as a collaborator. Six of the 12 positive participants chose tool, five assistant and one collaborator. Among the 15 cautiously positive participants, nine chose tool, three assistant and three collaborator. The neutral group was divided between tool and assistant, and the skeptical participant chose tool. Thus, even favourable attitudes did not necessarily imply support for treating AI as an equal pedagogical partner.
In the responses concerning professional roles, lecturers emphasized their continuing responsibility for setting learning goals, interpreting learner needs and evaluating materials. R01 stressed the importance of teaching students to use AI effectively. R16 requested development in prompting, source checking, AI-supported task design, assessment criteria and data protection. R27 accepted that AI could support routine work but remained skeptical about broader integration. Together, the accounts point to the value of practical, context-sensitive professional development.
5. Discussion
5.1 High uptake with conditions
A major finding is the coexistence of favourable attitudes and explicit professional conditions. Twenty-seven of the 30 participants (90.0%) expressed positive or cautiously positive attitudes, while 22 (73.3%) reported frequent use. Nevertheless, their explanations repeatedly emphasized error checking, teacher oversight and learner independence. This aligns with research linking teacher engagement with generative AI to perceived usefulness and contextual factors (Collie & Martin, 2024). The present findings add institution-specific detail by distinguishing support for AI-assisted preparation from unrestricted student use in assessment.
5.2 Confidence is not equivalent to expertise
Frequent AI use was often accompanied by greater reported confidence, but confidence and critical competence are not the same. Guan et al. (2025) distinguish perceived ability from deeper understanding of AI, while Southworth et al. (2023) foreground critical and ethical literacy. The interview summaries suggest training priorities that go beyond prompting: checking the existence of sources, detecting fluent but inaccurate explanations, adapting exercises to learners’ levels and reflecting on responsible use of generated feedback. Such work would help teachers combine practical efficiency with evaluative expertise.
5.3 From rapid drafting to accountable adaptation
Material design, exercise preparation and feedback were the most prominent reported uses. Generating alternatives and first drafts can make preparation more flexible, but participants also described outputs that failed to match lesson timing, learner levels or assessment goals. Kim et al. (2022) identify intentional design and error analysis as central to student–AI collaboration, and Wang et al. (2023) emphasize the quality of learner interaction. In this context, a useful teaching sequence is to define objectives, generate possible content, check its accuracy and suitability, and adapt it before classroom use.
5.4 Student autonomy and assessment integrity
Preferences for student AI use were distributed across conditional permission, broad transparent use and stronger restrictions. This spread is analytically important: it would be inaccurate to say that nearly all participants supported one unified student-use policy. A reasonable institutional response would differentiate exploratory practice from high-stakes measurement of unaided ability. An AI-generated model paragraph might be productive material for critique or revision, but it would not establish the learner’s independent writing ability if presented as original work. Course guidance should therefore define permitted stages, disclosure expectations and assessment-specific exclusions rather than relying on an unconditional ban or unrestricted access.
5.5 Teacher roles, contextual limits and implications
The preference for viewing AI as a tool rather than an assistant or collaborator reinforces the importance participants attach to human professional responsibility. Lecturers continue to set objectives, choose tasks, interpret language in context and assess individual learner needs. In line with Yang et al. (2024), professional development at AJC could emphasize active planning, testing and reflection. Promising priorities include workshops tailored to particular language-teaching areas, shared routines for checking AI-generated materials, clear guidance on privacy and source attribution, and transparent expectations for students’ use of AI.
5.6 Study limitations
This study focuses on 30 lecturers and researchers in one institutional setting; its findings therefore illuminate local experiences rather than representing language teachers more broadly. The interviews were documented through contemporaneous notes and subsequent key-word summaries, which preserve the principal ideas and examples but not every conversational turn word for word. Reported attitudes and practices reflect the participants’ own descriptions; the study did not directly observe classroom implementation or measure effects on student learning. Future work could incorporate fuller interview records, classroom observation and learner perspectives.
6. Conclusion
The interviews with 30 language lecturers and researchers indicate widespread yet qualified acceptance of AI in language teaching. Most participants expressed favourable attitudes and reported regular practical use, especially for developing materials, exercises and feedback. Their accounts also emphasized the importance of checking AI output, protecting learner independence and defining appropriate student use. A majority viewed AI primarily as a tool, rather than a substitute for the teacher. The study therefore points to a changing professional emphasis on pedagogical judgment, transparent practices, responsible assessment and critical AI literacy. Further research could explore how these reported views relate to classroom decisions and learning outcomes.
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