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Abstract
This classroom action research examined AI-supported one-minute video recording in relation to English speaking performance and perceived speaking confidence among 127 Grade 10 students at a mountainous high school in Vietnam. During the second semester of the 2025–2026 academic year, students participated in a structured instructional cycle involving script preparation, AI-assisted language refinement, text-to-speech pronunciation modeling, shadowing, video recording, self-review, teacher feedback, and re-recording. Data were collected through pre- and post-intervention speaking assessments, student video recordings, classroom observations, and a post-intervention questionnaire. The proportion of students rated Good or Excellent increased from 14.2% to 40.9%, while the proportion rated Weak or Poor decreased from 57.5% to 26.8%. Additionally, 74.0% of students agreed or strongly agreed that the activity helped them feel more confident when speaking English. These descriptive findings suggest that the integrated approach is feasible for extending EFL speaking practice in the context examined, although the study design does not establish causal effects or independently measured improvements in psychological confidence.
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ỨNG DỤNG VIDEO MỘT PHÚT CÓ HỖ TRỢ AI TRONG PHÁT TRIỂN NĂNG LỰC VÀ SỰ TỰ TIN KHI NÓI TIẾNG ANH
Tóm tắt
Nghiên cứu hành động trong lớp học này khảo sát việc ứng dụng video một phút có hỗ trợ trí tuệ nhân tạo (AI) trong mối liên hệ với năng lực nói và sự tự tin khi nói tiếng Anh của 127 học sinh lớp 10 tại một trường trung học phổ thông miền núi ở Việt Nam. Trong học kỳ II năm học 2025–2026, học sinh tham gia quy trình dạy học gồm xây dựng kịch bản, sử dụng AI hỗ trợ điều chỉnh ngôn ngữ, nghe mẫu phát âm bằng công nghệ chuyển văn bản thành giọng nói, luyện nói nhại (shadowing), quay video, tự xem lại, tiếp nhận phản hồi của giáo viên và quay lại video để hoàn thiện bài nói. Dữ liệu được thu thập thông qua đánh giá năng lực nói trước và sau can thiệp, video của học sinh, quan sát lớp học và bảng hỏi sau can thiệp. Tỷ lệ học sinh được xếp loại Tốt hoặc Xuất sắc tăng từ 14,2% lên 40,9%, trong khi tỷ lệ xếp loại Yếu hoặc Kém giảm từ 57,5% xuống 26,8%. Bên cạnh đó, 74,0% học sinh đồng ý hoặc hoàn toàn đồng ý rằng hoạt động giúp các em cảm thấy tự tin hơn khi nói tiếng Anh. Kết quả mang tính mô tả cho thấy cách tiếp cận tích hợp này có tính khả thi trong việc mở rộng cơ hội luyện nói tiếng Anh ở bối cảnh nghiên cứu; tuy nhiên, thiết kế nghiên cứu chưa cho phép xác lập quan hệ nhân quả hoặc khẳng định sự cải thiện về mức độ tự tin tâm lý thông qua phép đo độc lập.
Từ khóa: năng lực nói; sự tự tin khi nói; video; trí tuệ nhân tạo; tiếng Anh
1. Introduction
English speaking competence requires learners to integrate linguistic knowledge with the ability to communicate meaningfully. Effective oral communication involves pronunciation, fluency, vocabulary, grammar, coherence, and appropriate communicative strategies (Nunan, 1999; Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Nevertheless, speaking remains challenging for learners with limited opportunities to use English beyond formal classroom instruction.
These difficulties are particularly relevant in mountainous Vietnamese schools. At Que Phong High School, many students come from ethnic minority backgrounds and have relatively limited exposure to English in everyday communication. Classroom observations before the intervention indicated hesitation, pronunciation difficulties, restricted vocabulary, weak organization of ideas, and reluctance to speak. The baseline assessment of 127 Grade 10 students showed that only 14.2% were classified as Good or Excellent, while 57.5% were classified as Weak or Poor.
Speaking difficulties also involve affective factors. Communication apprehension and fear of negative evaluation can discourage learners from participating in oral activities (Horwitz et al., 1986). Learners who hesitate to speak may consequently receive fewer opportunities to practice, further limiting their development.
Technology-supported learning offers possible ways to extend speaking practice. Student-generated video enables learners to prepare, rehearse, observe, and revise oral performances. Huang (2026) demonstrated the pedagogical potential of video-recorded presentations combined with mobile-assisted assessment. Recent research has also examined AI-mediated speaking practice and its relationships with oral performance, willingness to communicate, and language anxiety (Fathi et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024).
However, technology is not inherently an instructional method. Its value depends on integration with meaningful tasks, appropriate scaffolding, repeated practice, and feedback. The present study therefore incorporated AI-assisted language refinement and text-to-speech pronunciation modeling into a broader cycle of script preparation, shadowing, one-minute video recording, self-review, teacher feedback, and re-recording.
The study addressed two research questions:
1. How did Grade 10 students’ speaking performance change after the implementation of AI-supported one-minute video recording?
2. How did students perceive the intervention in relation to speaking confidence, nervousness, practice opportunities, AI support, pronunciation support, and teacher feedback?
Speaking confidence was understood primarily as students’ self-perceived confidence in English speaking tasks. The study did not employ a validated pre–post psychological confidence scale.
2. Literature Review
2.1. EFL speaking performance and affective factors
Speaking requires learners to coordinate linguistic and communicative resources under real-time processing conditions. Pronunciation, fluency, vocabulary, grammatical control, and coherence contribute to successful oral performance (Nunan, 1999). Communicative approaches emphasize meaningful language use and opportunities for interaction rather than knowledge of linguistic forms alone (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
Affective factors can influence learners’ willingness to participate. Horwitz et al. (1986) identified communication apprehension and fear of negative evaluation as important dimensions of foreign language classroom anxiety. Learners may avoid speaking despite possessing relevant linguistic knowledge because they fear mistakes or negative judgment.
Speaking confidence, anxiety, self-efficacy, and willingness to communicate are related but distinct constructs. Improved speaking performance does not necessarily demonstrate increased psychological confidence. This distinction is important when evaluating technology-supported interventions, particularly when affective outcomes are measured through self-report.
2.2. Video recording and reflective speaking practice
Video recording provides opportunities for learners to rehearse speaking tasks, review their performances, identify weaknesses, and refine subsequent attempts. Unlike one-time classroom presentations, recorded speaking tasks allow repeated practice at an individually appropriate pace. Video playback also facilitates self-observation of pronunciation, fluency, hesitation, eye contact, and non-verbal communication.
Video has long been recognized as a valuable resource in language teaching because it integrates auditory and visual information (Stempleski & Tomalin, 1990). More recently, Huang (2026) examined video-recorded oral presentations combined with mobile-assisted peer assessment, highlighting the pedagogical potential of digital oral production and feedback. Similarly, Tran et al. (2024) investigated authentic online communication through video-conferencing tools in relation to EFL speaking and listening development. Although synchronous video-conferencing differs from asynchronous student-generated recordings, both approaches illustrate how digital technologies can extend opportunities for oral language practice.
In the present study, video recording was integrated with structured preparation, repeated rehearsal, self-review, and teacher feedback. The one-minute format was selected to provide a manageable speaking task for learners with relatively limited English proficiency while encouraging reflection and progressive refinement of oral performance.
2.3. AI-supported speaking and pronunciation
Generative AI can support language preparation by suggesting vocabulary, revising sentence structures, and helping learners organize ideas. Fathi et al. (2024) investigated AI-mediated interactions and reported benefits for EFL speaking-related outcomes and willingness to communicate. Zhang et al. (2024) examined AI-supported speaking in relation to enjoyment, anxiety, and willingness to communicate. Wang et al. (2024) likewise explored conversational generative AI and linguistic and affective outcomes.
AI-supported pronunciation tools provide another form of assistance. Text-to-speech technology enables learners to replay pronunciation models and attend to stress, rhythm, and intonation. Xodabande et al. (2025) reported favorable pronunciation outcomes following an AI-driven instructional intervention.
Nevertheless, AI-supported speaking does not produce uniform outcomes. Zhang et al. (2026) reported improved performance on a practiced speaking task without statistically significant differences in intrinsic motivation or speaking self-efficacy. Such findings reinforce the need to distinguish performance from affective constructs.
The present study conceptualized AI as pedagogical scaffolding rather than an independent treatment. Students generated initial ideas and scripts before consulting AI and were encouraged to evaluate and adapt suggestions. Pronunciation models were combined with shadowing and repeated oral production. Learner autonomy was supported through opportunities for self-monitoring and revision, consistent with Little’s (2007) emphasis on learners assuming responsibility for aspects of their learning.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research design and participants
The study employed classroom action research with pre- and post-intervention speaking assessments. It was conducted during the second semester of the 2025–2026 academic year at Que Phong High School, a mountainous high school in Vietnam.
Participants were 127 Grade 10 students who had limited opportunities to communicate in English outside school. The intervention was embedded in regular instruction and focused on speaking activities associated with Unit 9 of the English 10 Global Success textbook. Environmental topics included air pollution, deforestation, and endangered-animal protection.
The study involved one participant cohort without a control or comparison group. Its purpose was to document classroom-based changes in speaking-performance classifications and students’ perceptions of the intervention, not to establish causal treatment effects.
3.2. Intervention procedure
The intervention comprised six interconnected stages.
Stage 1: Task familiarization. Students were introduced to the environmental topics, speaking objectives, one-minute duration, and assessment criteria. A four-part presentation framework was provided: introducing the issue, presenting a first solution, presenting a second solution, and concluding. Textbook expressions served as linguistic scaffolds.
Stage 2: Script development. Students selected an environmental issue and prepared an individual script or structured outline. They incorporated relevant textbook vocabulary and organized their presentations into an introduction, main points, and conclusion. Learners requiring additional support received model outlines and sentence frames.
Stage 3: AI-assisted language refinement. After preparing initial drafts, students used tools such as ChatGPT or Gemini to review vocabulary, grammar, and organization. They were encouraged to specify the topic, intended structure, and one-minute duration in their prompts. Students were instructed to compare AI suggestions with their own ideas, simplify unfamiliar expressions, and avoid mechanically copying generated responses.
Stage 4: Pronunciation modeling and shadowing. Students listened to text-to-speech models of their revised scripts and attended to pronunciation, stress, rhythm, and intonation. They practiced by repeating short segments before rehearsing the complete presentation. Digital models could be replayed according to individual needs.
Stage 5: Video recording and self-review. Students recorded approximately one-minute presentations using smartphones. They reviewed their recordings, identified areas for improvement, rehearsed again, and re-recorded when necessary. The teacher provided feedback on relevant dimensions of speaking performance.
Stage 6: Assessment and reflection. Students used the speaking criteria to reflect on their performances and apply feedback to subsequent attempts. The intervention thus connected preparation, technology-supported scaffolding, repeated oral production, observation, and formative assessment.
3.3. Speaking assessment
Speaking performance was assessed using an analytic classroom rubric comprising six criteria: Pronunciation and Intonation; Fluency; Coherence and Organization; Vocabulary and Language Use; Confidence and Delivery; and Body Language. Each criterion was represented across five levels ranging from 1 (Poor) to 5 (Excellent).
The rubric was developed for the classroom intervention to reflect the speaking objectives, task requirements, and expected features of Grade 10 oral presentations. Linguistic dimensions were combined with presentation-related dimensions to provide a broader description of students’ classroom speaking performance.
The same assessment framework was used before and after the intervention. Students were introduced to the criteria and encouraged to use them during rehearsal and self-review. Teacher feedback also drew on these dimensions.
Assessment was conducted by the teacher-researcher during regular classroom instruction. The original study did not involve multiple independent raters or a formal inter-rater reliability analysis. Consequently, no reliability coefficient is reported. Although using the same rubric supported procedural consistency, the absence of independent rating evidence remains a limitation.
The available classroom records retained students’ overall performance classifications as Excellent, Good, Average, Weak, or Poor. Individual criterion-level scores suitable for retrospective statistical analysis were not retained. The present study therefore reports the recorded overall classifications without reconstructing composite scores or introducing unverified scoring thresholds.
3.4. Data collection
Four sources of data were used: pre- and post-intervention speaking assessments, students’ video recordings, classroom observations, and a seven-item post-intervention questionnaire.
All 127 students were represented in both assessment datasets. The pre-intervention assessment described speaking performance before implementation of the instructional cycle. The post-intervention assessment used the same overall performance categories and classroom assessment framework to describe the cohort following the intervention.
Video recordings and classroom observations provided complementary descriptive evidence concerning oral delivery, hesitation, pronunciation, participation, and confidence-related behaviors.
The questionnaire consisted of seven statements rated on a five-point Likert scale from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree. It addressed perceived speaking confidence, practice opportunities, AI-supported vocabulary and sentence development, pronunciation support, nervousness, teacher feedback, and willingness to continue using the approach.
3.5. Operationalization of speaking confidence
In this study, speaking confidence was operationalized primarily as students’ self-perceived confidence when performing English speaking tasks. The main indicator was Item 1 of the post-intervention questionnaire: “The video task helped me feel more confident speaking English.” Responses to this item reflected students’ perceptions of the activity’s contribution to their speaking confidence rather than an objectively measured change.
A related questionnaire item, “Rehearsing and re-recording made me less nervous,” provided complementary information about students’ perceived nervousness during speaking practice. Although confidence and nervousness are related affective dimensions, reduced nervousness was not considered equivalent to increased speaking confidence.
The Confidence and Delivery criterion of the speaking assessment rubric, together with student video recordings and classroom observations, provided supplementary information about confidence-related aspects of oral performance. However, the study did not employ a validated pre- and post-intervention confidence scale or an independent psychological measure. Accordingly, the findings were interpreted as evidence of students’ self-reported perceptions and observed speaking behaviors, rather than as a standardized or statistically established improvement in psychological confidence.
3.6. Data analysis
Frequencies and percentages were calculated for the five speaking-performance categories at both assessment points. Percentage-point differences were used to describe changes in the cohort’s performance distribution.
Questionnaire responses were summarized using frequencies and percentages. Video recordings and observations provided descriptive context.
No inferential statistical tests were conducted. The retained records contained aggregate categorical performance summaries rather than individual paired assessment data suitable for retrospective within-student analysis. Accordingly, the study reports descriptive changes without claims of statistical significance or causality.
4. Results
4.1. Changes in speaking performance
Before the intervention, speaking performance was concentrated in the Average, Weak, and Poor categories. Four students (3.1%) were rated Excellent, 14 (11.0%) Good, 36 (28.3%) Average, 49 (38.6%) Weak, and 24 (18.9%) Poor.
Following the intervention, 17 students (13.4%) were rated Excellent, 35 (27.6%) Good, 41 (32.3%) Average, 25 (19.7%) Weak, and nine (7.1%) Poor.
Table 1. Students’ Speaking Performance Before and After the Intervention
	Performance level
	Before, n
	Before, %
	After, n
	After, %
	Change (pp)

	Excellent
	4
	3.1
	17
	13.4
	+10.2

	Good
	14
	11.0
	35
	27.6
	+16.5

	Average
	36
	28.3
	41
	32.3
	+3.9

	Weak
	49
	38.6
	25
	19.7
	−18.9

	Poor
	24
	18.9
	9
	7.1
	−11.8

	Total
	127
	99.9
	127
	100.1
	—


Note. pp = percentage points. Percentages and percentage-point changes were calculated from the original frequencies (n = 127) and rounded to one decimal place. Column totals may differ slightly from 100% due to rounding.
The combined proportion of students rated Good or Excellent increased from 14.2% (18 students) to 40.9% (52 students), representing an increase of 26.8 percentage points. Conversely, the proportion rated Weak or Poor decreased from 57.5% (73 students) to 26.8% (34 students), a reduction of 30.7 percentage points.
At the individual category level, the largest decrease was observed in the Weak category (−18.9 percentage points), while the Good category showed the largest increase (+16.5 percentage points). Overall, the results indicate a descriptive shift toward higher speaking-performance categories within the participating cohort. However, these changes should not be interpreted as statistically significant or causally attributable to the intervention, given the single-group research design and descriptive analysis.
4.2. Students’ perceptions of the intervention
The post-intervention questionnaire revealed generally favorable student perceptions of the AI-supported one-minute video recording approach. Table 2 presents the responses of all 127 participants to seven statements addressing perceived speaking confidence, practice opportunities, AI support, pronunciation, nervousness, teacher feedback, and willingness to continue using the approach.
Table 2. Students’ Responses to the One-Minute Video Approach
	Statement
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	The video task helped me feel more confident speaking English.
	39 (30.7%)
	55 (43.3%)
	22 (17.3%)
	8 (6.3%)
	3 (2.4%)

	Recording gave me more opportunities to practice speaking.
	46 (36.2%)
	58 (45.7%)
	16 (12.6%)
	5 (3.9%)
	2 (1.6%)

	AI tools helped improve vocabulary and sentence structures.
	34 (26.8%)
	61 (48.0%)
	21 (16.5%)
	9 (7.1%)
	2 (1.6%)

	AI-generated voices supported pronunciation and intonation.
	41 (32.3%)
	57 (44.9%)
	19 (15.0%)
	7 (5.5%)
	3 (2.4%)

	Rehearsing and re-recording made me less nervous.
	38 (29.9%)
	53 (41.7%)
	24 (18.9%)
	9 (7.1%)
	3 (2.4%)

	Teacher feedback helped improve my speaking performance.
	43 (33.9%)
	60 (47.2%)
	17 (13.4%)
	5 (3.9%)
	2 (1.6%)

	I would like to continue using the method.
	35 (27.6%)
	52 (40.9%)
	26 (20.5%)
	10 (7.9%)
	4 (3.1%)


Note. Values are presented as frequencies and percentages (n = 127). Percentages were calculated from the original frequencies and rounded to one decimal place. Row totals may differ slightly from 100% due to rounding.
Regarding perceived speaking confidence, 94 students (74.0%) agreed or strongly agreed that the video task helped them feel more confident when speaking English. Similarly, 91 students (71.7%) agreed or strongly agreed that rehearsing and re-recording made them feel less nervous. These responses suggest that many participants perceived the approach as supportive of their confidence and emotional comfort during speaking practice.
Additional opportunities for speaking practice received the highest proportion of positive responses, with 104 students (81.9%) selecting Agree or Strongly agree. This finding suggests that students particularly valued the opportunity to rehearse and produce spoken English beyond immediate classroom performance.
Students also expressed favorable perceptions of AI-related support. Specifically, 95 students (74.8%) agreed or strongly agreed that AI tools helped improve their vocabulary and sentence structures, while 98 students (77.2%) perceived AI-generated voices as helpful for pronunciation and intonation. These responses indicate that students generally regarded AI-assisted language preparation and pronunciation modeling as useful components of the instructional process.
Teacher feedback was positively evaluated by 103 students (81.1%), making it one of the most favorably rated aspects of the intervention. In addition, 87 students (68.5%) expressed willingness to continue using the approach, although this proportion was lower than those recorded for the other questionnaire items.
Overall, the questionnaire findings indicate generally positive student perceptions of the integrated intervention, particularly regarding opportunities for speaking practice, teacher feedback, pronunciation support, and perceived speaking confidence. However, these findings reflect students’ retrospective self-reported perceptions. They do not establish independently measured improvements in psychological confidence or demonstrate the separate effectiveness of AI assistance, video recording, rehearsal, or teacher feedback.
5. Discussion
5.1. Speaking-performance changes
The first research question concerned changes in speaking performance. The descriptive results showed a redistribution toward higher performance classifications, with the proportion of students rated Good or Excellent increasing by 26.8 percentage points and the proportion rated Weak or Poor decreasing by 30.7 percentage points.
Several elements of the instructional cycle may plausibly have supported these changes. Structured preparation helped students organize ideas before speaking. AI-assisted revision provided language support, while pronunciation modeling and shadowing created opportunities for focused rehearsal. Video recording and self-review allowed students to observe and refine their delivery. Teacher feedback provided additional guidance.
These patterns are broadly compatible with research on video-supported oral presentations (Huang, 2026) and AI-mediated speaking practice (Fathi et al., 2024). However, the present design did not isolate individual components or include a comparison group. The observed changes therefore cannot be attributed specifically to AI or video recording.
Furthermore, the lack of formal inter-rater reliability evidence and the use of overall categorical assessments require caution. The findings should be interpreted as classroom-based descriptive evidence rather than experimentally established improvement.
5.2. Perceived confidence and nervousness
The second research question examined students’ perceptions of the intervention. Nearly three quarters of the participants (74.0%) agreed or strongly agreed that the activity helped them feel more confident when speaking English, while 71.7% perceived rehearsing and re-recording as helpful in reducing their nervousness.
A plausible explanation is that recording altered the conditions under which students performed. Instead of responding immediately in front of classmates, students could prepare, rehearse privately, identify mistakes, and repeat the task before submission. This may have provided a greater sense of control over their speaking performance.
These perceptions are broadly consistent with studies reporting favorable affective outcomes from AI-supported speaking practice (Wang et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024). Nevertheless, the present study did not administer a validated confidence scale before and after the intervention. The 74.0% result represents retrospective self-reported perception, not a quantified change in psychological confidence.
This distinction is supported by research indicating that speaking performance and affective outcomes do not necessarily change together (Zhang et al., 2026).
5.3. AI as one component of the instructional cycle
AI-supported language refinement and pronunciation modeling were integrated with textbook-based preparation, shadowing, video recording, self-review, and teacher feedback. Students generally perceived AI support as helpful for vocabulary, sentence structures, pronunciation, and intonation. However, the intervention did not isolate the effects of AI from those of repeated practice, structured tasks, self-observation, or teacher feedback.
The findings therefore illustrate AI as a form of pedagogical scaffolding rather than an independently effective treatment. Students were encouraged to develop their own ideas, evaluate AI suggestions, and use language appropriate to their proficiency. This distinction is important because producing a polished AI-assisted script does not necessarily demonstrate independent speaking competence.
5.4. Feedback, reflection, and learner autonomy
Teacher feedback received one of the strongest positive questionnaire responses, with 81.1% of students perceiving it as helpful.
The instructional cycle can be summarized as follows:
Prepare → AI-assisted revision → Listen → Shadow → Rehearse → Record → Review → Receive feedback → Revise → Re-record
This sequence provided opportunities for noticing, correction, and repeated production. Students could identify weaknesses in earlier recordings and apply feedback to later attempts.
Video playback also enabled learners to observe aspects of oral performance that may be difficult to monitor while speaking, including hesitation, posture, gestures, and eye contact. Such self-monitoring is consistent with learner autonomy, understood as increasing learner responsibility for aspects of the learning process (Little, 2007).
Importantly, technology did not replace the teacher. Instead, it extended practice opportunities while preserving the teacher’s role in scaffolding, monitoring, and formative assessment.
5.5. Pedagogical implications
The approach may be relevant to schools where learners have limited exposure to English outside formal instruction. One-minute recording provides a manageable task that can be rehearsed asynchronously and does not require live communication with external interlocutors.
Teachers can differentiate support through vocabulary lists, sentence frames, outlines, and pronunciation models. The short format may also make reviewing student work more manageable than longer oral presentations.
However, implementation requires attention to device access, Internet connectivity, digital literacy, student privacy, and responsible AI use. Teachers should ensure that learners understand AI-suggested language and do not rely on generated scripts without meaningful engagement.
5.6. Limitations
Five limitations should guide interpretation.
First, the study used a single-group classroom action research design without a control or comparison group. Observed changes cannot be attributed exclusively to the intervention.
Second, assessment was conducted by the teacher-researcher without formal inter-rater reliability analysis. Future studies should employ independent raters and report appropriate reliability evidence.
Third, the retained assessment data consisted of overall categorical classifications rather than individual paired criterion-level scores. Consequently, the analysis was descriptive, and within-student inferential comparisons could not be reconstructed.
Fourth, the intervention combined AI-assisted language refinement, text-to-speech modeling, shadowing, repeated recording, self-review, and teacher feedback. Their independent contributions could not be determined.
Fifth, speaking confidence was examined primarily through a post-intervention self-report item, supplemented by classroom evidence. No validated pre–post confidence or anxiety instrument was administered. The findings therefore support conclusions about perceived confidence, not statistically established psychological change.
Future research could address these limitations through comparison groups, independent raters, individual analytic speaking scores, validated affective measures, and designs comparing AI-supported preparation with otherwise equivalent speaking-practice activities.
6. Conclusion
This classroom action research examined AI-supported one-minute video recording among 127 Grade 10 students at a mountainous Vietnamese high school. The approach combined language preparation, AI-assisted revision, pronunciation modeling, rehearsal, video recording, self-review, and teacher feedback. The proportion of students rated Good or Excellent increased from 14.2% to 40.9%, while those rated Weak or Poor decreased from 57.5% to 26.8%. Students also reported favorable perceptions of speaking practice and confidence-related experiences. Although these findings suggest that the approach is feasible in the context examined, the single-group design, teacher-based assessment, and absence of validated pre–post confidence measures prevent causal conclusions. AI should therefore be viewed as one supporting component of an integrated instructional process. With appropriate guidance and accessible digital resources, this approach may offer teachers a practical way to provide additional speaking opportunities, encourage learner reflection, and support gradual oral language development.
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