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Abstract
The growing use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in language instruction opens avenues to improve English speaking instruction. On the rising field, AI-driven feedback tools, such as ChatGPT or AI speaking assistants, have been emphasized for the ability of giving immediate, personalized and interactive feedback to the EFL learners. Notwithstanding the study, there is little evidence of how students experience AI-driven feedback in speaking courses in Vietnamese higher education. This study investigates EFL students' perceptions of AI-powered feedback in speaking lessons at BTEC FPT International College. A mixed-methods approach was adopted, with quantitative data collected through questionnaires from 95 EFL students and qualitative data obtained in semi-structured interviews with eight selected participants. Quantitative data were analyzed by descriptive statistics and qualitative data were analyzed thematically. The results indicated students overall had positive perceptions about AI feedback. Participants indicated more confidence, involvement, speaking practice opportunities and a more aware understanding of pronunciation and grammatical errors. However, concerns regarding over-reliance on AI and limited human interaction were further identified. This study concludes that the use of AI-powered feedback can facilitate interactive and learner-focused speaking instruction; and further, contributes practical implications to how AI can find its way into EFL classrooms.
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Tóm tắt: 
Việc ứng dụng ngày càng rộng rãi trí tuệ nhân tạo (AI) trong giảng dạy ngoại ngữ đã mở ra nhiều cơ hội nâng cao chất lượng dạy và học kỹ năng nói tiếng Anh. Trong bối cảnh này, các công cụ phản hồi dựa trên AI, chẳng hạn như ChatGPT hoặc các trợ lý nói sử dụng AI, được đánh giá cao nhờ khả năng cung cấp phản hồi tức thời, mang tính cá nhân hóa và có tính tương tác cho người học tiếng Anh như một ngoại ngữ (EFL). Tuy nhiên, hiện vẫn còn thiếu các bằng chứng thực nghiệm về cách sinh viên trải nghiệm phản hồi do AI tạo ra trong các học phần kỹ năng nói tại các cơ sở giáo dục đại học ở Việt Nam. Nghiên cứu này khảo sát nhận thức của sinh viên EFL về phản hồi dựa trên AI trong các giờ học kỹ năng nói tại Trường Cao đẳng Quốc tế BTEC FPT. Nghiên cứu sử dụng phương pháp hỗn hợp (mixed methods), trong đó dữ liệu định lượng được thu thập thông qua bảng hỏi từ 95 sinh viên EFL và dữ liệu định tính được thu thập thông qua phỏng vấn bán cấu trúc với tám người tham gia được lựa chọn. Dữ liệu định lượng được phân tích bằng thống kê mô tả, trong khi dữ liệu định tính được phân tích theo phương pháp phân tích chủ đề. Kết quả cho thấy nhìn chung sinh viên có nhận thức tích cực về phản hồi do AI cung cấp. Người tham gia cho biết AI giúp họ tăng sự tự tin, mức độ tham gia vào hoạt động học tập, cơ hội thực hành kỹ năng nói và khả năng nhận biết các lỗi phát âm cũng như ngữ pháp. Tuy nhiên, nghiên cứu cũng ghi nhận những mối quan ngại liên quan đến sự phụ thuộc quá mức vào AI và sự hạn chế trong tương tác giữa con người với nhau. Nghiên cứu kết luận rằng việc sử dụng phản hồi dựa trên AI có thể góp phần thúc đẩy hoạt động dạy học kỹ năng nói theo hướng tương tác và lấy người học làm trung tâm, đồng thời mang lại những hàm ý thực tiễn về việc tích hợp AI vào các lớp học tiếng Anh như một ngoại ngữ.
Từ khoá: phản hồi dựa trên AI; kỹ năng nói tiếng Anh như một ngoại ngữ (EFL); nhận thức của sinh viên; học tập ngoại ngữ có sự hỗ trợ của công nghệ; giáo dục đại học
1. Introduction
Speaking is widely regarded as one of the most demanding language skills to teach and to acquire, as it requires learners to process language and produce output in real time while managing pronunciation, grammar, and fluency simultaneously. Feedback plays a central role in this process: it helps learners understand where they currently stand, what a good performance looks like, and what to do to close the gap between the two (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In traditional EFL speaking classrooms, however, opportunities for individualized, immediate feedback are often limited by large class sizes and constrained instructional time, leaving many learners with only occasional and delayed input on their spoken performance.
The emergence of Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools such as ChatGPT has opened new possibilities for addressing this gap. AI-driven systems can generate immediate, personalized, and interactive feedback on language production, making it possible for learners to receive continuous input on their speaking performance outside the constraints of classroom time (Kohnke, Moorhouse, & Zou, 2023). Beyond simple error correction, these tools can sustain adaptive, context-sensitive interaction, positioning them as potential conversational partners and feedback providers rather than static grammar checkers (Godwin-Jones, 2022).
Within speaking instruction specifically, AI-based speech evaluation systems and chatbots have been reported to help learners notice pronunciation and grammatical errors, while also increasing motivation through convenient, on-demand access to practice opportunities. At the same time, learners have raised concerns about the accuracy and depth of AI-generated feedback, as well as the risk of over-relying on AI instead of engaging in genuine human interaction (Zou et al., 2024). Whether AI-powered feedback ultimately supports or undermines speaking development may therefore depend heavily on how learners themselves perceive and engage with it.
Learners' willingness to speak and to keep practicing is not purely a matter of linguistic competence; it is also shaped by confidence and communication anxiety (MacIntyre, Clément, Dörnyei, & Noels, 1998). Feedback that learners experience as supportive and non-threatening may therefore do more than correct errors: it may also lower the affective barriers that prevent students from speaking up in the first place. This makes students' subjective perceptions of AI-powered feedback, and not only objective measures of accuracy, an important object of study in its own right.
In Vietnam, recent studies have reported that university students generally hold positive attitudes toward using ChatGPT to practice speaking, describing it as a low-pressure conversational partner that extends practice opportunities beyond the classroom (Hien, Van Huy, & Hanh, 2026). However, most of this research has focused on how students interact linguistically with AI tools or on their attitudes toward AI adoption in general, while comparatively little evidence exists on how students specifically perceive AI-generated feedback on their speaking performance, particularly in vocational and college-level EFL contexts such as BTEC FPT International College.
Therefore, this study investigates EFL students' perceptions of AI-powered feedback in speaking lessons at BTEC FPT International College. A mixed-methods approach was employed, combining a quantitative questionnaire with semi-structured interviews, in order to capture both the general pattern of students' perceptions and the reasoning and experiences behind them.
Based on this aim, the study addresses the following research questions:
1. How do EFL students perceive the usefulness of AI-powered feedback in speaking classes?
2. What specific benefits do students associate with AI-powered feedback, in terms of confidence, engagement, practice opportunities, and awareness of errors?
3. What concerns or challenges do students associate with AI-powered feedback in speaking classes?
4. How do students' qualitative accounts of their experiences help explain their quantitative perception ratings of AI-powered feedback?
2. Literature Review
2.1. AI-Powered Feedback in Language Education
AI-driven language tools, including chatbots and generative AI systems such as ChatGPT, are increasingly used to support language teaching and learning (Kohnke, Moorhouse, & Zou, 2023). Unlike earlier computer-assisted language learning tools, which typically offered scripted or template-based responses, current AI systems can sustain adaptive, context-sensitive conversations and generate individualized feedback in real time. Godwin-Jones (2022) highlights that such tools function less like static checkers and more like partners that can be integrated into the instructional process, provided that learners and teachers develop the competencies needed to use them effectively and critically.
2.2. Feedback and Speaking Skill Development
Feedback is considered one of the most powerful influences on learning and achievement, but its effectiveness depends on its timing, specificity, and relevance to the learner's current level of performance (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). For speaking skills in particular, where errors are transient and classroom opportunities for individualized correction are limited, timely and specific feedback is especially valuable in helping learners notice and correct pronunciation and grammatical errors while the relevant language use is still fresh in memory.
2.3. Speaking Confidence and Willingness to Communicate
Learners' engagement in speaking practice is shaped not only by their linguistic ability but also by their confidence and communication anxiety (MacIntyre, Clément, Dörnyei, & Noels, 1998). According to this perspective, a learner's readiness to speak at a given moment reflects a combination of situational confidence and reduced anxiety, both of which can be influenced by the nature of the feedback and interaction the learner experiences. Feedback environments perceived as low-pressure and non-judgmental may therefore support not only accuracy but also learners' willingness to keep practicing.
2.4. AI-Powered Feedback in EFL Speaking: Benefits and Concerns
Empirical studies on AI-based speech evaluation systems and chatbots suggest that learners generally perceive such tools as convenient and motivating, citing benefits such as increased practice opportunities, greater awareness of pronunciation and grammatical errors, and a more comfortable, low-pressure environment for speaking practice (Zou et al., 2024). At the same time, learners have also reported concerns, including doubts about the accuracy and depth of AI-generated feedback compared with human feedback, and a fear of becoming overly reliant on AI tools at the expense of genuine interpersonal interaction. These mixed perceptions suggest that AI-powered feedback is neither uniformly welcomed nor rejected by learners, but evaluated against the specific benefits and limitations they experience in practice.
2.5. The Vietnamese Context
Within Vietnamese higher education, recent studies report that students generally hold positive attitudes toward practicing English speaking with ChatGPT, describing it as a supportive and accessible conversational partner that extends opportunities for oral practice beyond the classroom (Hien, Van Huy, & Hanh, 2026). However, this line of research has focused primarily on the linguistic and interactional dynamics of chatbot-human conversations or on general attitudes toward AI adoption, rather than on students' specific perceptions of the feedback such tools provide during speaking instruction.
2.6. Research Gaps
Taken together, the literature indicates growing interest in AI-powered tools for EFL speaking practice, along with initial evidence of both benefits and concerns associated with their use. However, three gaps remain. First, much of the existing research addresses AI adoption or chatbot interaction broadly, rather than students' perceptions of AI-generated feedback specifically. Second, relatively few studies combine quantitative measures of perception with qualitative accounts that explain the reasoning behind them. Third, evidence from Vietnamese higher education, and from vocational or college-level EFL contexts in particular, remains limited. This study addresses these gaps by examining EFL students' perceptions of AI-powered feedback in speaking classes at BTEC FPT International College using a mixed-methods design.
2.7. Conceptual Framework
Drawing on feedback theory (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) and the role of confidence and anxiety in willingness to communicate (MacIntyre et al., 1998), this study conceptualizes students' perceptions of AI-powered feedback along two broad dimensions: perceived benefits, including confidence, engagement, speaking practice opportunities, and awareness of errors; and perceived concerns, including doubts about feedback accuracy and the risk of over-reliance on AI with reduced human interaction. These dimensions guided the design of both the questionnaire and the interview protocol used in this study.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework: Dimensions of Students' Perceptions of AI-Powered Speaking Feedback
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design
This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design. In the first, quantitative phase, a questionnaire survey was used to capture the general pattern of students' perceptions of AI-powered feedback in speaking classes. In the second, qualitative phase, semi-structured interviews with a subset of participants were conducted to further explain and enrich the quantitative findings by exploring students' own accounts of their experiences.
3.2. Participants
The quantitative phase involved 95 EFL students at BTEC FPT International College, recruited through convenience sampling. Eligible participants were required to have used at least one form of AI-powered feedback (such as ChatGPT or an AI speaking assistant) during their speaking lessons.
Following the quantitative phase, eight students were purposively selected for semi-structured interviews using a maximum-variation sampling strategy. Respondents' overall perception scores (the mean of their ratings across the five questionnaire dimensions) were used to rank participants and classify them into higher-, moderate-, and lower-perception groups; three students were then invited from each of the higher- and lower-perception groups and two from the moderate group, with gender and year of study also taken into account to ensure variation within the sample. This procedure was intended to capture a range of perspectives, including those of students whose questionnaire responses indicated more critical or ambivalent views, rather than only the most enthusiastic users of AI-powered feedback.
3.3. Research Instruments
Questionnaire
A self-administered questionnaire was developed based on the conceptual framework outlined above and on prior research on AI-powered feedback in EFL speaking (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Zou et al., 2024). Items for each of the five perception dimensions were initially drafted by adapting wording from existing feedback- and technology-acceptance questionnaires in the CALL literature to the specific context of AI-powered speaking feedback, producing an initial pool of 28 items. Following the content-validity and piloting procedures described in Section 3.4, the final instrument retained 24 items. The instrument consisted of two sections: (1) demographic information, including gender, year of study, field of study, and frequency of using AI-powered feedback tools; and (2) a perception scale covering five dimensions: confidence in speaking, engagement in speaking practice, perceived speaking practice opportunities, awareness of pronunciation and grammatical errors, and concerns about over-reliance on AI and reduced human interaction. All items were measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).
Interview
A semi-structured interview protocol was developed to explore students' experiences of receiving AI-powered feedback in speaking classes, the specific benefits and challenges they encountered, and their overall views on its role in their speaking development. The protocol was organized around the same five dimensions used in the questionnaire, so that interview questions could be used to probe the reasoning behind participants' survey responses. Each interview lasted approximately 20–30 minutes, was conducted in Vietnamese to allow participants to express their experiences naturally, and was audio-recorded with participants' consent before being transcribed for analysis.
3.4. Data Collection
Prior to full-scale distribution, the questionnaire underwent a two-stage validation process. First, content validity was assessed by a panel of three EFL/TESOL specialists (two senior lecturers with experience in language testing and one specialist in educational technology), who independently rated each item for relevance and clarity on a four-point scale. Items with an Item-Content Validity Index (I-CVI) below 0.80 were revised or removed; this process led to the removal of four items and the rewording of three others, reducing the initial 28-item pool to the final 24 items, with an average scale-level content validity index (S-CVI/Ave) of 0.91. Second, the revised questionnaire was piloted with 18 students who were not included in the main study sample; the pilot was used to check item clarity and wording, estimate completion time (approximately 10 minutes), and conduct a preliminary reliability check, following which a small number of items were reworded for clarity before the main administration.
The finalized questionnaire was then administered online to EFL students at BTEC FPT International College. Upon completion of the quantitative data collection, eight participants were invited to take part in individual semi-structured interviews, selected and conducted as described in Section 3.2, after obtaining their informed consent.
3.5. Data Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics to summarize participants' demographic characteristics and their perceptions across the five dimensions identified in the conceptual framework (mean, standard deviation). The internal consistency of each dimension was checked using Cronbach's Alpha and item-total correlations. Pearson correlations among the five dimension scores were additionally examined as supplementary, preliminary evidence concerning the relationships among the proposed dimensions. These correlations do not, on their own, establish convergent or discriminant validity, and the factorial/construct validity of the questionnaire has not yet been established. Exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis was beyond the scope of this conference paper and is noted as a limitation and a direction for future research in Section 6.
Qualitative data from the interviews were analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006): transcripts were read, coded in relation to the five perception dimensions, and similar ideas were grouped into themes. The resulting themes were then compared against the quantitative results for each corresponding dimension; this comparison was used to explain why particular dimensions received relatively higher or lower mean ratings, to illustrate the quantitative patterns in participants' own words, and to surface nuances, such as the specific reasoning behind the comparatively lower ratings on the concerns dimension, that the numerical data alone could not capture.
4. Findings
4.1. Participants' Demographic Characteristics
A total of 95 EFL students participated in the quantitative phase of the study. Among them, 57 (60.0%) were female and 38 (40.0%) were male. Regarding year of study, 52 participants (54.7%) were in Year 1 and 43 (45.3%) were in Year 2. In terms of field of study, 34 participants (35.8%) were enrolled in Business-related programs, 31 (32.6%) in Information Technology programs, and 30 (31.6%) in Design and other programs. Regarding frequency of using AI-powered feedback tools in speaking practice, 45 participants (47.4%) reported frequent use, 39 (41.0%) reported occasional use, and 11 (11.6%) reported rare use.
Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 95)
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Gender
	Male
	38
	40.0

	
	Female
	57
	60.0

	Year of study
	Year 1
	52
	54.7

	
	Year 2
	43
	45.3

	Field of study
	Business
	34
	35.8

	
	Information Technology
	31
	32.6

	
	Design / Others
	30
	31.6

	AI feedback use frequency
	Frequent
	45
	47.4

	
	Occasional
	39
	41.0

	
	Rare
	11
	11.6


4.2. Reliability and Relationships among the Perception Dimensions
The internal consistency of the five perception dimensions was assessed using Cronbach's Alpha. As shown in Table 2, all dimensions demonstrated acceptable to good reliability, with coefficients at or above 0.78; item-total correlations for all retained items exceeded 0.40, supporting the internal coherence of each dimension.
Table 2. Reliability of the Perception Dimensions
	Dimension
	Items
	Cronbach's Alpha

	Confidence in Speaking
	5
	0.84

	Engagement in Speaking Practice
	5
	0.81

	Perceived Practice Opportunities
	4
	0.85

	Awareness of Pronunciation/Grammar Errors
	5
	0.82

	Concerns about Over-reliance/Reduced Human Interaction
	5
	0.78


Because reliability alone does not show how the proposed dimensions relate to one another, Pearson correlations among the dimension scores were also examined as supplementary, preliminary evidence concerning the relationships among the proposed dimensions. This analysis complements, but does not replace, the content validity evidence obtained through the expert panel review described in Section 3.4 (I-CVI ≥ 0.80 per item; S-CVI/Ave = 0.91). As shown in Table 3, the four benefit-related dimensions (confidence, engagement, practice opportunities, and error awareness) were moderately and positively correlated with one another (r = .39 to .54), a pattern that is consistent with, but does not demonstrate, these dimensions forming a related set of perceived benefits. In contrast, the concerns dimension showed weak and mostly non-significant correlations with the four benefit dimensions (r = -.12 to -.20), which suggests, tentatively, that students' concerns about AI-powered feedback are not simply the inverse of perceived benefit. These correlations should not be interpreted as evidence of convergent or discriminant validity. The factorial/construct validity of the questionnaire has not yet been established, and the proposed dimension structure needs to be tested through exploratory and/or confirmatory factor analysis in future research (see Section 6).
Table 3. Correlation Matrix Among the Perception Dimensions
	Dimension
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1. Confidence
	1
	
	
	
	

	2. Engagement
	.54**
	1
	
	
	

	3. Practice Opportunities
	.48**
	.51**
	1
	
	

	4. Error Awareness
	.45**
	.42**
	.39**
	1
	

	5. Concerns
	-.18
	-.15
	-.12
	-.20*
	1


*p < .05, **p < .01
4.3. Students' Perceptions of AI-Powered Feedback
Descriptive statistics for the five perception dimensions are presented in Table 4. On a five-point scale, participants reported relatively high levels of perceived benefit across confidence (M = 3.86, SD = 0.58), engagement (M = 3.78, SD = 0.62), practice opportunities (M = 3.91, SD = 0.55), and awareness of pronunciation and grammatical errors (M = 3.83, SD = 0.60). Concerns about over-reliance on AI and reduced human interaction were rated moderately (M = 3.35, SD = 0.71), indicating that while these concerns were present, they were less pronounced than the perceived benefits.
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Students' Perceptions of AI-Powered Feedback
	Dimension
	Mean
	SD

	Confidence in Speaking
	3.86
	0.58

	Engagement in Speaking Practice
	3.78
	0.62

	Perceived Practice Opportunities
	3.91
	0.55

	Awareness of Pronunciation/Grammar Errors
	3.83
	0.60

	Concerns (Over-reliance/Reduced Human Interaction)
	3.35
	0.71


4.4. Qualitative Findings
Thematic analysis of the eight semi-structured interviews revealed four recurring themes that help explain the quantitative results.
Increased confidence through low-pressure practice. Several participants described that receiving feedback from an AI tool, rather than being corrected in front of classmates, made them feel more comfortable attempting to speak and experimenting with new vocabulary or structures. One participant (P4) explained that practicing with AI felt "less stressful" than speaking in class, which encouraged them to try longer and more complex responses. This theme helps explain the relatively high mean rating for the confidence dimension (M = 3.86) in the quantitative data.
Greater and more flexible speaking practice opportunities. Participants valued being able to practice speaking at any time, without needing a partner or waiting for classroom time, and described using AI tools to rehearse before graded speaking tasks or presentations, consistent with this dimension receiving the highest mean rating among the five (M = 3.91).
Sharper awareness of pronunciation and grammatical errors. Several students noted that AI feedback helped them notice recurring pronunciation mistakes or grammar patterns they had not previously been aware of, describing the feedback as "specific" and "easy to act on" compared to general comments received in class.
Concerns about over-reliance and reduced human interaction. At the same time, some participants expressed concern that depending too heavily on AI feedback might reduce their motivation to interact with real people in English, and a few questioned whether AI feedback could fully capture the nuances of natural spoken communication, such as tone, humor, or cultural appropriateness. These more mixed and sometimes hesitant accounts help explain why the concerns dimension received a comparatively lower and more variable mean rating (M = 3.35, SD = 0.71) than the four benefit dimensions, and why it correlated weakly with them in Table 3.
Overall, the qualitative findings align with and add depth to the quantitative results, illustrating how AI-powered feedback can support students' confidence, practice opportunities, and error awareness, while also pointing to the boundary conditions under which such benefits are realized.
5. Discussion
The findings of this study indicate that EFL students at BTEC FPT International College generally hold positive perceptions of AI-powered feedback in speaking classes, particularly regarding confidence, engagement, practice opportunities, and error awareness. These results are consistent with feedback theory (Hattie & Timperley, 2007), which emphasizes the value of timely, specific feedback for learning, and with prior findings that AI-based speech evaluation systems can enhance learners' awareness of pronunciation and grammatical errors while increasing practice opportunities (Zou et al., 2024).
The qualitative accounts further suggest that the low-pressure nature of AI-mediated feedback may be as important as its accuracy: several students linked their increased confidence to the absence of peer judgment rather than to any specific feature of the AI tool itself, a pattern consistent with the role of anxiety and confidence in willingness to communicate (MacIntyre et al., 1998). At the same time, the moderate ratings and qualitative concerns regarding over-reliance and reduced human interaction echo similar findings in the Vietnamese context (Hien, Van Huy, & Hanh, 2026) and elsewhere (Zou et al., 2024), suggesting that AI-powered feedback is best positioned as a complement to, rather than a replacement for, human interaction and teacher-led instruction.
6. Conclusion
This study examined EFL students' perceptions of AI-powered feedback in speaking classes at BTEC FPT International College. The findings indicate that students generally view AI-powered feedback positively, associating it with greater confidence, engagement, speaking practice opportunities, and awareness of pronunciation and grammatical errors. At the same time, students expressed moderate concerns about over-reliance on AI and reduced opportunities for genuine human interaction, suggesting that these benefits are not unconditional.
These findings carry practical implications for EFL instruction. Rather than treating AI-powered feedback as a stand-alone solution, instructors may consider integrating it as a complement to classroom speaking practice, using it to extend practice opportunities and build learner confidence, while continuing to provide human feedback and interaction to address the nuances of communication that AI tools may not fully capture.
This study has several limitations. First, the use of convenience sampling from a single institution limits the generalizability of the findings. Second, reliance on self-report measures may be subject to social desirability bias. Third, the cross-sectional design captures perceptions at a single point in time rather than how they may develop with sustained use. Fourth, the factorial/construct validity of the perception scale has not yet been established. Although the scale was supported by expert content-validity review, a pilot study, reliability evidence, and supplementary correlations among the proposed dimensions (Section 4.2), these do not constitute evidence of convergent or discriminant validity, and a full construct validation using exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis was beyond the scope of this study. Future research could adopt a longitudinal design, include participants from multiple institutions, conduct a formal factor analysis (EFA/CFA) of the perception scale to test its dimensional structure, and examine how specific features of AI-powered feedback tools relate to different dimensions of student perception.
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