Al Feedback vs. Teacher Feedback: A Comparative Study of

English-Speaking Practice among L1 Mandarin EFL Learners

Stella Li

A thesis submitted to
Auckland University of Technology
in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Creative Technologies (MCT)

2026

School of Future Environments



Table of Contents

LiSt Of FIQUIES.......uuueieeeeieeiireniereniienieranictencsssasscssssssssssssassssssssssssssssnssssssssssnssssnssssnnssns iv
J LY e N - T o L= N v
21 o X=3 1 T S ix
Chapter ONe: INtroOdUCTION.............ceueeeeieeeniiiienniiiiieniiniinnietieensostessssssssnsssssssssssssssssssns 1
Chapter TWO: Literature REVIEW..............eeeeeeeeeeeeeeernierecrencrencresssensssssssssssasssnsssassssnsses 4
2.1 EFL Speaking Development and L1 Mandarin Learners ..........ccceeeveeeiireecienenieneisnacncnenss 4
2.1.1 Speaking as a Complex, Real-Time SKill ...........uuuiiiiiiriiiiiieee et e e e e e s e eaereeee e 4
2.1.2 Speaking Challenges for L1 Mandarin EFL LEArNErs .........ccooiveeeiiiiieiiieiiiieeeeeeeiieeee e eeeineeeee e 5

2.2 Feedback in EFL Speaking PractiCe.........cccciiieiiiieiiieeiieniieneieieectenescrnescssesssenssssnsscsnnns 7
2.2.1 The Role of Feedback in Oral Language Development ...ttt eeeeeeeee e 7
2.2.2 Teacher Feedback: Affordances and Constraints.........c.c..eieiiiiriiiiiiiiiiiieiece e 8
2.2.3 Al-Generated Feedback: Affordances and CONCEINS...........cciiiiiiriiiiiieeeeeeiiitee et e e eeieee 10

2.3 Al-Supported Speaking Practice and the Comparison Gap .......ccccceeeeiirneeieecrenenienenenes 12
2.3.1 Recent Empirical Work on Al-Supported Speaking........cccvvveeeiiiriiiiieeeeeeeecireeeeeeeeeirreeeeeeesnvnnens 12
2.3.2 Research Gap and Rationale for the Present StUdY .........c..uvviiiiiieeiiiieeie e 13
Chapter Three: MethOAOIOgY .............covveueieiienniiiieenioniennssssensssssessssssssnssssssssssssssssssses 16
3.1 ReSCArCh DeSIgN ...cuuiieeniiniiiiniiieeiiieeiiieeiitneiteesettnesssaesossnssrsnssssnesssasssssnssssasssssnssssnssssns 16
3.2 Research Setting, Participants, and Recruitment ...........ccccooeiirieiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiininiennene. 17
3.2.1 RESCAICH CONTEXL ... eeiiiiiiiitiee ettt e e e sttt e e e e sttt e e e e s ss s abbteeeeee s aaeaaaeeeess 17
3.2.2 PartiCIPANTS ...ceeieiieeeeee ettt ettt ettt e et s et e e st e e e et e e e nrae e e e beeeeenreees 18
B.2.3 RECTUIIMENT .ottt ettt e e e e e ettt e e e s s ettt e e e e s sessasbbbaaeees s ssnsbaaeesssnsnsseaaaeens 18

3.3 Programme Design and ProCedUres .......cccicceiueiieciencieciacracinscrescroscresssasssssssssssssssnsss 19
3.3.1 Overall Programme STrUCUIE .......ccoviiiiiiiee ettt ettt et e st e e s ebte e e s ate e s seneeeessaseaeesaaeas 19
3.3.2 Shared Baseline Session and Group AllOCAtION........c.cccciiiiieieiecrrreee e e e e e e e e eeeeaees 20
3.3.3 SESSION DESIGN ...ttt ettt e st e e st e e st e e s st e e e e ta e e s abe e e e s ntee e e araeeeanreaeenanees 21
3.3.4 Cohort Delivery and AtENAANCE..........eii ittt et e st e e smeee e s 22

3.4 Al Tool and Prompt DeSigN......cciveiiiiuiiiueiiiiniiiiniiiniiimioiesssissesorsesorsssssssssssssssssnsssssssoses 22
3.5 Data Collection Instruments and SOUICES .......cccccerreuuiiiiiuniiiieniiiiieniiiiiencierienssneenees 25
3.5.1T IELTS SCOIE DAt ..ceiiueiieiiiiieeieiiee ettt ettt ettt e e ettt e st e e st e e s s atee e ssbeeessaeaeessnseeesssseaessnnees 25
3.5.2 Likert-Scale EXit SUIVEY IEMS ....cooi ettt et e e e e e 25
3.5.3 Open-Ended Exit SUNVEY RESPONSES .......coiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt e et e e e e 26

3.6 Data ANalYSiS...ccciiuiiiieiiiiniiiiniiiieieiiniiiaeieienieisasissssorsssorssssssssssssssosssssssssssssssossnssssassssas 26



3.6.1 QUANLIEALIVE ANGIYSIS ...eeeiiiieieiieeeee ettt e et e et e s et e s e aree e s e et e e e nreee e eanee 27

3.6.2 QUANItAtIVE ANAIYSIS .....eeiiiiiiieeiee ettt ettt e st s et e s e e e e e e e anee 28
3.6.3 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative FINAINGS .......cccccoceiiiiiiiiiiiiieeceec e, 29

BT A 5 =TT = T o 1T gl o - N 29
3.8 Ethical Considerations ........ccccecivuiiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieniitieiereeserensssaesorssssssassssssssses 30
3.9 Chapter SUMMAIY .....cccciiiiuiiiiniiieniiieeiiimeiiiaesersessrsssssssssosssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssnssssnssssas 31
Chapter FOUr: FINAINGS ..........uuuiiueiiiieiiieeicrenieitaietencssassessnssssasssssssssssssssssssssnsssssnssses 33
4.1 PartiCipant OVEeIrVIEW ......c..cieeiiieiiieeiiieniiinniiinesiteessrsessssaessrssscsssssssnssssnssssssssssnssssnssssanss 33
4.2 |ELTS SCOre ChangES........cceeuiieeniireeireeniereniereniereenceessessnssssessssesssssnssssssssssnssssnssssanssssnns 34
4.2.1 Descriptive Pattern of Change ...ttt ettt e et te e e e e e 34
4.2.2 Within-Group COMPATISONS .......uuuiiiiieiiieiiiitteeeeeeeittteeeeeeetteeeeesessaabtteeeeessasbreaeeesssssnseaeeeesessnnns 35
4.2.3 Between-Group COMPAIISONS ........cciviitiiriiieeieiieeeeeiteeeeriteeeserteeseseeeesemseeeseseeessasseeesaseeesssseeeesns 36
4.2.4 Patterns Across Individual [ELTS SKillS........coiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieiiieeee et eeireee e e e e iree e e e s e 38

4.3 Likert SUrvey RESPONSES ....cceuuuiiiiiuniiiieniiiiiiniiiiieniiiiienssstiesiisiesssssssesssssssssssssssssess 38
4.3.1 Agree and Strongly AQree RESPONSES ........vvviiiieeeiiuiiiieeeeieiiirreeeeeessierreeeeeeesssssssessesessssssasesssasssnns 38
4.3.2 ltem-Level Group COMPAMSONS ......ccciieeeiiirieeeeeeiiiieeeeeeeesittreeeeesasessseeesesssssssssssesessssssssssesssessssssnns 39

4.4 Open-Ended RESPONSES.....cccuciiiuiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiieiiieniiiaiiiaeieresssrssssssessssssorsssssssssssasssssnss 40
4.4.1 SNArEA TREIMES ..coiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e ettt e e e e s e abe e e e e s e ssaabeeeeeeesssnbaaaaeessensunsraaeessannnnns 41
4.4.2 Al-Supported Group: DistinCtive ThEemMES ......ccoouiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeteeeeee ettt 43
4.4.3 Teacher-Led Group: DistinCtiVe TREMES .......cciiiiieeiiiiiieiiieriieeee e eereiree e e e e erreeeeessessaarneeeesesnnnns 44

4.5 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings .........ccceeueeceiiiiiiiiieenciiiinnnneennnnnne. 45
4.6 Chapter SUMMAIY .....c..cciuiiiiuiiiiuiiiieieieniiiimiiiaieiessissstsssserssserssssssssssssssossssssssssssssssssnss 47
Chapter Five: DiSCUSSION ...........eeeeeeereereerenerenerenesesseesssanssasssasssssssssessssssssssnsssnsssanens 48
5.1 Speaking Gains, Repetition, and Feedback Source.........cccccivuciirueiiieniiiiniiinioienicnenenns 48
5.2 Mixed Methods Convergence: Speaking Scores and Learner Development............... 50
5.3 Mixed Methods Divergence: Different Affordances of Al and Teacher Feedback........ 52
5.4 Pedagogical IMPliCatioNs ......ccciiiuiiiiiiiiniiiiniiiiiiieeieieneseieesorenssssesssscsossnssssasssssnssssnssss 55
5.5 Limitations and Future Research ............cccoouiiiiuiiiiniiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiincinnens e reaeneaeees 57
5.6 Chapter SUMMAIY.......cciiiiiiiiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiticierecerreaetteeaesseatesseessstssesssssssssssssssnees 60
Chapter Six: Reflections on the Use of Al for Language Learning and Research.....61
6.1 My Use Of Al @S @ TEACKET ......cceuuuiiiimuiiiiiiiiiiiitiiititccntreecrrretce e seaeeesseeaasessssnens 61



6.1.1 Positioning Myself as a Teacher-ResearcCher............ccoooeiiieiiiiiiiiiineeceee e 62

6.1.2 Designing Al-Supported IELTS Speaking PractiCe ..........cccoeveeiiiiiiiiiniiiiieieeeeeeceeeeeeeee e 63
6.1.3 Observing Participants’ Interaction With Al ..ot 66
6.1.4 What | Learned @s @ TEACKEN .......cooiuiiiiiiee ittt ettt e st e s st e e s ere e s e 68

6.2 My Use Of Al @S @ RESEAICRET ......... . ceeeieeiireciiecreecreneeereecreneesenescsaenssenssssnssssansssannnns 70
6.2.1 Literature Searching and REaAdING........ccoccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e st e e st e e s rte e s sneaeesnnee 70
B.2.2 Al @S @ ProCeSS TULOK ..ottt ettt e e e ettt e e e e ettt e e e e e e nebeeeeeeeeanneeeas 74
6.2.3 Al as @ Writing SUPPOIt TOOI .......coeiiiiiiiiee ettt e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e aeeeeas 77
6.2.4 Risks and Limitations of Using Al in RESEArch...........coovuiiiriiiiiiiiiieeeceeec e 79

6.3 KEY TAK@AWAYS ..ccuiieeriiinniiineiiiiniiraniirasisrsesorsessssnssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssassossnssssnssssasssssnssss 81
6.3.1 FOr LanNQUAagE LEAINEIS .........uvviiiiiiiiieiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeteteteeeeeeseeeeesesesaessessssssesassssssssssssssssssssnsnsnsssssnsssnnses 81
B.3.2 FOI TEACKEIS ....ceiiiiee ettt et ettt e e ettt e e e e e e et e e e e s e nseeeeeeeeeennennee 81
6.3.3 FOr RESEAICNEIS ... ettt ettt e e s ettt e e e e e e areee e e e e e e emnseeeas 82
6.3.4 Al Prompt DeSign GUIAEIINES........coiiiiiieiiiiee ittt ettt e et e e s ete e s s ite e s s eataeessaseaessnnes 82

6.4 Chapter SUMMATY.....ccciiiiuiiiiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirreeeteetesteeaeesteasstsstssssessesssssssssssssssssnees 83
Chapter Seven: CONCIUSION ............eeeeeeeeeeerenerenerenereneeeecsracensesssesesssassssssssssssanssnsssanens 85
LT L= =T o o= N 87
Appendix A Participant Information, Eligibility Screening, and Consent Materials.......... 91
Appendix B Group Allocation INSTrUCTIONS .........c.eeeeeeeeieieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenssesensnesssssesenes 101
APPENAIX C EXIT SUIVEY a.u.naneneeeeeeieieieeetetetetetacesecesesecasasesesesssasasssesssesssssssesssssasasasasnsnsnns 104
Appendix D Al Feedback Prompt Used in the Study .........cececeiuieieieieinieiecececececococececennns 111



List of Figures

Figure 1 Overall Programme STrUCIUIE ........c..uiiiiiiiiieiiiee et 20
Figure 2 |ELTS Speaking Part 1 Sample QUEeStIONS ..........ccouuiiiiiiiiiriiiiieeeciie e 21
Figure 3 IELTS Speaking Part 2 Sample QUeStIONS ........ccooueviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 21
Figure 4 Pre- and Post-Test IELTS Speaking Scores by Group .........ccccceeeeeiiiiiiieninneee. 35
Figure 5 IELTS Gain Scores by SkKill and Group .........cceuueeiiiiiiiiieiiieeciee e 37
Figure 6 Percentage of Participants Who Selected Agree or Strongly Agree by Category

=] o [ €] (o TV o J PSPPSR 39
Figure 7 Prompt Development ProCeSsS ........viuiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 63
Figure 8 Al Prompt ReVISION CYCIE .....couuuiiiiiiiiii et 65
Figure 9 Al-Supported IELTS Speaking Part 2 Practice Cycle ..........cccoouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnee. 66
Figure 10 Anonymised Al Interaction RECOrd ...........cuviiniiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e, 67
Figure 11 Example of Al-Supported Answer EXpansion ...........cccevvvveveiiireiiinieiineeenineennnn. 68
Figure 12 Example of Al Support for Identifying Literature Search Terms....................... 71
Figure 13 Example of Al Support for Locating and Checking Relevant Literature ............ 72
Figure 14 Example of Al-Supported Initial Screening of a Journal Article ........................ 73
Figure 15 Example of Al Support for Learning Data-Analysis Procedures: Part 1............ 76
Figure 16 Example of Al Support for Learning Data-Analysis Procedures: Part2............. 77



List of Tables

Table 1 Summary Comparison of Al Platforms Tested During the Preparatory Phase....... 23

Table 2 Cohort Composition and SIZE .......cceuiiiiiiiiiii e 33
Table 3 Baseline IELTS SCOres DY GrOoUP ......oiiuuviiiiiiiiieeiiee et eeieeeeeeeevieeeaeeenines 34
Table 4 Descriptive Summary of Pre- to Post-Test IELTS Score Changes....................... 35
Table 5 Within-Group Pre- to Post-Test Comparisons by Group........ccceceeveeeiiiiieiieeennnnnns 36
Table 6 Between-Group Comparisons on IELTS Gain SCOres.......ccoevvvvueiviiiiieeiinieieennnns 37
Table 7 Likert Survey Items and Abbreviated Labels Used in Chapter4.3 ..........c............ 38
Table 8 Likert Survey Responses DY GroUP.....cuuueiiieiiiiieeiiee e e e e e e e eeaa s 40
Table 9 Themes Identified in the Open-Ended ReSPONSES.......c.cevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeieeannns 41
Table 10 Integrated Evidence Across IELTS Scores, Survey Responses, and Open-Ended
VL] 00] g F1= T TP UPRPIIN 45
Table 11 Anatomy of the Final Al Feedback Prompt.........cc.coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 65
Table 12 Different Affordances of Al Feedback and Teacher Feedback ........................... 69
Table 13 Al-Supported Literature Searching and Reading Workflow.............cccoevvveiinnnnii. 74
Table 14 Researcher Learning From Al-Supported Writing .........ccoovvviiiriiiiiiiiiniieeeeis 78
Table 15 Risks and Safeguards in Al-Supported Research............ccooiviiiiiiiiiiniiinninnn. 80
Table 16 Al Prompt Design Guidelines for Researchers, Teachers, and Learners............ 83



Attestation of Authorship

| hereby declare that this submission is my own work and that, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, it contains no material previously published or written by another person (except where
explicitly defined in the acknowledgements), nor used artificial intelligence tools or generative
artificial intelligence tools (unless it is clearly stated, and referenced, along with the purpose of
use), nor material which to a substantial extent has been submitted for the award of any other

degree or diploma of a university or other institution of higher learning.

Signature:

Vi



Artificial Intelligence Declaration

Specify the chapter number(s) in your research proposal/research component where Al was used.

Chapter number(s): 1-7

Briefly explain why the Al tool was used (e.g., idea generation, summarization, data analysis, image creation,
etc.).
Al tools were used as learning and research-support tools during the thesis process. Uses
included language polishing and readability checking; support for literature screening and
Purpose of Al Use: translation; explanations of statistical analysis, document formatting, and proofreader’s
comments; and delivery of structured feedback in the Al-supported speaking practice condition
in the research programme.

Clearly state the Al tools used.
Al Tool(s) Used: ChatGPT; Claude; Doubao-Seed-2.0; Google Translate

Prompts or queries entered into the Al tool (only the instructive portion of the prompt is required). Include all

relevant variations.
Examples included: check grammar and readability; make the wording more concise without
changing the meaning; improve sentence clarity; identify possible overclaiming; summarise the
abstract or method and indicate its possible relevance; explain this statistical test, formatting
procedure, or supervisor/proofreader comment; translate this Chinese response into English;

Prompts Used: and suggest a clearer organisation for this paragraph or table without changing the findings.
For the Al-supported speaking sessions in the research programme, Doubao-Seed-2.0 was
instructed to provide feedback using teacher-designed IELTS Speaking criteria, identify
strengths and areas for improvement, suggest spoken reformulations, and ask follow-up
practice questions.

A summary or description of the Al-generated output. (Optional: attach output in an appendix.)

Outputs included grammar and readability suggestions, concise wording options, explanations
of statistical and formatting procedures, literature-screening summaries, translation drafts,
organisational suggestions for paragraphs and tables, and structured speaking feedback for
participants in the Al-supported condition.

Output Received:

Describe how the Al output was used, edited, or transformed.

All Al outputs were reviewed critically and used only as support. The researcher made
the final decisions about thesis content, structure, argument, analysis, interpretation,
conclusions, and wording. Suggestions were revised, rewritten, accepted, or rejected as
Post-Al Processing appropriate. References and claims were checked against original sources; statistical
M . statements against the dataset and JASP outputs; and translations and quotations
ethods: . o .
against the original Mandarin responses.
For the research programme, the Al prompt was designed and tested in advance and
used within a teacher-guided lesson structure. Al outputs were not treated as
authoritative sources.

You may use this free text box to explain the intent for the use of the Al generated content. For example, rather
than stating what prompt(s) were used, you may articulate the purpose for which the prompt was used (supported by examples)
here:

Al tools were used as learning and research-support tools, not as substitutes for my own work. ChatGPT and Claude
supported language refinement, literature screening, and explanations of research procedures; Google Translate
supported initial translation of Chinese survey responses; and Doubao delivered structured feedback in the Al-
supported speaking condition through a teacher-designed prompt. The submitted thesis is substantively my own work,
and | remained responsible for all research decisions, analysis, interpretation, conclusions, and final wording.

By signing you are confirming that the Al use stated in the table(s) above are accurate and follow AUT’s
recommended guidelines detailed in the Al Hub and Postgraduate Handbook.

Student Name: Stella Li Signature: Date: 10/07/2026

Vii




Acknowledgements

| am deeply grateful to my supervisor, Associate Professor Ann Morrison, for her guidance
throughout the past year. Under her supervision, | learned far more than how to complete a thesis.
| developed a professional researcher’s toolkit and strengthened my academic judgement. Her
feedback continually encouraged me to examine my assumptions and approach my work with
greater care and rigour. | was also deeply influenced by the positivity she brought to every
supervision meeting. Her encouraging and forward-looking attitude gave me a steady sense of
support throughout the research process. | feel very fortunate to have had her as my supervisor
and honoured to have worked with her over the past year.

| would also like to thank my proofreader, Agnes Terraschke, for her professional, thoughtful, and
exceptionally detailed comments. Her careful attention to language, reasoning, and clarity added

considerable polish to the final work.

Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics
Committee (AUTEC,; reference 25/429) on 5 February 2026.

My sincere thanks go to Zhang Yu for her valuable advice on the design and use of Al feedback in
the speaking sessions. | am especially grateful to all the participants who took part in this study.

Their time, trust, and honest contributions made this research possible.

| would also like to thank Samra Jabeen Hanif, Sophia Rose Lawler-Dormer, Dylan Verdonkschot
and Stefan Marks for sharing ideas, helping me work through practical problems, and supporting
me throughout the research process. | am also grateful to Auckland University of Technology for
providing the academic environment and resources that enabled me to undertake this research

and develop as an independent researcher.

Finally, | would like to thank my family and friends for their support throughout this year. | am
deeply grateful to my parents for always believing in me and supporting my decisions, even from
afar. | would also like to thank my partner, Kevin, for his patience, understanding, care, and
constant encouragement. My thanks also go to Xiaotao, Sydni, Seaya, Jay, Brad, Sun Haonan,

Xue Fuli, Ma Junnan, and Liu Xi for their friendship, companionship, and encouragement.

This journey was more difficult than | had imagined, but it was also more rewarding. It tested my
patience, resilience, and persistence, and shaped me both as a researcher and as a person. |
hope to carry the knowledge, skills, and perspectives | have gained into the future and continue

exploring new possibilities with confidence, curiosity, and perseverance.

viii



Abstract

Speaking is a major challenge for many L1 Mandarin learners preparing for IELTS. This study
compared Al-supported and teacher-led feedback in an eight-session online IELTS Speaking
programme. Using a mixed methods design, the study involved 24 participants, with 13 receiving
Al-supported feedback through Doubao-Seed-2.0, a generative Al chatbot, and 11 receiving
teacher-led feedback. Outcomes were examined through official IELTS Speaking scores and
learner survey responses. While both groups showed significant within-group gains in IELTS
Speaking, the between-group comparison did not detect a significant difference in speaking gain.
Participants in both groups reported greater confidence and clearer expression. Al-supported
participants particularly valued answer expansion, alternative expressions, and repeated practice,
while teacher-led participants valued pronunciation correction, live explanation, and classroom
interaction. The findings suggest that the two feedback modes may offer different but
complementary forms of support. A reflection chapter further examines the researcher’s
experiences of using Al in both teaching and research, highlighting the importance of teacher

judgement, careful prompt design, and critical Al use.

Keywords: generative artificial intelligence; Al feedback; teacher feedback; EFL speaking

development; speaking practice; IELTS Speaking; L1 Mandarin learners



Chapter One: Introduction

Many Chinese learners study English in the hope of improving their educational and employment
opportunities both at home and abroad. In English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context, the
International English Language Testing System (IELTS) is a widely recognised English proficiency
test used for study, work, and migration purposes. As a result, many learners take IELTS when
applying to overseas universities, seeking employment, or pursuing migration pathways. However,
learning another language is difficult, and some skills are harder to develop than others. For many
Chinese learners of English, speaking is a particular challenge. This is reflected in IELTS
Academic test-taker performance data for 2024—-2025, where candidates whose first language was
recorded as Chinese achieved a mean speaking band score of 5.5, the lowest among their four
skills (IELTS, 2025b). Speaking can be difficult to improve because, beyond vocabulary and
grammar, the IELTS Speaking test requires candidates to develop ideas in real time, sustain
fluency and coherence, and use pronunciation and discourse organisation in ways that are
understandable to examiners, as reflected in the official IELTS Speaking criteria (IELTS, 2025a).
These demands require more than lecture-focused classes; learners also need opportunities for
interaction, speaking practice, feedback, and revision. In this thesis, “IELTS Speaking” is
capitalised when referring to the official test component, while “speaking” is used in lowercase

when referring to speaking more generally.

Speaking development depends on opportunities to produce language in interaction, receive
feedback on actual spoken performance, and try again. Research on second language speaking
and instructed second language acquisition (SLA) has suggested that interaction gives learners
opportunities to produce spoken output, negotiate meaning, notice communication problems, and
refine their language through further practice (Goh & Burns, 2012; Loewen & Sato, 2018).
Feedback is important in this process because it can draw learners’ attention to specific problems
in their spoken language, such as unclear pronunciation, grammatical errors, limited vocabulary, or
unclear organisation. Oral corrective feedback in speaking practice can also create opportunities
for repair, learner uptake, and further practice (Li & Vuono, 2019; Lyster et al., 2013). For IELTS
candidates, this means that preparation needs to go beyond memorising template answers. They
need opportunities to answer questions aloud, develop and organise ideas, and receive feedback

on how clearly and fluently their responses are communicated.

Feedback is therefore central to speaking instruction. In speaking practice, feedback can help

learners understand how their spoken performance is received and where it could be improved.
This may include feedback on pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, coherence, and the
development of content (Li & Vuono, 2019; Lyster et al., 2013). In IELTS Speaking preparation,
feedback also needs to be connected to the demands of the speaking test, such as whether an

answer is clear, sufficiently developed, coherently organised, and understandable to the listener



(IELTS, 2025a). In conventional speaking instruction, teachers usually take responsibility for
providing this support. They can listen to learners’ responses, identify specific problems, explain
why an answer may be unclear or underdeveloped, and guide learners towards more effective

responses.

In many conventional EFL classrooms, however, teacher feedback is not always available to the
extent learners need. Teachers often have to divide limited class time among many students,
which means each learner may receive only a small number of speaking turns and limited
individualised feedback. Zhang et al. (2024) provided an example of this constraint: the teacher in
their study found it difficult to provide individualised feedback on every learner’s oral task because
of class size and limited time. For the present study, this highlights a practical gap between what

speaking learners need and what classroom instruction can provide.

Generative artificial intelligence (Al) has recently attracted attention as a possible source of
additional speaking practice and feedback. In language learning, generative Al can provide
immediate responses, reformulations, explanations, and repeated opportunities for practice
(Kohnke et al., 2023; Law, 2024; Yang & Li, 2024). Research has also reported potential benefits
for speaking development and affective outcomes such as willingness to communicate,
confidence, and anxiety reduction (Du & Daniel, 2024; Fathi et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024).

However, Al-generated feedback may also be inaccurate, overly general, or insufficiently sensitive
to learners’ intended meaning and learning context (Kohnke et al., 2023; Law, 2024). Despite
growing interest in Al-supported speaking practice, direct comparisons between Al-generated
feedback and teacher feedback remain limited, particularly in structured IELTS Speaking

preparation.

The present study therefore compares Al-generated feedback and teacher feedback in an eight-
session online IELTS Speaking programme for first language (L1) Mandarin EFL learners. The Al-
supported group received feedback from Doubao (2023), while the teacher-led group received
feedback from the teacher. A mixed methods design was used to examine both changes in IELTS
Speaking scores and learners’ experiences of the two feedback modes. The study addressed the

following research questions:

1. How do Al-supported feedback and teacher-led feedback compare in supporting IELTS
Speaking development among L1 Mandarin EFL learners?

2. How do learners experience the two feedback modes?

Comparable or different support may be reflected not only in changes to the speaking scores, but
also in how learners experience response development, pronunciation support, repeated practice,

and interaction.



The findings are intended to contribute to current understanding of how Al-supported and teacher-
led feedback compare in IELTS speaking practice, both in relation to speaking development and

learners’ experiences.

This thesis is organised into seven chapters. Chapter One introduces the research background,
problem, aim, and structure of the study. Chapter Two reviews literature on EFL speaking
development, feedback in speaking instruction, Al-supported language learning, and the need to
compare Al feedback with teacher feedback. Chapter Three explains the research design,
participants, intervention, data collection, and analysis procedures. Chapter Four presents the
quantitative and qualitative findings. Chapter Five discusses the findings in relation to previous
research and the research questions. Chapter Six presents a researcher-teacher reflection on
prompt design, feedback delivery, classroom interaction, teacher judgement, and responsible Al
use. Chapter Seven concludes the thesis by summarising the main contributions, limitations, and

implications for EFL speaking classrooms and future research.



Chapter Two: Literature Review

This chapter reviews the literature that informs this thesis. It is organised into three sections. The
first section discusses English as a Foreign Language (EFL) speaking development, first
explaining speaking as a complex real-time skill and then examining the challenges faced by L1
Mandarin learners preparing for the International English Language Testing System (IELTS),
including limited speaking opportunities, willingness to communicate, affective factors, and
communicative explicitness. The second section examines feedback in EFL speaking practice. It
first outlines the role of feedback in oral language development, then compares the affordances
and constraints of teacher feedback and artificial intelligence (Al) feedback. The final section
reviews recent empirical work on Al-supported speaking practice and identifies the research gap
addressed by this study: how Al-generated feedback compares to teacher feedback within the

same structured IELTS Speaking programme.

2.1 EFL Speaking Development and L1 Mandarin Learners

For many language learners, developing speaking ability is an important but challenging part of
learning English. This section considers speaking as a complex skill before examining challenges

that may be relevant to L1 Mandarin learners preparing for IELTS Speaking.

2.1.1 Speaking as a Complex, Real-Time SkKill

Speaking proficiency is often treated as a visible marker of overall English ability. However,
attaining speaking fluency when learning another language can be difficult as speaking is not a
single, simple skill. Goh and Burns (2012) described speaking as a complex ability that involves
linguistic knowledge and cognitive processing. This means that successful speaking requires more
than knowing grammar and vocabulary. Speakers need to listen to their interlocutor while
simultaneously analysing what is being said, identifying the intended meaning, formulating an
appropriate response, selecting suitable expressions, organising grammar, managing
pronunciation, and maintaining fluency and intonation as the conversation continues. Kormos
(2006) similarly explained second language speech production as a process that requires learners
to conceptualise meaning, formulate language, and articulate speech under real-time pressure.
These accounts help explain why learners may perform well in receptive or written tasks but still

struggle when they need to speak spontaneously.

The complexity of speaking is also reflected in the IELTS Speaking assessment (IELTS, n.d.—a).
The official IELTS Speaking criteria assess candidates through four areas: fluency and coherence,
lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy, and pronunciation (IELTS, 2025a). These
criteria show that IELTS Speaking is not simply a standardised test that can be prepared for
through memorised answers. Candidates are assessed on how well they can develop ideas,

sustain coherent speech, use language flexibly, and make themselves understood to an examiner.
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A prepared answer may be limited if it is too short, unclear, underdeveloped, or poorly connected
to the question. IELTS Speaking requires learners to turn language knowledge into real-time

communication, which means it offers a clear context for spoken language performance.

Fluency forms part of the IELTS Speaking criterion of fluency and coherence (IELTS, 2025a). It
depends partly on learners’ ability to manage language production in real time (Foster, 2020;
Kormos, 2006). Foster (2020) argued that oral fluency is shaped by cognitive, linguistic, social, and
individual factors. In IELTS Speaking, candidates need to access language, organise ideas, and
maintain communication while responding to unfamiliar questions. The challenge is therefore not
only whether learners know enough English, but whether they can use that knowledge to produce

clear and developed responses during the speaking task.

Interaction is another important part of speaking development. Long’s (1996) Interaction
Hypothesis emphasises that language learning can be supported through interaction, especially
when learners negotiate meaning and receive signals that their message needs adjustment.
Loewen and Sato (2018) also positioned interaction as central to instructed second language
acquisition because it connects input, output, negotiation, and feedback. In speaking practice,
learners are therefore not only producing language; they are testing whether their language is
clear and meaningful to another listener. Through interaction, learners may become aware that an
answer is too short, that a word choice is unclear to the listener, or that further explanation is
needed. These moments can become useful for learning when learners receive feedback and
have opportunities to modify their output. The value of this process depends on whether learners
have regular access to responsive speaking practice and feedback. This is particularly relevant for
IELTS learners, who need repeated opportunities to practise spoken responses and receive
feedback.

For IELTS candidates, the need for repeated and responsive speaking practice is closely linked to
the structure of the test. The IELTS Speaking test requires candidates to respond to familiar
questions in Part 1, speak at length on a given topic in Part 2, and discuss more general and
abstract issues in Part 3 (IELTS, n.d.—a). These tasks require candidates to organise ideas, use
appropriate language, and explain opinions clearly to an examiner (IELTS, 2025b, n.d.—a).
Research on task repetition suggests that repeated oral tasks can help learners gain greater
control over spoken language performance (Bygate, 2001). Therefore, IELTS Speaking
preparation needs to move beyond memorised model answers. Learners need opportunities to

practise speaking, receive feedback, revise their responses, and try again.

2.1.2 Speaking Challenges for L1 Mandarin EFL Learners

Recent IELTS Academic test-taker performance statistics for 2024—2025 show that candidates
whose first language was recorded as Chinese achieved a mean Speaking band score of 5.5, the

lowest of their four skill scores and joint 39th out of 40 listed first-language groups (IELTS, 2025b).



These data do not represent all Chinese-speaking learners, and individual learners may perform
very differently from this overall pattern. However, they do show a relevant pattern within this
IELTS test-taker group: Speaking appears to be relatively weaker than Listening, Reading, and
Writing. This pattern helps justify the focus of the present study on L1 Mandarin learners preparing
for IELTS Speaking.

Research on Chinese and East Asian EFL learners suggests that speaking challenges are not only
related to linguistic knowledge, but also to learners’ access to opportunities for communication and
their willingness to communicate. Peng (2012) showed that Chinese EFL learners’ willingness to
communicate (WTC) was shaped by the interaction of learner beliefs, motivation, cognitive and
linguistic factors, affective factors, and classroom environment. Similarly, Shao and Gao (2016)
reviewed research on East Asian language learners’ reticence and WTC, suggesting that learners’
classroom participation should be understood in relation to individual and contextual conditions,
such as self-confidence, topic familiarity, task design, interlocutor familiarity, group size, medium of
communication, and classroom environment. Together, these studies suggest that speaking
difficulty is not simply a matter of insufficient English knowledge, but is also shaped by the learning

context, including classroom conditions and opportunities to use English in spoken interaction.

Recent Chinese EFL research has examined the affective side of speaking participation in greater
depth. Bai (2023) found that foreign language anxiety and boredom were negatively associated
with WTC among Chinese struggling EFL learners. Chen (2024) showed that speaking anxiety and
expectancy-value beliefs were related to Chinese undergraduates’ spoken English proficiency. In
this context, expectancy-value beliefs refer to learners’ expectations of success and the value they
attach to English learning. Lin et al. (2025) further found that foreign language anxiety was
negatively related to WTC, while academic buoyancy, meaning learners’ capacity to cope with
everyday academic challenges, was positively related to WTC. These studies suggest that
learners’ speaking participation is closely connected to affective and motivational factors,

especially anxiety, confidence, perceived value, and resilience.

Another challenge concerns communicative explicitness in IELTS Speaking. Hall (1976) introduced
the distinction between high-context and low-context communication, where meaning relies more
on shared background and implicit understanding in high-context communication, and more on
direct verbal expression in low-context communication. A simple example is the difference between
implying a request by saying that a room is cold and explicitly asking someone to close the
window; in the former, the listener must infer the intended request from the context, whereas in the
latter, the intended meaning is stated more directly (House & Kasper, 1981). Hall and Hall (1990)
are often cited for associating Japanese communication with relatively high-context communication
and Anglo-American communication with relatively low-context communication. Later studies
extended this framework to other East Asian contexts. For example, Kim et al. (1998) compared

Chinese, Korean, and American cultures and found patterns consistent with the view that Chinese



and Korean communication contexts may be relatively higher-context than American
communication contexts. This distinction is relevant to IELTS Speaking because the test requires
candidates to communicate with an examiner who does not share their personal background
knowledge. The IELTS Speaking criteria reward clear, coherent, and sufficiently developed
responses, so candidates need to state their ideas explicitly, support them with reasons or
examples, and organise their responses for the listener. For some L1 Mandarin and East Asian
EFL learners, this may create an additional challenge, especially if their previous speaking

experience has not required extended explanation in English.

However, this framework needs to be used cautiously. It should not be taken to mean that all L1
Mandarin learners are indirect, unclear, or culturally predisposed to communicate in the same way.
Kittler et al. (2011) cautioned that high-context and low-context classifications can be
overgeneralised when national or cultural groups are treated as fixed and internally uniform. Park
et al. (2012) also showed that preferences for direct communication can vary across individuals as
well as cultures. In this study, Hall's (1976) framework is therefore used only as a broad lens for
understanding communicative explicitness in IELTS Speaking, not as a fixed cultural explanation of
L1 Mandarin learners’ performance. The focus is on the test-oriented need to make ideas clear,
developed, and accessible to the listener, and on how feedback may help learners practise this

form of spoken performance.

Overall, the literature presented in this section suggests several practical challenges for IELTS
Speaking preparation. Thus, learners with fewer opportunities to use English in spoken interaction
may have fewer chances to build confidence, fluency, and response development. Learners who
feel anxious, less confident, or less willing to communicate may also be less likely to take part in
the speaking practice that could help them improve (Bai, 2023; Lin et al., 2025; Peng, 2012). In
addition, IELTS Speaking requires candidates to produce clear, explicit, and sufficiently developed
responses for an examiner who does not share their personal background knowledge. These
challenges are shaped by speaking opportunities, affective factors, test demands, and learners’

previous learning experiences.

2.2 Feedback in EFL Speaking Practice

Feedback is an important part of speaking practice because it helps learners understand how their
spoken performance can be improved. This section first examines the role of feedback in oral
language development and then discusses the affordances and constraints of teacher feedback

and Al-generated feedback.

2.2.1 The Role of Feedback in Oral Language Development

Feedback is central to oral language development because it can help learners notice problems in
their language use and respond to them. Schmidt’'s (1990) Noticing Hypothesis suggests that

learners need to notice relevant language features before these features can become part of their
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developing language system. Long’s (1996) Interaction Hypothesis also emphasises the role of
interaction and negotiation of meaning in creating opportunities for second language development.
Loewen and Sato (2018) further positioned feedback within this wider interactional process, where
input, output, negotiation, and feedback work together to support instructed second language
acquisition. From this perspective, feedback is not simply correction after performance; itis a
mechanism that helps learners become aware of gaps between what they intend to say and how
successfully they express it. Corrective feedback has been shown to support second language
learning when it is connected to learner output, allowing learners to identify problems in their
language use, consider how these might be addressed, and modify their language production in a
subsequent attempt (Li & Vuono, 2019; Lyster et al., 2013). In this thesis, the Noticing Hypothesis
provides a useful theoretical lens for understanding both Al-generated and teacher feedback.
Although the two feedback modes differ in how feedback is delivered, both may support learning
by drawing learners’ attention to gaps in their spoken performance and giving them an opportunity

to revise their responses in a subsequent attempt.

In IELTS speaking practice, feedback needs to address more than discrete language errors. The
IELTS Speaking criteria assess fluency and coherence, lexical resource, grammatical range and
accuracy, and pronunciation (IELTS, 2025a). This means that feedback needs to focus not only on
grammar or vocabulary, but also on whether an answer is clear, sufficiently developed, coherent,
and understandable to the listener. A learner may produce an answer with few obvious errors but
still be too brief, vague, poorly organised, or disconnected from the question. Feedback can help
learners recognise these communicative limitations and target the areas identified in the feedback

for their revisions.

The value of feedback also depends on whether learners can act on it. Hattie and Timperley
(2007) argued that effective feedback helps learners understand the learning goal, their current
progress, and the next steps needed for improvement. In speaking practice, this suggests that
feedback should ideally lead to another attempt, not simply an end-point comment. For IELTS
learners, a comment on pronunciation, coherence, or answer development is more useful when it
gives them a clearer direction for repeating the same speaking task after feedback. Feedback in
oral practice is therefore closely connected to repetition: it gives learners a reason and a focus for

trying again.

2.2.2 Teacher Feedback: Affordances and Constraints

Considering the key role of feedback in oral language development, the source of feedback also
matters. Teacher feedback and Al-generated feedback can both support speaking practice, but
they differ in how feedback is produced and delivered. This section examines the affordances and

constraints of teacher feedback before the following section considers Al-generated feedback.



Teacher feedback has value in speaking practice because teachers can respond to both language
form and communicative meaning. Since speaking involves linguistic, cognitive, affective, and
social dimensions, feedback in speaking lessons often needs to go beyond surface-level correction
(Goh & Burns, 2012). In IELTS-focused lessons, a teacher may comment on pronunciation,
grammar, vocabulary, fluency, coherence, idea development, or how easy a response is to follow,
all of which are connected to the demands of the IELTS Speaking criteria (IELTS, 2025a). Teacher
feedback can therefore help learners understand not only what is inaccurate, but also why a

response may sound unclear, underdeveloped, or weakly organised.

Teacher feedback is also adaptive. Hattie and Timperley (2007) argued that effective feedback
helps learners understand the learning goal, their current progress, and the next steps needed for
improvement. In speaking practice, this means that teachers can respond at different levels:
correcting a pronunciation error, suggesting a clearer way to organise an answer, prompting a
learner to extend an idea, or encouraging a learner who lacks confidence. This flexibility is
important because learners do not all need the same type of feedback at the same time. Some
may need direct correction, while others may benefit more from reformulated sentences,

alternative word choices, or encouragement to keep speaking.

Teacher feedback may also provide interpersonal support that Al-generated feedback cannot fully
reproduce. In speaking practice, learners often respond not only to the content of feedback, but
also to how it is delivered. Research on foreign language emotions shows that teacher and
classroom variables are linked to learners’ anxiety and positive learning experiences (Dewaele et
al., 2018). In a Chinese EFL context, Yang et al. (2024) also found that teacher support was
associated with learners’ willingness to communicate through positive language-learning emotions.
These studies suggest that teacher feedback may support learners not only through correction, but

also through reassurance, encouragement, and interpersonal support.

Moreover, teacher feedback involves judgement about timing and focus. Oral corrective feedback
research shows that different feedback types work differently across learners and classroom
contexts (Lyster et al., 2013). In IELTS speaking practice, this judgement is particularly important
because performance is assessed across fluency and coherence, lexical resource, grammatical
range and accuracy, and pronunciation (IELTS, 2025a). A teacher listening to a learner speak
therefore needs to attend to several aspects of performance at the same time. As a result, teacher
feedback is often selective, focusing on the issue that is most urgent or most useful for the

learner’s next attempt rather than every possible problem.

For IELTS-focused speaking practice, teachers’ decisions about feedback focus help learners
connect language choices with communicative effect. A teacher can explain why an answer needs
more detail, why a point is not clear to the listener, or how pronunciation affects understanding.
Teacher feedback can therefore support both language development and the ability to produce

clearer, more developed spoken responses.



However, teacher feedback is not always available to the extent learners need. In many classroom
settings, teachers must divide limited lesson time among multiple students. This can restrict the
number of speaking turns each learner receives and the amount of individualised feedback that
can be provided. Zhang et al. (2024) noted this issue in a Chinese EFL speaking context, where
class size and limited time made it difficult for the teacher to provide detailed oral feedback to
every learner. This limitation does not reduce the pedagogical value of teacher feedback; rather, it
highlights the difficulty of providing enough individualised feedback within the context of

conventional group instruction.

Oral feedback is also time intensive. Useful feedback requires teachers to identify the most
relevant issue, explain it clearly, and ideally give the learner a chance to act on it. Shute (2008)
emphasised that formative feedback should be specific and usable, but in a group speaking lesson
this level of feedback is difficult to provide for every student. If feedback is too brief, learners may
not know how to improve; if it is too detailed, other students may lose speaking time. The issue,
then, is not whether teacher feedback is valuable, but whether learners can receive enough of it

under normal classroom conditions.

For IELTS preparation, this creates a practical problem. Learners need repeated opportunities to
practise, receive targeted feedback, and revise their spoken responses. One-to-one teacher
feedback can provide this support, but it is difficult to scale and may not be available to learners on
a regular basis. Group classes can provide structured teaching and opportunities for speaking
practice, but they may not provide enough repeated and individualised feedback for every learner.
This mismatch between the feedback learners need and the feedback teachers can realistically

provide creates space for examining additional feedback sources.

2.2.3 Al-Generated Feedback: Affordances and Concerns

Al-generated feedback offers a different way of organising speaking practice, but it needs to be
defined carefully. In this thesis, Al feedback refers to feedback produced through Doubao during
IELTS-style speaking practice. Doubao is connected to ByteDance’s Seed model family, which
includes general-purpose models with LLM and multimodal capabilities (ByteDance Seed, n.d.). In
the Al-feedback sessions, learners used Doubao’s voice function to practise spoken responses
and receive generated feedback. The tool was guided by a researcher-developed prompt that
instructed Doubao to take the role of an IELTS speaking tutor and provide feedback with reference
to the IELTS Speaking criteria (see Chapter 6.1.2 for a more detailed discussion of how the prompt
was developed). This feedback included comments on the learner’s response, suggestions for
improvement, and possible reformulations. It was used as a practice support tool rather than as a

validated measure of IELTS Speaking performance.

This use of Al feedback can be located within a longer history of computer-assisted language

learning (CALL), especially research on dialogue-based systems for language practice. Earlier
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CALL research had already examined how learners practise language through computer-based
dialogue systems. Bibauw et al. (2019) described dialogue-based CALL as involving different
degrees of openness, interactional design, modality, and feedback. Recent large language model
(LLM)-based tools extend this tradition because they can generate more open-ended responses to
learner prompts, including follow-up questions, reformulations, and feedback (Kohnke et al., 2023;
Law, 2024; Yang & Li, 2024). However, this flexibility also means that the quality of feedback

depends on the task design, the prompt, and the learner’s ability to judge the Al response critically.

The clearest benefit of Al feedback is access. Generative Al tools can respond outside scheduled
lesson time, allowing learners to practise without waiting for a teacher or speaking partner. Law
(2024) identified immediacy, personalisation, and learner autonomy as key advantages of
generative Al in language learning. In EFL speaking research, Du and Daniel’s (2024) systematic
review also showed that Al-powered chatbots have been used to support speaking practice, boost
confidence, improve pronunciation, and reduce anxiety. This does not mean that Al feedback is
automatically better than teacher feedback. Rather, it suggests that Al may increase the number of

practice-and-feedback opportunities available to learners when teacher time is limited.

Beyond access, Al feedback may also make revision easier to repeat. In IELTS Speaking
preparation, Al tools may support this revision process by offering reformulations, examples, or
prompts that learners can use to revise a spoken response (Kohnke et al., 2023; Law, 2024). For
example, a learner may compare an original answer with an Al-suggested version and notice how
the response has been extended, clarified, or reorganised. This comparison can make revision
more visible, but it does not guarantee learning. The value depends on whether learners
understand the feedback and try to apply it in a new response, rather than simply copying the

improved version.

However, Al-generated feedback should not be taken at face value. Kohnke et al. (2023) cautioned
that Al-generated responses may be inaccurate, overly general, or poorly matched to learners’
needs. This is a concern in IELTS Speaking preparation because learners may not always know
whether an Al suggestion is natural, appropriate, or aligned with assessment expectations.
Additionally, if an Al tool provides a polished answer that is too advanced or too scripted, the
learner may produce a better-looking response without developing the ability to speak more

independently.

Al feedback also differs from teacher feedback in its lack of human and pedagogical judgement. A
teacher can respond to a learner’s hesitation, confidence, learning history, and classroom context,
while Al feedback is generated from prompts and language patterns. Al may suggest fluent
wording or more detailed content, but it may not know whether the learner can use that language
in spontaneous speech. It may also miss signs that a learner is becoming over-reliant on prepared
answers. For this reason, teacher guidance remains important when Al is used for speaking
practice (Law, 2024).
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These concerns have shaped the design of this thesis. In the Al-supported condition, Al feedback
was not treated as a fully independent replacement for the teacher. The teacher still organised the
lesson, managed the speaking tasks, and could clarify or correct Al feedback when necessary.
This design reflects a cautious view of Al-supported speaking practice: Al may expand access to
feedback and repetition, but teacher oversight remains important for keeping the feedback

pedagogically appropriate.

Viewed together, teacher feedback and Al-generated feedback share some functions but differ in
how support is provided across the four IELTS Speaking assessment criteria (IELTS, 2025a). Both
can draw learners’ attention to problems, suggest alternative ways of expressing ideas, and
support revision of spoken responses. Teacher feedback can respond selectively across fluency
and coherence, lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy, and pronunciation through live
listening and interaction. Al feedback can also support aspects such as language choice,
coherence, and answer development through reformulations, examples, and repeated
opportunities for revision, although support for pronunciation and other features of real-time
spoken delivery may be more limited. These similarities and differences suggest that feedback
source may shape not only what support learners receive, but also which aspects of speaking

performance are most directly addressed during practice.

2.3 Al-Supported Speaking Practice and the Comparison Gap

As Al tools become more common in language learning, their use in speaking practice has
attracted increasing attention. This section reviews recent empirical research on Al-supported

speaking before identifying the gap that provides the rationale for the present study.

2.3.1 Recent Empirical Work on Al-Supported Speaking

Although generative Al has been widely discussed in language education, speaking-specific
research remains more limited than broader work on text-based learning and feedback. Reviews of
generative Al in second language learning show that these tools have been used for feedback,
learner support, and language practice (Law, 2024; Yang & Li, 2024). Dialogue-based CALL
research also provides useful background: Bibauw et al.’s (2022) meta-analysis of effectiveness
studies on dialogue-based CALL found that dialogue systems can support second language
development, although effects vary across tool design, learning context, and outcome measure.
For this thesis, the key question is how Al tools can support spoken interaction and oral feedback,

rather than whether generative Al is useful for language learning in general.

Recent reviews have focused more directly on EFL speaking. Du and Daniel’s (2024) systematic

review shows that Al-powered chatbots have been used in speaking practice in many areas, such
as pronunciation practice, confidence building, and anxiety reduction. However, the evidence base
in this area is still emerging. As generative Al tools and their uses in language learning continue to

develop, findings need to be interpreted in relation to the specific tools, tasks, intervention designs,
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and outcome measures examined. A careful interpretation is therefore that Al can create useful
conditions for speaking practice, but its effects need to be examined in relation to specific tasks,

feedback designs, and learner groups.

Empirical studies suggest that the effects of Al-supported speaking practice depend partly on what
Al is compared with and how the technology is used. Fathi et al. (2024) reported improvements in
speaking skills and willingness to communicate when Al-mediated interaction was compared with
face-to-face peer interaction. In a different comparison, Zhang et al. (2024) compared an Al
chatbot with an intelligent tutoring system and found stronger improvement in willingness to
communicate in the chatbot condition. Together, these studies show that Al-supported speaking
cannot be treated as a single, uniform intervention: outcomes may vary according to the
comparison condition, tool design, and type of interaction. Neither study, however, directly

compared Al-generated feedback with teacher feedback under matched classroom conditions.

Recent studies also differ in the outcomes they emphasise. Wang et al. (2024) focused on affective
and self-perceived outcomes, including willingness to communicate, speaking anxiety, and self-
perceived communicative competence, while Cha et al. (2024) examined personalised feedback
for oral presentation practice, and Ding and Yusof (2025) investigated Al-powered conversation
bots in an IELTS-related speaking context. This range of outcomes illustrates the growing breadth
of Al-supported speaking research, but it also makes direct comparison across studies difficult.
Improvements in confidence or willingness to communicate, for example, do not necessarily
indicate measurable improvement in speaking performance. For the present study, this distinction
is important because both score changes and learner experiences are examined rather than

treated as equivalent outcomes.

Overall, the existing evidence is promising but difficult to compare directly because studies vary in
their tools, comparison conditions, outcome measures, and research designs. This variation

provides the basis for the more specific research gap discussed in the following section.

2.3.2 Research Gap and Rationale for the Present Study

The studies reviewed above show that Al-supported speaking practice has potential, but they do
not fully answer how Al feedback compares with teacher feedback. Existing research has
examined Al-supported speaking from several angles, including learner interaction, speaking
performance, affective outcomes, tool design, and learner perceptions. However, direct classroom-
based comparisons between Al feedback and teacher feedback remain limited, especially in
IELTS-style speaking practice. Reviews of generative Al in language education also emphasise the
need for teacher guidance and critical use, suggesting that Al feedback should be examined in
relation to classroom teaching rather than only as an independent practice tool (Kohnke et al.,
2023; Law, 2024; Yang & Li, 2024). The existing literature therefore supports the promise of Al-

supported speaking practice, but it does not yet show how Al feedback works when placed beside
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teacher feedback within the same teaching programme, using the same curriculum, speaking

tasks, and learning context.

This distinction matters because feedback source may shape both learning outcomes and learner
experience. Al feedback can make practice more available and repeatable, but it may also be
inaccurate, too generic, or difficult for learners to evaluate without guidance (Kohnke et al., 2023;
Law, 2024). Teacher feedback, by contrast, can draw on classroom context, learner history, and
human judgement, but it is limited by class time and the number of learners who need individual
attention. The key issue is therefore how Al feedback and teacher feedback may support learners
in comparable or different ways when used within the same teaching programme. This question is
important in test-preparation contexts, where learners need both repeated practice and feedback

they can trust.

Moreover, most studies in this area do not isolate feedback source as the planned difference. If an
Al group and a comparison group use different tasks, materials, practice time, or classroom
structures, it becomes difficult to know whether the outcome is related to the Al tool itself or to
other features of the intervention. This is a key issue for IELTS Speaking preparation, where task
type, repetition, feedback timing, and teacher support can all influence performance. A stronger
comparison therefore needs to keep the curriculum and speaking tasks as consistent as possible

while varying the source of feedback.

This study addresses this gap by comparing Al-generated feedback and teacher feedback in an
eight-session online IELTS Speaking programme for L1 Mandarin EFL learners. Both groups
followed the same curriculum and IELTS-aligned speaking tasks, with feedback source as the only
planned difference. The Al-supported group used Doubao, while the teacher-led group received
feedback from the teacher. Doubao is included as the Al tool used in this study, but the main focus
is not the platform itself. Rather, the focus is on how Al feedback, delivered through a tool
accessible to the target learners, compares with teacher feedback in the same structured learning

context.

This design also avoids treating Al feedback as a fully independent replacement for the teacher. In
the Al-supported condition, the teacher still organised the lesson, managed the speaking tasks,
and could clarify or correct Al feedback when necessary. This reflects the concerns raised in the
literature: Al may expand access to feedback and repetition, but teacher oversight remains

important for keeping the feedback pedagogically appropriate.

By using a mixed methods design, this thesis examines both quantitative data in the form of score
change and qualitative data on learner experience. Pre- and post-programme IELTS Speaking
scores were used as one measure of speaking development, while survey responses showed how
learners experienced the two feedback modes. This is essential because two feedback sources

may lead to similar score outcomes but different learner experiences.
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This study thus offers insights into how Al and teacher feedback compare under the same learning

conditions in terms of content, learner experience, and ultimately test outcomes.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

This chapter explains the methodological design of the study. It first positions the researcher in
relation to the study and then describes the overall research design, research setting, participants,
recruitment process, programme structure, Al tool and prompt design, data collection instruments,
and data analysis procedures. The chapter also discusses the researcher’s role and the ethical

considerations involved in conducting a small-scale online IELTS Speaking programme.

The design and delivery of the programme drew on the researcher’s five years of experience
teaching IELTS Speaking in face-to-face and online settings, direct experience with IELTS
Speaking as a test taker who achieved band 9.0, the highest IELTS band, and regular experience
using Al tools for language learning and teaching support. This experience helped the researcher
design IELTS-style speaking tasks, give feedback using IELTS Speaking criteria, assess the
usefulness of Al-generated feedback, and manage the Al-supported sessions in class. The

researcher’s dual role as teacher and researcher is discussed further in Section 3.7.

3.1 Research Design

This study compared two feedback modes in an online IELTS Speaking programme for L1
Mandarin Chinese learners of English. The final sample included 24 participants, all of whom
followed the same online eight-session curriculum. Eleven participants received feedback from the
teacher-researcher, while thirteen received Al-generated feedback from Doubao-Seed-2.0
(ByteDance Seed, n.d.) alongside teacher guidance in real time. The lesson content, task format,
session length, and teacher-researcher were kept consistent across the two conditions, meaning

that the source of feedback was the main planned difference.

A convergent mixed methods design was adopted (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2018) in which quantitative and qualitative data were collected during the same phase of the
study, analysed separately, and then brought together at the interpretation stage. This approach
was appropriate because the study was concerned not only with measurable change after the
programme, but also with how participants experienced the two feedback modes and what might
help explain differences or patterns in the findings. The mixed methods design therefore allowed

the study to examine both performance change and learner experience.

In design terms, the study used a standard comparative experiment with a pretest—posttest
structure. Participants’ IELTS scores before and after the programme were compared to examine
change over time, while the two feedback conditions were compared to explore whether different

feedback sources were associated with different outcomes or learner experiences.

The study was delivered across two cohorts, each consisting of two groups—one teacher-led and

one Al-supported.
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Both cohorts followed the same overall design and used the same materials, session structure,
and procedures. The second cohort was added to increase the overall sample size rather than to
test a revised version of the programme. For this reason, data from both cohorts were combined
for the main analysis. Three sources of data supported the design: pre- and post-programme
IELTS scores, nine Likert-scale exit survey items, and three open-ended exit survey questions.

These data sources are described in detail in Section 3.5.

3.2 Research Setting, Participants, and Recruitment

Research on IELTS speaking practice needs to take account of both the learning context and the
learners involved. This section describes the research setting, the participants, and the process

through which they were recruited.

3.2.1 Research Context

The study ran as a free supplementary online IELTS Speaking programme for adult IELTS learners
whose first language was Mandarin Chinese. It was not part of a formal course, did not carry
institutional credit, and was not designed to replace a full IELTS preparation course. Instead, it
provided additional speaking practice aligned with IELTS Speaking preparation. The sessions used
IELTS-style Speaking Part 1 and Part 2 tasks, followed the IELTS Speaking assessment criteria,
and focused on feedback and immediate re-performance. The programme targeted adult IELTS
learners, particularly university students or recent graduates planning to apply for master’s

programmes overseas.

Sessions were delivered online in small groups through Tencent Meeting (Tencent Meeting, n.d.), a
video-conferencing platform developed by Tencent. Tencent Meeting was chosen because it was
accessible and familiar to learners based in mainland China, where the participants were located.

It was also practical for the researcher’s online teaching context, as the researcher had previously
used it for online classes and found its interface suitable for classroom interaction with learners in

and outside mainland China.

To ensure that the one-hour sessions remained manageable, each feedback condition was
planned for approximately eight participants, or 16 for each cohort. This group size was chosen
because each session included a short IELTS Speaking Part 1 warm-up, followed by repeated
IELTS Speaking Part 2 practice cycles. In each cycle, participants prepared a response, completed
a speaking turn, received individual feedback, and then made a second attempt. If the groups had
been larger, fewer participants would have had time to speak, receive feedback, and use that

feedback within the same session.

Sessions were scheduled in the evening, usually between 6:30 p.m. and 8:30 p.m. China Standard

Time, to accommodate participants’ daytime study or work commitments.
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3.2.2 Participants

The target participants were adult L1 Mandarin Chinese learners based in China who are
preparing for the IELTS test. This prerequisite ensured that participants shared the same first
language background and had recent IELTS test experience. The shared background was also
needed to make the pre- and post-programme comparisons more meaningful, because large
differences in participants’ backgrounds or test history could have made the results harder to
interpret (Dornyei, 2007; Phakiti, 2014; Shadish et al., 2002).

To be eligible, participants needed to:

(a) be aged 18 or above;

(b) have Mandarin Chinese as their first language;

(c) hold an official IELTS result issued within the previous six months;

(d) plan to sit another IELTS test within one month after completing the programme;
(e) be willing and able to attend the online sessions.

Current students of the researcher were not eligible. This exclusion was made to minimise any
sense of coercion or perceived obligation to participate, as students might have felt pressured to
take part because of the existing teacher—student relationship. This issue is discussed further in
Sections 3.7 and 3.8.

3.2.3 Recruitment

The recruitment poster was shared through WeChat (Tencent, n.d.) and Rednote/Xiaohongshu
(Xiaohongshu, n.d.), two social media platforms commonly used by the target participant group in
mainland China. For readers less familiar with these platforms, WeChat is a social networking
platform similar to Facebook and was used to share information about the study within the
researcher’s personal network and relevant groups, while Rednote/Xiaohongshu functions more as
a public posting and discussion platform and can be compared to Reddit or X (formerly Twitter).
The poster briefly introduced the study as a free supplementary online IELTS Speaking
programme, outlined the eligibility criteria and time commitment, and included a Qualtrics link/QR
code for registration. Interested individuals accessed the study directly through this Qualtrics link,
where they viewed the Participant Information Sheet and completed the eligibility screening and
consent process. The participant information, eligibility screening, and consent materials are

provided in Appendix A.

Each consenting participant was assigned a unique Study ID (in the range S000001-S999999)
through the Qualtrics survey flow, which was then used to organise the research data and link
information across stages of the study. Group allocation was later carried out using the Qualtrics

Survey Flow Randomizer (Qualtrics, n.d.).
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Participants were expected to attend all eight sessions. To ensure that the analysis was based on
participants who had actually engaged with the programme, an attendance threshold of 75% (six
of eight sessions) was applied; participants below this threshold were excluded from the final

dataset.

In Cohort 1, recruitment ran from 5 to 10 February 2026 and 16 participants initially enrolled; 11
met the attendance criterion and were retained (6 Al-supported, 5 teacher-led). In Cohort 2,
recruitment ran from 18 to 23 February 2026 and again 16 participants enrolled, of whom 13 were
retained (7 Al-supported, 6 teacher-led). The final analysis dataset therefore contains 24
participants: 13 in the Al-supported condition and 11 in the teacher-led condition. The two
conditions were originally allocated equal numbers (16 each); the eventual difference in group

sizes reflects withdrawal for personal or scheduling reasons.

3.3 Programme Design and Procedures

The programme was designed to provide a consistent speaking-practice experience across the
two feedback conditions. This section explains the overall programme structure, group allocation,

session design, and the delivery of the two cohorts.

3.3.1 Overall Programme Structure

Figure 1 summarises the overall programme structure. The intervention procedure was identical
across the two cohorts. Each cohort completed one shared baseline session followed by seven
practice sessions in the two separate groups— eight sessions in total, over approximately four
weeks. The full sequence consisted of eligibility screening and consent, the shared baseline

session, group allocation, seven practice sessions, and an exit survey.
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Figure 1

Overall Programme Structure
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3.3.2 Shared Baseline Session and Group Allocation

After enrolling, all participants attended Session 1 together as a shared baseline session. This
session introduced the IELTS Speaking test, reviewed the four speaking assessment criteria, and
outlined the structure of the following seven sessions. This process ensured that every participant
entered the intervention phase with the same foundational understanding of the test. No condition-

specific practice took place during this session.

At the end of Session 1, participants entered their Study ID into Qualtrics and were randomly
assigned to either the teacher-led group or the Al-supported group using the Qualtrics
Randomizer. The randomizer was set to allocate participants as evenly as possible between the
two conditions. After allocation, participants were notified of their assigned condition and received
the Tencent Meeting link. No further teaching session took place immediately after allocation;
participants used the link to attend Sessions 2—8 at the scheduled times. The group allocation

instructions shared with participants are provided in Appendix B
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3.3.3 Session Design

Each practice session lasted one hour. The first part was a short warm-up using IELTS Speaking
Part 1 questions (see Figure 2) which lasted for 10 minutes. Participants were asked general
questions on familiar topics such as home, family, work, studies, and interests (British Council,
n.d.). This structure reflected a common IELTS Speaking preparation approach, where learners
begin with shorter Part 1 responses before moving into longer Part 2 tasks. Unlike a full IELTS
speaking course, the programme focused mainly on repeated speaking practice, feedback, and

second attempts.
Figure 2

IELTS Speaking Part 1 Sample Questions

Speaking Sample Task — Part 1

Part 1 — Introduction and interview: Examiner Frame

[This part of the test begins with the examiner introducing himself or herself and
checking the candidate’s identification. It then continues as an interview.]

Let's talk about your home town or village

1. What kind of place is it?
What's the most interesting part of your town/village?

WN

What kind of jobs do the people in your town/village do?
4. Would you say it's a good place to live? (Why?)

Note. From IELTS Speaking Sample Tasks (p. 3), by IELTS, 2023, https://ielts.org/cdn/ielts-sample-tests/ielts-speaking-
sample-tasks-2023.pdf Copyright 2023 by IELTS.

Then the main part of the session focused on IELTS Speaking Part 2. In IELTS Speaking Part 2

(see

Figure 3), participants were given a task card containing a particular topic and key points that they
should talk about (IELTS, 2023).

Figure 3
IELTS Speaking Part 2 Sample Questions

Speaking Sample Task — Part 2

Part 2 — Individual Long Turn: Candidate Task Card

Describe something you own which is very important to you.

You should say:

where you got it from
how long you have had it
what you use it for

You will have to talk about the topic for one to two minutes.
You have one minute to think about what you're going to say.
‘You can make some notes to help you if you wish_

Note. From |IELTS Speaking Sample Tasks (p. 5), by IELTS, 2023, https://ielts.org/cdn/ielts-sample-tests/ielts-speaking-
sample-tasks-2023.pdf Copyright 2023 by IELTS.

In the practice session, students repeated speaking cycles built around one minute of preparation

for the speaking task, up to two minutes of speaking, around three minutes of feedback, and a
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second attempt after the feedback. In practice, many students spoke for around 1.5 to 2 minutes,
so timing was adjusted slightly where needed. The repeated cycle was designed to create

immediate opportunities for noticing, revision, and re-performance within one session.

The second attempt was included so that feedback could be used immediately, not just received as
a comment to review later. In each practice cycle, students first produced a response, received
feedback on that specific response, and then tried the same task again with a clearer focus on
what to improve. In line with the research on task repetition and feedback discussed in Chapter
Two, a second attempt was included in each practice cycle to allow learners to apply feedback to

the same speaking task (Wisniewski et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2023).

The speaking activities took place in the main Tencent Meeting room rather than in breakout
rooms. Participants took turns responding to the speaking tasks, and other participants in the
same feedback condition could listen to both the responses and the feedback while waiting for
their own turn. The only planned difference was the source of feedback. In the teacher-led
condition, feedback was provided directly by the teacher. In the Al-supported condition, Doubao-
Seed-2.0 generated the feedback in class. The teacher remained present to guide students in
working with the Al output, clarify it where needed, manage the pace of the activity, and correct the
Al output when it was unclear or inaccurate. The Al feedback process and prompt design are

described in Section 3.4.

3.3.4 Cohort Delivery and Attendance

Cohort 1 attended sessions from 10 February to 12 March 2026, and Cohort 2 attended sessions
from 23 February to 18 March 2026. The second cohort was added to increase the overall sample

size, not to test a revised version of the programme.

Attendance was recorded across the eight sessions. Participants were expected to attend all
sessions, but a 75% attendance threshold was applied for inclusion in the final dataset.

Participants who attended fewer than six of the eight sessions were excluded from the analysis.

3.4 Al Tool and Prompt Design

The Al-supported condition used Doubao-Seed-2.0 to generate feedback during IELTS speaking
practice. Doubao was not treated as an official IELTS scoring system or as a replacement for
teacher judgement. In the Al-supported sessions, students did not work independently with
Doubao at the same time. Instead, they took turns completing the speaking task within the class.
After each student’s response, the spoken response was submitted to Doubao, and the Al-
generated feedback was discussed before the student made a second attempt. The teacher
remained present throughout the sessions to guide students, explain the feedback, manage the

pace of the activity, and correct the Al output when needed. Students may have had access to
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Doubao outside class, but any independent use outside the scheduled sessions was not part of

the intervention and was not monitored or analysed.

The choice of the Al tool was based on its practical fit with the study context. In technology-
enhanced language learning, tools should be selected according to the learner group, teaching
context, and learning task, rather than general capability alone (Chapelle, 2001; Hubbard, 2011).
Because participants were based in mainland China, reliable access was an important
requirement. ChatGPT was not selected because it was not readily accessible for this participant
group and would have required additional access arrangements, such as a virtual private network
(VPN). The selected tool, therefore, needed to be accessible in mainland China without a VPN. It
also needed to be usable on mobile devices, fast enough for live online lessons, and suitable for

generating IELTS-style speaking feedback.

Before the intervention, three platforms were tested: ChatGPT, DeepSeek, and Doubao.
Preparatory testing used an earlier version of Doubao, while the Al-supported practice sessions
used Doubao-Seed-2.0 through the Doubao web interface, with voice input. Each platform was
tested with the same IELTS Speaking Part 2 prompts and sample learner responses. The
comparison focused on whether the feedback was specific, clear, linked to IELTS Speaking
criteria, useful for spoken response improvement, and workable within a one-hour Tencent Meeting
class. Practical issues such as access, response speed, input mode, and ease of classroom use
were also considered. Table 1 summarises this preparatory comparison. The comparison is

specific to this study context and is not intended as a general ranking of the three platforms.
Table 1

Summary Comparison of Al Platforms Tested During the Preparatory Phase

Dimension ChatGPT DeepSeek Doubao

Accessibility for mainland Limited without VPN Accessible Accessible

China-based learners access

Suitability for spoken- Text and voice: input Text-based, less suitable Text and voice: input and

response practice and output available for speaking interaction output available

Classroom integration Less suitable because Moderately suitable More suitable for Tencent
of access constraints Meeting-based sessions

Feedback structure Strong Less consistent for the Strong

planned workflow

Overall decision Not selected Not selected Selected for the Al-
supported condition

Note. Al = artificial intelligence; VPN = virtual private network. The comparison is based on preparatory testing
conducted by the researcher using the same IELTS Speaking Part 2 prompts and sample responses across the

three platforms.

Doubao was selected because it was the most workable option for this participant group and

teaching format. It was accessible to learners in mainland China and produced feedback in a
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format that could be used during live speaking practice. A usable structure meant feedback that
was brief, clearly organised around IELTS Speaking criteria, linked to the learner’s response, and
practical enough for a second attempt in the same class. Feedback was less usable when it was

too long, too general, or difficult to apply immediately.

The design of the Al feedback prompt was treated as part of the intervention design. In LLM-based
tasks, prompts help define the task, guide the response format, and shape the output generated by
the model (Liu et al., 2023; White et al., 2023). In this study, the prompt refers to the instruction
given to Doubao to generate feedback on a learner’s spoken response; it does not refer to the
IELTS Speaking task itself. The prompt therefore needed to do more than ask Doubao to “give
feedback”. It needed to specify the Al's role, the IELTS Speaking focus, the feedback structure,
and the kind of language support that would be useful during a live speaking lesson. This was also
important because educational uses of LLMs require a clear pedagogical purpose and human
oversight (Kasneci et al., 2023; Yan et al., 2024).

The Al feedback prompt was developed by the researcher and Zhang Yu, an experienced IELTS
teacher. It was tested and revised using IELTS Speaking Part 2 mock-test tasks and sample
learner responses. During testing, the output was checked for whether it was specific to the
learner’s response, aligned with IELTS Speaking criteria, clearly organised, natural in spoken
English, and short enough to use within the feedback time available in class. The prompt was
revised when the output was too general, too long, or not useful for a second speaking attempt.

The full Al feedback prompt used in the study is provided in Appendix D.

The final prompt asked Doubao to act as a supportive IELTS speaking coach and provide
feedback in a consistent format. It instructed the Al to consider all four IELTS Speaking criteria
while prioritising the most important issues in the learner’s response. The output included two
strengths, two grammar-focused issues, two spoken rewrites, and two follow-up questions,

supported by short quotations from the learner’s response. It did not provide an overall band score.

In the Al-supported sessions, the feedback process followed the same speaking cycle as the
teacher-led condition. After a learner completed a speaking task, they used Doubao’s voice input
function to submit their spoken response. Doubao then generated feedback using the prepared
prompt. The teacher checked that the Al feedback responded to the learner’s specific speaking
attempt rather than offering generic advice. The teacher then helped students focus on the most
useful parts of the Al output, clarified vague wording, and corrected the feedback if it was
inaccurate. Students then used the feedback to produce a second response to the same task. In
this way, Al supported part of the feedback process while the teacher remained responsible for the

lesson and for the pedagogical use of the feedback.
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3.5 Data Collection Instruments and Sources

The study drew on three data sources: pre- and post-programme IELTS scores, Likert-scale exit
survey responses, and open-ended exit survey comments. Each source addressed a different part
of the research aim. IELTS scores provided a standardised, externally assessed measure of
English language performance before and after the programme. Likert-scale responses captured
participants’ perceptions of feedback usefulness, confidence, clarity, and engagement in a
structured form that allowed comparison between groups. Open-ended responses added
explanatory detail by allowing participants to describe, in their own words, which aspects of the

programme supported their speaking and what remained limited.

3.5.1 IELTS Score Data

The first source was participants' IELTS scores from before and after the programme. IELTS is an
internationally recognised English language proficiency test with well-documented validity and
reliability as an outcome measure in applied linguistics research (IELTS, n.d.—c). After completing
the eight sessions, sitting another IELTS test, and receiving their results, participants reported both

their earlier and their new scores in the exit survey.

To support the accuracy and credibility of the score data, participants were also required to provide
evidence of their IELTS results, such as an official Test Report Form or an electronic screenshot.
The pre- and post-programme Speaking scores were obtained from participants’ official IELTS test
results and therefore reflect the assessment of an IELTS examiner, not the researcher. IELTS
maintains the reliability of examiner-rated sections through examiner training and certification,
retraining and recertification every two years, and ongoing face-to-face and distance monitoring.
For 2024—-2025 performances, |IELTS reported an inter-rater reliability coefficient of .90 for
Speaking based on comparisons between original ratings and subsequent re-ratings (IELTS, n.d.—
b). The IELTS examiners were external to the present study, and the researcher did not provide
them with information about participants’ group allocation. No additional study-specific inter-rater
reliability check was conducted because the researcher did not have access to recordings of

participants’ official IELTS Speaking tests for independent rescoring.

This score data produced pre- and post-test values for the overall band score and for each of the
four section scores: Speaking, Listening, Reading, and Writing. The Speaking score served as the
primary outcome of the study; the overall band and the other three section scores were analysed

as supplementary indicators.

3.5.2 Likert-Scale Exit Survey Items

The second data source was the set of nine Likert-scale items included in the post-intervention exit
survey, which was delivered through Qualtrics. Each item was rated on a five-point scale, from

Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). This format is widely used in applied linguistics survey
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research (Ddrnyei, 2007). Following Boone and Boone (2012), the Likert-scale items were treated
as ordinal data and reported using frequencies, percentages, medians, and interquartile ranges
rather than as continuous data. The implications of this decision for the inferential analysis are

addressed in Section 3.6.1.

The items focused on aspects of learner experience that IELTS scores could not capture. They
covered two broad areas: perceived speaking development and feedback clarity, including clarity
of expression, directness, confidence, feedback usefulness, and awareness of areas for
improvement; and programme experience and engagement, including session structure, workload
and pace, comfort in the online format, and willingness to recommend this type of speaking
practice. These groupings were used only to organise the reporting of results; no composite Likert-

scale scores were calculated.

The nine Likert-scale items were developed specifically for this study rather than adopted from an
existing validated instrument. Their content was informed by the research questions and
intervention design, and the items were discussed during development with Zhang Yu, an EFL
educator with postgraduate study in linguistics, to review their relevance and clarity. The survey
was not formally piloted as a separate instrument before the study. To support clarity for L1
Mandarin participants, the participant survey was provided bilingually in English and Chinese, with

attention to maintaining consistent meaning across the two language versions.

3.5.3 Open-Ended Exit Survey Responses

The third source was participants’ responses to three open-ended exit survey questions. These
questions asked what participants found most helpful for their speaking development, what they
thought could be improved, and whether they had any other comments. The open-ended
responses were included because closed survey items could show how participants rated the
programme but could not fully explain the reasons behind those ratings. They allowed participants
to describe the feedback and learning experience in their own words, including what they found
useful, limited, or difficult. These responses therefore provided qualitative detail to help interpret
the IELTS score changes and Likert-scale patterns, and formed the basis of the qualitative analysis
described in Section 3.6.2 (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Dornyei, 2007). Both the Likert-scale
items and open-ended responses were self-reported data and were used to represent participants’

perceptions of their experience rather than as independent measures of learning outcomes.

3.6 Data Analysis

This section explains how the three data sources were analysed. The IELTS score data and Likert-
scale survey items were analysed quantitatively, while the open-ended exit survey responses were
analysed qualitatively. The two strands were then brought together at the interpretation stage,
following the convergent mixed methods design described in Section 3.1 (Creswell & Creswell,

2018; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).
26



3.6.1 Quantitative Analysis

The quantitative analysis examined two forms of data: participants’ IELTS score change from pre-
to post-programme, and their responses to the nine Likert-scale exit survey items. Because the
two cohorts followed the same study design, materials, and procedures, their data were pooled for
the main analysis. This produced a single dataset of 24 participants: 13 in the Al-supported

condition and 11 in the teacher-led condition.

The choice of statistical procedures was shaped by the size and structure of the dataset. First, the
sample was small, which limited statistical power and made individual outliers more influential
(Larson-Hall, 2016; Mackey & Gass, 2022). Second, the score and survey data had limited scale
ranges. |ELTS band scores are reported in fixed 0.5-band increments rather than as continuous
raw scores, and the Likert-scale items used a five-point ordinal response format. For this reason,
medians and interquartile ranges were reported alongside means and standard deviations for the
IELTS score data, while Likert-scale responses were summarised using frequencies, percentages,
medians, and interquartile ranges. Third, Shapiro—Wilk tests were used to assess whether the
score-change variables met the normality assumption required for parametric tests. Overall, the
main quantitative analysis used descriptive statistics and non-parametric inferential tests. Given
the small sample, statistical significance was therefore interpreted cautiously and considered
alongside effect sizes and descriptive patterns, rather than being treated on its own as evidence

for or against a meaningful group difference.

Descriptive statistics were calculated for the pre- and post-programme IELTS scores in each
group. Baseline IELTS scores were summarised using means and standard deviations. Pre- and
post-programme scores were summarised using medians, while gain scores were reported
separately as the median of participants’ individual score changes. These summaries were
presented for the overall IELTS band score and each of the four section scores: Speaking,
Listening, Reading, and Writing. Baseline equivalence between the two groups was checked at
pre-test using Mann—-Whitney U tests, so that any initial group differences could be considered

when interpreting the post-programme results.

Within-group change from pre- to post-programme was examined using Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests, run separately for the Al-supported and teacher-led groups. Between-group differences in
gain scores, calculated as post-test score minus pre-test score, were examined using Mann—
Whitney U tests. Effect sizes were reported as matched rank-biserial correlations for Wilcoxon
signed-rank tests and rank-biserial correlations for Mann-Whitney U tests, including baseline,
gain-score, and Likert item-level comparisons. Effect sizes were reported as absolute values when
interpreting their magnitude. These were interpreted using Plonsky and Oswald’s (2014) field-
specific benchmarks for second-language research, where r = .25 is small, = .40 is medium, and

= .60 is large.
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The Likert-scale items were summarised using counts, percentages, medians, and interquartile
ranges. Between-group differences were examined item by item using Mann—Whitney U tests.
Because running nine separate tests increases the chance of at least one statistically significant
finding occurring by chance, Section 4.3.2 reports the uncorrected p-values, rank-biserial
correlations, and whether the results remained significant after applying a Holm—Bonferroni
correction. Following Plonsky’s (2013) recommendations for quantitative reporting in second-
language research, descriptive statistics, inferential test results, and effect sizes are reported
together throughout Chapter 4. The primary quantitative analyses were carried out in JASP (JASP
Team, 2026), with rank-biserial correlations calculated from the corresponding Mann—-Whitney U

statistics where required.

3.6.2 Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis focused on participants’ responses to the three open-ended exit survey
questions. Because these data consisted of short written comments rather than interview
transcripts, the analysis used a descriptive thematic categorisation. The aim was to identify the
main categories of learner experience reported by participants and to use representative
comments to help explain the quantitative results. This approach was informed by thematic
analysis but was applied in a descriptive way to fit the short survey-response format (Braun &
Clarke, 2006; Dornyei, 2007).

The open-ended responses from all 24 participants were exported from Qualtrics and compiled
into an Excel spreadsheet. The participant-facing exit survey was bilingual, and participants could
answer the open-ended questions in either Chinese or English. All 24 participants provided their
responses in Mandarin Chinese. These responses were initially translated into English using
Google Translate (Google, n.d.) and then checked and revised by the researcher against the
original Mandarin responses. Participant quotations are presented in English translation in the
findings chapter, while the original Mandarin responses were retained in the research dataset for

checking and interpretation.

The researcher read through the responses several times and grouped comments according to
their main meaning. For example, comments about pronunciation correction, answer development,
confidence, repeated practice, feedback usefulness, workload, or requests for more practice time
were grouped into separate categories. The number of comments in each category was then used
to show how commonly each issue appeared across participants’ responses. These counts were

used descriptively only; they were not treated as statistical results.

Representative quotations were selected to illustrate each category and to show how participants
described their learning experience in their own words. The qualitative analysis therefore combined

simple category counts with participant comments. This made it possible to show not only what
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patterns appeared in the open-ended responses, but also how participants explained the

usefulness and limitations of each feedback condition.

To support consistency in the qualitative categorisation, the researcher returned repeatedly to the
original responses when reviewing category boundaries and retained the original Mandarin
responses alongside the English translations for checking. Category groupings and counts were
recorded in the working spreadsheet so that analytical decisions could be revisited during the
analysis. The developing categories and interpretations were also discussed in supervision
meetings, which provided an additional opportunity to question and refine the analysis. However,
no formal member checking, independent second coding, or structured peer debriefing was

conducted.

3.6.3 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

The quantitative and qualitative findings were brought together at the interpretation stage, in line
with the convergent mixed methods design (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In this study, integration
meant reading the IELTS score changes, Likert-scale responses, and open-ended comments
together rather than treating them as three separate sets of results. This follows the view that
mixed methods integration should help develop a more complete interpretation of the research
problem, rather than simply placing quantitative and qualitative findings side by side (Fetters et al.,
2013).

The integration focused on what each data source added to the interpretation. IELTS scores
showed whether participants’ test performance changed after the programme. Likert-scale
responses showed how participants rated different aspects of the programme, such as feedback
usefulness, confidence, clarity, workload, and comfort in the online format. Open-ended comments
were then used to explain these patterns in more detail by showing what participants found helpful

or limited in each feedback condition.

By combining these findings, the study was able to move beyond a simple comparison of score
change. The integrated analysis helped identify how the Al-supported and teacher-led conditions
appeared to support speaking practice, where participants’ experiences were similar, and where

the two feedback modes seemed to offer different kinds of support.

3.7 Researcher Role

The overall study design was developed by the researcher in consultation with the supervisor, and

the researcher delivered all teaching sessions across both conditions and both cohorts.

The researcher’s professional background informed the design and delivery of the programme.
The researcher had experience teaching English in both face-to-face and online settings, as well
as direct experience with IELTS Speaking as both a teacher and a high-level test taker. This

background supported the design of IELTS-style speaking tasks, the interpretation of feedback
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quality, and the decision to keep the Al-supported condition teacher-mediated rather than fully

independent.

This dual role as both teacher and researcher required reflexive attention. The researcher was not
an outside observer, but an active participant in the learning environment being studied. To reduce
variation between conditions, the same lesson structure, task materials, session timing, and overall
teaching procedures were used across both groups and both cohorts. Using the same teacher-
researcher across all sessions also helped keep instructional voice, pacing, and classroom
management consistent. However, this did not mean that the two conditions were identical in every
interaction. Small differences in explanation, emphasis, or classroom response may have

occurred.

The researcher’s direct involvement also provided practical insight into how the two formats
operated from the teacher’s perspective. Delivering both conditions made it possible to observe
how teacher feedback and Al-supported feedback differed in classroom management, feedback
delivery, pacing, and the amount of teacher intervention required. This was relevant to the study’s
interest in the feasibility of using Al-supported feedback in structured speaking practice. These
observations were not treated as a separate data source. The researcher’s practitioner perspective
is therefore used only as contextual background for interpreting the study, especially when

discussing the classroom use of Al-supported feedback.

3.8 Ethical Considerations

Ethical approval for the study was granted by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics
Committee (AUTEC Reference 25/429) on 5 February 2026. Several aspects of the study design

were adjusted during the ethics review process to reduce possible risks to participants.

One key ethical issue concerned the relationship between the researcher and potential
participants. The original plan had allowed for the possibility of recruiting from the researcher’s
current students, but this was changed because current students might have felt implicit pressure
to participate or to remain in the study. Current students of the researcher were therefore excluded,

and recruitment was limited to learners with no existing relationship with the researcher.

Participant contact was also carefully managed. The researcher did not collect participants’ email
addresses or social media contact details. Instead, the Qualtrics study link was posted publicly on
WeChat and Xiaohongshu, and all scheduling information and session links were delivered
through the Qualtrics flow after consent. The exit survey link was shared at the end of the final
session through Tencent Meeting, with a reminder posted publicly on the same social media
platforms. Participants who wanted access to the findings were informed that a summary would be

made available through the supervisor’s website.

The use of Al also required ethical consideration. The Al-supported sessions were conducted

under active teacher supervision rather than leaving students to interact with the tool
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independently. The researcher was present throughout all Al-supported sessions, guided students
in how to use and interpret the Al output and corrected or clarified the feedback when necessary.
This meant that participants were not expected to act on Al-generated feedback without teacher

support.

Participation was voluntary, and all participants completed the consent process before joining any
sessions. Information about the study was provided through an online Participant Information
Sheet and a digital consent form, both hosted in Qualtrics under the researcher’s AUT account.
These materials were available in both English and Chinese to reduce the risk of language-related
misunderstanding. Only participants who gave electronic consent were enrolled. Participants were
informed that they could withdraw without giving a reason at any time before their data were de-

identified, and that they could skip any open-ended survey question they did not wish to answer.

The study involved limited disclosure during participation. At the consent stage, participants were
told that the programme included two practice conditions and that allocation would be random.
After allocation, each participant was informed only of their own assigned condition; details about
the activities or format of the other condition were not shared during the programme. This was
intended to reduce expectancy effects related to between-group comparison. After the final session
and completion of the exit survey, participants were debriefed about the purpose of the comparison

and the two feedback approaches used in the study.

Confidentiality was managed with the use of Study IDs. After consent, each participant was
assigned a unique Study ID through Qualtrics, which was used to label all study data and link
information across the different stages of the project. The analytic dataset used for results and
reporting did not rely on real names, and identifiable records, such as consent records, were

stored separately from the main research dataset.

Because the study was delivered in small online groups through Tencent Meeting, confidentiality
among participants was necessarily limited, as participants could see and hear one another during
class. This limitation was explained in the Participant Information Sheet. To support privacy,
participants were asked to use their Study ID in class activities, and no full names or IELTS scores
were shared during the sessions. In the Al-supported condition, participants were also instructed

not to enter unnecessary personal identifiers into the Al tool.

Research data were collected through Qualtrics and stored on secure AUT systems. Access was
limited to the researcher and the supervisor. All data were stored on AUT OneDrive/Teams, and
consent forms were stored separately. Files will be retained for six years and then permanently

deleted from AUT storage and Qualtrics.

3.9 Chapter Summary

This chapter has explained how the study was designed and conducted. The methodology was
designed to compare Al-supported and teacher-led feedback within the same structured IELTS
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Speaking programme while also examining participants’ experiences of the two feedback modes. A
convergent mixed methods design was used so that IELTS score changes, Likert-scale responses,
and open-ended comments could be interpreted together. The chapter also outlined the practical
and ethical decisions made to support a small-scale online speaking programme, including random
allocation, consistent lesson procedures, teacher mediation of Al feedback, participant
confidentiality, and the researcher’s dual role as teacher and researcher. The next chapter

presents the findings.
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Chapter Four: Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the four-week, two-cohort study comparing two forms of
online IELTS speaking feedback: an Al-supported group (n = 13) and a teacher-led group (n = 11).
It first describes the participant groups and their baseline IELTS scores, before reporting pre- to
post-test changes in IELTS performance. The chapter then presents participants’ survey responses

and open-ended comments, followed by an integration of the quantitative and qualitative findings.

As outlined in the Methodology (see Chapter Three), the analysis focused mainly on non-
parametric statistics because of the small sample size and the ordinal nature of IELTS band
scores. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were used to examine pre- to post-test changes within each
group, and Mann-Whitney U tests were used to compare gain scores between the two groups.
Descriptive statistics, survey patterns, and qualitative themes are presented together to show how

the two forms of speaking practice were experienced by participants.

4.1 Participant Overview

In total, 32 participants initially enrolled across the two cohorts. After attendance and data
screening, 24 participants completed the four-week intervention and were included in the final
analysis. As shown in Table 2, Cohort 1 included 11 valid participants, with 6 in the Al-supported
group and 5 in the teacher-led group. Cohort 2 included 13 valid participants, with 7 in the Al-
supported group and 6 in the teacher-led group. Across both cohorts, the final sample therefore

consisted of 13 participants in the Al-supported group and 11 participants in the teacher-led group.
Table 2

Cohort Composition and Size

Initially enrolled Final included Al-supported group Teacher-led group
Cohort 1 16 11 6 5
Cohort 2 16 13 7 6
Total 32 24 13 11

Note. Only those participants were included who attended the required sessions, completed the exit survey, and

provided usable pre- and post-test data.

All participants were Mandarin Chinese L1 speakers preparing for the IELTS exam. They all held a
recent official IELTS result before the intervention and planned to retest within one month after the

programme. Baseline IELTS scores were similar across the two groups, as shown in Table 3.

Mann—-Whitney U tests found no significant pre-test differences between the Al-supported and
teacher-led groups for the Overall, Speaking, Listening, Reading, or Writing scores (all p > .25).

The corresponding rank-biserial correlations ranged from r = .00 to r = .28, indicating generally
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small baseline differences between the two groups. This baseline similarity reduces the likelihood

that later group differences were due to pre-existing proficiency differences.

Table 3

Baseline IELTS Scores by Group

IELTS

score Al-supported group M (SD) Teacher-led group M (SD) U p r
Overall 6.15 (0.72) 6.05 (0.61) 79.5 .655 1
Speaking 5.73 (0.81) 5.64 (0.67) 77.0 .767 .08
Listening 6.46 (0.92) 6.05 (0.76) 91.5 .252 .28
Reading 6.46 (1.14) 6.36 (0.95) 725 976 .01
Writing 5.77 (0.56) 5.77 (0.47) 71.5 1.000 .00

Note. p values were calculated from Mann—-Whitney U tests comparing the two groups at pre-test (r = rank-biserial
correlation, reported as an absolute value. M = mean; SD = standard deviation). No comparison reached statistical
significance.

4.2 IELTS Score Changes

This section reports changes in IELTS scores from pre-test to post-test. The results are presented
in four parts: descriptive patterns of change, within-group pre-to-post-test comparisons, between-

group comparisons on gain scores, and patterns across the individual IELTS skills.

4.2.1 Descriptive Pattern of Change

Table 4 summarises the median pre-test and post-test scores for each IELTS outcome together
with the difference between the pre- and post-test medians for each group. Median scores are
emphasised because IELTS band scores move in fixed 0.5 increments and are therefore better
treated as ordinal data.

Speaking was the main focus of the intervention. The Al-supported group’s median Speaking
score increased from 6.00 to 6.50, while the teacher-led group’s median remained at 6.00. Overall
median scores were unchanged in the Al-supported group and increased from 6.00 to 6.50 in the
teacher-led group. The largest descriptive change was in Listening, where the Al-supported
group’s median increased from 6.50 to 7.00 and the teacher-led group’s median increased from
6.00 to 7.00.
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Table 4

Descriptive Summary of Pre- to Post-Test IELTS Score Changes

IELTS Al pre- Al post- Al difference in Teacher pre- Teacher post- difI:?ecnh:; in
score IELTS Mdn IELTS Mdn medians IELTS Mdn IELTS Mdn .
medians
Overall 6.50 6.50 0.00 6.00 6.50 0.50
Speaking 6.00 6.50 0.50 6.00 6.00 0.00
Listening 6.50 7.00 0.50 6.00 7.00 1.00
Reading 6.50 6.50 0.00 6.50 6.00 -0.50
Writing 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00

Note. Difference in medians = post-test group median minus pre-test group median (Mdn = median).

Figure 4 shows the individual pre- to post-test trajectories for IELTS Speaking. This figure is
included because Speaking was the targeted skill in the intervention. The figure shows that most
participants in both groups either improved or maintained their speaking score, with no clear visual

evidence that one group improved more than the other.
Figure 4

Pre- and Post-Test IELTS Speaking Scores by Group

Al-supported group Teacher- led group

409 w52

——

—— ——

7611 wlhe 199 —8—S5142076 S020862 —#—35100285 —#=5539702

Note. Each line represents one participant’s pre- to post-test speaking score. Higher scores indicate higher IELTS

Speaking performance.

4.2.2 Within-Group Comparisons

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were used to examine whether each group made statistically significant
gains from pre-test to post-test. As the data presented in Table 5 suggest, significant gains were
found in the Al-supported group for Speaking (W = 4.50, z = -2.13, p = .025, r = .80) and Overall
band score (W = 0.00, z = -2.20, p = .020, r = 1.00). No significant changes were found for
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Listening, Reading, or Writing. The Writing result showed a positive direction of change, but this
did not reach statistical significance. The effect sizes for the significant Speaking and Overall gains

were large.

In the teacher-led group, significant gains were found for Speaking (W = 0.00, z = -2.20, p = .020,
r =1.00), Listening (W = 0.00, z = -2.37, p = .021, r = 1.00), and Overall band score (W = 0.00, z =
-2.02, p = .037, r = 1.00). No significant changes were found for Reading or Writing. The effect

sizes for the significant Speaking, Listening, and Overall gains were also large.

The most important finding from the within-group tests is that both groups improved significantly in
Speaking, the skill directly targeted by the intervention, with large effect sizes in both groups. The

teacher-led group also showed a significant improvement in Listening with a large effect size.
Table 5

Within-Group Pre- to Post-Test Comparisons by Group

IELTS score AlW Al z Al p Alr Teacher W Teacherz Teacherp Teacherr

Overall 0.00 -220 .020* 1.00 0.00 -2.02 .037* 1.00
Speaking 450 -2.13 .025* 0.80 0.00 -2.20 .020* 1.00
Listening 13.00 -1.13  .276 0.42 0.00 -2.37 .021* 1.00
Reading 16.50 -0.71 .501 0.27 30.00 0.26 .824 0.09

Writing 750 -1.47 143 0.58 3.50 -1.47 129 0.67

Note. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were used to compare pre-test and post-test scores within each group (r = matched

rank biserial correlation, reported as an absolute value). *p < .05.

4.2.3 Between-Group Comparisons

The next analysis examined whether one group improved more than the other. Gain scores were
calculated by subtracting each participant’s pre-test score from their post-test score. A positive
gain score therefore indicates improvement, a score of zero indicates no change, and a negative
gain score indicates a lower post-test score. Mann—Whitney U tests were used to compare the
gain scores of the Al-supported and teacher-led groups across Overall, Speaking, Listening,

Reading, and Writing. The results are shown in Table 6 and visualised in Figure 5.

None of the between-group comparisons reached statistical significance, indicating that no
significant difference in gain scores was detected between the two conditions across the five
IELTS outcomes. For Speaking, both groups had the same median gain of 0.50 (U =77.0, p

= .744, r = .08). The corresponding rank-biserial correlation was very small, indicating that the
magnitude of the between-group difference in Speaking gain was minimal. Across the five IELTS
outcomes, absolute rank-biserial correlations ranged from r = .01 to r = .28, indicating generally

small between-group differences.
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Figure 5 provides a visual summary of the gain score distributions. The boxplots show that IELTS
Speaking gains were centred above zero in both groups, while Overall scores changed little. Some
variation was visible in the other skills. For example, the teacher-led group had a higher median
Listening gain than the Al-supported group, while the Al-supported group had a higher median
Reading gain. However, these differences were not statistically significant and should therefore be
interpreted with caution.

In short, over the four-week intervention, both groups improved in IELTS Speaking, but the
between-group analysis did not detect a significant difference in speaking gain between the Al-

supported and teacher-led groups, and the corresponding effect size was very small.

Table 6

Between-Group Comparisons on IELTS Gain Scores

Teacher median

Variable Al median gain U z p r

gain
Overall 0.00 0.00 72.0 +0.03 1.000 0.01
Speaking 0.50 0.50 77.0 +0.32 .744 0.08
Listening 0.00 0.50 515 -1.16 .245 0.28
Reading 0.50 -0.50 87.0 +0.90 .366 0.22
Writing 0.50 0.00 79.5 +0.46 .634 0.11

Note. (Gain = post-test score minus pre-test score. r = rank-biserial correlation, reported as an absolute value) No
comparison reached statistical significance.

Figure 5

IELTS Gain Scores by Skill and Group

Al Teacher —‘7
05 o d

Overall Speaking Listening Reading Writing

Note. Gain scores were calculated as post-intervention score minus pre-intervention score. Scores above zero indicate
improvement, while scores below zero indicate a decrease. Boxes show the interquartile range, the horizontal line shows

the median, and whiskers show the spread of scores.
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4.2 .4 Patterns Across Individual IELTS Skills

Across the individual IELTS skills, the clearest pattern was found for Speaking. Both groups made
significant Speaking gains, and the between-group comparison showed no significant difference in
Speaking gain. This indicates that both Al-supported and teacher-led practice were associated with

improvement in the skill directly targeted by the intervention.

Listening showed a different pattern. The teacher-led group made a significant Listening gain,
while the Al-supported group did not. Reading and Writing did not show significant change in either

group, which is consistent with the focus of the intervention on speaking practice.

4.3 Likert Survey Responses

After the intervention, participants completed a nine-item Likert-scale survey about their
experience of the speaking course. Responses were rated on a five-point scale from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The items covered perceived improvement in Speaking,
confidence, feedback usefulness, clarity about what to improve, the structure and pace of the
sessions, comfort during practice, and willingness to recommend the programme. As Likert
responses are ordinal, the results are reported using medians and the percentage of participants

who selected Agree or Strongly Agree as an indication of overall agreement with each item.

4.3.1 Agree and Strongly Agree Responses

Table 7 presents the full Likert survey items and the abbreviated labels used in Figure 6. The items

are listed in the same order as they appear in the figure.

Table 7

Likert Survey Items and Abbreviated Labels Used in Chapter 4.3

Abbreviated label in Chapter 4.3 Full Likert survey item

Recommend | would recommend this type of speaking practice to other IELTS learners.
Comfortable | felt comfortable participating in the online sessions.

Reasonable pace The pace and workload were reasonable for me.

Well-structured The practice activities were well structured and easy to follow.

Know what to improve After each session, | understood what | needed to improve.

Feedback useful The feedback | received was useful for improving my speaking.

Confidence | feel more confident speaking in IELTS-style tasks.

| became more direct and specific when expressing opinions or making
requests in English.

Express clearly The sessions helped me express my ideas more clearly in English.
Note. Participants responded to each item on a five-point Likert scale, from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree.

Direct/specific

Figure 6 uses abbreviated labels for readability.

Overall, both groups responded positively to the intervention. As shown in Figure 6 and Table 8,

the percentage of participants selecting Agree or Strongly Agree was high across most items in
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both groups. Because responses were generally positive, Figure 6 focuses on Agree and Strongly
Agree percentages rather than showing the full response distribution. This provides a clearer visual

comparison between the Al-supported and teacher-led groups.

In the Al-supported group, the highest-rated item was “Express clearly”, with 100% of participants
selecting Agree or Strongly Agree. This was followed by “Confidence”, “Feedback useful”, and
“Reasonable pace”, each at 92%. In the teacher-led group, several items received 100%
agreement, including “Express clearly”, “Direct/specific”, “Confidence”, “Feedback useful”, and

“Comfortable”.

Some differences were also visible. The Al-supported group gave higher ratings for “Reasonable
pace” (92%) than the teacher-led group (73%). The teacher-led group gave higher ratings for

“Direct/Specific”, “Feedback useful”, “Comfortable”, and “Recommend”.
Figure 6

Percentage of Participants Who Selected Agree or Strongly Agree by Category and Group

Feedback useful

Note. Percentages indicate the proportion of participants selecting 4 (Agree) or 5 (Strongly Agree) on each Likert item.

Item labels are abbreviated for readability and are defined in Table 7.

4.3.2 ltem-Level Group Comparisons

Mann—Whitney U tests were used to compare the Al-supported and teacher-led groups on each
survey item. The results are shown in Table 8. Only one item showed a statistically significant
group difference at the uncorrected .05 level, namely that the course was presented at a
“Reasonable pace” (U = 101.5, p =.040, r = .42). The Al-supported group reported higher
agreement on this item (92% Agree or Strongly Agree) than the teacher-led group (73%). The
corresponding rank-biserial correlation indicated a medium-sized difference, suggesting that Al-

supported participants may have perceived the pace and workload as more manageable.
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This result should be interpreted cautiously. Because nine item-level comparisons were conducted,
a Holm-Bonferroni correction was applied to account for multiple testing. After correction, the
difference noted for the “Reasonable pace” item no longer remained statistically significant.
Therefore, despite the medium effect size, it is treated as a tentative pattern rather than a

confirmed group difference.

No statistically significant differences were found for the other eight items. Across the nine items,
absolute rank-biserial correlations ranged from r = .00 to r = .42, with “Reasonable pace” showing
the largest effect. Overall, the Likert responses suggest that participants in both groups reported
similar experiences of the speaking practice and that these experiences were broadly positive. The
possible difference in perceived pace is examined further in the open-ended responses in Section
44,

Table 8

Likert Survey Responses by Group

Item Al Mdn Al Agree% Teacher Mdn Teacher Agree% U p r
Recommend 4 69% 4 82% 67.0 .805 .06
Comfortable 4 85% 4 100% 66.0 .735 .08

Reasonable pace 4 92% 4 73% 101.5 .040* 42
Well-structured 4 85% 5 82% 540 285 .24
Know what to improve 4 85% 4 73% 795 636 .11
Feedback useful 4 92% 5 100% 520 .210 .27
Confidence 5 92% 4 100% 80.0 .597 .12
Direct/specific 4 85% 4 100% 715 1.000 .00
Express clearly 5 100% 4 100% 83.0 .461 .16

Note. Mdn = median rating. Agree% = percentage of participants selecting 4 (Agree) or 5 (Strongly Agree). p values are
from Mann-Whitney U tests comparing the two groups. r = rank-biserial correlation, reported as an absolute value. p

< .05 before correction for multiple comparisons; this result did not remain significant after Holm—Bonferroni correction.

4.4 Open-Ended Responses

The post-intervention survey also included three open-ended questions: (1) “What was the most
helpful part of the study for your speaking?” (2) “What could be improved?”, and (3) “Any other
comments?”. All participants responded in Mandarin Chinese, their first language. The responses
were initially translated into English using Google Translate and then checked and revised by the

researcher against the original Mandarin responses, which were retained for reference. All 24
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participants answered the first question, 19 answered the second question, and 7 answered the

third question.

The responses were analysed using descriptive thematic categorisation informed by Braun and
Clarke (2006), as described in Section 3.6.2. The analysis identified eight themes: four shared
themes across both groups, two themes distinctive to the Al-supported group, and two themes
distinctive to the teacher-led group. Table 9 summarises the themes and the number of participants
whose responses contributed to each theme. This section describes these themes and illustrates

them using quotes from the exit surveys.
Table 9

Themes Identified in the Open-Ended Responses

Theme Al-supported group Teacher-led group
(n=13) (n=11)

Shared themes

Growing confidence in speaking English 4 5
Pronunciation correction as a valued component 2 4
Wish for more practice time 6 6
Movement toward more direct and detailed speaking 7 3
Al-supported group distinctive themes

Al as a novel and engaging classroom element 5 0
Interest in self-directed and cross-skill Al use 3 0
Teacher-led group distinctive themes

Value of live human interaction and peer presence 0 3
Concerns about class pace 0 2

Note. Counts indicate the number of participants whose responses contributed to each theme. One participant could

contribute to more than one theme.

4.4 1 Shared Themes

Four themes appeared across both groups. These shared themes show that several aspects of the

speaking-practice experience were similar regardless of feedback source.
Theme 1: Growing Confidence in Speaking English

A widely shared experience across both groups was an increased sense of confidence in using
English in spoken contexts. Participants in both conditions described this as the most helpful

outcome of the intervention.

The following quotes from the qualitative survey answers illustrate this sense of improvement.

"| feel more confident when | speak English."
(Participant S446409, Al group)
"My mispronunciations were corrected, and | can now speak English with confidence."
(Participant S263614, Al group)
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"| feel more confident when speaking English."

"My confidence in speaking English has improved, and | liked the classroom interaction."

(Participant S138020, Teacher group)

(Participant S100285, Teacher group)

Theme 2: Pronunciation Correction as a Valued Component

In both groups, several participants singled out pronunciation correction as one of the most useful

elements of the practice. In the Teacher group, this was the most frequently named helpful feature;

in the Al group, it was mentioned alongside requests for "stricter" correction.

The following comments illustrate how participants described this improvement in their own words.

"My mispronunciations were corrected, and | can now speak English with confidence."
" More rigorous correction of mispronunciations."

"After my pronunciation was corrected, it became more standard, and | am now able to
express myself more confidently in English."

"The pronunciation correction was very useful.”

(Participant S263614, Al group)

(Participant S752268, Al group)

(Participant S386722, Teacher group)

(Participant S142076, Teacher group)

Theme 3: Wish for More Practice Time

When asked what could be improved, the most consistent response in both groups was a request

for more practice time, higher class frequency, longer sessions, or one-on-one practice

opportunities. This was the dominant suggestion across both conditions.

This theme can be exemplified by the following excerpts from the participants’ feedback.

"The frequency of classes is not high enough."

"The frequency of lessons could be higher, and | would also like to see one-on-one
lessons with more practice time."

"There is not enough time for speaking practice; the lesson could be extended by one
hour.”

"The current course time is limited. Extending it would give more time for teachers and
students to communicate, which would make the learning more effective.”

(Participant S102629, Al group)

(Participant S446409, Al group)

(Participant S138020, Teacher group)

(Participant S861319, Teacher group)

Theme 4: Movement Toward More Direct, Detailed Speaking

Participants in both groups described a shift in how they constructed their spoken responses: away

from short, surface-level answers and toward more elaborated, more direct expressions. The two
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groups expressed this shift in subtly different ways: Al participants more often described learning

to "add details" or "expand answers"; Teacher participants more often described speaking "more

directly” or moving away from templates.

The following quotes represent a selection of responses that were coded into this theme.

"My score improved. | learned how to give details and not just very short answers."

my answers, and | no longer feel | have nothing to say."

"This was the first time | learned the concept of low-context and high-context. When |
speak English now, | know how to unfold my answers."

"I can express myself more directly now."

"It helped me learn how to express what | want to say more directly, rather than going
around or blindly memorising templates, which had not been giving me good scores."

"My pronunciation and fluency improved, and | express my meaning more directly than
before."”

(Participant S526258, Al group)
"I have built the habit of saying more details when | speak English. | know how to expand

(Participant S667611, Al group)

(Participant S774516, Al group)

(Participant S393705, Teacher group)

(Participant S861319, Teacher group)

(Participant S539702, Teacher group)

4.4.2 Al-Supported Group: Distinctive Themes

Two themes appeared only in the Al-supported group. These themes relate to participants’

experience of Al as a classroom tool and their interest in using Al.

Theme 5: Al as a Novel and Engaging Classroom Element

A theme unique to the Al group was the perceived novelty and enjoyment of having Al integrated

into the classroom. Several participants described the Al-supported sessions as more interesting

or fresher than their previous experience of English classes, and one participant noted a shift in

the teacher-student dynamic, framing the Al as something that made the relationship feel more

collaborative rather than evaluative.

The following quotes from the survey serve to illustrate this theme.

were no longer on opposite sides.”

I found it quite interesting."

made it feel a bit fresher than ordinary classes."

"My speaking score improved a lot. My fluency improved this time, and | spoke with more
detail. The addition of Al made the class very interesting — it felt like the teacher and we

(Participant S767150, Al group)
"Using Al in class felt very novel. ... It was my first time experiencing Al used in class, and

(Participant S667611, Al group)
"l learned how to tell a story. The exercises in class were interesting, and having Al added

(Participant S987525, Al group)
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Theme 6: Interest in Self-Directed and Cross-Skill Al Use

A second Al-distinctive theme reflected participants' curiosity about extending Al use beyond the
classroom. Some asked for guidance on using Al for independent practice and raised questions
about how to judge the reliability of Al-generated feedback. Others noted that skills they learned

for speaking transferred to writing and asked whether Al could support other IELTS components.

Representative quotes:

"l hope the teacher can guide us on how to use Al to practise English independently, and
how to judge whether the feedback Al gives is correct."”

(Participant S916145, Al group)
"Apart from speaking, can other subjects also be improved with Al?"

(Participant S916145, Al group)
"I found that what | learned for speaking could also be used for writing. | am glad that my
writing score also improved.”

(Participant S987525, Al group)
"It would be even better if both the teacher's comments and the Al's comments could be
obtained."

(Participant S667611, Al group)

4.4.3 Teacher-Led Group: Distinctive Themes

Two themes appeared only in the teacher-led group. These themes relate to the value of human

interaction and the pace of the sessions.
Theme 7: Value of live human interaction and peer presence

A theme unique to the Teacher group was the value placed on live human interaction—both with
the teacher and with peers. Participants described peer presence as motivating and identified in-
class communication with the teacher as a key part of effective learning. This theme did not appear

in the Al group's responses.

The following quotes from the survey responses serve to illustrate this theme.

"The classroom interaction was very good. Having other students there gave me the
motivation to participate in the practice."

(Participant S215099, Teacher group)
"My confidence in speaking English has improved, and | liked the classroom interaction."

(Participant S100285, Teacher group)
"Extending the course time would increase the time for teacher—student communication
and feedback, which would make the learning more effective.”

(Participant S861319, Teacher group)

Theme 8: Concerns About Class Pace

A small but consistent theme in the Teacher group was that the pace of the classes felt too fast.
This theme echoes the Likert finding reported in Section 4.3.2, where Teacher participants gave

lower ratings to "Reasonable pace" than Al participants. None of the Al participants raised pace as
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a concern in the open responses, although one mentioned a desire for a slower one-on-one

option.

Only two participants commented on this issue. Their quotes are presented below:

"[Improvement] The pace of the class could be a little slower."

(Participant S481521, Teacher group)
"[Improvement] The pace could be a little slower."

(Participant S215099, Teacher group)

The open-ended responses show both overlap and contrast between the two groups. Both groups
reported increased confidence, valued pronunciation correction, wanted more practice time, and
described movement toward more direct and detailed speaking. At the same time, Al-supported
participants highlighted the novelty of Al and its possible use for independent learning, while
teacher-led participants emphasised live interaction, peer presence, and concerns about pace.
These qualitative patterns are integrated with the IELTS score results and Likert survey findings in

the next section.

4.5 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

This section brings together the three sources of data: IELTS score changes, Likert survey
responses, and open-ended responses. The purpose is to show how the quantitative and
qualitative findings relate to each other in addressing the research questions, with particular
attention to how Al-supported and teacher-led feedback compare in supporting IELTS Speaking
development and how learners experienced the two feedback modes. The analysis identified four

main patterns, which are summarised in
Table 10.

Table 10

Integrated Evidence Across IELTS Scores, Survey Responses, and Open-Ended Responses

Integrated finding IELTS score evidence Likert survey evidence Open-ended response evidence
Speaking Mdn gain: Al +0.50;
Comparable IELTS Teacher +0.50. Al p = .025; Most items: n.s. Both groups: confidence; clearer and
Speaking gains Teacher p = .020; between-group  between groups more developed responses
n.s.

High agreement: clearer
expression;
direct/specific English

Al rated pace higher;

More direct and Speaking: significant gain in both
detailed speaking groups

Al: expansion and details.
Teacher: directness; fewer templates

Possible pacing Teacher: 2 requested slower pace.

. Not measured not significant after .
difference correction Al: 0 pace concerns
. Listening: L P .
Possible value of Teacher Mdn +0.50, p = .021: Not measured Teacher: interaction; peer presence;

live interaction real-time explanation

Al Mdn 0.00, p = .276

Note. The table summarises how the main integrated findings were supported across the three data sources. Al = Al-

supported group; Teacher = teacher-led group; Mdn = median; n.s. = not significant.
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The strongest point of convergence was that both the quantitative and qualitative findings pointed
to improvement across the two conditions. The IELTS results showed gains in learners’ speaking
scores in both the Al-supported and teacher-led groups, while the survey and open-ended
responses indicated generally positive learner experiences, including increased confidence and
clearer spoken expression. Together, these findings suggest that both conditions supported

learners’ speaking practice during the four-week intervention.

The second integrated finding concerns the nature of the speaking improvement. Both groups
reported becoming clearer, more specific, and more detailed in their spoken responses. This was
visible in the Likert survey, where both groups gave high ratings for expressing ideas more clearly
and using more specific expressions. The open-ended responses added more detail. Al-supported
participants often described learning to add details and expand their answers, while teacher-led
participants more often described expressing meaning directly and moving away from memorised
templates. These descriptions are closely related to the study’s focus on helping learners develop

more explicit and sufficiently detailed spoken communication for IELTS.

The third integrated finding concerns the different affordances of the two formats. The Al-supported
group rated “Reasonable pace” more positively than the teacher-led group, although this difference
did not remain significant after correction for multiple comparisons. The open-ended responses
showed a similar pattern: two teacher-led participants asked for a slower pace, while no Al-
supported participant identified pace as a concern. This may point to a possible pacing difference

between the two conditions, which is discussed in more detail in Chapter Five and Six.

The teacher-led group also showed a distinctive pattern. It was the only group to make a
significant Listening gain, and teacher-led participants described live classroom interaction as
valuable. However, the between-group comparison of Listening gain scores was not statistically
significant, so these findings do not establish a greater Listening benefit from teacher-led practice.
This pattern may partly relate to incidental listening exposure through teacher instructions, follow-
up questions, and peer responses. However, outside IELTS preparation, test-day variation,
individual differences, or chance variation within the small sample may also have contributed. This
was not the primary target of the intervention, but it appears to be an important feature of the

teacher-led experience.

Overall, the integrated findings suggest that Al-supported and teacher-led practice were
associated with broadly comparable |IELTS Speaking development in this study. At the same time,
the two formats offered different learning conditions. Al-supported participants perceived the pace
as more manageable, while teacher-led participants valued live interaction and peer presence.

These findings are discussed further in Chapter Five.
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4.6 Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the findings of a four-week mixed methods study comparing Al-supported
and teacher-led IELTS speaking practice for Mandarin Chinese L1 learners. The results showed
that both groups made significant gains in IELTS Speaking, with no significant between-group

difference in Speaking gain scores.

The survey and open-ended responses supported this pattern. Participants in both groups
reported positive experiences, including greater confidence, clearer expression, and movement
toward more direct and detailed speaking. These findings relate to the study’s focus on developing

more explicit spoken communication.

The two formats also showed different affordances. Al-supported practice appeared to offer a more
manageable pace for some learners and encouraged interest in independent Al use. The teacher-
led group also showed a significant Listening gain. This pattern may partly relate to the live teacher
input, peer responses, and additional listening exposure available in the teacher-led sessions.
However, outside IELTS preparation, test-day variation, and individual differences may also have

contributed to the result.

The findings suggest that the participants’ IELTS Speaking scores of both groups improved after
completing the course, with no significant difference detected between the two conditions.
Learners’ survey and open-ended responses were generally positive in both groups, although the
two feedback modes appeared to support speaking practice in different ways. The implications,

limitations, and future directions are discussed in Chapter Five.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

This chapter discusses the findings in relation to the research questions and the literature
reviewed in Chapter 2. It focuses on what the comparison between Al-supported and teacher-led
IELTS speaking practice suggests, how the quantitative and qualitative findings relate to each

other, and how the findings should be read within the limits of a small-scale study.

The discussion is organised around six sections. Section 5.1 considers the speaking gains and the
role of repeated practice, while Section 5.2 discusses the convergence between the score data,
survey responses, and open-ended comments. The chapter then examines the divergence
between the two feedback modes in Section 5.3, focusing on the different affordances of Al-
supported and teacher-led practice, followed by a consideration of the pedagogical implications in
Section 5.4. The chapter closes with a discussion of the limitations of the current study and

suggestions for future research in Section 5.5 and a summary in Section 5.6.

5.1 Speaking Gains, Repetition, and Feedback Source

The main quantitative finding was that both groups showed significant within-group gains in IELTS
Speaking. Based on the pre-test and post-test data collected from the participants, the Al-
supported and teacher-led groups made similar median gains in Speaking. The between-group
comparison did not detect a significant difference in speaking gain between the two groups. This
suggests that both feedback modes were associated with speaking improvement in this small-
scale study. However, it does not necessarily show that the two feedback modes were equivalent
or that one mode was better than the other. The absence of a significant between-group difference
can be interpreted in several ways. The observed effect size for Speaking gain was small (r = .08),
but the sample of 24 participants also limited the study’s statistical power to detect modest group
differences. The four-week intervention may also have been too short for differences between
feedback modes to translate into detectable increases in IELTS Speaking scores. In addition, the
shared practice cycle and the teacher-guided nature of the Al-supported condition may have
reduced the contrast between the two groups. The null result should therefore be interpreted

cautiously and not as evidence that the two feedback modes were equivalent.

Nevertheless, a median gain of 0.5 band in IELTS Speaking over the four-week intervention is still
notable, given the demands of the test. To improve, learners need to work on several aspects of
spoken performance at the same time, including idea organisation, vocabulary retrieval,
grammatical control, pronunciation, and real-time fluency (Goh & Burns, 2012; Kormos, 2006).
They also need to respond to the IELTS Speaking criteria, which assess fluency and coherence,
lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy, and pronunciation (IELTS, 2025a). A gain in

Speaking score therefore suggests meaningful development in a complex performance skill, where
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improvement requires learners to coordinate several aspects of spoken language at the same

time.

The shared practice cycle provides an important context for interpreting this result. Both groups
practised |IELTS-style speaking tasks, received feedback, revised their responses, and made
second attempts. The teacher-led group received direct teacher feedback, while the Al-supported
group received Al-generated feedback within a teacher-guided routine. In other words, even
though the feedback source differed, both conditions gave learners opportunities to act on
feedback. This may help explain why both groups improved. Thus, considering the Speaking gains
made by both groups, the results suggest that feedback was useful when it was connected to

repeated practice and revision.

This explanation is consistent with research on feedback, noticing, interaction, and task repetition.
Learners may benefit when feedback helps them notice a gap and when they have opportunities to
modify their output and perform the task again (Bygate, 2001; Li & Vuono, 2019; Long, 1996;
Lyster et al., 2013; Schmidt, 1990). In the present study, both groups had access to this cycle of
production, feedback, revision, and repeated performance. The shared structure of the programme

therefore needs to be considered alongside the two feedback sources.

The Al-supported condition also needs to be defined carefully. Learners did not simply use the
generative Al chatbot Doubao on their own. The teacher designed the programme, developed the
Al feedback prompt, controlled the timing, and guided learners through the Al-supported sessions.
The Al tool provided feedback, but the learning routine remained teacher guided. For this reason,
the findings need to be understood as evidence about guided Al-supported speaking practice

within a structured programme, rather than independent chatbot use.

This aligns with recent research on generative Al in language learning. Kohnke et al. (2023)
argued that ChatGPT and related tools can offer useful affordances for language teaching and
learning, but they also require digital competence and careful use. Yang and Li (2024)’s review
also showed that the value of generative Al depends on task design, learning objectives, and
appropriate integration. The present study supports this view. Al appeared useful when it was
embedded in a clear pedagogical routine, rather than treated as a stand-alone replacement for

teacher feedback.

This explanation helps position the present findings in relation to recent Al-supported speaking
studies. Some studies have reported that Al-mediated or chatbot-based practice can support
speaking performance, willingness to communicate, and speaker confidence as well as help
alleviate anxiety (Du & Daniel, 2024; Fathi et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024). The present study
partly supports these findings because the Al-supported group showed significant within-group
gains in IELTS Speaking. However, since the between-group comparison did not show that the Al-

supported group improved significantly more than the teacher-led group, the findings suggest that
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Al-supported speaking practice did not provide an advantage over teacher-led feedback in this

small-scale study.

5.2 Mixed Methods Convergence: Speaking Scores and Learner
Development

The quantitative and qualitative findings converged on the same broad pattern. Both groups made
significant within-group gains in IELTS Speaking, and learners in both groups reported positive
changes in their speaking experience. The survey and open-ended responses point to an increase
in confidence, clearer expression, and more developed spoken responses. These qualitative

findings help explain what the score gains meant from the learners’ perspective.

Confidence was one of the clearest shared themes. Participants from both groups reported feeling
more confident when speaking English after the programme. For example, one Al-supported
participant wrote, “| feel more confident when | speak English” (Participant S446409), while a
teacher-led participant similarly reported, “My confidence in speaking English has improved, and |
liked the classroom interaction” (Participant S100285). These comments suggest that gains in

confidence were not limited to one feedback mode.

Another key aspect of learners’ speaking development is their ability and willingness to use that
knowledge in real time. Research on willingness to communicate and speaking anxiety shows that
confidence, classroom environment, anxiety, and perceived competence can affect whether
learners participate in spoken English practice (Bai, 2023; Chen, 2024; Lin et al., 2025; Peng,
2012). Although this study did not directly measure anxiety or willingness to communicate, the
learner comments suggest that confidence was an important part of their reported speaking

development.

The programme structure may help explain this confidence gain. Learners knew that each
speaking task would be followed by feedback and a second attempt. The practice routine was
therefore predictable. Instead of giving one answer and moving on, learners had the chance to
notice problems, revise their response, and try again. This process may have made IELTS-style
speaking feel more manageable. The study did not directly measure anxiety, so no claim can be
made about anxiety reduction. However, the confidence reported by both groups suggests that
structured speaking practice helped learners feel more able to participate in IELTS-style speaking

tasks.

A second point of convergence was participants’ perception that their speaking had become
clearer and more developed after the programme. When describing the gains they had
experienced in the exit survey, Al-supported participants most frequently mentioned that they had
learned to add details, expand their answers, and avoid very short responses. Participants from

the teacher-led group more often commented that they had learned to speak more directly and
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move away from memorised templates. Although the two groups emphasised different aspects of
learning, these comments suggest a shared sense that their speaking had become clearer and
better structured following the programme. More generally, the comments suggest that learners
had developed a better awareness of how IELTS Speaking responses need to be presented and

structured, and how they could improve their own responses.

The participant comments make this shift more concrete. One Al-supported participant wrote, “|
have built the habit of saying more details when | speak English. | know how to expand my
answers, and | no longer feel | have nothing to say” (Participant S667611). In the teacher-led
group, one participant explained that the programme helped them “express what | want to say
more directly, rather than going around or blindly memorising templates” (Participant S861319). In
this comment, speaking more directly appeared to mean expressing ideas more clearly, with less
reliance on indirect wording or memorised answer templates. These comments show that even
though the two groups did not describe improvement in exactly the same way, both moved toward

clearer and more purposeful spoken responses.

This point connects to the study’s use of the high-context and low-context framework. The
framework informed the Al prompt design, especially the focus on helping learners make their
ideas clearer, more direct, and more fully developed in line with IELTS Speaking requirements. In
practice, this meant encouraging learners to move from short or implicit answers toward responses
with clearer explanations, reasons, and examples. This focus is consistent with the IELTS
Speaking criteria (IELTS, 2025a).

A further shared theme was the wish for more practice time. Participants in both groups asked for
more opportunities to speak, longer sessions, higher class frequency, or more one-on-one
practice. One Al-supported participant suggested that “the frequency of lessons could be higher”
and asked for “one-on-one lessons with more practice time” (Participant S446409). A teacher-led
participant similarly commented that “there is not enough time for speaking practice” and
suggested that the lesson could be extended (Participant S138020). These comments point to a
central problem in speaking instruction: learners often need more supported speaking time than a

short group course can provide.

The desire for additional practice strengthens the pedagogical argument for Al-supported work.
Teachers cannot provide unlimited individual speaking turns and detailed feedback in group
settings. Al does not solve this problem completely, but it can extend opportunities for rehearsal
and revision outside limited class time. Its value may therefore be strongest where the main

bottleneck is the amount of individual practice available to learners.

The survey results support these qualitative patterns. Both groups gave high ratings to their
perceived ability to express ideas more clearly in English, confidence when speaking in IELTS-
style tasks, the usefulness of feedback, and the structure of the programme. Most item-level

comparisons did not show significant between-group differences, so the survey data should not be
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used to claim that one condition was clearly better. Instead, the item-level comparisons are more

useful as evidence of a broadly positive learner experience across both conditions.

Overall, the convergent findings show shared benefits rather than a single winning feedback mode.
The quantitative results show that speaking scores changed, and the qualitative findings explain
what learners felt they gained from the process. Together, the two strands suggest that structured
IELTS speaking practice, feedback, and opportunities to revise responses were useful in both

conditions.

5.3 Mixed Methods Divergence: Different Affordances of Al and
Teacher Feedback

Alongside this convergence, the findings also showed divergence. Thus, while both formats were
associated with positive speaking-practice outcomes, they appeared to offer different kinds of
support. Al-supported practice was more closely associated with answer expansion, alternative
expressions, novelty, repeated practice, and a more manageable pace. Teacher-led practice was
more closely associated with pronunciation correction and real-time diagnosis. The contrast
suggests that the two feedback modes should not be understood simply as better or worse
versions of the same support. Instead, the data suggest that participants perceived different

affordances in the two feedback modes.

One of the clearest perceived affordances of Al-supported feedback was support for response
development. In IELTS speaking practice, learners may have ideas but still need support with
expanding their responses, choosing suitable wording, and expressing the same idea in different
ways. Al can quickly generate several ways to express the same idea, which gives learners
options for expanding and refining their responses. They can compare wording, choose
expressions that fit their own level, and build a more usable expression bank. Participants
appeared to find Al feedback useful for response development because it could quickly provide

additional content, examples, and alternative wording in a single response.

The open-ended comments from the Al-supported group support this interpretation. Learners
described adding details, expanding answers, and learning how to say more. One participant
wrote, “My score improved. | learned how to give details and not just very short answers”
(Participant S526258). Another participant connected this directly to the study’s communication
focus: “This was the first time | learned the concept of low-context and high-context. When | speak
English now, | know how to unfold my answers” (Participant S774516). These comments suggest
that participants perceived Al feedback as helpful in showing how a short answer could be

developed into a fuller response.

Rather than using this result to make a broad claim that Al improves speaking, it is more useful to

link it to the specific affordances of generative Al. Previous literature has suggested that generative
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Al can provide immediate responses, reformulations, explanations, and repeated opportunities for
practice (Kohnke et al., 2023; Law, 2024). The present findings add a more specific classroom-
based observation: in this IELTS Speaking programme, Al feedback seemed especially useful for
helping learners expand short responses and access alternative expressions. However, this does
not mean that Al feedback was superior to teacher feedback overall. Its strength appeared to lie

mainly in content development and wording support.

One reason for this pattern is that Al is well suited to language-generation tasks such as
reformulating, extending, and rephrasing learner responses. A short or vague spoken response
can be turned into a fuller answer or expressed in several alternative ways. The learner can then
compare these options and decide which expressions to use in their own speaking. Teacher
feedback can also provide reformulations, but in a live group session it is difficult for one teacher to
generate multiple individualised wording options for every learner. Al may therefore be particularly

useful when learners need fast, repeated support with expression building.

From a noticing perspective, Al-generated reformulations may have helped learners see the gap
between a short or vague answer and a more developed IELTS-style response. The feedback
would have also highlighted possible expansions on the topic. This point also connects back to the
high-context and low-context framework by Hall (1976) discussed in Chapter 2. In this study, the
framework informed the Al prompt design by encouraging feedback that made learners’ ideas
more explicit and developed. For example, when a learner gave a short answer, Al feedback could
show how the answer might be expanded by adding a reason, an example, or a clearer
explanation. In this way, Al feedback helped learners see how an implicit or underdeveloped

response could be turned into a fuller IELTS-style answer.

The findings also suggest that the two feedback modes may have supported more explicit spoken
communication in different ways. Participants in the Al-supported group often described learning to
expand short answers, add details, and make their ideas more developed. Teacher-led participants
more often referred to expressing meaning more directly and moving away from memorised
templates. Viewed through the high-context and low-context framework, these patterns suggest
that Al-supported feedback may have helped learners make implicit ideas more explicit through
expansion and elaboration, while teacher-led feedback may have supported more direct
expression through immediate clarification and live feedback. These interpretations should be

treated cautiously, as the study did not directly measure changes in communication style.

The teacher-led group identified a different pattern of strength. Teacher-led participants more often
highlighted pronunciation correction, live explanation, and real-time identification of problems. In
their exit surveys, one teacher-led participant noted that “the pronunciation correction was very
useful” (Participant S142076), while another reported that after pronunciation correction, their
speech became “more standard” and they were able to express themselves more confidently

(Participant S386722). These comments point to a form of feedback that depends on live listening
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and immediate human judgement. In a live speaking class, the teacher can notice whether a
learner’s answer is unclear, whether a pronunciation issue affects understanding, or whether the
learner is relying too heavily on memorised templates. The teacher can then adjust the feedback

immediately.

Overall, teacher feedback was more closely aligned with interactional feedback in real time. The
teacher could interrupt, clarify, give pronunciation feedback, or respond to learners’ pausing and
hesitation as they occurred. In this sense, both modes appeared to support noticing and answer
revision, but they did so through different routes. IELTS Speaking is not only about what learners
say, but also about how they say it. A teacher can respond to hesitation, pronunciation, intonation,
rhythm, repair, and uncertainty as they occur. These features are difficult for a general-purpose
chatbot to diagnose fully, especially when the tool is not designed as a specialised pronunciation or

fluency assessment system.

Another perceived benefit highlighted by participants was feeling less pressured or nervous when
using the Al tool than when speaking directly to a teacher. Students found it intriguing to use new
technology for their speaking development. One participant wrote that “the addition of Al made the
class very interesting” and that it “felt like the teacher and we were no longer on opposite sides”
(Participant S767150). The comment suggests that participants may have experienced feedback
differently when Al was involved. Instead of receiving all correction directly from the teacher,
learners worked with the teacher to interpret Al-generated feedback. Feedback may therefore have

felt less judgemental and personal.

The possible pacing difference should not be interpreted as a difference in actual lesson time. Both
groups followed the same session length and practice cycle. Rather, it refers to learners’ perceived
experience of the lesson pace. This point comes from the survey item on whether the pace of the
lessons was reasonable, where the Al-supported group gave slightly more positive ratings, and
from the open-ended comments, where some teacher-led participants requested more time or a
slower pace. This suggests that the Al-supported format may have felt more manageable for some
learners, although the study did not directly measure cognitive load, anxiety, or time perception.
Research on human-chatbot interaction suggests that response time and interaction design can
shape users’ perceived latency and overall experience (Abbas et al., 2021; Gnewuch et al., 2022).
In this study, the written, structured format of Al-generated feedback may have allowed learners to
reread suggestions while reviewing their responses. This may have influenced their perceptions of
the lesson pace, although both groups practised publicly in the main meeting room. Although the
study did not directly measure anxiety, cognitive load, or time perception, this may help explain

why the Al-supported pace was experienced as more manageable.

Teacher-led feedback in turn offered peer presence and interpersonal interaction. Some teacher-
led participants valued listening to others, speaking in front of classmates, and receiving feedback

from a real teacher. One participant wrote, “The classroom interaction was very good. Having other
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students there gave me the motivation to participate in the practice” (Participant S215099). The
social dimension also matters because speaking development is not only an individual process.
Learners need opportunities to speak to real listeners, respond to clarification, and manage the
pressure of live communication. The teacher-led condition appeared to provide this interactional

dimension more strongly.

The divergence between the two feedback modes can therefore be understood as a difference in
pedagogical function. Al-supported feedback was perceived as particularly useful for repeated
support with expansion, wording, and alternative expressions. Teacher-led feedback was more
often valued for pronunciation, fluency, live diagnosis, and interpersonal interaction. For IELTS
Speaking preparation, both forms of support are useful. Al can help learners develop what they
want to say, while teacher feedback can help them understand how their spoken performance is

heard and evaluated in real time.

The findings therefore support a complementary interpretation. Al-supported and teacher-led
feedback did not simply differ in delivery format; they directed learners’ attention to different
aspects of speaking. Al made expansion and alternative wording more available. Teacher feedback
made pronunciation, fluency, and interactional problems more visible. From a feedback-processing
perspective, this complementarity may reflect different ways of supporting noticing and revision. Al-
generated feedback may make lexical choices, answer development, and alternative formulations
more visible through repeated written reformulation, while teacher feedback may draw attention
more immediately to pronunciation, fluency, and interactional problems as they occur in live
speech. Both modes may therefore support noticing and subsequent revision, but through
somewhat different feedback-processing routes. This suggests that Al feedback may be most
useful when it is used to extend teacher-led instruction, rather than as a replacement for teacher

judgement.

5.4 Pedagogical Implications

The findings suggest that guided Al-supported practice may be useful as a complement to teacher-
led IELTS Speaking instruction. The strongest implication is not that Al should replace teachers.
Instead, Al may extend the amount and type of practice available to learners. In this study, its
clearest value was in answer expansion, alternative expressions, repeated practice, and post-
feedback revision. These are areas where learners often need frequent individualised support, but

where teacher time is limited.

The implication is especially relevant for EFL speaking contexts, where learners may have limited
opportunities to use English in everyday life outside the classroom. In group classes, teachers

cannot listen to every learner repeatedly, provide detailed feedback on every response, and allow
each learner to practise again as often as needed. Al can help address this practical constraint by

giving learners additional opportunities to rehearse, revise, and consolidate speaking responses
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outside the limited class time. Used carefully, it may help learners prepare more developed

answers before class and continue practising after class.

Because the Al-supported condition in this study was guided and teacher-informed, the
pedagogical implications should be understood in relation to structured Al-supported practice
rather than independent Al use. In other words, the findings suggest the value of Al when it is used
within a clear learning routine, with teacher support for task design, prompt use, and feedback
interpretation. The introduction of Al supported practice would require teachers to show learners
how to write useful prompts, judge feedback accuracy, select appropriate expressions, and adapt
Al suggestions into their own voice. Learners would also need to understand the limits of Al
feedback, especially for pronunciation, fluency, and live communicative performance. It would be
important for teachers to emphasise to learners that Al should only be used as a practice tool and

that not every Al suggestion should be accepted as correct.

These complementary affordances suggest a reason to explore hybrid models. Although the
present study did not test a hybrid condition, future research could examine a teacher-informed
model that combines Al-supported rehearsal and response development with teacher feedback on

pronunciation, fluency, interaction, and judgement.

One possible classroom model could use Al before, during, and after class. Before class, learners
could use Al for rehearsal and idea development. They could practise a response, ask Al for
alternative wording, and bring revised answers to class. During class, teachers could focus on
areas where human feedback is especially important, such as pronunciation, fluency, coherence,
exam relevance, and real-time clarification. After class, learners could use Al again to consolidate
expressions and practise similar questions at their own pace. This would help address the problem
of limited teacher time, because learners could continue speaking practice outside class without

waiting for individual teacher feedback.

Al could also support teachers’ post-class feedback work. For example, teachers could use Al to
organise lesson notes, summarise common problems, and prepare short individual feedback
reports for learners. These reports could remind learners of their main issues, useful expressions,
and suggested practice tasks after class. This may reduce the need for learners to take detailed
notes during the lesson and allow them to focus more on listening, speaking, and participating in
the class. In this model, Al would be used to support repetition, language expansion, and post-
class consolidation, while the teacher remains responsible for judgement, correction, interaction,

and feedback quality.

Al should also be positioned carefully in relation to assessment. Doubao was used as a feedback
and practice tool in this study, not as a validated IELTS scoring system. Learners may benefit from
Al suggestions on content and wording, but they still need teachers or trained assessors to help
them understand IELTS performance standards. Al can support preparation, but it should not be

treated as an official substitute for IELTS assessment or expert teacher judgement.
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More broadly, these findings contribute to ongoing discussions about the role of Al in technology-
enhanced education. Rather than reducing the importance of teachers, the results suggest a
possible shift in the teacher’s role towards designing learning tasks, guiding the use of Al,
evaluating feedback quality, and providing forms of support that automated systems may not
provide reliably. This may be particularly relevant in high-stakes test preparation, where learners
need frequent practice but also require expert judgement about performance standards. In this
context, Al may extend access to practice and feedback, while human expertise remains important

for interpreting performance and maintaining feedback quality.

Overall, the pedagogical implication is that Al-supported practice is most useful when it is
structured, guided, and connected to clear learning goals. Al can increase opportunities for
rehearsal and response development, while teachers remain central to feedback quality,
pronunciation support, interaction, and critical evaluation. This suggests that Al-supported practice
may be most useful as an extension of teacher-led speaking instruction, rather than as a separate

or unguided form of practice.

5.5 Limitations and Future Research

The main limitation of this study was the small sample size. The final sample included 24
participants, with 13 in the Al-supported group and 11 in the teacher-led group. This limited the
statistical power of the between-group comparisons and means that the quantitative findings
should be treated as indicative rather than conclusive. While the study suggests clear trends in
terms of how Al-supported feedback compares to teacher-led feedback in the context of an IELTS

speaking course, a larger scale study is needed to confirm these findings.

Participant attrition also limits the interpretation of the findings. Of the 32 participants initially
enrolled, 24 met the attendance and data requirements for inclusion in the final analysis. The
findings therefore reflect participants who met these requirements and may not represent the
experiences or outcomes of all those initially enrolled. Excluding participants after random

allocation may also have introduced selection bias.

The programme was also relatively short. It lasted four weeks and included eight sessions. This
was sufficient for examining short-term score changes and learner perceptions, but it cannot show
how speaking development might unfold over a longer period of instruction. A longer course would
make it possible to examine whether learners continued to develop with more sustained practice.
Future studies could also include a follow-up survey or delayed speaking measure to explore
whether learners’ reported confidence, response development, and speaking performance were

maintained after the programme ended.

The use of official IELTS scores also had limitations. Official IELTS results provided a validated
and consistent outcome measure because they reflected participants’ real test performance.

However, IELTS band scores are broad and move in 0.5 increments, so small changes in speaking
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performance may not be fully captured. IELTS Speaking is also assessed through four criteria:
fluency and coherence, lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy, and pronunciation. In
this study, participants’ available results showed only the final speaking band score, so the
analysis could not identify which specific criterion had improved most. Although the Speaking
scores were produced within the official IELTS examiner quality-assurance system, the present
study did not include an additional independent second rating or study-specific inter-rater reliability
check. This was because the researcher did not have access to recordings of participants’ official
IELTS Speaking tests for independent rescoring. Score changes may also have been affected by
topics, test-day conditions, and independent preparation outside the programme. For these

reasons, the IELTS score data was interpreted together with the survey and open-ended findings.

One unexpected pattern was the teacher-led group’s significant Listening gain. This result should
be interpreted with particular care because Listening was not directly targeted by the intervention.
It may reflect live teacher input, peer responses, outside IELTS preparation, test-score fluctuation,
individual differences, or chance variation within the small sample. For this reason, it is treated as
a secondary pattern rather than as evidence that the intervention improved receptive skills. The
possible relationship between Speaking course mode and Listening performance could be

explored in future research.

A further limitation is that participants’ independent use of Doubao outside the scheduled sessions
was not monitored. Although such use was not part of the intervention, learners in the Al-supported
group may have accessed additional Al feedback between sessions, which could have influenced
their outcomes. In this study, learners used Doubao within a teacher-designed lesson structure and
with an IELTS Speaking prompt. Independent learners may use Al in different ways, rely too
heavily on Al-generated expressions, or accept feedback without judging whether it is accurate or
appropriate. Further research is needed to better understand how guided Al-supported practice

and independent Al self-study affect speaking development.

Furthermore, the findings are only applicable to one specific Al platform. During the tool selection
and prompt design stages, Doubao was found to be capable of giving detailed feedback that was
suitable for the tasks required in this study. It could respond to IELTS-style Speaking answers,
comment on content and wording, and provide suggestions for expansion and alternative
expressions. However, in this sense, Doubao was used deliberately as a general-purpose
generative Al chatbot, not as a specialised pronunciation or fluency assessment tool. This means
that it could not fully diagnose features such as pronunciation accuracy, hesitation, intonation,
rhythm, or tone in the same way that a teacher could respond to live spoken performance. Other Al
systems, especially tools designed specifically for speaking assessment or pronunciation training,

may produce different results.

The absence of audio recordings also limited the analysis of spoken performance. The study

analysed official IELTS scores, survey responses, and learners’ open-ended comments, but it did
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not directly analyse changes in pronunciation, pausing and hesitation, fluency, intonation,
interaction, response organisation, or learners’ uptake of feedback. This does not weaken the
value of the existing findings, but it does mean that the study could not show exactly which spoken
features changed during the programme. Future studies could include audio or video data to
examine speaking development in more detail and to compare Al-generated feedback with teacher

feedback at a finer linguistic level.

The survey findings also relied on learner self-report and should therefore be interpreted as
participants’ perceptions of their experience. Because the researcher was also the teacher during
the programme, some participants may have felt more inclined to respond positively. Cultural
expectations around politeness and respect for teachers may also have made some participants
less comfortable expressing strong criticism. These influences cannot be confirmed from the
available data, but they may have affected both the Likert-scale ratings and the open-ended

comments.

The researcher’s dual role should also be acknowledged. The researcher designed the Al prompt
and delivered the teacher-led sessions. This helped maintain consistency across the programme,
but it also means that the researcher’s pedagogical decisions shaped both conditions. Participants’
responses and classroom behaviour may also have been influenced by their awareness of the
researcher’s role. A larger research team in future studies could help reduce this limitation by

separating the roles related to teaching, feedback delivery, data collection, and data analysis.

Taken together, these limitations mean that the findings should be interpreted cautiously. The
observed patterns cannot be attributed solely to the feedback mode, as other features of the

programme and participants’ wider IELTS preparation may also have influenced the outcomes.

These limitations point to several directions for future research. Larger samples would provide
stronger statistical power and help reduce the influence of individual differences. A larger research
team and a larger number of learners would also make it easier to examine whether the patterns
found in this study hold across different classes, teachers, and learner profiles. Longer intervention
periods would make it possible to examine whether learners show greater speaking development
over a longer period of practice and whether clearer patterns emerge across the two feedback

conditions.

Future research could also test hybrid models directly. The present findings suggest that Al-
supported and teacher-led feedback may offer complementary strengths, but this was inferred from
two separate conditions. A future study could compare teacher-led practice, Al-supported practice,
and a hybrid model in which Al is used for rehearsal, expression-building, and post-class
consolidation, while teachers focus on pronunciation, fluency, interaction, and exam-relevant
judgement. This would make it possible to examine whether combining Al and teacher feedback

produces stronger outcomes than using either feedback mode alone.
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Finally, future studies could examine different learner groups, proficiency levels, Al tools, and task
types. The present study focused on L1 Mandarin learners preparing for IELTS Speaking and used
Doubao within a structured online programme. Other learner populations and other Al systems
may produce different patterns. Further research is needed before broader claims can be made

about the role of Al feedback in EFL speaking instruction.

5.6 Chapter Summary

This chapter discussed the findings in relation to the research questions and the literature
reviewed in Chapter 2. The main quantitative finding was that both groups showed significant
within-group gains in IELTS Speaking, while no significant between-group difference in speaking
gain was detected. This suggests that both Al-supported and teacher-led practice were associated
with speaking improvement in this small-scale study, although the findings should be interpreted

carefully because of the sample size and study design.

The mixed methods findings showed both convergence and divergence. The convergence was
that learners in both groups reported greater confidence, clearer expression, more developed
responses, and a desire for more speaking practice. These findings suggest that participants
experienced the structured practice, feedback, and opportunities for revision positively across both

conditions.

The divergence was that the two feedback modes appeared to support different aspects of
speaking development. Participants perceived Al-supported feedback as particularly useful for
answer expansion, alternative expressions, repeated practice, and a more manageable feedback
experience, while teacher-led participants particularly valued pronunciation correction, live
explanation, peer interaction, and real-time diagnosis of spoken performance. These differences
suggest that Al feedback and teacher feedback cannot be considered interchangeable. Instead,

they seem to offer complementary forms of support.

The chapter supports a cautious complementary interpretation. Guided Al-supported practice may
extend opportunities for IELTS Speaking rehearsal and response development, especially when
teacher time is limited. However, teacher guidance remains important for feedback quality,
pronunciation, fluency, interaction, and the critical evaluation of Al-generated suggestions. The
next chapter reflects on the research process, the researcher’s role, and the learning gained from

conducting this study.
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Chapter Six: Reflections on the Use of Al for

Language Learning and Research

This chapter reflects on my use of artificial intelligence (Al) throughout the whole research project.
Unlike the previous chapters, which focused on the study itself, this chapter considers my position
as a teacher, researcher, and Al user. It reflects on how Al shaped both the project itself and the

wider research process.

A central feature of this project is that Al was both the object of research and a tool that supported
this research. Thus, the study examined how Al-supported IELTS speaking practice compared with
teacher-led practice and used Al to support the research work itself. Specifically, | used Al to
support literature searching, the initial screening of journal articles, summarising abstracts and
methods, brainstorming, receiving feedback on my academic writing, and organising the project. |
also used it to learn unfamiliar research tasks, such as organising data files, choosing suitable
descriptive statistics, and understanding how to report statistical results. The use of Al in these two
capacities gave me an opportunity to reflect on how Al can be used more generally in learning and

teaching environments.

The chapter is organised into three main parts. First, | reflect on my use of Al as a teacher,
including the motivation for the study, the design of the Al-supported speaking practice, and my
observations of participants’ interaction with Al. Second, | reflect on my use of Al as a researcher,
focusing on how Al supported my reading, thinking, writing, and project management, as well as
the risks | encountered. Finally, | identify practical takeaways for language learners, teachers,

researchers, and Al prompt design.

The purpose of this chapter is not to present Al as a perfect solution for language learning or
research. Instead, it shows how Al can be useful when it is used critically, transparently, and within
clearly guided educational and research processes. The central reflection is that Al's value in this
project came from the researcher’s teaching experience, research responsibility, and ongoing

critical reflection.

6.1 My Use of Al as a Teacher

The use of Al in language teaching depends on how it is designed, guided, and used in practice.
This section reflects on my position as a teacher-researcher, the design of the Al-supported
speaking practice, participants’ interactions with Al, and what I learned from the teaching

experience.
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6.1.1 Positioning Myself as a Teacher-Researcher

This study emerged from my dual position as an IELTS speaking teacher and a researcher with a
long-standing interest in Al technologies. My interest in this topic was shaped by both my teaching
experience and my personal experience of using Al tools over several years. As someone who has
used Al regularly, | have observed how quickly the technology has developed. In some cases, the
quality of Al responses seemed to improve within months. This made me wonder how Al could be

used in language learning, especially in speaking practice.

My own experience of learning English also influenced the direction of this study. When | was
learning English as a child, learners had far fewer digital resources. Opportunities for speaking
practice were usually limited to what the classroom could provide. Whether speaking was practised
efficiently depended on the teacher’s lesson design and on classmates’ willingness to participate.
Outside class, more regular individual speaking practice was often only available through private
tutoring, which could be expensive. Feedback on speaking was also limited and often delayed. In
contrast, current learners have access to a much wider range of digital tools for language learning,
including Al chatbots, voice interaction tools, translation tools, online courses, and automated
feedback systems. These tools are not limited to speaking practice, but they create new
possibilities for practising and receiving language support outside the classroom. This creates new
opportunities for independent learning, especially for students who may not be able to afford

expensive English classes or who have limited access to educational resources.

At the same time, | was aware that access to Al does not automatically lead to effective learning.
Learners may use Al passively, ask vague questions, accept inaccurate feedback, or rely too
heavily on Al-generated answers. From a teaching perspective, this raised an important question
for me: how can teachers guide learners to use Al in a more purposeful and critical way, rather

than simply allowing unrestricted or uncritical use?

Before starting this study, | had discussed the possibility of using Al in IELTS Speaking classes
with my previous teaching institution. However, there was some hesitation. One concern was that
fee-paying students and parents might see Al as less valuable than teacher-led instruction. This
response reflected a wider uncertainty around Al in education. While Al has the potential to save
time and reduce costs, many teachers are worried Al may be used to replace them, and as a

result, do not take full advantage of what Al has to offer.

This hesitance and mistrust of Al motivated me to conduct the project outside my regular teaching
role. | wanted to move beyond assumptions about Al and examine its use in a structured way. The
study allowed me to design an Al-supported speaking practice model, compare it with teacher-led
practice, and reflect on what Al can and cannot do in an IELTS Speaking learning context without

being restricted by the goals and regulations of a teaching business.
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6.1.2 Designing Al-Supported IELTS Speaking Practice

The Al-supported practice was designed as a structured learning activity rather than free Al use. In
other words, learners were not simply told to use Al for speaking practice. The intervention focused
on IELTS Speaking Part 2, and the Al-supported group followed the same general practice

structure as the teacher-led group. The main difference was the source of feedback.

My prompt design was informed by my teaching experience and by insights gained from
completing introductory Al and prompting training modules, including DeepLearningAl’'s Al for
Everyone and Google Prompting Essentials (Google Career Certificates, 2024; Ng, 2019). They
helped me understand that useful Al output depends on the clarity of goals, context, and
constraints contained in the prompt and that prompts require iterative refinement. | tested early
prompt versions using researcher-created sample IELTS Speaking Part 2 answers based on
common learner difficulties | had observed in my teaching, rather than using participant data. |
then revised the prompt when the Al feedback was too general, too long, too formal, or not clearly
linked to IELTS Speaking criteria. Figure 7 summarises the stages through which the Al feedback

prompt was developed.
Figure 7

Prompt Development Process

Initial

L Align with Remove — . Require
IELTS Add Al RAdlé . overall it REIE natural Rl Review by Final
broad : supportive feedback exact follow-up
oo Speaking persona -~ band R — spoken e experts prompt
P! P criteria score a Yy a English a

As shown in Figure 7, the prompt developed gradually. The first version was simple: | gave Al an
IELTS Speaking Part 2 cue card, provided a learner’s answer, and asked for feedback. That broad
instruction often produced general comments. The feedback was correct, but it was too broad and
did not always show learners exactly what to improve or how to improve it. It also did not fully

match the targeted feedback I, as a teacher, would give in an IELTS speaking class.

| then modified the prompt to specify the role and tone of the feedback. The new prompt asked Al
to act as a supportive IELTS speaking coach, which positioned it as a feedback provider rather
than a general chatbot. The prompt specified the use of a supportive tone as students may
otherwise feel personally criticised by the feedback, because research has shown that speaking
feedback in particular can feel like a personal criticism (Ergul, 2021). Therefore, feedback needs to

help learners notice problems without making the practice feel discouraging.

The next design decision was to align the feedback with IELTS Speaking criteria. The feedback
needed to connect with fluency and coherence, lexical resource, grammatical range and accuracy,

and pronunciation. At the same time, | did not want the Al to act as an official examiner. Therefore,
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the final prompt did not ask for an overall band score. | wanted learners to focus on constructive

feedback and improvement rather than focus on their score.

Answer expansion became another key focus. In my teaching experience, many Chinese EFL
learners need support not only with language accuracy, but also with developing ideas. IELTS
Speaking Part 2 requires candidates to speak for an extended period and make their ideas explicit
to an examiner who does not share their personal context. The prompt, therefore, was adjusted to
encourage examples, explanations, details, and follow-up thinking. This design choice was later
reflected in the findings, where participants in the Al-supported group particularly valued answer

expansion, alternative expressions, and support for developing more detailed responses.

| also limited the amount of feedback. The final prompt asked for two strengths, two grammar-
focused issues, two targeted fixes, and two follow-up questions. The limit reflected normal teaching
practice. In a speaking lesson, a teacher usually prioritises the most important issues because
learners can only absorb a limited amount of feedback at one time (Shute, 2008). Focused

feedback is more useful than a long list of corrections.

One important instruction was to quote the learner’s exact words. Without exact quotes, Al
feedback can become vague. It may say “improve your grammar” or “add more detail” without
showing where the problem appears. Exact phrases made the feedback more concrete and
evidence based. Learners could see what they had said, why it worked or did not work, and how it

could be improved.

The prompt also required natural spoken English. In early testing, Al sometimes gave rewrites that
sounded too formal or academic. That style was not suitable for IELTS Speaking, where topics are
usually everyday topics such as people, places, hobbies, memories, and experiences. The final

prompt therefore asked Al to keep the language spoken, natural, and not essay-like.

Follow-up questions were included to support answer expansion. They were not only questions for
learners to answer immediately. They also helped learners see other directions in which an answer
could develop, such as reasons, examples, comparisons, feelings, or personal details. That
feature directly addressed a problem | often saw in class: students did not always know what else

to say.

The instruction “wait for my reply” was also included to keep the interaction active. Without this
instruction, Al might provide feedback and then immediately generate a fully revised answer. By
asking Al to wait, the learner was given time to develop the answer. This helped create a coaching

cycle in which Al supported revision.

As described in the methodology chapter, the prompt was reviewed with input from two
experienced EFL teachers. | shared Al feedback examples with them and asked what was useful,
what was missing, and what needed to be clearer or more concise. Their comments informed later

revisions. The process showed that prompt design was not only a technical skill. In this project,
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prompt design became a form of pedagogical design. Figure 8 summarises the iterative cycle of
testing the prompt, reviewing the Al output, obtaining feedback from experienced teachers, and

revising the instructions.
Figure 8

Al Prompt Revision Cycle

prompt Al feedback

revision sample

teacher
comments

Table 11 summarises the main features of the final Al feedback prompt and the pedagogical

purpose of each feature.

Table 11
Anatomy of the Final Al Feedback Prompt

Prompt feature Why it was added Pedagogical purpose

IELTS speaking coach persona To give Al a clear role Positions Al as a feedback provider
Supportive tone To reduce pressure Keeps feedback constructive
IELTS Speaking criteria To connect feedback with the task gggziizedback relevant to IELTS

Focuses learners on improvement
rather than judgement

To make feedback evidence-based and Shows learners where the issue

No overall band score To avoid repeated score anxiety

Exact quotes from learner answer

specific appears

Limited feedback quantity To avoid overwhelming learners Makes feedback highlight main
issues only

Grammar-focused issues To provide targeted correction Makes feedback more actionable

Spoken rewrites To avoid essay-like language Keepg the language suitable for
speaking

Follow-up questions To support answer expansion Gives learners clear directions for
development

“Wait for my reply” To continue interaction Creates a coaching cycle

The prompt was embedded in a practice cycle. As illustrated in Figure 9, learners received a Part 2
cue card, prepared for one minute, gave a spoken answer, received Al feedback, reviewed the
feedback, and then re-spoke or revised the answer. The cycle encouraged learners to use
feedback immediately. It also ensured that both Al-supported and teacher-led conditions were
comparable, as both groups followed the same cycle and used the same materials in the same

order.
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Figure 9

Al-Supported IELTS Speaking Part 2 Practice Cycle
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The design of the Al-supported practice cycle reinforced an important point: Al generated the
feedback, but the learning process was still shaped by teacher judgement. The value of the tool

depended on how it was placed inside a structured learning activity.

6.1.3 Observing Participants’ Interaction with Al

During the intervention, | observed several patterns in how participants interacted with Al. Some
participants in the Al-supported group appeared curious and engaged, and Al seemed novel to
them. The use of Al may also have changed how some learners experienced the feedback

process, making it feel less directly evaluative than receiving all feedback from the teacher.

Some participants also asked whether they could continue using the prompt after the study. This
refers to the final researcher-designed prompt described in the methodology chapter, which was
used to structure feedback in the Al-supported practice sessions. Their interest suggested that
they saw the prompt as useful beyond the research sessions. From a teaching perspective, this
would be a useful strategy as the use of Al-supported practice may extend learning beyond class

time if students are given a clear structure.

One of the strongest advantages of Al was the chat history. In traditional face-to-face speaking
classes, much feedback is given orally and does not leave a lasting record. The same issue
appeared in the teacher-led online sessions in this study. Feedback was mainly given orally in real
time, supported by brief notes | made while listening to students’ answers. However, because the
sessions were not recorded or transcribed, the oral feedback was not captured in a complete
written record. | could note the main ideas, useful phrases, errors, and points for improvement, but

| could not record every word while also listening, diagnosing, and preparing feedback.

66



Al was stronger in this area because it preserved the full interaction. When developing the Al
prompt, | initially focused mainly on whether the feedback was accurate, useful, and relevant to
IELTS Speaking criteria. During the Al-supported sessions, however, | realised that the chat
history itself was also valuable because it gave learners a written record they could review after
class. The learner’s answer, Al feedback, suggested rewrites, and follow-up questions remained
visible in the chat history, as shown in Figure 10. Each learner could keep a written record of the Al
interaction involving their own answer and review it after class. This turned speaking practice from

an in-the-moment activity into a more tangible learning process.

Figure 10 shows an anonymised example of how learner output and Al feedback remained visible

in the interaction history.
Figure 10

Anonymised Al Interaction Record

Cue card (1line): Describe someone you spend a lot of time with

2 strengths (with quotes):
Okay, so a person that | spend a lot of time with is my - Strength 1: "She is very lively, very outgoing, so | really lied hanging out with her - Uses descriptive
best friend Emma. She is a 25—year—eld gm jUSt like me adjectives to show personality, making the answer vivid and specific.

! . ! ! - Strength 2: “we usually went out together or went on travel” > Gives clear examples of activities,

and we were high school classmates, and we became e
best friends since then. She is very smart. She has very
good grades, and she loves to help other people. | think
she is a very nice and kind person. | met her in high

2 grammar issues (with quotes):

- Issue 1 (tensefphrase): “we became best friends since then" 3 correction (became - have been) + Use

present perfect for a state starting in the past and continuing now with *since”.

school when we started it, and she was very lively, very - Issue 2 (word formjcollocation): "went on travel” - correction (travel - a tripftrips) + "Go on a tripftrips” is
Outgong so | really liked hang]ng out with her. And then the natural collocation; *travel” is a verb/noun that can't be used this way alone.
we went to college, and | still call her sometimes, and she 2 targeted fixes (Band 7-8 spoken rewrites):
video called me sometimes, and during summer « Fix 1: (my original “we became best friends since then’) - Improved: “we've been best friends ever since
vacations, we usually went out together or went on travel. then®
SO Emma I-S a per’son that ‘ Spend a ‘Ot Of t-lme With « Fix 2: (my original "we usually went out together or went on travel”) < Improved: “we'd usually hang out

b B

together or go on trips™

2 follow-up questions (higher band push):

1. What's one small thing you and Emma do together that always makes you laugh?

2. How has your friendship with Emma changed (if at all) since you finished high school?

Note. Anonymised screenshot of an interaction with Doubao during an Al-supported speaking session. All identifying
information has been removed.

| also noticed a difference in attention patterns between the two groups. In the teacher-led group,
when | gave personalised feedback to one student, other students did not always appear equally
engaged. The feedback was directed at that learner’s specific answer, so other students may have

felt it was less relevant to them.

In the Al-supported group, students seemed more likely to pay attention when Al feedback was
shown. Several factors may have contributed to this. Al felt new and interesting. The feedback was
also visible and structured. Because the prompt required exact quotes, learners could clearly see
the link between the answer and the feedback. Al feedback was also slightly more general than
teacher feedback, which may have made it easier for other learners to relate the points to their

own speaking.
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This observation should not be taken to mean that Al feedback was better than teacher feedback.

The two forms of feedback created different kinds of learning attention. Teacher feedback was

more personal, responsive, and nuanced. Al feedback was more visible, structured, and reusable.

For me, this observation highlighted the potential of Al to make feedback more visible while also

confirming the need for teacher guidance in helping students interpret and use it critically.

6.1.4 What | Learned as a Teacher

The project helped me develop a more balanced view of Al in language teaching. Before the study,

| was interested in Al because it seemed efficient, accessible, and increasingly capable. After the

study, | still see these strengths, but | also understand more clearly its limitations and am more

aware of the areas where teacher judgement is needed.

One of the areas where the use of Al appeared especially helpful was answer development. Al
feedback featured alternative expressions, expanded ideas, and immediate feedback. These
features are useful for IELTS Speaking Part 2 because learners often need to produce more
specific and developed answers. A short answer can be extended through examples, reasons,

feelings, or comparisons, and Al was able to illustrate these approaches quickly.

Figure 11 provides an example of how Al feedback supported answer expansion by suggesting

additional details and possible directions for development.

Figure 11

Example of Al-Supported Answer Expansion

Okay, so a person that | spend a lot of time with is my
best friend, Emma. She is a 25-year-old girl, just like me,
and we were high school classmates, and we became
best friends since then. She is very smart. She has very
good grades, and she loves to help other people. | think
she is a very nice and kind person. | met her in high
school when we started it, and she was very lively, very
outgoing, so | really liked hanging out with her. And then
we went to college, and | still call her sometimes, and she
video called me sometimes, and during summer
vacations, we usually went out together or went on travel.
So, Emma is a person that | spend a lot of time with.

Okay, so a person that | spend a lot of time with is
my best friend, Emma. She is a 25-year-old girl,
just like me, and we were high school classmates,
and we've been best friends ever since then.

She is very smart. She always got top scores at
school, and she genuinely loves to help other
people. If our classmates had trouble with their
schoolwork, she would take the time to talk them
through problems after class. She's always
patient, which is why everyone says she's really
nice and kind.

| met her on the first day of high school. She was
really lively and outgoing, so | really liked hanging
out with her right from the start.

Later we went to different colleges. | still call her
regularly, and she often video calls me to chat
about our daily life. During summer vacations, we
usually meet up at downtown cafes or shopping
centres, or we go on short trips to nearby scenic
towns.

So, Emma is a person that | spend a lot of time
with.

Note. Screenshot of Al-generated feedback used to support answer expansion during speaking practice. All identifying

information has been removed. The left screenshot shows the original answer, and the right screenshot shows the Al-

expanded version.

The feedback provided by the Al programme used in this study was more limited in areas such as

pronunciation and spoken delivery. Speaking involves not only wording and content. It also
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includes pronunciation, rhythm, intonation, fluency, and communicative effect. General voice-input
or automatic speech recognition systems often appear to prioritise recognising the intended
message. This differs from pronunciation learning, which requires more diagnostic feedback on
how the speech was produced. Recent work on Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) and
pronunciation learning suggests that ASR can support intelligibility-oriented practice, but such

pronunciation-focused feedback requires careful design (McCrocklin & Levis, 2025).

The distinction mattered in my own study. During the Al-supported sessions, Al sometimes
appeared to understand learners’ spoken answers even when aspects of pronunciation or delivery
were not fully clear. From a communication perspective, the message had been recognised by Al.
From a teaching perspective, however, some pronunciation or delivery issues could remain less
visible to the learner. In these instances, teacher feedback would have been useful because a
teacher can notice whether pronunciation affects understanding, whether delivery sounds natural,
and whether the answer works communicatively. These moments made me reflect on the limits of
the particular Al tool used in this project and on the continuing need for teacher judgement when

interpreting spoken performance.

The project also changed how | think about the relationship between Al and teachers. The most
useful question is not whether Al replaces teachers, but how teachers’ roles change as Al is
increasingly used in language classrooms. Teachers are still needed as task designers, prompt
designers, feedback evaluators, pronunciation coaches, emotional supporters, and guides for

critical Al use.

Table 12 summarises the different affordances of Al feedback and teacher feedback identified

through the study.
Table 12

Different Affordances of Al Feedback and Teacher Feedback

Al feedback useful for Teacher feedback important for

Immediate feedback Pronunciation diagnosis

Repeated practice Real-time judgement

Answer expansion Emotional support
Alternative expressions Classroom interaction

Visible chat history Interpreting learner needs
Low-pressure practice Adapting feedback to individuals

Structured written feedback Helping learners evaluate feedback critically

The complementary affordances observed in this study also suggest a possible role for hybrid
models in future teaching design. Al could support repeated practice and first-stage feedback,

while teachers could focus on deeper diagnosis, pronunciation, interaction, and critical guidance.
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6.2 My Use of Al as a Researcher

Al is also becoming increasingly common in the research and writing process. This section reflects
on how | used Al for literature searching and reading, learning research procedures, and

supporting academic writing, as well as the risks and limitations | encountered.

6.2.1 Literature Searching and Reading

In my research workflow, | mainly used ChatGPT and Claude as Al support tools, while Doubao
was the Al system used in the Al-supported speaking practice sessions described in the

methodology chapter.

Al also supported my work as a researcher, especially in literature searching and source
screening. This was useful because my research topic crossed several areas, including speaking
practice, Al feedback, computer-assisted language learning, generative Al, and speaking
assessment. Al helped me identify related search terms, locate possible reading directions, and

organise the literature across these overlapping fields.

Al proved helpful during the early stages of my research. Thus, | used it to identify search terms,
related concepts, and possible reading directions. For example, Al identified relevant key words to
explore, such as Al feedback, automated feedback, dialogue-based CALL, generative Al in
language learning, IELTS speaking practice, Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR), and learner

perceptions. These suggestions helped me approach the literature more systematically.
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Figure 12 provides an example of how | used Al during the literature-searching process. The first

interaction shows how Al helped me generate and organise relevant search terms, while the

second shows how it suggested ways to refine searches and check the relevance and currency of

the literature.

Figure 12

Example of Al Support for Identifying Literature Search Terms

| am writing a literature review for a small-scale study comparing an Al-
supported group and a teacher-led group in IELTS speaking practice. The
study involves L1 Mandarin learners, Al-generated feedback, IELTS speaking
criteria, learner perceptions, and computer-assisted language learning. Can
you help me identify useful search terms and organise the literature areas |
should read? Please keep the answer concise and remind me what | still need
to verify myself.

Literature areas + search terms

1. Al/chatbots in ! ing (your CALL backbone)

Al-assisted language learning, AI-supported speaking practice,
chatbot* AND (speaking OR oral), intelligent CALL / ICALL,
conversational agent* language learning, generative AI EFL .Pairwith
computer-assisted language learning asyourumbrellaterm.

2.A d/Ar d feedback

automated feedback L2, AI-generated feedback, automated speaking
assessment , automated corrective feedback, feedback AND (oral OR
speaking) proficiency .Worth connecting to feedback theory generally (the Hattie &
Timperley line, and corrective-feedback research).

3.L2speaking devel &oral proficiency

P
oral proficiency development, L2 speaking fluency, willingness to

communicate, foreign language speaking anxiety, speaking practice EFL.

This is where you justify why practice volume and affect matter.

4.1ELTS speaking specifically

IELTS speaking, IELTS band descriptors, IELTS speaking preparation,
washback IELTS, high-stakes speaking test.Keep this fairly targeted —it'sa
narrower body.

5. Teacher feedback | teacher-led comparison

teacher corrective feedback, teacher feedback vs technology, human vs
automated feedback, instructor-led speaking instruction.You need thisto
frame your comparison condition fairly.

6.L1 Mandarin / Chinese EFL learners

Chinese EFL learners speaking, Mandarin L1 English, Chinese learners
oral communication,plusyour high-/low-contextangle ( high-context
communication EFL).

7.Learner perceptions / attitudes

learner perceptions technology, student attitudes AI language

learning, technology acceptance language, affective factors CALL.
4

‘Two quick search tips

Use truncation ( speak* catches speaking/speaker/spoken) and run Al terms with and
without "ChatGPT/generative" — a lot of relevant pre-2023 chatbot work won't surface
otherwise. Search Scopus/ERIC/Web of Science plus Google Scholar to catch what each
misses.

‘What to verify yourself

Currency: the Al-feedback and generative-Al literature is moving fast, so check for 2025-2026
work that may post-date what you already have.

Any specific source I or another Alnames — author, year, title, journal, DOI — confirmed in
the actual database and matched in EndNote before it goes in. This is the easiest place for a
fabricated or misremembered citation to slip through.

Local coverage: that you've captured key Chinese-context and Australasian studies your
examiners would expect to see.

Scope discipline: whether each area earns its place against your research questions, so the
review stays tight rather than sprawling.

‘Want me to turn any one of these clusters into a more detailed reading sub-structure, or
draft Boolean strings for a specific database?

Note. Screenshots of the researcher’s interactions with Claude during the literature-searching process. The left
screenshot shows Al-generated search terms related to the study topic, while the right screenshot shows suggestions for
refining search strategies and identifying relevant literature
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Figure 13 shows an example of how Al was used to locate and check potentially relevant literature.

Figure 13

Example of Al Support for Locating and Checking Relevant Literature

Please help me find 5 peer-reviewed journal articles that are highly relevant
to this topic.
Requirements:

The articles must be published in the last five years.

The journals should preferably be Q1 or Q2 in Scopus, SJR, or Journal Citation

Reports.

Prioritise empirical studies, especially studies related to:
Al feedback in EFL/ESL speaking learning
chatbot-assisted or generative-Al-assisted sp
k for speaking or pi
learner perceptions of Al-supported language learning

king practice

foedh :
jon

Here are five real, relevant articles | was able ta verify, Stella. I've been careful to flag exactly
what I could confirm in-session versus what you should check yourself — especially journal
quartiles, since I could only get a clean Sci for one of |

during my search,

A note up front on rankings: [ confirmed System as Q1 directly from Scimago data. For the
other four journals | did not get a clean quartile confirmation in my searches, so I've marked
those hert than an't stand behind.

o
g
Please confirm each on scimagojr.com (or JCR) before citing the ranking,

1. Fathi, Rahimi & Derakhshan (2024) — System

Fathi, I, Rahimi, M., & Derakhshan, A (2024). Improving EFL learners' speaking skills and

to via ystem, 121,

103254,

DOI: 10.1016{} system.2024.103254
L

IELTS speaking, speaking assessment, or oral proficiency d
For each article, provide:

Full APA 7 reference

DOI

Direct link

Journal name

Journal ranking evidence, such as Q1/Q2 status and the source of that
ranking

A short explanation of why the article is relevant to my thesis
Whether it is most useful for my literature review, hodol

org/10.1016/jsystem.2024,103254
Journal: System (Elsevier)

Ranking: Q1 in Li & La in Education
Relevance: An experimental study on Al-mediated interaction improving speaking and WTC —
close to your Al-supported condition. You're likely already engaging with this one.

st

g0/SJR, confirmed)

Mast useful for: Literature review and Discussion (a key comparison point for your between-
group findings).
2.5un (2023) — Frontiers in Psychology

Sun, W. (2023). The impact of
language

on second

ecognition
fEFL learners: A

and

ey

or reflection chapter
Do not invent articles, DOI numbers, links, or journal rankings. If you are
unsure, clearly mark it as “needs manual verification”.

After listing the five articles, briefly explain which 2-3 articles are the closest

match to my study and why.
Show less

Most useful for: Methodology (your closest design analog) and Literature review.

3, Zou, Du, Wang, Chen & Zhang (2023) — SAGE Open
Zou, B, Du, Y., Wang, Z., Chen, J.,, & Zhang, W. (2023). An investigation into artificial

intelligence speech evaluation programs with automatic feedback for developing EFL

learners' speaking skills. SAGE Open, 13(3).

DOL 10.1177/2158244 0231193818

Link: https://dof.org/10.1177/215824 40231193818

Journal: SAGE Open

Ranking: needs manual verification (SAGE Open is a broad-scope megajournal; quartile varies
by category — confirm on Scimago)

Relevance: Directly on Al forsp ng with p Iy Chinese
learners, and centred on learner perceptions of the tools (including IELTS-oriented apps). Good
support for your perceptions strand.

Most useful for: Literature review and Discussion (learner-perception findings).

4. Hirschi (2025) — Language Learning

b

Hirschi, K. (2025). Artificial ir g for secor
intelligibility: An exploratory intervention study on effects and perceptions. Language
Learning. Advance online publication.

DOIL: 10.1111/lang 12719

Link: https:/doi.org/10.1111/lang.12719

Journal: Language Learning (Wiley)

Ranking: needs manual verification (a long-established top-tier applied linguistics journal —
confirm the current quartile and whether there are co-authors I haven't captured; the article
may have additional authors beyond Hirschi, and volume/issue/page details need filling in once
it's in an issue)

Relevance: Specifically on Al igibility plus learner
perceptions — useful if you want a high-prestige anchor for the "Al feedback” construct itself.
Most useful for: Literature review (conceptual grounding for Al-generated feedback).

dback for pronunciatio

in EFL

5. Al chatbots versus human

Frontiers in Psychology

[Authors — needs manual verification | (2025). Reducing anxiety and enhancing
performance: The impact of Al chatbots versus human facilitation on EFL speaking
assessment outcomes. Frontiers in Psychology.

(2025)—

P

Note. Screenshots of the researcher’s interaction with Claude

Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 1210187.

DOl 10.3389/fpsyg 2023.1210187

Link: https:{doi.org/10.3389/fpsye,2023,1210187

Journal: Frontiers in Psychology

Ranking: needs manual verification (Frontiers in Psychology sits around Q1/Q2 depending on
b ry — confirm the y and quartile)

Relevance: This is almost a structural twin of your design — 61 Chinese EFL learners randomly

assigned, a teacher-led control group IELTS speaking tests as th

outcome measure, plus interviews on learner y sequential mixed

methods.

k3

Closest matches to your study
The three I'd prioritise:

Sun (2023) is the single closest — Chinese EFL learners, random assignment, a teacher-led
comparison condition, IELTS speaking as the measure, and mixed-methods perceptions
data. It mirrors your structure almost point for point, so it's valuable for both justifying your
methodology and interpreting results.

The 2025 Frontiers Al-vs-human study (#5) is the closest on research question — it's
explicitly a head-to-head of Al versus human facilitation in speaking, which is the heart of
your comparison. Useful especially if your between-group result needs a recent direct
analog to think against.

Fathi et al. (2024) rounds out the set as your high-quality (confirmed Q1) anchor for the
Al-supyp p P claim, and it's a natural reference point
whether your own between-group difference reaches significance or not.

A reminder on what's yours to verify before any of these go into EndNote: every journal
quartile except System's; the author list and full publication details for #4 and #5;and a
quick confirm that each DOI resolves to the article I've described. I'd also double-check
that #4 and #5 have moved past "advance online" into a final volume/issue if you need
complete page numbers.

‘Would it help if I drafted a short Boolean string to surface any 2025-2026 studies that might
sit even closer to your Mandarin/high-context angle?

during the literature-searching process. The screenshots

show the search criteria provided to the Al, the candidate studies it identified, its explanations of their relevance to the

research topic, and its suggestions about which studies were

to verify the publication details and sources independently.

the closest matches. The Al also prompted the researcher

Al also offered useful support in the identification of relevant texts. When reading a new paper, |

could ask Al to summarise the abstract, identify the research aim, explain the method, and suggest
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possible relevance to my study. These summaries offered helpful syntheses of texts, which both
helped identify the texts | needed to read in greater depth and established an overview of the

scope of the topic.
Figure 14 shows an example of Al-supported initial screening of a journal article.
Figure 14

Example of Al-Supported Initial Screening of a Journal Article

Screening note: Zou et al. (2023)

1. Summary

This article investigates Al speech evaluation programs with automatic feedback for EFL learners’
speaking development. The study involved 40 EFL learners in China and used both qualitative and
quantitative data. The results suggest that most participants perceived improvement in their speaking
skills, and pre/post-test results showed significant improvement in mean speaking scores. The authors
suggest that Al speaking evaluation systems could provide more varied textual feedback and practical
suggestions for speaking development. O zou-et-al-2023-an-investigation

2. Research aim

The study aimed to examine whether automatic feedback from Al speech evaluation programs can help
EFL learners develop speaking skills. More specifically, it focused on how different types of automatic
feedback may support speaking practice. O zou-et-al-2023-an-investigation..

3. Method

The abstract states that 40 EFL learners in China participated in the study. It also states that both
qualitative and quantitative data were collected. The exact instruments and analysis methods are not
specified in the abstract.

4. Relevance to my thesis

This article is highly relevant to my literature review because it focuses on Al-supported speaking
practice, automatic feedback, EFL learners, and speaking skill development. It is especially useful for
sections discussing automated speaking feedback, learner perceptions of Al-supported speaking tools,
and empirical evidence on Al speech evaluation programs. It is less directly aligned with my study
because it examines Al speech evaluation programs more generally, while my project focuses on guided
Al-supported IELTS speaking Part 2 practice.

5. Recommendation

Read closely.

This paper is relevant enough to use in the literature review, especially for Al speaking feedback, learner
perceptions, and empirical studies on EFL speaking development. When reading the full paper, check the
methodology carefully, especially the intervention design, feedback types, assessment measures, and
limitations.

Note. Screenshot of an Al-generated preliminary summary used to support initial article screening. The original article

was subsequently read, checked by the researcher and included in the literature review.

Importantly, | used Al summaries only as a first point of orientation. The summaries generated by
Al helped me decide which papers might be worth reading more closely, but they did not replace
my own reading of the original sources. In some cases, Al made a paper sound more directly
relevant to my study than it actually was or simplified the method and findings too much. For this
reason, | read each source carefully before deciding whether it was relevant for my study and

should be included in my literature review.

| also used Al to check practical publication details, such as DOI information, journal names, and
links to possible sources. However, these details were not accepted automatically. | checked them
manually through Google Scholar, the AUT library, journal websites, or the DOI link before using

the source. Similarly, when Al suggested that a paper was relevant to my study, | treated this only
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as a suggestion. A source was included in the thesis only after | had read the original article and

determined that it was relevant to my research focus.

Table 13 summarises the literature search and reading workflow and identifies which tasks at each

stage were performed by Al and which remained the researcher’s responsibility.
Table 13

Al-Supported Literature Searching and Reading Workflow

Step Al support My responsibility
Identify search . . )
directions Suggest keywords and concepts Decide which concepts fit the study
Search literature Generate searchable terms Search databases, Google Scholar, and library

resources
Screen papers Summarise abstracts or sections Read the original source
Check credibility Prov'lde DO, links, and publication Verify the source manually
details

Use in thesis Suggest possible relevance Cite only checked sources

| gradually developed a more careful workflow for using Al in my research process. When asking
Al for literature support, | asked it to provide links, DOI information, publication details, and, where
possible, recent studies from higher-quality journals. | also sometimes gave the same prompt to
both ChatGPT and Claude, then compared their responses to see which suggestions were more
relevant, specific, or useful. Comparing outputs across these two Al systems became another
safeguard because it encouraged me to evaluate the quality of the suggestions rather than simply

accepting the first response.

Before using any source in the thesis, | treated Al-generated outputs as leads rather than
evidence, read the original article myself, and assessed its credibility and relevance to the

research topic before deciding whether to include it.

6.2.2 Al as a Process Tutor

Al also supported me by helping me learn unfamiliar research processes. This was especially
important during data analysis. Before this project, | had limited experience with statistical analysis
software and was not confident about how to analyse the quantitative data. | had collected several
types of data, including pre- and post-test IELTS scores, Likert-scale survey responses, and open-
ended comments. | knew what data | had, but | was less clear about how to organise the analysis

process.

Al helped me turn this uncertainty into more concrete learning steps. | could explain my dataset to
Al, including the two groups, the pre- and post-test structure, the small sample size, the IELTS
score data, and the survey responses. Instead of simply giving me answers to copy, Al helped me
identify what | needed to learn next. For example, it suggested possible analysis tools, including

JASP, and pointed me towards the kinds of tutorials, examples, and explanations that would help
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me understand the process. | then watched online tutorial videos, tried the steps outlined in the

software, and returned to Al when | needed help understanding what a test, table, or output meant.

In this sense, Al worked more like a process tutor than a source of final answers. It helped me
break the research process into smaller steps, such as preparing the dataset, organising variables,
choosing suitable tests, running the analysis, reading the output, and reporting the results.
However, Al did not do the analysis for me. | still had to learn how to complete these tasks myself
by checking the data, operating the software, comparing possible analysis options, and deciding

whether the results made sense in relation to my research questions.

Al also helped me understand the reasoning behind reporting choices. For example, | asked
whether | should report means or medians, how to summarise Likert-scale responses, and what
types of charts might be suitable for presenting the findings. These questions helped me
understand how data type, sample size, and research purpose affect the way results should be
analysed and presented. For example, Al helped me think through why medians and interquartile
ranges may be useful for small samples or ordinal-style responses, while means and standard

deviations may still be reported descriptively where appropriate.

The same kind of support extended to the presentation of my findings. | asked Al for advice on
how to visualise IELTS score changes, group comparisons, Likert responses, and integrated
findings across quantitative and qualitative data. Some suggestions were too complicated or not
suitable for the thesis. However, comparing these options helped me understand why some figures
or tables were clearer than others. Later, when revising the findings tables, | found that the more
specific | phrased the prompt, the more useful Al's advice became. General requests often
produced long or unclear outputs, while precise instructions, such as asking Al to shorten a table

while keeping key data, produced better results.

Figure 15 and Figure 16 provide examples of how Al helped me learn the steps involved in data

analysis and the interpretation of statistical output.
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Figure 15

Example of Al Support for Learning Data-Analysis Procedures: Part 1

3. Charts: which one and why
| built four versions of the same chart from your real data so you can see what each one hides and reveals.
Each panel uses identical data (IELTS Speaking pre/post for both groups). Read the captions carefully.

Four Ways to Present Your IELTS Speaking Data
The same data — different stories

. Bar Chart with Mean 1 50
(Compman, bt hiden vt variation)

5. Bou-and-Whisker Piot with Dats Points
(Sians medion, range & o8 divebusl seores)

0. Visiim + Box + Raw Data (“Rainclowd”)
hodern best practice — shows shape, summary & data)

Figure 1. Four ways to dizplay your IELTS Speaking data. The same 24 students appear in every panel
3.1 What you should take away from each panel

A BarsMean+SD | Just the average and one =M Common but inadequate. Hides the distribution, hides
measure of spread. individual change, doesn't show the median, and inflates
the SD when distributions are skewed.

B. Box-and-whisker + | Median (thick fine), 25th-75th | / Strong. This is what your advisor is suggesting. With
dots percentie (box), full range | small n, overlaying every dot is aimost mandatory.
(whiskers), every individual.

Each students pre—post fine,

// Best for your design. Prepost is a

7. Background concepts you need to understand

You said you're new to data analysis. Here are the concepts your thesis methods chapter needs to discuss
in plain English. If your examiner asks ‘why did you choose X7', these are the answers.

Levels of measurement. Data exists on different levels: nominal (labels with no order), ordinal (ordered

but unequal gaps), interval (equal gaps, no true zero), ratio (equal gaps, true zero). Yours is ordinal. This
determines which statistics are mathematically meaningful.

and A i the shape of your data, The ‘normal distribution’ is
bell-shaped. Many statistical tests assume your data is normal, but small samples and bounded scales
rarely are. The Shapiro-Wilk test checks for normality.

Central tendency. Three summaries of ‘the typical value mean (arithmetic average — sensitive to
extremes), median (the middle value — robust), mode (most frequent — useful for categorical data).

Spread / variability. Standard deviation (SD) partners with the mean — the typical distance from it.
Interquartile range (IQR) partners with the median — the range covering the middie 50%.

vs tests, P ic tests (t-test, ANOVA) assume your data is normally
distributed and on an interval/ratio scale. They are more powerful when assumptions hold. Non-parametric
tests (Wilcoxon, Mann-Whitney, Kruskal-Wallis) make fewer assumptions and work with ordinal or
non-normal data, at the cost of slightly less power.

Statistical significance vs effect size. p-value answers ‘how likely is this result if there was no real
effect?" Effect size (Cohen's d, r, or Cliff's delta) answers how big is the effect?' Always report both —
significant « important. With your small n, a ‘non-significant’ result might still hide a real effect.

Paired vs independent comparisons. Pre-post on the same person is paired (use Wilcoxon signed-rank
or paired t-test). Al-group versus Teacher-group is independent (use Mann-Whitney U or independent

C. Slope / spaghetti . f ¢
chant plus the median trajectory. paired/repeated-measures design; this is the only chart ttest). Mixing these up is a common thesis eror.
that respects the pairing. Reveals who got better, who
didn', and how variable the response was. The risk of multiple comparisons. Every test has a chance of a false positive. If you run 8 Mann-Whitney

tests on your 9 Likert items, you're expected to get one ‘significant’ result by pure chance. Either limit
yourself to pr gl P or apply a or Holm) — this divides your alpha
by the number of tests.

D. Violin + box + dots | Smoothed  distribution  shape,
(rancioud)

/ Modem best practice (Allen et al. 2021). Sighty
summary statisics, and raw | advanced but very informative. Reviewers love it
data in one image.

8.3 Tools to actually run the analysis
+ JASP (jasp-stats.org)

Froe, open-source, point-and-cick. Looks ke SPSS but runs on Bayesian + frequentist tests with one cick. Has
built4n non-parametric tests, effect sizes, and decent plotting. This is what I'd recommend for you — much friendiier
than R or SPSS for a beginner.

+ jamovi (jamovi.org)

Free altomative to JASP, also point-and-cick. Siightly more polished interface. Same statistical engine (R
undemneath).

+ SPSS

Industry standard in education research. Most universities have a license. More dated interface than JASP/jamovi
but examiners recognize it instantly.

* R + RStudio (with the tidyverse' and 'ggstatsplot' packages)

Free, code-based. Steeper learning curve but produces publication-qualty output. Use only i you have time to leam
)

« Excel

Adequate for descriptive stats and basic charts only. Dont run Wikoxon or Mann-Whitney in Excel — the Data
Analysis Toolpak doosnt include them properly. Move 10 JASP.

Note. Screenshots of the researcher’s interaction with ChatGPT showing guidance on comparing data visualisation
options, understanding key statistical concepts, and selecting software tools for conducting the analysis.

Overall, Al did not replace my learning of the research process or the guidance | received from my
supervisors. Rather, it worked as an additional support tool between supervision meetings. It
helped me break unfamiliar tasks into manageable steps and locate useful resources. The main
academic direction and final decisions still depended on supervision, research training, and my

own judgement as a researcher.
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Figure 16

Example of Al Support for Learning Data-Analysis Procedures: Part 2

I've gone through your data carefully. Before giving you recommendations, let me first walk
through your research design — because the choice of statistical method depends entirely
on the study design, not on personal preference.

Let me start by generating several visualization options using your actual data, so you can
see the differences directly. We'll discuss from there.

Direct answer to your question: Your advisor is right, but the issue is more nuanced than "mean vs.
median”

I'ran a complete analysis on your actual data. The full argument, figures, references, and
learning plan are in the PDF. Here are the key takeaways:
Your research design: A two-group quasi-experimental study (Al group, n = 13; Teacher

group, n = 11) with a pre-post design, Likert-scale items, and open-ended responses. This is
amixed-methods study.

Five reasons your advisor's p for the medianis

Your data are fundamentally ordinal, not interval. The "distance” between IELTS band 5.5
and 6.0 is not psychometrically equivalent to the distance between 8.5 and 9.0. This is even
more evident with Likert data — the gap between "Agree" and "Strongly Agree" cannot be
precisely quantified.

Your sample size is small (n = 13 and n = 11, both well below 30). A single extreme value can
pull the mean substantially; the median is unaffected.

Your data are not normally distributed. I ran Shapiro-Wilk normality tests: Al-group post-test
speaking scores showed p =.002 (clearly non-normal). The mean assumes normality; the
median does not.

Your data are bounded (0-9 for IELTS, 1-5 for Likert). Ceiling and floor effects make true
normality impossible.

Tiod 1i

P in g ingly favor median + non-p
tests for small-n classroom studies (Boone & Boone, 2012, is the standard citation).
The pragmatic compromise: Report both mean (SD) and median (IQR) in your descriptive
statistics table, but use non-parametric tests (Wilcoxon + Mann-Whitney) as your primary
analysis, and justify this choice explicitly in your methods chapter. This approach satisfies
your advisor, your examiners, and future reviewers.

Choosing the right chart

I generated four versions using your actual data (see Figure 1):

« Bar chart with mean + SD: X Hides the distribution — not recommended.
« Box plot with individual points: v What your advisor suggested; essentially mandatory for

small samples.

+ Slopechart: v v My top recommendation as your main figure, because a pre-post design is

inherently paired, and this is the only chart that shows who improved and who didn't.

« Raincloud plot (violin + box + dots): v Current best practice; reviewers respond well to it.

Likert data follows different rules — avoid mean = SD bar charts. Use a diverging stacked
bar chart instead (see Figure 2, right panel). This is the standard approach established by
Robbins & Heiberger (2011).

Your actual findings (already computed)

« Al-group speaking improvement: Wilcoxon p =.035, Cohen's d = 0.80 (large effect)
« Teacher-group speaking improvement: Wilcoxon p = .031, Cohen's d = 1.04 (large effect)
« Alvs. Teacher — which is better?: p = 744 (no significant difference)

This is genuinely a publishable finding — Al feedback appears to be non-inferior to teacher
feedback, which has real implications for ility and ibility. Framing your study
this way is far more compelling than claiming Al "won" or "lost."

Learning resources (full version + 7-day study plan in Section 8 of the PDF)

« Videos: StatQuest with Josh Starmer (YouTube — the best statistics explainer online), Khan

Academy's "Statistics and Probability” course.

« Tools: Use JASP (jasp-stats.org) — free, open-source, point-and-click. Much friendlier than

SPSS, much simpler than R. You can run Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests with a few clicks.
Do not run non-parametric tests in Excel; the Data Analysis Toolpak doesn't implement them
correctly.

« Must-cite references: Boone & Boone (2012) on Likert scales, Weissgerber et al. (2015) against

bar charts, Plonsky & Oswald (2014) on effect-size benchmarks in second-language research
(important — the generic Cohen's d thresholds are too conservative for L2 research).

The PDF contains the full argument, references, ready-to-adapt descriptive statistics tables,
and a list of questions to bring to your advisor. I'd suggest starting with Sections 2, 3,and 5.

Note. Screenshots of the researcher’s interaction with Claude showing guidance on selecting appropriate descriptive and
inferential statistics for the dataset, interpreting the reasons for these choices, and comparing suitable visualisations for

presenting the results.

6.2.3 Al as a Writing Support Tool

Al also supported my writing process. In this project, | used Al as a writing support tool to improve
structure, sentence flow, clarity, and coherence. It was especially helpful when | already had an
idea but struggled to express it clearly in academic English. However, | did not treat Al-generated
text as final thesis writing. The final writing still required me to check the meaning, add study-
specific details, connect the text to my evidence, and decide whether the wording accurately

represented my argument.

One important function was cautious academic wording. The study had a small sample size and a
short intervention, so | needed to ensure that my conclusions were appropriately hedged and that |
avoided broad generalisations. For example, | could not write that the Al-supported group and
teacher-led group were equivalent. A more appropriate wording was that the study did not detect a
significant between-group difference in speaking gain. Al helped me explore this kind of careful
phrasing, but | still had to check that the final wording matched the data, the research design, and

the methodological limitations of the study.

Al also supported practical writing tasks. It helped me plan tables, simplify figures, organise

chapters, prepare supervisor meeting questions, and break large tasks into smaller steps. This
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support helped me meet my deadlines and ensured | could complete the study within the given
time frame. Instead of facing broad tasks, such as “finish the chapter”, | could focus on smaller
steps, such as drafting one section, adding one example, or revising one table. In this way, Al

supported the writing process, but it did not replace the work of building the thesis argument.

Writer’s block was another area where Al helped. At several points, | found it difficult to start
because the thesis felt too large. Al helped me begin with headings, bullet points, rough
paragraphs, or a clearer plan. This support was not only practical. It also helped me maintain
momentum during the long and sometimes lonely writing process. However, these Al-supported
drafts still needed substantial revision from me. | had to decide what was relevant, remove general

statements, add details from my own study, and make sure the writing sounded like my own work.

As a researcher writing in my second language, | found Al especially useful. Sometimes | could
express complex thoughts in Chinese first and then ask Al to help organise or translate them into
English. This allowed me to focus first on content and logic before refining the academic
expression. For multilingual researchers, this can reduce the burden of language conversion
during early thinking and drafting. At the same time, translation or rewriting support did not remove
my responsibility as the writer. | still needed to check whether the English version carried my

intended meaning and whether it was suitable for the thesis context.

Al also helped with grammar, sentence structure, paraphrasing, and awkward expressions.
However, Al's output was not always accurate or suitable. Sometimes Al writing became too
general, too formal, or too distant from my study. When this happened, | had to add back specific
details and revise the sentences so that they reflected my evidence and argument. This
experience reminded me that fluency is not the same as quality. A sentence can sound academic

but still be too vague, unsupported, or disconnected from the research.

Table 14 summarises several writing-related experiences and what they taught me about Al-

supported research writing.
Table 14

Researcher Learning From Al-Supported Writing

Experience What | learned

Al can suggest careful phrasing, but the final wording must match the
data and research design.

Al can support writing management, but it does not build the thesis
argument by itself.

Different Al tools produce different answers, so evaluation remains
essential.

Revising tables with my supervisor The quality of Al output depends on human judgement, not Al alone.

Using Al for cautious academic wording
Using Al to break writing into smaller tasks

Comparing Al systems

Throughout this project, | gradually realised that effective Al use depended on professional
judgement as much as prompt design. Although Al could produce well-written answers within

seconds, it could not determine whether those answers were appropriate for my research. The
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responsibility for identifying problems, evaluating outputs, and making final decisions remained

mine.

One strategy that helped me was forcing myself to think before prompting. Rather than
immediately asking Al for solutions, | first clarified the current situation, the goal, what | had already
considered, the constraints of the task, and the type of help | needed. This habit encouraged
independent thinking before involving Al and reduced the risk of accepting generated answers too
quickly. Over time, | found that the quality of Al responses often reflected the clarity of my own

thinking.

| also learned not to rely on a single Al system. On several occasions, | entered the same prompt
into both ChatGPT and Claude and compared their responses. The two systems often differed in
organisation, level of detail, tone, and practical usefulness. Neither answer was consistently better
than the other. Comparing multiple responses encouraged me to evaluate the strengths and
weaknesses of each response rather than accepting the first plausible answer. The final decision

was always based on my own judgement.

One experience | had during the thesis writing process clearly illustrated what Al could and could
not do in this research. While revising one of the findings tables, | first asked Al to improve the
presentation of the table. The revised version was still too long and did not communicate the
results clearly. During a supervision meeting, my supervisor immediately recognised the underlying
problem. Rather than asking Al simply to improve the wording, she suggested a more specific
goal: present the numerical findings more directly and remove unnecessary text. Using that revised

prompt, Al produced a substantially clearer table.

What struck me was not simply that my supervisor wrote a better prompt. More importantly, she
recognised the problem almost immediately, whereas | did not. The limiting factor was not the Al
tool itself, but my own ability to identify weaknesses in the work and communicate a clear
objective. Al could generate many alternative versions, but it could not decide which version best
served the academic purpose of the table. That judgement still required disciplinary experience

and critical evaluation.

That experience reshaped how | understood Al-supported writing and research. At the beginning
of the project, | saw Al mainly as a tool for generating ideas, improving expression, and increasing
productivity. By the end of the thesis, | understood that Al’'s usefulness depended heavily on the
researcher’s guidance and direction. In this sense, Al is only as useful as the instructions it

receives, which again requires a good understanding of what needs to be accomplished.

6.2.4 Risks and Limitations of Using Al in Research

Despite its benefits, Al also introduced important risks throughout this project. Some related to the

reliability of Al-generated information, while others concerned responsible research practice. Table
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15 summarises the main risks identified during the project and the safeguards used to manage

them.
Table 15

Risks and Safeguards in Al-Supported Research

Risk What could go wrong Safeguard

Inaccurate information False references or unsupported claims Verify original sources
Think before prompting and evaluate outputs

Cognitive offloading Al replaces independent thinking

critically
Privacy risk Participant data exposure Anonymise examples and follow ethics approval
Attention Waiting for Al responses or switching Keep phone away, use a timer, and prepare a
fragmentation between tools leads to distraction parallel academic task

The most obvious risk was inaccurate information. Al occasionally generated incorrect references,
DOl details, summaries, or unsupported claims that appeared convincing. This was particularly
relevant during the literature review, where inaccurate information could easily be incorporated into
academic writing if left unchecked. | therefore treated Al-generated references and summaries only
as starting points and verified publication details, original sources, and the relevance of each paper

before it was included in the thesis.

A second risk was becoming over-reliant on Al, a process often referred to as cognitive offloading.
Cognitive offloading means using an external tool to reduce the cognitive demands of a task
(Risko & Gilbert, 2016). In this project, this risk appeared when Al quickly produced coherent and
persuasive text, making it tempting to accept its responses without sufficient independent analysis.
Although Al was valuable for exploring ideas and improving drafts, it could not replace the
researcher's responsibility for interpreting evidence, constructing arguments, or making
methodological decisions. Throughout the project, | regarded Al as a support tool only and made

sure that all major academic decisions remained my own.

A third risk was attention fragmentation, which refers here to the way attention can become divided
or disrupted when moving between tasks, tools, or sources of information. This is related to
research on interruptions and task switching, which suggests that interruptions can increase stress
and that attention may not fully move from one task to another immediately after a switch (Leroy,
2009; Mark et al., 2008). In this project, short Al responses usually appeared quickly, but more
complex tasks, such as reviewing a long section, comparing drafts, or producing detailed
feedback, sometimes took a few minutes. | noticed that even this short waiting time could interrupt
my focus, because it was tempting for me to check my phone, do another quick online search, or
do other tasks not related to the thesis task at hand. To reduce this, | tried to keep my phone
away, use a 5-minute timer, and prepare a small parallel academic task, such as checking a
reference, formatting a table, or reading a short section while waiting for the Al output. This helped
me use Al as part of the research process without letting the process become another source of

distraction.
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Ethical considerations were equally important. The study involved student learning data, and
participant privacy needed to be protected throughout the research process. Examples and
screenshots included in the thesis were anonymised, and identifiable participant information was
never entered into Al systems. Al use therefore remained consistent with the ethical approval

granted for this study.

Overall, this project reinforced that Al should be viewed as a supportive research tool rather than
an autonomous research partner. While Al can substantially improve efficiency, responsibility for
evidence, ethics, interpretation, and the quality of academic work continue to rest with the

researcher.

6.3 Key Takeaways

My experiences of using Al in both teaching and research led to several practical lessons. This
section brings together the main takeaways for language learners, teachers, and researchers and

presents the prompt design guidelines developed through the project.

6.3.1 For Language Learners

For language learners, the main value of Al is that it can create more opportunities to practise,
revise, and reflect. However, Al is most useful when learners use it as part of a practice cycle
rather than as a source of ready-made answers. Simply asking Al to “improve my answer” is less
useful than asking for specific feedback on grammar, answer expansion, natural spoken

expressions, or coherence.

Learners also need to avoid turning Al-generated answers into another form of template
dependence. Al can suggest useful expressions and possible directions for development, but
learners still need to adapt these suggestions into their own language. Follow-up questions are
particularly useful for IELTS Speaking Part 2 because they help learners think of more details,
examples, reasons, and personal experiences. The chat history can also become a learning
record, allowing learners to review their original answers, feedback, corrections, and revised

expressions after class.

6.3.2 For Teachers

For teachers, the main takeaway is that Al does not need to be seen as a threat to teaching.
Instead, it can be used as a pedagogical resource when it is carefully designed and guided. Simply
telling students to use Al is unlikely to be enough. Without structure, learners may ask vague
questions, accept poor feedback, or copy Al-generated answers. Teachers therefore need to

design the task, prompt, feedback routine, and follow-up activity.

Prompt design can be understood as part of teaching design. In this study, the prompt shaped

what feedback learners received, what they noticed, and what they did next. Teachers are also
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needed to help students develop the ability to evaluate Al feedback, including whether suggestions
are accurate, natural, and suitable for IELTS Speaking. Al can be used to extend teaching

practice, but it still needs to be guided by professional judgement.

6.3.3 For Researchers

For researchers, Al can support early-stage orientation, organisation, and writing clarity, especially
when a project crosses several fields or when the researcher is writing in a second language. It
can help generate search terms, summarise papers, organise notes, refine wording, and improve

sentence flow.

However, Al output should not be treated as evidence. References, DOI information, summaries,
and claims still need to be checked against original sources. Al can suggest possible directions,
but the final argument must come from the data, methodology, literature, and the researcher’s
interpretation of the findings. Researchers also need to follow institutional rules, protect participant
information, and acknowledge Al support where required. Researchers may also benefit from
comparing outputs from different Al systems, as this can help them evaluate suggestions more

critically rather than relying on one response.

A further practical lesson is the importance of organising Al use. During the later revision stage, |
found it difficult to locate some earlier Al conversations because different tasks, chapters, and
research processes were often mixed within the same chat. This made it harder to retrieve useful
prompts, screenshots, and process records. For researchers, it may be useful to separate Al
conversations by chapter or task, such as literature review, methodology, data analysis, findings
visualisation, and reflection. If organised clearly, Al chat history can become a useful record of the

research process, rather than only a temporary writing aid.

6.3.4 Al Prompt Design Guidelines

A practical takeaway from this reflection is that Al prompt design matters. For researchers,
teachers, and learners, the quality of an Al response depends not only on the Al tool itself but also
on how clearly the task is framed. General prompting guidance emphasises the importance of
giving clear instructions, providing context, specifying the task, using references or examples
where relevant, evaluating the output, and revising the prompt through iteration (Google Cloud,
2026; Grow with Google Editorial Team, 2026; McHugh-Johnson, 2024). In educational contexts,
these principles are especially important because a weak prompt may produce vague, generic, or
unsuitable feedback, while a stronger prompt can make Al support more specific, relevant, and

actionable.

Table 16 presents practical Al prompt-design guidelines for researchers, teachers, and learners.
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Table 16

Al Prompt Design Guidelines for Researchers, Teachers, and Learners

Guideline Explanation

State the situation Give the Al enough context to understand the learning, teaching, or research situation.

Define the goal Explain what the prompt is expected to achieve, such as feedback, revision, explanation,
planning, or idea generation.

Assign a role Give the Al a clear role, such as IELTS speaking teacher, academic writing tutor, research
assistant, or critical reader.

Specify criteria Tell the Al what standard to use, such as IELTS Speaking criteria, assignment requirements,

marking rubrics, or research questions.

Require evidence  Ask the Al to refer to specific words, examples, data, or parts of the learner’s answer instead of
giving general comments.

Limit the scope Avoid asking for too much at once. A focused prompt usually produces more useful output than a
broad prompt.

Specify style Control the tone, register, language level, and format of the response so that it suits the intended
user.

Make feedback Ask for concrete next steps, examples, corrections, or practice tasks rather than only general

actionable evaluation.

Build in interaction Design the prompt so that the user continues thinking, responding, revising, or practising instead
of passively receiving an answer.

Evaluate and revise Test the prompt, check whether the output is useful and accurate, and revise the prompt when
the response is unclear or unsuitable.

Note. The guidelines were developed from the researcher’s Al-supported workflow and informed by general prompting
principles, including context, task, persona, format, specificity, and iterative refinement (Davis-Muffett, 2024; Google
Cloud, 2026; Grow with Google Editorial Team, 2026).

These guidelines are not a fixed formula. Different users and tasks require different prompt
designs. However, they show that effective prompting is a deliberate process. A useful prompt
gives the Al context, purpose, standards, boundaries, and an expected output format. It also
leaves space for critical judgement, because the user still needs to check whether the response is

accurate, ethical, and appropriate for the intended purpose.

6.4 Chapter Summary

This chapter reflected on my use of Al as both a teacher and a researcher. As a teacher, | used Al
to support IELTS Speaking Part 2 practice through a structured prompt and guided practice cycle.
The project suggested that Al can be used to provide immediate feedback, repeated practice,
answer-expansion support, and visible learning records within a structured, teacher-guided setting.
It also showed that teachers remain important for task design, prompt design, pronunciation
feedback, and professional judgement. This reflection therefore reinforces the empirical finding
that Al-supported and teacher-led feedback offered different but potentially complementary forms
of support: Al-supported practice was perceived as particularly useful for expansion and repeated
revision, while teacher-led feedback was valued for pronunciation, live explanation, and real-time

judgement.

As a researcher, | used Al to support reading, thinking, writing, and organisation. Al was useful for
initial orientation, organising messy ideas, improving writing clarity, and supporting multilingual
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academic writing. At the same time, the chapter identified several risks of Al use for academic
writing, including inaccurate information, cognitive offloading, and privacy concerns. These risks
need safeguards such as checking original sources, thinking before prompting, managing

attention, evaluating Al output critically, and protecting participant information.

Overall, this reflection suggests that Al's value in education and research does not come from
automation alone. It depends on how human users define the purpose, design the process,
evaluate the output, and take responsibility for final decisions. For me, this project shifted the
question from whether Al can replace teachers or researchers to how teachers and researchers

can use Al critically, ethically, and effectively.
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Chapter Seven: Conclusion

This thesis examined how Al-supported and teacher-led feedback supported IELTS speaking
practice for L1 Mandarin EFL learners. The study was motivated by my practical interest, as an
IELTS speaking teacher and researcher, in how generative Al could be used in EFL speaking
practice and how Al-supported feedback might compare with teacher-led feedback in a structured
IELTS speaking course. The study used a mixed methods methodology incorporating a standard
comparative experiment. Twenty-four L1 Mandarin EFL learners took part in a four-week online
IELTS Speaking programme, which included eight structured practice sessions. Participants were
allocated to either an Al-supported feedback group or a teacher-led feedback group. In the Al-
supported sessions, learners received feedback through a teacher-designed Al prompt, while in
the teacher-led sessions, feedback was provided directly by the researcher-teacher. The study
compared IELTS Speaking score changes across the two conditions and examined participants’

experiences through Likert-scale survey responses and open-ended comments.

The quantitative findings showed that both groups made significant within-group gains in IELTS
Speaking; however, the between-group comparison did not detect a significant difference in
speaking gain. The qualitative findings added further detail by showing how learners responded to
the two modes of feedback in class. Participants in both groups reported that after the course they
felt more confident, were able to express ideas more clearly, and were better at developing their
spoken responses. However, each group also identified different gains that were associated with
its specific feedback mode. Because the study was small in scale and short in duration, these
findings should be interpreted cautiously. Overall, the findings suggest that the structured speaking
programme was useful in both conditions, rather than showing that one feedback mode was

clearly more effective than the other.

The study contributes to current discussions about generative Al in EFL speaking education by
suggesting that Al-supported and teacher-led feedback may have different but complementary
functions. Al-supported feedback appeared especially useful for answer expansion, alternative
expressions, and repeated practice. Al-supported practice also had the advantage of leaving a
traceable record of learner output, feedback, and class interaction, which could be reviewed later.
Teacher-led feedback was more strongly associated with pronunciation correction, a stronger
sense of human interaction, and a more specific and flexible diagnosis of speaking performance.
These findings suggest that Al-supported feedback is not the same as teacher-led feedback, but
that this difference can be used productively in the speaking classroom. More needs to be
understood about the kinds of learning support Al can provide, what it does and does not do well,

and how it can be integrated into carefully designed speaking practice.

The findings also offer a tentative link back to the high-context and low-context communication

framework discussed earlier in the thesis. Participants’ responses indicate that both feedback
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modes may have supported more explicit spoken communication, although in different ways: Al-
supported feedback through answer expansion and elaboration, and teacher-led feedback through

direct clarification and real-time interaction.

A further contribution of this thesis is its evidence-informed consideration of how Al can be used for
teaching, learning, and in academia. The reflection chapter showed how Al was used both in the
speaking classes and across the wider research process. This experience led to practical
guidelines for teachers, researchers, and learners. For teachers, the findings suggest that Al
feedback needs clear task design, prompt design, and classroom guidance. For researchers, Al
can improve research efficiency, but its output still needs checking, source verification, and
professional judgement. For learners, Al can be a convenient and accessible tool for additional
speaking practice beyond scheduled class time, but they still need to evaluate suggestions
critically and use them selectively.

Future research could build on this study by using larger samples, longer programmes, and
different learner groups. It would also be useful to compare guided and unguided Al use, examine
hybrid models that combine Al-supported rehearsal with teacher-led feedback, and test how
different Al platforms, models, and prompt designs shape the quality of feedback learners receive.
Future studies could also collect audio data to analyse pronunciation, fluency, interaction, and
learner uptake more closely, and examine how Al-supported feedback may work in other language
skills such as writing, listening, or reading. Overall, this thesis suggests that Al-supported speaking
practice can be a useful part of EFL speaking education when it is carefully designed, guided, and
evaluated. Its value lies not only in the technology itself, but in the teaching and learning conditions

created around it.
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Participant Information Sheet ({5£i%0A8)

Participant Information Sheet / 85 F{ERBi%0B+H
Project title / I E R R

A Comparative Study of Two Teaching Approaches- Evaluating Two Speaking-Practice Approaches for IELTS Learners
EEHERFIENR/MOIBEEI AR

Date/ BHA: 21 January 2026 (2026 % 1 B 21 B)

Student researcher / 224K E: Stella Li (ZEHE) |, Master’s student, Auckland University of Technology (AUT), New
Zealand

Email / BBF8: ftx0939@autuni.ac.nz

Project supervisor / INBESIfi: Associate Professor Ann Morrison, Auckland Univ ersity of Technology (AUT), New
Zealand

Email / BB#8: ann.morrison@aut.ac.nz

1) Invitation / #i% %88

EN: You are invited to take part in a Master’s student research project at Auckland University of Technology (AUT), New
Zealand. Please read this information sheet before deciding whether to participate. You may ask questions at any time.

i HERSN—THAE=RR=BTAS (AUT) ARMMIZEMR. TRERSSS5 2, WBFAMEARE
RIREAP . (RAJERERREMARERIE.

2) Purpose of the study / 5B

EN: This study compares two speaking-practice approaches for adult IELTS learners. We focus on (1) clarity of spoken
communication in English (e.g., being more direct and specific), and (2) changes in official IELTS Speaking results before and
after the programme.

B FARLERARHECRARBZIENOBESFI AR, ERXE: (1) BEMERANEHNE (FINEEE, &
AfMRX), Mk (2) REFIBEABRBOERANER.

3) Why you have been invited (Inclusion criteria) / {RAIHEIE (RHARE)

EN: You may participate if you meet all of the following criteria:

®  You are 18 years or older;

®  Your first language (L1) is Chinese (Mandarin);
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® oy have an official IELTS Test Report Form (TRF/€TRF) from the past 6 months;

® vou agree to sit another official IELTS test within 1 month after the final session;

You agree to provide verification of both IELTS results (pre- and post-study);

®  You can attend the fixed class schedule (Tuesdays 5:00-6:00 pm and Thursdays 5:00-6:00 pm or Tuesday 6:30-7:30pm

and Thursday 6:30-7:30pm, Beijing time) for 4 weeks via Tencent Meeting.

i ERHEREUTEEMEMGS, Blss:

1) FH18@AF;

2) BN (HimiE);

3) @& 6 MBWB—IRE S IELTS MR8 (TRF/ETRF);

4) AEERB—RFEEEEN 1 THRBSM—REH IELTS &ix;

5) ARREARISHRERR IELTS BEAIERR K

6) FILABEEBEMEINSINAEE 4 BMNEELIERE (ERFEERT 17:00-18:00, SEM 17:00-18:008FSRA —
18:30-19:30, E|RAIIM18:30-19:30) .

Important / EEi5%0H

EN: Because official IELTS results are an inclusion criterion, providing them is required (not optional) for this study.

i ERNEF IELTS BHERTANMTEZ—, BARRPREERSGZMHAT (TEFI%EW).

4) What participation involves / 25RE (REZi{t4)

EN: If you take part, you will:

« Complete a short online form (eligibility screening + consent).

« Attend an online speaking programme totaling 8 hours over 4 weeks (2 hours per week):

— Time: Tuesdays 5:00—6:00 pm and Thursdays 5:00-6:00 pm (Beijing time, China Standard Time) or Tuesdays 6:30-7:30 pm
and Thursdays 6:30-7:30 pm (Beijing time, China Standard Time).

— Platform: Tencent Meeting.

« Be randomly allocated to one of two feedback approaches for Sessions 2—8 (same total hours and similar IELTS-style prompts).
« Complete a short exit survey after the programme.

* Provide your official IELTS results (pre- and post-study) as described below.

« After you complete the online form, your Study ID and Tencent Meeting access details will be shown on screen. Please save
them (e.g., screenshot), as we do not collect contact details and will not send reminders.

B NRIFSE5RIARE, RI5:

ES-TEENE LRE (IFikR)E + ABEE) .

- £ 4 BRS8N EOIEFY) (B8R 2/)h6):

~-B9E: dERFEERAZ 17:00-18:00, AT 17:00-18:00 HHEILFEFEE AT 18:30-19:30, EAM 18:30-19:30,
- FA&: BIflEiY Tencent Meeting,

- EE 2 8 RIFREPEBNSRIFRMRIEARZ— (BIRN—. BESRTER).,

- RIBGERESM— D BN SRS,

R T RARERRASRENE FREMGER.

- BRE LFRBE, RASENELETIRM Sudy ID UEBRSN HIRER. BETRE (HUEE), EAFRHR
TREHKRATR, WP RRERE.

5) Group allocation / Z#AA
EN: Participants will be randomly allocated to one of two feedback approaches for Sessions 2—8. Both groups receive the
same total practice time and similar IELTS-style prompts.

i fEH 28 RiREP, BE5EBEBNSEIRMREARNZ—. MAKI SR, ERBNMNEROEmE
S5HEm.
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6) Study ID / {55445 (Study ID)
EN: You will be assigned a Study ID. We use this Study ID (not your name) to label your research data wherever possible,

e ARSI APREHS (Study ID) o BFFEECERIG RTREME ] Study ID bR, kAR 9 E4 -
7) Online class setting and privacy / & FiRERR SRFAIRA

EN: Sessions are delivered online in a small group. Other participants may be able to see your display name and hear you during
class (similar to a normal online class). You may choose to use a nickname and keep your camera off. We will ask everyone to
respect privacy and not share class content or personal information outside the group, but we cannot fully control what other
participants do.

th: RREEMG DNARRET. RUERFAESEITNERBMHANIIRNAS (SEBL LIREM) . RATUER
PRFRFEREAFRGL. BNSREMES5ETER, FERIMEBRENTAMAER, BRERERHIEA
S25&M1TR.

8) IELTS results: what we collect and how / JEE RS WERBTSHA

EN: We use official [ELTS results as part of the research. The research team does not obtain IELTS results directly from the test
provider on participants’ behalf.

You will enter your IELTS test date and official IELTS Speaking score in the online form for:

« your IELTS result from the past 6 months (pre-study), and

= your IELTS result taken within 1 month after the final session (post-study).

We do not discuss individual IELTS scores in class. Any IELTS information you provide is stored under Study ID only.
R KIRFIEERE 7 IELTS BGIEAMREIRN—No . MRENAERES S EaS N MERERRLS.
RREELLG LRBPESUTRAZRNEZXBESES IELTS OiESH:

+ZBE6TARN—REAMG (KA, Bk

cBE—RREBERE | TEASNZIENEARS (HRRE).

BENTRICMADE, (RIBLM ELTS EEBRIN Study 1D RFSEA.

9) Contact details and reminders / R AN S5IREERA (FTWEHKFEAR)

EN: This study does not collect participants’ email addresses, phone numbers, or other direct contact details. Because we do not
collect contact details, we will not send scheduling messages or reminders. The class schedule is fixed, and access details will be
shown on screen after you complete the online form. Please save your Study ID and class access details for your own reference.
i AARTRES SENMAE. BIENEMEERRALN. BTARERASR, BFAEHRRERTLRE
B, RENBEE, fERE LRBEEENE LER DIRER. BETREFMNN Swdy IDF LIRER, ETFEEE
A.

10) Risks and discomforts / FLf& 5 TiE
EN: Speaking tasks may cause mild nervousness or performance anxiety. You may pause, skip an activity where possible, or
withdraw at any time.

i OEESFRTEREERRERNEER. MAMMNEE. EAFRER TS ED, BRHFR.

11) Benefits / I
EN: You may benefit from structured IELTS speaking practice and feedback on clearer communication. However, improvement
in IELTS scores cannot be guaranteed.

The findings may provide useful insights for IELTS learners, teachers, and education providers about ways to support clearer
spoken communication. The results may contribute to wider understanding of effective IELTS speaking practice approaches

(including technology-supported options).

i fRATREME B DB S RIABEWE RIPIRE, BRERERS—ERA.
MRERAENRIBZIE. BNSHENNRERSE, BYSHTERMNOERIA. MROAIENE ZHREOIE

HIHN (BIERAREHEES) RHERSER.
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12) Recording / FE%A (BABARE)

EN: Sessions will not be audio-recorded or video-recorded for research purposes.

i AAREIREARS L TR B ART S M TR S,

13) Confidentiality, data storage, and access / fRE ., BUBREZESIHEHR

EN: Research data will be stored securely in password-protected systems under AUT accounts. Only the student researcher and
the supervisor will have access to the study data. Findings will be reported in summary form; any examples (if used) will be de-
identified. Data will be retained for 6 years after the study and then securely destroyed.

i ARBIERFRE AUTIKSHART. SEBEBRRIPORERSAT., NEERRES SIHEHOMAREE. ARER
BUCERREW: NMERARFIAT (WAH), hE#TEMRMLE, BEBENRERERET 6 F, HEREH
.

14) Voluntary participation and withdrawal / B85 5iEH

EN: Participation is voluntary. You may withdraw at any time without penalty. If you withdraw, you may request that your
identifiable information and data be removed where possible before analysis and de-identification. Once data have been de-
identified and combined for analysis, it may not be possible to remove individual contributions.

f: 25%2ER. HRAEEAMEREEFRSRFERFRN, BIRREY, FESNS BB ZE0E RBIBRRE T
IRAERSHEXEE —BEREEEMRAMHENCESOMMER, FIRETEBRMAIRTALRIE.

15) Questions, concerns, and complaints / ¥[8, XF5#RF

EN: If you have questions about this study, you may contact the student researcher: ftx0939@autuni.ac.nz.

Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the Project Supervisor: Associate
Professor Ann Morrison (ann.morrison@aut.ac.nz).

Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the Executive Secretary of AUTEC: ethics@aut.ac.nz,
phone +64 9 921 9999 ext 6038.

i AINAAREERE, ABRAZPAEMREMFE: tx0939@autuni.ac.nz,

MHAMBNAD/MERB RS XE, HERKAMESIM: Ann Morrison BIZ#%# (ann.morrison@aut.ac.nz) ,
WMISRAR AT AR RIT RBEBIMEIRF, JBKR AUTEC HUATHP: ethics@aut.ac.nz, EBIE +64 9 921 9999 534/l 6038,

16) Ethics approval / {CI2ZEHHtER

EN: This study was reviewed by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee (AUTEC) and approved on
[05/02/2026]. AUTEC Reference Number: 25-429.

f: FHRERREARZETAFREERAR (AUTEC) WE, HT 2026F2A5H3R. AUTEC 2EEHS: 25-
429,
EN: Please keep a copy of this Information Sheet for your records.

f: BREAMEERBBUEEEEN.

Eligibility screening (7#i%6)#)

EN: Are you 18 years old or above?

i (RETTH 18 B%?

OYeSE
O No &
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EN: Is your first language (L1) Chinese (Mandarin)?

B ROEHE (BB, L) BEAHX (BEiE)

O Yes 2
A~

O No &

EN: Do you have an official IELTS Test Report Form (TRF/eTRF) issued within the past 6 months?

h: REEEEE 6 THRLENER ELTS L& (TRF/eTRF) ?

O Yes 2
ONOE

EN: Do you plan and agree to sit another official IELTS test within 1 month after the final study session?

e FESHIHBEERE—RFREREN 1 TARABSI—RER IELTS Fil?

O ves
O No &

EN: Do you agree to provide verification (@ photo/screenshot) of your official IELTS TRF/eTRF for both the
pre-study and post-study tests?

e RESESRMARGSHRERAES ELTS BEEe (TRF/eTRF) MIERME (BE/E8E) 2

O Yes 2
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No &

EN: Can you attend the online sessions at the following times (Bew‘}ing time): Tuesdays 5:00-6:00 pm and
Thursdays 5:00—-6:00 pm, or Tuesday 6:30 pm-7:30 pm and Thursday 6:30 pm - 7:30 pm for 4 weeks
(total 8 hours)? &: REFHES MU TAIEME Ligf2 (JLRASE): €A 17:00-18:00 5&EM 17:00-18:00

F#&SE = 18:30-19:30, AT 18:30-19:30, E4&E 4 @ (Rit 8 /) 2

Yes

iy 2l

No

Consent Form ER=E+H

Consent Form &R =5

Project title / Jii H 445

A Comparative Study of Two Teaching Approaches: Evaluating Two Speaking-Practice Approaches for [ELTS Learners
EEESF I EFNMAOIESS ST

Project Supervisor / Jij F] S I0ii :

Associate Professor Ann Morrison, Auckland University of Technology (AUT), New Zealand
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Researcher / Jf55 % :

Stella Li (Z=1#) |, Master’s student / A5 4, Auckland University of Technology (AUT), New Zealand

- EN: | have read and understood the information provided about this research project in the Information
Sheet dated 05/02/2026. sh: HKEMIEHIEMR 2026 &£ 2 A 5 B ) (B5FERRAB) PXFARRTEE
XER.

- EN: | have had an opportunity to ask questions and to have them answered. #: FBHSMAARIR LA
M, HERIBE.

- EN: | understand that taking part in this study is voluntary (my choice) and that | may withdraw from the
study at any time without being disadvantaged in any way. : HEFS5AXMRIZEREN (BEBITRE),
FEZPI UEEANEREHAR, EARELRIERIRFZME.

- EN: | agree to take part in this research. :  EEESMAHR.

EN: | agree to all of the above statements and voluntarily agree to participate in this study.

i REBMULAERER, HFEESMAHRR.

OYest;’;
O No &

EN: | wish to receive a summary of the research findings (please tick one):

F BHAREMREREREMARGRBE (HEE—m):
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O Yes 8
O No &

Signature £&

Participant's signature: 25&% &
Please sign below to indicate your consent.

BETHAERURTERESNARR.

. SIGN HERE

clear

Participant's name: 85 &#&
Please enter your full name.

BRNEATESE.

Date: 06/02/2026

This study has been approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 06/02/2026.
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AUTEC Reference number: 25/429

Note: Participants should retain a copy of this form.

HER: 20265%02H06H
AMRETF 2026 £ 02 B 06 HIABAR=ET KFCIEZASR (AUTEC) #bE.
AUTEC BE£4HE: 25/429

i BB S5EEERNFREFEATIEH, MMEHEERN

Study ID £ 5R7F

Your Study ID is: $ {e:/ /Field/study _id}. Please take a screenshot or copy and save it—
you will need to enter it multiple times later.

RE9 Study ID 2: ${e://Field/study_id}, EEHE/EHIRT, ZES2RIEE.,

Please confirm and enter your Study ID.

WA A REIStudy ID.

Course Link 258
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RIS ER, BiNEEREE!

**This page is very important—it's recommended that you take a screenshot and save it!

Platform: Tencent Meeting (online).
Schedule: Tuesdays 5:00-6:00 pm Beijing Time and Thursdays 5:00-6:00 pm Beijing Time.
Fa: BiRa (&), WE%KH: €/8217:00-18:00 (JLREE) FSAM17:00-18:00 ({LmATE) HEFILR

EfiEERE — 18:30-19:30, &AM 18:30-19:30,

The first class is an individual session. The date and time are: 6:30pm-7:30pm, 10/02/2026

Class link:

E—TREXITFEmEREN, BHEMEEE: 2026/02/10 18:30-19:30
RAEHE: (HEHIRE)

stella Li iEES BN RINEM: Stella LIAZHNEN

2iWFE: 2026/02/10 18:30-19:30 (GMT+08:00) PEFFERE - ER

BZEBITETIRADE, BrEBRRaEAS:

Powered by Qualtrics
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Appendix B

Group Allocation Instructions

Ti13/26, 3:14 AM Qualtrics Survey Software

Group Allocation (Post-Session 1) IR 4H

AU}

Please enter your Study ID (e‘g., SOOD]H). BN REYStudy
ID (f5zn sooom),

Thanks for attending Session 1. Please continue to receive
instructions for your practice sessions (Sessions 2-8).
Further information about the study design will be

https://aut.aul qualtrics com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajux/GetSurveyPrintPreview ?ContextSurveyID=8V_a3jjqiliN5e ACQ6&ContextLibraryID=UR_8i6lme ] Mc... 1/3
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provided at the end of the study.
RNEMTAE—TIR! FIREF2-8THEAIRINEEFW, X
:.FEH’ -l'-l_El]Ej{I:IIU\'I rﬁﬂ:/ aiﬁ—_l"]tﬂi{/\o

Group A - Teacher-led

Group A — Teacher-led

Practice Session Instructions (Sessions 2-8)

EN:

During Sessions 2-8, you will attend online practice sessions led by the instructor. You will receive feedback aligned with the
IELTS Speaking criteria. To ensure fairness, please do not use any external Al tools (e.g., chatbots) during these sessions.
Schedule (Beijing Time): Tuesdays 17:00-18:00 and Thursdays 17:00-18:00 (4 weeks).

Tencent Meeting link: [] (Meeting ID/Passcode, if applicable: []).

eh:

T3 2-8 RiIRFES, (RS MBAREMEMNE LER, HRSETREOETOWENRIR. MRIEAT, 157
RFEHETHEFEEBE@INS Al TR (FIRIBIENEA) .

EiRediE (JEEEdE) : B 17:00-18:00, MY 17:00-18:00 (4 /),

B aEE: [FRME] (NS/BEBmER: [fF2E]D.

**This page is very important—it's recommended that you take a screenshot and save it!
TR DEE, BNEEFRER!

Group B - Al-led

Group B — Al-led

Practice Session Instructions (Sessions 2-8)

EN:

During Sessions 2-8, you will use Doubao (2 ) to receive feedback, following the researcher’s instructions. Please do not enter
any personal identifiers (e.g., your name, email, phone number) into the Al tool.

Schedule (Beijing Time): Tuesdays 18:30-19:30 and Thursdays 18:30-19:30 (4 weeks).

Tencent Meeting link: [] (Meeting ID/Passcode, if applicable: []).

e

1658 2 8 RIBRE, (REREMR SR EHEE (Doubao) FEVRIA. BAEE Al TRTRAEAIRITAS
BIOES (PIABE. WH, FNSH).

FigntiE (dEseAdiE) : B 18:30-19:30. AP 18:30-19:30 (a4 ).

https://aut.aul.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveylD=5V_a3jjqiliN5eACQ6& ContextLibrary]D=UR_8i6lme I Mc... 2/3
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BRENEE: (iR (US/EBUER: [FRE]D.

**This page is very important—it's recommended that you take a screenshot and save it!
“HA+oEE, BNEEREFH!

Powered by Qualtrics
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Appendix C

Exit Survey
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Exit Survey AR &R O)E

Exit Survey tRR G R [0 E

Project title / TR &R
Evaluating Two Speaking-Practice Approaches for IELTS Learners

EEEREIENHmHOESHI A RITE

Date/ BHA: 21 January 2026 (2026 £ 1 B 21 H)

Student researcher / AR E: Stella Li (ZJ) |, Master’s student, Auckland University of Technology (AUT), New
Zealand

Email / BFF8:  ftx0939@autuni.ac.nz

Project supervisor / IMESIM: Associate Professor Ann Morrison, Auckland University of Technology (AUT), New Zealand
Email / BBF8: ann.morrison@aut.ac.nz

Questions, concerns, and complaints / §j8], XE5#1F

EN: If you have questions about this study, you may contact the student researcher: ftx0939@autuni.ac.nz.

Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the Project Supervisor: Associate
Professor Ann Morrison (ann.morrison@aut.ac.nz).

Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the Executive Secretary of AUTEC: ethics@aut.ac.nz,
phone +64 9 921 9999 ext 6038.

i MIMARAER, FIEBRAFEMREMAE: ftx0939@autuni.ac.nz,

W AINBEMAS/ERE RO XT, FEEKATBESIM: Ann Morrison gl33% (ann.morrison@aut.ac.nz) ,
WHTARAPATAARAT A ERINEIRIF, IR AUTEC HIUTHH: ethics@aut.acnz, FEIE +64 9 921 9999 34l 6038,

Ethies approval / {IRHEH{ER

EN: This study was reviewed by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee (AUTEC) and approved on [5
February 2026]. AUTEC Reference Number: 25-429.

B FARCRRARZBTAFMCERRS (AUTEC) HWE, HT [202642/]5H] $kiit. AUTEC BEHS: 25
429,

https:/faut.aul qualtrics com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview ?ContextSurveylD=5V_eFMJIHivde XPvpQ&ContextLibrarylD=UR_8i6lmel ... 177
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Your previous overall IELTS band score (e.g., 6.5)
R E—XZXNEELZ (Ebin 6.5)

previous IELTS Speaking band score (e.g., 6.5)
F—REBOEDE (Eban 6.5)

previous IELTS Listening band score (e.g., 6.5)

E—RHRIFNoER (Kbl 6.5)

previous IELTS Reading band score (e.g., 6.5)
F=IRERBEE D E (Eban 6.5)

https://aut.aul .qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview ?ContextSurveyID=SV_eFMIJIHiv4e XPvpQ&ContextLibraryID=UR_8i6lmel... 217
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prvious IELTS Writing band score (e.g., 6.5)

Your most recent overall IELTS band score (e.g., 6.5)
REaE—RAHEE LSS (kb 6.5)

most recent IELTS Speaking band score (e.g., 6.5)
mII—REEOIEDE (EEq0 6.5)

most recent IELTS Listening band score (e.g., 6.5)
RIE—RBEBITHDE (Ebal 6.5)

https://aut.aul.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=5SV_eFMJIHiv4e XPvpQ&ContextLibraryl D=UR_8i6lmel...

37
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most recent IELTS Reading band score (e.g., 6.5)
I —RHBFENEDE (Ebgn 6.5)

most recent [ELTS Writing band score (e.g., 6.5)
RIT—XEBRS{FOE (b2 6.5)

Course experience

EN: Please indicate how much you agree with the statements below about your experience in this study.

th: BIREMEATIAPIBLE, BRERNFRANRE,

Strong

Strongly disagre

agreedf  Agree Neutral Disagree 3IEER
AR EIE=A —fR FEE B

EN: The sessions helped me express my ideas
more clearly in English. A1: XEIRFEEEENF A O O O O O
RIFEAMIRIA B CBIE.

EN: | became more direct and specific when

expressing opinions or making requests in O O O O O

English. 1 FIERARIBRIAN RRE HERTE
FEHE. BRE,

https://aut.aul.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=5SV_eFMJIHiv4e XPvpQ&ContextLibraryl D=UR_8i6lmel... 47
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Strong
Strongly disagre
agreedf  Agree Neutral Disagree JEFEA
EEE BE —R FEE B
EN: | feel more confident speaking in IELTS-
style tasks. i HAEHTREDIEHRNAINE O O O O O
BiED.
EN: The feedback | received was useful for
improving my speaking. F:  FKWEINR BRI R O O O O O

FrOERAERE.

EN: After each session, | understood what |
needed to improve. : SRIREHAEEEE O O O O
CHEESHNSR.

EN: The practice activities were well
structured and easy to follow. F1:  #RE15ERNE O O O O
miEM. SBRE.

EN: The pace and workload were reasonable
forme. fi: RETESTSENERNESE O O O O
i,

EN: | felt comfortable participating in the
online sessions. fi: BB HIRFZH SR O O O O
BEFE,

EN: | would recommend this type of speaking

practice to other IELTS learners. f:  HEEM O O O O
HibfE B2 FEFXMOIBEI A,

Open-Ended Questions

What was the most helpful part of the study for your
speaking?
RARPNIROEREBBNER D 247

https://aut.aul.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=5SV_eFMJIHiv4e XPvpQ&ContextLibraryl D=UR_8i6lmel...
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What could be improved? ({REE1SMHILE 75 A BABG#H? )

EN: Any other comments?

B EEEMEK EHE?

fxf5—01 Debrief (45REi%ER)

EN: Thank you so much for completing this survey and
our study. If you have any questions or would like to
withdraw, please contact the researcher.

B T RAFIRSTERAR D EMNBAAR . MBI,
REMOZS, BRAMRE.

https://aut.aul .qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview ?ContextSurveyID=SV_eFMIJIHiv4e XPvpQ&ContextLibraryID=UR_8i6lmel...
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Appendix D
Al Feedback Prompt Used in the Study

You are my IELTS Speaking coach (Band 6-9 standard). Act like a supportive feedback provider.
How we will do this (interactive coaching)

« | will paste a Part 2 cue card and answer for up to 2 minutes.

You will

* Give 2 strengths (must quote my exact phrases),

» Give 2 grammar-focused issues (must quote my exact phrases),

* Give 2 targeted fixes (rewrite my sentences in natural spoken English, Band 7-8),

» Then ask 2 follow-up questions to expand my answer.

Rules

* No overall band score. Evidence-based coaching only.

» Always quote my exact words as evidence (short quotes).

« Consider all four IELTS Speaking criteria, while prioritising the most important issues in the learner’s response.

(Flexible input example: Pay particular attention to grammatical range and accuracy, including tense, articles,
agreement, sentence structure, and word form.)

» Keep your response spoken, natural, not essay-like.

» Keep explanations short (1-2 lines each).

Output format

Cue card: ...

2 strengths (with quotes):

» Strength 1: “...” — (why it works, 1 line)

» Strength 2: “...” — (why it works, 1 line)

2 grammar issues (with quotes):

* Issue 1 (category): “...” — correction (before — after) + 1-line rule

* Issue 2 (category): “...” — correction (before — after) + 1-line rule
2 targeted fixes (Band 7—-8 spoken rewrites):

* Fix 1: (my original “...”) — Improved: “...”

« Fix 2: (my original “...”) — Improved: “...”

2 follow-up questions (higher band push):

1. ...

2.

Then wait for my reply.
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