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Abstract 

In the era of technology, there have been significant shifts between traditional and modern environments in education. The study 

aims to explore the benefits and drawbacks of AI-powered feedback in comparison with peer feedback in writing skill under 

SGU English majors’ perspectives. Mix-method research was conducted via online survey and in-depth interviews with 45 

English major students at Saigon University. The findings showed positive attitudes toward both kinds of feedback tools. 

However, AI feedback was preferred for academic writing improvement in terms of supporting linguistic elements such as 

vocabulary and grammar, while peer feedback was chosen for critical thinking skills and interpersonal skills. The study also 

received strong agreement on the combination of both tools for their best use in developing writing. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background of the Study 

 

 

In recent years, higher education has undergone a paradigm 

shift propelled by technology breakthroughs and the integra-

tion of artificial intelligence (AI) into educational settings 

(Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). One of the most revolutionary 

applications of AI is its capacity to deliver automated, instant 

feedback to students. Conventional feedback methods—

whether from instructors or peers—have been acknowledged 

as essential for enhancing writing skills (Sadler, 1989;Shute, 

2008).Nevertheless, these approaches frequently encounter 

issues concerning scalability, consistency, and promptness, es-

pecially in large classes or self-directed learning contexts 

(Roll & Wylie, 2016). 

Recent advancements, generative AI tools such as ChatGPT, 

Gemini…, offer the capacity to provide immediate, tailored, 

and consistent feedback to various student demographics 

(Holmes et al., 2019;Luckin et al., 2016). While ChatGPT and 

related AI tools can analyze student writing swiftly, the change 

from human-centric feedback to AI-generated responses 
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raises critical questions about the role of technology in educa-

tion. In an age where AI-driven solutions are prevalent, com-

prehending students' perceptions and interactions with these 

tools is crucial for maximizing the advantages of technology 

in educational practice. 

1.2. Rationale of the Study 

Currently, the rapid integration of generative AI into vari-

ous domains has brought AI-generated feedback into sharp fo-

cus. While several experimental studies in education have 

compared AI-generated feedback with traditional methods 

such as peer review—often examining their impact on stu-

dents’ language performance—there remains a noticeable gap 

regarding how students themselves actually perceive these 

feedback modalities. In other words, although research has as-

sessed the effectiveness of these feedback types in improving 

writing or other language skills, few studies have delved into 

students’ experiences and attitudes toward using AI-generated 

feedback versus peer feedback. 

Traditional peer feedback has been approved for promoting 

collaboration, critical thinking, and social interaction. Yet, its 

inherent subjectivity and variable quality can sometimes limit 

its overall effectiveness. In contrast, AI-generated feedback 

from platforms such as ChatGPT, Gemini… can overcome 

many of these constraints by offering immediate and uniform 

responses. Yet, doubts persist regarding its accuracy, intelligi-

bility, and especially the extent to which students find it en-

gaging or useful. Moreover, the psychological impact of re-

ceiving automated evaluation rather than feedback from peers 

or instructors warrants further exploration (Winstone & Car-

less, 2020). By examining these disparities, this study aims to 

fill that gap by examining cognitive responses of students to 

both feedback modalities. It strives to provide a balanced view 

that combines objective performance metrics with subjective 

user experiences, ultimately guiding the future integration of 

AI tools in educational practices. 

1.3. Purpose of the Study 

The primary aim of this study is to investigate and compare 

student perceptions of feedback from generative AI and tradi-

tional peer feedback within the context of developing writing 

skills. By delving into these areas, the research aims to provide 

a comprehension of the benefits and challenges of each feed-

back form and to offer insights into how they might be inte-

grated to support student learning more effectively. 

1.4. Research Questions 

 To systematically examine students’ attitudes towards gen-

erative AI feedback versus peer feedback in learning writing 

skills, this study is guided by the following research questions: 

(1)  How do students perceive the overall benefits of AI-

generated feedback in comparison with traditional peer feed-

back? 

(2)  How do students perceive the overall challenges of AI-

generated feedback in comparison with traditional peer feed-

back? 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Generative-AI and its role in education 

The term "artificial intelligence" was first introduced in the 

1950s but it wasn’t popularly addressed until the last few dec-

ades. According to Baker and Smith (2019), AI was defined as 

"computers which perform cognitive tasks, usually associated 

with human minds, particularly learning and problem-solv-

ing" (p. 10). Similarly, Russell and Peter (2021) described AI 

as “the study of agents that receive percepts from the environ-

ment and perform actions.” These definitions characterize AI 

into systems that think and act rationally like human and could 

receive or perform human-like tasks. 

In the same spirit, generative AI, with examples such as 

ChatGPT, Gemini, Copilot, LLMs (large language models), 

refers to the data-creating models that are associated with 

computing techniques. Such models not only help create new 

data for artistic purposes but also assist the process of human 

questioning-answering (Feuerriegel et al., 2024). 

Generative AI is becoming more common in education, 

changing how students learn, and teachers teach. In the field 

of education, AI applications can be categorized into three 

main types: personal tutors which guide learners with oppor-

tunities to learn and practice personally, intelligent support for 

collaborative learning including providing feedback on learn-

ing tasks, and intelligent virtual reality(Luckin et al., 2016). 

These technologies help by giving personalized lessons, en-

couraging collaboration, and creating interactive learning ex-

periences. For example, virtual agents can act as teachers, as-

sistants, or classmates in online or distance learning settings 

(Perez et al., 2017). As AI develops, it is expected to play a 

bigger role in education, making learning more flexible and 

engaging. 

2.2. Feedback 

The Feedback is widely recognized as an essential tool for 

improving learning (Banihashem et al., 2024). It plays a cru-

cial role in increasing students’ self-awareness by pointing out 

their strengths and weaknesses while suggesting steps to en-

hance their performance. 

In the context of writing, feedback serves as an essential 

pedagogical tool that involves offering comments on students’ 

assignments (Ferris, 2003). Writing feedback specifically 
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refers to the process of guiding learners in identifying and cor-

recting errors in their writing, thereby improving linguistic ac-

curacy and overall proficiency (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Giv-

ing and receiving feedback take place at the post-stage of the 

writing process. This stage plays an important role in measur-

ing and adjusting the quality of the writing products. 

2.2.1. Feedback 

2.2.1.1.Definition of Peer feedback  

The Peer feedback, a pedagogical strategy embedded in col-

laborative learning, is considered as the process in which stu-

dents give comments, suggestions, and evaluations on their 

peers’ work to improve learning outcomes (Liu & Carless, 

2006). According to Topping (2009), peer feedback among in-

dividuals represents an arrangement where learners evaluate 

and feedback each other constructively, promoting critical 

thinking and self-regulation. In writing procedures, peer feed-

back is often rooted in process-oriented approaches, allowing 

writers to significantly revise their drafts and enhance the 

quality of their writing overall (Hu & Lam, 2010). This recip-

rocal assessment procedure improves student autonomy and 

engagement as well as language correctness (Rollinson, 2005). 

Moreover, peer comments help students to improve their ana-

lytical and evaluating abilities by helping them to find mis-

takes they might not find in their own work (Liu & Carless, 

2006). 

Recent studies indicate that peer evaluations vary from 

teacher ones in both delivery and perception. Although teacher 

feedback is sometimes interpreted as authoritative, peer feed-

back creates a more engagement and cooperative learning en-

vironment (Gielen et al., 2010). Peer comments also help stu-

dents to recognize their writing from the reader's perspective, 

therefore increasing their awareness of its communicative 

power (Cho & MacArthur, 2010). These features make peer 

feedback a basic component of student-centered learning and 

a necessary tool for enhancing writing ability. 

2.2.1.1.Benefits of Peer feedback  

It is undeniable that if peer feedback is added into writing 

courses, learning procedure will achieve many advantages. 

Firstly, peer feedback facilitates students’ metacognitive 

awareness by letting them interact critically with writing rules, 

structures, and coherence (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). Sec-

ondly, peer feedback creates a collaborative learning environ-

ment, through which students gain different perspectives that 

can further develop their writing skills (Min, 2006). Unlike 

instructor comments, which may concentrate just on grammat-

ical accuracy, peer comments frequently cover greater depth 

in writing, including organization, clarity, and concept 

development (Gielen et al., 2010). 

In addition, it is evidently recognized the fact that students 

get comments from peers instead of only from authoritative 

people makes them feel much less anxious in writing skills 

(Tsui & Ng, 2000). In fact, getting feedback from several peers 

also exposes students to different readings and responses to 

their work, therefore improving their adaptability as writers 

(Ferris, 2003). Last but not least, engaging in peer feedback 

contributes to the development of higher-order thinking skills, 

as students must analyze and synthesize information to pro-

vide meaningful critiques (Cho & MacArthur, 2010). The act 

of giving feedback is sometimes just as helpful as getting them; 

by spotting mistakes and learning new writing techniques, stu-

dents who examine the work of their peers hone their own 

writing abilities (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). 

Apart from the cognitive advantages, peer feedback is able 

to foster interpersonal skills by promoting dialogue and nego-

tiation among learners (Gielen et al., 2010). Peer feedback 

helps students feel responsible and autonomous for their learn-

ing since they are more likely to revise their work when they 

feel obliged to their peers (Min, 2006). Peer criticism also 

helps students be ready for the real-world writing environment 

in which professional and academic writing depends on col-

laborative revisions and critique. 

2.2.1.1.Challenges of Peer feedback  

The In spite of its advantages, peer feedback still has certain 

challenges. One significant limitation of peer evaluation is 

that the students may not obtain necessary knowledge or skills 

to give accurate and constructive feedback (Patri, 2002). 

Sometimes, feedback can actually be too negative or positive, 

therefore lessening their practical impact (Hyland & Hyland, 

2006). Furthermore, social dynamics and power relations can 

play an extremely influential role, as peers may be reluctant to 

provide negative feedback, or too much emphasis on positive 

reinforcement (Gielen et al., 2010). This issue is particularly 

relevant in educational settings where students exhibit differ-

ing levels of confidence and ability. 

The efficacy of peer feedback is also influenced by cultural 

elements. Students from collectivistic cultures, for instance, 

might struggle to share criticisms about their peers because the 

social norms in their home countries emphasize harmony and 

indirect communication (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). As a result, 

in these types of cultures, feedback may be less explicit or 

critical compared to individualist cultures, in which direct crit-

icism is more frequent. 

Additionally, one reason some students find it difficult to 

incorporate peer feedback is that they are not convinced that 

their classmates' ideas are credible (Ferris, 2003). Without ap-

propriate guidance, students may ignore useful feedback or be 

unable to successfully incorporate it into their revisions (Yang 

et al., 2006). The emotional factor is another challenge in peer 
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feedback, where some students may experience personal im-

plications of critiques, demotivating or causing friction among 

classmates. Peer feedback can retain students in the writing 

process, but negative experiences can produce frustration and 

lead to disengagement from the writing participation (Hu & 

Lam, 2010). 

Lastly, peer feedback requires training and methodical ap-

plication for successful implementation. Clear guidelines and 

scaffolding can help peer feedback from being too ambiguous 

or shallow, thereby providing little significant assistance for 

revision Min (2006). Teaching students how to give specific, 

constructive, and balanced feedback can significantly improve 

the peer-engagement experience and optimize learning op-

portunities. 

2.2.2. AI-generated Feedback 

2.2.2.1. Positive Feedback in Writing  

Research has proved that AI feedback plays a big role in 

improving students’ writing performance by enhancing their 

learning motivation and autonomy. In a study, Naz and Rob-

ertson, (2024) explained how AI Chatbots can be integrated 

into a learning environment to guide students directly without 

involvement of instructor, helping them to be more independ-

ent and experience more personalized learning. They also 

pointed out that AI can enrich student learning by enabling 

meaningful communication in the target language, promoting 

authentic dialogue rather than grammar-oriented conversa-

tions. Moreover, AI can provide students with feedback that 

not only motivates them to improve their work but promotes 

learner autonomy. Similarly, Chan et al. (2024) examined the 

impact of feedback from large language models (LLMs) on 

the essay writing performance of many undergraduates in 

Hong Kong. They aimed to explore how generative AI might 

support students’ revision activities, affect their emotional re-

sponse to that revision, and change their interactions with 

writing tasks. They found that not only did the quality of the 

students’ essays improve substantially, but their motivation 

and engagement increased as well. 

AI feedback was also believed to have certain influence to 

the elements of students’ essays, including grammar, vocabu-

lary, fluency and writing styles. According to Zhu Yutong et 

al. (2024), ChatGPT preserves the original sentence structure 

while correcting misused words, informal phrases, inappropri-

ate structures, and punctuation errors. In terms of vocabulary, 

ChatGPT suggests more appropriate word choices and im-

proves the discourse by modifying sentence structures. 

2.2.2.2. Negative Feedback in Writing  

However, researchers suggested some cautious use of AI 

because of potential threads. For example, Nysom (2023) pre-

sented a case study exploring both advantages and challenges 

of integrating AI into feedback generation. The study found 

that ChatGPT could generally provide high-quality feedback; 

nevertheless, it somehow overlooked significant errors and 

provided irrelevant feedback to the assignment. These find-

ings emphasized the roles of tutors in the feedback process. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Participants 

3.1.1. Scope of the Study  

The study was conducted at Saigon University (SGU), a 

public institution of higher education and scientific research, 

training high-quality human resources to meet the socio-eco-

nomic development requirements of Ho Chi Minh City and 

the whole country. The research was mainly carried out at the 

campus 1 of Saigon University, located in district 3, in the cen-

ter of Ho Chi Minh City. 

Based on the training program of the Faculty of Foreign 

Languages (FFL) at SGU, English majors have to learn all 

English four skills consisting of listening, reading, writing, 

and speaking according to curriculum distribution levels from 

module 1 to module 4 which are equivalent to Intermediate 

(module 1 and module 2), Upper-intermediate (module 3), and 

Advanced level (module 4). All of the skill classes are illus-

trated by non-native English speakers, and all learning re-

sources, such as textbooks and handouts, are written entirely 

in English. The research was conducted at the beginning of 

March in 2025. During that time, the survey participants were 

taking a Writing class in Advanced level (module 4).  

3.1.2. Background of the Participants  

The participants of the research were specifically identified 

as the second-year English majors of FFL at SGU in two ma-

jors: English Teaching Education and English Linguistics. The 

number of the participants was initially 50 English major jun-

iors at Saigon University. However, for analytical purposes, 

five participants who reported never using AI-generated feed-

back or peer feedback were excluded from the final analysis, 

resulting in a final sample of 45 participants, in which three 

voluntary participants were invited to the face-to-face semi-

structured interview. This exclusion ensured that all analyzed 

participants had experience with both feedback types, allow-

ing for more valid comparisons between AI-generated and 

peer feedback perceptions. 

The age distribution of participants revealed a relatively ho-

mogeneous group from 18 to 21 years old, with nearly two 

thirds of them were females.  
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In terms of English proficiency, most participants self-iden-

tified at the Intermediate level (B1-B2 on the CEFR scale), 

accounting for 82.2% (n=37) of the sample. A smaller percent-

age reported Advanced proficiency (C1-C2) at 8.9% (n=4), 

while only one participant (2.2%, n=1) identified as a Begin-

ner (A1-A2). Additionally, 6.7% (n=3) of students were un-

certain about their precise proficiency level. This distribution 

reflects a sample primarily composed of intermediate English 

learners, which is typical for second-year English major stu-

dents in the Vietnamese higher education context. 

A notable finding emerged in the participants' engagement 

patterns with different feedback sources. More than half rarely 

received peer feedback on English writing assignments with 

57.8% (n=26), 31.1% (n=14) sometimes and 11.1% (n=5) of-

ten had the same experience. This distribution suggests that 

peer feedback is not consistently integrated into participants' 

learning experiences. Conversely, AI-generated feedback 

showed significantly higher usage rates among the same stu-

dent population. The majority of participants reported using 

AI tools for writing feedback "often" (55.6%, n=25), with an-

other substantial portion using them "sometimes" (33.3%, 

n=15). Only a small percentage (11.1%, n=5) indicated they 

"rarely" used AI tools for feedback. Three most popular AI 

writing assistance tools included: ChatGPT (91.1%, n=41), 

Gemini (77.8%, n=35) and Grammarly (62.2%, n=28). 

3.2. Research Design 

3.2.1. Research Instruments 

This study uses a mixed-methods design to investigate SGU 

English major juniors' perceptions of AI-generated feedback 

versus peer feedback in improving writing skills. The design 

combines quantitative data from an online survey with quali-

tative insights from semi-structured interviews, ensuring a 

thorough examination of the research questions regarding the 

benefits and challenges of each feedback type.  

3.2.1.1. Survey 

Quantitative Phase: Online Survey 

The survey is organized into five sections: (1) Introduction 

and Instructions: Participants are given an overview of the 

study's objectives, confidentiality assurances, and an esti-

mated completion time of 15-20 minutes. (2) Demographic 

Information: To contextualize perceptions, this section col-

lects data on gender, academic year, English proficiency, and 

prior experience with AI writing tools and peer feedback. (3) 

Experience with Feedback Types: Participants report the fre-

quency and types of feedback received (including AI tools, 

e.g., Grammarly, ChatGPT, as well as peer evaluations). (4) 

Perceptions of Benefits: Using a Likert scale (1 = Strongly 

Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree), this section assesses the ben-

efits of AI-generated feedback (e.g., grammatical precision, 

vocabulary enhancement) and peer feedback (e.g., critical 

thinking, interpersonal skill development). (5) Perceptions of 

Challenges and Overall Preferences: Participants rate poten-

tial challenges such as contextual misinterpretation by AI or 

interpersonal difficulties in peer feedback, and indicate their 

preferred mode of feedback. 

3.2.1.2. Interview 

To gain a deeper understanding of survey findings, selected 

respondents participate in interviews designed to explore: 

Benefits: A discussion of specific advantages observed with 

both AI-generated and peer feedback. 

Challenges: In-depth discussion of issues such as cultural 

insensitivity or insufficient contextual understanding in AI 

feedback, as well as the challenges inherent in peer feedback. 

Comparative Reflections: Direct comparisons between the 

two feedback types to reveal nuanced insights that surveys 

might not fully capture. 

Interviews are transcribed and analyzed using thematic cod-

ing to identify recurring themes, which are then compared to 

quantitative data to triangulate and validate findings. 

The quantitative analysis concentrates on the data derived 

from survey responses, aiming to quantify the measurable di-

mensions of student perceptions. 

3.2.2. Data Analysis 

3.2.2.1.Quantitative Data 

The quantitative analysis concentrates on the data derived 

from survey responses, aiming to quantify the measurable di-

mensions of student perceptions. 

Data Preparation and Cleaning 

 Before the analysis begins, the survey data will undergo a 

thorough review and cleaning process. This procedure entails 

addressing any missing or inconsistent responses and coding 

qualitative comments when deemed suitable. 

Descriptive Statistics: 

For each segment of the survey, comprehensive descriptive 

analyses, including frequency distributions, means, medians, 

and standard deviations, will be conducted. 

Demographic Data: To provide context for the sample and 

examine possible relationships between background factors 

and perceptions of feedback. 

Experience with Feedback: To assess the occurrence and 

nature of feedback exposure. 

Perceptions of Benefits and Challenges: Distinct analyses 

of AI-generated feedback and peer feedback components will 
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illuminate overarching patterns, including the extent to which 

students concur that AI feedback aids in the identification of 

grammatical errors or that peer feedback fosters critical think-

ing skills. 

Inferential Statistics: 

Inferential statistical analyses, including Mean values and 

SD values, will be employed to assess whether the differences 

observed in perceptions of AI-generated feedback compared 

to peer feedback are statistically significant. For instance, an 

examination of the mean ratings regarding the advantages and 

disadvantages of each feedback type will facilitate an explo-

ration of the research questions on which method is regarded 

more favorably and the specific shortcomings that are identi-

fied. 

Comparative Analysis: 

Further examination of the relationships among students' 

experiences, preferences, and the perceived benefits and 

drawbacks of each feedback type will be conducted through 

additional cross-tabulations and correlation analyses. 

3.2.2.2.Quantitative Data 

The qualitative analysis, derived from semi-structured in-

terviews, seeks to elucidate the fundamental themes and con-

textual elements that inform the survey responses. 

Transcription and Data Familiarization 

All interviews will be transcribed verbatim, allowing re-

searchers to immerse themselves in the material. They will 

thoroughly read and re-read the transcripts to discern signifi-

cant themes and patterns. 

Coding and Theme Development 

A structured coding approach will be utilized to identify and 

categorize pertinent statements and recurring themes con-

nected to: 

Perceived Benefits: This includes greater autonomy in 

writing, an expanded vocabulary, and a deeper comprehension 

of academic conventions. 

Perceived Challenges: Challenges may include a lack of 

trust in feedback generated by artificial intelligence, potential 

cultural misunderstandings, and unease in receiving critiques 

from peers. 

These codes will then be organized into broader themes that 

directly address the research questions. For example, a theme 

could be "Reliability of Feedback,” which includes both the 

strengths and limitations noted by students. 

Integrative Analysis 

The qualitative themes will be compared and contrasted 

with the quantitative data to offer a holistic picture. This inte-

grated method guarantees that statistical patterns are comple-

mented by personal experiences and contextual variations, 

strengthening the study's conclusion. 

 

4. Findings 

4.1. Survey 

4.1.1. English majors’ perceptions of the overall  

benefits of AI-generated feedback in comparison 

with traditional peer feedback  

 

Table 1. AI-generated feedback benefits. 

 N Mean SD 

1. AI feedback helps me iden-

tify grammatical errors effec-

tively. 

45 3.87 0.99 

2. AI feedback provides useful 

suggestions for vocabulary im-

provement. 

45 4.13 1.01 

3. AI feedback helps me under-

stand academic writing con-

ventions. 

45 3.64 0.92 

4. Since I used AI-generated 

feedback, I have become more 

independent in my study. 

45 3.62 1.03 

5. I feel comfortable receiving 

criticism from AI tools. 

45 4.02 1.07 

6. AI feedback is consistent in 

quality. 

45 3.02 1.00 

7. Feedback from AI can help 

the quality of my essays im-

prove substantially. 

45 3.73 0.89 

8. AI-generated feedback de-

velops my learning autonomy. 

45 3.64 0.85 

9. AI-generated feedback gives 

me more personalized learning 

experience. 

45 4.08 0.72 

10. AI-generated feedback mo-

tivates me to write a lot. 

45 3.11 1.03 

 

Table 1 presented the values of mean and standard deviation 

(SD) of students' perceptions regarding the benefits of AI-gen-

erated feedback on their writing skills. Firstly, there was 

strong agreement on the benefits of Vocabulary improvement 

(M = 4.13, SD = 1.01) and personalization in learning (M = 

4.08, SD = 0.72). The results especially did not show large 

variation in the SD value for personalized learning which 

proved that there was not much difference in the participants’ 
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perception on this aspect. Moreover, many students felt com-

fortable receiving criticism from AI tools (M = 4.02, SD = 

1.07), likely because AI feedback is impersonal and non-judg-

mental. However, the slightly higher SD (1.07) indicates some 

variability in responses, showing some problems students 

might have with AI criticism. The role of AI in fixing gram-

matical errors was also significant (M = 3.87, SD = 0.99) 

The other elements received slight agreement from the par-

ticipants, including impact on motivation, consistency, aca-

demic writing, independence, and learning autonomy, with 

Mean values varied from 3.02 to approximately 3.7 and large 

variation according to higher SD values. AI feedback was seen 

as helpful in understanding academic writing conventions (M 

= 3.64), fostering independence (M = 3.62), and supporting 

learning autonomy (M = 3.64). However, these means suggest 

a more neutral stance rather than strong agreement. The low-

est-rated benefit was AI's consistency in quality, suggesting 

that students experienced fluctuations in the accuracy or help-

fulness of AI-generated feedback. AI feedback also had a rel-

atively low impact on students' motivation to write. 

 

Table 2. Peer feedback benefits. 

 N Mean SD 

1. When I give feedback to my 

friends’ essays, I must read 

and analyze carefully to give 

correct comments. 

45 4.00 1.05 

2. Peer feedback enhances my 

learning autonomy. 

45 3.40 0.96 

3. I value the human connec-

tion in peer feedback sessions. 

45 3.70 0.88 

4. Peer feedback helps me de-

velop critical thinking skills. 

45 3.72 0.94 

5. I improve my interpersonal 

skills by discussing and negoti-

ating with friends in peer feed-

back. 

45 3.74 0.94 

6. Peer feedback provides op-

portunities for discussion and 

clarification. 

45 3.76 0.96 

7. Giving feedback to peers 

helps improve my own writing 

skills. 

45 3.74 0.99 

8. Peer feedback increases my 

confidence in my writing abili-

ties. 

45 3.52 1.02 

9. Feedback from peers allows 

me to think critically with 

writing rules, structures, and 

coherence. 

45 3.54 1.03 

10. Peer feedback often gives 

deeper comments on the or-

ganization and concept devel-

opment of my essay. 

45 3.52 1.01 

Table 2 displayed the mean and standard deviation (SD) of 

students’ perceptions regarding the benefits of peer feedback 

on their writing skills. There was significant agreement on the 

advantages of offering opportunities for discussion and clari-

fication (M = 3.60, SD = 1.00), indicating that many students 

particularly appreciate the interactive and communicative ele-

ments of peer feedback. The moderate standard deviation of 

1.00 suggests a degree of variation in students' perceptions of 

this benefit. 

Furthermore, students believed that providing feedback al-

lows them to read and evaluate essays more thoroughly (M = 

3.53, SD = 1.05) and that peer feedback frequently contains 

detailed comments on essay organization and concept devel-

opment (M = 3.52, SD = 1.02). The somewhat larger SD val-

ues (both greater than 1.00) indicate that, while many students 

valued these benefits, others may have experienced them to a 

lesser level. 

Peer feedback was also regarded as beneficial for improv-

ing critical thinking (M = 3.40, SD = 1.00) and building a hu-

man connection during feedback sessions (M = 3.40, SD = 

0.86). Notably, the smaller SD (0.86) for the latter suggests 

that students agree more consistently on the social and inter-

personal benefits of peer interaction. The importance of peer 

feedback in developing interpersonal skills (M = 3.37, SD = 

0.96), raising writing confidence (M = 3.33, SD = 1.05), and 

increasing learning autonomy (M = 3.30, SD = 0.98) got con-

siderable support, albeit the somewhat higher SD values indi-

cate a variety of perspectives. 

Finally, the item with the lowest mean rating was the ad-

vantage of encouraging students to critically consider writing 

rules, structures, and coherence (M = 3.20, SD = 0.93). De-

spite being in the moderate range, it suggests a little lower per-

ceived influence in that area. Overall, the findings indicate 

that students place the most emphasis on the collaborative and 

communicative features of peer feedback, whereas opinions 

on its impact on more technical writing abilities are more di-

verse. 

4.1.2. English majors’ perceptions of the overall chal-

lenges of AI-generated feedback in comparison 

with traditional peer feedback 
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Table 3. AI-generated feedback challenges 

 N Mean SD 

1. AI feedback some-

times misunderstands 

the context of my writ-

ing. 

45 3.57 1.05 

2. AI feedback lacks 

understanding of Viet-

namese cultural refer-

ences. 

45 3.55 1.06 

3. I find it difficult to 

trust AI-generated 

feedback. 

45 3.45 1.12 

4. Feedback from AI 

somehow overlooks 

significant errors. 

45 3.41 1.14 

5. AI may provide ir-

relevant feedback to 

the assignment. 

45 3.42 1.13 

6. I am concerned that 

relying on AI-gener-

ated feedback will hin-

der my own writing 

development. 

45 3.41 1.14 

. 

Table 3 showed the mean and standard deviation (SD) of 

students' perceptions of the challenges of AI feedback. The 

AI's tendency to misinterpret the context of students' writing 

was the most often rated problem (M = 3.57, SD = 1.05). Alt-

hough the mean reflected considerable agreement with this 

statement, the SD of 1.05 indicated that some students may 

have had greater context-related misconceptions. 

Another problem was connected to cultural references (M 

= 3.55, SD = 1.06), with the somewhat larger SD indicating 

varying student experiences with AI's handling of Vietnamese 

culture. Furthermore, students had difficulties trusting AI-gen-

erated feedback (M = 3.44, SD = 1.10), and the slightly greater 

SD indicates a broader variety of perspectives on this issue. 

Students showed considerable agreement on two additional 

challenges: AI overlooking substantial errors (M = 3.41, SD = 

1.14) and delivering irrelevant feedback (M = 3.41, SD = 1.08). 

Both questions had greater SD values, indicating that some 

participants experienced these concerns more frequently than 

others. Finally, many students were apprehensive about rely-

ing too much on AI-generated feedback (M = 3.41, SD = 1.07), 

indicating a moderate but significant concern about its poten-

tial to impede their writing progress. Overall, the findings in-

dicated several perceived obstacles centered on contextual 

knowledge, cultural relevance, trust, and AI's role in helping 

or potentially affecting students' autonomous writing progress. 

 

Table 4. Peer feedback challenges 

 N Mean SD 

1. I think I must be good 

enough to give accurate 

feedback to my friend. 

45 3.42 1.13 

2. Peers may not have 

sufficient knowledge to 

provide accurate feed-

back. 

45 3.42 1.12 

3. I feel uncomfortable 

receiving criticism from 

my peers. 

45 3.27 1.15 

4. Feedback from peers 

is normally too positive. 

45 3.36 0.82 

5. Feedback from peers 

is normally too nega-

tive. 

45 3.02 0.83 

6. Peers may be reluc-

tant to point out all er-

rors to avoid hurting 

feelings. 

45 3.28 1.05 

7. I need professional 

training to give accurate 

feedback on my mate’s 

writing. 

45 3.48 1.04 

 

Table 4 highlighted the viewpoints of the participants about 

challenges they might face when giving or receiving peer 

feedback. The highest mean score (3.48) is associated item 7 

which suggested that many students felt reluctant to provide 

effective feedback without being trained. They also revealed 

little trust with both their own and friends’ comments. The 

findings from items 1 and 2 (Mean = 3.42, SD = 1.12/1.13) 
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indicated that feedback should be somewhat provided by ex-

perts instead of learners. On the other hand, students also rec-

ognize biases in peer feedback. For examples in items 4 and 6 

with the values of Mean = 3.36 and 3.28 respectively, more 

students agreed that the feedbacks from friends were unrelia-

ble because friends normally did not want to hurt each other 

by giving more positive comments than they should be. Simi-

larly, the values of Mean = 3.02 and Mean = 3.27 in item 5 

and 3 (approximately neutral) also supported each other in 

terms of negative emotions caused by negative comments. 

Table 5. Preferences and Attitudes of AI-generated feedback v.s 

Peer feedback  

 

 N Mean SD 

1. I think peer feed-

back is more reliable 

than AI feedback 

45 3.38 1.02 

2. AI-generated 

feedback is more 

useful than peer 

feedback. 

45 3.38 1.01 

3. I feel more confi-

dent when applying 

AI-generated feed-

back than peer feed-

back 

45 3.38 1.00 

4. I think peer feed-

back should be inte-

grated with AI feed-

back 

45 3.41 1.02 

 

Table 5 presented the participants' preferences and attitudes 

regarding AI-generated feedback compared to peer feedback. 

The findings illustrated remarkably consistent perceptions 

across the first three statements, with identical mean values of 

3.38, indicating a balanced view toward both feedback types. 

This tendency suggested that students did not strongly favor 

either AI-generated review or peer review but recognized dis-

tinct merits in each approach. 

For the first item (M = 3.38, SD = 1.02), students showed 

moderate agreement, indicating they perceived peer feedback 

as more reliable than AI feedback. However, students moder-

ately agreed with the second item (M = 3.38, SD = 1.01), 

showing an interesting balance where they valued both the re-

liability of peer feedback and the usefulness of AI-generated 

feedback almost equally. This balanced perception is modified 

more clearly with item 3 (M = 3.38, SD = 1.00), where stu-

dents again highlighted moderate agreement with minimal 

variation in the SD value, suggesting relatively consistent 

confidence levels when applying AI feedback compared to 

peer feedback. 

The highest mean score was for the final item (M = 3.41, 

SD = 1.02). This slightly stronger agreement indicated that 

students recognize the potential benefits of combining both 

feedback methods rather than relying on either one. The con-

sistent SDs across all items (ranging from 1.00 to 1.02) re-

flected similar levels of variability in participants' responses 

to each statement, suggesting that while the central tendency 

showed balanced views, individual preferences did vary 

within the sample. 

 

Table 6. Preferences and Attitudes of AI-generated feedback v.s 

Peer feedback  

 

Types of 

Feedback  

Responses  

(n=45) 

Percentage 

1. AI feedback 8 17,8% 

2. Peer feedback 1 2,2% 

3. Both AI and peer 

feedback 

36 80% 

4. None 0 0% 

 

Table 6 also illustrated the students' preferences for various 

types of feedback but only focuses on their choices of feed-

back type. A significant plurality of the 45 responses, 80% 

(n=36), indicated that they preferred to utilize both peer feed-

back and AI-generated feedback. This implied their strong 

motivation in integrating the advantages of multiple feedback 

sources to facilitate their writing development. 

On the other hand, a minority group of learners (17.8%, n=8) 

preferred to rely solely on AI-generated evaluations. This 

demonstrates their appreciation for the advantages that AI 

feedback tools can provide. However, just 2.2% of students 

(n=1) elected to use only peer evaluation, indicating that an 

extremely small number of students were able to obtain ade-

quate peer feedback to meet their writing requirements. 

In addition, it was noteworthy that none of the students con-

firmed that they had never implemented peer and AI-gener-

ated feedback, suggesting that they highly appreciated the im-

portance of these feedback approaches in enhancing their writ-

ing skills. The widespread tendency to incorporate peer feed-

back and AI-generated feedback underscored the recognized 

synergistic benefits of integrating technical and human per-

spectives in the field of writing enhancement. 

4.2. Interview 

4.2.1. Preference of Generative AI Tools 

All of the interviewees preferred GPT, Gemini, and 
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Grammarly, but their reasons for choosing them differed. 2 

students valued GPT for its accessibility, cost, and ability to 

process his native language, making it more user-friendly for 

him. Meanwhile, the other user adopted these tools based on 

recommendations and reputation of the tools rather than per-

sonal preference.  

 Student 1: …it’s free and can read Vietnamese infor-

mation… 

 Student 3: …it was widely advertised and my friends also 

introduced it to me… 

4.2.2. Benefits of AI-generated Feedback 

 All three participants agreed that AI feedback provided nu-

merous benefits that can address common challenges associ-

ated with peer feedback. First, they pointed out that AI offered 

a wide range of specialized knowledge, allowing users to re-

ceive more comprehensive and technically accurate recom-

mendations. They also emphasized that AI feedback is more 

objective and less influenced by personal feelings or social 

constraints, making writers feel more at ease and open to crit-

icism. Furthermore, participants noted that AI feedback can 

promote collaboration and mutual learning by encouraging us-

ers to share ideas, compare approaches, and help one another 

develop their writing skills. 

Student 1: …AI feedback has a broad knowledge base and 

can tailor responses to my level. It even suggests specific ways 

to correct errors and develop my writing skills. 

Student 2: …I believe AI feedback is more accurate than 

peer feedback. It understands and clarifies my ideas well, 

which helps me develop my writing, particularly in creative 

contexts. I also like how it promotes teamwork and vocabulary 

learning when working with friends. 

Student 3: …AI feedback provides an objective evaluation 

of my work, giving me a clearer view of what needs improve-

ment. It also allows me to learn from my friends and create a 

supportive environment in which we can share ideas and en-

hance our writing skills together. 

4.2.3. Drawbacks of AI-generated Feedback 

The responses captured AI weaknesses in two aspects: the 

first one is the concern about the accuracy and reliability; the 

second is the limitation in understanding contexts. All three 

participants admitted that feedback from AI was not always 

accurate and might contain errors or suggest wrong answers. 

Therefore, one of them stated that users should review the 

feedback to have better quality. On the other hand, comments 

from AI could lack emotional or deeper contextual meanings 

in writing while struggling to understand specific languages. 

As a result, AI may fail to provide human-like responsive. 

 Student 1: …after receiving AI feedback, we should re-

view the information… 

 Student 2: …AI can’t give natural feedback like human 

comment… 

 Student 3: …AI can’t give deeply emotional comments… 

4.2.4. Benefits of Peer Feedback 

Three students agreed on the value of peer feedback under 

different aspects. Firstly, peer feedback played a role in lan-

guage and skill development. This was done via learning from 

knowledge and experience from friends such as writing styles, 

learning styles. Secondly, peer feedback was beneficial in 

building relationships and interaction between friends, foster-

ing teamwork by collaborating, sharing experience and sup-

porting each other. In addition, thanks to the interaction during 

the process of giving and receiving comments, social and cul-

tural elements were defined.  

Student 1: …comments from friends make me learn new 

skills and improve vocabulary, also learning styles from other 

people. As a result, we enhance the teamwork spirit… 

Student 2: …I can learn from friends’ experience… 

Student 3: …while I discuss to give feedback with friends, 

we build good relationship and collaborative environment… 

4.2.5. Drawbacks of Peer Feedback 

All three participants acknowledged that peer feedback was 

not always reliable due to the knowledge level, honesty, and 

availability of peers. First, they admitted that feedback givers 

may hesitate to give true criticism because they concerned 

about hurting others' feelings. They also thought that peer 

feedback depended on participation and may be limited in 

quantity and quality.   In addition, emotional elements also 

influenced the practice of giving and receiving negative feed-

back, which can affect confidence and trust, making students 

reluctant to rely on it.  

Student 1: …my teachers don’t often ask us to give feedback 

to each other…. 

Student 2: …my friends understand us so can give us useful 

comment, but we need lots of time to give feedback to each 

other… 

Student 3: … I can learn from my friends’ opinion, but an 

honest one could be hurtful… 

4.2.6. The Preference of Integrating  

AI-generated Feedback and peer feedback 

One noticeable finding from the study was that the three 

students emphasized the importance of integrating AI and peer 

feedback in developing writing skills. They explained that AI 

and peer comments contained strengths and weaknesses, and 

it was important to limit their drawbacks. As a result, hybrid 

approach became a more effective learning. They all agreed 

that using AI and peer feedback together created a more 
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comprehensive and balanced writing improvement process. In 

specific, AI Feedback would provide quick and automated 

comments on grammar, structure, and coherence of the texts 

and help to improve technical writing skills. On the other hand, 

peer feedback was helpful in developing contextual, cultural, 

and personalized insights as well as encouraging critical think-

ing in writing.  

 Student 1: …I think we should combine AI with peer 

feedback to have more accurate comments for our writing… 

 Student 2: …I think feedback from peers helps me under-

stand culture and context, and AI supports structures and writ-

ing techniques… 

 Student 3: …each kind of feedback has its own benefits and 

drawbacks, so I think combining both of them is a good op-

tion… 

 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 

The research paper aims to provide an overview about the 

benefits and challenges of AI-generated feedback and peer 

feedback under EFL learners’ perspectives. By analyzing the 

two sides of each type of feedback and students’ preferences 

from both the survey and the interviews, some findings were 

presented as followed: 

RQ1: How do students perceive the overall benefits of 

AI-generated feedback in comparison with traditional 

peer feedback? 

The findings revealed that students perceived AI-generated 

feedback as highly beneficial in several key areas of language 

learning. A strong agreement was observed regarding its role 

in vocabulary development, grammar and structure improve-

ment, and personalized learning, suggesting that AI tools ef-

fectively help students refine their writing skills in these as-

pects. This result aligned with findings from ZHU Yutong et 

al. (2024). Additionally, students expressed comfort with neg-

ative criticism from AI, indicating that they view AI as an im-

partial evaluator that provides constructive feedback without 

emotional bias. This aligned with previous research highlight-

ing that AI-generated feedback fosters independence in learn-

ing and autonomy, as students can engage in self-directed 

writing improvement without relying entirely on teachers or 

peers (Naz & Robertson, 2024). 

However, students demonstrated only slight agreement re-

garding the consistency of AI-generated feedback quality and 

its ability to motivate writing. This suggested some skepticism 

about whether AI provided reliable and equally effective feed-

back across different writing contexts. The relatively lower 

agreement on AI’s motivational impact may indicate that 

while AI was a helpful tool, it did not entirely replace the en-

couragement and engagement that human interaction provides. 

On the other hand, peer feedback was seen as highly bene-

ficial in fostering interactive and communicative learning, in-

terpersonal skills, and critical thinking skills (Min, 2006). The 

strong agreement in these areas indicated that students valued 

the opportunity to engage in discussions, exchange ideas, and 

collaboratively refine their writing. Peer feedback created a 

dynamic learning environment where students actively ana-

lyze, evaluate, and articulate their thoughts, promoting deeper 

understanding and critical engagement with writing. Addition-

ally, the emphasis on interpersonal skills highlighted the role 

of peer interactions in developing collaboration, empathy, and 

the ability to give and receive constructive criticism, which 

were essential for both academic and professional growth. 

Whereas students only slightly agreed on the effectiveness 

of peer feedback in improving rules, grammar, and coherence, 

suggesting some uncertainty about its reliability in addressing 

technical aspects of writing. This could be due to varying lev-

els of proficiency among peers, leading to inconsistencies in 

the accuracy and quality of feedback. While peer feedback 

promotes meaningful discussions and deeper engagement 

with writing, it may need to be supplemented with teacher or 

AI-generated feedback to ensure precision in grammar and co-

herence-related aspects. These findings highlight the comple-

mentary role of peer feedback in developing both cognitive 

and social skills, making it a valuable but not entirely suffi-

cient tool for writing improvement (Gielen et al., 2010). 

RQ2. How do students perceive the overall challenges of 

AI-generated feedback in comparison with traditional 

peer feedback? 

The findings revealed students’ strong perception in several 

drawbacks of AI-generated feedback, particularly its tendency 

to misinterpret context, struggle with Vietnamese cultural as-

pects, overlook potential errors, and provide irrelevant feed-

back. These concerns suggested that while AI tools are useful, 

they may lack the nuanced understanding required for accu-

rate and contextually appropriate feedback, especially in a cul-

turally rich language like Vietnamese. Students likely found 

that AI-generated responses fail to fully grasp idiomatic ex-

pressions, cultural references, and contextual subtleties, lead-

ing to feedback that was either inaccurate or unhelpful. Addi-

tionally, the issue of overlooking errors raised concerns about 

the reliability and thoroughness of AI in identifying and cor-

recting mistakes in writing. The findings matched what was 

found by Nysom (2023). 

On the other hand, students slightly agreed with the draw-

back of overreliance on AI, indicating some awareness of the 

potential risks of depending too much on automated feedback. 

While AI can be a valuable tool for improving writing skills, 

students may recognize the importance of balancing AI assis-

tance with human feedback to avoid developing a passive ap-

proach to learning. These insights suggest that AI feedback, 

while offering efficiency and accessibility, still needs further 

improvements in contextual understanding and cultural sensi-

tivity to be fully effective in supporting student writing devel-

opment. 

In terms of peer feedback, the findings indicated that 
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students perceived several challenges, particularly regarding 

the expertise of feedback givers, the need for professional 

training, and the reliability of peer comments. A strong agree-

ment was observed on concerns that peers may lack the nec-

essary knowledge or skills to provide high-quality feedback, 

which could limit the effectiveness of the process. Many stu-

dents felt that without proper training, their classmates may 

struggle to identify and address complex writing issues, lead-

ing to inconsistent or superficial feedback. 

Additionally, students expressed skepticism about the hon-

esty and reliability of peer feedback, as many peers tend to 

offer overly positive comments to avoid hurting their friends' 

feelings. This tendency could result in biased or uncritical 

feedback, which did not contribute to meaningful improve-

ment in writing skills (Yang et al., 2006). The findings suggest 

that while peer feedback has potential benefits, its effective-

ness may be compromised by a lack of expertise and reluc-

tance to provide honest critique. To address these challenges, 

integrating structured peer review training and promoting a 

constructive feedback culture could help enhance the credibil-

ity and usefulness of peer feedback in academic writing. 

Finally, the integration of both forms of giving and receiv-

ing feedback was greatly accepted by most of the participants 

because they believed that it was the best way to take ad-

vantages and eliminate the drawbacks. Nysom (2023) used to 

explain that the role of human comments was undeniable de-

spite AI was an important tool. The use of both was proved to 

be an effective strategy to help learners with writing skill. 
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