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ABSTRACT

Artificial intelligence (Al is increasingly integrated into English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) pedagogy, yet little is known about how learners in Southeast Asia perceive its
feedback. This study explored Indonesian undergraduates’ perceptions of Al-powered
feedback in academic writing. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews
with seven students and analyzed thematically using NVivo 12. Four themes emerged:
(1) Al was valued for grammar and vocabulary support, though suggestions for
coherence and organization were often contested; (2) students reported ambivalent
emotions—confidence and motivation alongside anxiety about dependency; (3) a trust
hierarchy was evident, with Al trusted for surface-level corrections but distrusted for
content-level changes; and (4) learners selectively blended Al and teacher feedback,
positioning instructors as the final authority. These findings extend feedback literacy
to Al contexts and refine the Technology Acceptance Model, suggesting the need for
critical feedback literacy training and institutional policies on ethical Al use.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has become increasingly embedded in
higher education, transforming how students access information, practice language, and
receive feedback. In the field of English as a Foreign Language (EFL), Al-powered
applications such as Grammarly, ChatGPT, and QuillBot are widely adopted to support
writing development. These tools provide instant feedback on grammar, vocabulary,
cohesion, and even stylistic features, offering learners unprecedented autonomy in revising
their texts (Chen et al.,, 2025; Li & Hegelheimer, 2013). The rapid diffusion of such tools
aligns with broader educational trends toward technology-enhanced learning and
personalized feedback (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019).

Al feedback is often praised for its accessibility, speed, and scalability. For EFL
learners—especially those with limited opportunities for teacher feedback—AlI offers an
appealing alternative that supplements human instruction. This shift raises fundamental
questions: How do learners interpret and act upon Al feedback? Do they trust it? And how
does it shape their writing process? These questions are particularly urgent given the
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growing integration of Al into academic settings and the global debate about its
pedagogical and ethical implications (Kohnke & Zou, 2023).

Feedback is a cornerstone of writing pedagogy. It helps learners notice gaps
between their current performance and target competence, guiding revision and long-term
development (Hyland & Hyland, 2019). Traditionally, feedback has been provided by
teachers, with peer and self-feedback emerging as complementary practices. However,
teacher feedback is often constrained by large class sizes, workload, and time limitations,
particularly in EFL contexts with resource constraints (Carless & Boud, 2018).

Research highlights that effective feedback requires not only accuracy but also
learner engagement, uptake, and trust. Carless and Boud (2018) introduced the concept of
student feedback literacy, emphasizing learners’ ability to interpret, value, and use feedback
productively. While substantial work has examined teacher and peer feedback, relatively
little is known about how students engage with machine-generated feedback, and how this
aligns—or conflicts—with their existing feedback literacy.

Al-based writing assistants are not entirely new. Eatly tools such as Criterion and
Grammarly focused primarily on grammar and style checking (Ii & Hegelheimer, 2013).
The recent wave of generative Al, however, introduces new affordances: context-sensitive
explanations, paraphrasing, content suggestions, and real-time conversation about writing
choices (Kasneci et al., 2023). These developments blur the line between feedback and
collaboration, raising both opportunities and concerns.

On one hand, Al feedback may empower learners by providing immediate
suggestions and opportunities for iterative revision. On the other hand, it risks fostering
dependency, superficial revisions, or misplaced trust in machine authority (Kohnke & Zou,
2023). The educational value of Al feedback therefore depends not only on its technical
accuracy but also on how learners perceive, evaluate, and use it in authentic writing tasks.

Although Al tools are rapidly gaining popularity, empirical research on EFL
students’ perceptions of Al-powered feedback remains limited. Existing studies tend to be
experimental or survey-based, focusing on performance outcomes rather than learners’
lived experiences. For example, Kasneci et al. (2023) explored the potential of ChatGPT in
higher education but emphasized more on affordances than on learner perspectives. Chen
et al. (2025) investigated teacher and learner beliefs about written feedback but did not
specifically address Al feedback.

Qualitative insights are particularly scarce. Little is known about how learners make
sense of Al feedback in relation to their trust in teacher feedback, their motivation, and
their long-term development as academic writers. As Al Adawi (2023) noted in his NVivo-
based study of EFL teachers’ beliefs, qualitative inquiry is essential for unpacking the
nuanced, contextual, and often contradictory ways that educators and learners experience
pedagogical change. By extension, exploring EFL learners’ perceptions of Al feedback
through qualitative methods can enrich current debates by foregrounding the voices of
students themselves.

The issue is particularly salient in the Southeast Asian EFL context. In countries
such as Indonesia, Malaysia, and Vietnam, English academic writing is a compulsory skill
for university students, yet many struggle with limited exposure to English outside the
classroom (Lubis et al., 2023). Teacher workload is high, with classes often exceeding 30—
40 students, limiting the depth and frequency of individualized feedback. Students
therefore increasingly turn to digital tools to supplement feedback gaps.

In Indonesia specifically, the government has encouraged digitalization in higher
education, yet pedagogical integration of Al remains contested (Majid et al., 2025).
Students’ uptake of Al feedback is thus shaped by cultural attitudes toward teacher
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authority, exam-oriented curricula, and varying levels of digital literacy. These contextual
dynamics make Indonesia an important site for examining how learners perceive and
negotiate Al-powered feedback in academic writing.

This study draws on two theoretical perspectives:

1. Feedback Literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018) — highlights how learners’ capacity to
interpret and use feedback shapes learning outcomes.

2. Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) — provides a lens for understanding how
perceived usefulness and ease of use influence learners’ trust and uptake of Al feedback.

Combining these frameworks allows us to examine both the pedagogical and
psychological dimensions of learner engagement with Al Specifically, the study investigates
not only whether learners find Al feedback helpful, but also how they negotiate issues of
trust, authority, and self-efficacy in the writing process.

Given the rapid rise of Al-powered writing feedback, the scarcity of qualitative
studies in EFL contexts, and the pressing need to understand learner experiences, this
study aims to explore Indonesian EFL students’ perceptions of Al feedback in academic
writing. Using NVivo to conduct systematic thematic analysis, the study focuses on a small
but information-rich sample of seven undergraduates with prior experience using Al
teedback.

Research Questions:
1. How do EFL students perceive the usefulness and limitations of Al-powered
feedback in academic writing?
2. What factors shape their trust or distrust in Al-generated feedback?
3. How do they negotiate Al feedback in relation to teacher feedback and their own
revision practices?
This study contributes to the growing body of research on Al in language education in
several ways:
- Empirical contribution: Provides qualitative, in-depth insights into learner perceptions—
an underexplored area.
- Theoretical contribution: Extends the concept of feedback literacy into the domain of AI-
mediated writing feedback, integrating perspectives from technology acceptance.
- Practical contribution: Offers guidance for teachers and institutions on how to integrate
Al feedback in ways that support, rather than replace, pedagogical feedback.

By amplifying student voices, the study highlights both the promise and the pitfalls
of Al-powered feedback in EFL writing pedagogy, contributing to ongoing international
debates about the future of language education in the digital era.

METHOD
Research Design

This study adopted a qualitative exploratory design to investigate Indonesian EFL
undergraduates’ perceptions of Al-powered feedback in academic writing. Qualitative
research is appropriate when the aim is to capture participants’ lived experiences,
perceptions, and meaning-making processes (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Given the novelty of
Al feedback in EFL pedagogy, an exploratory orientation allowed the researchers to remain
open to unexpected themes while maintaining systematic rigor. NVivo 12 was employed to
assist with data management, coding, and thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke’s
(2006, 2019, 2021) reflexive approach, enabling the identification of both semantic and
latent patterns across the dataset.

Qualitative inquiry values depth rather than breadth, and small samples are
acceptable when saturation is achieved (Guest et al., 2020). In this study, the sample size of
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seven students was deemed sufficient, as data collection and analysis reached both code
saturation and meaning saturation by the sixth interview, with the seventh confirming
adequacy of thematic coverage (Guest et al., 2020).

Participants

Participants consisted of seven undergraduate students enrolled in an English
education program at a public university in Indonesia. A purposive sampling strategy was
used to select individuals who had relevant experience with Al-powered feedback. The
inclusion criteria were: (a) currently enrolled in an academic writing course, (b) had used Al
tools (e.g., Grammarly, ChatGPT, QuillBot) at least three times for their writing tasks, and
(c) willing to provide writing samples and participate in an interview.

To enhance variation and credibility, participants were drawn from different
semesters and balanced in gender representation. Such purposive strategies are common in
qualitative research to ensure maximum information richness (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Data Collection

Data were gathered through semi-structured interviews, each lasting 45—-60 minutes.
The interviews focused on participants’ experiences with Al feedback, their perceptions of
usefulness and limitations, trust or distrust in Al-generated suggestions, and strategies for
integrating Al feedback into their revisions. Interview questions were piloted with two
students before the main study to ensure clarity and relevance.

In addition to interviews, participants were asked to share one writing sample with
its Al-generated feedback (screenshot or text log). This served as a form of data
triangulation, enhancing credibility and dependability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Where
possible, participants were also invited to write a short reflective journal after using Al
feedback, though this was optional. All interviews were audio-recorded with participants’
consent and transcribed verbatim.

Data Analysis

Data analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006, 2019, 2021) reflexive thematic
analysis, supported by NVivo 12. The process involved five iterative steps:

1. Familiarization: Reading and re-reading transcripts and documents to identify initial
impressions.

2. Initial Coding: Conducting open coding in NVivo, attaching data segments to descriptive
nodes. Two researchers independently coded two transcripts to develop an initial
codebook.

3. Theme Development: Codes were clustered into broader categories through axial coding
(e.g., perceived usefulness, affective responses, trust, and strategy uptake). Themes were
refined through iterative discussion and memo writing (Nowell et al., 2017).

4. Reviewing Themes: Thematic maps and coding matrices in NVivo were used to ensure
internal consistency and distinctiveness across themes (Braun & Clarke, 2021).

5. Defining and Naming Themes: Themes were clearly defined and supported with
illustrative quotes, ensuring thick description (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

A saturation grid was maintained in NVivo to monitor theme emergence across
participants (P1-P7). By the sixth interview, no new codes emerged, and the seventh
confirmed meaning saturation (Guest et al., 2020).

Trustworthiness

Several strategies were employed to ensure trustworthiness:

- Credibility: Member checking was conducted by sharing a summary of themes with
participants for feedback. Peer debriefing with a colleague ensured interpretive rigor
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
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- Dependability: An audit trail was maintained in NVivo, including memos, codebook
iterations, and decision logs (Nowell et al., 2017).

- Confirmability: Reflexive memos documented the researchers’ assumptions and
reflections during analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019).

- Transferability: Thick description of context and extended quotations from participants
allow readers to assess applicability to other settings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

FINDING

The qualitative dataset comprised seven semi-structured interviews, each lasting
between 45 and 60 minutes. NVivo-assisted thematic analysis produced 35 initial codes,
which were clustered into four overarching themes. A summary of the coding tree is

presented in Table 1, while a detailed cross-case matrix is provided in Appendix A.
Table 1. Coding Tree Derived from NVivo Analysis

Theme Sub-themes
Perceived Usefulness of Al Feedback - Grammar & Vocabulary Support
- Clarity & Organization
Affective Responses to Al Feedback - Increased Confidence & Motivation
- Feelings of Dependency & Doubt
Trust and Distrust in Al Feedback - Trust in Technical Corrections
- Distrust in Content Suggestions
Negotiating Al and Teacher Feedback - Complementary Roles

- Selective Uptake Strategies

The themes outlined in Table 1 are elaborated below with supporting quotations
from participants (P1-P7). These themes capture how EFL students perceived the benefits
and challenges of Al-powered feedback, as well as how they negotiated its use alongside
teacher input.

Theme 1: Perceived Usefulness of Al Feedback

All participants highlighted the usefulness of Al-powered feedback, but the degree and
domain of usefulness varied.

1.1 Grammar and Vocabulary Support

Universally, AI was valued for its ability to identify grammatical errors, spelling
mistakes, and word-level improvements. Participants described Al as a “safety net” that
caught mistakes often overlooked by students themselves.

- P2 explained: “I always make mistakes with articles and prepositions, and Grammarly
shows me the error immediately. Before, my teacher would underline those mistakes, but
now I can correct them before the teacher even sees my draft.”

- P5 emphasized vocabulary benefits: “When I struggle with academic vocabulary,
ChatGPT sometimes gives me three or four alternative words, and I can choose the one
that fits. It feels like having a dictionary with explanations.”

The consensus across all seven participants confirms that Al feedback is most
trusted and appreciated at the surface level, particularly grammar and vocabulary.

1.2 Clarity and Organization

Beyond grammar, some students reported that Al also helped improve coherence
and organization. ChatGPT was specifically mentioned as capable of suggesting transition
sentences, rephrasing awkward expressions, or recommending structural adjustments.

- P7 noted: “I asked ChatGPT how to connect two paragraphs, and it gave me transition
options like ‘Moreover’ or ‘In addition.” It even suggested a full sentence. That was
something Grammarly never did.”
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- P3 added: “Sometimes the tool suggested reorganizing sentences. I did not always agree,
but it gave me ideas I had not considered.”

However, this usefulness was not uniform. Three participants felt Al suggestions
for organization disrupted their intended flow. P6 reflected: “It told me to merge
sentences, but then my argument became unclear. I decided to ignore it.”

Students see Al feedback as a mechanical and linguistic aid rather than a reliable
rhetorical or argumentative guide. This distinction shaped how they engaged with feedback
at different levels of their writing.

Theme 2: Affective Responses to Al Feedback

Al feedback influenced students’ emotions and self-perceptions as writers,
generating both positive and negative affective responses.
2.1 Increased Confidence and Motivation

Four participants explicitly stated that Al feedback boosted their confidence. They
felt reassured knowing that their grammar and vocabulary had been checked by a tool
before submission.

- P1 shared: “I felt more confident submitting my paper because at least the grammar was
okay. Even if the teacher finds something else, I know I already corrected many mistakes.”
- P3 explained how motivation increased: “Because I could immediately see corrections, I
wanted to revise more drafts. Before, I only wrote once or twice. Now, I sometimes make
three or four drafts because Al makes revision faster.”

The affective benefit was twofold: confidence in language accuracy and motivation
to practice iterative drafting.

2.2 Feelings of Dependency and Doubt

Conversely, three participants expressed anxiety about over-reliance on Al
- P6 admitted: “Sometimes I just accepted everything without thinking. Later, when the
teacher checked, some changes were not correct. I realized I was depending too much on
AL”

- P4 worried about long-term consequences: “If I always use Al, maybe my grammar will
not improve. I become lazy to think about the rules.”

These voices highlight a tension between empowerment and dependency. While Al
feedback scaffolds learning, it can also discourage critical engagement if used unreflectively.

The affective dimension reveals that Al feedback is emotionally ambivalent: it raises
confidence and motivation but simultaneously creates concerns about dependency and
reduced self-reliance.

Theme 3: Trust and Distrust in AI Feedback

Students’ perceptions were shaped by a trust hierarchy: strong trust in surface-level
corrections but skepticism toward content-level or stylistic suggestions.
3.1 Trust in Technical Corrections

Six of the seven participants reported high confidence in Al’s ability to correct
grammar, punctuation, and spelling.

- P5 stated: “For grammar, I always follow Al, because 90 percent is correct. It’s like a
grammar teacher who never gets tired.”

- P2 added: “Even if I don’t understand the rule, I just apply it because it always looks
correct when I read again.”

This trust reflects the perception of Al as an objective authority for mechanics.

3.2 Distrust in Content Suggestions

When Al attempted to suggest synonyms, rephrase ideas, or reorganize arguments,

participants became cautious.
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- P3 emphasized: “I trust Al for grammar, but not when it changes my meaning. I want to
keep my own voice.”

- P4 noted: “It suggested very academic words, like ‘ameliorate’ instead of ‘improve.” It
sounded unnatural for my essay.”

- P7 described balancing trust: “I like when Al gives synonyms, but I usually check with my
teacher before using them.”

Students position Al as a reliable mechanic but an unreliable co-author. This
cautious stance highlights learners’ critical awareness of AI’s limits.

Theme 4: Negotiating Al and Teacher Feedback

Rather than choosing between Al and teacher feedback, students described blended
strategies.

4.1 Complementary Roles

Five participants viewed Al as a complement to teacher input.

- P7: “I run my draft through Al before class, so the teacher does not need to correct small
grammar mistakes. Then the teacher focuses on content.”

- P2: “Al saves time. The teacher is still important, but Al helps me prepare a cleaner
draft.”

This complementary role aligns with the idea that Al can reduce teacher workload
on surface-level corrections while empowering students to focus on higher-order issues.

4.2 Selective Uptake Strategies

Students described actively filtering Al feedback.

- P6: “If Al and teacher give different advice, I always follow the teacher. But if it is only
grammar, I use AL”

- P5: “Sometimes I check AI corrections in Google or ask a friend. I don’t accept
everything automatically.”

Far from being passive users, students demonstrate feedback literacy by selectively
engaging with Al and teacher input, depending on context and perceived reliability.
Cross-Case Patterns

A cross-case matrix revealed convergences and divergences:

- Universal agteement (7/7): Grammar suppott is the most valuable function of AL

- Common but varied (5/7): Distrust in content-level suggestions.

- Split affective responses: Four students reported increased confidence, while three
described dependency and doubt.

- Blended strategies: Five described complementary use of Al and teacher feedback, while
two used Al more independently.

This variation underscores the nuanced and context-dependent nature of learner
engagement with Al feedback.

The findings illustrate four key insights:

1. AT as a technical assistant: Students universally valued Al for grammar and vocabulary,
freeing cognitive resources for idea development.

2. Emotional ambivalence: While Al raised confidence and motivation, it also risked
dependency and uncritical reliance.

3. Trust hierarchy: Students trusted Al for surface-level corrections but distrusted it for
content, nuance, and rhetorical appropriateness.

4. Blended feedback practices: Learners actively negotiated Al and teacher feedback,
adopting selective uptake strategies that reflected both pragmatism and critical awareness.
Collectively, these findings demonstrate that Al feedback is not perceived as a replacement
for human feedback but as a supplementary scaffold. Learners exercise agency by
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integrating Al with teacher guidance, showing the importance of developing feedback
literacy in the digital age.

DISCUSSION
This discussion critically synthesizes the findings of the present study with

existing research and theoretical frameworks. The NVivo-assisted analysis generated four
themes: (1) perceived usefulness of Al feedback, (2) affective responses, (3) trust and
distrust in Al feedback, and (4) negotiation between Al and teacher feedback. Each theme
is examined in depth and compared with prior studies to highlight both convergence and
divergence. The analysis also identifies the theoretical, pedagogical, and policy implications
of the study, while acknowledging limitations and directions for future research.
Theme 1: Perceived Usefulness of AI Feedback

All participants reported that Al feedback was particularly useful for grammar and
vocabulary. This perception is consistent with Ranalli (2021), who found that Chinese EFL
learners viewed Grammatly as a 'safety net' for catching sutface errors. Similarly, Wang
(2025) observed that automated writing evaluation systems were valued primarily for
mechanical corrections. Our findings extend these insights by showing that Indonesian
learners also appreciated Al for surface-level accuracy, but were ambivalent about its
capacity to improve coherence and organization. Some participants acknowledged that
ChatGPT could suggest transitions and rephrased sentences, yet others rejected such
suggestions as disruptive to their intended meaning. Recent experimental evidence supports
this nuanced view. Mekheimer (2025) demonstrated that Al feedback improved not only
accuracy but also coherence and content quality among Saudi postgraduate students. This
suggests that Al's potential extends beyond grammar, but uptake depends on learners’
critical evaluation and contextual factors. In our study, selective uptake reflects both
opportunities and constraints of Al integration.
Theme 2: Affective Responses

Students expressed ambivalent emotions toward Al feedback. Four reported
increased confidence and motivation, describing Al as a supportive tool that encouraged
more drafting. However, three participants raised concerns about dependency and reduced
learning autonomy. This duality echoes Mohammed (2024), who documented both
empowerment and overreliance among Saudi EFL learners using ChatGPT. Similar
patterns were reported by Mohammed et al. (2025), who found that Al feedback enhanced
motivation and emotional intelligence but also introduced anxiety about authenticity. In the
Indonesian context, such ambivalence may be intensified by cultural norms emphasizing
teacher authority and self-reliance (Majid et al., 2025). Thus, affective responses to Al
feedback cannot be viewed merely as individual preferences; they are mediated by
sociocultural and pedagogical traditions.
Theme 3: Trust and Distrust in AI Feedback

A clear trust hierarchy emerged. Students trusted Al for grammar and spelling but
distrusted content-related suggestions such as synonyms or reorganized arguments. This
aligns with Chen et al. (2025), who reported that learners accepted surface-level feedback
but resisted changes that altered meaning. Teng (2024) similarly found that Chinese EFL
learners conceptualized ChatGPT as a ‘companion’ rather than an authority, reflecting both
trust and caution. Our participants’ skepticism underscores their awareness of the limits of
Al Alyami et al. (2025) further confirmed that Saudi students valued Al for mechanics but
doubted its reliability for deeper content issues. Collectively, these studies indicate that
while Al is widely trusted for surface-level corrections, its authority remains contested at
higher levels of writing. This critical stance reflects an emerging form of feedback literacy.
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Theme 4: Negotiating AI and Teacher Feedback

Rather than viewing Al and teacher feedback as mutually exclusive, participants described
blended strategies. They used Al to prepare cleaner drafts and relied on teachers for
content-level guidance. This resonates with Yan and Carless (2021), who conceptualize
feedback literacy as the ability to navigate and integrate multiple sources of feedback. Kurt
and Kurt (2024) highlighted that the effectiveness of ChatGPT feedback depends heavily
on prompt quality, suggesting that teacher mediation remains essential. In our study,
students positioned teachers as the final authority, especially in culturally teacher-centered
contexts (Barnard & Hasim, 2018). This illustrates how Al can complement but not replace
human feedback, reinforcing traditional pedagogical hierarchies while enhancing efficiency
in the drafting process.

CONCLUSION

This study explored Indonesian EFL learners’ perceptions of Al-powered feedback
in academic writing through a qualitative analysis. The findings highlight key aspects of Al
feedback that address the research questions:

Perception ~ of  Usefulness and  Limitations of Al = Feedback
EFL students perceived Al feedback as highly useful for surface-level corrections,
particularly for grammar and vocabulary. The Al tools were seen as effective "safety nets"
for these mechanical aspects of writing. However, students expressed limitations regarding
AT’s ability to enhance content quality, coherence, and organization, areas where human
teacher feedback was considered more valuable. This finding emphasizes the role of Al as a
supportive tool rather than a complete solution for academic writing improvement.

Factors ~ Shaping  Trust or  Distrust in  Al-Generated  Feedback
The study revealed a trust hierarchy in students' engagement with Al feedback. Students
were generally trusting of Al when it addressed mechanical errors but were skeptical of Al's
ability to provide content-related feedback. This skepticism stemmed from concerns about
the accuracy and depth of Al suggestions, particularly when it came to altering the meaning
or argumentation in their writing. Trust in Al was shaped by its perceived usefulness, but
students remained cautious about its limitations, especially in areas requiring higher
cognitive processing.

Negotiation Between Al Feedback and Teacher Feedback
The findings show that students adopted blended feedback strategies, combining Al
suggestions with traditional teacher feedback. Al feedback was primarily used to refine the
surface-level aspects of their writing, while teacher feedback provided deeper, content-
related insights. This negotiation of feedback highlights the students' growing feedback
literacy, as they developed strategies for integrating multiple sources of feedback to
improve their writing.

The study demonstrates that Al feedback is perceived as a valuable tool for
enhancing mechanical accuracy in EFL writing but is not a replacement for teacher
feedback in areas requiring critical thinking and content development. These findings
underscore the importance of integrating Al as a supplementary tool while maintaining
human-centered feedback in the writing process.

Limitations and Future Research

This study is limited by its small sample (n=7), reliance on self-reported
perceptions, and cross-sectional design. Future studies should adopt mixed-methods
approaches to link perceptions with measurable learning outcomes, longitudinal designs to
capture change over time, and cross-cultural comparisons across ASEAN contexts.
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Interventional research could also test the effectiveness of explicit Al feedback literacy
training and institutional policy frameworks.

Pedagogical and Policy Implications

Al should be positioned as a supplementary tool that supports, but does not
replace, teacher feedback. Teachers can encourage students to use Al as a pre-draft
assistant, while focusing class feedback on higher-order concerns. Institutions should
embed Al feedback literacy into curricula, training learners to evaluate suggestions critically
and ethically. Professional development for teachers, together with university-level
guidelines on transparency and integrity, is crucial to ensure responsible integration.

Indonesian EFL learners view Al-powered feedback as valuable yet limited: they
trust it for mechanics, doubt it for content, feel both empowered and dependent, and
integrate it with teacher input. These practices reflect the emergence of critical feedback
literacy in the digital age. Ultimately, Al should be framed as a complement to, not a
substitute for, teacher feedback, ensuring that human judgment remains central in language
education.
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