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Abstract
Real-time voice interfaces using multimodal Generative AI (GenAI)
can potentially address the accessibility needs of novice program-
mers with disabilities (e.g., related to vision). Yet, little is known
about how novices interact with GenAI tools and their feedback
quality in the form of audio output. This paper analyzes audio di-
alogues from nine 9th-grade students using a voice-enabled tutor
(powered by OpenAI’s Realtime API) in an authentic classroom
setting while learning Python. We examined the students’ voice
prompts and AI’s responses (1210 messages) by using qualitative
coding. We also gathered students’ perceptions via the Partner
Modeling Questionnaire. The GenAI Voice Tutor primarily offered
feedback on mistakes and next steps, but its correctness was limited
(71.4% correct out of 416 feedback outputs). Quality issues were
observed, particularly when the AI attempted to utter program-
ming code elements. Students used the GenAI voice tutor primarily
for debugging. They perceived it as competent, only somewhat
human-like, and flexible. The present study is the first to explore
the interaction dynamics of real-time voice GenAI tutors and novice
programmers, informing future educational tool design and poten-
tially addressing accessibility needs of diverse learners.
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1 Introduction
Generative AI (GenAI) and related tools have taken the world by
storm [34], and computing educators are starting to integrate them
into their classes, assessments, and curricula [35]. There is no doubt
about the potential of GenAI tools, e.g., for generating code expla-
nations [28], exercises [18], code fixes [32], or different types of
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feedback [15, 22, 26], whereas feedback is considered a crucial fac-
tor for learning [12]. At the same time, however, programming
novices may struggle using GenAI tools, as they may develop an
illusion of competence, depend on the tools, and lack critical think-
ing [19, 38, 43]. More important are the concerns regarding the
tools’ accessibility issues [2], which add to the challenges of novice
learners of programming [6, 27].

Voice Assist may constitute an interesting alternative for diverse
learners (e.g., neurodiverse, with impaired vision, or various read-
ing and writing skills) interacting with GenAI tools. For example,
Poddar et al. [33] integrated an interactive voice-response into
a learning environment for visually impaired students, resulting
in strong student engagement and collaboration. The adoption of
this modality for GenAI feedback thus seems worth implement-
ing and exploring. This is particularly true for multimodal LLMs,
such as GPT-4o [31], which interprets and outputs voice, allow-
ing for lower latency and interpretation of accents, emotions, and
emphasis. Access to voice capabilities of GPT-4o [31] is available
since September 2024 in ChatGPT (Advanced Voice Mode) and as
API (OpenAI Realtime API ) since October 2024. However, the real-
time voice capabilities of these LLMs have not yet been subject
to research in educational contexts. So, we aim to explore them
with able-bodied individuals before introducing them to learners
requiring additional assistance.

The goal of this case study is to explore [47] the voice mode of a
recent GenAI model, and how it is used and perceived by learners of
programming in secondary school (9th grade). This work is guided
by the following research questions:
RQ1 How do novice programmers interact via voiced prompts with

a real-time GenAI voice tutor during programming tasks?
RQ2 How can the GenAI tutor’s voiced responses be characterized?
RQ3 How do novice programmers overall perceive the GenAI Voice

Tutor as a dialogue partner?
The contributions comprise an exploration of students’ inter-
action patterns with voice generation as part of the Tutor Kai, a
characterization of the GenAI voice responses in terms of its answer
type, feedback category, and quality (i.e., correctness and issues).
Finally, we offer insights into the student perspective of the voice
generation. Thereby, this work has implications for tool designers,
educators and learners interested in using GenAI’s voice mode.

2 Related Work
Although GenAI and related tools can help students of program-
ming, e.g., via individual feedback [26, 42], they are inherently
limited, intransparent, and exclusive by design [2, 23]. GenAI mod-
els are designed by able-bodied individuals and represent their
respective knowledge and language as part of the selected training
data [7], [2]. Alshaigy and Grande [2] identified deficits of GenAI
tools related to their inclusivity, e.g., blind persons using ChatGPT
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experience difficulties in the interaction with detailed charts and
graphs, color-coded information, and dynamic content [2]. General
issues are non-inclusive language, and biased/racist outputs [2, 4].

Educational research has shown the potential of Voice Assis-
tants (VAs), indicating VAs can support learning in primary [9] and
higher education [11]. For example, Sayago [40] explored Apple Siri
and Google Assistant as learning companions for undergraduate
CS students in two courses. They found these VAs incompetent,
incapable of answering complex questions, and observed commu-
nication misunderstandings [40]. Jaber et al. [13] found that VAs
(Google Assistant) struggle with supporting tasks like cooking due
to a lack of context awareness, leading to irrelevant responses.
Simulating context awareness revealed that users interact more
fluently [13]. Integrating Large Language Models (LLMs) offers
advancements in addressing these observed context and interac-
tion challenges. Mahmood et al. [29] showed that an LLM-powered
VA (using an Alexa-ChatGPT pipeline) enhances conversational
resilience by using contextual understanding to overcome many
speech recognition errors. Despite these improvements, LLM-based
VAs can introduce new issues like verbosity and repetition [29].
Prior work [9, 11, 13, 29] relied on distinct Speech-to-Text (STT),
text processing, and Text-to-Speech (TTS) stages, causing latency
and the inability to interpret accents and emphasis. Recent devel-
opments in multimodal LLMs like OpenAI’s GPT-4o [31] (available
as Advanced Voice Mode in ChatGPT), however, hold promise to
overcome these issues. Yet, multimodal GenAI’s real-time voice
features have not been researched in educational contexts.

Recent research of text-based student-GenAI dialogs with chat-
bots (e.g., ChatGPT, GitHub Copilot, and custom tools) [35] shows
that students use GenAI for many purposes, including problem
understanding, conceptual understanding, code generation, debug-
ging, and documentation [41]. Scholl et al. [43] identified diverse
chat patterns, from students seeking quick solutions with minimal
prompting (cf. [3]) to those engaging in more extended dialogues
using the tool as a “learning partner”. This aligns with research
on GitHub Copilot users, who operate in either an acceleration
mode (knowing what to do and using GenAI to do it faster) or an
exploration mode (being unsure and using GenAI to investigate
options) [5]. Alfageeh et al. [1] introduced a logic-based lens to
analyze student prompts, finding that iterative refinement often
correlated with shorter solution paths. At the same time, signif-
icant modifications mid-session could indicate struggle. Prather
et al. [38] found that while some novice students can use GenAI to
accelerate their work, struggling students may experience existing
metacognitive difficulties [36] compounded by GenAI, potentially
leading to an “illusion of competence”. GenAI can also introduce
GenAI-specific metacognitive challenges, e.g., being misled by the
tool or interrupted by frequent, sometimes unhelpful, suggestions
[38]. Efforts to mitigate these issues include developing tools with
pedagogical guardrails and refining system prompts [15, 20, 25, 42].

While research on text-based GenAI tutors in programming
education is expanding, real-time voice interactions of novice pro-
grammers with multimodal models remain a critical unexplored
area, particularly as Stone [46] underscores the urgent need for
more human-centered research on how “second-level students” en-
gage with GenAI. Our study addresses this gap by examining verbal

Figure 1: Tutor Kai User Interface

student-GenAI interactions and perceptions of ninth-grade learn-
ers in secondary education at a public school in Germany. We also
evaluate the capability of the underlying multimodal GenAI Model
to generate voice feedback for novice programmers in an authen-
tic learning context. Given the lack of accessibility, equity, and
inclusion of recent GenAI tools [2] (in addition to their other chal-
lenges [38]), exploring voice interactions may also benefit diverse
learners and educators utilizing GenAI.

3 Voice Generation in the Tutor Kai
The Tutor Kai is a learning environment designed to support stu-
dents in solving programming tasks. The standard interface presents
students with a task description (left) next to a code editor (right,
see Figure 1). Students can execute their code within the environ-
ment, receiving immediate feedback through compiler output and
the results from automated unit tests associated with the task. In ad-
dition, the Tutor Kai offers the option to generate textual feedback
on demand via GenAI integration [15–18].

We integrated a real-time voice mode into the Tutor Kai. The new
feature was implemented using OpenAI’s Realtime API, specifically
the gpt-4o-realtime-preview-2024-10-01 model endpoint available at
the time of the study (Dec. 2024), leveraging the available multi-
modal (voice) capabilities of OpenAI’s GPT-4o model [31]. The API
can handle streaming audio input and output, enabling low-latency,
conversational interaction. Based on preliminary testing, we se-
lected the sage voice option for the voice output, as it offered the
most natural and friendly-sounding German pronunciation among
the available choices. Other than that, standard API defaults, includ-
ing automatic voice activity detection (VAD) to manage turn-taking
and a temperature setting of 0.6 were used.

To activate/deactivate the voice tutor, students can use a dedi-
cated button below the task description (see Figure 1). It provides
visual feedback when the microphone is active (pulsating icon in
red). While the voice mode is active, the system uses VAD to de-
tect if the student speaks. The student’s audio input is processed
upon speech detection, and the AI generates an audio response
with human-like delay (average of 320 milliseconds [31]). A crit-
ical aspect of the implementation is the dynamic integration of
task-specific context. When a student verbalizes input, the system
automatically supplements the audio data with textual context be-
fore sending it to the Realtime API. This contextual information
includes: (1) the student’s current code from the editor, (2) the
most recent compiler output (if any), and (3) the preceding turns
of the current dialogue. A dialogue consists of all audio messages
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recorded during voice mode activation on a particular task. The
system prompt defines the AI’s persona as a helpful tutor, sets
constraints (e.g., forbidding direct solution revelation, encouraging
brevity), and explicitly instructs the AI to reference the provided
code and compiler output. Based on findings from our pilot study
(see section 4), the prompt directs the model to “describe code col-
loquially, as if in conversation”. The system prompt also includes
the task description and the code skeleton that students get for
each exercise. By providing context, the GenAI voice tutor can be
spoken to like a human tutor who sees the student’s screen. The
system prompt and a demo recording of the GenAI voice tutor are
available in our supplementary data repository [14].

4 Pilot Study
Before the main study, we conducted preliminary usability tests
with the Voice Tutor. The goals were to gather user feedback on
the voice interaction experience and identify potential technical
or usability issues. We recruited eight students (five male, three
female) enrolled in a CS1 course at a German university. Each of
them interacted with the voice-enabled tutor for about 20 minutes,
working on 1-2 C++ exercises. Their perceptions were gathered
and evaluated via open-ended questions. They were generally pos-
itive and perceived as helpful. One student, however, perceived
it as “unfamiliar and somewhat uncanny”, suggesting novelty ef-
fects or discomfort. Moreover, students reported that the literal
vocalization of code (e.g., <, >, and &&) was wrong and detrimental
to comprehension, making it difficult to follow the AI’s explana-
tion or identify errors. Upon reviewing the system logs and audio
recordings, we discovered that the textual logs provided by the
OpenAI Realtime API for the AI’s responses were not consistent
with the audio output. Examples of these issues are part of our
supplementary data [14]. These findings informed the design and
methodology of the main study. For example, the unreliability of the
API’s text logs necessitated a data analysis approach based entirely
on the recorded audio for the main study, involving transcription
and manual verification. To mitigate the Voice Tutor’s incorrect
code pronunciation, we refined the system prompt to make sure
code is described colloquially (see section 3).

5 Methodology
5.1 Data Collection
5.1.1 Setting and Context. The data were collected between Dec.
2024 and Jan. 2025 during eight regular computer science lessons
(twice per week) of a ninth-grade class at a German grammar school.
These lessons were part of the curricular unit “Introduction to
the Python Programming Language”. The study was conducted
in an authentic classroom environment where students engaged
in typical learning activities, including potential interactions with
peers and using external resources such as web search or other
AI tools alongside the provided Tutor Kai. Audio input and output
for the voice feature were facilitated through individual headsets
(Logitech 960) supplied to the participating students.

5.1.2 Participants and Recruitment. The ninth-grade class com-
prised 15 students. Informed consent was obtained (following local

regulations on research in schools) from the school administra-
tion, from the students’ parents/legal guardians, and the students
themselves. All consents were obtained for 11 out of 15 students.
Subsequently, the GenAI Voice Tutor was enabled only for these 11
students. Participation was voluntary, and pseudonyms were used
throughout data collection and analysis. Despite having consented,
two students opted not to use the GenAI Voice Tutor during the
study. So, the final participant group comprised nine students (six
male, three female). Their ages ranged from 14 to 15 years (Mean
(M) = 14.22, Standard deviation (SD) = 0.44).

5.1.3 Procedure and Data Logging. Data were gathered during reg-
ular computer science lessons as students worked on programming
exercises within the Tutor Kai. These exercises were designed to re-
inforce the Python concepts being taught in the unit.While working
on these tasks, participating students could activate or deactivate
the GenAI Voice Tutor (as described in section 3). Every student’s
voice input and corresponding GenAI voice response during an
active session were automatically recorded as a separate audio file.
These audio recordings were stored along with contextual informa-
tion in a database, e.g., timestamp, the student’s code state in the
editor at the time of the request, the latest compiler output, and the
preceding dialogue history (see Section 3). In the final lesson, stu-
dents completed the German version [44] of the Partner Modelling
Questionnaire (PMQ) [10, 45] to capture their overall perceptions
of the GenAI Voice Tutor as a dialogue partner. It allows for further
data triangulation.

5.2 Data Analysis
Given the discrepancy between the Realtime API’s text logs and
the actual audio output identified during the pilot (see section 4),
we transcribed all audio dialogues using the open-weight whisper-
large-v3-turbo speech recognition model [39] on a local machine.
Next, we reviewed all transcripts against the original audio record-
ings to ensure accuracy. During the review of the transcripts, the
data were cleaned. For example, unintended voice inputs triggered
by background noise, non-verbal utterances (e.g., sighs, coughs),
thinking aloud, or external conversations were removed. Thinking
aloud was recognizable, e.g., via whispered repetitions of responses
from the GenAI Voice Tutor or pronouncing individual code ele-
ments that the student added to their code. Dialogues consisting
exclusively of such unintended voice inputs and their correspond-
ing GenAI voice responses were discarded from the dataset before
coding in MAXQDA [24]. However, unintended voice inputs occur-
ring within otherwise meaningful dialogues were kept but marked
during the coding so we could distinguish them from intentional
prompts. All other voice inputs were classified as voice prompts.

5.2.1 Student Voice Prompt Analysis (RQ1). Within the 608 ana-
lyzed student voice inputs, 205 were identified as unintended voice
inputs. The main cause (69 instances) was students thinking aloud
(e.g., whispering to themselves), which was picked up by the mi-
crophone and triggered a response. Consequently, our analysis of
student interaction patterns focuses on the 403 intended student
voice prompts. To address RQ1, we analyzed the content of the re-
maining intentional student voice prompts (𝑛 = 403). The entire
related dialog was used as a context unit, if needed. We reused the
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Table 1: Final coding scheme with categories and examples for student voice prompt analysis

Category Definition Anchor Examples

Other:
*Work alone first (WAF) (new) Student does not want feedback yet. “Let me try it myself first.”, “I think I can manage on my own for now.”
*Small talk (ST) (new) Social interactions unrelated to the task description and

computer science.
“It’s okay. You don’t have to apologize.”
“See you next time.”

Solution request (SR) Prompt explicitly seeks a direct and complete solution. “Solve the task for me.”, “Can you tell me the solution?” (Hypothetical)

Type of follow-up interaction (based on Scholl et al. [43]):
Standalone query (STA) Initial or independent prompt not referring to previous

conversation.
“Hey, I don’t understand what I’m supposed to do. Can you help me?”
“Is this correct?”

Follow-up to a previous prompt
(PRE)

Student references or builds on their own previous prompt. “Why am I still getting an error message?”
“Now correct?”

Response to GenAI answer
(RES)

Student directly responds to something in the GenAI’s
reply.

“What do you mean?”
“How do I do that?”

Correction (COR) Student attempts to correct or refine GPT’s output (content,
tone, or speed).

“Wait, wait. That’s a bit fast. I can’t keep up.”
“Yes, but it says it’s wrong.”

Issue or problem solving step adressed in follow-up interaction (based on Scholl et al. [43]):
Debugging (DE) Identifying and fixing errors in existing code. “What’s wrong with my loop?”, “And how do I fix the problem?”
Problem Understanding (PU) Seeking to understand the problem statement (e.g., task

description).
“Explain the task to me.”
“What exactly does the task want me to output?”

Conceptual Understanding (CU) Seeking explanation of programming concepts or theory. “I didn’t quite understand the difference between a variable and a parameter.”
“I still haven’t got it. Can you explain it as if I were a young child?”

Syntax Style (SY) Questions about code formatting or stylistic elements. “What do you mean? Quotation marks within quotation marks?”
“Does there need to be a space between the plus sign and the numbers?”

*Pair Programming (PP) (new) Asking for support during the first solution approach. “And now?”, “Okay, I’ve defined it. What’s next?”
Other (OT) Other utterances. “But it really doesn’t make any sense right now, sorry.”

“You don’t have to repeat yourself all the time, okay?”

coding scheme developed by Scholl et al. [43] for deductively analyz-
ing text-based ChatGPT interactions in introductory programming.
As our data contained new insights, some new categories were
developed inductively (e.g., work alone first (WAF), small talk (ST),
and pair programming (PP), see Table 1). Other categories from re-
lated work (code generation, runtime analysis, documentation, and
test cases) were removed because they did not occur during coding.
The final coding scheme (see Table 1) was applied to each student
voice prompt by one author in two steps. First, it was assigned to
exactly one Type of follow-up interaction (e.g., STA, PRE, RES, COR,
see Table 1) or an Other category (e.g., WAF, ST, SR, see Table 1).
Second, prompts coded as follow-up interaction were further coded
for one or more Issue or problem-solving step addressed in follow-up
interaction (e.g., DE, PU, CU, SY, PP, OT, see Table 1). The entire
material was coded twice by the same author, two weeks apart.

5.2.2 GenAI Voice Response Analysis (RQ2). To address RQ2, we
analyzed all GenAI voice responses (𝑛 = 602) including those trig-
gered by unintended inputs. We retained these as the surrounding
dialogue indicated active student engagement immediately before
and after the unintended input, i.e., students likely heard and po-
tentially processed these responses. For the coding process, we
used a student’s entire dialog and related information (task descrip-
tion, current code, and compiler output) as a context unit. First, we
categorized each response’s overall type, distinguishing between
Interrupted responses (IR-responses interrupted by student voice
inputs), Small talk (ST-responses unrelated to the programming
task and computer science), Feedback (FB), and Other (OT). Second,
we performed a detailed analysis on the responses categorized as
feedback (FB, 𝑛 = 416) using human intelligence. This involved:

(1) Feedback Type: We classified the feedback types based on the
typology for programming by Keuning et al. [21] and Narciss
[30] (e.g., knowledge of result (KR), etc.). Multiple types could
be assigned to a GenAI feedback.

(2) Correctness: Each feedback was assessed for correctness (binary:
Feedback Correct - FC vs. Feedback Not Correct - FNC).

(3) Issues: We coded issues related to the voice delivery and content
generation, namely Language Incorrect (LAI - responses that
were nonsense or poorly vocalized code) and Repetition (REP -
instances where the AI repeated itself multiple times).

5.2.3 Partner Modelling Questionnaire Analysis (RQ3). To address
RQ3 and triangulate our findings, we analyzed the responses from
the nine participating students to the German version [44, 45] of
the Partner Modelling Questionnaire (PMQ) [10]. Following the
procedure described by Doyle et al. [10], we calculated descrip-
tive statistics (mean and standard deviation) for the overall PMQ
score and its constituent subscales (aggregated for the area Com-
petence and Dependability, Human-Likeness, and Communicative
Flexibility) as demanded for this particular instrument [10].

6 Results
Over the four-week data collection period, the nine participating
students generated 3172 audio files (student requests and AI re-
sponses combined) using the GenAI VoiceMode feature of the Tutor
Kai. Following the data cleaning procedure described in section 5.2,
the final dataset comprised 1210 audio recordings (608 student voice
inputs and 602 GenAI voice responses), constituting 50 distinct dia-
logues. The remaining 1962 recordings were discarded, primarily
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because they belonged to sessions where the automatic voice activ-
ity detection (VAD) remained active for extended periods without
intentional interactions (often due to students forgetting to deac-
tivate the feature), resulting in dialogues composed exclusively of
unintended voice inputs and responses. Dialogues consisted of an av-
erage of𝑀 = 24.2 messages (𝑆𝐷 = 17.17,𝑀𝑖𝑛 = 4,𝑀𝑎𝑥 = 88). The
transcribed GenAI voice responses averaged𝑀 = 181.15 characters
in length (𝑆𝐷 = 178.21, 𝑀𝑖𝑛 = 2, 𝑀𝑎𝑥 = 2324) and transcribed
student voice inputs averaged 𝑀 = 27.47 characters (𝑆𝐷 = 27.37,
𝑀𝑖𝑛 = 2,𝑀𝑎𝑥 = 208).

6.1 RQ1: Student Prompts and Interactions
To answer RQ1, we focused on the 608 student voice inputs. 205 of
them were identified as unintended inputs (see section 5.2.1). The
403 intentional student voice prompts were analyzed via the coding
scheme in Table 1. The results reveal how students interacted with
the GenAI Voice Tutor (see Table 2). In 18.9% of cases (76 out of
403), prompts constituted Small talk (ST). This typically occurred
as a greeting at the beginning of a session, sometimes to confirm
audio transmission (e.g., “Hello, can you hear me?”). In 4.5% (18)
instances, students explicitly indicated a desire toWork alone first
(WAF), often declining an AI response triggered by an unintended
voice input while they were working. Explicit full Solution requests
(SR) were absent (0.0%).

Table 2: Quantification of students voice prompts

Prompt Category Count (%)

Work alone first (WAF) 18 (4.47%)
Small talk (ST) 76 (18.86%)
Solution request (SR) 0 (0.00%)

Type of interaction DE PU CU SY PP OT

Standalone query (STA) 102 (25.31%) 72 9 5 1 14 3
Follow-up to previous (PRE) 52 (12.90%) 34 2 4 2 10 0
Response to GenAI (RES) 121 (30.02%) 46 13 16 7 35 13
Correction (COR) 34 (8.44%) 22 1 0 0 3 8

Analyzing the Type of Interaction showed that students usually
replied directly to the GenAI voice answer (RES, 30.0%, 121 prompts).
Standalone querieswere also common as initial requests (STA, 25.3%,
102 prompts). These were often followed up in other prompts (PRE,
12.9%, 52 prompts). Students explicitly attempted to Correct the AI
(COR) in 8.4% (34 prompts) of cases.

We analyzed the (one or multiple) Issues or problem solving steps
addressed within 309 interactions (coded as STA, PRE, RES, COR
types). Debugging (DE) was the most prominent focus, involved
in 56.3% (174 out of 309) of these interaction prompts. In these
instances, students typically sought help with existing solution
attempts. The second most frequent focus was Pair Programming
(PP), involved in 20.1% (62 out of 309) of interaction prompts, where
students used the GenAI Voice Tutor to develop a solution approach
incrementally. Queries about Conceptual Understanding (CU) and
Problem Understanding (PU) were less frequent but present (both
8.1%, 25 out of 309 prompts). Questions regarding Syntax/Style (SY)
were rare (3.2%, 10 out of 309 prompts).

6.2 RQ2: GenAI Voice Responses
We analyzed all 602 GenAI voice responses to characterize the out-
put (see Table 3). The majority of responses were classified as Feed-
back (FB, 69.1%, 416 responses). Small talk (ST), often responding to
the students’ greeting (e.g., at the beginning of a conversation), was
also frequent (23.3%, 140 responses). Responses were Interrupted
(IR) by the student or system in 7.0% (42 responses) of cases, and a
small fraction were classified as Other (OT, 0.7%, 4 responses).

The 416 GenAI voice responses classified as Feedback (FB) were
analyzed further w.r.t. their feedback types, correctness, and quality
issues (Table 4). The most frequent type [21, 30] was Knowledge on
how to proceed (KH), present in 70.4% (293) of feedback responses,
often providing next-step hints.Knowledge about mistakes (KM) was
also common (36.3%, 151 responses). Other feedback types occurred
less frequently (see Table 4 for full details). It should be noted
that a single GenAI voice response may have contained multiple
feedback types. Concerning Correctness, 71.4% (297 out of 416) of

Table 3: Quantification of GenAI voice answers

GenAI voice answers category Count (%)

Interrupted (IR) 42 (6.98%)
Small talk (ST) 140 (23.26%)
Feedback (FB) 416 (69.10%)
Other (OT) 4 (0,66%)

Table 4: Feedback Type Analysis

Feedback-Type Count (%) FC FNC LAI

Knowledge of result (KR) 52 (12.50%) 23 29 1
Knowledge of correct result (KCR) 22 (5.29%) 6 16 12
Knowledge of performance (KP) 1 (0.24%) 1 0 0
Knowledge about task constraints (KTC) 16 (3.85%) 16 0 1
Knowledge about concepts (KC) 19 (4.57%) 17 2 0
Knowledge about mistakes (KM) 151 (36.30%) 111 40 25
Knowledge on how to proceed (KH) 293 (70.43%) 219 74 53
Knowledge about meta-cognition (KMC) 5 (1.20%) 5 0 0

the feedback instances were judged as correct (FC), while 28.6%
(119) were assessed as not correct (FNC). The correctness greatly
varied across feedback types. While feedback on task constraints
(KTC) and concepts (KC) was mainly correct, feedback providing
the correct result (KCR) was incorrect in 72.7% (16 out of 22) of
cases. Similarly, feedback on how to proceed (KH) was incorrect
25.3% (74 out of 293) of the time, and feedback about mistakes (KM)
was incorrect 26.5% (40 out of 151) of the time.

Regarding Quality Issues, we specifically tracked linguistic prob-
lems (LAI) and repetition (REP). Incorrect language or nonsense
output (LAI) occurred in 69 feedback instances. As indicated in
Table 4, LAI frequently coincided with incorrect feedback (FNC),
particularly for KCR (12 LAI cases) and KH (53 LAI cases). This
aligns with the pilot study’s findings (section 4) that the GenAI
Voice Tutor struggled with verbalizing specific code elements, de-
spite the prompt instruction to avoid reading code aloud. Excessive
repetition (REP) occurred in 7 instances, where the GenAI Voice Tu-
tor repeated the same phrase or sentence multiple times, sometimes
for extended durations (up to 3 minutes).
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6.3 RQ3: Student Perceptions of the Voice Tutor
The Partner Modelling Questionnaire (PMQ) was used to assess
students’ overall perceptions of the GenAI Voice Tutor as a dialogue
partner (𝑛 = 9). The overall mean score on the PMQ was moderate
(Mean (M) = 4.23, Standard Deviation (SD) = 1.24) on the 7-point
scale. Students rated the GenAI Voice Tutor relatively high for the
area Competence and Dependability (M = 5.65, SD = 0.21), suggesting
they perceived it as generally capable and reliable for the tasks.
However, ratings for Human-Likeness (M = 3.41, SD = 0.52) and
Communicative Flexibility (M = 3.63, SD = 0.61) were lower and in
the neutral area of the scales.

7 Discussion
The 9th-graders in our study engaged in dialogues with the GenAI
Voice Tutor, evident via the RES (Response to GenAI) and PRE
(follow-up) voice prompts, as well as the average of 24.2 messages
per dialogue. The GenAI Voice Tutor’s context-awareness (task
description, current program code, and compiler output) helped
support students’ very brief voice prompts (e.g., “Correct?”), also
observed by Jaber et al. [13]. We consider this advantageous for
novice students already challenged by learning a programming
language, such as Python.

The GenAI Voice Tutor also responded to student requests (cf.
[42]): KH (Knowledge on how to proceed) and KM (Knowledge
about mistakes) were the most frequent feedback categories, align-
ing with students’ most frequent voice interactions and prompts
(DE and PP). Similarly, KC and KTC feedback types as part of the
generated output matched CU and PU in student voice prompts.
Social interactions unrelated to the programming task, such as
greetings or thanking the Tutor Kai (classified as Small Talk, ST),
comprised 18.9% of students’ voice prompts. The GenAI Tutor often
mirrored these exchanges, with 23.3% of its voice responses also be-
ing small talk. While this frequency of ST may suggest that students
anthropomorphize the GenAI Voice Tutor, the triangulation with
the Partner Modelling Questionnaire (PMQ) ratings offers another
perspective: Students assigned neutral scores for Human-Likeness
(M=3.41 on a 7-point scale) and Communicative Flexibility (M=3.63
on a 7-point scale). The linguistic struggles of the GenAI Voice Tutor
when verbalizing code (LAI) likely played a role here. Furthermore,
students may have also compared the GenAI’s voice output not
just to GenAI’s textual output, but to the richness and nuance of
human communication. Hence, the expectation of human-likeness
may have been quite high.

A critical observation concerns the correctness of the GenAI
Voice Tutor’s responses, as 28.6% of all feedback instances were
incorrect (FNC). Its difficulty in verbalizing programming code
was the most influential factor in the poor output quality (LAI).
Despite the inclusion of “describe code colloquially” into the sys-
tem prompt (see section 3), the tool frequently attempted to read
symbols and structures literally, rendering the output confusing
and often incorrect. Due to the high error rate in the generated
feedback, students may fall into drifting patterns [37], being led
down misleading paths by incorrect information in GenAI voice
answers. Considering diverse learners and the potential of voice
assistance for them, these results are somewhat disappointing.

Despite these flaws in the feedback (high FNC rate and LAI is-
sues), the triangulation with the PMQ results shows high ratings
for Competence and Dependability (M=5.65/7). Yet, due to students’
limited domain knowledge, novices may not always recognize in-
correct suggestions.

8 Threats to Validity
Due to the study’s authentic classroom setting, we could not fully
control all variables, e.g., students’ interactions with peers or their
use of external resources like web searches or other AI tools. The
nature of the study is qualitative and explorative. With a sample size
of 9 students, we have reached saturation [8] within the material.
This was due to the 1210 audio messages we analyzed in sum.
However, we do not claim to provide generalizations or transferable
conclusions about 9th-graders’ interaction patterns and perceptions
on GenAI voice outputs. It should further be noted that the Partner
Modelling Questionnaire (RQ3) only captures student perceptions
at a single point in time, whichmay have been influenced by novelty
effects or their most recent interactions.

9 Conclusions
In this study, we evaluated how novice programmers engage with
a multimodal (voice) Generative AI tutor in an authentic secondary
school classroom. By analyzing 1210 student-AI audio messages
from nine ninth-graders learning Python, and their perceptions via
the Partner Modelling Questionnaire, we reached the following con-
clusions: (1) Novices primarily used the voice tutor for debugging
(56.3% of voice interaction prompts) and pair programming-like
scenario (20.1%), engaging in dialogues (M=24.2 messages) with
the GenAI Voice Tutor without seeking direct solutions. (2) The
GenAI’s voice response, predominantly offering guidance (70.4%
of feedback instances) on how to proceed and error explanation
(36.3%), was unreliable: 28.6% of its 416 feedback instances were
incorrect. A key issue was its persistent poor verbalization of pro-
gramming code, making it too unreliable for novices, let alone for
learners with diverse needs and skills.

While the GenAI Voice Tutor offers potential for natural, context-
aware interactions that could benefit accessibility at some point, its
current output renders it problematic. Without improvements, the
GenAI Voice Tutor risks evenmore challenges for learners requiring
additional support. Future work should enhance GenAI’s capabil-
ity to “speak (about) code fluently”. Once a baseline of reliability
and safety of the voice mode can be assured, further studies with
diverse learners, particularly those with disabilities, are essential
and encouraged.
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