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Abstract
The rapid integration of generative AI tools into the academic learning process has fundamentally transformed traditional public speaking instructions. When undergraduate students can easily produce speech scripts and slides with AI assistance, the instructors face two pressing questions: how do teachers encourage authentic oral communication, and how does delivery training impact student performance when presenting AI-assisted content? To address these issues, this study employs a reflective teaching approach to evaluate instructional practices that balance AI literacy with intensive oral delivery instruction. This dual-framework instructional model was implemented across two Public Speaking courses with 80 Vietnamese undergraduate English majors over one academic semester. In the first phase, students were taught prompt engineering to critically evaluate, refine, and personalize AI-generated outlines; and then came the delivery instruction phase, where structured training in vocal variety, pausing, and intonation control were provided. Data were collected from classroom observations, teacher reflections, and student feedback and performance results. Findings show that systematic delivery training produced observable improvements in students' oral presentation performance, while AI literacy activities enhanced personal ownership of the language. The paper provides practical recommendations for TESOL practitioners teaching oral communication in AI-integrated language teaching contexts.
Keywords: AI literacy, public speaking, oral delivery, EFL/ESL, TESOL

1. Introduction
We are at the time when the integration of GenAi tools has completely transformed and reshaped English Language Teaching (ELT), particularly with the subject of Public Speaking. The AI-driven tools can now help undergraduate students create logical and grammatically correct speech scripts in a matter of minutes. Although this has raised concerns regarding academic integrity and a potential threat to erosion of critical thinking, it also provides Public Speaking instructors an opportunity to re-evaluate what is important in teaching this subject. In public speaking, a good script is not equal to a good presentation; it depends on other features, such as vocal variety, pausing, and intonation, facial expressions and body language. When students passively copy AI-generated text, their speeches often result in flat, unengaging, and poor performances, since the language used in the text tends to exceed students’ linguistic competence. To address this challenge, this study proposes an instructional framework implemented in an undergraduate public speaking course for English majors at a university in Vietnam. Previous AI studies have mainly focused on writing, academic integrity, or language accuracy, this study addresses how AI-generated content can be transformed into personally owned oral performance through delivery training. Rather than banning the use of AI tools, this study investigates an alternative instructional method. Specifically, it examines how embedding AI literacy and prompt engineering into the brainstorming and outline phrases of speech preparation, combined with intensive delivering training, supports students' public speaking development. The public speaking classroom, through this dual instructional framework model, demands that students inhabit the language, use it as their own to say something that really matters to them in a confident manner. Specifically, the study aims to assess the effectiveness of targeted training in prosodic delivery features, specifically vocal variety, strategic pausing, and intonation control, in improving students' presentation performance; and analyze the influence of the integration of prompt engineering and AI literacy activities into a public speaking course on students’ sense of language ownership and authentic engagement with AI-generated content.
2. Literature Review
Artificial intelligence (AI) in language learning and teaching
Studies have increasingly reported positive influences of the pedagogical potential of integrating AI in language learning on learners’ oral performance, speaking confidence, and interactional competence. AI tools can generate different argument structures and language styles, providing students with examples they can emulate, thereby boosting confidence and broadening their linguistic repertoire (Steiss et al., 2024). A great amount of scholarly response focused on writing contexts - examining how AI tools affect the writing process, what they mean for academic integrity, and how writing pedagogy might adapt to a landscape in which fluent, coherent text can be generated with minimal human effort (Warschauer et al., 2023). This is understandable given that text generation is the most visible and disruptive capability of AI tools, but it has left a considerable gap in the literature: the implications of AI for oral communication instruction, particularly in public speaking skills, remain relatively underexplored. With the aid of AI-driven tools, students can generate the content of their speeches or their presentations before delivering them to a human audience; and this raises questions about authenticity and the purpose of oral communication instruction. The challenges this practice creates are what several scholars have described as a competence-performance gap related to AI-assisted language production (Huang et al., 2024). When AI generates sophisticated language that exceeds learners' proficiency levels, a visible mismatch emerges between the fluency of the text and the speaker's ability to elaborate on or defend it in real-time communication. This mismatch is particularly notable in public speaking contexts. Addressing this gap is one of the central motivations for the dual-framework model described in this paper.
Authenticity and Speaker’s voice in Public Speaking
Research on authenticity in EFL public speaking has established that audiences, including instructors and peers, are sensitive to markers of speaker ownership that go beyond linguistic fluency. Joughin (2010), in a study of oral assessment in higher education, stated that evaluators intuitively recognize students who appeared to know their material and those who appeared to be reproducing it, and that this distinction shaped evaluative judgments even when assessment criteria did not name it. More recently, studies of presentation skills in EFL university contexts have noted that the highly rated student presenters tend to be those who integrate personal experience and locally relevant examples into their talks - precisely the behavior observed and encouraged in the present study (Chen, 2019). These findings prove that rhetorical ownership is not a desirable quality but an observable and assessor-recognizable feature of effective oral performance.
Delivery Instruction and Oral Performance in Public Speaking
Public speaking competence emphasizes oral delivery, together with content preparation and organization. Delivery competence is the ability to present within a specific context, including the capacity to evoke emotions and regulate one’s behavior (Zhang et al., 2019). A speaker with delivery competence knows how to communicate non-verbally, using eye contact, gestures, and voice to convey their message to the audience (Lucas & Stob, 2020). Delivery features such as vocal variety, eye contact, fluency, and body language have been identified as significant predictors of audience perception of speaker credibility, engagement, and overall effectiveness. Studies have shown that ESL/EFL speakers often struggle with prosodic features, specifically intonation, pausing, and stress, in ways that can impede communicative clarity regardless of content quality (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Gilbert, 2008). This shows that it is imperative to treat delivery not as a concern but as a core instructional target in public speaking courses for ESL/EFL learners.
Intonation control is perhaps the most complex instructional challenge of the three delivery features targeted in this study, both because of its linguistic complexity and because of the specific transfer challenges it has for Vietnamese-speaking learners. Vietnamese, as a tonal language, uses pitch variation at the syllable level to mark lexical meaning, a fundamentally different function that draws on some of the same phonological resources but deploys them in ways that can interfere with the acquisition of English intonation patterns (Nguyen, 2012). Research on Vietnamese learners' English prosody has documented consistent patterns of L1 transfer in intonation production, including a tendency toward flatter overall contours, reduced use of the high-rising terminal, and syllable-timed rhythm that can obscure the stress-timed information structure of English (Tran, 2006). Targeted intonation instruction, especially when coupled with activities and models of native or proficient speaker norms, has demonstrated positive effects on both production accuracy and learner confidence (Levis, 2004).
Empirical studies that have incorporated explicit delivery instruction into public speaking or oral presentation courses report consistently positive findings. King (2002) stated that iterative practice combined with instructor modeling of delivery behaviors produced benefits not only in technical delivery but also in student confidence and willingness to communicate. In TESOL contexts specifically, delivery-focused instruction has been linked to improvements in comprehensibility ratings by both teacher assessors and peer listeners (Derwing et al., 2004). Together, these three strands establish the conceptual foundation for the dual-framework model and situate the study's research questions.
Although significant improvements have been made in AI-supported language education, research gaps remain, specifically concerning AI’s impact on public speaking instruction for EFL/ESL learners in Vietnamese contexts. There is limited theoretical and empirical research exploring how AI tools affect presentation performance. This highlights an area in urgent need of further research.
The dual-framework Instructional Model
In the era when AI can assist students to produce polished speech scripts within seconds, the public speaking classrooms then become a performance in which students simply read aloud what AI has written for them, the public speaking class therefore may lose its main purpose, which is producing confident speakers who can connect with an audience in their own voice. The dual-framework instructional design was developed in response to this challenge.
Instead of banning AI use, which proves impractical in the contemporary classrooms, the model integrates it into the course design through two parallel instructional tracks. Phase 1 - AI Literacy - addresses the content of the speeches by guiding students to analyze, personalize, and engage with AI-generated drafts. Phase 2 - Delivery Instruction - provides skill-focused training in the main features of public speaking that distinguish an interesting speaker from a script reader, regarding vocal variety, pausing, and intonation control. The model was implemented across two Public Speaking courses enrolling a total of 80 Vietnamese undergraduate English majors over one semester. Both courses followed the same instructional sequence, allowing the instructor to observe patterns across class groups and refine activities in response to student needs.
Phase 1 - AI Literacy Instruction
The AI Literacy phase was designed around a single guiding principle: students should be the authors of their speeches, even when AI assists in the first draft. Instead of using AI-generated text as a finished product to be memorized and delivered, this phase treated it as raw materials, the first draft that required the student's own knowledge, experience, and communicative intention to make it become their own speech.
Key Activity: Revision and personalization of AI-generated drafts
The primary instructional activity in this phase involved a revision process applied to AI-generated speech drafts. Students were first taught the sample prompts and were invited to use an AI tool of their choice (ChatGPT or Gemini) to generate a draft/outline on their assigned or chosen speech topic(s). This draft served as a starting point rather than a final text. Students were then guided through a process in which they were asked to identify the text / passages that did not reflect their own knowledge or experience, replace generic AI examples with personal stories or locally relevant examples/illustrations, adjust the formality and tone to match their own natural speaking style, and insert their own linking phrases and signposting rather than using the AI's structural scaffolding. This revision process was not presented as a corrective measure against AI use, but as a standard part of the speech writing process - the same critical stage that a skilled writer would apply to any draft. The instructional message emphasized that AI could help you structure your ideas, but only you can make this speech worth listening to. More importantly, this activity served as preparation for the oral performance itself.
Assessment of AI Literacy outcomes
AI literacy was assessed through the content section of the course's rubric. Content scores were based on students’ personal engagement with and investment in their material during the presentation - specifically, their ability to analyze and criticize the AI-script, respond to audience or instructor prompts, and integrate personal examples or locally based evidence.
Phase 2 - Delivery Instruction
While the AI Literacy phase addressed what students said, the Delivery Instruction phase focused on how they said it. A polished script read in a flat monotone communicates far less than a modest script delivered with confidence and rhythm. For EFL learners particularly, whose L1 prosodic patterns (Vietnamese) may transfer in ways that affect intelligibility and audience engagement in English, repeated delivery training is not supplementary, but it is crucial. The delivery instruction sequence focused on three main features: vocal variety (modulating pitch, pace, and volume to catch audience attention and emphasize key ideas), strategic pausing (using silence to signal transitions, allow audience time to think, and project speaker confidence), and intonation (managing rising and falling patterns to convey meaning and attitude in English).
Activity 1: Drilling Exercises
Drilling activities formed a cornerstone of the delivery instruction and was integrated into in-class sessions throughout the semester. Drilling tasks targeted each of the three delivery features in focused practice contexts before students were asked to apply them in full presentations. For vocal variety, students practiced reading short passages aloud with instructor-guided cues. As for pausing, students worked with marked-up scripts in which pause points were indicated, practicing the deliberate act of stopping, and holding the silence before continuing next points. Many students initially found this uncomfortable, as silence in performance contexts often considered as error or not fluent in their prior learning experience. Repeated drilling helped normalize the pause as a tool rather than a failure. For intonation and stress, students practiced contrastive stress patterns, fall-rise sequences for hedging and suggestion, and the high-rising that signals incompleteness in English, the features that differ from Vietnamese tonal patterns and require attention.
Activity 2:  Feedback on Recorded and Live Presentations
Feedback sessions were structured around the same delivery rubric used for formal assessment, training students to observe and articulate delivery features in each other's performances. By using the same rubric for both peer feedback and formal assessment, students developed metalinguistic awareness of delivery features while simultaneously learning to evaluate their peers’ performances.  Students were grouped to listen to short-recorded practice presentations or a live speech and provide written feedback using a guided observation form that prompted specific comments on vocal variety, pausing, and intonation. This activity served as a dual function. As feedback providers, students developed an awareness of delivery features that sharpened their own self-monitoring during practice. As feedback recipients, students received peer observations that often carried different power than instructor feedback - hearing from a classmate that "your voice went flat in the middle section" proved, in many cases, more helpful and impactful than the same note from a teacher. Live peer feedback sessions were also conducted in class, with small groups observing a presenter and offering real-time observations immediately following each practice round.
3. Methodology
This study adopted a reflective classroom research design to examine the effectiveness of integrating AI literacy and oral delivery instruction into the Public Speaking course for second-year students majoring in English. This study investigates a pedagogical intervention implemented by the course instructor in a real classroom context; therefore, the design was chosen to allow for pedagogical adjustments during implementation while evaluating the impact on student performance and language ownership. This reflective classroom research can be more appropriate than experimental or quasi-experimental design for this stage of inquiry. The study can be framed as exploratory practitioner research aiming to generate pedagogical insights in public speaking courses. The course instructor acted as a practitioner-researcher, collecting and interpreting evidence from direct classroom experience, self-reflection, and student interactions throughout one academic semester.
Participants were 80 second-year English-major students in two Public Speaking classes, which shared similar learning conditions, at the Faculty of Foreign Languages, HUFLIT. All students, at intermediate to upper-intermediate English proficiency (B1–B2 CEFR level), had prior experience with basic presentation tasks but limited systematic training in delivery skills or AI-assisted content creation.
Data were collected from three sources. Accordingly, Classroom observations were conducted throughout the semester. The instructor maintained notes about instructional practices, use of AI-generated versus personalized content, student engagement patterns, and difficulties (if any) in both the AI literacy and presentation skills training activities. Teacher reflections were recorded systematically across the semester in the form of a reflective journal and teaching logs, maintained by the course instructor. These entries captured pedagogical decisions, student responses, and adjustments made to instruction. In addition, Student feedback and performance results were collected at specific assessment points in the semester. There were 3 in-class mini speeches (3-5 minutes) and 1 video-recorded speech. All presentations were scored using a validated analytic rubric (adapted from Lucas, 2015, and institution-specific criteria) assessing both content ownership and delivery effectiveness. The rubric included subscales for vocal delivery (25%), non-verbal delivery (20%), content adaptation/personalization (25%), organization (15%), and audience engagement (15%). Student feedback was also collected via informal written reflections on their experience of integrating AI tools into the speech preparation process. Classroom observation notes and teacher reflections were analyzed thematically, following an inductive coding procedure to identify recurring patterns related to student engagement, challenges, and instructional effectiveness. Student performance data were examined to assess change in delivery-related scores across the semester, while written feedback was analyzed for themes pertaining to students' perceived agency, language ownership, and attitudes toward AI-assisted speech preparation. Triangulating these data sources allowed the study to develop a multi-angled understanding of classroom dynamics and to propose evidence-based adjustments for desired learning outcomes.
The course instructor acted as a practitioner-researcher, collecting and interpreting evidence of student learning outcomes and engagement throughout one academic semester of 12 weeks. Since potential biases might arise from this dual role, different measures were implemented to ensure objectivity in data collection, including student feedback and informal discussions with students during break time for each teaching session.
This methodology enabled a comprehensive examination of how AI literacy and delivery instruction can be effectively combined to promote oral communication skills in an AI-rich educational environment.
 						 4. Results
The findings are organized around three interrelated themes that emerged across the three data sources, including classroom observations, teacher reflections, and student feedback and performance results. The first theme addresses the impact of structured delivery training on students' oral presentation performance. The second examines how students engaged with and took ownership of their AI-assisted content. The third explores the productive interplay between the two instructional tracks, showing how gains in one dimension frequently amplified and made visible gains in the other.
Impact of Delivery training on Oral performance
The most significant and measurable finding across the semester was that public speaking delivery training produced considerable improvements in students' presentation performance across all three features: vocal variety, strategic pausing, and intonation control. Improvements were evenly distributed, proving that the drilling and feedback activities benefited students across the range of prosodic features addressed in the course.
Vocal variety: At the beginning of the semester, classroom observations showed that students delivered their speeches in a flat pitch range, with pace and volume remaining flat from the opening to the end of the speech. Teacher reflections from the first 3 weeks noted that this flatness was not only because of anxiety and nervousness, it persisted even in students who appeared well-prepared. It reflected an absence of vocal training rather than an anxiety response. By mid-semester, following repeated drilling sessions and peer feedback, observations recorded a noticeable change by approximately 70%. Students started using their tone and speed more intentionally - slowing down at key points and using volume shifts to signal emphasis. Feedback from several students reported that the drilling exercises, which they had initially found artificial and uncomfortable, began to feel more natural when they understood the communicative function. Delivery scores on the vocal variety feature of the speech showed improvement from the first mini presentation to the final one across both class groups.
Pausing: Strategic pausing proved to be the feature that was the most visible in-class transformation. Early in the semester, students consistently treated silence as a problem to be avoided. Instructor reflections noted that when students forgot script or reached a transition point, the response was to fill the gap with ‘um,’ or repeated what they had just said. The drilling activities targeting pausing, in which students were asked to stop, hold silence for a full count of approximately 2-5 seconds. Teacher reflections from this period noted that normalizing silence and pausing required persistent reframing, both in explicit instruction and in the way the instructor modeled pausing during her own classroom lectures. By the latter half of the semester, however, pausing had become one of the most commented-upon improvements in peer feedback sessions. Students observing their classmates noted when a well-placed pause before a key point or transition gave them time to absorb what had just been said. Rubric scores on the pausing dimension reflected notable improvement, and student feedback at the end of the semester identified pausing as the delivery skill they felt most confident applying in their future speeches.
Intonation control: Intonation control showed equally meaningful improvement, though its development followed a somewhat different trajectory. Unlike vocal variety and pausing, in which students could see the relatively immediate results after practicing, intonation was a challenge for Vietnamese learners. Vietnamese is a tonal language in which pitch variation at the syllable level contains lexical meaning, and the relationship between pitch and meaning created interference patterns in students' English intonation production. My classroom observations from the drilling sessions on intonation revealed that students responded well to intonation practice, hearing and producing the same sentence with different intonation patterns and discussing the change in communicative meaning. Student feedback highlighted this approach as very useful, with several students noting that they had never considered intonation as a meaning-making resource in English, having focused on vocabulary and grammar accuracy. Teacher observations recorded an increase in the use of rising intonation to engage the audience, as well as more confident use of falling intonation to signal emphasis. Rubric scores showed improvement in intonation and stress across both class groups, a finding that points toward the need for continued attention to this feature in the public speaking course.
Student Engagement with AI-assisted contents
While delivery instruction was the most measurable outcome of the semester, the AI literacy phase produced a qualitatively important finding: across the two class groups, students tended to insert personal stories and specific examples from their experience into their speeches, adding them into their AI-generated scripts. This pattern was not seen from the beginning of the semester. In Mini presentation 1, approximately 70% of students maintained note-focused delivery with minimal eye contact. By the mid-term presentation, classroom observations recorded a significant increase in the frequency of personal stories / anecdotes and locally specific examples in student speeches, with references to their own experiences and locally relevant contexts.  These insertions showed that the students could reproduce the AI drafts and made them into their own versions. Teacher reflections from this period noted that this personal insertion was among the most communicatively effective. When a student paused to share a personal story or her own experience with the topic she was presenting, his/her audience would immediately engage, and the presenters could catch audience attention in the room easily. Student feedback at the end of the semester reinforced this observation.  Students demonstrated greater resilience during Q&A sessions when they had personalized their material. They expressed confidence in their ability to add their insights to and take ownership of AI-generated materials, which represents a pedagogically productive relationship with these tools. The most compelling finding of the semester was the way in which the benefits of the two phases amplified each other in practice. The ownership of content seemed to motivate better delivery practice. The clearest illustration of this came in presentations where students had both revised and personalized their scripts and then applied their delivery training into their speeches. Teacher reflections noted that this pattern happened repeatedly in both class groups. Students who had improved delivery skills through drilling practices and feedback appeared to use those skills better with personalized contents. This interplay suggests that the dual-framework approach functions not merely as two separate instructional phases running in parallel, but as an integrated system in which each phase creates conditions for the other to operate more effectively.
5. Discussion & Recommendations
Discussion
Public speaking in EFL/ESL context, defined by Lucas (2009) is a strategic communication act, in which not only English proficiency but also critical thinking, creativity, and a logical structure for the speech are required. Public speaking demands that speakers present ideas clearly, systematically, and persuasively. Therefore, it is an effective approach to help EFL/ESL students develop communication awareness, build confidence, use English comprehensively, and, importantly, enhance their critical thinking skills (Zhang, 2009). The findings suggest productive directions for public speaking instruction in AI-integrated contexts. When AI tools can produce grammatically correct and coherent speech scripts, the focus on helping students build well-organized spoken texts remain important, but teachers need to give greater attention to personalization, delivery, and audience engagement. However, what AI cannot produce is an eloquent speaker, one who delivers personalized content with confidence and prosodic control. The dual-framework model implemented and proposed in this study and the findings suggest that it is a productive and practically viable foundation for rethinking oral communication pedagogy in EFL contexts.
The consistent improvement observed across all three delivery features - vocal variety, strategic pausing, and intonation control - supports a central argument of this paper that in the AI era, delivery instruction is a priority. When the script-production burden is done by AI assistance, class time and instructional energy can be redirected. The voice, the pause, and the body language are exactly what distinguishes a compelling speaker from a well-written script read aloud. The revision and personalization activities in Phase 1 did not ask students to stop using or refuse AI assistance but asked them to do something more demanding: to critically read the AI-generated draft, find out where it did not show their own knowledge and experience, and take steps to make it theirs. The result, as observed in classroom presentations and shown in student feedback, was what students invested in and took control of the content they are presenting, regardless of how that content was AI-drafted in the first place.
Recommendations
The findings and discussion above point toward a set of recommendations for TESOL practitioners teaching oral communication in AI-integrated EFL/ESL contexts. For public speaking courses, it is necessary for teachers to integrate AI literacy throughout speech preparation, make personalization a compulsory revision step, use peer feedback with clear observation form, and assess both content ownership and delivery quality. It is also useful if teachers clearly communicate to students from the first session that this course is about becoming an eloquent speaker, and that AI tools are welcome as a draft assistant.
The suggested activity sequence for a fifteen-week public speaking course is as follows. In the first 4 weeks of the course, it is recommended that the instructors introduce each delivery feature through focused drilling, with in-class practice presentations being used as drilling rather than assessed performances. From weeks 5 - 8, teachers can move to feedback sessions in which students observe and give feedback to each other's use of specific delivery features in practice presentations, using an observation form. From weeks 9-12, students need to identify one delivery strength and one priority for improvement in each presentation. From week 13-15, instead of commenting on individual features in isolation, students respond to the overall communicative effect of a presentation regarding the content and delivery.
Teachers need training and skills to integrate AI effectively into their practice. As AI becomes increasingly indispensable in education, understanding how to balance AI literacy with authentic oral communication is crucial. This will allow teachers to take advantage of AI’s power and balance AI literacy with authentic oral communication.
6. Limitations
This study is restricted by its dependence on classroom observations, instructor’s teaching reflections, and feedback from students; therefore, these data sources limit the generalizability of the findings beyond this specific institutional context and instructor. In addition, the findings are context-specific because the study involved two classes at one university and one instructor. The study adopted a teacher-researcher design, which may introduce subjectivity into both the instructional delivery and the observational data. The lack of detailed score reporting, limited reliability evidence for rubric scoring, limited information about the student feedback instrument, and the absence of a control group also mean that observed improvements in delivery and content ownership cannot be attributed merely to the dual-framework intervention, other factors, including students’ self-practice and students' own development outside class may have contributed. Future studies should include a comparison group, multiple raters, pre- and post-performance scores, student in-depth interviews, and a clearer measure of AI literacy development and content ownership to strengthen the evidence for the model's effectiveness.
7. Conclusion
Vietnamese educational policy has signaled an ambitious shift in the role of English - from a foreign language taught as a subject to a medium of instruction, professional communication, and social participation embedded across the curriculum and the workplace (Ministry of Education and Training, 2017). This transition aims to produce a kind of speaker who can think in English, respond in English, use English to communicate naturally instead of rehearsed accuracy. The public speaking classroom, through the dual-framework model, is a foundation to build this kind of speaker - not because it only teaches English, but because it requires students to inhabit the language and use it to say something that matters to them in front of an engaged audience. The public speaking class, in the AI era, is for making good speakers, not script producers or AI editors. Speakers who can stand confidently in front of an audience and deliver what they really want to say with the prosodic tools that make an audience engage in, stay with them, and believe that what is being said is worth hearing. The dual-framework model reported in this study provides one step toward that goal. This is not only a response to the use of AI in the classroom, it is also a response to the arrival of a new vision of what Vietnamese English education is for.
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