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Abstract
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) enables teachers to develop multimodal learning materials, but the use of AI-generated video as pre-task input for English as a foreign language (EFL) speaking remains underexplored. This paper presents a research proposal for a mixed-methods, quasi-experimental study examining how scenario-based AI-generated videos may relate to learners’ speaking performance and engagement. The proposed design involves two intact classes, with a target sample of 96 learners (48 per class): one class would receive AI-generated video scenarios during pre-task preparation, while the comparison class would receive conventional preparation. Planned measures include pre- and post-intervention speaking tasks, a learner-engagement questionnaire, and semi-structured interviews. Speaking performance would be examined through fluency, accuracy, and complexity measures, while engagement would be considered behaviorally, cognitively, and affectively. Interviews would explore learners’ perceptions of task preparation, usefulness, attention, and limitations. The study has not yet been conducted, and no participant data or empirical findings are reported. Instead, this proposal sets out a theoretically grounded research design and draft instruments that require finalization and piloting. It brings together task-based language teaching and multimedia learning to investigate AI-generated video as contextualized preparation for subsequent human-to-human speaking, rather than as a substitute for communicative interaction.
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Tóm tắt
Trí tuệ nhân tạo tạo sinh (GenAI) cho phép giáo viên phát triển học liệu đa phương thức, nhưng việc sử dụng video do AI tạo ra làm đầu vào trước nhiệm vụ nói tiếng Anh như một ngoại ngữ vẫn chưa được nghiên cứu đầy đủ. Bài viết này trình bày đề xuất nghiên cứu bán thực nghiệm kết hợp phương pháp định lượng và định tính nhằm tìm hiểu mối liên hệ giữa video tình huống do AI tạo ra với năng lực nói và mức độ tham gia của người học. Thiết kế dự kiến gồm hai lớp học có sẵn, với quy mô mục tiêu 96 người học (48 người mỗi lớp): một lớp sử dụng video tình huống do AI tạo ra trong giai đoạn chuẩn bị trước nhiệm vụ, còn lớp so sánh sử dụng hình thức chuẩn bị thông thường. Các công cụ dự kiến gồm nhiệm vụ nói trước và sau can thiệp, bảng hỏi mức độ tham gia và phỏng vấn bán cấu trúc. Năng lực nói sẽ được xem xét qua độ trôi chảy, độ chính xác và độ phức tạp; mức độ tham gia được xem xét ở khía cạnh hành vi, nhận thức và cảm xúc. Phỏng vấn dự kiến tìm hiểu nhận thức của người học về quá trình chuẩn bị, tính hữu ích, sự chú ý và những hạn chế. Nghiên cứu chưa được tiến hành, do đó bài viết không báo cáo dữ liệu người tham gia hoặc kết quả thực nghiệm. Thay vào đó, đề xuất trình bày thiết kế nghiên cứu có cơ sở lý thuyết cùng các công cụ dự thảo cần được hoàn thiện và thử nghiệm. Đề xuất kết nối dạy học ngôn ngữ dựa trên nhiệm vụ với lý thuyết học tập đa phương tiện để xem xét video AI như nguồn hỗ trợ ngữ cảnh trước hoạt động nói trực tiếp, không phải phương tiện thay thế tương tác giao tiếp.
Từ khóa: Video do AI tạo ra; đầu vào trước nhiệm vụ; kỹ năng nói EFL; năng lực nói; mức độ tham gia của người học; dạy học ngôn ngữ dựa trên nhiệm vụ; đề xuất nghiên cứu

1. Introduction
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) is expanding the ways teachers can create multimodal, context-sensitive materials for language learning. In speaking instruction, AI-generated video may combine setting, characters, visual action, and spoken language to make a communicative situation more concrete before learners perform a task. This potential is pedagogically relevant, but the availability of a new technology does not itself establish educational value. Video content needs to be accurate, comprehensible, culturally appropriate, and aligned with the communicative purpose of the task.
A central challenge in task-based language teaching (TBLT) is preparing learners for communication without turning the task into a script-following exercise. The pre-task phase can activate topic knowledge, clarify task demands, and support planning, while the main task should still require learners to formulate and exchange their own meanings. Scenario-based video may offer contextual support, yet it may also increase processing demands or encourage imitation if it is too dense or prescriptive. These possibilities call for a design that examines both performance and learners’ engagement with the task.
Research on AI-supported EFL speaking has begun to examine conversational agents, willingness to communicate, speaking anxiety, and learner experience (Fathi et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024; Tai & Chen, 2024). A related body of work considers AI-generated instructional videos and their learning affordances (Kim, 2024; Xu et al., 2025; Netland et al., 2025). However, these strands do not fully explain how AI-generated scenario videos might function specifically as pre-task input for subsequent speaking with other people. This proposed study addresses that pedagogical positioning rather than assuming that AI-generated materials are inherently more effective than conventional preparation.
The proposal is grounded in TBLT and the Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning (CTML). TBLT explains why pre-task input should prepare learners for a meaning-focused task while preserving space for independent language production. CTML provides a basis for considering how verbal and visual information may support or overload learners’ processing. Learner engagement is included because the potential usefulness of a pre-task resource depends not only on the material itself but also on how learners attend to, process, and respond to it.
The paper therefore presents a research proposal for a mixed-methods, quasi-experimental study of AI-generated video scenarios as pre-task input in EFL speaking. It proposes to examine speaking performance, learner engagement, and learners’ perceptions of the preparation process. As the study has not yet been conducted and no real participant data are available, this paper reports a research design rather than empirical findings. The proposed questions are: (1) To what extent is the use of AI-generated video scenarios associated with changes in speaking performance in terms of fluency, accuracy, and complexity? (2) To what extent is the intervention associated with changes in learners’ engagement with the subsequent speaking task? (3) How do learners perceive the contribution and limitations of AI-generated video scenarios during pre-task preparation?

2. Literature Review
2.1. Conceptualizing AI-generated video as pre-task input
The central construct in the present study is AI-generated video used as pre-task input, combining task-based preparation with generative-AI-supported multimodal material development. In TBLT, tasks are meaning-oriented activities through which learners use language to achieve communicative outcomes rather than simply practise predetermined forms (Ellis, 2009; Ellis et al., 2020). The pre-task phase enables learners to activate relevant knowledge, formulate ideas, and access linguistic resources before undertaking the main communicative task. Evidence suggests that pre-task planning can support oral fluency, although effects on accuracy and complexity vary according to task design, implementation, and learner characteristics (Ellis, 2009). Accordingly, this study conceptualizes AI-generated video not as an independent language-learning activity but as mediated input intended to facilitate readiness for subsequent speaking performance.
This positioning also distinguishes the study from much of the broader literature on AI-mediated language learning. Recent research has examined GenAI primarily as a tutor, conversational partner, feedback provider, or learner-facing tool, while the instructional use of AI-generated multimedia materials has received comparatively less attention (Law, 2024; Lee et al., 2026). The pedagogical value of GenAI may therefore depend less on direct learner–AI interaction than on how AI-generated resources are integrated into instructional sequences. The key issue is consequently what pedagogical role AI-generated materials perform and what learning processes they are designed to support.
2.2. TBLT, pre-task preparation, and speaking performance
TBLT provides the primary theoretical basis for treating pre-task preparation as an instructional intervention. Pre-task planning can reduce the processing demands involved in simultaneously conceptualizing content and formulating language during oral production. Ellis (2009) reports relatively consistent benefits for fluency, whereas effects on complexity and accuracy are less stable. This distinction is important because an intervention may improve learners’ ability to sustain speech without producing parallel gains across all dimensions of oral proficiency. Speaking performance should therefore be understood as multidimensional rather than as a single outcome.
Recent EFL research broadly supports the contribution of TBLT to speaking development. A systematic review found that task-based instruction can improve general speaking performance as well as complexity, accuracy, and fluency, although substantial variation exists in task design and implementation (Huynh & Nguyen, 2023). Such variation suggests that reported effects may depend on task type, planning opportunities, interactional conditions, duration, and assessment. Moreover, CAF measures do not fully capture communicative success. Functional adequacy should therefore also be considered when evaluating speaking performance (Koizumi & Innami, 2024). In the present study, CAF provides a defensible framework for analysing oral performance while acknowledging that communicative effectiveness extends beyond linguistic form.
A key unresolved issue concerns what kinds of pre-task input best prepare learners for subsequent oral tasks. Traditional preparation may involve topic discussion, vocabulary work, planning time, models, or teacher explanation. AI-generated scenario-based video offers a potentially different form of preparation by simultaneously establishing the setting, participants, communicative purpose, and possible linguistic resources. Such contextualization may reduce the conceptual distance between preparation and performance. The contribution of the present study therefore lies not in re-establishing the value of TBLT, but in examining whether GenAI-generated multimodal scenarios can function as a specific form of pre-task mediation within TBLT.
2.3. Multimedia learning and the pedagogical affordances of video
The potential value of AI-generated video can be further explained through the Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning (CTML). Mayer (2020, 2021) argues that learners process information through partially distinct verbal and pictorial channels and that meaningful learning involves selecting, organizing, and integrating information across these representations. In EFL speaking contexts, scenario-based video can provide contextual information, visual cues, spoken language, and interactional sequences, potentially helping learners construct a richer representation of the communicative situation before producing language.
However, CTML does not suggest that more multimedia automatically produces better learning. Poorly coordinated verbal and visual information can increase cognitive demands and compete for limited processing resources (Mayer, 2020). This issue is particularly relevant to AI-generated video because technological sophistication does not guarantee pedagogical coherence. The relevant construct is therefore instructionally purposeful multimodality, rather than technological novelty itself. AI-generated scenarios are pedagogically valuable only insofar as their visual, auditory, and contextual elements facilitate preparation for the speaking task.
Studies comparing AI-generated and human-produced instructional videos report mixed outcomes, including broadly comparable learning results and learner preferences for human-made materials in some aspects of pacing or support (Kim, 2024; Xu et al., 2025; Netland et al., 2025). This evidence cautions against assuming that AI-generated materials are inherently superior; their value should be judged by instructional function and learner experience.
2.4. AI-mediated EFL speaking and the role of engagement
Another relevant research strand concerns AI-supported EFL speaking. Studies have reported positive effects of AI-mediated interaction on speaking performance, willingness to communicate, enjoyment, and anxiety (Fathi et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). However, this literature predominantly examines direct learner–AI interaction, whereas the present study uses AI to generate instructional scenarios followed by learner-to-learner or learner-to-human communication.
Learner engagement is therefore particularly relevant because pre-task input may be effective only when learners actively process and subsequently use it. Philp and Duchesne (2016) conceptualize L2 task engagement as multidimensional, involving behavioral, cognitive, social, and emotional dimensions. Recent research similarly emphasizes that engagement should not be reduced to visible participation or enjoyment, but should encompass learners’ behavioral effort, cognitive investment, affective involvement, and interactional participation (Vo, 2024; Aubrey & Philpott, 2023).
Recent evidence indicates that AI-supported learning can enhance engagement, enjoyment, and motivation, although outcomes remain dependent on context and pedagogical design (Ma & Chen, 2024; Yuan & Liu, 2025; Huang & Mizumoto, 2025). Nevertheless, existing studies have focused mainly on general AI applications, writing, or learner-facing platforms rather than scenario-based AI-generated video as pre-task preparation for speaking. Whether engagement is specifically enhanced through contextualized video preparation therefore remains insufficiently established.
2.5. Theoretical integration and research gaps
Taken together, the literature supports an integrated framework in which TBLT explains the pedagogical function of pre-task input, whereas CTML explains how multimodal scenario-based input may facilitate preparation for subsequent speaking performance. Within this framework, AI-generated video constitutes the instructional input; pre-task processing represents the preparatory mechanism; speaking performance is the primary productive outcome; and learner engagement represents an important experiential and behavioral outcome. This approach situates GenAI within established pedagogical theories rather than treating it as an autonomous learning theory.
Three gaps motivate the proposal. First, GenAI research has concentrated on conversational agents, writing support, feedback, and general learning applications, with less attention to AI-generated video as instructional input (Law, 2024; Lee et al., 2026). Second, AI-video studies have largely examined knowledge, vocabulary, or grammar rather than pre-task preparation for communicative speaking (Kim, 2024; Xu et al., 2025; Netland et al., 2025). Third, speaking performance and engagement have seldom been examined together in this specific intervention. The proposed study therefore considers both language performance and learners’ engagement.
The proposal connects TBLT, multimedia learning, and AI-enhanced EFL pedagogy. It does not assume that GenAI should replace human interaction or that AI-generated videos are superior to teacher-produced materials; instead, it asks whether scenario-based videos can prepare learners for subsequent speaking tasks. The research questions are:
RQ1. How do changes in EFL learners’ speaking performance (fluency, accuracy, and complexity) compare between a class using AI-generated video scenarios as pre-task input and a class using conventional preparation?
RQ2. How do changes in learners’ engagement with the subsequent speaking task compare between the two classes?
RQ3. How do learners perceive the contribution and limitations of AI-generated video scenarios during pre-task preparation?

3. Methodology
3.1. Research design
This paper proposes a mixed-methods, quasi-experimental study in an authentic educational setting. Two intact classes would participate, so learners would not be randomly assigned individually. One class would serve as the experimental group and receive AI-generated scenario videos during the pre-task phase; the other would serve as the comparison group and receive conventional pre-task preparation. The quantitative strand would examine pre-/post-task speaking performance and engagement, while the qualitative strand would explore how learners perceive the usefulness and limitations of the video-based preparation. This is a proposed design: data collection and analysis have not yet taken place.
To make the group comparison interpretable, the planned procedure would keep the speaking-task objectives, task conditions, and instructional time as similar as practicable across classes. The principal planned difference would be the form of pre-task input. Because intact classes are used, any observed group differences would need to be interpreted cautiously and in light of possible pre-existing differences.
3.2. Pedagogical setting and participants
The proposed study will involve 96 Vietnamese EFL learners enrolled in an undergraduate English language programme at a university in Hanoi, Vietnam, during the second semester of the 2026–2027 academic year. The participants are expected to be approximately 18–22 years old and to be enrolled in an English-speaking course at the lower-intermediate to intermediate level (approximately CEFR A2–B1). Their proficiency will be characterised using the documented course level and any available placement-test results or institutional assessment records; no specific proficiency level will be treated as established without supporting evidence. The study will involve two intact classes, each comprising 48 learners. One class will receive AI-generated video scenarios as pre-task input before speaking activities, while the comparison class will receive conventional pre-task preparation without AI-generated video scenarios. As the classes will be assigned to different conditions at class level, the study will adopt a quasi-experimental design rather than individual random assignment. Participants’ prior experience with AI tools will be collected through a brief background questionnaire and considered when interpreting the findings. The study will examine changes in speaking performance, focusing on fluency, accuracy, and complexity, alongside learner engagement. The proposed institutional setting, participant characteristics, and course-level assumptions will be verified against the actual study context before data collection.
The experimental class would receive researcher-created AI-generated scenario videos as pre-task input. The comparison class would receive conventional preparation. Baseline information would be collected where feasible to describe the groups and identify potential differences; the proposal does not assume that the groups are equivalent. If prior AI experience or other background variables are not collected, this omission should be acknowledged as a limitation.
3.3. Instructional intervention
The researcher will create the AI-generated videos using Google Veo, with the specific model version and access date documented at the time of production. The videos will be approximately 2–3 minutes long and will present everyday communicative situations relevant to lower-intermediate to intermediate EFL learners. The proposed scenario topics will include introducing oneself and meeting new people, making plans and arranging activities, discussing healthy lifestyles, and expressing opinions about technology in everyday life. The intervention will consist of eight sessions, with each session lasting approximately 45 minutes, delivered according to a predefined lesson plan. In the experimental condition, an AI-generated video will be used as pre-task input to introduce the communicative context, model relevant language, and support learners’ preparation for the subsequent speaking task. The comparison class will undertake speaking activities with conventional pre-task preparation, without AI-generated video scenarios, while the remaining instructional conditions will be kept as comparable as practicable.
Before classroom implementation, the researcher will review each video against a predefined set of criteria, including alignment with the speaking objective, grammatical and lexical accuracy, pronunciation intelligibility, comprehensibility for the intended learner level, cultural appropriateness, and the avoidance of unnecessary visual or verbal detail that could distract learners from the speaking task. The researcher will also check the consistency of the spoken dialogue, subtitles (if included), visual representations, and intended communicative functions. A review checklist will be maintained to document the evaluation process and any revisions. A small-scale pilot with learners who are not part of the main sample will be considered to identify problems with video clarity, task instructions, language difficulty, and lesson timing. Any pilot procedures, revisions, and final video specifications will be documented before the main intervention begins.
The proposed experimental procedure is: (1) introduce the communicative goal and explain the task; (2) show the AI-generated scenario video under consistent viewing conditions; (3) invite learners to identify the setting, communicative purpose, key ideas, and potentially useful expressions; (4) provide a defined period for individual or pair planning; and (5) ask learners to complete the speaking task without relying on a script. The number of viewings, use of subtitles or pauses, planning time, and exact classroom steps remain to be specified in the final protocol. The videos are intended to contextualize the task, not to provide language that learners must reproduce verbatim.
The comparison class would work toward the same speaking objectives using conventional pre-task support. The precise activities—such as teacher explanation, topic discussion, vocabulary support, or planning time—must be selected and described before implementation. Preparation time, task instructions, grouping arrangements, and teacher contact should be matched as closely as possible to those in the experimental class. Any unavoidable differences should be documented rather than concealed.
3.4. Instruments
Three draft instruments are proposed: (1) parallel pre- and post-intervention speaking tasks; (2) a learner-engagement questionnaire; and (3) a semi-structured interview guide. These are design-stage materials, not instruments already administered. Appendices A–C provide illustrative drafts for further development. Before data collection, the researcher should finalize the prompts and items, check their alignment with the research questions, and pilot them where feasible. The final paper should reproduce only the instruments actually used.
The draft engagement questionnaire in Appendix B contains items addressing behavioral, cognitive, and affective engagement and proposes a five-point agreement scale. It has not yet been confirmed as a validated or administered instrument. Before use, the researcher should identify whether items are adapted from a published scale or newly developed, provide the relevant source where applicable, confirm the questionnaire language and response anchors, and determine how scores will be calculated. Translation, piloting, missing responses, and internal consistency should be reported only if these procedures are actually completed; no reliability coefficient is currently available.
The draft interview guide in Appendix C contains questions about task understanding, idea generation, confidence, attention, authenticity, and perceived dependence. The proposed plan is to invite a purposive subsample of up to 12 learners from the experimental class, subject to feasibility and consent. The final number, selection criteria, interview language, interviewer role, duration, recording method, transcription process, and interview setting must be specified before implementation. The draft questions should not be described as having been asked until interviews have taken place.
3.5. Data collection procedures
The proposed data-collection sequence is: (1) obtain institutional permission and informed consent before collecting data; (2) administer the baseline speaking task and engagement questionnaire; (3) implement the planned pre-task preparation over the specified number of sessions; (4) administer a post-intervention speaking task and questionnaire under comparable conditions; and (5) invite consenting experimental-group learners to interviews. Dates, session count, time limits, task equivalence, and any departures from the protocol remain to be determined. The researcher intends to explain the study, emphasize voluntary participation and the right to withdraw, and protect participant identity. Any required institutional ethics review must be completed before recruitment; approval details should be reported accurately.
3.6. Data analysis
For RQ1, speaking recordings would be analysed using clearly defined measures of fluency, accuracy, and complexity (CAF). Before coding, the researcher would specify the operational definition and calculation rule for each measure, train the raters, and determine whether raters can be blind to group and test occasion. A subset of recordings should be independently double-coded where feasible, with the procedure and an appropriate agreement statistic reported if it is calculated. The planned analysis may include descriptive statistics, baseline comparisons, and a suitable group-by-time or adjusted comparison, selected after checking the data structure and assumptions. No statistical test, effect size, or outcome is reported here because no data have been collected.
For RQ2, questionnaire responses would first be checked for missing or invalid entries. The analysis plan would summarize the overall scale and its behavioral, cognitive, and affective dimensions, provided the final instrument supports these scores. A suitable comparison of change between the two classes would then be selected according to the design, data distribution, and assumptions. Internal consistency should be estimated from the actual responses before interpreting composite scores. The precise test and coefficient will be specified after the instrument and dataset are finalized; values must not be invented.
For RQ3, interview data would be analysed thematically after interviews have been conducted, transcribed, and checked. The researcher would document familiarization, coding, theme development and review, and the use of excerpts to support interpretations. The analysis may combine theory-informed areas—such as preparation, engagement, and cognitive load—with themes that emerge from participants’ accounts. The final report should state who coded the data and how alternative interpretations were considered. No interview themes or participant counts are claimed in this proposal.
The proposed mixed-methods design would bring the quantitative and qualitative strands together during interpretation. Speaking and questionnaire data could indicate patterns of change, while interviews could help contextualize learners’ experiences and perceived affordances or constraints. This integration is a planned analytic strategy, not a report of completed findings.
4. Proposed analytical strategy and anticipated contributions
Because the study has not yet been conducted, this section sets out the planned analytical strategy and the contribution the study is designed to make. It does not report findings, statistical outcomes, participant quotations, or evidence of intervention effectiveness. The proposed sample of 96 learners and the two-class design are planning parameters that should be reconfirmed against institutional access and feasibility before recruitment.
4.1. Speaking performance
The first research question concerns whether speaking performance changes differently across the two classes after the intervention. The proposed analysis focuses on fluency, accuracy, and complexity because these dimensions are commonly used to describe aspects of L2 oral production, while recognizing that they do not exhaust the construct of communicative competence. The final protocol must select operational measures that can be applied consistently to the recordings and justified with appropriate methodological sources. For example, the researcher will need to define how speech rate is calculated, how clauses and errors are identified, and how complexity is operationalized. The proposal does not prescribe a measure as already chosen; these decisions remain open until the coding protocol is finalized.
The analysis should begin with descriptive summaries and inspection of the data, followed by a comparison appropriate to the repeated pre-/post-measures and the use of intact classes. The analysis plan must account for the fact that there is only one class in each condition: group and class are therefore confounded, and individual-level statistical tests cannot remove all class-level alternative explanations. Results, if collected, should be interpreted as evidence from this context rather than as definitive causal estimates. Any exclusions, missing recordings, coding decisions, assumptions, uncertainty intervals, and effect sizes should be reported transparently.
4.2. Learner engagement
The second research question addresses engagement with the preparation and subsequent speaking task. The draft questionnaire distinguishes behavioral engagement (attention, effort, participation), cognitive engagement (task understanding, planning, and consideration of language), and affective engagement (interest, confidence, and enjoyment). These dimensions are proposed as a framework for instrument development; they should not be treated as established subscales until the final items and scoring plan have been reviewed. If the questionnaire is used, the report should describe item development, response anchors, administration language, any pilot testing, missing-data rules, and internal-consistency estimates from the collected responses.
A pre-/post-comparison between classes may be considered after the scale and data structure are finalized. The choice of statistical procedure should follow from the actual research design and assumptions rather than being selected to produce a preferred outcome. Because engagement is self-reported, it should be interpreted alongside task conditions and qualitative accounts instead of being treated as a direct substitute for observable participation or learning.
4.3. Learner perceptions and mixed-methods integration
The third research question would be addressed through interviews with a purposive subsample of learners who experienced the video-based preparation. The proposed interview topics concern whether the video clarified the task situation, supported idea generation, helped learners identify useful language, affected their readiness to speak, or introduced distractions and concerns about authenticity. These are prompts for inquiry, not predicted themes. The analysis should remain open to positive, negative, mixed, and unexpected accounts, including cases in which learners report little benefit.
Integration would take place when interpreting the quantitative and qualitative strands. For instance, interview accounts could help contextualize patterns in questionnaire responses or speaking measures, but they should not be used to retroactively confirm a preferred interpretation. A joint display may be considered if it helps compare areas of convergence, complementarity, or divergence. Any conclusions would need to reflect both the limits of a two-class quasi-experimental design and the scope of the actual data collected.
5. Theoretical and pedagogical rationale
The proposed study connects TBLT with CTML to examine a specific instructional use of GenAI. TBLT provides the rationale for placing the video before a meaning-focused speaking task: learners can become familiar with the situation and task purpose without being given a fixed response to reproduce. CTML draws attention to the way visual and verbal information is selected, organized, and integrated. These perspectives together suggest design questions rather than predetermined outcomes: which contextual cues are necessary, how much information can learners process, and how can the material prepare learners while preserving the need to formulate their own messages?
The study also treats engagement as a process that may vary across learners and dimensions. A video may attract attention but not necessarily promote deep task-related processing; it may help some learners feel ready while distracting others. For this reason, the proposal does not assume that an AI-generated format is automatically motivating or educationally superior. The interview strand is intended to capture variation and potential disadvantages that may not be visible in aggregate questionnaire scores.
If implemented, the study could contribute by shifting attention from AI as a conversational partner to AI as a resource for preparing human-to-human interaction. This is a distinct pedagogical role: the video would offer a context, not conduct the speaking task or supply an answer to be memorized. The contribution remains prospective until data are collected and analysed. It will depend on the quality of the intervention description, transparent instrument development, and careful interpretation of the limitations associated with intact classes.
5.1. Design considerations and limitations
Several limitations should be anticipated. First, one intact class per condition means class-level differences may be inseparable from the intervention. Second, the study setting, learner characteristics, proficiency evidence, prior AI experience, video-generation tool, intervention length, and comparison activities have not yet been specified; these details are necessary for replication and for judging transferability. Third, the engagement questionnaire and interview guide are currently drafts, so their validity and suitability cannot be assumed. Fourth, CAF measures capture selected features of speech but do not fully represent interactional competence, task achievement, or communicative appropriateness. Finally, AI-generated videos may contain inaccurate language, unrealistic representations, or culturally unsuitable details. A documented review process and a transparent account of any problems are therefore necessary.
Before implementation, the researcher should finalize the protocol, align each measure with a research question, pilot the video and instruments where feasible, and document the procedures for consent, privacy, recording, storage, and access to data. Recordings should be assigned codes rather than names in analysis files, stored securely, and retained or deleted according to the institution’s requirements. Any formal ethics approval required by the institution should be obtained before recruitment. These are planned safeguards; the final paper should report what was actually done rather than imply completion in advance.
6. Conclusion and educational implications
This paper has presented a proposal for examining AI-generated video scenarios as pre-task input in EFL speaking. The planned mixed-methods, quasi-experimental design would compare two intact classes and examine speaking performance, learner engagement, and learners’ perceptions. Its rationale is that short, well-aligned videos may make a communicative situation more concrete before learners speak, while their value will depend on instructional design and the cognitive demands placed on learners. These propositions require empirical examination; no conclusions about effectiveness can be drawn before data are collected.
For teachers, the proposal highlights several design principles to investigate: align each video with a clear communicative objective; prioritize essential contextual cues over decorative detail; review language, representation, and cultural appropriateness; and ensure that learners create their own responses rather than reproduce a script. The video should support the pre-task phase, not replace speaking practice, peer interaction, or teacher mediation. Teachers may also consider gradually varying scenarios so that learners practise adapting language to unfamiliar contexts.
For researchers, the next steps are to confirm the participant profile and setting, identify the AI video tool and production procedure, finalize the comparison condition, prepare the speaking rubric and engagement instrument, and establish transparent coding and analysis procedures. The proposed questionnaires and interview prompts in the appendices are drafts for review and piloting, not records of completed data collection. Once the study has been conducted, the paper should be revised to report the actual sample, procedures, analyses, results, limitations, and any deviations from the protocol. Until then, the contribution of this manuscript is its research design and theoretical framing, not an empirical claim that AI-generated video improves speaking performance or engagement.
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Appendices: Draft instruments for the proposed study
Author note: These materials are draft instruments for a proposed study that has not yet been conducted. They are not evidence that any task, questionnaire, or interview was administered. Review, adapt, and pilot them before data collection; report them as study instruments only if they are the versions actually used.
Appendix A. Speaking task prompts and scoring framework
Task format and recording conditions: The speaking assessment will use paired problem-solving tasks administered before and after the intervention. Two comparable prompts will address organising a class activity and improving a shared study space. Participants will have two minutes to prepare and approximately four minutes to complete each task, following standardised instructions and recording procedures. All performances will be audio-recorded, anonymised, and securely stored for transcription and analysis. Only each participant’s speech will be used to calculate fluency, accuracy, and syntactic complexity. The prompts will be reviewed to ensure comparable difficulty and communicative demands.
Illustrative prompt for a scenario-based task (replace with the actual prompt): “You and a partner need to solve a practical problem in a familiar everyday situation. Explain the problem, suggest at least two possible solutions, compare the options, and agree on a plan. Ask follow-up questions and respond to your partner’s suggestions.”
Fluency: state the actual operational measure used (e.g., syllables per minute, excluding/including pauses according to a predefined rule). Report how pauses, repetitions, repairs, and recording duration were handled.
Accuracy: state the actual measure used (e.g., error-free clause ratio), define a clause and an error, and explain how ambiguous cases were coded.
Complexity: state the actual measure used (e.g., clauses per AS-unit), define AS-unit and clause, and provide the coding reference/procedure.
Rater procedures: Two trained raters will independently assess speaking recordings using a standardised coding manual covering speech rate, error-free clause ratio, and clauses per AS-unit. Both raters will complete training and calibration before coding. They will be blinded to participants’ groups and testing occasions wherever practicable.
At least 25% of recordings will be double-coded. Inter-rater reliability will be assessed using the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for continuous measures and Cohen’s kappa for categorical coding, where appropriate. Disagreements will be resolved through discussion or adjudication. Reliability coefficients will be reported only after analysis of the actual coding data.
Appendix B. Learner-engagement questionnaire
Instructions (draft): Think about your experience during the pre-task preparation and speaking activity. Indicate how much you agree with each statement.
Response scale (confirm actual anchors): 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither agree nor disagree; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly agree.
Behavioral engagement
B1. I paid attention to the preparation activity.
B2. I actively participated in the speaking task.
B3. I made an effort to complete the speaking task.
B4. I stayed focused while preparing for the task.
Cognitive engagement
C1. The preparation activity helped me understand what the speaking task required.
C2. I organized my ideas before speaking.
C3. I thought carefully about how to express my ideas in English.
C4. I could identify useful words or expressions for the speaking task.
Affective engagement
A1. I found the preparation activity interesting.
A2. I felt more ready to participate in the speaking task.
A3. I felt confident about beginning the speaking task.
A4. I enjoyed taking part in the activity.
Scoring and validation (complete): identify which items were actually administered; report any reverse-coded items, dimension-level scoring, missing-data rules, pilot testing, translation procedure, and reliability estimates. The items above are illustrative and should not be reported as the administered questionnaire without verification.
Appendix C. Semi-structured interview guide
1. What was your overall experience of preparing for the speaking task using the video?
2. How, if at all, did the video help you understand the situation and the task requirements?
3. Did the video help you generate ideas or identify useful English expressions? Please give an example.
4. How did the activity affect your confidence or willingness to participate?
5. Which parts of the video helped you most, and which parts were distracting or difficult to follow?
6. Did you feel that the video encouraged you to copy a model or helped you develop your own response? Why?
7. Did anything about the characters, dialogue, visuals, or language seem unnatural or inaccurate?
8. What would you change about the video or preparation activity to make it more useful?
9. Is there anything else about the activity that influenced your speaking or engagement?
Interview administration (complete from the study record): interviewer role; interview language; approximate duration; location/platform; recording and transcription method; consent procedure.
Appendix D. Protocol details to finalize before data collection
1. Institution/course and semester: An undergraduate English language programme at a university in Hanoi, Vietnam; Semester 2, academic year 2026–2027.
2. Participant age range and proficiency evidence: 18–22 years old; CEFR A2–B1, to be verified through placement tests or institutional records.
3. Prior AI experience: Assessed using a pre-intervention questionnaire on AI use for English learning and speaking practice.
4. Trainer identity and qualifications: The researcher or a designated English instructor; qualifications and relevant teaching experience to be documented.
5. AI video tool and production: Google Veo; model version and access date to be recorded. Videos will be generated, reviewed, and revised before use.
6. Sessions, duration, topics, and video lengths: Eight 45-minute sessions; videos of 2–3 minutes covering introductions, making plans, healthy lifestyles, and everyday technology.
7. Experimental-group procedure: Learners watch AI-generated videos before speaking tasks under standardised classroom viewing conditions.
8. Comparison-group procedure: Learners use written prompts and teacher-led preparation without AI-generated videos, with comparable instructional time.
9. Speaking tasks and timing: Parallel pre- and post-test paired tasks; 2 minutes of preparation and approximately 4 minutes of speaking per task.
10. Ethics and consent: Obtain required institutional approval and informed consent before data collection; follow applicable assent requirements.
11. Departures from protocol: Record and report any deviations after reviewing intervention logs; state that none occurred only if verified.

