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Abstract
Students in compulsory English courses may use generative artificial intelligence to finish an assignment, secure a grade, and develop their language abilities within the same activity. Treating task completion and language learning as opposing purposes obscures how these purposes can support one another or change priority during a task. This conceptual article examines their relationship among non-English-major undergraduates. A purposive synthesis connects sociocultural mediation, self-determination theory, and research on language-task engagement with recent work on AI delegation. The analysis distinguishes the task prescribed by the teacher, the purposes pursued by the learner, motivational regulation, and enacted engagement. It proposes alignment and competition as possible relations between completion and learning purposes, while treating reorientation as a process of change rather than a third learner type. The central argument is that AI changes the routes available for completing a task and, consequently, the perceived relevance and feasibility of working on the language. Three conditional propositions address completion requirements, attainable support, and opportunities to reconsider delegation. Constructed scenarios illustrate these propositions in preparation for an oral task. The resulting design principles concern meaningful completion criteria, manageable assistance, and revisable learner choices. The framework offers a basis for examining engagement in compulsory courses without assuming that grade-oriented participation is necessarily shallow or that expressed learning intentions guarantee sustained involvement.
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1 Introduction
A student preparing an English presentation may want to pass the assignment and become more confident speaking. A generative artificial intelligence (AI) chatbot can help with both purposes, but it can also make their relationship less straightforward. Generating a complete script may resolve the immediate problem of having something to present while leaving the student unable to answer a classmate's question. Alternatively, a model script may give a hesitant student enough support to begin rehearsing and adapting expressions. These possibilities cannot be understood by assuming that task completion and language learning always compete, or that one particular use of AI has the same significance for every learner.
The problem is especially relevant to compulsory English as a foreign language (EFL) courses taken by students whose degrees are in other subjects. In such courses, teachers set completion requirements that learners must address even when English is not their main academic priority. This institutional arrangement creates a reason to study the relationship between obligation and involvement. It does not establish that these students are poorly motivated, that they use AI extensively, or that their engagement is uniformly superficial. Vietnamese tertiary education provides the motivating context for this discussion, while the argument concerns compulsory language courses more broadly.
Research on language-task engagement already places learners' involvement at the centre of the relationship between task design and learning opportunities (Philp & Duchesne, 2016). Hiver et al. (2025) extend this agenda by connecting learners, tasks, and time, including qualitative differences in engagement. Accordingly, the present article does not propose that completing a task differs from engaging with it as a new discovery. Its narrower concern is how generative AI changes the practical relationship between completing an externally prescribed task and working on the language that the task is intended to develop.
Recent AI research makes this question more pressing. Al-Hoorie et al. (2026) examine how generative AI can support or undermine language-learning motivation, including the role of convenience and dependence. Song et al. (2026) show that self-directed language learners make delegation decisions in relation to accuracy, independence, and authenticity, and can struggle to carry out their preferred strategies. Compulsory courses add an institutional completion requirement to these decisions. A learner must manage what the teacher will accept, what is personally worth learning, and what can reasonably be accomplished with the available assistance.
The article develops an account of that relationship through the research questions set out in Section 3. Its contribution is a conditional framework linking completion requirements and learner appraisals to decisions about AI assistance and changes in engagement.
The argument is limited to educational situations in which some learner participation in language use is an intended aim. Using AI to produce an accessible translation or accomplish a professional communication task can be legitimate without serving that aim. Such uses should not be judged as educational failures merely because they prioritise the immediate product. The relevant question is whether the arrangements of a particular language course make its own learning purposes attainable and worth pursuing.
2 Literature Review
2.1 The prescribed task and the activity the learner undertakes
A prescribed task specifies an expected performance or product, together with constraints such as a deadline, format, and permitted resources. A learner's activity includes how that assignment is interpreted and acted upon. Lantolf's (2006) account of sociocultural theory places culturally constructed symbolic resources within the organisation of human mental activity. Drawing on that mediational perspective, the present article asks what a learner is trying to accomplish through the available resources. In a study of oral assessment involving secondary-school EAL learners in Australia, Mashayekh (2022) showed that learners' agency and task responses were shaped by task design, language level, interlocutors, and social arrangements. A task cannot fully specify the activity that learners will construct.
Here, a completion purpose means securing an outcome that satisfies the learner's understanding of the assignment. A language-learning purpose means seeking to develop some aspect of one's own language knowledge or ability. These are working distinctions within a bounded task, not a comprehensive classification of motives. Passing the course, avoiding embarrassment, helping a group, and preparing for employment may also matter. Nor does this use of purposes equate every consciously stated goal with the full activity-theoretical concept of an object. It draws selectively on the distinction between prescribed work and the orientation of enacted activity.
The same learner can pursue both purposes. Preparing a satisfactory presentation may require learning how to express a comparison; improving one's explanations may also make the presentation easier to complete. In another setting, an attractive product can be obtained without undertaking the intended practice. The relationship depends partly on what counts as completion. Submitting a script, delivering a rehearsed talk, and responding to a listener impose different demands even when they belong to one assignment.
Generative AI matters because it expands the routes by which those demands can be met. A single system can draft a script, simplify it, explain unfamiliar expressions, and simulate a conversation. Delegation decisions concern which operations the learner undertakes and which are assigned to the system. Delegating topic suggestions need not have the same consequence as delegating the formulation of every response. Even that distinction is relative to the learning target: generating ideas may be peripheral in a pronunciation activity but central in a task intended to develop argumentation.
2.2 Purposes and motivational regulation
Self-determination theory distinguishes the content of an action from the quality of its regulation. External and introjected regulation involve pressures, rewards, or internal obligations; identified and integrated regulation involve greater personal endorsement. Intrinsic motivation concerns interest in the activity itself. Consequently, extrinsic motivation is not uniformly controlled, and autonomy refers to volition rather than the absence of assistance (Ryan & Deci, 2020). This distinction prevents the analysis from equating a compulsory course with compulsory feelings, or frequent AI assistance with low autonomy.
Applied to the present problem, the completion purpose identifies an outcome being pursued, whereas regulation concerns the reasons for pursuing it. A student can accept the usefulness of a required oral task while also caring about the grade. Another can pursue an individually chosen language goal while feeling pressured to appear competent. The course requirement alone does not determine either learner's motivational regulation. Likewise, an assessment-oriented purpose cannot settle whether the learner is thinking carefully about language during a particular phase of work.
In a qualitative study at a Chinese higher vocational college, Cao and Abdullah (2025) describe a disconnection between visible participation and motivational investment in AI-enhanced EFL study. Their account supports taking the quality of participation seriously; it does not establish that all grade-oriented activity is amotivated. Amotivation, controlled motivation, and autonomous motivation should remain distinct (Ryan & Deci, 2020). The present framework therefore allows a learner to engage cognitively under external pressure while questioning whether that involvement will persist when the immediate requirement disappears.
Agency requires a related distinction. Reeve (2013) conceptualises agentic engagement as learners' constructive contributions to the instruction they receive. Applying this idea to AI-mediated tasks directs attention to requests that reshape a learning opportunity, such as asking for a manageable challenge or negotiating a different form of practice. However, purposeful control over a chatbot can also be used to minimise language work. The broader capacity to act strategically should not automatically be treated as agentic engagement in learning the target language.
2.3 Engagement and instructional alignment
Engagement concerns involvement in activity. Behavioural, cognitive, and emotional dimensions provide an established starting point (Fredricks et al., 2004), while language-task research also attends to social participation (Philp & Duchesne, 2016). Together with agentic engagement, these dimensions offer a sensitising vocabulary for the present analysis. They are not presented as a validated five-factor model, and the framework does not require every dimension to be equally prominent in every task.
Biggs's (1996) constructive alignment concerns the coherence of intended outcomes, learning activities, and assessment. The present proposal addresses how learners take up such arrangements when AI creates additional ways to produce an acceptable response. Formally aligned assessment can still be experienced as requiring more than a learner can manage. Conversely, a learner can find personal learning value in a task with weak formal alignment. The explanatory issue lies in the relationship between designed opportunities and their situated appropriation.
2.4 Related accounts and the explanatory gap
Table 1 positions the framework alongside four closely related accounts. Its contribution depends on explaining what changes when a learner can delegate operations that previously connected task completion to language practice. Simply describing students as motivated, strategic, or engaged would leave that question unresolved.
The resulting question is relational: whether a particular way of satisfying an assignment leaves the learner a reason and a manageable opportunity to undertake its intended language work. More personal choice may be useful, but it cannot resolve a requirement that rewards a product the learner cannot meaningfully produce. Conversely, making practice compulsory may secure participation without helping the learner take ownership of it. These possibilities are examined together in the framework below.
Table 1
Relationship to existing accounts
	Existing account
	Established focus
	Extension proposed here

	Biggs (1996)
	Coherence among intended outcomes, activities, and assessment
	Examine the routes to acceptable completion that become available through AI

	Mashayekh (2022)
	Learner agency and the situated construction of assessment activity
	Examine how delegation changes the relation between completion and learning purposes

	Al-Hoorie et al. (2026)
	Motivational opportunities and risks in GenAI language learning
	Connect those concerns to specific completion requirements and choices within a task

	Song et al. (2026)
	Delegation boundaries and difficulties implementing self-directed learning strategies
	Address externally required performance and its interaction with personally pursued learning


Note. The proposed extensions identify the scope of this article; they do not imply that the earlier accounts exclude these issues.
2.5 Approach to the conceptual synthesis
This is a conceptual synthesis, with no participant data or intervention results. Following Jaakkola (2020), the choice of theories is tied to the explanatory problem. Sociocultural mediation informs the analysis of how tools and task arrangements organise activity. Self-determination theory informs the interpretation of learners' reasons for participating. Engagement research describes their involvement as the activity unfolds. These perspectives perform different analytical functions; their combination does not establish a unified causal theory.
Sources were selected purposively for those functions. Foundational work on mediation, motivation, engagement, instructional alignment, and scaffolding was considered alongside research on learner task negotiation and AI delegation. Targeted web searches combined terms including generative AI, language learning, task completion, agency, motivational regulation, and delegation. Publisher pages and author or institutional records were used to check publication details. Selection was based on relevance to the argument, not a predefined population of studies. The article therefore makes no claim to systematic coverage, a comprehensive search, or an estimate of how frequently particular patterns occur.
The synthesis proceeded by separating four analytical questions: what the assignment requires, what the learner is pursuing, why participation is sustained, and how involvement is enacted. These distinctions were then used to examine alignment and competition between purposes, identify plausible conditions for change, and formulate propositions with potential counterevidence. The scenarios in Section 5 were constructed around one oral task to examine different implications of the same framework. They are analytical illustrations, not reconstructed student experiences, and cannot demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed design principles.
3 Research Questions
The synthesis addresses three research questions concerning non-English-major undergraduates in compulsory EFL courses. These are conceptual questions; they are not presented as questions answered through participant data.
RQ1. How can task-completion and language-learning purposes be distinguished and related in AI-mediated compulsory EFL tasks?
RQ2. How might completion requirements and attainable support shape learners' decisions about AI delegation and their engagement?
RQ3. How might learners reorient their purposes and delegation strategies across task phases, and what opportunities can task design provide for such reconsideration?
4 Findings
The findings are conceptual outcomes of the synthesis, not empirical observations. Sections 4.1 to 4.3 address RQ1 to RQ3 respectively. Section 4.4 formulates conditional propositions that make the proposed relationships open to subsequent investigation.
4.1 Relations between completion and learning purposes
In response to RQ1, the relationship between purposes is analytically separate from engagement. Alignment means that, from the learner's perspective, working toward completion can also serve a learning purpose without an unacceptable trade-off. Competition means that pursuing one purpose is experienced as making the other harder to attain under the current conditions. Neither relation should be defined by the engagement that follows. A student may see learning and completion as compatible but lack the confidence to start; another may experience a conflict yet persist with demanding language work.
Alignment can be relatively stable or temporary. A learner may find that practising a particular explanation serves both the immediate assignment and a personal wish to communicate more effectively. Productive overlap is especially plausible when the required performance makes the intended language use consequential, assistance makes that performance manageable, and the learner recognises its value. These conditions need not generate intrinsic interest. The immediate importance of a grade may remain while the learner also endorses a reason for practising.
Competition arises when the available routes make the purposes difficult to pursue together. Spending time understanding an expression may threaten a deadline, while accepting a complete answer may resolve the deadline at the expense of intended practice. The conflict can also run in the opposite direction: an assessment requirement for sophisticated language may discourage a learner from using simpler expressions that they are trying to master. The learner can then be pushed toward a polished AI-generated product even while taking the assignment seriously.
Competition is not a stable deficiency of the person. It may reflect unreasonable workload, inaccessible task demands, ambiguous criteria, or scarce support. A student can also decide legitimately that another obligation is more urgent. The framework is intended to explain these choices without treating every decision to prioritise completion as evidence of laziness. Conversely, acknowledging constraints does not establish that all delegation serves the educational aims of the course.
Alignment and competition are useful contrasting relations, but they are not exhaustive categories. Purposes may be only loosely connected, and the available account may not establish their relationship. A learner might finish the required presentation and later study an unrelated language problem without experiencing either synergy or conflict. Such cases should remain possible rather than being forced into a binary typology.
4.2 How AI changes the routes to completion
For RQ2, the framework starts with a practical question: what must this learner do to achieve an acceptable completion, and which parts can AI now perform? Changes in the available routes can alter both the relevance and the perceived feasibility of working on the language. Relevance concerns whether the learner sees a connection between undertaking the intended language operation and completing the task. Feasibility concerns whether undertaking it appears manageable with the available time, proficiency, and support. These are organising questions for analysis, not newly validated psychological scales.
Consider an assignment that requires a short spoken recommendation. If the learner expects to read a prepared text without interaction, generating that text may appear sufficient. If a partner will ask a meaningful follow-up question, understanding and adapting the recommendation may become useful to completion. Yet that change alone does not guarantee participation. A learner who cannot manage the follow-up may memorise predicted answers, avoid speaking, or seek a complete conversational script. The availability of a learning-oriented route and its attainability have to be considered together.
This account also permits beneficial delegation. Having AI suggest two familiar topics may reduce an obstacle while leaving comparison and explanation to the learner. The issue is whether assistance supports access to the intended language operation or removes the need to undertake it. That distinction changes across tasks and over time. It cannot be established by a general rule that less AI use is always better.
Figure 1 summarises the analytical relationships. It places learner interpretation between task arrangements and delegation, and includes reconsideration as activity develops. The arrows organise questions about a process; they do not represent demonstrated causal effects.
Figure 1
Task conditions and learner purposes in decisions about AI delegation
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Note. Alignment and competition concern relations between purposes. Reorientation concerns change across phases. The framework does not infer learning outcomes from engagement.
4.3 Reorientation across task phases
For RQ3, reorientation denotes a change in the priority or relationship of purposes during an episode. It is a temporal process, not a third relation alongside alignment and competition. An episode is bounded here by a focal EFL task, including preparation and performance where these belong to the same assignment. It can contain several phases with different orientations. A learner might initially request a finished answer, begin investigating an unfamiliar expression, and later return to rapid completion as time runs short.
Several events could prompt reconsideration: difficulty using an AI-generated response, a peer's question, recognition of an attainable improvement, or clarification of what the assessment requires. Their effects depend on interpretation. A surprise question might create a reason to practice, or make the learner more anxious and more reliant on scripting. The framework therefore proposes opportunities for reorientation rather than an inevitable progression from superficial to deep engagement.
Task negotiation can involve the teacher, peers, and the learner's own decisions about AI. Here, negotiation includes practical adjustment of competing demands; it does not imply that the chatbot has intentions equivalent to a human participant. A learner may ask the teacher to accept a simpler but personally explainable response, work with a peer to rehearse an uncertain part, or change the tool's role from answer generator to practice partner. The important issue is whether the activity remains open to revision after the first delegation decision.
4.4 Conditional propositions
Three propositions specify what this account would lead researchers to examine. Their conditions should be established separately from the engagement they are expected to explain.
P1 concerns completion requirements. With comparable language demands, preparation time, and assistance, a task that makes a specified learner language operation useful to successful completion should support more involvement in that operation than a task that accepts an equivalent AI-generated product alone. The proposed mechanism is increased perceived relevance, not the presence of assessment pressure itself. An explanation based on this mechanism would be weakened if engagement changed without any corresponding change in learners' understanding of what mattered for completion, or if comparable engagement persisted when the operation became dispensable.
P2 concerns attainable participation. Where students recognise that a language operation matters but believe it is beyond their current resources, calibrated support should make completion and learning easier to pursue together. Support must reduce an obstacle while preserving a meaningful part of the operation for the learner. A comparison with unrestricted answer provision would help distinguish assistance from substitution. If learners judged participation more attainable but continued to delegate the entire target operation, the proposed mechanism would be insufficient; competing purposes, perceived value, or habitual strategies would need examination.
P3 concerns reconsideration. Where a brief attempt reveals that a preparation strategy does not support the intended performance, an opportunity to revise that strategy with attainable alternatives should increase subsequent learner involvement in the target operation, compared with the same attempt followed by no opportunity to revise. A partner rehearsal could provide such an attempt. The predicted change is not necessarily reduced AI use: learners might request more focused assistance. If only the explanations offered to the teacher changed while subsequent choices remained unchanged, evidence for reorientation would be weak.
These propositions address opportunities and processes, not guaranteed learning gains. They also permit different outcomes across engagement dimensions. A more demanding interaction might increase cognitive investment while producing frustration; additional support might reduce anxiety without increasing initiative. The framework should remain open to such combinations rather than defining success as improvement on every dimension.
5 Discussion
5.1 Interpreting the conceptual findings
The framework extends the discussion of instructional alignment by asking how learners interpret the routes that AI makes available within an assignment. Biggs's (1996) account connects intended outcomes, activities, and assessment. The present synthesis places additional emphasis on whether learners regard their own language work as relevant and attainable within those arrangements. Formal alignment can establish a demand for participation, while leaving unresolved how a hesitant learner can meet it. The contribution is therefore a conditional explanation of how an intended learning opportunity may be taken up or delegated.
This account also connects delegation decisions to the institutional demands of compulsory courses. Song et al. (2026) examine boundaries and difficulties in self-directed language learning; the present framework asks how an externally required performance enters those decisions. Its propositions suggest that changes in completion requirements, support, and opportunities to revise a strategy should be examined together. Strategic use of AI may support participation or substitute for the target operation, depending on the task and the learner's interpretation. Neither autonomy nor engagement can be inferred from the amount of assistance alone.
Pursuing a language-learning purpose is not a prerequisite for all learning. A student concerned only with completing a task may incidentally notice a useful expression. Equally, an explicit intention to learn does not demonstrate either engagement or improvement. The framework examines how purposes organise opportunities and choices; it does not make learners' stated intentions a test of whether learning can occur.
5.2 Examining the framework through hypothetical scenarios
The following scenarios are hypothetical. They concern an A2-level student in a compulsory university English course who must recommend an affordable place for visiting students to spend an afternoon. The intended language work involves comparing two options and explaining a choice. AI assistance is permitted during preparation. The scenarios vary task conditions to expose the proposed reasoning; they are not evidence that a particular learner would respond in the ways described.
In the first scenario, completion means submitting a script and reading it aloud. The student asks AI for a polished recommendation and spends the remaining preparation time practising pronunciation. This can involve real effort and useful practice, but comparison and formulation of reasons have largely been delegated. If the intended target is pronunciation, the arrangement may be appropriate. If the intended target is explaining one's own comparative decision, the route to completion does not reliably require it. The example shows why the educational target must be specified before judging the value of delegation.
In the second scenario, the teacher asks students to select familiar places and gives a short bank of comparative expressions. A partner will choose a follow-up question from a manageable set about cost, distance, or preference. The student initially requests a full script but finds it difficult to adapt. With the teacher's support, the student asks AI for simpler ways of expressing a reason they have already chosen, rehearses with a peer, and adjusts the recommendation. The completion requirement has created a use for language work, while the support has made that work more attainable. Concern for the grade can remain throughout.
In the third scenario, a similar interactive requirement is imposed without preparation time or help. The student anticipates embarrassment and generates answers to every likely question, then attempts to memorise them. The requirement has increased the apparent importance of language performance but also its perceived cost. A teacher who interprets the resulting behaviour as unwillingness to learn may overlook the task's contribution to the conflict. Adding more demands for explanations could intensify the same problem.
Across these scenarios, the tool and broad assignment are similar, but the routes through the activity differ. The contrast illustrates a boundary of the argument: making learner participation necessary is insufficient if that participation remains inaccessible. It also shows why polished output, extensive preparation, or a stated concern for grades cannot settle how the learner has engaged with the target operation.
5.3 Implications for empirical research
The framework can inform a qualitative study following the same learners through repeated EFL tasks. Preparation records, task artefacts, observations, and interviews anchored in particular decisions could be used to examine how purposes and assistance strategies change. Contrasting episodes within a learner would help separate stable preferences from responses to different completion requirements. Cases in which grade-oriented students undertake substantial language work, or learning-oriented students delegate it, would be especially useful for testing the proposed distinctions.
Such inquiry should establish task conditions and learners' initial interpretations before treating later engagement as their consequence. Otherwise, an episode might be labelled aligned because it contains substantial engagement and then used to claim that alignment explains that engagement. Brief prospective accounts, the actual task instructions, and subsequent accounts of changes can help address this problem. Researchers should also consider proficiency, topic familiarity, fatigue, access, and peer support as rival explanations rather than attributing every change to goal relations.
A comparative study could examine tasks with different completion requirements or opportunities to revise delegation while holding time and support as comparable as practical. It would need to distinguish the contribution of changed demands from additional practice, novelty, and teacher attention. The propositions in Section 4 concern engagement and decision processes. Claims about durable language development would require separate evidence beyond the performances examined here.
6 Conclusion
Task completion and language learning can be pursued together, experienced as competing demands, or reprioritised during AI-mediated activity. Understanding those relations requires separating what an assignment prescribes, what the learner seeks to accomplish, why the learner participates, and how engagement unfolds. Generative AI changes the available routes to completion, making the relevance and attainability of the intended language work particularly consequential.
The proposed framework explains alignment and competition as possible relations between purposes and reorientation as change across phases. Its contribution lies in connecting these distinctions to conditional propositions about completion requirements, support, and opportunities to revise delegation. For compulsory EFL teaching, the resulting priority is to design manageable tasks in which learners have a reason and an opportunity to undertake meaningful language work. Whether those arrangements produce the proposed changes remains an empirical question.
7 Pedagogical Implications
7.1 Designing completion requirements that invite participation
An instructional starting point is to identify one language operation that the learner needs an opportunity to undertake. For a short recommendation, this may be comparing alternatives and explaining a personally meaningful choice. Teachers can then examine whether the accepted route to completion still includes that operation when AI is available. This is a practical extension of constructive alignment to the additional routes opened by generative tools, rather than a requirement to prohibit those tools.
The performance should make the operation consequential without turning the lesson into an authorship investigation. A peer needing clarification provides a communicative reason to adapt an explanation. Requiring students to defend every word of a script, by contrast, can become an intimidating inspection. A limited, familiar exchange may be more appropriate than an unpredictable oral examination, especially when the course aim is to help hesitant learners participate.
Teachers also need to distinguish the target operation from ancillary demands. If generating a suitable topic is consuming the time intended for comparison practice, providing topics or allowing AI suggestions may help. If the target is pronunciation, an existing model text may be useful. Boundaries around delegation should therefore be explained in relation to what the activity is for. A single percentage limit on AI-generated material would not capture these differences.
7.2 Combining support with revisable choices
Scaffolding research emphasises assistance that responds to learners' needs, changes as those needs change, and transfers responsibility (van de Pol et al., 2010). Applied here, the teacher should examine whether a hint, example, or prompt helps the learner attempt the target operation. An AI system's responsiveness alone does not establish that its support is appropriately calibrated. A learner who repeatedly receives advanced language may need a teacher or peer to help adjust the assistance, not simply another instruction to become more independent.
Providing structure need not remove choice. In a correlational study of high-school classrooms, Jang et al. (2010) found that autonomy support and structure both predicted observed behavioural engagement, whereas only autonomy support uniquely predicted self-reported engagement. That study does not establish a causal effect or test AI-mediated EFL tasks, but it provides a reason to avoid treating guidance and volition as opposites. In the proposed oral activity, students can choose their location and reason while working within clear, manageable language expectations.
A short rehearsal can also serve as a point for reconsideration. After trying the recommendation with a partner, the learner can decide whether to keep the current preparation strategy, seek a specific explanation, simplify the message, or request further practice. The teacher should allow more than one defensible response. Otherwise, a reflection prompt may simply teach students to report the preferred attitude toward AI rather than reconsider their activity.
Assessment can recognise appropriate communication and progress in the targeted operation without rewarding difficulty for its own sake. A simpler response that a learner can adapt may meet the task better than an elaborate script. Equally, choosing more assistance should not automatically lower a score when the assistance serves the stated purpose. The educational question concerns responsibility for the relevant language work, not an ideal of performing every preparatory action alone.
8 Limitations
Several limits constrain the framework. Its literature base is selective, and the proposed relationships have not been validated. Purposes can be partly tacit, retrospectively reconstructed, or influenced by what learners think a teacher wants to hear. The illustrations centre on oral preparation; reading, listening, and writing may create different relations between an acceptable product and the learner's own activity. Compulsory courses also differ substantially across institutions, so the setting cannot substitute for evidence about individual learners.
There is a further limit to pedagogical intervention. Greater alignment with a course's objectives is not automatically greater learner autonomy. Students may reasonably contest an assignment, prioritise another commitment, or use accessibility support. The framework should help teachers examine and negotiate demands, not justify unlimited monitoring or the assumption that every part of a learner's AI use belongs under institutional control.
Declaration of AI use
ChatGPT was used for literature discovery, conceptual organisation, drafting, and language editing in preparing this manuscript. The article reports no participant data, and its scenarios are explicitly hypothetical.
9 References
Al-Hoorie, A. H., Hiver, P., Liu, M., & Alshlowiy, A. (2026). GenAI and language learning motivation: Fundamental questions and a research agenda. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 46, 8–33. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190526100282
Biggs, J. (1996). Enhancing teaching through constructive alignment. Higher Education, 32(3), 347–364. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00138871
Cao, L., & Abdullah, A. (2025). EBA (Engaged but Amotivated) in AI-enhanced EFL learning: A qualitative study from a Chinese higher vocational context. Frontiers in Psychology, 16, Article 1643653. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1643653
Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59–109. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
Hiver, P., Dao, P., & Yamazaki, J. S. (2025). L2 task engagement: A research agenda. Language Teaching. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444825101043
Jaakkola, E. (2020). Designing conceptual articles: Four approaches. AMS Review, 10(1–2), 18–26. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-020-00161-0
Jang, H., Reeve, J., & Deci, E. L. (2010). Engaging students in learning activities: It is not autonomy support or structure but autonomy support and structure. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(3), 588–600. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019682
Lantolf, J. P. (2006). Sociocultural theory and L2: State of the art. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 28(1), 67–109. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263106060037
Mashayekh, S. (2022). Agentic learners and task negotiation: How is task response constructed. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 73, Article 101149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2022.101149
Philp, J., & Duchesne, S. (2016). Exploring engagement in tasks in the language classroom. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 36, 50–72. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190515000094
Reeve, J. (2013). How students create motivationally supportive learning environments for themselves: The concept of agentic engagement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(3), 579–595. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032690
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2020). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation from a self-determination theory perspective: Definitions, theory, practices, and future directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 61, Article 101860. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101860
Song, J., Cho, A., Lee, S., Choe, K., & Seo, J. (2026). Good fences make good learning: How self-directed language learners navigate LLM delegation decisions. In Proceedings of the 2026 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Article 82, pp. 1–18). Association for Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/3772318.3791657
van de Pol, J., Volman, M., & Beishuizen, J. (2010). Scaffolding in teacher–student interaction: A decade of research. Educational Psychology Review, 22(3), 271–296. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-010-9127-6

image1.png
Task conditions Learner purposes and regulation

Completion requirements Outcomes pursued
Time and available support Reasons for participation

AN /

Appraising routes to completion

Relevance and feasibility of target language work
Possible relations: alignment or competition

l

Decisions about Al assistance

Retain or delegate target language operations
Revise the form of assistance

!

Engagement across episode phases

Patterns of involvement as the task unfolds

€t——-

Reconsideration and reorientation








