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Abstract
Voice-based generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) expands opportunities for learners to shape speaking interaction, but observable behaviour alone does not establish agency. This qualitative multiple-case study examines the evidential basis of agency interpretations among six Vietnamese Grade 11 EFL learners, each completing four speaking tasks. Interactional records and stimulated recall informed a staged analysis that separated candidate episode identification, agency warranting and temporal characterization. Of 54 candidate episodes, 32 were classified Agency warranted, 15 Warrant not met and seven Unresolved. Four patterns address RQ1: regulating the conditions of participation, selective uptake, recontextualizing AI contributions and adapting to mismatches. Cross-case comparison addresses RQ2: similar actions served different functions, and warranted enactments varied as configurations of trigger, action and, where evidenced, temporal orientation. The contribution is a transparent account of how action, consequence, selectivity and alternative accounts support bounded claims. Temporal orientations characterize warranted action without supplying its warrant. The study does not establish effects on proficiency or stable levels of agency; unresolved episodes mark the limits of the available evidence.
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1. Introduction
Voice-based generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) allows learners to request alternative explanations, change topic, question a suggestion or negotiate how the system responds. Recent work on AI-supported listening and speaking points to expanded interactional possibilities alongside persistent limitations (Goh & Aryadoust, 2025; Timpe-Laughlin et al., 2025), and Godwin-Jones (2024) emphasizes the distributed character of human–AI activity. An AI contribution may supply useful language while assuming an unsuitable circumstance, so the same feature can function differently across learners.
This creates an interpretive problem. Agreement may reflect a meaningful choice, misunderstanding or an easy way to continue. A rejection may express situated judgement or reproduce a familiar debating phrase. Requesting simpler language may help a learner retain responsibility for a decision, but the request alone does not establish that function. What matters is how the action works within the unfolding interaction.
This paper approaches the problem through warranting: making explicit the evidence that supports an agency interpretation, the alternative accounts that could explain the same action and the grounds for leaving a judgement unresolved. A warrant connects a particular record to a defensible claim about agency.
Agency is already treated as important in GenAI-mediated language learning (Jiang et al., 2026; Pyo, 2026; Tran, 2025). The gap addressed here is narrower: the evidential procedure by which a visible action in voice-based interaction becomes a defensible, bounded agency interpretation when plausible alternative accounts remain.
The study examines six learners across four speaking tasks, approaching agency as contextually achieved (Biesta & Tedder, 2007). Emirbayer and Mische's (1998) temporal-relational account informs the interpretation of warranted episodes. Two questions organize the inquiry: RQ1 asks what patterns of learner agency are warranted by evidence from upper-secondary EFL learners' GenAI-assisted speaking interactions. RQ2 asks how warranted enactments of learner agency vary across individual cases. Repeated observations support comparison of recurring, contrasting and occasion-specific enactments within this bounded corpus.

2. Literature review and conceptual framework
2.1. Agency as situated and temporal-relational
Agency cannot be understood adequately as unrestricted individual choice. Ahearn (2001) locates action within sociocultural mediation, directing attention to the conditions through which acting becomes possible. School expectations, task instructions, linguistic resources and platform behaviour therefore enter the analysis as conditions of action: a learner who works within them need not be less agentic than one who openly challenges them, and an apparently independent action need not show an evaluative relation to the situation.
Biesta and Tedder (2007) conceptualize agency as an achievement emerging through engagement with contexts for action. A learner might follow an AI suggestion in one episode and reformulate its assumptions in another. Understanding the difference requires attention to the available possibilities and the learner's relation to them. Background characteristics provide context but cannot substitute for evidence about the episode under examination.
Emirbayer and Mische (1998) distinguish iterational, projective and practical-evaluative dimensions of agency, concerning selective engagement with past patterns, possible futures and present situations. The dimensions can coexist. Here they are sensitizing categories for the temporal organization of already warranted action, not screening categories or independent proof of agency. Mentioning a previous experience does not establish an iterational enactment, discussing next weekend is not projective merely because the topic concerns the future, and every response occurs in the present. Temporal claims require evidence of how an orientation organizes the learner's action, and may remain unspecified when that evidence is weak.
The framework also leaves room for routine. A familiar expression may be selectively used to protect a turn or qualify a proposal; the question is whether the record supports such a situated use, not merely that the expression occurred.
2.2. Agency, adjacent constructs and the evidential problem
Agency overlaps with autonomy (Benson, 2007) and self-regulated learning (Zimmerman, 2002) without being interchangeable with either. These constructs can illuminate how learners plan practice or evaluate progress; the focus here is how they respond to emerging possibilities during a particular interaction. Asking for shorter responses, for example, may support several interpretations depending on what the learner subsequently does. A strategy inventory or successful learning outcome therefore cannot, on its own, establish agency.
Voice interaction adds a further evidential limit. An unexpected AI response may follow a recognition mismatch, an ambiguous learner turn, a prompt effect or system behaviour inaccessible to the researcher. Recordings show what participants could hear or see and how the interaction continued, but cannot establish hidden processing. Repeated observation supports comparison of situated responses (Larsen-Freeman, 2019), while leaving claims about stable agency levels or development beyond the study's scope.
These studies address agency in self-instructed use of ChatGPT (Tran, 2025), in revising GenAI-generated academic texts (Jiang et al., 2026) and across repeated ChatGPT-mediated speaking tasks (Pyo, 2026). The present study takes a different object: not a further setting, but the step by which an individual interaction is justified as an instance of agency.

3. Methodology
3.1. Design and participants
A qualitative multiple-case design (Yin, 2018) supported close examination of six Grade 11 learners at one urban public upper-secondary school in Vietnam. Each case comprised one learner's participation in four GenAI-assisted speaking tasks and the associated recall material. Episodes were examined within these cases to understand how actions acquired meaning in particular circumstances and how their functions varied across learners.
From 84 eligible students in three classes, 22 completed a brief speaking screening, and six learners aged 16–17 were selected through maximum-variation sampling (Patton, 2015), two from each of the lower, middle and upper ranges. Two experienced EFL/TESOL assessors rated task fulfilment, interactional effectiveness, fluency, linguistic resources and intelligibility on five-point descriptors informed by the CEFR Companion Volume (Council of Europe, 2020). The screening informed selection only and did not assign CEFR levels. Mai and Quang were in the lower range (occasional and limited prior GenAI use), Linh and Huy in the middle (frequent but narrow, and very frequent use), and Nam and Thao in the upper (frequent and moderate use).
3.2. Tasks and data collection
Between 10 August and 3 September 2026, each learner completed four tasks, 7–8 days apart: a school media-club role-play (T1), collaborative weekend planning with a bad-weather contingency introduced when an outdoor option made it relevant (T2), problem-solving about school-related stress (T3), and discussion of one homework-free evening per week (T4). These provided varied contexts for participation, planning and evaluation. All learners followed the same sequence for procedural consistency; task type and position were therefore inseparable, and later differences are not interpreted as task effects or development.
Each task began in a fresh ChatGPT Live Voice conversation with memory and personalization disabled, a study-controlled account, the same voice, and a standardized prompt requesting concise replies and no unsolicited correction (Appendix A). The displayed model label was logged as session metadata, not as proof of an unchanged backend, and six of the 24 sessions logged a relevant technical or system incident (Appendix A). Before each task, learners could request adjustments such as slower speech, shorter responses, fewer alternatives or simpler wording. These choices were excluded from analysis, and a later regulation move was eligible only if it responded to an emerging condition rather than reinstating that preference.
3.3. Recordings and stimulated recall
Sessions were captured by synchronized screen and audio recording with a backup file, and transcribed turn by turn with timestamps in an interaction-sensitive format. Stimulated-recall interviews (SRI) took place within 24 hours of each task. Learners first nominated moments they found noticeable, difficult, surprising or important, and researcher-selected excerpts followed. They could answer in Vietnamese, English or both, and could say they did not remember; Vietnamese responses were translated by the researcher. SRI could corroborate, qualify or challenge an interpretation but could not establish an action absent from the recording (Gass & Mackey, 2017).
3.4. Analytic procedure
Analysis separated episode identification, agency warranting and temporal interpretation. Stage 1 identified Candidate Interactional Episodes (CIEs) from the interaction alone; two analysts calibrated the rules and discussed disagreements. A CIE begins when an AI turn creates more than one locally meaningful next action, or when the learner initiates an unprojected action. Inclusion requires an observable consequence for topic, task trajectory, participation format or later AI behaviour. The next one to three turns provided an initial inspection window, extended until the trajectory stabilized or was superseded. Nested junctures required distinct responses and consequences. Routine restoration, such as Mai's repetition after microphone clipping (P01-T3), was excluded (Appendix B). This identifies candidates for interpretation; it does not establish agency or imply its absence elsewhere.
Stage 2 tested each CIE against the four criteria in Table 1 and seven standing alternative accounts (Appendix B): task-script continuation, habitual responding, comprehension or mishearing, politeness, technical repair, linguistic demands and retrospective rationalization. These prompted episode-specific alternatives rather than automatic vetoes. Agency warranted means all four criteria were supported. Warrant not met means the record supports a defensible judgement that at least one criterion is unmet, including where a routine account adequately explains the sequence. Unresolved means missing, conflicting or evenly balanced evidence prevents adjudication. Neither latter outcome implies absent agency; sparse recall does not defeat a strong interactional warrant.
Table 1
Agency-warrant criteria
	Criterion
	Evidential question

	Local alternatives
	What different continuation was locally available?

	Traceable consequence
	What changed, or was actively maintained, in the sequence?

	Situated selectivity
	What supports a context-related choice or evaluation, beyond agreement or rejection alone?

	Alternative-account test
	Why is the agency account better supported than the relevant alternatives, or why must judgement remain open?



Stage 3 applied Emirbayer and Mische's (1998) iterational, projective and practical-evaluative orientations only to warranted episodes, recording temporal evidence separately and leaving it unspecified where weak.
Pass A used the focal interaction and directly relevant recall; Pass B reintroduced within-case context and logged revisions. Pass B moved one warranted episode to unresolved, two not met to unresolved and one unresolved to warranted, so the classification changed from 32 Warranted, 17 Not met and 5 Unresolved at Pass A to 32, 15 and 7. A second analyst independently audited 14 of the 54 CIEs (25.9%), covering all cases, tasks and provisional outcomes, using Pass A material without the primary decisions. Agreement on warrant outcomes was 12 of 14 (85.7%); boundaries, patterns and temporal coding were not audited. A purposive audit cannot estimate corpus-wide error.
Cross-case comparison followed within-case analysis, examining trigger contexts, actions and temporal orientations. Each warranted CIE received one primary pattern based on its principal consequential function, with other functions coded secondarily; Tables 2 and 3 count primary codes only.
3.5. Ethics and reflexivity
Institutional ethical approval, guardian consent and learner assent preceded participation. Participation was voluntary and unrelated to grades. Families were informed of third-party audio processing; learners were instructed to avoid sensitive disclosures, and records were pseudonymized and access-controlled. The researcher had no teaching or grading role. Neutral framing, staged analysis and an audit trail supported scrutiny (Tracy, 2010), although adult presence, recording and researcher familiarity remained interpretive influences.

4. Findings
4.1. Corpus and overview
Across the 24 sessions, 54 CIEs were identified, and every session contained at least one. After Pass B, 32 were classified Agency warranted, 15 Warrant not met and seven Unresolved (Table 2). These counts describe decisions within the corpus; they do not quantify how much agency learners had.
Table 2
Post-Pass B classification of CIEs by case
	Case (screening range)
	Warranted
	Not met
	Unresolved
	Total

	Mai (lower)
	6
	2
	2
	10

	Quang (lower)
	6
	2
	1
	9

	Linh (middle)
	5
	1
	2
	8

	Huy (middle)
	4
	5
	0
	9

	Nam (upper)
	4
	4
	1
	9

	Thao (upper)
	7
	1
	1
	9

	Total
	32
	15
	7
	54



Sections 4.2 to 4.5 address RQ1 through four primary patterns: participation regulation (9 warranted CIEs), selective uptake (10), recontextualizing AI contributions (9) and adapting to mismatches (4). Frequencies count each episode once and exclude secondary codes. Patterns describe situated engagement, not learner types. Section 4.6 compares cases (RQ2); Section 4.7 reports Unresolved episodes that bound both answers.nvb

4.2. RQ1, Pattern 1: Regulating the conditions of participation
Learners sometimes changed the conditions of the conversation so that they could continue making a substantive contribution. In P01-T1, after several extended options, Mai asked, "Can you give me only two choices? And shorter, please." The AI reduced the set; she compared the remaining alternatives and made the decision herself. In recall she explained that long option sets made it hard to keep the first option in mind. Linguistic difficulty offered a plausible alternative account: requesting fewer options could also reduce demands without supporting further evaluation. Here, however, Mai's subsequent comparison and her recall supported the interpretation that simplification helped her retain responsibility for the choice.
Linh's "No, I want to explain first" was a related but distinct move. The AI had begun expanding a solution before she had finished her reasoning; her response reallocated the next turn, the AI yielded the floor, and she continued her own trajectory.
Participation regulation was the primary warranted pattern in nine CIEs across five cases. Mai's narrowing of options and Linh's protection of her contribution preserved their responsibility for substantive decisions.
4.3. RQ1, Pattern 2: Selective uptake beyond acceptance and rejection
Selective uptake involved accepting part of an AI contribution while reconsidering what followed from it. In P05-T4, the AI challenged Thao's proposal for one homework-free evening by suggesting that students might postpone their work. Thao replied, "Yes, that can happen. So maybe teachers can still give long-term work. But nothing new should be due the next morning." In recall she said, "I accepted that problem, not the whole conclusion. I still wanted the free evening, so I changed the rule a little." She treated the contribution as divisible, revising the proposal without surrendering its purpose. The warranted episode combined evaluation of the objection with projection of a revised arrangement.
Acceptance and rejection alone were weak evidence. Nam sometimes adopted polished AI wording with little modification, and his recall went little beyond the wording sounding "professional"; the reported record supported routine or expedient uptake without sufficient situated selectivity, so the warrant was not met. Huy's "That's weak" drew partly on a familiar debating expression, but his reframing of the idea as a one-month trial supplied the evidence of evaluation.
Selective uptake was the primary warranted pattern in ten CIEs across all six cases, where subsequent action showed what learners accepted, changed or withheld. Non-warranted uptake serves as a contrast and is excluded from this count.
4.4. RQ1, Pattern 3: Recontextualizing AI contributions
This pattern concerns bringing personal or institutional circumstances to bear on general AI suggestions. In one P04 episode, Quang challenged a proposed school well-being application: "I don't think many students will open another school app. In my class, we don't use the school app unless teacher says. Maybe each class can check once a week instead." The institutional knowledge changed the course of action: rather than rejecting the suggestion in the abstract, Quang replaced it with an alternative grounded in how students in his setting used school platforms. Nam evaluated suggestions against actual homework schedules, Huy related proposals to the independence of subject teachers, and Mai and Thao introduced feasibility conditions specific to their circumstances.
In the warranted episodes (nine CIEs across five cases), a specific contextual constraint informed qualification, rejection or redesign. A reference to school mattered when its recorded use changed the evaluation of an AI contribution. The pattern appeared among lower-, middle- and upper-range learners. Iterational orientation was evidenced in three of the nine episodes; elsewhere, school-related information did not establish a connection to prior experience.
In response to RQ1, recontextualizing was warranted when the learner's local knowledge visibly altered how a proposal was handled.
4.5. RQ1, Pattern 4: Adapting to technical and conversational mismatches
This pattern concerns responses to mismatches between intended and received meaning, or between desired and actual turn-taking. In P05-T2, brief response latency produced learner–AI overlap; Thao explicitly reset turn-taking and then continued her contribution. In P03-T3, the AI followed an unintended referent after Linh's turn, and she reformulated to re-establish the intended trajectory. In both, the mismatch created the occasion for action, but the warrant depended on how the learner reorganized what followed. Four warranted CIEs fell under this pattern.
Quang's reformulation in P04-T1 illustrates the interpretive difficulty. Following a mismatch around "design posters," he said, "Design, like Canva posters." The isolated exchange could reflect routine repair or a selective change in explanatory strategy, and the subsequent sequence did not decide between them, so the episode was classified Unresolved.
In response to RQ1, Adaptation was warranted where learners reorganized participation or direction beyond restoring the channel; it was the least frequent pattern.
4.6. RQ2: Variation Across Cases
RQ2 asked how warranted enactments of learner agency vary across cases. Similar triggers did not produce the same response (Table 3). Faced with extended suggestions, Mai narrowed the option set, Linh limited further AI expansion and Thao assessed feasibility while keeping several possibilities open. These actions addressed different problems: making comparison manageable, protecting an existing contribution and testing a proposal against constraints.
Table 3
Cross-case configurations by primary warranted pattern
	Trigger context (pattern)
	Cross-case action contrast
	Primary warranted CIEs by case
	Temporal orientation

	Extended suggestions (P1)
	Mai narrows; Linh limits expansion; Thao assesses feasibility
	9: Mai 4, Linh 2, Quang, Thao, Huy 1 each
	PE 7; P 4; I 0; unspecified 2

	AI challenge (P2)
	Thao incorporates conditionally; Huy reframes; Nam's rapid uptake is a non-warranted contrast
	10: Thao 3, Nam 2, Huy 2, Mai, Linh, Quang 1 each
	PE 7; I 1; P 1; unspecified 3

	School-related proposals (P3)
	Quang invokes local practice; Nam schedules; Huy teacher coordination
	9: Quang 3, Nam 2, Thao 2, Mai, Huy 1 each
	PE 7; I 3; P 3

	Mismatch (P4)
	Thao resets turns; Linh clarifies a referent; Quang reformulates
	4: Linh 2, Quang 1, Thao 1
	PE 1; I 1; P 1; unspecified 1



PE = practical-evaluative; I = iterational; P = projective. Orientations can co-occur within an episode, so counts need not sum to the row total. Temporal frequencies refer to each row's primary-pattern episodes. Unspecified means assessed but insufficiently supported.
Case profiles differed in where warranted episodes concentrated. Mai's were mainly participation regulation (4 of 6), recurring across all four tasks; Quang's were mainly recontextualizing (3 of 6), across T2 to T4; Thao's were spread across selective uptake (3 of 7) and recontextualizing (2 of 7). Nam and Huy had the highest shares of Not met (4 and 5 of 9), illustrating why fluent or frequent AI use cannot substitute for episode-specific evidence. Recurrence was claimed only when comparable evidence appeared in more than one session: Linh's two referent clarifications both occurred in T3, and Huy's two selective-uptake moves in T4, so they are treated as occasion-specific. Practical-evaluative orientation was most frequent (22 of 32 warranted CIEs); iterational orientation appeared mainly in recontextualizing episodes (3 of 5).
In answer to RQ2, warranted enactments varied as configurations of trigger, action and, where evidenced, temporal orientation, not as differences in an amount of agency. Similar surface actions also carried different meanings: acceptance could incorporate one element while preserving a position (Thao) or simply continue the exchange (Nam).
4.7. Unresolved episodes
Seven CIEs remained Unresolved (Mai 2, Linh 2, Nam 1, Quang 1, Thao 1). Linh's minimal “okay” after unfamiliar terminology could indicate acceptance, politeness, non-understanding or disengagement. Nam recalled agreeing to explore the AI's reasoning, but the recorded continuation did not distinguish this from routine alignment. Both examples locate uncertainty in the relation between an action and its interpretation. Quang's reformulation in P04-T1 (4.5) was also Unresolved. These episodes bound both research questions by marking insufficient evidence for a claim, rather than absent agency.

5. Discussion
5.1. Patterns of warranted agency in voice-based GenAI interaction (RQ1)
Across the four patterns, learners changed subsequent possibilities while retaining a substantive decision: they regulated participation, divided AI contributions, applied local knowledge or reorganized interaction after mismatches. Agency thus emerged through engagement with circumstances (Biesta & Tedder, 2007). Linguistic difficulty, school expectations and platform behaviour shaped action without determining its meaning. Mai's simplification preserved her choice, while Quang's knowledge of school-app use informed his evaluation.
The uptake examples make the distinction between situated evaluation and routine continuation particularly visible. A fluent, agreeable exchange, such as Nam's uptake of polished wording, was easy to complete but offered little evidence of evaluation, whereas friction could contain consequential attempts to redirect the system; neither smoothness nor friction is a proxy for educational value. The AI also remains part of the account (Godwin-Jones, 2024), since it generates options, frames problems and expands topics. The question here is narrower: what the record supports about the learner's enactment. The study does not show that warranted episodes lead to proficiency, retention or transfer.
5.2. Variation across cases (RQ2)
An action's significance depended on the problem it addressed. Narrowing options made comparison manageable; protecting a turn allowed an explanation to develop. Both preserved learner contributions, showing why the same strategy need not have the same agentic meaning across episodes.
This relational reading also qualifies the role of proficiency and experience. Screening range and prior AI use cannot explain an outcome unless the episode shows how those resources entered the learner's response. Variation across tasks within a case similarly directs attention to changing demands, consistent with contextual variability (Larsen-Freeman, 2019). Because task order was fixed, such variation cannot establish development. Temporal analysis adds a different comparison: whether an action draws on prior experience, evaluates present conditions or projects a possible arrangement (Emirbayer & Mische, 1998). These orientations help explain how an action is situated; their uneven visibility across cases does not establish stable temporal profiles for individual learners.
5.3. The warranting framework as a methodological contribution
The methodological contribution makes the reasoning between action and agency claim open to scrutiny. Table 1 and the episode record locate disagreement in available possibilities, consequences, situated selection or alternative accounts, allowing interpretations to be reconsidered through the sequence rather than an overall impression of the learner.
The distinction between Warrant not met and Unresolved also changes what a cross-case comparison can claim. An evidential gap should remain visible instead of being combined with a defensible negative decision. Pass A and Pass B provide a way to examine whether contextual information changes a judgement, while independent audit scrutinizes the reasoning; their results here are limited to this corpus. Neither procedure establishes validity by agreement alone. Local alternatives remain reconstructions from the sequence and task conditions, and unobserved pressures may affect responses. The framework is therefore a study-specific procedure for reasoned interpretation whose transfer requires reconsidering episode boundaries and consequential action in the new setting.

6. Limitations and conclusion
6.1. Limitations
The six cases came from one school, and maximum-variation sampling does not support statistical generalization. Fixed task order confounds task type with occasion; four observations cannot establish development or stable agency profiles. The pre-task delivery preference could make regulation moves more salient, so such moves were credited only when they arose from an emerging condition. CIE selection privileges visible consequences, potentially excluding silent evaluation and attempts ignored by the system. Recall may be reconstructed, and researcher familiarity can influence contextual review. A purposive audit examines selected decisions rather than validating the entire corpus. Platform behaviour may also vary despite consistent displayed settings.
6.2. Implications and conclusion
Within these limits, the reported examples connect learner agency to participation regulation, selective uptake, contextual redesign and responses to mismatches. Their significance lies in the relationship between action, consequence and supported interpretation, rather than behavioural frequency. Cross-case comparison shows why similar forms of response can serve different purposes and why a learner profile cannot determine an episode-level judgement.
Future studies can report agency claims through episode boundaries, available alternatives, traceable consequences and competing accounts, including episodes where the warrant is unmet or unresolved. This makes interpretive decisions inspectable and contestable. Adaptation to AI-supported writing, feedback, translation, tutoring or multimodal interaction requires reconsidering boundaries and consequences. Research should also examine attempts without visible system uptake and possible links to learning. The framework offers an inferential procedure, not a validated measurement instrument.
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Appendix A. Session configuration and incidents
A.1 Standardized prompts
Base configuration (verbatim): "You are a friendly conversation partner helping a Vietnamese upper-secondary student practise spoken English. Use clear, natural English and keep your responses reasonably concise. Respond directly to what the student says and help sustain the assigned speaking task. Do not provide unsolicited correction of the student's grammar, vocabulary, or pronunciation. Do not refer to previous conversations or information outside the current session."
T1. School media club role-play: “You are a student who is already involved in the school media club. The student is considering joining the club. Talk with the student about possible roles, activities, and ways they might contribute, and work towards a choice or plan together.”
T2. Weekend planning: “You are a friend planning a weekend outing together with the student. Discuss possible activities and work towards a shared plan. If an outdoor option becomes relevant, introduce the possibility of bad weather and work with the student to consider a suitable backup plan.”
T3. School-related problem-solving: “You are a supportive peer discussing an everyday school-related stressor with the student. Help the student explain the situation, consider possible ways of responding to it, and work towards a practical course of action together.”
T4. Homework-free evening discussion: “You are a peer discussing whether students should have one homework-free evening each week. Explore the student's position and reasons, respond to their ideas, and raise relevant considerations or counterpoints where appropriate.”
A.2 Delivery preference and incidents
Before each task, learners could request slower speech, shorter responses, fewer alternatives or simpler wording, in English or Vietnamese; the task remained unchanged. All 24 sessions used the same voice and default rate, with memory and personalization disabled.
Logged incidents: P01-T3 (24 Aug), microphone clipping and word repetition; P03-T3 (26 Aug), unintended referent without platform failure; P04-T1 (11 Aug), misrecognition of “design posters” and reformulation; P04-T4 (3 Sep), recognition hesitation without consequential content loss; P05-T2 (19 Aug), latency and turn-taking reset; P06-T4 (3 Sep), latency [AUTHOR: complete from session log]. All dates are in 2026.

Appendix B. Operational rules
B.1 Episode identification
Identify CIEs from interaction alone, without SRI or warrant categories. Begin at the triggering AI turn or unprojected learner initiation; inspect the next one to three turns, extending until stabilization, abandonment or supersession. Separate nested junctures only when responses and consequences differ. Technical events require the same inclusion criteria; routine restoration is excluded.
B.2 Alternative accounts
Test task-script continuation, habitual or formulaic responding, comprehension or mishearing, politeness or alignment, technical repair, linguistic demand and retrospective rationalization. An alternative counts against a warrant only when it explains the full evidential pattern at least as adequately. Difficulty or habit alone does not negate agency; recall unsupported by the interaction cannot establish selectivity.
B.3 Temporal orientation
Code only warranted episodes: iterational, where prior experience or established practice shapes action; projective, where an anticipated trajectory informs selection; practical-evaluative, where the learner weighs unfolding possibilities or constraints. Topic or tense alone is insufficient.

12
