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Abstract: This action research study investigates the effectiveness of process-based
tasks in mitigating Al overuse and enhancing grammatical analysis competence among
English-major students at the Academy of Public Administration and Governance. A six-
week intervention was designed to require learners to make their reasoning processes explicit
through intermediate outputs and analytical procedures conducted directly in class. The
results show a significant improvement in students’ grammatical analysis competence, while
patterns of Al use shifted toward more cautious and responsible engagement. Qualitative
data from classroom observations and interviews further confirm that the process-based
task model not only supports the development of analytical thinking but also contributes
to maintaining academic integrity in the context of increasingly widespread generative
technologies. The study also highlights the potential applicability of this model to other EFL
courses that require advanced reasoning and analytical engagement.
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I. Introduction

The rapid development of Al
systems, particularly large language models
such as ChatGPT, Gemini, and Claude, has
significantly reshaped learning practices in
higher education. Recent studies indicate
that these models often provide extensive
support for completing academic tasks,
potentially undermining the authenticity of
learning products and students’ independent
thinking (Kasneci et al., 2023). In English
language education, this issue is especially

salient in analytically oriented courses such
as Grammar, where students are required
to apply linguistic theories to analyze
syntactic structures, explain grammatical
phenomena, and construct theoretically
grounded arguments.

Teaching experience at the
Academy of Public Administration and
Governance indicates that many students
rely on Al tools to complete assignments
rather than engaging in independent

analysis. Although Al-generated
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outputs are often fluent and rhetorically
persuasive, they may lack theoretical
grounding or contain  analytical
inaccuracies. In grammar-related tasks,
such reliance may limit opportunities to
develop syntactic analytical thinking - a
foundational competence for linguistic
research and advanced coursework -
and may encourage passive learning
habits characterized by limited self-
explanation and critical engagement
with linguistic data.

Although a growing body of
research has examined the use of Al in
education and language learning, most
studies focus on the effectiveness of Al-
supported learning or students’ attitudes
toward Al. Aresearch gap thereforeremains
at the level of course-specific pedagogical
interventions, particularly in grammar
courses, where task design requires
integrating analysis, argumentation, and
theoretical reasoning. In many cases, Al-
generated responses appear linguistically
correct but lack theoretical justification,
creating a misalignment with learning
objectives that emphasize analytical
processes rather than final answers.

Process-based tasks offer a
promising pedagogical response to this
challenge. By requiring learners to document
each stage of their analytical process - such
as problem identification, structural analysis,
theoretical explanation, comparison, and
reflection - these tasks foreground students’
reasoning processes rather than final
outcomes. This design enables instructors
to observe students’ analytical thinking
more directly and reduces the feasibility
of substituting Al-generated outputs for
genuine academic work.

Within the Academy of Public

Administration and Governance’s training
context, addressing Al overuse in the

Grammar course has therefore become
an urgent pedagogical concern. More
broadly, the growing use of Al highlights
a disconnect between observable learning
products and the cognitive processes
they are intended to represent. When
assessment prioritizes final answers
over traceable reasoning, students’
analytical competence becomes difficult
to accurately evaluate.

Based on these considerations,
this study pursues three objectives:
(1) to examine the extent and forms of
students’ Al use in completing Grammar
course assignments; (2) to implement
and evaluate the effectiveness of process-
based tasks as a pedagogical intervention
to reduce Al overuse; and (3) to assess the
impact of this intervention on students’
grammatical analysis competence. The
findings aim to provide empirical evidence
for designing language courses in higher
education contexts increasingly shaped by
Al and to offer pedagogical implications
for regulating Al use in responsible and
effective ways.

II. Theoretical background

This  section  outlines three
theoretical pillars underpinning the
present study: (1) patterns of Al use and
overuse in learning, particularly in English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) context;
(2) the analytical -characteristics of
grammar course assignments; and (3) the
pedagogical foundations of process-based
tasks in language education. Together,
these pillars provide the conceptual
basis for the intervention design and data
analysis in this action research study.

2.1. AI use and overuse in learning

Recent studies indicate that Al
tools have become widely integrated
into contemporary teaching and learning



practices. Surveys of university students
show that Al is frequently used to support
reading, writing, idea generation, and
information retrieval (Chan & Hu, 2023;
Xiao et al., 2025), highlighting its rapid
adoption in higher education.

In EFL contexts, several studies
document extensive use of Al in academic
writing. Meniado et al. (2024), studying
students in Thailand and Vietnam, found
that ChatGPT was commonly used to
outline ideas, refine expression, and reduce
writing-related pressure. Similarly, Kohnke,
Moorhouse, and Zou (2023) report that Al
tools can enhance linguistic fluency, textual
organization, and language accuracy.

Despite these benefits, increasing
concerns have been raised about the
overuse of Al. Bui and Tong (2025) report
cases in which English-major students
submitted assignments largely generated
by Al, raising concerns about academic
integrity and the accurate assessment of
learners’ competence. Other reviews warn
that excessive reliance on Al may reduce
cognitive effort and produce outcomes
that do not reflect students’ reasoning
processes, particularly in unsupervised
contexts. This issue is especially critical
in grammar course assignments that
emphasize analytical reasoning and
theoretical justification.

2.2. Characteristics of grammar course
assignments and the risk of Al overuse

Grammar  course  assignments
involve distinctive academic demands,
requiring students to apply theoretical
modelstoanalyze clausestructures, explain
form-meaning-function relationships, and
justify interpretations using linguistic
principles. Such tasks typically involve
identifying structural elements, assigning
functional labels, comparing alternative

analyses, and constructing reasoned
arguments, reflecting the theoretical
nature of grammatical inquiry rather than
simple form recognition.

Although AI performs well at
surface-level language processing, it
remains limited in its ability to engage in
theoretical reasoning. When students rely
heavily on Al for grammar assignments,
their work may appear linguistically
polished but often lacks theoretical
grounding or diverges from the analytical
frameworks taught in the course.

This risk is particularly pronounced
among second-year students who are
still developing foundational linguistic
knowledge. Excessive dependence on
Al may reduce opportunities to practice
analytical reasoning and create gaps in
conceptual understanding, extending the
issue beyond the quality of submitted
work to the validity of assessment.

When assignments fail to capture
learners’ reasoning processes, instructors
struggle to evaluate students’ actual
competence. Reorienting assessment
toward analytical processes through
process-based tasks requiring intermediate
outputs, analytical annotations, and
explicit argumentation, therefore,
becomes an important pedagogical
strategy for encouraging sustained
analytical engagement while limiting the
substitution of Al for student reasoning.

2.3. Process-based  tasks in
language teaching and learning

Process-oriented approaches have
long beenrecognized as effective in language
teaching and learning. Graham and Sandmel
(2011) show that structured sequences of
planning, drafting, feedback, and revision
significantly improve writing quality and
learners’ self-regulatory capacities.



In  Vietham, Nguyen (2021)
similarly reports improvements in writing
quality when process-based approaches
are applied in essay-writing courses.
Assessing intermediate outputs and draft
versions allows instructors to observe
students’ argument development and
reduces the likelihood of reproducing
finalized outcomes without genuine
cognitive engagement.

These principles can also be applied
to grammar courses. When students
engage in structured stages of analysis,
explanation, comparison, and reflection,
their analytical reasoning becomes less
susceptible to substitution by Al-generated
outputs.

In the Grammar course at the
Academy of Public Administration
and Governance, grammatical analysis
follows a functional-structural framework
that emphasizes the identification of
clause elements, syntactic relationships,
and the interaction among form, meaning,
and function. In this study, grammatical
analysis competence refers to students’
ability to identify grammatical structures,
apply appropriate theoretical terminology,
and provide theoretically grounded
explanations of linguistic phenomena.

2.4. Theoretical framework of
the study

Based on the literature above, the
study establishes an analytical framework
grounded in three assumptions. First,
Al has become increasingly prevalent
in higher education and EFL contexts,
offering pedagogical benefits while
also posing risks of overuse. Second,
grammar course assignments  are
inherently analytical and theory-driven,;
excessive reliance on Al may hinder
the development of students’ analytical

competence. Third, process-based tasks
provide a pedagogical mechanism for
maintaining academic validity by limiting
the substitution of cognitive effort with
Al and enabling instructors to observe
students’ analytical reasoning through
intermediate outputs.

Guided by this framework, the present
action research was conducted with second-
year English-major students at the Academy
of Public Administration and Governance.
The study examines patterns of Al use in
grammar assignments, implements process-
based tasks as a pedagogical intervention,
and evaluates their impact on students’ Al-
related behaviors and grammatical analysis
competence.

II1. Methodology

3.1. Research design

The study adopts a three-phase action
research cycle comprising: (1) problem
identification and needs analysis; (2)
intervention design and implementation;
and (3) evaluation, reflection, and iterative
adjustment. The design follows the action
research framework of Kemmis and
McTaggart (1988), which conceptualizes
classroom inquiry as a cyclical process of
planning, action, observation, and reflection.

This design enables the examination
of both patterns of Al overuse and the
effectiveness of pedagogical interventions
aimed at enhancing grammatical analysis
competence.

To evaluate the intervention,
the study employed a mixed-method
approach integrating quantitative and
qualitative data.

Quantitative data included pre-
test and post-test scores, self-reported
frequency of Al use, and the types and
frequencies of grammatical analysis errors.



Qualitative data were collected
through classroom observations, analysis
of intermediate outputs produced during
process-based tasks, student feedback,
open-ended survey responses, and focus
group interviews.

The integration of these sources
allows the examination of both learning
outcomes and underlying cognitive
processes.

3.2. Research context and participants

The study was conducted in a
Grammar course for second-year English-
major students at the Academy of Public
Administration and Governance. This
stage marks students’ initial engagement
with analytically demanding coursework
and coincides with a period when they
often rely on AI tools for academic
assignments.

Participants were 35 second-
year English majors (26 females and 9
males) aged 19 to 21. All had completed
foundational English courses and had
prior exposure to basic linguistic concepts.
Preliminary survey results indicated
moderate to frequent reliance on Al
tools when completing grammar-related
assignments.

3.3. Data collection instruments

Four categories of instruments
were used to ensure comprehensive data
collection.

(1) Pre-test and post-test

Two assessments of comparable
difficulty were developed based on
analytical tasks in the Grammar course
syllabus. Each test required students
to analyze clause structures, identify
grammatical elements, and justify
interpretations using appropriate
theoretical terminology.

A scoring rubric evaluated three
dimensions:  accuracy of  structural
identification, appropriateness of theoretical
explanation, and clarity of analytical
reasoning. Test equivalence was ensured
through parallel-task design and instructor
review, while reliability was supported by
consistent rubric-based scoring.

(2) Process-based task system (4 tasks)

Four tasks were designed following
a  structured sequence, including
phenomenon  identification,  analysis
and labeling, theoretical explanation,
comparison with alternative analyses,
reflection, and revision. Intermediate
outputs produced at each stage were
collected to capture cognitive traces and
identify potential Al intervention.

(3) Self-report survey

The survey included ten Likert-
scale items and open-ended questions
examining the frequency and purposes of
Al use as well as students’ perceptions of
Al before and after the intervention.

(4) Classroom observation and
focus group interviews

Classroom observations focused on
activities requiring individual analytical
work without technological assistance.
Focus group interviews involving five to
six students were conducted at the end of
the course to obtain deeper reflections and
complement the qualitative dataset.

3.4. Intervention procedure

The intervention lasted six weeks
and consisted of three phases.

Phase 1: Needs analysis and
preparation (Week 1)

The pre-test was administered,
followed by a survey on Al-use behaviors.
Preliminary analyses identified levels of
Al reliance and common grammatical



analysis errors, and the process-based task

model was introduced to students.

Phase 2: Implementation of process-
based tasks (Weeks 2-5)

Students completed one grammatical
analysis task each week. Core stages -
phenomenon identification, analysis, and
justification- were conducted in class to
minimize Al assistance. The remaining
stages were completed outside class and

required submission of drafts and revised

versions documenting the reasoning
process. Instructor feedback supported the
refinement of analytical strategies.

Phase 3: Evaluation and reflection
(Week 6)

The post-test was administered,

followed by a second Al-use survey and

focus group interviews. Quantitative
and qualitative data were synthesized to
evaluate the intervention’s effectiveness.

3.5. Data analysis and
trustworthiness

Quantitative  analysis  involved
descriptive  statistics (means and

standard deviations) of pre-test and post-
test scores, together with changes in
grammatical analysis errors and reported
levels of Al use.

Qualitative analysis included coding
of intermediate outputs, observation notes,
survey responses, and interview transcripts
to identify shifts in linguistic thinking and
levels of analytical independence.

Trustworthiness ~ was  ensured
through data triangulation across tests,
surveys, observations, and interviews,
along with consistent data-handling

procedures and participant anonymity.

Table 1. Comparison of pre-test and post-test scores

Measure Pre-test Post-test Improvement
1 Mean Score 54 6.7 1.3
2 [Std Dev 0.96 0.96
3 [Min 2.8 42
4  |Max 7.1 8.5
Table 2. Levels of Al use before and after the intervention
Category Pre-count Post-count
1 Very frequent/frequent 25 13
2 Moderate 7 13
3 Rare/Hardly 3 9
Table 3. Assignments showing signs of Al intervention before and after the intervention
Label Count
1 Suspicious Al-like Outputs (Pre) 11
2 Suspicious Al-like Outputs (Post) 3

Learning products showing signs
of Al intervention were identified
through academic indicators, such as
inconsistencies across analytical steps,
misalignment with the course’s theoretical
framework, and the absence of traceable
intermediate reasoning. No automated Al-
detection tools were used.

IV. Results and Discussion

4.1. Pre-test and post-test results

Data from Table 1 show that the
mean score increased from 5.4 in the pre-
test to 6.7 in the post-test, representing
an average gain of 1.3 points. A paired-
sample t-test confirmed that the difference



was statistically significant (p < .05),
with a moderate effect size (Cohen’s d =
0.68). The standard deviation remained
unchanged (0.96), indicating a stable
score distribution before and after the
intervention. The score range also shifted
from 2.8-7.1 to 4.2-8.5, suggesting
improvement across both lower- and
higher-performing students. Post-
intervention assignments showed clearer
argumentative structures, more accurate
identification of grammatical elements,
and fewer analytical errors.

4.2. Changes in AI use behavior

As shown in Table 2, the proportion
of students reporting frequent or very
frequent Al use declined from 71%
(25/35) to 38% (13/35). Conversely, the
proportion reporting rare or minimal use
increased from 9% (3/35) to 27% (9/35),
while moderate use rose from 20% (7/35)
to 37% (13/35).

Submissions displaying unusually
fluent or polished language - an indicator
of possible Al intervention - also declined
from 31.4% (11/35 students) to 8.6% (3/35
students), as shown in Table 3. These
results suggest that the process-based task
model reduced reliance on Al by requiring
explicit articulation of reasoning during
task completion. Student feedback further
indicated that Al-generated outputs were
difficult to adapt to the structured task
sequence, whereas step-by-step analysis
supported deeper understanding and greater
confidence in grammatical reasoning.

4.3. Analysis of intermediate
outputs in the process-based task group

The process-based task sequence
comprised four stages: phenomenon
identification, analysis and explanation,
comparison and  justification, and
reflection. These stages required students

to externalize their reasoning through
traceable learning steps.

Analysis of intermediate outputs
revealed high levels of engagement. More
than 80% of submissions in Tasks 2 and
3 contained analytical operations such as
highlighting, underlining, handwritten
annotations, or digital notes, indicating
active manipulation of linguistic data rather
than reliance on pre-generated content.

The quality of argumentation in
Task 3 also improved, with students
providing more theoretically grounded
explanations and demonstrating greater
ability to compare alternative analyses.
The most pronounced gains were observed
among students with lower pre-test scores,
suggesting that the process-based model
effectively supported the development of
foundational analytical thinking.

Indicators of Al use declined from
11 to 3 submissions, consistent with
the quantitative findings. Conducting
analytical stages in class and requiring
intermediate outputs increased the “cost”
of relying on Al, thereby discouraging
dependence on generative tools and
encouraging genuine analysis.

4.4. Student feedback

Focus group interviews revealed three
themes regarding students’ experiences
with the process-based task model.

First, dividing tasks into smaller
analytical stages reduced cognitive
pressure and enabled a more systematic
approach to grammatical analysis.

Second, explaining each analytical
step promoted a deeper understanding
of grammatical phenomena rather than
simply producing final answers. This was
particularly beneficial for students who
had previously struggled with academic
reasoning.



Third, students’ perceptions of Al
shifted toward a more balanced view, with
Al increasingly regarded as a supportive
learning tool rather than a source of ready-
made solutions.

These insights complement the
quantitative findings, indicating that reduced
Al use reflects not only behavioral change
but also shifts in students’ perceptions of
learning and analytical reasoning.

4.5. Integrated discussion and
practical implications

The combined quantitative and
qualitative findings indicate that process-
based tasks constitute a viable pedagogical
intervention in grammar courses affected
by Al. By requiring students to document
analytical steps and submit intermediate
outputs, task design shifts assessment from
final answers to reasoning processes. This
enables instructors to observe students’
analytical competence more directly while
reducing the feasibility of substituting Al
for independent reasoning.

These findings align with previous
research on the growing integration of
Al in language learning (Chan & Hu,
2023; Xiao et al., 2025). While earlier
studies highlight the benefits of Al for
language production - such as improved
fluency, idea generation, and linguistic
accuracy (Kohnke et al., 2023; Meniado
et al.,, 2024) - the present study shows
that in analytically oriented courses
like Grammar, excessive reliance on Al
may obscure learners’ competence and
undermine assessment validity.

The results also support concerns
raised by Bui and Tong (2025) regarding
the impact of Al writing tools on
academic integrity among English-major
students. However, rather than relying on
technological monitoring or Al-detection

systems, the present study demonstrates
that pedagogical task design can serve as an
effective mechanism for regulating Al use.

By foregrounding intermediate
analytical steps, process-based tasks
restore the visibility of learners’ reasoning
processes. Instructors can therefore
evaluate not only final answers but also
the analytical thinking underlying them.

More broadly, the findings suggest
that the risks associated with Al in
higher education stem less from the
technology itself than from assessment
designs that prioritize final products over
reasoning processes. When evaluation
criteria emphasize analytical processes,
reliance on Al decreases, and students’
independent thinking is strengthened.
Sustaining academic integrity in the
age of Al, therefore, depends largely on
pedagogically informed task design rather
than technological surveillance.

V. Conclusion and recommendations

This action research study provides
empirical evidence that process-based
tasks represent an effective pedagogical
approach for mitigating Al overuse in
grammar course assignments among
English-major students at the Academy of
Public Administration and Governance.
By requiring students to demonstrate
analytical reasoning through intermediate
steps, this approach foregrounds learners’
cognitive processes and limits the
substitution of Al-generated outputs for
genuine academic work.

The findings indicate that process-
based tasks support two key dimensions
of higher education in the Al era: the
development of grammatical analysis
competence and the reinforcement of
academic integrity in assessment. By
shifting attention from final answers to



reasoning processes, this approach also
promotes independent analytical thinking.

More broadly, the study demonstrates
the feasibility of applying process-oriented
task design in analytically demanding
EFL courses and suggests its potential
scalability to similar instructional contexts.
Future research may expand participant
samples, examine longer-term effects, and
incorporate more systematic measures of Al
involvement to evaluate the sustainability
of such interventions in technology-rich
learning environments.

From a pedagogical perspective,
grammar  instructors may  consider
integrating process-based tasks that require
students to document intermediate analytical
steps, allowing assessment to focus on
reasoning rather than final answers. At the
institutional level, clearer guidelines for
responsible Al use in academic assignments
are needed to ensure that Al functions as
a supportive learning tool rather than a
substitute for students’ analytical thinking.
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HAN CHE LAM DUNG AI TRONG THUC HIEN BAI TAP
THUQC HQC PHAN NGU PHAP HQC THONG QUA
NHIEM VU THEO QUY TRINH: NGHIEN CUU
HANH PONG TREN SINH VIEN NGON NGU ANH TAI
HOQC VIEN HANH CHINH VA QUAN TRI CONG

Vii Thi Yén Nga!

Tém tit: Nghién ciru hanh dong nay khdo st hiéu qud cia nhiém vu theo quy trinh
trong viéc han ché lam dung AI va ndng cao ndang liee phan tich ngit phdp ciia sinh vién nganh
Ngén ngit Anh tai Hoc vién Hanh chinh va Quan tri Cong. Chu trinh can thiép (6 tuan) dwoc
thiét ké nham budc nguoi hoc thé hién ré tién trinh tw duy théng qua cdc san pham trung gian
va cdc bude phan tich dwoc thue hién trie tiép trén 16p. Két qud cho thay ning liec phan tich
ngit phdp cia sinh vién dwoc cdi thién ding ké, dong thoi hanh vi sir dung AI chuyén dich
theo hidng thin trong va cé trach nhiém hon. Dir liéu dinh tinh tir quan sdt va phong van
khang dinh rang mé hinh nhiém vu theo quy trinh khéng chi hé tro phat trién tw duy phén
tich ma con gop phan duy tri liém chinh hoc thudt trong boi canh cong nghé tao sinh ngdy
cang phé bién. Nghién ciru mo ra tiém nang dp dung mé hinh nay cho cdc hoc phan doi héi
ldp ludn va phdn tich chuyén sdu trong linh vuc EFL.

Tir khoa: liém chinh hoc thudt, nghién cieu hanh dong, lam dung Al, day hoc ngir phap, nhiém
vu theo quy trinh

"'Hoc vién Hanh chinh va Quan tri cong, Ha N§i, Viét Nam



