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WHAT TRAINEE ENGLISH
TEACHERS NOTICE IN
AI-GENERATED ASSESSMENT
TOOLS: FAULT DETECTION IN
TWO TESOL COHORTS

Dildora Kdirbayeva
Department of foreign lanuages and general studies,
IT park university, Tashkent,Uzbekistan
E-mail: kdirbayevadi@gmail.com
ORCID: 0009-0004-6836-043X

Abstract: A teacher can now describe a practice activity to a language model and have a working assessment tool
a few minutes later. Between that file and the learner, there is one check: the teacher deciding whether to use it. This
study examined what trainee English teachers notice in descriptions of such tools. Forty-nine students in two graduate
TESOL cohorts (n = 24 and n = 25) each judged seven tools carrying a planted fault. The faults were drawn from an
argument-based account of validity and divided into those visible in the content and those residing in the relation between
what a tool computes and what it claims to measure. Detection was higher for content faults than for construct faults in
both cohorts: 62.5% against 35.4% in the first, and 83.0% against 52.0% in the second. The second cohort detected more
than the first on six of the seven faults. The two clearest cohort differences were an incorrect answer key (58.3% against
88.0%) and a four-item claim to a CEFR level. Counting linking words and reporting the count as coherence remained
the least frequently detected fault. The pattern supports the claim that language-trained noticing catches language errors
and often misses measurement claims. It does not support the stronger claim that construct faults are nearly invisible.

teacher noticing, language assessment, generative artificial intelligence, validity, assessment literacy,
teacher education, CEFR.

Annotatsiya: Bugungi kunda o‘gituvchi amaliy mashg‘ulotni til modeliga tavsiflab berishi va bir necha dagigadan so‘ng
foydalanishga tayyor baholash vositasiga ega bo‘lishi mumkin. Ushbu fayl bilan o‘quvchi o‘rtasida fagat bitta nazorat
bosqichi mavjud: o‘gituvchining undan foydalanish yoki foydalanmaslik to‘g‘risidagi qarori. Mazkur tadgigotda ingliz tili
bo‘yicha bo‘lajak o‘gituvchilar bunday vositalarning tavsiflarini ko‘rib chigishda nimalarga e’tibor berishi o‘rganildi. TESOL
bo‘yicha magistratura dasturining ikki guruhidagi jami 49 nafar talaba (n = 24 va n = 25) tarkibiga ataylab xato kiritilgan
yettita vositaning har birini baholadi. Xatolar validlikka argumentga asoslangan yondashuv asosida ajratib olindi va ikki
guruhga bo'lindi: mazmunning o‘zida ko‘rinadigan xatolar hamda vosita hisoblaydigan ko‘rsatkich bilan u o‘lchashni da’vo
gilayotgan konstrukt o‘rtasidagi munosabatga taallugli xatolar. Har ikkala guruhda ham mazmun bilan bog‘liq xatolarni
aniglash darajasi konstrukt bilan bog‘liq xatolarni aniglash darajasidan yuqgori bo‘lgan: birinchi guruhda mos ravishda
62.5% ga nisbatan 35.4% va ikkinchi guruhda 83.0% ga nisbatan 52.0%. Ikkinchi guruh yettita xatoning oltitasini bir-
inchi guruhga garaganda yuqoriroq darajada aniglagan. Guruhlar o‘rtasidagi eng yaqqol farglar noto‘g'ri javoblar kalitini
aniglashda (58.3% ga nisbatan 88.0%) va atigi to‘rtta topshiriq asosida CEFR darajasini belgilash haqidagi da’voni baho-
lashda kuzatilgan. Bog‘lovchi so‘zlarni sanash va ularning sonini matnning yaxlitligi ko‘rsatkichi sifatida taqdim etish eng
kam aniglangan xato bo‘lib golgan. Olingan natijalar til bo‘yicha tayyorgarlikka ega bo‘lgan mutaxassislar til xatolarini
aniglashga moyil ekanligi, biroq oflchashga oid da’volarni ko‘pincha ilg‘amay qolishini ko‘rsatadigan fikrni qo‘llab-quv-
vatlaydi. Shu bilan birga, natijalar konstrukt bilan bog'liq xatolarni deyarli aniglab bo‘lImaydi, degan kuchliroq da’voni
tasdiglamaydi.

o‘qgituvchi e’tibori, tilni baholash, generativ sun’iy intellekt, validlik, baholash savodxonligi, o‘gituvchi ta’limi,
CEFR.
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AHHOTaumsA: B HacTosillee Bpemsl yuYuMTenb MOXET OnucaTb MpakTUYecKoe 3afaHune s3blKOBOWM MOLEMMU U yXKe Yepes
HECKOSIbKO MWHYT MOMY4YUTb FOTOBbIA MHCTPYMEHT OLeHunBaHus. Mexay atum dainom n obyyarLmMMcs CyLlecTByeT
NVLb OfHA NMPOBEPKa: PELUEHNE YYUTENS O TOM, CeayeT NN UCMOoSb30BaTh AaHHbIA MHCTPYMEHT. B HacTosiLlem mccne-
[OBaHUM 13y4varnoch, Ha YTo obpallaloT BHUMaHne Oyaylime npenogaBaTeny aHrmMncKoro sidbika Npy 03HaKOMITEHUU C
OMNMCaHNsIMUN TakMx MHCTPYMeHTOB. COpok OEBATb CTYAEHTOB ABYX rpynn Maructepckon nporpammel TESOL (n =24 n n
= 25) oLEeHMnN No CEMb MHCTPYMEHTOB, KaXabl M3 KOTOPbIX codepan npeaHaMepPeHHO BHECEHHYHO OLMOKY. Owmnbku
ObIny BblAENEHBI HA OCHOBE apryMeHTMPOBAHHOIO NoAXo4a K BanuaHOCTU U pasgeneHsbl Ha ABe rpynnbl: OWnbKK, Heno-
CpeacTBEHHO OOHapyXnBaeMble B COOEPXKAHMM, U OLUINOKKU, CBA3AHHbIE C COOTHOLLUEHUEM MEXAY TEM, YTO BbIYUCISET
WHCTPYMEHT, U TEM, YTO, COIMAcHO 3asiBNEHUIO, OH M3MepsieT. B 06enx rpynnax y4acTHUKOB BbISIBMISSIEMOCTb OLUMOOK
copepxaHus 6bina Bbille, YeM OLIMOOK KOHCTpyKTa: 62.5% npotuB 35.4% B nepoii rpynne u 83.0% npotue 52.0% BO
BTOpOW. Bropas rpynna BbisiBuna 6onbLue owmbok, Y4em nepsas, Mo LWeCTn U3 ceMu TUMoB ownbok. Hanbonee 3ameTHble
pasnuuunsi Mexay rpynnamuv Habnoganuch npu BbiSBNEHUM HENPaBUIbHOrO kitova oTBeToB (58.3% npotus 88.0%) 1 Heo-
6ocHoBaHHOro onpeaeneHns ypoeHs CEFR Ha ocHoBe YeTbIpEx 3adaHuii. [MoacyET CBA3YIOLMX CMOB U NpeacTaBneHne
Nory4YeHHOro KONMYECTBA Kak NokasaTens CBsI3HOCTU OCTaBanunch HAMMEHEE YacTO BbISBNAEMOW OLLINOKON. MNonyyYeHHble
pe3ynsTaTthl NOATBEPXAAKT NPEANOSIoKEHNE O TOM, YTO MOATOTOBKa B 06MacTu s3blka CnocoOCTBYET BhISBIIEHUIO A3bl-
KOBbIX OLUMOOK, HO YacToO He MO3BOJSIET pacrno3HaBaTh YTBEPXKAEHUS, Kacatolumecs namepeHus. Bmecte ¢ Tem pesynb-
TaTbl He NoaTBEPXAAlT Bonee cunbHoe yTBEPXKAEHME O TOM, YTO OLUMOKM KOHCTPYKTa NPakTUYECKN HEBO3MOXHO OOHa-
PYXWTb.

BHUMaHVE Y4YUTENs, OLEHUBAHNE A3bIKOBbLIX HABbIKOB, reHepaTUBHbIN UCKYCCTBEHHbIN UHTEMMEKT,
BanWAHOCTb, OLIEHOYHasa rpaMOTHOCTb, Nefgarormyeckoe obpasosaHue, CEFR.

A teacher who wants a practice activity for tomorrow can describe it to a language model and have a
working tool a few minutes later. The tool takes an answer, checks it, and returns a result. Nothing in that
exchange asks what the result means, and the tool does not say where it stops being trustworthy. The only
check between the generated file and the learner is the teacher, who looks at the screen and decides whether
to use it. That check has rarely been examined. The consequences fall on learners. Black and Wiliam (1998)
showed that feedback helps when it tells a learner what to do next, whereas a bare mark often does not.

A tool that reports a coherence score it never computed does something worse than fail to help. It tells
the learner something false about their writing, and it does so with the authority of a number. In Uzbekistan,
the question is not abstract. National policy is pushing artificial intelligence into education quickly (Republic of
Uzbekistan, 2024), and teachers at every level are being urged to use these tools. This encouragement has
not been matched by guidance on how to judge what the tools produce. Nothing in initial teacher preparation
currently addresses this judgement.

Research on generative artificial intelligence in language assessment has grown quickly. Chuang and
Yan (2025), reviewing 77 studies, identify automated scoring and feedback, item generation, classroom-based
assessment, and academic integrity as the main strands, and argue that responsible use depends on sustained
attention to validity. The most direct evidence of what these systems do when asked to assess comes from
Anbreen et al. (2026), who compared a human rater with ChatGPT-5 on 50 IELTS essays. The scores agreed
closely. The reasoning that produced them did not. A newer body of literature looks at educators who build tools
rather than choose them. Sarkar and Drosos (2025) provide the first empirical account of the practice they call
vibe coding: cycles of prompting and rapid inspection, with review compressed to whatever the user happens
to read.

Chow and Ng (2025) report clinical applications built by a medical educator with no formal programming
training. Song et al. (2026) propose a design framework for schoolteachers creating such tools and note how
little is known about how teachers should go about it. In language education, the available work has looked at
learners rather than teachers (Woo et al., 2025).

What a teacher perceives in an instructional situation is itself a developed object of study. Research on
teacher noticing, following van Es and Sherin (2008), separates attending to relevant features from interpreting
what they mean and has shown that the two are distinct and that both can be taught.

Konig et al. (2022), in a systematic review, report that most of this work is cognitive-psychological and
divides noticing into attending, interpreting, and responding. Almost all of it, though, takes classroom events
as its object. Noticing an artefact - a material that a teacher has to judge before use - has barely been studied.

Validity theory supplies the terms in which such an artefact can be judged. Messick (1989) argued that
validity attaches to interpretations and uses, not to instruments. Kane (2013) recast validation as the evaluation
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of an argument whose linked inferences each rest on a warrant that can fail. Chapelle et al. (2008) demon-
strated the approach for TOEFL.

Fulcher (2012) argued that assessment literacy has to reach classroom teachers, whose ordinary deci-
sions carry real consequences.

Within Uzbekistan, Baxtiyorova (2025) has examined how artificial intelligence might support the develop-
ment of learners’ English and treats the teacher as a user of such systems rather than as their reviewer. These
literatures have not yet been brought together. Validity theory describes what an assessment instrument must
support and assumes an institution with the resources to establish it. The noticing literature describes how
teachers perceive and has looked at lessons rather than at materials. The tool-creation literature describes how
artefacts are made and does not ask what they claim. No study has established what teachers actually detect
in a generated assessment tool or whether detection varies by the kind of fault.

The aim was to establish what trainee English teachers notice in Al-generated assessment tools. The
study set out to measure detection rates for faults of different kinds, using a taxonomy drawn from validity
theory, and to test whether detection differs between faults visible in the content of a tool and faults that reside
in what the tool claims to measure. A comparison of two cohorts was added once the task had been run twice.
The study moves teacher noticing from classroom events to instructional artefacts. It uses a fault taxonomy
derived from argument-based validity, so that faults are distinguished by the inference they defeat rather than
by how they look. The predictions were written before the counts were examined, which makes the compar-
ison in Section 4 a comparison with what the study expected, not with what it found convenient to conclude. If
detection is uneven across fault types, the results indicate where teacher education should concentrate and
distinguish instruction that would be useful from instruction that merely covers faults teachers already catch.
For institutions adopting artificial intelligence under national policy, the findings provide a small evidence base
for guidance that is currently being written without one.

The study used a scenario-based judgement task administered as an online questionnaire. Participants
read descriptions of Al-generated assessment tools, each with a known fault, and reported what they would
change and which problems they identified. The scenario-based approach, standard in teacher noticing
research (Konig et al., 2022), fixes the stimulus so that differences in response can be attributed to the partici-
pant rather than to the material. The principal comparison is within the set of scenarios: the same respondents
judged every tool. A second comparison, between cohorts, became available because the task was adminis-
tered twice. Participants were students in the graduate TESOL programme at Webster University in Tashkent.
The task was completed by two cohorts, labelled here as Cohort 1t (n = 24) and Cohort 3t (n = 25). All students
in each cohort were invited. Participation was voluntary. The programme admits both candidates preparing to
enter the profession and practising teachers upgrading their qualifications.

Teaching status, experience, and prior study of language assessment were recorded as background vari-
ables. Those breakdowns are not included in the counts used for this report, so the cohorts are compared as
wholes. The sample is a convenience sample from one programme at one institution. Eight scenarios were
written, each describing an interactive assessment tool of a kind that current generative systems produce
when asked for a classroom practice activity. Each description stated what the tool does, what the learner
sees on completion, and, where the fault was in the tool’s internal operation, how the tool arrived at its result.
Descriptions ranged from 60 to 120 words. The scenarios are given in Appendix A. Textual descriptions were
used rather than working artefacts so that every participant saw the same information and detection could not
depend on layout or colour. Seven scenarios each contained one planted fault. One contained none and served
as a control. Faults were chosen to represent distinct inferences in an argument-based account of validity
(Kane, 2013). Council of Europe (2020) level claims are the reference point for the scenario that assigns a
CEFR band. Scenario 3 contained no planted fault and served as a control.

Table 1: Fault taxonomy and distribution across scenarios

m Planted fault Inference defeated

1. Answer key incorrect for the item as written Generation Visible content
2. Connective count reported as a coherence score Extrapolation Internal operation
8, None (control); not in the counts below - -

4. Lexis far above stated level; ungrammatical example Generation Visible content
5. Typed word count reported as spoken fluency Extrapolation Internal operation
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6. Score reported with no indication of what was wrong Use Visible content

7. Four items used to assign a CEFR level Generalization Visible content

8. Exact string matching rejects correct responses Scoring Internal operation

The questionnaire was administered through Google Forms. Each scenario was followed by an open
question asking whether the participant would use the tool and what they would change, a fixed list of nine
candidate problems, and a five-point confidence rating. The open question elicited spontaneous noticing, while
the list elicited cued noticing. Detection of the planted fault is reported below as a single rate for each scenario.
Detection is reported as a count and percentage for each cohort and pooled across the 49 participants. Visi-
ble-content detection is the mean of Scenarios 1, 4, 6, and 7, calculated over judgements rather than partic-
ipants. Construct-relation detection is the mean of Scenarios 2 and 5. Scenario 8 is held out of both classes.

Cohorts were compared scenario by scenario using Fisher’s exact test on the 2 x 2 table of detected
and missed cases. The alpha level was .05. Seven tests were run, so a Bonferroni threshold of 0.007 is also
reported. Cohort comparisons use Fisher’s exact test because the available figures are cohort totals. Class-
level percentages pool judgements within participants and are interpreted descriptively. Participants were
students of the author. The activity was presented as part of normal coursework, so declining to participate in
the research carried no academic cost. Consent to use responses as research data was sought separately from
completion of the class task. The instrument collected no names or email addresses.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Forty-nine participants completed the task, 24 in Cohort 1t and 25 in Cohort 3t. Table 2 presents detection
of the planted fault for each scenario. Percentages are rounded to one decimal place.

Table 2: Detection of the planted fault, by scenario and cohort

| Scenario | _____Faut | _Cohortit Cohort3t | Pooled | _ Fisherp |

4
level &
grammar

1
answer
key

4 Level and grammar 20/24 (83.3%) 19/25 (76.0%) 39/49 (79.6%) 0.725
1 Incorrect answer key 14/24 (58.3%) 22/25 (88.0%) 36/49 (73.5%) 0.025
6 Score, no direction 15/24 (62.5%) 21/25 (84.0%) 36/49 (73.5%) 0.114
8 String matching 13/24 (54.2%) 19/25 (76.0%) 32/49 (65.3%) 0.140
7 Four items, CEFR 11/24 (45.8%) 21/25 (84.0%) 32/49 (65.3%) 0.007
5) Words as fluency 10/24 (41.7%) 14/25 (56.0%) 24/49 (49.0%) 0.396
2 Links as coherence 7124 (29.2%) 12/25 (48.0%) 19/49 (38.8%) 0.244
100 1
BB Cohort 1t (n = 24)
B Cohort 3t (n = 25)
80 -
$ 601
<
el
g
[
0 404
20 1
0 -

6
score, no
direction

8
string
match = CEFR

7

Figure 1: Detection of the planted fault, by scenario and cohort
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Figure 2: Observed detection against the spontaneous rate predicted before data collection. The prediction was
written for a single cohort of 24.

In Cohort 1t, the order closely matched the prediction. The ungrammatical, off-level example was detected
by 20 of 24 participants. The coherence score built from a count of linking words was detected by 7 of 24. The
other scenarios fell between those two, in nearly the expected order. Cohort 3t did not reproduce that order.
Detection was high for the incorrect answer key (22/25), the bare score (21/25), and the four-item CEFR
claim (21/25). The off-level example, which had been the easiest fault in Cohort 1t, was detected by 19 of 25
participants, slightly less often than in the first cohort. The two construct faults remained the least frequently
detected: 14 of 25 for the fluency score built from a word count and 12 of 25 for the coherence score built from
linking words. Two cohort differences were unlikely under a null hypothesis of no difference. Cohort 3t detected
the incorrect answer key more often (88.0% against 58.3%, p = .025) and the four-item CEFR claim more
often (84.0% against 45.8%, p = .007). Only the second of these survives a Bonferroni adjustment. The other
five comparisons were not significant. Cohort 3t was higher on five of them and lower on one, the level-and-
grammar fault, for which both cohorts were already above 75%.

Table 3: Detection by fault class

| Faultclass | Scenarios | __Cohort 1t Cohort 3t

Visible content 1,4,6,7 60/96 (62.5%) 83/100 (83.0%) 143/196 (73.0%)
Construct relation 2,5 17/48 (35.4%) 26/50 (52.0%) 43/98 (43.9%)
Difference - 27.1 points 31.0 points 29.1 points

Detection by fault class and cohort
100

EEm Cohort 1t
= Cohort 3t

Detection (% of judgements)

Visible content Construct relation
(Sc.1,4,6,7) (Sc. 2, 5)

Figure 3: Detection by fault class and cohort. Visible-content faults were Scenarios 1, 4, 6 and 7. Construct-
relation faults were Scenarios 2 and 5.
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Share of fault judgements, pooled
(Scenario 8 excluded; n = 294 judgements)

Construct, missed

Visible, detected

143 Construct, detected

43

Visible, missed
53

Figure 4: Share of pooled fault judgements, Scenario 8 excluded (294 judgements). Missed construct-relation
judgements and missed visible-content judgements are similar in number. Detected visible-content judgements
are the largest slice.

The class difference ran in the same direction in both cohorts. Visible-content faults were detected more
often than construct-relation faults, by 27.1 percentage points in Cohort 1t and by 31.0 percentage points in
Cohort 3t. The gap is close to the 33-point difference predicted before data collection. The absolute rates
are not. Construct-relation detection was predicted at 25%. It was 35.4% in the first cohort and 52.0% in the
second. Scenario 8, held out because a correct answer marked wrong would become apparent in use, sat
between the two classes in Cohort 1t (54.2%) and with the visible faults in Cohort 3t (76.0%). The central
prediction was that trainee teachers would see these tools in the same way they see language. A wrong verb
form would be caught because it is a wrong verb form. A score that names something the tool never measured
would pass because nothing in it is wrong to a reader attending to the words. The first half of that prediction
is supported. In both cohorts, the off-level, ungrammatical example was among the most frequently detected
faults, and the coherence score built from a count of linking words was the least frequently detected. The gap
between the visible-content class and the construct-relation class was 27 percentage points and 31 percentage
points, against a predicted 33.

The second half is only partly supported. The study had predicted that Scenarios 2 and 5 would be detected
by about a quarter of a cohort and had set 50% spontaneous detection on both as a disconfirmation criterion.
Cohort 1t stayed below that line (41.7% and 29.2%). Cohort 3t crossed it on the fluency scenario (56.0%) and
came close on coherence (48.0%). Because the counts are not split into spontaneous and cued detection, the
disconfirmation rule cannot be applied cleanly. What can be said is that construct faults were harder to detect,
not that they were missed by almost everyone.

Konig et al. (2022) describe noticing as separating attending from interpreting. The pattern here is consis-
tent with a problem of attending: the measurement claim is a feature that current preparation does not train
teachers to see. It is not consistent with a claim that the feature is invisible. In the second cohort, about half the
participants did ask, or at least did mark, the question the scenarios were designed to conceal. Cohort 3t was
not a replication of Cohort 1t. It was higher on six scenarios, and the two differences that reached an unadjusted
.05 were both faults that require the reader to check a claim against the items, rather than simply notice a bad
sentence. The incorrect key asks whether lived can be correct after since 2019.

The CEFR scenario asks whether four grammar items can support a level claim (Council of Europe, 2020).
Cohort 1t detected those faults at 58.3% and 45.8%, respectively. Cohort 3t detected them at 88.0% and
84.0%, respectively. The language fault, by contrast, was already caught by both cohorts.

The data do not say why. Cohort 3t may have had more assessment coursework, more teaching experi-
ence, or a different reading of the task. Background variables were collected and are not included in this file, so
the difference is reported, not explained. It is large enough that a single-cohort study could have misdescribed
the population. The CEFR result, in particular, should not be quoted from Cohort 1t alone.
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Anbreen et al. (2026) found agreement between human and model scores and divergence in the reasoning
that produced them. The scenarios here reverse the direction of that problem. The output looks acceptable, and
the reasoning is the part a teacher has to notice.

Chow and Ng (2025) and Song et al. (2026) show that educators without programming experience can
produce functioning applications. Functioning and validity are different properties. A framework for teacher-cre-
ated tools that stops at whether the tool runs is incomplete. The question “What does this tool claim about a
learner?” belongs in it.

With respect to Chuang and Yan’s (2025) four strands, this study sits outside them. Their classroom-as-
sessment strand concerns Al systems used for assessment. The artefacts here are assessment instruments
produced by Al and owned by the teacher. When a commercial system misjudges a learner, the vendor holds
the validity argument, however thin. When a teacher’s generated tool misjudges a learner, nobody does. Within
Uzbekistan, the findings complement Baxtiyorova (2025).

Her work asks whether Al-supported methods can improve learner outcomes. The present study asks a
prior question about the teacher’s capacity to judge the instruments involved. Competence frameworks for
Uzbek English teachers need an assessment dimension alongside the technological one. The cohort differ-
ence suggests that some groups of trainees already have more of that dimension than others and that a single
training recommendation would be too coarse.

Generative artificial intelligence has made every English teacher a potential author of assessment instru-
ments. The only review such an instrument usually receives is the glance its author gives it before use. In two
TESOL cohorts, that glance caught language faults more often than measurement claims. The gap was about
30 percentage points in both cohorts. It was not a gap between seeing and not seeing. In the second cohort,
roughly half the participants detected a fluency score built from a word count, and just under half detected a
coherence score built from linking words. The second cohort also caught an over-claimed CEFR level far more
often than the first. The implication for teacher education is specific, and it is not uniform. Instruction in using
artificial intelligence or in writing better prompts would not have been the missing piece for the fault these
cohorts most often missed. The missing piece is the question of what evidence would justify a claim about a
learner. That is an assessment question. The cohort difference indicates that this capacity cannot be assumed
to be equally absent in every group of trainees.
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ljtimoiy pedagogika

Tarix fanlari

Psixologiya fanlari

Fizika-matematika fanlari

Kimyo fanlari

Biologiya fanlari

Falsafa fanlari

Filologiya fanlari

Geografiya fanlari
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yuborilgan materiallar gaytarilmaydi.
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