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Generative Al is increasingly used in writing

assessment, yet accessibility does not establish 10 3 o GPT-5 CONSISTENT' BUT NOT
scoring validity. The central issue is whether Casr;‘:iissste ChatGPT runs IELTS criteria zsezfs i‘z‘;e INTERCHANGEABLE
ChatGPT produces stable criterion-level scores that
align closely enough with certified IELTS examiner - MEAN BAND SCORE BY CRITERION (0-9)
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judgment. This matters as Al-mediated feedback - .
becomes more common in Viethamese EFL and 10 IELTS Writing Task 2 retake scripts P — o

. : 40 minutes ® no external help ¢ anonymized
emerging ESL-oriented classrooms.
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Few studies combine real Vietnamese IELTS Official examiner scores GPT-5 (2025) x 3 runs
candidates, criterion-level official scores, and TR e CC e LR ¢ GRA baseline Fixed rubric-aligned prompt :
) Across three Al runs, SD remained below 1.0:
repeated Al ratings. TR.95 « CC.74 » LR .84 « GRA .83
‘ Only GRA showed a mean bias:
- ~N ChatGPT - examiner = -0.5 band

Criterion-by-criterion comparison

102 RESEARCH QUESTION TR CC LR GRA

‘ To what extent are ChatGPT’s Task 2 scores

107 IMPLICATIONS FOR
RESPONSIBLE USE

) . . \. J FORMATIVE USE IS PROMISING
across the four analytic criteria consistent ‘ e Accessible supplementary scoring and immediate
with those assigned by certified IELTS feedback.
examiners? STATISTICAL ANALYSIS e Useful for self-study or as a teacher’s second-pass
review.

e Strongest use case: low-stakes, iterative writing practice.

Descriptive statistics ® Pearson correlation

OPERATIONALIZED AS Intraclass correlation coefficients ¢ Mean differences

repeatability e association ¢ agreement e directional bias

HIGH-STAKES USE STILL REQUIRES HUMANS

e Retain certified examiner judgment and moderation.
e Audit criterion-level bias, especially the -0.5 GRA shift.
e Do not treat stable outputs as score equivalence.

103 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK los HUMAN-AI AGREEMENT BY

The study combines the criterion-referenced IELTS CRITERION FOR ESL-ORIENTED CLASSROOMS

analytic rubric with a reliability lens that separates 1CC(3,1), two-way mixed, consistency  scale 0-1 * Build teacher and learner Al-assessment literacy.
TR D 0.92 conditions.
cc GO 0.85 e Validate across scripts, proficiency bands, tasks, and

TR € LR GRA R . 0.1 mocets
Coherence & . Grammar Range ' e Position Al as decision support, never an autonomous
Task Response . Lexical Resource
Lelizsio 4 ALY GRA D 0.90 examiner.
0 0.5 1.0

eConsistency: Are repeated ChatGPT ratings stable?

eAssociation: Do Al and human raters rank scripts similarly? |08 “M"'ATIONS AND NEXT STEPS

e Agreement: Do they assign the same band scores? o _ _ _
eBias: Does either rater systematically score higher or * Limitations: n=10, controlled retake scripts, one fixed prompt, free-model updates, and no examiner comments.

lower? * Next: larger/diverse corpora, multiple raters/models, prompt variation, and criterion-level calibration.

CONCLUSION

ChatGPT can support but should not replace certified examiner judgment. agreement and GRA under-scoring still require human oversight.

Stable repeated scores and high ICCs are encouraging,; partial band
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