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THE USE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN L2 READING TEST 

DEVELOPMENT: A STUDY OF LANGUAGE INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTIONS 

AND EXPERIENCES IN AN ENGLISH PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

ABSTRACT 

This exploratory case study aimed to investigate English language instructors’ experiences and 

perceptions of using ChatGPT-4 for L2 reading test development. To this end, four language 

instructors working in an English preparatory school of a state university in Türkiye, with 

testing experience, participated in the study. They were asked to use ChatGPT-4 to prepare an 

L2 reading test, including two reading tasks with five multiple-choice questions: one at the 

elementary level and the other at the intermediate level. Data were collected through screen 

recording of instructors’ test development process, think-aloud protocols, and ChatGPT 

conversation transcripts. Data were analyzed using a content analysis approach.  

The findings demonstrated some variation among the instructors in how they engaged with 

ChatGPT-4 for L2 reading test development, despite the small number of participants. A large 

proportion of all instructors’ prompts dealt with item quality and distractor quality, rather than 

text quality, where they tried to fix more item and distractor issues in the intermediate-level 

reading task than in the elementary-level task. The way the instructors carefully checked the 

ChatGPT output for several aspects made it obvious that human agency and expertise have a 

crucial role in ensuring that the AI-generated test materials meet the required standards. While 

their perceptions were mostly positive about the reading texts that ChatGPT generated, except 

for a few length issues, their comments during test development with ChatGPT-4 revealed 

negative perceptions regarding several aspects. The instructors perceived their intermediate-

level reading task development experience more negatively than their elementary-level reading 

task development experience.  

Keywords: Artificial intelligence, ChatGPT-4, English language testing, Reading, 

Perceptions, Case study 
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İKİNCİ DİLDE OKUMA TESTİ GELİŞTİRMEDE YAPAY ZEKA KULLANIMI: 

BİR İNGİLİZCE HAZIRLIK OKULUNDAKİ ÖĞRETİM ELEMANLARININ 

ALGILARI VE DENEYİMLERİ ÜZERİNE BİR ÇALIŞMA 

  

ÖZET 

Bu keşif amaçlı durum çalışması, İngilizce öğretim elemanlarının ChatGPT-4 kullanarak ikinci 

dilde (L2) okuma testi geliştirme konusundaki deneyimlerini ve algılarını incelemeyi 

amaçlamaktadır. Bu doğrultuda, Türkiye’de bir devlet üniversitesinin İngilizce hazırlık 

okulunda görev yapan ve ölçme-değerlendirme alanında deneyime sahip dört dil öğretim 

elemanı çalışmaya katılmıştır. Katılımcılardan, ChatGPT-4 kullanarak biri başlangıç 

düzeyinde, diğeri ise orta düzeyde olmak üzere iki okuma görevini ve her biri beş çoktan 

seçmeli sorudan oluşan bir İngilizce okuma testi hazırlamaları istenmiştir. Veriler, öğretim 

elemanlarının test geliştirme sürecine ilişkin ekran kayıtları, sesli düşünme protokolleri ve 

ChatGPT ile gerçekleştirilen yazışma dökümleri aracılığıyla toplanmıştır. Veriler, içerik analizi 

yöntemiyle incelenmiştir. 

Bulgular, katılımcı sayısının az olmasına rağmen, öğretim elemanlarının ChatGPT-4 ile ikinci 

dilde okuma testi geliştirme sürecine katılım biçimlerinde belirli farklılıklar olduğunu 

göstermiştir. Tüm öğretim elemanlarının istemlerinin büyük bir bölümü, metin kalitesinden 

ziyade soru kalitesi ve çeldirici kalitesine odaklanmış; bu bağlamda, başlangıç düzeyindeki 

görevden daha fazla olarak, orta düzey okuma görevinde soru ve çeldirici ile ilgili sorunları 

düzeltmeye çalışmışlardır. Öğretim elemanlarının, ChatGPT çıktısını çeşitli açılardan titizlikle 

kontrol etme biçimleri, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen test materyallerinin gerekli standartları 

karşılamasını sağlamak için insan inisiyatifinin ve uzmanlığının kritik bir rol oynadığını açıkça 

ortaya koymuştur. ChatGPT tarafından üretilen okuma metinleri hakkındaki algıları, birkaç 

metin uzunluğu sorunu dışında genel olarak olumlu olmakla birlikte, ChatGPT-4 ile test 

geliştirme süreci sırasında yaptıkları yorumlar, çeşitli açılara ilişkin olumsuz algılar ortaya 

koymuştur. Öğretim elemanları, orta düzey okuma görevi geliştirme deneyimlerini, başlangıç 

düzeyindeki okuma görevi geliştirme deneyimlerine kıyasla daha olumsuz 

değerlendirmişlerdir. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yapay zeka, ChatGPT-4, İngilizce dil testi, Okuma, Algılar, Vaka 

çalışması  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

  

1.1 Introduction 

  

As Henning (1987) puts it, we would not be able to talk about science without 

measurement. Language testing is an indispensable aspect of language education as it enables 

learners to show their proficiency in a given language and helps teachers to learn about their 

students’ proficiency. English language testing is an essential part of language education, 

especially in English preparatory schools, where students must prove their proficiency to carry 

on their academic studies in their departments. As reading is one of the fundamental skills 

required in real-life situations involving academic and professional settings, it is essential to 

include reading tests in language assessment. It is also crucial to focus on reading tests with 

multiple-choice items as standardized English language tests frequently include reading 

sections in this format. Test developers play a critical role in designing language tests, having 

to ensure validity, reliability, and fairness, as it is crucial to verify that the generated tests 

accurately reflect learners' language proficiency. 

The technology utilized to design and deliver language tests has evolved alongside 

language testing over time. One of such advancements that has the potential to transform 

language testing practices is artificial intelligence (AI). Natural language processing 

technology has advanced recently, opening up new areas and possibilities for language 

education and testing. One such technology is ChatGPT, a new large language model that has 

been trained on a vast database and can generate human-like responses . 

However, the use of AI, specifically ChatGPT in the scope of the current study, which 

is language testing and particularly L2 reading test development, is still a relatively new area 

of research, and there is no empirical evidence about the perceptions and experiences of 

language instructors using ChatGPT for L2 reading test development. Thus, this study aims to 

explore the perceptions and experiences of language instructors with testing experience in an 

English preparatory school regarding the use of ChatGPT for test development while preparing 

reading parts of language achievement tests with multiple-choice items. 
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1.2 Background of the Study 

  

Language tests are as old as language teaching and are commonly used in language 

programs for different purposes, such as diagnosis, feedback, selection, placement, and 

program evaluation. Hence, there are many different types of language tests that can be 

classified distinctly. These can be objective vs. subjective tests, direct vs. indirect tests, 

discrete-point vs. integrative tests, criterion-referenced vs. norm-referenced tests, speed vs. 

power tests, as well as diagnostic, placement, achievement, and proficiency tests (Hughes, 

2002). The focus of this study is on two different levels of the reading test task of the ECT 

(End-of-Course Test).   

Achievement tests are used to measure the degree to which learners have mastered 

content within a specified domain, typically aligned with clearly defined objectives of an 

educational program (Henning, 1987). Designed in line with specific learning objectives of a 

course or program, achievement tests are generally administered at the end of a course to 

evaluate how effectively students have mastered the instructional objectives and to help 

teachers effectively act on what they learn from the test about the students’ abilities, needs, etc. 

(Brown, 1996). 

In many educational institutions, including the state university where the current study 

was conducted, test developers (or test writers or testers) usually bear the responsibility for the 

preparation of language tests to evaluate the attainment of the goals and objectives of the 

language program. Test developers, who are to prepare the tests that aim to serve the purpose 

of the language program in the educational institution, play a pivotal role in the test 

development process (Aydın, 2004). Test development is the process of creating a measure of 

some aspect of an individual’s knowledge, skills, interests, attitudes, or other traits by 

developing items to form a test according to a predetermined plan, requiring a methodological 

approach to validating test score interpretations (Lane et al., 2015). 

The test development process involves careful consideration of content, format, the 

intended use of context, and the potential consequences of using the test. Carefully planning 

the test development process is very important to ensure that the test achieves its intended 

purpose (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Therefore, the construction of test specifications is 

starting point in test development (Alderson et al., 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Brown & 

Hudson, 2002; Davidson & Lynch, 2002; McNamara, 2000). Test specifications, also called 
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specs or blueprints, are documents that describe the features of the tasks to be created, including 

goals and objectives, prompts and instructions, length, sample items, and features of the 

expected responses, or the scoring criteria (Brown & Hudson, 2002; Davidson & Lynch, 2002; 

Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). 

The test tasks and items are written by item writers. Thus, item writing is the next 

important stage in test development. An item is the basic unit of language testing (Brown, 

1996). Test writers can write successful items only with clearly specified learning objectives 

(Genesee & Upshur, 1996). In the present study, as the test developers were already provided 

with all the necessary information and documents including the test specifications, learning 

objectives to be covered, potential themes and topics including the ones covered in the relevant 

coursebooks, wordlists that students are responsible for, etc., they are only required to create 

the test task, which is a reading passage within a given word limit for the specified level, and 

to write the questions, which are multiple-choice items consisting of three options. 

Multiple-choice items are the backbone of achievement testing (Rodriguez, 2005) and 

one major type of item that can be scored quite objectively (Farhady & Shakery, 2000). A 

multiple-choice item includes a stem that is aimed to elicit information and a number of options. 

The test taker is required to read the stem and choose one of the options as the correct or best 

answer. The number of options varies from two (the minimum number) to five (the common 

maximum number), depending on the purpose of the test and the intention of the test (Farhady 

& Shakery, 2000). In some situations, three alternatives instead of four or five may be sufficient 

because it takes students less time to read and answer, and it is also easier to create two good 

distractors rather than three or four (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Many studies are also in favor 

of three-option multiple-choice tests (e.g., Farhady & Shakery, 2000; Landrum et al., 1993; 

Lee & Winke, 2013; Rodriguez, 2005; Sidick et al., 1994; Vyas & Supe, 2008). In the present 

study, the language instructors who have experience in test development were asked to prepare 

three-option multiple-choice questions as they are already familiar with their own test in the 

institution. 

Tests developed and used in educational programs need to be assessed for quality by 

the stakeholders to ensure they fulfill the program’s goals and objectives (Aydın, 2004). The 

test qualities are “reliability, validity, authenticity, interactiveness, practicality, and impact” 

(Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p.17). They argue that these qualities contribute to the overall 

usefulness of a test in a combined way, and that test quality is context-dependent. This is why 
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these test qualities present a foundation for evaluating language tests within their applicable 

contexts. 

With the recent technological growth, AI-based tools have been created that can assist 

in diverse aspects of language testing, including item generation, scoring, and feedback 

provision. One of these AI-based tools is ChatGPT. However, the use of ChatGPT in language 

testing may also come with its unique concerns and challenges, as well as the benefits and 

opportunities. Thus, it is vital to explore the perceptions and experiences of language 

instructors regarding their use of AI in L2 reading test development. 

  

1.3 Statement of the Problem 

  

There is an enormous body of scholarly work on the use of technology in language 

education (e.g., Bax, 2011; Karabulut-İlgü, 2013; Kessler, 2018) and in language testing (e.g., 

Álvarez, 2016; Dooey, 2008; Jimenez & Boser, 2021; Suvorov & Hegelheimer, 2013). A 

number of other studies have explored teachers’ perceptions towards the use of technology 

when teaching languages (e.g., Aljohani, 2021; Alzubi, 2019; Arnold & Ducate, 2015; Ding et 

al., 2019; Djiwandono, 2019; Huang et al., 2019; Sumakul et al., 2022; Yaşar, 2020; Wilson et 

al., 2021). 

Studies into the use of AI in language teaching (e.g., Ali, 2020; Annamalai et al., 2023; 

Haristiani, 2019; Hockly, 2023; Huang et al., 2023; Mijwil et al., 2022; Sharadgah & Sa’di, 

2022;  Yanhua, 2020) began to emerge. There are also some recent studies on the use of AI in 

language testing, although fewer. One of these studies (Hz et al., 2023) has investigated the 

potential impacts of AI writing tools on students’ writing skills within English proficiency tests, 

whereas another one (Yunjiu et al., 2022) has examined the use of AI in constructing Chinese 

vocabulary test items through comparative analysis of human-designed items and AI-generated 

items. Another recent study (Zhang et al., 2023) has explored the impact of AI integration into 

language testing through automated scoring systems from the perspective of test-takers. 

However, research that specifically explores EFL instructors’ perceptions and 

experiences of AI use in language test development is still lacking. This qualitative case study 

aims to fill this gap by seeking to investigate the perceptions and experiences of EFL instructors 

with testing experience regarding the use of ChatGPT in language test development, 
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specifically reading language tests with multiple-choice items, and to identify potential benefits 

and challenges associated with using an AI tool for reading test development. After all, the 

first-hand experiences and perspectives of language instructors are essential for a 

comprehensive understanding of the impact, benefits, and challenges associated with AI use in 

the test development process. 

  

1.4 Research Questions 

  

The aim of this study is to explore the perceptions and experiences of EFL instructors 

regarding the use of ChatGPT in L2 reading test development. In this respect, the study 

addresses the following research questions: 

1) How do EFL instructors use ChatGPT-4 for developing L2 reading tasks? 

1a) If any, what are the differences in the EFL instructors’ use of ChatGPT-4 when 

developing elementary-level and intermediate-level L2 reading tasks? 

2) What are the EFL instructors’ perceptions while they are using ChatGPT-4 for 

developing L2 reading tasks? 

2a) If any, what are the differences in the perceptions of the EFL instructors when 

developing elementary-level and intermediate-level reading tasks? 

  

1.5 Significance of the Study 

  

Notwithstanding the rapid progress in artificial intelligence (AI), its practical potential 

in language testing remains predominantly unexplored. While AI has been increasingly 

incorporated into various aspects of language education, there is still a limited comprehension 

of its practical application in language test development, especially in crafting reading tests.  

While previous studies have explored the potential benefits and challenges of AI tools in 

language education in general (e.g., Ali, 2023; De la Vall, & Araya, 2023; Godwin-Jones et al., 

2024), one of the gaps in the existing research is the lack of qualitative process-oriented studies 

focusing on the development of reading language tests using AI tools.  Additionally, there is 
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limited focus in the literature on the perceptions and experiences of language instructors on the 

use of AI tools, such as ChatGPT, in the development of L2 reading tests.  

 Addressing important gaps in the literature, this study explores how EFL instructors 

perceive AI use in language test development, how they use ChatGPT-4 to develop L2 reading 

tasks, and how they perceive this experience. The findings of this study will provide insights 

into the successful integration of AI in L2 reading test development. It will help to document 

potential issues of ChatGPT use in creating reading tasks at different proficiency levels. The 

findings will also offer implications regarding successful pedagogical strategies for 

incorporating AI tools in L2 reading test development. 

Overall, this study will contribute to the growing body of literature on the use of AI 

tools in English language testing. The findings of this study will have implications for language 

instructors, test developers, and assessment specialists who are interested in using AI 

technologies in language testing. By understanding the potential of ChatGPT in L2 reading test 

development, educators and researchers can better develop effective language tests that meet 

the needs of language learners and assess their language proficiency accurately and efficiently. 
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1.6 Definition of Key Terms 

  

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a branch of computer science that uses algorithms and machine 

learning techniques to replicate or simulate human intelligence (Helm et al. 2020). 

ChatGPT is a public-facing chatbot using generative artificial intelligence (Lund & Wang, 

2023). 

Large Language Model (LLM) is a type of advanced artificial intelligence system with 

billions of parameters pre-trained on a large amount of language corpora, providing new 

opportunities for conversational agents (Wei et al., 2024). Some popular examples of LLMs 

are ChatGPT (by OpenAI), Copilot (by Microsoft), and Gemini (by Google). 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) is a powerful tool that explains the influential factors 

when users adopt new devices or technologies in the field (Davis, 1985, 1989). 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) is the search for and study of applications 

of computer technology in language learning and teaching (Levy, 1997). 

Language Testing is a subfield within applied linguistics (Bachman, 2000). 

Test is a method of measuring a person’s ability, knowledge, or performance in a given domain 

(Hendriane & Suzanne, 2013). 

Multiple-choice question (MCQ) consists of a stem followed by several alternatives, and test 

takers need to select the correct response among other alternatives known as distractors (Ganji 

& Esfandiari, 2020). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

  

2.1 Introduction 

  

Recent advances in science and technology have had profound impacts on societies, 

with one major development being the successful integration of artificial intelligence into 

various industries. Over many years, the field of artificial intelligence has made tremendous 

progress, becoming increasingly significant and sparking a variety of interdisciplinary studies. 

Many have recognized the revolutionary function of artificial intelligence (AI) in various fields 

such as advertising (e.g., Kietzmann et al., 2018), agriculture (e.g., Sparrow et al., 2021), art 

(e.g., Chatterjee, 2022), automative (e.g., Soegoto et al., 2019), business and industry (e.g., 

Dirican, 2015; Saxena et al., 2021), defense (e.g., Mori, 2018; Taylor, 2019), law (e.g., 

Doomen, 2023; Alarie et al., 2018), manufacturing (e.g., Zhou & Bacanin, 2024), media and 

entertainment (e.g., Lachman & Joffe, 2021), medicine and health (e.g., Hamet & Trambley, 

2017; Mintz & Brodie, 2019; Singh, 2024), technology (e.g., Liu et al., 2020) and tourism (e.g., 

Nannelli et al., 2023). Thus, the field of education has also begun experiencing the ripple effects 

of AI, and its potential has received academic attention (Self, 2016). 

Even though scholars have highlighted the necessity of incorporating AI in education 

(AIEd) and even discussed the potential trends of AIEd in the future, the perspectives of 

teachers have remained less explored (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). The exploration of 

language teachers' perspectives on the use of AI is a relatively emerging area of inquiry, with 

only a limited body of research available, despite the recent surge in interest and growing 

studies within the field (e.g., Almanea, 2024; Arslan, 2020; Dilzhan, 2024; Gücük, 2022; Kalra, 

2024; Mohamed, 2023; Üretmen, 2024; Varsamidou, 2024).  

Although a few more studies have begun to examine EFL educators’ application and 

perceptions of AI use in test development and assessment (e.g., Nguyen, 2023, 2024; Nguyen 

et al., 2024), the literature remains sparse, and none has yet directly addressed EFL instructors’ 

first-hand experiences and perceptions of using ChatGPT in L2 reading test development. This 

is the main contribution of the current study to the literature. 
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2.1.1 Theoretical Framework 

  

The theoretical framework of this study is the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

by Davis (1985), a well-established and widely used model for understanding teachers’ 

technology adoption and user acceptance. As Marangunić and Granić (2015) state, a substantial 

body of work concerning TAM, from its first appearance many years ago to their extensive 

review in 2015, demonstrated the model’s widespread popularity in the field of technology 

acceptance.  

Davis (1985) developed TAM by relying on the foundational studies by Fishbein and 

Ajzen (1975), who formulated the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), and by Ajzen (1985), 

who formulated the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), an extension of the TRA. The original 

TAM is illustrated in Figure 1. 

Figure 1.  

The Original TAM as Proposed by Davis (1985) 

 

In this original version of TAM, the central constructs are Perceived Usefulness (PU) 

and Perceived Ease of Use (PEU), which shape the other two tenets of the model: Attitude 

Toward Using (ATU) and Actual System Use (ASU) (Davis, 1989). While PEU is defined as 

“the degree to which a person believes that using a particular information system would 

enhance his/her job performance, PU is defined as “the degree to which an individual believes 
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that using a particular system is free of effort” (Davis, 1989, p.320). TAM is based on the 

premise that an individual’s attitude towards technology is shaped by their views of its 

Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use. Hence, these two central constructs of TAM, 

which are also believed to be directly affected by the system design characteristics represented 

X1, X2, and X3 in Figure 1, have been extensively researched to determine their influence on 

users’ ATU and ASU towards new technological adoption (e.g., Claudio et al., 2015; Eze et 

al., 2021; Habes et al., 2022; Hendrickson & Latta, 1996; Tubaishat, 2017; Vigoroso et al., 

2024). 

Davis, Bagozzi, and Warshaw (1989) further developed the original TAM by 

introducing Behavioral Intention (BI) as a mediating factor between attitude and actual system 

use, which can provide a more structured approach to examining the technology adoption 

decisions through future tendencies (see Figure 2).  

Figure 2.  

The Extended Version of TAM as Proposed by Davis, Bagozzi, and Warshaw (1989) 

 

TAM has been employed by researchers to examine the acceptance of many 

technologies in several different fields such as e-commerce (e.g., McCloskey, 2016; Pavlou, 

2003), online shopping (e.g., Ofori & Appiah-Nimo, 2019; Savitskie et al., 2007), e-service 

(e.g., Taherdoost, 2018), e-comments (e.g., Memarzadeh et al, 2016), cryptocurrency (e.g., 

Folkinshteyn & Lennon, 2016; Kocabas et al., 2024), healthcare technologies (e.g., Argan et 

al., 2024; Fleming et al., 2014; Hsiao & Tang, 2015), information technologies (e.g., Niehaves 

& Plattfaut 2014), navigation systems (e.g., Park et al., 2014), metaverse (e.g., Wu & Yu, 

2023), virtual reality (e.g., Fussell & Truong, 2021; Iftikhar et al., 2022; Sagnier et al., 2020; 

Vallade et al., 2020), and online education (e.g., Esteban-Millat et al., 2018; Gibson et al., 

2008; Habes et al., 2022; Kamble et al., 2022; Khasawneh, 2022; Naidoo, 2022; Rienties et al., 

2014). Building on its broad application across various fields and technological domains, TAM 
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has also garnered increasing interest in the field of artificial intelligence, where researchers 

have begun utilizing the model to investigate user acceptance and adoption of AI-driven 

technologies (e.g., Belda-Medina & Kokošková, 2024; Esiyok et al., 2024; Kopplin, 2022; Lin 

& Yu, 2024; Ma et al., 2025; Yang & Appleget, 2024). However, the integration of TAM in 

studies on AI-driven language testing remains limited, with no existing research particularly 

examining the use of ChatGPT in L2 reading test development.. In this study, the chosen model 

offers a thorough lens to find out about the perceptions and experiences of language instructors 

regarding the use of ChatGPT for reading test development purposes. 

The original TAM, as proposed by Davis (1985), was chosen as the fundamental 

framework for this study since it includes all the essential elements to examine the perceptions 

and experiences of language instructors who develop L2 reading tasks using ChatGPT-4. The 

chosen theoretical framework ensures that the study not only explores teachers’ perceptions of 

ChatGPT for testing purposes but also examines the practical experiences they have during its 

implementation, contributing practical, useful, and deeper insights for language test 

development with AI. This is especially crucial as, to date, no research has explicitly looked 

into how language instructors use ChatGPT for developing L2 reading tasks and how they 

perceive this experience. 

  

2.1.2 TAM in CALL Studies 

 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL), defined by Levy (1997) as the 

exploration and examination of computer applications in language teaching and learning, has 

been widely considered as the principal acronym to refer to the use of technology in second 

language learning. Levy and Hubbard (2005) also highlight that CALL is the preferred label as 

it is inclusive, not exclusive, and it is not helpful to create new labels every time technology 

takes a step forward. In general, CALL is facilitated by a reciprocal relationship among 

computers, learners, and teachers (Gruba, 2004). 

Many researchers have explored various aspects of CALL research through reviews or 

meta-studies of collections of papers (e.g., Chapelle, 2001; Debski, 2003; Felix, 2005; Levy, 

2002; Levy & Stockwell, 2013; Pérez-Paredes, 2022; Zhao, 2003). Hubbard (2003) also states 

that CALL research can involve almost every aspect of instructed second language learning 
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due to the computer’s potential interaction with all the essential variables in language learning, 

such as teachers, learners, methods, resources, and contexts. CALL has pursued various paths, 

encompassing the interactions between learners and teachers with digital technologies, as well 

as analyzing the impact of these digital tools on the language, literacy, and culture both within 

and beyond classroom contexts. (e.g., Aljohani, 2024; Chen et al., 2024; Lo, 2023; Shen & 

Chen, 2025) 

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), developed by Davis et al. (1989) to predict 

user adoption of technology, has been extensively used in CALL studies to investigate the 

adoption and integration of technology by language learners and teachers in learning and 

teaching practices. Since its introduction, TAM has offered teachers and researchers valuable 

insights into ‘perceived usefulness’, ‘perceived ease of use’, ‘attitudes’, ‘intention to use’, and 

‘actual behaviors of technology users’ (Davis, 1989). In CALL studies, TAM has been utilized 

to examine various technologies such as mobile-assisted language learning (e.g., Barrett et al., 

2022; Zhang & Pérez-Paredes, 2021), flipped learning (e.g., Khlaisang et al., 2021), learning 

management systems (e.g., Al-Mamary et al., 2024; Ashrafi et al., 2022; Saroia & Gao, 2019), 

intelligent tutoring systems (e.g., Han, 2024; Huang et al, 2022; Karaci et al., 2018), speech 

recognition (e.g., Hsu, 2016; Hsu, 2024; Johnson, 2021), automated feedback tools (e.g., Li et 

al., 2019; Zhai & Ma, 2022; Zou et al., 2023), classroom response systems (e.g., Luo & Cao, 

2024), mobile dictionaries (e.g., Zhang, Hennessy, &  Pérez-Paredes, 2023), social media and 

communication applications (e.g., Habes et al., 2022; Teo, 2016), and AI-driven chatbots (e.g., 

Abdi et al., 2025; Belda-Medina & Kokošková, 2024; Chocarro et al., 2023; Esiyok et al., 2024; 

Liu et al., 2024; Liu & Ma, 2024; Ma et al., 2025; Peng & Liang, 2025; Ziqi et al., 2024).  

Among the studies published on AI-driven chatbots in language learning, Belda-

Medina and Kokošková (2024) examined teacher candidates’ critical skills and perceptions of 

ChatGPT integration into language learning using TAM. Their mixed-methods study, utilizing 

convenience sampling (n=58), employed ChatGPT-4 for producing the machine-generated 

samples. The findings indicated no correlation between language nativeness (L1, L2) and 

participants’ critical skills in differentiating human-produced content from machine-written 

content. The results demonstrated positive perceptions regarding Perceived Usefulness (PU) 

and Behavioral Intention (BI), although concerns about accuracy and reliability were 

expressed. According to the authors, this research is original as it comprehensively examined 

EFL teacher candidates’ critical skills and perceptions of ChatGPT, highlighting the 

implications and promise of AI technology in language learning and teacher education 
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programmes. Similarly, Chocarro,  Cortiñas, and Marcos-Matás (2023) examined teachers’ 

attitudes towards chatbots in education through a TAM approach.  The analysis of responses 

from 225 primary and secondary education teachers revealed that Perceived Ease of Use and 

Perceived Usefulness considerably enhanced teachers’ intentions to adopt chatbots in their 

teaching, and chatbots utilizing formal language were received more positively than those 

employing informal language. Additionally, individual differences, including age and digital 

proficiency, were analyzed, yielding insights into the influence of user characteristics on 

technology acceptance. 

Some TAM-based CALL studies examined the factors affecting learners’ and/or 

teachers’ adoption of and preferences for various digital language learning technologies such 

as flipped smart applications, classroom response systems, online teaching, and automated 

writing evaluation  (e.g., Chocarro et al., 2023; Khlaisang et al., 2021; Luo & Cao, 2024; Sun 

& Zou, 2022; Zhai & Ma, 2022). The common factors affecting learners’ and/or teachers’ 

acceptance have been found to be the participants’ enjoyable experiences in using online 

technologies, social influences, technological pedagogical content knowledge, complexity, 

facilitating complexity, etc.  Besides, many CALL studies employing TAM explored learners’ 

attitudes and acceptance of technology in their learning process (e.g., Barrett et al., 2022; Liu 

et al., 2024; Creely et al., 2025; Saroia & Gao, 2019) as well as teachers’ perceptions and 

acceptance of the technology use in their teaching practices with a focus on perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use, and their influence on intention to use and actual use (e.g., 

Chocarro et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2017; Sharma & Saini, 2022; Yunus, 2007). Findings from 

these studies show that while learners generally acknowledge the potential benefits of mobile 

technologies for language learning, system design limitations and usability issues may impede 

their effectiveness. Similarly, many educators recognize the promise of these technologies to 

enhance language instruction; however, they express their concerns related to the practical 

challenges, including insufficient training, infrastructure constraints, and pedagogical beliefs 

that might hinder full adoption and implementation (e.g., Ansari et al., 2024).  

Methodologically, the majority of existing TAM-based CALL studies have employed 

quantitative approaches, relying on questionnaires and/or surveys (e.g., Cárdenas-Claros et al., 

2024; Hsu, 2016; Hsu, 2024; Khlaisang et al., 2021; Li et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2017; Liu & Ma, 

2024; Ma et al., 2025; Saroia & Gao, 2019). Many studies have also utilized mixed-methods 

approaches through questionnaires and/or surveys (pre-, post-, delayed) with semi-structured 

interviews, and/or focus group interviews (e.g., Barrett et al., 2022; Belda-Medina & 
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Kokošková, 2024; Creely et al., 2025; Sun & Zou, 2022; Rafiee & Abbasian-Naghneh, 2021; 

Zhang, Hennessy &  Pérez-Paredes, 2023). Purely qualitative methodologies in TAM-based 

CALL research are still very uncommon, despite their capacity to provide deeper, richer, and 

more nuanced insights into the experiences of learners and teachers using CALL technologies. 

This methodological gap is especially apparent in research investigating technology-mediated 

test development, where comprehensive and in-depth qualitative analysis could yield 

significant insights into decision-making processes and pedagogical concerns. By utilizing a 

qualitative case study methodology, the present study aims to address this gap and offer a 

detailed examination of teachers’ perceptions of and experiences with an AI-driven tool for L2 

reading test development. 

  

2.2 Artificial Intelligence (AI) 

                                                                              

The concept of artificial intelligence (AI) is now familiar to many in various fields. 

However, over the course of its development, definitions of AI have been inconsistent because 

of its constantly evolving and complex interdisciplinary nature (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2019; 

Renz et al., 2020). In other words, the difficulty in defining AI lies in its extensive reach across 

multiple disciplines including anthropology, biology, computer science, education, finance, 

law, linguistics, medicine, neuroscience, philosophy, and psychology, where each group offers 

different terminology and perspective (Luckin et al., 2016; Popenici & Kerr, 2017; Russell & 

Norvig, 2010). 

Although the birth of AI is usually placed at approximately 1956, the year of John 

McCarthy’s Dartmouth Summer Research Project on Artificial Intelligence, the conference 

which gave the emerging field its name, Alan Turing was thinking about machine intelligence 

at least as early as the 1940s (Moor, 2003). Turing (1950) asked “Can machines think?” in what 

was arguably the most influential and widely read article in the philosophy of artificial 

intelligence, and suggested a definition for deciding whether software is intelligent or not. In 

his theory, the software’s intelligent behavior can be measured like a human intellectual 

efficiency, and the software is intelligent when a human being does not know whether he/she 

is chatting with the software or with another human. That test was called the Turing Test. If the 

software proved able to pass the test, it would be called intelligent software, also called an 

intelligent agent, which was capable of using sensors to perceive its surroundings and acting 
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on them (Benko & Lányi, 2009). Turing’s 1950 paper and his arguments can be regarded as 

inspirational to the inception and development of artificial intelligence. Another important test 

to discuss and determine the extent of machines’ human-like acts is the Chinese Room thought 

experiment by Searle (1980). In this argument, a person was assigned a task while being locked 

in a room with no access to external information, and by following detailed instructions, 

produced sophisticated outputs despite not having any specific skills or knowledge. 

The field of AI research officially started in 1956 at a workshop at Dartmouth College 

where McCarthy first coined the term “artificial intelligence” and declared that “the study of 

AI is to proceed on the basis of the conjecture that every aspect of learning or any other feature 

of intelligence can in principle be so precisely described that a machine can be made to simulate 

it” (Russell & Norvig, 2010, p. 17). The Dartmouth Summer Research Project defined AI as 

“making a machine behave in ways that would be called intelligent if a human were so 

behaving” (McCarthy et al., 1955). Likewise, Minsky (1968) described AI as the discipline 

focusing on making machines capable of performing tasks that would necessitate intelligence 

if carried out by humans. Genesereth and Nilsson (1987) also define the notion of artificial 

intelligence as a field that aims to artificially produce intelligent behaviors of entities found in 

nature. In recent studies, researchers Kaplan and Haenlein (2019) have come up with a 

redefinition of AI as “a system’s ability to correctly interpret external data, to learn from such 

data, and to use those learnings to achieve specific goals and tasks through flexible adaptation” 

(p. 17). Whichever definition is taken or whatever perspective is accepted, AI has and will 

continue to have its various impacts on education, especially language teaching and learning, 

as in many other fields. 

  

2.2.1 ChatGPT 

  

Artificial intelligence-generated content (AIGC), which is one of the most fascinating 

frontiers of technology, refers to the fact that users can use AI to create content (e.g., images, 

text, and videos) automatically according to their personalized requirements (Wu et al., 2023). 

With the development of AI algorithms and network structures, noteworthy progress has been 

made in AIGC. Developed by OpenAI, the Generative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT) model 

has the ability to carry out a wide range of tasks, including language translation, question 

answering, and text completion.  
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One prominent innovation in the AI landscape is ChatGPT, a publicly accessible tool 

developed by OpenAI (https://chat.openai.com). ChatGPT is a chatbot powered by a large 

language model (LLM) and designed to engage in conversations with users and generate 

responses that can be considered human-like and meaningful. As a member of AIGC, ChatGPT 

has shown powerful functions on a variety of language understanding and generation tasks, 

such as multilingual machine translation, code debugging, story writing, admitting mistakes, 

and even rejecting inappropriate requests according to the official statement (Wu et al., 2023). 

Unlike previous chatting robots, ChatGPT is able to recall what the user has written earlier in 

the conversation, which aids continuous dialogue. After its release in November 2022, it has 

attracted widespread attention due to its capability to generate coherent output across a wide 

range of topics and fields. The texts generated by ChatGPT can be virtually indistinguishable 

from those written by people, as it interacts with users in an apparently natural and intuitive 

conversational manner (Rudolph et al., 2023). 

ChatGPT, with wide-ranging capabilities, is an integration of diverse technologies 

including “deep learning, unsupervised learning, instruction fine-tuning, multi-task learning, 

in-context learning, and reinforcement learning” (Wu et al., 2023, p.1123). It has been 

developed upon the initial GPT model, which has been iteratively updated from GPT-1 to GPT-

4o and then GPT-4o mini from 2018 to today. GPT-4, which aimed to enhance the capabilities 

of GPT-3, was released in March 2023, while GPT-4 was introduced in May 2024, and GPT-

4 mini was introduced in June 2024, in addition to many updates and added features to these 

versions. 

The development of ChatGPT can be regarded as a significant milestone in the 

advancement of AI-powered chatbots. The model is trained on extensive text datasets, allowing 

it to grasp human language patterns, nuances, and complexities (Roumeliotis & Tselikas, 

2023). ChatGPT has many benefits, including but not limited to encouraging personalized and 

interactive learning and creating prompts for formative assessment activities that offer ongoing 

feedback to inform teaching and learning. 
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2.2.2. Artificial Intelligence in Education (AIEd) 

  

New technologies powered by AI have been applied in different sectors and fields, and 

the educational context is no exception. Artificial Intelligence is dramatically impacting a 

growing number of fields, including education (Gabriel et al., 2022; Song & Wang, 2020) and 

the research on the integration of AI technology into the field of education has been the subject 

of interest (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). It is possible to argue that AI is one of the biggest 

contributions of digital transformation to education. Artificial intelligence, as it relates to 

education, can be defined as information processing systems that are capable of participating 

in processes carried out by humans such as learning, adaptation, synthesis, self-correction, and 

the use of data for complicated processing tasks (Popenici & Kerr, 2017; Tasci & Celebi, 2020). 

Artificial intelligence in education is extensively used by learners and educators today, and 

involves various tools and applications such as smart lesson systems, teaching robots and 

adaptive learning systems (Chen et al., 2020). 

A growing body of recent research is emerging regarding AIEd, particularly focusing 

on the use of chatbots in education. Rudolph, Tan and Tan (2023) conducted a study exploring 

the influence of AI chatbots, including ChatGPT, on higher education, highlighting their 

potential advancements and implications. Similarly, Tlili et al. (2023) investigated the issues 

and concerns associated with the integration of ChatGPT into educational settings. Shoufan 

(2023) also carried out a study to understand how students perceive the use of ChatGPT and 

assess its educational potential and challenges. This increasing attention highlights the 

expanding role of artificial intelligence, specifically chatbots, as transformative tools in various 

educational contexts, warranting further exploration and examination.   

  

2.2.3 Artificial Intelligence in English Language Teaching (ELT) 

  

The integration of AI into English language education has been driven by the appeal to 

improve learning outcomes, offer personalized instruction, and benefit from technological 

developments. AI has become a groundbreaking development in the field of English language 

teaching, offering innovative tools and approaches to improve both teaching and learning 

experiences (Law, 2024; Tian, 2024). Jiang (2022) gave a profound overview of AI in the EFL 
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context by including dominant forms of AI application such as automatic evaluation systems, 

neural machine translation, intelligent tutoring systems, chatbots, intelligent virtual 

environments, and affective computing. In their bibliometric analysis study, Huang et al. 

(2023) found that the frequency of studies on AI-enhanced language education increased over 

the period, and some of the most popular topics were automated writing evaluation, intelligent 

tutoring systems for reading and writing, automated error detection, computer-mediated 

communication, and personalized systems for language learning. Chen et al. (2021) also 

highlighted the increasing attention artificial intelligence for personalized learning has attracted 

in many educational contexts, including language learning through intelligent tutoring systems, 

natural language processing and artificial neural networks. Huang et al. (2021) also conducted 

a study to discover the possible technological, pedagogical, and social affordances enabled by 

artificial intelligence, specifically chatbots, in language learning. There are other similar 

studies reviewing the use of chatbots in language learning by focusing on the different types 

(Fryer et al., 2020; Haristiani, 2019). 

Ongoing studies and advancements in AI, along with pedagogical considerations, have 

begun and will continue to shape the future of AI integration in the field, opening new 

opportunities and possibilities for language learners and educators. AI technologies, which are 

developing and will probably continue to develop at an exponential speed, offer the potential 

of “learning that is more personalized, flexible, inclusive, and engaging” (Luckin et al., 2016, 

p. 11). Godwin-Jones et al. (2024) claim that, based on available research studies and reports 

on teaching practices involving AI tools, L2 instructors are encouraged to adopt a critical, 

balanced approach to AI integration in L2 instruction, utilizing the strengths of generative AI 

while taking into account its downsides. Hence, one way to comprehend the effects of AI on 

language education is to look at them from the perspectives of language instructors. By 

examining the perceptions of language instructors and test developers on the integration of AI 

in language test development, professionals can be informed about how practitioners, in this 

case, language instructors, actually use and feel about such technologies. This, in turn, can help 

the educational adaptation of artificial intelligence into teaching methods and curriculum, as 

well as language testing.  
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2.3 English Language Testing 

  

Language testing is an essential field in the literature on second language education as 

it deals with fundamental issues concerning language evaluation and assessment, such as test 

design, test administration, and score interpretation (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Brown, 2010; 

Hughes & Scott-Clayton, 2011; McNamara & Roever, 2006). The purpose of language testing 

is always to “render information to aid in making intelligent decisions about possible courses 

of action” (Carroll, 1961, p. 314). This could imply that it is unlikely to justify the extent to 

which L2 student learning outcomes are attained without any form of testing. 

Language testing is a “notoriously difficult domain of knowledge for students in second 

language teacher education programs” because of the complex balance between its highly 

abstract theoretical notions and their actual applications (O’Loughlin, 2006, p.71). Still, one of 

the primary concerns of test development is to warrant test usefulness. For tests to be useful, 

Bachman and Palmer (1996) suggest that test developers should consider six test qualities to 

ensure test usefulness: reliability, construct validity, authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and 

practicality. Taking these qualities into consideration for the overall usefulness of a particular 

test, language test developers should be able to define the test purpose to align with the 

educational goals and learning outcomes. English language testing also requires test developers 

to be well-versed in the proficiency standards and frameworks such as the Common European 

Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). 

 

2.3.1 Testing Reading 

  

Reading is regarded as an essential skill for many English learners, so reading 

proficiency will continue to be tested as long as reading courses are offered. Measuring reading 

proficiency has been one of the main activities among language teachers and researchers, 

although it is more challenging to assess reading along with listening from the perspective of 

obtaining observable protocols than it is to assess speaking and writing. It is not easy to obtain 

and test samples of test takers’ reading ability because the process of reading cannot be 

observed (Wolf, 1993) ,whereas measuring speaking and writing is relatively easier as these 

types of assessment are subject to observable protocols. There is no doubt that reading must be 
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tested in a valid and reliable manner. For this aim, numerous reading assessment tools are used, 

such as multiple-choice, written recall, sentence completion, open-ended, true/false, matching, 

and fill-in-the-blanks (Bernhardt, 1991). Among these, in language testing, response types for 

receptive skills often take the form of multiple-choice or constrained response (Liu et al., 2005), 

whether the means of assessment is paper-based or on screen. It is not surprising that multiple-

choice questions (MCQs) appear to be one of the most popular means of testing because of 

particular features that make them highly objective and easy instruments for measurement. 

Additionally, they are mostly used in many standardized English exams. 

 

2.3.2 Multiple-Choice Test Items 

  

Various approaches to assessing reading comprehension have been developed and used 

in education, such as cloze tasks, true/false tasks, comprehension questions, essay tasks, and 

some other online procedures, including eye-tracking and think-aloud protocols (Cain & 

Oakhill, 2006; Magliano et al., 2007). Comprehension questions, ranging in format from open-

ended to multiple-choice, are probably the most widely used to assess reading (Ozuru et al., 

2007). Multiple-choice tests are arguably the most common of all approaches to reading 

comprehension assessment (Magliano et al., 2007), in which readers need to choose which of 

three or more response options is the correct answer to the question. A multiple-choice question 

consists of a stem, options, and additional information in the stem or options, such as text, 

images, or audio (Shin et al., 2019). A stem is the context or the question being asked, whereas 

the options, which typically consist of two to five possible answers, include the correct answer 

amongst several plausible and partially correct but misleading options (Shin et al., 2019). 

 

2.3.3 Artificial Intelligence in English Language Testing 

  

Automated educational assessment is a growing area of research with the advent of the 

integration of artificial intelligence, as it has the potential to increase the efficiency and 

accuracy of grading student work. The use of AI is proving to be a game changer internationally 

in the field of language assessment, particularly through digitally administered tests, automated 
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scoring technology, and automated written evaluation (e.g., Saricaoglu & Bilki, 2021), but 

what about the language test development? AI technologies are being utilized to build 

specialized English language tests and to analyze their effectiveness in terms of validity and 

reliability of both test delivery and scoring (Richardson & Clesham, 2021). These technologies 

also have the potential to lessen the workload for the second language (L2) teachers and test 

developers (Yunjiu et al., 2022). In their study, Chomphooyod et al. (2023) introduced a 

multiple-choice question generation system that can effectively produce English grammar 

questions while ensuring the control over both the content and targeted grammar topics. In 

language testing, AI technologies have taken many forms and influenced all phases of the test 

development cycle, including task design, delivery, scoring, and reporting. 

  

2.4 Teachers’ Perceptions of Artificial Intelligence in English Language Testing 

  

AI developers often fail to consider the expectations of AI end-users in education, that 

is, of teachers (Luckin & Cukurova, 2019), although they are considered among the most 

important stakeholders in AI-based teaching (Seufert et al., 2021). To ensure the successful 

implementation of AI into education, various stakeholders, particularly teachers, should 

participate in AI creation, development, and integration (Qin et al., 2020). Therefore, there is 

an increasing attention to the perceptions of teachers on the integration of artificial intelligence 

into their educational practices. One such study was conducted by Abdelatif and Siddiqui 

(2021) with EFL faculty members, emphasizing the need for universities to provide targeted 

support and enough resources to facilitate the integration of AI into educational practices. 

Belda-Medina and Calvo-Ferrer (2022) also examined the knowledge, level of satisfaction, and 

perceptions concerning the use of AI in language learning among future educators, highlighting 

the need for better training integrated into their curricula. Bekou et al. (2024) carried out a 

study to explore English language teachers’ views on the use of ChatGPT in ELT, highlighting 

the potential benefits of ChatGPT in ELT such as individualized learning, prompt feedback, 

enhanced professional support for educators, and improved access to authentic resources, 

whereas pointing out issues regarding accuracy, cultural appropriateness, and overdependence 

on technology. 

As evident from the studies mentioned above and the growing interest in this area, 

understanding language instructors’ perceptions plays a crucial role in effectively integrating 
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AI tools like ChatGPT into language education. Likewise, taking on the role of test developers, 

language instructors’ views, experiences, and expectations should be of great importance to the 

literature on language testing, as relevant to the scope of this current study. However, no prior 

work has explored the perceptions and experiences of language instructors on the integration 

of ChatGPT into L2 reading test development. 

 

2.5 Conclusion 

  

This literature review has provided a comprehensive overview of artificial intelligence, 

its use in education, including the field of ELT, specifically English language test development. 

The implementation of AI technologies into language testing has offered significant potential 

in improving test creation processes. The studies examined have highlighted the benefits of 

technology integration into language education. However, it is quite clear that there is a lack 

of research into the integration of artificial intelligence into English language testing. 

Therefore, this study is significant as it will be one of the first of its kind to be done on the use 

of an AI-based tool in the test development process in ELT, along with the teachers’ 

perceptions.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

  

3.1 Introduction 

  

This qualitative case study seeks to explore English as a foreign language (EFL) instructors’  

perceptions and experiences of using ChatGPT-4 in L2 reading test development. To this end, 

the study seeks to answer the following research questions: 

1) How do EFL instructors use ChatGPT-4 for developing L2 reading tasks? 

1a) If any, what are the differences in the EFL instructors’ use of ChatGPT-4 when 

developing elementary-level and intermediate-level L2 reading tasks? 

2) What are the EFL instructors’ perceptions while they are using ChatGPT-4 for 

developing L2 reading tasks? 

2a) If any, what are the differences in the perceptions of the EFL instructors when 

developing elementary-level and intermediate-level reading tasks? 

 

This chapter presents the research methodology employed in this study to answer the above 

research questions. It introduces the research design, setting, and participants, data collection, 

data analysis, and ethical considerations. 

  

3.2 Research Design 

  

The approach selected for this study is a qualitative case study approach, in which the 

researcher develops an in-depth analysis of a case, often a program, event, activity, process, or 

one or more individuals (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In this study, “case” refers to four EFL 

instructors who work in the English preparatory school of a state university in Türkiye and also 

have secondary roles as test developers. Through this specific approach, the research 

particularly aims to delve into the insights of the participants related to the use of AI in test 

generation in the specific context of an English preparatory school. The use of a case study 

design contributes to uncovering rich, comprehensive, and context-specific data, allowing for 
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a detailed exploration of the complexities and dynamics regarding the integration of AI in 

language test development. 

 

3.3 Participants 

  

The participants of this study consist of two female and two male EFL instructors who 

work in the English preparatory school of a state university in Türkiye. The medium of 

instruction is English, and the school offers a year-round English program to prepare students 

for their undergraduate studies in their departments. All newly admitted students are required 

to first take the English Placement Test (EPT) and get 60 points out of 100 in order to sit the 

English Proficiency Exam (EPE). The students who pass the EPE by getting at least 60 points 

out of 100 are eligible to continue to their departmental studies, but the others, according to the 

results of these two language exams, are placed into one of four levels of language instruction: 

elementary, pre-intermediate, intermediate, and upper-intermediate in the preparatory school. 

Whereas each of the elementary, pre-intermediate and intermediate levels has two quizzes 

(Quiz 1 and Quiz 2) and one end-of-course test (ECT) during the 8-week period, the upper-

intermediate level has only two quizzes, but not an ECT as students in this level are eligible to 

take the EPE at the end of the semester if they meet the criteria of getting 60 points in total out 

of 100 from the two quizzes and other components of continuous assessment such as 

assignments, tasks and instructor’s evaluation. 

Participants were selected through convenience sampling due to reasons such as easy 

accessibility, geographical proximity, availability at a set time, and the willingness of 

participants to participate in the study (Dörnyei, 2007). The participants were invited to the 

study as they worked in the testing office when this study was being conducted or had 

previously worked in the testing office and had experience in designing language exams (e.g., 

Quiz, ECT, EPT, and EPE) at different levels. Their professional experience ranged from 8 to 

18 years in teaching and from 2 to 6 years in language testing. Table 1 provides the 

demographic information of the participants. 
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Table 1.  

Demographic Information of the Participants 

 

Participant Gender Teaching Experience Testing Experience 

Instructor 1 Male 8 years 2 years 

Instructor 2 Male 14 years 3 years 

Instructor 3 Female 17 years 5 years 

Instructor  4 Female 18 years 6 years 

 

 

In order to gain some information about the instructors’ familiarity with AI tools and 

background in using technology in language testing, they were asked a few questions in a short, 

informal online meeting before the data collection started. Instructor 1 reported prior 

experience with several technological and AI-based tools for test generation such as ‘Twee’ 

and ‘Claude’. Regarding ChatGPT, he noted using it for approximately two years, initially for 

entertainment or personal purposes, but later for professional use after joining the testing unit. 

His professional use focused on ChatGPT’s ability to generate reading texts across different 

exam sections (reading, listening, vocabulary, grammar), which he described as a major 

advantage compared to his earlier practice of searching through websites and books to locate 

suitable texts. Instructor 2 reported extensive experience in using AI and digital tools for test 

development. He used ‘Claude’ for text generation and ‘Fraze.it’ to check vocabulary in 

context for item writing. In addition, he used ‘Grammarly’ for language refinement, and 

‘Voiser’ to convert texts into listening materials, reflecting his broad adoption of AI in different 

test-related tasks. Regarding ChatGPT, he had experience with the free version, describing it 

as manageable, practical, and accurate in understanding prompts. Instructor 3 reported using a 

variety of AI and digital tools for different purposes in both academic and test-related tasks. 

These included ‘Claude’ for item development, ‘Quillbot’ for summarizing, paraphrasing, and 

grammar checking, ‘Grammarly’ for language accuracy, and ‘Copilot’ for uploading and 

analyzing documents or images. Regarding ChatGPT, she expressed that she occasionally used 

ChatGPT for daily purposes, describing it as a general assistant similar to Google, and she 

mainly relied on the free version, which she found limited for test development purposes. While 

she occasionally used ChatGPT to double-check reading texts for level appropriateness (e.g., 

CEFR alignment), she did not regularly use it to create full tests. Instructor 4 reported that she 
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regularly used AI tools, particularly for text generation, as she considered it a safer and more 

practical alternative to sourcing texts from books, websites, or magazines. She emphasized that 

AI-generated texts provided her with suitable material to adapt for tests. For other skills, she 

mentioned using a voice recording program to prepare listening test audios. Her experience 

with ChatGPT was limited to the free version, which she primarily used for text generation and 

occasionally for producing discussion topics for speaking activities, but not for item generation. 

 

3.4 Data Collection 

  

Three data collection tools were used for this case study: 1) screen recordings of the 

instructors’ use of ChatGPT-4, 2) think-aloud protocols while instructors used ChatGPT-4 and 

3) the ChatGPT-4 conversation transcripts. Data were collected online at the instructors’ own 

convenient time and in their own environment at the beginning of the spring semester during 

the 3rd  period of the 2024-2025 academic year. The participants were informed both in written 

form and orally before they actually used ChatGPT and developed L2 reading tasks. Prior to 

data collection, each participant was informed about the objectives of the study through a 

consent form (Appendix I) in a Google Doc that they needed to sign to indicate their willingness 

to participate in the study.  

Along with the consent form, in the same Google Doc, the participants were also 

provided with a written general overview of ChatGPT (Appendix II) regardless of whether they 

were familiar with it or not; a general overview of screen recording extension (Appendix III) 

that they were expected to use to record their use of ChatGPT for L2 reading test development; 

and a general overview of think-aloud protocols (Appendix IV) in order to ensure the standards 

among the participants at the beginning of the study as much as possible. However, due to the 

exploratory nature of this study, there was no further training on how to use ChatGPT to create 

tests, as teachers were encouraged to discover the integration of ChatGPT into L2 reading test 

development by themselves. There was no further training on how to conduct think-aloud 

protocols, either. 

These four language instructors were requested to use ChatGPT for creating reading 

tasks with multiple-choice items. That is, the participants were to create their reading tasks 

following the school’s requirements, test specifications, language program curriculum, and the 
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relevant wordlists for each reading test of two different levels as they usually do in the testing 

unit. The participants were provided with all the necessary documents for test development, 

including test specifications, coursebook units, and relevant wordlists; however, these materials 

were excluded from the appendix due to institutional privacy restrictions. Each participant was 

asked to prepare each reading task online, individually at their convenience. There were no 

specific instructions on how to use ChatGPT or whether they should sign into their account or 

not. There was no time limit, either. Given the exploratory nature of the study, the instructors 

were encouraged to independently use ChatGPT in their own way for L2 reading task 

development. They were asked to use a screen recording extension, which allowed them to 

record both their screens and think-alouds at the same time during the test development process. 

To answer research question 1, which focused on how EFL instructors engaged with 

ChatGPT-4 for L2 reading task development, screen recordings were collected to capture the 

instructors’ real-time interaction with ChatGPT-4. There were eight videos in total: two videos 

from each instructor, with one of them capturing the elementary-level reading task 

development process and the other capturing the intermediate-level reading task development 

process. The instructors recorded their own screens using the screen recorder extension on 

Google Chrome (Screen Recorder) and shared their recordings with the researcher via a Drive 

link. Table 2 summarizes the screen recordings of instructors’ test development process using 

ChatGPT. 

 

Table 2.  

Summary of the Video Recordings of Instructors’ Use of ChatGPT 

 

Participant Duration  (Elementary) Duration   (Intermediate) 

Instructor 1 52 minutes 47 minutes 

Instructor 2 20 minutes 25 minutes 

Instructor 3 73 minutes 51 minutes 

Instructor  4 46 minutes 36 minutes 
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To answer the research question 2, focusing on EFL instructors’ perceptions of their 

experiences using ChatGPT-4 for L2 reading task development, the instructors were also 

requested to think aloud, verbalizing what they were doing and why during the task 

development process. The think-aloud protocol (TAP), from the principle of cognitive 

psychology, required the instructors to express their mental processes verbally while 

performing the task, inventing reading tests in the scope of this study (Ericsson & Simon, 

1993). TAP, as an empirical data collection method, has been employed in numerous studies, 

in many disciplines, including education (Cumming et al., 1989). Think-alouds in this study 

were collected together with the screen recordings to capture the instructors’ simultaneous 

verbalizations of their thoughts while engaging with ChatGPT-4 to develop L2 reading tasks.    

The instructors were informed about the details of TAP in the general overview 

document (Appendix IV) (i.e., talking continuously throughout the entire task without stopping 

and talking naturally and freely). However, there was no further training on this. The instructors 

were asked to articulate their reasoning, reflections, and decision-making processes aloud as 

they were creating L2 reading tasks. In total, eight think-aloud protocols were collected, two 

from each instructor, one capturing the elementary-level reading task development process and 

perceptions, and the other capturing the intermediate-level reading task development process 

and perceptions.  

In addition to screen recordings and think-aloud protocols, the ChatGPT-4 conversation 

transcripts of the instructors were also collected as supplementary data, offering a direct record 

of the instructors’ interactions with ChatGPT. These chats included the precise prompts the 

instructors wrote, the revisions they requested, the editions they made, the strategies they used 

when generating L2 reading texts and tasks, etc. The transcripts were not analyzed separately 

as a data source, but were used to provide illustrative examples of the instructors’ ChatGPT-4 

use for reading task creation. However, only two instructors’ conversations with ChatGPT were 

obtained since one instructor used ChatGPT in temporary mode, and another instructor worked 

on ChatGPT without signing into his/her account, which made it impossible to save the chats. 

The two instructors whose chats were available and accessible shared the transcripts with the 

researcher via the ‘share’ feature embedded in ChatGPT, which generated a secure link to the 

available conversation. For the remaining instructors, large portions of their conversations were 

extracted from the video recordings and were incorporated into the findings section to 

demonstrate their interaction patterns and strategies.  
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3.5 Data Analysis 

 

The data analysis was conducted through a content analysis approach, which aided in 

the development and interpretation of codes that emerged from both the screen recordings and 

think-aloud protocols. Content analysis is described as a research technique for drawing 

replicable and valid conclusions from texts or other meaningful means by analyzing them 

within the contexts of their use (Krippendorff, 2004), and also a research method for the 

subjective interpretation of the content of text data through the systematic classification process 

of coding (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Similarly, Elo et al. (2014) described it as a flexible 

method for making valid inferences from data in order to provide new insight, describe a 

phenomenon through concepts or categories, and develop a comprehension of the meaning of 

communications with a concern for intentions, outcomes, and context. Qualitative content 

analysis is one of the several qualitative methods available for analyzing data and interpreting 

its meaning. As a research method, it serves as a systematic and objective means of describing 

and quantifying phenomena (Schreier, 2012). For content analysis to be successful, it is 

essential that data can be reduced to concepts that define the research phenomenon (Cavanagh, 

1997; Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) by generating categories, a model, 

conceptual system, or conceptual map (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Morgan, 1993; Weber, 1990). 

The data analysis started with the video content of the screen recordings to come up 

with the common codes, subcategories, and categories. The researcher carefully watched the 

videos multiple times to write down each and every step the teachers took during the test 

development process as well as the comments they made as they conducted think-aloud 

protocols. Then, the researcher analyzed the data numerous times to acquire an in-depth 

understanding of the content. Hence, she could generate the initial codes by recognizing 

significant concepts and comments. Then, such initial codes were turned into broader 

subcategories and categories that captured the central patterns and ideas available in the data. 

Next, the researcher reviewed the codes along with the subcategories and categories to ensure 

coherence and relevance to the research questions and/or objectives. Lastly, the refined codes 

were interpreted and supported with relevant quotes of the participants during their think-aloud 

protocols to provide broader and richer understanding of their perceptions and practices 

considering the use of AI in English language test development. 
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For the analysis of the data from the screen recordings, three coding categories (i.e., 

Pre-ChatGPT use process, ChatGPT use process, and Post-ChatGPT use process), seven 

subcategories (i.e., External resource use, Prompt design strategies, Quality check, Editing 

ChatGPT-generated output, Providing context, Opening chatgpt.com, and Rationalizing - some 

recurring across different categories), and 69 codes emerged revealing how the instructors 

engaged with ChatGPT-4 when developing L2 reading tasks. Table 3 lists the specific codes 

used for these categories and sub-categories:  

 

Table 3.  

The Coding Categories, Subcategories, and Specific Codes Used for the Screen Recording 

Data 

 

Coding Categories Subcategories Codes 

 

 

Pre-ChatGPT use 

process 

 

 

External resource use 

Test specifications 

Coursebook: theme selection 

Coursebook: text type selection 

Coursebook: word selection 

Wordlist: word selection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ChatGPT use process 

 

 

 

 

 

External resource use 

Word document: word count check 

Word document: editing ChatGPT-generated 

output 

Word document: adjusting format and layout 

Coursebook: word selection 

Wordlist: word selection 

Coursebook: text type selection 

Coursebook: theme selection 

Readability website: level check 

Coursebook: structure selection 

Test specifications 

http://chatgpt.com/
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Prompt design 

strategies 

Providing task details 

Adjusting word count 

Adjusting the level 

Asking for level check 

Rationalizing 

Asking for an answer key 

Asking for revision: items 

Asking for revision: options 

Asking for revision: text 

Asking for revision: title 

Repeating 

Giving positive feedback 

Giving negative feedback 

Asking for self-evaluation 

Asking for alternatives 

Correcting previous prompts 

Asking for a new text 

Uploading files 

 

 

 

Quality check 

Text 

Word count 

Items 

Options 

Answer key 

Self-evaluation 
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Editing ChatGPT-

generated output 

Reorganizing 

Paraphrasing 

Deleting 

Adding 

Rewriting items 

Rewriting the title 

Rewriting options 

Reordering options 

 

Providing context 

Giving ChatGPT no role 

Explaining self-role 

Giving ChatGPT a role 

 

Opening chatgpt.com  

Signing in to ChatGPT account 

Signing in to a different ChatGPT account 

Using ChatGPT without an account 

 

 

 

 

Rationalizing 

Checking the text 

Adjusting the level 

Providing task details 

Checking self-evaluation 

Choosing familiar text/task 

Writing items 

Using word document 

Giving positive feedback 

 Word document: adjusting format and layout 

http://chatgpt.com/
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Post-ChatGPT use 

process 

External resource use Word document: editing ChatGPT-generated 

output 

 

Editing ChatGPT-

generated output 

Rewriting items 

Rewriting options 

Reordering options 

Writing items 

Deleting 

Adding 

 

For the analysis of the think-aloud data, one coding category (i.e., Perceptions of 

ChatGPT use), one subcategory (i.e., Negative/Positive), and 16 codes emerged revealing the 

instructors’ perceptions of their experiences of creating L2 reading tasks with ChatGPT-4. 

Table 4 lists the specific codes used for these categories and sub-categories:  

 

Table 4.  

The Coding Categories, Subcategories, and Specific Codes Used for the Think-aloud Data 

 

Coding Categories Subcategories Codes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perceptions of 

ChatGPT use 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Negative/Positive 

Word count 

Grammatical accuracy 

Level appropriateness: items 

Level appropriateness: text 

Level appropriateness: vocabulary 

Text organization 

Text generation 

Item generation 

Response speed 
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Title generation 

Option generation 

Following instructions 

Theme selection 

Self-evaluation 

File upload 

Usage limitation 

 

Figure 3 below demonstrates how the screen recording data and the think-aloud data were 

transcribed and coded simultaneously in Excel: 

 

Figure 3.  

The Coding of the Screen Recording Data and the Think-aloud Data in Excel 

 

 

To ensure the intercoder reliability for coding, a colleague of the researcher, who had 

been working as an English language teacher in the Ministry of National Education for 15 years 

and held an MA in English Language Education, served as an independent coder. After the 
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second coder was trained based on the coding scheme and the coded sample of one instructor’s 

elementary-level task development data with 48 codes (which was excluded from reliability 

calculations), she independently coded two screen recordings: Instructor 1’s intermediate-level 

reading task development video (with 54 codes) and Instructor 4’s elementary-level reading 

task development video (with 60 codes). The second coder made a total of 342 coding decisions 

(54×3 + 60×3 for code, subcategory, and category).  

The coding of the researcher was compared with that of the second researcher. For each 

code, a score of 1 was assigned for agreement and 0 for disagreement. The level of reliability 

was then calculated using percentage agreement, which is a straightforward and commonly 

used measure in studies utilizing qualitative content analysis (Lombard et al., 2002; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). There were 31 mismatches (Intermediate: 8 codes, 5 subcategories, 2 

categories; Elementary: 8 codes, 5 subcategories, 3 categories), yielding 311 agreements in 

total. The overall percent agreement was 90.9%. (90.7% for the intermediate level task 

development codes and 91.1% for the elementary level). Agreement between the two coders 

was 86.0% for codes, 91.2% for subcategories, and 95.6% for categories.  

 

3.6 Ethical Considerations 

  

In order to ensure the study is conducted ethically, first of all, permission to conduct 

research was sought from the university. Then, written informed consent forms (Appendix I) 

were obtained from all the participants – language instructors. Participants were provided with 

detailed information about the nature and purpose of the study as well as about their rights to 

refuse to participate or to withdraw from participating at any time. They were also informed 

that confidentiality and anonymity were assured. 

Reliability is an important issue in content analysis as substantial interpretation goes 

into defining the data items (i.e., codes) as well as applying the codes to chunks of text. Thus, 

the researcher is responsible for the coding and the data analysis and another colleague 

carefully followed up on the analysis process and categorization to subsequently get together 

and discuss any divergent opinions concerning the categorization (Elo et al., 2014). Intercoder 

reliability was recognized in this study by having two coders code the data separately, and then 

match the codes through deep reflexivity and further discussion. That is because deep 
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reflection, discussion of biases, and a meticulous coding process for interview transcripts are 

among the steps taken to ensure that the findings are accurate from the standpoints of both the 

researchers and the participants (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). 

 

3.7 Conclusion 

  

Overall, this chosen methodology, which aligns with the research questions and 

objectives, contributed to gaining a holistic comprehension of the research topic, which will 

also shed light on the potential implications of AI in language testing and offer useful insights 

for test developers, educators, and policymakers. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

  

4.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the study, which aimed to investigate the 

perceptions and practices of English language instructors in the use of ChatGPT for L2 reading 

test development in an English preparatory school context. The results are derived from data 

collected through screen-recorded video observations of the participants’ test development 

processes along with their think-aloud protocols. 

 

4.2 EFL Instructors’ ChatGPT Use for L2 Reading Test Development 

 

In total, the four instructors spent 5 hours and 50 minutes on reading test development 

in this study. Instructor 1’s reading test development process lasted 1 hour and 39 minutes. He 

spent 52 minutes creating the elementary level reading task using ChatGPT and 47 minutes for 

the intermediate level reading task. Instructor 2 spent a total of 45 minutes: 20 minutes for the 

elementary level reading task and 25 minutes for the intermediate level reading task. Instructor 

3’s reading test development process lasted 2 hours and 4 minutes: 73 minutes for the 

elementary level reading task and 51 minutes for the intermediate level reading task. Instructor 

4 spent a total of 1 hour 22 minutes: 46 minutes for the elementary level reading task and 36 

minutes for the intermediate level reading task. 

Regarding the number of prompts that instructors entered, the four instructors wrote 

126 prompts in total for reading test development in this study. Instructor 1 wrote 3 out of 11 

prompts while creating the elementary level reading task and 8 prompts for the intermediate 

level reading task. Instructor 2 wrote 4 prompts for elementary and 6 prompts for intermediate. 

Instructor 3 wrote 86 prompts in total: 37 for the elementary level reading task and 49 for the 

intermediate level reading task. Instructor 4 wrote 9 prompts for elementary and 10 prompts 

for intermediate. 

The following sub-sections provide detailed accounts of each instructor’s ChatGPT use 

for each reading task.  
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Case 1: ChatGPT Use for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task Development 

During the pre-ChatGPT use process, Instructor 1 consulted external resources for a total 

of five times. He consulted the test specifications once, the coursebook three times (twice to 

select the theme and once to select the text type), and the wordlist once to select vocabulary. 

During the ChatGPT use process, Instructor 1 signed into his personal ChatGPT account. 

He wrote a long, detailed prompt, explaining his need for the text and specifying the word 

count, topic,  characters, item type, text organization, etc. (see Figure 4), stating that he tries to 

“guide ChatGPT as much as possible with many details in the prompts and giving the criteria 

at the beginning.” He spent almost half of the time (26 minutes) in the whole video (52 minutes) 

writing his first prompt. 

 

Figure 4.  

Instructor 1’s 1st Prompt 
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He then engaged in prompt design strategies on seven more occasions, which included 

providing task details (four times), adjusting word count (once), giving positive feedback to 

ChatGPT by writing “great” (once), and asking for text revision (once). 

He also provided context for the task once by explaining his self-role by writing in his 

first prompt, “Hi, I need to design a reading text for my elementary level students’ upcoming 

exam.” External resources were consulted many times, both during and after ChatGPT use — 

a coursebook and a wordlist for word selection, and a Word document for word count check 

and editing ChatGPT-generated output. He rationalizes using Word document for word count 

check by stating, “Why do I use the Word document from the beginning? I don’t trust the word 

count by ChatGPT; it may not be correct.”  

After ChatGPT gave the text (see Figure 5) along with the questions (see Figure 6), 

instructor 1 performed quality checks three times, which included checking the text twice and 

checking the word count once. He rationalized checking the text by stating, “I first take a look 

at the text because sometimes ChatGPT can make mistakes in sentences, even if it is rare.”  

 

Figure 5.  

The Initial Text ChatGPT Created 
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Figure 6.  

The Initial Questions ChatGPT Created 

 

A total of eight prompt design strategies he employed included providing task details 

four times. After ChatGPT created the initial text, instructor 1 wrote in his next prompt “I want 

you to add more details: his best friend at school, how happy his parents are with their jobs, 

what does he do on weekends?” and justified providing details by stating “By adding details, 

we can make it a bit more difficult." Then, ChatGPT created the text (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7.  

The Revised Text ChatGPT Created 

 

He engaged in editing ChatGPT-generated output during ChatGPT use six times: 

reorganizing the text (twice), deleting content (once), adding content (once), and paraphrasing 

(once) to finalize the text (see Figure 8).  
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Figure 8.  

The Text the Instructor Edited 

 

 

He also engaged in editing ChatGPT-generated output after ChatGPT use five times by 

writing items by himself and twice more by deleting two words and adding two words instead 

(see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9.  

The Final Draft of the Reading Task Instructor 1 Prepared 

 

 

Case 1: ChatGPT Use for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task Development 

Before using ChatGPT, Instructor 1 consulted external resources twice. This included 

referring to the test specifications once and consulting the coursebook once for theme selection.  

During the ChatGPT use process, Instructor 1 signed into ChatGPT with a different 

account and stated, “If I need to prepare multiple texts on ChatGPT on the same day, I generally 

log into ChatGPT with a different account.” He started his first prompt by providing the context 

through which he explained his self-role by writing, “I need to design an academic reading text 

for my intermediate level students’ upcoming exam.” He continues providing task details in 

his prompt (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10.  

Instructor 1’s 1st Prompt 

 

ChatGPT responded by creating the initial text and questions (see Figure 11 and 12), 

and right above its response, there was a statement “reasoned about academic text and question 

for 37 seconds.” He copied and pasted the text onto a Word document for both word count 

check and format and layout adjustment. Another external resource was also consulted three 

times during the ChatGPT use process, which was the coursebook for text type selection.  
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Figure 11.  

The Initial Text ChatGPT Created  
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Figure 12.  

The Questions of the Initial Text ChatGPT Created  

 

 

He used prompt design strategies on ten occasions, which included providing task 

details (twice), asking for an answer key (once), asking for revision of the text (twice), asking 

for revision of items (four times), and giving instructions for self-evaluation (once). For 

example, while asking for revision for both the text and items, he wrote “The text includes a 

large number of words that might be too advanced for the test takers, such as ingrained, persist, 

dissonance. Redesign the text using more appropriate vocabulary. Revise the questions 

accordingly.” He also asked ChatGPT for self-evaluation by writing “The correct answer to the 

1st question is the same as the title of the text. Do you think it is appropriate?” While waiting 

for ChatGPT’s response, he stated, “Let’s see whether ChatGPT can realize its own mistake.” 

Instructor 1 performed quality checks a total of nine times, including checking the text 

(three times), items (five times), and options (once). He rationalized checking the text (twice) 

by stating, “I first take a look at the text because sometimes ChatGPT can make mistakes in 

sentences, even if it is rare.” and “It is useful to look at the text again first. When it comes to 
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intermediate, ChatGPT can prepare a slightly higher level of vocabulary in the text.” He also 

engaged in more rationalization, including using the Word document and adjusting the level.  

Instructor 1 mentioned editing ChatGPT-generated output on four occasions, which 

included rewriting the title once, modifying options twice, by rewriting and reordering them. 

In the post-ChatGPT use stage, Instructor 1 consulted an external resource (once), 

which was the Word document, for adjusting the format and layout of the items in the final 

document (see Figure 13 and 14). 
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Figure 13.  

The Final Draft of the Text Instructor 1 Prepared  
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Figure 14.  

The Final Draft of the Questions Instructor 1 Prepared  

 

 

 

Case 2: ChatGPT Use for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task Development 

During the pre-ChatGPT use process, Instructor 2 consulted an external resource 

(once), referring to the test specifications before starting the task. 
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For the reading task development, Instructor 2 signed into his ChatGPT account. During 

his ChatGPT use, he engaged in a total of ten prompts, including providing task details (three 

times), asking for suggestions (once), asking ChatGPT for self-evaluation (four times), asking 

for level adjustment (once), and uploading files (once). He used external resources three times: 

once for coursebook theme selection and twice for checking the word count in a Word 

document. He did a total of five quality checks, including two instances of self-evaluation by 

ChatGPT, and one each for word count, text, and items. He also offered rationalizations for his 

decisions, for why he checked the text (once), why he provided detailed prompts (twice), and 

asked ChatGPT for self-evaluation (twice). The following narration illustrates Instructor 2’s 

ChatGPT use, providing a detailed and chronological account of his prompts, interactions with 

external resources, and reflections.  

Regarding task details, Instructor 2 took a screenshot of test specifications and pasted 

it to ChatGPT by stating, “I give the necessary information to ChatGPT at first, and I build on 

what I have. I generally move on step by step”. In addition to the test specifications, the 

instructor explained the task with some contextual details and asked ChatGPT for its 

considerations for test design. The first prompt of Instructor 2 was as follows:  

“I attached a test specifications file. Check it out to see what it has for ELE 

(elementary) group. We are going to prepare a reading test for elementary level 

English language learners at a university English prep class. Before you prepare 

the test and the text tell me what you are going to consider for this test so that 

we can make necessary changes and alterations.” 

When ChatGPT listed the key considerations for the test, which were text selection, 

question format, weighting and scoring, time limit, and test layout, the instructor went over 

ChatGPT's response (see Figure 15). 
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Figure 15.  

ChatGPT’s Initial Response  

  

 

Reading ChatGPT’s response that “the text should be appropriate for A1-A2 CEFR 

level,” the instructor wrote a new prompt to lead ChatGPT to focus on A2 level only: “For text 

selection, remove A1 from the equation and only focus on A2 level. And prepare the text and 

the items.” He also provided context by giving ChatGPT a role twice by writing “When you 

are writing the items, act like a testing expert and consider key principles of item writing for 
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language tests.” and “Act like a testing expert who will give this test feedback and give me a 

report.”  

When ChatGPT created the reading text (see Figure 16) along with its items (see Figure 

17) , Instructor 2 first copied the text onto a Word document to check the word count, saying 

that “Sometimes ChatGPT has a problem with word count.” Seeing that the word count was 

around 170 words, the instructor wrote a new prompt: “the thing is the text looks a bit too short 

for 5 questions lets expand the text a bit to around 280 words. Also, check to see if all distractors 

are mentioned in the text somehow but they are still incorrect answers.” 

 

Figure 16.  

The Initial Text ChatGPT Created 
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Figure 17.  

The Questions of the Initial Text ChatGPT Created 

 

After receiving the revised text (see Figure 18), the instructor used the Word file again 

to check the word count, which was around 260. He commented, “Although I wanted a text 

around 280 words, it gives me a text around 260 words. It is OK. It sometimes does this. It is 

what it is. Not a big problem.” 
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Figure 18.  

The Revised Text ChatGPT Created 

  

For the revised text, the instructor asked ChatGPT to evaluate the new text according 

to all the given prompts, again instructing it to do this with the role of a testing expert: “Go and 

check all the prompts I gave you and see how the final version of the text fits all those prompts, 

and report. Act like a testing expert who will give this test feedback and give me a report.” The 

instructor justified this request by saying, “because it gets a bit too complicated and it may 

forget what it has done, it is important for me to read the report in detail as a final step. I will 

read all the details it has written in the report to check whether it is really so, or whether it is 

delusionally giving me ideas here or not. Most of the time it doesn’t do that.” ChatGPT 

responded with the details of text length, question format, key principles of item writing, 

distractors, time appropriateness, and overall assessment (see figure 19).  
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Figure 19.  

ChatGPT’s Response 
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Before ending his elementary level reading task development with ChatGPT, the 

instructor stated that he would take the final product (i.e., the reading text and the items) and 

put them on a Word document to go over them himself, saying that the “final touch almost 

always requires to be done by a human expert.” The instructor ended the recording with these 

comments without editing the final text and items produced by ChatGPT.   
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Case 2: ChatGPT Use for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task Development 

No pre-ChatGPT use process was observed. Instructor 2 signed into his ChatGPT 

account and started referring to the wordlist (once), the coursebook for theme selection (once), 

and the test specifications (once). During the ChatGPT use process, he uploaded the 

Intermediate wordlist document (which is confidential to the institution) onto ChatGPT and a 

screenshot of a contents page of one unit of the coursebook. However, as the wordlist is a bit 

large in size, ChatGPT did not accept the second file. He tried to upload the screenshot of the 

test specifications, but that did not work either. He stated that typing the test specifications onto 

ChatGPT is easy, so he kept the wordlist attached there. Thus, he started writing his 1st prompt 

and while writing the details in his prompt, the instructor kept consulting the external resources, 

which were checking the test specifications and contents page of the coursebook. The first 

prompt of Instructor 2 was as in Figure 20:  

 

Figure 20.  

Instructor 2’s 1st Prompt  

 

During the ChatGPT use process, Instructor 2 employed prompt design strategies a total 

of twelve times, including providing task details (three times), repeating (once), correcting 

previous prompts (once), asking for revision of the text (once), asking for revision of items 

(once), asking for revision of options (once), asking ChatGPT for self-evaluation (twice), 

uploading files (once) and giving positive feedback (once). He rationalized giving ChatGPT 

positive feedback by stating “I am writing ‘good’ because the product that ChatGPT gives is 

what I wanted. Giving responses like ‘Good’ is important so that ChatGPT can realize it can 

understand, and will not change that part.” Additionally, regarding self-evaluation, he asked 

ChatGPT for self-evaluation twice. One of them was in his 2nd prompt as in Figure 21:  
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Figure 21.  

Instructor 2’s 2nd Prompt 

 

ChatGPT responded with all the details asked (see Figure 22). 

Figure 22.  

ChatGPT’s Response  
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Additionally, he provided context by giving ChatGPT a role twice by writing in his 

prompts “Act as an expert at preparing language test and item writing and follow key principles 

from that discipline’ and “Give feedback as if you were a testing expert  in terms of item writing 

and check if it fits item writing principles.” He also stated “When I have a problem like this 

(item generation) with ChatGPT, I try to be as specific as in my instructions, giving my 

reasoning for the change I want so that it can yield the expected results.” 

Quality checks were conducted ten times, including checks for text (three times), items 

(four times), an answer key (once), and self-evaluation (twice). He asked ChatGPT for revision 
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of the items by writing “There are some questions that can be answered with world knowledge, 

we shouldn’t have such questions. Can you fix that?” ChatGPT’s response was as in Figure 23: 

 

Figure 23.  

ChatGPT’s Response   

 

He continued referring to external resources during the ChatGPT process, which 

included word document twice for editing ChatGPT-generated output. Regarding consulting 

the Word document, he stated “I don’t use the test ChatGPT gives right away, I put it onto a 

word document and tailor it to my liking.”  

In his last prompt, he asked ChatGPT for self-evaluation as he wrote: “Check the 

answer key again to see if it is correct. Are there any distractors that might be misinterpreted 

to be the correct answer? If so, fix it. Report what you have get the final version of the text to 

match the earliest prompt I gave.” 
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ChatGPT responded with self-evaluation named as “Final Review & Fixes” as in Figure 

24:  

Figure 24.  

ChatGPT’s Response   

 

Instructor 2 got a warning on the screen: ‘You have reached your free limit for GPT-

4o. As there is an attachment in the chat, GPT-4o is required to continue this chat. Your limit 

resets at 15.52.’ He stated “I used all of the prompts I had for today, which is OK because I am 

already done with. So I will move the options to spread the correct answers. I will also read the 

report in detail and make the necessary changes on word document by myself.” and ended the 

video recording. 
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Case 3: ChatGPT Use for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task Development 

No pre-ChatGPT use process was observed. Instructor 3 opened chatgpt.com and 

started using ChatGPT without an account. During the ChatGPT use process, the instructor 

engaged in multiple activities across several subcategories. Regarding external resource use, 

Instructor 3 referred to test specifications (once), coursebook (once) and Word document (four 

times). Regarding prompting behavior, Instructor 3 conducted prompt design strategies (49 

times), which included providing task details (once), asking ChatGPT for revisions of the 

generated text (once), items (18 times) and options (seven times), giving positive feedback 

(once) and giving negative feedback (twice), requesting alternatives (twice), adjusting the level 

(twice) and adjusting word count (once), repeating (six times), rationalizing (twice), correcting 

previous prompts (once), asking for self-evaluation (once), asking for level check (three times) 

and asking for a new text (once). For quality check, the instructor reviewed the text (twice) and 

items (eight times). Regarding providing context, Instructor 3 gave ChatGPT no role. For 

editing ChatGPT-generated output, the instructor engaged in modifications four times, where 

she rewrote items (once) and options (twice) as well as  paraphrasing content in the text. For 

her actions, the instructor provided one rationalization where she verbalized reasoning for 

providing details. The following illustrates Instructor 3’s ChatGPT use, providing a detailed 

and chronological account of her prompts, interactions with external resources, and reflections.  

 Instructor 3 started using ChatGPT without signing into an account. Consulting the 

contents page of the coursebook and specifications, she posted her first prompt, as follows:  

 

Figure 25.  

Instructor 3’s 1st Prompt 

 

http://chatgpt.com/
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Although ChatGPT had a notification in Turkish (see Figure 26) translated into English 

as “Welcome back. Sign in or register to get smarter answers, upload files and images, and 

more,” she ignored it by clicking on ‘Oturum kapalı kalsın (Stay signed out)’ 

 

Figure 26.  

Turkish Notification on ChatGPT Screen 

 

 

Among the texts ChatGPT produced, the instructor chose the first one (see Figure 27), 

but was not satisfied with its coherence and cohesion as she wrote a second prompt addressing 

this: “I liked the first one the most. Please provide coherence, unity and smooth transition 

between the ideas and paragraphs in order for us to use it as a reading text in the exam.”  
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Figure 27.  

The First Text ChatGPT Created 

 

 

ChatGPT produced an updated version of the text (see Figure 28), and the instructor 

seemed to be happy with it as she remarked, “That’s great thank you.”  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 65 

Figure 28.  

The Revised Text ChatGPT Created  

 

 

 

The instructor continued with a new prompt, asking ChatGPT to check whether the text 

aligned with A2 A2+ level according to CEFR, for which ChatGPT provided the following 

response:  

 

 



 

 66 

Figure 29.  

ChatGPT’s Response for Alignment of the Text Level with CEFR 
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At this point, the instructor received the same warning (i.e.,  “Tekrar hoşgeldin. Daha 

zeki yanıtlar almak, dosya ve görsel yüklemek ve daha fazlasını yapmak için oturum aç ya da 

kaydol” / “Welcome back. Sign in or register to get smarter answers, upload files and images, 

and more.” She ignored it once again,  writing her 4th prompt:  
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I guess this version is OK. Now please use this text below and prepare 5 mc 

items with 3 distractors. While doing this, please pay attention to creating 

phrases or sentences at equal length for distractors, also pay attention not to give 

the correct answers as the same distractors. I mean, the answers cannot A or B, 

we need to use variety in terms of letters of the correct answers. 

Upon receiving the first items, the instructor provided ChatGPT with additional 

instruction: “I have to remind you of the fact that all distractors should also be included in the 

text. Also, the questions should be asked in the order they appear in the text also.”  

The instructor continued with further requests: “Can you please avoid asking questions 

from the very beginning of the text, so please get rid of the 1st question and create items starting 

from the 2nd paragraph. Let’s try once more.”  

Upon receiving the revised items, the instructor prompted, “Please prepare the options 

so that they will be at equal length.” 

Going over the revised items, the instructor prompted, “Can we shorten the options as 

this might increase the cognitive load.” 

The instructor wrote a new prompt, this time for the level of the items: “I want to remind 

you that the questions should also be A2 and A2+ level, can you check them please? They 

should be that easy either. Let’s try to make them a bit challenging.” She verbalized her action 

with the following remarks: “In the meantime, of course, I verified both the text and the 

questions a few times to see if they were appropriate according to CEFR on the basis of level.” 

When ChatGPT provided the updated version of the items, she opened a word document and 

copied and pasted the text and the last version of the items to check the word count.  

Seeing that the text had 375 words, the instructor gave ChatGPT a new prompt: “Let’s 

keep the questions this way. But I remember asking you to come up with a text of 500 words 

but this one is shorter like 375 words. So first can you expand this a little bit, keep all the 

requirements and specifications I mentioned before in mind.” She verbalized her thinking with 

the following remarks:  

We always have problems especially with the ‘word count’. I said to make the 

text 500 words, I even started to create the questions from that text, then when 

I added it to word, I realised that it was not 500 words. I went back to ChatGPT 
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again, I said you didn't make it 500, I told him to increase it, he made it around 

400. Anyway, it's okay. 

The instructor then copied the updated text to the word document again, and 

commented that the word count was OK, which was around 400. When the text was updated 

once again, she asked ChatGPT to update the items as well: “Let’s try the questions once more. 

Again keep everything I mentioned in mind while preparing the questions. But this time try to 

paraphrase the distractors, do not use them as the way they are given in the text.” She checked 

the updated items by going back to the text and asked for another revision of the items by 

giving ChatGPT negative feedback: “try not to ask questions that appear one after another. I 

mean each question might be from one paragraph. For example, the answer of the 1st and 2nd 

questions are too close. It should not be that way.” When she was commenting on this, she also 

referred to her own instructions that they were not specific enough:  

After ChatGPT asked the questions, I looked and realised that he had asked 

questions very close to the same place, of course, because I did not say that they 

should not be close to each other, he had asked questions from very close places. 

So I said, ‘Change it so that it is not so close.’ He did it again so that it was not 

so close, but again he asked questions from close places in the same text. I didn't 

like the questions. 

Going over the questions again by looking at the text, she gave negative feedback to 

ChatGPT regarding the quality of the items: “The answers cannot be predictable. The students 

should not guess the answer without reading the text. I can answer the 3rd question without 

reading the text.” ChatGPT provided the updated questions along with its explanations for the 

adjustments. The instructor asked for a change in one of the items as well as for an additional 

item: “Please change the last question. Make it an inference question or prepare a question from 

the last paragraph. Prepare them both. I will choose one of them.” ChatGPT produced two 

optional items. The instructor chose option 2, but asked ChatGPT for a shorter version: “I like 

option 2. But please shorten it and also check the level of the question and the distractors as 

well.” 

The interaction between Instructor 3 and ChatGPT continued with many new prompts 

in which she asked for several new revisions. The following prompts illustrate this process:  

Instructor 3: Ok. Except questions 1 and 2, the questions are ok. As for the first 

and second question, I have doubts because the answers are too close to each 
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other. Either find another 2 questions because both electric cars and self driving 

car appear in the same paragraph or change the first question. You might find 

the first question from the first paragraph especially from the last sentences of 

the last paragraph. Let’s give it a try. 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructior 3: Let me correct myself because I made a mistake. I meant prepare 

the question from the last part of the first paragraph. 

ChatGPT revised the items 

Instructor 3: You misunderstood me. Ok then except questions 1 and 2, the 

questions are ok. As for the first and second question, I have doubts because the 

answers are too close to each other. Either find another 2 questions because both 

electric cars and self driving car appear in the same paragraph or change the first 

question. You might find the first question from the first paragraph especially 

from the last sentence of the first paragraph. Let’s give it a try. 

ChatGPT revised the items 

Instructor 3: Ok. Let’s try once more. Please prepare a question. It will be the 

first question.  

ChatGPT revised the item 

Instructor 3: Don’t you think it is also predictable? 

ChatGPT revised the item 

Instructor 3: Can you shorten the question. It is too long. Also the options please. 

ChatGPT revised the item 

Instructor 3: We do not need to use the phrase according to the last part of the 

first paragraph. It was a specification that I gave you for a better result. 

ChatGPT revised the item 

Instructor 3: Can you please write all the questions altogether? Check the level 

of the questions and the distractors. Keep the options at the same length. Be 

careful with the order of the questions as well.  
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ChatGPT wrote all the items together 

Instructor 3: Please prepare the first question about electric cars, the second 

question about flying cars, the third question trains and 4th from maglev trains 

and the last question from the last paragraph please. 

ChatGPT wrote the items  

Instructor 3: Don’t you memorize what I wrote you about the answers being as 

in the same distractor like each answer is a here. 

ChatGPT revised the items 

Instructor 3: What about options being at the same length? 

ChatGPT revised the items 

Instructor 3: Shorten option A in the last question 

ChatGPT shortened option A 

Instructor 3: Can you please, lastly, check the level of the questions according 

to CEFR? 

ChatGPT explained the CEFR level of each question  

Instructor 3: What is the level of “differ from”? 

ChatGPT gave the level of “differ from” 

Instructor 3: What about the level of the fourth question  

ChatGPT explained the level of the fourth question  

Instructor 3: Can you simplify the language in question 4?  

ChatGPT provided the simplified version 

Instructor 3: Can you make the third question a NOT question?  

ChatGPT revised question 3 

Instructor 3: Avoid words like only always directly that might make the answer 

predictable.   

ChatGPT revised question 3 
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Instructor 3: Ok, I didn’t like it because the answer is wrong now. try the second 

question as a NOT question please. 

ChatGPT revised question 2 

Instructor 3: Still predictable. Do we see any flying cars around? 

ChatGPT revised question 2 

Instructor 3: Can we add variety while preparing the questions yes they will all 

be multiple choice but may be different kind of root and question forms. These 

look similar this way. 

ChatGPT revised the questions 

Instructor 3: Can we try to find come up with another text about travel and 

transportation but it should be written in a way that it includes different kinds 

of information so that asking different kind of questions might be possible. 

ChatGPT created a new text titled ‘The Changing World of Transportation’ with 

new items 

 

Case 3: ChatGPT Use for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task Development 

No pre-ChatGPT use process was observed as Instructor 3 directly opened chatgpt.com 

once started the video recording.  

During the ChatGPT use process, the instructor demonstrated a wide range of actions 

and strategies. The subcategory prompt design strategies was the most frequently observed, 

with a total of 55 instances. These involved providing task details (once), asking for alternatives 

(once), asking for revision of text (four times),  asking for revision of title (once), asking for 

revision of items (17 times), asking for revision of options (nine times), giving positive 

feedback (three times), giving negative feedback (nine times), correcting previous prompts 

(once), asking for an answer key (once), asking for self-evaluation (five times), and 

rationalizing (three times).  

The instructor also engaged in quality check activities 14 times, which included 

checking items on 9 occasions, checking the text 4 times, and checking the options once. 

Providing context was not observed as the instructor did not give ChatGPT a role in the task. 

http://chatgpt.com/


 

 73 

Editing ChatGPT-generated output took place five times, which included rewriting items (three 

times) and options (twice).  

The subcategory rationalization was observed twice for choosing familiar texts and 

tasks as the instructor stated “Our students are used to seeing the thesis statement in the 

beginning. They would like to see it like that,” and “These topics are covered a lot nowadays, 

so they may seem too familiar, but it is still nice.” 

Instructor 3 consulted external resources 10 times, including the coursebook for theme 

selection (once) and the Word document for editing output (eight times) and adjusting layout 

and format (once).  

No post-ChatGPT use process was observed. 

The following illustrates Instructor 3’s ChatGPT use, providing a detailed and 

chronological account of her prompts, interactions with external resources, and reflections.  

Instructor 3 started using ChatGPT without signing into an account. Consulting the 

contents page of the coursebook and specifications, she posted her first prompt, as follows: 

 

Figure 30.  

Instructor 3’s 1st Prompt 

 

On the screen of ChatGPT, a Turkish warning appears which can be translated into 

English as “Welcome back. Sign in or register to get smarter answers, upload files and images, 

and more.” The participant ignored it and used ChatGPT without signing in. 
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ChatGPT created two texts titled “Work and Business” and “Innovation”. The 

instructor chose the latter (see Figure 31).  

 

Figure 31.  

The Initial Text ChatGPT Created  
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Instructor 3 went over the two texts and wrote her 2nd prompt: “I liked the second text 

more however I am still not satisfied because it can be more coherent and maybe the topic 

might be more trendy.” Then, she continued writing a couple of more prompts to ask for 

revisions of either the text or the title: e.g., “can it be in a different mode”, “instead of dividing 

it into subheadings can you get rid of the subheadings”,  “can you shorten the title and find a 

more engaging and catchy one” until she wrote: “ok deal.” ChatGPT responded: “Great! I’m 

glad you like the title. Now that the text and title are set, let me know when you’re ready to 

move on to creating the multiple-choice questions for the text!” 

As noted earlier, Instructor 3 accessed ChatGPT without signing into an account. Thus, 

no sharable link to the conversation with ChatGPT was available. Additionally, during the 

screen-recorded test development process, she scrolled rapidly through the generated text and 

items in the conversation, which limited the visibility of the complete content. As a result, only 

partial excerpts of the generated text and questions could be retrieved from the recording for 

illustrative purposes in this section. 

When Instructor 3 wrote: “proceed with the questions please”, ChatGPT gave 5 

multiple choice questions with 4 options (see Figure 32). 

 

Figure 32.  

The Two of the Initial Questions ChatGPT Created 
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Instructor 3 corrected her previous prompts by writing: “sorry I forgot to tell you that 

it should be 3 options the options should be at equal lenght”, ChatGPT gave 5 multiple choice 

questions with 3 options this time (see Figure 33). 

 

Figure 33.  

One of The Revised Questions ChatGPT Created 

 

 

The instructor continued her prompts by asking ChatGPT for an answer key (once) and 

for self-evaluation (twice) until ChatGPT gave the questions, options and correct answers. 

Then, she copied the text onto the Word document (see Figure 34). 
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Figure 34.  

The Revised Text ChatGPT Created  
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She conducted a few more quality checks on the text and asked for revisions until she 

wrote: “now please adjust the questions accordingly.” ChatGPT gave the revised versions of 

the questions (see Figure 35). 

 

Figure 35.  

The Two of the Revised Questions ChatGPT Created 

 

 

She continued asking ChatGPT for revision a couple of more times by writing:  

“the options should be at equal length” 

“They are still not at equal length some of them especially the correct answers are 

longer you should fix it” 

“the answers should not be predictable we expect the students to comprehend and 

answer the questions according to what they understand from the text.” 

“all the options should be included in the text” 

“the length of the options?” 

“make one question an inference question and one with NOT” 
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During the recording, a notification repeatedly appeared on the screen of the 

conversation stating, “Sign in” or “Sign up” to enable access to more advanced features, such 

as obtaining smarter responses, uploading files and images, and performing additional 

functions (Figure 36).  

 

Figure 36.  

Turkish Notification on ChatGPT Screen 

 

 

After the instructor wrote: “make one question an inference question and one with 

NOT”, ChatGPT gave 7 multiple choice questions. She asked for revision by writing: “it will 

be still 5 questions.” ChatGPT gave 5 questions this time and the instructor wrote: “are they in 

the order.” ChatGPT gave the revised version of the questions and Instructor 3 wrote: “try to 

ask different kind of questions one of them even can be true false not given question.” ChatGPT 

gave the revised version and the instructor went over the questions stating “Okay, I liked the 

questions.” 

She copied the questions and pasted them onto the Word document (see Figure 37), and 

went over the questions one by one to make some changes in some questions such as rewriting 

the items and options.  
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Figure 37.  

The Revised Questions ChatGPT Created 

  

 

The interaction between Instructor 3 and ChatGPT continued with many new prompts 

in which she asked for new revisions. The following prompts illustrate this process:  
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Instructor 3: “1. Please shorten options in question 5. 2. Please make sure all the 

options are at equal length” 

ChatGPT revised the options  

Instructor 3: “seçeneklerin uzunluğu aynı ya da yakın boylarda olmalı” 

ChatGPT revised the options  

Instructor 3: “we cannot use the same words in questions and options as they 

appear in the text please paraphrase them” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: we cannot include words like completely fully only because it 

makes the answer predictable especially in true false not given questions change 

it accordingly please 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “all has the same function we cannot do that” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “look at question 4 please get rid of all. It gives the answer” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “you cannot recall what I wrote you. Completely fully only all kind 

of words make it predictable just change the question” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “you did not” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “now we have fully are you kidding me” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “and now is the answer false” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “now you use fully” 
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ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “please find another question without any phrases like completely, 

fully, all only OK” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “but now the answer is problematic not it is not false. Change the 

question totally” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “it is predictable” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “get rid of true false question find another question from that part” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “go back to first question and shorten the first option’” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “the answer of the second question is also predictable because it 

includes more than one benefit while the other have only one function” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “get rid of only” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “don’t you think all of them plausible” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “the other 2 is also correcy” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

Instructor 3: “change it into a cant question what cant people control and add 

one or two sentences into the text so that we can have a better question” 

ChatGPT revised the items  
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Instructor 3: “shorten the first option of the third question a little bit.” 

ChatGPT revised the options  

Instructor 3: “shorten the first option of the 4th question” 

ChatGPT revised the options  

Instructor 3: “shorten the 5th question” 

ChatGPT revised the items  

 

She went over all the questions on the Word document and made a minor change in one 

question (question 3) manually by turning the interrogative into a positive sentence with a blank 

and changed the options as well as adjusting the layout and format. 

She wrote ‘thanks’ to ChatGPT and ended the video. 

 

Case 4: ChatGPT Use for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task Development 

During the pre-ChatGPT use process, Instructor 4 consulted external resources twice. 

This included referring to the test specifications once and the coursebook once for theme 

selection. 

Instructor 4 signed into her ChatGPT account, and during the ChatGPT use process, 

she did not give ChatGPT a role. She engaged in multiple actions across different 

subcategories. Prompt design strategies were the most frequently employed, occurring 18 

times. These included providing task details (four times), asking for revisions for both text (five 

times) and items (four times), rationalizing (once), asking for alternatives (once), giving 

positive feedback (twice) and negative feedback (once). She rationalized why she gives details 

in her prompts by stating “I am trying to write in detail so that ChatGPT does not misunderstand 

me.” 

The instructor also engaged in external resource use eight times, such as test 

specification (once), coursebook for selecting grammar structures (once),  word document for 

word count check (once) and for editing output (five times), and a readability website for level 

check (once). Quality check was carried out seven times, which involved checking text (once) 

and items (five times) generated by ChatGPT. The editing ChatGPT-generated output 
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subcategory was also observed nine times, in which the instructor added content (five times), 

reorganized content (twice), paraphrased content (once), and rewrote items (once). 

During the post-ChatGPT use process, Instructor 4 wrote three questions manually by 

herself and justified this by stating “ChatGPT I guess you won't be able to help me again right 

now, so I'm continuing so as not to break my concentration. There is nothing I can't do for A2 

level anyway.” 

The following illustrates Instructor 4’s ChatGPT use, providing a detailed and 

chronological account of her prompts, interactions with external resources, and reflections.  

She opened her ChatGPT account and wrote her 1st prompt as follows:  

 

Figure 38.  

Instructor 4’s 1st Prompt 

 

 

ChatGPT gave 10 possible topics for the reading text as follows:  

Figure 39.  

Possible Topics ChatGPT Gave for the Reading Text 
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The instructor wanted ChatGPT to decide on the topic by writing: “Choose me the best 

topic in which I can include samples of present simple, past simple and future simple tenses. 

Also, vocabulary related to people, places, daily activities should be in the text. What would 

you say?” ChatGPT chose “A weekend with grandparents” (see Figure 40). 

 

Figure 40.  

ChatGPT’s Response 

 

Instructor 4 stated “I feel like I'm not getting what I want, but I think I gave the wrong 

instructions.” What she wrote in her 3rd prompt was as follows:  

 

Figure 41.  

Instructor 4’s 3rd Prompt 

 

When ChatGPT gave a text titled ‘A Weekend with Grandparents’ (see Figure 42) and 

the questions , the instructor copied the text onto a Word document to check the word count. It 

was around 220 words, which was ‘less than she wanted, but it was Okay’, as she stated.  
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Figure 42.  

The Initial Text ChatGPT Created 

 

 

The instructor wanted to consult an external resource, a readability website, to check 

the level of the text. However, because of a technical issue, she could not use the tool and stated 

“Ok, I will check the text. I trust my intuition for the level check. In general, the text seems 

appropriate for the level. I can make small changes in some vocabulary and grammar 

structures.” She started making small changes on the Word document such as adding and 

paraphrasing content. She also checked the contents page from time to time, and had a look at 

the grammar structures covered so far. 
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The instructor copied and pasted the text she adapted and wrote: 

Figure 43.  

Instructor 4’s 4th Prompt 
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ChatGPT gave 5 multiple choice questions with their correct answers, as follows:  

Figure 44.  

The Questions ChatGPT Created. 

 

 

She started going over the questions and wrote: “For the first question, could you add 

some details to the text to make the question a bit more challenging? This way it is too easy for 

an MC question.” ChatGPT gave the modified version of the question: 
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Figure 45.  

The Revised Questions ChatGPT Created  

 

She checked the 1st question along with the text, made some additions to that part of 

the text manually, and wrote: “Very good but I need one more sentence about the ‘grandmother’ 

so that I can have a better distractor. ” ChatGPT gave the wanted sentence:  

 

Figure 46.  

ChatGPT’s Response  

 

The instructor copied the sentence to the related part in the text and she made some 

more changes in the text manually by adding some phrases and sentences into the relevant 



 

 90 

paragraph. She wrote “instead of nearby, can you suggest an easier word?” ChatGPT gave two 

words: “close & near.” 

She asked for revision by writing: “OK, adapt this paragraph and the question about 

this paragraph in a way that I have a good comprehension question whose answer is not very 

obvious because of the distractors. I meana make the distractors related to the information in 

the paragraph but wrong.” ChatGPT responded:  

 

Figure 47.  

ChatGPT’s Response 

 

Instructor 4 looked at the revised question and wrote: “No, ask only one thing in the 

question.” ChatGPT revised the question:  
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Figure 48.  

ChatGPT’s Response 

 

 The instructor went over the question and stated that she liked it. She copied the adapted 

paragraph and the question onto a Word document. She started making some more changes in 

that paragraph by changing the place of some sentences and adding some words into the 

sentences manually. She  also shortened the distractors in the 1st question manually as well as 

playing with the format and layout. She then started adapting the 2nd paragraph of the text 

manually on the Word document by changing the place of some phrases and adding some 

words in the sentences. She stated that she did not like the 2nd question ChatGPT created and 

wrote: “can you do the same for the second paragraph and the second question about that 

paragraph?” ChatGPT responded:  
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Figure 49.  

ChatGPT’s Response  

 

 The instructor went over the revised item and copied it to the Word document by stating 

“Hmm, good, ok, it can be used for elementary level, it is quite suitable, I think.” She copied it 

to the Word document and made some changes (see Figure 50): 

 

Figure 50.  

The Question the Instructor Adapted 

 

  

Right after ChatGPT gave the revised version of the 2nd question, there appeared a Turkish 

notification (see Figure 51) that can be translated into English as “You have reached the limit 

for the Free plan for GPT-4o. Because there is an addition in the conversation, GPT-4o is 

required to continue this conversation. Your limit will reset as of 15:38.” 
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Figure 51.  

Turkish Notification on ChatGPT Screen 

 

 As the instructor did not realize there was a notification, she started to write her next 

prompt “Great job! Can you please the same with the third paragraph and the third questions 

related to it?’ At that moment, she noticed that she reached the limit for the free plan, she 

clicked ‘New Chat’ to write her prompt. She wrote: “Hello, I am preparing a reading test for a 

group of students learning English at a preparatory school. Their level of English is Elementary 

– A2 according to CEFR. The text is … (she copied the whole text here in the prompt). I am 

trying to write multiple choice questions for each paragraph. Now, I need to write the 3rd 

question for the 3rd paragraph. Can you adapt the paragraph so that for the question, I can have 

one correct answers but two good distractors which are related to the paragraph but wrong?’ 

However, ChatGPT gave a similar warning (see Figure 52), and she could not continue the 

chat.  

 

Figure 52.  

Turkish Notification on ChatGPT Screen 

 

 

Instructor 4 decided to continue developing the questions without ChatGPT by stating 

“ChatGPT I guess you won't be able to help me again right now, so I'm continuing so as not to 

break my concentration. There is nothing I can't do for A2 level anyway.” She started writing 

the 3rd, 4th and 5th questions manually, and made some changes in the relevant paragraphs 

(see Figure 53).  
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Figure 53.  

The Final Draft of the Reading Task Instructor 4 Prepared 
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Case 4: ChatGPT Use for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task Development 

Before starting to experiment with ChatGPT, Instructor 4 consulted external resources 

(twice), which included referring to the test specifications (once) and the coursebook (once) 

for theme selection. 

Instructor 4 signed into her ChatGPT account and she started to use prompt design 

strategies, which were employed 16 times. These strategies were providing task details (once), 

repeating (once),  giving positive feedback (twice) and negative feedback (once), asking for 

revisions for text (once), items (three times) and options (five times), asking for self-evaluation 

(once) and rationalizing (twice). In terms of providing context to ChatGPT, she did not give 

ChatGPT a role.   

During the ChatGPT use process, the instructor also benefitted from external resources 

(five times). These included a Word document to check the number of words in the given text 

(twice) and to edit the output (twice), and a readability website to check the level of the given 

text (once). Instructor 4 also conducted quality checks  seven times, which involved checking 

text (three times), items (twice) and options (twice). The instructor was also engaged in editing 

ChatGPT-generated output six times, in which she rewrote items (three times) and rewrote 

options (twice). 

No post-ChatGPT use process was observed.  

The section below outlines Instructor 4’s use of ChatGPT, offering a step-by-step 

narrative of her prompts, engagement with external sources, and personal insights. 

Instructor 4 signed into her ChatGPT account and wrote her 1st prompt as follow: 
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Figure 54.  

Instructor 4’s 1st Prompt 

  

 

ChatGPT gave a reading text titled ‘The Impact of Technology on Education’ (see Figure 55) 

along with 5 multiple choice questions (see Figure 56). 
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Figure 55.  

The Initial Text ChatGPT Created 
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Figure 56.  

The Initial Questions ChatGPT Created 

 

 

The instructor said “I like the title and topic” and she copied the text onto a Word 

document to check the word count. It was around 370. She stated “The word count is less than 

I expected. I will examine the text and the questions first, then deal with the word count. While 

preparing the Elementary level exam, I had a problem with quota, so now I do not want to have 

such a problem in the middle. I would like to prepare for the whole test in one sitting. When 

there is a quota problem, it distracts my concentration.” 

She copied the text onto a readability website to check its appropriateness for the level. 

She could not use the website for free, so she quickly went over the text stating “I cannot use 

the website, so I can trust my intuition to decide on the readability by going over the text in 

more detail.” Then, she stated “Upon reading the rest of the text, I will ask ChatGPT to make 
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this text easier and longer.” and wrote her 2nd prompt: “Thank you but I said that I needed a 

text of at least 500 words. So could you please make this text longer and also could you please 

make the language a bit easier for my students to understand?” 

ChatGPT presented the revised text (see Figure 57) along with the revised questions 

(see Figure 58). 

 

Figure 57.  

The Revised Text ChatGPT Created 
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Figure 58.  

The Revised Questions ChatGPT Created 

 

 

She copied both the text and the questions this time onto the Word document first to 

check the word count, which was 435. She stated “The word count is within the expected 

limits.” and “The revised version seems a bit better than the 1st one that ChatGPT has given.” 

She started checking the questions one by one. She started with the 1st question by making a 

change in the stem by adding the phrase ‘According to paragraph 2. She was satisfied with the 

adapted question as she said “With this small change, I really like the question 1. It is quite 

good for the first draft. The length of the options is also very good this time. And of course, I 

think I am able to give better instructions than the experience with the previous one.” 

 She continued revising the other questions. She kept the 2nd  question as it was, but 

made some vocabulary changes in the options on her own. regarding the 3rd question, she 

added the phrase to the stem ‘According to paragraph 5,’ and showed her satisfaction by stating 

“You created a very good question dear ChatGPT. I like this one.” She continued with the 4th 
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question. She started rewriting the question, then decided to make ChatGPT rewrite the 4th  

question. She wrote: “Can you write a question for this paragraph? (She copies the related 

paragraph into the prompt).” ChatGPT responded as follows: 

 

Figure 59.  

ChatGPT’s Response 

 

The instructor stated “The question is asking for negative effects, but two options have 

positive meanings by words ‘improve and increase, etc.’ When the question is asking for 

negative things, the options cannot have positive meanings.” Therefore, she wrote a new 

prompt: “If the question is about negative effects, the distractors should also be negative things. 

Otherwise, it is very easy to figure out the correct answer. Can you adapt the questions 

accordingly please?” ChatGPT’s response was as follows: 

 

Figure 60.  

ChatGPT’s Response 

 

She stated “Ok, I like the new question and its options. There is only a need for a small 

paraphrase in the related option. I would love to make ChatGPT to paraphrase, but I am afraid 

of running out of the quota.so I will make it by myself. Actually, I can try it, it is only one 

sentence.” And she wrote her new prompt: “Can you paraphrase this option (a) in a way that is 
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not very easy to say it is the correct answer for question 6.” ChatGPT gave the paraphrased 

version and she used it by deleting some words.  

The instructor continued with the last question. She went over the stem and the options 

in the question. She wrote: 

 

Figure 61.  

Instructor 4’s Prompt 

 

 

ChatGPT created the expected question with the options. She wrote: ‘I am not sure if 

these are not correct. Can you provide more irrelevant verbs in terms of meaning?’ ChatGPT 

gave the revised version of the options. ‘solve, ignore, increase’. 

She went over the options. She kept ‘solve and ignore’ and changed ‘increase’ into ‘identify’. 

She wrote: ‘Can you paraphrase solve and solutions with other words?’ ChatGPT gave the 

revised words. She said ‘No!… because ‘finding solutions’ is already in the text.”’ and wrote: 

‘Instead of finding solutions’, what else can we say?’ ChatGPT gave the paraphrased version 

‘developing strategies to overcome’. She said: “Yes, it is wonderful.” She ended the video by 

saying that the first draft was now ready. 

 

4.3 Differences in EFL Instructors' Use of ChatGPT for Elementary-level and 

Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task Development 

 

Across the four cases, instructors engaged in similar overarching processes for both 

elementary- and intermediate-level L2 reading test development; however, there were 

differences in the frequency and distribution of codes across categories, subcategories, and 

specific actions. 
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Pre-ChatGPT Use Process: 

 In both levels, the External Resource Use subcategory was present in most cases, 

though it was absent in Case 3 for both levels and in Case 2 at the intermediate level. At the 

elementary level, the highest pre-use external resource reference was observed in Case 1 (five 

times: test specifications, coursebook, wordlist), whereas at the intermediate level, the 

maximum was two instances (Cases 1 and 4). The types of resources were consistent across 

levels—test specifications, coursebook, and wordlist—though the elementary level showed 

more frequent and varied use before ChatGPT was accessed. 

 

ChatGPT Use Process: 

 For both levels, Prompt Design Strategies was the most frequently employed 

subcategory. At the elementary level, the highest occurrence was in Case 3 with 49 instances, 

predominantly focused on asking for revision of items (18 times), asking for revision of options 

(seven times), and repeating (six times). At the intermediate level, the maximum was observed 

in Case 3 with 55 instances, again dominated by asking for revision of items (17 times) and 

asking for revision of options (nine times), along with giving negative feedback (nine times). 

While both levels showed a concentration on item- and option-related revisions, 

intermediate-level development generally included a greater variety of prompt types within the 

same case, such as higher instances of negative feedback (e.g., nine times in Case 3 

intermediate vs. two times in Case 3 elementary). Additionally, providing context—assigning 

a role to ChatGPT—was more common at the intermediate level (e.g., twice in Case 2) than at 

the elementary level, where it appeared only in Case 1. 

External Resource Use during ChatGPT engagement was frequent in both levels, 

though elementary-level cases sometimes included resources like a readability website (Case 

4), whereas at the intermediate level, such use was less common (only in Case 4). Word 

documents were widely used at both levels for word count checks and output editing. 

Quality Check activities were conducted at both levels, with item checks being the most 

frequent within this category. For example, in elementary Case 3, items were checked eight 
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times, while in intermediate Case 3, they were checked nine times. Text checks were also 

common but less frequent than item checks. 

Editing ChatGPT-Generated Output occurred in all cases at both levels, with common 

edits including rewriting items and options, reorganizing text, adding or deleting content, and 

paraphrasing. At the elementary level, the highest number of edits was nine (Case 4), compared 

to a maximum of six in intermediate Case 4. While both levels saw items and options as the 

primary focus of edits, elementary-level cases also included more frequent text reorganizations 

and content additions. 

 

Post-ChatGPT Use Process:  

  Post-use activity was observed in fewer cases. At the elementary level, Case 4 included 

manual item writing (three times) after ChatGPT use, while at the intermediate level, post-use 

activity appeared in Case 1 (format and layout adjustment in Word). This suggests a slightly 

greater tendency at the elementary level to make substantive content contributions after 

ChatGPT use. 

 

4.4 EFL Instructors’ Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for L2 Reading Test Development  

 

 All four instructors and eight video recordings of both levels, a total of 140 perceptions 

were recorded regarding the use of ChatGPT-4 for L2 reading test development. Among these, 

the most frequently mentioned aspects were item generation (42 mentions, 30%) and following 

instructions (31 mentions, 22.1%), which together accounted for over half of the perceptions. 

Other frequently noted aspects included option generation (15 mentions, 10.7%), word count 

(14 mentions, 10%), and text generation (13 mentions, 9.3%), while less frequently reported 

perceptions concerned areas such as theme selection, title generation, text organization, level 

appropriateness, grammar accuracy, usage limitations, response speed, and file upload. 

When the perceptions were categorized according to their orientation, 50 were positive 

(35.7%) and 90 were negative (64.3%). Positive perceptions most commonly emphasized item 

generation (22 times, 44.0% of positive comments), followed by text generation (11 times, 
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22.0%), option generation (6 times, 12.0%), and word count (5 times, 10.0%). Conversely, 

negative perceptions primarily focused on following instructions (27 times, 30.0% of negative 

comments) and item generation (20 times, 22.2%), followed by option generation (9 times, 

10.0%), word count (9 times, 10.0%), and text generation (2 times, 2.2%). Additional negative 

feedback highlighted issues with level appropriateness (6 times, 6.7%), usage limitations (5 

times, 5.6%), response speed (3 times, 3.3%), as well as isolated concerns with title generation, 

grammar accuracy, text organization, and file upload (each 1.1%). 

 

4.4.1 Case 1: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Reading Test Development 

 

In Case 1, nine positive perceptions were noted, most frequently related to text 

generation (three times) and item generation (three times), while 24 negative perceptions were 

expressed, predominantly concerning item generation (six times) and following instructions 

(four times). 

 

Case 1: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

During his ChatGPT use for developing the elementary-level L2 reading test, Instructor 

1 made ten comments that revealed his perceptions regarding different aspects of ChatGPT, 

which were mostly negative comments (seven out of ten comments). The three positive 

comments were related to the text that ChatGPT generated and the appropriateness of its level. 

The negative comments of the instructor referred to text generation, text organization, word 

count, grammatical accuracy, and appropriateness of the level of the text, items, and vocabulary 

used by ChatGPT. For example, regarding the appropriateness of the level of  the ChatGPT-

generated chat, Instructor 1 stated: “The text seems suitable for the elementary level in 

general.” The following comments from the instructor illustrate their negative perceptions:  

“Why do I use the word document from the beginning? I don’t trust the word count by 

ChatGPT. It may not be correct. For example, it says that it has prepared a text of 300 

words, but it happens to be 200 or 450 words. So I check the word count on the Word 

document.” (Word count) 
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“ChatGPT placed the details I wanted at the end of the text instead of interspersing 

them.” (Text organization) 

“There are some high-level words such as ‘rewarding’” (Level appropriateness of the 

vocabulary) 

 

Case 1: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

During his ChatGPT use for developing the intermediate-level L2 reading test, 

Instructor 1 made 23 comments that revealed his perceptions regarding different aspects of 

ChatGPT, which were mostly negative comments (17 out of 23 comments). The six positive 

comments were related to the text that ChatGPT generated (once), item generation (three 

times), following instructions (once) and word count (once). For example, regarding the item 

generation, Instructor 1 stated: “The first question is quite good,” and “Now, the question seems 

better. At least it used different words.” The negative comments of the instructor were on 

following instructions, item generation, option generation, title generation, level 

appropriateness of vocabulary and response speed. The following comments from the 

instructor illustrate his negative perceptions:  

“When it comes to Intermediate, ChatGPT can prepare a slightly higher level of 

vocabulary in the text.” (Level appropriateness: vocabulary) 

“ChatGPT is a bit slow at generating what I want.” (Response speed) 

 

 

4.4.2 Case 2: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Reading Test Development 

 

In Case 2, there were eight positive perceptions, such as text generation (twice) and 

word count (twice), alongside 12 negative perceptions, with item generation (six times) being 

the most frequent issue.  
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Case 2: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

Instructor 2 made ten comments that uncovered his perceptions of the use of ChatGPT 

for elementary-level L2 reading test development. Whereas the five positive comments were 

related to theme selection, self-evaluation, word count (twice) and following instructions, the 

other five negative comments were on following instructions (twice), word count, usage 

limitation and item generation. For example, regarding the negative side of ChatGPT’s 

following instructions, he stated: “Because it gets a bit too complicated and it may forget what 

it has done, …”, and regarding the word count function of ChatGPT, he stated “Sometimes 

ChatGPT has a problem with word count.” On the other hand, he made two other positive 

comments on the word count as follows:  

“Although I wanted a text around 280 words, it gives me a text around 260 words. It is 

OK. It sometimes does this. It is what it is. Not a big problem.” 

“It is not that bad (word count) in terms of test specifications, but I want a bit longer 

text.” 

Regarding theme selection, he also made a positive comment: “For elementary group, it is not 

a big deal. When you give ChatGPT the level, it gives you a lot of suitable themes as well, 

most probably.” 

 

Case 2: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

Instructor 2 made a total of ten comments which revealed his perceptions regarding the 

use of ChatGPT for intermediate-level L2 reading test development. Three out of ten comments 

were positive, which were related to text generation (twice) and item generation. For instance, 

regarding the text generation, he stated: “… But of course, it gives you a good starting point, 

which is the important point.” His seven negative comments were on file uploading, item 

generation (five times) and option generation. The following comments from the instructor 

illustrate his negative perceptions:  

“Sometimes we have this problem when you give a file that is a bit large in file in size 

and you can't upload the others” (file upload) 
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“I can see question number 2 has a problem because this question can be answered 

without reading the text. This is problematic. And another problem with the same 

question is it has actually 2 possible correct answers.” (item generation) 

“The 1st question is also problematic here because the test takers already know what 

Thomas Edison is famous for. We should come up with a solution to this problem, we 

should maybe change it, replace it, or change the question all together.” (item 

generation) 

 

4.4.3 Case 3: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Reading Test Development 

 

Case 3 produced the highest number of perceptions, with 18 positive, most often about 

item generation (nine times) and text generation (five times), and 41 negative, mainly 

concerning following instructions (21 times) and item generation (nine times). 

 

Case 3: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

During her ChatGPT use for developing the elementary-level L2 reading test, Instructor 

3 made 27 comments that revealed her perceptions of different aspects of ChatGPT, 18 of 

which were negative comments. There were nine positive comments made on aspects such as  

text generation (three times), item generation (five times) and following instructions. For 

example, regarding ChatGPT’s following instructions, she positively stated: “We changed the 

questions completely at the last minute. Since ChatGPT remembered all these specifications, 

it was relatively easy this time. ”  

The seven out of 18 negative comments from the instructor were related to following 

instructions while the rest were about word count, item generation, option generation and text 

generation. The following comments from the instructor illustrate her negative perceptions:  

“… but sometimes ChatGPT does not understand the instructions.” (following 

instructions) 

“Same instructions again. I have given those many times.” (following instructions) 
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Case 3: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

During her ChatGPT use for developing the intermediate-level L2 reading test, 

Instructor 3 made 32 comments that revealed her perceptions of different aspects of ChatGPT, 

which were mostly negative comments (23 out of 32 comments). The nine positive comments 

were related to text generation, item generation, word count, option generation whereas the rest 

of the comments were negative on word count, text generation, title generation, following 

instructions and option generation. 13 out 23 negative comments were made regarding 

ChatGPT’s following instructions. The following comments from the instructor illustrate her 

negative perceptions:  

“In general, ChatGPT can't get the word count right.” (word count) 

“he should remember everything we corresponded.” (following instructions) 

 

4.4.4 Case 4: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Reading Test Development 

 

In Case 4, 16 positive perceptions were reported, with item generation (six times) and 

option generation (four times) standing out, while 12 negative perceptions were identified, 

most frequently related to usage limitations (four times) and item generation (two times). 

 

Case 4: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Elementary-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

Instructor 4 made ten comments that revealed  her perceptions of the use of ChatGPT 

for elementary-level L2 reading test development. Whereas five of her ten comments were the 

negative ones, which were related to following instructions, word count, item generation and 

usage limitation (twice), the other five comments were positive. These included word count, 

level appropriateness of vocabulary, level appropriateness of the text generated, and item 

generation (twice). The following comments illustrate Instructor 4’s positive perceptions:  

“Good, ok, it can be used for elementary level, it is quite suitable, I think." (item 

generation) 
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“When I have a quick look at the text, it seems that there aren't any advanced level 

words.” (level appropriateness: vocabulary) 

  

Case 4: Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for Intermediate-level L2 Reading Task 

Development 

During her ChatGPT use for developing the intermediate-level L2 reading test, 

Instructor 4 made 18 comments that showed her perceptions of different aspects of ChatGPT, 

10 of which were positive comments. The eight negative comments were regarding word count, 

usage limitation (twice), item generation (twice), option generation (twice) and response speed. 

For example, regarding option generation, she stated: “We would never have such options, with 

extreme words like ‘completely, all’. We need to change them.” The positive comments from 

the instructor included theme selection, word count, text generation, item generation (three 

times), and option generation (four times). The following comments illustrate Instructor 4’s 

positive perceptions:  

“The length of the options is also very good this time.” (option generation) 

“I like the new questions and its options” (item and option generation) 

 

4.5 Differences in the Perceptions of the Instructors When Developing Elementary-level 

and Intermediate-level Reading Tasks 

 

Instructor 1 made more negative comments about his ChatGPT use experience when 

working on the intermediate-level reading task than when he was working on the elementary-

level reading task. In the elementary-level reading task development process, his negative 

perceptions were about word count issues, grammatical issues in the sentences, text 

organization, and the level of the vocabulary items. In the intermediate-level reading task 

development process, his negative perceptions were about item generation, following 

instructions, the level of the vocabulary items, processing speed, distractor length, and item 

quality. While Instructor 2 made a similar number of comments revealing his negative 

perceptions about his ChatGPT use experience across the tasks, his negative perceptions were 

about different aspects: mainly about ChatGPT’s capacity to follow instructions in the 
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elementary-level reading task development, but mainly about item generation in the 

intermediate-level reading task development. Instructor 3 reported equal numbers of positive 

comments in both tasks whereas she reported more negative perceptions when developing the 

intermediate-level reading task. Similarly, Instructor 4 reported more negative perceptions 

when she was developing the intermediate-level reading task.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

 

5.1 Introduction 

 

This qualitative case study explored how four English language instructors used ChatGPT-

4 for L2 reading test development. Each instructor developed two reading tasks using 

ChatGPT, one at the elementary level and one at the intermediate level. Their perceptions 

regarding this experience were also explored. In the following subsections, the findings will be 

discussed for each research question.  

 

5.2 EFL Instructors’ Use of ChatGPT for L2 Reading Test Development 

 

Even though the number of instructors in this study was very small, there was a lot of 

variation in how they engaged with ChatGPT-4 for L2 reading test development. While all 

instructors used the same AI tool for test development, there were substantial differences in 

their prompting behaviors. Instructor 1 wrote a long prompt, pre-loaded with details, and the 

reading text and multiple-choice items that ChatGPT-4 generated seemed to work for the 

instructor, meeting his standards and/or expectations. His prompting strategy did not require 

him to follow up with additional questions. On the other hand, Instructor 3 had an extended 

engagement with ChatGPT, including several less detailed iterative prompts. While Instructor 

1 created his tests using ChatGPT in relatively short sessions, Instructor 3 went through 

prolonged sessions. From these variations, it is obvious that while the task and the AI tool are 

the same, different users go through different experiences based on how they communicate 

with the AI tool, what type of questions they ask, and how often. Instructor 3, for example, 

seemed to be “trapped in the prompt loop,” as Jung et al. (2025) call it. Jung et al. (2025) 

classified such dissatisfaction as a result of reprompting into two: “Persistent Dissatisfaction,” 

in which repeated prompts do not resolve an issue, or “Cascade of New Issues,” in which new 

prompts or questions resolve an issue, but create new ones. The latter  seems to have been 

experienced by Instructor 3.  

The analysis of the instructors’ screenshot data revealed that a large proportion of their 

communication with ChatGPT addressed its item and distractor generation rather than text 
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generation. This may indicate that for them, ChatGPT performed better in producing reading 

texts than in producing multiple-choice items and distractors for those texts. The instructors 

had to write several new prompts to fix the issues they identified in the ChatGPT-generated 

items and distractors, such as too obvious answers, same words in the text and in the items, 

contrasting distractors, high-level words, or out-of-text distractors. Instructors’ greater efforts 

in trying to get ChatGPT to fix the or improve the items and distractors may be explained with 

a few reasons. First, creating effective distractors is not an easy work, even for human item 

writers, as there are several features that they need to follow (Celce-Murcia et al., 1974; 

Hoshino, 2013). And, this might be more difficult as the level of the reading tasks increases 

since texts get longer and more complex with more complex grammar and lexis. Thus, it is 

understandable that ChatGPT-4 also struggled with distractor generation. Second, and more 

importantly, while the prompts of the instructors included details addressing the features of the 

desired text, there was not much specific information about the required characteristics of the 

distractors that would effectively guide ChatGPT. For example, Instructor 1 simply informed 

ChatGPT that “Each question must have 3 options (1 correct answer and 2 distractors)” and 

that “all the options must be mentioned in the text.” In a similar manner, Instructor 2 wrote: 

“There will be 5 multiple choice questions with 3 options (All the options should be included 

in the text somehow but there should be only one correct choice).” It is possible that these 

specifications were not effective enough to guide ChatGPT for distractor generation.  

One consistent behavior among the language instructors in their ChatGPT-4 use for L2 

reading test development was their use of external resources in every stage of test development: 

pre-ChatGPT use, while-ChatGPT-use, and post-ChatGPT use. The two external resources that 

they used very frequently in the pre-ChatGPT use stage were test specifications and the 

coursebook. The external resource that they used most frequently in the while-ChatGPT use 

and post-ChatGPT use stages was the Word document, mainly for checking the word count 

and for post-editing the output. Instructors’ need to use external resources in every stage of 

reading test development makes it obvious how AI tools are embedded within the existing 

testing processes and complement testing practices, rather than replacing them or being used 

as primary resources. This supports the idea that the development of ChatGPT “has reached a 

level where it could be a useful supplement to language teaching and learning” (Shin & Lee, 

2023), as well as testing.  

One notable similarity among the three instructors was about role explanation or 

assignment to ChatGPT in the prompts. For example, Instructor 1 did not assign a professional 
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role to ChatGPT but explained his need with his own professional role when requesting it to 

create a text and its items: “I need to design an academic reading text for my intermediate level 

students’ upcoming exam.” A similar prompt was also used by Instructor 3 and Instructor 4, 

who assigned no professional roles to ChatGPT: “I want to prepare a reading exam as a part of 

an end of course test for preparatory classes at elementary level” (Instructor 3) and “I am going 

to prepare a reading test for a group of English language learners at a preparatory school” 

(Instructor 4). In these prompts, the instructors positioned themselves as the experts using 

ChatGPT as a tool that served their needs. Instructor 2, on the other hand, explicitly asked 

ChatGPT to “ act like a testing expert and consider key principles of item writing for language 

tests,” making it the testing expert. While this difference was observed in role assignment, 

given the limited number of participants in this study and the limited number of reading tasks 

developed, it is impossible to discuss how ChatGPT operates with or without professional roles 

assigned.  

The way the instructors in this study carefully checked the ChatGPT output (texts and 

items) for several aspects, such as difficulty level, length, accuracy, and distractor relevance 

and characteristics, revealed the crucial role of human agency and expertise for ensuring that 

the AI-generated material met the required standards. As Instructor 2 stated at the end of his 

reading task development process that the “final touch almost always requires to be done by a 

human expert,” humans remain central to producing quality language tests, at least for now.  

Lastly, the instructors’ utilization of ChatGPT to varying degrees throughout the study 

serves as evidence of actual system use (ASU), one of the core constructs of the Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM) proposed by Davis (1985). In TAM, actual system use is considered 

a direct consequence of users’ perceptions of usefulness and ease of use. In this study, the 

consistent reliance on ChatGPT for generating texts, items, and distractors reveals that 

instructors perceived it as sufficiently useful to integrate into their test development practices 

although ChatGPT was not employed as a standalone tool - considering the fact that the 

instructors consistently consulted external resources, and engaged in post-editing. This 

demonstrates that perceived usefulness was compelling enough to encourage adoption, even in 

the presence of limitations. 
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5.3 EFL Instructors’ Perceptions of Using ChatGPT for L2 Reading Test Development 

 

The instructors’ comments regarding the texts that ChatGPT-4 created for the reading tasks 

revealed mostly positive perceptions, which aligns with previous research. Earlier studies also 

reported ChatGPT’s capacity to create L2 reading texts that were found to be natural by pre- 

and in-service English teachers (Shin & Lee, 2023). However, instructors had more negative 

perceptions regarding the distractors that ChatGPT-4 generated for items. Similar problems in 

ChatGPT’s distractor generation were also reported in previous research, such as creating 

options that are not mentioned in the text or having more than one answer (Shin & Lee, 2023). 

While instructors expressed a relatively high number of positive perceptions regarding 

ChatGPT’s text generation, their evaluations of item generation were more mixed, comprising 

both positive and negative comments. This difference may be associated with the divergent 

expectations attached to each function. Instructors typically asked for only one text for each 

test, which meant that when an acceptable passage was generated, their needs were met. 

Consequently, their evaluations were more consistently positive and less in number. On the 

other hand, item generation necessitated the creation of five multiple questions with three 

options each, which in turn naturally required more interactions and refinements. As a result, 

item generation was mentioned more frequently overall and garnered a greater proportion of 

negative perceptions. This might be indicative of the complexity associated with developing 

test items that satisfy the testing standards. 

Given the important role of prompt characteristics in human-AI interactions as they 

determine the effectiveness of responses and directly affect users’ satisfaction (Ekin, 2023; 

Hwang et al., 2025), it is possible that the instructors’ prompting behavior might have 

influenced their perceptions and/or satisfaction of using ChatGPT-4 when developing L2 

reading tasks.  As explained in the previous section, the lack of sufficient specifications about 

item and distractor generation in the instructor prompts to ChatGPT might have negatively 

contributed to the instructors’ satisfaction using ChatGPT. 

The analysis of the instructors’ perceptions of their ChatGPT use demonstrated differences 

in their perceptions across the two reading tasks (i.e., elementary-level and intermediate-level), 

with more negative comments about ChatGPT when developing the intermediate-level reading 

task particularly for Instructor 3 and Instructor 4. For example, item quality and distractor 

quality were bigger issues in the intermediate-level reading task, as the instructors commented 
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on this negatively several times. The fact that the instructors perceived their intermediate-level 

reading task development experience more negatively than their elementary-level reading task 

development experience is probably related with the higher demands of the intermediate-level 

reading task: longer and more complex text, more complex items, and more nuanced 

distractors.  

Lastly, the findings of this study can be interpreted through the TAM proposed by Davis 

(1985). Instructors’ positive comments regarding ChatGPT-4’s capacity to create appropriate 

texts in a short time is indicative of a strong sense of perceived usefulness (PU), as the tool was 

perceived to reduce workload and enhance efficiency. However, the recurrent negative 

perceptions regarding distractor generation, item quality, and word count accuracy underscore 

issues with perceived ease of use (PEOU), as instructors frequently had to re-prompt ChatGPT, 

revise outputs, or refer to external resources. These mixed perceptions shaped instructors’ 

attitudes (A) toward using ChatGPT, with some expressing cautious optimism while others 

emphasized the need for persistent human intervention. 

 

5.4 Implications 

 

Our preliminary answer to the more general inquiry of whether ChatGPT is required in 

L2 instruction was positive. That is, ChatGPT could exhibit significant potential to help EFL 

instructors to conveniently generate L2 reading texts along with their items in a shorter period 

of time, ultimately contributing to less workload. Meanwhile, teacher participation in the 

revision and refinement of the generated test items is still inevitable because of the current 

limitation of ChatGPT’s capabilities. This finding of the study is consistent with the emphasis 

placed by Lee et al. (2024) on the need for language instructors to refine ChatGPT’s output. 

The study also revealed the practical constraints of ChatGPT such as the unreliability of word 

count function, which required external resources for accuracy check. Thus, whereas it is not 

yet feasible to delegate the whole L2 test development process to ChatGPT, EFL instructors 

are firmly encouraged to explore its affordances, given its strong ability to guide them.  

Additionally, although all four instructors utilized the same set of test specifications, 

their experiences and perceptions varied significantly, largely due to differences in how they 

prompted ChatGPT and managed their interaction with this AI-based tool. This emphasizes the 
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need for new, standardized test specifications in testing offices that are not only written for 

human test developers but also directly compatible with ChatGPT. Such specifications could 

be produced in a format that can be copied into ChatGPT, thereby ensuring that critical details 

such as task type, text length, vocabulary level, and item requirements are consistently 

communicated. In this way, instructors would not have to repeatedly remind ChatGPT of every 

criterion one by one in iterative prompts, and they could instead concentrate on refining and 

evaluating the generated output. This would facilitate the establishment of more systematic 

prompting strategies across testing units, ensuring efficiency and consistency in AI-assisted 

test development. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS  

 

This qualitative study explored how four English language instructors working in the 

preparatory program of a state university in Türkiye  engaged with ChatGPT-4 to develop two 

L2 reading tasks, one at the elementary level and the other at the intermediate level. Their 

ChatGPT use was captured through screen recordings and their perceptions were gathered 

through think-aloud protocols. The findings revealed how the instructors approached L2 

reading test development with ChatGPT, with commonalities and differences in their 

prompting behavior, the characteristics of their prompts and how their prompting affected the 

workflow and their perceptions, and how their processes and perceptions were different across 

different levels of reading tasks. 

The value of this study lies in its exploratory and qualitative nature. Existing research on 

the use of ChatGPT or other AI tools for L2 reading test development has been product-based, 

examining the quality of the texts and items generated by the tools and users’ (teachers or 

learners) perceptions about them. This study is one of the first process-oriented attempts 

looking into how language instructors actually use ChatGPT when developing an L2 reading 

test. Going beyond ChatGPT-products or human perceptions of the products and capturing the 

interactive process offers insights into the real-time decisions that instructors make when 

developing tests with ChatGPT and makes apparent its limitations as an assistive tool for 

language test development.  

However, this study is limited in several ways: small sample size, focus on only two 

proficiency levels, and focus on only multiple-choice item format. ChatGPT may perform 

better in other item types used for measuring reading comprehension, such as open-ended, 

yes/no, or cloze questions (e.g., Lee et al., 2024), where distractors are not needed, which is 

currently an obvious challenge for ChatGPT. Future research should address a wider range of 

item types, proficiency levels (e.g., high-intermediate), and language skills (e.g., listening).  

Additionally, the final test products developed by the instructors using ChatGPT-4 were 

not assessed for quality in this study. We do not know whether the instructors would consider 

the outputs ready for test use or would refine them any further. We also did not involve other 

testing experts or language teachers to gather their perceptions about the quality of ChatGPT-

generated L2 reading tasks. These two aspects are important venues for future research.  
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Only a few weeks prior to the completion of this thesis, OpenAI released ChatGPT-5. Since 

the study was already in its final phases, it was not possible to integrate the newly launched 

version into the research design through a comparative analysis. Given the rapid pace of AI 

development, it is possible that some of the challenges observed in this study, such as distractor 

generation, item quality, and word count accuracy, may not apply to ChatGPT-5. Comparative 

studies that examine instructors’ experiences and perceptions of ChatGPT-4 and ChatGPT-5, 

or subsequent versions, would be valuable for evaluating the progress of AI tools in language 

test development and for identifying whether newer versions are more practical, accurate, and 

pedagogically appropriate. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Dear Colleague, 

My name is Gülçin Akyol. I am an instructor at the School of Foreign Languages, at Social 
Sciences University of Ankara (ASBU), Türkiye. As an MA student in the English Language 
Teaching program at ASBU, I am conducting a study entitled “The Use of Artificial 
Intelligence in L2 Reading Test Development: A Study of Language Instructors' Perceptions 

and Experiences in an English Preparatory School.” As you are working or have previously 
worked as a test developer at the same school, I would like to invite you to participate in my 

research study.  This form includes details of the study to help you decide whether or not to 

become a participant. Participation is on a voluntary basis, and you may wish to withdraw from 

the study at any time without any negative consequences. 

The purpose of this study is to explore your perceptions and practices of using ChatGPT for 

test development purposes. If you agree to participate, you will be asked to develop two reading 

tests at two different proficiency levels (i.e, elementary and intermediate) with five multiple-

choice questions in each test. Your ChatGPT use will be screen recorded. The data collection 

process will be completed online. All the information you provide will be kept confidential. 

If you have any questions about the study, you can contact me. 

Thank you, 

 

1. I understand the nature and purpose of the study and my involvement in it.  

2. My participation is voluntary and I am free to withdraw at any time without giving any 

reasons. This will not affect my status now or in the future. 

3. I will use a screen recording extension to record my computer screen and my voice. 

4. My personal information will be treated in strict confidence.  

5. There are no incentives or rewards for participation. 

6. The results obtained from this study can be reported and published scientifically, provided 

that anonymity and confidentiality are maintained.  

Please tick below if you want to volunteer to participate in the study. 

☐ I have been informed about this study and I agree to voluntarily participate in this study. 

______________________         ______________________ 

SIGNATURE                                 DATE 
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APPENDIX II 

GENERAL OVERVIEW OF ChatGPT FOR TEST DEVELOPMENT 

I. Introduction to ChatGPT 

ChatGPT is a language model developed by OpenAI. It is designed to understand and generate 

human-like text based on the input provided. It has the potential to assist in various tasks, 

including the development of reading tests with multiple-choice questions (MCQs). ChatGPT 

has been fine-tuned on a diverse range of text data to understand and respond to user prompts 

effectively. It can be applied in a wide array of contexts, including content generation, customer 

support, language translation, and, in your case, test development. 

II. Key Concepts and Terminology 

Large Language models like ChatGPT are computer programs trained to understand and 

generate human language. They learn patterns/structures from large datasets to generate 

coherent text. 

Fine-Tuning is the process of customizing a pre-trained language model like ChatGPT for 

specific tasks. It allows you to adapt the model to generate content relevant to your tests. 

Prompt Engineering involves providing specific instructions or questions to ChatGPT to 

generate desired responses. Effective prompts are essential for obtaining accurate and relevant 

content. 

III. How ChatGPT Works 

ChatGPT is built on a neural network architecture known as the Transformer. This architecture 

enables the model to capture intricate language patterns and generate coherent text. ChatGPT 

is trained on vast amounts of text data from the internet. It learns from this data to understand 

and generate text in a variety of styles and topics. When you input a prompt or question, 

ChatGPT generates responses based on the patterns and information it has learned during 

training. It aims to provide coherent and contextually relevant text. 

IV. Using ChatGPT for Test Development 

Generating Test Content: You can use ChatGPT to generate reading test items and MCQs. 

By providing clear and precise prompts, you can obtain content aligned with your objectives. 

Customization: ChatGPT can be fine-tuned for specific test requirements. This customization 

process ensures that the generated content is tailored to your needs and maintains consistency. 

Review and Quality Control: While ChatGPT is a valuable tool, it's essential to review and 

edit the content it generates. Human oversight is crucial to ensure accuracy and relevance. 

V. Practical Tips 

Effective Prompts: Craft clear and specific prompts to obtain the desired content. Experiment 

with different phrasings to optimize results. 
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Collaboration: Encourage collaboration and feedback among test developers. Collaborative 

efforts can enhance the quality of test items. 

Data Management: Implement data management practices to organize and store generated 

content securely. Back up data regularly. 

VI. How to Register and Log into ChatGPT 

Visit the OpenAI Platform: To access ChatGPT, you need to visit the OpenAI Platform. 

Create an Account: If you don't already have an OpenAI account, you will need to create one. 

Click on the "Sign Up" or "Register" button to get started. 

Provide Your Information: Fill out the required information for registration. This typically 

includes your name, email address, and a secure password. Ensure that you agree to OpenAI's 

terms and conditions. 

Verification: You may be required to verify your email address by clicking on a verification 

link sent to your email. Follow the provided instructions for verification. 

Payment Information: Depending on the usage plan and pricing structure offered by OpenAI, 

you may need to provide payment information. This may include credit card details or other 

payment methods. Ensure that you understand the pricing and billing terms. 

Account Confirmation: Once your registration is complete and payment information is 

verified, you will receive confirmation that your account is active. 

Logging into ChatGPT 

Visit the OpenAI Platform: To log into ChatGPT, go to the OpenAI Platform. 

Enter Your Credentials: Click on the "Log In" or "Sign In" button on the platform's 

homepage. Enter the email address and password associated with your OpenAI account. 

Two-Factor Authentication (if enabled): If you have two-factor authentication (2FA) 

enabled for added security, you will need to provide the verification code sent to your registered 

mobile device or email. 

Accessing ChatGPT: After successfully logging in, you will have access to ChatGPT and its 

features. You can start using ChatGPT by providing prompts and interacting with the model. 

Please note that the registration and login process may vary depending on OpenAI's policies 

and any updates they make to their platform. Be sure to review the latest information on their 

website for the most accurate guidance. 

VII. Support 

OpenAI Community and Forums 

https://community.openai.com/ 

For technical support or inquiries related to ChatGPT, you can contact OpenAI Support. 

https://community.openai.com/
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APPENDIX III 

GENERAL OVERVIEW OF SCREEN RECORDING 

HOW TO INSTALL AND USE A SCREEN RECORDER EXTENSION ON GOOGLE 

CHROME 

This overview will help you install and use a screen recorder extension to record your screen 

and voice while preparing reading tests on ChatGPT. 

Step 1: Open Google Chrome 

Make sure you have Google Chrome open on your computer. 

Step 2: Go to the Chrome Web Store 

● Type "Chrome Web Store" into Google and click on the first result. 

● Alternatively, visit: https://chrome.google.com/webstore 

Step 3: Search for a Screen Recorder 

● In the search bar of the Chrome Web Store, type "Screen Recorder" and press Enter. 

Step 4: Choose a Trusted Extension 

● Look for a reliable screen recording extension. 

● Click on the extension name.  

 

Step 5: Install the Extension 

● Click "Add to Chrome." 

● A pop-up will appear. Click "Add Extension." 

Step 6: Find the Extension Icon 

● Once installed, the extension will appear as an icon in the top-right corner of your 

browser. 

● If you don’t see it, click the puzzle icon (Extensions menu) and pin the recorder for 

easy access. 

 

Step 7: Open the Screen Recorder 

● Click the extension icon to launch the recorder. 

 

 

 

 

https://chrome.google.com/webstore
https://chrome.google.com/webstore
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Step 8: Adjust Recording Settings 

● Choose what you want to record: Desktop, Microphone, Default, etc. 

● Remember to enable microphone access to record your voice along with the screen. 

● Write a file name: e.g., Your name Reading test 1 

 

 

Step 9: Start Recording 

● Click "Start Recording." 

● A pop-up will appear asking you to select what you want to share. 

● Choose "Entire Screen" and then click "Share." 

● Now your screen is being recorded. You can start working on your test preparation 

while speaking. 

Step 10: Stop and Save the Recording 

● When you are finished, click "Stop Recording" at the bottom. 

● The file will be available for download or saving. 

Final Step: Share Your Recording 

● You can now share your recorded video with the researcher. 
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APPENDIX IV 

GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOLS (TAP) 

PARTICIPANT GUIDE FOR HOW TO CONDUCT THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOL 

(TAP) 

The purpose of this study is to understand how test developers approach the use of ChatGPT 

in the L2 reading test development process, what factors they consider, and how they make 

decisions while constructing tests. 

As part of the study, you will use a screen recorder extension to record your computer screen 

and audio record yourself while developing two reading tests. You will follow the Think-

Aloud Protocol (TAP), which means you must continuously verbalize your thoughts as you 

work on the test. 

WHAT YOU NEED TO DO: 

In order to conduct the Think-Aloud Protocol (TAP) properly, it is crucial to keep talking 

continuously throughout the entire test development process, expressing every thought that 

comes to mind as you design the tests. Explain your choices aloud, including how you create 

or choose a particular text, why a question seems appropriate or inappropriate, or how you 

decide on keeping an item or choice. You do not need to form flawless sentences; instead, talk 

naturally and freely. If you find yourself becoming silent at any moment, make sure to remind 

yourself to talk again and continue verbalizing your thoughts throughout the process. 

  

BEFORE YOU START: 

Make sure you are in a quiet environment to avoid distractions. 

Go to chatgpt.com. 

Gather all the necessary documents (e.g., test specifications, wordlists, etc.) that you will need 

in the process. 

Set up your screen recorder extension to capture the whole process. 

  

DURING THE PROCESS: 

Imagine you are explaining your thought process to someone who is not there. 

Even if you think a thought seems too simple, obvious or unimportant, just say it out loud. 

If you realize you stopped speaking, just continue where you left off. 

  

AFTER FINISHING: 

Save your recording and ensure both your screen and voice were recorded. 

http://chatgpt.com/
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Send your recording as per the provided instructions. 

If you experienced any challenges, make a note about them. 

  

HOW TO REMEMBER TO KEEP TALKING: 

You can place a sticky note that says “Keep talking!.” 

You can use an on-screen reminder such as a small text box on the side of the screen. 

You can set a timer to vibrate or beep every 2 minutes as a gentle reminder to keep speaking. 
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 APPENDIX V 

CHATGPT CONVERSATION TRANSCRIPTS 

Case 2 / (Instructor 2) / Elementary 

This is a copy of a conversation between ChatGPT & Anonymous. 

Report conversation 

You said: 

I attached a test specifications file. Check it out to see what it has for ELE (Elementary) 

group. We are going to prepare a reading test for elementary level english language learners 

at a university english prep class. before you prepare the test and the text tell me what you are 

going to consider for this test so that we can make necessary changes and alterations. 

ChatGPT said: 

Based on the test specifications in the image, here’s what I will consider while preparing the 

reading test for Elementary (ELM) level English language learners: 

Key Considerations for the Test: 

1. Text Selection: 

o The text should be 150-300 words long. 

o It should be appropriate for elementary-level students (A1-A2 on CEFR). 

o The topic should be familiar, engaging, and relevant to everyday life (e.g., 

daily routines, travel, shopping, hobbies, etc.). 

o The language should be simple with basic vocabulary and grammar structures 

(e.g., present simple, past simple, adjectives, and common prepositions). 

2. Question Format: 

o There should be 5 multiple-choice questions. 

o Each question should have 3 answer options. 

o Questions should assess basic comprehension skills, such as: 

▪  Main idea of the text. 
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▪  Finding specific information. 

▪  Understanding simple inferences. 

▪  Identifying basic vocabulary in context. 

3. Weighting and Scoring: 

o Each question carries 1 point, totaling 5 points. 

o The weighting per item is 1 point. 

4. Time Limit: 

o The test should be designed to be completed in 20 minutes. 

5. Test Layout: 

o The text should be followed by the questions in a clear and organized format. 

o The font should be easy to read, and there should be enough spacing between 

lines and answer choices. 

Potential Adjustments: 

Before I proceed with creating the test, please confirm if: 

● You want to make any changes to the word count, question format, or duration. 

● You have any specific topics in mind for the reading text. 

● You prefer a specific text difficulty within the elementary level (closer to beginner or 

slightly more advanced). 

Let me know if you’d like to make any adjustments before I start drafting the reading test! ฀ 

You said: 

For text selection remove A1 from the equation and only focus on A2 level. And prepare the 

text and the items. When you are writing the items act like a testing expert and consider key 

principles of item writing for language tests.  

ChatGPT said: 
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Got it! I'll prepare a 150-300 word A2-level reading text along with 5 multiple-choice 

questions, ensuring they follow key principles of test item writing (e.g., clarity, plausible 

distractors, avoiding ambiguity, and testing comprehension effectively). 

Here’s the reading test: 

 

Reading Passage: A Weekend at the Beach 

Last weekend, Emma and her family went to the beach. The weather was sunny and warm, so 

they decided to spend the whole day there. They arrived early in the morning and found a 

nice spot near the water. Emma’s father set up a big umbrella while her mother prepared 

some sandwiches for lunch. 

Emma and her brother, Jake, played in the water for hours. They swam, collected seashells, 

and built a large sandcastle. After that, they sat under the umbrella and ate their lunch. The 

sandwiches were delicious, and they also had fresh fruit and cold lemonade. 

In the afternoon, Emma and her family went for a walk along the shore. They saw small fish 

in the clear water and watched some people surfing. Emma wanted to try surfing one day, but 

she thought it looked difficult. Before leaving, they took some photos to remember the day. 

When they got home, Emma felt tired but happy. It was a perfect weekend, and she couldn’t 

wait to go back to the beach again. 

 

Comprehension Questions 

(Each question has three answer options with one correct answer.) 

1. Why did Emma and her family decide to spend the day at the beach? 

a) Because it was a holiday. 

b) Because the weather was sunny and warm. ✅ 

c) Because they had a new umbrella. 

2. What did Emma and Jake do at the beach? 

a) They learned how to surf. 

b) They built a sandcastle and swam. ✅ 

c) They went fishing. 
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3. What did Emma and her family eat for lunch? 

a) Pizza and ice cream. 

b) Sandwiches, fruit, and lemonade. ✅ 

c) Hot dogs and cola. 

4. What did Emma think about surfing? 

a) She wanted to try it but thought it looked difficult. ✅ 

b) She was afraid of the water. 

c) She already knew how to surf. 

5. How did Emma feel at the end of the day? 

a) Tired but happy. ✅ 

b) Angry and disappointed. 

c) Excited and full of energy. 

 

Key Principles Used in Item Writing: 

✔ Clear and simple language appropriate for A2-level learners. 

✔ One correct answer per question with plausible distractors. 

✔ Avoided grammatical clues in the answer choices. 

✔ Tested key comprehension skills: main idea, specific details, inference. 

Does this match what you had in mind? Let me know if you’d like any refinements! ฀ 

You said: 

the thing is the text looks a bit too short for 5 questions lets expand the text a bit to around 

280 words. Also, check to see if all distractors are metnioned in the text somehow but they 

are still incorrect answers.  

ChatGPT said: 

Here's an expanded version of the reading passage, ensuring it's around 280 words while 

keeping it at the A2 level. I’ve also checked that all distractors are mentioned in the text but 

remain incorrect answers. 

 

Reading Passage: A Weekend at the Beach 
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Last weekend, Emma and her family went to the beach. The weather was sunny and warm, so 

they decided to spend the whole day there. They left home early in the morning and packed 

everything they needed—towels, sunscreen, and a big blue umbrella. Emma’s father carried 

the cooler, which was full of sandwiches, fresh fruit, and cold lemonade. 

When they arrived, they found a perfect spot near the water. Emma and her younger brother, 

Jake, ran straight to the sea. The water was cool and clear, and they spent hours swimming. 

Later, they walked along the shore and collected seashells. Jake found a beautiful starfish, but 

their mother told him to leave it in the water. 

After playing in the sand, they built a large sandcastle with tall towers and a moat. They 

wanted to make it the biggest on the beach, but a big wave destroyed part of it. They laughed 

and decided to rebuild it. 

At lunchtime, they sat under the umbrella and ate their sandwiches. Their parents had also 

packed cookies, but they saved those for later. While eating, they watched some people 

surfing. Emma thought surfing looked fun, but she wasn’t sure if she could do it. 

In the afternoon, they took a long walk. They saw small fish in the water and even a group of 

people fishing nearby. Before leaving, they took photos to remember the day. When they got 

home, Emma was tired but happy. It had been a perfect weekend, and she couldn’t wait to go 

back. 

 

Comprehension Questions 

1. Why did Emma and her family decide to spend the day at the beach? 

a) Because it was a holiday. (Mentioned: It's the weekend, but no holiday is 

mentioned.) 

b) Because the weather was sunny and warm. ✅ 

c) Because they had a new umbrella. (Mentioned: They had a big blue umbrella, but it 

wasn’t the reason for going.) 

2. What did Emma and Jake do at the beach? 

a) They learned how to surf. (Mentioned: They saw people surfing, but they didn’t try 

it.) 

b) They built a sandcastle and swam. ✅ 
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c) They went fishing. (Mentioned: They saw people fishing, but they didn’t fish 

themselves.) 

3. What did Emma and her family eat for lunch? 

a) Pizza and ice cream. (Not mentioned in the passage.) 

b) Sandwiches, fruit, and lemonade. ✅ 

c) Hot dogs and cola. (Not mentioned, but food and drinks were discussed.) 

4. What did Emma think about surfing? 

a) She wanted to try it but thought it looked difficult. ✅ 

b) She was afraid of the water. (Mentioned: She swam and enjoyed the sea, so she 

wasn’t afraid.) 

c) She already knew how to surf. (Mentioned: She saw people surfing but never tried 

it before.) 

5. How did Emma feel at the end of the day? 

a) Tired but happy. ✅ 

b) Angry and disappointed. (No negative emotions were mentioned.) 

c) Excited and full of energy. (Mentioned: She was excited to return but also tired.) 

 

Adjustments & Improvements: 

✔ Expanded the text to 280 words for a better balance with 5 questions. 

✔ Ensured all distractors were mentioned but still incorrect. 

✔ Maintained an A2-level vocabulary and grammar. 

This version should now align perfectly with your requirements! Let me know if you'd like 

any further tweaks. ฀ 

You said: 

Go and check all the prompts I gave you and see how the final version of the text fits all those 

prompts and report. Act like a testing expert who will give this test feedback and give me a 

report.  

ChatGPT said: 

Test Expert Report on the Reading Test for ELM Level 
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Evaluation Based on Given Prompts 

The final version of the reading test was prepared following the given specifications and 

item-writing principles. Below is a breakdown of how well the test aligns with each 

requirement: 

 

1. Text Length & Level (A2 Only) → ✅ 

● Requirement: The passage should be around 280 words and at the A2 level (not A1). 

● Outcome: The final text contains 280 words, making it appropriate in length for a 20-

minute test. The language is strictly A2, using common verb tenses (past simple), 

high-frequency vocabulary, and simple sentence structures. There are no complex 

clauses or CEF B1-level structures that might be too difficult for elementary learners. 

 

2. Question Format → ✅ 

● Requirement: 5 multiple-choice questions, each with 3 options (one correct answer + 

two plausible distractors). 

● Outcome: The test contains 5 well-structured multiple-choice questions that 

effectively test comprehension while adhering to proper test-item writing principles. 

 

3. Key Principles of Item Writing → ✅ 

Each test item was designed to meet professional testing standards: 

✔ Clear and unambiguous stem wording: Questions are direct and avoid unnecessary 

complexity. 

✔ One correct answer with two plausible distractors: Each distractor is mentioned in the text 

but remains incorrect. 

✔ No grammatical or structural clues in answer choices: No option is made obvious due to 

wording inconsistencies. 

✔ Avoidance of subjective or opinion-based questions: All answers are objectively verifiable 

from the text. 
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✔ Balanced distribution of question types: The test assesses different reading comprehension 

skills, including: 

● Main idea (Q1, Q5) 

● Specific details (Q2, Q3) 

● Inference (Q4) 

 

4. Distractors → ✅ 

● Requirement: All incorrect answer options should be mentioned in the passage but 

still be incorrect. 

● Outcome: Each distractor appears somewhere in the text, making them plausible but 

incorrect. Example: 

o Q1: “It was a holiday” → Weekend is mentioned, but no holiday. 

o Q2: “They went fishing” → They saw people fishing but didn’t do it 

themselves. 

o Q3: “Pizza and ice cream” → Not mentioned, reinforcing test validity. 

o Q4: “She was afraid of the water” → She swam, so this is false. 

o Q5: “Excited and full of energy” → She was excited but also tired. 

This ensures no answer is too obvious and maintains proper item discrimination. 

 

5. Time Appropriateness (20 Minutes) → ✅ 

● Requirement: The test should be completed in 20 minutes. 

● Outcome: The passage is readable in 2-3 minutes, and each multiple-choice question 

should take 2-3 minutes to answer, making the test duration reasonable for A2 

learners. 

 

Overall Assessment: Fully Meets Requirements ✅ 
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The reading test successfully aligns with all given requirements and adheres to key principles 

of language test design. The text length, question format, distractors, and time limit are 

appropriate for the Elementary (ELM) level. 

Final Verdict: The test is ready for use. No further modifications are needed unless specific 

adjustments are requested. 

 

Would you like me to format this into a professional test document? ฀ 

 

Case 2 / (Instructor 2) / Intermediate 

This is a copy of a conversation between ChatGPT & Anonymous. 

Report conversation 

You said: 

Uploaded a file 

LEt's prepare a reading test for Intermediate level students at our university prep school. PAy 

attention to the following info: 1. The text should have 450-word academic text on famous 

inventors and their inventions 2. There will be 5 multiple choice quesitons with 3 options (All 

the options should be included in the text somehow but there should be only one correct 

choice) 3. Act as an expert at prepareping language tests and item writing and follow key 

principles from that discipline 

ChatGPT said: 

Here's a draft of the reading test based on your specifications. Let me know if you'd like any 

modifications. 

Here is your reading test on famous inventors and their inventions. Let me know if you need 

any modifications, such as adjusting difficulty, vocabulary, or formatting! 

You said: 

I forgot to mention the wordlist, see if the text is aligned to the level of vocabulary that is in 

the list I attached. See if all the prompts I gave are met with your final prudcut make changes 
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if necessary. Give feedback as if you were a testing expert in terms of item writing and check 

if it fits item writing principles. Report all. 

ChatGPT said: 

I've reviewed the text based on the Language Hub Intermediate Wordlist and checked its 

alignment with key item writing principles for language testing. Below is my detailed 

analysis and revision plan: 

 

1. Vocabulary Check 

I compared the text with the Language Hub Intermediate Wordlist. While many words 

align well with the Intermediate level (e.g., "inventor," "develop," "transform," 

"innovation"), a few words might be too advanced for this level, such as: 

● "groundbreaking" (alternative: important or innovative) 

● "inefficient" (alternative: not effective) 

● "predecessors" (alternative: earlier versions) 

● "revolutionized" (alternative: changed completely) 

● "concepts" (alternative: ideas) 

To ensure alignment, I will simplify these words while maintaining the academic tone. 

 

2. Item Writing Principles Check 

Each question follows fundamental principles of good item writing: 

✅ Clear, unambiguous stems: Each question is direct and avoids unnecessary complexity. 

✅ Plausible distractors: Incorrect answers are all mentioned in the text, ensuring they are 

not obviously incorrect (a common test-writing issue). 

✅ One correct answer: There is only one objectively correct choice, which aligns with best 

practices. 

✅ Evenly distributed options: The correct answers are not in a predictable pattern, which 

prevents guessing based on letter distribution. 



 

 162 

However, question 2 could be slightly clearer. The phrase "He secured the patent before 

others" might be misunderstood as “being the first to invent it.” I will reword it to clarify 

that Bell was the first to officially register the patent, not necessarily the first to invent a 

voice transmission device. 

 

3. Overall Structure & Content Check 

✔ Word Count: The passage is 450 words, meeting the length requirement. 

✔ Topic Relevance: The passage is on famous inventors and their inventions, as required. 

✔ Academic Style: The passage maintains an informative and factual tone. 

✔ Multiple-Choice Format: Exactly 5 MCQs with 3 options each are included. 

4. Revision Plan 

To align the vocabulary with the wordlist and enhance clarity, I will: 

● Simplify or replace advanced words while keeping the academic tone. 

● Improve question 2 for clarity. 

● Ensure concise, direct phrasing where needed. 

I'll now revise the text and questions accordingly. 

Final Report: Test Revision & Improvements 

✅ Vocabulary Alignment 

● The passage now aligns better with the Language Hub Intermediate Wordlist after 

simplifying complex words (e.g., groundbreaking → important, inefficient → not 

very effective). 

● The changes ensure clarity without losing academic tone. 

✅ Item Writing Improvements 

● MCQ Clarity: Question 2 was revised to specify that Bell was the first to register a 

patent (avoiding confusion about invention vs. patenting). 

● Plausible Distractors: All incorrect answers are mentioned in the text but are not 

misleading or too obvious. 
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✅ Structural & Content Review 

● The 450-word length is maintained. 

● The topic remains academic & engaging for Intermediate learners. 

● The test format follows good language assessment principles. 

The test is now ready for use! Let me know if you'd like any final tweaks. ฀ 

You said: 

There are some questions that can be answered with world knowledge, we shouldn't have 

such questions. CAn you fix that? 

ChatGPT said: 

You're absolutely right—some questions can be answered with world knowledge rather than 

relying solely on the passage. I will revise them to ensure that all answers must be found in 

the text itself and not assumed from prior knowledge. Here’s what I will fix: 

Issues & Fixes 

1. Question 1 (Edison’s invention) 

o Someone could answer "light bulb" without reading the passage. 

o Fix: Reword the question to focus on how the invention impacted daily life 

(information found in the passage). 

2. Question 4 (Alan Turing’s role) 

o Many people already know Turing’s role in computing. 

o Fix: Make the question reference details specific to the passage, like his 

work on early computers and codebreaking. 

3. Question 5 (Main idea) 

o The correct answer ("inventors improve upon earlier ideas") could be guessed 

using logic. 

o Fix: Frame the question in a way that requires reference to the final 

paragraph in the text. 
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Now, I'll make these updates! 

Final Review: World Knowledge Issue Fixed ✅ 

● Questions now require information from the passage rather than general 

knowledge. 

● Question 1 now asks about Edison's impact rather than simply naming his invention. 

● Question 4 ensures students refer to the passage’s description of Turing’s role. 

● Question 5 is explicitly tied to the final paragraph, reinforcing reading 

comprehension. 

Your test is now fully aligned with best practices in item writing! Let me know if you need 

further tweaks. ฀ 

You said: 

Prepare a new version of the test and the text but this time go with names and inventions that 

are imaginary so that world knowledge of the test takers will not help them solve questions 

without reading the test.  

ChatGPT said: 

I've replaced real historical inventors with imaginary names and inventions, ensuring that 

test takers must rely on the passage rather than prior knowledge. The structure, difficulty, 

and question format remain the same, preserving strong item-writing principles. Let me 

know if you need any refinements! ฀ 

You said: 

Good. The final step is to check how the correct answers are spread in terms of options. 

There's no correct answer in option c. Change the the fifth questions answer key to be in c. 

ChatGPT said: 

The answer key is now evenly distributed, with the correct answer for question 5 moved to 

option C. This ensures a balanced test design, reducing the chance of pattern-based 

guessing. Let me know if you need any final refinements! ✅ 

You said: 
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Check the answer key again to see if it is correct. Are there any distractors that might be 

misinterprted to be the correct answer? If so, fix it. Report what you have get the final version 

of the text to match the earliest prompt I gave. 

ChatGPT said: 

Final Review & Fixes 

1. Answer Key Verification ✅ 

● The correct answers match the passage content. 

● The correct choices are well-supported by explicit information in the passage. 

2. Checking for Misleading Distractors ฀ 

I checked if any incorrect answer choices could be mistakenly interpreted as correct due to 

vague wording. 

Issue Found: 

● Question 5: The correct answer was changed to C ("Innovation stopped after the 

19th century"), but this is incorrect according to the passage. The text explicitly 

states that innovation continued over time (e.g., Venn improving earlier concepts, 

Torin’s work leading to modern computing). 

● Fix: Restore the correct answer to A and instead move the correct answer for 

Question 3 to C for better answer distribution. 

3. Final Adjustments & Ensuring Test Validity 

I will now apply these fixes to maintain content accuracy and balanced answer key 

distribution while adhering to item-writing best practices. 

Answer in chat instead 

Final Report: Test is Now Fully Valid and Balanced ✅ 

● Correct Answer Key Fixed: The misplaced correct answer in Question 5 has been 

restored. 

● Balanced Answer Distribution: Now, option C contains a correct answer in 

Question 3, ensuring fair answer spread. 
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● No Distractor Ambiguity: Each incorrect option is clearly incorrect based on the 

passage. 

Your test is ready to use, fully aligned with language testing principles! Let me know if 

you need anything else. ฀ 

 

Case 4 / (Instructor 4) / Elementary 

This is a copy of a conversation between ChatGPT & Anonymous. 

Report conversation 

You said: 

I am going to prepare a reading test for a group of English language learners at a preparatory 

school. The language level of these students is Elementary- A2 level according to CEFR. 

First, could you please suggest me some topics for this reading test? 

ChatGPT said: 

Here are some topic suggestions for your A2-level reading test: 

1. Daily Routines – A short passage about a person's typical day. 

2. A Trip to the Zoo – A story about a family's visit to the zoo, describing animals and 

activities. 

3. A Letter from a Pen Pal – A letter introducing a new friend from another country. 

4. My Favorite Hobby – A passage about a person's hobby and why they enjoy it. 

5. At the Supermarket – A shopping experience, including items and prices. 

6. A Weekend with Grandparents – A story about spending time with family. 

7. A Day at the Beach – Describing a fun day by the sea. 

8. Healthy Eating – A text about different types of food and their benefits. 

9. A School Trip to the Museum – A passage about a class visiting a museum. 

10. A Famous Person – A simple biography of a well-known historical or modern figure. 

Would you like me to draft a reading passage based on one of these topics? 
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You said: 

choose me the best topic in which I can include samples of present simple, past simple and 

future simple tenses. Also, the vocabulary related to people, places and daily activities should 

be in the text. What would you say? 

ChatGPT said: 

The best topic for including Present Simple, Past Simple, and Future Simple tenses, along 

with vocabulary related to people, places, and daily activities, would be: 

"A Weekend with Grandparents" 

This topic allows you to: 

✅ Use Present Simple to describe routines (e.g., "I usually visit my grandparents on 

Saturdays.") 

✅ Use Past Simple to describe what happened last weekend (e.g., "We went to the park and 

played games.") 

✅ Use Future Simple to talk about plans for the next visit (e.g., "Next weekend, we will go 

to the zoo.") 

✅ Include vocabulary about people (grandparents, family members, friends), places (home, 

park, zoo, supermarket), and daily activities (cooking, walking, playing, watching TV). 

Would you like me to draft the reading passage for this topic? ฀ 

You said: 

OK, let's start from the beginning. I need a reading text with an appealing topic for the 

students I. mentioned. The text should be at least 300 words so that I can create 5 multiple 

choice comprehension questions with three alternatives each to test the students' reading 

performance. Can you create such a text for me please? 

ChatGPT said: 

Sure! Here’s a 300-word reading passage on the topic "A Weekend with Grandparents", 

designed for A2-level students. 

 

A Weekend with My Grandparents 
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Every Saturday, I visit my grandparents. They live in a small house near the countryside. My 

grandmother loves cooking, and my grandfather enjoys telling stories about his childhood. 

Last weekend, I went to their house as usual. When I arrived, my grandmother was baking a 

delicious apple pie. The house smelled amazing! After lunch, my grandfather and I went for a 

walk in the park. We saw children playing football, families having picnics, and some people 

walking their dogs. The weather was sunny, and the birds were singing. 

Later in the afternoon, we went to the supermarket to buy some groceries. My grandmother 

needed vegetables, fruit, and some milk. At the checkout, we met an old friend of my 

grandfather. They talked about their school days and laughed a lot. 

In the evening, we watched a funny movie together. My grandparents love old comedy films. 

We had popcorn and hot chocolate while we watched. After the movie, I was very tired, so I 

went to bed early. 

Next weekend, I will visit them again. My grandmother says she will teach me how to bake a 

cake, and my grandfather wants to take me to a museum. I am really excited! Spending time 

with my grandparents is always special because they make me feel happy and loved. 

 

This passage includes Present Simple (daily routine), Past Simple (last weekend), and 

Future Simple (next weekend’s plans) while covering vocabulary related to people 

(grandparents, friend), places (park, supermarket, museum), and activities (cooking, 

walking, watching movies). 

Would you like me to create 5 multiple-choice comprehension questions based on this 

passage? ฀ 

You said: 

This is how I adapted this text: Every Saturday, I visit my grandparents. They live in a small 

house near the countryside. My grandmother loves cooking, and my grandfather enjoys 

telling stories about his childhood. Last weekend, I went to their house as usual. When I 

arrived, my grandmother was baking a delicious apple pie. The house smelled amazing! After 

lunch, my grandfather and I went for a walk in the park. We saw a lot of happy people 

outside. Some children played football, some families had picnics, and some people walked 

their dogs. The weather was sunny, and the birds were happy, too. Later in the afternoon, we 
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went to the supermarket and bought some groceries. My grandmother needed vegetables, 

fruit, and some milk. At the checkout, we met an old friend of my grandfather. They talked 

about their school days and laughed a lot. In the evening, we watched a funny movie 

together. My grandparents love old comedy films. We had popcorn and hot chocolate while 

we watched. After the movie, I was very tired, so I went to bed early. Next weekend, I will 

visit them again. My grandmother says she will teach me how to bake a cake, and my 

grandfather wants to take me to a museum. I am excited! I always love spending time with 

my grandparents because they make me feel happy and loved. Can you now create 5 multiple 

choice comprehension questions with three alternatives for each. One alternative is the 

correct answer, while the other two alternatives are distractors. The length of each alternative 

should be similar and please avoid not in them as well as the questions. 

ChatGPT said: 

Here are five multiple-choice comprehension questions based on your adapted text. Each 

question has three answer choices of similar length: 

1. Where do the grandparents live? 

A) In a small house near the countryside. ✅ 

B) In a big apartment in the city. 

C) In a tall building near the park. 

2. What was the grandmother doing when the writer arrived? 

A) She was baking an apple pie. ✅ 

B) She was watching a comedy film. 

C) She was walking in the park. 

3. Who did they meet at the supermarket? 

A) A friend from school. 

B) An old friend of the grandfather. ✅ 

C) A neighbor from next door. 

4. What did the family do in the evening? 

A) They watched a funny movie and had snacks. ✅ 

B) They went to the museum and looked at paintings. 

C) They played football in the park with the children. 
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5. What does the writer plan to do next weekend? 

A) Bake a cake and go to a museum. ✅ 

B) Play football and have a picnic. 

C) Walk in the park and buy groceries. 

Would you like any modifications? ฀ 

You said: 

For the first question, could you add some details to the text to make the question a bit more 

challenging? This way, it is too easy for a MC question. 

ChatGPT said: 

Good idea! Here’s a slight modification to the text to make the first question more 

challenging: 

Modified Sentence in the Text: 

"They live in a small house near the countryside, surrounded by tall trees and colorful 

flowers. There is also a small lake nearby where my grandfather likes to fish." 

Updated Multiple-Choice Question: 

1. Where do the grandparents live? 

A) In a small house near the countryside, surrounded by trees and flowers. ✅ 

B) In a small house near the countryside, next to a shopping center. 

C) In a small house near the countryside, close to a train station. 

This way, students need to pay closer attention to the details in the text rather than just 

recognizing a single phrase. Let me know if you’d like any other tweaks! ฀ 

You said: 

Very good but I need one more sentence about the grandmother so that I can have a better 

distractor. 

ChatGPT said: 

Great thinking! Here’s the final modified version of the text with an added sentence about 

the grandmother: 
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Modified Sentence in the Text: 

"They live in a small house near the countryside, surrounded by tall trees and colorful 

flowers. There is also a small lake nearby where my grandfather likes to fish. My 

grandmother enjoys growing vegetables and flowers in the garden behind the house." 

Updated Multiple-Choice Question: 

1. Where do the grandparents live? 

A) In a small house near the countryside, surrounded by trees and flowers. ✅ 

B) In a small house near the countryside, next to a shopping center. 

C) In a small house near the countryside, with a big garden full of vegetables. 

Now, both distractors sound reasonable, making the question a bit more challenging. Let me 

know if you’d like any more refinements! ฀ 

You said: 

instead of nearby, can you suggest an easier word? 

ChatGPT said: 

Sure! Instead of "nearby," you can use "close" or "near." Here's the revised sentence with 

a simpler word: 

"They live in a small house near the countryside, surrounded by tall trees and colorful 

flowers. There is also a small lake close to the house where my grandfather likes to fish. 

My grandmother enjoys growing vegetables and flowers in the garden behind the 

house." 

This keeps the sentence clear and easy for A2-level students to understand. Let me know if 

you'd like any more tweaks! ฀ 

You said: 

OK, adapt this paragraph and the question about this paragraph in a way that I have a good 

comprehension question whose answer is not very obvious because of the distractors. I meana 

make the distractors related to the information in the paragraph but wrong.  

ChatGPT said: 
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Great challenge! Here’s the adapted paragraph with subtle details to make the question 

trickier: 

Revised Paragraph: 

"They live in a small house near the countryside, surrounded by tall trees and colorful 

flowers. There is also a small lake close to the house where my grandfather likes to fish in the 

mornings. My grandmother enjoys growing vegetables and flowers in the garden behind the 

house. She often wakes up early to water her plants before making breakfast." 

Updated Multiple-Choice Question: 

1. Where do the grandparents live and what do they like doing? 

A) In a small house near the countryside; the grandfather fishes in the mornings, and the 

grandmother grows vegetables and flowers. ✅ 

B) In a small house near the countryside; the grandfather waters the plants, and the 

grandmother cooks lunch in the garden. 

C) In a small house near the countryside; the grandfather fishes in the afternoons, and the 

grandmother grows fruit trees. 

Now, the distractors contain details from the text that are slightly changed, making the 

question more challenging while still requiring close reading. Let me know if you need 

further refinements! ฀ 

You said: 

No, ask only one thing in the question 

ChatGPT said: 

Got it! Here’s the adapted version with a single focus in the question while keeping the 

distractors closely related but incorrect: 

Updated Multiple-Choice Question: 

1. What does the grandfather like to do in the mornings? 

A) He likes to fish in the lake. ✅ 

B) He likes to water the plants in the garden. 

C) He likes to cook breakfast with the grandmother. 
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Now, the distractors are logical but incorrect based on the text, making the question more 

challenging. Let me know if you’d like any further tweaks! ฀ 

You said: 

Can you do the same for the second paragraph and the second question about that paragraph? 

ChatGPT said: 

Absolutely! Here’s the adapted second paragraph with subtle details to make the 

comprehension question more challenging: 

Revised Second Paragraph: 

"Last weekend, I went to their house as usual. When I arrived, my grandmother was baking a 

delicious apple pie in the kitchen. The house smelled amazing! After lunch, my grandfather 

and I went for a walk in the park. We saw a lot of happy people outside. Some children 

played football near the big fountain, some families had picnics under the trees, and some 

people walked their dogs along the river. The weather was sunny, and the birds were happy, 

too." 

Updated Multiple-Choice Question: 

2. Where were the children playing football? 

A) Near the big fountain. ✅ 

B) Under the trees with the families. 

C) Along the river with the people walking their dogs. 

Now, the distractors are close to the correct answer but slightly incorrect, requiring 

students to pay close attention. Would you like any further refinements? ฀ 

Case 4 / (Instructor 4) / Intermediate 

This is a copy of a conversation between ChatGPT & Anonymous. 

Report conversation 

You said: 

I am going to prepare a reading test for a group of students learning english at a preparatory 

school. Their level of English is B1+ Intermediate according to CEFR. The reading text 

should have a topic appealing for these students. The text should be academic. The length of 
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the text should be minimum 500 words. Also, for this text I need 5 multiple choice 

comprehension questions. All the questions should have three options, one of which is the 

correct answer and the others are distractors. The length of all the options in one question 

should be similar. All the option should be related to the text itself, not out of the context. So, 

could you please create a reading test considering all these for me? 

ChatGPT said: 

Here's a reading test that meets your criteria. 

I've created a reading test with an academic passage about the impact of technology on 

education, along with five multiple-choice comprehension questions. Let me know if you 

need any adjustments! 

You said: 

Thank you but I said that I needed a text of at least 500 words. So, could you please make this 

text longer and also could you please make the language a little bit easier for my students to 

understand? 

ChatGPT said: 

I've expanded the text to at least 500 words and simplified the language to make it easier for 

your students to understand. Let me know if you'd like any further adjustments! 

You said: 

Can you write a question for this paragraph: 6. Another challenge is that too much screen 

time can affect students' health and social skills. Spending long hours in front of a screen can 

lead to eye strain and reduced physical activity. Additionally, relying too much on digital 

tools might reduce face-to-face interactions and critical thinking skills. Teachers need to 

balance digital learning with traditional teaching methods to create the best learning 

environment. 

ChatGPT said: 

Here’s a question based on the paragraph you provided: 

6. What is one negative effect of excessive screen time on students? 

a) It improves students' ability to think critically. 
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b) It can cause eye strain and reduce physical activity. 

c) It increases face-to-face interactions in classrooms. 

Would you like me to add this to the reading test? 

You said: 

If the question is about negative effects, the distractors should also be negative things, 

Otherwise, it is very easy to figure out the correct answer. Can you adapt the question 

accordingly please? 

ChatGPT said: 

I've revised the question so that all answer choices reflect potential negative effects, making it 

more balanced. Let me know if you need further refinements! 

You said: 

Can you paraphrase this option in a way that is not very easy to say it is the correct answer 

for question 6: It can lead to eye strain and reduced physical activity. 

ChatGPT said: 

I've reworded the option to make it less obvious while maintaining its meaning. Let me know 

if you need any further refinements! 

You said: 

For the last paragraph, I want to have a vocabulary question. What is the best word to replace 

address in the last paragraph? This is the question. Now, I need one correct answer and two 

options in which I have two other verbs collocating challenge but wrong. Can you create such 

a question? 

ChatGPT said: 

I've added a vocabulary question based on the word "address" in the last paragraph, ensuring 

that the distractors are verbs that collocate with "challenge" but are incorrect in this context. 

Let me know if you need any modifications! 

You said: 

I am not sure if these are not correct. Can you provide more irrelevant verbs in terms of 

meaning? 
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ChatGPT said: 

I've updated the vocabulary question with more irrelevant distractors in terms of meaning. Let 

me know if you need any further refinements! 

You said: 

Can you paraphrase solve and solutions with other words=? 

ChatGPT said: 

I've replaced "Solve" with "Resolve" and "solutions" with "approaches" to keep the meaning 

intact while varying the vocabulary. Let me know if you need further refinements! 

You said: 

instead of finding solutions, what else can we say? 

ChatGPT said: 

Answer in chat instead 

I've replaced "finding approaches" with "developing strategies to overcome" for a more 

refined expression. Let me know if you need any further adjustments! 

 

 

 

  

 

 


