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Abstract
Large mixed-ability English classes often use one reading text and identical tasks, which may overwhelm developing readers while providing insufficient challenge for more proficient learners. Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) can produce differentiated materials quickly, but its outputs require verification for accuracy, accessibility, and instructional alignment. This design-based study examined a teacher-led Prompt–Verify–Adapt–Reflect (PVAR) routine used to develop three reading Routes from unchanged textbook texts across Units 7–9 in two Grade 7 classes (N = 93) at a Vietnamese public lower-secondary school. Evidence comprised an eight-criterion audit, revision records, worksheets, teacher reflections, classroom documentation, and a retrospective student questionnaire. The initial Unit 7 draft scored 11/16, with five criteria requiring adaptation and 15 revisions documented. Subsequent materials showed how design rules were retained or refined, although documentation was uneven across units. Students reported favorable perceptions, but pronounced ceiling effects and the absence of reading outcome measures prevented conclusions about learning gains. The study contributes a practical, auditable approach to teacher-controlled AI-supported differentiation.
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KHÔNG ĐỂ NGƯỜI ĐỌC NÀO BỊ BỎ LẠI: PHÂN HÓA ĐỌC HIỂU CÙNG AI
Tóm tắt
Trong các lớp tiếng Anh đông học sinh và có trình độ không đồng đều, việc sử dụng chung một văn bản và bộ câu hỏi đọc hiểu có thể khiến học sinh còn hạn chế về năng lực gặp khó khăn, trong khi học sinh khá, giỏi thiếu thử thách. AI tạo sinh có khả năng hỗ trợ thiết kế nhiệm vụ phân hóa nhưng sản phẩm cần được giáo viên kiểm chứng. Nghiên cứu theo định hướng thiết kế này phân tích quy trình Prompt–Verify–Adapt–Reflect (PVAR) nhằm xây dựng ba lộ trình đọc hiểu từ văn bản sách giáo khoa không thay đổi, áp dụng tại hai lớp 7 với 93 học sinh qua các Unit 7–9. Dữ liệu gồm phiếu kiểm toán tám tiêu chí, nhật ký chỉnh sửa, phiếu học tập, ghi chép của giáo viên và khảo sát học sinh. Bản nháp Unit 7 đạt 11/16 điểm, có năm tiêu chí cần điều chỉnh và 15 mục chỉnh sửa được ghi nhận. Các tài liệu ở Unit 8 và Unit 9 cho thấy sự kế thừa, điều chỉnh các nguyên tắc thiết kế, dù mức độ đầy đủ của minh chứng khác nhau. Học sinh đánh giá tích cực nhưng kết quả có hiệu ứng trần rõ rệt; nghiên cứu không đo lường sự tiến bộ về đọc hiểu. Đóng góp chính là quy trình kiểm soát chất lượng có thể áp dụng trong thực tiễn, duy trì vai trò quyết định của giáo viên khi sử dụng AI để phân hóa nhiệm vụ học tập.
Từ khóa: AI tạo sinh; giáo viên kiểm soát; phân hóa đọc hiểu; lớp học đa trình độ; vai trò chủ động của giáo viên
1. Introduction
Vietnamese lower-secondary English classrooms often include learners with diverse reading proficiency. Identical reading tasks may overwhelm developing readers while insufficiently challenging more proficient students. Differentiated instruction addresses these needs by varying support and task demands while maintaining shared learning objectives (Tomlinson, 2014). However, preparing differentiated materials remains time-consuming (Smale-Jacobse et al., 2019).
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) can assist teachers in drafting vocabulary support, comprehension questions, and alternative tasks (Kohnke et al., 2023). Yet AI-generated materials may contain unsupported information, ambiguous answers, or inappropriate demands (Ji et al., 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023). International guidance therefore emphasizes human oversight and professional accountability (Miao & Holmes, 2023; UNESCO, 2024).
The central issue is how teachers verify, adapt, and document AI-generated materials before classroom use. Although Vietnamese EFL teachers’ perceptions of AI have been studied (Tran & Nguyen, 2025), detailed classroom evidence of item-level errors, teacher corrections, and evolving design rules remains limited.
This study examines a teacher-led Prompt–Verify–Adapt–Reflect (PVAR) routine for developing three differentiated reading Routes from unchanged Skills 1 texts in Units 7–9 of English 7: Global Success (Hoàng et al., 2022). Conducted in two Grade 7 classes in Nghe An Province, it investigates instructional quality control rather than reading achievement. The title expresses an equity objective, not a demonstrated learning outcome.
Three research questions guided the study:
RQ1. What quality problems appeared in AI-generated differentiated reading tasks, and how were they resolved?
RQ2. How were design rules derived from the initial audit retained or refined across Units 7–9?
RQ3. How did students perceive Route-based reading activities, and what conclusions can reasonably be drawn from their responses?
2. Literature Review and Conceptual Framework
2.1. Differentiation in mixed-ability reading classrooms
Differentiated instruction adjusts learning support and task demands while maintaining shared objectives (Tomlinson, 2014). However, its effectiveness depends on implementation quality, and rigorous evidence in secondary education remains limited (Smale-Jacobse et al., 2019). Visible ability grouping may also reinforce learner labels and expectations (Francis et al., 2017).
Accordingly, this study retained the original reading texts and objectives while varying vocabulary support, question formats, and response demands across three neutrally named Routes. Students selected Routes without permanent ability assignment. CEFR descriptors informed teacher planning rather than student placement (Council of Europe, 2020), consistent with Vietnam’s English curriculum (Ministry of Education and Training [MOET], 2018).
2.2. Generative AI and materials quality
GenAI can assist language teachers in preparing differentiated tasks and feedback (Kasneci et al., 2023; Kohnke et al., 2023), but fluent outputs may contain unsupported information or contextually inappropriate content (Ji et al., 2023; Steiss et al., 2024). Vietnamese EFL teachers have likewise reported opportunities and concerns regarding AI integration (Tran & Nguyen, 2025).
In reading instruction, overlapping distractors, unsupported inference questions, and answer keys lacking textual evidence can undermine task validity. These risks require teachers to verify individual items against the original passage rather than accept generated worksheets without revision.
2.3. Human oversight and teacher agency
Human-in-the-loop approaches position AI as a drafting assistant while teachers retain responsibility for evaluating and authorizing instructional materials. This reflects educational complementarity and hybrid intelligence (Holstein et al., 2019; Cukurova, 2025). Teacher agency further depends on professional judgment exercised within available resources and contextual conditions (Priestley et al., 2015).
The present study operationalized these principles through Prompt–Verify–Adapt–Reflect (PVAR), a teacher-developed quality-control routine rather than an independently validated instructional model.
2.4. Design conjectures
Design-based research supports iterative refinement of educational interventions in authentic settings (McKenney & Reeves, 2018). Four conjectures guided this study: (1) shared texts could support differentiated tasks; (2) neutral Route names could avoid public ability labels; (3) explicit audits could identify AI-generated problems; and (4) documented revisions could inform subsequent lessons.
These conjectures informed the task specifications, audit, and cross-unit analysis. They concerned the design process rather than measured reading achievement.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research design
This design-based study examined a teacher-led Prompt–Verify–Adapt–Reflect (PVAR) routine implemented across Units 7–9 of English 7: Global Success (McKenney & Reeves, 2018). The routine involved AI-assisted drafting, teacher verification, adaptation, classroom implementation, and reflection. Materials were developed from January to May 2026, with documentation varying across units. The study retrospectively analyzed design decisions and student perceptions, focusing on instructional quality control rather than reading achievement.
3.2. Setting and participants
The study involved 93 students in two intact Grade 7 classes taught by the author at Hoa Hieu 1 Lower Secondary School, Nghe An Province (renamed Thai Hoa Lower Secondary School in September 2026): Class 7A (n = 48) and Class 7E (n = 45).
TOEFL Junior Reading records were available for 16 students tested on March 30, 2026. In Class 7A, five of 13 were below A2, six at A2, and two at B1; in Class 7E, one of three was below A2 and two at A2. These nonrepresentative results illustrated proficiency variation but were not used for Route assignment or outcome evaluation. No cohort-wide placement test was conducted.
3.3. Reading Routes and classroom implementation
The original Skills 1 texts remained unchanged: road-safety rules (Unit 7), a film blog (Unit 8), and a festival email (Unit 9). Three Routes shared the objective of identifying main ideas and specific information while varying scaffolding and task demands.
Table 1
Reading Route Specifications
	Route
	Teacher planning reference
	Support and task demands

	Route 1
	Scaffolded; A1+ to low A2
	Glossary, Vietnamese meanings, pictures, word bank, gist questions, three-option details, and guided completion

	Route 2
	Core; A2
	Vocabulary matching, main-idea and detail questions, short completion, and answers supported by textual evidence

	Route 3
	Extended; A2+ to B1
	Limited lexical support, paragraph-purpose matching, evidence-based inference, and a 50–60-word response


Note. CEFR descriptors guided teacher planning only. Units 8–9 used neutral Route names on learner-facing worksheets.
Students selected Routes and worked in flexible groups of three or four. They completed worksheets, displayed answers, checked peers’ responses against a projected key, and explained selected answers. Individual Route choices and comprehension outcomes were not systematically recorded.
3.4. PVAR workflow and audit
An initial Equity Scan identified barriers related to vocabulary, instructions, comprehension, textual evidence, and writing space.
During Prompt, the teacher provided ChatGPT with textbook pages, lesson objectives, learner information, and constraints on source fidelity, neutral Route names, age-appropriate instructions, and text-supported answers. ChatGPT was accessed via its web interface from January to May 2026. The author retrospectively identified the model as GPT-4o, although retained screenshots could not independently verify this. No student-identifying information was entered.
During Verify, drafts were evaluated against eight criteria: source fidelity, objective alignment, CEFR and language fit, differentiation and inclusion, task format and instructions, answer-key evidence, language accuracy and cultural suitability, and ethics and documentation. Each criterion was scored 0–2 (0 = major revision required; 1 = adaptation needed; 2 = fully met), yielding a maximum of 16.
During Adapt, problematic items were corrected or removed. During Reflect, audit findings and classroom observations informed subsequent design rules.
Figure 1. 
Teacher-led PVAR workflow.
Prompt → Verify → Adapt → Classroom use → Reflect → Next-unit rule.
3.5. Evidence sources and documentation quality
Evidence comprised prompts, AI drafts, audits, revision logs, worksheets, teacher notes, photographs, limited proficiency records, and questionnaire responses. Documentation completeness varied across units.
Table 2
Evidence Inventory and Interpretive Limits
	Evidence
	Tier
	Supported interpretation

	Unit 7: prompt, first draft, numerical audit, 15 revisions, worksheets, reflection
	A
	Identifiable errors, scores, corrections, and next-step rules

	Unit 8: final worksheets and lesson notes
	C
	Features visible in completed materials, not the original generation process

	Unit 9: prompt, audit and revision screenshots, final worksheets
	B
	Source checks and selected revisions, but no numerical audit score

	Classroom photographs and teacher notes
	Context
	Group work and participation, not individual comprehension

	TOEFL Junior records (n = 16)
	Context
	Limited indication of proficiency variation

	Student questionnaire (n = 93)
	Perception
	Retrospective student views, not reading improvement


Unit 7 supported detailed process analysis; Units 8–9 provided more limited evidence of subsequent design decisions.
3.6. Questionnaire and analysis
A seven-item Vietnamese questionnaire assessed students’ perceptions of task understanding, vocabulary support, main-idea and detail identification, manageable challenge, textual evidence, presentation confidence, and willingness to continue Route-based reading.
All 93 students completed an anonymous five-point agreement questionnaire on October 4, 2026, after entering Grade 8 and receiving further Route-based instruction. The original verbal response anchors were not retained. All items were positively worded, reviewed by the teacher, and not pilot-tested. Sixty-five responses (69.9%) were submitted between 13:00 and 13:59.
Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Wilson 95% confidence intervals for ratings of 4–5, Cronbach’s alpha, and the Mann–Whitney U test. Uniform and less favorable response patterns were examined, and five optional comments were summarized descriptively.
The Unit 7 audit informed RQ1, cross-unit materials informed RQ2, and questionnaire responses informed RQ3. A joint display integrated these evidence sources (Fetters et al., 2013).
3.7. Ethics and researcher positionality
The school approved implementation and anonymized data use. Parents or guardians were informed through class Zalo groups and gave permission concerning participation and selected photographs. Students assented voluntarily, without consequences for marks or Route selection.
The author’s combined roles as teacher, designer, and researcher provided contextual insight but introduced potential assessment and interpretation bias.
4. Findings
4.1. RQ1: Problems identified in the initial AI draft
The first Unit 7 AI draft scored 11/16. Three criteria were fully met, five required adaptation, and none received zero. The revision log contained 15 entries.
Table 3
Unit 7 Audit Results and Teacher Adaptations
	Criterion
	Score
	Main issue or decision

	Source fidelity
	1
	Overlapping distractor, unsupported example, unused word-bank item, unclear glossary framing

	Objective alignment
	2
	Accepted

	CEFR and language fit
	2
	Accepted

	Differentiation and inclusion
	1
	Ability descriptors appeared on printed worksheets; neutral naming adopted subsequently

	Task format and instructions
	1
	Inference prompts exceeded source evidence; instructions standardized

	Answer-key evidence
	1
	Exact textual support and paragraph references clarified

	Language accuracy and cultural suitability
	2
	Accepted

	Ethics and documentation
	1
	Missing model metadata documented

	Total
	11/16
	15 revision entries


Note. Fourteen revisions were completed before classroom use. The learner-facing label issue was identified after Unit 7 implementation and addressed from Unit 8 onward.
Three problems were particularly important. First, several inference questions encouraged explanations that could not be justified from the reading passage. Such questions risked assessing background knowledge rather than reading comprehension. Second, some answer keys lacked exact textual evidence even when the proposed answers appeared correct. Third, ability-related descriptors reappeared when text-based materials were converted into printed worksheets.
The last problem demonstrated that quality control must extend beyond AI-generated text to the final learner-facing artefact. The teacher recorded the lapse rather than retrospectively presenting Unit 7 as fully compliant.
4.2. RQ2: Development of rules across Units 7–9
The subsequent units showed retention and refinement of several design decisions.
Table 4
Cross-Cycle Development of Design Rules
	Design rule
	Unit 8 evidence
	Unit 9 evidence

	Neutral Route names
	Only Route 1–3 visible
	Neutral names retained

	Text-bound inference
	“Think and prove” questions with evidence lines
	Scenario questions requiring textual evidence

	Clear paragraph references
	Instructions specify body-paragraph counting
	First and last sentences identify paragraph boundaries

	Adequate writing space
	Checklist removed to create space
	Larger response area retained

	KET-style Route 2 formats
	Introduced
	Retained in adapted form

	Source verification
	Prompt unavailable
	Mismatch between unit label and attached pages detected


Unit 8 materials showed that neutral naming and evidence requirements appeared in the final worksheets. Unit 9 documentation additionally showed a source-identification problem: the teacher’s prompt named Unit 8 while the attached pages belonged to Unit 9. Verification detected the mismatch, and the audit confirmed that no outside festival facts had been added.
This case illustrates that errors can originate from human inputs as well as AI outputs. It also demonstrates the value of checking source identity before generating tasks.
Nevertheless, the documentary record was incomplete. Unit 8 final worksheets cannot independently establish how each feature was produced, while Unit 9 lacked a numerical audit score. The evidence therefore supports a documented design trajectory rather than three equally complete cycles.
Teacher notes and photographs showed students working in groups and presenting answers. These observations document participation but cannot establish improved reading comprehension.
4.3. RQ3: Student perceptions
Questionnaire responses were strongly favorable. Across all seven items, 92.5%–97.8% selected ratings of 4 or 5, and the median was 5 for every item.
Table 5
Student Questionnaire Results (N = 93)
	Item
	2
	3
	4
	5
	M (SD)
	Ratings 4–5, n (%) [95% CI]

	Q1 Task understanding
	1
	4
	23
	65
	4.63 (0.62)
	88 (94.6) [88.0, 97.7]

	Q2 Vocabulary support
	1
	1
	28
	63
	4.65 (0.56)
	91 (97.8) [92.5, 99.4]

	Q3 Main ideas/details
	0
	5
	29
	59
	4.58 (0.60)
	88 (94.6) [88.0, 97.7]

	Q4 Manageable challenge
	1
	6
	27
	59
	4.55 (0.67)
	86 (92.5) [85.3, 96.3]

	Q5 Textual evidence
	3
	2
	29
	59
	4.55 (0.70)
	88 (94.6) [88.0, 97.7]

	Q6 Presentation confidence
	3
	4
	21
	65
	4.59 (0.73)
	86 (92.5) [85.3, 96.3]

	Q7 Willingness to continue
	1
	2
	12
	78
	4.80 (0.52)
	90 (96.8) [90.9, 98.9]


Note. No student selected 1. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; CI = Wilson 95% confidence interval. All item medians were 5.
The strongest endorsement concerned continuing Route-based reading, with 78 students (83.9%) selecting the highest rating. However, response patterns suggested a substantial ceiling effect.
Forty-one students (44.1%) selected 5 for every item, and one additional student selected 4 throughout. Thus, 45.2% provided uniform ratings. Cronbach’s alpha was .92, with corrected item–total correlations ranging from .67 to .82. Although this indicates high internal consistency, the concentration of favorable responses limits its interpretation as evidence of a well-defined underlying construct.
The class comparison did not reveal a statistically significant difference in composite ratings: Class 7A, M = 4.64 (SD = 0.36); Class 7E, M = 4.60 (SD = 0.65); Mann–Whitney U = 952.5, p = .31. Class 7E nevertheless showed greater response polarization.
Twelve students (12.9%) gave at least one rating of 3 or lower. Reservations clustered around manageable difficulty, presentation confidence, and identifying textual evidence. Two students had composite means of 2.43, indicating that the activities were not experienced as equally accessible by everyone.
Only five students submitted optional comments. Three mentioned appropriate difficulty or vocabulary support; two reported insufficient time for writing. These comments were too few for thematic generalization but identified a practical concern consistent with earlier worksheet revisions.
Overall, the questionnaire indicates favorable acceptance, not verified improvement in reading performance.
4.4. Integration of evidence
Table 6
Joint Display of Findings
	Claim
	Evidence
	Integrated interpretation

	AI drafts required correction
	Unit 7 audit and 15 revisions
	Strongly supported

	Rules developed across cycles
	Unit 7 reflection; Units 8–9 artefacts
	Supported, with uneven documentation

	Routes provided accessible support
	Worksheets, observations, favorable responses
	Plausible and positively perceived

	Neutral labels protected learner dignity
	Revised worksheet headers
	Design intention documented; effect unmeasured

	Writing time was sufficient
	Worksheet changes versus two negative comments
	Unresolved

	Reading comprehension improved
	No direct outcome measure
	Unsupported


The evidence converged most clearly on the need for teacher correction of AI-generated materials. Student perceptions complemented observations of classroom participation but did not establish learning gains. Some findings also revealed unresolved tensions, especially between extended writing demands and available lesson time.
5. Discussion
5.1. From fluent output to usable materials
The initial AI draft required adaptation on five of eight audit criteria, reinforcing concerns about the reliability of generated educational content (Ji et al., 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023). Unsupported inference questions, insufficient answer-key evidence, and reintroduced ability labels showed that fluent output did not guarantee instructional validity.
PVAR made verification and revision explicit, including inspection of final printed worksheets. Its contribution is a traceable quality-control process, not error-free generation.
5.2. Teacher agency and accountability
GenAI supported drafting, but the teacher retained responsibility for source fidelity, accessibility, and task validity, consistent with hybrid intelligence and teacher agency perspectives (Cukurova, 2025; Holstein et al., 2019; Priestley et al., 2015).
The Unit 7 labeling lapse and Unit 9 prompt mismatch also demonstrated that human oversight was imperfect. Effective AI literacy therefore requires evidence checking, revision documentation, and reflection alongside prompt design.
5.3. Differentiation and equitable access
The three Routes maintained shared texts and objectives while varying scaffolding and cognitive demands (Tomlinson, 2014). Neutral names were intended to avoid public ability labeling (Francis et al., 2017).
However, individual Route choices and the effects of neutral naming were not measured. The findings demonstrate a feasible differentiation design, not equitable learning outcomes. Less favorable student responses further indicate the need to adjust difficulty, writing time, and presentation support.
5.4. Interpreting favorable student responses
Students generally welcomed Route-based activities, particularly their continuation. Nevertheless, positively worded items, uniform responses, the teacher–student relationship, and retrospective administration limit interpretation. The questionnaire followed additional Route-based teaching in Grade 8, so responses cannot be attributed exclusively to Units 7–9.
Cronbach’s alpha of .92 should be interpreted alongside pronounced ceiling effects. The results support perceived acceptability rather than improved comprehension or confidence.
5.5. Limitations
The study involved one teacher, two intact classes, and uneven documentation across units. The audit had one rater, while some model information was reconstructed retrospectively.
The unpiloted questionnaire was administered months after implementation. Limited TOEFL records were nonrepresentative, and individual Route choices and reading outcomes were unavailable. Consequently, neither achievement gains nor reduced proficiency gaps can be established.
5.6. Implications
Teachers can apply PVAR by identifying access barriers, prompting with source constraints, auditing questions and answer keys, inspecting printed materials, and recording revisions for subsequent lessons. Authentic errors from the Unit 7 audit provide useful professional-development cases.
Future research should retain complete audit trails, involve independent raters, record Route choices, and measure reading performance. Comparison designs and piloted questionnaires administered near implementation would strengthen conclusions about instructional effectiveness.
6. Conclusion
This study documented a teacher-led PVAR routine for developing GenAI-assisted differentiated reading tasks in two Grade 7 classes. The initial Unit 7 draft scored 11/16 and required 15 documented revisions, highlighting the importance of teacher verification. Subsequent materials reflected the retention and refinement of design rules, although documentation remained uneven across units.
Students reported favorable perceptions of Route-based reading activities. However, pronounced ceiling effects and the absence of direct reading outcome measures precluded conclusions about learning gains. The study contributes an auditable quality-control routine that maintains teacher judgment and accountability in AI-supported differentiation. Its practical value lies in making instructional decisions transparent, systematic, and reviewable.
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Appendix A. Standardized AI Prompt Template
Using the original Grade 7 textbook text and objectives, create three neutrally named reading Routes: Route 1 (scaffolded), Route 2 (core), and Route 3 (extended). Verify the attached unit, preserve source fidelity, differentiate support and task demands, provide text-based answer keys, and ensure clear instructions and adequate writing space. Flag problems against the eight audit criteria.
Note. This template summarizes the design constraints used in the study; it is not a verbatim record of every historical prompt.
Appendix B. Student Questionnaire
Table B1
Questionnaire Items and English Translations
	Item
	Vietnamese wording
	English translation

	Q1
	Em hiểu yêu cầu của nhiệm vụ đọc mà nhóm em được giao.
	I understand the reading task assigned to my group.

	Q2
	Phần từ vựng/hỗ trợ trong phiếu học tập giúp em hiểu bài đọc tốt hơn.
	The vocabulary/support on the worksheet helps me understand the text better.

	Q3
	Các câu hỏi giúp em tìm được ý chính và thông tin cụ thể trong bài đọc.
	The questions help me find the main ideas and specific information in the text.

	Q4
	Nhiệm vụ đọc có độ khó phù hợp với em: em cần cố gắng nhưng vẫn có thể hoàn thành.
	The task difficulty suits me: I need to try, but I can still complete it.

	Q5
	Em có thể chỉ ra câu hoặc từ trong bài đọc để giải thích đáp án của mình.
	I can point to sentences or words in the text to explain my answers.

	Q6
	Em tự tin hơn khi thảo luận hoặc trình bày kết quả đọc của nhóm.
	I am more confident when discussing or presenting my group’s reading results.

	Q7
	Em muốn tiếp tục học Reading với các phiếu nhiệm vụ theo nhóm/Route như vậy.
	I want to continue learning reading with group/Route worksheets like these.



Note. Items Q1–Q7 used a five-point agreement scale. Two optional questions asked what helped most and what should be improved.
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