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Abstract
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) may weaken the link between observed performance and the language ability a score represents. This conceptual paper examines how VSTEP-style Writing and Speaking assessment can generate defensible evidence when GenAI may influence performance. Drawing on Messick’s unified validity perspective and Weir’s socio-cognitive framework, it proposes three components—process-visible task design, situated live performance, and evidence-oriented rating—and six propositions for empirical testing. The framework distinguishes scored evidence, which determines numerical scores under existing VSTEP criteria, from supplementary evidence, which may trigger review but cannot directly alter scores. For VSTEP.3-5, it differentiates adaptations to recorded Speaking from live interaction, noting that a new live verification component requires test-owner authorisation and empirical validation. The framework remains conceptual and offers a basis for investigating score interpretation, comparability, fairness, and feasibility.
Key words: generative AI; assessment validity; score interpretation; VSTEP; writing and speaking assessment; public security education
1. Introduction
1.1. Generative AI and the validity problem
Generative AI (GenAI), particularly large language models (LLMs), changes what a test response can evidence. Language assessment infers ability from observable performance (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Kane, 2013; Messick, 1995). When a system supplies substantial language, the response may no longer represent the candidate's ability to the same extent. The issue is not AI use itself, but whether assessed processes remain attributable to the candidate.
A polished response can be rated accurately for language quality while providing weak evidence of independent ability if GenAI supplied its content or wording. Validity therefore concerns the interpretation and use of scores, rather than a test in isolation (Messick, 1995; Kane, 2013).
1.2. VSTEP and the Vietnamese context
VSTEP.3-5 assesses Levels 3–5 of Vietnam's six-level foreign-language proficiency framework through four skills. Decision 729/QĐ-BGDĐT (Ministry of Education and Training [MOET], 2015) specifies a 60-minute Writing paper: a letter/email (Task 1, about 120 words) and an essay (Task 2, about 250 words). Speaking includes social interaction, discussion of solutions, and topic development with follow-up questions. At the Academy, Speaking is computer-delivered and audio-recorded for later rating, not conducted with a live interlocutor. The framework therefore distinguishes options compatible with recorded delivery from live interaction requiring a different authorised format.
VSTEP research has examined Writing validity (Nguyen, 2018), Speaking cognitive validity (Nguyen, 2024), computer-delivered and face-to-face comparability (Nguyen et al., 2024), and rater training (Nguyen et al., 2020). This work provides a local foundation, but does not establish the validity of the proposed GenAI-resilient procedures.
1.3. Related work, positioning, and research gap
Research on GenAI and language assessment addresses construct implications and redesign (Xi, 2023, 2025; Chuang & Yan, 2025; Jang & Sawaki, 2025). Assistive technologies also raise questions about authorship, feedback, and assessment conditions. This paper focuses on the evidential link between performance and score interpretation rather than on detection alone.
Writing-process research suggests that pauses and revisions can illuminate composing, while interactional-competence research emphasises contingent spoken interaction (Révész et al., 2019; Galaczi & Taylor, 2018). Such evidence is useful only when the task elicits it consistently and the interpretation is validated; process traces do not prove who produced the language.
Three gaps motivate the framework: preserving proficiency interpretation when GenAI may contribute to a response; linking task mechanics to distinct types of evidence; and separating evidence that determines a score from evidence that may justify review.
The research question is: How can the evidential basis for interpreting VSTEP Writing and Speaking performance as evidence of English proficiency be strengthened when GenAI may have contributed to the observed performance?
1.4. Approach to literature selection and framework development
This is a conceptual synthesis, not an empirical study or systematic review. No candidate, rater, score, survey, interview, or classroom data were collected. Sources were selected purposively for relevance to validity theory, GenAI and language assessment, writing processes, speaking interaction, and VSTEP. The resulting framework and propositions require empirical testing.
A purposive search of Google Scholar, Scopus, and the VNU Journal of Foreign Studies covered 2022–2026, using terms related to GenAI, language assessment, VSTEP, validity, writing processes, and speaking interaction. Foundational validity sources and relevant VSTEP studies were also included. Selection was guided by relevance to score interpretation, task design, administration, and rating, not by an exhaustive systematic-review protocol.
Messick (1995) frames the score interpretation at stake; Weir (2005) organises the analysis around cognitive, contextual, and scoring conditions; and VSTEP documents and studies ground the proposed application. The framework was then translated into three components, adaptation levels, and six propositions (P1–P6).
1.5. Aim, definition, and contribution
This paper asks how VSTEP.3-5 Writing and Speaking assessment might generate more defensible evidence of English proficiency when GenAI is accessible or may have influenced performance.
Here, AI-resilient means that task design, administration, and rating support defensible score interpretation despite possible GenAI influence; it does not mean AI-proof or reliable detection. The framework distinguishes scored construct evidence from supplementary evidence that may inform review but does not itself alter a numerical score.
The contribution is a VSTEP-specific conceptual framework connecting Messick's account of score meaning with Weir's socio-cognitive dimensions. It specifies three components, three adaptation levels, and six propositions for empirical testing; it is neither a new validity theory nor a validated procedure.
2. Theoretical Foundations
2.1. Messick's unified theory of validity
Messick's (1995) unified view treats validity as an evaluative judgement about score meaning and use. Construct underrepresentation occurs when relevant ability is missed; construct-irrelevant variance arises when performance is influenced by factors outside the intended construct. GenAI matters when its contribution weakens the inference from observed language to the candidate's proficiency, not simply because a tool was used.
An LLM-generated essay may receive a high language rating while offering limited evidence of the candidate's independent ability to formulate and organise an argument. The concern is attribution, not the surface quality of the product.
2.2. Weir's socio-cognitive framework
Weir's (2005) socio-cognitive framework examines cognitive processing, task, testing context, and scoring. Cognitive, context, and scoring validity are especially relevant here. Nguyen's (2024) VSTEP Speaking study illustrates the value of examining whether expected processes are reflected in performance.
2.3. Integrating Messick and Weir

	Messick: What claims can legitimately be made from scores?   
Weir: What cognitive, contextual, and scoring conditions generate the evidence supporting those claims?



Three assumptions guide the analysis: GenAI use is not automatically invalid; relevance depends on whether it performs processes attributed to the candidate; and AI-mediated assessment, AI-accessible assessment, and AI-contaminated performance are distinct. Resilience is relative to the intended score interpretation, not equivalent to AI detection.
3. Generative AI and the Validity Challenge
3.1. Cognitive processing
In writing, GenAI can supply ideas, organisation, wording, drafting, or revision; in speaking, candidates may rehearse generated language before a test. If independent or real-time production is intended, such assistance can weaken attribution. Yet no single trace reliably identifies GenAI use, so design should strengthen evidence rather than promise detection.
3.2. Testing context
Supervised in-person, proctored computer-based, and unsupervised tasks permit different levels of external assistance. Comparable scores require conditions that support comparable interpretations (Nguyen et al., 2024). Security should not introduce difficulty unrelated to language ability (Weir, 2005).
3.3. Score interpretation
A score may accurately describe a text's quality yet weakly indicate independent ability if an LLM generated it. Consistent scoring cannot repair a weak link between observed performance and the intended construct (Kane, 2013; Messick, 1995).
4. A Conceptual Framework for AI-Resilient VSTEP Assessment
The framework addresses these threats through task design, performance conditions, and rating (Corbin et al., 2025). Its purpose is to strengthen evidence, not to make assessment AI-proof.
The framework combines process-visible task design, situated live performance, and evidence-oriented rating (Table 1). Existing VSTEP criteria score construct evidence; supplementary evidence may prompt review but cannot directly alter a numerical score.
Table 1
A validity-oriented framework for AI-resilient VSTEP assessment
	Component
	Main threat addressed
	Evidence generated
	Evidential status
	Role in rating and decisions

	Process-visible task design
	AI may perform composing or revision.
	Outline, draft, controlled revision, reflection.
	Final text scored; process records supplementary.
	Score final text; use process records only to review consistency.

	Situated live performance (interlocutor-based only)
	Prepared language may replace real-time formulation.
	Standardised, less predictable follow-ups.
	Scored only in an authorised live format; comparison is supplementary.
	Score follow-ups only when authorised; comparisons may prompt review.

	Evidence-oriented rating
	Attribution may be uncertain.
	Rating record separates construct and supplementary evidence.
	A framework component, not evidence itself.
	Score construct evidence first; supplementary evidence may prompt review, not change the score.



4.1. Process-visible task design
Process-visible design collects selected stages of writing alongside the final product. The final text remains scored under existing criteria; plans, drafts, and reflections are supplementary evidence.
	Prompt  →  Planning  →  Initial draft  →  Controlled revision  →  Brief reflection  →  Final text (scored)



Box 1 illustrates a possible Task 2 sequence. Its timings and word limits are illustrative, not official requirements.
	Box 1. Prototype structure for a process-visible VSTEP Writing Task 2 (illustrative, not empirically validated)
Stage 1: Outline and planning (5 minutes). Candidates receive a prompt (e.g., "Some argue that online learning should replace traditional classrooms in higher education. To what extent do you agree or disagree?") and submit a bulleted outline with a thesis, main arguments, and anticipated counterarguments. Evidence: initial planning and organization; supplementary.
Stage 2: Timed initial draft (25 minutes). Candidates draft the essay (about 250 words) within a controlled assessment interface designed to standardize access to external resources; this is not a claim that AI can be permanently excluded. Evidence: baseline on-demand production under the specified condition; retained for consistency checks and not scored separately.
Stage 3: Targeted revision and reflection (10 minutes). Candidates review the draft with a self-editing checklist, highlight two revisions, and write a 50-word justification of how they improved coherence or linguistic precision. The text submitted at the end of this stage is the scored response, rated on the existing VSTEP Writing criteria. Evidence: supplementary evidence of monitoring and of the development of linguistic choices; not a separate scored construct.



The illustrative stages total 40 minutes, leaving about 20 minutes for Task 1 within the 60-minute Writing paper. This is a research prototype, not an authorised VSTEP procedure; test-owner approval and validation are required.
Process records may reveal outsourced composing or revision but cannot reliably identify a memorised model essay or a polished first draft. Discrepancies prompt review; they do not prove GenAI use.
4.2. Situated live performance
Situated live performance applies most directly to interlocutor-based Speaking. Unscripted follow-ups can elicit real-time formulation, clarification, justification, comparison, and elaboration. Question functions and rating criteria should be standardised, with empirical testing of unpredictability and rater consistency (P3–P4).
Fixed questions may be rehearsed; unrestricted examiner questioning may reduce comparability. Standardised question functions offer a testable compromise where live interaction is already part of the authorised format.
This component presupposes a live interlocutor, whereas the Academy's official VSTEP Speaking test is computer-delivered and audio-recorded for later rating. Recorded-format options must therefore be distinguished from adding a live verification component.
For recorded delivery, randomised prompts and embedded standardised follow-ups could increase variation if the test owner authorises them and existing rules permit them. They do not reproduce genuine live interaction. Adding a live verification interview changes response conditions and is a Level 3 proposal requiring authorisation and empirical validation.
4.3. Evidence-oriented rating
Raters first score the final Writing response or Speaking performance under existing criteria and record a provisional score. They then check supplementary evidence against predefined indicators. Only marked discrepancies are referred for review; supplementary evidence cannot raise or lower the score.
Step 1: Score construct evidence using the existing criteria and record a provisional numerical score.
Step 2: Check supplementary evidence for consistency with the scored performance.
Step 3: Refer only marked discrepancies, defined in advance and applied consistently, for review.
Step 4: Keep the provisional score unchanged during review. An authorised review step may examine the evidence; supplementary evidence cannot raise or lower the numerical score.
The review outcome is recorded separately from score calculation. Under Level 2, review takes place within existing authorised scoring and reporting procedures. The provisional numerical score remains unchanged during review, and supplementary evidence cannot directly raise or lower it. Level 2 does not itself authorise new rules for withholding results, delaying their release, or qualifying reported results. Introducing any such rule constitutes a Level 3 reporting change and requires test-owner authorisation and validation; such changes cannot be adopted locally by the Academy. Any authorised procedure must be predefined, transparent, and applied consistently.
A marked discrepancy must involve comparable evidence from the same task or episode and meet predefined indicators. In Writing, a large gap between initial and final texts that the candidate cannot explain may prompt review, but can also reflect legitimate revision or task unfamiliarity. In Speaking, a marked contrast between a prepared segment and a less predictable response may prompt review, but does not prove AI use. Decisions must consider alternative explanations and avoid treating process data as forensic evidence.
False flags may burden independent candidates; missed discrepancies leave uncertainty unresolved. Any authorised procedure should be transparent, consistent, timely, non-punitive, and allow candidates to explain their performance.
Raters need guidance to distinguish language quality from attribution. The aim is consistent interpretation, not forensic detection; existing VSTEP rater-training research (Nguyen et al., 2020) offers a starting point.
4.4. Where each component adds evidence: administration conditions
Table 2 compares three administration conditions: (A) supervised, device-controlled examination; (B) supervised computer-based or proctored administration; and (C) unsupervised work, including remote tasks without proctoring.
Table 2
Added value of the framework components under different administration conditions
	Condition
	Process-visible task design
	Situated live performance
	Evidence-oriented rating
	Main residual risk

	A. Supervised, device-controlled room
	Limited: controlled conditions restrict assistance; process records may show some development.
	High only where authorised live interaction already exists; recorded tests offer limited prompt variation.
	Compare prepared and less predictable responses; keep supplementary evidence separate from scoring.
	Memorised AI-generated answers prepared beforehand.

	B. Supervised computer-based or proctored online
	Moderate: interface records may show development, but a second device remains possible.
	Potentially high with authorised live interaction; item banks and embedded prompts only approximate unpredictability in recorded tests.
	Keep construct and supplementary evidence separate in the rating record.
	Second-device assistance; technical failure or interface unfamiliarity.

	C. Unsupervised or weakly supervised
	Low: notes, drafts, and reflections can also be generated or edited with GenAI.
	Low without a separate supervised interaction; recorded or take-home responses do not establish spontaneity.
	Supplementary evidence may prompt a supervised follow-up but cannot establish independent performance.
	Independent performance cannot be inferred confidently without supervision.



Components should be selected for the administration condition, not adopted as a package. In supervised settings, live interaction may add more than full staged Writing; in recorded tests, standardised prompt variation offers more limited evidence. In unsupervised tasks, process records are weak attribution evidence and cannot replace supervised performance.
4.5. Design propositions for empirical examination
To make the framework testable, its core claims are stated as propositions. Each is a design expectation, not an established finding, and each is paired with the result that would count against it.
P1 (discriminative value). Where GenAI is accessible, supplementary evidence from process records and from comparison of prepared and unscripted performance distinguishes independent performances from performances produced with substantial GenAI assistance better than the final text or recording alone, at an acceptable rate of false flags. Disconfirmed if flag rates do not differ between the two conditions, or independent candidates are flagged at rates an institution could not accept.
P2 (process-visible design). Process records carry information about how a text was produced that the final text alone does not, and for independent candidates they are consistent with it within a tolerance to be set empirically. Disconfirmed if raters reach the same decisions with and without the records, or independent candidates frequently show discrepancies of the kind that trigger review.
P3 (situated live performance). Responses to unscripted follow-up questions provide evidence of real-time formulation and interaction that is not predictable from the prepared parts, and for candidates who prepare independently they are consistent with those parts within an empirically set tolerance. Disconfirmed if unscripted performance differs from prepared performance as much for independent candidates as for candidates who prepared with GenAI.
P4 (evidence-oriented rating). Raters trained on the distinction between construct evidence and supplementary evidence apply it consistently and do not convert supplementary evidence into scores. Disconfirmed if scores differ systematically according to whether supplementary evidence was available, or if raters' decisions to flag cases show low agreement.
P5 (construct centrality). Scores from redesigned tasks remain interpretable as evidence of language proficiency and relate interpretably to existing VSTEP scores. Disconfirmed if redesigned and conventional scores correlate weakly for comparable candidates, or the redesign changes task difficulty or the dimensional structure of the ratings.
P6 (feasibility and fairness). The added evidence justifies its cost in time and administration and does not disadvantage candidates unfamiliar with the format. Disconfirmed if the added demands are unacceptable to institutions, or score differences or flag rates differ across candidate groups for reasons unrelated to language ability.
5. Applying the Framework to VSTEP.3-5
5.1. Mapping the framework onto the VSTEP architecture
Table 3 maps task purpose, evidential risk, proposed response, evidence status, and adaptation level.
Table 3
Mapping the framework onto VSTEP.3-5 tasks
	Task
	Current task and intended performance
	Potential GenAI-related evidential problem
	Framework response
	Status of additional evidence
	Level

	Writing Task 1
	Letter or email, about 120 words; one-third of the Writing score
	Final text may be generated or substantially revised with outside help.
	The staged prototype (Box 1) applies to Task 2 only. No corresponding Task 1 redesign is proposed; Task 1 is scored under existing criteria and procedures.
	No additional evidence is proposed; the final response is scored under existing criteria.
	1 (no change)

	Writing Task 2
	Essay, about 250 words; two-thirds of the Writing score; extended argumentation
	AI planning, drafting, wording, or revision may exceed unaided performance.
	Outline, initial draft, controlled revision, brief reflection.
	Process is supplementary; revised essay is scored.
	3

	Speaking Part 1
	Social interaction: questions on two topics
	Prepared language may mask real-time formulation.
	Existing interlocutor-based format only: standard follow-up functions within authorised sequence and time. Recorded alternatives require test-owner approval.
	Construct evidence
	1 only for existing interlocutor-based format

	Speaking Part 2
	Discussion of a situation and three proposed solutions
	Prepared answers may limit responsive discussion.
	Existing interlocutor-based format only; recorded alternatives require test-owner approval.
	Construct evidence
	1 only for existing interlocutor-based format

	Speaking Part 3
	Topic development followed by follow-up questions
	Prepared presentation may reveal little about real-time adaptation.
	Existing interlocutor-based format only. A new live verification interview is Level 3.
	Construct evidence
	1 only within existing format; live addition = 3

	Writing and Speaking (rating: review)
	Scores read as evidence of proficiency at Levels 3 to 5
	Observed performance may not represent individual ability when GenAI contributes.
	Existing criteria score construct evidence; marked discrepancies are referred for review within existing authorised scoring and reporting procedures.
	Supplementary evidence informs review; it does not change the score.
	2

	Writing and Speaking (reporting)
	Scores read as evidence of proficiency at Levels 3 to 5
	Observed performance may not represent individual ability when GenAI contributes.
	New rules for withholding results, delaying release, or qualifying reported results; test-owner authorisation and validation required.
	Reporting change; the numerical score is not altered by supplementary evidence.
	3



Level 1 preserves construct, criteria, sequence, timing, and reporting under existing rules. Level 2 covers review within existing authorised scoring and reporting procedures; it changes neither numerical scores nor reporting rules. Level 3 covers changes to task design or administration and any new rule for withholding results, delaying release, or qualifying reported results (a reporting change); each requires test-owner authorisation and validation. Live follow-ups apply only where the authorised format already includes interlocutor interaction. Recorded prompt randomisation or embedded follow-ups require test-owner approval; a new live verification step is Level 3.
5.2. Writing: making the Task 2 essay process visible
Process-visible design applies most directly to Task 2, which carries two-thirds of the Writing score (MOET, 2015). An outline, initial draft, and reflection may show development, but the final essay remains scored under existing criteria. No corresponding redesign is proposed for Task 1 (letter or email); the GenAI-related risk noted for it in Table 3 is left for future research.
VSTEP Writing dimensions include Task Fulfillment, Organization, Vocabulary, and Grammar (Nguyen, 2018). A gap between drafts may justify review but cannot establish GenAI use.
Staged Task 2 writing is Level 3 because it changes task sequence and response conditions. A pilot requires test-owner authorisation and should examine score comparability, candidate effects, rating, feasibility, and fairness.
5.3. Speaking: strengthening an existing interactional feature
VSTEP Speaking includes social interaction, solution discussion, and topic development with discussion questions (MOET, 2015). Standardised follow-up functions may elicit clarification, justification, comparison, counterargument, or elaboration only in an authorised interlocutor-based format and within existing rules.
The five reported Speaking dimensions are Grammar, Vocabulary, Pronunciation, Fluency, and Content Development (Nguyen et al., 2024). Follow-up responses may provide evidence for these dimensions; no separate spontaneity criterion is proposed.
For the Academy's recorded format, randomised prompts and embedded follow-ups are options only for the test owner to consider; the Academy cannot implement them unilaterally. A new live verification component would alter administration and requires authorisation, evidence of comparability, and empirical validation. Until then, recorded responses must not be described as live interaction.
5.4. Relating the framework to VSTEP constructs and rating criteria
Table 4
Relationship between VSTEP rating dimensions and the framework
	Skill and dimension
	Potential GenAI-related evidential gap
	Framework response
	Evidential status

	Writing: Task Fulfillment
	AI may meet task requirements without independent formulation.
	Compare developing and final responses.
	Final response is scored; process evidence is supplementary.

	Writing: Organization
	AI may restructure ideas and cohesion.
	Planning and revision records show major changes.
	Final response is scored; process evidence is supplementary.

	Writing: Vocabulary
	AI may supply sophisticated lexical choices.
	Controlled writing makes lexical development observable.
	Final response is scored; process evidence is supplementary.

	Writing: Grammar
	AI may increase accuracy and complexity.
	Compare initial and final versions.
	Final response is scored; process evidence is supplementary.

	Speaking: Grammar and Vocabulary
	Rehearsed language may conceal limits in real-time formulation.
	Standardised follow-up where authorised.
	Follow-up response is construct evidence only where authorised.

	Speaking: Pronunciation and Fluency
	Rehearsal may mask real-time fluency.
	Immediate response to a follow-up, only where format permits.
	Follow-up response is construct evidence only where authorised.

	Speaking: Content Development
	Prepared content may mask difficulty with new questions.
	Ask for clarification, justification, comparison, or elaboration.
	Follow-up response is construct evidence only where authorised.

	Writing and Speaking: score interpretation
	Performance may not represent individual ability when GenAI contributes.
	Separate language evidence from process and attribution evidence.
	Supplementary evidence informs interpretation; it does not alter the score.




	Existing VSTEP construct and criteria  →  GenAI-related threat to the evidence  →  task or administration modification  →  additional evidence  →  evidence-oriented interpretation  →  existing VSTEP language score


5.5. Administration, score use, and validation requirements
The Academy cannot locally modify official VSTEP format, timing, criteria, or reporting. Changes require test-owner authorisation. Institution-designed VSTEP-format assessments may pilot adaptations, but must not be represented as official VSTEP results.
Level 1 and Level 2 operate within existing authorised scoring and reporting procedures and do not change numerical skill scores: existing criteria apply to construct evidence, and the reported VSTEP level follows the applicable four-skill average (MOET, 2015). The provisional score remains unchanged during review; supplementary evidence cannot directly alter it. Any new rule for withholding results, delaying release, or qualifying reported results is a Level 3 reporting change requiring test-owner authorisation and validation.
The three levels indicate different validation burdens; Level 3 covers both task redesign and reporting changes, each requiring its own validation. For staged Task 2 writing, making GenAI use harder is insufficient: the redesign must preserve the writing construct, support comparable scores, and be feasible and fair.
5.6. Application to Vietnamese public security education
This is a context of application, not an empirical case. No institution-specific data were collected; the account of Academy arrangements is the author's description.
At the Academy, official VSTEP results inform whether students meet the foreign-language graduation standard. Speaking is computer-delivered and audio-recorded for later rating; personal electronic devices are prohibited during the examination. These arrangements define the local context but do not provide empirical evidence that the proposed framework improves validity.
Potential target language-use domains include communication with foreign nationals, international cooperation and training, and professional reading or writing. Needs analysis is required before linking these domains to assessment design.
6. Discussion
6.1. From AI detection to validity-oriented redesign
AI detection cannot by itself protect validity. Detection tools may produce false positives and false negatives (Dalalah & Dalalah, 2023; Elkhatat et al., 2023), and human judgement is also fallible (Fleckenstein et al., 2024). A detection result should not determine a language score. The framework instead asks what evidence the task elicits, what it can support, and how uncertainty is handled fairly.
6.2. What the integrated perspective adds
Messick clarifies why GenAI may affect score meaning: when AI contributes to the performance, the final product may no longer provide sufficient evidence of the candidate’s independent language ability. Weir’s socio-cognitive framework helps locate this problem in the cognitive, contextual, and scoring conditions under which evidence is produced. Combining the two perspectives therefore links the validity question to practical assessment design; it does not establish a new theory or demonstrate that the proposed framework works.
The contribution is a GenAI-specific evidence chain connecting changes in task conditions to the interpretation of performance and the use of scores. Unlike approaches that reconsider the language construct itself, this paper retains independent proficiency as the intended construct and asks how it can be evidenced when production conditions have changed. The value of this synthesis remains an empirical question.
	Messick: validity argument for score interpretation  →  evidence required  →  Weir: cognitive processing, testing context, scoring  →  validity-oriented redesign


6.3. The premise of independent performance
The framework assumes that VSTEP scores represent candidates’ independent English proficiency, as required in high-stakes certification. If test owners redefine the target construct to include AI-supported communication, a different validity argument and assessment design would be needed. This paper focuses on the interim in which the construct remains unchanged while performance conditions evolve. Since no single safeguard addresses every concern, the framework proposes triangulating evidence, with supplementary evidence informing review rather than directly determining scores. Its effectiveness depends on the assessment context and requires empirical validation.
6.4. Theoretical and practical implications
Theoretically, the framework extends validity-oriented thinking to an AI-rich environment where final performance may not transparently represent individual ability. Practically, it prioritizes defensible score interpretation over detection sophistication, integrating validity, fairness, reliability, security, and sustainability (Chuang & Yan, 2025; Jang & Sawaki, 2025). Although applicable to other high-stakes writing and speaking assessments, the framework requires adaptation to each assessment’s construct, stakes, delivery mode, target language-use domain, and scoring system. As defined in Section 1.5, “AI-resilient” does not mean preventing all AI use; it refers to an assessment system designed to support evidence of independent or real-time performance.
6.5. Limitations and future research
This conceptual paper has not been empirically validated and draws on a purposively selected literature base. No candidate, rater, or score data were collected; the Academy context is described by the author rather than independently studied. The proposed indicators, thresholds, and procedures therefore require piloting, reliability analysis, candidate-impact evaluation, and comparison with existing VSTEP scores before any operational use.
Future studies should test P1 by comparing independent and GenAI-assisted performance; P2 by piloting staged Task 2 writing; P3 by comparing prepared and less predictable Speaking responses; P4 by testing rater agreement and score independence; P5 by examining construct coverage and score comparability; and P6 by evaluating time, cost, fairness, and candidate experience. Research should distinguish recorded from interlocutor-based formats and report limitations transparently.
7. Conclusion
GenAI creates a validity problem when it weakens the link between observed performance and intended language ability. This paper proposes a VSTEP-specific framework combining process-visible task design, situated live performance, and evidence-oriented rating, using Messick and Weir as complementary lenses.
	Process-visible task design  +  Situated live performance  +  Evidence-oriented rating



Numerical skill scores remain based on language evidence rated under existing criteria; supplementary evidence may prompt authorised review but cannot directly change scores. The reported VSTEP level continues to follow the applicable four-skill average.
Unscripted interaction may add evidence in authorised interlocutor-based Speaking. Recorded prompt variation is more limited and is not live interaction. Staged Task 2 writing is a Level 3 proposal requiring authorisation and validation.
The framework remains conceptual; P1–P6 require empirical testing. Official changes to task conditions or reporting require test-owner authorisation. Local VSTEP-format results must not be presented as official VSTEP scores.
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