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Extended Abstract

Despite rapid adoption of Al systems in educational spaces,
very few evaluations for Al in educational (AIED) exist.
Those that purport to cover this space often suffer from poor
construct validity, are underpowered, or focus more on broad
effects rather than instance-level performativity. The result
is a situation in which deployment is far outpacing evidence
even of basic validation of AIED systems.

This AIED evaluations gap reflects the ongoing crisis in
Al evaluations in general. However, it is more acute: al-
though prior validation and efficacy studies of conventional
education technologies suggest that these predecessor sys-
tems have not meaningfully improved learning outcomes
(Cuban 2001; Zawacki-Richter et al. 2019; Selwyn 2012,
2019), many AIED systems replicate or extend the same
conventional system design patterns (Jurenka et al. 2024).
Such a headlong rush on the part of AIED developers and
adopters without parallel development of novel evaluation
methodologies creates the conditions for myriad interaction-
, learning-group-, systemic-, and compounding harms (Bas-
tani et al. 2024; Holmes 2024; Kennedy and Campos 2025).
In the meantime, a generation of learners must endure labo-
ratory conditions (Alcaras and Ricci 2025).

Drawing inspiration from allied efforts to improve the
state of the evaluations ecosystem (Eriksson et al. 2025;
Weidinger et al. 2025; Schwartz et al. 2025; Reuel et al.
2025), our work hastens progress in one particularly chal-
lenging subdomain of Al for education: second language
(L2) education. The use of LLMs for language learning tasks
represents one of the most common applications of Al mod-
els, yet it is among the least evaluated. To work towards clos-
ing this gap, we propose an evaluation benchmark for sec-
ond language learning experience design for L2 US/UK
English. Our benchmark makes three distinct contributions:

1) It provides a validated taxonomy of the 12 compe-
tencies and 31 subcompetencies that compose second lan-
guage learning design, one which operationalizes discipline-
specific practices and frameworks into a sociotechnical
boundary object that promotes the uptake of domain knowl-
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edge into current Al systems design. A large sample of n
= 221 expert practitioner raters scored task authenticity and
criteria adequacy highly (task authenticity = 4.42/5.00, cri-
teria adequacy = 4.18/5.00).

2) It offers an evaluation methodology for assessing
model performance across each of these competences. We
advance, as a research agenda item rather than a validated
claim, the conjecture that this rubric-based methodology
could—with substantial domain adaptation—be extended to
other educational domains that also feature well-developed
assessment and pedagogical frameworks within SHAPE dis-
ciplines (i.e. the social sciences and humanities); establish-
ing this generalization empirically is left to future work and
discussed in Appendix C.

3) It produces a benchmark dataset of 1000+ task-
response item pairs structured by our taxonomy, ultimately
allowing stakeholders as diverse as instructors, administra-
tors, policymakers, learning scientists, Al evaluations scien-
tists, Al application developers, and Al model developers
to better understand the current and near-future state of Al
model capabilities in this “high risk” social sector.

We evaluate nine popular models at the time of writ-
ing, finding that, overall, Claude Opus 4.7 performs best on
benchmark tasks (85.5%), but is marginally less performant
on some competencies than other frontier models (managing
activities, presenting linguistic points, student assessment).
On “hard” tasks, top tier model performance ranges from
69.9% to 73.4%, suggesting both room for improvement and
reason to develop more complex evaluation datasets.

We propose this benchmark as the first offering of our
wider program to develop context-specific AIED evalua-
tion methodologies. As such, L2-Bench prioritizes essential
desiderata that second language learning design benchmark-
ing should seek first to capture. We also provide insights into
new directions for AIED evaluations methods in general.

Repositories. The evaluation codebase and benchmark
dataset (tasks, rubrics, and reference answers) is available
at https://huggingface.co/datasets/OUP/12-bench.

Licensing. The dataset, rubrics, and reference answers
are released under the Creative Commons Attribution—
ShareAlike 4.0 International licence (CC-BY-SA-4.0); the
evaluation code is released under the MIT licence.
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