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ABSTRACT

This study evaluates the performance of three widely used artificial intelligence systems, ChatGPT, 
Microsoft Copilot, and Google Gemini, on standardized test questions in Math, Reading, and English 
derived from SAT and ACT examinations. A total of 90 questions (30 per subject) were selected from 
multiple test forms across different years to reduce potential bias and ensure broad content coverage. All 
questions, including those with visual components, were presented to each AI system in a standardized 
format, and responses were scored for accuracy. A chi-square test for homogeneity was conducted 
to assess differences in performance among the models. Results indicate that all three AI systems 
performed strongly in language-based tasks, Reading and English. In contrast, performance in Math was 
notably lower across all models, with common errors involving advanced mathematical concepts and 
misinterpretation of visual and graphical information. Despite observable differences in error patterns, 
statistical analysis revealed no significant differences in overall performance among the three systems. 
These findings suggest that current AI models are highly proficient in processing and interpreting 
textual information but remain less reliable in mathematical reasoning and multimodal tasks. The study 
highlights both the capabilities and limitations of AI in standardized testing contexts and underscores 
the importance of prompt design and continued model development.
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INTRODUCTION

Artificial intelligence has become a central focus in 
the technological world (1). Computers have traditionally 
been viewed as non-sentient tools designed to follow 
programmed instructions rather than think or make 
decisions independently (2). Computers are present in 
nearly every aspect of modern life, serving vital roles 

in everything from medicine to finance to education to 
business and beyond.

Computers have pushed humans toward the idea of 
an efficient, progressive world, enabling programs to 
accomplish tasks that were once considered impossible. 
But one characteristic that all computers have had since 
their creation has been that they can only use what 
they are given. A program can only achieve the level of 
quality defined by the standards established during its 
creation (3).

Artificial Intelligence refers to computer systems that 
can learn, adapt, and perform tasks that typically require 
human intelligence, making them a major advancement 
beyond traditional programmed machines (4). The 
concept of Artificial Intelligence has transformed the 
capabilities of computers, introducing possibilities 
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so expansive that they raise concerns among skeptics 
regarding its potential (5). A historical parallel to AI’s 
development might be the Gutenberg printing press. 
The Gutenberg press was criticized in its time for taking 
jobs from scribes. However, the Gutenberg press also 
increased literacy rates in Europe and revolutionized 
the academic landscape by making textbooks more 
accessible to students (6). This raises the question: why 
is AI regarded as so consequential, and in what ways 
might its potential impact mirror that of the Gutenberg 
press?

AI has been labeled the biggest invention since the 
Internet and compared to the atomic bomb in terms of its 
potential societal impact. However, AI is still relatively 
new and is just taking its first steps (7). Like humans, AI 
can make mistakes, and it is crucial to understand AI’s 
abilities and limitations. Without understanding these 
boundaries, the integration of AI into certain fields or 
subjects could have harmful consequences (8). 

One area in which AI has rapidly advanced is its use 
as a study tool for students. From elementary school 
through graduate studies, AI software serves both as a 
tutor and study companion for students in need. Today, 
AI platforms are being increasingly used by students to 
enhance their skills in core academic areas, providing 
support that extends beyond the classroom (9). In 
American schools, the three traditional core subjects 
that are taught to all children in schools are Reading, 
Writing, and Math. College entrance standardized tests, 
such as the SAT and the ACT, both give questions in 
these three core subjects, with the SAT having a mix of 
reading and English questions within one section and the 
ACT having separate sections for each (8).  In education, 
AI could greatly enhance test preparation by offering 
intelligent, adaptive support that strengthens students’ 
understanding and performance on these standardized 
exams (10). 

This study evaluated the performance of various 
AI software, ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, and Google 
Gemini, on real standardized test questions from the 
ACT and SAT. Each system was presented with a set 
of 30 questions representative of those encountered by 
students across the United States. Their strengths and 
weaknesses were then analyzed across three core subject 
areas, Math, Reading, and Writing, with a focus on 
accuracy and patterns of error. Accordingly, the study 
addresses several key questions regarding how accurately 
ChatGPT, Microsoft Copilot, and Google Gemini can 
answer Math, English, and Reading questions from the 
SAT and ACT, how their accuracy compares across these 

subject areas, and what common or unique errors these 
systems produce when answering incorrectly.

LITERATURE REVIEW

AI is changing education quickly. It’s reshaping 
classrooms, tutoring, and even how people study for tests. 
Many students now rely on AI for personalized feedback, 
detailed study guides, and assistance with subjects that 
previously required a teacher (9). These programs are 
used for test prep, class reviews, and career guidance. 
Many education experts agree that AI can make studying 
easier by giving quick answers, creating practice 
questions, and showing students how to solve them. It 
can also change topic difficulty level based on how well 
a student is doing, making learning more personalized 
than ever before (11). However, researchers caution 
that AI is not flawless. It can make reasoning errors, 
misinterpret complex topics, and struggle to explain the 
rationale behind its answers (12). For this reason, most 
believe that AI should serve as a tool to support learning 
rather than replace genuine understanding (13) As AI’s 
role in education expands, it is crucial to understand how 
effectively it performs in real classroom settings. This 
study examines AI’s effectiveness in key school subjects, 
analyzing its accuracy and error patterns to identify how 
it can best support students and where improvements are 
needed.

ChatGPT
ChatGPT has gained popularity in schools as an AI 

tool, offering quick and clear responses to students’ 
questions (14). Students use ChatGPT to enhance 
their reading, grammar, and writing skills. It excels at 
generating questions that test content recall, correcting 
grammar, expanding vocabulary, condensing lengthy 
texts, summarizing key ideas, and simplifying complex 
language (15). Research has shown that ChatGPT tends to 
face challenges with problems that require multiple steps 
of reasoning or higher levels of critical thinking (16). In 
more complex subjects such as math and science, studies 
report that it can skip intermediate steps or produce 
answers that sound correct but lack full logical support 
(17). Other researchers have observed that ChatGPT 
often presents its responses with high confidence even 
when they are inaccurate, which can mislead users who 
rely on its output without verification (12). Overall, the 
literature suggests that while ChatGPT is accessible and 
efficient, its main limitation lies in providing reasoning 
and explanation for complex or abstract questions (18).
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Google Gemini
Gemini is an AI model highly capable in language 

comprehension and processing large volumes of 
structured text (19). Studies suggest that it performs well 
on reading and fact-based questions, particularly when 
the questions are straightforward. (20). Researchers 
have found that Gemini can retain details from lengthy 
texts, enabling it to effectively organize and summarize 
information (21). Teachers have observed that it provides 
clear, step-by-step answers when questions are well-
structured (12). However, Gemini can struggle with 
tone, hidden meanings, and author subtext, which are 
key for reading and writing (20). Some studies indicate 
that its answers can vary depending on how a question is 
phrased, suggesting it may rely more on specific wording 
than on understanding the underlying meaning (19). 

Microsoft Copilot
Copilot is an AI system designed to assist with 

productivity, problem-solving, and structured tasks 
across various fields, including education (22). Within 
classroom settings, Copilot has been tested on technical 
questions, rule-based reasoning, and assignments that 
require step-by-step logic (23). Studies show that it 
performs well in areas such as Math, grammar, and 
data analysis because it follows consistent rules and 
recognizable patterns (19). Research also notes that 
Copilot maintains steady accuracy when handling 
familiar question types and performs reliably when given 
clear instructions (22). However, studies indicate that one 
of Copilot’s main limitations is its brief explanations, as 
it tends to provide quick answers without elaborating 
on its reasoning process (23). This makes it efficient but 
less effective for helping students understand the steps or 
logic behind an answer (24). Additional findings suggest 
that Copilot can struggle with open-ended or creative 
problems that require flexible or original thinking (23). 
Despite these challenges, the research concludes that 
Copilot remains a reliable tool for structured academic 
tasks and technical work, making it useful for organized 
study and classroom applications (19).

Comparing AI Software
Artificial intelligence has become a tool that 

meaningfully impacts education. However, the 
researchers are still in agreement that no system can 
be entirely accurate or self-sufficient (19). ChatGPT, 
Gemini, and Copilot differ in their functionality, with 
each excelling at different tasks. ChatGPT is particularly 
strong in writing and reading, Gemini performs well 

at organizing and interpreting structured information, 
and Copilot is most effective for rule-based or technical 
questions (19). Studies have often found that these systems 
can answer simple and factual questions satisfactorily; 
however, they are not capable of performing creative, 
reasoning, or abstract analysis tasks (23). Several experts 
have highlighted that AI tools can enhance student 
learning by providing personalized support, generating 
practice problems, and adjusting difficulty levels to 
match individual abilities (22). Conversely, the studies 
also note that these systems can make logical errors or 
offer incomplete explanations, meaning human guidance 
remains essential to ensure their effectiveness in the 
classroom (13). Overall, AI is transforming the ways 
students learn; however, it is most effective when used 
in conjunction with teachers and human judgment rather 
than as a replacement (24).
  
METHODS AND MATERIALS 

This study aimed to evaluate the performance of 
Microsoft Copilot, ChatGPT, and Google Gemini on 
standardized test questions in Math, Reading, and 
Writing. To accomplish this, a set of 30 questions was 
compiled for each subject area, drawn from a combination 
of SAT and ACT examinations. These nationally 
standardized assessments were selected because they are 
administered uniformly across the United States and are 
not subject to regional variation.

To minimize the likelihood that the AI systems could 
identify the original test sources and retrieve known 
answer keys, questions were drawn from multiple test 
forms administered across different years. ACT materials 
were drawn from Form 59F (2005–06), Form 0661C 
(2008–09 retired test), and Form 1874FPRE (2018–19), 
all developed by ACT, Inc., the organization responsible 
for administering the ACT in the United States. SAT 
materials were taken from official full-length SAT 
practice tests #1, #2, #6, #9, and #10, published by the 
College Board, which administers the SAT. From these 
sources, 30 questions were randomly selected for each 
of the three subjects, Math, Reading, and English, for a 
total of 90 questions across the study.

Questions were selected to ensure coverage of key 
concepts within each subject area. For Math, topics 
included Algebra, Advanced Math, Problem-Solving 
and Data Analysis, Geometry and Trigonometry. For 
English and reading, the categories covered evidence-
based reading, main idea comprehension, vocabulary 
and text structure, as well as grammar and punctuation. 
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missing the standard instructions typically included at 
the start of SAT and ACT sections. Copilot and Gemini 
handled this gap reasonably well, but ChatGPT had 
difficulty determining how to approach the questions 
without them. Once the official exam instructions were 
added and all three AIs were retested, Copilot and 
Gemini’s scores remained the same, while ChatGPT 
showed marked improvement, as reflected in Tables 1 
and 2.

English
Table 1 displays accuracy rates and chi-square test 

results for the English section. The chi-square test 
results, χ²(2, N = 90) = 0.829, p = .661, revealed no 
statistically significant differences among the three 
models, indicating comparable performance overall. 

Within each subject, questions were randomly ordered 
prior to administration to prevent any ordering effects. 
All questions including those accompanied by graphs, 
diagrams, or data displays were compiled into a single 
PDF file per subject. These PDF files were uploaded 
directly to each AI system so that visual materials were 
rendered and presented in an identical format across all 
three platforms, ensuring consistency in how image-
based content was accessed and interpreted.

The three AI systems tested in this study were 
ChatGPT-5.3, Google Gemini 3, and Microsoft Copilot 
Wave 3. All systems were accessed via their standard 
consumer interfaces during the same testing period. 
To control for variability in response generation, each 
system was set to its default temperature setting, and no 
custom configurations, plugins, or retrieval-augmented 
tools were enabled. No prior contextual information or 
example questions were provided before testing began. 
All three systems received the same standardized 
prompt, which instructed each AI to answer every 
question to the best of its ability and to provide a brief 
2–3 sentence explanation of its reasoning for each 
response. These explanations were retained for error 
analysis to help identify patterns in incorrect responses. 
After each AI completed the tests, responses were scored 
for accuracy based on the number of correct answers 
out of 30 per subject. To determine whether observed 
differences in accuracy rates across AI systems were 
statistically significant, a chi-square test for homogeneity 
was conducted for each subject. This test evaluates 
whether the proportion of correct and incorrect responses 
is distributed equally across the three models. An alpha 
level of .05 was used as the threshold for significance, 
with a critical value of 5.991 at degree of freedom df = 
2. Results were subsequently compared across subjects 
and AI systems to identify overall performance trends, 
subject-specific strengths, and areas of weakness.

RESULTS

Each AI was evaluated on 30 questions per subject, 
with performance measured by the number of correct 
responses. A chi-square test for homogeneity was 
used to assess whether correct-answer rates differed 
meaningfully across the three systems. Findings were 
then analyzed by subject and model to identify overall 
trends and subject-specific strengths and weaknesses. 
Tables 1, 2, and 3 present each AI’s correct and incorrect 
responses, accuracy rates, and chi-square outcomes. 
Note that the reading and writing questions were initially 

Table 1. Performance comparison of ChatGPT, Copilot, and 
Gemini on English questions (accuracy and Chi-Square test 
results).

ChatGPT Copilot Gemini
Correct answers 27 25 27
Incorrect answers 3 5 3
Total answers 30 30 30
Accuracy rate (%) 90.0% 83.3% 90.0%
Chi-square test results χ²(2, N = 90) = 0.829, p = .661

ChatGPT answered 27 of 30 questions correctly for a 
90% accuracy rate. Two errors stemmed from incorrect 
punctuation choices and one from improper use of a 
possessive form. These mistakes were isolated and did 
not point to any broader comprehension difficulties.

Copilot correctly answered 25 of 30 questions, 
earning an 83.3% accuracy rate. Four errors involved 
text organization, where Copilot tended to revise 
or remove content that was already acceptable and 
consistently favored wordier constructions over concise 
ones in style-based editing tasks. A fifth error arose from 
misidentifying the grammatical subject, leading to a 
subject–verb agreement mistake. 

Gemini answered 27 of 30 questions correctly, 
achieving a 90% accuracy rate. Its three errors share a 
common thread: the overapplication of stylistic rules 
without adequate attention to broader grammatical 
context. In one case, a drive for conciseness led to the 
removal of necessary information; in another, a business-
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writing convention was applied without accounting for 
the punctuation required in a non-restrictive appositive; 
and in a third, a preference for parallel structure 
produced a wordier answer than the correct one. 

Reading
Table 2 presents accuracy rates and chi-square test 

results for the reading section. The chi-square test, 
χ²(2, N = 90) = 3.567, p = 0.168, found no statistically 
significant differences across the three models. 

ChatGPT answered 23 of 30 questions correctly for 
a 76.7% accuracy rate. Two errors occurred in advanced 
math, one involving a misinterpretation of fractional 
exponent notation and another involving a sign error 
when rearranging a linear equation. Two errors fell under 
geometry and trigonometry: one from undercounting 
angles in a parallel lines figure, and one from misreading 
a trigonometric graph and assigning the wrong sign to 
an amplitude constant. The remaining errors involved 
misreading visual and graphical information data analysis.

Copilot answered 21 of 30 questions correctly, earning 
a 70% accuracy rate. Five errors reflected substantive 
conceptual gaps in advanced math and algebra, including 
incorrect identification of the median, miscounting a 
data set, and selecting an algebraically non-equivalent 
expression. Three more errors involved misinterpreting 
visual information, such as scatter plot relationships, 
wave graph amplitudes, and geometric angle diagrams. 
One additional error resulted from misapplying the 
order of operations and incorrectly solving a system of 
equations.

Gemini answered 20 of 30 questions correctly for a 
66.7% accuracy rate, with most errors concentrated in 
advanced math and data analysis. Two notable patterns 
emerged. First, Gemini frequently arrived at the correct 
numerical or algebraic result but then selected the wrong 
answer choice, pointing to a systematic disconnect 
between computation and answer selection rather than a 
fundamental failure in mathematical reasoning. Second, 
it consistently struggled to accurately interpret visual 
and graphical information, including scatter plots, axis 
scale labels, and trigonometric graphs, even when its 
underlying reasoning was otherwise sound.
 
DISCUSSION 

The present study compared the performance of 
three contemporary AI systems, ChatGPT, Microsoft 

Table 2. Performance comparison of ChatGPT, Copilot, and 
Gemini on reading questions (accuracy and Chi-Square test 
results).

ChatGPT Copilot Gemini
Correct answers 25 29 28
Incorrect answers 5 1 2
Total answers 30 30 30
Accuracy rate (%) 83.3% 96.7% 93.3%
Chi-square test results χ²(2, N = 90) = 3.567, p = .168

ChatGPT answered 25 of 30 questions correctly for 
an 83.3% accuracy rate. Most errors occurred in literary 
passages, particularly when identifying main ideas. In 
some instances, ChatGPT drew conclusions beyond what 
the text supported; in others, it overlooked key qualifiers 
in the question stem. 

Copilot answered 29 of 30 questions correctly, 
achieving a 96.7% accuracy rate. Its single error 
involved a misreading of narrative perspective and 
character relationships, pointing to occasional difficulty 
with temporally layered narration and subtle character 
dynamics in complex literary texts.

Gemini answered 28 of 30 questions correctly for a 
93.3% accuracy rate. Both errors reflected a tendency to 
over-interpret passages at the cost of textual accuracy, 
in one case selecting a thematic inference over a 
straightforward summary, and in the other failing to 
recognize the resolution of a building tension. 

Math
Table 3 presents accuracy rates and chi-square test 

results for the Math section. The chi-square test, χ²(2, 
N = 90) = 0.757, p = 0.685, indicated no statistically 
significant difference in performance across the three 
models.

Table 3. Performance comparison of ChatGPT, Copilot, and 
Gemini on math questions (accuracy and Chi-Square test 
results).

ChatGPT Copilot Gemini
Correct answers 23 21 20
Incorrect answers 7 9 10
Total answers 30 30 30
Accuracy rate (%) 76.7% 70.0% 66.7%
Chi-square test results χ²(2, N = 90) = 0.757, p = 0.685



AI Accuracy on Standardized Tests

May 2026    Vol. 4 No. 3    American Journal of Student Research    www.ajosr.org 49

Copilot, and Google Gemini, on standardized SAT and 
ACT style questions across Math, Reading, and English. 
Overall, results indicate that while all three models 
demonstrate strong capabilities in language-based tasks, 
their performance is less consistent in mathematical 
reasoning, particularly when visual interpretation is 
required. Notably, despite observable differences in 
accuracy across subjects and systems, none of the chi-
square test analyses reached statistical significance, 
suggesting that performance variations were not large 
enough to establish clear superiority among the models 
under the study conditions.

A key finding is the consistently high performance 
across English and Reading sections relative to Math. 
All three AI systems achieved accuracy rates above 
80% in language-based tasks, with particularly strong 
results in Reading comprehension and vocabulary-
in-context questions. This suggests that current large 
language models are highly effective at processing and 
interpreting textual information, identifying main ideas, 
and applying grammatical conventions. However, the 
error analyses reveal subtle but meaningful differences in 
how each model approaches language tasks. ChatGPT’s 
errors were largely mechanical (e.g., punctuation and 
possessives), indicating strong comprehension but 
occasional lapses in rule application. In contrast, Copilot 
and Gemini showed a tendency to overapply stylistic 
rules, such as conciseness and text revision, sometimes 
leading to unnecessary or incorrect edits. These patterns 
suggest that while all models are proficient in language 
understanding, they rely on slightly different heuristics 
when making decisions about style and structure.

Math proved to be the most challenging domain for all 
three systems, with accuracy rates dropping significantly 
compared to language sections. Errors in Math were 
more varied and often reflected deeper conceptual or 
procedural misunderstandings. ChatGPT performed the 
strongest in this category but still exhibited issues with 
symbolic manipulation, sign errors, and interpreting 
graphical information. Copilot’s errors suggest more 
fundamental difficulties with core mathematical 
concepts, including data analysis and algebraic 
equivalence, as well as occasional computational 
mistakes. Gemini’s performance revealed a unique 
pattern in which correct solutions were sometimes paired 
with incorrect answer selections, indicating a disconnect 
between reasoning and final response execution. Across 
all models, misinterpretation of visual and graphical 
information such as scatter plots, geometric diagrams, 
and trigonometric graphs was a consistent source of 

error, highlighting a shared limitation in processing non-
textual data.

Another important observation is the impact of 
prompt completeness on performance. In both the 
English and Reading sections, the absence of standard 
test instructions initially affected ChatGPT. Once the 
instructions were added, ChatGPT’s performance 
improved significantly, while Copilot and Gemini 
remained unchanged. This suggests that ChatGPT may 
be more sensitive to prompt structure and contextual 
framing, whereas the other models may rely more on 
implicit assumptions about task format. This finding 
underscores the importance of prompt design when 
evaluating AI performance and suggests that results may 
vary depending on how tasks are presented.

Despite these findings, several limitations should 
be considered. The performance of each AI model 
may vary depending on factors such as model version, 
prompt design, interface, and subsequent updates. 
Given the rapid pace of AI development, this variability 
should be taken into account. First, the sample size of 
30 questions per subject may not fully capture the range 
of skills evaluated in standardized testing. Second, AI 
performance is highly dependent on model version, 
interface, and ongoing updates, meaning the results 
represent only a snapshot in time. Third, although efforts 
were made to standardize testing conditions, differences 
in how each platform processes uploaded PDFs and visual 
content may have influenced the outcomes. Finally, the 
study focused exclusively on accuracy and did not assess 
other relevant factors such as response time, confidence, 
or consistency across repeated trials.
 
CONCLUSION 

This study evaluated the performance of ChatGPT, 
Microsoft Copilot, and Google Gemini on standardized 
SAT and ACT style questions across Math, Reading, 
and English. The findings show that all three AI systems 
perform strongly in language-based tasks, achieving high 
accuracy in Reading and English, while demonstrating 
comparatively weaker and less consistent performance in 
Math.

Although no statistically significant differences were 
found among the models, each exhibited distinct error 
patterns. Language-related errors were typically due to 
overapplication of stylistic or interpretive rules, while 
mathematical errors were more often linked to procedural 
mistakes, conceptual gaps, and difficulties interpreting 
visual or graphical information. Additionally, the results 
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highlight the importance of clear and complete prompts, 
as performance improved, particularly for ChatGPT, 
when standard instructions were provided.

Overall, these results suggest that current AI systems 
are well-suited for language comprehension and analysis 
but remain limited in mathematical reasoning and 
multimodal interpretation. As AI continues to evolve, 
improvements in handling visual data, strengthening 
reasoning consistency, and optimizing response 
accuracy will be critical for broader application in 
academic and assessment settings. Future research 
should expand the sample size, include additional AI 
models, and explore the impact of prompt design and 
multimodal enhancements. Evaluating additional factors 
such as response consistency, reasoning transparency, 
and real-world applicability would also provide a more 
comprehensive understanding of AI performance in 
educational contexts.
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