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PAPER

The Use of ChatGPT in Task-Based ESP Learning  
at University: Does it Make a Difference?

ABSTRACT
This study investigates the integration of ChatGPT into task-based learning (TBL) environ-
ments for English for specific purposes (ESP) at a technical university in Ukraine. Conducted 
with 27 bachelor students, the research employs a mixed-methods approach to evaluate 
the effectiveness of ChatGPT in enhancing students’ writing task performance (creating a 
sustainable campus initiative proposal). The use of a quantitative research method permit-
ted comparing the quality of students’ writing between two TBL groups: the one that used 
ChatGPT to complete the tasks and the one that did not use this tool. The qualitative method 
was used to survey students and explore their attitudes towards using ChatGPT to complete 
the tasks. Results indicate that students using ChatGPT showed the same level of achievement 
as those who did not use it in generating ideas and structuring initial drafts but struggled with 
the deeper aspects of writing, such as communicative achievement and creativity. Also, the 
ChatGPT’s ability to enhance language accuracy was evident, yet not superior to traditional 
methods. Students generally perceive ChatGPT positively, appreciating its role in facilitating 
the writing process and providing immediate assistance. However, they also acknowledge the 
necessity for critical evaluation and human refinement of artificial intelligence (AI)-generated 
texts to ensure the quality and originality of their work. This study concludes that while AI 
tools, such as ChatGPT, can complement traditional teaching methods, they cannot replace 
human evaluation and expertise.
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English for specific purposes (ESP), task-based learning, artificial intelligence (AI), ChatGPT, 
technical university, writing skill

1	 INTRODUCTION

Task-based learning (TBL) is an innovative approach in language education based 
on learning through tasks that are similar to real-world situations. This approach has 
had an enormous influence on education since the 1980s, when it “inspired a gen-
eration of language teachers seeking to engage productively with Communicative 
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Language Teaching” [1, p. xi]. Since that time, it has been representing a new look at 
language teaching methodology, assessment, and syllabus design. As the popularity 
of TBL is rising, there is a growing number of theoretical research that investigate 
its conceptual foundations and classroom-based studies in which teachers examine 
the quality and quantity of learners’ interaction in the process of task completion 
and explore better conditions for learning through the use of tasks. However, as 
pointed out by Willis and Willis [2], it is important that teachers expand their studies 
and test the principles and procedures of TBL through critical observation (often 
self-observation) in classroom practice.

In recent years, integrating artificial intelligence (AI) into education has opened 
new possibilities for enhancing traditional teaching methods. ChatGPT represents 
one such innovation, offering students immediate feedback and assistance during 
language learning tasks. However, despite the promise of AI in education, its 
impact on TBL, particularly in English for specific purposes (ESP) courses, remains 
underexplored. In technical universities, where ESP is essential for engineering 
students, understanding how AI tools such as ChatGPT influence student outcomes 
is especially critical.

Given this gap in the study, we studied new possibilities for TBL practices that 
have emerged with the integration of AI into this approach. The research questions 
we sought to address were: 1) Does ChatGPT enhance the writing performance of 
ESP students in a TBL environment? 2) How do students perceive the role of ChatGPT 
in completing academic writing tasks? By investigating these questions, we aim 
to contribute to the ongoing conversation about AI’s role in language education and 
to provide findings about its potential advantages and limitations when integrated 
into TBL for ESP learners.

2	 RELATED WORKS

This review explores the foundational theories and recent studies on TBL and its 
integration into ESP instruction, focusing on how AI, specifically ChatGPT, is begin-
ning to influence language learning and writing tasks. The review highlights key 
contributions to TBL and its effectiveness in language acquisition, engagement, and 
task completion. It further examines the limited but emerging research on AI’s role 
in ESP learning and writing tasks, pointing to the gap in understanding how AI tools 
such as ChatGPT can be systematically integrated into TBL frameworks to enhance 
language skills.

2.1	 Task-based learning: origins and core concepts

Task-based learning originates from the communicative approach and is focused 
on language learning through authentic communication in the process of complet-
ing tasks [1]. A pedagogical task, as defined by Nunan [3] is “a piece of classroom 
work that involves learners in comprehending, manipulating, producing or inter-
acting in the target language while their attention is focused on mobilizing their 
grammatical knowledge in order to express meaning, and in which the intention 
is to convey meaning rather than to manipulate form” (p. 4). Willis and Willis [2] 
point out that, contrary to form-based approaches, TBL “involves the specification 
not of a sequence of language items, but of a sequence of communicative tasks to be 
carried out in the target language” (p. 173). At the heart of a communicative task is 
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the exchange of meanings. Therefore, in the TBL approach, the language develop-
ment is realized through the language use. Studying the language form is secondary. 
However, it is not neglected [1]. As students work with meaningful content, they 
naturally take the time to decide which sentence structures to use to express their 
messages best [4].

The framework of the task cycle typically consists of three stages: the pre-task 
stage, the main task stage, and the post-task stage. Of these three, only the main task 
stage is mandatory. However, pre-task and post-task activities are also critical for 
the successful completion of the task because they help learners to prepare for the 
main task (pre-task stage) and reflect on their task performance or do focus-on-form 
activities (post-task stage) [1], [2], [5].

2.2	 Classifications and characteristics of tasks in task-based learning

Different authors suggest different classifications of tasks. For example, Prabhu [6] 
classifies tasks into three broad types that require: (1) Information gap filling (trans-
ferring information from one person to another); (2) Reasoning gap filling (deriving 
new information by means of inference, deduction, practical argumentation, com-
prehension of relationships/patterns); and (3) Opinion gap filling (determination 
and articulation of a personal preference, feeling, attitude in response to a given sit-
uation) (pp. 46–47). Ellis [7] categorizes tasks as focused and unfocused. The design 
of the unfocused tasks implies that learners should communicate generally. Focused 
tasks suggest that the learners should use particular linguistic forms in communica-
tion. Willis’s [8] classification includes six types of tasks: listing, ordering and sort-
ing, comparing, problem-solving, sharing personal experiences, and creative tasks. 
These classifications highlight the versatility of TBL, allowing it to address various 
aspects of communication and language use.

According to Prabhu [6], a task is successful if it has the following characteris-
tics: (1) a clear outcome, (2) clear criteria for success, (3) a balance of predictability 
and unpredictability, (4) content that allows learners to draw on their background 
knowledge, and (5) content that generates interest and sustained engagement. These 
attributes ensure that learners remain motivated and are challenged appropriately, 
contributing to linguistic and cognitive development.

2.3	 Effectiveness of TBL in language learning and ESP instruction

Research into the use of TBL in language teaching has demonstrated the effi-
cacy of this approach in language acquisition, fluency development, and learner 
engagement. TBL has been found efficient in promoting both linguistic and prag-
matic competencies, as learners are given opportunities to use authentic language 
and discuss meaning in communicative tasks [1]. Also, it has been reported that TBL 
promotes motivation and confidence in learners as they successfully complete the 
task [3]. These findings underscore TBL’s value in promoting active, communicative 
learning, which aligns with modern educational goals.

In the context of our research, of particular relevance are studies of TBL integra-
tion into ESP instruction. Lytovchenko et al. [9] compared the outcomes of gram-
mar acquisition in two groups of ESP students at a technical university: one taught 
using the traditional PPP (presentation, practice, and production) approach and 
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the other using TBL. Better achievement in grammar tests and higher motivation 
were fixed in the TBL group. Positive results were also found when using the TBL 
approach to teach ESP vocabulary [10], [11]. Students in TBL groups learned vocab-
ulary faster and easier. They were better prepared to apply it in real-life professional 
contexts while improving their communication skills and self-confidence in the 
professional setting.

2.4	 The role of AI in language learning

A novel approach to language learning and teaching has emerged with the 
integration of AI, particularly ChatGPT. Among the most important advantages 
of ChatGPT is its ability to give learners instant feedback, language support, and 
assist in producing authentic language texts. Research on AI integration in language 
education has shown its potential to promote language production and improve 
language skills and soft skills, including critical thinking, research, creativity, and 
collaboration [12], [13], [14].

As shown by empirical studies, AI tools, such as chatbots, provide personal-
ized learning experiences, accelerate language acquisition, and improve student 
outcomes in areas such as vocabulary and grammar [15], [16]. Researchers also 
found AI’s positive role in improving pronunciation and enhancing engagement 
through interactive chatbots [17]. AI tools have been found particularly useful for 
writing tasks, acting as a comprehensive writing assistant, from idea generation to 
proofreading. improving content quality and organization [18]. The ability to per-
form tasks such as answering questions and guiding discussions further extends its 
utility in education. AI chatbots are also increasingly used in language learning to 
simulate real-life interactions, providing immediate feedback and allowing learners 
to practice language skills autonomously. This has proven beneficial in improving 
both linguistic and cultural understanding [19].

2.5	 Artificial intelligence integration into TBL for ESP writing

Integrating AI into task-based ESP learning represents a cutting-edge approach 
in language education aimed at using this advanced technology to improve learning 
achievement, develop language skills, and support language acquisition. Particularly 
relevant to our research are studies on the role of AI, especially ChatGPT, in various 
writing tasks. The introduction of ChatGPT in education is the most debated due to 
its enormous potential for academic writing, long essays, short stories, poems, and 
even letters [20]. According to Imran and Almusharraf [12], the most impressive role 
of ChatGPT is its use as a writing assistant.

This chatbot can perform various tasks, including answering questions, writing, 
coding, and guiding through discussions [21]. ChatGPT’s important role in accom-
plishing writing tasks in science and academia is globally recognized [22]. Based on 
the study of current literature, Imran and Almusharraf [12] summarized ChatGPT’s 
role in writing tasks as “a complete package from ideas generation to final proof-
reading and editing of writing material” (p. 2). Thus, integrating AI tools such as 
ChatGPT into ESP TBL opens new perspectives for language learning, significantly 
improving language skills and transforming writing tasks.
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However, despite the growing recognition of AI’s role in language education, par-
ticularly in writing tasks, there is a notable gap in research concerning its integra-
tion into task-based ESP learning. While studies have demonstrated the effectiveness 
of TBL and highlighted the advantages of AI in supporting language production, 
the combined use of TBL and AI in ESP instruction has not, to our knowledge, been 
investigated. This study aims to address this gap by exploring how ChatGPT can 
enhance writing performance and support task completion in a TBL setting, high-
lighting the potential for AI to transform traditional ESP learning.

3	 METHODS AND MATERIALS

3.1	 Research design

To assess the impact of ChatGPT integration in TBL, we employed a mixed 
research design that combined quantitative and qualitative research methods. Using 
a quantitative research method permitted the comparison of the quality of students’ 
writing task performance between two TBL groups: one that used ChatGPT to com-
plete the tasks and one that did not use this tool. The qualitative method was used in 
the survey of students to explore their attitudes towards using ChatGPT to complete 
the tasks.

3.2	 Participants

The study involved 27 bachelor’s degree students of the National Technical 
University of Ukraine, “Igor Sikorsky Kyiv Polytechnic Institute” (Kyiv, Ukraine). 
As part of the ESP course, they studied the topic “Citizen Science,” which included 
writing a sustainable campus initiative proposal. The students studied online. Their 
English language proficiency level was B1 on the CEFR scale.

The sampling technique employed was purposive sampling, as participants were 
selected based on specific criteria: their enrollment in the university’s ESP course 
and their B1 English proficiency. This ensured that the study targeted a specific 
population relevant to the research objective.

The students were informed about the anonymity and confidentiality of data col-
lection and voluntarily agreed to participate in the experiment. They studied in two 
academic groups: the experimental group (13 students) using the TBL method with 
the integration of ChatGPT and the control group (14 students) using the TBL method 
without the integration of ChatGPT. Each of the groups was further divided into 
three teams that performed all the tasks independently in breakout rooms in Zoom.

3.3	 Materials and procedure

The students studied the topic “Citizen Science” in three lessons (each 90 minutes 
long) using the TBL method. They worked in teams in breakout rooms (three teams 
in the experimental group and three teams in the control group) on the zoom 
platform. Each team independently carried out the following tasks in a google doc-
ument: 1) listing, 2) ordering and sorting, 3) problem solving, 4) sharing personal 
experience, 5) comparing, and 6) creative tasks [8] (refer to Table 1).
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Table 1. The topic of TBL lessons: sustainable campus initiative proposal

Task Procedure Inter-Action

Introduction to topic –	 The teacher asks the students to read an example of a 
proposal and define the goals of the proposed project (See 
Ex. 8A, p. 46 in [23].

T-S

–	 The teacher asks the students questions about the purpose 
of each section of the proposal (See Ex. 8A, p. 46 in [23].

T-S

Task 1: Listing –	 The teacher gives the students the background 
information about the task they are going to perform: 
the university they are studying at is going green and 
taking steps to become more environmentally sustainable. 
The university’s administration has announced the 
Sustainable Campus Initiative and asked each faculty and 
department to contribute proposals that may help achieve 
the goal. As engineering students, their task is to create a 
proposal that would suggest a sustainable solution to any 
engineering issue on campus related to energy efficiency, 
waste reduction, or water conservation.

T-S

–	 Students work in small teams to gather ideas about how 
to promote sustainability on the university campus by 
researching and brainstorming. They also write down the 
list of the ideas they brainstormed in a Google document.

	   The teacher acts as a facilitator and helps students to 
conduct the research.

S-S

Task 2: Ordering 
and sorting

–	 In the same teams, the students rank the brainstormed 
ideas about the ways of making the university campus 
more sustainable in a meaningful order:
•	 ideas related to energy efficiency;
•	 ideas related to waste reduction;
•	 ideas related to water conservation.

S-S

Task 3: Problem solving –	 In the same teams, students choose two ideas from the list 
they created and analyze possible solutions to implement 
each on campus.

	   The teacher provides feedback on content and form.

S-S

Task 4: Sharing 
personal experience

The students share their ideas and ways of their 
implementation with the whole class, providing as many 
details as possible.

S-S

Task 5: Comparing and 
contrasting

By pointing out the similarities and differences the students 
compare the ideas and ways of their implementation 
suggested in their team with those indicated in other teams.

S-S

Task 6: Creative task In the same teams, students collaborate to plan and write 
the Sustainable Campus Initiative Proposal (200–250 words) 
using the Grant Proposal (See Ex. 8A, p. 46 in [23]. Speakout 
(Intermediate Students’ Book), Second edition. Pearson 
Education Limited) as a model.

S-S

The experimental group performed the tasks with the employment of ChatGPT. 
The control group performed the tasks using the internet resources except for 
AI tools. On completing the tasks, six sustainable campus initiative proposals 
(three in the experimental group and three in the control group) were assessed 
by the teacher. Additionally, the experimental group students were surveyed 
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about the utility of ChatGPT in their work on the tasks. For the data gathering, 
we utilized a questionnaire that was developed based on a review of existing 
literature and adapted to this specific context. It consisted of 7 Likert scale ques-
tions, ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5), and 1 open-ended 
question. The Likert scale questions measured students’ perceptions of ChatGPT’s 
utility in aspects such as ease of use, contribution to task completion, and quality 
improvement. The open-ended question provided evidence of the specific func-
tions ChatGPT served in the writing process: “When writing the proposal, what 
specific purposes did you employ ChatGPT for?”

3.4	 Data analysis

The paper uses the following key data analysis methods: rubric-based evaluation, 
independent samples t-test, and descriptive statistics for analyzing survey responses.

To analyze the results of the creative task (writing a sustainable campus initiative 
proposal), we used rubric-based evaluation. The rubric included predefined criteria 
for assessing the quality of the proposals:

•	 Content (How effectively did the students address the topic and task, i.e., did they 
do what was asked?);

•	 Communicative achievement (did the students use the correct text type? How 
clever were their ideas? Did they explain their ideas clearly? Did they use a 
proper register?);

•	 Creativity (How unique and original were the students’ ideas?);
•	 Organization (How logical and ordered was the students’ writing?);
•	 Language (What was the range and accuracy of vocabulary and grammar use?).

Each criterion was scored on a scale from 1 to 5, which provided a structured 
approach to evaluating the proposals.

Since the proposals are qualitative outputs (written texts), a rubric-based evalua-
tion provides a structured and objective way to quantify the quality across multiple 
dimensions. It allows consistent scoring across different groups (experimental and 
control) and teams, ensuring that subjective elements of writing are evaluated in a 
standardized way.

An independent samples t-test (using statistical software (http://www.
statisticslectures.com/calculators/ttest2/) was used to compare the quality of propos-
als between the two groups. This parametric test is appropriate for comparing the 
means of two independent groups when the dependent variables are continuous 
(scored on a scale from 1 to 5). The t-test helps establish whether the differences 
in writing performance between the two groups are statistically significant, which 
aligns with the study’s objective of comparing the effect of ChatGPT use.

Microsoft excel and descriptive statistics, including median and interquartile 
range (IQR), were used to analyze responses to Likert scale-type questions, which 
measured the students’ attitudes towards using ChatGPT to complete the tasks and 
write the proposal. Descriptive statistics such as the median are appropriate for sum-
marizing the central tendency of the Likert scale data. At the same time, IQR helps 
understand the spread of responses, which allows us to assess how the students’ 
attitudes vary.

https://online-journals.org/index.php/i-jim
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4	 RESULTS

In our study we compared the quality of writing a sustainable campus initiative 
proposal in two TBL groups (experimental and control ones) studying ESP at uni-
versity. Writing the proposal was a creative task. It was the final task that followed 
listing, ordering, problem-solving, sharing personal experience, and comparing 
(refer to Table 1). The experimental group used ChatGPT to complete the tasks. The 
control group used different internet resources except for AI tools.

The results of our study showed that the overall quality of the sustainable campus 
initiative proposals written in the control group (which did not use ChatGPT) was 
better than in the experimental group (which used ChatGPT) (refer to Table 2).

Table 2. Evaluation scores for sustainable campus initiative proposals in the  
control and experimental groups according to assessment criteria

Assessment Criteria Control Group A  
(Number of Scores)

Experimental Group B 
(Number of Scores)

Content

Team 1 4 2

Team 2 5 3

Team 3 4 4

Communicative achievement

Team 1 5 2

Team 2 5 3

Team 3 4 4

Creativity

Team 1 5 2

Team 2 5 4

Team 3 5 4

Organization

Team 1 5 3

Team 2 5 4

Team 3 5 5

Language

Team 1 5 3

Team 2 4 4

Team 3 5 5

Total scores

Team 1 24 12

Team 2 24 18

Team 3 23 22

https://online-journals.org/index.php/i-jim
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As shown by Table 3, the difference in total scores for the writing task between 
the control group A and the experimental group B was significant (t (4) = 2.1653 and 
p < .05). This means that, contrary to our expectation, the overall quality of the pro-
posals that were written without the use of AI tools was higher than the quality of 
the proposals written with the employment of ChatGPT.

Table 3. Comparison of the total scores for the writing task in the  
control group A and the experimental group B

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation n

Group A 23.6667 0.5774 3

Group B 17.3333 5.0332 3

Independent Samples t-Test

t-Statistic 2.1653 Result

Degrees of Freedom 4 Reject the null hypothesis

Critical Value 2.1318 Conclusion

95% Confidence Interval [2918, 97487] Group A is significantly different from Group B, 
t (4) = 2.1653, p < .05. We are 95% confident that the mean 
difference lies between 2.918 and 9.7487.

The comparison of the sustainable campus initiative proposals based on each 
assessment criterion revealed the following results. The assessment of the sustain-
able campus initiative proposals by the content, organization, and language criteria 
showed no significant difference in the quality between the control group A and 
the experimental group B (Tables 4–6). The observed difference in means could be 
attributed to random variation rather than a true difference.

The scores for the content criterion in both groups, which appear quite similar 
(t (4) = 2, p > .05), suggest that the use of ChatGPT in the experimental group did not 
notably enhance or diminish the students’ ability to address the content require-
ments of the task (Table 4). Both groups demonstrated a comparable understand-
ing and inclusion of relevant information in their sustainable campus initiative 
proposals.

Table 4. Comparison of the scores assigned for the content criterion in  
control group A and experimental group B

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation n

Group A 4.3333 0.5774 3

Group B 3 1 3

Independent Samples t-Test

t-Statistic 2 Result

Degrees of Freedom 4 Do not reject the null hypothesis

Critical Value 2.1318 Conclusion

95% Confidence Interval [0.5549, 2.1118] Group A is not significantly different from Group B,  
t (4) = 2, p > .05.

https://online-journals.org/index.php/i-jim


iJIM | Vol. 19 No. 2 (2025)	 International Journal of Interactive Mobile Technologies (iJIM)	 13

The Use of ChatGPT in Task-Based ESP Learning at University: Does it Make a Difference?

The absence of any significant difference in the scores assigned for the organi-
zation criterion between control group A and experimental group B (t (4) = 1.7321, 
p > .05) indicates that both groups demonstrated similar abilities in structuring and 
organizing their sustainable campus initiative proposals (refer to Table 5). The simi-
larity in the scores could suggest that the use of ChatGPT did not have a pronounced 
effect on the organizational aspects of the task.

Table 5. Comparison of the scores assigned for the organization criterion in  
control group A and experimental group B

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation n

Group A 5 0 3

Group B 4 1 3

Independent Samples t-Test

t-Statistic 1.7321 Result

Degrees of Freedom 4 Do not reject the null hypothesis

Critical Value 2.1318 Conclusion

95% Confidence Interval [0.3259, 1.6741] Group A is not significantly different from Group B,  
t (4) = 1.7321, p > .05.

The insignificant difference in scores for the language criterion between control 
group A and experimental group B (t (4) = 1, p > .05) demonstrates that the students in 
both groups performed similarly when it came to grammar, vocabulary, and overall 
language accuracy in their sustainable campus initiative proposals (refer to Table 6).

Table 6. Comparison of the scores assigned for the language criterion in  
control group A and experimental group B

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation n

Group A 4.6667 0.5774 3

Group B 4 1 3

Independent Samples t-Test

t-Statistic 1 Result

Degrees of Freedom 4 Do not reject the null hypothesis

Critical Value 2.1318 Conclusion

95% Confidence Interval [-0.1118, 1.4451] Group A is not significantly different from Group B,  
t (4) = 1, p > .05.

The assessment of the sustainable campus initiative proposals by the rest two 
criteria, communicative achievement and Creativity, quite unexpectedly, showed 
statistically significantly higher results in Control Group A, where ChatGPT was not 
used (refer to Tables 7–8).

The significant difference in scores for the communicative achievement criterion 
(t (4) = 2.5, p < .05) (refer to Table 7) between the control group A and experimental 
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group B, with the control group outperforming the experimental group, suggests 
that the students who did not use ChatGPT were more effective in achieving the 
communicative goals of the task, such as addressing the target audience appropri-
ately and conveying ideas more clearly and persuasively.

Table 7. Comparison of the scores assigned for the communicative achievement criterion in  
control group A and experimental group B

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation n

Group A 4.6667 0.5774 3

Group B 3 1 3

Independent Samples t-Test

t-Statistic 2.5 Result

Degrees of Freedom 4 Reject the null hypothesis

Critical Value 2.1318 Conclusion

95% Confidence Interval [0.8882, 2.4451] Group A is significantly different from Group B, t (4) = 2.5, 
p < .05. We are 95% confident that the mean difference lies 
between 0.8882 and 2.4451.

Another significant difference in scores (for the Creativity Criterion with the con-
trol group once again outperforming the experimental group) (t (4) = 2.5, p < .05) 
suggests that the students in control group A demonstrated higher creativity in their 
proposals, as reflected in their ability to generate original and innovative ideas (refer 
to Table 8).

Table 8. Comparison of the scores assigned for the creativity criterion in  
control group A and experimental group B

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Standard Deviation n

Group A 5 0 3

Group B 3.3333 1.1547 3

Independent Samples t-Test

t-Statistic 2.5 Result

Degrees of Freedom 4 Reject the null hypothesis

Critical Value 2.1318 Conclusion

95% Confidence Interval [0.8882, 2.4451] Group A is significantly different from Group B, t (4) = 2.5, 
p < .05. We are 95% confident that the mean difference lies 
between 0.8882 and 2.4451.

The survey of the students of experimental group B conducted after the experi-
mental learning and dealing with the usability of ChatGPT for completing the tasks 
showed a generally positive opinion of the respondents on the usefulness of this 
tool (refer to Table 9). Generally, the students demonstrated a positive perception of 
the functionality of ChatGPT across different tasks. There was a strong agreement 
among them that this tool aids in brainstorming ideas, problem-solving, and finding 
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information (Median = 2). Most respondents (73.3%) also found ChatGPT useful for 
composing a written text. At the same time, a quarter of them (26.7%) gave “hard to 
answer” responses to this question, which suggests that some participants may need 
further exploration of the functionality of this tool for this particular task.

Table 9. Experimental group students’ opinion on the usefulness of ChatGPT for completing the tasks

Statement Strongly Agree
N (%)

Agree
N (%)

Hard to Answer
N (%)

Disagree
N (%)

Strongly Disagree
N (%) Median IQR

1.	ChatGPT is useful for 
brainstorming ideas

4
(26.7%)

8
(53.3%)

1
(6.7%)

2
(13.3%)

0
(0%)

2 0.5

2.	ChatGPT is useful for 
problem-solving

3
(20%)

9
(60%)

1
(6.7%) 

2
(13.3%)

0
(0%)

2 0

3.	ChatGPT is useful for 
composing text

3
(20%)

8
(53.3%)

4
(26.7%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

2 0.5

4.	ChatGPT helps find 
information for writing

5
(33.3%)

9
(60%)

1
(6.7%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

2 1

5.	ChatGPT helps organize 
written content

1
(6.7%)

6
(40%)

5
(33.3%)

2
(13.3%)

1
(6.7%)

3 1

6.	ChatGPT helps format, 
edit, and refine style

3
(20%)

3
(20%)

4
(26.7%)

3
(20%)

2
(13.3%)

3 2

7.	ChatGPT output needs 
evaluation and revision

7
(46.7%)

5
(33.3%)

2
(13.3%)

1
(6.7%)

0
(0%)

2 1

Even more uncertainty was demonstrated about ChatGPT’s abilities to organize 
content, format the text, and edit the language and style (Median = 3). However, 
there was a general consensus on the need to evaluate and revise AI-generated text 
critically, underlining the importance of human supervision and judgment in the 
use of AI tools in writing (Median = 2).

The analysis of the students’ answers to the open-ended question (“When writ-
ing the proposal, what specific purposes did you use Chat GPT for?”) showed that 
they used it for linking parts of the text in a logical way; making a quick search of 
information and finding answers to questions; generating action plans; formulating 
ideas; planning and developing projects on conservation of energy and protection 
of the environment, etc. As can be seen, the students used ChatGPT for different 
purposes and found it helpful in various aspects of writing the Sustainable Campus 
Initiative Proposal, from generating ideas and searching for information to planning 
and improving projects. However, besides the numerous benefits of this tool, some 
students pointed out that it may produce an overload of information that needs to 
be filtered.

5	 DISCUSSION

Our study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of integrating ChatGPT in teaching 
ESP at university using the TBL method and to find out students’ perceptions of 
using this AI tool to complete the tasks.

We found the results of our research quite unexpected because they showed 
that the overall quality of the sustainable campus initiative proposals in the control 
group, which did not use ChatGPT, was higher than the quality of the proposals cre-
ated in the experimental group that used this tool. In our opinion, this suggests that 
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despite its ability to assist students in different stages of completing the tasks, the use 
of ChatGPT may not always result in a final product of the highest quality.

Contrary to expectations, the experimental group students had significantly lower 
grades for communicative achievement and creativity than the control group stu-
dents. This finding is important, as it suggests that relying on AI tools may not enhance 
certain communicative aspects of writing, particularly those requiring a nuanced 
understanding of audience and purpose. ChatGPT’s automated text generation might 
not have fully captured the communicative intent that students achieved through 
their independent writing. Thus, the control group’s higher scores indicate that 
human-driven writing could better tailor communication to specific contexts. The 
findings also suggest that AI-generated text might have been more formulaic or less 
inventive, limiting the students’ ability to express their own creative ideas. The con-
trol group, working independently without AI assistance, may have had more free-
dom to explore unique approaches to the task, resulting in higher creativity scores.

The assessment of the students’ sustainable campus initiative proposals by the 
content, organization, and language criteria was also somewhat surprising since it 
did not reveal any significant differences between the groups. These results could 
indicate that AI tools such as ChatGPT may not necessarily impact the depth of 
content creation, especially when the task requires specific knowledge or thoughtful 
reflection. The students in the control group, relying on non-AI Internet resources, 
performed just as well as those using AI. It is possible that the task’s content require-
ments demanded more critical thinking and subject matter understanding, areas 
where AI assistance may be less effective compared to human-driven research.

This result also suggests that AI tools such as ChatGPT might not significantly 
improve the ability to organize written content. Instead, the students in both groups 
seem to have relied on their pre-existing skills and knowledge, which resulted 
in comparable scores for this criterion. The lack of statistical significance implies 
that any observed differences could be due to random variation rather than a true 
impact of ChatGPT usage. The findings also imply that the use of ChatGPT did not 
provide a clear advantage in improving the language quality of the proposals. The 
control group students who did not use AI tools were just as capable of producing 
well-written texts as those using ChatGPT. This might indicate that while AI tools 
can assist with language-related tasks, the students’ own proficiency played a more 
decisive role in the overall quality of language use.

Thus, the analysis of the quality of writing in the experimental group showed 
that it varied across different criteria (content, organization, and language were of 
higher quality than communicative achievement and creativity), which might be 
explained by the fact that ChatGPT’s efficiency depends on the educational context 
and purposes for which it is used. It also seems logical to assume that the difference 
in the quality of various aspects of students’ writing depended on how well they had 
mastered ChatGPT and how they utilized it.

Our findings support the work of other researchers who found ChatGPT useful 
for educational contexts similar to those presented in this study. For example, 
Kovačević [24] utilized ChatGPT in ESP instruction to create instructional materials, 
such as generating textual content. Imran and Almusharraf [12], in their system-
atic review of the literature, revealed that, at present, ChatGPT is most extensively 
used as a writing tool or writing assistant at higher education levels. There are also 
similarities between the present study and previous research, which anticipated 
that AI tools might significantly influence writing tasks in the future but, at the same 
time, recognized that they have quite a limited output at present [25], [26], [27], [28].

The results of the survey conducted in the experimental group showed 
generally positive attitudes of students to using ChatGPT for completing tasks. 
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ChatGPT was found particularly useful for brainstorming ideas, problem-solving, 
searching for information, and composing written text, which reflects its potential 
to promote cognitive and research processes in learning. However, the students 
expressed uncertainty regarding ChatGPT’s efficiency in organizing content, format-
ting, editing language, and refining style. This shows that while highly estimating 
ChatGPT’s ability to provide significant initial input, students still realize that the 
final product needs to be critically approached, improved, and polished by a human. 
The general consensus on the importance of critical evaluation and revision of text 
generated by AI emphasizes the need for students to develop writing and critical 
thinking skills to use AI tools with maximum benefit.

Similar findings were reported by Shoufan [29], who surveyed senior computer 
engineering students after completing a learning activity using ChatGPT and found 
that overall, they highly valued the capabilities of this tool but expressed concerns 
regarding the accuracy of ChatGPT’s responses. The same concerns were expressed 
by the university students participating in the study by Xu and Jumaat [30] that 
explored ChatGPT’s applications in English academic writing. The students noted that 
prior knowledge is required to use this tool effectively, and it is crucial to scrutinize 
the quality of AI-generated texts.

Our findings also support previous research that found ChatGPT a useful col-
laborative tool for receiving feedback [31]–[32], customizing search results, editing 
the language, improving grammar, structure, and coherence of the written text, 
generating the content, producing initial drafts, and brainstorming ideas [12]. Still, it 
cannot substitute or be equated with a human writer in terms of various skills and 
knowledge.

This aligns with the observations of Fuchs [33], who emphasized that students 
in higher education should develop competence and acquire higher-order thinking 
skills (e.g., critical thinking or problem-solving) and warned them against overreli-
ance on technology. The accuracy of AI models is impacted by the quality of the data 
they are trained on. However, it also depends on the quality of the input provided 
by students. If their query is not clear, concise, and relevant, the system might not 
understand and produce an inaccurate response. Higher-order thinking skills will 
help students articulate their prompts in a way that can be easily understood by the 
system and critically evaluate the accuracy and relevance of the responses gener-
ated by the system. To address these challenges, universities should use AI models to 
supplement human interaction and not replace it.

The results of our research have certain implications for integrating ChatGPT 
or other AI tools into education. First of all, we believe that AI cannot substitute 
traditional methods or human evaluation, so its role in learning can be defined 
as complementary. To use AI tools with maximum advantage, students should be 
taught to critically evaluate and refine AI-generated text.

Since the efficiency of ChatGPT varies across different aspects of writing, it is 
useful to create instructional strategies focused on developing particular aspects. 
For example, teachers may focus on improving students’ communicative achieve-
ment and creativity in writing through the use of both AI tools and traditional 
methods, keeping the balance between the use of AI technology and traditional 
pedagogical approaches.

Finally, the positive attitudes of students towards ChatGPT mean that students are 
open to using AI technologies, which is in line with the empirical study by Lavidas, 
Voulgari, Papadakis, Athanassopoulos, Anastasiou, Filippidi, and Karacapilidis [34] 
that explored factors influencing students’ intention to use AI. Therefore, integrating 
AI tools into the learning process and further investigating their potential in TBL can 
foster students’ engagement and innovation in education.

https://online-journals.org/index.php/i-jim


	 18	 International Journal of Interactive Mobile Technologies (iJIM)	 iJIM | Vol. 19 No. 2 (2025)

Lytovchenko et al.

Several factors in our study suggest both strengths and potential limitations 
regarding reliability. The tasks performed by both groups followed a well-defined 
structure, which contributes positively to reliability. The sequence of tasks (listing, 
ordering, problem-solving, sharing personal experience, and comparing) was 
consistent across groups. Both the control and experimental groups were evaluated 
using clear criteria (content, communicative achievement, creativity, organization, 
and language). This consistency in evaluation supports the reliability of the 
study outcomes.

The experimental and control groups consisted of three teams each, ensuring a 
balanced comparison. However, the small number of participants (three teams in 
each group) challenges reliability. With such a small sample size, random factors 
may make the results susceptible to variability.

Using t-tests to determine statistical significance makes findings more quantita-
tive and reliable. However, as some criteria did not show statistically significant 
differences (e.g., content, organization, and language), it suggests that the results for 
these dimensions may not be consistent or reliable enough to draw firm conclusions.

The survey of students in the experimental group revealed general consistency 
in their opinions about ChatGPT’s usefulness for specific tasks (brainstorming, 
problem-solving, and finding information). However, the variance in responses 
regarding writing organization and style (as reflected by the high interquartile 
range) suggests a degree of unreliability in the perceived effectiveness of ChatGPT 
for specific writing tasks and indicates that further exploration is needed. These 
findings highlight the importance of human intervention in evaluating AI-generated 
text, which aligns with the observed lower performance in creativity and commu-
nicative achievement.

The validity of this study’s findings can be evaluated across several dimensions, 
including construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and ecological valid-
ity. The study has a clear construct validity, as the evaluation criteria (content, com-
municative achievement, creativity, organization, and language) are relevant and 
comprehensive measures of proposal quality. These criteria align with standard 
practices for evaluating writing tasks in academic settings, ensuring the study 
measures the right aspects of writing quality.

The study’s internal validity is based on its controlled experimental design, where 
only the use of the AI tool (ChatGPT) was varied between the two groups. The use 
of ChatGPT as the experimental factor makes it likely that observed differences in 
proposal quality can be attributed to this tool, particularly for criteria like communi-
cative achievement and creativity, where the control group performed significantly 
better. However, the internal validity may be affected by confounding factors such 
as students’ prior familiarity or experience with ChatGPT, which could influence 
how effectively they used the tool.

The generalizability of the findings is more limited due to the small sample 
size and context-specific nature of the task (writing a sustainable campus initia-
tive proposal). The small number of participants and the focus on a specific task 
in a university ESP class may limit the ability to generalize these findings to other 
academic settings or tasks.

However, the study involved a real-world task (writing a sustainable campus 
initiative proposal), which enhances ecological validity. The results are more likely 
to be relevant and applicable to similar academic and professional contexts.

Thus, although the study provides valuable insights into the use of ChatGPT for 
creative writing tasks such as the sustainable campus initiative proposal, there are 
limitations in both reliability and validity. Reliability is somewhat compromised 
by the small sample size, which increases the likelihood of variability and random 
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effects, particularly for criteria where no significant differences were found. Validity 
is generally strong in terms of construct and internal validity, as the assessment crite-
ria are relevant and the experimental design isolates the effect of ChatGPT. However, 
limitations in external validity (due to the specific context and small sample) and 
potential confounding factors (e.g., prior experience with AI tools) suggest that the 
findings should be interpreted with caution.

Despite the mixed results from the current study, the use of ChatGPT in TBL for 
ESP education has promising potential for enhancing various aspects of the learn-
ing process. When properly integrated and used with adequate guidance, AI tools 
can serve as valuable learning aids, helping students develop essential skills for 
academic and professional success. As the technology continues to evolve, further 
research into the most effective methods of AI-assisted learning could yield even 
greater benefits for students and educators alike.

6	 CONCLUSIONS

In this study we aimed to evaluate the integration of ChatGPT in TBL in a university 
ESP course. The findings suggest that while ChatGPT offers support comparable to 
non-AI tools for brainstorming ideas, problem-solving, generating content, compos-
ing written texts, and language enhancement, it is less effective for other aspects 
of writing. In the control group, where ChatGPT was not used, the overall qual-
ity of writing was higher, especially in terms of communicative achievement and 
creativity, which highlights the need for human intervention and refinement when 
using AI tools for academic purposes.

Students generally perceive ChatGPT positively, appreciating its role in facil-
itating the writing process and providing immediate assistance. However, they 
also acknowledge the necessity for critical evaluation and human refinement of 
AI-generated texts to ensure the quality and originality of their work.

The significance of this empirical study is that it broadens our understanding of 
the role of ChatGPT in task-based language learning. While ChatGPT is a useful tool 
for improving different aspects of writing, it does not replace the critical thinking 
and creativity of a human. This emphasizes the need for a balanced approach that 
combines AI tools with traditional pedagogical methods to achieve maximum results 
in learning.

Since this study was limited in terms of the sample size and duration, further 
research is necessary to explore larger and more diverse samples in a variety of 
academic and professional tasks for extended periods of time to establish the long-
term impacts of ChatGPT on student learning outcomes.
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