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Abstract

Context and relevance. The growing use of Al, especially ChatGPT, in
general and special education introduces innovative possibilities for person-
alized teaching and the development of Individualized Education Programs
(IEPs) for students with Special Educational Needs (SEN). Objective. This
review examines ChatGPT’s potential educational benefits, practical appli-
cations, and ethical challenges in supporting inclusive education. Methods
and materials. An exploratory review was conducted using recent interna-
tional literature, research studies, and practitioner insights focused on Chat-
GPT’s role in inclusive pedagogy. Results. ChatGPT enhances educators’
capacity to design tailored lesson plans, draft coherent IEP goals, and re-
duce workload, particularly benefiting novice teachers. However, limitations
include insufficient contextual understanding, risks of data bias, ethical
concerns over privacy, misinformation, and threats to academic integrity.
Conclusions. Successful integration of ChatGPT in education demands
targeted professional development and continuous human oversight to en-
sure ethical use, protect data privacy, and maintain equitable, high-quality

learning experiences for all students.
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NUccneposaHue ponu ChatGPT

B cneuuvasibHOM 06pasoBava|: noTeHuunalsibHble

C. Maypm,

BO3MOXHOCTU U BbI3OBbI
M. Xapucu <

YHusepcuteT 3anagHon Makegonun, ®nopuHa, MNpeuus
P4 edumal01134 @uowm.gr

Pestome

KoHTeKCT U aKTyanbHOCTb. POCT MCMONb30BaHWNA WCKYCCTBEHHOrO WHTes-
nekta (UMW), ocobeHHo ChatGPT, B o6LliemM M chneunanbHOM 06pal3oBaHUM
OTKPbIBa€T MHHOBALWMOHHbIE BO3MOXHOCTV ANt MHOMBMAYANbHOrO O6y4YeHus
1 pa3paboTku MHAMBMAOYanbHbIX 06pa3oBaTenbHbix nporpamm (MOMM) ansa o6-
yvatoLmxca ¢ ocobbiMn obpadosarenbHbiMy notpebHocTammn (OOIMM). Liensb.
HacTtoswmin 0630p HanpaBneH Ha aHanna NoTeHUMasbHbIX MPEUMYLLECTB O
oCyLLEeCTBEHNs 06pa3oBaTenbLHOro MpoLecca, NPakTUYEeCKMX MPUIOXKEHNUI 1
3TUYECKMX BbI3OBOB Mcronb3oBaHns ChatGPT B mogpepXXke WHKMIO3MBHOTO
obpasosaHus. MeToabl u matepuansbl. [posefeH nccnefoBaTesbCKuin 063op
COBPEMEHHOW MeXAyHapOAHON NuTepaTypbl, SMIUPUHECKMNX UCCNENOBaHUA U
npodeccmMoHanbHbIX MHEHWI, NocBALEeHHbIX poiv ChatGPT B MHKO3MBHOWM
neparoruke. Pesynbratbl. ChatGPT cnoco6cTByeT noBbileHUio 3dhdeKTns-
HOCTM paboTbl NeJaroros Npu pa3paboTke MHAMBMAYaNbHbIX YHEOHbIX NIaHoB,
chopmynupoBaHum cornacoBaHHbIx Lener MOMM n cHuxkeHnn paboyein Harpys-
KW, 4TO OCOBGEHHO BaXXHO ANS Ha4YMHaoLWWX crneumanuctos. OfHaKo BbISIBNEHbI
OorpaHuyeHuns, BKIlOYas HELOCTaTOYHOE MOHWMAaHWE KOHTEKCTa, PUCKWU anro-
PUTMUYECKNX UCKaXKEHWI AaHHbIX, & TaKXe 3TUYeCKne nNpobremMbl, CBA3aHHbIe
C KOH(MOEHUMANBbHOCTBIO, Ae3nHpopMaLmen 1 akagemMmyeckor fo6pocoBecT-
HocTblo. BbiBoabl. OddekTnBHas uHterpaums ChatGPT B o6pa3oBaTenbHbIf
npouecc TpebyeT LeneHanpaeneHHoro npoeccnoHanbHoro passnTvsa neja-
roroB W MOCTOSIHHOrO YesIoBEYECKOro KOHTPONsA Ansi 06ecrneveHns STMHHOro
MCMOMNb30BaHWA TEXHOMOMMIA, 3aLLMTbI MEPCOHANBHBIX AaHHbLIX Y NOAAEPXaHWs
CnpaBeanvBoro N Ka4eCTBEHHOIo 06YHeHMs ANs BCeX 06yHatoLLMXC.

Knroyesbie cnosa: ChatGPT, cneumansHoe o6pa3oBaHune, MHOMBUAyalbHbIE
ob6pasoBaTesibHble MPOrpaMMbl, UICKYCCTBEHHbI UHTENNEKT

Ons umtnposanus: Mypu, C., Xapucu, M. (2026). Viccnegosanune ponn ChatGPT B cneumanbHoM
06pa3oBaHnn: NOTEHLMarnbHbIE BO3MOXHOCTU U BbI3OBbI. [Icuxonornyeckas Hayka n obpasosaHme,
31(3), 210-219. https://doi.org/10.17759/pse.2026310315

Introduction

The Individualized Education Program (IEP)
is a foundational element of inclusive education
systems, designed to ensure that students with
special educational needs (SEN), including those
with disabilities, have access to a free, appropri-
ate and individualized education. Functioning
both as a legal mandate and a pedagogical tool,
the IEP outlines students’ current academic and

functional performance, sets individualized an-
nual goals, identifies necessary accommodations
and modifications and specifies procedures for
progress monitoring (Ozdemir et al., 2020).
Despite comprehensive legal frameworks
and detailed procedural guidelines, IEPs often
exhibit inconsistencies in their design and imple-
mentation. Research indicates that many IEPs
lack pedagogically grounded goals and omit le-
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gally required components. For instance, a large-
scale study of 206 IEPs from 60 schools in Turkey
revealed widespread misalignment between the
documented needs of students and the actual
content of their IEPs, resulting in generic and su-
perficial plans that fail to address individual learn-
ing profiles (Rakap, Yucesoy-Ozkan, Kalkan,
2019). Further challenges arise in the formulation
of IEP goals and objectives, which frequently lack
specificity, measurability and relevance. In par-
ticular, many IEPs fail to meet specific standards
and, in some cases, frame objectives in terms
of teacher actions rather than student outcomes
(Ruble et al., 2010).

In response to these persistent issues,
emerging technologies, particularly those pow-
ered by artificial intelligence (Al), offer promising
avenues for innovation in IEP design. Among
these, ChatGPT, a large language model (LLM)
developed by OpenAl, has demonstrated poten-
tial in mainstream educational contexts by sup-
porting personalized learning, lesson planning,
content generation and assessment design
(Herft, 2023; Rahman, Watanobe, 2023). Given
the IEP’s need for customized goal-setting and
instructional alignment, such Al tools could
function as intelligent assistants, helping educa-
tors draft SMART goals (Specific, Measurable,
Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound), design
interventions and construct rubrics tailored to
individual students (Adiguzel, Kaya, Cansu,
2023). Likewise, a mixed-methods study with
Greek special educators demonstrated that
ChatGPT can facilitate IEP development by
clarifying goals, generating instructional materi-
als and structuring lesson plans, while teachers
emphasized the necessity of maintaining profes-
sional judgment and the relational dimensions of
teaching (Giaouri, Charisi, 2025).

However, while the theoretical potential of
ChatGPT is considerable, its integration into spe-
cial education, and specifically into IEP develop-
ment, remains an underexplored area. There is
a notable lack of empirical studies assessing its
impact on the quality, consistency, and efficiency
of IEPs. Additionally, significant ethical issues,
such as data protection, teacher autonomy and
student autonomy, remain minimally studied.
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This paper focuses specifically on ChatGPT, an
Al-powered language model developed by Ope-
nAl. While broader developments in Al are occa-
sionally referenced for context, no empirical data
from other Al platforms or tools are examined.
The examples and applications provided are il-
lustrative rather than comprehensive.

The study addresses a critical gap by ex-
ploring the central research question: What are
the educational implications, opportunities and
challenges of using ChatGPT to support the
development and implementation of IEPs for
students with Special Educational Needs (SEN),
including those with disabilities? By synthesizing
research from the fields of special education, Al
in education and inclusive pedagogy, this article
evaluates the extent to which tools like ChatGPT
can contribute to pedagogically sound and ethi-
cally responsible improvements in IEP practices.

Advantages, challenges, and ethical
implications of ChatGPT in general
and special education

ChatGPT offers significant benefits in educa-
tion, such as enhancing student independence
and providing immediate feedback (Mhlanga,
2023; Rahman, Watanobe, 2023). Moreover,
it supports students with special educational
needs and/or disabilities by delivering personal-
ized, step-by-step guidance and integrating as-
sistive technologies (Alshahrani, 2023; Liang et
al., 2023). Additionally, Al-driven personalization
of instruction improves engagement and com-
prehension by tailoring content to the individual
needs of each learner (Adiguzel, Kaya, Cansu,
2023; Chen et al., 2022). ChatGPT also facili-
tates the design of individualized lesson plans
and educational materials, thereby increasing
both quality and accessibility (Gupta, Raturi,
Venkateswarlu, 2023; Tlili et al., 2023). In as-
sessment, it streamlines grading processes and
provides immediate feedback (Cotton, Cotton,
Shipway, 2023; Mondal et al., 2023). Finally,
teacher professional development is enhanced
through Al training, promoting the appropriate
and ethical use of these tools (Li, Ye, 2023).

Despite its advantages, the use of Chat-
GPT in education raises ethical and practical
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concerns. A primary issue is bias within train-
ing data, which may reinforce discrimination
or stereotypes (Adiguzel, Kaya, Cansu, 2023).
Furthermore, Al-based assessment can be in-
accurate and potentially disadvantage certain
groups (Baidoo-Anu, Owusu Ansah, 2023),
while students often accept responses un-
critically, increasing the risk of misinformation
(Bozi¢, Poola, 2023). Cultural and linguistic bi-
ases may marginalize data that do not originate
from Western contexts (Kohnke, Moorhouse,
Zou, 2023; Mhlanga, 2023). Privacy concerns
and reduced human interaction have also been
identified as significant issues (AlZu'bi et al.,
2024), while “hallucinations”, the generation of
false information, pose further risks (Rudolph,
Tan, Tan, 2023). Academic integrity is also
threatened, as ChatGPT is frequently used for
assignments without genuine effort, leading to
plagiarism (Jarrah, Wardat, Fidalgo, 2023).

Materials and methods

This study employed a descriptive and in-
tegrative literature review to examine emerging
applications of ChatGPT in supporting inclusive
practices in primary and secondary special edu-
cation. Given the novelty of the topic, the review
prioritized capturing recent empirical findings
and practitioner perspectives rather than con-
ducting a fully systematic review. To enhance
methodological transparency and rigor, selected
elements of the PRISMA framework were ap-
plied to guide study identification, screening
and reporting. Specifically, the PRISMA 2020
stages of Identification, Screening, Eligibility and
Inclusion were followed to document the flow of
studies throughout the review process. These
steps ensured transparency in database search,
exclusion criteria and the final synthesis of the
selected publications.

A structured search was conducted in Google
Scholar, ResearchGate and ERIC for publica-
tions between January 2023 and June 2024,
using keywords such as “ChatGPT,” “Artificial
Intelligence,” “inclusive education,” “special edu-
cation” and “Autism Spectrum Disorder.” Eligible
studies were peer-reviewed, published in English
with full-text access, reported classroom applica-

” o«

tions or interventions and focused on primary or
secondary learners, including those with diverse
learning needs. Studies were excluded if they ad-
dressed other Al tools, were purely conceptual or
theoretical or lacked full-text availability.

The search yielded 73 records; 38 were ex-
cluded at the title/abstract stage and 24 full-text
articles were removed due to non-compliance with
inclusion criteria, leaving 11 studies for synthesis
(see Table). Data were thematically coded into
three domains: pedagogical affordances, imple-
mentation challenges and ethical/professional con-
siderations. This approach provided a structured,
evidence-informed understanding of ChatGPT’s
integration in inclusive educational settings.

Table
PRISMA Flow Diagram for Study Selection

Identification

Records identified through database searching
(Google Scholar, ResearchGate, ERIC): n = 73

Records after duplicates removed: n = 73
Screening
Records screened (titles/abstracts): n =73
Records excluded (irrelevant or duplicate): n = 38
Eligibility
Full-text articles assessed for eligibility: n = 36
Full-text articles excluded: n = 24

Reasons: non—peer-reviewed, focused on other Al
tools, or purely theoretical

Included
Studies included in final synthesis: n = 11

Results

The integration of ChatGPT into teaching
and lesson design has demonstrated positive
outcomes across diverse educational contexts. In
the study by Karaman, Goksu (2024), third-grade
mathematics lesson plans were developed with
the support of ChatGPT (experimental group)
and without it (control group). Effectiveness was
evaluated using a 25-item multiple-choice pre-
and post-test. Although the experimental group
exhibited significant improvement in academic
achievement, post-intervention comparisons
between the two groups did not reach statistical
significance. These findings suggest that Chat-
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GPT can be at least as effective as traditional ap-
proaches, provided that teachers ensure flexibility
and continuity of activities.

Similarly, Yilmaz Can, Durmus (2024) con-
ducted a content analysis of fourth-grade frac-
tion lesson plans, comparing those generated
with ChatGPT against traditional plans. Data
sources included the lesson plans themselves,
teacher observations, researcher notes and
feedback, with triangulation applied to strength-
en validity. Effectiveness was assessed through
the 5E instructional model (Engage, Explore,
Explain, Elaborate, Evaluate), focusing on both
lesson structure and classroom implementation.
Results indicated that ChatGPT-enhanced plans
fostered teacher creativity and professional de-
velopment, though they required adaptation to
student levels, limiting flexibility to some extent.

Baytak (2024) analyzed 18 lesson plans pro-
duced with ChatGPT and Google Gemini across
mathematics, science, literature and social studies
for 12-year-old students. Content analysis com-
bined cognitive mapping with expert evaluations of
educational applicability, supported by qualitative
coding in the open-source software Taguette. Find-
ings showed strong similarities between Al-gener-
ated and human-designed plans, with clear learn-
ing objectives and alignment of activities. However,
the tasks were predominantly quizzes, pointing to
the need for more interactive content.

In another comparative study, Li, Liu, Yang
(2024) examined five mathematics (Grade 8)
and English (Grade 9) lesson plans produced
by teachers and by ChatGPT (versions 3.5 and
4.0). Ten experts evaluated the plans against
five domains of the Chinese Young Teachers’
Competition rubric: instructional objectives,
teaching content, teaching process, teaching
methods and innovation. Results showed that
ChatGPT-generated lessons produced content
and language interactions broadly comparable
to those of human teachers, although the lan-
guage tended to be standardized and colloquial.
This evaluation method enabled a systematic
comparison of the effectiveness of Al-generated
and teacher-generated lesson designs.

The development of physics exercises
for students aged 15-16 was investigated by
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Kiichemann et al. (2023), comparing tasks cre-
ated with ChatGPT 3.5 and those based on a
school textbook. Effectiveness was assessed
by evaluating the quality and correctness of the
exercises, alongside user experience measures
using the System Usability Scale (SUS) and the
Technology Acceptance Model 2 (TAM2). Re-
sults indicated no significant differences in task
accuracy between the two groups, though both
faced limitations regarding sufficiency of infor-
mation. Participants rated ChatGPT as useful
but noted difficulties in tailoring exercises, high-
lighting both its potential and its constraints in
educational practice.

In South Korea, Lee, Zhai (2024) examined
29 pre-service elementary teachers who inte-
grated ChatGPT into 14 instructional strategies
for science education. Using a modified TPACK-
based evaluation instrument, qualitative analy-
sis revealed positive expectations including the
promotion of higher-order questioning, support
for self-directed learning and personalized as-
sistance while concerns centered on information
accuracy and possible student overreliance. The
outcomes showed alignment with instructional
goals but emphasized the need for teacher train-
ing to maximize effective integration.

Zemljak (2023) analyzed 58 ChatGPT-
generated STEM lesson plans for fourth-grade
students. Three randomly selected teachers in-
dependently evaluated the plans in terms of cur-
riculum alignment, appropriateness of teaching
methods, completeness of materials, feasibility
of implementation and overall structure. Results
revealed deficiencies in learning objectives and
deviations from curricular timelines, underscor-
ing the need for active teacher involvement in
refining Al-generated plans and ensuring align-
ment with curriculum standards.

In the field of special education, Rakap
(2023) evaluated 22 novice special educators in
designing IEP goals for five preschool children
with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). Effective-
ness was assessed using the R-GORI instru-
ment, with analysis of goal quality, prior training
and preparation time. The ChatGPT group pro-
duced significantly higher-quality goals, required
less preparation time and generated more
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comprehensive and individualized targets. In a
subsequent study, Rakap, Balikci (2024) used
a mixed-methods design. Quantitative analysis
with a two-sample t-test showed higher-quality
goals for the ChatGPT-assisted group, while
qualitative analysis revealed a greater propor-
tion of communication, social, motor/sensory
and self-care goals compared with the control
group, which focused more on pre-academic
and behavioral goals.

The impact of ChatGPT-supported work-
sheets was examined by Rizos, Foykas, Geor-
gakopoulos (2024) in a nine-hour mathematics
intervention with two 14-year-old students (one
with dyslexia and one with ASD). Data collec-
tion included interviews, observation and online
questionnaires. Effectiveness was measured in
terms of participation, self-confidence, achieve-
ment of learning goals and student attitudes.
Findings demonstrated increased engagement,
confidence and goal attainment, along with
more positive attitudes.

Most recently, Waterfield et al. (2025) em-
ployed a convergent mixed methods design to
analyze the quality of IEP goals created either
independently by teachers or collaboratively
with ChatGPT. Quantitative analysis was con-
ducted using a modified R-GORI tool, with eval-
uations performed by participants and verified
by two independent doctoral-level reviewers,
while statistical analysis was performed in Stata/
BE 18.5. The qualitative component included
17 semi-structured interviews. Results indicated
positive teacher attitudes toward Al for reducing
workload and enhancing IEP goal quality but
also raised concerns about preserving the hu-
man dimension of special education and ensur-
ing sufficient training for effective Al integration.

Discussion

The integration of ChatGPT into educational
contexts has attracted growing attention in re-
cent literature, particularly within general primary
(Baytak, 2024; Karaman, Goksu, 2024; Lee, Zhai,
2024; Yilmaz Can, Durmus, 2024; Zemljak, 2023)
and secondary education settings (Kiichemann
et al., 2023; Li, Liu, Yang, 2024), with compara-
tively limited exploration in the field of special

education (Rakap, 2023; Rakap, Balikci, 2024;
Waterfield et al., 2025). Geographically, much of
this research has been conducted in Turkey, with
additional contributions from East Asia, Europe
and the United States.

Methodologically, the reviewed studies
employed a variety of designs. Some adopted
experimental or quasi-experimental frameworks
involving control and treatment groups (Kara-
man, Goksu, 2024; Kiichemann et al., 2023;
Rakap, 2023; Rakap, Balikci, 2024; Yilmaz Can,
Durmus, 2024), while others implemented Chat-
GPT with all participants as a tool for classroom
activities or lesson planning (Lee, Zhai, 2024; Li,
Liu, Yang, 2024; Waterfield et al., 2025; Zeml-
jak, 2023). Participants ranged from in-service
teachers (Karaman, Goksu, 2024; Li, Liu, Yang,
2024; Rakap, 2023; Rakap, Balikci, 2024) to stu-
dents across various grade levels (Kichemann
et al.,, 2023; Lee, Zhai, 2024; Yilmaz Can,
Durmus, 2024; Zemljak, 2023).

Many studies centered on STEM sub-
jects such as mathematics, physics and biol-
ogy (Karaman, Goksu, 2024; Lee, Zhai, 2024;
Yilmaz Can, Durmus, 2024; Zemljak, 2023),
while some incorporated interdisciplinary ap-
proaches blending science and humanities
(Baytak, 2024; Li, Liu, Yang, 2024). Results
generally suggested that ChatGPT-generated
lesson plans were comparable in quality to
those created by teachers, showing alignment
with curriculum goals, fostering collaborative
learning and improving instructional efficiency.
Reported benefits included enhanced student
performance, novel instructional ideas and re-
duced lesson planning time (Karaman, Goksu,
2024; Yilmaz Can, Durmus, 2024). In the context
of special education, ChatGPT demonstrated
promise in generating more coherent and goal-
aligned IEPs while decreasing teacher workload
(Rakap, 2023; Rakap, Balikci, 2024).

However, the overwhelmingly positive por-
trayal of ChatGPT’s educational applications
may obscure several critical issues and method-
ological limitations. For instance, some studies
reported barriers related to limited technological
infrastructure and digital literacy among teachers
(Baytak, 2024), rigid language outputs that lacked
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local contextual nuance (Li, Liu, Yang, 2024) and
difficulties in tailoring ChatGPT’s responses to
specific classroom dynamics (Lee, Zhai, 2024).
Additionally, instances of inflexible or incomplete
lesson plans, unrealistic timelines and omissions
in materials preparation were noted (Yilmaz Can,
Durmus, 2024; Zemljak, 2023). Concerns about
over-reliance on automated tools at the expense
of teacher creativity and the importance of pre-
serving the “human touch” in education were also
raised (Waterfield et al., 2025).

Conclusions

This study explored the emerging use of
ChatGPT in special education, focusing on les-
son planning, instructional design and IEP goal
development (Rakap, 2023; Rakap, Balikci,
2024; Waterfield et al., 2025). Findings indicate
that ChatGPT can enhance creativity, streamline
planning and assist novice educators in formulat-
ing goals for diverse learners (Karaman, Goksu,
2024; Rizos, Foykas, Georgakopoulos, 2024;
Yilmaz Can & Durmus, 2024). Al-generated les-
son plans were generally comparable to those
of teachers but often required adaptation to cur-
riculum standards and individual needs (Baytak,
2024; Kichemann et al.,, 2023; Li, Liu, Yang,
2024; Zemljak, 2023). In special education,
ChatGPT improved clarity and coherence of IEP
goals, particularly in communication, self-care
and social skills, while reducing teacher workload.
Educators emphasized the importance of human
oversight and using Al as a supplement rather
than a replacement (Waterfield et al., 2025). Limi-
tations included prompt precision, standardized
outputs and lack of contextual nuance (Lee, Zhai,
2024; Li, Liu, Yang, 2024), highlighting the need
for targeted teacher training.

Building on these findings, Al integra-
tion should be guided by inclusive, culturally
responsive and ethically sound frameworks.
Drawing on “Artificial Intelligence in Early Edu-
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