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ABSTRACT:

The increasing use of generative artificial intelligence (Al)
in English language education has created new opportunities
for providing immediate and individualized feedback on stu-
dent writing. This classroom-based study investigates the
role of ChatGPT-assisted feedback in the development of
IELTS Academic Writing Task 2 performance among B2-
level learners. The study was conducted at the OPEN
WORLD learning centre in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, and in-
volved 30 IELTS learners aged 14-18 who were studying in
two groups of 15 students. The intervention lasted 15 days
and consisted of six iterative writing cycles followed by a
final timed writing task. During each cycle, learners first
completed an IELTS Writing Task 2 essay independently in
class within the IELTS time limit of 40 minutes. They then
used a standardized ChatGPT prompt to identify major
grammar problems, improve clarity, and receive three sug-
gestions for improving clarity. Learners recorded and con-
sidered the feedback before rewriting the same essay at
home. The teacher subsequently reviewed the Al-generated
feedback and the students’ revised writing and used recur-
ring problems to inform subsequent classroom instruction.
All essays were assessed according to the four IELTS Writ-
ing criteria: Task Response, Coherence and Cohesion, Lex-
ical Resource, and Grammatical Range and Accuracy. The
mean Writing score increased from Band 5.5 at baseline to
Band 6.0 by the end of the intervention. Classroom observa-
tions also indicated a reduction of approximately four to five
article and word-use errors in later writing compared with
learners’ initial performance. The findings suggest that
ChatGPT-assisted feedback can support learners’ noticing,
revision, and development of grammatical and lexical accu-
racy when it is integrated into a teacher-mediated instruc-
tional process. However, because the study employed a one-
group classroom-based design without a control group and
involved incomplete attendance, the observed improvement
cannot be attributed exclusively to ChatGPT. The study
therefore supports the use of ChatGPT as a supplementary
formative feedback tool rather than as a replacement for
teacher feedback.
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INTRODUCTION
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The rapid development of generative artificial intelli-
gence has begun to influence the way foreign languages are
taught and learned. Among the emerging Al tools, ChatGPT
has attracted considerable attention because it can generate
explanations, identify potential language problems, provide
alternative formulations, and offer immediate feedback on
learner-produced texts. These characteristics make genera-
tive Al particularly relevant to second-language writing,
where learners traditionally depend heavily on teachers for
correction and feedback.

Writing is one of the most demanding components of
IELTS preparation. In Academic Writing Task 2, learners
are expected to respond appropriately to a given question,
organize their ideas coherently, use an appropriate range of
vocabulary, and demonstrate accurate and sufficiently com-
plex grammatical structures. The IELTS Writing assessment
therefore evaluates performance through four criteria: Task
Response, Coherence and Cohesion, Lexical Resource, and
Grammatical Range and Accuracy.

For learners at approximately B2 level, persistent prob-
lems with articles, word choice, collocations, grammatical
accuracy, and sentence clarity may prevent them from
achieving higher writing bands. Traditional teacher feed-
back can address these problems effectively, but providing
detailed and individualized feedback after every writing task
can be demanding, particularly when several learners require
support simultaneously. Generative Al may offer a supple-
mentary solution by providing immediate feedback while
learners are still engaged with their own writing.

However, the pedagogical value of Al-generated feed-
back should not be considered independently of the teacher.
Al systems may identify useful problems but can also pro-
vide inappropriate or unnecessary suggestions. Conse-
quently, teacher validation and mediation remain important
when Al is introduced into language-learning environments.
The present study investigates a classroom-based interven-
tion in which ChatGPT was incorporated into repeated
IELTS Writing Task 2 practice. Rather than comparing
ChatGPT directly with teacher feedback, the study examines
a pedagogical cycle in which learners produced an initial es-
say, received standardized ChatGPT feedback, analyzed the
feedback, rewrote the same essay at home, and received
teacher assessment. The teacher also used recurring errors
identified during the process to determine which language
areas required additional classroom attention.
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The study aims to explore whether this repeated
ChatGPT-assisted writing and revision process was associ-
ated with improvement in learners’ IELTS Writing perfor-
mance and reductions in recurring grammatical and lexical
errors.

Research Questions

The study addresses the following research questions:
To what extent did learners’ IELTS Writing performance
change following a 15-day ChatGPT-assisted writing inter-
vention?

What changes were observed in learners’ grammatical and
lexical errors, particularly in article use and word choice,
throughout the writing cycles?

How can teacher-mediated ChatGPT feedback support
the iterative development of IELTS Academic Writing Task
2?

Literature Review

Artificial Intelligence in Language Learning
Artificial intelligence has increasingly been incorporated
into language education through automated writing evalua-
tion, intelligent tutoring systems, machine translation, and
generative language models. These technologies can provide
learners with rapid access to language-related information
and individualized learning opportunities.

One potential advantage of generative Al is immediacy.
Unlike conventional teacher feedback, which may require
considerable time before learners receive corrections, Al can
respond almost instantaneously to a learner's written text.
This immediacy may encourage learners to notice problems
while the writing process is still cognitively active.

Nevertheless, immediate feedback does not automati-
cally guarantee effective learning. Learners need to under-
stand the feedback, evaluate whether it is appropriate, and
apply it to subsequent writing. Therefore, Al feedback is
most pedagogically useful when it is incorporated into an in-
structional process rather than treated as an independent
source of authority.

Al-Assisted Writing Feedback

Writing feedback is generally intended to help learners
identify weaknesses and improve subsequent performance.
Traditional feedback may address grammatical accuracy,
lexical choice, organization, and content development. Gen-
erative Al can potentially extend this process by providing
multiple suggestions and explanations within a short period.
For IELTS learners, this may be particularly valuable be-
cause the examination requires candidates to produce an ex-
tended argument within a strict time limit. Repeated feed-
back and revision may help learners recognize recurring pat-
terns in their writing and gradually develop greater control
over them.

However, Al-generated feedback has limitations. Large
language models do not always distinguish between genuine
errors and stylistic alternatives. They may also suggest
changes that are grammatically possible but unnecessary or
less appropriate for the intended meaning. For this reason,
teacher verification remains important.

Feedback, Noticing, and Revision

Effective writing development involves more than re-
ceiving corrections. Learners need to notice problematic
forms, understand why they are problematic, and apply new
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knowledge when producing later texts. The present study
therefore places learner noticing and revision at the centre of
the intervention.

The writing cycle used in the study provides several op-
portunities for learning: learners first produce language in-
dependently, subsequently examine Al-generated feedback,
record important observations, and then rewrite the same
task. This process potentially transforms feedback from a
simple correction mechanism into a repeated learning activ-
ity.

IELTS Academic Writing Task 2

IELTS Academic Writing Task 2 assesses candidates'
ability to respond to an academic-style question through a
structured written argument. Performance is evaluated ac-
cording to Task Response, Coherence and Cohesion, Lexical
Resource, and Grammatical Range and Accuracy.
The present study uses these four criteria as the basis for
teacher assessment. Particular attention is given to lexical
and grammatical development because recurring problems
in these areas were prominent in learners’ initial writing and
were also frequently identified during the ChatGPT-assisted
feedback process.

Methodology

Research Design

The study employed a classroom-based, one-group
longitudinal intervention design. It can also be described
as a small-scale classroom action-research or practitioner-
research project because the intervention was integrated into
regular IELTS instruction and the teacher used observed
learner difficulties to inform subsequent teaching.
The study did not employ a separate control group. There-
fore, the purpose was not to establish that ChatGPT alone
caused improvement, but to examine changes associated
with a repeated pedagogical process involving ChatGPT
feedback, learner revision, teacher mediation, and continued
writing practice.

3.2 Setting and Participants

The study was conducted at the OPEN WORLD learning
centre in Tashkent, Uzbekistan.

The participants were 30 IELTS learners divided into
two groups of 15 students. Their ages ranged from 14 to 18
years. The learners were approximately at B2 level, based
on their previous IELTS mock-test performance and CEFR-
equivalent interpretation.

The learners were primarily preparing for IELTS for ed-
ucational purposes.

Attendance was not completely consistent throughout
the intervention. On some days, approximately two or three
learners from each group were absent. Consequently, the
number of completed writing products varied across writing
cycles, and the study does not assume that every participant
completed every writing task.

3.3 Baseline Assessment

Before the intervention, the learners completed a mock
IELTS assessment. Their mean Writing score was approxi-
mately Band 5.5.

The baseline writing samples demonstrated recurring
problems with grammatical and lexical accuracy. In the ini-
tial essays, learners produced approximately eight to nine
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noticeable errors in the target areas, with roughly half relat-
ing to article use and half involving inappropriate or inaccu-
rate word use.

3.4 Teacher-Assessor

The learners' writing was assessed by an experienced
IELTS teacher with an overall IELTS score of 8.5 and a
Writing score of 8.0, as well as approximately eight years of
teaching experience.

Essays were evaluated using the four IELTS Writing as-
sessment criteria:

Task Response

Coherence and Cohesion

Lexical Resource

Grammatical Range and Accuracy

3.5 Intervention Procedure

The intervention lasted approximately 15 days and con-
sisted of six writing cycles followed by a final timed essay.
Each cycle followed the same basic procedure.

Stage 1: Initial Classroom Writing

Learners completed an IELTS Academic Writing Task 2
question independently in class. They were given approxi-
mately 40 minutes, corresponding to the standard IELTS

Writing Task 2 time limit.

The teacher monitored learners during the writing pro-
cess and observed recurring linguistic difficulties.

Stage 2: ChatGPT-Assisted Feedback

After completing the essay, learners spent approximately
20 minutes using ChatGPT to analyze their writing.

The same standardized prompt was used throughout the
intervention:

“Show me main grammar mistakes and improve clarity
and suggest three changes to improve clarity.”

Using the same prompt across writing cycles helped
maintain consistency in the feedback procedure.

Stage 3: Learner Noticing

Learners examined the feedback provided by ChatGPT
and recorded relevant errors and suggestions in their notes.
Particular attention was given to recurring problems, includ-
ing article use, word choice, collocations, grammatical accu-
racy, and sentence clarity.

Stage 4: Teacher Validation

The teacher reviewed the ChatGPT feedback and
checked whether the suggested corrections were appropri-
ate.

This step was important because Al-generated feedback
was not treated as automatically correct. The teacher also
observed which problems occurred repeatedly across learn-
ers.

Stage 5: Home Revision

Learners rewrote the same IELTS Writing Task 2 essay
at home. The second version addressed the same topic and
responded to the same question as the initial classroom es-
say.

The purpose of the revision was to allow learners to ap-
ply the feedback they had received and avoid repeating pre-
viously identified errors.

Stage 6: Teacher Assessment and Subsequent Instruction
The revised essays were reviewed by the teacher. Recurring
problems observed across learners were subsequently incor-
porated into classroom instruction.
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For example, when article use and problematic word
choice repeatedly appeared in learner writing and ChatGPT
feedback, these areas received additional instructional atten-
tion.

This created an iterative cycle:

Initial writing — ChatGPT feedback — learner no-
ticing — teacher validation — home revision — teacher
assessment — targeted instruction — subsequent writ-
ing.
3.6 Writing Tasks
Across the intervention, learners produced six initial
classroom essays and six corresponding home revisions.
These twelve writing products were followed by a thirteenth
and final essay.

The final, 13th essay was completed in class under timed
conditions and was treated as the final writing performance
rather than as another home revision.

Thus, the 13 writing products can be represented as:

Importantly, the six initial essays and their six revisions
were based on the same prompts within each cycle. There-
fore, the revised essays were analyzed as evidence of revi-
sion following feedback rather than as completely independ-
ent writing tasks.

3.7 Data Sources

The study drew on several sources of evidence:

Baseline IELTS Writing performance;

Initial classroom Writing Task 2 essays;

ChatGPT-generated feedback;

Learners’ notes and observations during feedback ses-
sions;

Home revisions;

Teacher assessments based on the four IELTS Writing
criteria;

Final timed Writing Task 2 performance;

Teacher observations of recurring grammatical and lexi-
cal errors.

4. Results

4.1 Change in Overall Writing Performance

The most notable quantitative finding was an increase in
the mean IELTS Writing score.

The mean score therefore increased by approximately
0.5 IELTS band during the study period.

This improvement indicates that the learners demon-

strated stronger overall Writing performance following the
intervention. However, the result should be interpreted as an
observed change associated with the intervention rather than
definitive evidence that ChatGPT independently caused the
increase.
4.2 Changes in Grammatical and Lexical Accuracy
Learners' initial writing demonstrated approximately eight
to nine noticeable errors in the target areas. Approximately
half of these problems involved article use, while the re-
maining errors were related primarily to word use.
Over the course of the writing cycles, the teacher observed a
reduction of approximately four to five errors in these areas
in later writing.

The reduction was particularly noticeable in:

article use;

inappropriate word choice;

lexical combinations and collocations;
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recurring grammatical errors.

These observations suggest that repeated exposure to
feedback, learner noticing, revision, and subsequent instruc-
tion may have contributed to greater awareness of recurring
linguistic problems.

4.3 Development Across Writing Cycles

The repeated writing structure allowed learners to en-
counter similar problems multiple times rather than receiv-
ing feedback only once.

For example, an article error identified in an initial essay
could be:

identified through ChatGPT feedback;

reviewed by the learner;

recorded in the learner's notes;

checked by the teacher;

addressed in subsequent classroom instruction;

monitored in later writing.

This repeated process potentially increased the likeli-
hood that learners would recognize and avoid the same type
of error in later essays.

4.4 IELTS Writing Criteria

All essays were assessed using the four IELTS Writing
criteria. The observed improvement was most closely asso-
ciated with Grammatical Range and Accuracy and Lexi-
cal Resource, particularly in relation to recurring article and
word-use problems.

The intervention also provided opportunities for im-
provement in clarity and organization. Nevertheless, the
available evidence does not justify claiming that all four cri-
teria improved equally. Therefore, the findings should em-
phasize the areas for which the study produced the clearest
classroom evidence.

5. Discussion

The findings indicate that integrating ChatGPT into a re-
peated writing-and-revision process was associated with im-
provement in learners' IELTS Writing performance. The in-
crease from a mean Band 5.5 at baseline to approximately
Band 6.0 at the end of the intervention represents a mean-
ingful classroom-level change over a relatively short period.
One possible explanation is the immediacy of Al-generated
feedback. Learners did not have to wait for teacher com-
ments before examining potential problems in their writing.
Instead, they were able to receive suggestions shortly after
completing the task and immediately reflect on their lan-
guage choices.

A second possible explanation is the repeated nature of
the intervention. The learners did not receive ChatGPT feed-
back only once. They participated in six cycles involving in-
itial writing, feedback, noticing, and revision. Repetition
may have helped learners recognize recurring linguistic pat-
terns.

The role of learner revision is also important. The second
essay in each cycle was not a hew response to an unrelated
question. It was a revised version of the same essay. This
allowed learners to directly apply feedback to their own
writing. Such a process may encourage deeper noticing be-
cause learners can compare their initial and revised versions.
Teacher mediation was another essential component.
ChatGPT was not used as an independent evaluator. The
teacher reviewed Al-generated feedback and used recurring
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problems to inform subsequent instruction. This arrange-
ment reduced the risk of learners accepting inappropriate Al
suggestions without verification.

The results are therefore better understood as evidence
for a teacher-mediated Al feedback model rather than ev-
idence that ChatGPT can replace teachers.

The reduction in article and word-use errors is particu-
larly relevant. These problems were already prominent in the
learners' initial writing and were repeatedly addressed dur-
ing the intervention. The subsequent reduction suggests that
repeated feedback and explicit attention to recurring errors
may have supported greater linguistic awareness.
Nevertheless, several alternative explanations must be con-
sidered. Learners were simultaneously receiving regular
English instruction, completing repeated IELTS writing
tasks, practicing under examination conditions, revising
their essays, and receiving teacher guidance. Any of these
factors could have contributed to the observed improvement.
Therefore, the study does not establish a direct causal rela-
tionship between ChatGPT use and the 0.5-band increase.

6. Limitations

Several limitations should be acknowledged.

First, the study used a one-group design without a con-
trol group. Consequently, it is impossible to determine
whether the observed improvement would have occurred
without ChatGPT.

Second, the intervention lasted only approximately 15
days. A longer intervention would provide stronger evidence
regarding whether the observed improvements were sus-
tained.

Third, attendance was inconsistent. Two or three learners
from each group were absent on some days. Therefore, indi-
vidual exposure to the complete intervention was not identi-
cal.

Fourth, the study involved a relatively small sample of 30
learners from a single learning centre. The findings may
therefore not be generalizable to all IELTS learners.
Fifth, the intervention combined several components, in-
cluding ChatGPT feedback, teacher validation, targeted in-
struction, repeated writing, learner reflection, and revision.
It is therefore impossible to isolate the individual effect of
ChatGPT.

Sixth, the observed reduction of four to five errors was based
on classroom observations rather than a fully standardized
independent error-analysis procedure. Future studies should
establish explicit coding categories and calculate error fre-
quencies for every participant and every writing sample.
Finally, the study focused on a relatively short-term change
in IELTS Writing performance. Further research should in-
vestigate whether learners maintain these improvements af-
ter the Al-assisted intervention has ended.

7. Pedagogical Implications

The findings suggest several implications for IELTS
teachers.

7.1 ChatGPT should supplement rather than replace
teacher feedback

Teachers can use ChatGPT to provide rapid preliminary
feedback, while retaining responsibility for validating cor-
rections and making pedagogical decisions.
7.2 Standardized prompts can improve consistency
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Using the same prompt throughout a writing intervention
provides a more consistent feedback procedure. This may
also make it easier for teachers and researchers to identify
recurring learner problems.

7.3 Learners should actively analyze feedback

Simply showing students an Al correction may have lim-
ited pedagogical value. In the present study, learners were
required to examine the feedback and take notes before re-
writing their essays.

7.4 Revision should be integrated into writing instruction
The initial essay and subsequent revision created a direct
connection between feedback and application. Teachers can
use this process to encourage learners to recognize and cor-
rect recurring problems.

7.5 Teacher validation remains essential

Al feedback should be checked before learners treat it as
authoritative. The teacher's role is particularly important
when Al suggestions involve nuanced lexical choices, col-
locations, discourse organization, or stylistic preferences.

8. Conclusion

This classroom-based study examined the use of
ChatGPT-assisted feedback in the development of IELTS
Academic Writing Task 2 among 30 B2-level learners at an
English learning centre in Tashkent.

The intervention consisted of six repeated writing cycles
in which learners first produced a timed classroom essay, re-
ceived standardized ChatGPT feedback, analyzed the feed-
back, and subsequently rewrote the same essay at home. The
teacher validated the Al-generated feedback, assessed the
writing according to the four IELTS criteria, and used recur-
ring problems to guide subsequent instruction. A final timed
essay was then completed at the end of the intervention.
The learners' mean Writing score increased from Band 5.5
at baseline to Band 6.0 at the end of the intervention. In ad-
dition, classroom observations indicated a reduction of ap-
proximately four to five article and word-use errors in later
writing compared with the learners' initial performance.

These findings suggest that ChatGPT can function as a
useful supplementary tool for formative writing feedback,
particularly when learners are encouraged to notice, record,
and apply feedback through repeated revision. However, the
findings should not be interpreted as evidence that ChatGPT
alone caused the observed improvement. The intervention
involved several interconnected factors, including teacher
guidance, repeated practice, learner revision, and targeted
instruction.

The central pedagogical implication is therefore not that
artificial intelligence should replace teachers, but that
teacher-mediated Al feedback can create an additional
layer of immediate, individualized support within the
writing-learning process. Future research should employ
larger samples, control or comparison groups, standardized
error-coding procedures, and longer intervention periods to
determine more precisely the independent contribution of
Al-assisted feedback to second-language writing develop-
ment.

Important: The reference list below should be com-
pleted with the exact editions/DOIs used in the final submis-
sion. The thesis should not contain invented or unverified
bibliographic information.
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Appendix A. Standardized ChatGPT Prompt

The same prompt was used during the ChatGPT-assisted
feedback stage of the intervention:

“Show me main grammar mistakes and improve clarity
and suggest three changes to improve clarity.”

The standardized prompt was maintained throughout the
six writing cycles.

Appendix B. Writing Cycle

Step 1: Timed classroom Writing Task 2

étep 2: 20-minute ChatGPT feedback

étep 3: Learner analysis and note-taking

étep 4: Teacher validation of Al feedback

étep 5: Home revision of the same essay prompt
étep 6: Teacher assessment

étep 7: Identification of recurring errors

étep 8: Targeted subsequent instruction

Appendix C. Assessment Framework

Each essay was evaluated according to the four IELTS
Writing criteria:

Task Response

Coherence and Cohesion

Lexical Resource

Grammatical Range and Accuracy
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OBPATHAS CBSI3b C
MOMOIIBIO CHATGPT U
PA3BUTUE HABBIKOB
AKAJJEMHUYECKOI'O
MMUCBMA IELTS TASK 2:
UCCJIEJOBAHMUE,
MPOBEJEHHOE B
YUEBHOU AYJIUTOPUU

CyaronoB Xacan @ypkar yriu
Bebcrepcekuit yauBepcuret B TamkenTe
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Bremryckauk maructparypsl MA TESOL, ¢wumonor, nena-
TOr.

AnHoTanus: PacTymiee nCnonp30BaHNe TeHEPATUBHOTO HC-
KyccTBeHHOTo uHTeuekTa (M) B 00y4ueHnn aHrmickomy
SI3BIKY CO37aJI0 HOBBIE BO3MOXHOCTH JJISl IPEJOCTaBICHUS
OIepaTHBHON W MHMBUIYaJIHU3UPOBAaHHON OOpaTHOW CBSI3U
10 MMCbMEHHBIM paboTaM CTyAEHTOB. B naHHOM nccneno-
BaHUM, IPOBEACHHOM B YCIOBHUAX yUeOHOM ayAUTOPHUH, U3Y-
4aeTcsl poib 00paTHOH cBs3u ¢ ucrons3oBanneM ChatGPT
B Ppa3BUTHUM HaBBIKOB BeIMonHeHUs 3amanmsa I[ELTS
Academic Writing Task 2 cpean ygammixcs yposas B2. Uc-
clejloBaHHE TIPOBOAWIOCH B yueOHOM meHTpe OPEN
WORLD B TamkenTe, Y30eKkucTaH, 1 B HEM IPUHSUIIN yda-
crue 30 yvamuxcs, rortossimuxcst K IELTS, B Bo3pacte ot
14 no 18 ner, oOyuaBmIMXCs B ABYX TpyMIax 1o 15 crynen-
ToB. MHTEpBeHLUsA mpojoskanack 15 nHedl M BxiItodana
LIECTh TOCIIEI0BATEbHBIX [IUKJIOB TUCbMEHHOM paboThl, 32
KOTOPBIMH CJIE€JIOBAJI0 UTOTOBOE NHCHMEHHOE 3a/laHHe C
OTpaHHUYEHHUEM I10 BPEMEHHU.

B xakoM mmKIle ydammecs: CHadaia CaMOCTOSTEIhHO BEI-
monasn dcce IELTS Writing Task 2 B ayautopun B Teue-
Hue ycranosieHHoro 4yt IELTS Bpemenu — 40 munyt. 3a-
TEM OHH HCTIOJIF30BAIN CTAHIAPTH3NPOBAHHBIN 3aIIPOC IS
ChatGPT c nensio BEISBICHUS OCHOBHBIX TPAMMAaTHIECKUX
OIIMOOK, YIyYIIEHUS! SICHOCTH W3JIOKECHUS W TIOJIyYCHUS
TPEX peKOMEHAAIMI MO MOBBIIICHUIO ICHOCTU TEKCTa. Yya-
myecs (GUKCHPOBAIM W aHAIU3UPOBAIN IMOJIYYECHHYIO 00-
PaTHYIO CBA3b, IIOCJIE YETO J0Ma MEPENUChIBAIIN TO XKe 3cCe.
3areM npenoaaBaTeNlb AaHATU3UPOBAT 0OpPaTHYIO CBA3b, CTe-
HepupoBaHHyto MU, a Takxe ucrpaBieHHbIE TUCHMEHHbIE
paboTHI CTYJCHTOB U UCTIOIh30BAaJl BEISIBICHHBIC TOBTOPSIIO-
mecs: mpoOIeMbl T TUIAHHPOBAHUS TOCIEAYIOMIETO 00Y-
YCHUS B ayAUTOPHH.

Bce acce oneHMBATNCH B COOTBETCTBUH C YSTHIPHMS KPUTE-
pusma  IELTS Writing: packpeitme 3amanus  (Task
Response), cBs3rOCTE 1 KOTe3us (Coherence and Cohesion),
nexcuueckuit pecypce (Lexical Resource), a Takxke rpaMma-
TUYECKHI auana3oH u Tounocth (Grammatical Range and
Accuracy). Cpenuuii 6amt 3a Writing yeenmuumiics ¢ Band
5.5 Ha ucxoaHOM aTarie 1o Band 6.0 k KOHIly HHTEpBEHIIHH.
Habnronenus B ayIuTOpUH Taloke IOKA3ald COKpAIleHHe
MIPUMEPHO Ha YETHIPE-TIAThH OMINOOK, CBSI3aHHBIX C YIIOTPeO-
JICHHEM apTHKIICH W CIIOB, B TIOCIEAYIOMIHUX MHACHMEHHBIX
paboTax Mo CpaBHEHUIO C IEPBOHAYATBHBIMH PE3yIbTaTaMU
YYaIIIXCsl.

[omyuyeHHBIE pe3yNBTaTHl CBHIACTEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO 00-
patHas cBs3b ¢ ucnons3oBanneM ChatGPT moxer croco0-
CTBOBAaTh OCO3HAHMIO YYallUMHUCS COOCTBEHHBIX OLIMOOK,
COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUIO THCBMEHHBIX pPabOT M Pa3BUTHIO
IrpaMMAaTUYECKON U JIEKCUYECKOU TOYHOCTH, €CIIM OHA UHTE-
rpupoBaHa B y4eOHBII Iporecc MoJ pyKOBOACTBOM IIpero-
nmaBatens. OJHAKO MOCKONIBKY B HCCIIEIOBAaHUN HCIIONB30-
BaJIcA JU3aiiH ¢ OTHOW TPYyMIIOi 6e3 KOHTPOIBHOM IPyTIIEL,
a TaK)Ke MMEJNIM MECTO HEIOJHas MOCELUaeMOCTb 3aHATUl,
Ha0Io1aeMoe yIydIIeHue He MOXKET OBITh HCKITIOYHTENHHO
cBs3aHo ¢ ucnonb3oBanueM ChatGPT. Takum o6pa3zom, wmc-
ciejoBaHue moaaepkuBaet ucronb3oBanne ChatGPT B ka-
YEeCTBE JIOTOJHUTEIHHOTO WHCTPYMEHTa (opMHUpyIomeit
00paTHOM CBsI3M, @ HE B KAUECTBE 3aMEHbI OOpaTHON CBSI3U
CO CTOPOHBI IPENOABATEI.
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KiroueBbie cnoBa: ChatGPT, renepaTuBHBINH HCKYCCTBEH-
ueiit naTEeKT, IELTS Writing Task 2, aBromatnznpoBan-
Hasg oOpaTHasi CBs3b, IMHMCBMEHHAs PE4Yb Ha AHIJIMHCKOM
s3bIke kKak nHoctpanHoM (EFL), oOpaTHas cBs3p nox pyko-
BOJICTBOM TIpeIioiaBatelis, yuaiuecs: ypoBus B2, passurtue
MHCHMEHHBIX HaBBIKOB.

CHATGPT YORDAMIDA
TAQDIM ETILGAN FIKR-
MULOHAZALAR VA IELTS
AKADEMIK YOZUV TASK 2
KO‘NIKMALARINI
RIVOJLANTIRISH:
AUDITORIYADA
O‘TKAZILGAN TADQIQOT

Sultonov Hasan Furqat o‘g‘li
Toshkentdagi Webster universiteti
MA TESOL magistratura bitiruvchisi, filolog, pedagog.

Annotatsiya: Ingliz tilini o‘qitishda generativ sun’iy intel-
lektdan (Al) tobora keng foydalanish talabalar yozma ish-
lariga tezkor va individuallashtirilgan fikr-mulohazalar
taqdim etish uchun yangi imkoniyatlarni yaratmoqda.
Mazkur auditoriya sharoitida olib borilgan tadgiqot B2 da-
rajasidagi o‘quvchilarning IELTS Academic Writing Task 2
topshirig‘ini  bajarish ko‘rsatkichlarini rivojlantirishda
ChatGPT yordamida taqdim etilgan fikr-mulohazalarning
rolini o‘rganishga qaratilgan. Tadqiqot O°zbekiston, Tosh-
kent shahridagi OPEN WORLD o‘quv markazida o‘tkazildi
va ikki guruhga bo‘lingan, har bir guruhda 15 nafardan jami
30 nafar, 14-18 yoshdagi IELTS imtihoniga tayyor-
lanayotgan o‘quvchilarni qamrab oldi. Tajriba 15 kun
davom etdi hamda yakuniy vaqt chegaralangan yozma top-
shirig bilan yakunlangan oltita ketma-ket yozish siklidan
iborat bo‘ldi.

Har bir sikl davomida o‘quvchilar dastlab auditoriyada
IELTS talablariga muvofig belgilangan 40 dagiga vaqt
ichida IELTS Writing Task 2 uchun inshoni mustaqil rav-
ishda yozdilar. Shundan so‘ng ular standartlashtirilgan
ChatGPT so‘rovidan foydalanib, asosiy grammatik muam-
molarni anigladilar, matnning ravshanligini oshirdilar va
ravshanlikni yaxshilash bo‘yicha uchta tavsiya oldilar.
O‘quvchilar taqdim etilgan fikr-mulohazalarni gayd etib,
ularni tahlil gildilar va keyinchalik uyda ayni inshoni gayta
yozdilar. Shundan so‘ng o‘qituvchi sun’iy intellekt tomoni-
dan yaratilgan fikr-mulohazalarni hamda o‘quvchilarning
qayta tahrirlangan yozma ishlarini ko‘rib chiqdi va takroran
uchragan muammolardan keyingi auditoriya
mashg‘ulotlarini rejalashtirishda foydalandi.

Barcha insholar IELTS Writing baholashining to‘rtta me-
zoni asosida baholandi: Topshirigga javob (Task Re-
sponse), Izchillik va bog‘liglik (Coherence and Cohe-
sion), Leksik resurs (Lexical Resource), Grammatik dia-
pazon va aniglik (Grammatical Range and Accuracy).
Writing bo‘yicha o‘rtacha natija tadqiqotning dastlabki bos-
gichidagi 5.5-band ko‘rsatkichidan tajriba yakuniga kelib
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6.0-band ko‘rsatkichigacha oshdi. Auditoriyadagi kuzatu-
vlar ham o‘quvchilarning dastlabki yozma ishlariga nisbatan
keyingi yozma ishlarida artikllar va so‘zlarni qo‘llash bilan
bog‘liq xatolar soni taxminan 4-5 taga kamayganini
ko‘rsatdi.

Olingan natijalar shuni ko‘rsatadiki, ChatGPT yordamida
tagdim etiladigan fikr-mulohazalar o‘qituvchi tomonidan
boshqariladigan ta’lim jarayoniga integratsiya qilingan
taqdirda, o‘quvchilarning o‘z xatolarini anglashiga, yozma
ishlarini takomillashtirishiga hamda grammatik va leksik
aniglikni rivojlantirishiga yordam berishi mumkin. Biroq
tadgigot nazorat guruhisiz bir guruh asosidagi dizayndan
foydalangani va o‘quvchilarning darslarda qatnashishi to‘liq
bo‘lmagani sababli, kuzatilgan yaxshilanishni faqat
ChatGPTdan foydalanish bilan bog‘lash mumkin emas. Shu
sababli, tadqiqot ChatGPTdan o‘qituvchi tomonidan beri-
ladigan fikr-mulohazalarning o‘rnini bosuvchi vosita sifat-
ida emas, balki qo‘shimcha shakllantiruvchi fikr-mulo-
haza vositasi sifatida foydalanishni qo‘llab-quvvatlaydi.
Kalit so‘zlar: ChatGPT, generativ sun’iy intellekt, [ELTS
Writing Task 2, avtomatlashtirilgan fikr-mulohaza, ingliz ti-
lida xorijiy til sifatida yozish (EFL), o‘qituvchi tomonidan
boshqariladigan fikr-mulohaza, B2 darajasidagi o‘quvchilar,
yozuv ko‘nikmalarini rivojlantirish.
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