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Abstract

The study explores the potential of using ChatGPT in facilitating differentiated instruction, focusing
on its ability to assess Chinese learners’ language abilities, produce materials in different genres and
at different levels, create teaching tasks, and simulate assessments. The correlation was calculated
between the original scores and ChatGPT-generated scores of forty-five randomly selected HSK
test writing samples. Additionally, ChatGPT’s ability to generate diverse materials was tested by
simulating thirty texts across various genres and levels. The study also examined ChatGPT’s capability
in creating a range of tasks and assessments.

The result showed a significant correlation between the original scores and those generated by
ChatGPT, indicating its ability as a useful tool to measure learners’ language performance. ChatGPT
demonstrated efficacy in generating materials spanning different genres and difficulty levels, aligned
with the CEFR benchmarks. Given specific and well-structured prompts, ChatGPT proved adept in
tailoring tasks and assessments. Further research is crucial to understand the application of ChatGPT
in differentiated instruction.
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1 Introduction

ChatGPT has sparked significant interest in the field of language learning given its potential to enhance
both students’ learning outcomes and the efficacy of language instruction (Kostka & Toncelli, 2023).
Current discussions on ChatGPT in second language (L.2) teaching focuses on language skills (Barrot,
2023; Yan, 2023), effects on language teaching or learning (Hong, 2023; Rudolph et al., 2023), and
analyses of the strengths and weaknesses of ChatGPT (Kohnke, 2023; Kuhail et al., 2023). We should
further explore and experiment with the use of ChatGPT to facilitate varied approaches in language
teaching, one of which is differenced instruction. Traditional teaching models often adopt a one-size-
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fits-all approach, overlooking students’ diverse backgrounds, learning styles, and proficiency levels. The
incongruence between teaching methodologies and student diversity has spurred the rise of differentiated
instruction — a pedagogical approach tailored to learners’ differences (Tomlinson, 2003). ChatGPT has
a range of capabilities: generating texts, developing lesson plans and assessments, providing immediate
feedback, fostering learner interaction, and so on (Cai, 2023 a, b; Kohnke et al., 2023; Kasneci et al.,
2023). These capabilities position ChatGPT as a promising tool to facilitate differentiated instruction.

The essence of differentiated instruction lies in its ability to empower educators to tailor their
teaching strategies and materials to suit the individual learning characteristics of their students (Tomlinson
& Eidson, 2003). By recognizing the unique attributes of each learner and adapting instructional content,
processes, and assessments accordingly, differentiated instruction endeavors to unlock the utmost
potential of individual students, irrespective of their backgrounds or abilities. For instance, some students
might thrive in visual learning environments (such as videos, photos), while others excel through
hands-on activities or discussions. Through differentiation, educators can provide varied modalities
of instruction that resonate with each student’s learning preferences. This approach not only enhances
student engagement and motivation but also promotes holistic development by addressing cognitive,
affective, and skill-based dimensions of learning (Fisher & Frey, 2008; Gregory & Chapman, 2013).

Although the concept of differentiated instruction is widely recognized, teachers may find it difficult
to implement it due to lack of time and insufficient resources (Gibbs, 2023). This article delves into the
applicability of ChatGPT to facilitate differentiated instruction. Through a comprehensive exploration
of four key aspects — assessment, content and materials, process, and product — this research aims to
shed light on how ChatGPT can contribute to enhancing differentiated teaching. By examining both
the strengths and shortcomings of integrating ChatGPT into differentiated instruction, this study seeks
to provide educators with balanced perspectives on leveraging ChatGPT to optimize their pedagogical
practices.

2 Differentiated instruction in language teaching

Differentiated instruction focuses on students’ needs, goals, and individual differences, requiring teachers
to design and adjust the teaching content, process and product based on students’ proficiency levels,
interests and learning styles (Bondie & Zusho, 2018). Such an approach proves especially beneficial
for Chinese language classes in North America, given the diverse backgrounds of the students. Unless
adopting a two-track curriculum, Chinese classes in North America typically accommodate both heritage
and non-heritage language learners who differ in terms of language proficiency, affective needs, learning
goals, and learning methods. An effective educator acknowledges the potential impact of these disparities
on the learning process and strives to establish a classroom environment that appreciates and respects this
diversity (Tileston, 2004). The diversity of students in the classroom requires differentiated instruction
(Shi & Hua, 2007). It plays a crucial role in addressing the unique learning needs of each individual
student (Bi et al., 2023).

In a shared classroom environment, differentiated instruction organizes instructional materials,
activities, and assessments in a way that students with different characteristics can achieve their
individual goals and attain holistic development. It transforms traditional teaching models into dynamic,
enjoyable, autonomous, and effective learning experiences (Birnie, 2015; Tomlinson, 2005). As a learner-
centered approach, differentiated instruction allows educators to customize their teaching methods to
individual learners, thereby fostering greater student engagement and motivation (Moosa & Shareefa,
2019; Tomlinson & Allan, 2000). Researchers identify differentiation of content, process, and product as
the three crucial dimensions of differentiated instruction (Blaz, 2016; Chien, 2012).
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2.1 Differentiated teaching content and materials

One way of differentiating instruction is to differentiate teaching content and materials based on the
assessment of students’ proficiency levels, background knowledge, interests, and other relevant factors.
This underscores the importance of an initial assessment of learners’ backgrounds. ChatGPT could
potentially enhance the efficiency of these assessments, such as students’ language levels. Additionally,
instructors can provide students with open-ended learning content. In language teaching, instructional
content encompasses not only linguistic aspects such as vocabulary and grammar but also non-linguistic
dimensions like attitudes, skills, and strategies (Blaz, 2006).

By implementing differentiated content instruction, students can engage with the provided materials
at a pace tailored to their specific satiations. Once students have fulfilled their obligatory assignments,
they gain the autonomy to opt for other materials or tasks aligned with their personal interest.
Consequently, every student proceeds to engage in distinct materials and associated tasks, whether
independently, in collaboration with peers, in group settings, or with teacher guidance (Chien, 2012).

Blaz (2016) suggests three ways to help students engage with different instructional materials. The
first entails differentiation based on students’ interests, allowing each individual to explore their own
areas of curiosity. Subsequently, in smaller groups or through online platforms, students can engage in
the sharing and comparison of their discoveries. The second way involves furnishing uniform materials
to all students, offering different reading levels and different degrees of words. The third method to
differentiate delivery of content involves giving students choices in the type of instruction: direct
instruction, worksheet practice, online work or more complex activities (Blaz, 2016). This third method
essentially involves differentiation of the teaching process, which we will explore in the next section.

While differentiated instructional materials are beneficial to students’ academic progress, the
challenge lies in selecting and gathering the appropriate content and materials for different students.
This process can be time-consuming. Recent studies have shown that ChatGPT can generate customized
learning resources that cater to different learning preferences and levels (Kasneci et al., 2023). It could be
instrumental in developing differentiated materials when provided with specific prompts.

2.2 Differentiated teaching process

In differentiated instruction, the teaching process refers to the process through which students
comprehend information, ideas, and skills, typically through various activities or tasks (Blaz, 2006).
Subsequently, Blaz (2016) proposed that the term “process” should also include the various ways in
which students make sense of the content or input. For differentiated instruction to be effective, teachers
should factor in students’ interests, cognitive abilities and learning styles (Chien, 2012). As such, the
process should cater to the diverse learning styles of students (Blaz, 2016). Given the differences among
students, the teaching process should also be flexible and diverse, often requiring the integration of
multiple means and methods within a single class. When implementing differentiated teaching processes,
teachers initially need to understand students’ interests, cognitive abilities, and learning styles. Based on
this understanding, they can conduct various classroom activities, introduce different learning strategies,
and select impactful methods to convey concepts, information, ideas, and skills to students (Chien,
2012) For instance, teachers can flexibly choose between whole-class instruction, group instruction,
or individualized instruction based on students’ situations, allowing for homogeneous grouping or
heterogeneous cooperation (Shi & Hua, 2007).

Despite the potential benefits of differentiating the process, instructors often dedicate a significant
amount of time to planning diverse assignments, activities, task formats, learning objectives, assessment
methods, and other related aspects. Given its powerful capabilities to generate texts, activities or tasks, it
is worth exploring how we can utilize ChatGPT to differentiate processes.
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2.3 Differentiated product

Differentiating the product involves varying the complexity of what students produce to demonstrate
their level of mastery of the unit’s content. Products may be formal (e.g., a report) or informal (e.g., an
interview) (Blaz, 2016). Lower-level students can tackle relatively simpler tasks, while higher-level
students engage in more complex ones. However, for each individual student, the assigned tasks should
be challenging, critical, and innovative in nature. Therefore, to cater to the diverse needs and abilities of
students, tasks should be adapted to their individual proficiency levels, learning styles, and preferences.

Assessments should encompass a holistic evaluation of students, extending beyond traditional exam
scores (Shi & Hua, 2007). L2 instructors must differentiate between difficulty levels in assessments,
employ diverse evaluations, and offer multiple avenues for students to demonstrate learning
achievements. For example, formative assessments pay attention to the process of the evaluation,
whereas summative assessments emphasize the product (Nieminen & Tuohilampi, 2020).

In conclusion, differentiated instruction offers the advantage of enhancing students’ learning
outcomes and can be implemented through the differentiation of content, processes, and product.
Differentiated assessment approaches, which are aligned with student’s skill levels and learning profiles,
provide opportunities for varied demonstrations of knowledge and competencies. A fundamental step for
differentiated instruction is the pre-assessment of learners’ language abilities and other characteristics. To
examine the potential in using ChatGPT for differentiated instruction, the current study aims to address
the following research questions:

1. Is there a correlation between the original HSK writing scores and those generated by
ChatGPT?

This research question explores the feasibility of employing ChatGPT as a tool for the
preliminary assessment of learners’ language skills, specifically their writing skills.

2. Is ChatGPT capable of generating materials that progress in difficulty and vary in genres,
aligned with CEFR benchmarks?

3. Can ChatGPT create tasks in line with Ellis’s (2003) framework?
This research question examines ChatGPT’s capability for facilitating process differentiation.
4. Is ChatGPT able to simulate different types of assessments?

This research question probes into ChatGPT’s potential for contributing to product
differentiation.

By addressing these questions, the study aims at evaluating ChatGPT’s capability to assess Chinese
learner’s writing performance, to generate content and materials of different genres and difficulty levels,
to create tasks of various types, and to simulate assessments.

3 Procedure

Firstly, students’ written products may be graded by ChatGPT, provided its credibility as a reliable
grading tool is verified. To show its reliability, this study randomly selected 45 written samples from the
HSK Dynamic Composition Corpus 2.0, which collected some Chinese learners’ written products of the
HSK test from 1992 to 2005. These samples were chosen for their diverse range of nationalities, writing
topics, and grades. Fifteen written products were chosen from each level of the HSK test: A, B and C.
Moreover, writings from four time slots in 2005, the most recent examination year in the database, were
included. Before deploying ChatGPT 4.0 for grading, the grading rubric, which was based on the writing
task of the HSK test, and a grading range from 0 to 100 was provided for ChatGPT. The prompt “Please
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grade the writing based on the rubric” was introduced whenever the topic of the written sample changed
to ensure that ChatGPT adhered to the rubric.

Secondly, ChatGPT presents a potential solution for generating content or materials of various
genres and difficulties, but it is crucial to examine the genre and text complexity of generated content
or materials before deployment. The present study used the genres and difficulty levels of the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) to evaluate ChatGPT’s ability of generating appropriate
genres and difficulty levels. CEFR categorizes genres or text types into description, narrative, instruction,
explanation, and argumentation, which aligns with the Common Core State Standards in the US national
curriculum (Natova, 2021). Furthermore, CEFR identifies six difficulty levels: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, and
C2. Using this framework, we tasked ChatGPT with creating thirty Chinese texts on the topic “climate
change”, spanning all the above genres and difficulty levels (e.g., description A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, and
C2). The description of each difficulty level, based on CEFR, was inputted first to clarify the requirement
of the difficulty. All texts were within a 500-character limit. Analyses were performed using L2C Rater
and Common Text Analysis Platform (CTAP), tools for evaluating text complexity.

Thirdly, using Ellis’s (2003) task framework, we evaluated ChatGPT’s ability to distinguish
different types of tasks. Ellis (2003) categorizes tasks into focused and unfocused tasks, with the former
honing learners’ ability to understand linguistic features and the latter emphasizing comprehension
and production of the language for communication. Focused tasks are subdivided into comprehension,
structure-based production, and consciousness-raising tasks, targeting the comprehension of grammatical
structures, the use of grammatical forms in a natural context, and fostering grammar awareness. To
examine ChatGPT’s capabilities in distinguishing the tasks, prompts were created, specifying the topic
and type of the task as well as the proficiency of target learners. The prompts were experimented and
refined to examine the influence of prompts on the task quality. Moreover, prompts were also provided
to check ChatGPT’s ability to generate vocabulary lists and to choose a mandatory or optional task from
a list of tasks so that teachers can assign the mandatory task for learners to complete or ask learners to
choose the task that they are interested in.

Fourthly, ChatGPT’s capability to provide assessments is examined, as offering diverse types of
assessments helps address learners’ learning styles, interests, strengths and weaknesses, meeting the
basic requirement of differentiated instruction (Blaz, 2016). If ChatGPT can identify the characteristics
of different types of assessments and generate them accordingly, teachers may use these assessments as a
foundation, requiring only minor revisions. This could considerably save time in creating various types of
assessments. Different prompts were inputted, and trials were made to examine ChatGPT’s competence
in generating formative and summative assessments'. The capacity of ChatGPT to design form-focused
and meaning-focused assessments, aligning with FonFs (focus on forms) and FonF (focus on form)’, was
examined. Including these two types of assessments is consistent with the important roles they each play
in L2 learning. The prompts provided to ChatGPT specified the topic of climate change, and the targeted
learners across the beginning, intermediate and advanced levels.

To answer the four research questions, the study used SPSS and Excel to examine the capability of
ChatGPT in gauging learners’ writing performances, generating teaching materials, creating teaching
tasks and assessments.

4 Results

Results of the study are reported corresponding to each of the research questions.

Research question 1: Is there a correlation between the original HSK writing scores and those
generated by ChatGPT?
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The scores given by the original raters of each written product were compared with those generated
by ChatGPT. A Pearson correlation was calculated to determine the relationship between the two sets of
scores. The result shows a fair degree of relationship between the ratings (r = .41). See Table 1.

Table 1
Correlations Between Original Score and Score of ChatGPT
Original score Score of ChatGPT

Pearson 1 405%*
Correlation

Original score Sig. (2-tailed) .006
N 45 45
Pearson A405%* 1
Correlation

Score of ChatGPT Sig. (2-tailed)  .006
N 45 45

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Research question 2: Is ChatGPT capable of generating materials that progress in difficulty and vary in
genres, aligned with CEFR benchmarks?

To answer this research question, L2C Rater assessed the difficulty levels of the thirty texts across six
genres, providing an overall score based on the evaluation of content, lexical richness, lexical complexity,
variety, and complexity of phrase structures. As illustrated in Figures 1 to 5, as the difficulty levels
increased, scores generally increased across the five genres; there are outliers, especially at advanced
levels including B2, C1 and C2. It should be mentioned that in some genres, as presented in Figure
1, texts of C2 level, even though equating to C1 in the overall scores, surpassed texts of C1 in lexical
richness.

Figure 1
Difficulty Level and Score by L2C Rater of Description
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Figure 2
Difficulty Level and Score by L2C Rater of Narrative

Figure 3
Difficulty Level and Score by L2C Rater of Instruction

Figure 4
Difficulty Level and Score by L2C Rater of Argumentation
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Figure 5
Difficulty Level and Score by L2C Rater of Explanation

A detailed analysis of the texts was conducted by CTAP to evaluate the text complexity from three
aspects, encompassing 12 features: character richness includes the number of tokens, number of types,
and type token ratio; vocabulary includes the average word length, lexical richness (measured by the type
token ratio), lexical variation feature (noun), and the number of two-character words; sentence includes
the average sentence length based on characters, the length of the longest sentence (in both character and
word length), and syntactic complexity (indicated by the mean length of noun phrases and the number
of noun phrases per sentence). The result shows that the indices of the 12 features, which capture the
text complexity from the aforementioned three aspects, generally increase in tandem with the increasing
difficulty levels across all genres. For example, Figures 6, 7 and 8 display character richness in terms
of tokens, types, and type token ratios, revealing the match between the measured complexity of texts
and the difficulty levels from A1l to C2. Similar results are also observed in other features pertaining to
vocabulary, including the average word length, lexical richness (the type token ratio), lexical variation
of nouns, and the number of two-character words. Similar trends are evident for sentences, such as noun
phrases per sentence and the mean length of noun phrases.

Figure 6

Character richness: Number of Tokens
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Figure 7
Character Richness: Number of Types

Figure 8
Character Richness: Type Token Ratios

Research question 3: Can ChatGPT create tasks in line with Ellis’s (2003) framework?

Drawing from Ellis’ framework, this research question examines ChatGPT’s capabilities in
generating specified tasks. The result shows that ChatGPT adeptly creates various types of tasks, aligning
with Ellis’s (2003) categorizations and matching the described characteristics, as presented in Table 2.
For instance, an unfocused task was generated to enhance learners’ understanding of climate change and

global environmental issues, which aims at improving learners’ ability to comprehend the language of
the topic for communicative purposes.
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Table 2
Features of Tasks Generated by ChatGPT
Tasks Definitions or descriptions Features Features of
tasks produced
by ChatGPT
Unfocused tasks  focusing on comprehension comprehension or \
and production of language for production of the
purposes of communication language in a certain
topic
communication as the \
major purpose

Comprehension
tasks

Structure-based
production tasks

Consciousness-
raising tasks

helping learners attend to target
grammar forms contained in the
given input

enabling learners to perform a
communicative activity by using
a target grammar form naturally,
usefully or essentially

providing learners with input
containing examples of target
grammar forms to operate on the
input

not eliciting attentionto
specific linguistic features

focusing on target \
grammar forms

comprehending not x*
producing the structure

task containing a stimulus x*
to respond nonverbally or
with minimal use of the
target language

using the target V
grammar to conduct the
communicative activity

utilizing the target V
grammar is natural,
useful or essential.

input embracing \
examples of target
grammar forms

operating on the input \
to develop awareness of
grammatical properties

Note: Features are based on Ellis (2003).

It should be noted that the comprehension task lacked two features in the trials when the prompts did not
describe them. However, upon refining and including these features in the prompts, the generated tasks
can incorporate these features.

ChatGPT can generate a variety of task formats, including debates, storytelling, role-playing,
presentation, and group discussions. For each task, ChatGPT provides a detailed instruction, outlining
the task title, objectives, procedures, evaluation criteria, and resources. The instructions are clear and
can guide students systematically through each step, from research and preparation to writing a position
statement, preparing for the debate and concluding classroom discussion.
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Research question 4: Is ChatGPT able to simulate different types of assessments?

The trials show that with a detailed prompt specifying the assessment type, topic, and learners’
proficiency, ChatGPT can generate different forms of assessments accordingly, such as quizzes and
presentations (see Table 3). When provided merely with the name of the type, either summative or
formative, ChatGPT can recognize characteristics of each and generate the desired assessment.

The result also suggests that ChatGPT is able to generate form-focused and meaning-focused
assessments appropriate for the given topic and intended learners.

Table 3

Features of Assessments Generated by ChatGPT

Assessments Definitions or descriptions Features Features of
assessments
produced by
ChatGPT

Summative assessments that focus on the end to evaluate students’ V

assessments result or the achievement mostly  achievements or learning

upon the completion of the course outcomes

usually at the end of the
course

to evaluate grades toward

benchmarks
Formative assessments that use the results to improve the teaching
assessments mainly to adjust teaching and to  quality and provide
enhance students’ learning students with feedback
ongoing, throughout the
semester
Form-focused assessments that divide the to subdivide the language
assessments language into discrete elements into different features
(FonFs, focus on  and emphasize linguistic features  separately, such as
forms) grammar and vocabulary
to measure linguistic \
features
Meaning-focused assessments that focus more on to evaluate students’ V
assessments the comprehension of the meaning understanding of the
(FonF, focus on  than linguistic features meaning
meanings) to pay attention to students’

ability to communicate by
using the target language

Note: Definitions and features are based on Carreira and Chik (2018) and Shintani (2013).

5 Discussion

The study examines the applicability of ChatGPT in a differentiated classroom from four aspects:
assessment, content and materials, process and product. Results reveal the ChatGPT’s potential and
capability in contributing to effective differentiated instruction. Firstly, the moderately significant
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correlation between the original HSK test scores and those evaluated by ChatGPT shows its potential
for preliminary analysis of Chinese learners’ linguistic performances, encompassing vocabulary,
grammatical structures and nonlinguistic knowledge like the structure of the argumentation. While self-
reports can be employed to evaluate students’ language learning backgrounds - be it heritage or non-
heritage, interests, motivation - it may be time-intensive to create, administer and grade proficiency
tests. A practical method of assessment that could alleviate teachers’ workload involves a written task
on a uniform topic, or a topic tailored to students’ abilities and interests, such as a self-introduction or
description of their previous educational experience (Burns & Richards, 2012). Creating a written task
to be administered in or outside of the classroom is not challenging. They can be subsequently evaluated
by ChatGPT. The correlation coefficient suggests that ChatGPT has potential as a tool for grading
students’ writings. However, it is important to note that the strength of the relationship is not very strong.
Therefore, although ChatGPT can provide a preliminary information on students’ writing performance,
teacher should subsequently cross-check its assessments to ensure accuracy.

Some other limitations of using ChatGPT as a grading tool should be noted. It cannot identify
misspelling mistakes (such as missing a stroke in a character) as handwritten work needs to be inputted
digitally before ChatGPT can grade it. In addition, within the confines of our trials where grammar
correction was not particularly underscored, feedback from ChatGPT seemed to emphasize more on the
content rather than the grammatical aspect of a written piece. It is worth mentioning that altering the
prompts to explicitly instruct ChatGPT to focus on grammar may yield different results. Based on our
trials, ChatGPT seemed to tolerate some grammatical mistakes when the semantic meaning was clear.
This does not mean that ChatGPT cannot detect grammatical mistakes, its inclination towards content
analysis is more pronounced without being specifically instructed to focus on grammar. For example, it
can identify an incomplete sentence in a paragraph, such as * B IR K X F—HF, £ HARHF % ” and offer
feedback such as “the structure and completeness of the writing needs to be improved”. While ChatGPT
may not match the expertise of an experienced rater, it is still a useful tool in assessing students’ language
abilities and revealing their strengths and weaknesses. As a moderately reliable rater, ChatGPT enables
teachers to promptly assess students’ performances, aiding in adjusting their teaching plans.

Secondly, ChatGPT can generate materials of different genres, catering to levels from A1 to C2 based
on CEFR. In general, data from the L2C Rater and CTAP both demonstrate the increasing complexity
of texts generated by ChatGPT as the levels rise. Within the constraints of our analyses, we can argue
that while texts generated by ChatGPT often exhibit an alignment with CEFR’ levels, as evidenced
by its general trend of increasing scores with more advanced levels, there are exceptions particularly
at higher levels. The analysis of text complexity suggests that ChatGPT has the capability to generate
teaching content and materials across different difficulty levels as outlined by the CEFR. Teachers
can use ChatGPT to differentiate materials by providing ChatGPT with appropriate prompts. It offers
teachers the flexibility to adjust content and materials to cater to students with various proficiency
levels, differentiating difficulty across diverse aspects, such as character, vocabulary, and sentence.
Consequently, even when focusing on one topic, they can employ ChatGPT to generate texts of varying
difficulty while maintaining the same topic. In addition to difficulty gradations, ChatGPT can also create
content and materials in different genres, including description, narrative, instruction, explanation, and
argumentation. Distinct discourse features are evident for each genre. For instance, an argumentation text
often contains a central statement along with supporting evidence, while an instruction text would stress
directives and information content. Given the potential for discrepancies, it is essential for teachers to
monitoring the generated materials.

Thirdly, to differentiate teaching processes, ChatGPT can produce various tasks, including focused
and unfocused tasks, tailored to the topic and language level specified in prompts. If a list of tasks has
been designed, teachers can further request ChatGPT to choose specific tasks and justify the choices.
ChatGPT can provide language support, such as vocabulary lists based on designated reading materials,
assisting learners with limited vocabulary knowledge. Tasks and activities are central to teaching
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processes, enabling students to understand information, ideas and skills effectively (Theisen, 2002).
However, preparing various tasks and activities can be time-consuming, given the need to account for
individual student differences, diverse task forms, objectives, evaluations, and so on. The evaluation of
the tasks generated by ChatGPT reveals that ChatGPT basically adheres to the stipulations detailed in
the prompt, such as the topic of the task and students’ language proficiency. The topic of the task aligns
well with its forms. For instance, for the topic of climate change, ChatGPT created such task forms
as news analysis, policy making, filming a documentary showing the impact of climate change and
solutions. These forms are fitting for a topic like climate change, as the topic delves into facts, opinions,
standpoints, and arguments. In addition to the topic, the structure and complexity of tasks are tied to
learners’ proficiency. For beginning learners who may find tasks such as debates challenging were
provided with such activities as comprehension of short sentences and passages and building vocabulary
on climate change. In contrast, for intermediate and advanced learners, ChatGPT created a variety of
more complex activities, such as storytelling, policy analysis, and filming a documentary.

To make tasks suitable for learners of different strengths and weaknesses, teachers may need to
provide some additional language support, such as vocabulary lists, and offer mandatory and optional
assignments. The result reveals that ChatGPT is able to generate vocabulary lists based on different
reading materials. In our study, without specific guidance, ChatGPT generated a list of twenty-eight
words from a simulated text on climate change. Chinese characters, pinyin as well as the English
meaning were all included in the list. While such a list would still require the evaluation by teachers,
the assistance from ChatGPT considerably reduces the teachers’ workload. ChatGPT is also capable of
designing and recommending mandatory and optional assignments. For instance, when presented with
three assignments, ChatGPT can illustrate the advantages of one as an optional assignment and specify
the skills it hones, assisting teachers in determining its suitability.

While ChatGPT exhibits abilities in creating various tasks, educators should be aware that the quality
of the generated tasks largely hinges on the provided prompts. Some recommendations for writing
prompts are made here. First, specificity is crucial. If only the name of a task type is provided without a
detailed description, ChatGPT might generate a task without the intended characteristics. For example,
when prompted with “designing a focused task”, ChatGPT has simulated a task that aims at improving
leaners’ ability to comprehend the topic and understand the cultural information, which is more
concerned with an unfocused task rather than a focused task. To address this, prompts should provide
clear and detailed descriptions of the desired task type.

Second, requests for evaluating learners’ performances should be clear. At the end of each task
outline, ChatGPT would provide the criteria for evaluating learners’ performances, corresponding to the
objective of the task, such as the mastery of the sentence structure, and understanding the topic of the
task. The evaluation criteria provided by ChatGPT can be general and abstract, requiring more refined
prompts. For example, in evaluating the debate and discussion, the criteria are similar, encompassing
aspects like linguistic accuracy, sentence complexity, pronunciation, and engagement. To align the
evaluation closely with the teaching goals, teacher may need to revise the provided criteria or input more
specific prompts. Finally, information on the time limit should be included in the prompts for designing
tasks. In the absence of a specified time frame, ChatGPT can develop tasks that might extend beyond a
single lesson, including both preparation and evaluation. Therefore, it is crucial to include a time limit in
the prompt so that ChatGPT can design a task fitting in the designed duration.

Fourthly, in terms of product differentiation, ChatGPT can generate various assessments or
assignments even without detailed feature inputs. ChatGPT can discern features of assignments/
assessments tested in this study, tailoring them to cater to students’ needs, interests, and proficiency
levels. The analysis of assessments that are generated by the two types of prompts, summative or
formative, reveals that ChatGPT focuses on the key characteristic of each type, such as the ongoing
assignment for incremental evaluation or the final measure of what learners have learnt and can do at
the end of the course. In formative assessment, the emphasis is on teacher feedback, guiding further
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instruction, and informing students about areas of improvement, whereas summative assessment
primarily focuses on the final learning outcome and the use of rubrics for grading. For example,
summative assessments created by ChatGPT includes oral and poster presentations, research papers,
and grammar and vocabulary tests, all stressing the learning product. In contrast, formative assessments
generated by ChatGPT involve writing a series of diaries and conducting regular discussions, prioritizing
continuous learning and regular feedback to incrementally enhance students’ language ability. ChatGPT
also factors in learners’ proficiency by employing different forms. For learners at intermediate and
advanced levels, ChatGPT tends to use the forms that assess their integrative skills, such as oral
presentations, research paper writings, and debates. In contrast, ChatGPT produces more fundamental
assessments like quizzes and poster presentations for learners at the beginning level. It is worth noting
that although ChatGPT seems to tailor assessment formats to different proficiency levels, it may still
produce formats less typical for certain levels, such as generating a grammar test for advanced learners.
In case that ChatGPT only provides the description of a quiz or test, additional detailed prompts would
be necessary to obtain specific sample questions.

ChatGPT can also discern features of the form-focused and meaning-focused assignments
without requiring detailed descriptions in the prompts. Examples of meaning-focused assessments
are oral debates and picture storytelling, emphasizing comprehension and production for meaningful
communication. In contrast, form-focused assignments delve into discrete elements of the language,
grammar and vocabulary tests and examinations on sentence structures. Assignment differentiation is
evident based on learners’ proficiency. Beginning learners were provided with activities like picture
storytelling, utilizing their known words and sentence structures to show their understanding of the topic.

6 Conclusion

Teachers should play an important and active role in the application of ChatGPT in language learning.
They are accountable for understanding students’ differences, creating materials, orchestrating tasks
and evaluations. Following ChatGPT’s grading of students’ work, teachers should review the grading,
pinpointing mistakes that ChatGPT might miss. When presented with a range of materials, tasks and
assessments generated by ChatGPT, teachers need to assess the quality of materials, feasibility of
tasks, and pertinence of assessments. Although differentiated instruction aims at addressing students’
differences, it is impractical to account for each student’s characteristics. It is teachers’ responsibility
to balance students’ differences and similarities and incorporate them in the instruction with the help of
ChatGPT. While choosing from many options provided by ChatGPT may seem challenging, teachers
should perceive ChatGPT as a useful tool that not only saves their time but also aids in the development
of diverse students in the same class.

It is worth noting that results and discussion of the study are based on the trial tests conducted with
ChatGPT. As an Al model, ChatGPT is highly responsive to prompts and variations in prompts can lead
to diverse responses. Therefore, fully understanding the efficacy of using ChatGPT for differentiated
instruction needs more investigation, especially concerning the influence of different prompts.

Notes

1. Formative and summative assessments, the former emphasizing the learning process and the latter
emphasizing the end result, can collaboratively assist students in receiving feedback and reflecting on
their learning (Nieminen & Tuohilampi, 2020).

2. The instruction that focuses on forms tends to divide the language into discrete elements, such
as words and grammar, and to teach them one by one in a linear way, whereas for focus on form
instruction, the focus of teaching is the meaning rather than form (Shintani, 2013).
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