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Abstract

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in education has raised important questions
about its role in supporting inclusive practices, particularly in special education. This
qualitative-dominant study with quantitative support examines how special education
teachers in inclusive primary classrooms in Greece use ChatGPT to design Individualized
Education Programs (IEPs) for students with learning disabilities. Six teachers participated,
with some employing ChatGPT and others relying on traditional methods. The quality
of IEP goals was described using the Revised IEP/IFSP Goals and Objectives Rating In-
strument (R-GORI), while in-depth teacher perspectives were explored through thematic
analysis. Findings suggest that ChatGPT contributed to clearer goal-setting, generation of
diverse instructional resources, and more structured lesson planning. However, teachers
emphasized the need for critical oversight, adaptation to real-world classroom conditions,
and safeguarding the relational and emotional aspects of teaching. Participants expressed
cautious optimism, viewing ChatGPT as a valuable support tool when integrated thought-
fully and ethically. These context-specific, exploratory results offer preliminary guidance
for educators, policymakers, and researchers seeking to integrate Al tools into special
education. They highlight the importance of targeted professional development, ethi-
cal safeguards, and further large-scale research to evaluate the broader applicability of
Al-assisted IEP planning.

Keywords: ChatGPT; individualized education programs; special and inclusive education;
learning disabilities; primary education; teacher practices

1. Introduction

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (Al) into education has attracted growing
interest, particularly with the advent of large language models such as ChatGPT. As a
generative Al tool, ChatGPT can produce coherent text, summaries, translations, creative
content, and even images in response to user input (Eke, 2023; Rospigliosi, 2023). Its
versatility has made it increasingly attractive for use in educational contexts, where it
supports a variety of instructional and administrative tasks (Lund & Wang, 2023).

Over the past two years, interest in the educational potential of ChatGPT has grown
rapidly. In primary education, studies by Baytak (2024), Karaman and Goksu (2024), Lee
and Zhai (2024), Rashed Ibraheam Almohesh (2024), Yilmaz Can and Durmus (2024),
and Zemljak (2023) have examined its use across various teaching and learning contexts.
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Research in secondary education is less common, with work by Khuibut et al. (2023),
Kiichemann et al. (2023), and Li et al. (2024) offering initial insights. Within special
education, investigations remain scarce, though contributions from Rakap (2023), Rakap
and Balikci (2024), Rizos et al. (2024), and Waterfield et al. (2025) highlight emerging
possibilities. Geographically, the majority of studies have been conducted in Turkey and
Europe, while interest is beginning to grow in Asia, the Middle East, and the United States.

From a methodological perspective, recent research has adopted a range of approaches.
Several studies—such as those by Karaman and Goksu (2024), Khuibut et al. (2023),
Kiichemann et al. (2023), Rakap (2023), Rakap and Balikci (2024), Rashed Ibraheam Almohesh
(2024), and Yilmaz Can and Durmus (2024)—have used experimental designs with control
and intervention groups. Others, including Baytak (2024), Lee and Zhai (2024), Li et al.
(2024), Waterfield et al. (2025), and Zemljak (2023), have relied on single-group designs in
which all participants used ChatGPT. In terms of subject focus, most applications have been
in STEM fields, such as mathematics, physics, and biology, as seen in the work of Karaman
and Goksu (2024), Lee and Zhai (2024), Rizos et al. (2024), Yilmaz Can and Durmus (2024),
and Zemljak (2023). Far fewer have explored the humanities, with Baytak (2024) and Li
et al. (2024) providing some examples.

In the context of special education, Rakap (2023) examined the impact of ChatGPT
on the quality, content, and efficiency of IEP goal development by novice special edu-
cators. Using the Revised IEP/IFSP Goals and Objective Rating Instrument (R-GORI)
(Notari-Syverson & Shuster, 1995), the study found measurable benefits in goal formula-
tion. A follow-up study by Rakap and Balikci (2024) further emphasized the added value of
ChatGPT, particularly when combined with targeted training in SMART goal-setting (Jung,
2007). Similarly, Rizos et al. (2024) implemented a ChatGPT-supported intervention for two
students with dyslexia and autism spectrum disorder (ASD) in Greece, demonstrating the
potential of personalized Al-generated materials in mathematics instruction. In a broader
U.S.-based study, Waterfield et al. (2025) involved 56 special educators across 22 states,
comparing independently written IEP goals with those co-developed using ChatGPT. These
studies collectively highlight both the promise and the practical challenges of integrating
generative Al into individualized educational planning.

Despite encouraging findings, the current body of research on the use of ChatGPT in
education remains inconclusive. Variability in educators” expertise, subject areas, student
profiles, and the specific versions of ChatGPT employed may contribute to the inconsistency
of results. Furthermore, limited research has examined how Al tools interact with factors
such as teachers’ prior training, time investment, and professional perceptions—particularly
within inclusive classrooms that serve students with learning disabilities (LDs). Adel et al.
(2024) investigate the pedagogical potential and ethical challenges of ChatGPT, highlighting
its computational benefits for teaching and learning, while also raising important concerns
regarding academic integrity, data protection, and responsible Al implementation. Similarly,
Pagliara et al. (2024), through a comprehensive scoping review, examine the integration
of Al in inclusive education, emphasizing its capacity to support personalized learning.
Their findings stress the importance of clear ethical guidelines, targeted teacher training,
and equitable access to digital tools. Complementing these perspectives, Van den Berg
and du Plessis (2023) explore how ChatGPT and generative Al can contribute to lesson
planning, critical thinking, and openness in teacher education. They underscore the value
of reflective practice and argue that meaningful Al integration requires strong pedagogical
grounding and ethical awareness.

The present study addresses a critical gap in the literature by investigating the use
of ChatGPT 4o-mini in the design of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for stu-
dents with learning disabilities (LDs) by special education teachers in inclusive primary
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classrooms in Greece. The primary aim is to explore teacher perceptions, experiences,
and practical considerations in integrating ChatGPT into the IEP development process.
Adopting a qualitative-dominant design with quantitative support, the research prioritizes
in-depth thematic analysis of teacher narratives while using descriptive R-GORI scores to
illustrate patterns in IEP goal quality. The quantitative component is limited by the very
small sample size and is therefore not intended for statistical generalization, serving instead
to complement the qualitative findings. The study also considers how prior training in IEP
development and the amount of planning time may relate to observed variations in goal
quality. These context-specific insights aim to inform best practices for the pedagogically
responsible and ethically grounded integration of Al in special and inclusive education,
offering preliminary guidance for educators.

The present study addresses a critical gap in the literature by investigating the use
of ChatGPT 4o-mini in the design of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for stu-
dents with learning disabilities (LDs), as implemented by special education teachers in
inclusive classrooms in Greece. Adopting a qualitative-dominant design with quantitative
support, the study examines the quality of IEP goals created with and without the support
of ChatGPT, while also exploring how prior training in IEP development and the amount
of planning time may influence outcomes. Additionally, it seeks to capture teacher per-
spectives on both the opportunities and challenges associated with integrating Al into the
IEP development process. The findings aim to inform best practices for the pedagogically
responsible use of artificial intelligence in special and inclusive education, offering both
empirical insights and practical guidance to the ongoing conversation around Al-enhanced
inclusive teaching.

To guide this investigation, the study is structured around five distinct research questions:

Research Question 1. Does the use of ChatGPT by special education teachers lead to a
measurable difference in the quality of IEP goals compared to those developed without it?

Research Question 2. Are there observable differences in the content, focus, or domain-
specific areas of IEP goals between teachers who utilize ChatGPT and those who do not?

Research Question 3. How does prior training in IEP development and goal writing
influence the quality of IEP goals, both with and without the use of ChatGPT?

Research Question 4. Is there a significant difference in the time required for goal
writing and overall IEP development between teachers who use ChatGPT and those who
do not?

Research Question 5. What are the perceptions of special education teachers regarding
the challenges they encounter in designing and developing IEPs for students with LDs,
and how do these challenges differ depending on whether ChatGPT is used?

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

A purposive sampling strategy was employed, combining criterion-based sampling
with the snowball technique to recruit participants who were directly relevant to the study’s
aims. Eligibility was limited to permanent special education teachers working in inclusion
classrooms of public primary schools in a city in Northern Greece, where students with
formally diagnosed learning disabilities (LDs) were enrolled. All diagnoses had been
officially issued by the Center for Interdisciplinary Assessment, Counseling and Support
(KEDASY), a state-recognized authority.

The final sample consisted of six special education teachers. Three educators were
assigned to the control group and three to the experimental group. All participants were
female except for one male in the control group. Their academic and professional back-
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grounds varied in terms of formal training and teaching experience, with detailed informa-
tion provided in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants.

Academic Years in Years in .
Group Gender Age Range PE Code Qualification General Ed. Inclusion IEP Training
_ _ BA in General Ed. + Yes (n=2)
Control (n = 3) ZlF;[n;fele g}:g(()) ((rr: _ %)) IEE;? Err: B 3 MA in SpEd (n = 2) 7-32 years 4-25 years 20-h training by
- - BA in SpEd (n=1) KEDASY /University
Experimental BA in SpEd (n=1) i 2 Yes (n=1)
(n=3) 3 Female 31-40 PE71 MA in SpEd Not specified 5-12 years No (n = 2)

Participants in the control group used traditional methods to develop IEPs, while
those in the experimental group utilized ChatGPT (version 40-mini) for IEP planning,
with each session lasting approximately 1.5 h. Differences were noted in age, academic
qualifications, prior training in IEP development, and years of teaching experience both in
general education and in inclusion settings.

2.2. Ethical Considerations

This study was conducted in accordance with the ethical principles outlined in the
Declaration of Helsinki (1975, revised 2013) and in full compliance with GDPR regulations
on data protection. All participants were informed about the study’s aims, procedures, and
their right to withdraw at any time without consequence. Written informed consent was
obtained from all special educators prior to participation. In addition, parental consent was
requested and obtained for the children involved in the educational intervention, ensuring
that both the educators and the children they worked with were fully protected.

Given the non-clinical nature of the research, which involved only interviews, ques-
tionnaires, and an educational intervention without collection of sensitive biomedical
data or invasive procedures, formal Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Ethics Commit-
tee approval was not required under national guidelines. Nevertheless, strict measures
were applied to guarantee anonymity, confidentiality, and voluntary participation. All
data were handled and stored in compliance with GDPR standards, and the use of Chat-
GPT was closely supervised to ensure responsible application, accuracy, and protection of
participant privacy.

2.3. Instruments

The adoption of a qualitative-dominant design with quantitative support enabled
both the descriptive assessment of IEP goal quality and in-depth exploration of teachers’
perceptions—an approach aligned with best practices in inclusive education research, where
both measurable outcomes and experiential insights are essential (Creswell, 2011). Three
primary data collection instruments were employed in this study: a microteaching documen-
tation form, a semi-structured interview protocol, and a self-administered questionnaire.

All participants, regardless of group assignment, completed the microteaching doc-
umentation form following each instructional session (lasting 45 min) conducted with a
student formally diagnosed with a learning disability (LD), selected by the teacher. This
form required the documentation of core instructional components, including the teaching-
learning sequence and the student’s current level of performance. These assessments were
informed both by the official diagnosis provided by the Center for Interdisciplinary As-
sessment, Counseling and Support (KEDASY) and by the teacher’s own initial evaluation.
Participants were also asked to formulate both long-term and short-term learning objectives
across cognitive, social, and metacognitive domains, specifying targeted skills and attitudes.
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To promote consistency in goal-setting, all participants were provided with a reference
guide based on Bloom’s taxonomy.

For the control group, additional data were collected via a self-administered question-
naire developed using Google Forms. This instrument included an introductory section
and a main body divided into 9 thematic areas, comprising 43 items aimed at capturing
participants’ perceptions, practices, and experiences related to IEP development.

In contrast, participants in the experimental group participated in semi-structured
interviews, guided by a protocol organized into six thematic sections: (1) introductory
background, (2) use of ChatGPT, (3) tool adaptation and effectiveness, (4) support and
challenges, (5) perceived advantages and limitations, and (6) future perspectives on Al
integration in the IEP design process.

2.4. Procedure

The research procedure commenced with an initial round of telephone contact target-
ing special education teachers working in inclusion classrooms in a city in Northern Greece
who supported students formally diagnosed with learning disabilities (LDs). Eligible
participants were randomly assigned to either the experimental or the control group. Both
groups received a detailed informational document via email outlining the aims and steps
of the study.

For the experimental group, the document contained an introduction to ChatGPT, a
concise summary of its potential applications in the context of special education, and an
illustrative example of how a teacher might use the tool in designing individualized inter-
ventions. It also included guidance on completing the microteaching documentation form,
a curated list of action verbs aligned with Bloom’s taxonomy, and a set of representative
prompts adapted from Gavriilidou (2024) and customized by the research team for use in
the special education context. Contact details for technical or pedagogical support were
also provided.

Within the experimental group, two participants reported prior experience with Chat-
GPT. The third, unfamiliar with the tool, received individualized training support from a
member of the research team through four face-to-face sessions (1.5 h each). These sessions
involved account setup, guided practice, and exploration of prompt design. All experimen-
tal participants were given one month to study the materials, engage with the tool, and
seek further clarification as needed.

The control group received a structurally identical document, excluding any reference
to ChatGPT or Al-related content.

After completing the design and implementation of their microteaching sessions,
participants submitted the corresponding documentation forms. Subsequently, those in
the experimental group were invited to participate in semi-structured interviews, while
those in the control group received an online questionnaire, with a one-week window
for submission.

2.5. Quantitative Data Analysis

A total of 368 Individualized Education Program (IEP) goals were developed and
analyzed in this study—97 by the control group and 271 by the experimental group. Each
goal was evaluated using the Revised IEP /IFSP Goals and Objectives Rating Instrument
(R-GORI) (Notari-Syverson & Shuster, 1995), a validated tool for assessing the quality of
IEP goals across four critical dimensions: functionality, generality, instructional context,
and measurability.

e  Functionality (2 indicators) examines the real-life relevance of the skill targeted by
the goal, including its contribution to social participation, daily independence, and
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its necessity for task completion. It also considers whether the task would need to be
completed by someone else if not mastered by the student.

e  Generality (3 indicators) assesses the extent to which the goal can be applied across
different environments, people, and materials. It evaluates whether the targeted skill
is broadly applicable, transferable, and relevant across disability types and contexts.

e Instructional Context (2 indicators) focuses on whether the skill can be taught within
naturalistic settings—such as the classroom or home—by both teachers and care-
givers. This dimension also evaluates the goal’s clarity, accessibility, and avoidance of
technical language.

e  Measurability (3 indicators) concerns the degree to which the goal can be objectively
assessed. It requires the specification of observable criteria, including indicators,
such as frequency, duration, accuracy, or time constraints, along with clearly defined
conditions for performance.

Each of the ten R-GORI indicators was scored dichotomously (0 = absent, 1 = present),
yielding a composite score ranging from 0 to 10 per goal. Higher scores represent greater
overall quality and alignment with best practices in IEP design.

Statistical analysis of the goal scores was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version
26.0) to examine group differences and relationships between variables. While considerable
effort was made to analyze the data rigorously, the very small sample size limits statistical
power. As a result, the quantitative findings are context-bound and exploratory, intended
to illustrate possible patterns rather than to support statistically generalizable conclusions.

2.6. Qualitative Data Analysis

Following the completion of the semi-structured interviews, all audio recordings
were transcribed verbatim and analyzed using thematic analysis, a widely accepted and
flexible method in qualitative research (Bryman, 2017). The analysis began with a thorough
familiarization with the transcripts, followed by open coding, which produced a total of
249 initial codes.

Next, a combination-based grouping strategy was employed to organize these codes
into higher-order categories, also referred to as thematic patterns (Bryman, 2017). This
stage involved the annotation, naming, and interpretive classification of emergent themes.
Identified themes were subsequently categorized as anticipated, unexpected, difficult to
classify, primary, or secondary, in accordance with Creswell’s (2011) framework.

An interpretive approach guided the analysis, allowing for the exploration of both
manifest (explicit) and latent (underlying) meanings in the data (Bryman, 2017). More-
over, the researchers examined conceptual relationships and sequential patterns between
themes through the development of thematic networks, in line with the procedure outlined
by Attride-Stirling (2001). This process enabled a deeper understanding of participants’
perceptions, experiences, and attitudes regarding the use of ChatGPT in the context of
IEP development.

3. Results
3.1. First and Second Research Questions

To address the first and second research questions, an analysis was conducted to
determine whether the scores assigned to individual and overall IEP goals differed based
on the participants’ group membership. An independent samples t-test was performed,
with the dependent variables being the mean scores for each goal category (as well as total
scores), and the independent variable being the group (experimental vs. control).

As shown in Table 2, participants in the experimental group, who used ChatGPT,
achieved significantly higher mean scores for short-term skill goals compared to those in
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the control group (t(4) = —2.92, p = 0.043). However, no statistically significant differences
were observed in the other goal categories.

Table 2. Independent samples t-test results for goal quality scores by group.

Dependent Variable Group M SD t(4) p

Long-Term Cognitive Goals Control 3.27 2.11 —1.54 0.199
Experimental 8.03 512

Long-Term Social Goals Control 1.45 0.78 -1.17 0.328
Experimental 3.90 2.76

Long-Term Metacognitive Goals Control 1.60 1.27 —1.63 0.201
Experimental 4.70 2.38

Long-Term Skills Control 2.37 1.10 -1.37 0.300
Experimental 9.27 8.79

Long-Term Attitudes and Dispositions Control 1.35 4.60 —0.95 0.414
Experimental 4.63 4.65

Short-Term Cognitive Goals Control 3.05 191 —1.07 0.362
Experimental 9.43 7.87

Short-Term Social Goals Control 0.50 0.00 -1.38 0.260
Experimental 1.90 1.35

Short-Term Metacognitive Goals Control 3.25 1.77 0.51 0.647
Experimental 2.67 091

Short-Term Skills Control 3.20 1.68 —2.92 0.043
Experimental 6.17 0.51

Short-Term Attitudes and Dispositions Control 1.50 0.00 -1.12 0.465
Experimental 2.95 1.06

Overall Goal Quality Score Control 16.80 10.67 —2.10 0.104
Experimental 52.67 27.60

Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation. Statistically significant differences (p < 0.05) are bolded.

3.2. Third Research Question

The third research question explored the impact of prior training in IEP development
on the overall quality score of IEP goals, while also considering participants” group assign-
ment (experimental vs. control). To investigate this, a multiple regression analysis was
conducted with the overall goal score as the dependent variable, and group membership
and prior IEP training as independent variables.

As shown in Table 3, prior training in IEP development did not have a statistically
significant effect on the overall goal score (t = 2.08, p = 0.129). However, teachers in the
experimental group achieved significantly higher overall scores on their goals compared to
those in the control group (t = 3.37, p = 0.043).

Table 3. Multiple Regression Results Predicting Overall Goal Quality Score.

Predictor B SE 95% CI t p

Constant —1.77 12.62 [—41.94, 38.41] —0.14 0.898

Group ! 45.15 13.39 [2.54, 87.76] 3.37 0.043
Prior IEP Training 27.85 13.39 [—14.76, 70.46] 2.08 0.129

Note: B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval. ! Reference group for the
“Group” variable is the control group.
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3.3. Fourth Research Question

The fourth research question examined whether the time dedicated to the development
of microteaching sessions differed between teachers in the experimental and control groups.
A chi-square (x?) test was conducted to investigate this. It should be noted that the p-value
was estimated using Monte Carlo simulation due to the presence of two cells with zero
frequencies in the contingency table.

As shown in Table 4, no statistically significant difference was found between the two
groups regarding the time spent on microteaching development (x? = 3.00, p = 0.398).

Table 4. Chi-square test results for the relationship between microteaching development time

and group.
Time Dedicated to
. . 1 E i 1 Total 2
Microteaching Development Control Group xperimental Group ota x°(2) p
Up to one week 1 (33.3%) 3 (100.0%) 4 (66.7%)
Two weeks 1 (33.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (16.7%)
Three weeks 1(33.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1(16.7%) 3.00 0.398
Total 3 (100.0%) 3 (100.0%) 6 (100.0%)
3.4. Correlation Between Time Investment and Goal Quality

Finally, Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficient was calculated to examine the
relationship between the time spent on microteaching development and the mean scores of
individual and overall IEP goals.

As shown in Table 5, the time dedicated to microteaching was negatively correlated
with the mean score of long-term metacognitive goals (r = —0.89, p < 0.05) and the mean
score of short-term skills (r = —0.85, p < 0.05). These findings suggest that the more time
educators spent preparing their microteaching, the lower their average scores tended to be
in long-term metacognitive goals and short-term skill goals.

Table 5. Spearman correlation coefficients between time spent on IEP microteaching development
and goal quality scores.
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12

1. Time Spent on 1

Microteaching

2. LT Cognitive Goals —0.27 1

3. LT Social Goals —0.67 0.99 * 1

4. LT Metacognitive Goals —-0.89**  0.90* 0.90 * 1

5. LT Skills —0.60 0.41 0.60 0.70 1

6. LT Attitudes/Dispositions —0.35 0.90 * 0.80 0.99 0.36 1

7. ST Cognitive Goals —0.67 0.99 0.99 0.10 0.60 0.80 1

8. ST Social Goals —0.63 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.40 0.10 1

9. ST Metacognitive Goals —0.06 0.10 0.10 0.70 0.10 —0.80 0.10 —0.05 1

10. ST Skills —-0.85* 0.43 0.40 0.99 0.40 0.60 0.40 0.46 —0.05 1

11. ST Attitudes/Dispositions —0.87 0.50 0.50 0.99 —0.50 0.99 0.50 0.99 -0.50 —0.50 1

12. Total Goal Quality Score —0.44 0.94 0.90 0.99 0.49 0.99 0.90 * 0.41 —0.10 0.66 0.99 1

Note: LT = long term; ST = short term. Significant correlations: p < 0.05 (*), p < 0.01 (**).

3.5. Fifth Research Question: Quantitative Results

Teachers in the control group reported varying experiences regarding the development
of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) using traditional methods. In terms of the
initial assessment of students with learning disabilities (LDs), 66.7% described the process
as “Moderately” easy, with the time required ranging from one to three weeks, evenly split
between the two options (33.3% each).

When asked about the formulation of goals and objectives, 66.7% found the process of
writing long-term goals (cognitive, social, and attitudinal) to be “Very” easy. In contrast,
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the specification of skills and short-term goals was rated as “Moderately” easy by the
majority (66.7%). Responses regarding short-term skills and attitudes were equally dis-
tributed across “Not at all,” “Moderately,” and “Very” easy, indicating a lack of consensus
among participants.

The selection of instructional themes and planning of learning sequences were de-
scribed as “Very” easy by 66.7% of participants. In terms of instructional preparation, the
majority (66.7%) reported spending 2-3 h daily searching for appropriate materials, while
the remaining 33.3% spent 4-5 h. The most frequently used and easily accessible teaching
resources included computers, internet-based tools, worksheets, and educational books
beyond standard textbooks—all of which were utilized by 100% of the teachers.

Among the teaching methods considered most easy to apply were inquiry-based learn-
ing, experiential learning, brainstorming, interdisciplinary approaches, critical thinking
strategies, and differentiated instruction. Each was identified by 66.7% of participants as
effective and feasible within their teaching contexts.

Regarding assessment practices, 66.7% of the participants reported evaluating instruc-
tional effectiveness “Sometimes,” while the remaining 33.3% did so “Always.” Formative
assessment was used by 66.7%, whereas 33.3% implemented all three assessment types (di-
agnostic, formative, and summative). All teachers employed oral and written assessments,
along with observational techniques.

With respect to self-assessment, 66.7% engaged in it “Sometimes” and 33.3% “Always.”
All participants reported deviating from their initial instructional plans “Sometimes.” When
asked about the time invested in developing their IEPs, 66.7% spent over five hours, while
33.3% reported spending one to two hours.

Participants also evaluated the effectiveness and challenges of traditional methods.
The aspects of individualization, ease of IEP creation, and monitoring were rated as
“Slightly,” “Moderately,” or “Very” effective. Major challenges included difficulty in sourc-
ing appropriate instructional materials (66.7%), insufficient technical support (66.7%), and
limited time availability (33.3%).

Finally, 66.7% of teachers rated their IEPs as “Very” effective, while the remaining
33.3% considered them “Moderately” effective ratings that aligned with their perceptions
of student progress. In terms of exploring new teaching practices, 66.7% reported doing
so “Sometimes,” and 33.3% “Often.” Notably, participants’ intention to use Al tools, such
as ChatGPT, as well as their perception of such tools” usefulness in IEP development, was
evenly distributed across the options “Not at all,” “Moderately,” and “Very” (33.3% each),
indicating diverse attitudes toward Al integration in special education contexts.

3.6. Qualitative Results

Thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews revealed six central themes that
capture the complex, multifaceted experiences of special education teachers using Chat-
GPT for the development of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for students with
learning disabilities (LDs). These themes highlight both the perceived benefits and the
limitations of Al integration in inclusive education settings, with implications for practice,
policy, and teacher training.

3.6.1. Goal Setting and Goal Attainment

Participants widely recognized ChatGPT’s value in assisting with the formulation
of learning goals, particularly in developing well-structured cognitive and long-term
objectives. The Al’s capacity to organize and articulate these goals was seen as beneficial
for planning and clarity. However, its output for short-term goals was sometimes perceived
as overly general or lacking the level of specificity required for immediate instructional use.
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P1 explained, “For long-term goals, it was fine. But for the short-term ones, they came out a
bit too general again. Homnestly, if I had written them by hand, I would have included more detail,
especially in the last two lessons on the ‘ts” and ‘tz’ sounds.” Similarly, P2 acknowledged, “Yes, it
helped me a lot with the cognitive goals,” whereas P3 remained cautious: “Not particularly, I
wouldn’t say so0.”

Regarding goal attainment, most participants reported satisfactory progress toward
the learning objectives but underscored the need for follow-up assessments to confirm
mastery and skill generalization. As P3 noted, without such reassessment, the appearance
of success might mask incomplete or unstable learning gains.

3.6.2. Instructional Support and Material Development

All participants in the experimental group praised ChatGPT as a creative partner
in generating teaching materials and lesson ideas. Its ability to suggest multi-sensory,
non-traditional resources was particularly valued in meeting diverse learning needs and in
supporting differentiated instruction.

P1 described, “I used modeling clay as ChatGPT suggested, also rice, salt, trachanas. . . we
have water beads, images, and the interactive whiteboard. The only difference this time is that I
didn’t give out as many worksheets as before because the activities were a bit different.” For P2,
ChatGPT’s influence was not in replacing her planning but in refining it: “I already had a
clear plan in my mind, but now everything felt more structured—ChatGPT had the goals written
out, everything was more complete.”

These accounts suggest that ChatGPT can enrich lesson planning by offering varied
instructional options, especially for teachers seeking to move beyond traditional worksheet-
based approaches.

3.6.3. Recognized Limitations of ChatGPT

While ChatGPT’s suggestions were generally considered pedagogically sound, par-
ticipants consistently stressed that the Al's recommendations were designed for idealized
scenarios and did not fully account for the unpredictability of real classroom life.

P2 explained, “Yes, the methods and practices it suggested were appropriate. But they seemed
designed for ideal conditions. In a real classroom, anything can happen—a knock at the door, for
example—that you can’t foresee.” P3 elaborated, “Teachers must have alternatives in mind and
adapt to the student’s mood. Not all days are the same. A well-designed plan might fail if the child is
upset or distracted—AlI can’t anticipate that.”

This theme underscores a critical limitation of Al tools: their inability to dynamically re-
spond to real-time emotional, behavioral, or environmental factors without human mediation.

3.6.4. Attitudes Toward ChatGPT

Initial teacher perceptions ranged from skepticism to cautious curiosity. For some,
reluctance stemmed from unfamiliarity with the tool or uncertainty about its relevance
to their professional context. However, hands-on experience often shifted these attitudes
toward greater acceptance and appreciation, especially when the benefits became evident
in lesson preparation.

P1 admitted, “A colleague had suggested using ChatGPT, but I wasn’t really into it. .. Iwasn't
in favor, but now I see that it works.” Such shifts suggest that practical exposure, combined
with collegial support, may be essential in fostering teacher buy-in for Al-assisted planning.

3.6.5. Ethical and Pedagogical Concerns

Participants expressed strong reservations about the uncritical or extensive use of Al in
education, particularly for younger learners. Concerns centered on the risk of diminishing
students’ critical thinking skills and fostering overdependence on automated outputs.
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P1 reflected, “As adults and educators, we can judge whether the information is correct—or
at least which part is. But children, I'm not sure they can do that, given their age and stage.” P2
went further: “For students in primary or secondary education, I don’t think they should use
ChatGPT extensively—it prevents them from thinking. I don’t believe it should even be used under
the age of 18 because they don’t know how to use it properly.”

These comments align with broader ethical discussions in Al in education, emphasiz-
ing the need for critical literacy skills alongside technological integration.

3.6.6. The Human Dimension in Teaching

A recurring and emphatic theme was the irreplaceable role of the teacher. While
ChatGPT was acknowledged as a useful supplementary tool, it was not viewed as a
substitute for the relational, emotional, and adaptive qualities of human teaching.

P2 stated, “No matter how much Al improves, it can’t replace humans. It lacks consciousness—
it works with probabilities. . . a child at such a critical developmental stage needs more than a tool.
Al can only go so far—it can’t truly understand, embrace, or support the child.” P3 echoed this
sentiment: “As a human, you'll add humor to your teaching, take breaks when you see the student
needs it. That’s something only a person can recognize in real-time.”

This theme reinforces that pedagogical relationships and responsiveness remain be-
yond the reach of Al technology.

3.6.7. Time Investment and the Need for Training

Two of the three participants reported investing more preparation time when using
ChatGPT compared to traditional lesson planning. This additional time was attributed to
the learning curve of using a new tool effectively.

P3 proposed a clear solution: “It would be helpful to have some training or workshops
explaining how to use ChatGPT—especially for people who haven’t used it yet. That way we could
share ideas and experiences within the school community.”

Such feedback underscores the importance of targeted professional development to
build both technical fluency and pedagogical integration strategies.

In sum, teachers viewed ChatGPT as a supportive and creative aid in IEP develop-
ment, particularly for structuring goals and generating varied materials. However, they
emphasized its supplementary role, noting the irreplaceable human dimensions of teaching,
the need for critical oversight, and the importance of targeted training for effective use.

4. Discussion

This study examined the use of ChatGPT in the design of Individualized Education
Programs (IEPs) for students with learning disabilities (LDs) by special education teachers
in inclusive primary classrooms in Northern Greece. Using a qualitative-dominant design
with descriptive quantitative support, the analysis combined thematic insights from teacher
interviews with illustrative patterns from R-GORI scores. It also brought attention to
persistent issues of digital inequality in access to Al tools and infrastructure—barriers that
must be addressed if inclusive education policies are to be translated into equitable and
meaningful classroom practices (Pagliara et al., 2024; Adel et al., 2024).

Descriptive R-GORI trends suggested that teachers who used ChatGPT often devel-
oped IEP goals with higher quality ratings across several indicators. These tendencies are
broadly consistent with the patterns reported by Waterfield et al. (2025) but differ from
the clearer advantages noted by Rakap (2023) and Rakap and Balikci (2024). Variations
in teacher experience, student characteristics, subject areas, and the specific version of
ChatGPT employed may help explain these differences. Given the very small sample size,
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these quantitative observations are presented only as illustrative examples and are not
intended for generalization.

The qualitative findings provide deeper insight into the opportunities and challenges
of Al-assisted IEP development. Teachers valued ChatGPT’s ability to support goal setting,
structure lessons, and generate diverse, multi-sensory instructional resources, in line with
creative applications noted by Baytak (2024), Li et al. (2024), and Rizos et al. (2024). How-
ever, participants also noted that Al-generated suggestions often assumed ideal conditions,
requiring adaptation to the dynamic realities of inclusive classrooms—a limitation similarly
highlighted by Kiichemann et al. (2023) and Van den Berg and du Plessis (2023).

Across interviews, teachers emphasized that ChatGPT could not replace the human
dimensions of teaching, such as empathy, humor, and real-time responsiveness—points
that align with Adel et al.’s (2024) argument that Al should remain a supportive rather than
substitutive tool. Ethical concerns also emerged, particularly regarding over-reliance on Al
by younger learners, echoing the cautionary perspectives of Lee and Zhai (2024) and Rizos
et al. (2024).

Prior training in IEP development did not appear to influence descriptive patterns in
goal quality, corroborating Rakap’s (2023) finding that training alone may be insufficient
without sustained professional development. In some cases, lesson preparation with
ChatGPT took longer than with traditional planning methods, likely reflecting the learning
curve associated with adopting a new tool. This contrasts with reports by Waterfield et al.
(2025) and Yilmaz Can and Durmus (2024) of time-saving benefits, suggesting that efficiency
gains may be more evident once familiarity and integration strategies are established.

Overall, these findings are preliminary and specific to the study’s context but con-
tribute to the growing body of literature on Al in special and inclusive education. They
suggest that ChatGPT can serve as a valuable planning aid when used critically and
adaptively, while reinforcing the importance of teacher agency, targeted professional devel-
opment, and equitable access to technology. These priorities align with international policy
frameworks, including UNESCO’s Education 2030 Agenda and the European Agency for
Special Needs and Inclusive Education (EASNIE), which advocate for inclusive, equitable,
and digitally supported learning environments.

4.1. Limitations and Future Directions

Despite its contributions, this study is subject to several limitations that should be taken
into account when interpreting the findings. First, the research was geographically confined
to a single urban area in Northern Greece, which may limit the generalizability of the
results. Including participants from a broader range of geographic contexts—such as rural
areas, island regions, and underserved communities—would offer more comprehensive
insights. Second, the very small sample size limited the scope of the analysis and does not
allow for statistically generalizable conclusions, and the findings should be regarded as
context-bound and exploratory. Future studies involving larger cohorts of special education
teachers would allow for more robust conclusions. Third, the study focused exclusively
on inclusion classrooms within general education settings. While this focus is valuable,
it overlooks the distinct dynamics of specialized educational environments. Expanding
the scope to include special education schools and other alternative learning contexts
would provide a fuller picture of ChatGPT’s utility. Moreover, the student population
was limited to those with formal diagnoses of learning disabilities. Although this allowed
for targeted exploration, it does not capture the diversity of special educational needs
present in inclusive education. Future research should include learners with a wider
range of needs—such as ADHD, autism spectrum disorder, and intellectual disabilities—
and consider both primary and secondary education settings to broaden applicability.
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Another limitation lies in the narrow subject focus, as the intervention concentrated solely
on language instruction. Investigating the integration of ChatGPT into other disciplines,
including mathematics, history, science, and geography, would enhance understanding of
its broader educational relevance. Finally, the study employed the ChatGPT 40-mini model;
however, given the rapid pace of advancements in generative Al, subsequent research
should explore the features and implications of newer versions to more accurately assess
their evolving potential in special education practice.

4.2. Implications for Practice and Policy

The present study offers important insights into the pedagogical integration of Chat-
GPT in the development of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for students with
learning disabilities in inclusive primary education settings. The findings underscore the
critical need for structured professional development, not only in the technical use of Al
tools but also in the cultivation of critical digital literacy. Teachers identified ChatGPT
as a supportive tool for instructional planning yet consistently emphasized that effective
integration requires systematic training to empower educators to evaluate, adapt, and
meaningfully apply Al-generated content within personalized teaching frameworks.

Equally vital is the development of clear ethical and pedagogical guidelines. While
ChatGPT can enhance lesson planning, it cannot substitute the professional judgment,
emotional intelligence, and classroom responsiveness of the teacher. As such, educational
policies must clearly position Al as a supportive—rather than autonomous—tool. Safe-
guarding teacher agency, ensuring data privacy, and prioritizing student well-being must
remain central to any Al-related initiative in education.

The study also revealed infrastructural disparities, particularly within the control
group, where limited access to resources and support systems posed significant challenges.
This finding highlights the pressing need for equitable access to digital tools, reliable
connectivity, and technical support—especially within special education contexts, where
differentiated instruction and tailored interventions are essential for student success.

Moreover, the integration of ChatGPT should be responsive to contextual differences,
including school type, student needs, and subject area. While the present study focused on
language instruction in inclusive classrooms, future research and policy initiatives should
investigate the applicability of generative Al across a broader range of subjects—such as
mathematics, science, and social studies—as well as in diverse educational environments,
including rural schools and specialized education units.

Considering the rapid evolution of Al technologies, education policy must remain
both adaptive and forward-looking. Curriculum frameworks, teacher guidelines, and
assessment practices should be regularly reviewed and updated to reflect the changing
capabilities of AI, while maintaining a strong focus on educational integrity and ethical
safeguards. Ultimately, the responsible and effective use of ChatGPT in special education
requires a holistic strategy that combines robust teacher training, adequate infrastructure,
clear ethical parameters, and continuous evaluation. Policymakers should consider embed-
ding Al literacy and inclusive digital pedagogy into national teacher education standards,
ensuring that all educators are equipped to critically and effectively engage with emerging
technologies in diverse and inclusive classroom settings.
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