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In this four-hour hands-on workshop, participants explored the potential of ChatGPT in 
pronunciation instruction and learning. ChatGPT, a generative AI model by OpenAI, has 
been a groundbreaking development in technology. Pre-trained on extensive text data, 
this tool demonstrates impressive natural language understanding, solving complex issues 
and advancing generative AI technology. Facilitators with over two decades of 
experience in technology-assisted pronunciation guided participants through hands-on 
exploration, practical sandbox experimentation, and resource creation attuned to their 
teaching needs for language learning. Participants uncovered effective strategies to 
streamline prep work, enhance spoken language activities, and master prompt 
engineering using Lima and Wallace’s (2024b) CTPSC Prompting Framework (Context, 
Task, Purpose, Sample, Clarification), applicable to teaching any language. The 
workshop addressed ChatGPT’s versatility in face-to-face and remote learning 
environments, catering to learners of English and other languages. Survey responses after 
the workshop show that both beginning and experienced users reported an increase in 
their proficiency and comfort with ChatGPT, creating practical resources and discovering 
how to integrate it into their teaching toolkits. They learned to infuse ease into instruction 
and empower learners to speak with clarity and confidence. This paper details the 
prompting framework and survey responses from workshop attendees. 

 
BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION 
 
In recent years, new developments in technology have reshaped education and language learning 
through innovations in computer-assisted pronunciation training (CAPT) and related 
technologies. These advancements allow learners to develop their language learning skills with 
greater precision and immediacy. A result of this evolution is generative artificial intelligence 
(AI) and large language models (LLMs), such as ChatGPT, which have expanded CAPT’s 
potential by enabling more interactive and tailored learning experiences. Such technologies have 
become integral to how learners and educators approach language learning. 
 
Generative AI (GenAI), powered by sophisticated LLMs, represents a shift in language 
instruction and practice delivery. These systems, trained on vast datasets, can generate nuanced, 
contextually appropriate responses in real time, fostering more naturalistic and personalized 
interactions. 
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Among these innovations, ChatGPT, developed by OpenAI (2022), stands out. Introduced in 
November of 2022 and widely adopted by many in subsequent years, ChatGPT employs 
conversational AI. Its user-friendly design and accessibility have made it a favorite with 
students, educators, and language enthusiasts alike. 
 
ChatGPT’s possible role in pronunciation training warrants close attention. By simulating 
conversational exchanges, it allows users to practice speaking, receive feedback, and refine their 
skills in a low-pressure environment. ChatGPT fosters autonomy and awareness, two key factors 
in second language acquisition (Brown, 2014). It enhances language skills in all four main areas, 
integrating them for more effective communication. ChatGPT helps students develop their 
proficiency through individualized materials tailored to proficiency level, learning styles, 
interests, and learning goals (Ma, 2023). 
 
ChatGPT also presents itself as a valuable assistant. Instructors often experience overwork, with 
far-reaching negative effects on K-12 teachers (Lin et al., 2024) and higher education instructors 
(Flannery, 2024; Vyletel, 2023). These instructors can delegate time-consuming tasks to their AI 
assistant while relying on their own strengths and expertise to complete job duties, thus freeing 
up time for mental and physical health. Teachers can work more efficiently as prompt engineers 
rather than building lessons from scratch. ChatGPT supports needs assessment creation, lesson 
planning, materials creation, teaching strategies, feedback, and self-study suggestions.  
 
ChatGPT can also help in each phase of the Communicative Framework for Teaching 
Pronunciation (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010, pp. 44-45), providing descriptions of pronunciation 
features, creating level-appropriate listening discrimination exercises, writing dialogues and gap-
fill activities for controlled practice, brainstorming guided practice activities, or producing role 
play cards for communicative practice. Knowing how to use an effective prompting framework 
enables instructors to work smarter, not harder. This paper explores how participants in PSLLT 
2024’s pre-conference workshop, Using ChatGPT to Elevate Pronunciation Pedagogy, applied 
the CTPSC (Context, Task, Purpose, Sample, Clarification) Prompting Framework to uncover 
ChatGPT’s potential and pitfalls and to create practical materials. It is noteworthy that while this 
paper focuses on the CTPSC Prompting Framework for pronunciation instruction, our 
framework can be applied to the teaching and learning of any language. 
 
PROMPT ENGINEERING AND THE CTPSC PROMPTING FRAMEWORK 
 
A prompt is a set of instructions given to an LLM such as ChatGPT; it helps shape and expand 
the tool’s functionality and objectives (White et al., 2023). Prompt engineering is key for 
targeted output and productivity. The more accurate and refined the prompt is, the more effective 
the output will be. Lima and Wallace (2024a) developed the CTPSC Prompting Framework 
(Figure 1) based on their work with ChatGPT and pronunciation instruction. As mentioned 
previously, while this paper focuses specifically on pronunciation, the CTPSC Framework is 
applicable to language learning across all target languages. 
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Figure 1 
Lima and Wallace’s (2024a) CTPSC Prompting Framework 
 

 
 
Figure 2 is a sample pronunciation prompt using the CTPSC framework (Lima & Wallace, 
2024b). ‘Context’ is highlighted in blue, ‘Task’ is highlighted in yellow, ‘Purpose’ in purple, 
‘Sample’ (examples) in green, and ‘Clarification’ is highlighted in gray. 
 
Figure 2 
Example of Prompt Using the CTPSC Framework 
 

 
 
While this sample prompt includes key elements for effective output, users must refine their 
prompts since users are the experts. Figure 3 shows a flowchart for ChatGPT user-as-expert 
interaction (Lima & Wallace, 2024b). This interaction with ChatGPT can be refined several 
times, with the users (e.g., teachers) judging the output for accuracy and adjusting the prompt as 
needed to achieve the desired output.  
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Figure 3 
Lima and Wallace’s (2024b) Flowchart for ChatGPT User-as-Expert Interaction 
 

 
 
Regarding desired output, it is essential that users exercise caution when engaging with 
ChatGPT. While ChatGPT serves as a powerful and versatile assistant, its performance is 
inherently limited by the scope and quality of the data it was trained on, which, in the case of 
ChatGPT 3.5, extends only until 2021. Additionally, ChatGPT often delivers information in a 
highly convincing manner, even when it generates inaccuracies, a phenomenon commonly 
referred to as 'hallucination.' Therefore, it is crucial for users to critically evaluate the responses 
provided, rigorously questioning the model about its sources and the rationale behind its 
assertions.    
 
WORKSHOP PREMISE AND PROCEDURES 
 
In this four-hour workshop, participants used their own laptops or mobile devices to collaborate 
in groups at seven six-person round tables and to experiment individually. After introducing the 
workshop goals and agenda, participants stood in a large circle around the room. When 
facilitators asked about their teaching context and experience with ChatGPT, participants stepped 
forward to indicate what applied. The facilitators shared their CTPSC Prompt Engineering 
Framework cautioning about output reliability and emphasizing the expert human user’s role. 
Then, the facilitators demonstrated how to create materials with ChatGPT using the framework. 
Color-coded sample prompts aligned with the framework’s steps, along with several ready-made 
prompts, were included in the workshop handout. 
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Participants then grouped themselves into Experienced, Beginners, or Breakers for a 30-minute 
sandbox session. Encouraged to work in small groups, participants practiced prompt engineering 
to enhance productivity. They could use the facilitators’ prompts or focus on their own needs and 
ideas around pronunciation teaching. Most participants had already experienced ChatGPT, and 
stayed in place to try something new using the framework. Beginners joined a designated table, 
where facilitators assisted with ChatGPT setup and initial prompt engineering. Breakers, tasked 
with stumping ChatGPT or identifying its limitations, sat at another designated table for 
collaboration. Following the sandbox, the facilitators held a Q&A and elicited participant 
insights. 
 
Operating under the idea “What if this were easy,” participants spent 40 minutes crafting 
pronunciation resources. They leveraged their strengths, using ChatGPT to develop lesson plans, 
materials, teaching ideas, needs assessments, feedback tools, or self-study suggestions. This 
independent work led to a 40-minute Show and Tell, where participants shared their creations, 
explained how they prompted ChatGPT, and discussed insights and challenges. They also asked 
follow-up questions to deepen their understanding. The workshop ended with a 20-minute 
facilitator-led discussion about ChatGPT’s capabilities, limitations, as well as potential to ease 
workloads and support learners. 
 
Afterward, participants completed a Google Forms survey, self-reporting comfort and 
proficiency with ChatGPT before and after the workshop, reasons for attending, takeaways, 
resources created, discovered limitations, and demographics. Of the 40+ attendees, 22 completed 
the survey, although respondents were not required to answer each question. Facilitators 
followed up with some participants via email to clarify unclear responses. For accuracy, 
subsequent information is based on these surveys and follow-up messages. 
 
Participant Backgrounds 
 
Workshop participants were based in seven countries: 13 from the US, two from Japan, two from 
The Netherlands, two from Spain, one from Australia, and one from Germany. The majority 
were employed by universities (16), two were from the U.S. Air Force, two app developers 
focused on accent reduction, and one was an English accent tutor. Many participants had 
multiple roles; there were 14 teachers, 11 teacher trainers, 12 researchers, eight materials 
developers, two speech language pathologists, two app developers, three students, and three 
described themselves individually as a tutor, accent modification specialist, and pronunciation 
coach. The average respondent age was 40-49 with three in their twenties and three in their 
sixties or seventies.  
 
Participants’ reasons for attending the workshop varied. Six wanted to learn how to use ChatGPT 
more effectively; several mentioned that they had experienced mixed results. Five sought to 
familiarize themselves with its features. Six indicated that they wanted to learn how to use 
ChatGPT for pronunciation teaching, exploring what types of tasks it could perform and its 
accuracy to better students’ use. Two were interested in how teachers use it, and one focused on 
how ChatGPT could support newer teachers. Five cited the growing importance of AI in 
teaching and viewed the workshop as professional development to stay abreast of technological 
advancements, recognizing that AI is “here to stay.” Three gave other reasons for attending. 
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Participants reported increased comfort and proficiency with ChatGPT. After the workshop, 19 
of 21 (90%) who responded to this question reported they felt comfortable, compared to 9 of 21 
(42%) at the start. Before the workshop, 5 of 21 participants (23%) reported being slightly 
uncomfortable or uncomfortable. Similarly, only 8 of 21 participants (38%) felt slightly or 
completely proficient beforehand. However, after the workshop, 18 of the 21 (86%) felt 
proficient. In the following section, we share their reflections on prompt engineering, some 
resources that they crafted, and limitations that they discovered. 
 
WORKSHOP FINDINGS 
 
Prompt Engineering 
 
Learning how to write effective prompts using the CTPSC Prompt Engineering Framework 
played a key role in participants’ increased level of comfort and proficiency with ChatGPT. This 
accounted for 27.7% (5 of 18 respondents) citing it as a major reason for their increased comfort, 
with participants noting that they can now write better prompts; this response was representative: 
“I [had] never used ChatGPT for pronunciation instruction, only for lesson planning. After the 
workshop, I had a better idea about how to formulate prompts for targeted pronunciation 
instruction.”  
 
As for increased proficiency, 42% (8 of 19 participants) mentioned prompt engineering as the 
major reason, as reflected in this comment:  
 

Writing up a prompt was a major problem before the workshop, but the clear guidelines 
[framework] in terms of what to include in a prompt helped me write better prompts. I am 
still on a learning curve, but I think I will get better. 

 
When asked how they might describe this workshop to PSLLT conference goers who could not 
attend, three of 18 respondents (16%) mentioned prompt engineering. Participants listed three 
main takeaways about effective prompt engineering, with prompt quality as the overarching 
theme. Respondents frequently provided detailed insights. One respondent explained about the 
quality of prompts: 
 

As someone said during the workshop, “Garbage in, garbage out.” When I was playing 
around with ChatGPT, I was trying to figure out the minimum amount of information I 
needed to provide to generate something usable, and it seems to actually vary quite a bit. I 
was able to get some decent products using relatively short prompts, which was a nice 
discovery. 

 
The biggest takeaway was that prompts must be precise, or, as one person wrote: “A precise 
prompt is vital for a better result.” This point appeared in half of the responses and was 
summarized succinctly in this quote: “It's all about the prompt. Refining the prompts helps refine 
and clarify your goals.”  
 
Second was the CTPSC Prompt Engineering Framework for creating precise prompts, mentioned 
in 30% of the responses (6 of 20). This “systematic approach” was helpful not only for beginners 



 7 

but also for experienced ChatGPT users. As one respondent shared: “I was already very 
proficient in prompt engineering for ChatGPT before the workshop. It was great to get a better 
idea how to do targeted prompt engineering for pronunciation activities.” Finally, five 
participants (25%) recognized the importance of an iterative approach to prompting.  
 
A small number of responses focused on other aspects. One participant mentioned that they 
needed to learn more, while two highlighted prompting’s limitations, citing its newness and 
variability in output. One explained that “subsequent efforts to clarify the question can be useful, 
but there is a point where it is a waste of time.”  
 
Despite prompt engineering’s central importance in this workshop, none of the 22 respondents 
mentioned wanting to learn more about it when asked why they attended. This omission, 
combined with how important prompt engineering was for the increase in participants’ comfort 
and proficiency, their takeaways about writing prompts, and how they would explain the 
workshop to others, suggests that the workshop facilitators found a key unknown factor 
instrumental to participants’ success. 
 
Resources Created During the Workshop 
 
In the abstract for the workshop, conference goers were promised “hands-on exploration and 
creation,” “lively dialogues, practical sandbox experimentation,” and “the unique opportunity to 
craft resources attuned to your teaching needs.” When asked in the survey, “for which reasons 
did you attend the ChatGPT workshop,” none of the 22 respondents listed crafting resources as a 
reason for attending. Yet, 79% walked away with a resource that they were either likely (15.8% 
of 19 respondents) or very likely (63.2%) to use. Instead, they preferred learning about it, as 
these respondents explained: “I wanted to get a better idea how I can use ChatGPT to create 
pronunciation practice activities. I did not have anything specific in mind” and “I have always 
wanted to make effective use of generative AI but have not had a chance to read extensively on 
this. [It was a chance] to learn from peers around the world.”  
 
Perhaps a key factor in creating something useful was the communal setting of the workshop, as 
noted in these responses regarding their comfort with using ChatGPT: “It helps to hear people 
talk confidently about their experience with [ChatGPT]; it rubs off” and “learning that many 
teachers are using ChatGPT in teaching, helped me realize the practicality of ChatGPT and made 
me feel it is OK to use it for teaching.” 
 
During the workshop, participants had lively conversations and seemed excited about both the 
reasons and possibilities for creating resources. When asked in the survey “For what reasons did 
you create your resource? (i.e., personal, for the learners),” the answers were varied with one 
predominant reason: learners were the group’s top priority (see Table 1). Of the three (15.7%) 
who created resources for themselves, one participant wrote to “simplify my workload,” and 
another replied “I created my resource to see if it could help me learn sounds better in language 
learning and also how I can better instruct my students on that topic.” A few other reasons for 
crafting resources included teaching others to use ChatGPT, testing its limits, preparing part of a 
presentation, using it for research on a tool for teachers, and using it for translation. This section 
highlights only the teaching-related resources participants created. 



 8 

Table 1  
Participants’ Reasons for Creating Resources 
 
% of participants Reasons for Creating the Resources 
52.6% Learners 
31.5% Tutors, teachers, colleagues, teacher training 
15.7% Themselves 
10.5% Course content creation 

 
Participants were asked to describe the materials that they created using ChatGPT. Nearly every 
step of the Communicative Framework (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010, pp. 44-49) was addressed. 
Some participants used ChatGPT across the lesson plan in multiple phases of the Communicative 
Framework while others focused on specific phases. We will share examples of materials that 
illustrate each phase. 
 
Starting with phase one, Description and Analysis (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010, p. 45), some 
participants queried ChatGPT for explanations and illustrative examples. One participant sought 
an explanation of the Spanish “rr” sound, asking ChatGPT to explain the “part of the mouth” 
used and “create an activity with 10 words that have the trilled r sound…, like perro and 
navarro.” Another participant needed examples to introduce word stress patterns, asking 
ChatGPT to “make a list of three-syllable words (for CEFR A2 level or lower), and categorize 
them into three different lexical stress patterns,” e.g., “SAturday, SepTEMber, and JapaNESE.” 
These examples help save time and introduce fresh descriptions into their lessons. 
 
Listening Discrimination (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010, p. 46) is Phase 2 of the Communicative 
Framework. Two participants asked ChatGPT to create lists of minimal pairs. Further details 
were not provided. 
 
Resources for phase 3, Controlled Practice (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010, p. 47), were the most 
common. Similar to the previous example focused on target features, one participant asked 
ChatGPT to “replace reduced vowel sounds with schwa symbols and to show how words would 
be linked together in connected speech.” They added that “despite a few small mistakes, it 
performed those two tasks successfully.” Another participant used ChatGPT to craft sample 
sentences to reduce the workload. One group worked on creating controlled practice passages for 
students to read aloud that featured “-ed” endings and “-s” endings. Another developed a short 
dialogue for student practice. Someone else wrote: “I had it create an elevator pitch and then 
walked that elevator pitch through different aspects of pronunciation (pausing/thought groups, 
word stress, syllable stress, schwa).” Another participant prompted ChatGPT to “create a short 
50-word story that includes a variety of words containing [specific] front vowels” so students 
could “practice their front vowel sounds by reading the story aloud.” This participant also 
experimented with examples “of how I wanted it to mark pauses (/) and intonation (add an up or 
down arrow at the end of each phrase).” She then asked it to “replace reduced vowel sounds with 
schwa symbols and to show how words would be linked together in connected speech,” and 
reported that “it performed those two tasks successfully, despite a few small mistakes.” ChatGPT 
makes it possible to personalize activities tailored to specific pronunciation targets. 



 9 

 
ChatGPT was barely used for the final phases of the Communicative Framework. There seemed 
to be no clear examples of using it to create resources for Phase 4, Guided Practice (Celce-
Murcia et al., 2010, p. 47) where learners should create and focus on meaning in addition to 
form. For Phase 5, Communicative Practice (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010, p. 48), only one 
participant mentioned an activity, and it was embedded within a larger plan. Here is how she 
described her use of ChatGPT: 
 

I created sample lessons, speech activities, and non-technical explanations on how to 
pronounce specific sounds in German. I asked ChatGPT to use a scaffolding approach and to 
include controlled and spontaneous speech exercises. I would like to use these exercises in 
my beginner German courses that I teach. 

 
It is difficult to ascribe a reason for participants’ lack of materials created for these guided and 
communicative phases; the lack could indicate either teachers’ need for or preference for 
controlled activities. This lack of attention to creating such resources does not, however, reflect 
ChatGPT’s capabilities since both of this paper’s authors have successfully used it to create role 
play scenarios and problem-solving tasks.  
 
The final teaching-related resource that participants created in the workshop were assessment 
materials. One participant asked ChatGPT to create “Language tests (e.g., reading comp, gap-
fills) and a marking rubric to assess writing based on the grading system used in German 
universities.” While writing is not pronunciation, the rubric creation is key here since it can be a 
useful tool for pronunciation teaching (particularly since ChatGPT does not evaluate spoken 
language). Another participant had ChatGPT “generate sample material that might be read as 
part of a diagnostic assessment (including prosody),” then asked it to “describe how the text it 
produced would be useful in assessing prosody.”   
 
When participants were asked about their main takeaways for using ChatGPT, several pointed to 
the ability to create resources. One noted that it is “great for rapidly generating volumes of topic 
specific dialogues, e.g., specific to individual learners' interests.” This ability to create dialogues 
was echoed by another participant, who also found it useful to have ChatGPT “identify thought 
groups, content and function words, lexical stress, intonation patterns,” as well as “change the 
dialogue to teach pragmatics.” Another respondent considered using it for “generating 
components of pronunciation practice tasks and guiding the decision-making process for 
adaptive learning.” Whether for learners, other teachers, or themselves, participants found 
ChatGPT versatile as an assistant for pronunciation teaching. 
 
USING CHATGPT FOR PRONUNCIATION: LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE 
DIRECTIONS 
 
Limitations 
 
While ChatGPT can be useful for brainstorming and saving time for pronunciation teachers, it 
has limitations. A key challenge is that prompting the model is not immediately intuitive for new 
users and often yields inconsistent results. This challenge partly explained why some participants 



 10 

attended the workshop, exemplified by this participant’s response: “I tried to engage with 
ChatGPT prior to the session without much success.”  
 
When asked about one of its main limitations, one person admitted that “the limitations came 
from me being not specific enough and not giving it enough background information to work 
with. I will continue figuring out how to do this better, this workshop was a great start!” Poor 
results due to lack of precise prompting were just one reason why many of the workshop’s 
participants found using ChatGPT intimidating or off-putting.   
 
Another reason for caution stemmed from a lack of understanding of its strengths and 
weaknesses. During the workshop, participants became more familiar with these, leading to 
increased comfort, as one participant explained: 
 

Watching others engage with it helped overcome my resistance to trying it. In fact, I have 
used it subsequently. Also helpful to have some ideas about when it is reliable and when it is 
not. Like an introduction to a formidable person, it's good to know something about them 
before engaging in a collaboration. 

 
Participants’ understanding of their crucial role as experts, with ChatGPT as the assistant, further 
enhanced their comfort, as one respondent observed: 
 

In the context of pronunciation, the app is not yet smart enough (at least smarter than me) in 
pronunciation teaching. It is dangerous to teach false information that may be out of my radar 
when using it without any proper caution. 

 
In other words, ChatGPT’s ability to serve as a pronunciation teacher is limited.  
 
Participants’ activities revealed five additional limitations, the most prominent being the danger 
of trusting GPT as an expert. Participants noticed that its output was incorrect, yet they often felt 
inclined to “assume that it is correct.” As one person explained, “it is inherently limited (by the 
nature of its training and generation methods) in carrying out certain requests. That limitation 
isn't necessarily bad, but that it responds authoritatively about things that it has limited ability to 
do is problematic.” These seemingly authoritative responses gave one participant caution: “My 
students (preservice teachers) want to rely fully on it without taking into consideration the theory 
we know is basic for teaching pronunciation (or language teaching in general).” Through user-as-
expert, participants gained a sense of how instrumental their roles are in shaping and using 
output, as this person noted: “The workshop gave me an appreciation for what it can provide as 
long as all results are double checked for accuracy. If I can't check the facts, I won't use the 
material generated.” 
 
Participants noted specifically inaccurate output from ChatGPT. Some of these inaccuracies were 
related to features like sentence stress, appearing across multiple languages, as in this response:  
 

I think it’s important to always verify that the information is accurate. During the controlled 
speech activities, ChatGPT was unable to generate accurate German minimal pairs and used 
non-existent words. 



 11 

Other inaccuracies were related to content and following directions, as this respondent explained: 
“Sometimes I would correct ChatGPT, and then it would make that adjustment while also adding 
another word that did not appear in the story.” In light of such issues, users must carefully 
examine its output before re-prompting or using it. Through working on their resource, one 
respondent concluded that “My students (i.e., pre-service teachers) will still need to master 
phonetics, phonology, and L2 speech development theory to create materials effectively.”  
 
The third limitation was related to quality. Respondents were frustrated by generic responses and 
ChatGPT’s inability to produce materials meeting their expectations. As one respondent noted, 
“To the extent these are bad, the material it generates will be bad.” Another reason relates to 
access, as one respondent explained: 
 

The main problem is that ChatGPT can’t access websites directly, so if I want to use an 
authentic newspaper article, I have to choose a suitable one, then copy and paste it, and 
finally check the output. 

 
ChatGPT’s inability to give feedback on pronunciation combined with the fact that it only 
understands text input limits its effectiveness in pronunciation-focused feedback.  
  
There were broader limitations as well involving culture, access, compliance, and environmental 
concerns. One participant noted that colleagues were reluctant to use generative AI in the 
classroom, resulting in “no in-service training for using AI for educational purposes.” Another 
participant expressed uncertainty about institutional AI policies, which could restrict access. 
Further, a participant in the Breaker group noted that ChatGPT is “not FERPA compliant and has 
data security issues.” Regarding “the climate issues related to the use of ChatGPT” highlighted 
by another participant, ChatGPT consumes a high amount of energy (Jia, 2024). If not sourced 
from renewable resources, it contributes to global warming. These limitations point to future 
research and solutions. 
 
Future Directions  
 

I hope people will continue to share their experimentation. I was impressed with the variety 
of ways people used it in the workshop. I wouldn’t have the imagination or time to explore 
all the ways other people might use it. I hope there are opportunities to hear more from other 
people's experiences. 

 
Workshop participants identified multiple directions they would like practitioners and 
researchers to explore regarding new ways to use ChatGPT for pronunciation teaching. Of 
particular interest (9 of 20 responses, or 45%) was its use as a teaching resource, including lesson 
plans tailored to learners’ interests, “designing creative classroom activities,” creating word lists 
for targeted instruction, “generating dialogues,” and making self-study materials, as one 
respondent explained: “One of my course goals is helping students learn what and how to 
continue practicing independently once the class ends.” She suggested generating prompts for 
students and added that “I also think it's important for them to learn to effectively use generative 
AI for self-study.”  
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Regarding research, participants called for studies on ChatGPT as a research tool and its 
effectiveness in teaching and learning. One participant emphasized the need to investigate “its 
overall impact on students, courses, programs, and the field.” Certainly, multiple research 
possibilities exist. 
 
Some participants also mentioned speech data and input. With the evolving voice-to-text and 
read aloud tools, one participant remarked: “It would be great to get an engineer from OpenAI to 
speak at our conference to discuss voice recognition & what they might be doing to improve its 
capabilities.” Another participant highlighted interest in speech data analysis through ChatGPT, 
although its text-based training limits such applications. While ChatGPT has limited voice-to-
text and text-to-voice abilities at the time of publication depending on type of device and web 
browser, it is unable to provide pronunciation feedback. 
 
It will be fascinating to see the directions that teachers and researchers take and share. Participant 
feedback from the workshop highlights ChatGPT’s potential as an assistant for pronunciation 
teaching. The user remains central, requiring content knowledge to assess ChatGPT’s output. By 
utilizing the CTPSC Framework for prompt engineering, users increase the quality of the output–
regardless of the language–and reallocate time, while using ChatGPT for time-consuming tasks.  
 
At the time of writing, participants found ChatGPT effective in generating lesson plans, 
materials development—particularly for perceptual skills—for Communicative Framework 
activities, and assessments. However, it struggled with creating error-free word lists for targeted 
pronunciation features such as sentence stress and minimal pairs; additionally, it cannot provide 
feedback on pronunciation. Much like choosing the right tool for a task, knowing ChatGPT’s 
strengths and limitations helps guide its use. Effective prompting and informed decision making 
may also mitigate some of AI’s negative climate impact by enabling efficient, purposeful use. 
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