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Abstract 
 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) seems to have the potential to transform education at large and 

English Language Teaching (ELT) in particular, as more and more studies highlight its 

affordances for students and teachers. Its multiple applications in developing the four skills 

(reading, writing, listening and speaking), in motivating students and aiding educators in 

orchestrating their lessons, render studies around the value of AI for education welcome 

and necessary.  

The aim of this thesis was to evaluate the usefulness of some popular generative AI tools in 

the design of lesson plans for the ELT classroom and to offer ELT educators some useful tips 

towards maximizing the tools’ effectiveness in this process.  

To accomplish this aim, a teaching scenario prompt was created and used to generate 

lesson plans from the AI tools MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai and ChatGPT. The quality of the 

generated lesson plans was evaluated using a rubric. The choice of the rubric’s elements, i.e. 

the evaluation criteria, draw from learning design, lesson planning and pedagogical 

frameworks so that regardless of the tool being evaluated, the evaluation can every time be 

centered on the generated output presenting all of the essential parts of a quality lesson 

plan that can be utilized in the ELT educator’s teaching practice for both personal and 

official use. 

The findings suggest that AI tools are valuable educators’ companions, which can act as 

tireless educational advisors and support teachers by answering questions on pedagogical 

issues, forming lesson objectives, suggesting engaging activities and providing educational 

resources. The findings also indicate that most of the tools’ limitations namely only offering 

more advanced affordances under a subscription plan, losing their focus after being asked a 

number of follow-up questions, potentially generating incorrect or biased information and 

posing privacy threats can be overcome by an informed teacher.  

Therefore, the need for teacher training on the use of AI tools is highlighted along with the 

need for more studies on the ever-developing affordances of AI tools for lesson planning. 

 Key words: artificial intelligence, lesson planning, ELT, ChatGPT, education 
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Περίληψη 
 

H τεχνητό νοημοςύνη φαύνεται να ϋχει την δυνατότητα να μεταμορφώςει την 

εκπαύδευςη γενικότερα, αλλϊ και την Διδαςκαλύα τησ Αγγλικόσ γλώςςασ ειδικότερα, 

αφού όλο και περιςςότερεσ ϋρευνεσ καταδεικνύουν τισ δυνατότητεσ που προςφϋρει ςε 

μαθητϋσ και εκπαιδευτικούσ. Οι πολλαπλϋσ τησ εφαρμογϋσ ςτην ανϊπτυξη των τεςςϊρων 

δεξιοτότων (ανϊγνωςη, γραφό, ακρόαςη και ομιλύα), την κινητοπούηςη των μαθητών και 

την αρωγό των εκπαιδευτικών ςτην ενορχόςτρωςη των μαθημϊτων τουσ, καθιςτούν τισ 

μελϋτεσ γύρω από την αξύα τησ τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ για την εκπαύδευςη ευπρόςδεκτεσ 

και αναγκαύεσ. 

Η παρούςα διπλωματικό εργαςύα εςτιϊζει ςτην εφαρμογό των εργαλεύων τεχνητόσ 

νοημοςύνησ ςτην δημιουργύα ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων (lesson planning) για την διδαςκαλύα 

τησ Αγγλικόσ γλώςςασ. Το ςχϋδιο μαθόματοσ, του οπούου η αξύα πολλϋσ φορϋσ 

παραγνωρύζεται ϊδικα, αποτελεύ την βϊςη του μαθόματοσ. Κατϊ τον ςχεδιαςμό του ο 

εκπαιδευτικόσ μπαύνει ςτην διαδικαςύα να προγραμματύςει ποιεσ δραςτηριότητεσ θα 

χρηςιμοποιόςει για την επύτευξη των μαθηςιακών ςτόχων, πόςο χρόνο θα αφιερώςει ςε 

κϊθε μύα από αυτϋσ και πώσ θα αξιολογηθούν οι μαθητϋσ. Ακόμα, μπαύνει ςτην 

διαδικαςύα να αναλογιςτεύ πώσ θα μεγιςτοποιόςει την εμπλοκό του κϊθε μαθητό και πώσ 

θα κϊνει την μαθηςιακό διαδικαςύα περιςςότερο ευχϊριςτη, ενώ ακόμα αφιερώνει χρόνο 

για να προβλϋψει ενδεχόμενα προβλόματα που μπορεύ να προκύψουν και να ςκεφτεύ εκ 

των προτϋρων τρόπουσ να τα αποτρϋψει και να τα αντιμετωπύςει. Επομϋνωσ, γύνεται 

αντιληπτό το γεγονόσ ότι αφενόσ  η δημιουργύα ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων αποτελεύ μύα 

χρονοβόρα αλλϊ και αναγκαύα διαδικαςύα για την αποτελεςματικό και απρόςκοπτη 

διδαςκαλύα του μαθόματοσ. Αφετϋρου, τα εργαλεύα τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ 

αναδεικνύονται ςε πιθανούσ ςυμμϊχουσ των εκπαιδευτικών και διευκολυντϋσ ςτην 

διαδικαςύα δημιουργύασ των ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων, αφού η χρόςη τουσ δύναται όχι μόνο 

να μειώςει θεαματικϊ τον χρόνο που απαιτεύται για τον ςχεδιαςμό τουσ αλλϊ και να 

προςφϋρει ςτον εκπαιδευτικό πρωτότυπεσ και καινοτόμεσ ιδϋεσ αλλϊ και λύςεισ ςε 

θϋματα παιδαγωγικόσ.  

Σκοπόσ λοιπόν αυτόσ τησ διπλωματικόσ εργαςύασ όταν η αξιολόγηςη τησ χρηςιμότητασ 

οριςμϋνων γνωςτών εργαλεύων γενετικόσ τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ, ςτον ςχεδιαςμό 

ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων για την τϊξη των Αγγλικών, καθώσ και η παροχό χρόςιμων 
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ςυμβουλών ςτουσ εκπαιδευτικούσ τησ Αγγλικόσ γλώςςασ για την μεγιςτοπούηςη τησ 

αποτελεςματικότητασ των εργαλεύων αυτών.  

Για την κατϊκτηςη αυτού του ςκοπού δημιουργόθηκε ϋνα υπόδειγμα διδακτικού 

ςεναρύου, το οπούο χρηςιμοποιόθηκε για την παραγωγό ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων από τα 

εργαλεύα τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai και ChatGPT. Το διδακτικό 

ςενϊριο περιελϊμβανε το ςχολικό μϊθημα, το θϋμα του μαθόματοσ, τον διδακτικό 

ςκοπό, την οδηγύα ότι οι μαθηςιακού ςτόχοι πρϋπει να ϋχουν ςχεδιαςτεύ ακολουθώντασ 

την ταξινομύα του Bloom, το επύπεδο τησ επϊρκειασ των μαθητών ςτην Αγγλικό γλώςςα, 

τον αριθμό των μαθητών, την τϊξη και την ηλικύα τουσ, την διϊρκεια του μαθόματοσ και 

την θεωρύα και την ςτρατηγικό μϊθηςησ. Ο λόγοσ που όλεσ αυτϋσ οι πληροφορύεσ 

δόθηκαν εξαρχόσ ςτα εργαλεύα εύναι ότι ϋνα ςχϋδιο μαθόματοσ για να εύναι χρόςιμο ςτον 

εκπαιδευτικό δεν αρκεύ να εύναι ςχεδιαςμϋνο για κϊποια μϋςη τϊξη Αγγλικών αλλϊ 

πρϋπει να εύναι προςαρμοςμϋνο ςτισ ανϊγκεσ και τα ιδιαύτερα χαρακτηριςτικϊ των 

μαθητών του. Επομϋνωσ ϋπρεπε να εξεταςτεύ αν και κατϊ πόςο τα εργαλεύα αυτϊ ϋχουν 

την δυνατότητα να επεξεργϊζονται όλα τα προαπαιτούμενα που τουσ ϋχουν δοθεύ ςτο 

διδακτικό ςενϊριο για να παρϊγουν ϋνα εξατομικευμϋνο ςχϋδιο μαθόματοσ που μπορεύ 

να χρηςιμοποιηθεύ ϊμεςα από τον εκπαιδευτικό χωρύσ να χρειαςτεύ εκεύνοσ να προβεύ ςε 

πολλϋσ μορφοποιόςεισ.    

Η ποιότητα των παραγόμενων ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων αξιολογόθηκε με την χρόςη 

ρουμπρύκασ αξιολόγηςησ. Για την επιλογό των ςτοιχεύων τησ ρουμπρύκασ, δηλαδό των 

κριτηρύων αξιολόγηςησ, αξιοποιόθηκαν θεωρητικϊ πλαύςια ςχεδιαςμού μϊθηςησ, 

ςχεδιαςμού μαθημϊτων και παιδαγωγικόσ ώςτε ανεξϊρτητα από το εργαλεύο που 

αξιολογεύται, η αξιολόγηςη να μπορεύ να εςτιϊζει κϊθε φορϊ ςτο κατϊ πόςο το 

παραγόμενο προώόν παρουςιϊζει όλα τα απαραύτητα μϋρη ενόσ ποιοτικού ςχεδύου 

μαθόματοσ το οπούο μπορεύ να αξιοποιηθεύ ςτην διδακτικό πρακτικό του εκπαιδευτικού 

τησ Αγγλικόσ γλώςςασ, τόςο για προςωπικό όςο και για επύςημη, διοικητικό χρόςη.  

Συγκεκριμϋνα, τα παραγόμενα ςχϋδια μαθημϊτων αξιολογόθηκαν ωσ προσ την ύπαρξη 

και την ποιότητα των παραγόμενων μαθηςιακών ςτόχων, των προαπαιτούμενων ςε 

ςχϋςη με την προώπϊρχουςα γνώςη των μαθητών, των μαθηςιακών περιβαλλόντων, 

των υλικών, των δραςτηριοτότων, των ρόλων του μαθητό και του δαςκϊλου και των 

τύπων αλληλεπύδραςησ, του καταμεριςμού του χρόνου, τησ αξιολόγηςησ, των εργαςιών 
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για το ςπύτι, των πόρων και τησ χρόςησ των ψηφιακών μϋςων. Τα ςχϋδια μαθημϊτων 

αξιολογόθηκαν επύςησ ωσ προσ την επιτυχημϋνη εφαρμογό τησ αρχόσ τησ 

εποικοδομητικόσ ευθυγρϊμμιςησ (constructive alignment) των μαθηςιακών ςτόχων, των 

δραςτηριοτότων και τησ αξιολόγηςησ, την εμπλοκό των μαθητών ςτην μαθηςιακό 

διαδικαςύα και την μεταξύ τουσ ςυνεργαςύα, την πρόβλεψη για την διαφοροπούηςη του 

μαθόματοσ, την ειςαγωγό εκπαιδευτικών καινοτομιών και τϋλοσ τον αριθμό των 

απαραύτητων μορφοποιόςεων που θεωρούνται αναγκαύεσ για την χρόςη του ςχεδύου 

μαθόματοσ. 

Τα αποτελϋςματα αναδεικνύουν τα εργαλεύα τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ ωσ πολύτιμουσ 

βοηθούσ των εκπαιδευτικών, οι οπούοι μπορούν να λειτουργούν ωσ ακούραςτοι 

εκπαιδευτικού ςύμβουλοι και να βοηθούν τουσ εκπαιδευτικούσ, απαντώντασ ερωτόςεισ 

πϊνω ςε θϋματα παιδαγωγικόσ, διατυπώνοντασ εκπαιδευτικούσ ςτόχουσ, προτεύνοντασ 

δραςτηριότητεσ που εμπλϋκουν τουσ μαθητϋσ και παρϋχοντασ εκπαιδευτικούσ πόρουσ. 

Τα αποτελϋςματα υποδεικνύουν ακόμα, ότι οι περιςςότεροι από τουσ περιοριςμούσ των 

εργαλεύων, πιο ςυγκεκριμϋνα, η προςφορϊ των περιςςότερο εξελιγμϋνων δυνατοτότων 

μόνο ϋπειτα από την πληρωμό τησ ςυνδρομόσ, η απώλεια τησ εςτύαςησ των εργαλεύων 

μετϊ από την προςπϊθεια απϊντηςησ ενόσ αριθμού ςυμπληρωματικών ερωτόςεων, η 

πιθανό παραγωγό λανθαςμϋνων ό προκατειλημμϋνων πληροφοριών και η ςύςταςη 

απειλόσ για την ιδιωτικότητα των μαθητών, μπορούν να ξεπεραςτούν από ϋναν 

καταρτιςμϋνο δϊςκαλο. 

Συνεπώσ, υπογραμμύζεται η ανϊγκη για κατϊρτιςη των εκπαιδευτικών ςτην χρόςη των 

εργαλεύων τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ ώςτε να μπορούν να τα χρηςιμοποιούν 

αποτελεςματικϊ, να προςτατεύουν τουσ εαυτούσ τουσ και του μαθητϋσ τουσ από τουσ 

πιθανούσ κινδύνουσ που ελλοχεύουν από την χρόςη τουσ και να εύναι ςε θϋςη να 

εκπαιδεύςουν οι ύδιοι με την ςειρϊ τουσ τουσ μαθητϋσ τουσ ςτην ςωςτό χρόςη των 

εργαλεύων αυτών. Τϋλοσ, η παρούςα μελϋτη αξιολόγηςε μόνο τρύα εργαλεύα. Εφόςον 

όμωσ ο τομϋασ των εργαλεύων τησ τεχνητόσ νοημοςύνησ που ϋχουν εφαρμογό ςτην 

εκπαύδευςη γενικότερα και ςτον ςχεδιαςμό ςχεδύων μαθημϊτων ειδικότερα, ςυνεχώσ 

εμπλουτύζεται με νϋα εργαλεύα, επιςημαύνεται ακόμα, η ανϊγκη για περιςςότερεσ μελϋτεσ 

πϊνω ςτισ ςυνεχώσ εξελιςςόμενεσ δυνατότητεσ των εργαλεύων αυτών.     
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

 

1.1 The use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools for lesson planning in the ELT classroom  

 

 As AI seems to be the new buzzword in education, more and more language learning 

practitioners are looking into ways to incorporate it in their professional activities. 

Undoubtedly, AI, falling under the Intelligent Computer Assisted Language Learning (ICALL) 

field of study, can have multiple applications in foreign language education which can help 

teachers and students improve their teaching and learning respectively (Pokrivcakova, 

2019). A lot of studies have already shown why the adoption of this new technological 

development in the discipline of English Language Teaching (ELT) should be viewed 

favorably. Indicatively, Crompton et al. (2024) have identified six areas of AI’s applications in 

ELT, namely speaking, writing, reading, pedagogy and students’ self-regulation. Similarly, 

Hapsari and Wu (2022) have pointed out AI chatbots’ potential to ease EFL students’ 

anxiety, increase their enjoyment and develop their critical thinking skills in speaking. 

With regard to AI’s teacher-facing applications, AI tools have demonstrated their cability to 

be established as valuable teaching assistants (Adiguzel et al., 2023). Educators often find 

themselves struggling to live up to the expectations of their roles. Evidently, besides the 

time they spend actively teaching in the classroom, they have to support students and 

communicate with their parents, correct assignments and tests, design lesson plans, find or 

create resources to supplement the main textbook used, differentiate their teaching and 

cater it to their students’ profiles, complete administrative tasks, organize field trips, 

celebrations and other school events, stay up to date with current pedagogical trends and 

work towards their professional development. The use of AI can dramatically decrease the 

time educators devote to most of the tasks mentioned above.  

More specifically, lesson planning in particular, can be quite laborious, since lesson plans, as 

the backbone of the lesson, present its organization and reflect the pedagogical framework 

that pervades it. Educators can use generative AI tools, to get ready-made lesson plans with 

objectives, activities and resources that have been designed according to their 

specifications, standards and students’ needs (Van Den Berg & Du Plessis, 2023). They can 
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also interact with AI chatbots which, as tireless, experienced colleagues can critically reflect 

on the integrity of their work and provide them with insights into pedagogical issues.  

Regarding the leading AI tool in particular, ChatGPT, Farrokhnia et al. (2023) highlight its 

capability to reduce teachers’ workload and in terms of lesson planning, point out its role in 

supporting beginning teachers who may lack classroom experience. Indeed, AI tools can be 

valuable companions for both teachers in-training, as lesson planning is usually taught in ELT 

undergraduate programmes and newly graduated teachers who are usually faced with a 

great number of queries around pedagogy, often lack guidance in their place of employment 

and feel like a burden when they have to consult their senior colleagues.  

Another positive development which has arised as the by-product of the use of AI in lesson 

plan design is the emergence of a worldwide community of teachers who are willing to 

exchange ideas and resources. As a general rule, teachers traditionally used to feel hesitant 

about sharing their resources with their colleagues, as they felt that they  were giving away 

their intellectual property. Now, since they cannot claim the AI generated content as their 

own, educators have been more open to sharing their lesson plans and their tips and tricks 

on effectively generating content with a community of colleagues. 

As a result, when it comes to lesson planning and materials development, AI has fostered 

collaboration among teachers and democratized education. Teachers around the world who 

have access to a computer and internet connection, can have access to the same heap of 

tools, available for free, which they can use to generate lesson plans and resources and to 

aid them by answering any queries around pedagogical issues.  

However, AI is no panacea. The value of AI generated products largely depends on the value 

of the prompt fed into the tool. Furthermore, educators do need to inspect the output for 

inaccuracies and emergent favoritism and be aware of copyright issues that may arise.   

More specifically, with regard to ChatGPT, while Hong (2023)  recognises its capability to 

support teachers in lesson planning, also poses the question whether such support is 

actually ethical, since the tool recycles pre-existing content.  

Thus, teacher training on the ethical and effective use of such tools is considered to be 

paramount (Barrett & Pack, 2023; Cukurova et al., 2024). As Chiu (2023) has pointed out,  

pre-service teachers should receive training on AI’s applications in education by their 

educational institutions and in-service teachers should also receive relevant training by the 
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education bureau. Lastly, educators should not fail to recognize that since AI has pervaded 

not only education but a lot more professional areas too, AI literacy is important in order for 

them to be in a position to prepare students to effectively be integrated in the workforce. 

The significance of educators’ AI literacy can be identified in the number of emerging 

guidelines and frameworks which have already been produced or are currently being 

developed. Some of these are ‘Ethical guidelines on the use of artificial intelligence (AI) and 

data in teaching and learning for educators’ issued by the European 

Commission:  Directorate-General for Education, Youth, Sport and Culture (2022), ‘Artificial 

intelligence and the future of teaching and learning: insights and recommendations’ issued 

by the U.S. Department of Education (2023) and ‘Guidance for generative AI in education 

and research’ issued by UNESCO, Miao, and Holmes (2023).  Another example is UNESCO, 

Miao, and Shiohira’s (2024) ‘AI competency framework for students’ and UNESCO, Miao, 

and Cukurova’s (2024) ‘AI competency framework for teachers’ which have just been 

launched this month (UNESCO, 2024). These guidelines and frameworks aim to guide and 

support educators in the ethical and effective implementation of AI in education.   

 

1.2 Scope of the study 

 

The aim of this study is to evaluate the effectiveness of AI tools in designing comprehensive 

lesson plans for the development of students’ reading, writing, listening and speaking skills 

in the ELT classroom and to offer ELT teachers some useful tips on how to maximize the 

quality of AI generated output. For this purpose, a teaching scenario prompt was created 

and fed into three popular AI tools: MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai and ChatGPT. The generated 

output was evaluated using an evaluation rubric. The evaluation criteria of the rubric were 

built upon learning design, lesson planning and pedagogical theoretical frameworks in order 

for the evaluation to focus on commonly agreed prerequisites of a quality lesson plan. 

Chiu et al. (2023) have pointed out the fact that a great number of teachers lack knowledge 

of AI’s applications in education. Baytak (2024) recognises the fact that there has been a 

shortage of studies on chatbot generated lesson plans. Indeed, although AI tools can be an 

asset in a teacher’s arsenal, training on their effective use is needed. An inexperienced in the 

use of AI teacher, could easily be discouraged when using AI tools and failing to generate 
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the desired output. This incident is quite common, since AI only simulates human 

intelligence and as a result, communication can easily break. Moreover, a lot of active 

teachers are not digital natives and view AI with trepidation. Therefore, it can be easily 

understood that, since educators who are generally comfortable with using technology 

often view hesitantly the integration of AI-powered tools in their teaching practice, the ones 

not already accustomed to the use of technology will surely find it impossible without 

formal teacher training. Thus, the value of this study lies not only in its attempt to offer an 

analysis of AI generated lesson plans and highlight the benefits of AI use in lesson planning 

but also in its attempt to provide teachers who would like to incorporate them in their 

professional activity with some practical advice.  

 

1.3 Structure of the study 

 

The study provides an evaluation of generative AI tools towards their effectiveness in the 

design of comprehensive lesson plans for the development of students’ reading, writing, 

listening and speaking skills in the ELT classroom. It is organized in four chapters. 

The first chapter consists of the Introduction. In the introduction, the research area is 

presented, along with the scope and the structure of the study.  

The second chapter describes the Theoretical Framework. The context of the teaching of 

English is defined and the use of the term ELT justified. In addition, the value of lesson 

planning is explained. A brief summary of only certain AI tools out of the plethora of the 

available ones which can be used for lesson planning is also offered. 

In the third chapter, an evaluation of the AI tools MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai and ChatGPT in 

generating complete lesson plans for the ELT classroom is attempted. The aim of the 

evaluation is explained along with the process of the evaluation. More specifically, in the 

process of the evaluation, the evaluation criteria are set along with the rationale underlying 

their selection. Furthermore, the teaching scenario prompt which the tools were provided 

with is also described. Lastly, the attempt to generate utilizable lesson plans for the ELT 

classroom is described and the affordances of the aforementioned AI tools in the process of 

lesson plan generation are studied and presented. 
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The fourth chapter is the Conclusion. In the Conclusion, the findings of the evaluation, i.e. 

the tools’ advantages and shortcomings in the process of generating ELT lesson plans are 

discussed and certain observations which emerged as a function of the evaluation are 

offered to the tools’ users as tips on maximizing their effectiveness. Finally, a critical 

overview of the study is presented along with its limitations and some implications for 

future research.    

 

Chapter 2 - Theoretical Framework  

 

2.1 English Language Teaching (ELT) 

 

A lot of terms have been used to define various contexts of English language teaching. One 

of these is ESL, which according to Cambridge Dictionary (n.d.-c) stands for “English as a 

Second Language: the teaching of English to speakers of other languages who live in a 

country where English is an official or important language”. Another commonly used term is 

EFL, which again according to Cambridge Dictionary (n.d.-a) stands for “English as a Foreign 

Language: the teaching of English to students whose first language is not English”.  

However, according to Kostoulas (2013), this dichotomy seems to be rather dated. In the 

Greek context, where this study was conducted, English is not an official language and 

Greek students do not study English in order to better assimilate to the community. English 

is taught in classrooms as part of formal schooling by teachers who are mostly Greek native 

speakers. As a result, one could assume that EFL would better describe the situation. 

Nevertheless, Greek society deems English language learning imperative and students 

formally start to get exposed to the language in kindergarten. Furthermore, in our 

globalized world students constantly encounter the lingua franca outside the classroom and 

consume it through western cultural products. One realizes then that the term ESL wouldn’t 

be utterly inappropriate either when used to describe the Greek reality of English language 

teaching. It is also probably safe to assume that this terminology dilemma is valid in other 

countries and contexts, too.  



19 

 

Consequently, acknowledging these terminology issues, the broader term ELT, which 

according to Cambridge Dictionary (n.d.-b) stands for “English Language Teaching: the 

teaching of English to speakers of other languages” is used for the purposes of this study.  

 

2.2 The value of lesson planning 

 

Petty (2009) notes about lesson planning, “To fail to plan is to plan to fail” (p.442). Similarly, 

Iqbal et al. (2021) stress the importance of lesson planning by drawing a parallel between a 

teacher who lacks the ability to create a quality lesson plan, in the classroom and “a sailor on 

a boat without a rudder” (para. 2). Truly, although lesson planning is sometimes viewed as a 

purposeless administrative task, it holds significant value not only for the teacher but for all 

of the stakeholders in education. 

Despite the time they have to devote on creating them, lesson plans can aid teachers in 

multiple ways. A lesson plan is the outline of the teaching process. It includes all of the 

necessary information an educator needs to know in order to teach the lesson: theoretical 

framework (learning theory, model, strategies and standards), topic, prerequisites in terms 

of students’ background knowledge, learning environments, learning objectives, materials, 

students’ profiles, activities, student and teacher roles and types of interaction, timing, 

procedures, assessment, and homework. It may also contain notes on extra material for 

early finishers, special accommodations, expected difficulties and possible solutions. 

Therefore, the lesson plan helps the teacher have a clear idea of how to best utilize the 

teaching hour and overcome any mishaps that may arise throughout it.  

In addition, Farhang et al. (2023) state that lesson planning allows teachers to employ their 

creativity in the activities of the lesson. Undoubtedly, the fact that teachers devote time to 

ponder on the lesson and predict the students’ reaction to it, urges them to work towards 

ameliorating it to increase the chances of its favorable reception.  

Moreover, Snow (2006) highlights the beneficial effect of the overall structure a lesson plan 

offers to a teacher’s confidence. This sense of security that the lesson plan provides is 

indeed an important aspect of lesson planning for every teacher and especially the novice. 

Students can easily sense when a teacher has been disoriented and when this happens, they 
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can also easily exploit the chance they are given to disrupt the flow of the lesson and cause 

unrest.  As a result, having a lesson plan as a guide helps the teacher stay organized and 

confident. 

Furthermore, lesson plans are hardly ever a waste of teachers’ time since they can be 

archived and reused and in this way they can serve as a record of what has been taught 

throughout the year. In this case, the archived lesson plans can also help the teacher reflect 

on the effectiveness of previous lessons taught and guide them through their revision to the 

delivery of more engaging and effective lessons in the future. 

What’s more, in the case of the teacher’s absence, the students do not have to miss their 

lesson or engage in meaningless activities in class in order to be kept occupied while the 

teacher is absent, as the lesson plan can guide the substitute teacher on what has been 

learnt, what is to be learnt next and how it is to be taught. The students then can also 

benefit from a smooth-running teaching process.  

Kyriacou (2009) also highlights the importance of planning for the coordination of the 

different professionals that collaborate with the teacher in the teaching process such as 

teaching assistants. Lastly, even though a good lesson plan does not equal a good lesson, 

lesson plans can provide teacher supervisors with a formal proof of the quality of the 

lessons being taught. 

It becomes apparent then, for all of those reasons mentioned above that lesson planning 

benefits teachers, students and educational administrators and therefore educators should 

be supported in this process.         

 

2.3 AI tools for lesson planning 

 

There is a plethora of available AI tools in teachers’ disposal that can be used for lesson 

planning. These tools can be split into three categories: lesson plan generators or generative 

AI tools with a distinct lesson plan generator feature, generative language models that have 

not been exclusively designed for lesson planning but can be used for this purpose and 

generative tools that can be used to design lesson plan resources. Some indicative examples 
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of tools that fall under each category are provided, however the list of tools mentioned 

below is far from being exhaustive. 

In the first category of lesson plan generators or generative AI tools with a distinct lesson 

plan generator feature LessonPlans.ai, MagicSchool.ai and Learnt.ai can be included. 

LessonPlans.ai is a lesson plan generator for K-12 level students. The teacher has to fill in a 

prompt with the grade level, subject, lesson title and lesson description. Based on the 

information given, the tool generates a lesson plan with objectives, outcomes, materials, 

warm-up, direct instruction, guided practice, independent practice, closure and assessment, 

which the teacher can later edit. Furthermore, LessonPlans.ai fosters collaboration among 

teachers as through its “Community” section, it gives educators the ability to search by 

input, grade level or subject, browse and download lesson plans created by their colleagues. 

However, the tool is not offered free of charge. 

MagicSchool.ai is a generative AI platform for educators. Besides its lesson plan feature, it 

includes over 60 other tools like an AI-resistant assignment suggestions generator, an 

exemplar and non-exemplar assignment responses generator and a student work feedback 

tool. The platform offers a chatbot feature, Raina, which has been trained on the best 

practices for educators, abides by the U.S Federal Law FERPA (Family Educational Rights and 

Privacy Act, 1974) and answers only questions pertaining to education. The lesson plan 

feature and the chatbot can be used free of charge, however, in this case the teacher is not 

able to edit the generated lesson by adding any custom prompts to it or by using the chat 

box found directly under the lesson plan. Kočková et al. (2024) have included MagicSchool.ai 

in the list of AI tools for teaching and have recognised its use in lesson plan generation. 

Learnt.ai is another generative AI platform for educators comprised of over 75 tools. The 

user can either select the “faster” model, which is offered free of charge, or the “better” 

model, which is more advanced and it is offered under a paying plan. Learnt.ai offers a first 

and a second generation lesson plan builder. Apart from these, some other useful tools are 

AI Vision which turns images into educational resources and generators for learning 

objectives, case studies, educational games and assessment rubrics. There are different 

pricing options offered but the first generation lesson plan builder is available in the free 

plan for unlimited use, along with other 14 tools. The Professional plan offers access to “AI 
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sidekicks”, one of which is the Lesson Planner Assistant chatbot that aids teachers in the 

process of creating engaging lesson plans, suitable for the needs of their class.   

In the second category of generative language models that have not been exclusively 

designed for lesson planning but can be used for this purpose, we can include ChatGPT, 

Perplexity and Gemini. 

 As Atlas (2023) explains, “ChatGPT (Generative Pre-trained Transformer) is a powerful, 

cutting-edge language model developed by OpenAI that uses artificial intelligence to 

generate text that is similar to human writing” (p.2). Even though the more advanced GPT – 

4 model is offered in the paying plan, GPT- 3.5 model can be used free of charge.  As 

mentioned above, although ChatGPT is not exclusively a lesson plan generator, a lot of 

studies have already proved its affordances in this respect. Zhai (2022) highlighted 

ChatGPT’s capability to produce personalized lesson plans. Karaman and Göksu (2024) 

showed that ChatGPT can generate lesson plans which are deemed as effective as the ones 

designed by teachers. Similarly, Koraishi (2023) showed that ChatGPT can be used to 

generate lesson plans for the ELT classroom as well as resources such as quizzes, 

worksheets and texts with the desired target vocabulary, on the desired topic and CEFR 

level along with comprehension questions on them. What’s more, Trust et al. (2023) also 

mention ChatGPT’s potential utilizaton towards designing plans for substitute teachers. 

Perplexity is an AI search engine. It operates like a research companion and claims to offer 

answers obtained from reliable sources. Its free version uses OpenAI’s GPT – 3.5 model. 

Perplexity can be used free of charge for a limited number of generations per day. Gemini is 

an AI model developed by Google DeepMind. It can be used free of charge but for a limited 

number of requests per day. Baytak (2024) has found that Gemini can produce effective 

lesson plans that can be used in the classroom. Perplexity and Gemini operate in a similar 

fashion. The teacher provides the tool with a prompt containing all of the necessary 

requirements and the tool generates a lesson plan based on these. The teacher can then ask 

the tool follow up questions in order to edit the lesson plan by supplementing it or 

correcting any possible mistakes. 

In the third category of AI tools that can be used to generate lesson plan resources we can 

include Diffit and Roshi. Diffit is an AI tool which provides teachers with differentiated 

resources. The teacher can choose the standard (as set by US states), reading level and 
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language and provide the tool with a topic, a URL of an article or YouTube video, a text or 

even upload a PDF and the tool will provide an adapted reading passage with its summary, a 

list of the definitions of key vocabulary found in the text and questions on it along with their 

answers. The teacher can adjust the length of the text, edit the output and export it in 

different formats. Some features, like standard alignment for example, have been restricted 

in the free plan. Apart from these features Diffit can be used to generate unlimited 

resources free of charge. 

Roshi is an AI tool which provides teachers with resources for their lesson. The teacher 

provides the tool with a link to an article or YouTube video and based on it, the tool 

generates a vocabulary list and activities. There is a free plan but it only offers five lessons 

per month, limited text and video input up to 300 words and 5 sections in each lesson. 

As it has been stated at the beginning of this section, there is a lengthy list of available AI 

tools that could be utilized for lesson planning, which is constantly being enriched with new 

and improved tools. As a result, the aim of this section is not to offer a detailed list of all of 

the tools at teachers’ disposal but rather to familiarize the reader with certain examples of 

tools and urge them to further research them and their uses for lesson planning.  

 

Chapter 3 - Evaluation of AI tools for lesson planning in ELT 

 

3.1 The aim of the evaluation 

 

The aim of the evaluation is to explore the affordances and limitations of certain popular AI 

tools in the process of lesson planning and to offer as a result of this evaluation, some useful 

advice on generating effective lesson plans that can be used in the ELT classroom with the 

fewest modifications possible. For this purpose, a lesson plan evaluation rubric and a 

teaching scenario prompt were created. The prompt was fed into the generative AI tools 

MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai and ChatGPT. The output was tweaked through follow-up 

questions to the AI chatbot. The generated lesson plans were evaluated using the rubric and 

useful tips towards the most effective use of the tools were provided.  
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The evaluation is primarily targeted at pre-service and in-service ELT educators, as it aspires 

to provide them with useful tips on how to maximize the efficacy of AI tools in lesson 

planning. However, the evaluation could be useful for more practitioners. The tools used are 

not specifically designed for English language teaching, while they also offer translation of 

the generated output. This means that other foreign language teachers and educators at 

large could also benefit from incorporating these AI tools in their practice. Finally, 

educational advisors or heads of educational institutions who would like to improve 

teachers’ efficiency could also be interested in such an evaluation.   

 

3.2 Evaluation process 

 

3.2.1 Evaluation criteria 

 

Rob Koper and Bill Olivier’s Learning Design specification as elaborated in Koper and Olivier 

(2004) is employed for the delineation of the lesson plan’s evaluation criteria. This 

framework has been chosen for a number of reasons. Firstly, it offers standardization, as it 

describes in a comprehensive way, all of the elements of the learning design, the teaching 

and learning process and the resources which make up a unit of learning, providing teachers 

with structured guidelines for the design of lesson plans. Secondly, it takes interoperability 

into account, enabling the learning designs to be shared and reused by different institutions 

and platforms and promoting in this way collaboration among educators. Thirdly, it allows 

for the personalization of the learning design through the regard for adaptive learning paths 

which cater for students’ different learning pace and needs. More specifically, eight 

takeaway points have been identified in Koper’s Learning Design specification which can be 

applied to lesson planning. 

The first regards the design of clear and measurable learning objectives. The second refers 

to the establishment of prerequisites, the background knowledge students need to have in 

order to engage with the lesson. The third point refers to activities, divided into learning and 

support activities. Then the roles of the people involved in the learning process, the learners 

and the staff are to be determined. Furthermore, the environments where the activities take 

place have to be decided upon, along with the learning objects, i.e. the resources. Another 
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point is the establishment of conditions, which refer to certain rules that pervade the lesson 

and are used in order to create personalised learning paths for students. Finally, there is 

provision for assessment. 

Drawing from these key points, a lesson plan evaluation rubric was created. The rubric 

serves as a reference point that guides the evaluation, so that regardless of the AI tool used 

to generate the lesson plan, the fundamental criterion remains the same, the creation of a 

high-quality lesson plan that could be incorporated in teachers’ daily practice. The list of 

generated lesson plans’ evaluation criteria includes objectives, prerequisites, activities, 

student and teacher roles along with the type of interaction e.g. teacher-student or student-

student, the learning environment, materials and resources, and assessment. Lastly, the 

provision for personalised learning paths expressed through the notion of conditions gave 

rise to the criterion of differentiation, which evaluates the lesson plans’ ability to cater for 

different student needs.  

Besides Koper and Olivier’s Learning Design specification, there are some other theoretical 

frameworks that have been taken into account for the formation of the generated lesson 

plans’ evaluation criteria.  

Similar ideas which validate the criteria chosen above can be found in Jensen (2001) who 

describes the essential parts of a lesson plan:  

When creating a lesson, a teacher must consider the background of the students, the 

objectives of the lesson, the skills to be taught, the activities, the materials and texts, 

the time constraints, and the connections to previous and future lessons. (p.404) 

Moreover, Petty (2009) also reminds us to take students’ individual needs such as lost 

classes or learning difficulties into consideration, too, when designing our lesson plan. 

Furthermore, another important criterion that a quality lesson plan needs to satisfy is the 

adoption of the framework of constructive alignment as theorized by John Biggs. According 

to Biggs (1996), in order to facilitate learning, teachers should establish clear objectives, 

provide students with student-centered activities which help them achieve the objectives 

set and lastly provide students with authentic assessment tasks where they can 

demonstrate the degree to which they have mastered these objectives. 
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Furthermore, since the world of education has tried hard through the emergence and 

consolidation of Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) and the adoption of new 

theoretical frameworks, to steer clear of the traditional teacher fronted instruction, it would 

be worth testing the tools’ capabilities to utilize digital media and implement pedagogical 

innovations such as gamification or personalized learning.  

What’s more, student engagement is considered necessary in order for the students to reap 

the benefits of the teaching and learning process. Student collaboration is also deemed 

imperative as it constitutes one of the 21st centrury skills students need to master (Geisinger, 

2016).  

Lastly, an indication of the generated lesson plans’ quality is the number of modifications 

the teacher would need to proceed to do in order to be able to use the lesson plan in their 

teaching practice.   

Consequently, adopting the lesson plan requirements above, the provision and quality of  

allocated time, homework, constructive alignment, student engagement and collaboration, 

digital media use, pedagogical novelty and modifications needed are added to the list of 

evaluation criteria described above.    

The evaluation rubric which is presented below evaluates the generated output according to 

the criteria mentioned above and deems the lesson plans’ different components as ‘ideal’ 

when the generated output has fully satisfied the evaluation criteria requirements, 

‘satisfactory’ when there are some shortcomings identified but the output still manages to 

meet the expectations, ‘improvement needed’ when considerable deficiencies have been 

identified and ‘not applicable/ missing’ when the elements that would satisfy the criterion 

cannot be identified at all. Some of the elements only need to be present in the generated 

output in order to satisfy the criteria, such as the prerequisites in terms of students’ 

background knowledge. However, for some other elements the evaluation criteria are more 

specific. 

To elaborate, objectives, for example, are deemed ideal if they work towards achieving the 

aim, have been phrased using Bloom’s measurable action verbs and have been matched 

with one of the categories from Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom et al., 1956), e.g. ‘understanding’ 

or ‘applying’. The activities should not only be appropriate for students’ profile, but also 

exhibit their alignment with the standards set and the theoretical framework chosen. This 
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means that ideally, the activities should be appropriate for students of a specific age with a 

specific level of proficiency in English as described in the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2020), follow the learning strategy and 

apply the principles dictated by the learning theory chosen. The assessment section should 

provide activities for both formative and summative assessment. The resources should be 

described in detail, matched with the corresponding activities and designed where that is 

possible, since all of the tools studied have the capability to generate some of the sources 

they have recommended. Digital media should not only be implemented, as simply replacing 

traditional sources with digital ones would not really enhance students’ learning experience. 

As a result, digital media should be implemented in a way that increases students’ 

engagement, participation and enjoyment of the learning process. The detailed description 

of the criteria can be found in the evauation rubric below.    

 

Table 1 Lesson plan Evaluation Rubric 

  LESSON PLAN EVALUATION RUBRIC 

 Ideal Satisfactory Improvement 

needed 

Not applicable/ 

Missing 

OBJECTIVES The objectives 

work towards 

achieving the 

aim. They are 

well-written, 

using Bloom’s 

measurable 

action verbs 

and they have 

been matched 

with a 

category from 

the 

taxonomy. 

The objectives 

work towards 

achieving the 

aim. They use 

Bloom’s 

measurable 

action verbs 

but they have 

not been 

matched 

correctly with 

a category 

from the 

taxonomy. 

The objectives 

mostly work 

towards 

achieving the 

aim; however 

Bloom’s 

taxonomy has 

not been 

utilized in their 

formation. 

The objectives 

are missing. 

PREREQUISITES The 
prerequisites 

in terms of 
students’ 

background 

Some 
prerequisites 

in terms of 
students’ 

background 

The 
prerequisites 

in terms of 
students’ 

background 

The 
prerequisites 
are missing. 
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knowledge 
are provided 
in a separate 
paragraph. 

knowledge 
can be found 
throughout 
the lesson 

plan but they 
are not 

offered in a 
separate 

paragraph. 

knowledge are 
vaguely 

mentioned. 

ENVIRONMENT The learning 
environment 

is specified for 
every activity. 

The learning 
environment 

is specified for 
certain 

activities. 

The learning 
environment is 
specified once 

at the 
beginning of 

the lesson 
plan. 

The learning 
environment is 
not specified.  

MATERIALS The materials 

are listed in 

detail in a 

separate 

section of the 

lesson plan 

and they have 

been matched 

with the 

activities they 

correspond 

to. 

The materials 

have been 

listed in a 

separate 

section of the 

lesson plan 

but they have 

not been 

matched with 

the activities 

they 

correspond 

to. 

Some 

materials are 

mentioned 

throughout 

the lesson plan 

but they have 

not been 

provided in a 

separate 

section. 

There is no 

mention of 

materials 

throughout 

the lesson 

plan. 

ACTIVITIES The activities 

are 

appropriate 

for the 

students’ 

profile and 

aligned with 

the 

theoretical 

framework 

and standards 

set for the 

lesson plan. 

The activities 

in their 

majority are 

appropriate 

for the 

students’ 

profile and 

most of them 

have been 

aligned with 

the 

theoretical 

framework 

and standards 

set for the 

Only certain 

activities are 

appropriate 

for the 

students’ 

profile and/or 

have been 

aligned with 

some parts of 

the theoretical 

framework 

and standards 

set for the 

lesson plan. 

The activities 

are not 

appropriate 

for the 

students’ 

profile and/or 

they have not 

been aligned 

with any parts 

of the 

theoretical 

framework 

and the 

standards set 

for the lesson 
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lesson plan. plan. 

STUDENT/ 
TEACHER ROLES 
AND TYPES OF 
INTERACTION 

Student and 
teacher roles 
are explicitly 
described in 

detail for 
every activity 

along with the 
type of 

interaction 
(e.g. teacher – 

student or 
student-
student). 

Student and 
teacher roles 
and the type 
of interaction 
(e.g. teacher – 

student or 
student-

student) are 
indirectly 

described in 
the procedure 

of every 
activity. 

Either student 
and teacher 
roles or the 

type of 
interaction 

(e.g. teacher – 
student or 

student-
student) are 

vaguely 
mentioned in 
every activity. 

There is no 
mention of 
student and 

teacher roles. 

TIME 

ALLOCATION 

All of the 

activities have 

been timed. 

The lesson 

plan respects 

the time limit 

and has been 

divided into 

two 45 

minute 

teaching 

hours. 

All of the 

activities have 

been timed. 

The lesson 

plan respects 

the time limit 

but it has not 

been divided 

into two 45 

minute 

teaching 

hours. 

Most of the 

activities have 

been timed. 

However, the 

lesson plan 

does not 

respect the 

time limit and 

it has not been 

divided into 

two 45 minute 

teaching 

hours. 

The time 

allocation is 

missing. 

ASSESSMENT There is 

provision for 

both 

formative and 

summative 

assessment in 

a separate 

assessment 

section of the 

lesson plan. 

There is 

provision for 

either 

formative or 

summative 

assessment in 

a separate 

assessment 

section of the 

lesson plan. 

The notion of 

formative 

assessment is 

vaguely 

mentioned in 

the lesson plan 

but not in a 

separate 

assessment 

section. 

The 

assessment is 

missing. 

HOMEWORK An 

appropriate 

homework 

activity has 

been 

An 

appropriate 

homework 

activity has 

been 

An 

inappropriate 

homework 

activity has 

been provided 

Homework is 

missing. 
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provided for 

each teaching 

hour in a 

separate 

section of the 

lesson plan. 

provided for 

both teaching 

hours in a 

separate 

section of the 

lesson plan. 

for each or 

both teaching 

hours in a 

separate 

section of the 

lesson plan. 

RESOURCES A detailed list 

of resources 

matched with 

the activities 

they 

correspond to 

has been 

provided. 

Some of the 

resources 

such as 

worksheets 

have also 

been 

designed. 

A detailed list 

of resources 

matched with 

the activities 

they 

correspond to 

has been 

provided. 

However, the 

tool has not 

designed any 

resources 

such as 

worksheets. 

Some 

resources have 

been 

provided, but 

they have not 

been matched 

with the 

activities they 

correspond to 

and no 

resources such 

as worksheets 

have been 

designed by 

the tool. 

The resources 

are missing. 

CONSTRUCTIVE 

ALIGNMENT 

There is a 

clear 

connection 

between all of 

the learning 

objectives, 

the activities 

and the 

assessment. 

There is a 

clear 

connection 

between 

most of the 

learning 

objectives, 

the activities 

and the 

assessment. 

There is 

minimal 

connection 

between the 

learning 

objectives, the 

activities and 

the 

assessment. 

There is no 

connection 

between the 

learning 

objectives, the 

activities and 

the 

assessment. 

STUDENT 

ENGAGEMENT 

The students 

are actively 

engaged in 

the activities 

throughout 

the whole 

lesson plan. 

The students 

are actively 

engaged in 

most of the 

activities of 

the lesson 

plan. 

Student 

engagement in 

activities of 

the lesson plan 

is minimal. 

Students are 

passive 

viewers of 

most of the 

teaching 

process and 

have not been 

actively 

engaged in the 

activities of 
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the lesson 

plan. 

STUDENT 

COLLABORATION 

The lesson 

plan employs 

various forms 

of student 

collaboration 

(e.g. group 

projects, pair 

work) in all of 

the activities. 

The lesson 

plan employs 

various forms 

of student 

collaboration 

(e.g. group 

projects, pair 

work) for 

most of the 

activities. 

The lesson 

plan employs 

minimal 

student 

collaboration. 

The lesson 

plan does not 

employ any 

form of 

student 

collaboration. 

DIFFERENTIATION There is a 

separate 

differentiation 

section with 

concrete 

advice on how 

to make the 

lesson 

accessible to 

and engaging 

for every 

student. 

There is a 

separate 

differentiation 

section with 

rather vague 

advice on how 

to make the 

lesson 

accessible to 

and engaging 

for more 

students. 

There is some 

advice on 

making the 

lesson more 

accessible to 

and engaging 

for some 

students but it 

has not been 

presented in a 

separate 

section as 

differentiation. 

There is no 

provision for 

differentiation. 

DIGITAL MEDIA 

USE 

A variety of 

digital media 

have been 

employed and 

used in a way 

that 

transforms 

students’ 

learning 

experience. 

A variety of 

digital media 

which 

substitute 

traditional 

teaching tools 

have been 

employed. 

A couple of 

digital media 

such as a 

computer and 

a projector are 

used by the 

teacher for the 

presentation 

of new 

content. 

Digital media 

have not been 

employed. 

PEDAGOGICAL 

NOVELTY 

The lesson 

plan has 

successfully 

adopted a 

number of 

The lesson 

plan has 

successfully 

adopted a 

couple of 

The lesson 

plan exhibits 

an 

unsuccessful 

attempt to 

The lesson 

plan has not 

adopted any 

pedagogical 
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pedagogical 

novelties that 

transform 

students’ 

learning 

experience. 

pedagogical 

novelties that 

transform 

students’ 

learning 

experience. 

implement a 

couple of 

pedagogical 

novelties. 

novelty. 

MODIFICATION 

NEEDED 

The lesson 

plan does not 

need any 

modifications. 

The lesson 

plan needs 

one or two 

modifications. 

The lesson 

plan needs 

more than two 

modifications. 

The lesson 

plan needs so 

many 

modifications 

that cannot be 

used. 

 

3.2.2 Teaching scenario 

 

A teaching scenario prompt was created and used to generate lesson plans from the AI tools 

MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai and ChatGPT. The design and utilization of the teaching scenario 

serves two purposes: to acknowledge teachers’ starting point when designing a lesson plan 

and to keep the process of evaluation as objective as possible. 

More specifically, when designing a lesson plan, teachers already have an idea of the lesson 

they would like to teach. First, they teach specific classes with specific student profiles for 

specific teaching hours each week. Then, the institution they work for or the teachers 

themselves have decided on a learning theory and learning strategies that should be 

reflected on the lesson.  Teachers also know the aim and objectives of the lesson which are 

usually aligned with certain standards and learning outcomes. A teacher then, expects from 

the AI tool to be able to use the requirements they have provided it with, to generate a 

lesson plan tailored to their class’s needs, in order for it to be useful and applicable to their 

teaching practice and in order for them to actually save time in lesson planning by avoiding 

modifications. Baytak (2024) has also found that the more detailed the prompt the tool has 

been provided with, the more well-structured the output. 

Furthermore, by keeping the input variable consistent by providing the tools with the same 

teaching scenario, the evaluation obtains a more objective character. Thus, bearing 

teachers’ starting point in the lesson planning process and objectivity concerns in mind, a 

teaching scenario prompt was designed.  
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The teaching scenario includes the subject, which is English as a Foreign Language (EFL). The 

topic chosen, which is also included in the teaching scenario, is ‘endangered animals’ as 

similar topics around the protection of the environment and the conservation of wild 

animals can usually be found in English language coursebooks and syllabi. A general aim, the 

development of students’ reading, writing, listening and speaking skills is also included in 

the teaching scenario. This general aim is also part of every ELT curriculum and it does not 

limit the tools but rather allows them the room to exhibit their capabilities in terms of 

activity implementation. The objectives have not been specified, as their generation is one 

of the criteria that the AI tools will be evaluated on. However, the tools have been given the 

hint that the objectives have to follow Benjamin Bloom’s Taxonomy. Bloom’s Taxonomy is 

utilized as a means to make the objectives and the outcomes they correspond to 

comprehensive and communicable (Bloom et al., 1956). The prompt also includes the class 

size (18 students), students’ age (12 years old), grade (6th) and the level of competence in 

English that Greek public school students are expected to have reached at this age, i.e. A2. 

This level has been defined by the Common European Framework of Reference for 

Languages (CEFR), a policy instrument developed by the Council of Europe, which is used in 

ELT in Greece and the European Union at large to describe the levels of language 

competency (Council of Europe, 2020). The prompt also includes the duration of the lesson, 

which has been set at two teaching hours lasting 45 minutes each, as this is the average time 

teaching hours last in Greek primary schools. 

 Last but not least, the prompt provides the chosen learning theory, Constructivism, as 

theorized by Jean Piaget and the learning strategy, Think-Pair-Share, as developed by Frank 

Lyman. The learning theory of Constructivism was chosen because it is well-established and 

significant in the world of education (Mvududu & Thiel-Burgess, 2012). Even though it dates 

back to Jean Piaget’s theory, its principles still reflect current pedagogical trends. That is 

because in constructivism the nucleus of the teaching and learning process is the student 

and teachers become, as Hoover (1996) phrased it, “guides on the side” (para. 5).  Some 

other examples of relevant constructivist principles include teachers’ understanding of 

students’ disparate levels of cognitive maturity, the emphasis on students’ active 

participation in the learning process in order for them to construct their own knowledge and 

the provision for social interaction (Schunk, 2012). In the Think-Pair-Share learning strategy, 

first the teacher poses a question and gives students some time to think, then the students 
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discuss in pairs and in the end they share the outcomes of their discussion with the rest of 

the class (Lyman, 1981). The learning strategy Think-Pair-Share was chosen because it 

develops students’ higher order thinking, problem-solving and communication skills 

(Lightner & Tomaswick, 2017) which are some of the vital 21st century skills education should 

allow students to develop and increases student participation and confidence (Sampsel, 

2013). The strategy aligns with the constructivist principles and it is also easy to identify 

whether it has been used or not. 

The teaching scenario prompt has been provided in the table below. 

 

 

  

 

3.3 Studying the affordances of AI tools for lesson planning 

 

3.3.1 MagicSchool.ai  

MagicSchool.ai belongs to the category of AI platforms with a distinct lesson plan generator 

tool. Immediately after signing up, MagicSchool.ai informs us about the best practices we 

Teaching 
Scenario 
Prompt 

Subject: English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

Topic: Endangered animals 

Aim: Students practice their reading, writing, listening and speaking 
skills 

Objectives: They follow Bloom’s Taxonomy 

English level: A2 (according to the CEFR) 

Class size: 18 students 

Grade: 6th  

Students’ Age: 12 

Duration: 2 teaching hours (45 minutes each) 

Learning Theory: Constructivism (Piaget)  

Learning Strategy: Think – Pair – Share (Lyman) 

Table 2 Teaching scenario prompt 
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should follow when using the tool, thus implicitly informing us about its limitations that we 

should bear in mind. According to the tool, the teacher should use the generated material as 

a draft which they have to check for potential false or biased information and align with 

their school guidelines. The teacher is also informed that the tool’s latest content update 

was in 2021, so its knowledge may not be up to date with certain recent topics. The last thing 

the tool informs the user about is potential privacy issues which should be avoided by the 

teacher’s diligent omission of students’ personal details. 

 

Figure 1 MagicSchool's best practices of use 

 

 

The lesson plan generator’s opening page is the prompt the tool itself urges the user to 

complete with information about the grade level, topic, standard or objective, additional 

criteria and standards set to align to. The prompt was completed with the requirements set 

in the teaching scenario. 
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Figure 2 MagicSchool's filled in initial prompt 

 

 

The tool generated a lesson plan organized in paragraphs under the headings: objective, 

assessment, key points, opening, introduction to new material, guided practice, 

independent practice, closing, extension activity, homework and standards addressed. The 

lesson plan is provided below. 
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Figure 3 MagicSchool generated lesson plan 

 

At first glance, the tool has provided a complete lesson plan which can be readily used. 

Furthermore, the lesson plan seems to follow Barak Rosenshine’s Principles of Instruction 
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(Rosenshine, 2012). Rosenshine’s first principle of reviewing previous learning is reflected on 

the “Opening” where the teacher is asked to activate students’ background knowledge on 

endangered animals. The second principle of presenting small units of new material and 

offering assistance in their practice is reflected on the Introduction to new material where 

the teacher takes time to introduce the new knowledge and encourages its practice through 

examples. The third principle of asking questions as well as the fifth principle of guiding 

student practice is found under “Guided practice”, where the teacher is explicitly 

encouraged to ask the students questions and give them feedback on them. The ninth 

principle of requiring and monitoring independent practice is reflected on the “Independent 

Practice” section of the lesson plan where students are asked to work in pairs without the 

teacher’s direct guidance.  

A closer look reveals that under the “Objective” section, there is a long objective which has 

not been clearly matched with a category from Bloom. The section “Key points” seems to 

describe more objectives, which use Bloom’s measurable action verbs but again have not 

been matched with any of the categories we find in the taxonomy. However, in the 

“Standards Addressed” section three categories from the taxonomy (Understanding, 

Applying, Analyzing) are mentioned which correspond to the action verbs we find in the key 

points. As a result, it seems that the standard which has been set, the design of objectives 

which follow Bloom’s taxonomy, has been taken into account but could have been phrased 

better so that the connection of the objectives with Bloom’s categories would be more 

explicit. Furthermore, in the “Objective” section, the development of students’ four skills is 

mentioned, but this is not the case in the “Key points” section where the focus seems to be 

on content, learning about endangered animals, rather than on skills development. So, the 

generation of the objectives would be deemed satisfactory according to the evaluation 

rubric, as Bloom’s taxonomy has been utilised but their phrasing could have been clearer. 

The prerequisites in terms of students’ background knowledge are missing, along with the 

learning environment where the activities are to take place.  

Regarding the materials, improvement is needed as while some materials are mentioned 

throughout the text, they haven’t been provided in a separate section of the lesson plan. 

The activities are appropriate for the students’ age and level of language proficiency, they 

have been aligned with the aim and objectives set and address all four skills. The 

constructivist learning theory seems to be reflected on the activities since, as explained in 
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the “Standards Addressed” section, through the research and presentation activities, 

students are enabled to form their personal understanding. Traces of constructivism can 

also be found in the “Opening” section where the teacher tries to activate students’ 

background knowledge by showing them pictures of endangered animals and asking them 

whether they recognise any of them. In the same section we read how the rest of the 

standards namely, the CEFR framework and the Think – Pair – Share learning strategy, have 

been adopted. However, there is no justification of how the CEFR has been implemented, 

just a mere mention of it and the activities do not seem to follow the learning strategy, even 

though there are activities where students have to collaborate in pairs and share their work 

with the class. As a result, this is another part of the lesson plan that needs improvement in 

order for the activities to be fully aligned with the theoretical framework and the standards 

set. Furthermore, the teacher and student roles and the type of interaction are satisfactory 

as they are indirectly described in the procedure of each activity. 

The time allocation has not been noted. However, it seems possible for the activities to be 

covered in the time limit set. The assessment and homework can be deemed satisfactory 

according to the rubric, as an assessment activity which covers the key points of the lesson 

has been provided along with an activity for homework, contrary though to the resources, 

which have not been provided.  

Constructive alignment has been achieved as there is a clear connection between the 

objectives, the activities and the assessment. Improvement is needed regarding student 

engagement and collaboration as students only seem to be actively engaged in the only 

activity they are instructed to work in pairs. During the rest of the lesson a lot of discussion 

is employed which can be both engaging and collaborative but it greatly depends on the 

way the teacher organizes it. It is easy for a lot of students, especially the more introverted 

ones who are hesistant about exposing their opinions to the whole class, to disengage from 

the discussion and therefore, more activities which employ pair work and group work would 

be needed. 

As far as differentiation is concerned, there are not any paragraphs dedicated to it, besides 

the paragraph suggesting an activity for early finishers, so improvement is needed in this 

section of the lesson plan,too. There is a lack of pedagogical novelty and minimal to zero use 

of digital media, as only the reference to a video could imply their implementation. 
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All in all, while the lesson plan could be used as is by a teacher in a hurry, it needs more than 

a couple of modifications. The most obvious would be a clearer description of the objectives 

so that they are matched with Bloom’s categories, allocation of time and the explicit 

implementation of the learning strategy, while the implementation of digital media and 

pedagogical novelties, the addition of more engaging and collaborative activities and the 

provision for resources, prerequisites, learning environments and a separate differentiation 

section would also be appreciated. 

Unfortunately, the initial basic free lesson plan cannot be altered. The teacher has to opt for 

the paying version in order to have access to the chat below the lesson plan and the 

available actions in the toolbox, through which you can add questions, adjust the length, 

generate resources and create your own custom prompt. However, a way in which  the user 

who has chosen the free plan can bypass the subscription and still be able to modify the 

lesson plan is by asking Raina, the AI chatbot, some follow-up questions towards the 

improvement of the lesson plan. The difference is that the user of the free plan should copy 

the lesson plan from the generator  and paste it in Raina’s chat box along with their request. 

 

Figure 4 MagicSchool's chat - bot Raina 

 



41 

 

 

Opting for Magic School Plus and having taken these points for improvement into 

consideration, the tool was asked through the chat box, a number of follow-up questions in 

order to refine the lesson plan. Even though all of these questions may not be necessary for 

a quality lesson plan, they allow us, in the context of this study, to better understand the 

affordances and limitations of the tool. Thus, some of the questions which are presented on 

the table below, focus on theoretical matters, i.e. aligning the lesson plan with the standards 

set, whereas some are more practical regarding for example materials and timing provision. 

The tool also suggested certain questions towards the improvement of the lesson plan, 

while another option was to choose one of the actions from the tool bar. For example, by 

pressing “Custom” and “Resources” the user can prompt the tool to provide the necessary 

resources for the lesson plan. 
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Table 3 MagicSchool follow-up questions 

  

 

Follow-up 
questions Can you clearly match the objectives with the categories proposed in 

Bloom's Taxonomy? 

Can you redesign the activities by applying the Constructivist learning 
theory and the "Think-Pair-Share" learning strategy? 

Could you provide additional guidance on how to effectively implement the 
Think-Pair-Share strategy during the lesson? (prompt proposed by the tool) 

Can you explain how the lesson plan follows the standards set by CEFR? 

Is constructive alignment achieved in this lesson plan? 

Can you add more digital media in order to make the lesson more engaging 
for students? 

For the output above, give me suggestions to differentiate it for students 
with dyslexia. (prompt generated through the buttons "Actions" > 
"Custom" > "Differentiate") 

 

 

Can you provide the materials needed for this lesson plan in a separate 
paragraph? 

Can you time the activities so that they can be done in two, 45 minute 
teaching hours? 

Can you provide the prerequisites for this lesson plan? 

Can you provide the teacher and student roles and the types of 
interaction for every activity in this lesson plan?  

Can you provide the learning environment for each activity in this lesson 
plan ? 

 

In the lesson above, build me all the worksheets and resources in detail 
(prompt generated through the buttons “Custom” and “Resources”) 

Can you create the "Worksheet 1" proposed above? 

Can you write a text of 150 words on endangered animals for students of an 
A2 level of English? 

Can you give me the link to a video about specific endangered animals? 

Can you provide a list of recommended YouTube channels or websites that 
have high-quality videos about endangered species? (prompt proposed by 
the tool) 

 

Can you incorporate all of the adjustments you made after my questions 
into one lesson plan? 



43 

 

The tool gave accurate responses and was able to match the objectives with the categories 

from Bloom’s taxonomy. It was also able to provide the materials in a separate paragraph 

and align the lesson plan with the theoretical framework by implementing the Think-Pair-

Share learning strategy and offering guidance on the process of its effective 

implementation. It also managed to explain how the CEFR had been taken into account and 

why constructive alignment had been achieved. 

Furthermore, MagicSchool timed the lesson plan and split it in two teaching hours. It also 

provided the prerequisites, the teacher and student roles and types of interaction, as well as 

the learning environments for each activity. It was even able to provide resources for the 

lesson plan. More specifically, it was able to suggest worksheets, a presentation rubric, a 

homework assignment sheet and a presentation peer feedback form and build the 

worksheet suggested. Furthermore, it produced a reading text of a specific word limit 

tailored to the topic of the lesson plan and the students’ English level and even though the 

tool does not have the capability to provide links to resources, it recommended the names 

of YouTube channels and websites whose content is appropriate for students and relevant 

to the topic of the lesson as well as the names of digital tools and platforms that can be 

incorporated into the lesson.   

Moreover, in order to test the tools’ capability to differentiate the lesson plan, the action 

“Differentiate” was used from the tool bar. Then, as prompted, the tool was given 

information on who it should differentiate the lesson for and students with dyslexia were 

chosen as the target of the differentiation. The tool successfully generated a list of 

differentiating strategies teachers can incorporate in their practice; however, it did not 

differentiate this particular lesson plan. Then, Raina was asked to make the necessary 

modifications to accommodate students with dyslexia and this time, the tool differentiated 

every section of the lesson plan. The difference in the output lies in the phrasing of the 

request. As Raina informs us, a specific request leads to a specific result. The tool, through 

the button “Differentiate”,  generated the request “give me suggestions”, whereas Raina 

was asked to “differentiate this lesson plan”.  Consequently, users have to pay attention to 

the phrasing of the request they use and try to make it as specific as possible in order to 

enjoy the optimum results.  



44 

 

The last question the tool was asked was to incorporate all of the modifications in one 

coherent lesson plan. The output was an improved version of the original lesson plan; 

however, the teacher could have probably organized the modifications manually in a more 

effective manner. Raina was also provided with the generated lesson plan and all of the 

modification requests and it similarly generated an improved lesson plan, but failed to 

incorporate all of the changes. 

An example of the modifications provided by the tool after the follow-up questions can be 

found below, whereas the rest of the modifications can be found in the appendix. 

 

Figure 5 MagicSchool: materials section modification 

 

 

3.3.2 Learnt.ai  

Learnt.ai is another platform with generative AI tools for education. It offers a first and a 

second generation lesson plan builder among other generative AI tools. 

The first generation lesson plan builder can be used free of charge for unlimited 

generations. In its initial prompt, the teacher is urged to provide the topic and duration of 

the lesson, the age of the students and the lesson plan’s language.  
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Figure 6 Learnt.ai: first generation lesson plan builder initial prompt 

 

 

By completing the tool’s prompt, it becomes evident that it does not cater to the 

prerequisites we have set in the teaching scenario. Regarding the lesson, we can only 

provide the topic as, if we attempt to fit all of the other information i.e. subject, aim, 

objectives, learning theory and strategy in the same box, the extra information does not 

register. Similarly, the only information we can provide regarding the students is their age, 

while we cannot even attempt to add more information in that box as there is a five 

character limit. Having completed the prompt with the information of the teaching scenario, 

Learnt.ai generated a lesson plan which was admittedly, far removed from the prerequisites 

set.  

More specifically, the lesson plan was organized under the headings: learning objective, 

essential insights, engagement starter, interactive introduction, collaborative exploration, 

individual reflection, formative assessment, closing, extention activity, question to test 

understanding and homework. The full lesson plan can be found in the  Appendix. 
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The objectives section needed improvement as the objectives were not matched with the 

categories from Bloom’s Taxonomy and they mostly focused on the comprehension of the 

content, the endangered animals and their conservation, rather than the development of 

students’ four skills. The prerequisites in regard to students’ background knowledge were 

missing along with the description of the learning environment. Furthermore, the materials 

needed were not provided in a separate paragraph.  

The activities also needed improvement as while we could say that the lesson exhibited 

some constructivist principles such as the activation of students’ background knowledge 

described in the “Engagement Starter” section, or the collaborative exploration where 

students work in groups to research and create a poster about an endangered animal, the 

learning strategy was not employed and there was no clear indication that the activities 

work towards students achieving the A2 level of competence as described in the CEFR.  

Regarding the  student and teacher roles and the types of interaction, they could be deemed 

satisfactory as they were indirectly described in the procedure of the activities. The time 

frame was also not taken into consideration. Furthermore, the assessment and homework 

were satisfactory as a separate formative assessment and homework  section were 

generated respectively. The resources were missing, along with the provision for 

differentiation and digital media use other than a video which was used in one of the 

activities.  

Constructive alignment was achieved as there was a clear connection between the 

objectives set, the activities and the assessment. Student engagement was satisfactory as 

students seem engaged in most of the tasks where they are asked to watch a video, do 

research, create and present a poster and write a paragraph on the importance of animal 

conservation. However, student collaboration could be improved since students are only 

asked to work in groups in one of the activities. No pedagogical novelty was employed. All in 

all, the lesson plan was in need of a lot of modifications in order to satisfy the requirements 

set in the teaching scenario and score high in the assessment rubric. 

Once the tool has generated the lesson, the user can improve it by filling in the bar above 

the lesson plan which encourages them to describe how they would like to refine the 

output. However, since a lot of the requirements have not been taken into account in the 

first place, the teacher would have to proceed with a great number of refinements, which 
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then defeats the purpose of using the tool. In addition, constant refinements make the tool 

lose its focus and the ability to implement the changes in the original lesson plan. Whereas, 

in some cases, a single request in the refinement bar would cause a glitch and instead of 

refining the lesson on endangered animals, the tool would generate a lesson on a 

completely different topic such as the water cycle.  

In the process of tweaking the phrasing of the prerequisites in order to help the tool better 

digest them, it was noticed that providing the information in the form of full sentences 

yielded better results than providing them in the form of notes. 

This second lesson plan which was generated from a prompt that used full sentences, was 

organized under the headings learning objective, key points, opening, introduction, guided 

practice, independent practice, closing, extension activity, question to test understanding 

and homework. The full lesson plan is provided below.  

It can be observed that these same headings, namely “Opening”, “Introduction”, “Guided 

practice” and “Independent practice” which had also been presented in the lesson plan 

generated by MagicSchool, seem to allude, as pointed out in section 3.3.1, to  Barak 

Rosenshine’s Principles of Instruction (Rosenshine, 2012). 
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Figure 7 Learnt.ai: first generation builder lesson plan 2 

 

The most noticeable difference was that in this case the generated lesson plan managed to 

implement the learning strategy in one of the activities. Another noticeable improvement 

was the fact that this lesson plan implemented digital media such as interactive quizzes on 

online platforms like Kahoot and digital tools like Google Slides. The implementation of 

these digital media is not a mere substitution of traditional materials as using the online quiz 

in the opening stage of the lesson can attract students’ attention and increase their 

enthusiasm for the new material being taught. In addition, the use of Google Slides to create 
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a digital poster can have the same effect, too, while it can also engage visual learners and  

through the spelling check the tool provides facilitate students who struggle with writing 

and orthography.  

The objectives section was improved since this time the development of the four skills was 

mentioned even though there was again no clear matching of the objectives with the 

categories from Bloom’s taxonomy. The prerequisites and learning environment description 

were still missing. Regarding the activities, as mentioned above, one of them managed to 

implement the learning strategy and even though the lesson plan does not explicitly state it, 

we can trace constructivist principles in activation of prior knowledge in the “Opening” 

section, the collaborative activities and the research on wildlife conservation organizations. 

However, it is unclear whether the A2 level of language competence as described in the 

CEFR has been taken into account.  

The student-teacher roles and the types of interaction, though not explicitly stated, are 

satisfactory because they are indirectly described in the teaching procedure of the activities. 

According to the evaluation rubric, the generated homework can be deemed satisfactory as 

there is one homework activity generated instead of two activities (one for each teaching 

hour) which would have  been the ideal. However, it is worth noting that the homework 

activity generated was quite imaginative, as the students were asked to design a “Wildlife 

Protection Pledge”, where they describe some measures they are willing to take in order to 

protect the endangered animals.  

Student engagement could be considered ideal according to the evaluation rubric, as the 

students seem to be engaged throughout the lesson, doing a quiz on an online platform, 

watching a video and answering questions on it, discussing with a partner about an 

endangered animal and reporting their conversation back to the class in a Think-Pair-Share 

activity, writing a paragraph and doing research on a wildlife conservation organization and 

sharing their findings with a presentation in small groups. Student collaboration is 

satisfactory as pair and group work is employed. Constructive alignment was also successful. 

However, the materials, the resources, the timing and the differentiation section are missing 

along this time with the assessment. No pedagogical novelty seems to be implemented.  

To conclude, the evaluation of this second lesson plan designed by the first generation 

lesson plan builder, even though it exhibits some improvements  when compared to the fist 
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lesson plan, it lacks a lot of the elements required and it would need a lot more than a 

couple of modifications in order to satisfy the requirements set in the evaluation rubric.  

Lastly, one of the tool’s advantages is that the content can be downloaded in a Microsoft 

Word file, which can easily be edited and saved. 

All in all, the first generation lesson plan builder is a free tool that can offer a basic lesson 

plan. Teachers could use this tool to generate an initial lesson plan structure and in some 

cases get some creative ideas. Τhen, they could easily save the output and edit it in order to 

supplement and personalise it for their students’ needs. 

 A second generation lesson builder is also available. The user is only given five free 

generations, since this is a premium tool. The teacher is urged to provide information on the 

lesson topic, the learners and the duration of the lesson and to choose one instructional 

model out of the available ones in a drop down menu. In the topic prompt, the teacher is 

urged to provide information on desired outcomes and activities. As for the learners 

prompt, the character limit has been increased compared to the one of the first generation 

lesson plan builder so that besides the age, the teacher can also provide information about 

the number of students and their needs. Using the second generation lesson builder, the 

information of the teaching scenario was fed into the tool’s initial prompt. Conveniently, the 

“Think-Pair-Share” learning strategy was included in the instructional model drop down 

menu.  

The tool generated a lesson plan organized under the headings: learning objectives, 

materials needed, structure / activity, adaptations and assessment. The lesson plan seems to 

include all of the necessary information needed for the teaching of the lesson. More 

specifically, according to the evaluation rubric the objectives could be deemed ideal as they 

are phrased using Bloom’s measurable action verbs and correctly matched with the 

categories of the taxonomy. The only downside of the objectives is that even though the 

development of students’ four skills is indirectly mentioned (e.g. “summarize information 

from a  listening activity” or “write a short parapraph”), they do not seem to focus on them 

but rather focus on familiarizing students with the content, the endangered animals. The 

prerequisites in terms of students’ necessary background knowledge were missing, along 

with the specification of the learning environment. The generated materials section is 

satisfactory as the materials needed are provided in a separate paragraph, which saves 
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teachers time when preparing for the lesson. Perhaps this section could have only been 

improved by having the materials matched with the activities.  

The lesson plan is organized in three parts: introduction, main body and conclusion and the 

activities cover all of the four skills. The activities are appropriate for the students’ profile. 

The “Think-Pair-Share” framework is evidently followed in one of them. However the 

standards set regarding the constructivist learning theory and the CEFR have not been 

explicitly addressed. So, the activities could be improved in that respect.  

The student-teacher roles and types of interaction can be deemed satisfactory as even 

though they have not been explicitly presented as such, they can be identified in the 

teaching procedure of the activities. Time allocation also needs improvement. The activities 

have been timed; nevertheless, the allocated time has been exceeded by five minutes while 

the lesson plan has also been organized in one, ninety minute teaching hour instead of two 

forty-five minute ones. A satisfactory formative assessment section has been provided 

whereas homework is missing.  
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Figure 8 Learnt.ai: second generation lesson plan builder generated lesson plan 

 

 

In terms of resources, the tool had been able to provide supporting questions, the lesson 

handout, a glossary of terms and supporting slide text, the latter of which the teacher can 
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use to create a presentation. As in the first generation lesson plan builder, all of the 

generated material could be downloaded in a Microsoft Word file and edited. The generated 

supporting questions are provided below, whereas the rest of the generated resources can 

be found in the Appendix. 

 

Figure 9 Learnt.ai: second generation lesson plan builder generated supporting questions 

 

Constructive alignment is achieved in this lesson plan, since there is a clear link between 

objectives, activities and assessment. Student collaboration is satisfactory as on the one 

hand the students are asked to work collaboratively, in pairs for most of the activities; on 

the other hand some other forms of collaborative work such as group work could have also 

been utilized. Student engagement is satisfactory as students seem fairly engaged in their 

tasks and new knowledge is negotiated and acquired through discussion rather than teacher 

lecture. However, a lot of discussion activities are employed which may fail to retain 

students’ engagement. Furthermore, since a lot of these discussion activities are meant to 

be done in pairs, the students can easily digress from the activity and become restless and 

loud.  

Regarding differentiation, an adaptations section has been provided for students with a 

higher or lower ability and visual or hearing impairments. Digital media adoption has been 

minimal, limited to the use of a computer and videos. No major pedagogical novelty has 

been introduced.  

In conclusion, the lesson plan is not in dire need of modifications. However, if it were to be 

improved, it could probably be split into two separate teaching hours with a distinct 
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introduction and conclusion. It could also include an activity for homework, provide the 

prerequisites and learning environments and implement the “Think-Pair-Share” framework 

in every activity. Lastly, it could contain some more - entertaining for the students - activities 

through greater utilization of digital media.    

Interestingly enough, while in the first generation lesson plan builder the user has the option 

to refine the content from the bar above it; this option is not available in the second 

generation lesson plan builder. As already mentioned in section 2.3, the teacher could get 

some feedback or improve the lesson plan through the “Lesson planner assistant sidekick”, 

one of the AI chat bots offered under the premium plan. However, the teacher would have 

to copy information from the original lesson plan and paste it on the sidekick’s chat box, 

which is not as convenient as being able to interact with the tool directly and improve the 

output on the same page it is offered.  

Having explored the tool’s affordances, it was found that the second generation lesson plan 

builder is much more effective in generating a lesson plan which has utilised the information 

the tool has been given through the prompt. It is advisable that the teacher experiment with 

the five lesson plans the second generation lesson plan builder offers for free and then 

decide if they would like to proceed with a subscription. 

 

3.3.3 ChatGPT  

ChatGPT is a language model which uses artificial intelligence to simulate human language. It 

can be used as an intelligent interlocutor to answer questions and generate content. It is not 

a tool exclusively developed for education but it can be utilized to that end.  

Since ChatGPT is not a lesson planning tool, there is no initial prompt to be completed. 

Therefore, the tool’s chat box was filled in with the teaching scenario prompt along with a 

question urging the tool to create a lesson plan using all of the information it has been 

provided with.  

The tool generated a complete lesson plan organized under the headings: objectives, 

materials, activities, assessment, differentiation and homework. The generated lesson plan 

is provided below. The first thing to be noted is that ChatGPT, unlike the other tools studied, 
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acknowledged the fact that the lesson plan is to cover two separate forty-five minute 

teaching hours which share the same topic and aim and created two lessons.  
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Figure 10 ChatGPT generated lesson plan: lesson 1 
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Figure 11 ChatGPT generated lesson plan: lesson 2 
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Regarding the objectives, they have been successfully phrased with measurable action 

verbs, matched with the categories from Bloom’s Taxonomy and they have been divided 

into two teaching hours, too. It’s worth mentioning that the objectives which are meant to 

develop lower thinking skills i.e. remembering and understanding are found in the first 

teaching hour, while those which are meant to develop higher order thinking skills, i.e. 

evaluating and creating, are found in the second teaching hour, showing that the lesson plan 

aims to progressively scaffold students’ knowledge and facilitate them in the development 

of their critical thinking skills. There is no provision of prerequisites or description of the 

learning environment.   

The materials section is satisfactory as the materials are provided in a separate paragraph 

for each teaching hour but they have not been matched with each activity. As for the 

activities, they have been organized in a linear warm –up, main body, ending manner. There 

is only one activity marked as following the “Think-Pair-Share” framework. Even though 

constructivism isn’t clearly mentioned, the activation of prior knowledge described in the 

warm up of the first teaching hour, the collaborative activities and the project creation 

activity of the second teaching hour follow the constructivist principles. The description of 

each activity under its name along with information regarding its purpose and the procedure 

are quite helpful in understanding the rationale underlying each activity and also in 

understanding how to orchestrate it. The explicit reference to type of interaction (e.g. 

individual, whole class, pairs or small groups) satisfies the corresponding evaluation criterion 

of the rubric, while the student-teacher roles can be easily identified in the activity 

procedures.  

As mentioned above, the lesson plan has been split into two forty-five minute teaching 

hours. The overall allocation of time meets the limit and each individual activity is also 

reasonably timed. The generated assessment can be deemed ideal according to the 

evaluation rubric as two types of assessment, a formative and a summative one have been 

provided. As far as homework is concerned, only one activity has been suggested for both 

teaching hours in a separate section,  whereas there is no provision of resources.  

Constructive alignment is achieved in this lesson plan since there is a clear link between the 

objectives, the activities and the assessment. Student collaboration is satisfactory as 

students are asked to work in pairs and groups. Furthermore, student engagement is also up 
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to par, as the activities are largely student-centered and the time spent for lecturing or 

presentation of content by the teacher is minimal.  

As for differentiation provision, it is satisfactory as on the one hand, there is a paragraph 

dedicated to it, on the other hand, it is somewhat vague. Teachers are only urged to provide 

extra resources to students who are in need of support and cater for more advanced 

students by encouraging them to explore more complex issues relevant to the topic, 

without however providing the steps the teacher needs to take to successfully differentiate 

the lesson. Digital media use needs improvement as it is limited to internet access and the 

use of a projector. However, the use of the internet is not central to the lesson plan as it is 

only offered as a mere substitution of printed material. Lastly, the lesson plan does not 

seem to introduce any major pedagogical novelty. 

All things considered, this lesson plan could easily be used in the classroom without any 

significant changes. Working towards its improvement, one could ask the tool to provide 

the requirements and learning environment specification, to implement the “Think-Pair-

Share” framework in the majority of the activities and to make them more entertaining by 

employing greater digital media utilization. Another step towards the lesson plan’s 

optimization would be the tool’s provision of greater guidance around differentiation, which 

could be achieved by the teacher providing the tool with more information on the students’ 

profile.  

The ChatGPT user can easily modify the output by interacting with the tool through the chat 

box.  Even though, as mentioned above, the lesson plan is not in dire need of a heap of 

modifications, a number of follow-up questions were addressed to the tool, for the sake of 

studying its affordances and testing its limits. The follow-up questions are shown in the table 

below.    

ChatGPT answered all of the follow-up requests successfully and implemented the changes 

in the original lesson plan. More specifically, it responded to theoretical matters, justifying 

how the lesson plan follows the principles of constructivism and whether it abides by the 

CEFR and explaining why constructive alignment is achieved. Furthermore, ChatGPT 

successfully implemented the “Think-Pair-Share” framework to all of the activities. In 

addition, it managed to incorporate more digital media, as it was asked to do. However, in 

the majority of the activities, digital media were used merely as substitutes of traditional 
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methods of teaching and learning. For example, reading a passage on a printed worksheet 

was substituted by reading a passage on a computer or a tablet. 

Table 4 ChatGPT follow-up questions 

 

 

In addition, ChatGPT was able to provide the prerequisites in terms of students’ background 

knowledge (e.g. some essential ICT or research skills) and to describe in detail the roles the 

students and the teacher are to assume in each activity of the lesson plan. For example in 

certain activities the students would have to assume the role of a researcher or an editor 

and the teacher would have to assume the role of a facilitator or feedback provider. 

Moreover, the tool was able to provide the learning environment for each activity, giving 

information about the physical space, the resources and the atmosphere.  

In terms of resources, ChatGPT managed to provide a detailed list of resources matched 

with the activities they correspond to, including digital tools like Kahoot and Canva and even 

links to useful websites such as the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 

red list of threatened species. Every resource was accompanied by a link which is really 

Follow-up 
questions Could you make more of the activities above follow the "Think-

Pair-Share" framework? 

Does this lesson plan follow the principles set by 
constructivism and the CEFR? 

Is constructive alignment achieved in this lesson plan? 

Can you provide the prerequisites for this lesson plan? 

Can you provide the student and teacher roles for each 
activity? 

Can you provide the learning environment for each activity in 
this lesson plan? 

Can you add more digital media in order to make the lesson 
more engaging for students? 

Can you provide instructions on differentiating this lesson plan 
for a student with dyslexia? 

Can you provide resources for this lesson plan? 

Can you write a short text of 150 words about endangered 
animals for A2 level students? 



61 

 

convenient as it saves teachers’ time; even though a lot of these were broken.  It was also 

able to write the reading passage it mentioned in the list of resources in the desired word 

count and CEFR level. The generated reading passage is provided below, while the rest of 

the lesson plan modifications can be found in the Appendix. 

 

Figure 12 ChatGPT: reading text generation 

 

Moreover, while the initially generated lesson plan provided us with generic information 

relating to differentiation, the follow-up question offered the tool the student profile it had 

to differentiate the lesson for i.e. a student with dyslexia and thus, the tool presented much 

more specific and practical results. It offered supporting strategies such as using 

multisensory activities and allowing extra time on tasks. It also provided for every single 

activity, tips on how to differentiate the resources by for example highlighting key 

vocabulary on flashcards or encouraging students to use the speech-to-text feature of tools. 

Last but not least, one of the tool’s advantages is its capability to save the generated 

output. Even though this may not be a permanent lesson plan archiving solution, this 

feature, which is offered under a subscription plan in many other tools, liberates teachers 

from the stress of misplacing or losing the generated content. 
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It is also worth mentioning that as of September 5th 2024, ChatGPT has memory. According 

to OpenAI (2024) ChatGPT now has the ability to remember information the user has 

provided the tool with, in order to offer them improved output. The user is able to review 

the saved memories and request ChatGPT to remember or forget a specific piece of 

information. The user can also opt for disabling this new feature. On the one hand, this 

development could save ELT teachers from having to repeat certain information that 

seldom change throughout the year such as students’ age or level of language proficiency in 

English. It could even help the tool remember that it is used for teaching purposes and urge 

it to offer more education-oriented output, since as it has been mentioned above ChatGPT is 

not a tool specifically developed for education. On the other hand, privacy issues arise 

regarding the conscious or unconscious sharing of students’ personal data by the teacher. 

Figure 13 ChatGPT memory update 

 

In conclusion, even though ChatGPT is not a lesson plan builder by definition and it has not 

been exclusively designed for education, is a valuable lesson planning tool. Its free version, 

managed to register all of the information we had provided it with, in order to generate a 

lesson plan that could be readily used in the ELT classroom and all of  this initial lesson plan’s 

defects, were able to be corrected through follow-up questions.  
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The study’s findings in terms of ChatGPT’s affordances in lesson planning and resources 

generation correspond to Koraishi’s (2023). 

 

Chapter 4 – Conclusion  

4.1 General overview and discussion of findings 

This thesis aimed to evaluate certain popular AI tools in terms of their effectiveness in the 

generation of a comprehensive lesson plan for the development of students’ reading, 

writing, listening and speaking skills in the ELT classroom. It also aimed to provide ELT 

teachers with useful advice on increasing the effectiveness of the lesson plans’ generation 

and getting around the tools’ limitations. By evaluating the tools MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai 

and ChatGPT, the thesis has shown that despite their shortcomings, these AI tools can 

generate in no time, a lesson plan along with its resources that can be used by a teacher 

with minimal modifications. The findings suggest that AI tools for lesson planning can be 

valuable assistants to ELT teachers.  

First and foremost, it is worth noting that even though the same prompt was used, each 

tool generated a different lesson plan. This finding is consistent with Baytak (2024) who has 

also found that the same prompt yields different results every time it is used and thus, the 

teacher could use the prompt to generate more than one lesson plans and choose the most 

suitable. 

All of the three tools generated in mere seconds a complete lesson plan readily available to 

be promptly used in the classroom. Even if all of the tools did not make use of every piece of 

the information given and did not generate the ideal lesson plan, the fact that the teacher 

can be provided with a basic structure of a lesson plan on the subject and topic they want to 

teach saves them significant time. In the worst case scenario, teachers can use this basic 

lesson plan structure as a draft and then intersperse it with their notes in order to better 

contextualise it to their class. This basic draft serves as a starting point which can motivate 

the teacher and help them overcome the initial writer’s block. In the best case scenario, the 

teacher gets a lesson plan which has utilized all of the information it has been provided with, 

in order to create a personalised lesson plan along with the resources needed for its 

implementation in the classroom. It is clear then that since in this case AI tools can serve as 
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educators’ teacher assistants in lesson planning, the time they need to devote on 

researching or creating resources can drop significantly. Teachers can then utilize this 

valuable time on reflecting on their lesson plan, critically evaluating it after the lesson’s 

delivery and looking for ways to make it more engaging and inclusive for every student.  

Secondly, in their majority, the lesson plans exhibited elements of pedagogical principles. 

The generated output revealed that in the lesson plans’ generation, the tools themselves 

were drawing from some underlying pedagogical principles that were not set by the user as 

a standard to be followed in the initial prompt. This is particularly true for MagicSchool.ai 

and Learnt.ai which, as mentioned in sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 respectively, seem to follow 

Barak Rosenshine’s Principles of Instruction. MagicSchool.ai does not state that it draws 

specifically from this theoretical framework but it claims to have utilized best practices 

stemming from research and teacher feedback.  

Elements of pedagogical principles can also be traced in ChatGPT, too. It can particularly be 

observed in the regard for differentiation. While MagicSchool.ai generated an extension 

activity for early finishers and Learnt.ai generated an adaptations section for students with 

higher and lower ability and audiovisual impairments, ChatGPT generated a differentiation 

section with recommendations for students in need of support and for more advanced 

students. Since the prompt the tools were provided with did not mention any specific 

student needs based on which the lesson had to be differentiated, the mere reference to 

differentiation is important as it serves as a reminder that we should not create lesson plans 

for some nameless “average” students but rather design them taking our own students’ 

individual needs into consideration, regardless of whether these fall under a learning 

difficulty diagnosis or not. This idea alludes to the principles of Universal Design for Learning 

(UDL) which urges the teacher to anticipate certain barriers that may affect students’ 

learning and try to minimize them in order to accommodate every single student (Meyer et 

al., 2013). It is gratifying to know that in using such generative AI tools, teachers do not cut 

corners but they actually employ an assistant trained in pedagogical frameworks to achieve 

better results than the ones they would have produced alone.    

Another advantage of AI tools worth mentioning is the tools’ ability to use all of the 

information the user has provided them with in the initial prompt in order to create a 

bespoke lesson plan. The teacher can set the standards and frameworks the lesson plan 
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needs to align with, for example the CEFR, and in this way receive a lesson plan that meets 

all of the formal requirements and can be used for official administrative tasks. Furthermore, 

besides the information we provide the tools with upon our initial request, according to 

which the lesson plan is generated, all of the tools offer the user the chance to regenerate 

and get a different response using the same prompt. In addition, the tools provide the user 

with the chance to refine the output and adjust it according to their needs by interacting 

with the integrated chatbots (Moundridou et al., 2024). A MagicSchool.ai generated lesson 

plan can be modified through either the chat box below the lesson plan or through the chat-

bot, Raina. A Learnt.ai generated lesson plan can be modified through either the bar above 

the lesson plan (first generation builder) or through the Lesson planner assistant sidekick 

and a ChatGPT generated lesson plan can directly be modified through the chat box below 

the generated lesson. The ability to interact with the tool gives the user the sense of actually 

having a conversation with an experienced colleague who is always willing to help. It also 

allows the teacher to supplement the lesson plan and correct any possible oversights in 

order to finally design a lesson plan that fully meets students’ needs.  

Another important benefit in using the chat-bots and chat-boxes that come with the tools 

besides modifying the lesson plan, is the opportunity to ask follow-up questions which can 

answer queries on pedagogical issues. For example, the user can ask the tool to suggest 

some activities that follow the constructivist principles. Some other follow-up questions can 

ask the tool to check and verify whether the lesson plan it has generated meets the 

requirements. For instance, the user can ask the tool whether the lesson plan is aligned with 

the CEFR. That is another way in which the tools can act as teaching assistants. The answers 

they provide on pedagogical issues can be valuable for both the pre-service and the in-

service teachers, especially the ones lacking a lot of years of experience. 

Moreover, through follow-up questions the user can ask the tool to describe or even provide 

the resources needed for the suggested lesson plan. Teachers can use generative AI tools to 

obtain teaching resources like lesson plans, texts, images, worksheets, case studies, 

educational games and assessment rubrics. MagicSchool.ai was able to generate the 

worksheets and suggest a list of websites and YouTube channels along with digital 

applications and tools the teacher could use to teach the proposed lesson plan. Learnt.ai 

managed to generate a glossary, a handout, a potential slide structure and supporting 

questions to accompany the generated lesson plan. Finally, ChatGPT managed to describe 
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the resources in detail, to match them with the activities and to provide certain links to 

useful websites which can be used to supplement the lesson plan.  

MagicSchool and ChatGPT were also able to generate a reading text of the desirable length 

on the topic of the lesson plan and the English level of the students. Simple as the 

generation of such a text may be, it is really valuable for ELT teachers, as they often need to 

use reading texts for worksheets and assessment activities. More specifically, regarding 

assessment activities, the format of exams which includes the length of reading texts is 

often specified in the school regulations set by the government. Thus, a text of a specific 

length, e.g. 150 words, and English level which can be quite time consuming for teachers to 

write can be generated in mere seconds.    

Lastly, these tools can also differentiate the generated lesson plan based on students’ 

abilities. As mentioned above, without mentioning differentiation in the initial prompt fed to 

the tools, all of them provided some form of instructions on differentiation either it was 

explicitly provided in a separate section titled “differentiation” or not. However, after they 

had generated the lesson plan, the were able to differentiate it anew based on our explicit 

request for differentiation for certain students’ profiles. For example, after a follow-up 

request, MagicSchool.ai managed to provide some more general differentiation 

modifications and the original lesson differentiated and similarly, ChatGPT generated  

general strategies for differentiation and a detailed list of the differentiated activities for 

students with dyslexia. This finding is consistent with Trust et al. (2023) who have 

highlighted ChatGPT’s capability to offer teachers advice on how to improve their teaching. 

Consequently, it is understood that the teacher could choose to use only one tool and by 

exploiting its affordances generate a lesson plan along with its resources, differentiate it for 

specific student profiles and also get an insight into pedagogical issues.  These generative AI 

tools can offer a lot of useful applications for the ELT teacher to explore. However, teachers 

should also be mindful of the tools’ limitations in order to protect their students from them 

and maximize the effectiveness of their use. 

Firstly, there are some limitations in regards to the tools’ initial prompt and the way the 

tools process the information they have been given. On the one hand, the tool prompt 

encourages the teacher to provide the essential information for a quality lesson plan. On the 

other hand, the prompt’s design could prove to be limiting. For instance, Learnt.ai’s first 



67 

 

generation lesson plan builder only allows the teacher to fill in information about the topic, 

the learner age, the lesson duration and the language. Therefore, the teacher is unable to 

provide other pieces of essential information such as the aim or the educational framework 

the lesson plan needs to follow. Learnt.ai’s second generation lesson plan builder, being a 

bit more advanced, urges the teacher to provide the lesson’s topic in which  box they can 

also provide desired outcomes and activities, information around the learners’ age and 

needs, the lesson duration and the instructional model. More specifically, the teacher has to 

choose out of a drop down menu of predetermined instructional models, which may not 

include the teacher’s choice. What is more, the second generation lesson plan cannot be 

altered, while the first generation builder can only be modified through a bar above the 

generated lesson. However, when so many requirements have not been provided through 

the initial prompt, the user would have to try to modify the lesson plan through a number of 

requests. Nevertheless, the constant requests result in the tool losing its focus and its ability 

to incorporate the changes into the original lesson plan. In addition, when so many 

corrections are needed, the mere purpose of using an AI tool is lost as the teacher would 

not save any time in this process.  

As for MagicSchool.ai, its prompt allows the teacher more freedom in the description of the 

requirements, since it is rather open-ended and the teacher is urged to provide grade level, 

topic, standard or objective, additional criteria and standards to align the lesson to. 

However, it seems that again, the more information the tool is provided with, the higher the 

chances are for it to disregard certain requirements. For instance, MagicSchool.ai omitted 

the allocation of time in its generated lesson.       

Furthermore, as AI is becoming more and more widespread and new capabilities emerge, a 

lot of tools make their more sophisticated applications available after payment. As 

mentioned in section 3.3.1, the MagicSchool.ai generated lesson cannot be modified or 

supplemented through the action options of the chat box below the generated output, 

unless the user has opted for the paid plan. Learnt.ai offers its “Faster” model free of 

charge, while the “Better” model along with the AI sidekicks are offered under a paid plan. 

Similarly, ChatGPT offers its more sophisticated model under a subscription. As a result, 

educational institutions and teachers who can afford to opt for the premium version of the 

tools can benefit from the more advanced affordances, while underprivileged institutions 
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and educators, unable to enjoy them, will opt for the free version, amplifying thus the digital 

divide. 

Lastly, it is worth mentioning some drawbacks which are not specific to lesson plan 

generators but are in general valid for AI tools. For one thing, the tools tend to reproduce 

the ideas of the texts they have been trained on, which makes them prone to reproducing 

prejudice or favoring certain ideologies and since these tools utilize the user’s input, 

copyright and privacy issues can also arise. For another, teachers should be mindful of AI 

“hallucinations”, as incidents of the tools producing false or unrelated results have been 

documented (Kukulska-Hulme et al., 2023). Regarding ChatGPT in particular, Rettberg (2022) 

highlights the tool’s pervasive cultural bias, stating that despite it being multilingual, 

ChatGPT seems to be monocultural, since it has been trained on texts in English and its 

output seems to follow US laws and reproduce US values and formats. No such incidents 

were detected in the lesson plans produced by the tools for the purposes of this study; 

however teachers always need to check the generated output as the tools themselves 

remind every user to do.  MagicSchool.ai warns users of these potential dangers from the 

onset, right after signing up, encouraging them to omit student data from the information 

they provide the tool with and to review the output, keeping in mind that the tool may 

present them with dated, biased or wrong answers. ChatGPT issues a similar warning after 

signing up, while the user constantly reads the message “ChatGPT can make mistakes. 

Check important info.” under the chat-box of the tool’s interface. 

Nevertheless, as explained in chapter 3.3 there are ways in which the user can effectively get 

around most of the limitations of the tools mentioned above. The problem of the tool failing 

to take into account certain of the requirements provided through the prompt can be dealt 

with by the teacher asking the tool through follow-up questions to address the disregarded 

requirements. Whereas, the problem of constant refinements and follow-up questions 

making the tool lose its focus can be dealt with by beginning new chats with the tools’ chat-

bots instead of feeding the same chat with new requests. This can easily be done in 

ChatGPT. As for Learnt.ai and MagicSchool.ai the teacher could use the Lesson planner 

assistant sidekick and Raina, the chat-bot, respectively to begin new chats and through 

them modify the generated lesson plan.  
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As for subscriptions and premium plans, the teacher could opt for a tool whose free plan 

allows for unlimited generations and offers complete lesson plans, like ChatGPT. The teacher 

could also explore the tools’ capabilities through the free trial of the premium versions of 

the tool and if they find that their affordances cannot be matched by the free plans 

available, they could propose that the administration of the educational institution they 

work for consider buying a platform customization plan for their institution like the ones 

MagicSchool.ai offers.  

Finally, regarding potential privacy issues, the quality of the generated output and the 

possibility of it including biased or incorrect content, the teacher should not forget that such 

tools have been trained to simulate human intelligence. Therefore, even though they can be 

valuable assistants in educators’ teaching practice; they have not been created to replace 

them and assume their role (Moundridou et al., 2024). As Clark and van Kessel (2023) have 

pointed out, while ChatGPT can help teachers approach a topic and design a lesson plan, 

they cannot replace and exhibit the professional judgement educators have gained through 

their training and experience. The teacher is the one who has studied and been trained on 

educational and pedagogical principles and has experience in their application in the 

classroom. The teacher is the one who knows the philosophy of the educational institution 

they work for and the profile, interests and needs of their students. Therefore, the teacher is 

the one who has to protect students’ personal data, inspect the generated lesson plan and 

edit it in order to contextualize it to their classroom experience. Simple as the use of these 

generative AI tools may be, educators should be trained in their use in order to maximize 

their benefits and avert any potential dangers that could result from their use. 

Having pointed out the affordances and the limitations of the AI tools studied, the findings 

of this thesis have highlighted the value of generative AI for lesson planning and they have 

suggested practical ways for overcoming their shortcomings.  

 

4.2 Limitations and implications for future research 

The main limitation of the thesis is the lack of educators’ feedback. Including teachers’ 

feedback on the effectiveness of the AI tools studied, along with the usefulness of the tips 

provided on how the tools’ shortcomings could be overcome, would provide the study with 

additional value, offering a more objective outlook. However, the thesis, according to the 
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Master’s programme regulations, had to be completed during the summer months, which is 

the period when Greek schools are closed for summer break. Thus, the collection of data 

through questionnaires was deemed impossible.  

Additionally, this thesis studied the affordances of only three AI tools, namely 

MagicSchool.ai, Learnt.ai and ChatGPT. However, since AI is in its blooming period, new AI 

tools are constantly being introduced and the affordances of the existing ones are 

constantly being improved. Therefore, more studies about AI’s application in lesson 

planning are needed in order for educators to fully comprehend the tools’ affordances, to 

be encouraged to be trained in their use and to benefit from it by successfully implementing 

them in their teaching practice.    
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Appendix 

 

Figure 14 MagicSchool: objectives modification 
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Figure 15 MagicSchool: theoretical framework alignment modification 
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Figure 16 MagicSchool: Think-Pair-Share implementation follow-up question 
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Figure 17 MagicSchool: CEFR alignment follow-up question 
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Figure 18 MagicSchool: timing modification 
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Figure 19 MagicSchool: prerequisites modification 
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Figure 20 MagicSchool: teacher - student roles and types of interaction modification 1 
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Figure 21 MagicSchool: teacher - student roles and types of interaction modification 2 
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Figure 22 MagicSchool: learning environment modification 
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Figure 23 MagicSchool: worksheets and resources design follow-up question 
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Figure 24 MagicSchool: worksheet design follow-up question 
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Figure 25 MagicSchool: reading text generation 

 

 

 

Figure 26 MagicSchool: follow-up question on video links provision 
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Figure 27 MagicSchool: YouTube channel and website recommendations follow-up question 
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Figure 28 MagicSchool: digital media integration modification 
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Figure 29 MagicSchool: constructive alignment achievement follow-up question 
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Figure 30 MagicSchool: differentiation modification 

 



90 

 

Figure 31 MagicSchool: Raina's differentiation modification 
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Figure 32 MagicSchool: all modifications incorporated into the lesson plan 
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Figure 33: MagicSchool: all modifications incorporated by Raina 1 
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Figure 34: MagicSchool: all modifications incorporated by Raina 2 
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Figure 35 Learnt.ai: first generation builder generated lesson plan 1 
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Figure 36 Learnt.ai: second generation lesson plan builder generated handout 

 

 

 

Figure 37 Learnt.ai: second generation lesson plan builder generated glossary 
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Figure 38 Learnt.ai: second generation lesson plan builder generated slide structure 
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Figure 39 ChatGPT: Think-Pair-Share implementation modification - lesson 1 
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Figure 40 ChatGPT: Think-Pair-Share implementation modification - lesson 2 
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Figure 41 ChatGPT: digital media implementation modification - lesson 1 
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Figure 42 ChatGPT: digital media implementation modification - lesson 2 
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Figure 43 ChatGPT: theoretical framework alignment follow-up question 
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Figure 44 ChatGPT: constructive alignment follow-up question 
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Figure 45 ChatGPT: prerequisites modification 
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Figure 46 ChatGPT: learning environment modification - lesson 1 
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Figure 47 ChatGPT: learning environment modification - lesson 2 
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Figure 48 ChatGPT: student and teacher roles modification lesson 1 
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Figure 49 ChatGPT: student and teacher roles modification lesson 2 
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Figure 50 ChatGPT: resources modification 
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Figure 51 ChatGPT: generated resources matched with the activities 
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Figure 52 ChatGPT: differentiation modification 
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Figure 53 ChatGPT: differentiated activities 

 


