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Problem statement. In the modern corporate
environment, effective written communication is a
fundamental driver of professional success. Business
documents, ranging from formal reports to daily
client correspondence, do not merely transmit data;
they provide a structural basis for decision-making
and directly influence institutional credibility. When a
text suffers from ambiguous phrasing or inconsistent
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This article analyses the integration of generative
Al into Business English instruction, drawing on
the experience of the Faculty of Management
and Marketing at Igor Sikorsky Kyiv Polytechnic
Institute. The study focuses on finding a balance
between Al technological support and the pres-
ervation of a student’s professional agency. The
research involved 143 fourth-year undergradu-
ate students with established experience using
ChatGPT, which allowed the focus to shift from
basic technological introduction to a deep analy-
sis of output quality.

The methodology was based on contrastive
analysis, where students compared their own
drafts of business letters with Al-generated
versions. Evaluations were conducted across
criteria including linguistic accuracy, structural
integrity, professional register, and the ability to
establish strategic rapport. A preliminary audit
revealed that prior to Al intervention, student-
produced drafts averaged 4 to 6 linguistic errors
per 100 words. This creates a significant cogni-
tive load that Al helps mitigate, scoring 4.8 out of
5.0 for grammatical correctness.

However, qualitative analysis identified systemic
limitations within the algorithms. In 82% of cases,
the Al exhibited “template-dependency,” produc-
ing linguistically correct but pragmatically weak
texts. Students observed that ChatGPT strug-
gled to adapt the tone of communication to the
specific dynamics of client relationships. Specifi-
cally, the algorithm lacked the flexibility to convey
“assertive empathy” or to calibrate strategic per-
sistence based on a partner’s importance.
Despite lower scores for linguistic precision
(3.6/5.0), students proved more effective at per-
sonalizing correspondence. Approximately 74%
of participants successfully integrated strategic
accents that make communication effective,
while the Al remained within neutral, formulaic
boundaries. The results demonstrate that while
Al is a powerful technical assistant, it cannot
replace human agency in matters of emotional
intelligence and strategic planning. The study
concludes that modern education must focus on
developing Al literacy, prioritizing the critical edit-
ing of machine-generated text and the preserva-
tion of the future professional’s authorial voice.
Key words: Generative Al (ChatGPT), Business
English (ESP), contrastive analysis, pragmatic
competence, Al literacy.

Y cmammi npoaHasnizosaHo 0o0csi0 iHMeapa-
yii 2eHepamuBHO20 WMY4YHO20 [HMeIeKkmy 8

HagyaHHs1 010801 aH2/ItiCbKOI MOBU Ha NMPUK/1adi
chakyibmemy MeHeOXMeHmy ma MapkemuHay
KMl im. leopsi Cikopcbkoz2o. OCHOBHa yBaza
30cepedxeHa Ha rowyKy basiaHcy MiX mexHo-
J102i4HOK0  niompumkoro LUl ma 36epexeHHsIM
rpogpeciliHoi cy6’ekmHocmi cmyoeHma. Y 0oc/ii-
OXeHHi B35/1U ydacmb 143 cmydeHmu surnyc-
KHO20 KypCy, siKi 8Xe mMaromb 0ocsio pobomu 3
ChatGPT, wo 00380/1U/10 3MICMUMU aKyeHm i3
rpocmo2o 03HalOM/IEHHSI 3 MEXHO/IOZIED Ha
2/1uboKuLi aHas1i3 SIKocCmi pesy/ibmamis.
Memodonoeisi 6a3ysasiacsi Ha KoHmpacmus-
HOMY aHa/li3i: cmyoeHmu ropIBHIOBA/IU B/1ACHI
uepHemKuU Oi/10BUX /IUCMIB i3 BapiaHMamu, 32e-
HeposaHumu LLI. OuiHroBaHHS1 MpoBoou/Iu 3a
KpumepisiMu  /liH28ICMUYHOI MOYHOCMI, CMPYK-
mypu, npogheciliHo2o peaicmpy ma 30amHocmi
do rnobydosu cmpameaiyHo20  KOHMaKmy.
[oriepedHiti ayoum rokasas, Wo piseHb MOBHUX
MOMU/IOK y caMocmiliHux pobomax cmyoeHmis
00 BmpyyaHHsi LI 8 cepedHbOMy CmaHOBUB
4-6 00uHUYb Ha 100 cnis. Lie cmsoproe 3HaqYHe
Ko2HImuBHe HasaHmaxeHHsl, sike LUl doromazae
Hise/moBamu, ompumaswiu 4.8 6ana 3 5 3a kpu-
mepiem 2pamamuy4HOi KOPEKMHOCMI.

lpome sikicHUl aHasli3 BUSIBUB CUCMEMHI 0bMe-
)KEeHHS1 aneopummig. Y 82% surnadkis LLII demoH-
cmpysas «Wab/IoHHy 3a/1eXHICMb», BUOAKYU
JIiH2BICMUYHO MPasU/IbHI, ane npazMamu4HoO
cnabki mekcmu. CmydeHmu 3ayBaxusu, Wo
ChatGPT Baxko adarmysamu MmOoH 08ioo-
M/IEHHS M0 creyugbiyHy OuHamiky CMOCYHKIB i3
K/ieHmoMm. 30kpemMa, an2opummy Opakye eHy4-
Kocmi 07151 nepedadi «BresHeHoi emnamii» abo
KaslibpyBaHHs1 cmpameaiyHoi Harlosie2usocmi
3a/1eXXHO BI0 BX/IUBOCMI NapMHepa.

Monpu HWwkYuli 6as 3a /iH2BICMUYHY MOYHICMb
(3.6/5.0), cmydeHmu BusiBunuCcs eghekmus-
Hiwumu 'y repcoHanizauyii nosioomneHs. 74%
yyacHukig 3mMo2au dodamu 8 Jsucmu cmpa-
meeiyHi akyeHmu, siki pobsisimb  KOMyHikaujito
pesysismamusHoo, modi sk LU 3auwascs 8
Mexax HelimpasibHux cbopmys. Pesynsmamu
00800simb, wjo LI € momyxHUM MeXHIYHUM
acucmeHmom, asie 8iH He 30amHull 3amiHumu
JI0OUHY B MUMAHHSIX eMoyiliHo20 iHmMesiekmy
ma cmpameaiyHo20 [/1aHyBaHHs. BUCHOBOK
o0c/ioxeHHs MIOKPEC/IIOE: CyYacHa ocsima mMae
chokycysamucsi Ha po3sumky LLlI-epamomHocmi,
Oe rpiopumemomM € KpumuyHe pedazysaHHsI
«MaWUHHO20» MeKCMy ma 36epexeHHs1 asmop-
CbKOI no3uyii MalibymHb020 ¢haxisysl.

KnouoBi  cnoBa:  eHepamusHul LI
(ChatGPT), 6isHec-aHeniticeka (ESP), koHmp-
acmusHul aHasi3, pasvamuyHa KOMIemeHyjs,
LLII-epamomHicmb.

terminology, the risks often lead to tangible financial
losses or an erosion of reputation. Within this
context, mastering Business English writing requires
grammatical accuracy, logical structural organization,
and the consistent use of a professional register.

For ESP learners, developing these skills presents
a significant challenge. The task
integration of discipline-specific language with strict

requires the
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formal conventions. Our preliminary observations
indicate that student-produced drafts, prior to Al
intervention, typically exhibit a notable density of
errors averaging 4 to 6 linguistic or stylistic lapses per
100 words. These issues frequently stem from the
difficulty of simultaneously managing complex syntax,
specialized terminology, and overarching rhetorical
strategies. Traditional instruction often provides
insufficient opportunities for students to apply these
abilities in unpredictable, client-oriented scenarios.

At the same time, the emergence of Al-based
assistants like ChatGPT has introduced a new
variable into higher education. While Al can enhance
the grammatical correctness and clarity of a dratft,
its ability to replicate an authentic, client-centered
perspective remains a subject of debate. These
shifting conditions create a pressing pedagogical
problem: how can Business English curricula
effectively incorporate Al tools without undermining
a student’'s own professional voice? This study
addresses this by comparing ChatGPT-assisted
writing with original student-produced texts to identify
both the practical advantages and the inherent
limitations of Al-supported learning.

Analysis of recent studies and publications

The scholarly landscape regarding generative Al
is defined by a tension between its transformative
potential and the imperative to preserve academic
standards [1]. This debate was largely catalysed
by Chomsky’s critique of ChatGPT as “high-tech
plagiarism” [3], suggesting that such tools offer a
bypass for the cognitive struggle essential to deep
learning. This concern is supported by systematic
reviews [7; 13], which highlight risks to academic
integrity and the potential erosion of higher-order
thinking skills.

In contrast, other research emphasizes the
necessity of adapting to shifting professional realities.
Dwivedi et al. [12] contend that algorithmic proficiency
is now a requirement for modern graduates. In this
light, Al shifts from a potential “cheat code” to what
Mollick [9] terms “co-intelligence,” freeing students to
focus on conceptually complex writing projects [2; 5;
15].

For learners mastering Business English, Al can
act as a scaffolding tool, enhancing lexical diversity
and providing iterative feedback [1; 2; 6]. However,
even proponents identify significant “blind spots.” As
Hosseini et al. [4; 15] point out, while Al excels at
structural optimization, it remains limited in replicating
the “authorial voice” — the unique intersection of
originality and nuanced persuasion that defines
high-stakes communication. Ultimately, the literature
suggests a move toward “Al Literacy,” emphasizing
critical engagement over prohibition [8; 10; 14].

Unresolved aspects of the general problem.
While the technical ability of ChatGPT to produce
correct business texts is established, its impact on
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the development of a student’s professional agency
remains unclear. Specifically, there is a need to test
whether direct contrastive analysis can help learners
identify the point where algorithmic consistency fails
to meet the requirements of complex, client-oriented
rapport.

The primary objective of this study is to evaluate
contrastive analysis as a tool for helping students
distinguish between Al-generated structures and
their own professional voice. By having 143 students
compare their original drafts with ChatGPT outputs,
we aim to assess whether this comparative method
effectively prepares future economists and managers
to use Al responsibly while prioritizing strategic human
communication.

Main Body of Research

Methodology and experimental design

The study involved a sizable cohort of 143
fourth-year undergraduate students at the Faculty
of Management and Marketing, Igor Sikorsky Kyiv
Polytechnic Institute. As students of a leading technical
university, this cohort is characterised by a high level
of digital literacy and a proactive approach to adopting
new technologies. This continuity of instruction, with
all students progressing through the same three-year
curriculum, ensured a synchronized baseline of both
language level and disciplinary knowledge.

We began the study with a brief session to set
common ground on how to evaluate Large Language
Models (LLMs). Since these students were already
frequent users of ChatGPT, the focus was not on
introducing the tool, but on moving from casual use to
a professional analysis of the output. This was critical
to avoid the novelty effect-their feedback was driven
by informed observation rather than the initial “wow-
factor” of the technology.

To capture a range of professional discourse,
students drafted three simulations: a business inquiry
letter, a complaint letter, and a cover letter. These
genres were selected, as each demands a different
calibration of strategic communication. Students then
analysed both their original drafts and the ChatGPT
versions using a standardized rubric (5-point Likert
scale) covering:

— Structural integrity;

Lexical precision;
Grammatical accuracy;
Professional tone;
Communicative effectiveness;
Rapport building.

Results

The analysis revealed a consistent trend. Quan-
titatively, ChatGPT scored higher in Grammatical
Accuracy and Structural Integrity (averaging 4.8/5.0).
However, these versions exhibited a distinct “tem-
plate-dependency”: in approximately 82% of cases,
the Al utilized near-identical opening and closing for-
mulas. This led to a perceived tonal uniformity, where
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the tonal differentiation required for a grievance was
structurally indistinguishable from a routine request.

Participants noted that Al struggled with the
specific client-centered perspective required for
high-stakes tasks. In the Complaint Letter simula-
tion, for instance, ChatGPT consistently produced a
“polite-neutral” response. While grammatically per-
fect, it failed to reflect the nuanced power dynamics
between the parties. Specifically, students observed
that the Al could not calibrate the level of “assertive
empathy” needed to address a long-term corporate
partner versus a one-time service provider.

For students, the “client-centered” approach
meant tailoring the argument to the recipient’s specific
business goals—a task that 62% of participants felt
they handled better than the Al, despite their linguistic
errors. They identified that ChatGPT's focus on “safe”
professional language often resulted in a loss of stra-
tegic urgency, making the communication feel trans-
actional rather than relational. Student drafts, while
scoring lower on accuracy (3.6/5.0), demonstrated
a more proactive engagement with audience expec-
tations. In the cover letter simulation, 74% of partic-
ipants deviated from templates to include personal
branding, which instructors marked higher in Commu-
nicative eeffectiveness.

Conclusions. The findings suggest that gener-
ative Al functions more effectively as a support tool
within structured pedagogical design rather than a
replacement for human agency. ChatGPT serves as
an instrument for enhancing technical dimensions
like grammar and structural coherence, significantly
reducing cognitive load. However, a critical diver-
gence was observed regarding the “human element”:
while Al outputs were praised for consistency, they
were perceived to lack the creativity and emotional
resonance of human authorship.

To be truly effective, the algorithmic precision of Al
must be enriched by the nuanced and strategic touch
of a human author. Understanding both the potential
and the current limitations of these technologies is
essential for modern graduates. By fostering a bal-
anced level of Al literacy, students at the Faculty of
Management and Marketing can responsibly navigate
the digital workforce, ensuring they remain confident
and ethical communicators.

Limitations and Future Research. The findings
of this study should be interpreted within the context
of the selected student population at KPI. While the
sample provides substantial evidence regarding the
utility of ChatGPT in a specific academic framework,
the results may not be universally generalizable.
Nevertheless, this research contributes empirical data
to the growing body of research on Al in pedagogy,
illustrating how technology can complement traditional
methods without undermining human creativity.

Looking forward, the evolution of Al necessitates a
focus on several research frontiers:
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— Longitudinal  studies: investigating  how
continuous exposure to Al influences the long-term
evolution of students’ critical thinking.

— Comparative analysis of LLMs: researching
diverse Al aids to assist educators in selecting tools
that best complement pedagogical goals.

— Personalized learning: exploring how Al can
offer tailored, student-centered feedback that adapts
to individual trajectories.
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