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Abstract
Generative artificial intelligence and institutional digital platforms have entered university language classrooms in Bangladesh faster than the research base needed to evaluate them. This article critically reviews the evidence produced within and about Bangladeshi higher education, reading it against the wider international literature on computer-assisted language learning, automated feedback and generative writing tools. Sources were identified through structured searching of openly accessible scholarly indexes and citation databases, supplemented by backward and forward citation tracing and by examination of authoritative institutional documents, with the final search conducted on 5 June 2026. The synthesis is organised around five analytical problems: the structural and sociolinguistic conditions that precede adoption; the epistemic limits of the perception and acceptance studies that dominate the national corpus; the contested evidence on writing and feedback; the near-absence of evidence on speaking, interaction and multilingual practice; and the governance vacuum surrounding academic integrity. Three conclusions are reasonably secure. Adoption among Bangladeshi students and teachers is already extensive and largely informal; teacher preparedness is constrained by institutional rather than individual factors; and no study conducted in Bangladesh has yet measured language learning outcomes under controlled conditions. Claims about improved writing, speaking or engagement in this setting therefore rest almost entirely on self-report. The international experimental literature on which such claims are implicitly modelled reports effects that are heterogeneous, sensitive to learner digital literacy, and accompanied by evidence of cognitive offloading and reduced authorial control. The review argues that the prevailing framing of artificial intelligence as an access-equalising technology is inadequately supported in a system already stratified by uneven connectivity, examination-oriented assessment and contested medium-of-instruction policy. Priorities for subsequent work include outcome-based designs anchored in Bangladeshi curricula, investigation of tool performance on Bangla-English bilingual production, and empirical study of institutional policy formation rather than its absence.
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1. Introduction
English occupies a position in Bangladeshi higher education that is simultaneously central and unstable. It is a compulsory school subject, a gatekeeper to graduate employment, the declared medium of instruction across most private universities and across the science, engineering and business faculties of many public ones, and a persistent site of policy contestation (Chowdhury & Kabir, 2014; Hamid, 2010; Hamid et al., 2013; Rahman et al., 2019). The institutional commitment to English has not translated into comparable outcomes. Studies of tertiary learners report weak spoken proficiency and limited academic writing capacity even after a decade or more of formal instruction (Islam & Stapa, 2021), an assessment regime whose backwash rewards memorisation over communicative competence (Ali & Hamid, 2020; Islam et al., 2021), and medium-of-instruction arrangements that in practice divide student cohorts by prior schooling and socio-economic position (Karim et al., 2023; Rahman et al., 2020; Sultana & Fang, 2024). Classroom practice frequently departs from official policy, with translanguaging serving as an unacknowledged resource for knowledge construction rather than an endorsed pedagogy (Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rahman & Hu, 2025).
Digital technology entered this system incrementally and then abruptly. Early work examined mobile telephony as an instructional resource in university English classrooms (Begum, 2011), and later studies documented technology-assisted vocabulary programmes at tertiary level (Hasan et al., 2022) and blended arrangements in undergraduate language provision (Rabbi et al., 2024). The pandemic converted these experiments into system-wide obligation. Emergency remote instruction exposed rather than resolved the underlying constraints, generating evidence of uneven connectivity, device scarcity and psychological strain among undergraduates (Badiuzzaman et al., 2021; Saha et al., 2021), contested learning loss estimates (Asadullah & Bhattacharjee, 2022), mixed institutional perceptions of online delivery (Rouf et al., 2024), and difficult reversion to campus teaching once restrictions lifted (Mojumder et al., 2025). The subsequent release of publicly accessible large language models added a second discontinuity, one that differs from earlier technologies because the capability it distributes is the production of fluent English text.
International scholarship on artificial intelligence in language education expanded rapidly across the same period. Bibliometric mapping shows sustained growth in applications to second language teaching and applied linguistics from the mid-1990s, clustering around natural language processing, robot-assisted learning and dialogue systems (Kartal & Yeşilyurt, 2024). Systematic and scoping reviews have since consolidated the generative phase of this work (Lo et al., 2024; Qiao et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025; Wiboolyasarin et al., 2025), while a substantial commentary literature in applied linguistics has interrogated what the technology means for the discipline itself, ranging from claims of co-evolution between learners and machine systems (Thorne, 2024) to sceptical appraisals of whether language teaching has been rendered redundant (Handley, 2024) and to arguments that open generative models change a great deal without altering the fundamentals of second language development (Chapelle, 2024; Kern, 2024).
Bangladeshi scholarship has followed quickly. Empirical studies now report student perceptions of artificial intelligence tools in writing development (Khan et al., 2024), teacher experience of classroom deployment (Munni & Rafique, 2025; Tarannum et al., 2025), teacher attitudes and anticipated professional identity change (Hasan et al., 2026a, 2026b), instructor agency in generative writing instruction (Ansaree & Uddin, 2026), disciplinary staff reasoning about academic integrity in English-medium universities (Nahiyan & Rahman, 2026), and determinants of adoption modelled through acceptance frameworks (Akter et al., 2026; Bristi et al., 2025; Kibria et al., 2026). The corpus is growing, recent and largely descriptive. Its accumulation has not yet been accompanied by an appraisal of what it collectively establishes.
Existing reviews do not fill that role. The most substantial pre-generative synthesis covers work published between 2015 and 2021 and therefore predates the technologies now in use (Sharadgah & Sa'di, 2022). More recent syntheses are analytically valuable but geographically skewed. A scoping review of forty-three studies published in indexed journals between 2022 and 2024 found concentration in Chinese higher education, heavy dependence on a single commercial model, inconsistent reporting of tool versions and prompts, and absence of explicit theoretical framing in almost half of the sample (Wang et al., 2025). A systematic review restricted to experimental and pre-post designs between 2014 and 2023 found university students and the skills of speaking and writing to be the dominant foci, with few studies grounded in educational theory and effectiveness remaining inconclusive (Qiao et al., 2025). A review of chatbot studies reported improvement in productive skills alongside limitations in emotional responsiveness and complex language processing (Wiboolyasarin et al., 2025). None of these treats low- and middle-income settings as an analytical category, an omission noted directly in work on teacher-facing applications in resource-constrained systems (Landa-Blanco, 2026) and developed conceptually in arguments about algorithmic dependence and the concentration of educational artificial intelligence infrastructure within a small number of Global North providers (Ahmed, 2026).
A review of the Bangladeshi evidence is therefore not a matter of regional completeness. The national corpus has expanded to a size at which its internal patterns can be examined, and those patterns raise questions that the international syntheses cannot answer: whether the findings reported in Bangladesh are consistent with the international experimental record, whether the mechanisms proposed to explain benefit are plausible under Bangladeshi infrastructural and assessment conditions, and whether the methods used can support the inferences drawn from them.
1.1 Scope, Research Gap and Objectives
This review examines empirical and conceptual scholarship on artificial intelligence tools and digital learning platforms as they bear on English language education in Bangladeshi higher education institutions, understood as public and private universities and degree-awarding colleges. Artificial intelligence tools are taken to include generative language models, conversational agents, automated writing evaluation and written corrective feedback systems, machine translation, and integrity-detection software. Digital platforms are taken to include learning management systems, videoconferencing environments and social platforms used for instructional purposes. The review covers language learning outcomes, classroom practice, teacher and learner perception and behaviour, institutional policy and assessment integrity.
The research gap addressed is the absence of a critical appraisal that treats the Bangladeshi evidence base as its object of analysis rather than as a source of illustrative examples. Prior syntheses either predate generative systems, aggregate across contexts in which Bangladesh is unrepresented, or describe national findings without testing them against the methodological standards and contradictory results available in the wider literature.
Four objectives follow. The first is to establish what the Bangladeshi evidence base can and cannot support, distinguishing findings about behaviour and attitude from claims about learning. The second is to compare that evidence with the international record on automated feedback, conversational practice and machine translation, identifying where the two converge, where they conflict, and why. The third is to evaluate the mechanisms through which benefit is proposed to occur and to assess their plausibility given documented conditions of connectivity, assessment and language policy in Bangladesh. The fourth is to derive research priorities that would materially reduce present uncertainty.
Several exclusions define the boundary of the review. Primary and secondary schooling is not covered, except where evidence from those sectors is necessary to explain the preparation of entering undergraduates. Artificial intelligence applied to institutional administration, admissions or learning analytics is outside scope unless it bears directly on language instruction. Languages other than English are not covered, since English is the language around which Bangladeshi tertiary policy and practice are organised. Technical natural language processing research on Bangla is discussed only where it establishes limits on the performance of tools used by learners, and is not reviewed as a field in its own right.
2. Methods for Literature Selection
2.1 Review Design and Rationale
A critical narrative design was selected because the review question concerns the coherence, adequacy and interpretive limits of a heterogeneous body of work rather than the pooled magnitude of a defined intervention effect. The Bangladeshi literature comprises qualitative interview studies, open-ended surveys, mixed-methods designs and structural equation models applied to divergent constructs, with no shared outcome measure and no comparable comparison conditions. Meta-analysis is therefore unavailable, and a systematic review protocol would impose a screening apparatus onto a corpus too small and too methodologically dispersed to reward it. Guidance on selecting review type supports this reasoning, distinguishing questions about the state and quality of a field from questions about effect estimation (Varpio et al., 2024), and the argument that narrative synthesis occupies a legitimate rather than subordinate epistemic position is established in methodological commentary (Greenhalgh et al., 2018).
Narrative design does not license reduced transparency. Reporting followed the domains specified by the Scale for the Assessment of Narrative Review Articles, which requires explicit justification of importance, statement of aims, description of literature search, referencing of claims to evidence, appropriate presentation of evidence quality, and adequate presentation of data (Baethge et al., 2019). Procedural guidance on narrative review conduct in education research informed the sequencing of scope definition, iterative searching and thematic development (Sukhera, 2022). Every substantive claim in the synthesis is attributed, and the strength attached to each claim is calibrated to the design of the studies supporting it.
2.2 Information Sources
Searching was conducted through openly accessible scholarly indexes and bibliographic infrastructure that could be queried directly during the preparation of this review. These were OpenAlex, Crossref Metadata Search, the Semantic Scholar Academic Graph, the Directory of Open Access Journals, and Bangladesh Journals Online. Digital object identifiers were resolved through the international resolution service maintained by the DOI Foundation, and bibliographic details were checked against publisher and journal landing pages where these were reachable.
Institutional sources were consulted directly on the websites of the issuing bodies. These comprised the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization and the Information and Communication Technology Division of the Government of the People's Republic of Bangladesh.
Subscription-restricted databases, including Web of Science Core Collection, Scopus and Embase, were not accessible during the preparation of this review, and no search of those resources was performed. This constraint is stated rather than concealed because it bears on coverage. Records indexed exclusively in those services, and grey literature held in institutional repositories not harvested by the indexes listed above, may not have been retrieved. Searching was supplemented by backward citation tracing from retrieved articles, by forward citation tracing through the citation graphs available in the open indexes, by related-record retrieval, and by inspection of the reference lists of recent reviews in the field.
2.3 Search Strategy and Search Period
Search concepts were derived from the review question and combined with Boolean operators. The first concept captured the technology, using terms including artificial intelligence, generative artificial intelligence, large language model, ChatGPT, chatbot, automated writing evaluation, automated written corrective feedback, machine translation, learning management system and digital platform. The second captured the educational domain, using English language teaching, English as a foreign language, second language writing, second language speaking, language education, applied linguistics and English-medium instruction. The third captured setting, using Bangladesh, Bangladeshi, tertiary, higher education, university and South Asia. The fourth captured the analytical dimensions of interest, using perception, attitude, adoption, acceptance, teacher agency, professional development, academic integrity, digital divide, equity, policy and assessment.
Representative strings included the following. For the national evidence base: ("artificial intelligence" OR "generative AI" OR ChatGPT OR chatbot) AND ("English language teaching" OR EFL OR "language education") AND (Bangladesh OR Bangladeshi). For the mechanism literature: ("automated writing evaluation" OR "automated written corrective feedback" OR "AI feedback") AND ("second language" OR L2 OR EFL) AND (engagement OR revision OR "writing quality"). For the structural literature: ("digital divide" OR connectivity OR "online learning") AND (Bangladesh) AND (university OR tertiary OR "higher education"). For the governance literature: ("academic integrity" OR "AI detection" OR "assessment policy") AND ("generative AI" OR "large language model") AND ("higher education").
The search period opened in 2009, the year in which the national digital development agenda was formally adopted and from which sustained empirical attention to information and communication technology in Bangladeshi English language teaching can be traced. Foundational publications preceding that year were admitted where they were necessary to explain the historical development of language-in-education policy or the antecedents of present assessment practice. The final search was conducted on 5 June 2026, and no source published after that date was included.
2.4 Eligibility Criteria
Publications were eligible if they were peer-reviewed journal articles, authoritative institutional reports or scholarly books, and if they addressed at least one of the following: the use of artificial intelligence tools or digital platforms in language teaching or learning; language-in-education policy, assessment or medium of instruction in Bangladesh; the structural conditions governing digital participation in Bangladeshi education; or the methodological conduct of literature reviews. Studies from outside Bangladesh were eligible where they supplied experimental, longitudinal or synthetic evidence on mechanisms that the Bangladeshi corpus asserts but does not test.
Publications were excluded if bibliographic identity could not be confirmed, if the source was a preprint for which peer-reviewed evidence on the same question was available, if the outlet was a trade publication, promotional material, personal weblog or anonymous webpage, or if the record was a conference abstract without a retrievable full text. Records whose page ranges, volume details or author sequences could not be reconciled across at least two authoritative bibliographic sources were excluded rather than reported with uncertain metadata. No language restriction was applied at the search stage, although all retained sources were published in English, which is itself a limitation.
2.5 Screening, Duplicate Handling and Study Selection
Titles and abstracts were screened against the eligibility criteria, and records passing this stage were assessed on the basis of the full record where the full text was openly accessible, or on the basis of the complete abstract and verified bibliographic metadata where it was not. Duplicates arising from multiple deposits of the same work, most commonly preprint servers, repository copies and version-of-record entries carrying distinct identifiers, were resolved in favour of the version of record and the remaining entries discarded. Where the same research team reported overlapping datasets in separate articles, both were retained only when they addressed distinct research questions, and the relationship between them is stated in the synthesis.
Sources that could not be verified bibliographically were removed at this stage, as were sources whose only accessible form was an unofficial hosted copy. Screening counts are not reported. This review did not employ a systematic selection procedure with independent double screening and documented record flows, and presenting numerical counts would imply a degree of proceduralisation that was not applied. No flow diagram is provided for the same reason.
2.6 Critical Appraisal and Evidence Synthesis
Each retained empirical study was appraised against criteria appropriate to its design: adequacy of the design for the research question, sampling frame and representativeness, presence and comparability of control or comparison conditions, validity of the outcome measures, transparency of instrumentation and analytic procedure, treatment of confounding, adequacy of statistical reporting, and the correspondence between the strength of the reported claims and the evidence adduced for them. Reviews and syntheses were appraised on the transparency of their inclusion criteria, the scope of their search, and the degree to which their conclusions were qualified by the heterogeneity of the studies they aggregated. Conceptual and commentary pieces were treated as arguments to be evaluated rather than as evidence of effect. No formal risk-of-bias instrument was applied, because the retained studies do not share a design family to which any single recognised instrument would be appropriate, and because the reporting in many of the retained studies is insufficiently detailed for reliable scoring.
Themes were developed inductively from repeated engagement with the retained sources and then tested by deliberately searching for disconfirming evidence within each theme. Where findings conflicted, the disagreement was retained and examined for its likely source, distinguishing among differences in participant population, tool version, task type, duration of exposure, outcome construct and analytic strategy. Convergence was treated as informative only where the converging studies employed independent samples and non-identical designs. Where a mechanism was proposed in one literature and asserted in another without being tested, that asymmetry is stated explicitly rather than resolved by inference.
3. The Structural and Sociolinguistic Substrate of Technology Adoption
Discussion of artificial intelligence in Bangladeshi language classrooms frequently proceeds as though the technology encounters a neutral setting. It does not. The conditions into which these tools arrive are documented in a substantial body of work that predates them, and those conditions determine which affordances can be realised, by whom, and at what cost. Three domains are analytically prior: language policy and medium of instruction, infrastructural access, and the assessment regime.
3.1 Language policy, medium of instruction and the proficiency problem
Bangladeshi language-in-education policy has been characterised as internally contradictory over an extended period. Critical policy analysis describes a settlement in which English is promoted as an instrument of development and global participation while the capacity required to deliver it is not provisioned, producing a gap between declared ambition and classroom reality (Hamid, 2010). Historical accounts of the relationship between English and national identity trace this tension to the founding politics of the state and to successive attempts to reconcile Bangla nationalism with the perceived economic necessity of English (Chowdhury & Kabir, 2014). The consequences are visible at tertiary entry. Comprehensive appraisal of English language teaching in the country identifies persistent difficulties in teacher preparation, curriculum implementation and assessment alignment (Rahman et al., 2019), and analysis of the assessment system documents a negative washback dynamic in which examination formats reward reproduction rather than communicative use (Ali & Hamid, 2020; Islam et al., 2021). Private supplementary tutoring, empirically documented as widespread at secondary level, further ties attainment to household expenditure (Hamid et al., 2009).
Medium-of-instruction arrangements compound this. Case study evidence from private universities describes institutional divides in which declared English-medium policy coexists with variable practice and with student and staff ideologies that differ sharply by faculty and by prior schooling (Hamid et al., 2013). Comparative work across public and private institutions finds distinct ideological positions rather than a single national settlement (Rahman et al., 2020), and survey-based analysis identifies genuine ambivalence among stakeholders about whether Bangla, English or a bilingual arrangement should prevail (Karim et al., 2023). Classroom research shows that the resolution adopted in practice is often translanguaging. Ethnographic and discourse-analytic studies document students and lecturers drawing on Bangla and English together to construct disciplinary knowledge, while institutional policy continues to frame such practice as deficit (Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rahman & Hu, 2025). Comparative analysis across Bangladeshi and Chinese tertiary settings positions mother-tongue-based translanguaging as a viable but institutionally unsupported response to the difficulties of English-medium instruction (Sultana & Fang, 2024). Documented outcomes remain weak, with sustained difficulty in spoken production reported among private university undergraduates and attributed to limited practice opportunity, examination pressure and instructional emphasis on form (Islam & Stapa, 2021).
This matters for the appraisal of artificial intelligence claims in two ways. The capability that generative systems distribute most reliably is the production of fluent, conventionally correct English prose. In a system where English proficiency functions as a stratifying credential, a technology that substitutes for that proficiency does not straightforwardly extend access; it may instead decouple the credential from the competence it was intended to certify. The second implication concerns the bilingual reality of the classroom. Tools optimised on English-dominant corpora, deployed into settings where meaning is routinely constructed across Bangla and English, are unlikely to support the translanguaging practices that the classroom evidence shows to be operative, and the Bangladeshi corpus has not examined this interaction.
3.2 Connectivity, device access and the stratification of digital participation
The pandemic produced the most substantial body of evidence on digital participation in Bangladeshi higher education. Survey work identified a latent divide in which nominal connectivity coexisted with inadequate bandwidth, device sharing and unreliable electricity, with the burden falling disproportionately on students outside metropolitan areas (Badiuzzaman et al., 2021). Research on undergraduates in Dhaka reported measurable psychological consequences associated with exclusion from emergency online provision (Saha et al., 2021), and institutional perception studies found that staff and students regarded online delivery as a partial substitute rather than an equivalent mode (Rouf et al., 2024). Comparative analysis of the developing-country experience situates these findings within a broader framework in which access, capability and outcome operate as successive filters rather than as a single binary (Mathrani et al., 2022).
The evidence on learning loss is not uniform. Analysis of Bangladeshi household data during the closure period found patterns of technology use and time allocation that complicate the assumption of uniform detriment, indicating that digital access alone did not determine educational outcomes and that substitution effects varied by household characteristics (Asadullah & Bhattacharjee, 2022). This is a useful corrective. It does not overturn the access findings, but it does indicate that the relationship between connectivity and learning is mediated by factors that the descriptive access literature has not modelled. Post-pandemic work adds a further complication, documenting difficulty in reverting to campus-based instruction and reporting that neither students nor institutions retained the digital practices developed under emergency conditions (Mojumder et al., 2025).
Comparative survey evidence contributes a specific and pertinent finding. In a cross-national study of student engagement with generative systems that sampled from both a high-income and a Bangladeshi population, differences emerged in technological infrastructure and, notably, in privacy concern, with Bangladeshi respondents reporting greater apprehension about data security (Bhuiyan et al., 2026). This is one of the few directly comparative datapoints available, and it suggests that the constraints operating in Bangladesh are not reducible to bandwidth. Conceptual work on algorithmic dependence develops the point further, arguing that reliance on proprietary systems developed within Global North epistemic and regulatory contexts embeds assumptions about originality, relevance and authority that shape which knowledge is rendered legitimate (Ahmed, 2026). That argument is conceptual rather than empirical, and it should be treated as a hypothesis about Bangladeshi higher education rather than as a demonstrated finding, but it identifies a dimension of the problem that infrastructure-focused studies do not reach.
3.3 Assessment culture and the limits of tool-led reform
The assessment system is the third structural determinant, and it is the one most directly disrupted by generative writing tools. Where examination formats and coursework tasks reward the production of conventionally correct expository English, a technology that produces such English on demand does not merely assist performance; it substitutes for the construct being assessed. Analysis of the secondary system establishes that examination washback in Bangladesh is strong and that it shapes instructional priorities well upstream of the examination itself (Ali & Hamid, 2020), while review of the tertiary assessment landscape identifies limited use of formative practice and heavy reliance on summative written examination (Islam et al., 2021).
Qualitative evidence from Bangladeshi universities indicates that this tension is already recognised by practitioners. Interviews spanning students, faculty and information technology staff describe widespread use of generative platforms for conceptual clarification alongside acute concern about their use in assignment completion, and identify a gap between institutional commitment to regulating unethical use and any operative mechanism for doing so (Eva et al., 2024). Research with disciplinary teachers in English-medium universities finds diverse attitudes, with most participants expressing reservations about the suitability of generative tools for developing academic writing capacity, and identifies the development of students' ethical literacy as a more promising response than enforcement (Nahiyan & Rahman, 2026). The convergence between these two studies is meaningful because they sample different populations and employ different theoretical framings, and both arrive at the conclusion that the binding constraint is institutional rather than technological.
Table 1 summarises the structural conditions identified in this section, the evidence supporting each, and the implication each carries for the interpretation of artificial intelligence adoption claims. The table is intended to make explicit the analytical priority argued for above: each condition constrains the mechanisms through which benefit could plausibly operate, and none of them is addressed by tool provision alone. The final column identifies, for each condition, the specific inferential risk that follows when it is disregarded.
Table 1. Structural conditions preceding artificial intelligence adoption in Bangladeshi tertiary language education and their inferential implications
	Structural condition
	Documented characteristics
	Implication for interpreting adoption claims
	Supporting references

	Language-in-education policy
	Declared commitment to English unmatched by teacher capacity and curriculum provision; contested relationship between Bangla and English
	Benefit attributed to tools may reflect compensation for prior instructional deficit rather than pedagogical gain
	Chowdhury & Kabir (2014); Hamid (2010); Rahman et al. (2019)

	Medium of instruction
	English-medium policy applied unevenly across and within institutions; divergent ideologies by faculty and prior schooling
	Aggregate national findings mask cohort-level variation; samples drawn from single institution types are not generalisable
	Hamid et al. (2013); Karim et al. (2023); Rahman et al. (2020)

	Bilingual classroom practice
	Translanguaging routinely used for knowledge construction despite monolingual policy framing
	English-optimised tools may not support documented classroom practice; interaction untested in national corpus
	Rafi & Morgan (2023); Rahman & Hu (2025); Sultana & Fang (2024)

	Connectivity and device access
	Latent divide behind nominal access; bandwidth, device sharing and power supply constraints concentrated outside metropolitan areas
	Convenience samples of connected students overstate population-level access; equity claims require access data
	Badiuzzaman et al. (2021); Mathrani et al. (2022); Saha et al. (2021)

	Data privacy concern
	Elevated privacy and data-security apprehension among Bangladeshi students relative to a high-income comparator
	Adoption intention may be suppressed by concerns absent from acceptance models developed elsewhere
	Bhuiyan et al. (2026)

	Assessment regime
	Strong examination washback; limited formative practice; heavy reliance on summative written work
	Generative tools substitute for the assessed construct rather than supporting it; integrity effects are structural
	Ali & Hamid (2020); Islam et al. (2021)

	Institutional governance
	Recognised gap between stated commitment to regulate use and operative mechanisms
	Absence of policy is a study finding, not a background condition, and requires direct investigation
	Eva et al. (2024); Nahiyan & Rahman (2026)


Note. The table reports conditions established in the cited literature prior to, or independently of, the introduction of generative artificial intelligence. It does not claim to be exhaustive of all structural determinants operating in Bangladeshi higher education.
4. Perception, Acceptance and the Dominance of Self-Report
The Bangladeshi corpus on artificial intelligence in language education is dominated by two design families: qualitative or mixed-methods studies of perception and experience, and quantitative studies modelling adoption intention. Both are legitimate. Neither measures learning. This section establishes what the corpus supports, examines the explanatory ceiling of acceptance modelling, and considers the consequences of the resulting methodological concentration.
4.1 What the Bangladeshi corpus establishes
The most secure finding is that use is widespread. Thematic analysis of an open-ended survey of seventeen tertiary English teachers across public and private universities found regular use of integrity-detection software, a general-purpose generative model and a commercial writing assistant, with most participants treating these as efficient auxiliary tools for work on writing, vocabulary, grammar and materials design (Munni & Rafique, 2025). A larger mixed-methods study surveying one hundred and twenty-three English teachers across twenty universities, supplemented by interviews, reported a comparable pattern of engagement alongside perceived improvement in teaching strategy and time management (Hasan et al., 2026b). On the student side, a sequential mixed-methods design combining a survey of seventy participants with ten interviews reported broadly positive perceptions of artificial intelligence tools for writing development, tempered by identified barriers including technical difficulty, plagiarism risk and misconceptions about tool capability (Khan et al., 2024). Qualitative interview work with ten university instructors experimenting with generative tools in first-year writing instruction documented adaptive customisation of generated materials to learners' linguistic and cultural circumstances (Ansaree & Uddin, 2026).
Complementary mixed-methods work on teacher perception and usage of a general-purpose generative model in the Bangladeshi context reports a similar profile of instrumental adoption for lesson preparation and language support, drawn from a separate sample of tertiary English teachers (Tarannum et al., 2025). Evidence from the secondary sector, while outside the primary scope of this review, is relevant to the preparation of entering undergraduates and shows the same combination of reported benefit for pronunciation work and written organisation with concern about plagiarism, over-reliance, insufficient practical training and inadequate institutional support (Akhter & Hossain, 2026). The recurrence of an identical concern profile across educational levels indicates that the pattern is systemic rather than particular to tertiary provision.
The second reasonably secure finding is that teacher preparedness is perceived as inadequate by teachers themselves. An early national survey of university teachers found limited understanding of artificial intelligence and its classroom applications, alongside willingness to regard it as an educational possibility (Shirin, 2022). Later work is consistent. Teachers in the open-ended survey study reported concern about their own readiness and about student misuse (Munni & Rafique, 2025), and the mixed-methods survey of teachers across twenty universities found that those who had received artificial intelligence training performed significantly better than those who had not at recognising machine-generated English content, while teacher designation showed no significant association with perceived challenges (Hasan et al., 2026b). The training finding is the more informative of the two, because it identifies a modifiable variable rather than a demographic correlate, and because it was tested rather than asserted.
The third finding concerns concern itself. Reservation about academic integrity is present in every teacher-facing Bangladeshi study retrieved, and in the disciplinary-teacher study it is the organising theme rather than a peripheral caveat (Nahiyan & Rahman, 2026). The consistency of this result across sampling frames and analytic approaches makes it one of the more robust conclusions available from the national literature, although it establishes the prevalence of a perception rather than the prevalence of the behaviour that occasions it.
What the corpus does not establish is any effect on language proficiency. No retrieved study conducted in Bangladesh employed a controlled or quasi-experimental design with pre- and post-intervention measurement of a language outcome. Reports of improvement in writing, vocabulary or organisation are reports of perceived improvement, elicited from participants who are aware of the purpose of the research and who have no independent basis for evaluating counterfactual performance. This is not a defect peculiar to Bangladeshi scholarship. International scoping work found that approximately two-fifths of studies of generative artificial intelligence in language education examined user perception rather than impact (Wang et al., 2025). The distinction matters more acutely in Bangladesh, however, because the policy inferences being drawn from the national corpus concern resource allocation and curriculum change.
4.2 Acceptance modelling and its explanatory ceiling
A second cluster of Bangladeshi work applies technology acceptance frameworks. A survey of one hundred and fifty-nine first-year students at public and private universities found that both cognitive and affective attitudes significantly predicted behavioural intention to use a generative model for academic writing, with affective attitude the stronger predictor and a partial mediating relationship between the two constructs (Bristi et al., 2025). A study of three hundred and seven students applying the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology, with additional psychological constructs, found performance expectancy, effort expectancy, facilitating conditions, self-efficacy and technological awareness to be significant determinants of actual use, and identified through decomposition analysis a gap in use by educational attainment, with higher-education students using the tool more than secondary-level students (Akter et al., 2026). A further study applying the extended unified framework to public and private university students found habit, hedonic motivation, effort expectancy, social influence and mobility to be significant, with gender and institution type acting as moderators (Kibria et al., 2026). Related work on career management among business graduates using the technology acceptance model reports that institutional environment moderates the relationship between technology-based education and graduate outcomes (Rahman & Joof, 2026).
These studies are internally competent and their statistical procedures are appropriate to their designs. The difficulty is architectural. Acceptance frameworks were formulated to explain the adoption of discretionary workplace technologies, and their dependent variable is intention or self-reported use. Applying them to a technology that is already in near-universal informal use among students answers a question of diminishing interest. The finding that performance expectancy predicts intention is close to definitional, and its replication across national contexts, evidenced in cross-country analysis of adoption and anxiety (Budhathoki et al., 2024) and in business-school populations elsewhere (Al-Okaily et al., 2025), indicates generality rather than local insight.
Two features of the Bangladeshi acceptance literature nevertheless repay attention. The educational-attainment gap identified through decomposition analysis is a genuine finding about stratification rather than about psychology, and it aligns with the structural evidence reviewed in Section 3 (Akter et al., 2026). The moderating role of institution type is similarly substantive, since the public and private sectors differ systematically in medium-of-instruction practice and student composition (Kibria et al., 2026; Rahman et al., 2020). Neither finding follows from acceptance theory; both emerge from the covariates rather than from the model. This suggests that the productive contribution of this literature lies in what it documents about differential access and use, not in what it explains about intention.
4.3 Consequences of methodological concentration
The concentration of the national corpus in perception and acceptance designs produces three specific problems. The first is inferential inflation, in that studies designed to characterise attitudes routinely conclude with recommendations about curriculum integration and teacher training that would require outcome evidence to justify. The second is sampling opacity. Several retrieved studies employ convenience or purposive samples of connected, urban, digitally engaged participants, which is defensible for exploratory work but systematically excludes the population for whom the access constraints documented in Section 3.2 are binding. Claims about equity effects cannot be sustained on samples selected for access.
Evidence from a comparable regional setting illustrates why the distinction between perception and outcome is not pedantic. An explanatory sequential mixed-methods study in Thai higher education found high student acceptance of generative tools across performance expectancy, effort expectancy, facilitating conditions and use behaviour, together with qualitative reports of improved efficiency, engagement and linguistic confidence, yet found no statistically significant difference in tool usage between higher- and lower-performing students and no significant correlation between performance expectancy and grade point average (Waluyo & Kusumastuti, 2024). Reported engagement and reported benefit were, in that study, unrelated to attainment. Student-facing research on generative artificial intelligence for academic communication reaches a compatible conclusion, documenting appreciation of the support offered alongside uncertainty about its legitimacy and about the boundary between assistance and substitution (Liu et al., 2024). Bangladeshi studies reporting perceived benefit have not tested the corresponding relationship, and the Thai finding indicates that it should not be assumed.
The third problem is temporal. The tools under study change on a cycle measured in months, and the retrieved studies rarely specify model version, interface, or the prompts through which the tool was engaged. International scoping work identified this reporting deficiency and recommended systematic documentation of version and prompt pattern as a precondition for cumulative knowledge (Wang et al., 2025). Without it, the national corpus cannot support longitudinal comparison, and findings reported in 2024 may describe a capability profile no longer available to learners.
Table 2 characterises the principal Bangladeshi empirical studies retrieved, specifying design, participants, the construct actually measured and the limitation most relevant to interpretation. Its purpose is analytical rather than descriptive: reading down the fourth column establishes that the national evidence base measures perception, attitude and intention almost exclusively, and reading down the fifth establishes that the limitations are structural to the design family rather than incidental to individual studies. The table underlines the argument that the corpus has reached the limits of what its dominant methods can deliver.
Table 2. Design characteristics of principal Bangladeshi empirical studies on artificial intelligence in tertiary language education
	Study
	Design
	Participants
	Construct measured
	Principal interpretive limitation
	Supporting references

	Teacher perceptions of artificial intelligence as a teaching tool
	Survey
	University teachers
	Awareness and attitude
	Early instrument; limited reporting of sampling frame
	Shirin (2022)

	Student perceptions of artificial intelligence tools for writing
	Sequential mixed methods
	70 survey and 10 interview participants
	Perceived usefulness, barriers, accessibility
	Perceived rather than measured writing gain; single-institution sampling
	Khan et al. (2024)

	Teacher experiences of artificial intelligence tools in English classrooms
	Qualitative open-ended survey
	17 teachers, public and private universities
	Reported practice and concern
	Small purposive sample; no observation of classroom use
	Munni & Rafique (2025)

	Teacher perception and usage of a generative model
	Mixed methods
	Tertiary English teachers
	Perception and reported usage
	Self-report; tool version not fixed across data collection
	Tarannum et al. (2025)

	Teacher vision for the future role of artificial intelligence and professional identity
	Mixed methods
	123 teachers across 20 universities; 5 interviews
	Attitude, perceived usefulness, identity
	Cross-sectional; anticipated rather than enacted change
	Hasan et al. (2026a)

	Teacher perceptions of usefulness and the role of training
	Mixed methods
	123 teachers across 20 universities; 5 interviews
	Perceived benefit, challenge, detection accuracy
	Overlapping sample with companion study; detection task not externally validated
	Hasan et al. (2026b)

	Instructor agency in generative writing instruction
	Qualitative interview
	10 university instructors
	Enacted agency and perceived constraint
	First-time users; novelty effects not separable
	Ansaree & Uddin (2026)

	Learner intention to use a generative model for academic writing
	Quantitative survey
	159 first-year students
	Cognitive and affective attitude, behavioural intention
	Intention not behaviour; no outcome measure
	Bristi et al. (2025)

	Determinants of adoption and educational-level gap
	Quantitative survey with decomposition
	307 students
	Actual reported use
	Self-reported use; cross-sectional design
	Akter et al. (2026)

	Determinants of adoption in public and private universities
	Quantitative survey
	University students
	Adoption intention
	Intention not behaviour; moderators not theorised in advance
	Kibria et al. (2026)

	Disciplinary teacher perspectives on integrity in English-medium universities
	Qualitative
	Disciplinary teachers
	Attitudes and ethical reasoning
	Perspectives of staff only; student practice not sampled
	Nahiyan & Rahman (2026)

	Innovation in learning and assessment concerns
	Qualitative interview
	Students, faculty and information technology staff
	Reported practice and institutional concern
	Broad scope; language outcomes not addressed
	Eva et al. (2024)


Note. Constructs are reported as measured by the study authors. The table includes only studies conducted with Bangladeshi participants and retrieved through the search described in Section 2; it is not an exhaustive inventory of Bangladeshi scholarship on the topic.
5. Writing, Feedback and the Contested Evidence on Learning Gains
Writing is the domain in which artificial intelligence tools are most heavily used in Bangladeshi higher education and the domain in which the international evidence is most developed. It is also the domain in which the gap between the two literatures is widest, because the international record contains experimental findings that qualify, and in places contradict, the optimistic account that the national perception studies report.
5.1 From automated writing evaluation to generative feedback
Automated writing evaluation preceded generative models by more than a decade and generated a substantial evidence base. Meta-analysis of twenty-six primary studies involving 2,468 participants between 2010 and 2022 reported a large positive overall effect on writing quality, with moderator analysis indicating stronger effects for post-secondary than for secondary learners and for learners of English as a foreign or second language than for first-language users, and a stronger effect on argumentative than on academic or mixed genres (Zhai & Ma, 2023). Intervention duration, feedback combination and platform did not moderate the effect. A research synthesis of classroom use adds detail on implementation conditions (Karatay & Karatay, 2024), and a review of feedback types and learning outcomes maps the mechanisms through which such systems are proposed to operate (Fu et al., 2024).
The magnitude of the reported meta-analytic effect warrants caution rather than confidence. Effects of this size in educational research are uncommon, and the studies aggregated differ in the outcome instruments used, in whether the comparison condition received equivalent feedback from any source, and in the extent to which the writing measured was produced under the same conditions as the training. Classroom studies present a more restrained picture. Investigation of the impact of automated evaluation on teacher feedback, student revision and writing improvement found gains conditional on how teachers reorganised their own feedback practice around the system rather than on the system itself (Link et al., 2022), and research on teacher perception and implementation found that instructors mediated system output substantially before students encountered it (Li, 2021). The mechanism, in other words, is not the automated feedback in isolation but the instructional arrangement in which it is embedded.
Intelligent writing assistance occupied an intermediate position between rule-based evaluation and generative composition, and analysis of its relationship to instructed language learning anticipated much of the present debate, identifying the difficulty of distinguishing support that scaffolds development from support that substitutes for it (Godwin-Jones, 2022). That distinction has become harder rather than easier to draw.
Generative models altered the affordance profile. Analysis of the pitfalls and potentials of generative writing support in second language contexts identifies capability for discourse-level and content-level response, which earlier systems handled poorly, alongside risks of factual error and of unwarranted learner trust (Barrot, 2023). The most instructive comparison available is an eleven-week experimental study with one hundred and fifty second-year university students in a Chinese public university, randomly allocated to a generative model condition, an automated writing evaluation condition and a control. The generative group scored significantly higher than both comparison groups on post-intervention writing performance, but scored significantly lower than the automated evaluation group on the ideal second language writing self, with a medium effect size, and qualitative analysis of student reflections identified over-reliance on the tool with accompanying loss of creativity and agency (Shi et al., 2026). This is a genuinely divided result. Product improved; a motivational construct associated with sustained development deteriorated. Any account of generative writing support that reports only the first half of this finding misrepresents the evidence.
Further work supports the concern. A mixed-methods study of seventy-eight first-year undergraduates in a Turkish public university, using rubric-rated argumentative essays alongside creativity and cognitive reflection measures, reflective journals and focus groups, identified two divergent usage patterns. Frequent reliance produced linguistically fluent and well-organised texts accompanied by lower originality, less developed argumentation and reported cognitive offloading with diminished authorial control, while selective use for language refinement or initial brainstorming preserved personal voice, critical reasoning and metacognitive engagement (Tekir, 2026). Evidence from a separate literature on artificial intelligence dependence among five hundred and eighty Chinese university students found that greater dependence was associated with lower critical thinking, partially mediated by cognitive fatigue, and that information literacy buffered the association while amplifying fatigue at high levels of reliance (Tian & Zhang, 2025). These studies use different populations, constructs and instruments, and their convergence on a dependence-related cost is therefore more informative than replication within a single design family would be.
Teacher-facing evidence from other foreign-language contexts supports a qualified reading. Analysis of teacher perspectives reported perceived improvement in the organisation of student texts alongside concern about content originality (Marzuki et al., 2023), and commentary on machine-generated text for second-language writers identifies a tension between accelerated production and the developmental value of struggle (Warschauer et al., 2023), examined further in relation to first-language use as a writing resource (Sasaki, 2023). Synthesis of digital support for academic writing establishes that this tension long predates generative models (Strobl et al., 2019).
5.2 Engagement, uptake and mediating learner characteristics
The mechanism by which feedback influences writing development runs through learner engagement, and the evidence here identifies a mediator that bears directly on Bangladeshi conditions. Comparative study of student engagement with teacher and automated feedback found systematic differences in the depth of processing accorded to each source, with automated feedback frequently addressed through surface correction rather than revision of meaning (Zhang & Hyland, 2018). Subsequent multiple-case research established that digital literacy shaped engagement with automated feedback independently of second language proficiency, with students whose digital literacy was stronger evaluating system output critically and integrating it selectively, while others accepted or ignored it wholesale (Zhang & Hyland, 2025). Case study evidence on engagement with commercial written corrective feedback reached a compatible conclusion, documenting variation in uptake attributable to learner disposition rather than to feedback quality (Koltovskaia, 2020).
This is the most consequential mechanism finding for the Bangladeshi case, and it has not been tested there. If engagement quality is conditional on digital literacy, and if digital literacy is itself stratified by the access conditions documented in Section 3.2, then the distribution of benefit from automated and generative feedback in Bangladeshi universities would be expected to follow existing lines of advantage rather than to counteract them. The national studies that report positive student perception have not measured digital literacy, have not examined revision behaviour, and have not disaggregated by access. The claim that these tools democratise feedback provision is therefore not supported by the evidence available; nor is it refuted, since the necessary study has not been conducted.
5.3 The unexamined case of Bangladeshi writers
Three questions specific to Bangladeshi tertiary writers remain entirely unaddressed. The first concerns the interaction between generative tools and bilingual composition. Classroom research establishes that Bangladeshi students construct academic meaning across Bangla and English (Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rahman & Hu, 2025), yet no retrieved study has examined how generative systems respond to Bangla-influenced English, whether their normalising tendency suppresses the translingual features that the sociolinguistic literature documents, or whether learners use these tools to translate as well as to compose.
The second concerns the baseline. The international experimental studies establish effects relative to comparison conditions in which learners receive some form of instructed feedback. Where institutional feedback provision is thin, as the assessment literature suggests it frequently is in Bangladesh (Islam et al., 2021), the relevant comparison is against no feedback rather than against teacher feedback, and effect estimates derived from the former setting cannot be transferred to the latter. This could equally mean that benefits are larger than the international literature suggests or that the developmental risks are greater, since the moderating instructional arrangement identified as decisive in classroom studies of automated evaluation would be absent (Li, 2021; Link et al., 2022).
The third concerns assessment validity. Research with second language writing teachers on the detection and assessment of machine-generated and human-produced texts indicates that this judgement is difficult and inconsistently performed (Nguyen & Barrot, 2024). The Bangladeshi finding that trained teachers recognise machine-generated content significantly better than untrained teachers is consistent with this, and identifies training as a lever, but it was assessed through an internal task rather than against an externally validated criterion (Hasan et al., 2026b).
Table 3 sets out the principal convergences and conflicts in the evidence on artificial intelligence support for second language writing, together with the most plausible explanations for disagreement and an assessment of the confidence that can reasonably be placed in each. The intention is to separate findings that are stable across designs from those that depend on the outcome construct selected, and thereby to indicate where the apparent contradiction in the literature is substantive rather than artefactual. The confidence ratings are the present authors' appraisal based on the design and independence of the supporting studies, not scores produced by a formal instrument.
Table 3. Convergent and conflicting evidence on artificial intelligence support for second language writing
	Finding
	Supporting evidence
	Conflicting or qualifying evidence
	Most plausible explanation for divergence
	Supporting references

	Automated writing evaluation improves writing quality
	Meta-analytic effect across 26 studies, stronger for post-secondary and foreign-language learners
	Classroom studies find gains conditional on teacher mediation and reorganised feedback practice
	Meta-analysis aggregates across instructional arrangements that classroom studies show to be decisive
	Karatay & Karatay (2024); Li (2021); Link et al. (2022); Zhai & Ma (2023)

	Generative models outperform automated evaluation on writing product
	Randomised eleven-week comparison found higher post-intervention writing scores
	Same study found lower ideal second language writing self and reported loss of agency
	Product and motivational constructs respond differently to the same intervention
	Shi et al. (2026)

	Generative use is associated with reduced originality and critical reasoning
	Mixed-methods study distinguishing frequent from selective users on rubric, creativity and reflection measures
	Effect depends on usage pattern rather than on use per se
	Frequency and function of use are distinct variables rarely separated in survey designs
	Tekir (2026)

	Dependence carries cognitive cost
	Moderated mediation model linking dependence to lower critical thinking through cognitive fatigue
	Information literacy buffers the association while amplifying fatigue at high reliance
	Literacy operates on both pathways, producing non-monotonic effects
	Tian & Zhang (2025)

	Learner digital literacy governs engagement with automated feedback
	Multiple-case evidence showing engagement varies by digital literacy independently of proficiency
	Engagement also varies with individual disposition and perceived feedback source
	Digital literacy and disposition are correlated but separable determinants
	Koltovskaia (2020); Zhang & Hyland (2018, 2025)

	Bangladeshi students perceive writing benefit
	Mixed-methods and qualitative studies reporting positive student and teacher perception
	No Bangladeshi study measures a writing outcome; perception is not evidence of gain
	Design family limits the inference available, not the phenomenon
	Ansaree & Uddin (2026); Khan et al. (2024); Munni & Rafique (2025)

	Teachers can distinguish machine-generated writing
	Bangladeshi study finding trained teachers significantly more accurate than untrained
	International evidence finds this judgement difficult and inconsistently performed
	Internal task performance may not transfer to externally validated detection
	Hasan et al. (2026b); Nguyen & Barrot (2024)


Note. Confidence in each finding reflects the design, independence and consistency of the supporting studies as appraised in Section 2.6. No formal risk-of-bias instrument was applied.
6. Speaking, Interaction and Multilingual Practice
Spoken proficiency is the outcome that Bangladeshi tertiary research identifies as most deficient (Islam & Stapa, 2021), and it is the outcome on which the national artificial intelligence literature is close to silent. This asymmetry is analytically important, because the strongest experimental claims in the international literature concern precisely this domain.
6.1 Conversational agents and oral production
Systematic review of thirty empirical studies of artificial-intelligence-driven chatbots published between 2020 and 2024 reported improvement across productive and receptive skills, with the clearest gains in speaking and writing, attributed to real-time feedback, reduced anxiety and increased practice opportunity. Receptive skills showed positive but more constrained outcomes, limited by the systems' capacity for deep contextual interaction, and the review identified difficulty in replicating human emotional engagement as a persistent limitation (Wiboolyasarin et al., 2025). Experimental evidence provides a concrete instance. A study of eighty-eight eighth-grade learners in Taiwan compared speech-based interaction with a generative chatbot, flexible speech and text interaction, and conventional classroom interaction with teachers and peers over daily forty-five-minute sessions, finding significant improvement in speaking proficiency associated with chatbot interaction and attributing the effect in interview data to conversational coherence, handling of complex enquiry and sustained motivation (Tai & Chen, 2025).
Two cautions attach to transferring this to Bangladeshi higher education. The first is that the participants were adolescent secondary learners in a summer programme, a population and setting distinct from Bangladeshi undergraduates in credit-bearing provision, and the comparison condition was ordinary classroom interaction of unspecified quality. The second is infrastructural. Speech-based interaction requires stable bandwidth, a private acoustic environment and a device with adequate audio capability, none of which can be assumed given the access evidence reviewed in Section 3.2 (Badiuzzaman et al., 2021; Mathrani et al., 2022). The mechanism of anxiety reduction, which the chatbot literature identifies as central, is also unexamined in a Bangladeshi context where the sources of speaking anxiety documented in the national literature include examination pressure and instructional emphasis on form rather than fear of interlocutor judgement alone (Ali & Hamid, 2020; Islam & Stapa, 2021).
Systematic review of empirical studies applying a general-purpose generative model in English as a second and foreign language education provides a wider inventory of application types and research issues, and identifies the concentration of the field on writing and the comparative thinness of evidence on interactive oral use (Lo et al., 2024). This distribution mirrors the pattern in the Bangladeshi corpus, where speaking is discussed but not investigated.
Systematic review restricted to experimental and pre-post designs offers a further qualification. Across thirty eligible studies between 2014 and 2023, university students and the skills of speaking and writing dominated, intelligent tutoring and automated assessment were the most common functions, peer-to-peer interaction mediated by artificial intelligence was rarely designed for, few studies were theoretically grounded, and effectiveness remained inconclusive despite benefits reported for some outcomes (Qiao et al., 2025). The inconsistency of this record indicates that the speaking literature is not yet a settled basis for policy, in Bangladesh or elsewhere.
6.2 Machine translation, translanguaging and the learner's full repertoire
Machine translation occupies an ambiguous position in language pedagogy and has done so since well before generative models. Systematic review and meta-analysis of eighty-seven studies published between 2000 and 2019 found improving translation quality, predominantly positive reported impacts on foreign language learning and particularly on writing, mixed learner emotion, and a divergence between instructor and student appraisal of legitimacy (Lee, 2023). Experimental work found that machine translation use altered the characteristics of learner writing in ways that were not uniformly beneficial (Lee, 2020), earlier analysis of use in academic contexts raised concerns about its effect on the development of independent competence (Groves & Mundt, 2015), and systematic reviews of neural systems have documented rapid quality improvement alongside continued pedagogical uncertainty (Deng & Yu, 2022; Klimova et al., 2023).
The relevance to Bangladesh is direct and unexamined. Generative models perform translation as a routine capability, which means that the boundary between composition support and translation has effectively dissolved for learners who write bilingually. Where the classroom evidence documents translanguaging as an established practice for constructing disciplinary knowledge (Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rahman & Hu, 2025; Sultana & Fang, 2024), the question of whether generative tools extend, replace or suppress that practice is a substantive research question with implications for both pedagogy and assessment. Commentary in applied linguistics has begun to articulate the theoretical stakes, framing the relationship between learners and generative systems as one of mutual adaptation rather than of tool use (Thorne, 2024), and cautioning that the visible changes in text production should not be mistaken for changes in the underlying processes of second language development (Chapelle, 2024; Kern, 2024). Whether these arguments hold under Bangladeshi bilingual conditions is not known.
A further constraint deserves statement. Generative model performance is substantially weaker for languages with limited representation in training corpora than for English, and Bangla is such a language. This is established within natural language processing research and is not disputed. Its educational implication is that tools which handle English fluently may handle Bangla, Bangla-English code-mixing and Bangla-influenced English less reliably, with consequences for feedback accuracy and for the appropriateness of the models offered to learners. No retrieved study in the Bangladeshi language education corpus has tested tool performance on learner production of this kind, and the absence is one of the clearer gaps identified by this review.
7. Teacher Agency, Preparedness and Professional Learning
7.1 Preparedness as an institutional rather than individual property
Preparedness is treated in much of the national literature as an attribute of individual teachers, remediable through training. The evidence supports a more distributed account. Case study research with university language instructors elsewhere found that preparedness for generative artificial intelligence comprised technological familiarity, pedagogical judgement about integration, and institutional guidance, with the third component frequently absent and the second impossible to develop in its absence (Kohnke et al., 2023b). Comparable framing appears in early practitioner-facing analysis of generative models for language teaching, which identified the requirement for teacher capacity to evaluate output critically rather than merely to operate the interface (Kohnke et al., 2023a).
The Bangladeshi evidence is consistent. Instructors experimenting with generative tools in first-year writing instruction reported exercising agency in customising generated materials to learners' cognitive, linguistic and cultural circumstances, while simultaneously identifying limited generative artificial intelligence literacy, inadequate institutional policy, unequal resources and generational resistance as persistent constraints (Ansaree & Uddin, 2026). The pattern is one in which individual adaptive capacity is present and institutional scaffolding is not. Survey evidence that trained teachers outperform untrained teachers at identifying machine-generated content identifies training as effective for a specific and narrow capability (Hasan et al., 2026b), but the finding that teacher designation does not predict perceived challenge suggests that seniority confers no advantage, which is what would be expected if the constraints were institutional rather than experiential.
Historical evidence supports this reading. Early work on mobile telephony in university English classrooms identified enthusiasm alongside absent institutional provision (Begum, 2011), evaluation of a technology-assisted vocabulary programme at tertiary level demonstrated that structured provision could produce measurable learning while requiring sustained support to operate (Hasan et al., 2022), and blended provision has been advocated on similar grounds (Rabbi et al., 2024). The recurrence of the same constraint across three technology generations suggests a property of the system rather than of any particular tool.
7.2 Professional identity and the redefinition of expertise
A distinct strand concerns what generative capability does to the professional standing of language teachers. Survey and interview evidence from one hundred and twenty-three Bangladeshi university English teachers across twenty institutions found perceived usefulness to be a strong and statistically significant predictor of attitude towards artificial intelligence, while perceived challenge was not a significant predictor, and qualitative data documented teachers acknowledging the potential for task automation and personalisation alongside concern about role change and skill gaps (Hasan et al., 2026a). The asymmetry between the two predictors is notable. It indicates that anticipated benefit, rather than anticipated difficulty, is driving attitude formation, which is a condition under which adoption tends to precede evaluation.
International commentary supplies the conceptual frame that the national studies lack. Argument that language teaching has not been rendered obsolete rests on the distinction between the production of target-language text and the pedagogical work of structuring second language development (Handley, 2024), and analysis of the disciplinary implications of open generative models emphasises that the technology alters the conditions of practice without altering the acquisition processes that practice is designed to support (Chapelle, 2024). Review of institutional responses in higher education more broadly finds that guidance from leading universities was produced quickly and varies widely in its assumptions about what assessment is for (Moorhouse et al., 2023), and synthesis of research on generative chatbots in higher education identifies an emerging field characterised by rapid publication and limited theoretical consolidation (McGrath et al., 2025). Practitioner-facing evaluation in language teaching has framed the technology as a capable assistant whose value depends on the instructional design surrounding it rather than on its own capability (Ahn et al., 2024), a position consistent with the classroom evidence on automated writing evaluation reviewed in Section 5.1.
Table 4 sets out the methodological limitations recurring across the reviewed literature, distinguishing those characteristic of the Bangladeshi corpus from those present in the international evidence base, since the two require different remedies. The discussion above indicates that several of these limitations are mutually reinforcing: absent outcome measurement makes it impossible to detect the differential effects that unreported sampling would produce, and unreported tool versioning makes it impossible to determine whether inconsistent findings reflect population differences or artefact differences. The table is intended to support the research priorities developed in Section 10.
Table 4. Recurring methodological limitations across the reviewed literature and their consequences for inference
	Limitation
	Primarily affects
	Nature of the problem
	Consequence for inference
	Supporting references

	Absence of outcome measurement
	Bangladeshi corpus
	No controlled or quasi-experimental design with pre- and post-intervention language measures
	Claims of learning benefit are unsupported by the national evidence in either direction
	Ansaree & Uddin (2026); Khan et al. (2024); Munni & Rafique (2025)

	Reliance on intention rather than behaviour
	Bangladeshi corpus
	Acceptance models predict stated intention for a technology already in general use
	Explanatory value is limited; findings replicate across contexts without local specificity
	Akter et al. (2026); Bristi et al. (2025); Budhathoki et al. (2024); Kibria et al. (2026)

	Unreported or unrepresentative sampling
	Both
	Convenience and purposive samples of connected, urban participants predominate
	Equity and access claims cannot be sustained; population estimates unavailable
	Badiuzzaman et al. (2021); Mathrani et al. (2022)

	Unreported tool version and prompt
	Both
	Model, interface and prompt formulation seldom specified
	Apparent disagreement between studies is not separable from differences in the artefact studied
	Wang et al. (2025)

	Weak theoretical grounding
	International corpus
	Substantial proportion of studies specify no framework
	Findings accumulate without cumulative explanation
	Qiao et al. (2025); Wang et al. (2025)

	Geographical concentration
	International corpus
	Evidence base concentrated in a small number of high- and middle-income systems
	Transfer to low- and middle-income settings is assumed rather than tested
	Landa-Blanco (2026); Wang et al. (2025)

	Short exposure periods
	International corpus
	Intervention durations frequently measured in weeks
	Durability and delayed effects on autonomy and motivation are unknown
	Qiao et al. (2025); Shi et al. (2026)

	Narrow outcome constructs
	Both
	Product measures reported without motivational, metacognitive or process measures
	Divergent effects on product and disposition are missed where only product is measured
	Shi et al. (2026); Tekir (2026); Tian & Zhang (2025)

	Overlapping samples across publications
	Bangladeshi corpus
	Companion articles report from shared datasets
	Apparent replication may reflect a single sample rather than independent confirmation
	Hasan et al. (2026a, 2026b)

	Absence of bilingual outcome measures
	Bangladeshi corpus
	No study examines tool performance on Bangla-English production
	Tool adequacy for the documented classroom practice is untested
	Rafi & Morgan (2023); Rahman & Hu (2025); Sultana & Fang (2024)


Note. Limitations are attributed to the corpus in which they are most consistently observed. Attribution to one corpus does not imply absence from the other.
8. Integrity, Assessment and Governance
8.1 Detection and the fragility of enforcement
Concern about academic integrity is the most consistently reported finding in the Bangladeshi teacher literature, and it is the concern for which technological remedy is least available. Analysis of the integrity implications of large language models identified early that detection-based enforcement would prove unstable, because detection performance degrades as models improve and as users adapt their prompting (Perkins, 2023). Empirical testing of this proposition combined academic judgement with detection software to identify machine-generated submissions, and reported that neither approach alone was reliable (Perkins et al., 2024). Research with second language writing teachers on the assessment of machine-generated and human-produced text found the discrimination task difficult and performance inconsistent (Nguyen & Barrot, 2024).
The implication for Bangladesh is specific. Bangladeshi teachers report using integrity-detection software as a routine element of practice (Munni & Rafique, 2025), and the national evidence on training effects indicates that recognition of machine-generated content improves with instruction (Hasan et al., 2026b). Neither finding establishes that detection-centred enforcement is viable at institutional scale. The international evidence indicates that it is not, and the assessment structure documented in Section 3.3 makes the problem more acute rather than less, since summative written work performed outside supervision is precisely the task type most vulnerable to substitution. Comparative work on integrity in multicultural higher education settings reaches compatible conclusions about the limits of enforcement and the requirement for assessment redesign (Yusuf et al., 2024).
The disciplinary-teacher study conducted in Bangladeshi English-medium universities is instructive on the alternative. It found diverse staff attitudes, majority reservation about the suitability of generative tools for developing academic writing capacity, and identified the development of students' ethical literacy alongside policy development as the more promising direction (Nahiyan & Rahman, 2026). This is an argument for shifting the locus of intervention from detection to task design and from surveillance to disposition. It is also, at present, an argument rather than a demonstrated effect, since no Bangladeshi study has evaluated an assessment redesign or an ethical literacy intervention.
8.2 The policy vacuum in Bangladeshi institutions
The absence of institutional policy is reported across the national literature with unusual consistency. Instructors identified inadequate institutional policy as a constraint on their own practice (Ansaree & Uddin, 2026), qualitative work across student, faculty and technical staff populations documented a gap between stated institutional commitment to regulating unethical use and any operative mechanism (Eva et al., 2024), and adoption research explicitly situates its findings within a context characterised by the absence of institutional artificial intelligence policies (Kibria et al., 2026). This convergence is meaningful because the studies differ in population, method and disciplinary orientation.
National-level policy has moved faster than institutional policy. The Information and Communication Technology Division has issued a draft national artificial intelligence policy for the period 2026 to 2030, which addresses governance, liability, capacity development and the position of domestically hosted language models, and which was released for consultation in February 2026 (Information and Communication Technology Division, 2026). International guidance has been available for longer. The intergovernmental guidance on generative artificial intelligence in education and research proposes regulatory steps including data privacy protection and age thresholds, and specifies validation requirements for educational institutions adopting such systems (UNESCO, 2023), while the associated competency framework for teachers articulates the capabilities that professional development would need to develop (UNESCO, 2024). The gap between the availability of this guidance and its institutional uptake in Bangladeshi universities is itself an empirical question that no retrieved study has investigated.
Two cautions apply to international guidance in this setting. Guidance produced for a global audience abstracts from local assessment structures, and the validation requirements it specifies presuppose institutional technical capacity that the Bangladeshi evidence does not demonstrate. Conceptual work on algorithmic dependence argues that adopting externally developed frameworks without examining their embedded assumptions reproduces rather than resolves the asymmetry it identifies (Ahmed, 2026), while analysis of teacher-facing applications in low- and middle-income countries reaches a more moderate version of the same conclusion, treating benefits such as improved linguistic access as real but conditional on infrastructure and professional support that resource-constrained systems frequently lack (Landa-Blanco, 2026).
9. Toward an Integrated Account: Constrained Mediation
The evidence reviewed does not support either of the two positions that dominate discussion. Artificial intelligence tools are not straightforwardly access-equalising in Bangladeshi higher education, and they are not straightforwardly corrosive of language learning. A more defensible account treats them as mediating artefacts whose effects are determined by the instructional and infrastructural arrangements in which they are embedded, and whose distribution of benefit follows existing lines of advantage unless those arrangements are deliberately altered.
Three propositions support this account, each with a different evidential status. The first is that instructional embedding, rather than tool capability, determines learning effect. This is well supported. Classroom research on automated writing evaluation found gains conditional on teachers reorganising their feedback practice (Li, 2021; Link et al., 2022), and comparative experimental work found that the same tool produced improved writing product alongside deteriorated motivational disposition, indicating that the tool alone does not determine the outcome profile (Shi et al., 2026).
The second proposition is that learner-side capability governs uptake. This is moderately supported. Digital literacy has been shown to shape engagement with automated feedback independently of language proficiency (Zhang & Hyland, 2025), usage pattern rather than usage frequency distinguishes learners who retain critical reasoning from those who do not (Tekir, 2026), and dependence is associated with cognitive cost through a mediated pathway that literacy modulates in both directions (Tian & Zhang, 2025). The supporting studies are conducted outside Bangladesh and their transfer is untested.
The third proposition is that structural conditions in Bangladesh will amplify rather than attenuate differential effects. This is the least supported of the three and is advanced as a hypothesis. It follows from combining the access evidence (Badiuzzaman et al., 2021; Mathrani et al., 2022), the medium-of-instruction stratification evidence (Karim et al., 2023; Rahman et al., 2020), the educational-attainment gap in adoption identified through decomposition analysis (Akter et al., 2026) and the mechanism evidence on digital literacy (Zhang & Hyland, 2025). Each component is established; their conjunction has not been tested directly, and the counter-evidence on learning loss during the closure period indicates that structural predictions of this kind can fail (Asadullah & Bhattacharjee, 2022).
The account also identifies where the prevailing framing misleads. Describing these tools as democratising feedback presumes that feedback provision is the binding constraint. The Bangladeshi evidence suggests the binding constraints are assessment design, institutional policy and the absence of practice opportunity for spoken production, none of which tool provision addresses. Describing them as threats to integrity presumes that integrity is primarily a matter of detection. The evidence indicates that detection is unreliable and that the more consequential variable is what the assessment asks students to do (Nguyen & Barrot, 2024; Perkins et al., 2024). Both framings direct attention away from the interventions most likely to matter.
Table 5 states the principal knowledge gaps identified by this synthesis, the reason each remains unresolved, and the type of evidence that would resolve it. The gaps are ordered by the extent to which resolution would alter current practice rather than by ease of investigation, and the reasoning behind that ordering is developed in Section 10. Several of the gaps are interdependent: the bilingual production gap cannot be closed without the instrument development identified in the second row, and the equity gap cannot be closed without the sampling reform identified in the fourth.
Table 5. Principal knowledge gaps, reasons for their persistence and the evidence required for resolution
	Knowledge gap
	Why it remains unresolved
	Evidence required for resolution
	Priority
	Supporting references

	Effect of generative tools on Bangladeshi tertiary language outcomes
	National corpus consists of perception and intention designs without outcome measurement
	Quasi-experimental or randomised designs with validated pre- and post-intervention language measures and delayed follow-up
	Immediate
	Khan et al. (2024); Munni & Rafique (2025); Wang et al. (2025)

	Tool performance on Bangla-English bilingual production
	No study has tested feedback accuracy or normalising effects on translingual learner text
	Corpus-based evaluation of tool output against learner production, with expert human benchmarking
	Immediate
	Rafi & Morgan (2023); Rahman & Hu (2025); Sultana & Fang (2024)

	Whether digital literacy mediates uptake in Bangladeshi settings
	Mediation established elsewhere; not measured in any national study
	Studies measuring digital literacy alongside revision behaviour and engagement depth
	Immediate
	Koltovskaia (2020); Zhang & Hyland (2025)

	Distribution of benefit across access strata
	Sampling concentrated on connected urban participants
	Population-based or stratified sampling with access and device data collected as covariates
	Immediate
	Akter et al. (2026); Badiuzzaman et al. (2021); Mathrani et al. (2022)

	Effectiveness of assessment redesign as an integrity response
	Redesign advocated but not evaluated in any Bangladeshi institution
	Institution-level intervention studies comparing redesigned and conventional assessment on integrity and learning
	Medium term
	Nahiyan & Rahman (2026); Perkins et al. (2024); Yusuf et al. (2024)

	Whether conversational agents improve spoken proficiency under Bangladeshi conditions
	Experimental evidence drawn from other populations and infrastructural settings
	Replication with Bangladeshi undergraduates including bandwidth and environment as measured conditions
	Medium term
	Tai & Chen (2025); Wiboolyasarin et al. (2025)

	Conditions under which institutional policy is formed or withheld
	Policy absence documented but not explained
	Comparative institutional case studies of policy formation, including public and private universities
	Medium term
	Ansaree & Uddin (2026); Eva et al. (2024); Moorhouse et al. (2023)

	Durability of effects on autonomy and motivation
	Exposure periods in existing studies are short
	Longitudinal designs following cohorts across a degree programme
	Longer term
	Shi et al. (2026); Tekir (2026)

	Applicability of international governance frameworks
	Frameworks available but uptake and fit untested in Bangladeshi institutions
	Implementation research examining adaptation, resistance and unintended consequence
	Longer term
	Ahmed (2026); Landa-Blanco (2026); UNESCO (2023, 2024)


Note. Priority reflects the extent to which resolution would alter current instructional or policy practice, appraised in Section 10, and not the technical difficulty of the research required.
10. Future Directions
The research priorities set out below are ordered by the extent to which their resolution would change what universities and teachers in Bangladesh actually do. Priorities that would alter practice regardless of their result are placed ahead of those whose value depends on the direction of the finding, and immediate priorities are distinguished from those requiring longer investment.
The first immediate priority is outcome measurement. No study conducted in Bangladesh has established whether generative artificial intelligence tools affect language learning, in either direction. The unresolved problem is that the entire national evidence base measures perception, attitude or intention, and these constructs are known to diverge from performance. Current evidence is inadequate because participants asked whether a tool helped them have no access to their counterfactual performance, and because the design family used cannot distinguish improvement from novelty, from increased time on task, or from a change in what the assessment rewards. The appropriate design is a quasi-experimental study with non-equivalent comparison groups, or a randomised trial where conditions permit, conducted within credit-bearing courses at both public and private universities across at least one semester with a delayed post-test. Outcome measures should include a rubric-scored writing task administered under supervised conditions, alongside a process measure of revision behaviour and a validated measure of writing self-efficacy, since the international precedent shows that product and disposition can move in opposite directions (Shi et al., 2026; Tekir, 2026). Findings would bear directly on whether institutions should permit, restrict or scaffold tool use in coursework, and would be consequential whichever direction they take.
The second immediate priority concerns bilingual production. The unresolved problem is that generative systems are known to perform less reliably on languages with limited corpus representation, and that Bangladeshi tertiary writing is documented as translingual in practice, yet no study has examined what these systems do to Bangla-influenced English or to Bangla-English code-mixed text. Current evidence is inadequate because the natural language processing literature evaluates system performance on benchmark tasks rather than on learner production, and because the applied linguistics literature on translanguaging in Bangladesh predates the tools now in use. The appropriate approach is corpus-based, assembling a sample of authentic undergraduate writing across disciplines and institution types, submitting it to the tools learners actually use, and evaluating the resulting feedback and revision suggestions against expert human judgement for accuracy, for appropriateness to the writer's communicative intention, and for the extent to which translingual features are flagged as error. Outcome measures should include feedback precision and recall against expert annotation and a categorisation of the normalising interventions the systems propose. The implication for practice is direct: if these systems systematically eliminate translingual features that the classroom evidence shows to be functional, then their unguided use conflicts with the pedagogical position that the sociolinguistic literature supports (Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rahman & Hu, 2025; Sultana & Fang, 2024).
The third immediate priority is the mediation question. The unresolved problem is whether learner digital literacy governs engagement with automated and generative feedback in Bangladeshi conditions as it has been shown to do elsewhere. Current evidence is inadequate because no national study has measured digital literacy at all, and because the international studies establishing the mediation were conducted with small samples in a single national context (Zhang & Hyland, 2025). The appropriate design is a mixed-methods study combining a validated digital literacy instrument with think-aloud protocols during feedback processing and analysis of successive text drafts, sampling deliberately across access strata rather than from a single institution. The relevant scale is moderate, perhaps sixty to eighty participants for the quantitative component with a purposive subsample for the process work, and the relevant timescale is a single semester. If the mediation holds, then digital literacy instruction becomes a precondition for tool deployment rather than an optional supplement, which would change the sequencing of institutional investment.
The fourth immediate priority concerns the distribution of use and benefit. The unresolved problem is that equity claims are made routinely and tested rarely, and that the samples on which national findings rest exclude the population for whom access constraints bind. Current evidence is inadequate because convenience sampling of connected students cannot estimate population parameters, and because the one national study that examined attainment-related disparity did so through decomposition of a cross-sectional survey rather than through stratified sampling (Akter et al., 2026). The appropriate design is a stratified survey with sampling frames constructed from institutional enrolment data, collecting device ownership, connectivity quality, household characteristics and prior medium of schooling as covariates alongside use and outcome measures. The relevant scale is national or regional rather than institutional. Findings would determine whether institutional provision should prioritise tool access, connectivity, or neither, and would provide the population baseline that the field currently lacks.
Three medium-term priorities follow. Assessment redesign is advocated across the integrity literature but has not been evaluated in any Bangladeshi institution, leaving unresolved whether redesigning tasks so that unaided production is either unnecessary or verifiable reduces integrity violation without displacing it, and whether such redesign is compatible with the examination-oriented structures documented nationally (Ali & Hamid, 2020; Islam et al., 2021). The appropriate approach is an institution-level intervention study comparing departments that adopt redesigned assessment with those retaining conventional formats, measuring integrity outcomes, staff workload and student learning across at least two academic sessions. Replication of the conversational agent findings is a second priority, since the speaking deficit is the most acute documented outcome problem and the international evidence is drawn from populations and infrastructures that differ materially (Tai & Chen, 2025; Wiboolyasarin et al., 2025). Such replication should treat bandwidth, device capability and acoustic environment as measured conditions and should include a measure of speaking anxiety alongside proficiency. The third priority is comparative institutional case study of policy formation, since the absence of institutional policy is well documented while its causes are not. Work across public and private universities examining how guidance is or is not produced, which actors are involved, and what constrains them would identify leverage points that exhortation does not.
Two longer-term priorities follow. Longitudinal designs following cohorts across a degree programme are required to establish whether the divergence between writing product and motivational disposition observed in semester-length studies persists, attenuates or compounds, and whether early patterns of selective versus habitual use are stable. Such work is expensive and slow, but the alternative is indefinite reliance on short-exposure findings whose durability is unknown. Implementation research on governance frameworks is the second. International guidance is available (UNESCO, 2023, 2024) and national policy is in draft (Information and Communication Technology Division, 2026), but whether such frameworks are adopted, adapted or ignored at institutional level, and with what unintended consequence, is an empirical question that the conceptual critique of externally developed frameworks makes more rather than less pressing (Ahmed, 2026; Landa-Blanco, 2026).
A methodological requirement cuts across these priorities. Studies should specify the model, version, interface and prompt formulation used, since without this the field cannot distinguish substantive disagreement from differences in the artefact under study (Wang et al., 2025). Reporting of sampling frames, response rates and access characteristics should likewise become routine.
11. Conclusions
This review set out to establish what the Bangladeshi evidence base on artificial intelligence and digital platforms in tertiary language education can support, to compare it with the international record, to evaluate the plausibility of the mechanisms proposed, and to identify research priorities. The strongest conclusions concern what is known about behaviour rather than about learning. Use of generative language models, commercial writing assistants and integrity-detection software is extensive among Bangladeshi university teachers and students, and it is largely informal, occurring in advance of institutional guidance rather than in response to it. Teachers report their own preparedness as inadequate, and the evidence indicates that this inadequacy is institutional in character, since it recurs across seniority levels, across three successive technology generations, and alongside demonstrable individual adaptive capacity. Concern about academic integrity is present in every teacher-facing study examined and constitutes the most consistent finding in the national corpus, although it establishes the prevalence of a perception rather than of the practice that occasions it.
No conclusion about language learning outcomes can be drawn from the Bangladeshi evidence, because no study conducted there has measured one. Reports of improved writing, vocabulary or organisation are reports of perception, and the design family that dominates the national literature cannot distinguish learning from novelty, from increased engagement, or from a change in what the assessment rewards. This is the central limitation of the field as it stands, and it is not remediable by further studies of the same kind.
The international evidence that the national corpus implicitly invokes is more equivocal than its invocation suggests. Automated writing evaluation has a substantial meta-analytic effect on writing quality, but classroom research shows that effect to be conditional on how teachers reorganise their practice around the system. Experimental comparison of generative models with earlier automated systems found improved writing product accompanied by deterioration in a motivational construct associated with sustained development, and independent work using different populations and instruments has converged on evidence of cognitive offloading, reduced originality and diminished authorial control among learners who rely on these tools habitually rather than selectively. Learner digital literacy has been shown to govern engagement with automated feedback independently of language proficiency. Taken together, these findings indicate that benefit is conditional on instructional arrangement and learner capability, not intrinsic to the technology.
That conditionality is the basis for the review's principal argument. Artificial intelligence tools are better understood as mediating artefacts whose effects follow existing distributions of instructional support and learner capability than as instruments that redistribute access to language competence. In a system marked by uneven connectivity, contested medium-of-instruction policy, examination-oriented assessment and documented translingual classroom practice, the conditions that determine benefit are precisely the conditions that are unevenly distributed. This proposition is well supported in its first two components and is advanced as a hypothesis in its application to Bangladesh, where the necessary conjunction has not been tested and where at least one national finding on pandemic-period learning indicates that structural predictions of this kind can fail.
Two implications follow with reasonable security. Institutional attention directed at detection-based enforcement of integrity is unlikely to be productive, since the international evidence indicates that detection is unreliable and degrades as models improve, and since the assessment structures that make substitution attractive remain unaltered by it. Institutional attention directed at teacher preparedness is more likely to be productive, since training has been shown to affect at least one relevant capability and since the constraint identified across the national literature is the absence of institutional scaffolding rather than the absence of individual willingness. Neither implication rests on a claim that the technology improves or degrades language learning, because that claim cannot yet be made for this setting.
The broader significance of the synthesis lies in what it reveals about how evidence travels. A national research literature has formed rapidly around a technology whose effects are being established elsewhere, and it has formed using methods that cannot test the claims it repeats. The result is an appearance of knowledge that the underlying evidence does not sustain. Correcting this requires a change in design rather than an increase in volume, and the priorities identified in this review are framed accordingly.
12. Limitations
This review is a narrative synthesis and carries the limitations intrinsic to that form. Selection of sources, weighting of findings and construction of themes involved interpretive judgement that another reviewer might have exercised differently, and the search, while transparent and systematically conducted, was not accompanied by independent double screening or by documented record flows. The possibility of selection bias and of interpretive bias cannot be excluded, and readers should treat the appraisals of confidence offered in the tables as reasoned judgements rather than as the output of a validated instrument.
Access to the literature was incomplete. Subscription-restricted citation databases were unavailable during preparation, and searching was confined to openly accessible indexes, citation infrastructure and institutional websites. Work indexed exclusively in the unavailable services, and material held in institutional repositories not harvested by the indexes used, may not have been retrieved. This limitation is likely to bear unevenly, since regionally published Bangladeshi scholarship is less consistently indexed than international journal literature, and the review may therefore under-represent the national corpus relative to the international one.
All retained sources are in English. Scholarship published in Bangla, including institutional research reports and journal articles circulating primarily within national academic networks, is absent. Given that the review concerns language education in a bilingual system, this is a material restriction rather than a formal one, and conclusions about the completeness of the national evidence base should be read with it in mind.
The retained studies are heterogeneous in design, population, construct and outcome measure to a degree that precludes quantitative synthesis. No pooled effect estimate is offered, and none could responsibly be constructed from the available material. Comparison across studies has therefore been conducted narratively, and apparent agreement between findings may in some cases reflect similarity of method rather than convergence of substance. Geographical representation within the international evidence is also uneven, with a small number of high- and middle-income systems supplying most experimental findings, and the possibility that mechanisms operate differently under Bangladeshi infrastructural and institutional conditions is not resolved here.
Publication bias is likely to affect both corpora, since studies reporting positive perception and positive effect are more readily published than null findings, and the speed of this field's expansion increases the risk that early positive results have been disproportionately disseminated. The field also changes faster than the review process. The tools examined are revised on cycles measured in months, several retained studies do not specify which version was used, and findings reported here may therefore describe capability profiles that are no longer current. This review should be read as an appraisal of the evidence available at the stated search date rather than as a durable account of the technologies themselves.
Long-term evidence is scarce across the entire field. Exposure periods in the experimental literature are typically measured in weeks, and no retained study followed participants beyond a single academic term. Conclusions about durability, about the stability of usage patterns and about cumulative effects on autonomy are consequently unavailable, and the assessments offered here are restricted to the timescales the evidence covers.
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