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Tóm tắt: Nghiên cứu khảo sát vai trò được người học cảm nhận của trí tuệ nhân tạo tạo sinh (GenAI) trong học tập dựa trên dự án (PBL) môn Tiếng Anh thương mại. Khảo sát định lượng mô tả thu được 234 phản hồi sau dự án về công nghệ số tại cơ sở kinh doanh thực phẩm nhỏ. Bảng hỏi khảo sát sử dụng AI trong sáu giai đoạn và nhận thức về hỗ trợ ngôn ngữ, nhiệm vụ, phát triển người học, rủi ro và hạn chế. Sinh viên cho biết dùng AI nhiều khi chuẩn bị câu hỏi, lập kế hoạch và diễn giải dữ liệu. Sinh viên đánh giá tích cực các hỗ trợ, đồng thời bày tỏ lo ngại về rủi ro. Có 82,1% cho biết kiểm tra độ chính xác, 76,9% đối chiếu nguồn và 33,8% đôi khi dùng nội dung AI ít chỉnh sửa. Kết quả tự báo cáo không chứng minh cải thiện năng lực, chất lượng dự án hay tự chủ. Bài viết đề xuất hướng dẫn theo giai đoạn, rèn kiểm chứng, đánh giá quá trình và tích hợp năng lực AI; hiệu quả cần kiểm định.
Từ khóa: trí tuệ nhân tạo tạo sinh; học tập dựa trên dự án; Tiếng Anh thương mại; năng lực AI; tự chủ người học.
THE ROLE OF GENERATIVE ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN PROJECT-BASED LEARNING IN BUSINESS ENGLISH
Abstract: This descriptive quantitative study examines perceived generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) support in Business English project-based learning (PBL) using 234 valid post-project responses concerning digital technologies in small food businesses. The questionnaire covered six stages and four domains: Language Support, Project Task Support, Perceived Learner Development, and Risks and Limitations. All respondents reported using AI, particularly for question preparation, planning, and data interpretation. Support ratings were positive, alongside risk concerns. Accuracy checking was reported by 82.1% and source comparison by 76.9%, while 33.8% sometimes reused AI output with little or no modification. Findings reflect reported practices and perceptions, not demonstrated proficiency, performance, or autonomy gains. Domain differences and AI-literacy relationships were not tested inferentially. Stage-specific guidance, verification training, process assessment, and AI-literacy outcomes are proposed for further evaluation.
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1. Introduction
Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) extends earlier expectations of adaptive AI support in higher education (Popenici & Kerr, 2017; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). Large language models made such support accessible through natural-language interaction (Kasneci et al., 2023; Tlili et al., 2023). GenAI supports language practice, feedback, content generation, and teaching (Kohnke et al., 2023; Law, 2024; Li et al., 2024; Lo et al., 2024). Studies report potential writing, motivation, and feedback benefits (Guo & Wang, 2024; Lai & Trinh, 2025; Song & Song, 2023).
A stronger final product does not necessarily demonstrate stronger learning. Inaccuracy, overreliance, and obscured authorship require verification, oversight, transparency, and assessment redesign (Cotton et al., 2024; Farrokhnia et al., 2024; Furze et al., 2024; Rudolph et al., 2023; van Dis et al., 2023), with human agency guiding educational use (Miao & Holmes, 2023). Project-Based Learning (PBL) combines authentic inquiry, tangible outcomes, and learner responsibility (Blumenfeld et al., 1991; Krajcik & Blumenfeld, 2006), supported by collaboration, scaffolding, and aligned assessment (Bell, 2010; Helle et al., 2006; Kokotsaki et al., 2016). PBL integrates language, content, and transferable skills in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) (Beckett & Slater, 2005). Vietnamese research reports linguistic, professional, and motivational benefits (Lam, 2011; Le & Ho, 2021; T. D. H. Nguyen, 2026; T. T. Nguyen, 2025).
Research remains concentrated on writing and short-term tasks, leaving multi-skill environments, self-directed processes, longitudinal designs, and contextual pedagogies underdeveloped (Law, 2024; Li et al., 2024; Lo et al., 2024; Tram et al., 2024). Accordingly, this study investigates how students reported using AI during Business English PBL, how they perceived its contribution to language use, project task support, and learner development, and what risks they perceived. The study addresses the following research questions:
RQ1. How and at which stages do students report using AI tools during Project-Based Learning in a Business English course?
RQ2. How do students perceive the role of AI in supporting their English use, project task performance, and learner development?
RQ3. What difficulties and risks do students report experiencing when using AI during the project?
2. Literature Review
2.1. Project-Based Learning: Foundations and Core Principles
Blumenfeld et al. (1991) connect project motivation with authentic problems and support for action and thought. Krajcik and Blumenfeld (2006) emphasize inquiry, evidence, collaboration, and iterative knowledge construction. Helle et al. (2006) emphasize responsibility and theory–practice integration. Bell (2010) links PBL with communication, creativity, and technology; Kokotsaki et al. (2016) identify learner support, group processes, technology, and assessment alignment as implementation conditions.
2.2. PBL in Language, ESP, and Business English Education
Beckett and Slater (2005) integrate language, content, and skills through purposeful projects. Lam (2011) links learner-centred EFL instruction with real-world concerns and extended language use. Le and Ho (2021) report perceived language, content, workplace, responsibility, and motivational benefits. T. T. Nguyen (2025) identifies perceived skills development alongside design and competence challenges. T. D. H. Nguyen (2026) reports improved business communication performance and positive perceptions among Vietnamese undergraduates.
2.3. Generative AI in Higher Education and Language Learning
Popenici and Kerr (2017) anticipated AI’s educational potential; Zawacki-Richter et al. (2019) found technical and quantitative research dominant and educators underrepresented. Tlili et al. (2023) caution against uncritical acceptance. Chan and Hu (2023) report perceived personalization and efficiency alongside accuracy, ethics, and dependence concerns. Farrokhnia et al. (2024) identify accessibility benefits and bias/integrity risks, echoed across disciplines (Albadarin et al., 2024; Kasneci et al., 2023).
Kohnke et al. (2023) describe language practice, materials, and feedback applications. Law (2024) calls for empirical evidence, ethical awareness, and professional development. Li et al. (2024) identify self-directed learning and teacher workflows, calling for more diversified and longitudinal research. Lo et al. (2024) find personalized opportunities alongside misinformation, privacy concerns, and dishonesty. Song and Song (2023) report EFL writing and motivation gains; Guo and Wang (2024) identify differences between AI and teacher feedback. Tram et al. (2024) connect perceived self-learning usefulness with trust and interactivity. Lai and Trinh (2025) report perceived vocabulary, grammar, ideation, and motivational benefits among Vietnamese English-majored undergraduates.
2.4. AI Literacy, Learner Agency, and Assessment
Long and Magerko (2020) define AI literacy through understanding, interaction, and critical evaluation. Ng et al. (2021) include application, creation, and ethics. Southworth et al. (2023) advocate curriculum-wide integration. Language learners must judge factual accuracy and linguistic appropriateness. T. T. T. Nguyen and Nguyen (2025) emphasize critical thinking, creativity, and ethical literacy; Pham (2025) identifies teachers’ needs for institutional guidance, access, and policy support.
Cotton et al. (2024) advocate proactive integrity responses; Rudolph et al. (2023) question traditional assessment’s sustainability. Furze et al. (2024) specify acceptable AI involvement through the AI Assessment Scale. van Dis et al. (2023) call for transparency and accountability, consistent with UNESCO’s human-centred guidance (Miao & Holmes, 2023).
2.5. Research Gap
Extended PBL remains underexamined (Law, 2024; Li et al., 2024; Lo et al., 2024), particularly the distinction between task support and development. Evaluation and ethics frameworks (Long & Magerko, 2020; Miao & Holmes, 2023; Ng et al., 2021) also motivate examining learners’ checking, revision, and direct reuse within authentic projects.
3. Theoretical Framework
The framework organizes AI-supported Business English PBL through four domains of reported experience: Language Support, Project Task Support, Perceived Learner Development, and Risks and Limitations. These conceptual groupings are not validated distinct factors.
The framework proposes that learner engagement may shape the pedagogical value of AI support within PBL. Verification, revision, and responsibility may enable scaffolding, drawing on evaluation and ethics (Ng et al., 2021; Southworth et al., 2023), human-centred guidance (Miao & Holmes, 2023), and explicit assessment boundaries (Furze et al., 2024). These proposed pathways were not tested.
Figure 1
Conceptual framework for AI-supported Project-Based Business English learning
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Note. Arrows represent proposed conceptual relationships, not estimated effects or tested causal paths. AI literacy and critical evaluation are interpretive concepts and were not measured as a separately validated construct.
4. Research Methodology
4.1. Research Design
A descriptive quantitative case study used a post-project questionnaire to examine reported AI use, perceived support, and risks. Without a control group, pre-/post-tests, or direct measures of proficiency, project quality, or autonomy, it could not establish causal improvements.
4.2. Context and Participants
Recruitment was course-based and voluntary. Eligibility required undergraduate Business English course enrolment, proficiency at B1+ or early B2, project participation, and AI use. The field-based project examined digital technologies in small food businesses. Tasks covered topic exploration, planning, survey/interview preparation, data collection/processing, reports/slides, and English presentations. Of 310 emailed invitations, 40 went unanswered; 270 questionnaires were returned (87.1% of those invited), 36 invalid and 234 valid (75.5% of those invited). All respondents reported using AI; frequency items covered six stages, excluding field data collection. Course-wide AI-use prevalence cannot be inferred.
Online data collection occurred during the first five weeks of the Summer 2026 semester, three days after project completion. Participants received the same project assignment and AI guidance; representativeness remains uncertain.
4.3. Questionnaire
The bilingual questionnaire, developed for this study from previous research, included AI-use questions, 25 main Likert items, three overall-evaluation items, and optional open-ended questions. AI-use questions covered tools, overall/stage frequency, purposes, and handling of generated content. Tool, purpose, and verification questions allowed multiple responses.
The main items covered Language Support (6), Project Task Support (6), Perceived Learner Development (6), and Risks and Limitations (7), rated from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. Overall-evaluation items addressed usefulness for project completion, learning versus faster completion, and future integration with teacher guidance. No usable open-ended responses were submitted. Learner development denotes perceptions, not assessed gains.
Language Support covered vocabulary, grammar, clarity, and communication, consistent with Kohnke et al. (2023). Project Task Support covered understanding, organization, problem-solving, and time (Chan & Hu, 2023). Perceived Learner Development covered confidence, independence, revision, and participation (Le & Ho, 2021). Risks and Limitations covered accuracy, unsuitable language, dependence, and reduced independent thinking (Chan & Hu, 2023; Kohnke et al., 2023; Ng et al., 2021). These sources inform conceptual groupings, not an established scale.
Two experts with extensive Business English teaching experience, experience in project-based teaching, and proficiency in using AI for instruction reviewed the questionnaire. Their feedback prompted revisions to some Risks and Limitations items. Piloting involved 45 students.
4.4. Data Preparation and Analysis
Screening retained 234 usable responses. The unintended Q4 export row “Hàng 7” was excluded because it represented no specified stage. Multiple-response percentages used 234 as denominator and need not total 100%. Analysis calculated item frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, item-averaged composite scores, and Cronbach’s alpha.
Mean interpretation bands were 1.00–1.80 = very low, 1.81–2.60 = low, 2.61–3.40 = moderate, 3.41–4.20 = high, and 4.21–5.00 = very high. RQ1 examined tools, frequency, stage use, purposes, and verification; RQ2 used Language Support, Project Task Support, Perceived Learner Development, and overall evaluations; RQ3 used Risks and Limitations. Bands indicate response levels, not gains. No inferential comparisons or framework tests were performed.
4.5. Reliability and Ethical Considerations
Table 1
Internal consistency of the four questionnaire constructs
	Construct
	Items
	Cronbach’s α

	Language Support
	6
	.815

	Project Task Support
	6
	.838

	Perceived Learner Development
	[bookmark: _GoBack]6
	.845

	Risks and Limitations
	7
	.822


Note. N = 234. All alpha coefficients exceed .80, indicating good internal consistency.
The combined 18-item positive-support scale had α = .925. Internal consistency does not establish unidimensionality, domain distinctiveness, or construct validity. Without factor-analytic or convergent/discriminant evidence, the limited-validation questionnaire provides provisional descriptive composites.
The study was exempt from formal ethical review. Participation was voluntary and anonymous; names, student IDs, and email addresses were not collected. Respondents were informed that the study examined learning practices rather than detecting or punishing individual AI use. Findings were aggregated; anonymity and this framing aimed to reduce social-desirability pressure.
5. Findings
5.1. AI Use Across the PBL Process
All 234 respondents (100%) reported using AI (overall M = 3.78, SD = 1.01): approximately 60.3% often/very often (31.6% often; 28.6% very often), 31.2% sometimes, and 8.5% rarely/very rarely.
Reported tools were ChatGPT (228; 97.4%), Google Gemini (201; 85.9%), Canva AI (147; 62.8%), NotebookLM (108; 46.2%), Microsoft Copilot (96; 41.0%), Grammarly (62; 26.5%), QuillBot (46; 19.7%), and Perplexity (36; 15.4%).
Figure 2
AI tools used during the Business English project
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Reported use exceeded the midpoint across all six stages (Table 2), led by survey/interview preparation, data interpretation, and planning.
Table 2
AI-use frequency across stages of the PBL process
	PBL stage
	M
	SD
	Often/Very often (%)

	Preparing survey/interview questions
	3.71
	1.10
	59.8

	Processing/interpreting data
	3.68
	1.12
	57.7

	Planning the research/project
	3.68
	1.11
	57.3

	Exploring the topic/generating ideas
	3.62
	1.16
	56.0

	Writing the report/preparing slides
	3.57
	1.08
	54.7

	Preparing/rehearsing presentation
	3.54
	1.19
	52.1


Note. Scale: 1 = Never to 5 = Very often. N = 234.
Reported purposes were brainstorming (86.3%), research-question development (80.3%), topic understanding (78.6%), survey-question preparation (76.9%), interview-question preparation and information summarizing (70.1% each), paraphrasing/rewriting (69.2%), writing report sections (65.4%), grammar checking (62.4%), and Business English vocabulary (59.0%).
Reported practices included accuracy checking (82.1%), source comparison (76.9%), group discussion (67.5%), repeated revision requests (64.5%), language revision (58.5%), and using AI ideas while writing final content themselves (51.3%). However, 33.8% sometimes used generated content directly with little or no modification.
5.2. Perceived Benefits and Perceived Learner Development
Language Support led positive-support ratings (Table 3). Its highest item was “AI helped me notice and correct language problems that I might not have identified by myself” (M = 3.79, SD = 1.11), followed by Business English vocabulary (M = 3.75) and grammar (M = 3.74).
Table 3
Perceptions of AI support and risks
	Construct
	M
	SD
	Cronbach’s α

	Language Support
	3.73
	0.79
	.815

	Project Task Support
	3.70
	0.84
	.838

	Perceived Learner Development
	3.60
	0.86
	.845

	Risks and Limitations
	3.74
	0.76
	.822


Note. N = 234. Means from 3.41 to 4.20 are interpreted as high.
Project Task Support’s highest items were “AI helped me understand difficult aspects of the project more quickly” (M = 3.83, SD = 1.07) and “AI reduced the time required to complete some project tasks” (M = 3.81, SD = 1.11).
Perceived Learner Development was positive but numerically lower. Its highest item was “AI encouraged me to consider different ways of solving a problem” (M = 3.70, SD = 1.12); confidence, independence, revision, transferable learning, and participation items generally scored in the mid-to-high 3 range. Differences were descriptive, statistically untested, and did not measure actual gains.
Table 4
Overall evaluation of AI-supported PBL
	Item
	M
	SD

	AI was useful in helping me complete the Business English project.
	3.77
	1.08

	AI helped me learn during the project rather than merely finish it faster.
	3.59
	1.09

	I would like AI to continue being integrated with appropriate teacher guidance.
	3.73
	1.12


Note. N = 234; five-point agreement scale.
5.3. Risks and Limitations
Risk agreement coexisted with favourable support ratings. The highest item was “AI-generated information needed to be checked carefully before being included in the project” (M = 3.88, SD = 1.01; 70.5% agreed/strongly agreed). Inaccuracy, difficulty judging correctness, and English too complex/unnatural for students’ level each received M = 3.76.
“I sometimes relied on AI instead of trying to produce English by myself” received M = 3.65; concern about reduced independent thinking received M = 3.74. Aggregate findings do not establish individual relationships between perceived support and concerns.
6. Discussion
6.1. AI as an Integrated Component of PBL
Reported AI use across project stages is consistent with the broad learning applications identified in reviews (Law, 2024; Li et al., 2024; Lo et al., 2024; Tram et al., 2024); respondents also sought inquiry and project-management support. This integration accords with Beckett and Slater (2005), who connect language, content and skills, and Vietnamese research on authentic communication and responsibility (Le & Ho, 2021; T. D. H. Nguyen, 2026; T. T. Nguyen, 2025). AI guidance therefore needs to encompass the PBL workflow.
6.2. Higher Perceived Language and Task Support Than Perceived Learner Development
Higher language and task ratings than development ratings align with evidence of immediate feedback and writing assistance (Guo & Wang, 2024; Kohnke et al., 2023; Lai & Trinh, 2025; Song & Song, 2023). These perceptions establish neither efficiency nor learning gains. Efficiency may release time for higher-order work or conceal substitution: polished outputs can exceed their authors’ understanding, challenging product-based assessment (Cotton et al., 2024; Rudolph et al., 2023). Because inquiry, collaboration and reflection are PBL outcomes (Blumenfeld et al., 1991; Helle et al., 2006; Kokotsaki et al., 2016), students must demonstrate the understanding represented by their products.
6.3. Critical Evaluation as a Proposed Condition for Productive AI Use
Reported verification aligns with evaluative and ethical AI literacy (Long & Magerko, 2020; Ng et al., 2021) and human accountability (Miao & Holmes, 2023; van Dis et al., 2023), but does not demonstrate successful checking or competence. Direct reuse and dependence raise a distinction between scaffolding, where students attempt, evaluate, revise and apply, and substitution, where generated answers replace their work. These pathways and their learning effects remain untested. Business English AI literacy entails judging accuracy, audience, genre and fidelity to project evidence. T. T. T. Nguyen and Nguyen (2025) emphasize critical and ethical literacy; Pham (2025) identifies teachers’ need for guidance and institutional support.
6.4. Implications for Assessment and Course Design
Process evidence can connect assessed work with learner competence. Cotton et al. (2024) advocate proactive integrity policies, while Furze et al. (2024) specify acceptable AI involvement; both support transparent assessment design.
7. Conclusion and Recommendations
7.1. Recommendations for Business English PBL
7.1.1. Provide Stage-Specific AI Guidance
These recommendations remain untested proposals. During topic exploration, students should select and justify AI-suggested possibilities. In planning and question preparation, they should align suggestions with project objectives and participants. During interpretation, they should verify AI-supported readings against their collected evidence. In report writing, AI may provide language feedback while students retain ownership of arguments and conclusions. During presentation preparation, AI may support rehearsal while students control oral performance.
7.1.2. Teach Verification as a Core AI-Literacy Skill
Students should verify facts, figures, terminology and references, compare outputs with reliable sources, and justify accepting, revising or rejecting suggestions. Such outcomes reflect evaluative literacy (Ng et al., 2021), human accountability (Miao & Holmes, 2023), and respondents’ reported checking.
7.1.3. Encourage Scaffolded Rather Than Substitutive Use
Teachers should encourage students to attempt tasks before seeking AI feedback, then verify, revise and apply the output. This feedback cycle is intended to preserve responsibility within sustained inquiry (Kokotsaki et al., 2016; Krajcik & Blumenfeld, 2006).
7.1.4. Assess Process as Well as Product
Assessment should include planning records, verification notes, revision logs, AI-use declarations and individual oral questioning. Furze et al. (2024) offer a scale for communicating permitted AI involvement.
7.1.5. Integrate AI Literacy Into Business English Learning Outcomes
Curriculum outcomes could include prompting, evaluating business information, adapting language to audience, recognizing unsuitable output, protecting sensitive information, acknowledging assistance and accepting responsibility for the final message, consistent with cross-disciplinary AI literacy (Southworth et al., 2023).
7.1.6. Preserve Authentic Student Language Production
Projects should retain independent language production through authentic interviews, spontaneous questions, oral defence and classroom reflection, to retain opportunities for communication and risk-taking.
7.1.7. Emphasize Guidance and Transparency Rather Than Detection
Clear rules, declarations, critical-use training and assessment redesign should take priority over blanket prohibition and uncertain detection while addressing integrity concerns (Cotton et al., 2024; Farrokhnia et al., 2024; Rudolph et al., 2023).
7.2. Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Research
The study contributes descriptive evidence of perceived support and reported risk concerns in authentic Business English PBL, distinguishing task assistance from learning outcomes requiring direct assessment. Limitations include retrospective self-report in one course, uncertain representativeness, no control group, pre-/post-tests or direct autonomy assessment, and no usable qualitative responses. This design cannot establish causal effects on proficiency or project quality. Internal consistency does not establish construct validity; factor-analytic and convergent/discriminant evidence remain absent. Future work should validate the instrument and combine interviews, AI-use logs, successive drafts, observation and quasi-experiments. Direct outcome comparisons of feedback-oriented scaffolding and content substitution, and longitudinal tests of AI-literacy instruction, could examine the untested pathways.
8. References
Albadarin, Y., Saqr, M., Pope, N., & Tukiainen, M. (2024). A systematic literature review of empirical research on ChatGPT in education. Discover Education, 3(1), Article 60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-024-00138-2
Beckett, G. H., & Slater, T. (2005). The project framework: A tool for language, content, and skills integration. ELT Journal, 59(2), 108–116. https://doi.org/10.1093/eltj/cci024
Bell, S. (2010). Project-based learning for the 21st century: Skills for the future. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 83(2), 39–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/00098650903505415
Blumenfeld, P. C., Soloway, E., Marx, R. W., Krajcik, J. S., Guzdial, M., & Palincsar, A. (1991). Motivating project-based learning: Sustaining the doing, supporting the learning. Educational Psychologist, 26(3–4), 369–398. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653139
Chan, C. K. Y., & Hu, W. (2023). Students’ voices on generative AI: Perceptions, benefits, and challenges in higher education. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 20(1), Article 43. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00411-8
Cotton, D. R. E., Cotton, P. A., & Shipway, J. R. (2024). Chatting and cheating: Ensuring academic integrity in the era of ChatGPT. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 61(2), 228–239. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2023.2190148
Farrokhnia, M., Banihashem, S. K., Noroozi, O., & Wals, A. (2024). A SWOT analysis of ChatGPT: Implications for educational practice and research. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 61(3), 460–474. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2023.2195846
Furze, L., Perkins, M., Roe, J., & MacVaugh, J. (2024). The AI Assessment Scale (AIAS) in action: A pilot implementation of GenAI-supported assessment. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 40(4), 38–55. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.9434
Guo, K., & Wang, D. (2024). To resist it or to embrace it? Examining ChatGPT’s potential to support teacher feedback in EFL writing. Education and Information Technologies, 29(7), 8435–8463. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12146-0
Helle, L., Tynjälä, P., & Olkinuora, E. (2006). Project-based learning in post-secondary education—Theory, practice and rubber sling shots. Higher Education, 51(2), 287–314. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-004-6386-5
Kasneci, E., Sessler, K., Küchemann, S., Bannert, M., Dementieva, D., Fischer, F., Gasser, U., Groh, G., Günnemann, S., Hüllermeier, E., Krusche, S., Kutyniok, G., Michaeli, T., Nerdel, C., Pfeffer, J., Poquet, O., Sailer, M., Schmidt, A., Seidel, T., . . . Kasneci, G. (2023). ChatGPT for good? On opportunities and challenges of large language models for education. Learning and Individual Differences, 103, Article 102274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2023.102274
Kohnke, L., Moorhouse, B. L., & Zou, D. (2023). ChatGPT for language teaching and learning. RELC Journal, 54(2), 537–550. https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882231162868
Kokotsaki, D., Menzies, V., & Wiggins, A. (2016). Project-based learning: A review of the literature. Improving Schools, 19(3), 267–277. https://doi.org/10.1177/1365480216659733
Krajcik, J. S., & Blumenfeld, P. C. (2006). Project-based learning. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences (pp. 317–334). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511816833.020
Lai, T. K. L., & Trinh, H. L. (2025). The effects of ChatGPT on academic writing proficiency among English-majored undergraduates at a university. VNU Journal of Foreign Studies, 41(3), 92–109. https://doi.org/10.63023/2525-2445/jfs.ulis.5514
Lam, N. T. V. (2011). Project-based learning in teaching English as a foreign language. VNU Journal of Science, Foreign Languages, 27(2), 140–146. https://jfs.ulis.vnu.edu.vn/index.php/fs/article/view/1476
Law, L. (2024). Application of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) in language teaching and learning: A scoping literature review. Computers and Education Open, 6, Article 100174. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeo.2024.100174
Le, V. T., & Ho, H. T. (2021). Integrating project-based learning into English for specific purposes classes at tertiary level: Perceived challenges and benefits. VNU Journal of Foreign Studies, 37(4), 128–148. https://doi.org/10.25073/2525-2445/vnufs.4642
Li, B., Lowell, V. L., Wang, C., & Li, X. (2024). A systematic review of the first year of publications on ChatGPT and language education: Examining research on ChatGPT’s use in language learning and teaching. Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 7, Article 100266. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2024.100266
Lo, C. K., Yu, P. L. H., Xu, S., Ng, D. T. K., & Jong, M. S.-Y. (2024). Exploring the application of ChatGPT in ESL/EFL education and related research issues: A systematic review of empirical studies. Smart Learning Environments, 11(1), Article 50. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-024-00342-5
Long, D., & Magerko, B. (2020). What is AI literacy? Competencies and design considerations. In Proceedings of the 2020 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 1–16). Association for Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376727
Miao, F., & Holmes, W. (2023). Guidance for generative AI in education and research. UNESCO. https://doi.org/10.54675/EWZM9535
Ng, D. T. K., Leung, J. K. L., Chu, S. K. W., & Qiao, M. S. (2021). Conceptualizing AI literacy: An exploratory review. Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 2, Article 100041. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2021.100041
Nguyen, T. D. H. (2026). Enhancing business communication proficiency among ESL undergraduates through project-based learning: A mixed-methods inquiry. Dong Thap University Journal of Science, 15(7), 59–78. https://doi.org/10.52714/dthu.sch.3370.1966
Nguyen, T. T. (2025). Evaluation of a project-based learning model in EFL learning at tertiary level: Undergraduates’ voices. VNU Journal of Foreign Studies, 41(3), 157–169. https://doi.org/10.63023/2525-2445/jfs.ulis.5518
Nguyen, T. T. T., & Nguyen, T. N. Q. (2025). AI literacy in language learning through digital multimodal composing: A systematic review. VNU Journal of Foreign Studies, 41(3), 142–156. https://doi.org/10.63023/2525-2445/jfs.ulis.5517
Pham, N. K. L. (2025). “Are you on board?”: University EFL instructors’ readiness for integrating AI-powered tools in teaching. VNU Journal of Foreign Studies, 41(3), 74–91. https://doi.org/10.63023/2525-2445/jfs.ulis.5524
Popenici, S. A. D., & Kerr, S. (2017). Exploring the impact of artificial intelligence on teaching and learning in higher education. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced Learning, 12(1), Article 22. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-017-0062-8
Rudolph, J., Tan, S., & Tan, S. (2023). ChatGPT: Bullshit spewer or the end of traditional assessments in higher education? Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching, 6(1), 342–363. https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9
Song, C., & Song, Y. (2023). Enhancing academic writing skills and motivation: Assessing the efficacy of ChatGPT in AI-assisted language learning for EFL students. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, Article 1260843. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1260843
Southworth, J., Migliaccio, K., Glover, J., Glover, J., Reed, D., McCarty, C., Brendemuhl, J., & Thomas, A. (2023). Developing a model for AI across the curriculum: Transforming the higher education landscape via innovation in AI literacy. Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 4, Article 100127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2023.100127
Tlili, A., Shehata, B., Adarkwah, M. A., Bozkurt, A., Hickey, D. T., Huang, R., & Agyemang, B. (2023). What if the devil is my guardian angel: ChatGPT as a case study of using chatbots in education. Smart Learning Environments, 10(1), Article 15. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00237-x
Tram, N. H. M., Nguyen, T. T., & Tran, C. D. (2024). ChatGPT as a tool for self-learning English among EFL learners: A multi-methods study. System, 127, Article 103528. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103528
van Dis, E. A. M., Bollen, J., Zuidema, W., van Rooij, R., & Bockting, C. L. (2023). ChatGPT: Five priorities for research. Nature, 614(7947), 224–226. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-023-00288-7
Zawacki-Richter, O., Marín, V. I., Bond, M., & Gouverneur, F. (2019). Systematic review of research on artificial intelligence applications in higher education—Where are the educators? International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 16(1), Article 39. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0


image1.png
Al SUPPORT

« Language support
« Project-task support

PBL PROCESS

Topic — Planning — Questions —
Data — Report — Presentation

Al LITERACY & CRITICAL EVALUATION

Verify « Revise « Justify « Take responsibility

PERCEIVED OUTCOMES

« Language use
« Task performance
« Learner development

RISKS & LIMITATIONS

Inaccuracy « Overreliance «
Reduced independent production





image2.png
ChatGPT

Google Gemini

Canva Al

NotebookLM

Microsoft Copilot

Grammarly

QuillBot

Perplexity

7.4%

20

40 60
Respondents (%)

80

100




