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  Abstract 
Artificial Intelligence Generated Content (AIGC) presents a paradigm shift oppor-
tunity in foreign language education, yet existing research predominantly focuses 
on educators’ perspectives, neglecting student experiences. Adopting a student ac-
ceptance perspective, this study examines AIGC-assisted English learning among 
123 college students in Hunan Province, China, through questionnaires and quali-
tative analysis. Results reveal students’ “cautiously optimistic” attitudes: 54.5% 
hold positive views and 66.67% report increased confidence, yet only 10.7% use 
AIGC daily (high-frequency users), revealing an “attitude-behavior paradox.” It 
also shows that the application of AIGC in language skill learning exhibits a text-
dominant, lagging speaking/listening pattern, with translation and writing per-
ceived as significantly more helpful than listening and speaking. Prompt awareness 
emerges as the strongest usage predictor: students recognizing its importance are 
5.77 times more likely to be frequent users, and it correlates positively with im-
provements in learning confidence. Students face multidimensional challenges, no-
tably technical/performance issues and psychological dependency. Based on the 
findings, a “four-in-one” collaborative development model is proposed by integrat-
ing AIGC literacy into curricula to foster deep technology-education integration. 
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1. Introduction 

AIGC is profoundly transforming foreign language education. Since the release of ChatGPT, AIGC tools represented 
by large language models (LLMs) have provided new pathways for English learning through powerful natural lan-
guage processing capabilities. This breakthrough marks a paradigm shift in AI from specialized tools to a general 
cognitive partner. Technologically, AIGC’s language learning applications can be traced back to the intelligent tu-
toring systems of the 1990s (e.g., AutoTutor), which laid foundations for today’s LLM applications by simulating 
human teachers to generate instructional dialogues (Bibauw et al., 2022). With Transformer architecture maturation, 
machines can engage in fluent open-domain dialogues and generate contextualized content (Wang, 2025), shifting 
research focus from technical feasibility to application effects and educational ecosystem reconstruction (Hu, 2024). 

However, existing research has notable limitations. First, structural imbalance in perspectives: most literature fo-
cuses on educators’ stances—such as teacher role transformation (Feng & Zhang, 2023), curriculum reconstruction 
(Hu et al., 2023), or ethical risk management (Rudolph et al., 2023)—with insufficient attention to students as direct 
technology users. Second, uneven skill coverage: empirical analyses concentrate on productive skills such as writing 
and translation (Mizumoto & Eguchi, 2023; Jiao et al., 2023) and lack comprehensive exploration of listening and 
speaking (Li et al., 2025). Third, regional representativeness needs strengthening: domestic studies in China often 
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focus on top universities in developed regions (Li et al., 2024), neglecting the hierarchical higher education ecosystem 
in other regions.  

Therefore, this study systematically surveys college students’ AIGC-assisted English learning in Hunan, a less 
developed central region in China, through questionnaires and qualitative analysis. It addresses two core questions: 
the attitudinal characteristics of different student groups toward AIGC and their influencing factors; and AIGC’s 
actual application patterns across listening, speaking, reading, writing, and translation. This study aims to bridge the 
gap between technology supply and user demand, providing a basis for effective AIGC applications in regions with 
unbalanced educational resources. 

2. Methods 

2.1 Research Subjects 

Using stratified random sampling, 123 students from universities in Hunan Province were selected across 13 disci-
plines according to the Chinese academic degree classification system: Philosophy (2), Economics (5), Law (23), 
Education (3), Literature (34), History (0), Natural Sciences (8), Engineering (26), Agriculture (0), Medicine (11), 
Military Science (0), Management (9), and Arts (2).  

2.2 Research Tools 

Based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and relevant prior literature, this study developed a question-
naire entitled Questionnaire on the Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence in English Learning among College 
Students. The questionnaire comprises five modules: Part 1 collects basic information (gender, grade, major, English 
proficiency); Part 2 investigates current usage (frequency, tool preferences, functional awareness, and technical op-
erational proficiency); Part 3 uses a five-point Likert scale to measure perceived helpfulness of each skill (listening, 
speaking, reading, writing, and translation); Part 4 examines usage attitudes; Part 5 includes open-ended questions 
on challenges and suggestions. 

2.3 Data Collection 

From December 18, 2024, to January 23, 2025, 179 questionnaires were collected via Questionnaire Star (SoJump). 
Following Rafique et al.’s (2020) data quality control standards, invalid questionnaires were excluded, yielding 123 
valid responses (68.7% valid rate). Sample composition: 84 females (68.29%), 39 males (31.71%); grade distribution: 
22 freshmen (17.89%), 62 sophomores (50.41%), 36 juniors (29.27%). Data analysis used R 4.4.3, employing de-
scriptive statistics, non-parametric tests, and multinomial logistic regression, and an additional thematic analysis of 
open-ended questions. The study adhered to anonymity and voluntary participation principles. 

3. Results 

3.1 Basic Situation of Student Use of AIGC 

Usage frequency showed a dispersed pattern: 39 (31.71%) used “a few times weekly,” 38 (30.89%) “occasionally,” 
only 13 (10.57%) were daily high-frequency users, while 20 (16.26%) “hardly used it.” Grade differences were non-
significant (χ² (3) =5.71, p=0.057), though upperclassmen showed slightly higher “hardly use” proportion. 

Tool choice was diversified: Doubao led with 62 users (50.41%), followed by Wenxin Yiyan (48, 39.02%), Kimi 
(42, 34.15%), and ChatGPT (37, 30.08%). Functional preferences: online translation (average composite score 5.8) 
most popular, then vocabulary learning (5.24), intelligent dialogue practice (4.2), writing assistance (3.89), grammar 
checking (3.32), speech recognition (3.32); listening practice (2.42) and reading comprehension (2.44) ranked lowest. 
Primary usage scenario was course learning (104, 84.55%), followed by research activities (50, 40.65%) and foreign 
language lectures (42, 34.15%). 

Regarding technical mastery, students’ understanding of prompts varied considerably. Sixty-four students (52.03%) 
considered prompts “very important,” 30 (24.39%) “somewhat important,” but 19 (15.45%) “did not know” prompt 
importance. Experience-wise, 78 (63.41%) occasionally encountered unsatisfactory answers and were “unclear about 
reasons,” reflecting insufficient correction capability. Chi-square tests showed no significant association between 
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prompt understanding and ability to explain unsatisfactory answers (χ² (1) =2.23, p=0.135), indicating that “knowing 
prompt importance” does not equate to “ability to design effective prompts.” 

3.2 Application Effects of AIGC in Various Skill Modules of English Learning 

Perceived helpfulness descriptive statistics (Likert 5-point) appear in Table 1. Translation (M=3.53) and writing 
(M=3.46) scored highest; listening (M=3.16) and speaking (M=3.19) lowest. Friedman test revealed highly signifi-
cant skill differences (χ² (4) = 33.62, p<0.001); post-hoc comparisons showed translation and writing significantly 
higher than listening and speaking (adjusted p<0.05). Reading (M=3.29) was intermediate, not significantly different 
from writing (p=0.146) but significantly higher than listening (p=0.028). This suggests AIGC’s supportive effects on 
productive skills (translation, writing) are well-recognized, while its empowerment of interactive listening/speaking 
skills remains limited. 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Helpfulness for Each Skill Module 

Skill Median Mean Standard Deviation Quartile 1st Quartile 3rd 

Listening 3 3.16 0.95 3 4 

Speaking 3 3.19 0.92 3 4 

Reading 3 3.29 0.86 3 4 

Writing 3 3.46 0.84 3 4 

Translation 3 3.53 0.83 3 4 

For specific tasks, facing complex translation assignments, 85.37% used traditional translation software, 53.66% 
used generative AI, while few sought teacher help (18.7%) or used physical dictionaries (21.14%), indicating contin-
ued reliance on established translation tools. 

3.3 Students’ Attitudes and Perceived Effectiveness of AIGC in English Learning 

Regarding usage attitudes, students generally showed a positive acceptance tendency. “Somewhat positive” was re-
ported by 46 students (37.4%), and “very positive” by 21 students (17.01%), totaling 54.41%; neutral responses were 
from 46 students (37.4%); negative responses were from 10 students (8.13%). In terms of confidence impact, 66.67% 
of students reported an increase in learning confidence after using AIGC (significantly increased for 21 students, 
17.07%; slightly increased for 61 students, 49.59%). The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that the degree of confidence 
enhancement among students with different usage frequencies approached significance (χ² (4) =9.45, p=0.051), with 
the uncorrected p-value suggesting a potential difference between daily and occasional users (Z=-2.55, p=0.011), 
implying that high-frequency use may be more beneficial for confidence enhancement. 

Awareness of prompt importance showed a significant positive correlation with confidence enhancement (Spear-
man’s ρ=0.24, p=0.007), meaning that students with a clearer understanding of the importance of prompts experi-
enced a greater increase in learning confidence. 

3.4 Key Factors Influencing Students’ Use of AIGC 

Using frequency as the dependent variable (with low frequency as the reference), a multiple logistic regression model 
was constructed incorporating grade, major, CET-6 passing status, and prompt awareness (Table 2). The overall 
model fit was good (χ² (10) =31.25, p<0.001, Nagelkerke R²=0.27). The results showed that prompt awareness was 
the strongest predictor of usage frequency: students who understood the importance of prompts were 4.64 times more 
likely to become medium-frequency users than those who did not (95% CI: 1.41-15.30, p=0.012), and 5.77 times 
more likely to become high-frequency users (95% CI: 1.62-20.56, p=0.007). 

The grade group has a significant impact on medium-frequency usage, with higher-grade students being less likely 
to become medium-frequency users compared to lower-grade students (OR=0.23, p=0.032). The probability of “other” 
majors (such as interdisciplinary) becoming high-frequency users is significantly higher than that of science/engi-
neering and management students (OR=10.81, p=0.043), but this group has a small sample size and should be inter-
preted with caution. The CET-6 passing status does not have a significant predictive effect on usage frequency. 
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Table 2. Multiple Logistic Regression Results Predicting Usage Frequency 

Variable Multiple Logistic Regression Results Pre-
dicting Usage Frequency High frequency vs Low frequency 

Grade group (Upper grade 
vs Lower grade) OR=0.23 [0.06, 0.88] * OR=0.64 [0.16, 2.49] 

Major category (Reference: 
Science and Engineering/Busi-

ness Management) 
  

Liberal Arts OR=0.74 [0.19, 2.93] OR=2.03 [0.48, 8.52] 

Others OR=2.39 [0.22, 26.42] OR=10.81 [1.06, 110.16] * 
CET-6 pass (not passed vs 

passed) OR=0.46 [0.08, 2.53] OR=0.27 [0.05, 1.42] 

Prompt awareness (aware of 
importance vs unaware) OR=4.64 [1.41, 15.30] * OR=5.77 [1.62, 20.56] ** 

a. p<0.05, **p<0.01; the values in brackets are the 95% confidence intervals. 

3.5 Challenges or concerns faced by students in using AIGC 

Thematic analysis of open-ended text reveals five core themes (see Table 3). Technical and performance issues 
(32.8%) are the most prominent, with students commonly reporting “inaccurate answers” and “mechanical transla-
tions”; psychological dependence and attitude issues (21.3%) mainly manifest as concerns about “over-reliance” and 
“declining independent thinking skills”; content quality and cultural issues (10.7%) involve “lack of warmth” and 
“cultural differences”; safety and ethical issues (4.1%) include worries about “privacy leaks” and “AI replacing hu-
mans”; 37.7% of students have not encountered specific problems. These five themes constitute a multidimensional 
barrier spectrum ranging from tools, psychology, culture to ethics, with those providing no feedback on problems 
possibly being in an early adaptation phase or in a good state. 

Table 3. Analysis of Main Challenges Faced by Students Using AIGC for English Learning (N=123) 

Challenge Theme Frequency Percentage Representative Statements 

Technical and Perfor-
mance Issues 40 32.8% 

“Inaccurate answers,” “transla-
tions are not accurate enough, too 

mechanical,” “it’s not smart 
enough,” “the repetitiveness of arti-

ficial intelligence is problematic, 
and its accuracy is also an issue.” 

Psychological Depend-
ence and Attitude Issues 26 21.3% 

“Over-reliance, single-minded 
thinking”, “Easily develop a depend-

ency mentality”, “Worry that not 
thinking will lead to further decline 

in learning” 

Content quality and cul-
tural issues 13 10.7% 

“Writing is too formulaic, lacking 
warmth”, “Cultural differences and 
idioms lead to inaccurate transla-

tions”, “Insufficient corpus” 

Safety and ethical is-
sues 5 4.1% 

“Worry about personal infor-
mation leakage”, “Privacy leaks”, 

“AI learns at an extremely fast pace, 
will it replace humans?” 

No feedback on issues 46 37.7% “None”, “Not available”, “Tem-
porarily unavailable” 

a. This table is based on a qualitative analysis of open-ended text (using MAXQDA), with a total of 123 responses. Since some respond-
ents mentioned multiple issues, the total coding frequency (130) exceeds the sample size. 

4. Discussion 

4.1 Students’ “Cautious Optimism” and “Attitude-Behavior Paradox” 

Survey data show 54.5% positive attitudes toward AIGC and 66.67 % reporting increased confidence, consistent with 
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findings that college students generally welcome emerging technologies (Li et al., 2024). However, only 10.7% use 
AIGC daily while 16.3% hardly use it—a tension termed “attitude-behavior paradox.” Two factors explain this: tech-
nology mastery constraints (63.4% encounter unsatisfactory answers without understanding why) and reliability con-
cerns (32.8% cite technical/performance issues). This indicates positive attitudes alone cannot drive deep usage; sys-
tematic technology literacy education is essential. 

4.2 The “Text-First, Speaking and Listening Lag” Phenomenon in Skill Application and Its Causes 

The significant gap between translation/writing and listening/speaking (Friedman test p<0.001) aligns with research 
confirming ChatGPT’s writing (Chen & Lü, 2024) and translation (Jiao et al., 2023) capabilities, but the marginali-
zation of speaking/listening skills is concerning. Technologically, current LLMs are text-trained with weak voice 
interaction support; educationally, English teaching’s long-standing “reading/writing emphasis” inertia leads students 
to use AIGC for familiar written tasks, while speaking/listening practice requires real interpersonal contexts (Wen, 
2024; Wu et al., 2024). 

4.3 The Core Role of Prompt Awareness: A Key to Technological Literacy 

Multiple logistic regressions show that prompt awareness is the strongest predictor of usage frequency: students who 
recognize the importance of prompts are 5.77 times more likely to be high-frequency users than those who do not. 
As the interface for human-computer interaction, the quality of prompts directly affects the effectiveness of output 
results (Feng & Zhang, 2024). However, only 52.0% of students recognize prompts as “very important,” and 15.5% 
are even “unaware” of their existence, which directly limits the deep use of the tool. Notably, the chi-square test 
found no significant association between prompt awareness and “ability to explain the reasons for unsatisfactory 
answers” (p=0.135), indicating a gap between “awareness of importance” and “practical ability”—some students 
may know the importance of prompts but fail to master specific strategies for diagnosing problems and optimizing 
prompts, reflecting a lack of metacognitive skills. Additionally, prompt awareness is significantly positively corre-
lated with confidence enhancement (ρ=0.24), confirming the role of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness 
in the technology acceptance model (Rafique et al., 2020). Therefore, education in technological literacy must go 
beyond mere awareness and delve into the cultivation of practical skills. 

4.4 The Multidimensionality of Challenges and Future Educational Strategies 

Qualitative analysis identifies four types of challenges faced by students: technical and performance issues (32.8%), 
psychological dependence and attitude issues (21.3%), content quality and cultural issues (10.7%), and safety and 
ethical issues (4.1%). Technical and performance issues highlight the current immaturity of AIGC technology itself 
(Rudolph et al., 2023); psychological dependence warns that excessive reliance may weaken learners’ initiative (Feng 
& Zhang, 2023); content and cultural issues indicate that cross-language generated content may have cultural adapt-
ability flaws; safety and ethical issues, though mentioned less frequently, cannot be ignored, as concerns about “pri-
vacy leaks” and “AI replacing humans” are significant. Based on this multidimensional challenge map, this study 
proposes constructing a “four-in-one” collaborative development model: universities should incorporate AIGC liter-
acy into English courses, offering workshops on prompt design, information filtering, and more; companies need to 
continuously optimize the multimodal capabilities of models and their adaptability to local cultures; educational de-
partments should issue ethical guidelines to regulate data privacy protection and promote educational resources to 
regions with insufficient technological access; students should cultivate critical thinking, positioning AIGC as a “cog-
nitive partner” rather than an “answer machine,” enhancing their technological mastery through active use. 

5. Conclusion 

This study systematically examines the current situation of AIGC empowering English learning among college stu-
dents in China from the perspective of student acceptance, drawing the following main conclusions: First, students 
hold a “cautiously optimistic” attitude towards AIGC, but there exists an “attitude-behavior paradox,” as their positive 
attitudes have not yet translated into frequent usage. Second, skill application shows a significant “text-first, listening 
and speaking lag” characteristic, with perceived help in translation and writing significantly higher than in listening 
and speaking. Third, the recognition of prompt words is the strongest predictor of usage frequency, but there is a gap 
between “awareness of importance” and “mastery of practical skills,” reflecting a lack of metacognitive skills. Fourth, 
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students face multidimensional challenges including technology and performance, psychological dependence, con-
tent quality, and safety ethics. Based on these findings, this paper proposes the construction of a “four-in-one” col-
laborative development model by integrating AIGC literacy into the curriculum system to promote the deep integra-
tion of technology and education. 

This study has several limitations: sample limited to universities with overrepresentation of humanities students, 
limiting generalizability; self-reported skill perceptions may deviate from actual usage; qualitative analysis did not 
explore group heterogeneity (e.g., urban/rural, institutional levels). Future research can combine pre/post-tests or 
behavioral logs, and conduct comparative studies examining digital divide manifestations. Despite limitations, this 
study systematically depicts Chinese college students’ AIGC English learning landscape, revealing the “text-listen-
ing/speaking” skill gap and the critical role of prompt literacy, providing empirical foundations for subsequent prac-
tical interventions. 
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