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Due to their ability to generate accurate and fluent texts resembling human writing (Gao et al. 2023), 

generative AI (GenAI) tools are increasingly used in academic writing, particularly by L2 students 

(Warschauer et al. 2023). However, the fluency of GenAI-generated texts may mask deficits in 

functional or communicative competence, as suggested for example by the growing body of research on 

stance and engagement features in GenAI vs. human writing (Mo & Crosthwaite 2025, Jiang & Hyland 

2024, 2025a, 2025b). Functional adequacy, which encompasses (i) content, (ii) task requirements, (iii) 

comprehensibility, and (iv) coherence and cohesion, is a key indicator of functional competence (Kuiken 

& Vedder 2017, 2018). Given its highly context-dependent nature, functional adequacy may pose 

particular challenges for GenAI models. However, little is known about whether GenAI-generated 

writing meets the complex functional adequacy demands of university-level tasks. Moreover, GenAI 

performance is less robust beyond English (Thellmann et al. 2024), yet cross-linguistic evidence on the 

functional adequacy of GenAI-generated academic texts, such as argumentative writing, remains 

limited. 

Against this background, this study investigates functional adequacy (FA) in GenAI-generated and 

learner argumentative essays in English and German. The study aims to answer the following research 

question: “(To what extent) do learner and GenAI-generated texts differ in FA (overall and by 

subdimension) in English and German?”.  

The analysis draws on four comparable corpora: two learner corpora (English and German) and two 

GenAI-generated corpora (English and German). The learner data consists of B2 argumentative essays 

from the ICLE500 corpus (English; Thwaites et al. 2024, Granger et al. 2020) and the Falko corpus 

(German; Reznicek et al. 2012), selected for comparability in communicative purpose, topic, and length. 

The final dataset comprises 20 learner texts per language (c. 600 words each), so 40 learner texts in total. 

The GenAI-generated texts were produced via automated model inference using the OpenAI API within 

a Python-based pipeline. A fixed prompt template specified the writer’s role and proficiency, the essay 

topic, and the target length. Prompts were processed sequentially, with each prompt eliciting a complete 

essay in a zero-shot setting (i.e. without task-specific examples) and without regeneration or iterative 

feedback (Li et al. 2023). For each language, 20 argumentative essays were generated, thus amounting 

to 40 GenAI-generated texts in total. 

Functional adequacy was assessed through expert ratings using the Kuiken & Vedder (2017, 2018) 

scale which includes content (FA1), task requirements (FA2), comprehensibility (FA3), and coherence 

and cohesion (FA4). Prior to the main rating procedure, the raters underwent a training phrase followed 

by a calibration phase. During the calibration phase, raters independently rated a sample of texts and 

inter-rater agreement was assessed using iterative rounds of intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) 

until acceptable agreement was achieved for each FA subdimension (ICC ≥ 0.70). Finally, two experts 

evaluated the English texts and two experts evaluated the German texts. 

Preliminary results show that GenAI-generated texts received significantly higher FA ratings than 

learner texts in both languages, both overall and across all four subdimensions. Statistical analyses 
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revealed a significant effect of authorship (GenAI vs. learner), whereas neither language (English vs. 

German) nor the interaction between language and authorship was significant, indicating that the GenAI 

advantage was consistent across English and German. These findings suggest that current GenAI 

systems can produce argumentative essays that score highly on measures of functional adequacy in both 

languages, highlighting their potential to support communicative aspects of L2 writing (if embedded in 

a pedagogically sound classroom design). 
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