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Abstract

With the widespread integration of generative Al in foreign language education, Al-assisted writing has
become a primary method for Chinese EFL learners to enhance their writing skills. However, main-
stream Al writing tools including Grammarly and Pigaiwang prioritize grammatical accuracy over
pragmatic appropriateness, leading learners to produce grammatically correct but communicatively
ineffective writing. This study established a 240-text paired corpus based on writing samples from 120
non-English major undergraduates, comparing pragmatic failures between Al-assisted and traditional
handwritten writing. The results show that pragmatic failures occupy 42.7% of total errors in Al-as-
sisted writing, significantly higher than the 28.3% in traditional writing. Three distinctive types of
pragmatic failures are identified: templatized pragmatic-linguistic failures, cross-cultural socioprag-
matic failures, and unique algorithm-induced failures. Their distribution differs notably across writing
genres and Al usage frequencies. Additionally, current Al systems demonstrate poor pragmatic diag-
nosis performance, with an accuracy rate of only 32.7%. This study explores the unique patterns of
pragmatic failures in Al-assisted writing. Its findings offer empirical support for optimizing intelligent
writing tools and improving pragmatic-oriented English writing teaching.
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1. 51§

AN T BEBOR (R K IEAE BEIRAME B AFBA AR o BL Grammarly. #HESR9AAER R AT 4 B)
FF ARG RIS A8 BRI S AR RE, OO R RS TE A 3) AT R 5 3 T A
Ry CPEESEHF KB |, BHge 2 NTRER. AL, QAT AT T3,
AT, RN TEESHERERMG. A, A AL S5ETHRBEARZET LIERE S A0,
W EREEDL. WL SRR EEHR B, RN b AR R B R R IR GE AL . KRS
UEREFURNT, B i 20 3 (B F B TR KT Ja THE S RE /T, T AL RN AADORBEA eorth
R MR T — RV . 22 1 FH S SO AR TR BT rT H65), (BAERRIEIE Al
FIL VSRR, . SCIURRma R 77 TS tH LR, ™ B B S S PR AR

Gt “ARTE M RIRIE T 2 T NBR B S RE G5, CIRREONBEAR 73 A R 50 HTiEs.
BAE AL BRREN NGAERLRRRI AR, 1H KRR RG] RITE S A R A T R34
BUA T2 R0E ALSBY SR B AT Rk, IR T S AERGR L 18 5 R ML S SO LS55, 10X i
MRIRI R GNER IR UBON B =, JCHSRZ AL SRS T 5 RHR eai[1]. K& ATSETA
FEAREAEE . WIEF S B RTPER G S M@ BRI, SRl b P s . miks e AR, (EEL
BB AR FH ) U 4T3 474 52 2 R PR

Thttps://itc.zcmu.edu.cn/20250618.pdf
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U, AT E AL [B1E LR A% O 1] AT B 5 41 o m [ 0 2 50 3 R FH R R T B MRS 2
SEGFEE5EM, AL B S (A iiE F cR R IR A KR ? A F SRR S AR AL S
FAFRIE KRR AT MR ? AT FUEN SHE T 7R ALSR T8RRI, D5 Thas 2] & 15
HEES. ik Al S TR S B ARt 2%

2. ER RSB

TEH RIR FIMES Y Thomas (1983) B ke, AN “The term ‘pragmatic failure’ refers to the inability to
understand ‘what is meant by what is said’ [2].” BIEIEEEIEEEMEN T, KEEH LR E B EEE
HIAZ PR =B . Thomas #iE iR AWIS: 1B FE S K iR (pragmalinguistic failure)5 218 F 2% % (soci-
opragmatic failure). WHHEF KIREIRIE S EAARGTFEEEHN, BEREERFIEHEXREANY,
WACTE R BT AR RS, B RR RS T SUMMEN 2 2 R BUAS bR, anal
AR L SRR A5 . X — 7 AR R B A= 1B H KRR T 2R

£ AL BV SR s, IERRRNNIRSIMESB R THE. B T ESMERES KRSt 2iEH
FaRAl, ICHIL T —FH Al RGEA S RIGREEH R R—EEB R RR . XK EIFRE T2
HHSIEHEIARE, TRET AL RFETFRAL SEEIESSO R LS 35EH &Y. JiEE Sk
B Al s I, W A FT B ROE IR —

3. iRt
3.1. ARIHR

A FOEBIE LR G PE R FAEIOE TR =AFVE 120 BAEABI TN R, FTh 2 538 il Koo
WEANHFE RS 425~580 73), BA PR Y8 Al SETAMAMEHENEER, KZ5F
AR T AR=AL 40 N mERAR A AL S/ET A 3 RELE, FlliRAREH 1~2 &, ik
RAREH 12 o

32. IRITEASHE

Al BAETE. EHUE P A & 72 P L E——Grammarly Premium S#EECM, J@iL API #2103k
BT B MFREEE 5 R BARES: PR AT SRR, 700 8102 3 (“Should college students
use Al tools for academic writing?”)-5 75 45 1515 (FHE S H Br & &35 T B ) SRR 125 K 55 UL A bR,
RE G 205 KB iR, IBEH KRR T Thomas 4 My K454 Al A, Wita& 3 A
YL 12 AN RIS EAM U RN EEXE 20 A IR ) BT RIAVIR, TR
Al S SR 518 R A R A

3.3. BIRWSES S

Table 1. Distribution and ranking of pragmatic failure types

® 1. BERRREBEDHRALHF

FKARFH 124 Her
BHES KR 52.3% 1
e B KR 35.6% 2

FIEH SRR 12.1% 3
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BT 2026 4 3 HE 4 HiHT. TAS5HEERTHMERTES5IEES, — G 1ESLR =G
FIER Al B SRS BIEEMRIG, B4 B 1515 F S0 704060 AR 708 o i i8R T 4w,
Kappa 20N 0.87 (p<0.001), 1Z/ERif. ] SPSS28.0 #ATHARMES 5 R, HriEH iR
FKRL KRG ARIE. WK 1.

4. RGER
4.1. IBRAKRN 2 ESHHEE

AR T RS EERL 240 55, Hrb ALFBIS/EERL 120 5, HAFE55EER 120 5. £2A
TARE, AlGHBSEER SR BUE I RIR 1247 &b, PR 104 4 ESF S 5EERF I RIE
P2 892 b, IR 74 4b. St R EIR, AL MBIEVETIER K% 5 BENRI LN 42.7%, &
FZETHEAFSS5ER 28.3% (¥ =36.24,p <0.001). WAL A0 KT, 18 5 5 R0 5 HLiGE, N 52.3%;
HUGEr B RR, S 35.6%; HEH SRR G 12.1% AN ESEERE AT H R 0 A1
FEES: BOLSCHP AR AR T (41.2%), 17 R 25 R A R S SRR HUEE 5(58.7%) -

ANF AL AR A B R R AR R E R . SR EIES SRR 5T (16.8%) 0%
TR A.(10.2%) SARSTR(7.5%) (2 = 12.57, p<0.01), LB EE R AT 2180555 S 2R
R WA 2,

Table 2. Comparison of pragmatic failure data under two writing modes

2. MMEERRA TERKRREIEST
GERM  AROERREL EMRREHGL) BRCFERREGR) BRI G ESEHRES ROTRG

N 0 7> =36.24
INE T 120 1247 10.4 42.1% p<0.001
G F 551k 120 892 7.4 28.3% —
ait 240 2139 — — —
4.2. BRES RIRARRCFHE
Table 3. Pragmatic performance indicators: Al-assisted vs. traditional hand-written writing
3. AL EESE SR FEEIRERRINEEII L
RARKINYESE HAR by ALFBIEE L AR TE5E L
7 55 B S - PRI Ifil € H} Dear Sir/Madam 72.3% —
T 95 FRIFAS - PRI ARIEAT NS4 R TR 18.5% —
o O FRE R AU , B
HIR S G (1 would be grateful if you could...)f# i 2L7%
IR ETHRIE P B R T AR (R A 52 5 A 4G 1) 2T 34.2% FEHE(E(0%)
1E=UE B IAT R % awesome/cool 25 LiEALi)IL 32.8% 15.3%

AL S SRR IS S 5 R R e 0 3 R R B S R s . 7 o0 i AR AT A= il )i F )
XERIE, FEOCRBRZ MESESRERE. RAERIA: 1) RIFESSAOERZIRL: £ % Hi5E
H, 72.3%M% )& A “Dear Sir/Madam” 1ERFRIFE,  TARSEUSCAE N S 03 HEERRIFIAL 5 18.5%: 45l
BN AP “Yours sincerely” 5 “Bestregards” , S ZARIEAZ PRI R IK R IGAAL . 2) 7R FME 1 5
—Ab: Al RGUM A T2 A B B AR SRR, SECE I E DA “Iwantto...” « “Ihope you
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can... " FEIA , L1 HH A 1A] 517 3K 6 (40T would be grateful if you could... ”)fli FIATRAUA 21.7%.
3) WHEATRRINIE: AT AR SCAR KB “Firstly” « “Secondly” . “In conclusion” %5 g PEiE 2
W, SBOCARGWAER. SuibioR, AlGHBS (ER SRR N MR e RS E Rt 34.2%, (HE
SRITE R E N M. 4) VLR REC RS AT RS- AL A SR & it AE X 2% 81 SUHIBLE, 1 2
MBS 5EIP R, B, EIEREBEET, 7 32.8%M% I EHME A “awesome” « “cool” 25 Bk H
i, X —WEIEA G SEH N 15.3%. WK 3.

4.3. H2TER KIRHIES A SEHHIE

Al SR 4218 2R R I BT 25 SO PR AR AE, R B T PUE EHEUTR S Al &G
PR B TS SO ZIAR BN R I B IR . BRI A 1) AL RS SO RS Ar . A [ 22 21 38 2 D0 H 3
sz, eSS IR E S RIEE 7], W “I am not very experienced, but I will try my best” . XK
ISTE TG AR A B = B S, T AL RGUEE A0 IS AT A 1. 2) SCAG BRI i) B IR 1R
S FRGDOE R RS A LS B E R, g “e” BA “dragon” (P AL RAEAE) K “ERIR
T "1 N iron rice bowl "(JCiE M S i BIE 2 PEAR) « Zith Tos, XA a7 o5+ 218 H AR 1) 28.4%.
3) RERIEN & B2 SZDOE BB, 27 2138 9B SRS bR i A 2 . Bln, ERREHE
W, 63.2%195 1 E U “Thank you very much” iAW, 16 = BRARKIH SR S04, 33
1 EGRIL WA R BT 4) SUMERIRIE M VORI, 22 2] F A B w0k B A4k 32
AT NSEERIL, wud BEsRiA BRI RS TN ARIZE ", W ZARSEE S oA N 3 U EL. AT
RGMUA SR ZM I E R, ] BE SR T3 A MWL I RIS .

4.4. BRFSMRIREIDEFMEFFE

FIESE SRR AL BIES SR A 10 R, 12 XA TR SRR ORI . BikR
WA 1) ALRASEHREIE: Al RS U ZERMERIERC VR, W “Chinese dragon” Frid
N “inappropriate term” , #IXKCN “Chinese mythical creature” ; X iR & iR E SRR 37.2%.
2) WEBIEGIRITER RS Al RGEXMEARIE AT B FIAGEOE, Wk 2 ) & BA A AR IR Rk B
el iE AR . BN, H2:3)#EHS5IE “The sunset painted the sky in warm colors” , ALK HAZMCA “The
sunset was beautiful” , FECCAK ZCEMESKGL ). 3) RIBERFEHRIRLES: Al RGELERMIE
FEAeiE R, REFEIEREHIFEZRR . i, T a RS S RS, Al REM
WHRJLTAZE, HAHELESIERIRG. 4) Al REM MR E WKL, EHlHERE U ERIE.
B4, Grammarly 2 H 3R AFEPE SONERIEE, KIEFEE AR H L #8128 “uncommon

term” o

4.5. Al RG0S W BEFF{E

AR FEEAL T PRI Al T ERE 2 W6, 45 3 B 7R : Grammarly FJE WS #FR N 35.2%,
BEIZEN 31.4%; R EE B2 WOSE#1R N 29.8%, HFRIEA 25.1%. Pk LEX R ZIEHES KIEN
TR B8 JIAH BB RS A 2R 20 45%), (EXTIR ERE S8 R IR 5 /RS SRR PRAEE 1 LT E . B3R
WHIE Al 5ETERERZW A EEE, LI BERER%IFR.
5. &g
5.1. IBAKRIRFERRRE 5347

AL B EE R RRRE BB AR F I EHE S#H = MR R FER RS R AR ZTRE,
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WA Al RGHE T SR CIE S, TR IEBMRE S EHE S SR 280 3 25k
H JESETETEATORE, PR AN T G oy A DS S i 7], SR 20 AR SR SOATE T SERR PR . AR, AL R
G S TR LA A0, SR Z 6 U (KR S5 U0, il Bl 51 3 B IR (M A

MEEIE SR EORE S G 52 21 3 (T8 B R i, AR e g B 20 il F RE /15 77 B sk
KB EAET I W S ERIAHIE GV Nz, EZOCMSHR R ZE R, 22 A e A0 A D1 A
S BUERRIR3]. FR, WF2EFEX AL BOREAET HEFROE, 08 AL AR A S # 2 L,
SRZX AL RBRIIHEAPEVEAERE /T o 1 FEAOT AT 30— 20 S ECH ) 78 A A i pe iR AL, e 1 AR
5 R RAL

MR RERAE, 85 IR EA LA, e REUEMRIR. MAGESEAATILIE
SIEREFAE, EHBENEEAR L BUTR ALY S (E R 8 VGRS #
MGG IEN . K2 HO I AN AL TR AHEAERE N 518 R IR N IRIE R &R, Tk
HIRAA AR,

5.2. HIRHIKEE R

AHFFCR) DN AT B TR S SE GG A A AR, M1 AL LTEJPREN S, N
NSRS ST FIRIR B B, R IR R AL T HRR IR RE /1 Bt BB EEAL S LRI, PR B S22
SePERRIR; HEANTEF RUWMERE hae, B 1 B R AR IR

T EEHINIMN S, “IMEZCA NG IS 5 A BRE At S PE St sl 2 Xt i
55 - B - ThRg” MRS RTTAR, SRR A RORANE R R, HAE AR, BRI EEhEH]
RESTe 7 [4[FIRE, BORRE AR ALGBV SRR, Btk itk miE ol Zhissh; Braa & ik

MRS ALACHIEMEHIGE ;. 57 “AL- NL” SUHIEIR R R, FemE 5 205 1E FE DIk

MFEAEME, “NMiaHEMRBN, ROEMEERTER RN, o8 E5Ad R RIS I8 [5].
[ IR LA ST DB 0 AL FIOLRS, e id FEAR; Eah=2 S iBE AR, St B BB RE ST ot
FITEPPAG AL S5t PREE A ANRIE X% 5 30 B 7

6. HIRSRE

KWETERGE T T AL S BY S A b [ 515 5 50 35 AOIE LR ARIFIE, 50 LU 2458 AL S
PERZEWR T iSRRI AT R, 15 R R C RO S PRBCR I ZE 3R T8 HT R IR O i
FIE S KRR T RIREE ST R . SRS SRR M = RIS AE ;AR S 1 ik
SAFE AR 25 F BE R R D AR R 25 BUA AL RGREHZSEEE AL, ik
AR I F RIE 2

AW FAIAFAE LT =J7 R BRI 35—, FEAREBCEREBOVA IR, Pra 2k 8 H—presa ik
FHARSEIE TR =52, HEeB KO T RS9GB NG P 2 X TR)(425~580 770), AR i AR R IR BERE
AFEENLE S EARSE KT 53, BHRasR i a@rtba frt— PR, %=, WHu0GEm ;s
T AU ST HRESUORSC. F55HiREPEREIEERE, AFRBORZIER AL i AFRZERIIREN S 1F
%, B RRFR DAL S ARG T REAFAE 22T 58—, ABEFUONMIR EEmT7e, Ui 75—
TR TR RRFAE, RBEAHIEH] AT T EX 22 3] 515 B 0 R R MIZh A2, Joidiznif FIR iR 1
ONFTEAR . A, ARRBE TR N =7 It — 2 KRR, AR AR R AFH
FRLA . AFZE AR, TR SR LTS, R Aarai e n i, RNEEAR Y2
FHREAAEH] ALS 1A B0 TR TG A4 A 18 Pkl R0 R AL S, Xt A FISOR A B 517
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R AFEDIREE ML SRR B TR ATER i 52 Wz R, EEE 2 SRS E NS =2
THREIN B ER S B T T, 55T AL {3 F6F 27 51 3 18 T RE 0 A SR I B AS U, BIE T8 FH 20 170
SR A R, IRAIRZR ALRBY S EASE T 18R A R SR A2

B, ALEIRIMEGIEZA R T RINLE, Bk 7HiBkik. RAEMEAR AT R R,
W FAER G BE QPRI FEIRRE, A RERIEASE AL LS, 5275 S H R ST BRRE S -

E&MHE
P F RN 2 5 2025 4R FE BTG FITH 25yex1141.

308k

RS, R¥PATEEEH R FEIRR A ], BRI B 53R, 2021, 34(16): 188-190.

Thomas, J. (1983) Cross-Cultural Pragmatic Failure. Applied Linguistics, 4, 91-112.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/4.2.91

TRk & KEFTGEH AP INER R 289 RS e]. Y078 s BRI AR S B 244k, 2024, 37(3): 70-72.
[4] ASCHG. HPE SEE 2 o) # AR HANE R X LR R = AU T]. AME S AME B, 2025(5): 65-76+146-147.
[5] Eubzs, sCfERE, 2505, 55 U aZBr 9 LSRR A R 3T (3], 155 S5 SCAF 7K, 2025, 33(1): 29-32.
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