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EHIE

BRI, (RS AE) ST TR A T 305 T RrEe R/t
RARIAT, FAREMETIAWY Ko SEHIRACTE —ifn S E U N %0
PO, DS S R ENE IR S BHT . RUR R AR RS
RSO IR . RUBER SR . AR AE | I FRESh ISR, TR
W s AR . BORRRERAR A ARG, ik BB YL 1
A

CBEOET REET, st kA ML T A R R R
AT S ARE R IR BER ERTTE, $a7n Tl 5 - SRR A i 2 i 2 R
Fisete, W RIGEGEEAPEBUE Ko XI5e . XU, ERA X
GRS B AT T RARE S IR T, WA SRS S vh 2 AR i
GAERETIVEIN A R AR BB . WIRTSE TR — 4R R e SO
TUSCRAM 2 PR B IR BEHEAT TG, A BRSSO R SCREi Ak A
IREZES WA, MEDINAL S

CBETAIET REEE, AR REET e T AR E R
I TITIR B IR B AR AA B 2 MEOF TS AT ik 2, 48 H 1 B 5 ] P 3
T RSP SR AR ST TR a3 B S GO R A . R
FGAME; AR E PRI TSR ARSI . AR | T 5 A2
FE A AT | E A T SCE AL

CEAEECET PEET, SRAEFEET AT BHE, R xA
IR BRI RA R B RR IR I T IRCR, Nl SR s 4t
AR EilYeE i AR RBE, BRI A b LSRN R E S
HAOEY, AEONE R R AU R KT T M
ARSI T SR E A TR, B SRR S, DAt
HERE IR S E VRS R TS A R, BRI B/INGE. BRIEEE S RESh PR
WHER, SR SOTNAIRR 52 ) F BESIMEXT 2 R E AR S S B
Wi, Fas TN BB

HEET REE A, sk SR ER (IR SOME S R2 Bt
FE) WPES, ARG T2 Wi PG O B HESL S Bk ER AR, WS AERE
DA IS B B MIRE R T XIRI . ERAMA B
M A SRRV, X CA P R A 385 A ity S P R



SAEZIRAWTT ) HEAT TV, R T A A BAEETE IR SRR
FORAPERIEL S, MR SIEE RO sE i R AR A EES
BARIERS

PEAR TR, “RIVEBhAS” A BB T 2024 45 (5 P i 5 S
A S TISCHR, 5 Bl R U AR 57— IS 8] T A AR o
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BSEAAATEHRERASIBHEZNE LA 25 LEAMT
Fiese ' REAE At ’

"R KF
CERYAT A

FE: KAXEAENE FAAAIRTLIE T F A0 FAR 5 09 B B Kb U & P 3900 4w 8] R 09 4 )
oL, FFRAR AR5 S QL EE 4 (TAALED, TAALES., TAASSC) T A @85 5454 Rt 47
WA ) E AL EAFHAFENE, Z-BFRULBNLERESR. 1) ERILALES &, i Hm
HFZHE ML R LR FHFE ., EESNEL, mids FHELNNELE S, LAY
M BEAEALERES BERLF LT 2) BRI REFT @, B FFARLHEREAT L
KB T RE, ORI SHMBEN . FHIF O MsaiE, ARL R LA S ABEEN., AR
AL FRFEBBHERFRBET FiEAE, @ DA TIRHE T 25 A3 0 a3 24 R
564,

XEE: BFARR; WILALRE; AR FRELHER

1.318

SRS S EIR X IE SCN A B R BEBEZR (Li et al. 2023), FEEAFELBE 5%
AR B EZEINHE (Ansarifar et al. 2018; Zhao et al. 2023 ), HE{HIZEAR IS
SCHEL ISR O E 2 4ERETE F 450, Wil (Tanko 2017 ), %)% (Li et al.
2023 ), f&EELEH (Jiang & Hyland 2017 ) 55, X EERFGEAU N FAGE SCH B4 T
WEEMHANSS, RS SRR A X . J FIERA R R & CNE
AL TIEE ( Zhao et al. 2023 ), A7 BT 2 RIETHE BAEBEAR I SORRHEJZ 11
IS T 5G5S (Ansarifar et al. 2018; Li et al. 2023 ).

FETE 2 SCARFRIE T, TR 2% B 5 A3k 2 4 B A D 15 T o o o 1 G R DG A i
HAEbR B . 153772017 ), JUHAZE] T#ARGAESIYOGHE (Liu & Li 2024;
B E Mg 2020 ), BFFT SR B2 A 2R S AE (U Staples et al. 2016 ), 2R A F 1 1
W (R 2017) K HE /R E (part-genre ), 414 2 ( Tanko 2017). 515
( Zhou, W. et al. 2023 ), it ( Ziaeian & Golparvar 2022 ) 25, IXSEAIFSE 2 anfa]
EHIEF R ARG R R TAMEN S

2EARTE RS BOVE T AR S T R E ARV # A9 J5 3X (Ken Hyland %5 2023 ),
FRHEE R HARE IS . HIEAXT RIS (X 2015 ), ARISERHETE TS
IR RV SR I S5 AT AE 25 5, QAR PHC AR B R AR E & A
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e B T 1B AR 1 S AR 1 T AR 2R AR ( Hyland 20055 2204 2023 ), X JCHAR
AR AR SR AR IR 5 Ak 254 T (Jin et al. 20215 @K 5452019 ),
SR, AT AR SR B — R8RSR AR IR T R 2= Bk ialie
AR R BERRE, RSO (Jin et al. 2021 ), VEERMFESCA (Liu & Li 2024 )
85, AR ZE PR R ) R 2Rl 22 S RO R B ) 2 BRI DG IEAN o X2
RIS E RIS AR TT RS 2A R, A B PR AR F2ERRE SR AR
VEZ AT FER B — “H RS R SE” (Li et al. 2023: 322) HRAES RIEA
R OCHEE B, AT SR o 1 S e 2 B X

YT, AT A 8HE 5 2 SIFEVRNE E bR AR W IS SCi 2Bk,
XFHA T S F ST TR AUR A SR B RN R A Sk s 2R 1BE %S
AR O TE B4 S ##1E (Dong et al. 2024 ), {BAFFEX G FEAER
AR, EFFMEMEFTHRW, RNESEE ., LR,
ARSI R, R F &AM SZZE (Saussure 20115 Yule 2022 ), 552
FOE F AR U (Li 2021), RefE 40 RHE A ES B (Dong et al. 2024 ), i
TR A TRes 5 e, mINAA AL S E ARG, AL RSN
IR 5 IGUE (Knuth 1974 ), Z8UH A VE S 00 T & WS VE RS, DRI 4E
PIFPE, 59 A B, E42MEE (Hyland 2001 ), PIE ARG HES) T
TWEETFRERE, R T ARIEF A, PLEsET IOROE SRR (Mitkov
2022 ) Xf AT X AN B EAGS ST S, AT DA DR SR ] () S ] S8 4
KFZEARMEGE, IG5 H2E R DA B OCRMIA, MR A 3R 58385 1k
JREEHEETLA ;s RN, BB TATH AR EE 2, RIUEE T F SR S &
Y, HESBIIRRSE Iik, RS iR [ R (AL JEL %

2. XRGRR
21 BILEHREREFAERPHEZRIITLL

TS 2% FE A SCAR iRl ) 2 AR FE AR 22 BB (Lu 2012 ), 36 i Ta) Ve B2
(lexical sophistication ), ][ % & (lexical density ) A1) il. 2 F£ ¥ (lexical diversity/
variation ) = ZEFF (Bui 2021; Tabari et al. 2023 ), HHp, JalyCHMER TS SCAS P B 9 in]
IR A TG B (Read 2000 ), TRV 4G SCA 525 [ (Ure 1971),
T 28 R v R B SO {5 8 4% BE R (Buid 2021 ), 1Y 22 DU 0 8 S A 3] 3
(728 Ak 5 F A A (Carroll 19385 Tabari et al. 2023 ), {EE 48 iR ZRETEHE R 4T
JEAF L (type-token ratio, fj#KTTR ) ( Templin 1957 ) AYFEAlZ I, A& M THE N
F & WIRNC Z S PR ANMLTD , voe-d FTHD-D &%, LATH B SCAS K BE X 435 S 11 52 1)
(McCarthy & Jarvis 2010 ), TE2AARGAEH, 38 45 i IL IR B VR T R ™
L RAMBE R AR, ISR R EHEUERI U T) (Zhou, X. et al. 2023 ).

PAER, PARGAEPIRNCE A BB 2 3 725G (4 Huynh Le &



BiCE KEY ML B ARHUA T B R AR SR Z RN A R A AT

Tan Ha 2023; Khany & Kafshgar 2016; Miingen 2023; XIJ#F 2015 ), /40, XU#%E (2015)
XL T A2E L AR NG & 22 RIS SO R o RN S AR, R IE 5 2
i T 2 B RIE AR, R =28 2R RN 2y AR 3 25 5
Khany Fll Kafshgar (2016 ) #5981 ASCEM . Al A Fp B 2A e B il 2 4
PEFIRNC S, R SCRR = A Rl A B2z vp IRl 2R, X )] A 2R
BhFAE R B 7 R DL 42 3% 25 5+ . BE4h, Huynh Le Ml Tan Ha (2023 ) #£5% T3¢
2 AR 1 B ERNZE (British Academic Written English, K BAWE ) i#4}HZE A
FREEAS SRR AEDEE [ KRV ( British National Corpus, fRi#KBNC ), &[4
RICETERYE (Corpus of Contemporary American English, f@jFKCOCA ), FARII &
( Academic Word List, fAiFRAWL ) s AHHIE, HAFREE R TR, SRR i
LA A R 22 5, o SRl AR S i ) (o FH IR, 3R
R R AN R RN A 2% B 1 22 S it 1 SCuE AR, (H2 RAE T2 e
TANC R, RHRNCME R AR R A ST AL, L A X X — 45 1 BB A R 21 1
BRI

22 FEERERAEFRIBEFHNBEZRIL

PEE REFRIE F P TP A G 2R L e K B (Kim & Lu
2024; Lu 2017; Norris & Ortega 2009 ), /1] v & 7% B 9 40 Sl — A~ 2 4k 2 HE &
(Kyle 2016; Lu 2017 ), HA&A4EEEAR AT LIiE 3 2R bR A 748 ok 4 1 4 - (B
ANEL VR 2016 ), AEE T AR T AN SCAR I AL B 2 BERHIE , AE BRI B AEER
(A2 ARSIE SR ) R A A AR, Im7EA)TL 2 LTt 2= AR
HYERR, WamsaARsEiAE ) (Casal & Lu 2021 ),

R Ze 2 AR G AR rh A 2 B 2= B 22 T i T R 9135 (Dong et al.
2023; Shen et al. 2023; Staples et al. 2016 ), 41, Dong et al. (2023 ) 3T BAWE
ERHEERIE T A AR ST BRI RAE, 0 A B R
Py IR SR T O S A= e E LA N R o ey = 24 NI = ST =S =R NI =
Bh2ES, AT EAUR A 2 s RE LSt . A, TSR E LG E
TR R PR TR AR ) 44 E 22 5% (Lu et al. 2021; Ziaeian & Golparvar
2022 ), N, Ziaeian Fl Golparvar (2022 ) T~ 40 ki B At M\ A7) Fl 46 15 A R FE 45
PRXTLE T R E S 5. W F AL # AR S HE R 4. BFRA IR IR, 3
Bb——RI R TG 5 2 f 25— I\ n) J2= 1 SR I T = 1 B 2 5, k2= A
THEEIREIESSH . B, Zhou, W. et al. (2023 ) Xf kb T IEalAE~RF (b2, %K
L WERRE ) RN AR (b2 TR TPEAUVRRE . MU ) AR B 15
RN BE RGN, B T EREEEER,

IR SCHR AR R TSR] AR R )AL AR 25 AR, (HAERFSN SR
febs LA RER IS . B oS, HETC 27 R MR 2 522 AR SO R SUAR BURE
ERAMARRE, WS . VIS, T AR A A 2 B R E 1 RS B o 4
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AR AR . U, B OFFE BN LA 1R RH R IIE A AE, (H 325
A TPAE IR R R RII 8 B A5 T, T IRV B I e AR AN T A,
B, A BRI B A AT EAURL A2 AR SO 2 iRl A o A vk R R
28 5 ST R B AR WEFER A B T 5 8 A AR SR ZAE AR = RHET Y
EEREOITR R, 8RR A RHE E AR AL R 25 #R b Afesr
ARG AR AR SR L Ml FHTE S SR, AR R A AR SR B i ot s[RI
WA 2AARTGE G (BAP) U P R SURRFE A SR SRRk I, R IRaA e
B ARG ARRE IR SR T o HARTS, ASHEFTIA I LA P R AL

1) 35 AR AAUR 2 E PR r AR S BEAR TN S IR A o 22 50

2) W SRR FE PRap AR S B RVE IR LA (] 22 530

3. MARAE
3.1 ERE

AW TR 515 5 2 SRR E PR P AR S SO 2 iR . %0
BLHEEVER | Web of Science #1452, HARIAE S BRANT . 158, WAk 1 Pl AL
BAE, AR TS SRR S KL, IF1EH Journal Citation
Reports 2022 PHEAEERTAIH T, TA#RL AR 10 AT, BRI T4 BRI L
RS LR, 5 SR P i B A nT AR R R, AR 98 B TR & A
[ A 1991 4F 22 2024, B A R AEREHLE I IR 2. B, 185 iR
AL 1700 f5 22, 299,591 F4F; THAMURIAIEREM F 1700 FE 2, 271,814 F4F .
3.2 WL EE REENR

AR FE A FH IR ME B B 3l 81 T2 (' Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Lexical
Sophistication, fij# TAALES, Kyle et al. 2018 ), )i Z ke [ 3108 T B ( Tool
for the Automatic Analysis of Lexical Diversity, fijFf TAALED, Kyle et al. 2021 ), 4]
EE 4R B 843 T H (Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication
and Complexity, f#jFRTAASSC, Kyle 2016 ) H i3 )i & 24 B fa) ik 8 24
XL A B A BEE G T E k) 2 432 S5 A (4N Tabari et al. 2023;
Zhang & Lu 2024 ),

A B R R AR R R 22 R, ARESES IR Zhou, X et al. (2023 ) JEHRK
TINCHMERE , EE R L 2R AR, R VR T U IR R AR e
PREGAE B FETRICAMEE J5 i, LC1, LC2, LCS5, LC64> %I LAAG WK% (Brown
Corpus ) FIZEE MR ITHIERE (COCA) MR TERE S RIBERE, BT
NCAES RGBSR A . TR IR ARG, Y IR, TR
ANCHERE B (Tabari et al. 2023 ), [AIAY, LC3 3T MRC G35 2= B 2RI i 50
AN GG ETS 43 (Coltheart 1981), 15 408A%, HiBH B SCAR T a1
X F OB REE G A, RITRNCMERE o LC4 W LT T 5o ha 1 O B ] LR i 22
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FRE BT 2T A5INC AR R TRV 2 4% ( Kuperman et al. 2012 ), U{E#8 5,
FEWI TR ST A )b nse , Y ASoHE AR TR B T, 6T LC7 I SR A Ak ok
DL FIR AR, RN 2 RE M, 6 LC8 R LCO WA AT IEAT L AR R 547 ,
VITHBR SCAK B 5200 (Kyle et al. 2021 ),

#1 WILEJRENER (Zhou, X. etal. 2023 )
E:3:3 #E Ei=tan METH
LCl1 KF Freq AW Log
LC2 KF Nsamp AW
LC3 MRC Familiarity AW

TR LC4 Kuperman_AoA_AW I £ 5 TR
LC5 COCA_Academic Range Log AW LA BT LA
(Kyle et al. 2018 )
LC6 COCA_Academic Frequency Log AW
T LC7 lexical density types
L LC8 mtld_original aw R A B TR
I 2 ket e
LC9 mtld ma bi_aw (Kyle et al. 2021 )

FEANR R 24 &, Lu (2010 ) AR4E Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998 ) FilOrtega
(2003) $2ih “IESEREE AN AR IR T G4 TS A K E . WE T4, JF
V5N R BRSNS ) £ IR AR A HERE L 14 WA S 2 R AR bR . 2 R
THEARI R B

#2 mpEE AN (RN, 7352016 )
$ifZ #/E £t METE
MLS  “FHAEFRE
K MLT 35 T i K
MLC PR
C/T BT A5 mgs
DC/C  WEFh %

WBFRMREL | g T b W et
CIT % T Bl H AT B TR
T/S  FFFAEIHR (Kyle 2016 )

UL, CPIT 434 TSRS R
CP/C AT R I8 R A
CN/T A4~ T S i S 2 44 ) e T
FEERIASEH  ONIC  HATRITh S 4 i i it
VPIT A T S i Sl R
C/IS  BAETH TR B

GRS

PR




2024 £ “iBES1E FNIE

33 RS

AT IR . HE, R R =AM TR R F A A
AR A AR SR E A A M A RE 2R H R AR R . e, WAL A 2% fi)
B RS RIATRAE o TP e BE AT G RS A AR T5 22571
R, Woffi = - 3R 2 UKL S (Mann-Whitney U test ) SRARSTIE 5 2= AT ALE
SFAETRNC A 2 BERVRIRE SR IR AR 8 22 57

4. 5R5Hie
41 BAILERENENER

RN TS F AT RAAUR A SO Z b i A AR B M-I R FRifE2E LA R
S-H R URIRAETR . BHERY], TR HUR AR 2 b A R HERE 2 oy, i
F A B AL N, SRR B B AN 22 5

3O E AT RN R S 2R S
BEEF HENRE

EAR M (SD) M (SD) Z p Cohen’s d
LCl' 2.82(0.13) 2.78 (0.15) -8.20 **0.001 0.17
LC2 254.76 (20.84) 251.03 (23.43) —4.80 **0.001 0.10
LC3 585.04 (5.23) 584.52 (6.44) -1.78 *0.032 0.04
LC4 6.52 (0.34) 6.78 (0.39) -19.52 **0.001 0.40
LC5 —0.55 (0.09) —0.60 (0.11) -13.26 **0.001 0.26
LC6 2.78 (0.14) 2.70 (0.16) -15.34 **0.001 0.31
LC7 0.71 (0.05) 0.71 (0.05) ~1.70 0.069 0.03
LCS8 67.68 (20.01) 64.41 (20.41) -5.04 **0.001 0.10
LC9 59.60 (20.12) 53.39 (20.95) —8.80 **0.001 0.17

i *p<0.05, **p<0.001

FETRCMERE J7 I, 185 2 LC1, LC2, LCSAILC6 U8 Fr iy (M=2.82,
SD=0.13; M=254.76, SD=20.84; M=-0.55, SD=0.09; M=2.78, SD=0.14) i} %
mTH AR (M=2.78, SD=0.15; M=251.03, SD=23.43; M=-0.60, SD=0.11;
M=0.27, SD=0.16 ), HA/NF|HZ50)% & (T4 p<0.05; Cohen’s d=0.17. 0.10. 0.26 .
0.31), XUt HHIE 5 224 AR S Z P B3R 7E COCA Fil Brown 51~ 5 2% 1 kA
SRR i H T, NCXERE AR, Ak, 1EF S (M=585.04; SD=5.23)
TELC3 4545 I ML & TR % (M=584.52, SD=6.44; p<0.05, Cohen’s d=0.04 ),
Vb B D i B 3 0 2 IR AR, B 2% (M=6.52, SD=0.34) 7

1 HARSERRE LR 1
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LC448 bR L A5 4 B F R T E LR (M=6.78, SD=0.39) HHA 4400 &
(p<0.05, Cohen’s d=0.40 ), iXFUIEF FHE P RIS bE R 151
PR, X LRl £ A TS A ARl ( Maouene et al. 2008 ), TRV MERE AL, SH:
FALE, THRENURNA A R A IRNCAE S OB R B ARG, RN, 5
TEREEE I (B R0 FN A AR BRI, DS LR A 2l P A9 1) e 2
B, X 5ERR A5 R —2 (Huynh Le & Tan Ha 2023 ), Rz RMi ) 518 H
N3 i IS

XA 25 AT RBIRTE & S A HEDLR A ON R ARG A R T R 20 . 1
B LA SR SCERAE, AT R A RN AR e 1T AR g T
(Huynh Le & Tan Ha 2023 ), 4nfsil) 1 7E0 45 5 A B 0 9 S TR it
BHRE P e MR ZARE 4GS, Lhanila) 2 1 %) QFD Bl 4 quality function
deployment REAEE , XLV 216 N A8 ST H AR 8 o w UL, e H:
flzFR R, BT AURRE IR AE S BB R b BRI, B
BN,

#]%) 1: Results indicate that enhancement did not affect the request
strategy or amount of internal modification. ( &% 5 )

8] &) 2. This report suggests a new agility development method for dealing
with the interface and alignment issues among the agility drivers,
capabilities and providers using the QFD relationship matrix and
fuzzy logic. ( #FAA )

RN E ) (LCT), 1B (M=0.71, SD=0.05) FEHLEE (M=0.71,
SD=0.05) REMBEFELER (p>0.05; Cohens’d=0.03 ), Vil I 2FRHHE Y 521
FEAFEL T R TR RO U T 35 25 5o 1B S AR A UR AR T e R
SE L], DABELRAYTE 7 7 B R A4 234 S B E B = %% (Liu & Dou
2023; Zhou, W. et al. 2023 ), Hnfl4] 1 F12 ATV 2R BES> 91 0.60 F10.72, —F 178
T A v P ) SR S BT e B 4 S A

TEC 2RI, 155 2F % (M=67.68, SD=20.01; M=59.60, SD=20.12)
TELC8 MILCY [ E = TiHENRY (M=64.41, SD=20.41; M=53.39, SD=20.95)
HEA /NN (3 p<0.05; Cohen’s d=0.10, 0.17), BiHAIE M2 i i
WL 2R, X — &5 SRR 45 R AHRL (Khany & Kafshgar 2016 ), Ri%ka#
PHAVC R0 & TR, BT IR, B EEIMIR LM T FEE A
CERE SN, HA AR R B S A, R R R 2
FERYTRYL Q) 4] 3 BY T2 4] engagement,  7E J5 4] H U534 A a construct beyond
any one single paradigm, Y& 758115 B 09 R A AT T IRNC 2R E (URHLIER 4 ).
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47 4 HHEHLIRFE R TE GADMS . GA Fl DMS f4 3 43 5 FH A 7] fig 23 AR 4%
SR 2 RENE

#]4] 3: Numerous theoretical frameworks have been tied to engagement,
indicating its importance as a construct beyond any one single
paradigm. (&3 %)

#] 4] 4. GADMS is a hybrid method composed of a genetic algorithm (GA)
and a local search strategy named direct multisearch (DMS). In
GADMS, we combine binary encoding with real value encoding to
utilize the advantages of GAs and DMS. ( 3+ F A5 )

42 EERENFERER

RAJE/R TS F AT HURL A4 2 b Ak B2 Rl P g it o i LA I 2 —
BRre USSR ek, METIHRIRY, SR EN 7R
T TR, ), DUCEZ R NESEHE . JFFN45H | RIRA A RIE A Sl

T4 AR AR S

Ei=Zon BEE HENRE V4 p Cohen’s d
MLS' 27.45 (8.38) 21.21 (6.70) -27.14 **0.001 0.56
MLT 2612 (8.18)  21.26 (6.41) 2210 *£0,001 0.46
MLC 16.31 (4.36) 15.55 (3.99) -5.07 **0.001 0.10
C/T 1.66 (0.66) 1.41 (0.46) -17.21 **0.001 0.34
DC/C 0.37 (0.15) 0.29 (0.15) -15.16 **0.001 0.30
DC/T 0.68 (0.59) 0.46 (0.38) -16.14 **0.001 0.32
CT/T 0.47 (0.24) 0.36 (0.22) -14.35 **0.001 0.29
/s 1.07(0.19)  1.00(0.16) 12,66 50,001 0.24
CP/T 0.90 (0.52) 0.61 (0.41) -18.15 **0.001 0.37
CP/C 0.58 (0.35) 0.45 (0.30) -11.41 **0.001 0.23
CN/T 4.12 (1.50) 3.18 (1.11) -23.23 **(.001 0.48
CN/C 2.57 (0.81) 2.32(0.72) -9.91 **(.001 0.20
VP/T 2.42 (0.90) 2.10 (0.63) -13.71 **0.001 0.29
C/S 1.76 (0.69) 1.42 (0.51) -20.65 **0.001 0.42

T *p<0.05; **p<0.001

TERA KBTI, 155 BT TR TR (M=27.45,
SD=8.38; M=26.12, SD=8.18; M=16.31, SD=4.36) B & & T it B VLBl =¥ =

1 HARSERRIE LR 2
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(M=2121, SD=6.70; M=21.26, SD=6.41; M=15.55, SD=3.99), HEAH KF|/| 5k
it ( FFA p<0.05; Cohen’s d=0.56, 0.46. 0.10 ), i%x— & Bl5 LAFEBFSE 045 SR A0
8l (Dong et al. 2023; Lu et al. 2021 ), BIFCZERMFARIESC AR AR SOl FH I
HEPACFRRET K, MR TER, KRBT EZE FENERES 2 —
AT, IWIEETH T AN F R (5 B B (Wu et al. 2020 ), anfsileg s, JR45%%0)
FERAL R s iRl (SRR RETE LT RE H, BRI T AT
B, AR T RSN A A AR SCE A E R RS . TR )
X RIZFEHHZ R B AEXAE T RER el . XvlaeEh TR EEREZ T IARENE
FARANEE Ty G R PR L PR, SRR A T 2t ( Lankamp 1988 ),
P, TR Ja ] i (5 RS S0 5™ 2R I Ll ARTE, DRTHE
AT ERCE (WLh)4),

#] %) 5. Sociolinguistic and sociocultural frameworks are blended with use
of a multidimensional psycholinguistic frame, CAF, to analyze
speech samples produced by 10 adult learners of English across
different developmental levels as they all produced narratives
containing constructed dialogue. ( #& % 5 )

ENE TR TE, MR TIFENRE (M=1.41, SD=0.46; M=0.29, SD=0.15;
M=046, SD=038; M=036, SD=0.22), ifi5~AIE3CIH# (M=1.66, SD=0.66; M=037,
SD=0.15; M=0.68, SD=0.59; M=0.47, SD=0.24) W4l & T HLH T, HIT
AL B NS FA4], BA AR NRRN I (FTA p<0.05; Cohen’s d=0.34. 0.30,
032, 0.29), X —ZREBIIEF FAE(E AL AR i T R S5 . ek
S EA IF5E 458 M A ( Ziaeian & Golparvar 2022 ), BIK=#RHE ) T I o £
Y NGIE L NI L RO RTA X Gl W I B2 = 5 Q! U 37 N RS SN SN
(Wu et al. 2020), B TEH MM HERT IR, 55U 4 R
BAWESZ S L (Huynh Le & Tan Ha 2023 ), fEAER (8 B S oA i i 43-an
AT, LUK B AL IR Re e TR 5 T % S, NI SE UG B A &kl i . LA ) 6 S 9]
VEH 8 o N2k ( DLIEZEER 3 ) X% 044 10] linguistic features #EATIEIHFRAE o 11
FEGIA)TH, R BRI G b AR T AND-logic WIS T 52 22 A% Y B3 R AG 1 BR S 5t 7T
PASEILE SR HERE A

%] 4] 6: Therefore, the current research intends to identify the linguistic

features that distinguish students’ writing samples across CEFR

levels by adopting a machine-learning method, decision tree, which

provides the direct visualization of decisions made in each step of

the classification procedure. ( &3 5 )
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#] &) 7: Those algorithms mainly focus on twig pattern query with the
AND-logic. (#F#uf+5)

TEIEHNZER h, 15T 20 SO 2 1 IF 9 R FF 5 i (M=1.07, SD=0.19;
M=090, SD=0.52; M=0.58, SD=035) W & £ T it 5 HL B} % & 4 % (M=1.00,
SD=0.16; M=0.61, SD=0.41; M=0.45, SD=0.30), Hik#| T h&a/NOZON (7
A p<0.05; Cohen’s d=0.37, 0.24, 0.23 ), XUiHHIE T FM B/ G BfE 8P E T &
i FIF AN S5 ke ik BB AR E T B 1. XEDUE T A0 8 C F A RHE - £ 9F
FIEEF LA (Dong et al. 2023 ), i) 8 i 4 541 i and K WA shim) S 18 ( Ui
AR ) HEHROR LN AR IR LIE T, EAERNE, AR RO T 5
TR 5 IFFVEE RSN, JEASBEIE LKA TH AR B 200 P 25 3% Bk
THREBURNF AT R HAIE 5560, Wil m 9 iR, alad 4R 4] FR1IAYE (41 AR
games ) T, RIIETNAERMHE,

1) 6] 8: After the course, the students had increased tolerance for English

diversity and understood the ways that other English varieties are

realistically hybridized or dehegemonized across countries. (&% 5 )
#]4) 9: In this article, we present a game-theoretic framework, called
advance reservation (AR) games, to analyze this strategic
behavior. We use AR games to analyze the impact of pricing,
charging, and information sharing policies on the economic

equilibria of the system and on its dynamic behavior. (#+F#LF+5)

XTI R, S EVLRAM EE (M=3.18, SD=1.11; M=2.32, SD=0.72;
M=2.10, SD=0.63), if & ¢ & X i B (M=4.12, SD=1.50; M=2.57, SD=0.81;
M=2.42, SD=0.90) ffi [ T 9 £ & 22 & i s M shinl s, Hiks T8 EKF,
HA BN & (T p<0.05; Cohen’s d=0.48. 0.20, 0.29 ), X —45 %0,
T A T Re A TR N SR A TR . — 7T, AR 2, It
PRt R 5 B AL AR AN L, XA RE B 5 2 A E L L
G Z04L (Biber & Clark 2002 ), iXF “fF Q4R IE" BEREORME B LIERL. fEW
TG TR, XA B AR h R RIS R 2, w6, 1EE
AL R BRI A 2 L) decision A HLO R I 44 TR AR TR LSRN, SR TR
BERH RS RRE, B—m, B B TR IHES RS w
Yo WTIHEYEANTS (ISR 7), XA E 2 Rl T L
KAL) FRAR R SEIY , WD T & A2 B 45 i 8 A o

FERFE T, 165 F A Frh A %sE (M=1.76, SD=0.69)
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FETIE PR (M=1.42, SD=0.51), H HA F%%00% & (p<0.05; Cohen’s
d=0.42), FWIET ¥ Wit F AR =% i 7 A 45, X — & 35 Dong et al.
(2023 ) Z55AHML,  BIFERRFRE b/ 2 S0 00 1 (i FH 70 b 38 s i e N SOA 3% B
P, ST SCAR S SO ST S, CE R AT A SRR TR A A BB Y
WHIEULAR ) (Hyland 2005), 1) @08 FHA B AR L% 0 8244 (Hyland & Tse
2005 ), WHIA]10, o5 2FVEE fER ol i 73k T R A 1EXTE 5T B
A TSGR — WA

#] %) 10: Finally, I suggest that interdisciplinary alliances with cognitive

and computational neuroscience and artificial intelligence

(Al) fields should be forged to meet the demands of language

assessment in the 21st century. (&% 5 )

DA AN P2 R o | VI e s TR (N R IR G RPN (T S T R U
Sto T B T A e AR Y, SR S e AR R R A R i Ak
L5 s M RAUREE U 2400 L A A R XE RN, (ARSI BO iy i X
Be 25 SR ORI AT AR AR A 75 50 WIFFE R R A5 D5 T A A [R) e
TE

ABIFEH LT A A AAURE FE Breg AR SO 2 P IRl R g 3k 4 1
UL, FFAE AR SR X B2 AT T e ARSI BE, FEIRC AR DT iA, 3t
SEHUR A S ] TR BAT AR 6 MERE s ORI, T & A R TR iR
L 2R, HA 2B Z A L BT A 225 AERIE S R Tr i,
AT IR, B E A AR SER B TR A F AL, IAEZ RS
N R L NP A TIPSR I [T VAT

AW E AT ERIE T 455 R ARE ST EEAESC B 1A BHRERE I IE R DI A IX
—WLA (Dong et al. 2023 ), AHFFUE LRI & A M A2 A2 REE RS
SO EAETE A LRSI R, AR TE T IR 2R B MV S A LTS AL
B, HEONIEF AT AR S R A ARSI T 2%, B ARRIRTEA
l“E R AR SCAR R IRE S AE R AR TR as . Ak, AR A ARSE S
TERAR SRS XTHEINME, AL AR nI A B R b, N
AN RS S A A SR IS AT AR TRl S R s e,
i AN Rz PR RE TR A B IR SE BURB RE DD RE A LA, A7 B T3 T
WA AR S ERE S S 85 R SCHiRE T o

JUEARFIFAL N S AEAR PRI TR 2k, (BAE e —E B R fRE . H
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T, ABEGEOUR AR S T SEOURRE, AORBRIE T 1A A B
B, SO, ABRTTHGER LR TR SR, AORBIE TN LA 8
U THE S EIAFE, LA OB R TR A BT 20 OO, ABRSE I
TR SCBEA AN  W VERBH ERGITE, (0 FIaiL 5 ik S i e
ARTAERRE ARG R B TS0 RTINS T2 AL BTk, Db akaiR
INTE

SEH
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