EDAS—HXBAEERETILEREREXTES R T4

RFEMTEE Qiao WANG Hfgm Ay B B
H[EFZES John Maurice Gayed FfH K Global Education Center B)#
1 [FLC&HIC

AW TIX, BEMESGHES A7 A2 RET D, AVAT A, fel= vt AI1cx LT, BEOEWE
MO DA a7 & RN OCFENR T 4 — RNy 7 BT 5, KVAT AL, Rar V7, KE
7 40— Ry 7 BT 4 — Ry 7 D3 ODFEY 2 — ) WINEENEEY 2T —R 2 LT\ A,
AT AOREERIZES LTI, LLaMA-3. 3-70B-Instruct, GPT-4o, Claude 3.7 72 KOO K S EET /L
(LLM) %, BEET a7 MLA2T7 7o —FBLO0HAHY 77 A v Fa—=0 7 SFD) 2 L7, AL
727 — 413, Educational Testing Service (ETS) 2335, X F~—2 A 2 7 {} % @ TOEFL Independent
Writing 480 X TH 5, FHiDOFEE. VAT LFAaT7 Y o AIZBWT, 0-5 A7 — /L TORyFv—7 A
WZxt L, ZRINED v MR (QEK) 0,84, Y THERRAE (RMSE) 0.44 &) B etin D PERE 2 3R L
Too Flo VAT HERT 4 — KXy 71X ARRHIE 25 b @ < §Hli S 4v, RE 7 ¢ — K3y 7 7T 96. 14%,
W~/ 87 4— Ry 7 T93.03%, 2787 4— RNy 7 T4 69%DHEMFHEi&#157-, 512, 1V
BT T AT Ipa—P— g U H—T 2 — AL ST,

2 TR
2-1 HEAD B EVESCEEE

R T AT 4 7R, BENEBRTDEVHIBENS, PEFHEBLOREREHEFON) 27 LB
WTHEBR SN TWD (Graff, 2003; Kuhn, 2005) , L»L, 72K SADOXEEFMT 5 Z &%, AR O
iz kof@bfl%&@%f%éoﬁﬁ X RN | 728 2 IS NI-RHEE TH - T,
WX FEBIRNA T AR —EN R OND Z 3% % (Shermis and Burstein, 2003) . Z 9 L7 &h»
5. E@H’Ej&ﬂﬁﬁ (Automated Writing Evaluation: AWE) 3 A7 AL, KHEBEIZFEDOT v B A 222 T4k
L. 74— KRy 7 2T 2 6LRKEE L TERIN TS, AEIL, [XEEZa v Ea—2Tns

D& TRl - ZRET D7 mE R ] LERSN, RAaT V7T 4—RRRNy 7 &) “EHOI AT &
‘@E9 5 (Shermis & Wilson, 2024, p.1) .

ZOFIXAAREIELE (NLP) B OHEEMEOF THLEWEL AL, ZOfJIE Page (1967) |
DYCERAFZEIC £ TS, BITHD Ta s BPa— XL v A AL L., Project Essay
Grade (PEG) ZBH¥ L7- (Page, 2003) . #IHID AWE o A7 A%, F& L TEAICESZENTEBY . XE
RFEEDOEHEE L WO T RFEDOT X A MEEXMN R ETHH D, & D WITEBERNERMT (LSA) 72 EOEE
HIERIEIZES S b ONRIFEE LTz, BlziE, ETS @ E-rater (Attali & Burstein, 2006) (%, U¥ET T —,
FEIEDOVCIHREL | MBI & FIEE CREF SN SFERFEO A A — FEFIH L TECEF T 5, — 7.
Intelligent Essay Assessor (IEA) X, LSA Z{EH L C. = vt 1 & & aRIE & OEWRAFELM: 20T
2

ﬁﬁ@ME/XTAi T oA DOSBMEREZFEE L, RSEONEZEHOLENEE O MVERIZ<
BT END LD, EEFETIEEBEHA LTS (Li &Ng, 2024) , Bx1E, Taghipour and Ng (2016)
iCWTﬁgmmva®ﬁ%ﬁfﬁ%%mL/mmfﬁﬁ%®7D%Nwwfﬁ%ﬁiétwﬁi&w%
TNERANT, @Ry A 2 a7 EEH Lz, ZhbDT AT AO—HE, BAIZB O TEWIR A

1
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R LU72 (BB : E-rater : Burstein et al., 2004) 2%, NP, FrlHFMMERCTE L W -EREEZE O 2
FIZBRARSH 5 &V ) HBOFEE I Z T D, Lz -> T, FIHIO AWE A7 AREMT 57 4 — Ky
JIMFAELTZE LTH, ZHUIRCRBH (B : S0E - RELI ADHER) 2L EFE 0, FEOZYMER
— BT DIAEIE R LTz (Li & Ng, 2024)

2-2 KIFBEZETIL (LLM) 2FRALL7TA—F

IO LIM OZ2GEZRFEEIZ LV . AWE 70BN T U 72 7258 &S BMEE ST B, LIM IE @ Vaefig
S BREBAERBENZEHD, B AMNE VAT AD LSBT o FL— YT 4 — Ry 7 2825, 2EM
MOANEDL LWEE AT 2 2 M TE 5,

LIM Z AWE (IS T D288, BT e 7 N7 7/ a—F L 774 v Fa—=0 72857 7 r—
F ORI NIFIET D, Hlzx L. Mansour et al. (2024) %, ChatGPT B XN LLaMA-2 ZfEFHL., Yo7k
THRICE DA A2 TV U T ERFM LT, EORER, MET VTR RBIF/2 7 4 —~< 2 A% R L,
ChatGPT 23BN TV EE LTV 5,

F7~. Stahl et al. (2024) I%. Chain-of-Thought 72> 7k (Wei et al., 2022) IZES<Eri g v
ML gy hoRaT « 74— KRy ZREIFEREZRA, Aa7 &7 0 — RNy 7 %2550 TERT
5E0 G, [RRAERKRO T NEERG 72 WENm BT 5 EWmE L,

T7A L Fa—= T AT, LMZZOFEEMHT LI E, OHRS 2 W3/ R 7
TN T7A L Fa—= TR AaT7 ) o TIZBWWTANTHD LI TS (Li &Ng, 2024) , Wang
and Gayed (2024) %, GPT-3.5 &7 /L% TOEFL Ol = v A 23— RATT 7 A4 v Fa—=27 L, GPT-4
REORFETAERG LT A, 77 A v F a—o U PERETAOINA T OREREE & B O i
THENLTWZEHE LTV,

Cai et al. (2025) IE. Rank-Then-Score (RTS) &9 2 BXPEAERRD 7L —A U —J ZBEL, T 77
A Fa—= TETNAN Ty, 2T R0 L, TONEMNZREIC AT Y o 7 %179 AT, $rlchE
FET—H Ty MZBWTEWRIEEZ/ R LTZ, F£72. Chu et al. (2024) 1%, Yo7 FTRICKLBLIM &7
A Fa—= TETIIVEMMIAEIE T, Rationale—based Multi-Trait Scoring (RMTS) ET /L AR L
N—T VU v ZIZAN L= 20 TR 2 AT 5 2 & C. B OEHEM 2 m ESwi,

23Fxy 7

Li and Ng (2024) 1&, AWE ¥ AT ATBWNT, BRI IFHERIOR 27 XFT 4 — Ky 7 %ET
ESCE WO BEENREERLETH D LIRELTND, ZOREIX, F_SEmIAT AV ITHRICBIT 57
4 — Ny 7 OBEEMEICEL L TRY , 305 - 355 - KL EORBARIFR Y ITRT 2FTIE & | HEAL - FmERE
TIROPFAMES & W o T2RBEI R BLAICESLS 7 4= R 7 O NMELE STV (Bitchener and
Knoch, 2008) , —JF5 T, FEHEIIHT H78 %uﬁﬁféfrOD%f{}%)?aﬁﬁESiLT:u\%> (Truscott, 1996) 728, ##&#E
DAFIZE > THERAIEISRINICER 2L D 2 LT, BN 7 4 — Ry 7 OF AR IS &5
2%%60Lﬁb\%ﬁ®MWVX?A®§<H\%E%&74%Pﬂy7(Wziﬁiﬁ*ﬂEVX?A)
FRITEEN T 4 — Ry 7 (B TEENSFAHARTHIRARRE LTS 72 8) BNt THicL &
FO, POENEDT 4 — RN IR EIONRT 7T 7L LTERREND Z ENEL, FAFAENRE S
OFtak LA LI W (Stahl et al., 2024) ,

ARFZETIE, AT B A TS LTZ LIMR— 2D AVE S AT LAEREEE L, a7 &, £iEg - EEom
FET7 4 — KRy 0 kA 2707 477001 2@ L TR 5, KU AT A%, Li and Ng (2024) O#ESE
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L2 (Rar7BlO07 41—y 7)) ZHic, a7 )7, B T7 4 —RFv o BT 4
— KRRy 7 D3 DDOMNTEY 2 — L EH R LI,

3 A&
31 =42ty YTty b

R AT LOBARICIE, N Fv—7 AaTBIOWUENT 4 — BNy 7 2/ gt v v A OF — 4
Ty FRUNBETH-T, TDT2D, AKiFFECTld, Educational Testing Service (ETS) 7234&fkd-% . TOEFL
MNLT AT 4 TRBEOZRE T v A 480 KNG 5HAT —4 &y M BsF L7z, TOEFL OMSLT A 7
g4 TS, 728 20X Do you agree or disagree with the following statement---] &9 XD
WIMEKRE L, ZBREDNA b ONGE e U2 ARG Y 2 7 Th 5,

IOF—HEy FTlE, Ty A2 SO R DHEICHEICHELS I, 2 4 O ETS S A 0~5 Dk
AaT EREON—T V) v ZIZESHWTHE LTV, 2 ADOFHEED R T OEN1LUT ThHIUEL, F0
SEEEDRRAEA 2T L7200 | ZLL EOTEREED & 555135 3 OFHMIEE NI AL THREA 27 2 RE LT

(Blanchard et al., 2013) , 2B, Aa7 0Dy EBA TN EINTNWET=D, KIFEORSR A TIT 1
~5 (0.5%#%) ThD,

AAT VTV 22—V TIE, AITDONRNTUREEZER L, 2 OB LWy 7Y 7 LTz 120
KODT AT 7 A Fa—=r PHOY T2y hE Lz, 23T 1Oy, NDiaholzlzd, o
AAT DTy A BHOTNT U ABTE L, BOVD3GORIITA NI 7y FELTHEHALE,

T 4= RNy 7 EVa— ML T YT — 2y M7 4 — BNy 7 G ER T Rho 7270,
MBIZT7 4 — Ny AT —=F2E LTc, BB Z +— RNy 7 (QUE « RELOFTIE) [ZOWTE, AT
FRICED LIM~DOEBE T 7 MINETHD ZENRENTWS 7D (Davis et al., 2024) | ZifidH
DNZEBERBIOIT 5T —4% 1y bOVERIIART & HIM L=,

—J, BT 4 — KNy 7 (BRSO EEOREME /2 EERIBLS) (oW TiX, Aa 7Ny
TV T LT AROT A ZRE L KECTAT I VI TAT 4V T2 HRBREERHE 8 4%
FEL T, MS Word = A v MERBEZHWT 7 4 — KRy 72k L Th bo7e (K1 ZM) , Fallc, &
BlZIFA a7 1~ OXRUFv— I fFEfET v A 9 RERR L A—T U v 7 OFFRIZON T AEIT -
7o 0 AKRDT v B AT T TICHBITEFELT, NOAaT7ZHIBRL THY . ZEOIEENEBEFR D 1
M HND L HBE Lz, Sz A2 I, BIOMS L7-BEIC L0 Bl S, Btk & RERY
DOREDHE ST,

| I - N
)lthingsl" H = s o a ° Author o {b
i f—— Too general. What things?
- Specify.

lfCOUﬂtI’YF\’ m_u o 2025/02/08 18:24
e HE E N ‘|

R SN . ()
) ] N Reply

It om ... = -

1. MS Word @ = X MEREAZHWNTY 4 — Ky 7
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32LLM DFEFE

AaF7 VTRV a— VT, WAMEHET 2720, A—7 0 Y —RET NV ERRET VO % G
LTz, A=V —RET /N ELTL, MmiBREY A7 ThemlEfE % 7 5 LLaMA-3. 3-7T0B-Instruct %%/ L
77 FEMET /L E LTI, Wang and Gayed (2024) O/RIBICHEVN, 77 A »F a—=1 7 )Na[RE7R GPT 2V
— XD FET N THD PT-4do A L2, 77 A v Fa—=U D7 v o7 NItk Clciid# ST
2

KRBT 4 — KNy 7V a— VTEE v 7 FORIEF L TWDHTZD, 9 GEC CUERTIE) & A
7128V T LLaMA-3. 3-70B-Instruct. GPT-4o, Claude 3.7 Sonnet ® 3 ET /L EZH =T HFEHRE 1 Ko=
vl A TE LT, TO/R, GPT-4o N bENT /T +—~< 2 A% R L, RED LLaMA, Claude |ZIBFIET
1E (B FEOEWRIZF U TH IR L PR X BN EWRIZFE~OER) 2R Lo/, mA~ERIIZ GPT-40 28R
L7, a7 Mot 0E - BFRLOFTIEOREF/R L, FEESCXROERTEZ D X YR LT,

W7 4 — RNy 7 EY 2 —/LTIE, BiRoO 90 KROERFXF— &2 LY . LLaMA 38 X Y GPT-40 D il
YT A Fa—= T % To7-, LLaMA TlIxT v hu B —_X— 2 OEKLEHEZ AW T8 =R v 7 TFH
L7z GPT-40 ICBHL CIIFAET N TH A0, 77 A4 v F a—=2 T OFEMNRT A—H I RBHTH 5,

BT T MCEDWEE T 4 — K3y 7K TIE, Chu et al. (2024) Ol OFEHL AR EAE 215
T, HBIZEDa A NMNIESLS T—<olEEE L, B0 7 +— KXy I8l8 (v7v/I7n) %
ML (1R . 2208280, a7 — Ry ok~ raxf 743704774
D 2 RN T,

F1:EREBLNIVGHDTZDDT 4 — KXy 7 458

AT Y — YT HTIY —

a7z 4 — RNy T WY 7 BEVERERK ; 7% A FORE S OZYM: ; Rk CBEAES - A - fimmos &
7a )

R7/uT7 44— KR y7 SNRAEAF D SHERIRE ; REOWAMES ; 74 7 7 RO—EM ; SikOE & amEt
H7piiy s IEAMEL T T R v 7 - LY R Z— (FETRISUR)

ETILREDT- S, Claude 3. 7. GPT-40, DeepSeek-R1, LLaMA-3.3-70B-Instruct ® 4 EF /L%, 1 KDOT
A Mz A TP L7ofE R, Claude 3. 7 g bl EDEWH N EZ R LIZTeD, AL T T4 0D
FETNVELTEMALE, 20k, £V 7073V ICEREY THEEDOD few-shot 717 R &G L,
mw®&7%%%K%dmf%%&74%Fﬂyﬁkioﬁﬁiﬁ%éﬂTéioﬁ%Lto

3.3 WL A&

3.3.1 Ra7DEEE

2a7 Y TED 22— TlE, 774 > F 2—=2 7 L0 LLaMA-3. 3-T0B-Instruct I L N GPT-40 &7
NWEFERL, 360 KOT A NHZ A ZFMLTZ, 77 A Fa—=0 JHERIUT 07 EHWTHE
i = Lz,

A 2T OF§E MO, LT O 3 SOfEZ v

40 2025



o HEHTIHMFAE (RMSE) : VAT LA AT ERUF v —F AT O 7R ZE R A 1 D R E R,
ER/NSVIEEMBER BV E &35 (Chai & Draxler, 2014)

o TIFINEN v oURE (QWK) : AT ONEFMZEZE U —BE R, AMREHn & 0 —8E & &
EIZHET %S (Li & Ng, 2024) .

o —EZ (Percentage Agreement) : QWK ZfiZET 2IETHY ., B (RaT7nFE—) BLW
M8 (RaT7EN0.5) OREENENEH LT,

3.32 74— KNy DREEE

FREWT 4 — KXy ZIZDOWTIL, X EFTIERAT v A % ERRANT v3.0.0 (Bryant et al., 2017) T
BE XY, ECOMEBRIEZHBITHY AT - D LT, 24 OFMEFHEE 2L T O 2 fil CEMmEERE % 7
filiL7z

o MIEME (Necessity) :fEIERIRNERRIZFED & U CETERMLETH o720 (LLM OImRIZT IEMH A %
EiE) .

o H#hE (Effectiveness) : HBERINTEENERICZOREY ZEWUNMELE L TV D0,
24 DFME I EREICONTH#EL, REEITER L ESNT-r— RT3 A2 MERIRAT,

BT 4 — KRRy ZIZO0WTHE, v~ 27X, 7 T4 TliE, E vt OB T L2 Claude 3.7 87 4
— KRNy I BAERT LI Tm T R THARL, FEE A NBETH 72 E 5 D Ed i 3 HIEr L
oo L7 UNRATTAUTIE, BEBHWT 4 — RNy 7 LEERC TRENE] & TEZE) © 2 @i CRHME L7z, 2
2 DFAEC X DFHIFE R Z & £12, Gwet @D ACL£REL (Gwet, 2008) ZHWTEBMEZ B L, BERAR G
N EIXE 3 ORI B k&l a2 T L7,

4 #ER
41 RAT7YUTEDSA—ILOFER

20ODT 7 A F a—=V T EHRET IV (GPT-4o, LLaMA) & . Wang and Gayed (2024) 12K A_X—RAF A
VET VDA T IR EE 2 1R T, B S FEREIT RMSE, QWK, —BeE GEe—% - M- &
D3O THD FERND Fexr DT /TN T LY SOTA (B Heii) DA a7 U v 7 PERER 7R L, BRI GPT-40
NERECREOREREZR LI, WET/LOWK A2 7130.8% LY NEIF5ELE I OBIE (Sim & Wright,
2005) ##8 % 7=, 7233, ETS @ E-rater 2% TOEFL CEEAHT 272 QWK JE#EIF 0.7 L ZTH Y (Williamson
et al., 2012) . AET/MIFNZKE L B[S, RMSE ICBH L Tik, GPT-40 T 0.44, LLaMA T0.53 & B4f
ThHV ., ETS PAMFHEEMICTFAEL TS 1 ROE (REA T OFEH 0.5 T1L5aeME) & TE 56
RTHoT,

B2 T7A LV TFa—o UV TERET VDT A N7y MBI 5 MEREfaE

7L RMSE QWK —Ee=R (k) —EeR (Mee2) —E=ER (5F)
GPT-40 0.44 0.84 0.45 0. 48 0.93

LLaMA 0.53  0.81 0.41 0. 45 0. 86

5
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N—=RTA 0.57 0.78 0.33 0. 52 0. 85

(Wang & Gayed, 2024)

42 RO I —FNNyIED 21—

TARF Ty MTEEND 40 KO v A 126 L CRBRIFTIEZTT > 7285 5. ERRANT 1347 2049
HDOMFERESE (edit operations) Z & ZHfIF Lz, ARNC K 2EHMEORERE., —hbo 9 5 1985 14
(96.88%) N MEENKLETH D] CHESH, EHIZFDHH 1970 1 (96. 14%) 28 A TH D]
ERHM S ATn, ANEELHE SNEREICIE, LLTFO 2 OB AR ST
1. FEKIEFEOEWICENT 2ETIE (N=7)
L L, [favorite] 2% [favourite] IZEHEIN=0 . T...store.” | 2 [...store” .|
WCEHE SN0 T 5L, @T%ﬂ4%)z%;®%£%ﬂ@@mﬂﬁ%nto
2. Hr~miEM (N=15)
FRIZ A DU A MZBWTREDEB OFNIA v 7 AT 53— KA~ ZBINT 57 —2 (N=10,
5. TA, Band C] — TA, B, and CJ ) BdH-o7=M, sHlE O XA & W <7,

43 FRBHMI4— KNy HIEDa1—)L

431 %087 4— KN\ IINLTS54 >

FAIFT Y FOAOARDOT v AIT1T. B3 20l BBER S ENTED . FHUIxs LT Claude 3.7
X201 kD~ a Xy bEAKR LT 24 DOFHMEEIC K D2HMEHED 7 v ARIFZLLTFO@EY TH D :
# 3. 24 OFBEIC L D~ aa Xy o s o0 2 Fk

Pl A/ FHEE B B L
B 179 9
i3] 13 0

ZOTFT—HITHSE Gwet D ACLEREL (Gwet, 2008) ZHIML7Iz& A, LLFTO LD RER1PHE LI
72 1 AC1 = 0.89 (SE = 0.03, 95%{E#EXH [0.82, 0.93]. p < .001) . ZAUIHEHICHENDOIEH
IEW—FHELZRLTRBY ., NEZF mi*ﬁj L Hred % (Landis & Koch, 1977 ORHEIZ L 5) . W
I DA —BUT skt LT 3 FHmE 231 . BORHIIT 187 4 (93.03%) AR, 274 (6.97%) 7%
ﬁ%&%ﬁbto,ﬂ&#Mémtnx/Lai Claude 3.7 N FHI L2 WANIHIETE 72 o7z
BT, BEBIE LT

o ZMEMNT vEANIARERTA MLEDITTED, Claude 3.7 BNZENEH 1 Bk L858 (N=1)

o HBXEEEEL L T THITL TWA Ay —RIZBWT, BEKIC TBRENETES) Laxy

L (N=8)
o T uTADBERFHNIZTE T LTWRNTr—XIZx LT, fmDEX HE2EXTHRE (N=2)
o FIHBEBOMANELEINTHWDT A MIL2Nb LT, THEZEZ | 2 a2k (N=1)

432 SHOOTA4—FNNvDINLTS54 >

FC40 RO v v A 2% LT, . Claude 3. T1TAE 630 DI 7 a7 4 — KRy 7 aX s ARk LT,
VBN IS DRHMIE T — D 7 v ARIZLLFO#E Y -
T4 280 EFICELBI 707 40— KRy 7 ORLBEMICET L7 v A%k
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FHiiE A/ FHEE B WE rE

) 579 28
AE 22 1

wAGNMEDHINT (LBEE L HENEE LIZa AL hOR) kD7 a AFKITILLTFOMEY
F£E5.24DFHEFIZCL DI 707 0 — KXo 7 OFIMEHWNCEE T2 7 v A%

Pl A/ FHEE B B 2D
B 577 1
5 1 0

WTHNDORITTIZEB N TS, Gret D ACL FREUTEES S FHMIILL FO L 5 R TH -7z
o WBEME :ACL = 0.91 (SE = 0.01, 95% CI [0.89, 0.94], p < .001)
o AZHE:ACL = 1.00 (SE = 0.00, 95% CI [0.99, 1.00]. p < .001)
5 3 FHME I L DRI ORISR, LTO X S chEE LTz -
o WMELEXNTma AL 6001 (95.24%)
o ARELENaAL b 304 (4.76%)
o WENOHRART AL B 596 1 (94.69%)
Pl O3 A M XU, W ohDI /a7 4 — KRy Zid~vra 7 — Ry 7 LEHLTEY,
Claude 3.7 DEERIRIZOWVWTHVIRLELTHHEM G H o7z (N=18) , 7o & 21X, BARKDOFH
AR AGy 72854, Claude 1T TSN A 143 EnHaxr Moz, TBWEABEOEE )
BIRIZONWT AL NTDHZERH T,

44 FROATLERHE U &

ZNH OFHIFERIZEE S E | R AT MR IRE LT

o RaATVUITETVa—)v: TrArFa—=2 TR GPT-4o

o BT 4— RNy EYa2—/L:PT4o (HEHEFa L7 1)

o W7 4—F KRNy ZEVa—/b:Claude 3.7 (w7 v/ I a4 774 )
K2 TRV AT ABIRDOT — 7 7 —%R7,

’@ > /| Score /
Finetuned
Surface-Level Feedback Module Deep-Level Feedback Module

Scoring Module

Macro Level / Macro  /
Pi:)ellne '
—> Level
) / Feedback
_ 5 / Corrected Claude 3.7
> ESS&y Sonnet
P { / Micro
L » —>/ Level /
Micro Level / Feedback/
Pipeline

Claude 3.7
Sonnet

X2, VATALAEIEROT—7 70—
F72. ADO T 4 — Ry 7 DA EEMT 2720, ROL 274 2T 07 47 UL ZBHFE LT- -

o A=V B AEEARLEANT Word 7 v 7Fu— RELIETF A MED £FT)
o WMHR—T a7y, KEW - EEHT 4 — Ry 7 DOFRRET
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o HEWTZ 4—FKNv IR OILOXDOEYET DA T4 b, QFTIEX E Dk, @
FTIEX O (k1 0l 3)

o WHEWZ 4— RNy IFR:~wraaRXy MIBE DT LIZEMARVICEE, I 77
4= R 73S ST TN T A P L, S TABRNAN—=THRR LI b
T~ (1 DK 4)

5 &R

KIFFETHER LT Y 2 — VD 25 AF, ETS FEMEIZHEIL L 7~ IEfE o EEoE WA a7 & . A
HEICX > THRIESNIZESER 7 4 — Ry 7 28325 Z Ligksh Lz, Zopi®id, Stahl et al.
(2024) =°Chu et al. (2024) DOHIFEFERZFXFFTHLDOTHY ., T4 T 4V TiHEORERIFL LT-F
TNERANWDET 7a—Fin, B—ET VL5 —FFUBH LD bENZMiZ 726972 2R L TWD,

KEHITZ 4 — Ry ZZOWTONBFHE B 1%, SUER Y ETIE (GEC) # A7k, MR 7 74 v F 2—
=T RIThTE L, REAOTLRENEZT 07 "ET THRICKISARETH D Z ENREINTZ, ZDOFER
L. Zeng et al. (2024) OWFFELE H—EH L THV, @B v 7 FEEHI L - T, LIMBFHEET V& [F
D GEC MEREZ R TE D T LN D, KR, AMFEDO 7 a7 RERFHI L0 16K LIM ~<— A D GEC |2
BWTHEE SN TWEBEREET EE2&/NRIZHZ A5 2 LN TE 7~ (Katinskaia & Yangarber, 2024 ; Davis et
al., 2024) . EBS, BIEEFTO 95 96, 14% 5 THLENOFRY] EFHMESNTEY, VAT LAY 2K
LA TUTIZIEHERICR LY R b DO TH DL 2R LTS EEN T 4 — KXy 7 O ARIBGEEIC LD |
&AL X7z few—shot 7' v 7 MI Lo T EREEZBICET 2009727 1 — KXo 7 AR ARETH B
TR ENT, EBIT, HEHY T A Fa—=r T BERBREEN D S ATREMES R &N,

T THETANXIL, BT A — Ry 21T 5 SET DRBR TH D, CPT-do DT 7 A »Fa—=LTF
T, AFETRNTORE - 4]« W7 4 — KRNy 7 BAER L, TOEBPARETHH-T-, ZhiFRBELL,
HADBIERER) (non—deterministic) THOHX AZIIK L, 77 A4 > Fa—= 70Nl L TWRNWI &Ik
RLTWDEEZLND, $EN - A7 TVEDE TR Y . TEDOa 22 FARKE - ZhRAM] (2o
TOMEREEITFE L 20 eD, S%IFAROGAHTTES b E RLHF) Z28ATL20LERHLHTEAH
Yo

—JF . LLaMA BT /VIZH 17—~y MIRERH 72 b DD Ak ENTZT7 4 — KXy 7 ORE H IKIL,
TrAryFa—=VTHAT 2L X —HLTEY, Claude 3. T IZIFXIFHRWETEH, —EDUED R
7z, Yao et al. (2025) OHFFETH, LLaMA (BT HH I 7 +—~ > h= T =R TEY | kM
WX 74—~y N F =y I —FOMMBY —NVEJATHET, ATV —RAETNLVOERER I HIZH
FHLEEZLND,

KRUAT DA 5T 27T 47 ULIZIE, BEBGICET 2 FEAERNKRE WV, FrT, it 7 A7 1
TIZH D FHT 2N & o T, IERDOTETIIRFHODLMND 7 4 — Ry 7 ZHIRFIZE D Z L IERE 728
RTh2D, £, ZHBIZL>TH, REWRFTEFEL VAT MEEDH 2 LT MECOmBE L W o Tom
WRIBEBOFREIZEFTEL LW IFIERH D,

ShiZ, REORBIERHELR ETRONLDHE T L ORFILEDIT L OE ML, AL BT SR

RUTZ77 LAY —)LELTHAMTH D, Frio, BEEEDEG T 2R ER LT, EEo—Et%
ROFEE L TIEHATE A EEERD D,
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6 AFEDRS

AWFEZIT N DIDORADBFET D0 H 2. KV AT LAORFIZIE, BECOTH—OHET LY
RSN TWRWEAD T0EFL = vt A F—&% kv ha Wiz, ZOkd, AR THRESNIZAaT Y
T MEREZ A ONITE & EHRILES 5 Z L IINEETH Y | RO AL TREMEIZIZ —EDHIFIA B 50

BT, AMIEICRIT D7 4 — RNy 7 OZSMERRGEIL, K (precision) ICEAE Y TTHY, HIHE
(recall) ZHBEL T\, T7hbbh, VAT ANRES TEIE LEITCAR#EY 722 A MRt 3 55
AT > TDHDOD, KREETREThHo7mY ZHEL TWieho7eh, EHEMETH-72I1ET O
74— RN 7 B L TV T2 DN DWW THIMRGEE L TV RV, X0 GG ResMiiliciL, Ty
ET 4= Ry IR AR LT (= FRZ X — K] ZRESLL, 2 EDREIZL > TU AT 20O
BT A BERND D, LLARNDL, TOT-OICHEE L 725 NBVETR & BEFA 2 2 B IZAHFSE O #iH
iz TV,

FH=A2 AW TIE Y AT LOFMEE NHRHIE IS L > TREEL 7228, EERICHEEEN DOV AT L%
R LGB, 747 4 ZREAND EOREN L 50 & WV o TLHBFRROPEIFAT-> TR, Lo
Mo T, ABOWZETIE, WEROT 4 — RNy 7 HREHE LSS, VAT Ax Ve g8nvE8]ED T A
T4 VTR BT TR A B A WE S 5 ERITIED RO S D,

Mz T, VAT ANETIE, BREZRNDS LIMIZX D 145 (hallucination) | Mg Sn7-, Ziud,
EEIIHFE L2 VEY 2B LD L 9 ICFER L, ZOFTEERTOLEFR—THH LI T —AThH
%o Z9 LI ZB STeoicid, %OV AT AFEHIEBW T, 74— RNy 7 ZfEET 5510 LM 72
. ZEEIN A HEEHEEEOEADRRF INDERETH D,

K AT DTFHATT AT 4 7, ORESICES HETHHME L TR SN b Do TH D . BHlE%E
BIH « BT EEROOEND Y —AR=ZBT AT 4 LT, P U NVOXEIZITETDOEFEATE
RN, LR T, fERICITISTAFA T 4 v v AV ERTE L, # A7 2L O E BEET 5
BN D,

Efo, BB CRISSND 7 ¢ — /3y 7 [T S CIGECRR SN B 72t SEEIIE 1T & o CIRER &
TSR L 72 5 FTREMEDS B 5, S ERAIGHAE, L 0 DU SEE O B~ OBRET L 2 fAAL 2 &
T T = Ry 7 O L KA R BRI BB,

BZIZ, VAT AL GPT-40 X° Claude 3.7 &V o7 LLM APT IZKFF L THEEE S LTV D, Z D72,
FRIZHIz> Tz X o L— MR, BNl getE e Wo T A —F B U 7 ¢ OFENMFET D,
Mz T, BMAETVOMAREREN S AT AOMRERIC TS REELZ 52 5 iE LR ECE RV, /2, B
BRI OEHARICTEA SN T XA FNOLEZEEFELTNDL DD, BHEBIBZBWTHEEDIELT —X
S APLICETHAIIET — 2 T T A R — L TRF U A E N SEERBRHNARO 5N 5,

7 %
AWFZE T, e o B AL L2V 2 7 =IO KBRS 35T T L _"— 2 BEMESGHE S AT L %
B LTz, 2AaT7 oy, REMTZ 4 — " Nv 7 TENT A — KX 7L 0) 3ODFT a—WIZH R

BOBET A2 & T, TOEFL 9 A4 7 4 V' T OHET—F vy b FIZBWTREmROD R a7 ) o JEREE Rk L
77
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BT, VAT Ao TERENTZT 4 — Ry 713, ABZE OFmIC L 0 EWARIME L EAM
RENTo, RBFFEOERIT., A7 LAFENT7 4 — Ry 7 Ot 5T 22— LB AWE VAT LD
REHZET DR OBFIEICRT LT, AR AT 2 b TH D,

AR 2T ML, HECHERCHEATRERA VX T 7T 4 7 UL L LTHLAENTERY , HEHRLE~DHIK
7B AN ARETH D,
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AWE

Surface Level Feedback Deep Level Feedback Corrected Essay

Surface Level Feedback

Essay Prompt

In spite of the advances made in agriculture, many people around the world
still go hungry. Why is this the case?

With the development of the agriculture around the world, many people today
do not worry about the issue of food shertage shortages and enjoy various
delicacies. Nevertheless, in some areas, famine remains te-be a serious
problem and people in these areas always worry about where ean-they they.

can derive the food to cope with starvation.
Hover over highlighted
There are two possible reasons to explain why this phenomenon still happens text to view comments

today. Firstly, the climate problem. Some places like Africa and so on may
have high temperattire temperatures all year aroune; round, which may
cause the output of agricultural products eeereased to decrease and make
plants difficult to grow. In this case, the local government does not have the
ability to support the food consumption of local people and have has an
enormous burden on finance. Secondly, the problem of local people's
attitudes towards the famine and poverty. There was an interesting

research study showing that if both rich people and poor people are given a
great pumber amount of money, after several years, the rich people will be
richer, but the poor people will be poorer. This is also the same teas what
happens to the people in these areas. Every year, there are many donations
of food contributed by other countries to help solve the difficulties. However,
it does not make do too much work, because some people in these areas
became lazy and do not want to work because they can get free food from
other countries, which make makes the issue of famine still serious in these

districts.

The probable solutions to cope with these problems are as follows. First,
scientists are encouraged to develop the high-temperature resistant crops to
increase the output of products. Second, the government should mobilize
local people's enthusiasm to work and make efforts to cope with starvation. If
both of the solutions can be realized, the future will be promising.

AT Y=gy b BEHT 40— Ry 7 R_R—T (BHEBREERER)

40

2025



AWE Evaluation History

Surface Level Feedback Deep Level Feedback Corrected Essay

Deep Level Feedback

Essay Prompt

In spite of the advances made in agriculture, many people around the world still go hungry.
Why is this the case?

Paragraph 2 ) .
With the development of agriculture around the world, many people today do not worry

Your body paragraph
covers two distinct

reasons for persistent
hunger: climate issues where they can derive the food to cope with starvation.
and attitudes toward
poverty. While you

provide some explanation [There are two possible reasons to explain why this phenomenon still happens today. "some people in these areas

about the issue of food shortages and enjoy various delicacies. Nevertheless, in some
areas, famine remains a serious problem and people in these areas always worry about

FORMALITY

for each point, the Firstly, the climate problem. Some places like Africa and so on may have high became lazy"
paragraph is quite dense
and would benefit from

being split into two decrease and make plants difficult to grow. In this case, the local government does not

temperatures all year round, which may cause the output of agricultural products to This statement presents several
issues: it uses subjective,
potentially biased language ('lazy');
it makes a broad generalization
burden on finance. Secondly, the problem of local people's attitudes towards famine and without evidence; and it uses past

separate paragraphs for have the ability to support the food consumption of local people and has an enormous
clarity. Additionally, the
claim about rich and poor . o B
people receiving money [poverty. There was an interesting research study showing that if both rich people and poor ‘e_“se (‘became’) inconsistently
" with the present tense used
elsewhere. Consider revising to
richer, but the poor people will be poorer. This is also the same as what happens to the ‘some residents may become

Ipeople are given a great amount of money, after several years, the rich people will be

Ipeople in these areas. Every year, there are many donations of food contributed by other dependent on aid, reducing their
incentive to develop sustainable
solutions.'

lcountries to help solve the difficulties. However, it does not do too much

ork, because some people in these areas became lazy and do not want to work because
hey can get free food from other countries, which makes the issue of famine still serious
in these districts.

The probable solutions to cope with these problems are as follows. First, scientists are
encouraged to develop high-temperature resistant crops to increase the output of
products. Second, the government should mobilize local people's enthusiasm to work and
make efforts to cope with starvation. If both of the solutions can be realized, the future will
be promising.
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