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Abstract

Abstract writing is a crucial component of academic genres, playing an indispensable role in know-
ledge dissemination and academic communication. This study conducts a comparative analysis of
the phrasal complexity in English abstracts written by Chinese and English-native writers, revealing
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significant differences between these two groups. Using a corpus-based approach, we found that
Chinese writers tend to use compressed noun phrases (NPs), showing a preference for pre-modifier
sequences and of-phrases as noun modifiers. In contrast, English-native writers employ more com-
plex noun phrases (NPs) and exhibit greater diversity of modifier usage. These findings provide val-
uable implications for abstract writing instruction, emphasizing the need for explicit instruction of
phrasal complexity to enhance the accuracy and diversity of English academic abstract writing for
English learners.
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1. 51§

)93 24 B (syntactic complexity){f IG5 B EEF ARG 2 —[1], BH B UNIE S Rk F )ik
S5 1) Z FEA (variety) . & 2P (sophistication) 17 S 2 2 (elaboration) [2]-[4]. FiER A KPR i
BB VAL RTE B R RS T VIS P2 AR ], AR R B S AR R [5]-[7]. =
B EEKR FE[8]-[L0]FNE F BZRE/K T [2] [11] [12] GBI, RS ReS S i 2 =) 2 A2 48 FAE 5 I 224
) F 5 R X e S AR IR B 2R LT RE

A 4 FE 10 B B AR ILTE HAE N SRR VPG HR bR, IETE 8 S EBCEE R 5 4 B 2
frE. —Leitsi R, FAREEAE RIS R AR AR ) R AR SR I AFAE, XA IR HES) %
RSO ANE R R AL — 2B IR N[1] [11] [13]-[15]. 5140, Bibe F1 Gray [15]5 T KAUAE KL ZE 1)
HeEL, fRH AR EEE DB Z REANERHE EIRAMEZ 7. AR EE MR TRAGE 20, 1 5
ZHAT AR . B, AATTSR TR B RE R AR R R TV, K 44 iR R (noun phrases, NPs)REIE
TERFERGERZ ORI 2 —, FREET BREM & R R, RSB/ NS 15 5 (ESL) ¥ 1 & EH)
R e L2 ik e b B [13] [15].

FERNE S AR TR R AR T, A 8 10 0032 52 2% B U e 3 i i B T 4K FZ (length-based) F1 25 44 Lt
fil(ratio-based) Ak #EAT . Biltn, VFZREFAMEH 1T A)F AR T AL RF K AR A K EE AR R, 8L
Himid IR IR B R Al )92 JR BE[2] [5] [12] [16] [17]. ART, X E8E Gt bnR H R R 2
B THEIP o X SR BURL 48 bR i K B R B i S B AR R R T JC VA 4 3 H A 2 T 1 AR 2, B 44 1]
PRI TR A0 [13]-[15] [18]. MbAk, HHFFTKE, FARE/Ed “ 44 MEEZ A B g~ 18 H 230
35 ) D i B KB BA [19] o DRI I, 4605 J2 1T A A2 4% 2t i 100 N B AF 0 AT AL T+, 1E 40 Norris 1 Ortega
(12045 i AEAIE B 2 FE IR 70 R o 24 % FE B R R A M . WSS M . FEIE 45 L R RPN S S 2 AN A 2
TERAE[1] [13] [14] [19]-

AR, R Z W AR T AR E R AVE R I B 7L, 50 15 2 0 5 4% N 21 5 /R0
FoH, R HRERS A R X 05 T G SAE R E[13]. 1, Ansarifar & A\ [20]%F LLRF 5T T AN RZK
SPAEE ARG, KIL . B EAE R EMA 16 F 2 fiE e baEEREE R . TRIEH
A A B A ) T A R BB TS, AR W, X RS SEAKCE g, 1
HAEFIEE A ERRDI R FTHES . FRE, Kyle A Crossley [S]HIBF 5T 2B, 1 EL T 844 FI M A) 24
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FEfabr, FOEEREEHAERMTINAGE 7). Shao & A[21]% SEBEUOR B AE i A TE B A kAT T XL
AT, LR T A R L AR Z A 22 5 o AT TR B 2w 1K 25 A (0 Sl 2 D 1 Tl R PO /N o
VB E) 5 FIUGR SO 18 15 S AR AR R et br PARTE R R, Bl gl Tk AR A A FE VR IR
AR FEAEE TR 2 MR S G FER AL E R B3, FInAGEHR
EZN MR ENE G BMERNEH FZEHE 2 T ES4E . Biber 58 N[13]HIBFFLR I, HE M4 K
HA MR AREERT BA )5S HAARE S 1F 2 S vEde sl ORISR SCRE R X — MR ik e, o
TR IAFAE KB KA A 1B A e W) SR 45 /0 [13] [14] [20] [22] [23], HHLH mE SEHISERE . T2
W 58 35 0 S A 5] () AT S5 M2 15 BRI A N X 2 AR AN R 2 R B AR AT ks . B, AZRH)
TABYHE(ESL) S {E #F A T8 A R A AT BABRTE, T B B AR A S MO T A s
MiE[22] [23]e FAR L FEMFEAE N LR IO AL [24], ek, TEMRLFZARERHEET
Hz—[25]. SR, &0 5030 A B b o B R 40 P R E R R I FE AT AR e b o FEIX R R, R FEIX
b 0T O BERRAE (1) B AR IR SO 2, A Bl T BRAR 22 AR 57 vh 52 44 FEARRAIE 1) R B B

DRI, A TSR T 2R SO BB B FE, DU AR SO SEBER ZONE Fid 5, A EES S
JOERREAE R BSOS ARN Erp EE A AT B A R R o I E R S, AT R
e B RS G BHEAEF EEEAR SR R R R E, NIRRT HTS 5 1015 5 658 R E R
BRI . ASHE TS N UE 5 O S A R TGOE (EAP) A B M 4 R B EHeE s 12 t8 5, LA
PE R EARAS TR R, Rt EAI AR 5 B KT 0 B PR A 2 (RIS B2 2]

2. BRI
2.1, FERRIE

Skt v A 5 BEE RHE VR & (English-native writers) 58 55 1 5 SC ARG BLEAT 6 L b, BATTHIER T
—NERHE, 4 2021 4 2 H £ 2024 4 6 HIAAGRAEDU AT LA 100 fR9e3Ci 2. Horp, 50 Roeif
BEVE 09 SO S 2H R i BEVE 25 15 BHEE(ENW), - 4 2% 5 B P9 A [ b 391 ) ——Applied Linguistics (AL)
1 TESOL Quarterly (TQ). Applied Linguistics 1 TESOL Quarterly 514 5 FiE 5 54538 [ BRI T ;
J34h 50 i H 1 BETE 2 S S A L 2H i 1R BEVE 2 TR EE (CNW), TRk B E 7 A o [ 30 —— (OB )
(Foreign Language Education (FLE))F1 (4ME 54ME#(2~) (Foreign Language and their Teaching (FLT)).
X AHA TSR T [ e B P KT 2 51 . TR A2 R 5] SCR 51 (CSSCI, 2021~2022 4F:hi)
A b E RO H 5%(2020 ERR)Y 1, A2 AN S & AU m AT . B, RRAE FLE 5
FLT bR sC &I BRI HEA R 0 2, X R Th g 1) VR 2 08 85 v B &3 1B KPR AN
AR, HEREERRHEN T 0055 ) #F AR RS H M E.

TEAEF BRE S R RIThR e b, FRATRIC T LUR B ER: wTrhEAEE, JATEE AU E A A
HELEE . WREEPATTN AR I TR B KN, HARIE 7T A 2= A0 3 78 o [ [ 3R A5,
PATH Ty E BEE o AR AR AR AT 3 TR A5 K I TR 7 v (B K LA ARV . B REGE & 14
Ji, WIAABEFIEE . T I0ERHEEE, AIREEERE XN AGHMBEERIER, Hlkbr ks
FLEFE R SO TERHE R R (s L SR B MR RG22 4%), DR AR B 2 75 3%
EEHEEZ . WRXHEE W EHE S AT EN:, RIS KB — P B S T RE R,
AR B AR S, BAVFORE DS — A28 ZAEF (R FE MRS 72 N) FF-& 3AT T S 0 I Wb

T AN [ A TR 4 R 2R 1 SC 5 5045 N 5] (Applied Linguistics.  (ZMEHCE) F (HME 5 4ME )
FAE& R 6 W1; TESOL Quarterly B4R % 4 1), FRATINEEA T b %1% T 25 R 2 SOAR, PAH R
HIEEM AL 5 FREFZRMEERZ, AFEIATIRHHEA R ZRAFE 2 5. Applied Linguistics 1
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TQ A MR T E PR, 7359 AL 175 A1 200 ANEUR]; 10 (OMEZEA) M COME SOME#EE) #BH
XS EL R BRI I R . P [ 138 B8 S (DS ) P K R )0 120 & 150 MRl 46T
AFHTHREA T 2 5, JA DN BRI AT 14 100 AN Fial FOFRAEAG AL BE . BRiERHES B 1.

Table 1. Basic information of the corpus

® L OENERERER

R (N) JEFF % (Token) P EE(AVD) P 7 (SD)
ENW 100 16,682 166.82 152.37
CNW 100 14,580 145.80 172.54

2.2. FEIEMIEAREY E X FIRA

R TR AR RS PSS S 22 5, AR Biber 25 A [27]42 H (1) 44 R B S5 MAESE, #44
AL TE RN/ DA RSy RS2 IRl (Determiner) + (AT B & 1i1E) + 017 (head noun) + (J& B A& HiE MKk
JETE) o AT T IIAZ 00 IV A5 A 44 1) Ji 1 HP A8 1 20 (phrasal modification), 45 AT B AZ1HE A S B A8 1
E R I HIRAI1Z% T Biber 55 N[13]4& HH 44wl K 1E E 2 R R Be (L4 2), Mg 1 L
ANFERA AR B Hd, 57 E e 3 242 4517 (new technology) . 44 1] (proficiency level). 43
i (a controlled task) . %7741 & il (native-like level) DL & fr & #% 44 3 (learners’ ability); J& BA&ME G/
1A 45 75 (bias in academic writing) Fl15¢ 2 M\ A1 1115 (measures that used in the teaching). ASHF 7% B
WA FEbR A0S 3 BTvR .

Table 2. Biber et al. [13]’s hypothesized developmental stages for NPs
7= 2. Biber FA[1B|MWBIAEIEER ML RME

BB eRr | fil4)
Attributive adjectives Significant predictor
2
Relative clauses Models that include only linguistic factors
Nouns as pre-modifiers Vocabulary knowledge
Possessive noun as pre-modifiers students’ view and reflection
3
Of phrase (concrete/locative meanings) EFL context of Iran
Prepositions as noun post-modifiers other than of . . .
. . a moral dilemma in their class
(concrete/locative meanings)
-ed participle as post-modifiers transcripts obtained from the participants
. . - statements representing deliberative, rational and
-ing participle as post-modifiers s
4 critical moral approaches
Attributive adjectives, nouns as pre-modifiers critical moral approaches
Of phrase (abstract meanings) implication for pedagogy and future research
Prepositions as noun post-modifiers other than of - .
(abstract meanings) the possibility of applying DA to the web
Complement clauses controlled by nouns ::s]i fact that reading in second language is a difficult
5

Appositive noun phrases

Multiple prepositional phrases as post-modifiers,
with levels of embedding

Teacher attribution scale (TAS)

an evaluation criterion for the effectiveness of
mediation on the learners’ progression toward
self-regulation in their ZPDs
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TRYE Lan 55 A\ [28] BB 9T, 44 18] AEAZ M 1E W] 4 A E P12 115 (phrasal noun modifiers) FH M\ &) 14 & i
i (clausal noun modifiers). R4 BT B TE IR, R 535 T LA N2 e 4 P 44 18] 418 (com-
pressed noun phrases) #1455 4% 4 7] 44 % (complex noun phrases) . 1, &4t 44 17 46018 S 1HTE 43 v
BPEABMIE . Lan 2 A [28] /1)1 REWE 35 B FE AR 1 PR Flvir IR 16 42 1 A5 1R 05, 7E1 1(a) R R I R4
AR B S T AN EAEMEEE: 292 “research” A1 “incorpus linguistics” . 1E#40 Lan 25 A [28]Fr
BN, RREAENE LA B AR SR AR 5 0L, P07 % SCEIE 70 SCFE[13] [15] . 1 & 2% 44 1) J
B RS WA B E, BlanER 1)+, ZiafEiERaE T —ANEiE B E “research” Fl—/N M
AJMEAEHTE “which is used in corpus linguistics” o /X FEMEF FT R IE & SCHTF], (H 561 1) 4
ARG SR AR, 5] 1(0)H 0 4 R R SR (N AN ) . BRI, XA 4 TR R AT DA A S5
EEONRE, FONETEEREN LR THFERNE SR TEARTF R, S 410 58 15 B & s
BT T DA RGN e AR A 2 A K UL Ry, T AR 1 ME
W B0 44 TR R e 20 O TR B A4 TR R o 75 PR B AR AR A b B B B [15] [20] [22] [28],  BEIEANIR
T 48 P 4 1) A A B % 4 1 RV TR AN TSR T AR

# 1:
(a) A research approach in corpus linguistics (six-word compressed NP)

(b) research approach which is used in corpus linguistics (nine-word complex NP)

Table 3. Indices of noun modifiers

3+ 3. RIAEIHRIEERR

Frid TEIESE BUREAE Rl
AN Adjectives + Head noun Pre the separate meanings of the word
NN Noun (as modifier) + Head noun Pre the proficiency level
CN Hyphenated compound words + Noun Pre measures of non-verbal intelligence
N’s Possessive nouns as modifiers Pre learners’ use of bidialectal practices
PN Participles as modifiers Pre controlled task
Pre-modifier A sequence of premodifiers consisting of Pre
sequences multiple adjectives or nouns
AAN! Adjective + adjective + Head noun Pre useful analytical tool
ANN Adjectives + noun + Head noun Pre a linguistic positivity bias
PP Prepositional phrases as modifiers Post bias in academic writing

Finite relative clauses as modifiers Post measures that used in the teaching
Clause -ed clauses as modifiers Post phases headed by a relator

-ing clauses as modifiers Post students living around the place

TE: 'AAN 5 ANN (ONTTEEE 51 f P M5

FEAWETEH, FATRAN ARSI 7 O TE R o (A SR 7 34T g6, DA BN 0 A A iz
Wi IR . 2 T LAk B N AR e AR A s TR B T aemve 508, T Harr it 5L
FEFELE R AN X 205 M I BB MRS A 1 515 SR E A 7 4 VB N AE — € R PR TE[19] [26], N TARICTT LA
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B R b AL FRAD X 4 X Se AR ZE 55, AT A PR 40 T P RS A e A ] S
2.3. BsRIio)EE

AR TR T B ISGEFAR SRR, H R BU T TR

1) FPEEE SEERREEE IO RSP NI R s R TR RE Z 7Y WA, H
PR R TR R A 1 0 25 22 57 2

2) SECPEEE SERE R ERIEE R L= R T REIR AR AT 47

3. RESR

S, RYEIE BEE A E AR A A A R AR A S A AL R AR A AT T Gt R
TSR t 400, ZERWNE 4 PR WGETHEEESs KT LAE 2, o [ 4 2572 ) A0 2 1k 44 1] A T
FRbR A A P AR R LU S TR0 B 2 . e ] B0 42 B RS B (3 ) _EANAF AR B 35 M 22 2 (p = 0.216), {E R4t
A AR A AR R PR R (p < 0.0017), 45 REW P EEFHAMES PN T REEZHIE
AEVEA IR . ER AR TS b, SEIEAEE A AR 2L = T B AR5 41(p < 0.00177).

Table 4. The usage of noun phrases in both writer groups

4. MAFEBINEERNER

ENW CNW
” P50 s " RSk s
[ AR AT . S Ry . 3 d
JRUGHEL (5 i i) PRAEZE  JEGAAEL (5 i i) i p
i .44 222 113 1.82 244 1.67 1.77 0216  0.224
%ﬂln
YR 44 .
EE{;E;%‘Q 361 2.16 1.54 387 2.65 1.61 0.001 0.613
NYATS]
2 A7 35
E;gﬂ 246 1.47 1.26 173 1.19 1.87 0.001™* 0.586
NYATS]
7E: p<0.05%; p<0.01™; p<0.001",
Table 5. Average number of modifiers per NPs
5. BRI FEHEIHEHE
ENW CNW
FEHE PRtz 8 i p Cohen’sd
A EABE 0.73 0.29 0.78 0.32 0.351 0.200
J5 BB G 1.56 0.56 1.25 0.38 0.001* 0.650

FE: p<0.05% p<0.01™; p<0.001™".

ST IR ER N, 44 TR P AS R 2 1 00 2 i B R S RO AN B ) B EER FR[20] [28] -
U7 F 3L 0 s 0 1 R 52 24 42 ) S A A ORI S 3 P 22 R A e #7421 R TR R R B R 430
BN ARt AL AL P T I R R B TE A R . BB AL B K, BANGETE 7 IR
T PSR AR R TE AT EAS BRE OB, JF RN ERATR BT TSI REA t K56 F TS T Cohen’s
d B, BAEMGETHEERWNE 5 iR, SREIR, B MTGEEH 785 B A4 W IR SIS 0 By
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FE R 225 (p < 0.0017)JF H. d {E4 0.650 FonizZzm BAT AN . BARM S, SGBE(EE e i )E
BEMETAEERER T HEEE . SEWAEEEARLARIERR EAERZER RN, EXE
FATIEM, R Bz A T EEH A T 2 WA BB P S B . IR AT B B R
P _E WAL B e B X 35 O 45 22 5% (p = 0.351)

Table 6. Frequency and t-test results of different noun modifiers used by two groups of writers

6. PRAEEZAXBZIDEIHENRGEIT (AQHLER

ENW CNW
54k T JF 4k “FHEL
" kb . " e . d
gy wEE) @i P

AN 193 19.73% 1.16 241 25.92% 165  0.001"™ 0.574
NN 96 9.82% 0.58 80 8.60% 055  0.322 0.121
CN 57 5.83% 0.34 29 3.12% 020  0.021° 0.431
N’s 34 3.48% 0.20 24 2.58% 016 0532 0.145
spégug‘r?fe':'er 96 9.82% 0.58 136 14.63% 093  0.008" 0.628
EE?E?SS"EE?) 315 32.21% 1.89 342 36.77% 235  0.004" 0.429
Of-phrase 173 17.69% 1.04 223 23.99% 153  0.001"™ 0.650
In-phrase 72 7.36% 0.43 62 6.67% 043 0201 0.260
On-phrase 16 1.64% 0.10 24 2.58% 016  0.111 0.300
To-phrase 23 2.35% 0.14 13 1.40% 009 0073 0.345
For-phrase 19 1.94% 0.11 6 0.65% 0.04 0.135 0.300
At-phrase 3 0.31% 0.02 7 0.75% 005  0.330 0.175
With-phrase 7 0.72% 0.04 6 0.61% 004 0904 0.030
EI'QJS‘Z relative 21 2.15% 0.13 4 0.43% 0.03  0.001™ 0.390
-ed clause 121 12.37% 0.73 53 5.70% 036  0.001™" 0.650
-ing clause 44 4.50% 0.26 20 2.15% 014  0.051 0.375

FE: p<0.05% p<0.017;

p <0.001™,

Bk, BAG T & 2B EMERAE SR, T T ROIREAR the S, S5 RAE 6 s, B
PIEBfEZ N LREIE RS L2 T BE 2R EiESmE L, +ESIERNEER 5 A E
F 25 R 115 (AN, adjective plus head noun). & B /E42 i1 (CN, compound words modify head noun)
T B AE R 1E T 51 (Pre-modifier sequences) b 2 ML H T 3 11 22 7 o Jorp, oo [EE S 72 T2 B0 AR 121175 (AN,
p < 0.001°)FI R & 1&1#i1E ¥ 51 (Pre-modifier sequences, p < 0.008™)fI{ FH I &35 s TI8IEMEE 4, H Hix
e G HAT A N B, T A RIS M TE (CN, p < 0.021%)Hh [E VR 3 1y 4 FH B B I T B BHEH 4. 1
5 BIBMIE b, PIALVEE AR AR B AS T (PP) . BRI ¢ 22 WA VEAE 1A E (Finite relative clause) LA &
JEFRfil-ed MAIFEIEMi(-ed clause) FAE7E R3S 2 5% . Hd, fESM A& RS F(PP, p<0.001™), HE{E
HHE OB BEREE L . MGG BTS2 5 A2 D [ VR 3 4eE R UL E
¥ (Finite relative clause, p < 0.001™; -ed clause, p < 0.001™), I Hix®t 5 BA K ZE & K/ NMUBN & .
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PR TE A JE BAB TS T R L 1 22 S5 EIIE 7 FRAT T A (AU, [RIB, 248 SRR & i NI R 3L,
o [/ 2 AR N VERBAE A48 F | 2255 T 9838 RREE [23] [29] [30]. M T REEE— B R /R 1A B i vE i
Z5, BATE IR & 0GR FA A BB AB MG 2 AT T St R, RILR A TE of JiE 16
AR 25 5 (p < 0.0047), W E/EE M HEEZE BE 2 T0E/EE .

EARE R A L BHEEE, HEEZEEZHAEH T of FiBElES BT . i HERIWEE, K
AR A A 28 B — AN PR 1 2 LB WA ] 2 AN 1] R TR HE B AR v & B i, anfile) 2 fros. fE
@A), FEVEEMFEH THA of F5iE “ofthe factors” “of international student enrollment” , A1 f5—/>
A AFLE R ATE-ing WA, FEFEDy 0 “analysis” 4L T EVEAEIFRN M5 B . FE(b) AT, T EEE
HeBAEH T 2 M EIE SRS “of the effectiveness”  “of various teaching strategies” “inthe context” , il
B RS REIE S “evaluation” $&4E 7 E I S E R . T EER X E RN I RAE
FHOG AR B F b R 25 B [22] [23], BATNIX AT RE A2 B T3 B 15 R SCAR Y ] | 5t K /N B LA
% B ZER TSI . SRR RS T R T Tt R, R EE S 4
wBM T RE T Z MR T 2 A EEIE R EE B IRE M (p = 0.0227), BARZRWE 7 i, X
—EE R P IAE T BATZ AT BT ISR B0 A T, 2o e AR AR A RS TR R (1 5 AR R AL

#] 2:

(a) An analysis of the factors influencing the growth of international student enrollment highlights the need for policy
adjustments. (CNW-52)

(b) The study focuses on the evaluation of the effectiveness of various teaching strategies in the context of online learning
environments. (CNW-74)

Table 7. The comparison of the use of multiple prepositional phrases as noun modifier

® 7. RS MIREREFARIARIFENLLR

ERGEIE PRAUEAL AR (5] 15 1) pRifE 2 P Cohen’s d
ENW 43 0.26 1.782
0.022° 0.874
CNW 72 0.49 1.921

7E: p<0.057 p<0.017; p<0.001"",
4. ¥ig

AR B R R E AR 2 L, RBLH T o EE S P0E REE R 2 78 AT A S S
BAE LI ZER . AWITE 2R ERARE, A AR n) T e 4 1 4 e A, T SeiE AR & A
THEEZERZWEEE. XRW, 1ERA RS IE N EER CEX R IE R IR aL, B S B R4 A
AR GERKE, CeR& TR IA[13]-[15] [20] [22] [23].

1ERARMEIE R A ebs b, A EVEE AT EAAME R AR JCH R A1 &
BRI EBME TS E——3 B m T HOERRE RS . XA T BEABME 2 el Ol E I R
o IEWRXEH AL BLI TS . “HiET, BMiE S B R I R . (HIEDGET, (EBIHERTL
W EIEEREAT, RS EAET OB 7 P “BHHE - Paid” A S S ekt
TEHAE B SR LI T80 B ME AR [22] [23] [32] - X tEE M — & FERE ke 1 Judar b A
1 J5 BN A S A B g9 R, T FRIFEHRL, XT3 745 & 417 (Hyphenated CNs)/E A& 1iiE i)
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R, R EAERUURBEF RN . PO E SRS NSRS, NI EEAE, fln K
W17 AR TS 1) “long-term” & X o TAESEEH, AT E AR H a8 i1 7 2K
T I AR TR B X A MR, DASG ST RS R AN — B [33] . BRI A] (14 22 e 3 80 1 A8 H i) |
IAA] .

ERERNR, AR RS 1) 52 2% B2 e R s MBRIE 22 5 EEATIRRE,  ELn /1 e inis
A ZE R S A S B R R AT R, AR AR AN R ST S e A 1A R AR AR KR 2 57 [34]
[35] BEWEA AN T B ) ok Ul A BRERMERI N 2R . B0 Biber S5 N[27]1AT4R K, JEENIE RS5E
A EARE R 4. Holn of FE T DUR SRAR IE B A PE . AEEBUR I, Rk I R e, Xue T Ge
[23138 A FE 230 1] AR K B SC RFNRIR K R o IRk, B4 44 1) 20 o (1 A 1) 45 R0 DB 24 ] 3 R e
HAPE. T EEE RIS A S S BN RRERHES, BRIk BERIERE, Frlhtid
BB R FIAIE SCIRE, AT s R HERA R 0E,  RE e SAREFOE— R, il 3 Fiax.
1 3@)F, HEEFEMH T2 of /MiA%EIE:  “of the influence of technology”  “on education”  “in the
context of online learning environments” , X/ dJEEZEHS, BARRERMEAGEE, (HAERT
T SCPBERIAN U o 1323 AT RESE DLBAH 2 H A AN A 1A R 2 B PR 00 RAVE MR ) AR A, AT S e B
B, “oneducation” f&f&Hi “influence” i&J& “technology” FEANEHH, XFhEIAR 5 S HUE BALHT
AN 3 R A O 2

# 3:

(a) The analysis of the influence of technology on education in the context of online learning environments shows the

challenges in the implementation.

(b) The recent advancements in artificial intelligence applications, driven by innovative research and development, reveal

significant improvements in student engagement and learning outcomes.

TS AE & AL 2 R SIS 1A IR 5cA IS B B i, 8 B E = 2 A6, )
3(b)H, FEAERHE/E E L H FH-ed 515 1) “driven by innovative research and development” {f J5 B & 1fiiE,
H—BULE] 7 “artificial intelligence applications” )5 . IX AR5 A IRAE T 0 N 1 S IR ME 2.
MR TSR LR R B ). W RDRX A RIS 5 BT E AR T “recentadvancements” 45,
FHEUIRAF UG5, RIS S AL 8 AR A3 5 0 = 5 M o, AN IMIeE G0 T P REAPTE BRI M, (1 e
B I B2 B 281 3 T 00 A AT S 4 1 45

5. #FRTREHIR

AHE TS T 2R S A SE BHE AAREE AEEARM E B iR BRI ZE R, KO
B A AR SRR R S B A b AR R 22 . P R AR R 2% 05 T R I A 1Y
0 B ABE P ARG B R R IR SIS, TG EHEEH KBRS Sy 2Rt Xk 1 E &1
NAESEE, MR G I 52 B BHEIER R, IR 3 BB RNIR, X R IR AT i1
AT EABIE FP 21 o T DEiE BEE A2 R A = 5 A EvERIR , R R SR e oy e 15 T U T EAZ S,
B0 HYE 2 2RI W AB TS, anAR PR E /R € 1 2% R F)SE[22]

BT H E G I F ARG, JEHRSSHE SR, =4t T AN ER RS

1) VRACBUI 5 2 2] R AR EAE SRR B AR . PR E B AR A JAEIA R R, BRI AR
B AR R E AR AN I B AL

2) FIFIAHEFCRIXS LSS R, SE Xt rh e 3 fE M 2 S A th Z R AR, IR AR s b AT A Bt
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RSP (R/BP

3) R ARGIEH AR A AR I AT WG S, FEB A AR R SR P M. 3

YT RT BLIE L 73 A LE SR SOA, G i B BT #0, ORIETH 27 21 3 0 44 1) R v i FH 1) 2R
MEIRREST -
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