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Abstract

Guided by social constructivist theory (Hyland, 2004), this study explores syntactic complexity
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differences in journal abstracts across two academic disciplines: computer science (CS) and applied
linguistics (AL). By constructing comparable corpora of abstracts from both fields, the analysis sys-
tematically identifies and explains differences in syntactic complexity and their underlying social
construction mechanisms. Results show that AL abstracts exhibit significantly greater sentence length,
T-unit length, use of complex subordinate structures, and dense complex noun phrases than CS ab-
stracts, while CS abstracts favor more concise and technical nominal phrases. These findings reflect
disciplinary-specific discourse practices and their underlying logic of disciplinary identity construc-
tion. The study enhances theoretical understanding of different disciplines’ linguistic variation and
offers practical implications for teaching academic writing and facilitating cross-disciplinary com-
munication.
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1. 518

AR EAN AR R SCR (e b5 B E R E B, R AR RS A BT
o BEE RS XANRE S8 S AN ErR L, A2 BHE 3 5 R ZE B8R I, O RN B 2 R E
R T2, SCHREARI SRS Z R, Bl SR 2 5 R E 5 225 R IL
Yyt WU AR DR 2 BE TR R O 22 57 100 7 A A2 R M R A o RV 2 T A R R 22 Rl T 5 R E
O KERD, (Ex5 “22RHE” (disciplinarity)iX —Z OB BN BURKR AL, B2 RRER O hxt T A
SR VB S e G T M3 R R VE S R R AR AT R

ARFFHET Hyland $&HE 4L 2 G40 5 OB [L], 4RI 2 AR LR o d e 38 3o 97 15 S B M A [ 2 B
(IR 5 AL, HET#R 7R 10 B S R LR R it = T2 R 5 ML . AU E RS EA Y
BHEEREAEE FRAE LR ZESR, Hn e ARG SEERARHIE, (et i 2 R 8 A 2 e e
WIRYE 5 SRR T .

2. XHRERIRER S
21 HESEFHMR

AHTFCRIRTFC LA, 2, DASROESCRR A AR B B ASIIFR AR FE e 15 B D) ARt
SCEREE N AR HILARZERAREHAME . Jrik, R0, BAMSLEME o, MasS
SCHR IR S5 B 0 L BAE B [2] . AR EE S RHERE SO SRR LE R, MR ANLTTHEF. TH
R, WMERARGIEUE R RO REAEMEN, HiG 5N, AR EEARAIAARE, H
GGG/ A3 RSN, EANE LA i IR BURA, SRR Z5 8N A SiAnE
F, RS LEEY], IR, BRI WAES. YA SR S A R R 4] XN
B0 AR A ST FL T RSB TS M BRI T77 1R SR bR . XK BEATKBAE RS . I S
=AM A E R SO B [S] . IR TUR A T AR EAR B (0I5 S HRIE, NSRS R IR A
THEESE, WRTHAARZRFEA PR . R, G OB AR EE SR 7 A R T 345
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Ry T AFZERHE R EE 5 Z R ARG R AL .

E 2425 22 AR FEA, FAE BHEOR ™ b o i R A, 15 22 BHIE 7T BN AR RIE R iz —
IRT, B 2P RHT AR BAR J2 HR IR AFAEVE 2001 5 0 B, U AR IIAERT “2RIE X7 o “BS2RL” S5
M ES IR L. RGN, FRMR R AR I LYERE, HENSMNE R MRS —, B
SR FEAVIRAFAEA T VE A 2 AL [6] o [P A B ST AT AR, 20 40 [ Ah 23 1 4 2 A 2607 5,
41 OECD i i I PUSERI 73 [7] FTESERR /N Fk 70 LK Stember (Y TLIERI 1 [8]. IXEL 70 RITIENEEF
Bt st 7 EE RIS, (HRN R NS T E M RGBTt —Piail, &
R TR BOT R EIL R RO SR AR & RS BRI R DL AS 2Ry 1, 983 1 B 2R
FURIKIATE SRR EPE[9]. XL TS FER 15 A R R B PRl 5 6 B4k

JE B AR FUAE BRI ) 2 EAFAE — @RI, (HITSER, ASFZER USRS Gy NS B A E R R 5
R R SR, JEBETER T R SR AN 5 R . TR BRSSO OB, it
RAL ST 5 2B IR T B 5O A RN, RIL T AR SR SR BR AR [10] . BEAN, 2R
AR F AR AR E RO UMW 5 (RIS EEIEA TR LA, X BRI 5 2285
W55, T ERHRIEXHE SRR B A [11]; RE M4 0 RAE T Rk, PR 78k, Ay
BHRNH] S SEEZE R TR SO G128 R0 IR OCRRAE, 2D RoR TR SRR 2 1A i) 22 57
[12]. SUbFER, BRI TER A S NS 2RI T, $Ei 1 Bk S 2 50U a3
BT e, SR 7B A BT SO BRSSP R A [13]. XL UL RR W], SR AR T
HARZRE, EYRRIAE S RHE. IR SRR MR N R, AHIE FERE— P IR 1 B AR
E 5228 By K 2 1] 5 R BE T BB JE A

22. ARERERR

FRNER IR R T RS S I ARG 2 R 5 R AR RR IR, R S W U A
R FRERAREESRE T 7 rh AETR I AR, RO R R 2R M B AvE s [14], R RS
FVEGE R R IR R AN Z RPN YEE[15] [16]0 X —MESAE “1E 315, EAREE. BRI DL OSCA I
JEUR % A U A B2 RV, AR TSR I

fEAESENTFVERE N, AR R 55 51 E TR F RE I RIBE ORI T B AT . BRI A R AR A B
AW FOTIRANRTT, SRR, PFRIMAFEE R . SRIE SRR T IR B A TR AP IR 4R b, RERS
FHE X P PUE 2 B HIE S K. BART S, @PoK-F 22 S B ARG s 3 2R IR R R,
PABLERTHE SCROA0IE 2 REVE[17] 0 25 000 . AWkt MR SR BT e U2 B, S A R v A P AR AR v A
AR b, EONMECH RIS R A SO RVERAE . A, RREREE I 1A 5] S R E TE A
ZhialJE AR ing fAME L, 55 1E AR R HILR[18].

FEEARGIEGUR, AFAREAARE R AR R T2 B EZ 7. 200, KM ERT
XGRS RIT OIS, AU AR MR A s A X = AN RHE A T A i M R 45
W B AR oAb, R E 2 Ty, SR A TR TR U S 1 A Al
ARIE[19]o i EZMEAN AT P8I A R ZERCHE S A ARR S, 7 11 SCR R AE R RN
AT BETERIL, BHEVEE I ATER I B B2 TR U E A RVE[20]. LWt FOR A A 22 BHENE I
ZERW AR STE, ARG T HES%

2.3. YHEIER
LEPTE, DB SEARMED G BERNE S 20 LR S B R EEAT 1) 280, R
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PIHFAELL RA R Z AL 5, BUA BTN 5 2R 2R 2 G SR R RGN AR, REeF RS
MENARFRHEA)E . WIEEER EWZESR: Hk, WIXEEE 2 7S G RS AL R RAR
W R AR SERMRAT B SR (AL AR HEAT 20 W O 7T EE 20 R A, 4R 2R A 2R HE 7(disciplinarity)
AN &k i AR, O T B R 2 T 3k — 2B S 3 RV o

ST FRBEFRIUR SR, AOFFHR I DU = A BRI 5T A

1. RSB G BAURLE 5 B E & 22 FE M EHE SR (AR E ) LR SRR E ER?

2. T ] AL 2 4G 3 SO AR AR R X S 5 22 7 T R 1 S R 1 SR ?

3. MR T “HRHE” (disciplinarity) SES AL AZIEMBLEAN T, AT A AT S AN X — BRI R 1 2

I AR LA B, AR T O S R S S R 5 A IR A B IR N P EE O R R S AR AR
3. ARAE
3.1. BREME

AW TR T AN S R AR B R, 20k B N E S S SR AU A O T %
TR AR SRR A (1 R R0 i B8RS 75 SURT R ARV AE SR, O DR AR e S — Bk,
K FNEEA R IR T 7 FhE bR 44 Hos g ma N7 R, 7R SR T R BEALEE T 2021 4 K LART
R 25 R SCIEEL, FLUSCIESREE 350 . IR SCHEZE M Scopus HHE E R SREOGOE RS, FTA ARG —N
UTF-8 gty txt SO, DM R 25 5 500 (6 1),

Table 1. Journal sources of research paper abstracts

= 1 ARIRHELT)

JS2 5 5 22 T HEHUREE T
Applied Linguistics IEEE Trans. on Neural Networks and Learning Systems
Journal of English for Academic Purposes IEEE Trans. on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence
English for Specific Purposes Journal of Machine Learning Research
Journal of Second Language Writing Information Sciences
System Journal of the ACM
TESOL Quarterly Knowledge-Based Systems
Journal of Pragmatics Expert Systems with Applications

FESPHTRT,  BATSENS BT A 1 SO BEAT T 3Rk a5 U, BB IR AR S S0 A A A B U 5 10
XK, HFERER . REERERRR S I T 2:

Table 2. Corpus of research paper abstracts

=2 MRIEIHEERE
WELHGR)  SIAGE)  REMEG) RKRWMEGE) CPHKEGER)  bfEE

R E S S 175 31549 95 312 180.00 32.06
RIS S S 175 33759 68 362 193.50 66.84
3.2. TP ER

AHTFERM Hyland 2 H A2 800 B SR B BNBAE 9 0 5 A [1], IEEFFIE B AN [R] 272 A 2
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EERAERAE LS o A2 @ T SCAN, 185 RSP R, B R AR AT R IE |
BURHA ST AN B R B T BE . Hyland $ig . A 2ARERIE SRS, M 1 2R T RR
RILTT KA EARZ R FEIELR . ARIEX A B, NE 5 A H BRI ENE RIS NRIER AR, Kb
I R A AN A PR B IR s 170 TS AT 7 JU S 1) B BT 1) 44 108, (s B3 AR B L

FRIRE R
PRk, e @iy 3 SCRRE A T W 4 205 5 R IE AR 2 7, EREH T H#on K 5 2 4R
A=z .

3.3. ARSI RSERER

A 5T K H TAASS (Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity) [21]/F
RNEBERAEE R E SN T B, B4 L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer [22] LL#h 78 4% i e br iR EL, 1
AR ST % 5 FAR S RPN J2 TR 27 6 200 3255 R S 1 )3k 2 2% BEARRAE

B, L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer 324t 7 14 T iz ML G A0k B 22 fabr, FEMEL
KRYERE: PPN, ) FRAAERE. NESMLE, FyIEmMH, DUREEERE. &athsd
B KB FCUF S R AFIE BRI RE[22] [23],  HEmid TR0 5 AR5 0 19 2 WAV IE (2 3).

Table 3. Traditional syntactic complexity measures in L2SCA

%< 3. L2SCA HFRIME G a8 2R 45

HA el
1 AT MLS
2 T4 T B K MLT
3 SRR MLC
4 A E L C/S
5 B a4 1 VPIT
6 MAVE (T $Ar) cIT
7 IR B A5 (AN A)) DC/C
8 RV NOEA{ QKA DC/T
9 T S T/S
10 PR S5 K B L (T Hir) CTIT
11 VLSS R B (T Hhr) CN/T
12 VL E(MNF)) CN/C
13 N 5 ¥4 (T BRAE) CPIT
14 N AR 0ING) CP/C

Fok, HEEMEGR R CIEI RS 5 A BAR R IEMGE 2 5, AWEFiidt— 2 5] A TAASSC £
(K1 9 BUAIEAG A LIR R, REFACATIRRAEM N ABR ., et 52 m . W& 4 TLES], X
SERE AR 16 bR BE B AN R S R A U FESRIE . ARIE R e S ARV DT T 22 5, 3 & AR B L A
EE PSS L.
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Table 4. Fine-grained syntactic measures from TAASSC employed in the study
4 MIRHBRAT TAASSC MBREAEEE

A fabr 44
1 SE R AR CFregA
2 oo NN Bk LCFregA
3 ARAE FRE CRefPctA
4 Bid] £ T4 FaithVCA
5 IR U S DeltaPVCA
6 SERAE I 2 e CTTRA
7 LI CollexRA
8 EAFE IS R e CFregLogAll
9 12 45 HAR CFreqSDAII

E: AREFARS

e, HREREARTOE 2 A B AL IE B . SEIL A 1 Ab SR b 1) SCHE VR F [24] [25], AHF 5%
751N TAASSC H11) 6 T4 1 515 B % i e bn, F DA & det (FRE 1) amod (JE & 1EM) prep (¢
TR IEAB ) vmod (BRI FEIEME1H) . nn (%1 HES) AT remod (G 15 M F)) ZEAK A7 45 R 7 4 TR I R ST R
IS o X —4EFEE B T 48R A [ S RHE TR R 415 4 TR ARk 7 T ) (5 5) .

454 TAASSC #ll L2SCA PIETLH, AR I e 8 72 8 A 45 46 52 2% B2 5 0 RORE TR R AIE 2 (8] 22 57
EEHANOIRFR RGE, M2 2 U R [F] SR B AR A8 L fRRAE

Table 5. Fine-grained phrasal measures from TAASSC employed in the study
#5 WRPRMAT TAASSC WK ERIZEE

RH LS
1 B4 1) R O A B 1 8 B (A 5 K] Adj/N
2 BEA A4 TR JE T P E U AR P A B0R (A AR RC/N
3 BEA A4 TR K T P A R P P B (A AR Prep/N
4 BEA A4 TR K T P A AR AR IR R (A5 AR ) NN/N
5 BEA A 1A LT R TR B Det/N
6 BEA A4 1A LV Bl R AR R 3 T S B Vmod/N

3.4. BURSTE

AW FAEEIT TAASSC T RIRI&RANER IR G, T R &S X SEUE T 74t
2 R B AHIE T8 OV B P LB LR [ P AR O R R, BFEARSCE — S 175 5%), TR A
SEFEAR t 56 (independent samples t-test) S A 56 A [FI H6 An 75 P 215 A S BAFAE R EEE S .

BT AW AR FER AL 15 S FIRRER S, BRI IUHHT BB, AR S — R
(Type lerror) &4 IHER . Yk, F-ATT51 N Bonferroni #2 IE % % 8 FLA 45 S HEAT T 1%L, T $2 i 344 2y
Frivifed@dt. that, BB Guih B35 I A e 58 4 S W SERR 72 e R, JRATTE— B0 B T A LRI
(R4 N 2 (Cohen’s d),  DAEAk4H 1] 22 5 (R SEBREEIA 7). R4 Cohen HUFRHE[26], 2085 K/NAT 4 /M(d =
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0.2). H(d=0.5)F1K(d = 0.8) =552
TR B BOR (B3 350 48), MKHE A OB BR e B, RIS 5 4R J50H A TR0 2 A A AR AL,
SEARA R IOA EL A R I B, DR AT A IE RS A5G o

4, 58
4.1, HNEREEREER

N 6 fin, 7E 14 A~ L2SCA Ak S e b, 3F 7 BEMAERIRGAES T R EE R . B
M, NMAESF2ALMEE MLS () 7KE). MLT (T-unit K. CPIT (EMNE &4 ). CPIC (B
A AI LA CNIT (B T-unit #1544 44 18] 15 25U ) - CN/C (M A) 5 % 44 1) A B 40 LA UK VPIT
(Bhia 1B 2 ) 7 ) B m T b EALRE(CO) M. EkZERM t EyulE v 2.695 & 5.875, p HZ
Bonferroni £ 1E J5#41/NF 0.05, X 87 R0V & d YEHEITE 0.372 % 0.796 2 7], RUIX L2 R EA Gt
BEM, WAZRPERBARMIEIRBN . HARTER AL SR E K.

Table 6. Differences between AL and CS abstracts on L2SCA
F< 6. AL 70 CS #§E7E L2SCA LWMESR

ik Men (1, Q%) ¢ 0 d
AL CS
MLS 28.12 (25.36, 31.10) 25.06 (22.24, 28.32) 4.615 <0.052 0.596
MLT 26.70 (23.14, 29.42) 23.95 (20.65, 26.88) 3.872 <0.05° 0.519
MLC 17.02 (14.14, 19.32) 16.21 (13.68, 17.81) 1.720 0.097 0.239
cs 1.72 (1.44, 1.88) 1.62 (1.32, 1.86) 2024 0074636  0.280
VPIT 2,51 (2.04, 2.86) 229 (1.92,2.62) 2.695 <0.05° 0.372
CIT 1.61 (138, 1.77) 152 (1.27, 1.73) 1.942 0.081254 0.265
DC/C 0.41 (0.29, 0.43) 0.32 (0.2, 0.41) 2254 0057558  0.305
DCIT 0.60 (0.39, 0.76) 0.52 (0.27, 0.69) 1.913 0.083873 0.261
T/S 1.09 (1.00, 1.51) 1.07 (1.00, 1.13) 1.146 0.288527 0.157
CTIT 0.46 (0.34, 0.58) 0.41 (0.24, 0.56) 1.998 0.072529 0.276
CPIT 1.06 (0.71, 1.28) 0.70 (0.42,0.91) 5.875 <0.0012 0.796
CP/C 0.68 (0.45, 0.84) 0.51 (0.27, 0.65) 4,798 <0.0012 0.652
CN/T 4.12 (3.42,4.71) 3.53 (2.88, 4.08) 4.317 <0.052 0.601
CN/C 2.68 (2.12, 3.12) 241 (1.89, 2.70) 2,823 <0.05° 0.395

T Mdn R AL EL Q1 FoR S — MU % Q3 Fon 35 = MU/ #.  Fom p (B35 - BLAbK) p fE 24 8243 Bonferroni
RIEJEIEE R . T R R E gt it EAF R 257

4.2. AIFRNEAREIERR

F 7R T 9 TAASSC A0V AN BEE AR IR LA 45 5. Lo, {45 LCFreqA (il M4 A M- 2
RIBB)EPA =R MAAEEEER . BACKRE, AL BE{KT CS (Mdn = 13210.67 vs. 21762.45, t =
~3.976,p<0.01,d=-0.542), K THEAHURl 40 2 b I SE S b sURE G . HoRdabn, A U
s . WA RS, BARENMESR A LA —E AR, HESH EHRIATEE KT,
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Table 7. Differences in syntactic refinement between AL and CS summaries
F7.AL F1 CS HEEAERAE LHER

by Mdn (Q1. Q%) ¢ " g
AL CS

CFregA 154863.92 (102841.13, 199325.41) 160887.61 (130442.83,197102.79) —0.983 0.398 -0.139
LCFregA 13210.67 (2054.76, 21948.82) 21762.45 (4883.09, 30314.10) —3.976 <0.058 —0.542
FaithVCA 0.07 (0.05, 0.08) 0.07 (0.05, 0.08) 0418 1 0059
DeltaPVCA 0.04 (0.03, 0.05) 0.04 (0.03, 0.05) 0235 1 0041
CollexRA 5.20 (1.26, 8.21) 4.62 (1.45, 6.82) 1.144 1 0.162
CTTRA 0.85 (0.77, 0.94) 0.84 (0.78, 0.92) 0.434 1 0.062
CRefPCtA 0.88 (0.85, 0.92) 0.88 (0.86, 0.94) 0958 1 0135
CFreqLogAll 4.76 (4.54, 4.98) 4.85 (4.65, 5.07) ~2318 0.14135 -0.320
CFreqSDAIl  895372.26 (770145.08, 1069435.70) 917451.18 (862201.37, 1048856.62) —1.104 1 —-0.156

e AFRREAR. Mdn BT QL RRE TS ME; Q3 BRB=MN . 2 £Rp EEE. HAK p HY
R Bonferroni K IEJE &S . IR FREREST LAEREER,

4.3. RIAEIEEREIER

fE 6 W4 il i 2 2% JEFR bR, BR Vmod/N 7k, Higy 5 Wik 2 B F MK (W% 8). Hrpr, CS i
FFE Det/N. Adj/N. NN/N 1 RC/N 1S % T AL, t {44 %9-7.214, —6.389, —7.348 fI-3.176, p
{E¥#)/NF 0.05, HAMN B ATESE K FEH: —0.422 £-0.935), ME—REFEEETHZ Vmod/N,
Tt B P 4B R A Bl A PEAS TR 7 T C R 22 R .

Table 8. Differences in noun phrase complexity between AL and CS abstracts

38 ALFCS HEERINTBEEXE LHER

fok7 Mdn (Q1, Q3) { b d
AL CS
Det/N 0.27 (0.21, 0.33) 0.38 (0.29, 0.47) 7214 <0001  -0912
Adj/N 0.35 (0.28, 0.43) 0.47 (0.38, 0.55) 6389  <0.001*  —0.802
Prep/N 0.29 (0.25, 0.35) 0.27 (0.21, 0.32) 4112 <0.001* 0562
Vmod/N 0.04 (0.02, 0.07) 0.04 (0.02, 0.07) 1.214 1 0.170
NN/N 0.20 (0.13, 0.26) 0.33 (0.23, 0.42) _7348 <0001  -0.935
RC/N 0.02 (0, 0.04) 0.04 (0, 0.06) 3176 <005  —0.422

s Mdn R AL EL Q1 RS — MU % Q3 FoR 85 = WU/ #.  Fom p (B35 - BLAbK) p fE 2 8243 Bonferroni
RIEJEIEE R . T R R e gt it EAF R 257

LR PR, NFIE 5 A A R TR A N R 75 T R B S R O RN, T SR 47
FNAE A R R A A5 O R 2R RS 5 . X — R AP R T A S RHE R X i 515 B 44
Ji A RIS FET .

5. 7Hig
5.1. ZFNEMMHEIESIFNRmE
ARG BT, RASROMEEE S LA EER., A5 R P ORRT], MAESY
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(AL EAE MLS (A) 7K JF). MLT (T-unit K ). CPIT (ENE&HA] ). CPIC (B &4 3 M) HLl)
S CNIT (53 T-unit B2 A 1R REHCE) S A S R R ERE & TIHHENE#(CS)fME . X P2 5 i i
I FH T A A BB A R AR R, LUK T B R BLE RS U AN B S I AR 1], HhAh, AL
FEE I B At GRS (RN ) B 5 BB AR, T ) N 52 2 D 10 AT A8 P4 47 i A2 I 75 SR [27] [28] - 451
:

Ex. 1 “Examples are forms of code glosses similar to reformulations that help readers understand writers’ intended mean-
ings...” (AL)

B TABURE 72D WA, B8R G EHRIT R 20, AR 1 5 A3 2R ie i Ak .
FHEEZ R, T SRAURE 2 430 2208 5 RO a7 37k U 5% B LA BRI R T ), 15 22 B LSRG T VA A AR 4
TR R ORI RIS 5 DR < [24] [29] 14

Ex. 2 “In this paper, we propose a novel hierarchical Bayesian model and an efficient estimation method...” (CS)

XAMIIF i, CS RIS EIT i BB IR BT 7T B 15777, Z5 B A AR SR, R0 1z R RCE
BAETFE 5 A

SRV AR SR BE S BT K 45 Ak — P IOAIE T IX — 22 5. CS i EE T Det/N. Adj/N T NN/N A F (2 2%
s AL FHEE, RV ENUR S AU 2 i 44 R S AR TR RS SEIUE B S B R . DAERL Y
PR, KNNs S5 VA o 1 th SEALRE 7 vh 100 S 2 iR A Rl G5 A R R R AR (R HESs, AHLE
R, AL FERBLE S 1 Prep/N fEAER, @M REAEY RE S, AT IAo e S
HHH M .

Ex. 3 “...the training samples located in the leaf nodes, their KNNs, and the nearest neighbor of these KNNs...” (CS)

Ex. 4 “...based on an automatic search of potential candidates then a manual annotation was performed using the UAM
Corpus Tool...” (AL)

5.2. HEEEEROHENE ER

MR R R, EARE S ARG, SEARBL AR A & 15 18
MVE[L]. BT R R I A RRE 5 2 7 IE R R RRE U KR BB IE 45 2R

B TE 5 2 e AR R R R %R AR T M AN B R AIE R [1] [30]. ZZERHEEAR
ARG P8 1 A0 B F AR R R R R RIS FEHE S R 2 4. 1 AL BRI R TR R
HH BT (1 I A ) 30 DL L SRR T, AR ER 8 N R SRR TE .

XTI S, THEHURE ST 5 XU AR DL L BT IR 22 BT, BIE 5 R0A 75 e BRSNS B 4K [31]
R i 5 H R SEECE VIS, MSERFT A R I E RS . SRR I IR LSS, HEsh AR RE
TR T ATl AREALIE 5 Rk T7. CS MZE W WRR P& W B EIV MR, ESHERIBIE, e
TRERUAR AR SR R Ay 5 17 (9 5 AR5 481

Ex. 5 “...the equivalence between the units exemplified and those exemplifying seems to be governed by the degree to
which exemplifying units are expanding or compacting...” (AL)

Ex. 6 “...the CommPPO algorithm gained more rewards and achieved the largest fuel consumption reduction (11.6%)...”
(CS)

AR CHARAE — E AR LW BRI S 2R, XMIE S 257 AR
TR LE, EIRT RO RR N SRR E A AR S A GBSt T IR BRI .

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2025.137689 131 HACIE = %


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2025.137689

Al 5%

5.3. ZAMZTX R (Disciplinarity) B4k B STk

A TEAENE T YERE o “SRHE” (disciplinarity) (9B HE 4t 7 B AR BIESE SCREFIER IR 4L . 11T
2R RHET A 2 A% B T 20, SRR R 5 95 2 RLG R [6] [9]. AN FUd i X 4 2515 5 RHIER
PR T, R T AR RHE BTG S EZESR, KR ROWALA & 10 S B B A .

JUHR I AVE IR T . ARSI S A4 R TR R R B R B AR B i, ARHIE S R R T AR
R iE i 5 SV = A [22] [32]. B, CS fEH “...computes the same tight bounds in
polynomial time...” IXFERFIE @ BEARIEM . SR M, iz FRn 718 5 R G — B AR B 1)
AL M AL FHEUD “...presenters in the hard sciences... make more use of the interactional features...” I &
X TR R 2 5 AN SRR A P 1 5 s EE A

MIXAE S E, AR FRESR AL T 15 5 S O0E A, JEIFRE T 0 SRR E I T 12 . ARk
WA AT LA RS R BT 2228, 89| NBE 2 2 INE S R LA — DR 2R rhBER A A .

i bR, AFFRANGESE 7 2ERE 1 SRR LI, SEHES) | ARIEED A B Ty
R TH RN KR -

6. it5R=

AN FC 5 AL NS AR R RS 5 22 (AL) S5 TSR A (CS)WIHIM 2R S IE B ZE . B
TR, AL 5 E A T T S RO ATR 40, IR AR B L i A0 TP I RE )8 2 BB 44 W] 3
TERIR RS, SR, CS i ZEN E S S iz 1] A2 A e B 5 ARTERIE, BEARBTIRER . BE
B AL R B SE TR bR . XL SR IR T AHT TEHE AL L IR, RS T AN [F) 22 B4 AR 47 L5 4 XU A7
fEREESR.

MR R THORF , AN Hyland B th AR 2 @0 SRR SR BRI M 1747 T ISR SCRF - W
TR, FARUEFTADGE —MRARERALRE S, SREE F R RN AL AR E A 5 120
FZhag. i BARR a0k S AR IR 0, AWPTit—DE%E T “RHE” (disciplinarity) #EE A
W, FEoR T AR A RHERIR A 5 AR R IR b T8 1R E T SE R SR B S R A . B
bk, AWEFCRTAE B FOVE ARG AR S A4 A AR AR AR, AT RORAN T ARG AVE R A I I 2R PR
NN RHE TR A3 gt T EMBARA AR TR

SKEJRT, AT AN EARGAEEEE BN E RS E L. BEXT AL Uk, HOm RN R IR A A )
AR S R RS RE /T; TIFE CS AW, U I B AN RIE A0 SEBLAS 2 RS HE L 73t 5 v R
Ko AW TR R AT B T4 55 5 S BRI S AR o 0018 5 BURYE,  SERERT TN D1 R RS R ATk R
AIRET R VLIRS, DU ROnSCELES SRR VA IE . BEAN, AREST TR BT F R AE R AR O
B A AR 5 1 RR S0 5 A B TR AT A O 1 VISR R S5 K, A7 B BIAR SGHOR B 4 i
INAiEE RGPS

AL, AT AR IE R RIR . H5E, AW LR A RHE — E R LR AR T
BERISCRHIT BA 2R S AR08 M 22 3k, (HET PG REA AR T 2 22 RHEE (AL A1 CS)H 14
RIESCFEARIAT], PR RAETE) 2 M BEAR R (%, e, RS TR HIESERT
MG R A — DA, TR fFE— P K. K, TAASSC T RAEARAF A R B R A7
FE—EWRZE, FREX M TR R IR A — e i . AN, AHTFUOCRHA] T AL i 3 SO — i g
MU REAT RS, AR FT b AT LLSIAHEPPAE B AT SOARIE 5 2 5 2 FEAL BB AL Ay, DUSE i b ) W 2
FBHETE KB E A4k
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AR TR AE A Beml b3t — PR 2R L, IR RS A A AR R SR, D

WAEIF 3 & P RHE S Z R B [N, @RI ORR SRS RHE S CAE S AR, F
Tl R S A 5 SCARSL R A R e eAh, S5 AR P A 5 AR E RIS AT, it — R
ABATH 2RI TE VG 54k 2 AL B0 R0 5 AR
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