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ABSTRACT

Sung, Min-Chang, Jin-Hwa Lee, Heyoung Kim and YunDeok Choi. 2025. A study
on grammatical diversity measures for automated English speaking assessment
of Korean learners. Korean Journal of English Language and Linguistics 25, 1048-
1065.

This study investigates various measures of grammatical diversity for automated
speaking assessment (ASA) with Korean learners of English. Data were extracted from
the Korean monologue set in the International Corpus of Asian Learners of English
and classified into two proficiency groups. Using two NLP toolkits, i.e., the Biber
tagger and the argument structure construction annotator, we measured the
grammatical diversity of the speaking data based on six features over three levels (i.e.,
word, phrase, and clause), and conducted correlation and binomial logistic regression
analyses. The results reveal significant correlations among the features, particularly
between those related to part-of-speech and the others. It is also found that only the
clause-level feature of the subordination type frequency significantly predicts
proficiency levels. These findings provide insights into the potential of grammatical
diversity as a valuable metric in ASA systems for Korean learners of English.

KEYWORDS
automated speaking assessment, grammatical diversity, English proficiency,
L2 corpus, NLP-based analyses
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1. A8
2ol Ayl 7)Ee Wy QAFA TS EE dgfE do] EU(LLM: Large Language
ModeD?] & o2 o] at5rle] 2= wsl7] 3 7FHASA: automatic speaking assessment) 7}
A AR HHstEA vk Fo] s walr] Frke o] @elbr] £3E AlAekaL, G
g5l 4 23 dHolHE a3y H O dAEY, F8 wi] sk #Y AZRES w4 Y%
Astst 5, Hrt A3t} yews AEsteE ddo] (A S E T (Xu et al. 2021, Zechner
and Evanini 2019). TOEFL¥} DET(Duolingo English Test) & =A&Ql tiitE o] T45%
Al ofyet, Jo] 58 ALy 2uil o sE ZHFEF T dojuF FRIEgAE o
@et7] AbE ﬁ7}e d*}% FAlol (el 9] 2024, o]x1s} 9] 2023).
943]]/\1‘:‘ %%L/H Um xl_aﬂ o]_lq A]—_Q_ = ﬁ7]-
1Z}eto] o5t walr) e s WUt
st} ol & 5o, ‘IQI‘ (Fluency Ogg:j ] ‘TEOIY ‘&’ F9o 4dS HUt
ol fal Islel A& "W Aol ‘i o] (WPM: Words Per Minute)’
83t —’F gitk(eo]l 3 9 2023, Xu el al. 2021). 1% (Vocabulary) <3<
’\é(sophistication)’ o AAE ‘dol §F Fo Hx v
o Uk ol o] o] Eetr] Abs HIEY] F8 el g
TFToE AASE Y Ut
P d9ods &4 AR Hxo g o7t miety, 4 Ad3 A vt
ool mtRrE FA & A Aol AH(NLP) 7]=9] ol o4l EA
Avee oEeteE Aerh Advk B AT 1 gixAS] AEE T
(Grammatical Diversity) 939 g3l sy, B9 e T %1}@9] 5]'5’4
=24 Aolseol ste=d, g &4 W'l (Skehan 1996)°]u TEE 4
Ortega 2003) o2 7|=% T}
wobr] Gt A EW S deAte] sseet i dl|
<7383 JTHACTFL 2012, 2024, Council of Europe 2020).
S HRHor gt W, w2 Y SEAE
S (Sung and Kim 2022). ¥ tdAdS 23l a9
SolA =eEo gt dE 5o, @ F =
d )¢ ZAHPOS: Part of Speech)E& A}g-3} = ZE
, A FEdAE FE5E Fdo] vYEAE AU ¢ vk olef #Hste], A
A= #AF &8 (4 POS bigrams), $5% (dependent clause) 9
tpekAl o]l WU =g &85k ‘E]-(Bhat and Yoon 2015, Chen et al. 2018).
= W7tk d f&skA €85 oy, o]&A
HEE &3 B2ghd Zo7F vk 94, o], 7, A FFolA 9 g ol
1= E78tal, 54 FodAAR 2H s SAHseE A4S
) THZechner and Evanini 2019). Yo7} 7} =54 shvbe] &
ghEAke] watrlell gk FRHAQl o] &4 are] Yg7tete] Hae] AR
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gAs o) . dE B9, AN wide] Y FE=E Hod & dEA, FHAY 4 F
ool A e W udAs dxsteA, 1Ela B9 udd AxEe] ouwd fAMIH
APEA S Bol=A Soll 3t =007t Hasi}h ey el Jo] War|e] B HIbE o] [ 3
ARt AEAo AFH o] JalEd 9 2015), =1 Go] Lalr)e] ¥ oA AT
Eo Y Fxe 22 54 Y dEol AgE Q= A#e]ti(Sung and Kim 2022).

oA E oy EAlg el AsY =4l o] weEty] As Frlel A e B thdA
HAEg st gtth o]F 98], 7 N9 T&5E HdelA FFE o] wEhy] telE e W
s wol, 7, " FEdA 47 2719 vE ARR sk, Ax P dRdAet 7
Axe FHEe Ui Awys EAgt FAA A AES o 2

1) 3=l odo] waly] wlolgeA wo, 3+ H o] By O ARES Fov| g A

AZE Hol=7}?

2) 3=l o] waly] "HolEolA v, A o] B Uy ARES Jo] THEE

- AL Ayst=r?

2. B¥ Bt ol el 2% Bt

T gorde 9 B34 (Grammatical Complexity)e] 8¢ 7ldo=, 9 AwA
(Grammatical Elaboration)@} H]ZA AT, &9 TS o] Ab=olA vehus &9 dEfe] Fy
& ARE #Eol i, Y AnAdS 2 FEvE vy st B53E 4 QoA Z8E =
A1 ¢} o] Jrh(Kyle 2016, Ortega 2003). & 50, THHAA £ o] =2 &A=
thst e F o {3 FHAES AMESHAIRE £ AuwAdo] & gFAe 7 549 4

o7} Am T2 BFE Aot

[e) =

H O HEE AMEshe S HArh mg SaEet Yt e A dAVE #5EA
=, dofrl ofFH T ojnl AQle], vk o Y 9ol g5t
o gekst E9 FelE AFEStE A ko] 9 tH(Ellis and Ferreira—-Junior 2009, Kyle and Crossley
2017, Lee and Kim 2011). o]} & Tx=et & thefd o] A4 dadAs &= 9o
Stszlo] whElo A x B9t (Park and Sung 2024, Sung and Kim 2022). o & o], & 4
9 ol FgFA= EsAbe mA ool BMARRE E8at= WA, B2 5l 9o g5A B
SAEe] FAofo Ao AR 5 Hu vhdd £ dHE 283 (Choi and Sung 2020).

Aol F50A ezl T o B P2 A2ddo] TH5EE V|Este olE AAdE A
S5 g dxHow FH9FE}Z7](CEFR: Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages)< 910 54525 oA S5H(A1, A2, B1,B2,C1,C2)e& FRata, 7k 539 ‘<
o] =& (Linguistic competence)'< g w ‘Qulk oo W2 (General linguistic range) @+ ®
FE 2H UddS A&t vk o] T 7MY w2 suel Al MY =& sa9 C29 9

A e thS3 o] 7)wE o] dtH(Council of Europe 2020, pp. 130-131).

o
~N
o
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Al: Has a very basic range of simple expressions about personal details and needs of a
concrete type.

C2: Can exploit a comprehensive and reliable mastery of a very wide range of language to
formulate thoughts precisely, give emphasis, differentiate and eliminate ambiguity. No

signs of having to restrict what they want to say.

, Kl o=z
3l Y}l o= E9], TEPS Speakinge Part 3 £39 H7} & & 3l AEA (Accuracy)ol A
THEol AEgE AR ok AlY- R7F %EQE T s Adets ¥, [ELTSE 2 &
A (Grammatical range and accuracy) <9
10291(0~9) = 75}‘/}4 TEe HH”’&} o] €83kt
HZel e As o] watr] Hrh ARl E vl gk BERE &8sty $st
o] thakst A A A A 7)ol d8Ea ). o E E0], Chen et al.(2018)¢] dF+= <o
3l7] A H7F 29l SpeechRater ver. 50 &-82 H7F A|2~®S dsls PAollA] 109
el #W AF =0l THk A T = Vs 3
T H7F Bdlol 6.3% HlTo2 EFSI=H, e HlFo] I vkl sidets FAF ©f
ZI(POS bigram) &9 ¥l FXo wBEAT. A4 FAF o]xle] gt
B2 S oujsl=d], oS E9 “The DT cat_NN sleeps_VBZ” &732] FA} 01733 <DT, NN>
¢} <KNN, VBZ>o|t}. Zechner®} Evanini(2019) H3F Thsk £ X E T FAF € #glo] Q17
AAA7E w21 TOEFL iBT #sl7] ek T8 e 7H =2 4 E B3laS o
2 A, AA oA 78 Eelr] As W7F Al &Ee A FAF wE REES
A FE 2 83l FAo|tH(Bhat et al. 2014, Chen et al. 2018, Khristoforov et al. 2020, Yoon and
Bhat 2012). 12jv} FAF o #xo] digk &2 gkl Fo] ShEate] %‘6}71 Z}% %
g 53 Bdste] oy A ARSI A S g S do , v

, s ol
A =od & ded, FAF Ee FE T dee 24 AFE Zigi E"JU}. T3 F
AL o]l A2 Aol FEoluh walr] FaeA ulets vl WEshA] 7] wiel, 49 FE
o] stHAet frAbgh, e frAlelAl @2 FAF WlE XS BT AS H7F SAIA Al HE
3] Awsta Hdst g=wSs AlFsty] o tiZechner and Evanini 2019). ‘/}0}7} gl At
o] wely] sHEE Bl u FAF g ByvF fond A ue &89 4 A gt
AT w3 dastth e gl go] ghEAt tiide] wsthy] Abs Wk 0475'5‘] Rl R RS
Hops B Agdold £ Auded AsHol e delv(ilEsd 9 2015).
weba] A= gkl shEAbe] QJof wely] HolEE wol, 7, A o £ e
TS A Ete], AE 7] ARaAet ssEee] WA AEE et s

© 2025 KASELL All rights reserved 1051
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3 AT 9y
3.1 9] @3}7] dlolE

H A= o] d<5a} Iy~ ICNALE(nternational Corpus of Asian Learners of English,
Ishikawa 2019)ol A 3dt=rol skGxle] oo W3lr] do]HE FE3}th ICNALES ofAjo} 2|4
o] =7te] o] sFARFYH FHE 54 Lt deolget A sl dolHE zhE W
St5RF I A2RA, g5aF B3 B0 de] &85 il th(Dogar et al. 2024, Putra et al. 2021,
Sung 2022). & A= 4 23l dlojgeo] 23 disH(dialogue) ZH2=9F =9 (monologue)
I~ F H5 IHAE FAC &85
ICNALE®] Sl 573 2~ ‘Q%Q]Aﬂﬂ =4 A ‘gEgAde] SEES 25 TR
s 5] Juf BE AVAES FAER 2314, F 439
= FdeAT. FAdE 7}‘4\ HA SRl 2029 FH ’\]7]'01 T A SEl=
10x9] 1] AJgto] Fojx o, 39 60x ¢ 54 IFoo] JIdHATG. 24 537 gL
A AARel o3 AAE AT e FFejak= [ELTS, TOEFL, TOEIC, TEPS ?4 Fdol Txk=
Ald A4 2 o3 R Ald(Nation and Beglar 2007) Z¥o| wz} CEFR 7|0 =2
A2(waystage), B1l_1(threshold: lower), Bl_2(threshold: upper), B2+ (vantage or higher) <

shbel B4E SES WL

gl ShEAbe] o] = rﬂOlE%% 1007 ¢ Ay TEATE RS 40070 "HAE=R
T/aEe] dar, ol Eetr] s gh=dl ShsA ¥ A2 6%, B1.1 159, B1_2 4349, B2
3ol 2 AT Tkl wE Y U HEE A7) fste], A29 Bl1& @&
o THELER, B2E 2 7Y SHEE AL, F ovsk 1FS 9Es FEs]
Aste] 1 Apolel si"sl= Bl_2& WAl ALsteleh m=d welr] A a3 £
gFAdel wA= adE wAsty] sk, 7 oFAe] gk 3 dA Senks B4 gidoe=s
AAetinh. o] 9 v A4 xS FE WE7F @33t Holo] ks weths Fu s
odojsto]l 7] AA(McEnery and Hardie, 201 1)l }Ztste] F &= ke H @3l do|rt
frAbelt =% shgAl sl HolHE et olE s F dshEFe] 1007 ¥ 180%Ho]
IRl Sk well, A2 o SheAt 5 A9l 29eglal, Blld B2 EE A7 10%,
1594 FAxgersict. 1 Ay, 1 139 go] v £ 5 159% w2 o gEA
159 o] F FAo tste] Hx HgolA e W] 2ARE HE B4 gz AEEA.

W T g a5 A2 79 g5A 58 Bll e A 108o R A H o
om, Al Wwelere] W= 105-179 ©of, Bt 135.9 ©@ofglt}. o] A= L& 59
StE5A 1w A=, =8 oo e dskEEe] W97 104-169 wojolal 4fol
139.1 ¥@ojdet. =9 34 23, F fJae ol s foudk zolrh glAr«28) = -

0.403, p = .690, Cohen’s d = .147).

© 2025 KASELL All rights reserved 1052
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E 1. 75k J9E A Holg 74

Low Proficiency Data Higher Proficiency Data

SHEAHD CEFR <& ehE(de] ) gH5AHD CEFR 4 L (o] )
008 A2 109 007 B2 117
017 A2 179 026 B2 131
018 A2 159 028 B2 104
089 A2 164 033 B2 143
091 A2 112 042 B2 114
004 B1_1 157 044 B2 169
005 B1_1 131 047 B2 166
010 B1_1 146 048 B2 160
011 B1_1 134 055 B2 112
031 Bl_1 131 056 B2 131
039 Bl_1 119 061 B2 160
058 Bl_1 105 063 B2 159
081 Bl_1 131 064 B2 146
090 Bl_1 145 067 B2 148
097 Bl_1 116 100 B2 126

B (H2)) 135.9(105-179) B (A9 139.1(104-169)

i
2
-
rr
w
S
o
Lo

bl sl wEhr] dlolEeA W v AxE S oY THAA
E=Z357] Yt 5 el Ao Ay BES AFESISi=dl, dhvlis Biber Tagger(Biber et al.
1999, Kyle et al. 2025)¢]11 & 3}y ASC annotator(Sung and Kyle 2024)°]t}. 3 WA
= D}Oi :rL A g Ao 8HA, F HA e 4 D}oh” A &EEAT. F

s 7

B Ao A &F83 Biber Taggere oA 7|dto 2 AAAH EEZA, 7|E2 Biber
Taggerd® <ol HX2EZ 7 3, 84 s
T (annotation) &2 FAF T AXEojolt. Fl1 A4 0.8572A4 dAwbygoz -3t
TIPS Hols do] EFojtt. o EEE &8sty f8, ¢4 72 ZHelA Adol A
LEAn golH Rl ‘spaCy’$t Fo] HAES Ao Ay AYgS Fdste dH AMeHE
Transformer 7|HF ¢1o] 29l ‘en_core_web_trf'E A3}t o] vl=r o7& g LCR-
ADS(Learner Corpus Research and Applied Data Science) A-149] githuboll A= o] A=
Biber tagger ®#(2024d 949 18¢Y 719)& &838td, 72 EZfolBHo| AFEo Q= =<l
Ago stEAt 30909 Wty AEE BA45Y. o & 9], “There are several reasons to
support my idea” b= 52} WskE 919 AxE web Agehd 1 29 22 AdRE A A

offt
o
fr
M
1z
ol
fd
N

]
0,
-
bl
1%
i
i)
o2
=

rr
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¥ 2. Biber Tagger £4] 44|

N word lemma cX tag main tag XpPOS deprel headid
1 There there EX expl 2
2 are be vbmain VBP ROOT 2
3 several several attr+ npremod ji JJ amod 4
4 reasons reason nn NNS attr 2
5 to to to TO aux 6
6 support support tocls+rel vbmain VB relcl 4
7 my my dt PRP$ poss 8
8 idea idea nn NN dobj 6
B4 Aviel 549 Avnd, WA 2 Bol(word)® We TR T3 ol EHANS
Folgith o] wold] ¥ (lemma), w3 Ul A % ¢ HH(cx tag), @ole F8 #F(main
tag), H%E FA+ EH (xpos), & %ﬁ](deprell dependency relation), 2] A oA Moo 9%

(headid) %—ﬂ Wb Apow wAErh ® 20 dehRel, 74 SoER wAd Al 4

, 998 & 4 Aol dolEl7} FFH ez FEHI o] kA BA o] shEsi. FaE,
main tag ¥ xpos & Aloleo] Toje] ME T FH(d: 5 *]Zﬂ, g, 4 ) #3t 8712

T O (catl~8) & AFoAE E&SHH] gorz ;x 20 AASHA ATt AFE 44
ARES 54 Aol 8 &8&35te] dof, 7, A FF &4 IS B4

2 oAt F AHA Ao ¥4 BEQ ASC Annotator= H2E ] 3 A(finite clause)d} H]
A& A (non-finite clause)°] ot =& F=x FF(ASC: argument structure construction)< 4
Bul=As 248, 2 FE Y vdd ARE H9AE d9E AEIHH(Sung and Kyle
2024). o|& &9, “I kicked the ball”’°o]g}= &3 Els Ti(transitive construction) .2 H5F
%31, “I kicked him the ball”o]g}= #4& ©]FEHs - (ditransitive construction) &= 7%
t}. ASC Annotatori= Goldberg(1995)e] & A Ao dZste], & 33 Zo] & 9o +&
& i ZlIEeR Aa glon, 12 wehy] dolHe 2 AEE HATHFL = 0.928).

¥ 3. ASC Annotator®] =& +& T8 #3

= T2 TE C e = o A]
Intransitive simple agent—V [ will be working this weekend
Intransitive motion theme-V-goal They went to the pool
Intransitive resultative patient—V-result The lake froze solid
Transitive simple agent—V-theme She cooked a pie
Caused-motion agent—V-theme—destination She put it on the table
Transitive resultative agent—V-result-result He kicked the door open
Ditransitive agent—V-recipient—theme [ gave her a book
Attributive theme—V -attribute He is happy
Passive theme-aux-Vpassive The movie was underestimated

© 2025 KASELL All rights reserved 1054
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3.3 TH 9 A% £4 7€

Biber Tagger®} ASC Annotatoroll A 4t=¥ 2o} X2 dlo]gof 7|Htste], 2 <
St Ate] oJo] W] - HYAdS ', A oA 4 T FRe 8 WE(Type
frequency) 2 =A3FH T o] =& A = POS Tag 7159 WE EFAL 43 wEel o] wd-

= -
g5 Zledd wE FAF 718 NEE, 7 FedAe B8 ERA 78 Rike A4 ol 79
HEE d FEdAe 454 38 e =3 72 7% 73 NEE S48

FU
D
=]
=]
,_}
=
D
D
o
o)
=]
=
-
.

o.
D
a

é
O
i
oy

>
>

-
ML

3 40l AAE
67) 21 ], ] 7]-1"3] FW(Forelgn Word, d): per), POS(Possessive ending, <l: ’s),
SYM(Symbol, 4: ‘..)), CD(Cardinal number, <|: 1,000) 5 47§19 ®j1x Jo] wo] ur3e}

o
ddo] Hovz {§9 Wk A ALt FAF §9 NEe ShaA deR AEE e,
T oFAlel ek A Eakel A 13] o) AbEE FAMS] 8-S Wsle3ih

X 4. Biber Taggerol A}2¥ Penn Treebank ZA} BjL

B Ad 2] 21 [ A R

CcC Coordinating conjunction | NNS Noun, plural TO to

CD Cardinal number NNP Proper noun, singular UH Interjection

DT Determiner NNPS  Proper noun, plural VB Verb, base form

EX Existential there PDT Predeterminer VBD Verb, past tense
FW Foreign word POS Possessive ending VBG Verb, —ing form

IN Preposition/subordinator | PRP Personal pronoun VBN Verb, past participle
JJ Adjective PRP$ Possessive pronoun VBP Verb, present

JIR Adjective, comparative RB Adverb VBZ Verb, 3rd singular
JIS Adjective, superlative RBR Adverb, comparative WDT  Wh-determiner

LS List item marker RBS Adverb, superlative WP wh-pronoun

MD Modal RP Particle WP$ Possessive wh-pronoun
NN Noun, singular or mass SYM Symbol WRB Wh-adverb

T oA FAE 9 RiEE )
= 98, 2022 7B Fol wSAA (RS DB
2008)% #aste] ¥ 59 o] Biber Taggere] POS Tag #< o] ag-3h5
Mol A WFR AT, §8 HE AEe AR S5A gew
3] ol ALgE FA £9 WEE SAsAT

S48t o]
€ 2017, Cowan
oA T&E = 13

FEEeH, 1

© 2025 KASELL All rights reserved 1055
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E 5. 9o Ai-stedA BEHE EA 49

W5-8Hs 7)F FA} Biber Tagger POS Tag #k
A} NN, NNS, NNP, NNPS

o] E AL PRP, PRP$

A} VB, VBD, VBG, VBN, VBP, VBZ
B} EX, RB, RBR, RBS, RP

DAL JJ, JIR, JJS

A X A IN & u&&

A=A} IN & ¢4, CC

A} DT, PDT

TAAL WDT

ZEZA) MD

TO TO

THERAL UH

o] 7 A} WRB, WP

(o]
2,
>
g
rot
4

= e =, sty FAF o)X #E
U= BH 9 E3A (Universal Dependencies) 3 ®WlxZo|t}.

T, =AY OVJ% AEst= 270 ol FAF wid s S oulet=d], ol Abs S TtelA

2A TEAe Tiiol wet Z}% AR E = FAF Wi sjde] thE o=

Evanini 2019). 4d& , “Maria has left a note.” ¥%< Penn

Treebank 7|22 EAF E)7A3HH “Maria_ NNP has_VBZ left_VBN a_DT note_NN ._.”¢] ZA3}7}

L2t of7]o A Q1A g FAF Bl 1E 2701 FoW “NNP-VBZ, VBZ-VBN, VBN-DT, DT-NN,

o3 wez =H39

F

NN-"¢] =H=d], o] T F5FHS st v v/ AHHE AQstd F W 39
o] (Bigram)o] Hth # A= ol T whHow shExpE 13 o] ARgE FAF o
58S WEst g, o]E 98] Biber Tagger AFEEo|A xpos ol AAFE ZEAF B2
AR E

W, BdE YEHAE 1009 JRe] Adoje]  HEAom  AgHE YEH-FAF
morphosyntactic annotation) A ZA, £ FZANA Hoj(head)2t 2JFo|(dependent)]
Z Ao3th(De Marneffe et al. 2021). d& & 7 “Maria has left a note.”9] Eﬁ
ojEIAE 19 13 Za, oERAE FojolA oE Oii o= skt oEdA AACE
AMZEY AHE)E FEAIET

N
d
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Maria has left a note
a8 1. B3 o&AA4 A8l £24](De Marneffe et al. 2021, p. 273)

A A3E AHEA, B4 lefte ©F AA Q] oI rootEA 2]F&9] Maria, has, note®} 7}
7} Fol(nsubj), 2F5AHaux), T2 ol(obj)e] #AE 71tk w3k WAL a noteoll A o<l note

= T

= 9JEo] a9 A o(determiner)e] IAIE 7HHITE oA H T EE Loi gEAA A S

ZHAA HEd, B2 UE AR AAE ARE Fushd o] B4 BH oERA FE WEE
H

59|t}(i.e., nsubj, aux, root, det, obj). ¥ Ai= Biber Tagger A== 4 deprel &ol AA=
H gER/A T4 ARE 8351, S5 18] o] AFESE oA AAS F38 wEs d

e,

-

4 Fee] B S 5 8 IR = 2 7 78 NEE SAY. 5
A 1% Wk 54& 918, Biber Tagger AF=E0A cxtag 49 ARE F&33t) sid d&
TEA] FHj-on A A JEE Algsh=d, A dEA AARES adste], % 63 2

(EIEEEER EREEEEE A
|

4 &
88 54 WF 7Y WEE S

%6 ¥UE Ade H9F F452 BF

w5 stk 23t oA

Ay _HAE5HEA} .. for university students because [ can experience social jobs.

A8 _BAA it is good experience for the people who got part—time job.

A8 oA keep learning about what they really like.

A4 _that I think that cigarette of smoking 1s very harmful to the body.

H| A3 _ing And without any job it's too hard in Lving in Seoul.

v A _to we can't give the opportunity fo have the part—time job.

H 43 ed Given the long—term visions, the semester is not enough.

T gsE d FE B oS HEel =3 2 R 3 Wk, ASC Annotatord] AHEES
7oz Zt S5 9§89 ASC 5 B MY 8 13] o AHEReA SAHSATE 3
Az,
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3.4 B7 24
B ATE Jamovi 26268 TEIel, BT S 30919 ey dlolEe] A
A A ARAE AAS R 2 s, mE

= = —l% 67H9] T":_LHEI] qoo]:/‘é X]_,‘::,L_ Z_]'oﬂ /\El}\]gl_%ﬂ\
AE= £ RlEel siEstER Ae FAe A% WMo AdAsiglth. 24l Pearson
o

Correlation Coefficients7} AF&5E o &3

o]F o]y =ZA2~¥ 3#EA(Binomial Logistic Regression)s AA|gte] odo] 5219
THEA W v AR el AWEs gl “2ARE RS F5 Wl
ALY WA FADe] oty WMFY Ex £AE WA A-F-shd W AHEHH, £A4F
HE7E 5 R e olFYT EAo] AAHET. B A FE W s 132 )3
2 7)) @ =AY Wer AARHEAY. BE e 5 AR AudArt =2
¢ HJARE Friete WA W ey (forward-stepwise) S wgkon, mElo] A3 o}
A e Zk2E AIC(Akaike Information Criterion)$t McFadden R*= HZF38F3ith =3 W<l 1He]
U584/ (multicollinearity) w415 d¥etr] flete] A Ales S&ai=d, 13 A9y
FAOIA 71E WKL ko] gk AlS7E 0.7 mIwkel WRlvks Frheolch,

1 A7 A% 2 =9
4.1 29 9¥E AR 3 48 24

=l ShgAke] gol 2aby] dHlolgel wis) wof, 4, A defel Az 2749 w9 v
AEe 78 NEE EA% 23, % 7 2 2EE Bk 94 g F59 AxRE vudyds
o, Penn Treebank #Al B #F@3 o -k Weto] FAL o] ®ffel 2 Aols
BT dE 59, 32709 Penn Treebank #AF BlZ1E B5 ARE3E kAl gllon), 13709
awe-shy wWEke] FAF FEE BF ARSRE Sk St 7 el ARE AR, FAF
olxl #d WEZF wig & WHHE B, A O FIFE HA 207 oFow oSt
ettt d o] ARE Bd, F5d T 8% =% 72 7 98 #Ee B AREE
g5ks /AL, Eat 3~4709 F5H B =% 7 x T 7¥Es 288 JoE YeEy

E 7 Y 0¥ AR 73 =

FE AR gt EEAA - dighk

ol NLP Bj1 FA} 18.0 7 13-23
nH5E gl FAL 114 1.0 10-13

= FAE o]zl 53.7 12.4 35-79
By oF 26.2 3.0 20-32

2 &4 3.8 1.3 1-6
= Tx 4.2 1.0 3-6
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£ 9. =9 FqgAd 99 =¥ TY UEE AEY 73 N=

P A% 9$e s5k Jd =2 Tk Jd Saro)
. Min-Max Mean Min-Max Mean A
o] NLP i1 FAb 13-21 17.20 15-23 18.87 0.314
g B EA 10-13 11.07 11-13 11.67 0.316
FAL o1R 36-79 51.87 35-79 55.60 0.153
v B oFE 20-30 25.80 22-32 26.67 0.147
xq 44 1-5 3.13 2-6 4.47 0.534
- = Tz 3-6 4.33 3-6 4.13 -0.105

THEeke] AduA A

& A% Model 12 SAA L2 Folstgla(xx(l) =
9.74, p < .01) °F 23.4%(McFadden R»)9 4 dW#L H3loh Iy §& 22 ojwdl
Wl AQlele, AmEle AR Zrhglon AIC #hol AXNEA Bd HEw7)t idste AFS
wHth o] Zhdl FAF ol AREE FURE A9 Bd A 3wl kA Fo] spg Za AwE
S7F Zo] 74 7] Wi, B AT o]E Model 282 A8 Model 2 3 A2 o=
985 aL(x2(2) = 11.60, p < .01), oF 27.9%°] +4 AW=S BY
E 10. A3 A9y o|gy 2A2H AL A3}
Model Deviance AIC BIC R2McF X2 df D
1 31.8 35.8 38.7 0.234 9.74 1 .002
2 30.0 36.0 40.2 0.279 11.60 2 .003
mad wole] AwEe ¥ 1139 ok 94 Model 1914E F5E #3 Wxrt SAHe=
frolatdat(p = .01 a9 Az AT FH#S 1.13(odds ratio = 3.09) 0.2 UEISTE o=
TEHEE FY WETh 199 SUHE W), S5 52 SEEE BY JheAel oF 3.8 TS
oJn]gtl, Model 294 % 454 §8 WEE AR F93Aa(p = .012), A% A
FA%2 1.6(0dds ration = 4.990=2, F&HH 3 Wmrt 1 7S W FHAIF =S
TEEE BY bedel oF bl Fhehe Zle® uErwrh vkA EAF o)X §3 RiEE
SAA SR frolakA] &ATHp = .202).
E 11. 294 A IJAASF
Model Predictor Estimate 95% Conf. Interval SE Z D Od(.js
Lower Upper ratio
. Er) -4.32 -7.75 -0.88 1.75  -246  .014 0.01
F54 1.13 0.27 1.99 0.44 2.57 .010 3.09
R -2.66 -6.84 1.53 2.14  -124 214 0.07
2 &4 1.61 0.35 2.86 0.64 2.51 012 4.99
FAF o1% -0.07 -0.17 0.04 0.05 -1.27  .202 0.94
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cpe WAES TYHOR uW@ AT Wasth viAveR W At HLE Yol
Folzte] ojo] wal7] HHEIL ohd WA Fof BHEE vkl A G4 F5 QoA
ngo] | Past gduk ol L ALHOR /LA B o] W3y Frh Al 2w
A4 e Es weome Jong Sy & 9e Al

W SH-(Ministry of Education). 2022. 72022 714 o3 w534 (2022 revised national
curriculum for English). 2S-5-(Ministry of Education).

W eh-Zqt 8] vk d g WA g ob A 7l o) F 3 A 8- F 8] B 54 # | (Nam, B., K. Jo, J.
Park, M. Sung, P. Hwang, J. Kang, D. Lee, C. Sim, H. Choi, S. Park and H. Kim). 2024.
Ol FX% §3 Aolus9 o|dlly (Understanding of Al convergence English education).
7 & HKyungmoonsa).

=&Moon, Y.). 2017. Txg A&W Wi (Advanced English grammar explanation).
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