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1 EL®HIC

AR, G EE I CRNE N R E DR R HIE T 5 FEOVEDE LT
INGSGRERAEH N TW5. — /T, /NmGRABROREE LT, SAUh
72 IRFREEA - B O 2 S AN 2 & Rl N 7 A DREIT & B
DIEHEMEDRST M EDER S N T & 72, /NSO H B A AT (Automated
Essay Scoring, AES) 1%, 2o DRJEZRRTE 5 FHED—D L UTEM
LRI NTH Y, BUES HARS B (Natural Language Processing,
NLP) > A THIFED B TR K DTN T W 5.

BAED BEER A TFIRIE, FPRPIERNZERGE U 72 FiEiE (Handcerafted
features) Z WA RHBENR—AD7 Tu—F &, EHRFEHETLVEZHV
TT =2 oRERZ2ERT LT To—FIZ KT N5,

FEEN—AD 7 70 —F 1%, 1968 4£1Z Page 5 3HFE L 72 Project Es-
say Grade™(PEG™)[1, 2] 213 U & LT, IEA(Intelligent Essay Asse-
ssor)[3] *° IntelliMetric[4], BETSY (Bayesian Essay Test Scoring System)
5] 72 Y, BR% e FEDFIF I N T E 72, K2 ETS(Educational Testing Ser-
vice) DFAFE U 7z e-rater[6] 1%, FHEN—ZDRENLFIEREE LTSN
TH D, TOEFL(Test of English as a Foreign Language) X GRE(Graduate
Record Examinations) 72 £ THEHINTWS. KEEN—ZADFIRITI,
RGO — S 73X, bRA 2N T — ZICNHICE T &
5EWVWSHEDNHE. — /T, SEZERTSZOITIE, NRET S
T—XEy FOWEIZAELEZRBEDF 2 — =V VP HKE P BET
HBHIEVRERFHEINTE .

ZOMEZEIRTET7 T —FL LT, BABEADNGXT—X &Y
MIEW Y E 2 EH T2 CREBELZERT L7 7Tu—F 3 REIh
TWa. FIGEFETIE, HFEFHETVENAL ZBHRSTFENSE
REINTWVWAS[T, 8,9, 10, 11]. ZTnoDFEIE, KEOFRSHE AN
XT—REBELTDEHLOD, T—RXOWEIZAELENHEEZ HEIR
IZERTHIENTE, GMVWHEOHBRAZFEBL TV,

INETHRHEEN-ALEBFEEN-ZADFRIIMITHEINTE



7203, TNH6DZ D07 Ta—FIEARRITEHET HFIETIERL, Th
TR DR REZA LTS, BAERNIZIE, BEEEEX—-ZADOFKIZ
OB NIHEDINWT, Wi T 57— RICHbE a2 #E
BTEDLLWSHELH L. IR, REENR—-AFETIE, RED
HETENEIRFEINTE-EELRNEEZMHT LI LT, HED
HBNAZ V72T TIEEZICS WREZRZA S L WO RRVRH S, £ T,
INSDZDODT Ta—F=H{ELTZNA T ) v RFEIED, Dasgupta &
(12 I ko TREI N, BAERKIZIE, BEEZEET LV CHEONIRHEE
EANFTHRENLUFRHEZRRICHMAL CTPHEREZEETLIEVWS F
ETHY, WINDLRAFOREEDAZAVS L b £ MHEE KIEICWE
TEBHILHRINTNVS.

Dasgupta 5 DE TV TIE, SCHALTHEF - il U 72 RE 2 7 E
ETFMIZANTBEZE TXELVNVOBMEZERL, ThamE o
JE¥E EEBRRE TV EFARICHFERN P S FE U R E LG LT
BETHZTS. UL, TOETMIZROMERD 5.

1. BENR—AFEOHETIIINE TITRELX 2 XEL XV ORHE
PREIN, ZTOEMMENPRINTE2A, Dasgupta 5 DET IV
TIEFD LI B XELRVOEEEZERHTE 0.,

2. Dasgupta © D E 7 )V TIEHFERS] & FeE R[5 D DD A % ML
Y 23@EFEETIVENET S22, ETIVDFEENT A=
Fa— VNI A=RPEINT 5. 5612, HBEETILVETHE
JEFEET NV EEAIEZHBEDOETIVIEIEOABEL NG 5.

ZIZT, REIETIE, XEVIVORBEZFIHTE 280N 1 7

Uy RREEZREET S, BEFEIL, koFEEFEET v cHEONS
FEEIZ, XEVANLVTHRE LR EEZ EEGG T2 FEE LTEX
b3 5. REFEROREITIRDEY TH 5.

. INFEFTITREINT E AR LEL NVOREZFHTE 5.



2. MFOHERNET VOB IR EZIMA 2721 TRENTE
5728, BT 2ETNNRTA=RITHHIEDEIIST A —XDH;
ThHY, il Fa—=V IR A= REE L., £/, B
FORETEABRMET VOHNEIZRTHEU L2l L o> T
WE 72, REFIEIRLZEHRAET VA ITHALAD Z &
NTE5.

AR TIE, RVFI—2 T =Xy v2FHLT, REFEOEL)
ME % 39 5.

X DOERIFLLTOEED TH D, # 2B TIFRHEN—AHEHRA
BRIZOWTHEN S 5. 3 HETIREREZE N - AHIRAEOPEH A%
BEAL, HEAETIENTS T Yy RFREZDWTHRR, ZOREZ KT
5. BHETIHEEFIRIIOWTHHL, 565 TIEFHEERIC L > TH
BEFEOEMEZRTGT 5. RBZIZETETRRXDIELH ES5HDE
LIZDONWTER B,



2 RHEN—XEHIBRAE

AFETI, REEN-ZADHHRATFIRIIOVWTHET 5.

R~ — 20 HEIPR R TEIZ, SRRV HANICKET U 7R (Hand-
crafted features) ZFIH L, BEFAIFHE TV PREARLR EEMEETFIEICL-
THERZE FHT 5. HRYOHERR S AT L& L THIS N5 PEG(Project
Essay Grade)[13] Ti&, Ty DRI, A& - BEAL OB L &
DOHMZKEHEDAZFMHAL TV, UL, ZOFEITTFHMEREHIE
WZ EIZHA, RENEREEOAZFALTWS7d, ZERHFIHM
ADVRET D LLTDOMEMAZEH U ARG IIESGRZHEIENTES
Vo MR EINTE 2. IS ORBERZMIRT 572012, i
T, BIERRMTEAMT (Latent Semantic Analysis, LSA) % F\ T
HEONBNLREREZETEL DI LAEFEB] Py O—EME%
FRTE 5FIL (14, 15]) PR & O BEM: 2 Ik U 7= F7% [16] 70 £ H $2
FIN, mWEREZRLTWS 5, 17].

DA C IR EENR—-ADFIETH 5, erater(Electronic Essay
Rater)[6] Z /M9 5. erater &, 7 AV 7 OHEAIRBEEI ETS 2Y5E M L
TWBILERABRTH 5 GRE® TOEFLIZH T 5 Ty A OFUICHIHE
NTW5, RHEAXLEHRAETDH 5. erater 1%, Burstein & [6] ¥ H
SN S REALELEAR (NLP) & MR EAR (Information Retrieval IR) % F W
TED7H M XA TZ2BFEL, Fh%E 2000 4£5 5 ETS Technologies 3
PEER U, BUEWX Criterion™ ¥ 27 AZHlAR EH, FHINTVS.

ETS LK E R DD A=Y a v hsh 5. HA—Ya Y (v.1.3) T,
W& (Structure), #A%L (Organization), W% (Contents) \ZBH3 2% 57 {f
DREEPEZINTEY, T—RIZADETI I 5 8~12 fiil & EH
UTHMAYT 5. v.2.0 BAREIE, T8 o OREEOBKREELTHN, BIFD
FgE2L@EL THHAT S LD ITBESNTWS.

1. Errors in Grammar : #2BEEEUI T 5 AR D O#H|E

2. Usage : MRHGEBUI NS DEEOMIRICET 2340 OFIG



3. Mechanics : #8HFERIZN T 5 FIHO T 7 —DE|G

4. Style : MREFERIZNTEAR A NIZOVWTDIT T —DEE

5. Essay-discourse categories : #kaiL =" DK

6. Average discourse element length : &L= MNIB I} 5L HEEL

7. Number of word type to tokens in an essay : 4 BRI N3 5 F 723
0 2EdE D) H| L

8. A measure of vocabulary level : Breland © @ BEESHEIRREIZ D <
Faa DHE S

9. Average word length : IR HFER X

10. Score point value : &4 T v 1 D 6 KK IV 1 VHLEDRK
EIRBAIT

11. Cosine correlation value : FmEi s (GBEH 6 ) 25Ty D3
AL

12. Essay Length: Twv A DEX

e-rater TlE, HENFETILVZFHALTE D, FEMEDOEALERE SN
TW5,

nE, EBOT v A BEIZBVWTIEE TOEREER % erater IZE R
5HIF TRV, TOEFL T, % DTy X1 IZAME erater VAL
WZERRL, EN6 DRREDN6 MRt 1.5 RMNOEE, BfRfEald—
DD T 5. FSED 1.5 B ED o 72354121351 0 ARl &
DB EITV, ZDDFEDI LRAEN 1 EOFEEIET, & =
DOFRDVY R & B fF e LT W5,
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3 REBEFBXR—XBHRAE

BIE TN U7 REBEN - ADFHFICIE, FEEHGHP—EE TS
R, BN T — ZCNHICEATE 2 L WO RIEH 5. — 5
T, FIEZERT SO0, ARedTs27—2ty boEIZED
BRBEDOF 2 — =V IR HEGFVBETH S I BRI TE .

ZOMERILT 57 Tu—F L LT, BABEADNGLT —Xt Y
MIEWEE 2 EH T2 2 CRBEZERT L7 7u—F 23 REIh
TW5. FIEETIE, EEEEETVEMNAL AR STIENZ
REXN, HFFRSTEOERICZYD2DOH 5 (8,9, 11, 12, 18, 19].

AETI, TNSDOEEDOHFETHBEET VE LTASHHAITATY
% LSTM(Long short-term memory)[20] € 7 )V &\ < DD EENHE T
VRIS 5.

3.1 LSTM % B\ 7- B &N stk

LSTM % F\ 7= BB s 1d Alikaniotis & [9] AY2016 FEICRRE L 72 F
KTHd. ZOHIREKIE, BEOHGERNNE AL LTI, £
JED=a—INVAxy b7 =27 %@L THREADFINEZ LTS, €710
R EM 1ITRT. AR TETLVOERBIZOWTHHEZITS.

1 J& H ® Embedding Layer Cl3ff %~ 0 HEE % LR 22 70K % R 3 HDIA
ANT NVIZET 5. BARIIZIX one-hot X7 MILVD RS & U TREX
N-TvvAd 7—X (w,wy, - ,w,) € RN ZHDIAAITH] (Word Em-
bedding matrix)E € RP*¢ L DN e (w) = (E - wy, E - wq, - E - w,)
THOAAREORY MVICEHT 5.

2 J& H D Recurrent Layer TlX, LSTM ZH W T v &1 DERFHIC
AR EE 2 HH S 5. LSTM IR T — X 2 LH S 2 g2 8 €
7 )V Td %5 RNN(Recurrent neural network)[21] D—FfETH b, FHIFIZ
BALAT Y TINERL 25856, FRBEBINZARAYNE < L>TLED
HIBCTHRMHE 2 S 2 ke UTRES N, LSTM T, AJ1, H



1: LSTM % F\ 7= B EhE ks

y Output layer
MoT Mean over Time
LSTM Recurrent Layer
A A A
Embeddings Embedding Layer
wy Wy, - Wy Word list

B, BH=Z207 - 2HWT, Az (A2 OFFHENd I L %H]
fEL 9572, RiMMkfraifiRidsZ v &5, BAERKIZIEMY
DDATY 7 ThHb. 313 Embedding Layer 7° 5 H 3 U 7z LEED &
AART ML e DI IZBIT B2 VIREDN SIBTEHEHREHET S, K
(1) IE AT e EWiRt — 1 DRENE by ZFHWV, BIVIRFEe, , DF DA
BEDO-HIZ0 & 1 OMOBEZ NI S, 11F T5ERITHEI TS &K
U, 01k T2 RS ) 2K T, I (2) I VIREBTHREFET 25
7GR EHET 5. tanh JBIZA (3) D X S I RIVIREBIZINZ 5N 5%
TR DX T MV e, BAER L, AT — b 4 W T ¥ OE % 5
TE0%HET5. TSI (4) DX SITHWIREEIZ £, 281, kizy
BNd LHEINERESNT, 06 2MAT, ¥VRE e, 2 FHH
5. BRICEVREDO OS2 H T 20% A (5), (6) THET 5.

Ji=0(W;e;+Urh; 1 + by) (1)

’l:t = O'(W/iet + Uihtfl + bz) (2)

10



¢; = tanh(We.e; + U .hy_1 + b.) (3)
ci=140C+ fioci_q (4)

o, =0(W,e; +U,h,_; +b,) (5)
h, = o, o tanh(¢;) (6)

ZIT, h BRRtIZBI MR PV THS. W, W, W, W, I
AJl e \TRT 2EANRY MV, U, Uy, Uy, U, 1ZBENE by 1T 5 E
BHRNRZ NV, by by b, b, I EENTNDNA T AR MV THD. Zhb
DU, [ERICEET HRNEOWTHEEFL L, &THKIZEY
END. ZIT, o7 EXY—UEERLTVWS. o B (1) ITRT VY
A RBEKTHY, tanh IR 8) CRTNANKRIV w7 &Iy hT
»H5.

1
709 = T ) )
_exp(x) — exp(—x)
tanh(z) = exp(x) + exp(—x) (8)

B, 1EDLSTM ORH Y2, ZED LSTM A1 (Bidirectional)
LSTM 2FHT 55656 H 5.

3JEH D Mean over Time Layer TIXLSTM Layer ODHIH = (hy, ho, - - -
h,) ZFHWT, RATEIRT PIVEERET 5.

M0~ (3 3m) o)

7238, Mean over Time DD D IZ LSTM OFRED XA LATY 7OHN
h, ZH\ 5% Last Pooling Z FIfH 3 5568 H 5.

%12 Output Layer Tl Mean over Time Layer D i 327 M Lip s
RAUZ &Y PHITF R ZEIRET 5.

jg(e)=c(WoM (H)+b) (10)

Output Layer DHJIEY 7€ A NI L 5T (0,1) DL 72503, F
BROT— X DERRERINEBRLGE61H 5. TDHEEITIX, (% —

11



REMUET —Z2OREREIZEDLES. HlZIE, EBROB/RNEL 0~
S D S BBEERDI, S & B#ETTS.

3.2 Hierarchical Attention Network

Hierarchical Attention Network I& Yang & [22] DX E S EHD 7201742
EU7Z7V—L7—=2THY, Nadeem & [19] 12 & > CHEHR AT EH X
ni-.

ZOFETE, XEVRE#EE 2RI LITEHT 5. BARRIZIE, B
FEIICEEL, SUEXXEEZERLTVWEZEILEHTS. ZOETIV
TlE, HFERIIZWIET 2 RNNIZ—XTDANET, X & OFRHE
21372 BT, XL ORHEEDORFZ RO RNNIZATIT 5 LW, [EE
M7ty b7 — oG2S, EFVOMEZM2IIRT. MDOXSI2Z
DETFIVIFIRODEDODE TR I N TS,

1 /& H ® Word Embedding Layer Tl, BiffiOFiEE FkkIZ, fE% DA
TIHFEZIRD & S5 ITHOIAARBUI LT 5.

€t = Ewit (11)

ZIZT, wy lFZvEAIZBI2 i HHOL YTV ADt HHDOHFETH
5. IRIZ 2 JEH D Word Level Recurrent Layer Tl&, HDIAANT hL
DRFIE LSTMIZANT S, 72720, 22T, Tyl axXI itk
o, EXEMIIZATITS.

ZZThy l3HEw, PLSTMEZ@EL-HITH 5.

3 H D Word Attention Layer |& Attention €7 )V & H\WT, 4D
hy DEEI%2ZRBLT, hy DEADEEY s, %517 T 5. BARMIZIE
XA TEEMTONS.

Ui = tanh(th,-t + bw) (13)

12



2: Hierarchical Attention Network

Sentence Attention

Sentence Level Recurrent Layer

Word Attention

Word Level Recurrent Layer

Embeddings Word Embedding Layer
Wi1 Wiz = Wpy
-
Qg = eop(uiytn) (14)
> erp(uy )
s; =Y ohy (15)

TIZT, apld—fiz7 Ty avEALIREND.

4 J& H @ Sentence Level Recurrent Layer 1%, Word Attention Layer
WEEUTZEAN ST s, 2 XORHEE LTX VAL LSTM TR
5.

h; = LSTM(s;) (16)
5 J& H @ Sentence Attention |Z 3 & H D Word Attention & [F#RIZ, h;
DRINT Attention ZEHA L T, EAMN S FEH v 23R T 5. BRI

13



1, RATERERINSD.

u; = tanh(W,h; + b,) (17)
exp(u] us)
= =" 1
b Xierp(u u) (18)
t

IZ, HIfid Output Layer & [[@fkIiZ, &7 €A Nz EHALEIE
L5 —EORMEGEEZELT, AATITHIRT DA FHERD B,

14



3.3 BERT

BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representation from Transformers)[23] &
2018 4EIZ Google MR LU LM OHEBEFEHET VO—DTH Y, &
6% (Question Answering) X HAR S 5EHEGR (Multi Natural Language
Inference) 7 £ D 11 FED HARZ FEMERL X 2 7125\ THER S VERE 2 2
LU TWAFIETHS.

BERT 1%, RNN &[EBRIZXFHID & 5 3RR5 T — X &/ S ETILT
H5H, RNN & I3HEZ D Attention A H= AL ZFHL 7RI LTV
5. BRIz IE, AU TA Transformer[24] & FEEN D HEHEIZ &> T, AT
XFHIDHFEE —EIZHiARA A, HEEORI 2R E IR L T XXk z 73
LTW5.

BERT O%ZEIIKRED 3 =" 2% H\W\ 5 HEEHE (pre-trained) & HEK
MADBEDT—REHNS T 74 Fa—="7 (fine-tuning) O ~ERET
Mg 5. FHEi¥E X TMasked Language Model] & [Next Sentence
Prediction] D ZDDFERXRAITETND ML —=V T RFTR->T V5.

« Masked Language Model (MaskedLM)
XFEHD 15% DHGEE [Mask] h—27 VITEE#Z, v A7 3N/
L i SR
« Next Sentence Prediction (NSP)
ANLFHNDRT Z32ITHD, TN o605 L 72X TH S0 % Tl
TBHRAY
774V Fa—Z TR, BRIFEETRONLNATA—X 2 4lEE
LT, NREL$TLEFHMBERAZIZET L TNV EEET -2 20
TETNVOHEZEEZITS. Z0LE, XEORININHKERX T < CLS >

ZHEL, MIFIPOEMETIE, Thiss s T, 2R EE 2 L
THWA., EFIILOREE X 3IZRT.

15



3: BERT Fine-tuning

)

y

1

Linear

16



4 N Ty RFEX

R R — A L REFER— ZOF RIS I N T E 20, Z
NODZDDT TH—FIEARIEFET 2 FETIERLS, TNThICE
mBEMFEEALTWS, BRI, BEFER—ADOTFEILFEEDOH
BRZNIEDNT, RReTET—RIEOERHEL2ERTES
EWVWSHEDRDDL. ZHIZHL, FEEN—-AFETIE, REOWHET
BRMEPMEEI N T E - RERREEZFATS I 2T, HIEDHBIN
AVEF TR WEBERZ 2 L WO R ARH B, 22T, TH
LDZDDT Ta—=FZKELINA T Yy RFIED, Dasgupta & [12]
ko TREI N, BRNIZIK, BEFEET  VTRONIREHEL
ANF T U 2R EZ FRICFAL TPRIERZHET 2 20D Fik
ThHO, WINLFAORBEOAZHA WS XD HMEREE KIFIZAET
EHRZELPRINTWVWAS.

ETNOMEKZEK 41ZRT. ZOETFIVIE IR LSTM % 72
JE S HEER AT T, XL RVORHEE 2 LT 5 LSTM 2454 L
ETINERoTWA, BRI, SCHATHEr - i L7ZAFTO
FEE F° = (fi, fo, -, fo) 2, 32 TN LEZT TV a UM ELSTM
ETNVIZANT B I L TXEV NV OREE atty 2EKT 5. HIKIZ,
WEOREFEHEBRMAE TV EFEMKIC, BERMNEATELTT TV
¥ a Ut E LSTM € 7V TR & att, Z/ERT 5. B&IZ, ZO=D0D
Kz fh & (Concantenation) [att,; atty] U, TN EFEEEIZEL T
BETFPHIZITS. UL, TOETVZIZROMERD 5.

1. ZNFE TORBER—ZAFEOMETIE, L2 XELLORE
R BEIRREINTEAED, ZOETFLATIEFOLSd> &L
ROV E ZIEHTE R\,

2. HZERN| L BRI O D2 WM T 5 2w b T — 7 BREN BRI T
HBD, ETFTNDHFENGTA—RRF 2 —=V T NT RA— Xk
mezeebiz, HFEETLVETHEBFEHET N 2B I T

17



EDETIVEEDOTFHEHMNT 5.

4: Qualitatively Enhanced Deep Neural Network

Linear layer with
T sigmoid activation
[ att,,; atts]

Concatenate
att,, att,
Attention pooling Attention pooling
7 T 7 ¥
Word LSTM Layer Feature LSTM Layer
wl w2 “aa wn

fi f2 + fa

Word Embedding Linguistic feature vector

18



5 IBERFE

B TR AR 2 R T 572012, AWIZETIE, XEL )L ORI
BERS N TELHZNA Ty RRERRET 5. REFIEI,
WERDEELEET VTR ONDRHEIZ, XEL NV THEHL 7R
B EEEE T FHEEe LTEAMET 5.

5.1 TETIVLER

REFETIE, EEOREFHET VEMATE S, MEATHEEY
BETNIZBEWT, Output layer NDO AN R BRHEE2Z M 2 L, X&
RO E (overall features) & F° &9 5 &, REFETIFRAD LS I
M & F° ZHia3 5.

C(M, F°) = [M; F’] (20)

ZUT, ZORBEE, WHITHEALTE RRE S BRAE T
LIRRC, v 74 R AL L T 5 — DA 238 L C,
AATIZHNINT DA TfHZ KD 5.

g=0((WoC)+b) (21)

RETFHETHINTEZARTA—XEZF LRBOHEIEOEA W /85
A—BZDRTHY, Fa—=2TNRTA—RIRO.

file LT, M5~8IZ3F & 4 ETHSr L7z LSTM, Hierarchical Atten-
tion Network, BERT, N1 7V v K - £5)UZ, IEFEDT Ta—F
THREEZMARAATZET VN ZRT.
REFEOFHHIZROBEY TH 5.

L INETITRESINTE A LLEVNVOREHEZATE 5.

2. MFOHFFRSET VORI BIZKEEZINA 5721 THRENTE
578, ZOHETHEMTAETINT A —RITHHEOEANT

19



=

fo
Concatenate
LSTM
ot t
Embeddings

X 5: LSTM % W/ EE T I

A—RDATHY, -l Fa—=VTNTA—RERBREL LR,
77, HABRERREOHERAETNVIZETEMLU 2Bk e o T
WBED, A LBLHIBREAETNVIZAGICTHAADL Z N TE 5.

5.2 $EE
AR THHT 2 REEIIIRD 25 HTH 5.

1) BRI 2%EE (Length Features) : BLEEE, XE, HFEDFY
X, XOFHEX

2) BEIZEET 25E (Occurrence Features) : L > <%, H)FEsi#L,
Aby T = REE AR I ZADEK

3) POS 123D < K& (Part-of-speech Features) : #7 (Nouns), Bj
7l (Verbs), JE255 (Adjectives), HlIFd (Adverbs), #Efsiad (Conjunc-
tions) D%

4) w]EEtEfEEE (Readability Features) : & ffi, HEE, X732 & D ZEHW

20



=

fO

Concatenate

Mean over Time
A

Sentence-Level LSTM

Word-Level LSTM

+ ¢t bt i
Embeddings
tt t1
Wi1 Wi W31 Wpp °™

1%t Sentence 2"d Sentence

6: Hierarchical Network % I\ 722 E 7L

T, Ty O HMZITFMT E-DICHTINEHEETHD,
B2 RPN REINT WS, AZETIE, UFOfEEZFIHT 5.

1. Flesch-Kincaid Readability[25]: Ty 1 % L3 C B U #E L
W& RS 72 OIZEREF S N2 A EFREE T H D, Flesch Read-
ing Ease & Flesch Kincaid Grade IZ KA X1 5.

Flesch Reading Ease : X ED#HARP T I 2 XKL, IRATER
INb.

BAZEEL %K
206.835 — L.OL5(—g-) — 84:6(Eénng&) (22)
Flesch Kincaid Grade: XZEDKN#E 2K L, IRATEHRINS.
HAZES A
039~ ST () — 15:59 (23)

21



Concatenate éqi fo
A

(CLS) w; w, - w,

X 7: BERT Z AW EET I

. Syllable count : v 112815 FHiEK

. Smog(Simple Measure of Gobbledygook) Index : (& % Hifif 3
B7DITMBERBEL NIV ERTRE 26, HlZIK, HHTY
¥ 1 O Smog Index 14 6.3 D&, 6 HFENHEMTE L L~
ThHDHILE2EKTS. ZOBEIRATERINS.

30

1.04304 /2 EHIE x —5 + 3.1291 24
. Coleman-Liau Index[27] :
0.0588L — 0.296S5 — 15.8 (25)

22T, LIZ100 #eEH 72 h O TTH Y, SIE 100 H
FEd T2 D DN EL.

. Automated Readability Index (ARI)[28] : flld A FetET A b &
R0, HEEZ L OEHTIRARL, HEED L OXXTHITKRT

ERCEEL
PRt HEREL

sz 0 o)

22

4.71( (26)



Pl

y

Linear layer with
sigmoid activation
[ att,,; atts; f°]

fO

Concatenate

Attention pooling Attention pooling
1 T 1 i
Word LSTM Layer Feature LSTM Layer
Wy W — Wy fi f2  fa

Word Embedding Linguistic feature vector

8: Qualitatively Enhanced DNN % Fi\W /28K E TV

6. Difficult Words : #iZE%

7. Dale-Chall Readability Score[29] : 7 A U 71 4 AN MR T
% 3000 HEED Y A M ZMHL, YA NSO EFEDEIGIZH
D < fEE.
0.1579(3%&;%;?3%& x 100) + 0.0496($;§§&) 27)
8. Gunning Fog Index|[30] :
0.4 ($§§§5{ BHE 7R REE DY

Ve 28
HAGER ) ( )
— M, TBAWVEEERITOXEIIGRZ 12 AT ek 5.

9. Linsear Write Formula :
P P
—/2 if —>20
P
(5/2) —1 otherwise
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ZZT, SIEXE, PixPA+PBEL, P iI2EHILARCHE
XA HEER, PPII3 BRI EOHEERM x3 THS.
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6 MRS

AETIE, NV FY—2F =Xty hEAWT, BEFEOAMME %
flidsd. —a—J%xv 7 —27DFEHEIL Tensorflow! & Keras?% V5.

6.1 T—4%tvh

AWFETIE, BEFEAMIE TRV FY—0 T =X LTALS AT N
T\ 3% ASAP(Automated Student Assessment Prize) 7 — Xt v b % i
U7z [31]. ASAP 7 —& %y MI/\DDREIHT 5Ty &1 Thek X
NTHEY, FREIZBIT BTy 2113504 Grade 755 Grade 10 DFAE
X TEMPNZEDTHS. T —XOHEMMEIEEZR1ITRT.

# 1: Automated Student Assessment Prize Dataset O Z:EfriEt &
Max Max Max Word
# of Score

AR Word  Sentence count in
essays  essays

count count Sentence
1 1783 2-12 600 40 35
2 1800 1-6 700 40 40
3 1726 0-3 256 15 40
4 1772 0-3 200 10 50
5 1805 0-4 256 15 40
6 1800 04 256 15 40
7 1569 0-30 350 27 35
8 723 0-60 870 65 37

Thttps://www.tensorflow.org/
Zhttps://keras.io/
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6.2 EERFIR

FERIL 5 BN MR & D 1T o 72, FEMFEEICIE, BB SO
FHTILK FIH T N B EBAL E v MR (Quadratic Weighted Kappa,
QWK)[32] Z H\W7z. QWK IXIXRATEHRTE 5.
_ Zz’,j Wi, j 4,5

> Wi j M j

wij = (i~ j) (31)
T, x;; FEMIZ, HEMX ) OGEDOEIEG. w1 x; ODEA. m;;
TEAEIL DR HEEMEIX j OEROMTH 5.

ETFIVIE, BIBEETFLELT3HEL 4B THALAEZN12,34DETIV
&, TNOHITEREEZ A REFIL (K5,6,7,89) ZFHL, £h
5OMEEZ KT 5. LSTM ZfHW/ZET VT, 1EDLSTM 2
T, 2J8DLSTM & Bidirectional LSTM B I L 7. %72, 18D LSTM
TlX, Mean over Time polling & Last Pooling TH £z 1r-72. F7=,
XERERIZO VAT 1y 7 k2@ U RN - A TR L OES
f1o72. 22T, Dasgupta ©DOFIETHAT L XLV RILOR#EEE LT
X, 52 CREBLEZREEEZHWS. 272U, XHATREERTES AL,
XE & XD R X, Readability Features @ —ffTd % Smog Index I
PRANU 7z &7z, XOWEXMEEZETREE L LT, UTOREEZE
7=,

k=1 (30)

(v

I (Y

11
e 32
L Y )

7z, HORAATHZFHTZET VT, FHRTIHEE 7z 50 oD
Glove[33] # V5. LSTM EFIIZDWTIXBENE % 300 EIZ&ET 5.
ZUT, BRESZETS2DICRkay 77D N 2T 5. LS50
AIE50% Ray 77w, VALY MHEEIZ10%Kay 770 h 35,
JE L EOME 50%D Ky 77 Y N%175. BERT IZDWTIEHFIFH
EFNVEMMU, T68TDOH NIRRT MLV ERER AV Hy b5,
ZRBAH (loss function) 1&F-Y9 —534%E (MSE) & U, Adam 73V X4
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—~

(v

FEEE 0.001, HEIF 1534 2FHLT
D& E, I=2\yFH¥A X (mini-batch size) % 32, ET L% 50 TR

AR ERIE ChRoE 9 5.

2 (epoch) ThL—=v ¢35, £72, SIHEEHIEDOZHIZ, TyE1D
BRRNHGER, WA, XITBIFSmARHEERZR 1D & S ITHIR L 7.

6.3 FEERER

* 2: HEBFROHKIE

pr
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Avg. p
LSTM (Last pooling) 0.373 0.407 0.516 0.773 0.753 0.767 0.635 0.174 0.550 0.018
+ Overall features 0.801 0.621 0.602 0.778 0.771 0.777 0.761 0.645 0.720
2-layer LSTM (Last pooling) ~ 0.435 0.414 0.530 0.791 0.698 0.768 0.639 0.163 0.555 0.017
+ Overall features 0.778 0.620 0.592 0.779 0.779 0.769 0.762 0.643 0.715
Bidirectional LSTM 0.484 0.419 0.500 0.777 0.738 0.721 0.625 0.218 0.560 0.014
+ Overall features 0.779 0.597 0.582 0.778 0.762 0.765 0.756 0.661 0.710
LSTM (MoT) 0.717 0.522 0.616 0.775 0.796 0.783 0.749 0.562 0.690 0.015
+ Overall features 0.821 0.649 0.617 0.790 0.787 0.807 0.794 0.694 0.745
Hierarchical Attention Network 0.731 0.611 0.628 0.786 0.790 0.781 0.765 0.585 0.710 0.031
+ Overall features 0.808 0.645 0.620 0.792 0.800 0.784 0.780 0.673 0.738
BERT 0.829 0.391 0.762 0.886 0.876 0.584 0.818 0.540 0.711 0.021
+ Overall features 0.852 0.651 0.804 0.888 0.885 0.817 0.864 0.645 0.801
WRDNA TV v RFEE 0.729 0.635 0.631 0.787 0.802 0.793 0.773 0.693 0.730 0.073
+ Overall features 0.823 0.674 0.601 0.795 0.790 0.811 0.806 0.714 0.752
FEEAN— AT 0.822 0.648 0.666 0.704 0.783 0.672 0.724 0.600 0.702 -

FEAERER2IORT. BEETVHETHRT 2L, Ty ED
FWIRE4, 5, 6%, Ty ARARVIEEL 2, 8IHATHEN L
ZeWNbhb. £72, LSTM RXR—ADFETIE, Bidirectional LSTM *
Zhix, R
DHGEKRFNEZZR LT WD IR TE, BITROFER & RO
i & 72> TWb. 72, BERT 2FH U756, RBBEENEL Lo
TED, INBIEEDOWFERERE B LUl moTW5.

Mean over Time Z R U7- 5D, &\ IEE

27
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WIZATFCORBEZMA -GG L OREEZITS L, 2 TOHRFEET
WIZBEWT, FHEZ A 72 & S IOEERNAREENKIEIZSEL TV 5.
ZIT, MEEOHBTHEICAEREED 202 MGEET 572012, WD H
HtMERZBEHALL. ERE2EK 20D IpfHl FIIRT. ZORE,S, 1
CAEDHHEIIBWT, FEERMA 2L S5 BRICHEENH ELT
WBZEDHERTE S, BEWMDNT Ty RFRIZOWTH, FHE2
MR- EIZ10%ARBICHENPH ELTWS., £/, AFTOREED
HEMHELUZGE LTS L, FHORE TRETOGEITIRETE
NEWHEREZ R U7z, 2 TOHR TR BENE» > 7=F%IE, BERT IZ
R EZ A GG THY, FHTFHKEIZ0801 THL I Lhbnb.

ZIZT, ANFTORBEDHRZIMERT 572012, K3IZBERT (25
DL REFERICBII2HNEOEAZ R U, BEAVKE WEEEIXM
BUZ K o THRRED, WINOREBELFHAIL-EDFHFLFEZLTWVWSZ
WA S.

U EDKEERENS, NFTOREEZMZAS I LT, KEHEEZNE
TE/Zenbhrs.
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3 HHEIZET B ANT TR U R EE O EA

AR
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Length features
# of words 0.018 -0.087 0.393 0.123 -0.117 -0.296 0.366 -0.196
# of sentences -0.123 0.151 0.078 0.033 0.209 0.130 0.335 0.050
avg. word length 0.351 0.013 0.081 -0.253 0.234 0.163 -0.353 0.060
avg. sentence length 0.076 0.017 -0.106 -0.152 -0.012 0.033 0.007 -0.035
Occurrence features
# of lemmas 0.073 0.026 0.168 -0.149 0.159 0.406 0.387 0.219
# of spelling errors 0.001 -0.058 -0.077 0.014 0.038 -0.165 -0.085 -0.043
# of stop-words -0.113 0.039 -0.147 -0.062 0.446 0.291 -0.126 -0.335
# of commas 0.055 0.048 0.060 -0.022 0.030 0.002 0.043 0.041
# of exclamation marks 0.021 -0.005 -0.046 -0.108 0.003 -0.020 0.003 -0.019
# of question marks 0.062 0.012 -0.040 -0.026 0.003 0.008 -0.061 -0.034
POS features
# of nouns 0.226 -0.002 0.012 0.321 0.280 0.285 -0.009 -0.089
# of verbs 0.140 0.111 0.041 -0.003 0.098 0.079 -0.061 0.115
# of adjectives 0.031 -0.010 -0.037 0.271 -0.011 0.344 0.000 0.046
# of adverbs 0.060 0.035 -0.032 -0.084 0.020 0.140 -0.020 0.045
# of conjunctions 0.012 -0.027 0.138 -0.002 0.047 -0.133 0.000 0.057
Readability features
Automated readability index 0.019 0.238 0.286 0.307 0.147 -0.100 -0.005 -0.038
Coleman-Liau index -0.366 0.049 -0.159 0.144 -0.053 -0.072 0.293 -0.134
Dale-Chall readability score 0.009 -0.207 0.043 0.096 -0.002 -0.031 0.044 0.003
Difficult word count 0.139 0.202 0.315 0.279 -0.171 0.140 -0.005 0.076
Flesch reading ease 0.078 -0.166 -0.042 0.219 -0.058 -0.219 -0.050 -0.035
Flesch-Kincaid grade -0.002 0.134 -0.076 -0.019 -0.182 0.135 -0.030 0.082
Gunning fog -0.075 -0.301 0.002 -0.210 0.296 -0.195 -0.010 -0.038
Linsear write formula 0.032 -0.067 -0.151 0.195 -0.163 -0.007 -0.054 -0.021
Smog index 0.090 0.063 -0.046 0.203 0.054 0.081 0.106 0.071
Syllables counts 0.166 0.048 0.261 0.506 -0.055 -0.339 -0.352 0.289
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7T LIV

AL TIEXELVRVOREEZFHATE 2872504 7Y v RFE
ERELUZ. BEFIRIVVINGTIV—LT—2I128Bb5 T, KHE
DM EIZKELFETHI L ZHSMIT L.

BE, REFETIE, EROEEFEHET NV THEOSNIFHEIZ, X
BNV TEGHUAREEZERES ST 2R LTERML L 208, &
TRz R Z U REZ o, - XREBEDOMAAATT B Rk 722
N)IZ—=vavhEzo6N5. T5oDKE/SX IOV TESEITMRE
L7z, 72, IETETIE, XELVOREE L LT 26 (AR HE
ZHWD, PEG 7% & KB H B S 9 T2 500 ML EORiEE % &
#IN, MOEITHETERL RRBENREINTWS. SEITRE
BOBEMP LT, TOAMMEZIMEL 72\, X512, KX TIZHIIE
BT BREEDOEAMIDWTHE LA, ENEnORHEED Tk
BIZEDESITHE L TVWE 22 EHEICEANMTE TRV, KK T
RELEZZ7V—L7—2Tl, BEFHETLVTEFEEPHELNE SR
i NP CERLUZRSEE UTRHAT 2 Z 2T, MHEDKIER K
EBRHIAD L. S5#%1F, BARMIZED XS REBHED, K7L —L7—
ZIZEWTHMIEET 2002 IZ oL TWwWEw, £/, Bl
MTOHBRSIZOWTOEIZIFE A LIRFTEEDO T — R E2/RIZLT
BY, HREPHEZEOMEIZD LW, 5%I1F, MEETF— X TOMAE
BT o TWE 2.
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KL xEAERT 512720, HEABOMBEREHEE»S, TE»D
BN ZHREEZBY E L. IR #EHOEEERLET. £72, HER
SEENT IR o THIZE 2 XA TW W FEE BB N - U £
ZULT, ¥IPHEDHEmZEL T ORBOMEZ HN72)1H 55—
B, VUSSR, IR ok®E - Al - BEIREH U ET.
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