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A Data-driven Approach to Exploring Weighting Schemes
for Assessing Bi-directional Interpreting Performance .
Evidence from Native Chinese-speaking Raters
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Abstract: Analytic rating scales are widely used for assessing interpreting. However, weighting schemes for assessing
interpreting reported in previous studies have been largely conceptual and generally pre-determined. Research that
investigates weighting based on empirical interpreting assessment data remains scant. And few studies to date have
attempted to differentiate between language directions when it comes to weighting. To fill this gap, this study adopts a
data-driven approach to exploring weighting schemes for assessing Chinese to English bi-directional interpreting
performance. A total of eight raters were invited to evaluate 50 Chinese to English (C-E) interpretations and 50 English
to Chinese (E-C) interpretations by trainee interpreters, using an analytic rating scale and a holistic rating scale. Data
analysis suggested that; (1) fidelity was the predominant criterion in predicting the candidate’ s interpreting
performance, regardless of interpreting direction (8, = .351 for C-E interpreting; B8, = . 593 for E-C interpreting) ;

(2) delivery came second among the three assessment criteria, regardless of interpreting direction (8 = .345 for C-E
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interpreting; B; = .381 for E-C interpreting) , and (3) language contributed up to 32.5 percent (8, = .325) of the
variance in the candidate’ s interpreting performance in the C-E direction, whereas its predictive power on interpreting
performance failed to be detected in the E-C interpreting direction due to statistical concerns. Implications of the findings
for interpreter training and for the development and validation of assessment tools for interpreting performance are
discussed at the end.

Key words: Chinese-to-English interpreting; analytic rating; weighting scheme; directionality

1.5

AL (assessment ) 715 5 M USR5 2 QT SR T, A R0 PR A B T B 6 4 19 27 01
SR B AL T 5 ) R U DL R A B AR SF TN (Bachman 19965 Weigle 2002 ; Weir
2005) o [IAE, A2 B YINATE, PEAL IR 55 T 2 A0 H Y, 5T 3 #E A (program entry) | H 3 73 i
( mid-streaming ) F12# {1 4% T ( degree conferral ) 25 ( Sawyer 2004 ) , A % A PEAG AT DASE & 35 I ik 2
8% (Roy 1984)

ZAER, TV BT 4 PP AN 1 S 80— B 2 F R AIF 90 3 OQ T /) £ 0 Z — (Bihler 1986; Ng 1992;
Schjoldager 1995 ; Clifford 2001 ; Pschhacker 2001 ; Riccardi 2002; J. Lee 2008 ; Skaaden 2013; S-B. Lee
2015) o JRAE XS E BTN S B A AR B O SR 2 e = A5, RIME SR
H AT B AR A o SRTIT, X T AT 73X = 2 (6] B O3 BCAR R, W5 22 (B3 SRAFAE A 70
157 (40 Roberts 2000; Riccardi 2002; J. Lee 2008 ; Choi 2013 ; Skaaden 2013; Wu 2013; S-B. Lee 2015)
AT T H PG S AR YR R 22 e M B X002 5% A9 MU m) 5 0 , T 3
SV O SEERF TSR AR W B = o TEIRVIALE I, HATEEA 504 J7 Pk ( directionality ) 25 [
TEW o ARSI, J7 0] P2 X I SRS A E 387 ™ A2 5206 (4l Dard et al. 19965 Tommola &
Heleva 1998 ; Donovan 2005; Chang & Schallert 2007; Setton & Dawrant 2016 ), il Setton & Dawrant
(2016:219) N, B ASMERS, F3E5UHA " BAR L (comprehension bonus ) , {H 23Tl * 7 H Ji
F7 (production deficit) ; MIAHSZ , HiF ARFRMT, H3E U A 7= HAE#” (production bonus ), {H 23 i
Il FA# 55" (comprehension deficit) o %I, S N, TEVEAG AN [FIE A5 0] (4 E1 367 i), DA
RSV S I T o T RS AN R] , DR IHG A  BEF JR i T S TR VA 580 1 1 S B 1Y)
WF5E T ELARE 7 1) P A A8 2 R O A B 4T

ASHISE LA UK S , LASEDUAN DS 13 (S AL 336) BT Xt &, il Ge v o M /AL 3740 5
(BEE A IUE  AMER BT ) X 50 A 11382 0y (CBEIR DGR, SME N 3915 ) 1SR (S DURI 9 &
50 ) B PEAL B, B R G SIS ) -

(1) EPPAE I DUADEEE RS, PEop DU T 20 AN RS S 806 A [F i 7

(2) WA A EME, HA )5 A A ] RE AT 47

2. XHRERIR
2.1 o e R

“OIIPEAL " (analytic rating) TE T 5 MR U2 R A0 —FPEAG r 2 A RRTEAS
(holistic rating) JETE T HEARKIUARIA] , 73 WTAL ZORIPAL 2 WA DS BN Z18E RILIEATIPAL , 7T
AR BT 22 BA {5 BEFNALE B ( Green & Hawkey 2010; Weigle 2002) .

LA, O PR 28 & 8 1 P8 853 ( Schjoldager 1995; Roberts 2000; Riccardi 2002 ; Skaaden
2013) .[a]#5 78 £ ( Biihler 1986; Ng 1992; Kurz 2002a, 2002b) 8% 5L 56 #ff 5¢ ( Clifford 2005; J. Lee

83



2008 ; Choi 2013 ;Wu 2013 ; S-B. Lee 2015 ) 55 Z2F J5 R K0T M REVPAL 9 240, X Eeptsih NixS
BB AL & =422 W2 %1 ( Clifford 2005; J. Lee 2008; Choi 2013) £ 17 4™ f# W 2 %% ( Riccardi
2002) A4, U Schjoldager (1995 ) il % 1 [R5 A 3 14 i3 2 PEAG “ 1 57 (checklist) , 3 2200 7515 BB
SEPE RS BUa GE SRR A E M S, B S EEE S AU BT 24 Riccardi
(2002) FFFE I I 2235 17 S50, QninliE A B9 08 = I 25 55 . S B R TEA B XC) , H 1
FEWFFEE X = A ZSHGR R 1 HH, BIME RSS2 | H TR B AR R TR B

2.2 o AR R E

FRRRIE ST 56 T U] 43 BC S EA T AFAE G 3 B o A 283 325K R IS 1 55 WL A 48072: ( Cheung
2007) , 0 AE ¥ FH NN AR S EZEA A R B ALE (U0 Roberts 2000; J. Lee 2008; Choi 2013
Skaaden 2013 ; Wu 2013 ; S-B. Lee 2015)

AR 27 3 8 3 SCERE 0 RN R 4 BOR PR D RS B ALE . ). Lee (2008 ) 3 o) #& A AH ¢ 3C
BR L TEPHAL 0% — SR AR PRI BIEIE hof 15 S5 B | H Y18 JBT dt R0 8 3R U i B 1 AN L 43 ol e R
40% ,40% F120% ., T [AFEZEPPAR 9 — 6 52 AL 10T, Choi (2013 ) M4 =& B AL ¥ &y 50%
30% F120%

WA F BT I B R IR AR R S EONALE . S-B. Lee (2015) 35 G2 it 43 A A2 0¥ 43
BOXF 33 37 7 LI 0% — S SR A TR o B e B, A JEL A8 S B8 ) ARER 1 2y 50% 1T H 19 1 [
AR N P AL 2508 25% o Wu (2013 ) U5 i XF 30 (053 515G T 5 A 1137 B i) 9 I [+]
FEAR RSB PPANBAIR 1 317, JIAE 5 ASPEAr S0 A5 S0 SE BEFNFRGR AT B2 o 41 S5 A% AL
H,

[o) B R A gk B T3 1 32 50 A EE ( Biihler 1986 ; Kurz 2001, 2002; Pochhacker 2012)
Biihler (1986) FEl%E 15 /“1EF M7 (linguistic ) 1“5 5 4 (extra-linguistic ) 28, %} 47 £ E PRy
HPEPr2s (ALIC) 22 PR T IR A . DFoR A, “ B XA —3E” (sense consistency ) #1A Ay /2
S o B PE AL S 8, AR TE 0 HE B R R W BE R 2, T N E AR RO IR E R S [FRE,
Pichhacker (2012) J:T-X} 704 44 ATIC 2 5 (1% i) 45 I8 A5 0 & R, 75 2 B0 s 250 05 T, 467 37 i = 11
SRR N S — 8Pk B R 1E 42 (logical cohesion) FITEA

AN b SCHRAT LA, 1 RRRIF Y T 22 2 3 ok P 41 V8 0] 45 T A R AR N R S 80 - 44 X
FLE” (nominal weight) {5 [ I\ Ay {5 5 A S BE A PPl F 138 0T Sk Fof o5 oAy 082 9 240, T % 1 LAt P A
BOSE(C A RIEBURE RN ) R B AEEE B i TA R DRSS R W] 44 SCAE” S5 ] T
“SIPRAXEE” (effective weight) (Wang & Stanley 1970) , b, DAEHE R 9K sl A8 T34 53 ) B L3
G3 BN [F S HCE AT IRV AT A3 R 0 A28 0 B Han (2015) 835 7 & 000 ] H i3
FUE 22 5081, LA (9 TP 20 B 1 SRR 78 R 2 G T8 — I HE 5 5 ) (41 Wu 20135 S-B. Lee
2015) ,“ F7 1Pk X Pl S 8O TR (9 T A 5 M AR A5 3 A 19 D63 o
2.3 viFwg i Ek

“5 PR AEAS IS R 2 1P LR TN S 6 55 — 1 & (L) FsE il & (12) if
HOrm. L& ARG UL T S EC AL (dominant) AYTEF Ml R 2 H BETR " B AR " (Pokorn
2007) , 12 J& F 3R AL TR oA TG 5, 38 5 8 HS K 2J 15 (Crystal 2008 :321)

WFFE I, J7 a1 252 Wi T35 W 4 45 FF ( 40 Bartlomiejczyk 2006 ; Chang & Schallert 2007 ) , M\

B 272 H ) & (40 Tommola & Heleva 1998; Y-H. Lee 2003; Donovan 2005; Chang &
Schallert 2007 ; Setton & Dawrant 2016 ) , Ul Bartlomiejezyk (2006 ) % kb, 1 Y3 2 X [m] I 136 13 531 SR B
AIASTRI SR o BF5E K B, AR TN L&, AR A L2 I, 338 D3R T B 22 ) ML 935 B 5 SRt
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Y-H. Lee (2003 ) i i % FE RO % B35 — 500 1m) H Y™ & B, FEEA LL AR L, 1F AR A 12
o R TR S A RE ARG BT A R R o A S, Tommola & Heleva (1998) 5¢ F il - 75 24
TR R[] 8 oo I DU e B, 2 A 1 B AE AN TRI T 5 07 1wl B 11 336 HE ey 5 P 22 5%

ST TS 1) PR R R Y R A DL VRS A W SEAFAE B 2, AR PSS T 00 B
A SEUEDE I3 e , RS 72 Al DU X i) S AL R I, 1 23 DA 75 0 AN ] R S RO A A5
AR AR AT e A

3. Rt
3.1 2k &

AWFFEREICE B 1= A DU BT AL 50 44 Bl A+ (MTD) 35 H (09— 4R 902 48 2 i 0 42,
Hrh 243 2, 557 2 4R8N T 22 ~24 B 20, B sz 8 0 L1 ¥ o005 12 B deis . 58
B AESS — AR I T A 2 E Y O T RS e B DG, E438 T R RRny AR 6
3.2 M

ARSI AL B DRSO ) A8 AL BRI . DU A0 b AR A R B P A
BRI PERE U A A 43 T G B AR g RS, P B DU BHE 29 4 408l 53 2 B
IR 175 D

BB EU P E PR, 2k E R DI ZR L2 Speech Repository . A4 )
SRR, PR B B2 5 Al T 2 B 170 N
3.3 AR

ARSI 43 ] 2018—2019 2EAFE R AEAZ I I A6 K24 1 & SE e 5 P o SOy Ay rh ik o
AP, B M HE = Ao MK TF 46 AT, 32108 S P i — 1 5 D0l A 5¢ 1 3280
HERFNANC R, A 15 408 B BERTvE A 1] o DU ], 5208 76 I 20 5 — 30 o i L s ok I 8
HOE R HWE, DR ZRE RVr L. Wi ft e sk, Wl Ja iF 78 & U i 13
S IR H gAY
3.4 I E
3.4.1 PEbRifE

AHBFFE I TR FRUEfE % T Setton & Dawrant (2016) 1 Schjoldager (1995) (Y Jii & 7Pl 36
AN I T S B L . WA SR E R R (FR) (BB (EF ) MER R (%
) AR IR G BIE R RS B IR HER AL R IR RS R . 1B SRR B AR
Bk, ARG R ORTE ERE S BB IR M HE YRS . AR R 00 B T W E RN A PR
£, S/ MU TR 7818 A5 A8 155

VO3 DU SRR 2 R 4R IR 22 (1 ~2) B2 (3 ~4) . — (5 ~6) \RE (7 ~8) FILF
(9 ~10) AASFFXS BN SEATIES ; LLAN , PE 53 03 4% R TR AL (1 S5 G bR ] 32 38038 IR I i 3=
IHATIESY o BRES AL SR LSNP0 DB BN 32 150 TR BRI ARG s FDAS 2 A o 1 1
#r, DU T8 9 = A 30E
3.4.2 ¥F5r BRI

AW IO V5> BTy o \LPFAr AR A T 28 ~36 5 A48 ,5 it Pk, 3 %)
PR 55 —18 5 BN DUE 26 ih 5 et 4 Ao T E S AR DB 4 AR IR . S B
BRI 4 AR,

JEPEAF BLAE RIS N T RHC 2 6 AS/NEF I PE 4 BRI R IS R AR R4S 3 A/
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I o YIS0 38 I AT: 55 FNIE o3 AR L # B A 1) 45 9 1) BEE™ (benchmark ) Il A A LA K
NV B BESE

FEIEPEIIAT, I W23 AR 20 AN PR SR5 2E47 7 B0 2r (USRI S BUTT 1045 10 ) , T
PEOMRREENC N 3 /NI o FESE T35 AR 22 10 Rasch #A1” (MFRM) 3¢ T-3F3 5™ [ BE
MPE5r B B — Bk R8s , 2 E AR5 5L CAnPr4r 5t 8 ) AT R I, JRAR IR T 43 51 SAst, kot
PO T E B (anchoring) o RS /\ALPES) 53T IR ETEr
3.5 KL HT

TR PR  AETPEI B B, 2735 ] Facets 3.57.0 (Linacre 2005) % /\ A PF43 53 9373 B 5
T ZJZ M Rasch #8” J34r , ARV PE43 5389 3 BE (logit {ED) A1 H B — Stk (infit () . &4 HidE
1iF SPSS 22 35 T34 G 645 BE (40 N AH 96 2 %8, Intraclass Correlation Efficient, ICC) .

FEWCAE B 0E AT 4 B BCR LAG , 28 300 SPSS 22 % 321235 4% 24 135 14 1%, 45 R 10 156 114 6 4K ok 43
B80T B ZRHEMAE G I3 , AR BT T2 8] R AR DG 5 I35 T RH O 1, X 4 S 800 SR 1 11 9% 1) B 1R
ST 2 IC R IR AT, AR A S EO0 D PR A 4 0 S50 (R, M T R A5 BT o 1Y) S BRAY
7,

4. 85R
4.1 w12

Rasch BRI 2001 s , W F I8 P M o, VB0 61 1 ~7 A9 logit {0 —0.67 ~ +0.98 A%,
T -1~ +1 fyn 2 X 8] ;infit {55 0.56 ~1.06, 4T 0.5 ~1.5 Yy 1E % X [A] ( Linacre 2005) , 8
SIS B logit 6k — 1. 13 ,infit {E 4 1.98, X ULHARR T 8 5343 B, JoAth 7 7 3F 43 51 193743 1™ g
FERTE 5 —SE A Tl 2 e El . B 2EE X 8 SE4r R UE T T HES I, XTI R T
A, \NEPES LAY logit /T —0.88 ~ +0.98 Z[H],infit {4 0. 63 ~1.36 A& X Ui\
PEAr PP ™ 3 BE Ak ¥ T 32 1 . A B — B o

SPSS Gt A /R , X T LR T4 1 5, A a0 AR 454 B 3 50 1CC B AT 0.75 ~0.92
Z ] X RIS &, S A 4 7 50 ICC {5 AT 0.80 ~0.90 Z [a], (i F 0.7 LA |
1 1CC (B BIPT53 1 (8115 B i ( Shohamy 1985) , PRI AT LAR & AT b 8 (373743 U AT B m P4
FEFEE
4.2 EXFH
4.2.1 MK

F RN ORI ARG TR . FE OB T SRR MRS DB R R GR  E 55
6.759 .6.463 6.318 Fl1 6. 481 , FRUELA T 0.942 5 1. 170 K%,

A1 %% (X3¥E) (n=50)

¥l Bt 22 FEA

128 e i Sl 6.481 1.140 50
51 6.759 0.942 50
EE 6.463 1.106 50
Tk 6.318 1.170 50
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2 BN ZRONSTRLE ST Z B AR SE R R8s . E R, 58 6 BRI

S Z B R SR R K

(940, r, = 964, r, = 957, [T HPIH MOMIEREOT 0.7 i,

B FERR (VFR IR 2013 :64) AR LAKIE =SSR RS I R SRS [ B BB AR

A2 vFELBRG A FERGANKFERE (LK) (n=50)
A i AH I
1 2 3
H i S st 0.940 0.964 0.957
1. {54 _ 0. 891 0. 867
2.EF _ 0.943
3.k

*p <.05

23 B ORGSR . (5B BT RIAM SN B3RS A S BN
7.368.7.378 7.559 F17.348  Fr#E 2T 0. 829 F]0.977 A5,

&3 #EL%iHE (ERX) (n=50)

ik

PiE
7.368
7.378
7.559

7.348

PR
0.913
0.977
0.829

0.977

FEAS B
50
50
50

50

F A D IR S RUNSRLE ST Z R A OC R M . B PR 58 8 & R D

L9055, r, = 923, r, = 919, [RE, RATAT LA =55
[ A 8 BB 2 U 5 A K R

BT 8] AR 5 R K 3

k4 vBFEBBERGAERGMELER (2X) (n=50)

i
i

ST
.58

(=R

2.8

3. %k

0.955

AR T

2

0.923

0.862

0.919

0.812

0.918

*p<.05

4.2.2 [l 53Hr

[ U507 B — 4> B 2 PR A R R (AN AE IR AL (collinearity ) o 25 [ A1 7 227
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(Tolerance) KF (1 - “#ZIE (adjusted) ” R*) i, W0 & 55 1A 1 48 B 2 IR AE 8 2 B ALk v (3
ZJ=22013:83) . MUNTF S F16 5T Tolerance M K E , KT (1 - “#KIE (adjusted) ™ R*) , ik
AT A 7S 5 Z A AFAE LA, R 13 5 2 AT 5

e 5 Fin, 20k BIASHrEE R B O T IS, =S58 HER) 1E— 1%
PR AT DA 1P R4 (RS ) A8 521 97. 2% (adjusted R* = 0.972) . BRI, (F 8 GBS
WA HIAT AR RS F 1 35.1% (B, = .351) .32.5% (B, = .325)F134.5% (B, = .345),

%5 wmPas¥sits (LE) (n=50)

A i R R> Adjusted F Beta t  Sig. Tolerance VIF
R
HASE OFENS: . 987" 974,972 562.577 -3.376 .002
BER  1.f5E 351 6.528 .000 .199  5.013
2.1 EE .325 4.032 .000 .089 11.273
3. F ik .345 4.704 .000 .107  9.340

*p <0.05

6 WoR X T HRB W, =S8 (B E) VB — KR DL R O S gt (A2
) AR 97.2% (adjusted R* = 0.972) o ELARTF , £ B AR 43 50 f LA B 1013 B B A2
S059.3.1% (B, = .593)F138. 1% (B, = .381) . 1 % 116 MR 0 HUWIME JEake £ 57 o
(p>.05),

6 wPBESHRITE (FX) (n=50)

AR R R*>  Adjusted F Beta t Sig. Tolerance  VIF
RZ

FEAS I DS kst . 987 974 972 533.874 .700 . 000

A L{EE .593 12.116 .000 .254  3.933
2.4EFH .062  .865 .392 .117  8.536
3. FEk 381 6.097 .000 .156  6.424

*p <0.05
5.3

S A6 1 1 S A s, 7T AR B @ #: (1) Toig e BUsik 29 0 3%, 5 B TE =
ANSHOB G s PO, W] DL R RS2 i R R R R R A . (2) iR eI IE L
JEHEDL I, R S A TE =SB RS o (3) XTI N E L 1R S P ARG
H32.5% TR FHEB PN E 155 U G AR JC il e o A fdi ok o
5.1 1%

R TF5 B S BAE W) & PLde— £ EE T 8 A5 945 5 (U0 Biihler 1986 ; Jones 1998 ;
Gile 2009 ; Liu 2015; S-B. Lee 2015 ; Setton & Dawrant 2016 ). 4ll Setton & Dawrant (2016:434 )1\ 4,
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XFFARE F & AR 5 B AR S H0N R ] I Z W IE B0 T, 15 BN % 0 A AR
SOl AN 3@

SR, EAS VR B AR PR A 715 2 5, RE X FNES T s, 6 BE =38
rh ) 90 o PO RCER (R S i I i BT o BAEE (B, = - 593 ) BEIE I & T AE DU iR (AR
(B, = .351) PAEX—2E 0 WY )R AT RS2 B T 32 i T4 B3 BB FAMEB R R BT 8, ansi i
&, Setton & Dawrant (2016) AR, FEREASMERT, FHFE 021G < 7 H 2R 77 (HE A BRI A
A TEPEABER I, D3R B P L3 B Tmim - Bg AR " o B, TR ABHER, T 1
PR {5 B4 B T 22 A I 11 936 B3 % VR o 1 A T RV O Dy LA R B AR A S A R
BN LI A SMEBT TERE X 40 L RRRE I 22 3o X PRI 5, b T 5t i BEE F S
555 DAL, FEPPAL PR ARRERT, P40 0140 T BE S AH N 1) 45 115 B 48 0T = AR
5.2 £k

AT EA R, Toie X T OO S I NG & 7 a0 5, RIR T S AEE = A S 80P
PEFNEE (LT By = . 345 980 2B, = .381) o X —WF5% ZBALFI AT A I WF 58 45 5 — B (4 Biihler
1986 ; Pochhacker 2012; Wu 2013) . UNEGHFAR, Bihler (1986) %} [E Pr: (4 (AIIC) £ B A %
WA R, R R B (RS — B CRIE MR ) Z R e N EE AR S . FRE,
Pochhacker (2012) Xt ATIC W Ji& 1 [a] M A, WF 98 45 Rt B, F63R BBE ™ 5 S0 —Bopk™ e 2
A& R 25 G 4ERE G A T AE

SRIMFRA T ZEH 2, A58 K F F IR 55 LA . Lee (2008 ) Al Choi (2013) [R5 & 30
AW G o J. Lee (2008) HYBFFEFRM , FEPEAL D — 5 13RS, F3R BT (5 AL /N (20% ), 15 S
FE T A SE BT 40% AL . 7E Choi (2013) ST, Rk X —SH R 4 T &
NI (30% ) o 3 BGIX — 22 BEAY JE IR AT R T 3 W 7 IR A TR] . J. Lee (2008 ) Al Choi
(2013) AR5 2N ISR A S HE 8, AR K2 Wi Y6 1€ (pre-determined ) ; T A 5% 1Y
ZER NPT LIRS B LSV 0 o | T35 5 I oK 2 i F 9 3R I, 2% T SR vE 4 Bdis
PRI LG T o SR Sl A 5 B e A R i &8s ( Fulcher 2003 5 Knoch 2009) , Rk iy 22 Jé 11
22 R F S RFEAS I L LABII S 3K B0 1 SEUE A 58 DA 3E— 20 B e A 90 19 & B0, DT A% B 156 i
WALDE 3o

AWFREERI B T FRE 5 B AFR R Z FI#ET 90% (B, = .593,8, = .381),
X5 KM Wu (2013 ) 56 F ol 0P PEAG I UF 5 45 1 — 8, Wu (2013) 0F5E L 8L, 15
BRI 5 2T S B 1 86% o 3X P57 45 R AR A Jit X AT 2 B T LR 58 X 42 180 il
FPE, #E— 2R W] T 15 UAE VTR DR B T BE 2332 2035 5 5 n] R R 52
5.3&%

WETETIR , AR S5 R WoR X TR FRR & 16 & S80T DU RE R R S A8 10 32.5%
(B, = .325) , Xt TR RN & 15 S S 806 1RSSR 0 P v e R e g Al ok, (B
BRI TR DO TR 18 S SR S5 = (R S S4B A E (B, = .351)
WAHZEARZ , X ULHITEEASMERT , F13 5 A A E 7K X6 101 1 (A 26 30 A B B 5 00, DA T R o7 F) i,
SIRTPEY T R

XT TR FRR &, 05 5 4 B 0 0 P 3 3k 8 A 18 TG vk A o ) i R RT REAE T )tk . 4
HIFTE , i AHBHER, AP 2 7 BEfE AR 7 B EA P AL, Bt A8 5, |
FOOE AR, 2 E G T (DUE) 485107 3R IR X 53 3R 3 (R 2 30, 793 01 1l g
T2 1) NG BRI 2 Bk T 3R o i, PRI 25 7715 5 46 B A BCEE v RE T IR HERA Al 1 .
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5.4 3 FREIRAEFIENN G BT

25 b ARWERON T PR R PP A R UIE S I SN E

AW IR B , FEVPAG S DOB ] R, BE i Sy D0 B o 13 O B 9843 D1 X AN [A]
R BENFEBME , J7 1 PERPEAG 2R T — & R, X —WF 5 B o i — 20 50 3 D i i
PEAG A HE SRS AL 1 F 2 ) SR AR A o

6, T BB IEAG R, TSR X TRIRhE S 5 ), (5 B 4B D% I AR 4y B R Bl
HEMPEAGAERE . DIRR9 2k H AR B HERS 1% 35 UF & AL 2244 5 19 15 KL (Gile 2009 ; Setton & Dawrant
2016) , AT Ay Bt 2 15 4 N o L ot 9058 5 S P A AN I AR 1F o

LUK, FARAEVEAG OB ) F ] () S B PE R 2 A5 20— 0™ .t T 3Rk vl LL™
A BT B ROR” (packaging effect) (Gile 2009) , DL R AE SRR BE b “ YRS A9 7 KL AT Ry
%" (Brennan & Williams 1995) , “ Wy Ax 5[] ” ( listener orientation ) F1“ H b5 18 SC A 1% o] B A7 M7
(target text comprehensibility ) ( Pochhacker 2001 ) fi%) /& W 1% 515 I ES VI IR .

FRUCAEPEAE DUE PRI, AR ™ S E 2L, AR AR X O LM & T8 5 AR
TE=AZSHOP A B G ABASR A A S 800 2 . S T, DRl b Bt L 1 TE =
P R AR el AP B 5 e D IS s RN w8 2 B AR 5 7 BT i

6. Z5i&

ARG S LASICHE S B Sl (8 B X6 S DO ) F 3 o A 9 SEUE RIS o WP &S 2R W, JCig k) T
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