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AEEHEERIGETARFIZEWLENEENAEEREE
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EFAEMINNEHEERE.  FE

e *

ERIPEXRZERPXHEFR, PE

RkIg
HEIFEAFER L ER, FE

HE

KXUUFE, S, HEAHEAT HRATEIGE EFIZFAF R AL, FETHEY BRI
WXEEREELENE ., EAFELENEL, BT LEEAFELENERTERR,
W] B A dEAE B E A ERAE SN, HEINT CERT XHE T K FERFEY ZFNRIEE
EARE, IR KB, . HEEHAVEXEIENAFELERARAEL, —F5EHEA
EREFER . EHET, XEAGCHASEATHAAENESL NG T B47; AEEE®T, ¥
EAE MRS SERERTN S TSR, 2GR EE T, BiEEIEL,; £iE
FEREW, HEANVMPEZAWGAEEEEEM TS, BiEH, MPREEFALANEEES.
AER TR BRI E TR, ST AREELR, 48 RE#HEAE R
SN BRZ N EAY, HESERTNRSHIEFRALESE, WEHE2R. BE, 6%
HHE YN B AT AT R LR RN E T BAE AT T 00, i T AR EHEA 08 X5 B4
&

I\ o

KA

t

15|85

EEWELRE (complexity) & 1Tl & FE™ W M EMIEE K BAKTHEZERT (Wolfe-
Quintero et al., 1998). 7£ CAF (£ 2. HHE. WA E) ExF, EREMNELLKFIHE
EE W2 ARIE T KR SE T A A2 (Bulté & Housen, 2012). & #F 5 3¢
SR NEFNEREEIITT Z AL, P, @FELE (syntactic complexity ) X FR4]
FELAMBRAFERBE, RFEEESHPAFEANEL LMK E LN, B ESHELE
ok BRI R, BENGRERBF I HEE XRAALENE I (Bulté & Housen, 2014),
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EMAFELERSEE XA EEBME, witEAT. TH. TEA (Tunit) %iEF
P A K P Fn R 4 BB B S (Ortega, 2003). &R, R EH. SR 4WEE. 7
TR 9 0 G5 AR kL BB B AR R T A i A 2 E A8 4T (Biber & Gray, 2011; Kyle &
Crossley, 2018 ). FEEH RIRN, A iEERE R —MZ BMSRE R A LR, HENEEZ B F
NHEEATNR FEER IS RAELHHEEZNT WAL LRENK A" HEKX (Norris
& Ortega, 2009; Bulté & Housen, 2014 ).

ERBET, HERHNIESENARE ERFAFEEALENDHEER, FHEFT AT,
KERAEKREEREZBHXZRFT Z AEEW (/A E 8, 2016). FHEZEEH K
EH5MmFEAHFRANTE, £, FIEEREZS¥IHFEVHANERREZ—, B, i
EL BT AR T EEE N EWIE, Fli, Luf Al (2015) 2F 4 MR T 785
FHIEEE (JHE. HiE. BRiE. A LiE. KRNIE. EiE. FiE) HiEFIH5HEH
EHEENAEERE. EREAV, FTRBEERNFIZAFELEGERZEZR, fl,
POEREAF WP &M EF D THIERIEZA. Ehret 7 Szmrecsanyi (2019) i F A7 K & 4
% (Kolmogorov complexity ) & T fEi&E. %i&. BAFIEMEIETIE N EFIENKIE _EF
NHES AGEN, HARLN, EHEEEATT, BERFESEYIHFNEENEEAES
WA R Z 22 % . Khushik 7 Huhta (2020) M EIEf R 2B EHEN EF I H AL EARE
AT, TR KNP FERHA S FW CEFRIES AT —%, EAFELERAGELR.
X B Fo B 2T (2020) R4 NESA. EERESIRELR T UNGE. 5. FiEf
Hig N BHEMRIE B I H 0B R E4ENRE, AATEAFELAZAGEEREZR.

FEHEZEHREE, FETENDHOEHW ZHIT. KW, EXGEENE ETHRTE,
EAHRET, FTRARHESENFIFEARFANFIEIMER, XEBATERFEE
5, BEESEWAYEaEELE, WABALEHEW. fl, FRXHEEE (2012), R
BIEE (2018a) HEZAEE (2015) K3, THAL (Tunit) KERRp¥ I EFSEXTFHAEXK
WH/IF, HAF, WRITIHRYRANFAZHFIEE R R A REIEfEE, £8F (2015) HAK
AEEE B, WA N RIEFESY I FH WA K F (4 Jin, 2007; Jiang, 2013; R 4ki%, 2016), T #
LK EF R NE B AT, X, B RERTESTERERZNFRF, ZHAIE(2018a,
2018b) K IiEAEL B AR TN ERHEL N EERS, WA TEEEHEH RN, 6 M
BE. FAEESA RN MRS REL A RTNE RS,

PR, ARG NEE ESHENHFRE X ESEdanERENEH, Hat
EEAKTHEEREZENKRRETT % AEKE. KEFBRAHRRE LA LIA FEEiE
MAEAFZEXEIHNER, BHBZ 2N L HFETENUAR. A, taEE4LE55
EREZ R RAZNITWESEERKEA T GFES—ZNER. X T, AXHRETEA”
HWHHAEZ R, NAT. BiEREZFAZDERYIN, HiTEHENFEIE. #HiE S5 HiIEW GEF
AHFEV R XEEPAFEELENRE. EEm b, #—F R F LB EERSG TN &
=5 R Ak A

EF T &, A URBUTHEAFA

%—, BENFEIE. HIEREIENNEFIZFNURXEEAZELERCGEELER? o
RA, HMZER?

£, MNEENFIE. HiE. BIENIGEF IFH VA XEERN, GFELEHETAE
RGN R EFEER, BEAERTNKRS A ZEERERTZEHZER?
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2 Mt
2.1 1ERKRIR

AR AE R R IET HSK 20 34 GERE 2.0 K, 12E 1 RFEHER & B &% 0GEAF
i (HSK &%) EXHF R, RFRIETEELSAH R L -3, b5 EXRKEHE,
B R SRR FVOE X AR5 DOEACF P, 1588 HSK & %4 5 F RArE x4 & KT
SERHTIXD (RQNEEKEA: A% BR. CR. LikH) ', FHRENFHEAEL AW
EHF R A, AR E TR B B E AR, HATRE LIEE. #HiE. BB
EAEEWERNA AEXAFRALR . L, FEFELAEXE 1978 (A%474, B. C
RATERHH 50 &), sEFEAETI 1968 (AR46H, EA2HH508), HiEFEA
EXFE 2008 (ANFAH A 50K ). AR NEXHEEFER L iF, Z4EX
f %5 % Kruskal-Wallis test #3182 £ 7 (H= 0.642, p= 0.725, n°=0.001), 3 9IiE B 4 F =4
R, ZHEEFERTHEY, BT LHEES, W%mmwﬁﬁxﬁﬂﬁ¢%%ﬂﬁ&ﬁm
BETF. 1. 4. BEONRZEELR, ##t—FaEERERTEIER.

F1LXE. #h. B EHEAPUA SUERE R

HiEh & XEH BRXETHTH B CETHEH 16 T34 7 3k
wooowe o u

EETHATEES

2.2 APEE B IEFRIEEL

MEK, BE_EAFELRENNE, JOEMEXHR B EE X FEEEE IR, B 5
B AL LN ERGAT, I TINDOEIE T KA S AE, WENE n 2 m W4 2 Z RN E (Jin,
2007; BH45 . W, 2017;Yu, 2021; Z4kIE . FEN K, 2021). EERX—BE, AEARNEZR
%ﬂh~%ﬁ&ﬁ CENE, RGNS EEAFERENERE: ¥k, ZEMAFAT, AKE.
BE. ZHBEFEENET. TR, BEENEHEHATNE® (A4, 2021); i, (B
b X EH UK TFERATED IBEFRANFRLE ST2ANERIEETE, EF. 7K, HiE.
AERS ATRA. oiEMEEAR . kAR, BIEARE T . ERN SRR 12
KA, KAXPHEIE. k. ATFTRAMEERRN 4 RIBETE N ESEMZEERE HR
HbWEARTE - UHEFE RN TE (WwELSWE4E. wEA. FAfEE) &,
B3| 221 MEFETUEAENAERHA. KAAF B ETE R H I T JOEES LAE A, A
RFEF XHFHEEFEERIGBRTFHATIER S (2EA. MRS, 2021), ZHEH
%w%?ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁw%ﬁ@ FREFHAEHBREREELEEARALIT B I, #H
WA EE R T B AEETT KW “L2C-SCA” (E i, 2022) *. #HX&EHET 5 /M EHE 4R,
SANETET AT F 7T AER S BTG, B T MARRAE, BT ¥IE 7 8 F R fo
R IE 4 AL .
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AR, BEWN S MEAFFRT KA. Mafo T B S E S, e N %
W AEEEFAENAEERE LR, §ZAM i, HBEN TS S AE N 4 8 = FHE,
ReBRMEFIEFIERNARETEMEL, TH P AU FIFLETERT. FFHEFE
TR “fEwyl” wzlE, #mA B BlERBOUR A ELRE, BARFITFHERT
fEL TRt E AR 5 . o, 5 NMEBLAGATZ & 0 AR I Jo il A B 08 Bl 4 AT (9
2021), W BFRBBEE ZHEAERNE ; T MEEAEGER T, B SR8 % S0 L
FE R, RBR ARG RBOUR P AEE R ERBE, R T AEXEIEST XA R
HORFAE, W% T RIENFNEE AT R R REL TR, SR XAt E A XS
Tk 1.

2.3 BRI EMEER

AFE AT, KNG EEEANFEANGEALEZR, AUWUFESEENR
BARE, 170 EEREMTENELE, ) Shapiro-Wilk test #£4T IE A HEAR 1 F1 Levene” s
test AT ZFF I, Xt IE A M AT 2 FF A b B 48 AR 21T One-way ANOVA 47,
Jf| Bonferroni test #1T % J5 % E 4% ; x5 B A tF B0 38 r (A 4 580 36 77 7% Kruskal-Wallis
test #4T AT, I F Games-Howell test #{THE 5 £ B, xtF & MR A, RN G &
FEAFEFENEEEATEET RS I HSERGH TN AR, FHkL 17 Mk g 4
FEAir A ERE. FERS N EEEH#IATH RN FE L BT,

3ERS
3.1 IR FEITER

MERRIUTERRE, BHEMERB T A EAX EE— £ 7, RIEEFEUAE
K ptarc Lo TehiBfn BB BB 4, WeiEAn 0B AN ERMO /8 LR L. MR
A EREW, = MEANREE XK RS B ERGEHERBEFRMAE. X THE
FEARW, RPHNMIK. FHT EEK. HREELEA. FREELER. GREELE
ESh, EARRmHESERGEAEEFMAME, HEFEAREMETRLE . &REE R LH.
PREBEREE. BMRAEEAEE 4NN, ARRn S RGN FEREMAKE, HiE
BB AW PR R P T B AR EL LG OB LA FRIEE AR, B
BEREE 6 M EIT S FERG AR EFM RN, ERIEITE FERS AL FH L.

k2. BABARTHME . ArvEE K S B 1E K St 8 Pearson Ak £ 3k

HEEER ¥iE g H &

Frr Mean (SD) A% %% Mean (SD) M * %% Mean (SD) HxZH
SR EIRS 31.384 (10.524) 0221** 26276 (8.541)  0.311%** 250941 (8.117) 0.189**
RS 11.824 (2.137)  -0.104 11.449 (2.003)  0.168* 11.541 (2.087) 0.196**
P T EK 14.855(2.762)  -0.080 14.611 (2.600)  0.217**  14.347 (2.605) 0.333%***
PN B 2.728 (1.068)  0.241%%*  2324(0.725)  0.254*** 2271(0.718) 0.061

P T BALEL 2,156 (0.783)  0.243%%*  1.814(0.546)  0.233%**  1.821(0.534) -0.006
BAREE LA 8.173(1.142)  0.556***  7.699 (1.021)  0.535%%*  7.664 (1.022) 0.586%**
— BB L AN 6.794 (1.059)  0.527%%* 6426 (0.935)  0.490%**  6.382(0.943) 0.583%**
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BRI B 2 AR 2219 (0.653)  0.422%%*  1.896 (0.604)  0.494%** 1941 (0.577) 0.297***
BB LA 0.140(0.052)  0.111 0.121 (0.051)  0.253***  0.130(0.050) -0.122
ML FLBF 0.139(0.047)  0.206%*  0.145(0.053)  0.118 0.141 (0.048)  0.032
HRIEF B WA 0963 (0.007)  -0.246%%% 0.967 (0.007)  -0.309%** 0.967 (0.007) -0.277*%*
B RGEE S Al 0.035(0.006)  0.223*F  0.031(0.006)  0.312%%*  0.032(0.007) 0.241%**
B JGEE A WA 0.002(0.002)  0.140%  0.002(0.002)  0.103 0.002 (0.002) 0.168*
HRIEF BB E 1.301(0.143)  -0.308%%* 1.352(0.154)  -0366%** 1.376(0.144) -0.269%%*
FRIEE B S E 0.047(0.01)  0.060 0.044 (0.009)  0.118 0.045 (0.010)  0.104
BREEAFE  0.003(0.003)  0.124 0.003 (0.003)  0.077 0.002 (0.003) 0.135
BAKIERAEE 135(0.147)  -0.294%%% 1398 (0.157)  -0.352%*%*% 1424 (0.147) -0.255%**

7E : *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, TFH.

32 APERERENTHES

W EZ RSN E Rk 3 rr., BhRE, AN FEHAEFH MK, FHTELE. K
WAL R LG . SHEEALA . BRIEFATE STHALAREZR. EHEREZRMN 12
g, RIEFHEAN AR EAE THIEMEERHEL. SHEEHAMtL, ¥EFEA
WVREEATES LA BEEMR,; SHEAML, FEFEHANWREEL LA EE. BK
EEERE LR EEMN, M EEAME EREALERARE I N LB EH LR,

Ak E, GAREHW, REANTHAKEESG T, BEEH, B MMKE T BfuKHF
LTE£R, ZRIERIAENIRE TEAH L, AEEEH, HEFEHA 5. HEEHAN4
FELAEERFEHRIT LM, B A BT EFIEHfsiE. HEHEHENEREENS
Zz5, Ef, BEFEAWRIEE AW E T YT EM T, HEEL, WP 5aE% Al
HBEETHE. BEHEA, BEMETHIEREY; ERARERARE L SHEFELALED
Fz5, BEERTHESEAL.

3 3.4 E R AT 4

=k F/H & HiE - iE HiE - HiE BiE - HiE
A K H (2,590) =50.405%%%* 5.109%** 5.443%%x 0.334
TN K H (2,590) =3.562 0.375 0.283 -0.092
T K H (2,590) =2.566 0.244 0.509 0.265
RNk H (2,590) =27.627*** 0.403*+* 0.457%%* 0.053
P34 T AR H (2,590 ) =33.949%** 0.342%%* 0.335%%* -0.007
BRI LS H (2,590) =25.960%**  (.474%%* 0.508%** -0.035
— XS B & A H (2,590) =18.864%** 0.368%** 0.412% % -0.043
FEORIE TR £ AN H (2,590) =34.072%** 0.323% %% 0.278%** 0.045
R PR AL T L 47 H (2,590 ) =14.229%+** 0.018%* 0.010 0.009
AR B b 51 H (2,590) =0.969 -0.006 -0.002 0.004
WRIE 2+ B Bl F (2,590) =12.615%%** -0.003%** -0.003%** 0.001
T RIE % A B F (2,590) =15.399%** 0.003%** 0.003%*%* 0.001
B B i A H (2,590) =4.571 -0.001 0.001 0.001
MRIE*EBEE H (2,590) =28.695%** -0.051%* -0.075%* -0.025
T RIEE BT F (2,590) =5.297** 0.003** 0.002 -0.001
BREEAEE H (2,590) =4.072 -0.001 0.001 0.001
BARIEE AR H (2,590) =26.313%** -0.048 -0.073%* -0.026
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33AEEREITEEIERENXRER

AXIE ZAFERE, T ZAEEA RN, AEE R T E K S T8 7=
THEZR, RBARPTNKGNAELREETAEREER. £TR, FREZATELN
ZAE P HER.

3.3.1 TG RHEHIZ B [0 T340 M 4

HEHEARFE AN ER BT, RAKE BB, —REH S NS EERER
LHEMGEEGELEE (120979, p<0.001) #AM, FAI 4 MEAFHNKIEFELAZR S E
IR, k4 o, 44 EPFEREIHFERSDNTEERSGHFEZ 12,802, E T £ #HH
RE B, BARZZEFE. PPESKALSEISA, ZEPIER AR, b, HiE
B BB S A AN AT DB EERSL R 30.9%, 2 x5 1R ak S T 5T & A
WFF. WREEEEE . MAB B G . PREE LGSR 64% BT R, 4 MR
SRR HOR 2 1 37.3% , ARFE Cohen (2013) By B S BEARA (/M:0.02, #:0.13, K:0.26),
R2AF| KRN E. AFEMARETMBEEEEEMA 5RO R EAME L, THEE 2 /M
A2 IEAE K,

R4 FAEFREMZ EE AL

PR FiEE A R R2 R % 4k, WEE R fEREZE ENEH
1 BEAREWELAEE 0556 0.309 0.309 0.305 0.081 0.487

2 MPEE BEE 0583 0.340 0.031 0.333 0.010 -0.133

3 KI5 B th 31 0.597 0.356 0.016 0.346 0.001 0.138

4 VRIEE ARG 0.611 0.373 0.017 0.360 0.003 -0.134

3.3.2 Bl RHEALIZ L A H 7 i 45

HIEHEANERD T, RAKBEZFREITN, FRIBEAFERS FRIE% S A F
EEEZEEMN (=0.858, p<0.001) #HHR. it S MNEHHANZ P EFTHA, Rk S Fir.
FRIETHEALN S A B AR F AR RSN T EERSGHAREZ 11.619. Wb, EE R A
352, BAKLZE E. PPEALBGLEEANA, ZEEAEA L%, 4, HiEE
HEAREE L DT AEBESERSG T W 28.6%, MEERSGHMIT MK A, LA
AN LB BT R 152% . S AT LR80T R0 43.8 %, R* K E| AK
NE. WEMEARETMREELEAEESEX B ENAE KR, EAR 4N EREIEM K.

RS EHIBEHEAZR S EHER

BRI R R R2 R % b, FEE R fEiEZE ARERER
1 BEREWELAEE 0535 0.286 0.286 0.282 0.073 0.359

2 MPEEBEE  0.607 0.369 0.083 0.362 0.011 -0.212

3 RRERLAEE  0.636 0.405 0.036 0.395 0.043 0.215

4 PN K 0.650 0.423 0.018 0.411 0.143 0.129

5 HRIEE AL 0.662 0.438 0.015 0.423 0.001 0.128
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3.3.3 HiBRHEHIZ 5 7353 B 4

HiEEEA N E IR AR 2 MR, BB EHRTIN, —MERLEEE S EARERS
MEAFESEFEERHER (=0979, p<0.001), %Rk 6 fro, 2 HETHA G itARER
HNFEAER ST EZE 11240, W4, ENERHBHEEEE, BAKEZZEHE. P-P A&
BFEESHA, ZEHPEAZFRN. L4, FIEEOERER Z AEENGTT UEES
RS T M 343%, MEERETNTE A, FH T 2K T UMERSE 78%, 24N
PR BT R0 421%, RAF KRN E. fEMEARE R, BEREERSFMAT
# T BALK 689 xHE o3k 2| 1E 1| F1E A .

X6 HIEEHEHZ S EHER

AR H 4 1847 R R2 R2 4k, HEE R RERZE KFENEHK
1 BABEELAHEE 0586 0.343 0.343 0.340 0.072 0.559

2 T T BAK 0.649 0.421 0.078 0.415 0.184 0.280

4 1118

KRB L FRA AR, AT ZHAREEE R B I HEENAX
SEFNaERRELRIN, ERERLALEAMNFAXNE R EERENHELEER.
TR, At —F i 5 RAEfo e 4n TN 5 16 B8 A AR #AT RN

41 FEIFHEEMAEEREER

HMZRAMERD T, EZEEAST, #iE. D EANGEEREETRIME X HE,
TR HEAEE R EHE Z MG LR EIEFEAEAREZR. THATHEAZAE
Tl J T ELAR 247

4.1.1 5))ZH

W3, R RHE R EE R L, R AR T . HEEA PR KEK,
PN E. FHTRUHES, TMPHMK. FHTEANKEEEFZR. TUFE, ¥HE
BB M TERGFEHAEL /N T 2L, ATEATEK. 6 (1) 246 (4) 7 LUFH
H 7 X E R

HIE RiE

(1) 4o RABMERZIANFA, AR B ZENE T, Q) A—FEZTCEFTHRERRARZTZGAY,
Ri% % %5 HmAa sk, BRLBAIZAR & EARLF XENEZTMNCEPOE RN, L7 TNKRIGH
REHEE, REAMNFMERA, w3 70ER, T THRRGEG, IR SZTNGSIHR. &4,
ikARAL, AR 6 KA 2 B AR T 7w AL, oy Ao A R H AR AAT 89 K,

ik HiE

(2) &AM, MRRAPIRRERAFE T EARE. B (4) RELIAA, KFRATHF—ELITF. AREAH,

idikiE, AMITAEART M. TATHANANE, B AREEAUABRFHFETIES. TAVALAELNE, &

IR %, FIARGALRIR, 127 Ak, WAF LI S ZAT, RN, AR AL KT
AR AN
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Bl (1) faf (2) BB AN Kol “Rw” BAY WHBEX, EHHH CRKT,
FEY B h FEEREIE, A6 (1) F, BEFEHEA 1 AN KE TR, £a88 6 NN,
M6 (2) FEEEERERAMBTEXHER T 3N KE. 6 (3) 06 (4) HEEHN (X
RUZTFHE LRI TEAE S AEZ N C BT, BHEE E 05| A FEEMEE, EH(3)F,
FEEEHMFR 1N EREKL, WE 4NN, TER (4) #, BIEEEHEFEAT 3K
GEE & Eit-) @

B AR AT 4 R An E sk R R L, HAEEREH A THERAZANNER T B RA R K4,
RXENEZ 2| FEFEGTEHTH. XEGTHN “FHA SHEEREERNETEET
MA K (EH, 1990), FEEHEZFAESETERZ R NG WP, BTHEXESE
Iz TS WA LI K4 (R 414, 2016). 5%, sE EHEAME R 2N GEN
RADPF SR L, FABLAEEE. BN RWEA T RAEE T .

4.1.2 HiEEH

A RBD KE ZEF A F A EEBEN T B ER SR, AL, EEER
WA R A R AT, BREFENFEE RN R R R THRASE (F0K3). AE
e B AT R AR E S, RATUNM X R E R A M E L HTZRESR, 4
RIANER 4 RE. B4 BRI A 2h 5 HEMO SN L, GEFEALES THEM
HiEEEA (LR 2). AF, BAMRTETHES RA N —REER, 4. EXNEAR
950 A XA B AR 48 B 45 A

TEh — BB, M4 Fk B EAR T AF ek &L, BEEERS, d3E
RE AT AR E GG RN EE. KT UE R AW R FoshiE &L A,
BART ZUAFEEXTE2NHAL SRFER. Hr0TEL, AL EREM T, IRGF . H.
“RIEFT. PR b, FEFEFIINT ENEREH B FOEHATEA, o EEY. X
<8157, RO, R E T, B BB EREAESCP R T M7 R 7
“H” F+ad F e ENAEREGAT SR, WIEEEAN A T EA S AN AN, kT
Ry “E7. &7, R T X T %, RRaE FE AETEFENGAT, W
FRIHy 7, KBRS XH AR F.

& 7. ZANEE ALY A4 Aok o 35 BT 6

HELH HiE4 T
W AW IR TR R TR RIF IR
KiE RAF B AR RN B S EE SR UH TR
B AW
“CUE PS4 B o AW T4 0 T RS IR, REF B IH|. AR
- WO, HEX S IR B TR
HiE AW A AR IR TBL R IR BRI IR
; BRI IR IR
¥iE AL FAE. HEXAZE. X AL AR AL &
N T AL RAAE. WHAE. T HE
ik MFL. RFL. XHE, 0 AHZ

H & MAE bAFE LHE TR AL
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TR RAB B, PR — AR o) 1A R R BT, PR T B HBE. K
8 B T DUEA 3t fo 17 B B T, A b BRI AL, FOE AT T B M4 A,
o “HA LT, RRILT ZAE R R, i “RFE” Ao R WARER. MRTH
B, SRAEEN KRB AT EREEHER w6l () FE B A J R A
FEAMEA T ERE R HERARTXR; B (6) F, Bl “A” KHF L “RE” #mW,
FEEEAN AN REZR, B “F—EEH 5 “F_ERXE WHEXE, &RIALT
“HEHEFRALOHESARKR, CERELRTESFRAFTH X AN ELLHE K
WA

Bl (5): 4o KX — KA KB E— KRG XFRBEAT A, LRERBIEMNGTZT

B (6): H AR KERTTF I —HAEIT, % ITRTET 0 A

&8 ZAEEAMNEL BB

HEEA gL T

‘ot N HiE FAL KRB KA Kk RE
Xj' F)’T’E%E%%EE ﬁ%lg' ),d, R E ;d, ;i%

o L 3B A RE A RE. R R R
113 X 2 j: 3 =l % \
= H & A REL A RE L R

FEMEAERMNAERY S FESER LG LA EEEE. EXEMEEHRFEGTH
BN RDZ B KRB R AE AN g T, EaEFNTELLRRE, RE|EE. 5
SEEEAMPERENN IR, AR E, REFEAANERASEERNMEHRE LA L],
HREIE Z AN EXAET. Blan, L AMEBEFRNEE S, REFELHANE E1EHL
BEMEE, b “E. B T 24, BEFE 2T, 20 HE. TR £, %KL E W
EXEF@EE. WEUIRESEIEN, Mg EFEANERNELEF TENE L
My B E ik

ENHEE S E, REALBRZEURLRFERALGAI AL EEG TEIEL, FAEESZHERY
HHOEEEGTHIEL. NHBEEIGEFANEN, AR TETFH. WFAHFEFRA X
Bk, RUEZERFPNEAREE. RIOTUMEAAFQ, KT FARNHEETFLGE
FFgR, ERwE 1. B X B 8 el Es 4, EFEA A SR L
HETeh. BEHEA, 8. HENEAENSASANER EAW B WM m b, 6 odiEfHE
G W, W7, “Fo” FNESHNAES D FMTEEREYL, HIEHEAN 5 £
WM EMTHE. HIEEEL,

FRZRT T INREAEENN T, FEEMNFAEHNELAER S JGE 2 34t
EE e - BN, BL, EHSENTE, RERS EAGHERAE D EENEL,
HFFZ ek ERFo B0 RA, & F L8 F M, T 5GE 050 T3k R 83E A & X (Xiao
etal, 2006). K, #. HiERZARIGE —MHRAE DS NHME, EHEEE, Eas
NCEE @B E A A AT BOR A TR R (ML, 2000; FAEGL. AP =AE, 2013). E M,
FAEAMER B R B ERTUFEXLETAMEES. MIEN SOV AIE = HHE M
HiE, ENAEEEATANES OEFEZABEZR, JOENNEEE & T8 2018 Z 7,
Mi#s. EHiEAREFDENERINZ 5 E TIEEZS (Dryer, 1992). LLHIE “5” FH6], HE
E3GE <5 FHEALE - B A E A, HiE <57 U “fF FE%” & 5006 U,
BREHAF|EFE TR, WA RENGI MR WIEEBEN. AEHIEY, AFXAZAFROES A &7,
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5| e LT B A AME By IE 12/ &7 KA. PRI LT BB R SRR 5 A AT IR A
VR BB R LBUEGE 57 TR, RARI 57 FHE AN L.
BWEZ, EEANMEEERERL, EHFEAE TEREEF S GERAEL, HFHAM
MNABHHSMY R0, HTEZ MG I B AT,

B 1. 20 S A 05 R Pk K 2K

4138 Em

W3R, BEELEHE, HEANMKELEAWAEFEEEMTH. HiEH, WM
FEFEAWANEEES. At —FPEELFELEEENERER, KAIHEE B AR
PR 221 MEETE FAE AT 7 24800, &K S1 MEEAERREEAR ENEEHER.

Bh, NOTFRHXE, “BlERBREERE. Z2TEE. ZTRIE. NEEIE FiE
EAEHANEEMEREE, REFEAABEERONER ERE TEAXEZ ERR L4
ey 64, X G E AL R P EWREN LR -3 wf (7) T, “BHE” 1B $0iE,
WA S AN R E FIE A 2R 5| A BT B4 .

Bl (7): BHMARAELERTAH R, Aiz, HHRERFAGE, NATAD
WA BRI, REL,

Hk, NGRXE, FEAELZHMEH 0 27 FH., .0 4. “F F4. 7#I4.
WA E X EHHRaA, MSEFMBEANEEFERAESD. RERH, FEETARESEL
RHMREERFRANEFEAEEZ R, ERBERLSHHYRE I F 3 GEH R A
FR M. AT R FARM, B TRAAGREERE A RERIE, BENRES
KR4 ER B 20, HhZ 5 EMNNF 50 27 (2, 2013), HEEFEZRD
FlOCR W AR TFRANERE (& sk, 2001). A, K A LABERERSE
HE (2007) WHERER—B, FEEEHFANFIBMAREN AR 1 Haom i g
B, R FANERE TARERAN —F L, T, B BN LIE AL 20%.
RAfARTREERL “WA 1 “FE BEXHEATRONH IR, F5HUKELE
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EWF A H g EFEEFEMERIZA “F” 74 (Duff, 1993; 47 HKF, 2007). FiEH 4
FH. CHXEEE EFEANBIEASEEEANDERAEH LS B R THEFE
4, wh HEHEANER T EL 8 “shiAS s miE. BARSYRREEIEEEE PR
WIEEA”. e, BREEER” REAN EM - R, BEGEEFAA NN,
TR W B A RIAR AR, R T EERERE, FHAE “be” A ik ERRIF I,
i 1% A H A o U VT DL R P AR R

LTk, BdaFANHNERAEE, WRTEM KNSR BEHTON, TEY,
ARBEEFANFIEEAEEORIANGEFZF. FEREAEA AR, SR fo
WA BnER ER AL EGNE RS Z N, M. BEEANELMRE T HEE
AR R, AR AR R B A An g iR R B R b

4.2 NRIBHERANEEREIRRSEIERGHXRER

MFEARERTRERBF N ET R EMAEENFR (R4, 2018a. 2018b; Kyle &
Crossley, 2018). R AW R EIEY BT A EERE W T mET, RS 1E RS TNEE1E
#— %t (Lu & Ai, 2015; Khushi & Huhta, 2020). A&7 5 2 A £ 2 42 15470 5 BHE
FAHEERGTMNE N HITT RERIE. BFEVEFpNEREKW, AKX A *E L
PR AT DLARAE S JEAE BRE A ME R SRR 0 37.3% . BB BB A ME SR ST SRy 43.8% Fn H IE
FHEAREE 0 42.1%, TEARERETONK A A S, 182 664 A R TN ok 57 19 1947 LA b
WwHZER.

Bk, EHUTE, BREELISUEERAANFELATHEZIRNEELRS, B d
SWAT - Y, AREmZ AN ELEREAE ESNSERETRMNKS (Kyle &
Crossley, 2018; ##1 4, 2021), EEHIEHA T EAEIEE H & FHEIEE MEFTMES. b,
TIEREY, HEALZHBREANZ Y FEES THEMEEEL, HEPEFHTEH,
BABEATLREEGHEERE T L. R, REHEFEANEERER L LT E
T HEEH, (B H 5 51 R St AE KM DR T 1 B G0 TN ) 3 e T 36E BhHE 4. shh,
EEEEENEREAFFEL PRI — R TNER. BT ARF R P ER N IGERAE
B (A4, 2021), RKXIIET E % A5 B R 5O 554 1E & 54E Bt k38 A7 19 B8 & T3
B R R FAE Fu ks BB A A BOE i B LG 5 SAER S B At K, TP RIEE AW
FERAFEEEGHNEEREM . XAV, MEETRINEA, FIFZELRD XM EEE
ERNRE, HTELZHER PRI ERIELEN.

EZRMETE, FEFEANTHT ENKREEERGHREEM M. Z4%1E (2016,
2018b) KILT AU E. T HMUKE. T E0EERF AR R 2 EHEHNTEKT, &
HHEPEFRTNEEREFNEERE. AP LI, T RAKEDLEHRTNEE
HEH e HEFWIGE IEEERE, EXHEFEZNSHERETNEAARE. WE
WA R FWALIT BAKE G AHRTN S EEESSHERS (F40E, 2018a; Z4kIE%,
2019), X5 F X FHKTAXNEA K, AN LA & FKTF 3 FH NP XXRT
1, TfEZ4IE (2018a) Fn R 4kIE% (2019) —XF, FHUMREEW. &. B3INERF
N HAEAOURE R, T E R HRATERE BRI B AN Z R M.

MNEEETRE, HiEHEANBERERLAEEEERGEELEH K, EFRHIANE
JPIRA, $t— b AR R LR K F, B FHE 4 o A ME B L fo £ AR 5 B AR S e A ¢
R¥ e, RAMESIERGHEA, $EEER EGE T 5N A8 2 54 R 0 9 5
EMERKEE (0 “HEFT. THXE/RER/ EHNT). XTRFETHIEFINETE
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TR Z e EMEE L, FRFIFEXET EERMBIIMERAHEN TEME. AT,
FEFEAERPERLA L 5EERFEEMA, MEBEMGEBBRLGANE AR, &
vk & 5 1EAKT BBt FE BE S X FH R AR AT A AR L, TR £ s B AR R
5 E B, HEEEARR PR B S SRS L ZE EM X, B4 BG4k 2 8 E KT,
W kI FEE BAE R G LT B L At i B . XM RS H B AR S0 A 3T B
WHEEL R REMEAN (0 Ehnihi) Ak, TRERFEEIFETGESIETEFEALIA
WHBEAFERE. LR, A—#8EArAEFEY B IHFNEERS T LT 2708 7
BN, BATFAHESIEREMET Lasit. FH, B—SEEFrRNEFATHZERNL
RN, PR T VAR EFEREN S R E R,

Z, BIINEZ XA AENZA¥IFAEERAMLEE WA FERERHTT 2HEMT,
EINAFEAZ M ENNAFEEZR G ERANERAFZ. KAKERE —FKW., BER T+
BRI, E—E R ERIEE SNERATE L, TRBEATEALLS 8 HEXAY
Frp. XRFRAFIHXFERRZAPENERRAANEGRZE B I HABRHART, @
KMABOENFNELRSG, FERMENEFESNEE AN RERLRSEZEFHEAN
BHAVARIN (25, 2015).

4.3 NEIEHEHEIBIL X EIEHF =

Wik XAE N —FrE BRI ARIR LI RS, BHEME, EEHETE, HRTHEEN
WA APIAX, M FHEIEEXRNERERER (Grabe, 2002; R 41, A4, 2021). &
TRV XFEESE, FTREFEYRENFIEFRBR T AEANES K%, BATs, XiEEE
Aim FEEGERERN KA. 200581, R “AHE” AAXELEZANTARBE, F
B—ANRKAFHEEEE S o8 RGNk, ATREARENEREMERRK. LT,
Wik, HiEHEAAARAZARENKASHR LA, BROARHE., XMEZRIS B#iEE7E
SRR K, BRI T AXGEIGE X EEF X “EWwiIE” § “FTo R WA EUE R E
.

EEEZEIAFE, Vb CEERROEGRS ™E, MAEH. BAERAURM S EHE
TG EHFEEBN AT ERAESHERNER, KXLIN, HiEHFIEAYIHEM
EHE FIAE R A RN, FAFERERMGRY, AR ESWER 7T, FEFIEA
Bim Fifin “MeRY/ BTEZ” e B/ T/ 9”7 SHBEAALE . XA LB TH
BEsR, UHBIGE XN ANLAEEMERME. B EWrEknsm,. EXREINNIES
WEFAEVR T “FH ARG SHMER, Hik, EEEEHAE B FA0HE. W
Fafo “XEFIE NFEALEARYE. TUEE, XEEZRRETARIEEARENAES5HG
B, B T AR EHER & T 3 4w R U0A X Bl “HHE” FRWHOE N E A E,

Gk, ERR X8 DA —wE DI EHRERX RN STIEESE T,
FEFEMEY A THEH EmE LML A EFE,; . BEHEHN EMWm TRARENA
T, FEEGFRNEESL. XBPORANERMERFEIBRAESGEAEMEY
BT A R R R, BRTFARUAR, TUERA AU RIEZZFZMEM RS, Flin, @H
WEfHEREF I, NARES. RPGEE RSN HF G R AR, R
VA E AR R A M fo E XM Rk T WA R Th B R A SRR, N AL . B E P
By “RBhIR” 5 GEANEEE T A R B Fe XA, Dk oh A, Wit N A ES,
DL B2 A B TS, RSt ETHM LA (A/NE. i, 2013).
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5 4518

KEREWFRE T HEZ AL THE, . HEFEEEFATGEVUA XS RN EE
T R AR R, %k H BB AR, HAE BHE M e (] B 4 /N A T B4 R4 404 T
Ff-FHaKEK; ERREER, EHL. R¥. B4, EXNMANIBBRNLHEUEZEES;
EEZAREE, FEAPRELALAES, EEGERI 0RO ANER EXIEE
BHEEM LN, BRY. HREAEARNOBMELRENAEFEZR, EXHFERE _F
AERERAE R, VT T E A i LA A 38 AR DL — K 4R

KXWAH A EAERNFTE, $—, AHXE_BAFELERTASL RS R E—FE
BERFFRENFEREEHFARY, MAXUBEERENLE, 2AFETIGEZESHE
AFEREEARFET RS A Z AN R, #=, RAT2EEAFE4ENEETAERER,
FRHERT KA. M. THRAL, FEIEERS 2 BRANAZHE, T F ERFFXHEF X
KPERAEY BINT ZHNFGEF A AL,

EERHNE, AXHRPEE-—LFRREZL. G4, mTHDRINBEREERR, A
KA AT E ISR AT IR BT, Bk, B TERRE, KX T — R SR = A BHE
BE, XTELZHEEEURSEXRNTREAFHA - FE. Bibzs, FTRBEH ZEF
X% TR A R AR R EANE, R EEE FE NEBRK R LR B RF RN B L
BRH— T RN,

R

1 HSK E&# Wik £ A IANER: B35 5] 280 208 C RIEH, 340 24 B %, 400 2K
AR, KKE| 280 B9 TR . A A B BK TR B AR F, 3194 83T 220 2
REA 219, FAkH 147 (FEHE S A, #HEHIES A, HEFHEGCA) .

2 HIEEHEAE XMEH KRG #E, HiEEHEAEXER R B A, RiEEHEAE XEH kg 2B,
FE. BRAM T, BRZAmE K, K2 EMEE L YRR X ER B HAE XS BEfMAIT
BERN A HBHELEARNER. TEHENRE, REIFENEZAEXHERYD, %t
BYRESANFEENETETERNEEE, ZuE T HENFETRY .

3 ERXATH, A FAREA T 55 RS 4 (& X, 2001), NRFEEZ S 250
PAE T BALH % 5% Jiang (2013 ) o2 4% (2016) : & —, HWEHH AT ¥, £ =,
tFHBENKBENU E0a ARG a4, RT\EEN0HAFRE A LIFIEH T $47;
F=, BRAFHENDEATAER I T B0, FEBBESET X SEATA (2021) .

4 A EE, TENRINEEZSEZH A (2021) , RN X H 9381%, HE R R
97.56%. FEEIGATHN BB E ESFHTA. BT (2019) , HAEFHE K 92.64%. A
EE B R A R AT T AT, AFH CGFREY B3 KRG AUR B TGEE T ¥ E1E.
POAEH M Fo BCCERE, BT 221 MEFE AWOAER, HHET 2122 ZERNTNE.
it L2C-SCA T E G s R Ay HATAE T, Z AT, RAEHEN 9339%, ZEREAR
83.25% . MERREERXE, AMMEFZARLFX, wpamME 1-5, EAEEA 1. 4 2.
A3, ERR A, B LA ER, 2B E SR, LR MR = F DL 2y
REHPEERRLEEE, ETR. BEFRZAWERLTRE, KREXZEUHIE.

5 8E: 9 (KA) 7 (#BhiE) o (#4F) ; BiE: A4H (4K) 12 (KB Eu (
KA
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M 5%
R 1 AR R B A iR B 2 L A8 AT

1B F BAEARX 1B HF BrEARN

4 BT

A K 5, AT N, SNG4 N e/ Neg
MK 5, UMK /N FHT B4 EK Np ot/ Neg
FHTEAK £ T AR Ny e, -

HiEEW

BRI S A Topne/ |Nppmm — A S A T/ [N
BRI B £ A Teepene/ |Nespame IR AL L HL A1 N g/ N it

{H A 45 B Lb 73] Nesmpeme/N pim -

EE B

VIRAE % 5 | N3 gl N gigerer 1 RAE i ] Ny_¢ szl N gzt
B RGEE A No_o i N izt VREFEETE Nis gzl N e
B E ST N6 mimtid N gy BREEERE No_g gl N asse
BARGE S N g N ggaesoae -
K2 N\MEHRAEZEZROITER

MM ¥ -#E B -HE O OHIE- HIE LA WIE - #iE  FE-HE HiE - HiE
E 0.057 0.133 0.002 T -0.007 -0.005 0.063
BE 0.038 0.100 0.076 T -0.031%** -0.018%* 0.013*
biZZ4 0.170%* 0.218%* 0.048 4 0.001 0.005 0.004
b 0.399%%3 0.361%%* -0.038 Ik 0.018* 0.008 -0.010
B4 0.277%%* 0.152%* -0.124 B4 0.008** -0.004 -0.01 1 %%
HEA 0.209%* 0.173* -0.037 HEA 0.007* 0.006* -0.001
A5k 0.271%%* 0.231%%* -0.040 A3k 0.004 0.007* 0.004
RN 0.115 0.086 -0.028 w#h -0.001 -0.001 0.001
& 3 )\ MIEHL 5 B 1E B 57t Pearson A % £ 31

% HEE ®iE ik H & t FiE ik B i&

E] 0.331%%*  (0279%*x  (368***  FiF -0.175% -0.205%* -0.092

7 = 0.336%**  (0.337%k% () .409%** 7 -0.15% -0.071 -0.077

# 4, 0.230%* 0.265%%*  0362%** 4 0.035 0.081 0.119%

NG 0.488%**  (0438***  (486*** Yk 0.152% 0.003 0.155%

B4 0.166* 0.148* 0.061 B4 -0.027 0.042 -0.211%

HEA 0.257%%%  ().224%x* 0.217%* HEA 0.072 0.107 0.042

ok 0.246%*%  0236%**  (.]84%x* A5 0.089 0.049 0.005

w2 0.288%**  0.406%**  (.]95%* 2 0.077 0.263*** 0,001
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Abstract

This study investigates the impact of first language background on the syntactic complexity in
argumentative writing by intermediate-advanced Chinese as a second language (CSL) learners
from English, Korean, and Japanese native speaker groups. A multidimensional framework for
measuring syntactic complexity was constructed, which considered syntactic features at both the
sentence and phrase levels, and incorporated the grammatical features from the “International
Chinese Language Education Chinese Proficiency Grading Standards” with three levels and nine
grades. The study found that at the sentence level, the English-speaking group used more clauses
and T-units in sentence construction. At the phrase level, compared to the Korean and Japanese
groups, the English group exhibited significantly higher diversity and usage proportions in various
general and specific collocation metrics. At the grammar point level, the proportion and density of
elementary grammar points in the English group are significantly lower than those in the Korean
and Japanese groups, whereas the proportion of intermediate grammar points is substantially
higher. Regression analysis of syntactic complexity indices and writing scores indicated that
the overall effect size of syntactic complexity indices on writing scores was comparable across
different native language groups, yet the indices that effectively predicted scores varied, exhibiting
both commonalities and differences. Finally, the study analyzed the language features represented
by the indices based on the learners’ native language backgrounds and discussed characteristics
of argumentative writing in different L1 groups.
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