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H E

EANEREZEEMR T, AEMH T EEMEBIL2SCAD B H 14Tk ALGEN. BEX LA SE
(FEARRE: FF1. 2)RWHKFEE(4.5~5.573)V P HKFEEAE(5.5~6.50)F “AREME” & “HHEH6m
B FETHAEERERE, HiE—S BTSRRI RE S RAN ERBHERARLE, DA, #He
AHEBEZFAENFEESEES R AIER. FRARMEESN=FE: 1) FELTFHRUETS, &
%, TRmBBREAESRF, SKAEH, “@HKE” A=A FZOKHEAREE L& T
PFAKFE, RHEFHEAKEMLS)FFTHEMKE(MLT), XIEELTREKERXSAFIEFK
PERAEBHRAEEZRENERBIRX —EAEEEE. HR, 2MERASHLERAEIE “q 785
B” . “ANBEZRE” . &k “ISREEEH” =/, BEREFMTAMN. M), ERLFAEEE. &
MEBFAIRHLRE X, ﬁ?um]ﬁf_ﬂiEE?MJ:XIEW’U%%#Jiuﬂ_ﬁ.mff%Eﬁ@]é&&%&ﬂﬂ%ﬂ&ﬁ%
EESRINEERSE. BIK, BRAPES RGEB&ME, 4R (“NBEHRE” FHCT/T. DC/C,

“HFIZTRE” HHICP/CRICP/T)¥/NTF1, FE—EfRE LUl R H AR, TR “FHFE
ZRBE” RIS 3P EER RMHFR(CP/C, CP/T). 2) BN AT EREN S, ok “HEmE”

ZTF, “HPERE” HWRIRER “HFEE//MIHER” (CP/OR “FHFIMEIE/THEALE” (CP/T)
EFRMEREEZTERHHERNER(ESR2 WIFME < PHME; £51 IFE > HRME), FikerbiE
W BEEFERSRITERSSI RFEENELE EAFRKRI. 3) iR RBHRRES NS, B
BEIFFR YRR EERREHRMCRER: “BHKE” 5 “HNERE" X “NBERE” 5 “4%
SERESN” WERREAIER(p < 0.05). HXBZEFWAEXFHRE Tk,

XA
BREE, EERE, BERIML
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Abstract

Bringing syntactic complexity as a lens to compare different L2 writing language proficiency, the
quantitative study has showcased and compared the fourteen indices in syntactic complexity gen-
erated by L2SCA in IELTS writing context (academic: including Task 1 & 2) where fundamen-
tal-level (4.5~5.5) and intermediate-level (5.5~6.5) students were involved with same writing
prompt and different prompt respectively. The Person correlations among sub-categories were
also calculated. The findings indicate: 1) regarding similarities, first, intermediate-level students
may generate longer output in three indices of Output Length (MLS, MLT, MLC) regardless of dif-
ferent writing prompts and tasks, validating the conventional pedagogical presumption of valuing
length of output in differentiating different proficiency levels. Second, the similarity also emerged
in other three categories, Subordination Complexity, Sentence Complexity, as well as Certain Phras-
es and Syntactic Structures, primarily correlated to T-units, clauses, complex nominal phrases,
and dependent clauses, which may be considered as key indices to differentiate IETLS writing pro-
ficiency levels in the study. Third, the figures of four indices (CT/T, DC/C, CP/C, CP/T) were all
lower than 1.0, implying their deficiency in corresponding writing praxis, particularly the two in
Coordination Complexity (CP/C and CP/T); 2) regarding discrepancy, the comparisons on CP/C
and CP/T in Coordination Complexity under same writing prompts have elicited contradictory re-
sults (Task 2: intermediated level > fundamental-level; Task 1: intermediate-level < fundamental
level). Accordingly the study posited task demands and key elements in task design may elicit dif-
ferent task performance in such domain; 3) regarding Pearson correlations, two pairs were found
statistically significant (p < 0.05) and negatively correlated (Output Length and Coordination Com-
plexity, Subordination Complexity and Certain Phrases and Syntactic Structures. Relevant peda-
gogical implications were also discussed.
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1. 5l

R4S A SR R,  PLE 44 (Complexity). ¥l FE (Fluency) Az #E i B2 (Accuracy) N
JUMR RS & AR SRR R I AR R R A 2 T AR 78/ R 1] [2] [3]. ands, RIS —iBfE )
TR S KRR I T, CAF M K I AH I ARG I — R AR AR AR O A A — P R4
RS B SO il Eu [ 2] [4]. fEIX—4EE R, AVER IR R — RYH IR BB R o
W ENEE IR EEFRAR AALE T AL, NA)EE . TR B AR E — Ol I TR E ) A AR (R
FEH IR P AR R) KT -
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TEZAE IS R ABEEFEARA, CAF MEE(LHRAFEERE)CAEIETKE. SERELES
BE S AEATISAT ) T T2 I FRAE S SIFIR R[5 [6]. AT TE T S iE A B 24 Rt L, B 5 B8 AL T
XFEG, B OGEI ABAE R R R T A S R b B — R B TP B IR B AR JIRAE, MARE S RIEGE
MR85 DI IR SR 2Rt el 2R 1 1 i AL e[ 7]

AR ST AREE - MBS RN K OIME. &, AU ULNATEE 4258 F 2 A R DUE
BRI E R S, — RN BRI CAF M8 24 B EHE) SRR W AR =%,
U RE 55 4R R 7 R s e 5 G 5 SR A AR P D B AE P A5 R S 55, 2 bR T VA 52 g )
TR 1A B O R IR AN EE AT FOa A . o, HERVE 7 R AT 2 T A o, S5 A B ARE
FRIREAHKNZHABMNN TG, WHE S aNEE R TG 5 RAEEEHIR 73 BIVF 40 brE GRA (Grammatical
Range & Accuracy)H, FHICHEIRANNI A «Zx&fd A s m) s e R 2 7)X(6 4) 7 M “HEIME R 4], H
53 ) PR AR 1 A T SRR R % (B 437
https://www.chinaielts.org/quide/band_descriptors_writing.shtml [8]. S 1F /v Hhik F A5 B sk,
B LA IR T b2 IR B A AR AL e etk . RIF. AERIELIfE, TIRAMKT 245
YRR X AT25 MEPE R TAL,  BEAS 20T 20 B SR 1 B BUEAT 55 SO BTN N e, S TR
SRR BT RRR GBS B 0), FAEARFEES R BEE AN B HEITSEER,
WU RIS TR R B . R, AT B e B Ak B FE S AR 2 IR AR AR ML SO B
TN LSRRI,

2z b, AREIWE T AR EIE S50 MS (Mindset) iR FE N AN #0#YE (Level-1: #14%, 4.5~5.5
5r: Level-2: W4, 55~6.5 73 NHFFIRT G, Jr AICER 5 AR AE 0 N0 AR AR SC (B8R 55 1 AT 5%
2N HE, R —iEA)EHTES L2SCA (L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer) [9]3E/T /047, B 1E RS L HA]
G B ANESE S PUEH SRR S R I S TR B A e bs, AT UR BEXT LU FIAR G I 18 . AHFF
FRVENAET: —7 AT DL R G R)75 52 A4 FEAE DG FUAE T B 5 1 X — 252D Sy s (1 B % SIEIE
WE; 7] DOV S AR BN T2 ESP 20 5 AG R0t 5 v TR I B AR BUAT 55 S R B 0T
TF B HE, HAREBA B FYRb R TS 5 5 442 75 T R S 7 VP o b A Bt B AE =
S [B] FRIASER 25 1

2. Xakszd
2.1. L2SCA 568 B EXIEHF

TABANEE 44 T 85 (L2SCA) S H B A7 SR M 37 K A Rl N BRI B T B R R SO AR A
e FE TR AR [10] 0 BbAr A ERAErh, AVESE R FE R O AT EFRARIL A 14 T, % 1 JBIR TiX 14 Tifehs
FRY HR ST AL RN R R A e X [10] [11]

W7 1 PR, L2SCA HaNEE R FEHT R BN, 2HA: 1) &2 Had i
KESE@IE N B8], T 8A0); 2) A FEREC(MISHAZIE): 3) WEXRERE(T $A.
FRT AL NETH. ML) 4) JEFIERE(ERLTNE. AR ShatE. Bl i
PEIRFIFERNG) T b, A2 LLER); 5) RRERIEEsH (BRGWENE. Zhidsil. M), T A7
Z ),

2.2. EXWR

BREBEAREON i IR IR F R IIME . AUE LKHIRB AR S SR B AR A A SR C A EZ A A
BEWIESE .t Wolfe-Quintero, K., Inagaki, S., & Kim, H.-Y [12]&¥ C/T, DCIT Fl DC/C f& 1 sk
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AR AR R IR B B A, T BBR, AL, ANVERKEERIE . L A 4 E R S
T RAETUIERF(9]: Biber et al A RRTEX 405K — i i 35 A7 Jr T, JELIE AL A i FIE N A L 2 2
S IOAERRIL]. AR, I 24 S (R e U TIRE S O 598 5 A B3R —
VR, PR L  K HL s k(2] (3] [4] [12]-

Table 1. Fourteen key indices of syntactic complexity by L2SCA

%% 1. L2SCA FaEE 2 E 14 Ttk #R

Mg RXIE KA H SRR B A e X
MLC S A1 K- BF
(mean length of clause) NPT
. MLS S L
i AT (mean length of sentence) AT
MLT S L
(mean length of T-unit) T AL
ATRRE CIs AN
(ML) (clauses per sentence) (AP FREE)
cIT ANEYIT AT LA
(clauses per T-unit) (A T 8 o i F A S i)
CTIT SR T ST S LEAE
MR (complex T-units per T-unit) (R T HBiep 228 T 86 K0 )
MNBTHREAR) DC/C MEF AN E
(dependent clauses per clause) (BN NE T F %)
DC/T MIETFHIT B L
(dependent clauses per T-unit) (A T BN E F R EE)
CP/C FHHVRTE/N
(coordinate phrases per clause) (AN H A B )
HINRHRE CPIT HEFVIEIEIT B fr 2R
(5144 7 2 (coordinate phrases per T-unit) (A T S BEr R S A )
/S T Bfr/sp s b
(T-units per sentence) (AN T 2 fr )
CN/C HARA AV RE/ N A LA
(complex nominals per clause) (FFAN /N R 5 2R 44 1] IR A T )
s A T A CNIT AR ARV RLEIT AL

(complex nominals per clause)

VPIT
(verb phrases per T-unit

(A T ML o 1 5 2 4 4

AT B LhR
(AN T B th g A R )

At AR S ARSI AVE R A SN 5, Bl R ¢ [ 2 ) 3 I S RLE 7 (WECCL,
Written English Corpus of Chinese Learners)F 3553 ja SCE IR 04T, PAX 4. e H [E 9 FrK2em) i
VEZFER IS IRHE R E R AT B bR, &R E. TS AKCE ) B/ E $8 PRk, MLC.
MLS. MLT. CN/C. CN/T. CP/T J CPIC B AR [2]. JRKAET X LHHRIREAFTE SR NER RS
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W R R BT . FIN, SR KB, MLS. MLT. C/T. DC/T, CN/C. CN/T. CP/C.
CPIT fAERA Guit == U= A S . (HRGEEIZ ATt A 2, Hh 2z —t & A 51k
RS- G HOR) Had T2 4% U IRATTAT DLHEBT SAREAE 55 b A 2 KRS 2, PR <2 M 5510 7L
FCR S BE o T AR SCRIE T8 (R S AR dr RSN T AR SRR 5% 1. 2 I a2t v, SRES
R EEAR R, Wik, SENK. SEFEEMRZNRZHL, BEAREG], FikERERTR
FEARRNE, S PG AR TS, RN, SABAR LIS, AR w i
T BRSO VA B R B I R FE R RN T ANEE R B SE E R 1K TR B ELE)
K F. Wi Gyllstad et al. W 7L BT AR T = MR R —B S S22 O, vE. BAR) R € ic AU G0 E
PRI SCE, LAREAENE S e /KPS =D)L 2 BEAR PR (T ALK EE . WAL, J& MLC)Z [l 5%
R[13]. EFERIL, ZWiEbs 5ARNE 5 R Z YK OB &M G R, RN — 2 k3, MLC.
MLT. KMARE SRR FES I EZEAI . Hi—kii, Lahuerta Martinez B 72U 5 A 58 5
ARk FE N RS Ve R A BRATATER T, Wi 98 4 HIRZLE 5 /KA 90 44 Hh GKSF I Ta BE I 2
A BT B BRSO SR AV A FET 9T, e R IAE VS K 4B AR R (MLS. R At 3 E AR R E R A) Lt
CIS. DCIC. J CPIC), "k A A fl 8 Lh 2 2 AN T A T _E 43R A3 G ih 2 X B 4 [14]
gt AL, Kuiken and Vedder LA C/T. DCIC. MJE. F41. 4B =108 245 Nigks, ME T 94
LR EYE R AW A BRI I, )8 A2 & BL BT /K P)ECHE 24 555 /1K1
KER, MERMEKAEEVECH IR 6] 5 WAL [15]. [N, EARNTRFATaT S, B A A
L2SCA J Coh-metrix 73BT Ff— 158 5t (B 30 1 25 22) =M [F)1E 5 /K (CEFR: ALA2/BL) 14
BORSCAESCUKI: MLS Hl MLT 7] LA RLIX 73 =R [FiE 5 K F, HAEMJEJZIE CT/T. DC/IC. J CIT
W B AE X bR, UHAEX 2 AL 5 BL E4. ArfafRtsd, CNIT IEX A ARG S K FEH PR
N —8. fERITHIWEFTH, 2021 4 Barrot £l Agdeppa {8 L2SCA 737 7« W PH i85 5] 3 [ bris
BH” (ICNALE)H ) 5000 j 3% L E CAF Ml E k2 MR X 7 4 P IREKF- 948 S 1EE 1E 5 fe
AR AT 12 A R, MLS. MLT. MLC /2 CN/C. CN/T X JLIFEARAEH 2UX 4015 5 AE 1K
PR, WA R PIEAESZ MLS. MLT. C/T. DC/T. CN/T. CP/C }% CPIT A1 & FEAH%[7].

gr b, BRI BRI, — J5 TN AN SR R0 R s itid it 1 8 2 2% (1 Khushik and Huhta
MRS, RSk, KA RERRREARIE SR ER B GHEZES, F#il& CEFR fx
HER R A2 5 BL[15]); 55— 7T, WNEIRETF 7 A B0 T AW A TR = S LB i
FEUHESBAE SR A M 8t s AT 70 AR S AR AT 3 1k (A B TS N TR L, RS AR SRR
fE FELE SRR PRI T E R 5E)

3. ARAZE MRAR. RBEBAH

I E BRI ARG = i3 L2SCA 1 J5 R A I 40 BT 38 06 6] 7 G5 A P B A A A
Wi 7E 0.830 5 1.000 2 J8], HASEH:R(0.834 £ 1.000) [10], HIHrasnifs . R4 bl Hifh 2 44 2
# 1115 #2 (Polio and Yoon, 2018) [16].

FTWERH B, BF 7 X B Ao B UL A DU 4H: 55— A R TR i /AT 55 2 %o L
NP A ) A AR SC 2 KPS = AUAB R EAE ARG TS L b SN B
FHIF A AT 45 15T E . B A i ARk e, %G, DU4LEdE T L2SCA B4 S A% R 2R S (BT 555y
BKEH T HRYE LS HevE 8T, DR H IOTE T B R I AN R KO 22 A 7092 24 B 8 A 1 S /) 5
JEFF R HIR, TEMM SRS R RISE S KV R FER G AT, 2l aEE ARSI 4 MRS
SR(R)TFEAEE” A ME—HUE TR RO, T SPSS. 24 TR B 1 R /R 5% R
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B, AR [ AP L RS20 BE IR AE FE 1) 2 15 B Gevt 2500k, A1 0K P AN ) S A d il (1155 2) v« IF
PIRRE” 5 “WNBRIRE” 2RISR

ARG T GO FAHE BRI O MS BREE T I ZEEPE A A (W12 level-1: 5 A5 4L level-2: 6
N, SR K HAZE O NS PR 2 o« BE e A I S AR R AL A 3. BARESS
M Z% MS #UEWNE, H—HXE(AFB EAES 2 H oy “AREREGMZBE? 7 (WH): “LT
PErRROZ IR ? 7 (h2). 28 4N LR HAESS 28 H O “ AR B NIZMZIm? 7 . H=
IR LA Al A 55 1) H O AR “ SRR AR (RIZ0) A “ IR A s Bl b (R 2
S DY AT e (R R i REAE 55 18 H AL 98 [ =M B b A A IO L

4, BIESITER
4.1. L2SCA iR 5178
nFz 2 frow, MARME ML 2 ERERRMN S, FRKTH 14 Biigbs i E Tog etz .

Table 2. Comparison of syntactic complexity of Task 2
2. 1% 2 AEEREXE

AFMREFEE 2 HRE S FE% 2 BRE
= giES =07
Level-1:#]2% Level-2: 5% Level-1:#]2% Level-2:41%%

MLS 21.4783 35.6207 27.6250 35.2069
W RAKE MLT 19.7600 29.5143 25.2571 29.1714
MLC 10.51106 13.2436 13.8125 15.0147

a\?@%fgf c/s 2.0435 2.6879 2.0000 2.3448
cIT 1.8800 2.2286 1.8286 1.9424

R 2 CTIT 0.5000 0.6571 0.6571 0.5714
(WET ) DC/C 0.3404 0.5000 0.4375 0.4559
DC/T 0.6400 1.1143 0.8000 0.8857

CP/C 0.1383 0.2564 0.3906 0.3253

( %gggﬁg 5 CPIT 0.2600 0.5714 0.7143 0.6286
T/S 1.0870 1.2069 1.0983 1.2069

CN/C 1.3404 1.6923 1.1562 1.2647

TR LB CN/T 2.5200 3.7714 2.1143 2.4571
VPIT 2.7000 3.1429 2.8857 2.6286

HARTE, /8 “f waQms” g, Pgukeriia s T SO KA (MLS, MLT) S & T4 2%
(PRI ZT 3% 10 AL L AR L), (HAVA)P IR BE (B IR 28 TR ) ZEA R (L)
3ANHIRE). BRI TRIRET S, S HIR I RA BOR (ZE1E L) 0.6). BRI, ET AR,
JEHE T AR I A7 B E AR e —, FATA B hENHERAESS 2 BIRE SR S5H)
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KAEBRKER, HET T BOE L —A T BAEFE )7 RIS T a Bk m[17], RAITBE
PR, PR AR RERE P MK ) T BT, 4 e B 45 4 B2 2 M AR A e

2, 15 “MIBSEIE” i, “/NIT BALLER” (CM) K& “EFH)Im Ak (DC/T)
PRI 22 SR (ZEAAAE 0.5 A2 A7), 10 59 PRI 22 S5 U AN B R o et LU 2 SR — e R B4R 7 s — 2 7E “ A
JBEE” b, WIEME KM ES T RO SRBRAE T B EEEE WA T, PR &
B R A LS AR S AR /N B (C) B FHI%E (DC)RIRE M T EAE, ARl T A7)
HEAREIAEE . Bt FEPIERE” T, =BHEHR(CP/IC. CPIT. T/IS)ZEFIIAH B(ZEAE 0.3 /£
F)o FeJE, B CHFEMEIESNT ME, SIS BT ZRERORRE B 34T AL
7 (CNIT), ZMHZ) 1.2; “FAFIE/T B R 5 “BRAFHEET BAHER” ZEMHI(4 0.4).
B CN/T XL LTRSS T fEREESEY, mAKCPES il RG22 58 2 M f Fl 5 % 2w X — (5
BB EROR S AR SEE SO RHE BB ik 77 50, PO BtV el RS ST TR R 54
BEZRMEK R FEN, RITERE R BR A, HE R S KA 5 1] R 75 B IA A LUK PR & =
B AR, T TG BE K B Ry, (R A Rl — DA

FHFIT R R AT45 2 2R B R AR LI I BN 2 RE IS R 106 AE 14 T RR, 5 AR
X e EE SARBLR A, 10 TidE AR XS LA ERE R B K = TGRS . Bk, FgoK
sl ALK R M =R AR(MLS MLT & MLC)Y T4, Jt L« A P K 7 iX —I5(MLS),
FHZEL) 7 AR, BRI REUE T ESCHR R a) . T B0 KB Fr e i B A S R B 200 “A)
FHEIE” (CIS)IZAE L “ASF i 2644 BIRERAEZE /N2 0.3), HAR=AYEE ] 6 TR HR C/T.
DC/C. DC/T. T/S. CN/C. CN/T XfLL&iit 5 “Almamil” 4 FARBI(HFHE > VIZE). XLEAHL
(RO EL &S R ESCHTIR, FEARR T Bhr, 10 BARAETERE NS 1A 5%, B CAZRAT T4 28 dy #E
B HATEAR, X 4 Fhvagvkgh b s 7R S 1R Ve X A7 A 2R B A B K, AT AT 6 72 [X 4 e A
1155 2 SAEPARFNE 5 KP T AVER 2% 8 2 5 I B FR b o

SRTMIAR R )5, A 5 DHER VI LK EZER = T R JOKE:  “ABEIREE” ) “E4 T HAL
IT BALEEER” o “HRFIFRE” Ji “HFRAEI/NILLE” (CPIC)FI “IHFNFLE/T BALLLA” (CPIT);
R ERIESEH R “ShiRAEIET PAAIEE R (VPIT). hiX JLITE brxt e s ki, (3R RE
PR S AR R EH G, XM IR EAT: BEAKCPHEREE B IR SR, SAESEH
HHNE R R D, 1] BB F AU and ") 41 A3k 5 1B 4, G s AT AR SR A — DR R

EAARAIERES 14 THaAr T 1 M. T4 b R A R R, G L R A8 2 IR
F 1 PP B AR B BRSOk R AE R AEAR AL . INAE AN R EERTEL T, TR SR
F 1 KB 4 . “MNJBEZE” i CTIT. DCIC J “IEHIEE” Hif) CPIC. CPIT. T M\JE4ERE
) DCIT, RAVIZUKCFREMRT 1, PRENN 1.1143. W “HFE@E” Froxttt, Bk 5 Tifabs
EHAEAERT 1o I, XTLIIEAR AN OE — 2 R Lt VUi 7 A b S 1 ik ) B T B 3R,
SHMET b, WETFR) FRPIE R R A A, JodL “IRBIE I RIS I8 A G
[1¥E#R(CP/IC. CP/T)FIMJE F ) (DC/C)iX —WUH AR, —EfRRE bRt T A X M SEE &
[EVARCE R

%3 IR T A EE F Re SRR SRR 1 Ak S 2 BT8R .

Nk 3 fw, i “AEGE” TS 1 AER R EIRPR I S, 4G et H (13 1) £ I H
5115 2 MRS R ARFRE LG Em TYIRE. BAmE, “@HasKE” x5 Es 2 m
PSS R—8: g MLS. MLT [P35 48 0 S I B (B 4% MLS BRI i 20 9 A Al %)),
B MLC F BRI BE A K (20 1.5 Hial %), X 5“7 TAESS 1 58 A% BEXT LG 1 25 SR 2 m FEAR LA (i
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Wb MLC 2257 LT AT L) o EAORRALLR VF RT DL B S5 A RAT: 55 v S AR B 5038, 491 i A 25
THROEREE, X IR SRR T ANE R IR AN B AR . BT AR TR SR L as R A 2
PeilE:  “RITRRE” « CNRERE” . “RPERIRSHN” = REEERIXT LSS Rt 5(E5% 2 KXt —
BARRRE L, |t > WR), H “HFERE” CIS)H, TwSEmEREHE, WHZERMIMES
2 —fREONYIE, ZEEYI) 05 .

Table 3. Comparison of syntactic complexity of Task 1
3. % 1 AEEREX

REGE TS 1 S&E RGBS 1 BRE
= giES 07N
Level-1:%]2% Level-2:5p%% Level-1:%]2% Level-2: 512K
MLS 23.1190 31.7586 18.7619 26.1026
WA K MLT 21.5778 29.7097 18.3256 23.1364
MLC 12.2911 13.7463 13.3559 13.3947
a?—iffg CIsS 1.8810 2.3103 1.4048 1.9487
cIT 1.7556 2.1613 1.3272 1.7273
R 2 CTIT 0.5111 0.7419 0.2791 0.5455
WEFHREAR)  poc 0.3671 0.5224 0.2542 0.4211
DC/T 0.6444 1.1290 0.3488 0.7273
CPIC 0.0633 0.3881 0.2712 0.3947
( %gggﬁg ) CPIT 0.1111 0.8387 0.3721 0.6818
TIS 1.0714 1.0690 1.0238 1.1282
CN/C 1.4430 1.9104 1.7458 2.0132
BB EIESEH CNIT 2.5333 4.1290 2.3953 3.4773
VPIT 2.0444 2.5484 1.6977 2.0000

AARFBIIIE, ANEERERR T MAERALT 23] T SIS ESR MW, fluE “HHE
JRPE” W, SCAERMEE S MR B CPIC 5 CPIT o m ¥l E (R E 5 5N
0.1 1 0.3), X—£5R 5155 2 Xt b g A . Rk, FRATAT CAHERT R 5 /EE 45 1 A it s 4 & (ln
RS R GRS BB R)IE R TR Sk P A BAER AR 3G 2 . e “ARaE” F, =5
TR AP REAFRRE S TYIRE. &5, SEEREESET 1S, A2 Ibabxs g L LF
54555 2 X ELEE S —5: CT/T. DC/C. CP/C. CP/T WUIi, EKitam@EHIE, ELRMEMALT 1, mmE
—ET L MEEE ARG FH DCIT (1.1290). Fik, fEMANKT AR R SIEES 1 £BH,
M T4) 5 354158 15 A8 R ALL - AN an HoAth 2 2% Rk 5 A 7895

4.2. BREMEXR BB S

LT, AU RSUNEERT, MRBIBNE . & 4 R TS 2 %M T & IHERAH
B FR) B R b AH % R s
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Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficient: Task 2

® 4 RRBEXRY: E£52

WEEHRE HIIERE femEa Y
L s TEME HEEE AEE R TEME HFE G

BERIAT LIES i3 g % LIES % LIES % % % g %
0.692 0.766 0.739 0.776 -1.00 -0998  -0951 0999 0712 ~0.472 -0.911 -0.804

WMHRORE 0514 p-04s p=0470 p-0434 p=0018 p=0041 p=0200 p=0032 p=0436 p=0687 p=0270 p=0405
-0671  -0.806  —0.911 0.833 -1.00 -0.928 ~0.951 ~0.999

ARERE p=0531 p=0403 p=0271 p=0373 p=0018 p=0243 p=0200 p=0029
0.692 0528 0.994 0.833

SHFVBARE o o o o p=0514 p=0646 p=0071 p=0373

T REEGUR)

B, MTRIEMRSIEES T, REES 2 “ARREGE” b, Y1950 PR FAkE 25 i
KRR 5 CIRPIE AR A RIS FE UM DS (AH 28 R 40531 9—-1.000, p =0.018 < 0.05; —0.998,
p = 0.041 < 0.05), AHEGiH¥m L. ik, £52 “ARGE” F, WIFKPELER “NBERE” 5
R AEIRLEH B R, REN-1.000 (p = 0.018 < 0.05), E&GiTEE N, MHgKE T
[FRE BT P AR SR AN B 45 27 2 X (—0.928, p = 0.243 > 0.05). F, 78 “MHEGE” &, $hgiKF
AP BA G225 R FE ARG, 2 2 “ i b SRR FE 7 5 IR F1 B 2R BE” (FH 5% R 8005-0.999,
p=0.032<0.05)f “MNEBERE” 5 “FremiBsa” (R%~-0.999, p=0.029<0.05), ALK
AR A A A Gt A L(-0.951, p =0.200 > 0.05).

WAESS LTS (WA 5), Geih o Bk B R B R 44 A N I AR KPR 3L [R) B vt SUIAR K
I, Frafexd, A “MEGE” TR “abKE” 5 “RERE M2 B&50
O E A SE (2% R %0N-0.999, p =0.033 < 0.05). H A R AH L LGt 2 X (p > 0.05).

Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficient: Task 1

®5 RRBEXRYE: 51

MRERE HEERE Rsesanai
LS i KNG Lo A TR A N A
EERAKT % i Ik HE Tk HE Tk HE % i % i
0.682 0.683 0578 0741 -0.996 -0.823 -0.999 -0.985 -0.190 0136 0.490 0.302
WHMEERE  _053 p=052 p=0607 p=0468 p=0057 p=0385 p=0033 p=0111 p=0878 p=0913 p=0674 p=0.805
-0.613 -0.977 -0.619 -0.846 -0.848 0631 -0.427 -0.416
ARERE p=0580 p=0137 p=0575 p=0358 p=035 p=0565 p=0719 p=0.727
0101 0.451 -0445 0132
IAIRIRIE T T T T p=0935 p=0705 p=0706 p=0916

E: BEMECUR)
5. &hig

AT B AL D) L2SCA K & SRR ARG 2B TR EEXT UHE RS S AR R AT kP E M ZoK-F 224
FEEF RE I IRAL, Rt B R MUKT 22 ARG K MR S R RRERARE 5 K
R FRIE R BB R R, ARSRAN R G 70 SRR R IR I GE T 2 R

A FURIEZ S N =T 1) AR SRR R R 2 R LA AR T =, H 5, ok dmi
TEOLRAESS SR, L2SCA AEEZRZM 5 Kp 3K, “Hi K" W =T rxT o oK HEA R
FEEE S T HIGOK A, S PR A K (MLS) M) T S K (MLT), IXUESE 1 4 K R X A
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A S 5 KPR R 24 R AR AR X — A S HUF A . LR, AR ARIAE “/MAJ LR o “ M
JESERE” J “RH)TEMEES =AY, HEAREA T 840, M), BRAEMENS X E T AT
FE AT SR (R AR I AN (R R v I, i CAFRATT A 22 P 0 DU o) 2 B 7 7 0 R 5 A vt v ke )
SREMREIE R, HA e X VIR L H KPR EEE SR INEERE, FiR, TRFFES
Kokt 4 Witk “ WBEZE” ) CT/T. DCIC, “IFFIE I il CP/IC Al CPIT/N T 1,
E— R FVF U AL SRR AN L T s, B T AL, BT IEFIRE A
A AT Sy, oIt “FRFIE R E” RIS HFI R 5 A R BT AR(CPIC. CPIT)EL A HHAK, #ilaifT:
% LRI A TR ZRA )y 0.0633, —EFEE R T HE R 2% AR AR IR e Y 5 AR RE T A A2
2) WXL ZER W, Wk, CMEmE” KT, CIRFIERET M IUERR “ I RN
EbZe” (CPIC)A “FEFIAIEIT FRALELZR” (CPIT)AE MM S AEAT 55 o b BONAH R (R 5% 2 WIRAE > h)
s 1% 1 HHE < WIGME), PRIEnT DLHENT S /BT 4 ZR 5 R E T R 5] R AP R R
RAKIFEI. 3) BRI RE TS, BG5S = BRI AN REA:  “Hirih
KE” 5 “IPERE" ;. “NBERE” 5 “G) 74055557 AR EBEEAMEX, p<0.05), {HH
6] () 2R B3 OC R A Fridt— P AL .

6. #¥ R TRMRE

i ESCHTE s XEMREFURIL, AR USRI BL N EE R R H Y, TR A MLS A1 MLT A
KR /ANT 1) 4 Titeds, (CT/T. DC/C. CPIC. CPIT)HIXTLL, B i imid #2:, &b hn
P R R NAPRRIER M, FFSRBR A aik A 21X —HeE bR, EiRIRFR
WO HUTIR Y T HEERR OB BRI 2R b BRI bndE. JLk,  “IFPIRIE” FEMFMES T
AFEFIABIRBONE GRS, RIEA R ZAERIEFIRIEA RS FRAL. AER AL BIFRE
SE N IE X LE RS A K B A R B S AL 5 AT, DO BB O S st ), “Hii R 5 O
PIRRIE” A “ WIREIRIL” 5 “A) T 57 B REA 178 725 (p < 0.05) A BEHUT7E
ST P AR 73 FA I, ST B SR FH SR AN [ R BE RO 2808, BLitk— B A R

AT FEI) PR ) 32 A T 32 SERR A SR AR IR G . SR AR SRS AR ND AR Je 58 B S I BB, FEA
B/, BRI A R, W R BRI A 4, JUHAESS 1 BIRAESC, REe™ thm BERESS
PERSA L. UG AW FORITTA B S HER N B L (HAT SN SRS BE R R 5 e
R GANERIREENSE. Hik, AU EENX S Mg, TRHMEBAME SeiEiE
FREIIICHR AV ERE R 2R I OCH T AR, RN SRV R R E B, DItE WS MS ey
ZORTERE . ESP GIFREHZZFESF

B
TR AR 7 25 SRR F 0 A S0 0
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