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Abstract

Dependency distance (DD), a quantitative index of syntactic complexity, has been widely applied in
cross-linguistic and cross-genre comparative research. However, analyses within a single genre re-
main scarce, particularly with respect to how dependency distance varies across topics and content
types in English news. Drawing on the News Discourse corpus compiled by Choubey (2020), this
study conducts dependency parsing using spaCy in Python and compares normalized dependency
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distance (NDD) across four news topics (politics, business, disaster, and crime) and multiple con-
tent types (e.g., event, background, evaluation, and rumor). The results show that sentences in busi-
ness and political news display greater variation in NDD, whereas sentences in crime and disaster
news exhibit relatively smaller differences in NDD. In addition, sentences describing the main event
and future outlook yield the highest NDD values, while rumor sentences yield the lowest. By apply-
ing dependency distance to an intra-genre analysis of news discourse, this study helps fill a gap in
the literature and suggests that NDD may serve as a useful quantitative proxy for estimating memory
demands in news translation, with implications for translation practice and pedagogy.

Keywords

Normalized Dependency Distance, News Topics, Content Types

Copyright © 2026 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 5|8

EREWT T, kB2 1) 55 R TERE L, KRR R B A T EEE R Fa bR, AT HERT 3
ECRdR iR =um e sl ORTRU VAR i D < e o5 = e o Y I = 1] 19 TN ( N e 2 = 5 I - 8 S
o SR, FHEEMICAZ A AR R R R, 185 ANE YA OC . 48] T I ARAF B0 B 3G K,
PEH TR EAE TR R e 2 MR G I AE R R, FEOLC A INE . Ik, 5 EZ @R e A
FED), AURIRNCIRbR AR08, FNEGEH, TRl R RAAEM, R iR 1042 S i B N 3R .

WA BE B FR b o T3 PR it T B AV E R AR IHNE R, HA FIKAFFE 25 (Mean Dependency Dis-
tance, MDD) e 25U B A1) 00 RAE TARICAZIN T e B RE RS o FEARAT B bk, B AT R e %
eI 2 A B, KA B BRI A1) - (102 B gy AR ERAIG RV OC TR AE B B8 A5 05 5 FIES R 3 L
BOA— SRR, (HER [ — A S o ae v 2= 5 It A B AN 2 o NS RS SCAR R A
Bl 16 P00 LB R AR b rT REAB B 12 Aer s g, E— DI SR — A A AN [R] 32 R R A AN [F] P 2
KA ) 2 8] AR AR B 2 e, A B T Tt B 3 ae A o R L5550 4 T e 3 0T K AR i 12 A

WriEAE A — P E A MR BRI AR E S5 M AR, AR B RGEA R 8, WA [\ 32 88 5% AR I AN
BRMEEAR BHLT AMANELE M E AR E EZR . FT I, ACLUHrEE R A i R, =R
WANE EBAENEEa . w95 SR LA RN B SRR CEA: . AT . UaTE s, P . A&
PR AR SRS I A FAE P IMAR IR B B 22 e, FF it — PRI IX 8 72 S o B 1R A2 A s IR AE 3 7 o

2. XHERER
2.1. IkGFIEEIRFRNA A

A7 7E 25 (Dependency Distance)E N AJEE 44 I e br, | 12 M T OEIE S S AR B #0E5
o, FRATRAL &) 7N T ARIAE S FE . Liu (2008)32 H - K A7 B B (MDD) J7 i, 1L #5155 LB R
TARAE IR B B /M B A, R HE S KRG M TR KEEB KRR, DR AFE[ 1] B h
(DA I ) AR A BE S N S0 T BT A B, STUERFFE R B, MR F I B R AR BE K, 35
AR LRI GO 2], PR A IRNEGE T OX — R, B AR AR AR B R B S A2 A
fof PR G AR BIE 13X — MU, A8 B A% BRAH ) A A% B B B s A2 i [3]. A PO A Fi B,

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.141064 492 PARE S


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.141064
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Tk

AT BE B i MBS A T R IR WLE, UMK R R AAFE[4]. X FURY], A7
BAMLAE S BALAE A B B FRRFAE, ROy THETE 0 L5 8R0S 3h b i A R 2R R it T — A>T
BRI MY

2.2. KEFEEREFRNEFESEFHER

WAFEE S AMNAETE SRR Z G IAR[S], EREE. BEdEERRmENREEZR. CHIR
RIL, AR SIS B ESCAR T AR DU ERAF IR EAEZ SR [6], JoHAR, KA E R
AR I 2SI, X BB R P RO 7] BAh, BHRESEIE SOARRS, JRIE AR [H]
F10 22 St Sk 2 S MR A7 RS 19 20 A1 8]

HAT, AAFEE B4R b 2R T 5 A 8k 1 LU 98, ELRE [R] — 44 8 A 35 RO R N AR I 1 S AN 2
Tsiplakou & Floros (2013)f5 Hi, 4 SCA a7 Bt 42 BEAR S HE4T Rl o3& —Fhod TARERS 10 5, XFilliEs 2 2.
R ST A P B FR 3 5 R DA B BRI R AR 9] Mar Z5(2021: p. 733)iAA, AU SCASAR RS T B 14
A, HEZGPACALNBAR[10]. OB F 2RISR I M SR W CA IR BDE BR SR 78 A I i 9
S Eb A S ST RIS LA 1A) S0 AR 1] XS S s e RIAE S R — 4k, CUBTIE AR, 76
ANTR] BT, B [ SOA RS AN R A A R B 5 (A, HARAE R B AR T REAFAE R

23. HEERTHKEESER

TEBT EARE 5L, Van Dijk (1986: pp. 84-88)$2 H# 8] 72 M 45 #4(Schematic Structure) [12], HFRHT
5 ) 768 45 74 (Super structure) 8% 8 B K% /5 (schema) [13], 16 E 4 € HITEBE K 2%, EFEMEZE(Summary).
HHAF(Main Events). F{450(Consequence). 18 (Comment). JJj %21 5t(History). 247l 5t (context)ZE A
A N AR, B A AR SR AAN (A E 40 AR B O A e T (R AR B e T S 3 W AR R ) o 8 454 ] T 1
SEIG IR, AT ARG EHE 5 DN S AR IR YD) . 2R (WIIEIRAS I 2 A) |
R AL B PPN AL Z(Z5 1) [14]. Choubey 25(2020)%} Van Dijk #JE 4G ST T —LL4HL 1
B, AN T AL E X — B A(D2), HASX 2 25 32 R 1R [ S S A A R B A M) AT,
T News Discourse &K}, F£7E Van Dijk PRSI 3E A F3b4T 187 10 & R BL AR, K8 IR SCE ) f)
TN\ FINERA, JEIR 1 RURHT M ) 1 S [F] A A2 2R Y157

3. fRE
3.1. ARG

AT T LB AR A, LR JE T AN [E] A 5 R N RSB ) TR B S TR AR AA B B AP AE v A 2
o B, AHE TSR B2 DR A )

(1) AEES@EE Fl T JOTE)TEATHT ) F) 1 (bR A A R B o 0 A0 22 57 2

(2) AFEINEFRRCEM AT S AETE s R VPSR IR BT E A BIAREAGRAE EE B A ]
Gy A ZE 2
3.2. CAERE

AL B RLK H News Discourse FryETEHZE(Choubey et al., 2020), #id: — KEEAR( (A LH)
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Table 1. Sources of the News Discourse annotated corpus
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Figure 1. NDD values of news texts across different topics
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Table 2. Mean NDD of four news categories across three newspapers
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4.2. FRIAEXBKTFIER

WA SRR, ARHHANE A A Y I A 7 AR AL A7 B B A7 AE 235 72 37 (F(6, 10,297) = 62.55, p <
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Figure 2. Mean NDD of four news categories across different newspapers
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