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Abstract

To explore the discrepancies between human and Al academic writing, this study constructs a par-
allel corpus and extracts multi-dimensional quantitative metrics, and adopts the random forest al-
gorithm to compare English abstracts written by human scholars and large language models. The re-
sults reveal that although large language models can reproduce macro textual coherence, they adopt
biased micro-pragmatic strategies: they tend to overuse sophisticated vocabulary and employ extreme
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sentence structures featuring excessive embedding or flat syntax to artificially simulate an academic
tone, and fail to balance textual information naturally as human writers do. This study verifies that
deep syntactic and lexical features can distinguish human-written abstracts from Al-generated ones,
and provides empirical evidence for uncovering the generation mechanism of large language mod-
els and improving the discrimination of machine-produced texts.
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1. 5|18

AR, KU B R AE [ ARVE A BT T SR, T RE R M B S LR
KL, T DeepSeek 2 A7 A A BN PRI (7 T FEBASE HE, 6590 7 FH T2 R 0B 5 1R . 4RTTT
DAV 25 2 U S0 A 70 4 L2242 B0 78 bt AL BE2E 1100 5 2 B 5 4 0 2 P (04 b 22 5 2] 3], Bk
3 S5 R A P T35 R SRAT RO ST A SR TR T T e A P

FEGEI2 ARPEE B RS TF 2 SE T RS R M ST TG B 40 A, TR AL 3% A BRSO A OO0 i 25 2
GELRIH A T REAB I B . FEVE LR 8 3 S HOMELR T, SRV A A A A AR T 5 S A M R 4
i AR AT, RS E WS BRI, RS AR SO S B R SR AN TR
PR EARIA] [5]. SULRIN, V503 50k 2B B0 B B AR 1545 AR AR [6]. TV BF R
S U 0 M T 5 3 LV 3 B 68 SR S B O R 30 43T R 0 DA % AR 7 A 2 AR A
S (P 1 VPSP 5 S AR R

T, AR AT R, LR BRAMEE 3 2 01T G M B A, A ROt Ak
RUFEEE, RGOSRV R T B AR B S AR SRR R AR, IR A BB 2, AT AL
SCAR M2 5 TR AE . FIE B ARAE TS L X 43 BE I 25 2 E T8 5 AL R B B i
HEHNATRZE S, IR ARIGES (FH 5N T8 B SR SR S E S (7).

2. NXHkGRR
2.1. £ Al 5ERKFERTRIEMAR

AR, K BB R IEE S M R B R T T2 k. SRR, WU AR
S IE R RO UR S 7 T R IRSE e, EL A e S R R 7 2L A R IR L5 [8]. Biber 1 Gray [4]
95 2 AR DV A ) TR 5 2 P R B T R TR 5 AT E 3 R e 2 R SO S P ) A
W BRSO A . TR WRR AR R OSB3R EUA S S BRI AR R
KEE9]. AT, EFREARMEIX — B ML LA TR, X AHE— B4R AW SO 38
3 AR T BF A1
22. AFERAESERERMENHETEMR

T 2 B VR T B R R ) L 2 SSAE . Kiyle T Crossley [STHR M, #0755 2 B J ot
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figt A

TAEE WA SN TAREF - McNamara Z5[6] i@ Coh-Metrix RGtEAL T AN JRIH0E T4 SR 2 #E4: .
I /N R 23 U [ 10100 b D 0047 2 () A 4 07 2, R I S 47 52 B A0S N PR R Y 5 IR 4], AR R
A0 ) TRl AT 4 s AR SR [ 11 RE B 7 RS A AR [l B 5 N K [l B R 5 R E, RIS SRR 2
FEVERIAE R R T FARAE 35 22 7 o IR BUHE 50 8 BUA WL 2248 0) 6 5 05 AR b ) 22 S 4t 7 3
il

2.3. ETHLERE SR AKIRFI IR

BB HLES AL OO AE E AR T S, e 268 53 SCARYF SO T R o T35 S O B e 11
ik, {ELRE LARER KRR A B R 2 SCAR12] [13] TEESR, BETCETTARTIANLES 7 21 T3k, Hrh BEHLARAR
T PR e HH T S SRR A B BT 2 BRI (6] AT R [14]AE B AL A, 8 LA A oA
FEA R _E 2R TR T AW T R i I, shZ AR ARG S ITR &R “RB28” SAMNME, X
RFIEZE 5 0B T8 5 SR AR A B SOASRIR SR T Bk A

BT, RFFOAE T D IMEE T A TIPSR L KEHE SR . G RKIEAS DeepSeek At
A OO =T AT IR .

WEFE el i AR B R MR IR PR R B RME 1B 5 e As LR RS R F R b, 2
PR BENLARAMNLES 22 SR, I PP 2 4515 5 AR IR K 70 SR 2R O R I B ZEE HEAT
5 E AR AR A 7 S22 AL a8 1 R R ORF I, AT O N R eI AR 2 RS E R R E
B SEE PR BE SRR . e, ARWTI B AEMR DL LR = A

%, HEA5 DeepSeek KM A MM 5 A AARME, H5ARL AL N R VAR 3% 1R
bR LRI BRI ZE R ?

=, EA5 DeepSeek KM A M 5 A AR NKL ZOUR, EERETES W Sk EE
YESE FIRILH BRI ZE T

B, TS mbriE R R R R BN AR Y, BES A IO iE 5 A P AR R 2
RIABLSCARIAL TR ? WRESTE & A RHEFR bR E L 20 2R i il T E 25Tk ?

3. iR GE
3.1. fREt

AW 5E 53 9 K B Doubao-2.0 Pro. DeepSeek-v4-pro (API fRA)MIZE AT 2E Bk, 8 A EFEAHER
AR R TEE R 2 IR PSR ROy H B T KR XOE T 2R, A U AR SUARE R R, e
SRR AT AR N TR Be I = e B LA 7K o

Table 1. Model parameter configuration

= 1. RESHRE

¥ WHE
Temperature 0.3
Top-p 1
Frequency penalty 0
Presence penalty 0

AW TR T IE R 1 o LU e sttt . BN SRR B & = M0 i, B, hamdE—14
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11 5 A TG TN SR SO 5 KA F R A SO BRI 5 T PATTE R EE . R, FIARRE SCA TR TR
5 EREF AR, #ERRANUER I AVEE IR, ERETIR ST m . &fn, @pa
BRI T —TERHE B —fabr LRI RGVE R F, IR ELRN E A IR MR, DL 2 4T
BRI A R RAET R . (2 APL LR AR, XGOS SHEHT 1 BUE Ik 1, TiiRAARME
AR FEE ST E . RS top-p S BE WA Moslem %5(2023) [15]. Kwok 5(2025) [16].

3.2. BRI MRS EARRE

A TR T PATIE RV S TR 150 TR EREA, i und BLEHER A ST SRS B
RS 1R S0 BRI R TE 5 A B R EE R B 0 LRI . o, R AR L oGRS LA
APENE F 5 N S 5 2 5 A% O AT, BAAfLFE System. Journal of Pragmatics. Journal of English
Linguistics. Cognitive Linguistics P4 /2 Bilingualism: Language and Cognition. A 57 WA HHF1] H 25 B AL Y
10 j SHIERF RSO, it 50 G, HRMREREACE NSREE AR IEERAE. A 7l A N L
BRI SRR BTG e, A NI N SESCHR AR N T 45 ™ R 42 1 7E 2015 4228 2020 SF 2 (8]

Xof HEZL ML &3 52 7 15 R 5 SRIBCHTIE 50 3 A SESCHR bz 5 o S ] £ D e — RSB N T 9T
KX LA T AN AL DeepSeek RFEAY, FEVE T 150 2 250 1] 7 HOE LR, K FREA T
PEoRIA, REIERT ST ST TR RS IR 2.

3.3. ES FHMEREN
3.3.1. AEEHREHEEER

KH TAASSC 2.0 (Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity) 155
FPE SR T, WM RE . ANAIRE . Bhia AR B DA 2 R 8 TN AR -
3.3.2. BRHHES ARG EEER

KH Coh-Metrix 3.0 R&%t, MREET . LPEE R WTEAE R DLACRAR I LA 8 U A 2 R 4 T
B 2R R -

34 HESHSGHIHER

AHIE TR 7 BT 0 5 BT B A U6 5 BE A LARAR 2 R AN

ARG IS, e 12 TE 5 S48 b5 E4T Shapiro-Wilk IEASTER K . &1 075 & 220 A H 7 2
FYERFEAR, K H BN 37 22 53 HT(One-way ANOVA) Iz Tukey HSD 5kl ; AFF G 26 1F a5 K A
Kruskal-Wallis H 2% % Dunn’s £:36. 2 MEKFE N a=0.05

FET IR, HRBEHLARAR =20 2457, Ll 8 T TAASSC f)ikditn 5 4 T Coh-Metrix i R b fF
NEAZR, USCARRIFANRL R B, DeepSeek) NH AL & . MR T3 58 IAIE AVFAZ AL RE
I 72 B H A [FI Y- FEAFAE XS AL T 1 [X 73 TR
4. ZGRETL
4.1. £F TAASSC MAEEREFEER T

FERNERIYESE b, A FAI M TAASSC THARM | 8 ML ARNER L fabr . =4l RA
giit. BEERTTES T R ERAR ALK 2

'nouns_as_modifiers &R HU H TAASSC TR MRS 7 B, Ffi th ME AL H 1 2 BFR i ALAL 325 1 B2 45 53 (Z-score)
FHULZRAE 25 2L AR T B TR O B 0], OB I IE U0, ARZAEx R it 4.
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Table 2. Difference test results of syntactic complexity dimension

2. AREREHEEFRRER

_ . ANEER GHEMN DeepSeek 4 o N Y L T AT
{<} 2 H )|
WhAMetic)  “ppon e owame T W pfE B %t

MLS CP¥fFK)  27.201 25.080 28.737 6334  0.079 0.0023 1kEF  DeepSeck - Hf

MLT (Tf}] T AL 25.663  24.623 27.637 5522 0.070 0.0049 tkEFE  DeepSeek - H AL
K
T ] K DeepSeek - &

MLC (T;?y\/jk 15.424 16.910 13.966 11.923  0.140 <0.001 #H%&EF . DeepSeek -

X

NE, 28 - AE

DeepSeek - &
C_S(HrMA%)  1.829 1.517 2.106 21.777 0229 <0.001 &3  f. DeepSeek -
AL Ba - A

DeepSeek - &
1.724 1.492 2.020 20.739 0220 <0.001 #REZFE  fU. DeepSeek -
ANZE. B4 - A%

C T (T #fr
F W)

o D k-2
VP_T (5 T #.AL35) eepSee

=N -
D 2.394 2.416 2.926 12.104 0.141 <0.001 MEZE H. D}efgfeek
o<
av_nominal deps DeepSeck - §
CF 4R 1.510 1.662 1.571 9476  0.114 <0.001 #HEZH P> -
" i, BA- A%
1740
nouns_as_modifiers

(BIEEMIES 0.456 —-0.354 -0.101 1.358  0.018 02605 AEE LEREVINES

)

MRHEZ 2 gt 3, SR = Z o Ras, BRAIFEZIRENIR (nouns_as modifiers)s, HR 7 1
BEE A FEAR R AE = AT B} A I A AR A Y 2 I 2 TR 22 5

TEF AR S T A K YRR, MLS 5 MLT 283 7S E 2 7K. 281, FEkeinss KRR,
X— R EVETEA2UET DeepSeek A2 5 5 AL AE R ZH 2 [8] 1 R 22 5 (DeepSeek A KINEEE & T2
£y, MR G NR L FKHAZBI LG REER . REAMNMERRRERRE, LikkE
fIE /& DeepSeek, HAE I FRAIBI 5 NREH N FARMEmERE .

SR, IRNENE) 1 N EB IO AL B, B8 4R 1 B S A5 oAk o FEA B/ ) B R 2 iR
i R A MEJE(C_S)s T BALE = H(C_ TV AR T BB 15 (VP_T)FE4s L, DeepSeek 41113
EHEEETARLRASGAUH. LR DeepSeek ) C_S ¥EEF] T 2.106, WEHEH T AKEFK
F-(1.829), FEAJNAIEL(C_S)AML IR 2 O 22 5, HLBTHR 1 HOK I ROR& (fi 72 =0.229), X4
BT XAy AHLAJE S A% L )=

XK FE DeepSeek 7E#EE AR AT, H A F] T4 H 22 J2 A /NGT B 51 /NG B 7] B I 2k a8 B2 2%
WM. S22, SRR DR TARE, HC S1.517)5 C_ T (1.492)H/E =4k
HRAC,  U WHAE A A RSO E 8 | 2 2 AR E

5 /N IR R BB AR T I B AN A2 BN INE) SR S BB B . P38 A BE(MLC) 5~ 35 44 1 14
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W A7 % (av_nominal_deps)fE =20 [B] [RIFEAFFE IR W35 7 Ak . AR A MLC 21E(16.910) % 3% & T A6
L1 (15.424)5 DeepSeek 41(13.966), HIH: av_nominal deps {E(1.662)tH AT & mi/K T X Ui EH A
EARED T BRI ER R, AR R T BN NI RO R, s R A4 R AR AR S
TERLTE 2 EEAT(E 84T . MR, DeepSeek HIT¥FH - MIEE 2 BINA)H, FHF/A NAIIK A
R R E L. ANBEFKANLENIEEC S =1.820)F/NJKE(MLC = 15.424) 453 7 HXT AT RR
A, TR/ N s RSN
4.2. ET Coh-Metrix WiBRAIESAIEMIHEER 5717

AT — D5 NERER TR Coh-Metrix, % ANISCAN B R R3B&ET M. R RS, 17
TCZFENE DL R T M SR g AT T 2 4E 52, ZRMRI LS R W& 3.

Table 3. Difference test results of discourse and vocabulary dimension

3. EREIRALHEEERNRER

- . NRELR  HEHELERR DeepSeek 4 ik B 5 R0 0 5 P
FRbr(Metric) mmn mmE o wwm 0 T8 W oM o
R ISIREIEAT
CRENOI g%ﬁgﬂﬁ 0.709 0.568 0.613 3.957  0.051 0.0212 ERURNE
VR 24 » .
CNCAI (%}b\%@ﬂ I 83.417 79.518 74.696 2.504 0033 00852 LEREFEWHER

s DeepSeek - F£L,
LDMTLD (MTLD 13 N
;ilé) L% 88.661 114.379 132.015 31.668 0.301 <0.001 DeepSeek - A&,
T - ANE

DeepSeek - F.£3.
17.204 20.281 21.318 65.080 0.470 <0.001 DeepSeek - A&,
T - ANE

RDFKGL (Flesch-Kincaid
FEERE)

BRI F, BRRTEMTER, BREEERSIIKCNCAINAEZ A, A =T
FEZHAERHEI A o ih 5 I 2 3 B R 35 2

TEWCEE 7T, LDMTLD $abr 230 H A 35 4 8] 404k, B e AR50 3R B — 20 2 [A147- 76 P P A
REES . KRS T AR R SCATE B e e R Iz v T NSRS B A e, RSO
AL ERML R, SRR g R 2 BRI S5 S R M SR R A MR S A G, G e A EE R
TETTHUA,  RABE R LE A Fsg IR [ T 400 5 5 4 A R AE 8 1) [ ST 0 o

TEABRIETT4ESE, A0i A1) 44 1] H & % (CRFNO) @ I H /- A REAE(F = 3.957, p = 0.0212). HH)EH5%
(Tukey HSD)FK B, & 25 FO 40 1R 22 A A TE T B A R 5 AL KA 2 [Al(p < 0.05), B /A HE & %(0.568)
BEART AN25(0.709); 1M DeepSeek £ i41(0.613) IR NG T N, HAKXRG I EE, XRPATE
FEA AR B, A7 6 SE A B 00 2 B R A Y B A T e R SR 22 R R AR, TR
VB I T B 2RI T AR

SR, A Flesch-Kincaid 7] 3145 (RDFKGLYRE , =HIHERMFEN R ZE KPP 704k, FLB s 2
FHN: DeepSeek A (21.318) > SAAMKLA(20.281) > ANKEFKL(17.204). KA A R ScA T
KEWAZE T FARAT RSB, Hem Tl AR5, AHAESMIE R LRI s AR
MEFE . RS EAR AR ESRKE, X R AN R & A VEHER SR I iy v e S g, HER O TE R
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figt A

HOVE R BT 2%, ST AR L 1 L8 AR 2 2T TR PR M A2 S50 e A o A I 5 R R AE
4.3. BETRENAHFOANFERBEEREEEME D4

AT FIBENLARMAR Y, 3 12 A SCHEE 5 AR AR AT TR IR E E AP (LA 1), DOPREEAIE
X7 N2, EALM DeepSeek SCAM MIDTHkIE . 53R, S THRARNX > AE /1 2RI, XM T AN
A ST SCAS A AN FH SR B AR 5 X ) o

BT 12400 e R 2RI E RIRH 5 STk B HEA T

TRERS (HFEK, SANRSEXE)
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Figure 1. Contribution ranking of academic abstract source discrimination based on 12 core indicators

1. &T 12 MoUERRFE AR ERIEF 2 ST EHHT

TG, SO D T AR o R X AN Sy I i Do FE bR . B R, SR W B
(RDFKGL, 25.22%)F1HAVC 2 FEME(LDMTLD, 11.64%) M 5TEREEHEZ RTHAL, At b5 Eilt 37%. 454 AT SCi
AR T DAE H, AN LR EeOUHZ DeepSeek)fEAE U AN RS, KA T —Fh “Imid BEHER)” (1935 H
SREWG o EAT I ) s FH v B RV S AR B I R ORZN B AR KM AL, NSRS U S
“ORGHE FLIEFERTE . MACPRIE N XA IRTCAE B ZIERAR B AR, O TS0 AT ST A BURHIE .

FIR, ARNELERINE 3 R X AN R RS (1 8 AR . A WA)H(C_S, 10.03%). T HAIE IR
(C_T, 9.00%)F1-FIFJHK(MLS, 7.19%) K H 5. BHEERH, AR AL SRR FRI T #RA R
(F15%H%: DeepSeek Mi[a] Tl = ZREMMNAIRIKGIE S, A TAME A 1M S A0 w15 318 P
R A . X PR Z B REN AL, AFRA BRI —3K AL ME T R R

5 R G RIAE R E BT FR bR CUME U RUX 20 AWLZE 5 o AR R 2, 4RI F) 44 18] # B 28 (CRFNOL,
3.44%) AR AT (CNCALL 3.24%) DTk B HE 2 2R . X PeATE B R SCrEe AR E #0517 1
METI AR DR B T 5 N AL Dy 3K o BRI, (UK S e ) B i B 44 1] B 5T R AR SR T A
HFB, CATIEREN SN ANCA.
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BT S, NSRS LRMEGE ERAZR, DM ERRmINERED, MRz
ICIEF R 2R 5 AR IR E SRS L.

4.4. ANNEREEERRBAEML S

4.4.1. AEERE(C_S)SERRER LR

IEUNHT SCE B85 R PR, DeepSeek BRG] MAIE(C SR 5 T G . @0 AT R E 1A
My BATRIEEX —Ge it 22 IR T AR “S2RIREE” i F SR 22 53 o

AR TR “ R AL SR R AR5 BN R By, AR R ) 1 2 DA R O 21 B B —
FINE AR, EIRVE 5 5 I SR R, GRS ) AL 2514 “ The results reveal
that memory and social strategies are the most frequently used, while metacognitive strategies see relatively less
adoption.”

M, DeepSeek N m i M “IRIEFANEIRE " SR, WIEE R — LM h 55 R MZER R ]
wn, FESHTLE S A ETE R, DeepSeek AR [ mifEHRE R K HMER]:  “We identify a paradox at the
heart of these performances: users simultaneously disclaim the literal intent of their threats while relying on the

visceral force of rape as a symbol of gendered power to cement homosocial bonds.” XF43rL %, DeepSeek
V4w B T AR) B AR R T 2 AR A T 2 RE 7 — i o P SRS

4.4.2. LM RDFKGL)S “HE¥REE”

BEHLARMAF AL B, Flesch-Kincaid JiEME45 4% (RDFKGL)E V170 AWLIL A IR O AE . 58 TR #r itk
RN, AL SO A B e B B R T o R KRl TR A o

FENRZEH MRG0 2 oh, SRBEME & A A AR B A% S i« BRI, AR AR HL S

“Noticing the hole (NTH) occurs when speakers want to say something, but realise they do not know the right

word(s). Such awareness of lacking knowledge supposedly facilitates the acquisition of the unknown word(s) from
later input” (Swain, 1993) [17].

MHZT, REMOCHZ DeepSeek)iifa] T~ 075 Hil i ARSI, R A2 ARATA G, TERL T —Fhdk
HARAIRTC AR, 2 — M2l AR EEEE AN “WiCZE” © “Drawing on dynamic systems
theory, we argue that early phonological development proceeds not through the gradual accumulation of individual
phonemes but through the abstraction of schemas—structured, holistic representations extracted from whole-word

exemplars.”

4.5. BT HELARE S 4ERHE S 2T

RGPS AL 12 TUE 5 RELE X 2 AL ARG ZE o 102807, A 58 R F BE LR PRS00 2 7
PR, FHi S Y758 NIGAE . AR, NPRARHEERNE BAE 5TURE, AR TRAE TR EHET
BT T 383G RFAESAIE[ 18] [19]. A8 XIGIESS T 2) i8R, M 7y SRy 256 Bl 1E 50 (1 39 I 2 305
F I B AR

Bk, SN (RDFKGL) S5R1C 2 FEE(LDMTLD)I, BRI HERG R AN 58.67%, 2 18— )i
ICETHARFEA & DL AR A A A Tt SR, 45I N OREEA)E SRR “ B a) WA)IE(C_S)” I, REBIUER
RSCPLICHERTE, BIK 78.00%. X —EHE W12 SR M FEIESE, AE IR IR 2 M2 X B AHLZEAR S iA
MPE HEAERE . N TR REAEAE R 2N, 1) T 8 FH B0 D 25 B 1) AN ) 5 A SRABE S0 2 AR A

HIR, BEE BT 4 17 H il (nouns_as_modifiers) 5 HF BCAH T RFE b 78, RSB HERR 2R D 3T, JFAE
YHNTT 8 2 9 TURFIERT I8 2] 4 JR I (H 82.67%.
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Figure 2. Incremental feature validation curve of model accuracy

[ 2. FHEBIZIER B ER RN

W5, AN RIRFIE QR E AR CNCAINYR, AERfRAH 2 82.00% I8 T FuE .. X—H55r
[ 9% SE T ARFAE G e (1 0 B, 3R B3R T 18] 45 5 EARAR AT Al 0 SCIRE B, bk i & I s B 48 AR (1]
AR ES. GaME, BARATEELE 82.00%MER R, IESCAT RN 12 B % s
FUR S YEFE I B T4, A ROl TS BT . BN, VLA VAR ARTE L U R
daxt £ AL, W T ANUEENLHIR A 22 5. RBERLSZ IR T& ] AL i Bki2 e, Haeilid /e R
2 B HEW RN L B AR R AR, AL NS IR AR A A o R e o
(1 7 WL B

5. &hig

RHFFIET NHPATE R E SRR, X H 7 NS5 KR AE 22 R4 b i) T TS 5 R L.
WEFCIESE, KA BB W%, (BAE OO P S b A7 AR 5 28 22 AR v 0 el o g HE A
CS5 WA, SR RESR T, SR AARTER, MLl AR 15 B R 5 bR 5 ik
[B] P o BT IRNE 2 AEE . ATk S AT A R ) 70 AR R HE B R IX 82.00%, HISL T IR)Z F)IE 5 1]
ICAR AR ALK R B b, LA R B RO 1 AL iicdE .

ELmAB
P8 22 B R R 28t 9 AR B 4 00 H (YT SI26010) .
SE K
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