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1.
L1 & kWA dnEisis
(Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998),
(Ortega 2003:492), . N N
) T (W/T) (clause)
*

7(09BYY065)

“

7(10YJA740108)
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7 ( R 2007:16), , T
(Monroe 1975; Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998),
(Cooper 1976; Gaise 1976; Larsen-Freeman
1978, ( N 2007:213),
(Beers & Naggy 2009) ,
(Gebhard 1978;Lu 2011),

T (C/T) (DC/C) o
C/T ,T , ., DC/C ,
o T ,
(Biber et al. 2011), s ,» Kameen(1979.
349) , o

(Monroe 1975; Cooper 1976; Sharma 1980; Lu 2011),
Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998. 73)

o

(1) [Since he spoke little English], [he was silent most of the time].

T :1 W/T: 12
C :2 W/C: 6

(2) [Speaking little English, he was silent most of the time].

:1 W/T: 10
C .1 W/C. 10

1.2 MEBRARE

o N (2007)
( N 1994)
( 2006) , , T
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( N 2007 2009;Lu 2011),
, C/T DC/C ( 2009), (2009)
’ ° Lu
(2011:57) , (complex nominals)
o . (2007) ,
, (Biber et
al. 2011), , . Lu(2011)
R ,Lu R
. (clause constituent) ,
; (noun constituent) ,
(Biber et al. 2011), (2003) \ (2012)
, R (2003)
) o ) ( :40)
®O
1) . ,
2) ,
2.

w/T W/C, C/T DC/C,
EERTRIERTD T (W/T), (W/C) . T (C/D
(DC/C) ”(Ortega 2003; 493).,
@ : :Less time #s spent talking with their
families. :There is a possibility of your car being dragged awuy.
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D) , . N 32)
3) 34) N o
2.2 H¥BERE
{ ) (
2009) ., 1-4 60 . 240 , 300-400 o

DELTA’s Key to the Next Generation TOFEL
Test . Advanced Skill Practice for the iBT(2005)
30 . , Gebhard
(1978) (2006) , 300 o

2.3 FHANM
15 , 10
240 o

. 788(p<<.01),

1) 25%730% [} 25%730%
o 66 , 9-13 75

, 4.5-7
2.4 BABMEF 5T

T C . (2007:212-215) o

w/T W/C T
; DC/C C/T
T . o
SPSS N T
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3.1 K E g s

1.
1 2 3 4
W/T  13.36 2.078 13.35 1.996 14.28 3.283 16. 25 3.441
w/C  8.90 1.151 8.97 1.036 9. 40 1.624 9. 997 1.481
W/T 13.09 2.294 15.99 3.523 18.03 2. 818 25.46 6. 289
w/C 8.78 1. 115 10.07 1.583 12. 47 2.233 14. 36 2.855
(p<<. 05 ), (
, LLSD  Tamhane’s T2 , ) s 3-4 .
2.4 1.4 W/T . 1.973.2.904  2.899,
2.4 1.4 Ww/C , 1. 034 1. 098 (p<<
.05), (Lu 20113 N 2007 2009), W/T
w/C 1-2 o , W/T 34
. W/C ,  Cooper(1976) .
T , , T
C , (Wolfe-Quintero ez al. 1998; . 2007 ;
2009) ,
, (p<<.05),
(2009) ( , . ) o

3.2 B E A

2.
1 2 3 1
C/T 1. 504 174 1.492 L179 1.515 . 192 1.632 . 299
DC/C . 326 . 072 . 316 . 088 . 332 . 077 . 361 . 104
C/T 1.491 . 184 1. 587 . 259 1.472 . 252 1.793 . 395
DC/C . 325 . 092 . 351 .092 . 3003 . 109 .421 . 109
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2 ,C/T DC/C 1.2 .2 . 4
. .C/T DC/C ,
(Lu 20113 . 2007 2009), C/T DC/C
. . C/T DC/C ,
, C/T 2. 4 (.14017) 1. 4
(.12800 ) (p<<.05), . .C/T 2
, ., Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998:85)
Lu(2011) .DC/C 2.4 4 DC/
C 2 , )
. ,DC/C o
T , (p<<.05),
(2009HC/T  DC/C .
(p<<.05), C/T (p>.05),DC/C
, (p<<. 05), (2009) o

3.3 3EiE e XAk R 69 4F &

3.3.1
N (2007) ) , N
o b

3.
1 60 13.32 4. 842 1.5 1. 247 9.57 2.959 87 947
2 60 13. 48 5. 404 1.45 1.628 9.78 3.728 .98 1.372
3 60 12.75 5.322 1.33 1. 145 8.88 2.572 1. 03 1. 207
4 60 9.4 4. 431 . 917 1.109 8. 45 3.218 .78 . 871

75 13.04 5.505 1.4 1. 602 9.04 . 223 1. 000 1. 219

w

66 11.18 5.072 1.26 1.439 9.197 3.134 .83 . 887
30 6. 87 2.738 1.47 1.252 4. 80 1. 901 1.07 1. 081
30 4.50 2.239 0.7 0.877 5. 30 1. 896 0.77 1. 040
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, 3-4 (3.35), 2.
4 (4.08) 1.4 (3.92), 4 (p<<.05),
T , (p<<.05),
s (p<<.05),
3.3.2
2.3 , 4
1 o o
4.,
1 5.92 2.301 3.98 2.627 2.65 1.929 .25 508 54 . 537 42 . 766
2 5.03 3.178 3.52 2.662 3.08 2.579 .60 . 827 . 60 L 741 23 . 871
3 5.07 2.686 3.18 2.029 3.57 2.086 .38 . 865 .40 L 741 50 . 701
4 5.13 2.888 2.92 2.309 2.19 2.185 .47 . 875 .37 . 822 45 . 622
5.33 3.055 3.36 2.392 2.55 2.322 .39 .695 .44 .683 .32 .619
5.64 2.832 3.17 2.357 3.2 2.22 .32 612 .38 . 651 .42 . 658
2.63 1.497 .87 1.814 3.7 1.822 .07 . 254 .03 . 183 20 551
1.9 . 269 2.2 2.023 4.17 1.895 .27 . 449 .26 . 542 57 1. 25
T (p
>.05), Kameen(1979) . (2007) , N
N (2007) ,1.3 3
o 53 . ) Kaﬁ
meen(1979) ,Sharma(1980) o
’ (p<
.05), ( N 1994 ;
2006) , , 2.3 o ,
(p<. 05 ),
( 2004) ,
3.3.3
2
o 1.2 ,3 4
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5.
1 1. 15 1. 505 .80 1. 350 .33 . 681 .02 129 1.03 1.327
2 1.82 2.079 1.33 1. 829 .37 L712 .03 . 181 1. 32 1. 186
3 1.73 1. 539 1.12 1.166 58 . 996 .08 334 1.17 . 181
4 1.43 1. 319 75 1.035 60 . 887 .78 871 1.97 2.123
1.19 1. 449 79 1.177 .36 .671 .08 441 95 1. 149
1.85 1. 782 1.21 1.593 58 897 .04 197 1.76 2.000
3.27 2,180 1.13 1.358 2,03 1.351 .00  .000  3.07  2.377
2.73 2.063 90 1. 373 1.63 1.474 .03 . 183 3.83 2.878
(p>.05),
(p<<.05), , 1.4
(p<< .05).,4 o (p <<.05),
(Kameen 1979;
Kawata 1992), , N
(p <. 05),
3.4 itk
3.4.1
1 ,W/T W/C , w/T W/C
(Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998:29-32), Crowhurst (1980)
6.10 12 W/ T ) ,
T (13.36) 6 (13.78),
T (16.35) 12 (16. 06) o
s ( N 2007
2006) , - .
) ) W/ T Ww/C o

” (Biber et al.

2011,
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T . o , ,
“ ( ), , T C )
3.4.2
,DC/C \
, DC ;
C , DC/C .
c/T ,
2 T\C o ’ Y b
C . C/T o
. DC/C  C/T
. . .DC C .,
, T , DC C .
, . , T.C )
. C/T DC/C . . “
, . DC/
C C/T , 60 44.6%;
54% , .
50 % ( . 2007:49), C.T .
s N . Ortega(2003) ,.C/T
. C/T
, Ortega . , ,
c/T DC/C . , .
. . C/T DC/C
3.4.3
D
. . . 2.3
, (
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N 1994), ,
.1 s
( 2004) , 2.3
( 2006) . , 2.3
( 2004 ; 2006) .
2)
(Halliday 2004) . (1993:65) ¢
N , N 7 ( :67),
, . , (Biber et al.
2011:31), , ,
. N (Biber et al. 2011),
3)
, «“ ) , ( .
2001), , ( .

2005:104),

(3) * Some students spend a lot of time on line. Gradually their study interest lost.
( ,h ” “ ” “ ”

’

[l ’ ’ ’
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(4) Actually, realizing the importance of preventing the earth from being polluted, human
beings are now doing their best to make the Earth a better place to live.
( being polluted s s
; the earth s

being polluted.,)

o ’ ’

(Myhill 2008.272), ,
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tential) patterns of data from the two types of subjects under four conditions. The results indi-
cate: 1) Reaction time of the subjects with high proficiency is faster and their accuracy rate higher
than those of the intermediate subjects, indicating that the degree and level of English passive sen-
tence processing can be predicted on the basis of proficiency; 2) The subjects with high proficien-
cy deal with syntactic and double anomalies in a similar way, with P600 being observed; the sub-
jects of intermediate proficiency deal with semantic and double anomalies in a similar way, with
N400 being observed; 3) There are fundamental differences between the two types of subjects in
processing passive sentences, with the intermediate subjects focusing on semantic information and
the high proficient subjects on syntactic information; 4) Behavioral patterns of data support syn-
tactic accessibility between languages — reaction time and accuracy rate in the syntactic structures
of high accessibility (literally translated sentences) being faster and higher than those of syntactic
structures of low accessibility ({reely translated sentences), which is observed more clearly in the

intermediate subjects.

The acquisition of the English reflexives by pre-intermediate Chinese EFL learners (p. 253)
WU Mingjun & WANG Tongshun (School of Foreign Languages, Shanghai Jiao Tong University. Shanghai 200240,

China)

This paper reports on an experimental study investigating how English reflexives were ac-
quired by 60 year-8 and year-9 Chinese EFL learners. They began to acquire the reflexives as soon
as they were exposed to positive evidence of them. The year-9 group acquired local object binding
faster than long-distance subject binding in the mono-clausal sentences. It also fared significantly
better than the year-8 group in observing the locality requirement in mono-clausal, finite bi-clausal
and nonfinite bi-clausal sentences. When identifying correct antecedents for English reflexives,
both groups perform significantly better dealing with nonfinite bi-clausal sentences than dealing
with finite bi-clausal sentences. The way they acquired English reflexives differed sharply from
the way intermediate and advanced learners acquired them. It is suggested that at the initial stage
of the acquisition of the English reflexives, not only do pre-intermediate learners rely on positive

evidence and first-language transfer, but they also rely strongly on discourse-level information.

A study on the syntactic complexity of English essays written by Chinese students of English (p. 264)
XU XZ‘CL()y(U'I et al. (School of Foreign Languages, Southwest Jiaotong University, Chengdu 610031, China)
This paper reports the differences in syntactic complexity between essays written by Chinese

”»

students of English and by native English speakers. “Syntactic complexity” includes the length of
T units (W/T) and clauses (W/C), embeddedness — the ratios of clauses to T units (C/T) and
of dependent clauses to clauses (DC/C), and syntactic structures covering independent and de-
pendent clauses, passives and reduced structures. The results reveal that the length and embedded-
ness indexes increase in line with their English proficiency. Compared with native speakers, the
length indexes demonstrated by the Chinese students are significantly lower and the embeddedness
indexes show a similar tendency in most cases. The use of adverbial, object and complement clau-
ses shows an insignificant decline as the Chinese students go from their first year to later years,
while the number of simple sentences shows a significant drop in year 4 and among better student
writers, but is significantly higher than that of native speakers. There is a significant rise in the
use of passives and reduced structures in the high-score group, but it is significantly lower than

that of the native speakers.
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