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Abstract: This paper reports on the comparison of syntactic complexity between College English
textbooks and one of the English engineering textbooks, the marine diesel engine textbook. By
Syntactic Complexity Analyzer (L2SCA), we obtain 14 measures from 5 dimensions. There are three
findings: the analysis of the data shows no significant differences among the four volumes of college
English textbooks, which is inconsistent with the difficulty level; 7 measures have significant
differences in two types of textbooks; the length of production unit, coordinate phrases and complex
nominals has positive correlation. With the explanation of Krashen’s Comprehensible Input Theory,
the research provides references for a systematic design of the textbooks and a selection of bilingual
instruction modes.
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BAE Mo 5 AT S D AR TR RS2 i B 3k 32 5 SCAR AT 30 Je ShpL
AN “ARER IRy IEAT A B A3 BRSO 14 MAEE R TR bR . =08
B R 26— DA LR M s 12 JRE — M Oy — A AL S BT S e i SR S EA R v B
M-S AV A AR R (L 2).

R 2 VUM RS A SR B R R4 R

EEZ) & pi p v 55 DU A

Rk bRz Rk bRz 2% bRz Rk bRz
MLC 8.11 1.05 9.64 1.22 9.14 1.76 9.49 2.05
MLS 14.77 3.72 17.28 4.19 15.69 5.00 15.43 3.88
MLT 13.01 2.60 15.46 3.09 14.11 433 13.93 3.50
C/T 1.60 0.22 1.60 0.17 1.53 0.30 1.47 0.17
CT/T 0.40 0.14 0.42 0.07 0.37 0.14 0.34 0.10
DC/C  0.33 0.09 0.36 0.06 0.31 0.10 0.29 0.08
DC/T  0.55 0.23 0.58 0.14 0.50 0.27 0.43 0.15
T/S 1.13 0.08 1.11 0.09 1.11 0.08 1.11 0.10
CP/T 0.28 0.09 0.38 0.14 0.30 0.11 0.31 0.12
CP/C 0.18 0.05 0.24 0.06 0.20 0.07 0.21 0.07
CN/T 1.22 0.44 1.68 0.46 1.38 0.59 1.60 0.64
CN/C  0.75 0.22 1.04 0.22 0.88 0.27 1.09 0.40
VP/T 206 0.38 2.14 0.35 2.01 0.38 1.83 0.31
C/s 1.82 0.34 1.78 0.27 1.69 0.35 1.63 0.23

PR 28 2015 HOR B 12 R — B8 — AN AL R B N I SOR ISP I ME AR
B BN RVE R A AR bR, F LU ASSEI LB AR — AN AT O BEAR WRA R R ROR

AL 3).
R 3 SR RSE R S B AR R AR R

= — = = | T N t AN i + HARTE
bR =
MLC 1433 1423 1446 16.15 1457 1457 16.06 1644 17.11 16.38 15.43
MLS  23.00 2048 2744 3371 2577 1995 2647 2413 22.68 23.71 24.734
MLT  21.59 1976 23.62 2450 2273 18.83 2386 2376 22.68 20.21 22.154
C/T 1.51 1.39 1.63 1.52 1.56 1.29 1.49 1.45 1.33 1.23 1.44
CT/T 0.38 0.32 0.44 0.44 0.43 0.22 0.40 0.36 0.24 0.22 0.345
DC/C 0.31 0.28 0.34 0.32 0.34 0.19 0.32 0.31 0.25 0.19 0.285
DC/T 0.47 0.39 0.56 0.49 0.54 0.24 0.48 0.45 0.33 0.23 0.418
T/S 1.07 1.04 1.16 1.37 1.13 1.06 1.11 1.02 1.00 1.17 1.113
CP/T 0.75 0.56 0.52 0.71 0.60 0.88 0.55 0.33 0.93 0.45 0.628
CP/C 0.50 0.40 0.32 0.47 0.39 0.68 0.37 0.23 0.70 0.37 0.443
CN/T 2.86 3.08 3.15 3.39 3.51 2.37 3.06 3.22 3.03 2.47 3.014
CN/C 1.89 2.22 1.93 2.23 2.25 1.84 2.06 2.23 2.28 2.00 2.093
VP/T 1.78 1.77 2.19 2.09 2.12 1.63 1.95 2.20 1.78 1.53 1.904
C/S 1.61 1.44 1.90 2.09 1.77 1.37 1.65 1.47 1.33 1.45 1.608

B IUE K T = DU i BE 5 N SPSS 25.0, 3847 5 J5 K656 A XS H K56 1) LK R ZE 0 #T,
15 H DU K 27 A E B0M 2 (8] Je Fo 5 S R S HL M 2 TA) ) B 3 1 22 S R R (LR 4). R (1)S
) 3) @) OV HIREMRKFIEE—, =, =, VUIAIZEREEM LR & D Te bRt iT
ANOVA K5 4R . 3 B TEF29E 1. 20 3R P8 ER—FENRNAHRE %
P25, AR TR A B EEZSR. L CP/C Tt ABLAN). 3) @) Q) EEAE
oEMZE SR, SHG)E BEMEZER, EAI RN KR Z(1)<B)<(4)<(2)<<(5)-
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4 VYR IaE Z A B K 3 ANOVA fala 4 3
FEE IR R IR T4 (Alpha [F] T4 =0.05) THENE 2EN
MLC 1 (DH<B)<D)<(2) .063
2 5) 1
MLS 1 (DH<®<B)<(?) 278
2 (5) 1
MLT 1 (H<®<B)<(?) .162
2 %) 1
C/T 1 B)<@)<B)<)<(H .159
CT/T 1 (H<B)<B3)<(1)<(2) 187
DC/C 1 B)<@)<B)<(H<®2) .087
DC/T 1 O)<@)<B)<(H<®2) 122
T/S 1 3)<2)<@)<Bd)<(H 727
CP/T 1 (DH<B)<)<®) .183
2 (5) 1
CP/C 1 (D<B)<(4)<(2) 257
2 (5) !
CN/T 1 (D<3)<4)<?2) .103
2 (5) !
CN/C 1 (DH<@3) 354
2 (3)<(2)<4) 141
3 (5)
VP/T 1 (D<(5)<3)<(DH<(2) 134
C/S 1 5)<DH<B)<2)<(1) .207

B Ji — R S R S ) AR AR b 5 DU R S S ii B — HEAT B REA T-
g 152 p HULE 5).
R 5 REASR ML B I RVE B R TR s R

fetr FE—M v. Tk E oM. Bk E=Mv. Tk FIUM v. Tk
MLC 0.00* 0.00* 0.00%* 0.00*
MLS 0.00* 0.04** 0.01** 0.01**
MLT 0.00* 0.01** 0.00* 0.00*
C/T 0.25 0.21 0.64 0.91
CT/T 0.68 0.33 091 0.55
DC/C 0.55 0.05 0.82 0.72
DC/T 0.40 0.07 0.60 0.81
T/S 0.90 0.74 0.76 0.90
CP/T 0.00* 0.00* 0.01%* 0.01%*
CP/C 0.00* 0.00* 0.00%* 0.01%**
CN/T 0.00* 0.00* 0.00%* 0.00*
CN/C 0.00* 0.00* 0.00%* 0.00*
VP/T 0.65 0.23 0.75 0.43
C/S 0.38 0.63 0.81 0.85

*statistic significance at the level of *p < .01.;**p < .05.

5. 53R

VU R R 7 B 208t 2 18], A CN/C — ME A B3 12 LR IR I BB ZE R
BT LEE R AN R 2 8] 7 7 AN AR 44 B (MLC,MLS,MLT,CP/T,CP/C,CN/T,CN/C)f &
2 R (p < 0.05).

(—) A7 K JE (Length of production unit)

B KRR AR S MLC,MLS, MLT =/ MEhr. WL 4,75 = TiFghs b, DU R 259808 2obt
HLEREZESR: B MR E SRR SR S, OO =0 568 DRSS — it .

AR R, VUM R 2 e vh 2t 3 MLC #8457 71l 2 8.11. 9.64. 9.14. 9.49, 54WAL A 15.43;
[F 4, MLS $84540 /& 14.77. 17.28. 15.69. 15.43 458MALA 24.73; P MLT $a4543 7
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N 13.01. 15.46. 14.11. 13.93,58MiHL 0 22.15. =TFaHri p /N T 0.05, 6 B& =R (NE
5).

()M JE T 5) 4 H 2 (Amount of subordination)

METFHfEHEA C/T,CT/T,DC/C #1 DC/T WUAMEFR . WK 4 EVUAN bR, 56— /%
MFHE= WM REIIEHA,C/IT: 4)<3)<©2)<(1),CT/T: 4)<3)<(1)<(2),DC/C: (4)<
(3) < (1) <(2),DC/T: (4) <(3) <(1) < (2), VUMK geils Z [A)ACA B & 1 22 5

H 3 5 15 78 C/T fabr b DR 5 5518 2ob 5 Sl St HL B 1 p A543 78 pl = 0.25,p2
=0.21,p3 = 0.64,p4 = 0.91,7£ CT/T #84x_L,p 1H73 75 pl = 0.68,p2 = 0.33,p3 = 0.91,p4 = 0.55; 7£
DC/C #&#5 F.p 28 514: pl =0.55,p2 = 0.05,p3 = 0.82.p4 = 0.72; £ DC/T ¥&45 b,p 1B 535 09:
pl =0.40,p2 = 0.07,p3 = 0.60,p4 = 0.8 1, /U MEFRIF) p (EHII KT 0.05, 3 AKIE B W MEKF-.

(=) FF 545 #4448 H = (Amount of coordination)

HH Rl BB E =4 T/S,CP/T M CP/C. W3 4:%T T/S 4845, 8 — WA 8 4
JE 2 o v 1A, FL R SR DU M AN 28 — A i R R S =M. T/S: (3) < (2) < (@) <(1); {HZX}F CP/T
A1 CP/C 4845, 55 A R)3E 55 2% B2 A2 S ME 1, FL U 56 DU AN 28 = 0k e Je /2 56— CP/T: (1)
<(3)<(#) <(2),CP/C: (1)< (3)<(4) < ),TUM K7Aoeifr b PR =M RIR Y TR ZE M E R

R 515 1, 7E T/S $8 45 b, VU K % S 1 Hbt 5 v i S AL 206 B p 1B 20 3l pl =
0.90,p2 = 0.74,p3 = 0.76,p4 = 0.90,p (3K T 0.05, VUM K ZATEE AT 5 TEIE R SE AL BUb 2 7]
1E T/S $ets EAFAERZEZ R 78 CP/T #5845 _L,p {H 7374 pl = 0.00, p2 = 0.00, p3 = 0.01, p4 =
0.01,7E CP/C #8¥5 _F.p 154> 54 pl = 0.00,p2 = 0.00,p3 = 0.00,p4 = 0.01,iX N85 _E p B/
T 0.05,18 2 W F K.

(VU 2 6 1 45 74 (Particular structure)

R IR TR E CN/T,CN/C Il VP/T —/MEbR. 1R 4,75 CN/T Fakrr, DU R 245515
B NN B 2 e o W VR B B A v, L BB DU AN 5 = R S S
CN/T: (1)<(3)<(4)<(2); £ CN/CHatr,F—MAEERESE = WIME BEMEE R,
b 5 DY W ) A9 B 2 B e v, FL IR B AN EE = R R R 2R — IECNVC:(1) < B) << (2) <
(4); £ VP/T Fabrrp DU R 2 5018 bt 2 18] 906 i 3 22 5, 56 WM 92 53 0 B e v, HL IR 28
— RS =0 B a2 ZB DU ML VP/T: (4) < (3) < (1) <(2)-

H 3 5 43 78 CN/T A1 CN/C Fe bR b, DU R 5 18 2004 RSB iR S I L2 p B398 p
=0.00,p < 0.05,fF{E &% 2 575 {E£ VP/T 8k ,p H 558 pl = 0.65,p2 = 0.23,p3 = 0.75,p4 =
0.43.p KT 0.05,%F B EMEZER.

(F)H) T4 2% JZ (Sentence complexity)

RITFHERERRE C/S — AN 8Fr. WK 45— C/S fatrfe s, Ik 25 A =
WE,C/S: (4) < (3) < (2) < (1), VUM R T TH Bob L 1A) A 2 35 1 22 5+

T C/S Fabrh, WU R 2 FEE bt 5 TEE AR SE AL B 1 p {65378 pl = 0.38,p2 = 0.63,p3
=0.81,p4 = 0.85,p [HIHI KT 0.05, 5 B EHER.

6. R

MR HEF 5 XS E R B R 3R 7 2 o A AR AR T RS0 45 R A — SR .

55— 5% T CN/C $845, VUM K 5B 20 2 (8] 7T B35 M 22 57 (R R AN R A R 2R B e b
(55 A AR . 58 W KB B A T s K . 20 T S, WE TH3E .
HAVEESE. B0 T R PR E LA EIES e e =M, W — e T
AR AR RS B S VUM R A TR 1 R 2 A M R TR AR FE AR
P =M. 35 M B K B O B R385 2k B R VU 2 e 6 T AR A N S e D B
Kigmn, B — = = UMASE B 5 B FIHEZ T % B0 B A0 3 i 3t 1 w2 A A5
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BEEIN T HMERE ARG P 1342, A, B Sk s AR A T 0 DS AT B A A N, L A AR L
IR o U HEROR I A2 2% RS ARV 2 T A B it 2 PR A — W AR A2 2 % P R MR e A S
ATBAEAE AR AR Z A

9 R B S B i S LM 2 18] BAT BB T e 0 HAE PR ALK . T4
FIERRE . R A MERE SRR e bimm s KA TGE B o X R4 RN 125 R 2K
PSR FOPE I M 2 0 Y 1, S R ST A L0 A2 Lo M AR 5 ) e Ml B A Ml P 5 Y SCA
A i A R R 1) A T R A 33 R 245 2 28, BT Ll A2 1R R b 44 TR HE 1 22 BRI b
HIEFN R 2 RIUER) T ALK K IFPEESE S ME AR IE R 2 R %
MV R AR R 2% B e T R TR SR b

SRR S VUM R A BB M 5 TR 2% > FEB R ST AL R, 4n SRBUE HOM A PR AL 1K
P A9 SO AEAN PRI PR N AR E A AT B 1, BUM SR AL A A ATE 5 Hll 52 i+4+5. . An, AT
BRI NTE 5 A BIXOE B2 H 1o Hr AT R 2% DA Jt 280 AR 27 25 1035 5 /KT R B 1)
1B 5 A A AEME LR A L I AR e S 30h RO JEE 5 22 AR08 5 AR AR 2 5 AN K,
FR A e O A DA 3B PR 22 S X b A I N TR SO B . kiR K BIAR
ZAERFIIER BB TS AR RO A) S5, 22 M B 4R DR B X T A
PO IE R INDOEERE . X T 206 (1052 20 38 105 AR NAZ R i 068 06 (R 2 AR 06 2 Shoxt i
99 R AT AN TR A 21, LABR Ry E B KT AT SE AR IR B RTR B A 09 B i) m] BR Ad R N o

FHECPEIRAALKE . JRPREIRECE . B MR R R = MR AL IEA R . IX T RE
e DA O B 1 25 B A P S B b AR I B R SR i b ) SR O L R SR R R th R 2
HIIEZI R TE R BEAT W AT . BR BRPUE 2017 R BT SR Bs R B 1 I = AMEAR i IE A 5o .

bR = ORI R S SR AT L UGE TR R R 75 - AR TR B b S NE B A A 0
KHef) . JRFIREE . B4 A 1 I B A

7. &R

K EE GO M RN B TR M #0b )32 52 2% FE X LUATT 045 HE DL 258, 50—, RS B
PN R AN 03 M 22 e (EE M S 2 ()3 B 2 BIEHES s 28— IR 7E 7 AN AR L
BREZES: BT8R0 KE. IPEERE. R FAEEERERR EEEIEHER.

EEXT PR R EM AR AL W 1 22 e 0 RS I B0 B R BUE = T A, &
MV R B M 5 R 2 i ZUW NSRS I, A2 o B IR UM AE R R AT B 7] K 2 5 1E 20m
TR AE RSB K G AN O, TR TR 0B LR 7 o R AR VE S AR A R X
ANFE R A R, SRR AR = R Q) W 5 A R T H A A E S
ACEEN NS — @ i+ OB RN BN sm i AR 2 (8] B2, K IN T s R A
B AFAE I ) A0L i 2 A 6 5B T A YA B M ARAE [ 5 ) IR R IR A i R T A5 R
RE 11,

B9 'E FAETT A RAE RN E R P HTHE N, 75 RSB0 25 B[R] B B2 JE SO AR vk &
BB ZERERNRER R ARSI +07 B ‘0427 MU, T S0b i & 5 I 7 1d 24 1
TITAE 5 o 2 2 HE 20b 356 SC B Lk 2 A e 3R A9 BE 22 (1) AT BRARAE 55 N X 5 ] P AR R
IEIRBIROEZE I H 1.

gt

HEETH: LTEESRE RIS E SO OF AR E K XUEE 5 8 7 B s K =1t
7”7 (95 : LISAYY004) MrEXUEWEF AR —

O H - KIERFH R AN R R L R H “ X — I 2 % F R S 2 ORI = 77
(%5 : 0025501808) FhEXMERFF AR L —.
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