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MREFEREXE . BR.AEZ NAERE

I A PR
(1. FWPRKRS AMEEBE, TR 40133152, BRI FIAHMIES MO R, K 401331)

W EANREFERALER-—METEERAMETALENERR, TNENS WEMEAEANELE AAE
Wtk ZoE EEEMATRNEL, AT, ENEEFRAHINEL TR, AXERN BT HREFERELEN
EREM UBWSERE AR LEMERERENTE T R ME BN T AR R EREREAEETARL TN
SR KA EHARETESRE T LAY AT R R EERR R ARG RE 5,55, RETHREF %
REALEEFEEEANESE BRESNATR RUTERALAREFTHNARRE, AXFEZMEEARFH
MAREFERERENAR  FEAAFHERRETERELNMEF R, DEEFTF JUMET A B R+ XH
HEF RN KR,

KR : Kolmogorov Z & Z ;B F ALK& &b

HFE 52 S H0-06 CERARAEAD A N EHS.1674-6414(2025) 02-0018-13

0 35l

il

1 5 A4 (language complexity ) 87 5 R4 14 B R MR RIS HOC RN
FRARRE , VA KB S (8 & 5 4% B4 0N HTME BE ( Hulstijn et al. , 1994; Bulté et al. , 2012;
Pallotti, 2015) . XTiHEF R AR HATIRSE, BEAT B 13 5 45 S X 0G5 2 i 5 28
SRS AT N TR F REJTITT B F Re I kR R TIR R RS, fEEE R
FPERRGEH , — A% 0 [l 25 R AN ]S v A RO 1 5 R 2, B, 2# k2 B F 1
ANIEZ I, #5171 (Ure, 1971; Linnarud, 1986; Lu, 2012; fifl 5% 2008) . %)% ( Hunt,
1965 ; fif1 5% | 2009) JE 75 (Horst et al. ,2006; Brezina et al. , 2019) &5 ( Church et al. |
1990; Paquot, 2019;5AFIAY,2021) &, #-1F TI1E T B 4B AN & M AT, JE T SeHR5Y 2%

%5 H #3:2024-03-17

EELWH: FRTHAHFAXNZ T AL LDESRAAMBTREGFAGESHEL AL RBEXAR” (2024PY17) Fo 3 F 3RA AL
SAFIRAFEEARD R T URERG T EH FALAF F AREETLAL” (23X]C740006) 19 BBk s R

TEERIN: 4,8, FARRFIEEFRME, FE HEAFH EF TR AETEAFLEARAALR, F2ANFHBETF BT RH
WAL A F RIF B,
2, B ERRFIREFRALAL A, 2 ENFHFETERE,

SIRMEEC: B 8, X F/RSCERS R B A0 108 7k NUTT S JREE[ ], AMETESC,2025(2) ( 18-30.
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TR T —RINE T E 2SS4 , WA (lexical density) (Ure, 1971) \T 54
K BE(LTU) (Hunt, 1965) JEZAMEMTE RIS RIFRIC lE 8 (amod_RTTR) ( Paquot, 2019)
& XUCEFEAR R I N TE F BE I I (Kim et al. , 2017; F737,2017) GBS X
( Nichols, 1992 ; &K, 2017) B84 ( Xiao et al. , 2020) 2535, S~y AH SE A5 IR A BF 57 12
P TR HE Y S

WA RS E AN EIE OB R Y A, SR, IUA /I & T B fefesr 1
PEFAsE], B, A I KRR R AR TR 5 O 2 T 1) SR A S 4% B2 (local complexity )
( Miestamo, 2009 29-32) , FE & 7202 M LAY« 2 RE Z4FE” (global complexity ) B, A5
B2 2 0 OISR 2 e 4= A I S8 bR iA &R | 7] RE B8 An ] 1 = L2tk 5 5
TOARBE 0L BN I 25 ) 38 Fe br e B e 52 b m IRDE . R, R 2850 it 0y ik 75 4L
PEAT IR S RRAE AU S AR | 3 — 3 2 1T B8 AR TR A IR el I8 A br T 8 19 AT, A
M EOTAEZ LR R, FRR, TR 25— TR 15 5 RRE I 5 7 75 I AR
T AHAEZAHE TR S H TS 50 Lt 58 09 i 32 31— BR

SRR LR (A, A 25 F IR R R N A Rt O A 3 3 A
Horp, — 5 TF B e niE 5 &2 44 2 D 2 R R—] /R B2 81 % SR 52 42 ( Kolmogorov
complexity) ——ZWIZ BNIEF F T, %7 iR BB KL 8 - PR BRI
7 (Andrey Kolmogorov) (1965) #& i, FH Tl i — H45 B “ Fe vl i iR K (Li et al.
2004 3252) . FEIEE RS, WAEEH 5L - FHL( Patrick Juola) (1998/2008 ) B YK ] /R 54 5F
WREREGIAET ERENME T, S5, JUEHIE - 3275 4%F (Katharina Ehret) 5758
SRR - WrikFE A 5%JE ( Benedikt Szmrecsanyi) (2016) 5 HAfi e — BRI IL A Ak B
=B RGEERTE S RN R R . 7EESN, FREEEG R A UH T
55 R - BT B A1 % JE ( Ehret-Szmrecsanyi ) W R R IR /R BEEF % R B 22 8, CHUS B 72
GYHIAR RN o SR [ NG 5 2 SO [ AN 3803 FHOCSEUE I B2 2020, ik,
A SORE A R SR R A AR B RS B A AR s S SEUE N T HE T VIR | R B A JR
5, A FUMTRE N E 5 F RO RUR SRR R B B RIAR, B E E N B IRE S B4 E
(R0 8 T B, HE B DU TR 5 2 DUIME 5 AT B B SCHR S o A 0 ke

1 fIREFERERENEILEM

P IR BRI R AL IR JE A — AR fRT 7 B X &2, Frils KRB, I 28 A 915
B Rz gl — A a4 AR bk, i 22 ifE R (R P 45,2003/
2003b) , #—H{EEAY " F S AT BEA AR R B, I AR B B, e 2 (5 B RO,

i,
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(1) edgh39aby7

(2) ededededed ( Ehret et al. | 2016; 75)

PG 10 ANFAFA R, WEERT AL, B (1) ANAFEAE B 2R ) (2) A 7E W] i () =
A, BV ed” EE T IR, A TEABRAT B BIRTHE T R X B 745, (1) HAg
DUE AR W] (2) 7T LURZE R “5xed” s “edgh39aby7” K T 5xed” , 8l (1) #Y
“HJE T RERAR KB FB (2) B BRI (1) ERBi(2) AR #R T L2015 B, e R B %
REFEBL LHEME L,

o] JR BT I A2 2% 3 ] 3 o SRR - 55 9% ( Lempel -Ziv ) FE 45 E 3 AT & (Li et al. |
1997; Ziv et al. , 1977) , M ZBEIE ARG AT ERA—EFE R B, 16525
B 5 SE B CAEE T8 A7, vl X AT R4 (Ehret, 2014 47) , 405 B915 B AT
PR 25 B« B P BB IR R/ INRI Az BT IR BB R A 2% P 1) L

TEVE & 24400, 26 EHH 3 E 5 22 AP0 (1998) B R B AR IR B8R & Rk 5 0 i HE 4718
5 4 BE R (Szmrecsanyi, 2015) , HILA 32 58y BENS BT 4 T A 50 4 1 SCAR
TETE S FARX B {85 52 22 U B 43 2% (Juola, 1998/2008) . HET-iZ 84 FrHi(1998) #1211
FETRR BTN 5 5 4 B 1Y “ IRk (degradation) 715, F TN SCAR OTE A 2 4= B It
J& v PE(2008) AR H T “HEL” (distrotion) Jrk, % IEBE AT FIE A2, Hnl 4]
IR M TR RN B8 T IR SEEF I R I 2% B 1 75 2F BRI LAtk

TPk FEREE TS ANREMZ T, R E R T 2020 LA« 2R R 4
JE£7” ( Miestamo, 2009:29-32) . Rk — [R]85 85 Rr 5 T B 47 5% JE WSO T4 8 T
PP, BT — B8 0 56 38 TR BB R 5 2 428 I 2 & R (Ehret, 2014/
2016/2018) . TEIZIRFRH AR BEEFE R B A% FE B E SOOI« 25 H R IZTUAR” (structure
surface redundancy) fJFEFR ( Ehret, 2014 47) , Hr “Z5fRZE" 820 e R R FH AT
i E Ak AR LN RE AT 1155 (Ehret et al. , 2016: 75) ,“JUR74RIHF T B4 B
MBI RERTE S ARIC JEREZEN” (McWhorter, 2001 129) , M £f 5 7 | & SC A th
FRF A I (Ehret, 2016) o A0 /R BEAF I ¢ 52 44 B I 6 A 38 ik < SOAS v 53 A7 7
TUARBLSY " W 38 T B B R - 55 ¢ B0 1 TR 4 R P U 1 08 5 25 3R 2 I 724
TN SRS TUAR AT R ZE , TN 5 B A )ik B AR 2 B b AT, m D /R
BLRRE R 24 BRI AR K (B E B H A A L RE HEA R R A — B R G 04
G T B EIRR

FH EE LA 5 32 BT /R BRI 9 A2 2% B HL A8 DUANFE A ( Ehret, 2016 3-4) .

(1) B ] IR B BF 9% R A 2 FE O T 2 S X 5 R A R AT 2 O B ol W v 5
RHIE I S 4R
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(2) Z Tk AR SRR I8 R A 2 BE A 1 T5 0 T B ], e B3l AR AR
AR TERE ;
(3) SNk AR SRS R 20T H AR ELSE R F RS, D S Pl b i
R
(4) P A /R S AT R AL IR BE AN i ) 3% B S SR SOWZ 1, 3 AT LA 22 W)=
T AR S IR

R

2 HMREFEREXENTETIE

2N BRI T %

FHEC AN S 5 2, S E 22 5 A E I E W, & — AR X5 H 7 (Juola, 1998,
207), AR IR IHE 7k FEA 1B 1L (degradation) (Juola, 1998) Fl“HLiL”
(distortion) (Juola, 2008; Ehret, 2016) FFl

IR B SCAS v R AR R A R BEALAT S (CANECTE ) | PG I SCAS R Ak SCAR 3
T4, AR BCPH A R 46 SCA B RN, T Z 38 W EAE B & 8 2% B it & 48 in
( Morphological Complexity, MC) , Hi & AzUnF .

me ="
C

Hr R AFSCA RS TG KA, C HIRIESCARRAG G KN, MC WEUE R, SCA
TEIEAS BRI 2y e BT B, AR AR VE Al 2 1 s B LA 7 .
Fz1 BUSIERBI(Juola, 1998 209)

JRER] IRIL B
Jump Walk Touch 8 634 139 5543
Jumped Walked Touched 15 4597 1 641
Jumping Walking Touching 3978 102 6

TEZE 1 ) JESCAR B4R 22 6] (40 jump/ jumped/ jumping , jumped/walked/touched ) 77 7E T
AU B —E W E4A 25 6] o IR ER AR X 2 3] D) BEAIL A 5 25 A (40 Touch B4
h'5 543, Touched 44 1 641) , 5B HLIA] 2 0] JE AR AT A AR LRI 2%, FR 4 25 ) AR /)N
B, TR CAIE SR A 515 IR L SCARERME LR S , € #48K, AT DL R E— A &=
XA, MC RN SCHELIRGR T R R/, 5 I SO 25167 B0 S B8 3 3] 45 i 19 T
iR A R AN, R AT C I HAE MC WA/ 25 RSURTEAS E 24, siME LU 45 , (575 R
FHXTEEA, R Fl C [ HAE MC K,

“HPeiL” BRI FEHLMBR SCAS H— € FL B 2455 (BB H M 10% ) (Juola, 1998) , F5- X Ji SCAS
.21 -
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FIALELSCASFEAT AR, TP TR AR SCA 1 RN B 38 LU B R AH S B0 SCRNIE S R AR
3% ( Morphological Complexity Score , MCS) , HATHAXUITF .

Mcs =- ™

b m ARELSCARRAG G RN e AR SCA R 46 J5 I RIS, OAB O S 8502 R 1 A
MCS WBUER/ NS TE AT 4B B IEAH G, A& A E I, MCS B R, IBEFIEABE
A RZ BT, A PRIESET A b R RR A, PR ELE S R A TR IE K SR ) MCS
PHERFIZ AN S B4

PLBL 7 v T3 B A TR

(3) That day is a beautiful day.

(4) That dy is a beautiful day.

B (4) J20 (3) TEAELG B2 R, 58 A B “ day” R BE“a” B BR . #E61(3)
Hr “day” A I IPRIR  FEAE—E FRARZS B, il (4) < dy” 5 day” 2 LR APAS [7] 71 3]
A JHER2EE OOk RIE(3) —HE# T R4E, fIL, BRR AR SRR 5/,
BLOCAHRME L4, m AR, Al LA E—AN . X2k, MCS /N S Bk
T e BRI 8 ESOR B R 2R S5 IE 2D (I IR TR 57 ) B 15 B 8 i A0 T 4 R
#i45 ¢ FXTEIN, m Fl e FEAERYAH B MCS g/ 25 JF SOR a2 5T i £ (A B
BE") HMELUESS , (A ¢ MR, m A ¢ HUEBIAH B MCS R, T 2248 1)
J& MCS RN DB S 2 TR R/ NS 52 328 R/ NOE G &R B 175 i B

PERUE T 0, e I AT AR e DI, SR ¢ Rl m B9 LEAE, BRI %ﬁiﬁ%

BEIRE L TR — ATk
2.2 a) iR A R ik

FIEAE NG F RGOSR H A R B 32 B E SO . MR BERRE Rk R B
(i 7 vk A “ 1B 907 (modification ) (Sadeniemi et al. , 2008) 1“3 HEL” ( distortion )
(Juola, 2008 ; Ehret, 2016) Fiff

“AB e RKE SCAS Hr A ) - LR T L, X DR SCAS FE el SCAR 647 e 4, AR
FEARSCAS RN T 38 0 BB E S A 52 2 B2 19 1 H 2 45 45 ( Syntactic Complexity, SC)
Hita AKX anr .

SC:E
M

Horf R O SCA TR AR Ja B RN, MO BRSO 45 J5 BRI, SC BYRUE MUK, Ak

M 2% s B Z By A
e 22 .
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R Tk AT SE A B T R

(5) That day is a beautiful day.

(6) Beautiful that a is day day.

B(6) M (5) HITBERGZER ., FEBI(S) T, 10510 2 R AE — 7 1R 7 Fa) vk 56
Fo MR, A —E R A o AT R AR . FEBI(6) R R T RL, s
TR B RESSH  BOCEERIG(5) —REE T AR . AT, R R SCARME R R 5 Bk
SCASHERMELL 45, M AR, v LU AR E — A9 &, 6 SO v ™ kg 1) ) [ 22, it fE
S IR B4 = B R R (A5 R AHXT /N, R A0 M A HUAE SC BE /N 3 47 5 SCAA) 1 R T 1]
¥ H B SOMELUER 4R, [#145 R AR, R FI M W LUAE SC HAECK .

“PLEL” RN BEALIN R SCAS rh— %€ LL A9 A4 1) (B8 8 10% ), PR J5ESCAR AL EL SCR k17
FEAR , 115 W A~ F 48 SCAS 09 K/, 6 35 0 LB 8 U A ik &2 2% B 43 28 ( Syntactic
Complexity Score, SCS) , HitH AT .

SCS =

Cc

Horp s APLELSCA RS S WK, “ 7 RIESCOR RS G RN, SCS RYEUEBOR , 4]
PO S OB B, g ARIESE T e B AR AR PERLE S A T E E R
SCS FHEAFRIZ IR LR 2 %

PEALIT Ik Al E i T AT S

(7) That day is a beautiful day.

(8) That is a beautiful day.

B (8) 2 (7) FPEAALIE BIEE R, FEBI(T) 38 518 Z AR — & By 18] e A )ik 5%
F o MRAEXEAA G R, Al —E R BEX )T i AT R A . ARG (8) T, B AN R day #
WHBR , s 1 A2 ([NP [ D that] [N day ] JAY G N day 8% , JGIA I (7) —FF
BTSRRI, TR ISR AR B A A PEALSORFRME LU 4, s FRAR, Al LA AR
—ANE, G FESORAE AR TR E  URENS I8 BB B R4 AT ¢ AR, s Fl
¢ WLLAE SCS 8R4 ISR ARG TP A i, 0MELUT 45, (45 ¢ AHXTBOR, s #1 ¢ B LL
{H SCS /I
2.3 BARG A ok

FH LCIWOULIZ T YT SRR 12 02 A B, AR 53 23 B T LI 5 figp e SCAR 2 LU T 1 ©
ARG H S 24 (Ehret et al. , 2021) , HAF8 570y AR BUSSCAS T4 i -5 He 46 5 19 R/
PAFEARHT A SCAS R/ A AR S DL i 9 SO RN R g | AT 2 v R L5 45 21 ]

AL
.23 .
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y=ax +b +¢

Horb o SRR SCA IR y NGRS ORI o R b R, & NInHGRZE &
B SO BAE RV BR800 (Adjusted Overall Complexity Score, AOCS) , fFE AT /K 5L
RS IR 4 BT B

RS IR TR B SR SRRk S 2R AT v AN [R] . TR A i) 1 B 2R i R AR
IR 4 SR RS 15 B R S ) ek MR AT SO TR 4 5 A0 R AR A i) 125 2 T R AT — 8
AL B 5] AT A B A5 B i KA, 500l SCAS T 48 385 1 285/ /) 12 Ak X SO s 4
RIFEM /NPT AVEIEAS /A 2 B i i dedbn . AR 0P A R AE TR —Z A
FRAYFZR T DT SCA AR AR LA 470 70 i U, X — PR ] B [ B o A 4
W, fegeitae b A a] DT (5 22 0 0 PR A2 5 68 52 0 4k 2 BRI PA 8 o ik el 28
R ANTOIN A 7073, o LA 4 i ) SCAS TR/ IN Ay B 7 B F00I0 47 i 8 SCAS TR0, B 22 1R R0
DU T AR SRy SCAS HE AR L N A7 78 B b A O DA S0 RN R 40 ) 350 40 1) LU B, BVRR AR A R B
B 22 R, M LA TIUIN A 48 5 2 22 | T 5 R A i A % s B 2 DB 7 R

3 HMREFERERERFTIENA

MR SRS R E ARG ATE T A, NSRRI il 75 47 57 e W AR R4 LA
K A B TR X — W I ik, IR Sl AR A BN BAR B I 2 v, A 5 SRk iz ]
) W Sk S A R IR T G DT TR B AR A TR S AR 5 90 R B B S
Op =R
3.1 FERAF

TR BERE I I I A= B AN EL AR 5 R IR B RS, AT T R R S R R 2
FA PR S WA RTE S 3 R IH R A iR . R A IR S 2
WIRFERE 247, 38 H O 2 Pl 5 98 AT L, I X 52 42 88 B E 47 HE)Y (Juola, 1998 Juola,
2008 ; Sadeniemi et al. , 2008) , 4N, F¥ 4L (Juola, 1998,2008 ) 437l {f FiE AL A4 ELFI Fh 5
B, LICERE) MIERIRT T AN FIE S AR, KRBT T, ZF 2B IS A0
i, BAERAL, FEREL T BT, BB B W B, B 22 ih R R A, TR T
T, T Ml o FEBRURTE SR B R OF A TR iR B, TR SR (2016) 18 HTEAS B i il ik Al
AR FFETH R T B AT P AT SR i R B3RP A58 e TRk} e A £, A5
T 5% (Juola,1998/2008 ) AHALL Y A5 2R, B 5 22 1 40 2F FI5 45 R 90 10 3 i 3 R B 28
SARTE SEARMYAE SR A T YEE ETEF S Z MR, 25 - BT (Kimmo Kettunen)
25N (2006) 5 5 FERT - BEEIE K (Markus Sadeniemi) 25 A (2008) M) LA ¢ BRYH 28 1) M iF
B iz IR AL AME O B0 B R 4% B iR & WIES s SIE S E R Tt a S
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XFHG, RIS AT, FEih e 2 2%, B RRIE B T VA T I, o8 2B i 44 IR SR T B
LIEVE - SEHRB S (Marcelo A. Montemurro) 535K %2 « #L N 4% ( Damian H. Zanette)
(2011) LINAPE F AR T SCA iR RS AR - 55 5k IR 550k IR R N 5 1 1A
FE bR AR m AL, 45 R RS A FE SRS AR 2SR B FERHE S
SERR R BT G LR X e, LR 5 TR BRI R B R e TR T
TEH ANFEZEAN TR SR 2R S GER HE TORS v 0 S RIS T T 2R B2 ST
Bl Ry 2 Bk

XPAN AR B AT RIS, T2 IR SRR R I 4% A RRAE 38 i Te B/ B 2=
AT A5 (L et al. , 2004; Cilibrasi et al. , 2005) . 40, 250 ( Ming Li) %5 A (2004)
IR ARCE T ) A EATERE M T 52 FOERKE & BB F ISR AR RNE S 5
HHZE BN HGE S I A — S5 IR A I8 (AR 3 10258 B B E 30) iR RIS RNE F
(AR B AZ i 5 Al S A IR . Bl - P AIAG SV (Rudi Cilibrasi) 514 % - 485 JE (Paul
Vitanyi) (2005) ZEZEHHAE N (2004 ) 19 FE 6l L hn DAecat , s B B 47 7 S AE 80 015 3 A 3 A
J, XL TR BERRE I 2% B AT R IA RIS ), MG Bie AR T AT Z
() B etk 5 | BT R B R R 24 B VT RE R 1R & A5 7R (5 8 2 1 T A AL P (g iy
WAE B RIS
3.2 EBR T AR

FERFEANAIE 5 R A4 E 2 A6 IRl — 18 55 1B A (R 2 0 9 3 S T A 4k, 7% 43k
(RIS 32 25 T RIBEERLZE 6 LA [ 3 A8 IR /)18 5 &2 4% (Ehret, 2018) \#RFTIE I
A AR Zk B 5 HAWE 5 K A 5 & (Ehret et al. |, 2021) i o 28 4 52 2% 3 1 7 I 224k
(Wang et al. , 2022a) 55, B4, 45 (Ehret,2018) 7155 12k A 9&H FE 5 EHE (BNC) HY
4 053 i SCAS O] IR BERFI R AR A%, A L3 i 11 35 A i i 4, 1E 205 3k 1 208 )
B SR, AR A AE  E B (n2EARER) ERARIE A L s JEETE
S (AN VRS ) BRI A A%, e ) L ) BL S o T R B A A I SR B R i, SOAR
AR SILRE Bt kR 2 B AW RN A A, R 5575 (Ehret et al. ,2021)
FETFRSFIED R W SIS TERNE (SOCC) 4558 7 8 8 5 & WA IE (A PFg SC s
M) T E B4 5IEF EUWMEROCR . g5 FRW B mA 3R W AS B AT /R
BERRE R B TN 2%, P B AR IO R I 2 DX U A R A 1
TR S R A 53 EWE A L8 X B TRiE B W 5 A #as7E — o 2 B A%
IREFHHFE R FWEI S, £ 5 (Gui Wang) % A (2022a) LIRS R K ¥4
Propdie) 1820 4E 2 1920 4R [A] 1Y SCE ik} 480 T I tE Rl B VR TR 5 5 24 T 0 Dy i 2%

e, WFFEA B, 100 48], B2 SR e SCRIR SIE SR E R B BB S, Ak g 2
.25.
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T ka3, UL BB R4 5 VR T R RN USSR 5K, 1m0 32 DU 8 £ Ak 5 201 9 38 e 30
TANE RS % Z [ AUERLN, , LA AR BB 43 1 2 2% B 5 4 SC R I8 AR S i) R T
FEETN

RS A SRR R AT E TR R TR TR R R T RS BT R
VAR N s, 3R BIA R B R 8 B2 2 FEAE M F 455, 217 B 2 T 3 R BE b A A g
[ TR S P AN i s b T DA FH 21 5 22 iAo S B
3.3 ZiEMR

I JLARR BT JR BERF I 9 52 4= B I N FH R AT 35 AS 49 R 31 1B 9%, Iz sy
RELE) THW IEEERIE S Z B 5 HAB K ZR 1Y X R (Ehret et al. , 2019; Strobel
et al. , 2020; Wang et al. , 2022b) . 40, 32555 Wi 54572 (2019) @1 E broe i
22 BB RE (ICLE ) FPOR R KA 3818 24 2] F 18 SCB RS T Hh A m i 5%, 0 918 B8
SCHIE S B2 SIE SR I I IR Z R 2GR HLGE LR, Bl 25 = > s m) 338 i
Pl BB SRR R BRI B A P R R AR SR A 2 T R S R T R A T 2 T AN T
K5 D, 0TI A RS (10 4R LA B) i3 2] 35 Hag SR SR S B e =
R T A EE S TR - RS DR (Marcus Strobel ) 25 A (2020) JE T /R 50818 R
Z i S B AE AR, 0 80 44 P iE BEE & (WETE B B /E SEGE B VE ORI & | 51T —iE
BB RES —IEEEEREZ PR, TREN, HEES—EE1ERM R a8
R IR IEARDC . BMEAERE AR 5B E R A WA E A8 /5 IZEA R
RENRFAE , R — 1B S ER I BRI MATE IS E WS RN B & iE B2 4
JE, BB RN ENA BT HEN R ER RS RERER Y, E55% A (2022a)
BT 774 b EIE AR 2 F P BGE SCERL, BRSBTS R E R S5 ML JER S
P E R BEARARIEAT T XTI, R AT R B TR R I AR A LU TR e dabn , 7R AR )ik )2 1
REAE T - 1l DX 73 AN R 2 > AKOF BT R SRR KA R 4 5 — S B TR S R 4l
R 2 BEFE AR (444 1) F2 38 T HCAE i A3 3480 ) v 44 1] 2 1R 349400 Z RIS A7 7 B 25 4
Ko MEF PRI WSS G /RSEBHE R B 4 SR R AR EEHR bR, LIRS —iRiE S B 42
JEEI 8 fr 4 e M AR

4 RFRE

PR SEEHS R B AE H S IAGE T FH T LR BRI AN BT 75 52, MAROUL)Z 1 44 % 2]
FWZ D TR ITIRBET 8 P T B R R 5 SCUE R T HOB F o B S i e
ZAGI, Ak R SRS I B A BT FEAT B R Oy i i — 2P R

PG TT I, ARAAITFE AT AREE N R 5B R A2 2% 2 (0 I S J2= 1T, O B 22 14 0 4
.26 -
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bRo ERTAYIIE R AL RS AR R R (E3E X 35 %2 0 AR R e A W &, IF
FE(2008 ) B 48 35 2 Z B A, LA I — =2 U 4 T PRRL T8 A 0907 1 D0 i
e R 5T 2R (LIS SERFTE A B Ik % R I B 36, 5 BT S A 20 SN 5 2
MRS bR, BRI SIE X2 52 355 T S5 S SR BIF 5T

SEUETT T, A] ARSEHR A /R BEREIE& I I A B A T 20 RS s N TR SRR
I IR BEAE R R T, TT LU AN 0 L M T 4% 2 TR B 5 R 2R B AT AR A
TE T REAE AT LSBT T R85 A 52 4% 18 08 2 v | LA s ) 30 PR 0 5 B 5 A, 5
IAERE R, FIHTE K AT B JAIAS Y (Ehret, 2018 6) 0] SEHL A Sl 5, BT IR0 AL, T
IRGERFIR RO R AR TE 2 O B ) 0 AT S, AN, 7618 5 O Le S, fu] /R B BF
VIO Z B T AR 750 L B AR AEFE bR 22— | 3 5t 248 R e (403 75 R AE , S A S B
AR E SRR ; 78 b et o3 G, w] A A R SEERE R B AR BE R pn i AT 2 2 T Y Al bk
PRAG | RO o5 Bl B2 O, Ve 3 9 B SR SR B 76 3 > 1545 R4,
A5G AR R RGNS, R iR Re I sh AL 5 5ELR , IF vl R A /R 52859 K
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Kolmogorov Complexity: Theories, Methods, Applications and Trends
XIAO Wer  LIU Xun

Abstract: Kolmogorov complexity is an information theory-based language complexity measurement system that is able to
measure the complexity at the morphological, syntactic and overall levels. It is characterized by its objectivity, economy,
authenticity and comprehensiveness. Despite its potential , it remains largely unfamiliar to the domestic linguistic community. We
begin by elucidating the theoretical underpinnings of Kolmogorov complexity and detailing the computational approaches to
morphological , syntactical and overall complexity. Subsequently, we review the empirical applications of Kolmogorov complexity in
linguistic research, noting an initial focus on language typology and a recent shift towards register variations, as well as a transition
from ontology to second language studies. Ultimately, we anticipate future advancements in Kolmogorov complexity, particularly in
enhancing semantic and pragmatic measurements, broadening its application scope, and intensifying the study of Chinese
linguistics. Via this review we hope to deepen the understanding of Kolmogorov complexity among domestic scholars, enrich their
measurement methods of language complexity, and promote the development of Chinese linguistics, Chinese-foreign language
comparison and international Chinese language education research.

Key words : Kolmogorov complexity; linguistic complexity ; measurement; information theory
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