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Abstract
Examining three years of longitudinal data collected from English compositions
written by Japanese high school students, this study reports on the development
of syntactic complexity of high school EFL writers in Japan. Mean length
of utterance (MLU) was employed as a developmental measure of syntactic
complexity. In the present study, MLUs were calculated at three high school grade
levels. Here, in the process of comparison between the proficiency in English
language and the syntactic complexity in the learners’ production, grade levels
were regarded as the stages of proficiency. In addition to the development of
MLU, the use of subordinations and embedded structures was investigated, on
the assumption that the positive use of those structures contributes to enhancing
MLU. The development of MLU was confirmed to be statistically significant,
although all three school levels were found to fall into A2 level or lower. While the
investigation of the use of subordinations and embedded structures didn’t show
the learners’ wider use of those structures, some particular structures showed
moderate increase in use in accordance with the proficiency levels. On the other
hand, there seemed to be task dependence in the use of several subordinate
structures. Hopefully, these findings will help teachers create goal-oriented and

task-supported syllabi in Japanese high school settings.
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1. MIROER

Wrk239-6 A, SCHEFFE OIANERERE D O LICB T oMt ik, TEHELEEE
ELTOEGE WM LD D5 DD E L BARBM K ~ 5554 F S BRI O FE
UMD R ala = —a BB OB RIS T~ ) GG R, 2011) 23 E LT,
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O BEZRCRI AR T2, LVOZENRE SN, TAUCEELT, Ebig, &% -
B PR ONEFEHE ICB T H[CAN-DO YRR DI THOHE EE B FER EDTZDDOF
FlE PR FSN CORRFEE, 2013), 4ABREOFE B EAIELZPIRSEHZLT, 4
g, LVDITIEET L) IECZE IO BEE - BES ST FRE L U725 M D A B M2 8L
WA Y, JDRWREFEERA TRV AdLEBbhs,

ZODOIFF &0 7121%, CAN-DOYAL® & & ¥t & L T Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, assessment (A T,
CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001) ® global scale & self-assessment grid ®2-> D3
DI TS, CEFRIZFFED SEEDORE NFRIE TII/en Tz, HHEK THARNEIC
KRIFTWHELEZAEHY, HHEDNBHOIRICE O TR T L0 EEEZ LR, FRIC
CEFR DOHFE~DO#E AL THFEL T D7 1y =7 M3 English Profile (http://fwww.
englishprofile.org/) T#%, English Profile Tix, 7> 7V VERDEL L DIEL
T ANT — X a—s 2L (Cambridge Leaner Corpus), =07 —#%HEiZ, CEFR
BL IV DOFGEFEEOIE - FEEFEICEDLFEREAZREL T,

ZORPED—2LLT, ZTEHENEMNT D1 XH72Y O FE L (mean length of
utterance: MLU) 23 ~ L& Fp R CEDFREED —DIZRDI5E VO ZENR D> TN D
(Hawkins & Filipovié, 2012), 3725, CEFR L~V ERBIEE, 13XHZVDFE
BPEZ TOKENHTETHD, BADIFRIFEIZB T, ZLOHEN, B aE-
T AEREDZ N LA ENETNEE S TNDIEAD, 2T, BURELTHANEEH,
MLU #8272 ZI2 CEFR OEDL~JLIZRL TNDEN 250y, FEMMIZR-
LEIZMLU IZRZENBEOLNDNETRDIEILT, BARANEBKRAEIGEEEEOREY
W72 PE T — 4230 MLU 2R L, SHIZZORMERRHZET, ZOXHRBLROF
k25, [TCAN-DO VAN DB TOFEBZEREE I DY>H, FRIIELZE O HEREIC
BRL, EDISRRIHDORIEF I DI ~EN, FTORHFREL THEFREL TR
TV, LVHTLIZELT, Mo DReERoZiE BfaLT,

2. FOTHR

Hawkins and Filipovié (2012) 1%, SEXF/2ETHE B MEZ DI iE7e51F
E, FEEFOESUL, EEBIR>TQKELT, FEREOINELT — X5 0T LTk
£, MLU 7% CEFR L ~LZ R HE0R A~ TND (pp. 22-23), ZZTO MLU D E#
i, T3EE+EE () J D3N L TWA TS OFER DO EEET, CEFR L~Ld95h, A2
MNT7.988, B17310.83E, B22314.23F, C12317.338, C22319.058&L72-> T3, [EiFEA
B (A1) | OEEZ RN THDHDOR, FHOBHED (Dear John 72E8) D LIT72~>T
WRWE DI HTRGREL TRV, o, CEEMECTHEBED—DLLT, because...
X although... 72X DIEJEMEIEE 2T T (p. 28),

—JF, WOMDOHFFETIE, FHF D proficiency level & BT 248 HE LR B pE H H
AreLTiE, T30y Tide, THi(cdlause) X0, — 2O FHIEZIITHBELIZVELDIAE
72O LT B Ein B D AL E L CE RSN TSI T-unit (minimal terminable unit)
(Hunt, 1965, 1970) ® 5 WNMENL THDHEDB 5 TUD, Wolfe-Quintero, et al. (1998)

018 |



1%, SRERELZL LLIKIML TWAIRIEL R E T 572012, 39DMFZE TSz
100LL LR RIGS, #HES, 1EMES) IZOWTAZ ST & To120, FEEICRED AR
FELLCiL words per clause (W/C : Hib7-0DFE%), words per T-unit (W/T : T-unit
HT-0DFEH) £721F words per error-free T-unit (W/EFT : 320D 72\ T-unit 720 D
) MEATHHEL TS (p.119), F/z Lu (2011) 1F, BHESEHIE T 5140
?5H, mean length of clause MLC : #id7=0 DFEE) 72 L TH | 2l ST fRiE D b o L
TR B A /R LTk TS (p. 56),

LIsL7e235, Bardovi-Harlig (1992) 1%, #ilz1E, SR L TOFEEFVER->
TW5H X (‘and’ DRIZEEANEZIHZENTERNEH 230 2OV, T-unit ZHW\ =
SHTTIE ‘and’ ORHIE N &4 O unit L TEUVEESIHTLEIZ D, BMESE RLDHPE
HEN LU TS O BMENTHBELTWA (p. 391), B Lu (2011) TH mean
length of sentence (MLS : & 720 DFEH) DA AVEITFEROHILTEY (p. 56), #MAEHI
T LD TAT 4 T RES) L2803 FEFRIE O BIfR % 7= Ferris (1994) TH, A EZE
FTIHRBOLN2D-T2b DD, 1 XOESIE 457 IEMEIZFE 3 O proficiency level Z 5
BT Z D3R BT (p. 416),

3. HIZRERR
MLU Z% 2L CTH RN BRAERGEFEBEOERT — 25250, ROZEIZD
WA ZEIZLT,

FFER% T - MLU |33 ZRIEL L T proficiency level & 775l TX 570,
TR 2 MLU Ef¢ R A& OFE APIRILICIZE D X572 Btk 3 8 57,

4. WMEAFE
41 T—HRE

ARFZECHERALEZT —21%, #i(2013) T, HREMITHEZDE912725 T D L I ©
TOSEHE B AL, FHEOSEFEORERDUCOW T LIZLOLFEL, iz
JWED AN E S FAR D ALE20944 03, T ENERE, 24K, 3FERFOIIUDHIZE N
HHBE(ELTHS, GTEC for STUDENTS (Basic : A=27 FR{E660,5) Dh—4 )L
)5 (14E19383.2, 24FEIF417.0, 34EHF435.3) 220114F B ~20134E % L o0 42 [E 15
(11 : 393.4, M2 :434.7, &3 : 452.4) LIL#ET 5L, ZOT —X%, EEFFHAOHA
NERERZE S B E DT — BN TEWEAD, FHELEZAZII T T =0 T8 T2 40
3D timed essay T, TNENDOR Y7L, 18R TRROKYIZR AN, 28K T2
FCOERAETREEIRVIK ST, 3FER  TEREIXT VAL T RETHD (B
B k) 18725 TG, FREBG TORRED—REL TENETZRIECTHLT20, F
FEAEITIC LT3 ChE 7 DS BEIZH DFEE DEERE (H 5y DZ e~ D Z e~ 2D
LY BT TRY, FNENRIRBHRATIZ/0->TWD, 2094 DIE/ESLDRREES 1 NHT-
DOSRFERUL, T, 14ERF1978455 /94.738, 24-IF2996355,143.458, 34
FF235465E 112.TFETH -T2,
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4.2 SWAHE

Hawkins and Filipovié (2012) (ZL7=23>C, FEfESLDAT, [ 35+ 8 (h)) |
DOHEEDHESIL, B « BRALEBIT 2D LEL TRV TWDL DD HE TR GEL,
ZNENOFEEZEO MLU 2R, FFEILIIEOVHE, hREREZRD, Fik
® Bardovi-Harlig (1992) OfEfix5EIZL T, WHIOE®RE ST 00, itk
AIVEE 2 T REZR ST 8545t SC (1]« T like soccer and I like movies.) (22 Ci%, ‘and’
DI ZBI DL EL (FIOFITIE2LH/Y), FErHEf LEL TOEEEVEL > TEY, Hi
BOANBEZNTERNEDIZHOWTIE1IXETHZEICL 72, Wolfe-Quintero, et al.
(1998) %, Z® MLU D L5703 IR A E T3t D F 70 B D —-DIZ, proficiency
LOREE AT L, DFEY, FOWED, BOTANCFME T CIHESIN TS
proficiency level ZHiHE /2 FRBI TELN LR THZETHHEL TS (p. 6), AHfF
ZETIL, LD AT =NV flio TT XN TOEELZHRAEBNTFARL 72H O % writing
proficiency &JAD Tid72<, VFALDVL2FA, 2FA TV FAD TN IFEDRE SN
FVY, EVIORIMHRIZIEEDWT, [524F % proficiency DEFELL TWDR, ZDIEIZONT,
Wolfe-Quintero, et al. (1998) 1%, KRFEZEOD—RAIHREINTRE T TTTLDL L
Zt o T proficiency DELELTHZ LN —F XY THHEL (p. 9), Lu (2011) 1%, Zo
Wolfe-Quintero, et al. (1998) O/RMBAZZITC, FURBREZZITCATL, Z0Otk,
FZLIZFRICY I NARATRILNEOFRELZ T TETWIUE, RETRTITLOL L) A
T LA | LU TRWEAIEL TS (p. 46), F72, FEEOEHT —ZDERE LR
ﬁ“ét@@ﬂ;ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁé ZOWTC, Ortega (2003) 1%, WD EHIHIFFIED AZ 43K/

B3R AT 1TF<OVW ORI EZH T T THZENRMETHLH LR T

b%(p. 514), LIeioT, AW THEETLITHIERDET DT R Y THLHEE R
HiLd,

5. #ER
5.1 ZFEFH#EITEMLU OFE

FHEZ LD MLU O (Mean), R (SD), Mo iRz UQR), Mok
EFR1DIN o7, AR RDE, FHEMEITIZLIZN->TMLU 0)1%“73%%%(:5@
(14F © 6.8, 24 : 7.4, 3HWF : 8.5), HHRAE (50% DU H) HIZIEFARIZHE 2
TWA (14K - 6.7, 24FRE 7.2, 34ERF: 8.1), MEUE(FZE, U4%H mﬁ# L3RR D
PR TE D Tho7- (FNEFn2.37, 2.8),

R1 PHEETEMLU OFEE
N  Mean SD IQR 0% 26% 50%  75% 100%
MLU 14 209 6.8 1.32 1.6 3.3 5.9 6.7 7.5 14.3
MLU 24 209 7.4 1.43 1.7 4.6 6.5 7.2 8.2 13.7
MLU 34 209 8.5 2.37 2.8 3.7 6.9 8.1 9.7 17.4

TV=R~r DT 7FRRE GHEDHL3RELL DT =2 D ) RTAN I IE) 24T -
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72eZh, 3ODFAED MLU OEICA BEZAENRO LN (4 2fH=103.8836, HHE =2,
p E=.00), ILICKFFERBOFERBELHERT LD, ZEEKR 72n—=
E) BT Cp EERD, TNENOHREERDIZEZA, VERFE2ERE, 24ERFE34E
e, 1ERESFERFOBOABZENPEDLNL (T p E=.00), 2hEEC@) IXTZENE
w, .89 BhEEF), 43 R EF), 57T GIREKXR) ThHhot,

52 WREEBEDFERKR

SCEBEMECL, MLU 223 8ELL T, HEillRB VD NAHERETCZDOMOIERE
MOEIIER L, o RN AHERL-, ZOMEIER LBRIE, FOEINHER
FEERHIHESOELLUCLIIRSNTWAD, BESUEICMET 2T ThdHEWHIZE, F
72, ZOREENLSELEIIC MLU OB H535EB 20N\ 28THD, (A
U EBENFRICAE RIS RDIRUED FTREMEZ B L, HECIIRL, ZO/ERMEE
— D THIELLES TWENENEF N, A FAFET IR L (F2),

F2 RKEBEDOERRK (B - A 200 A7)

14E 24 34

when (FlFAH)) 92 (44.0%) 111 (53.1%) 73 (34.9%)
because 7 (3.3%) 44 (21.1%) 49 (23.4%)
before 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 6 (2.9%)
after 0 (0.0%) 2 (1.0%) 4 (1.9%)
though, although 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
if (E|F i) 24 (11.5%) 17 (8.1%) 109 (52.2%)
if (44 FE) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
until 1 (0.5%) 2 (1.0%) 5 (2.4%)
since (If) 1 (0.5%) 5 (2.4%) 3 (1.4%)
since (B - J5[K) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
as (IFf) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.5%)
as (BEH - JFA) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
as (FkfE) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
whether (4 7i8i) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.5%) 0 (0.0%)
whether (FII5%1) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
that (AWEETe) 94 (45.0%) 107 (51.2%) 168 (80.4%)
relatives (FEfilEfi & ae) 6 (2.9%) 17 (8.1%) 30 (14.4%)
wh-indirect question 1 (0.5%) 4 (1.9%) 7 (3.3%)
6. BE

6.1 MLU QFZEIZDLNT

LAEHEITIZLIZ3 > T MLU M N TV D Z RIS L RO LIRS, ZD%E
FHHEM OB SERITITSH O MLU CEHfES.5, Jf#8.1) 1%, Hawkins and Filipovié
(2012) TR RH TS, CEFR @ A2L /L D7.93E 1% FEl>TWALD D, Bl
L D10.8FE IRV TN e b o7-, CEFR @ H AR N8 H ~D 5 F vl sefhic
DU TR ATZAR B (2008) 12, BURDIELWEBRIC Y CIE, EMRETEL 29535
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1, ERAZERTEWVEW ALY, BB T BIL~NLTHAY, LLTWD, A
DT —AIERAEREOLDOTIIR2WA, MLU OO E4AL, GTEC for STUDENTS
OFERELEIZ, ZOFHFELEMD, @RELLUITMORFEORENZAL TCNDHEE R
BNDZENBHERIL T, ZORERIE, BT (2008) DB LL—HL TWHENSTENEAD,

FFER O ERDAE B CHhDE, VERDD2ERFOM O CEYE : +0.658, &
fifl © +0.558) ITH_T, 2RO 3FEREOM O CERIHE - +1.158, H9fE : +0.958)
DI BIIRYRELI>TNDH(FL), ZUTIE, 7, OWTIZ v v OEWVDE
DO TWDHBEMEN DD, SEFERFOHRAIEL DRy 7 TER AT VA M BRI
_RETHD B, KA 1T, Yy bl argumentative Thd, 1, 2EBOLEDIT LD
|Z narrative Th5HEV 25, Newton and Kennedy (1996) 1%, FLH-SI1F0ikima 2R
T HXAT CIIHERL A PE NS T W EIR X TEY (p.320), Lu (2011) i, narrative
&0t argumentative D573, FEEDEHTLFHEOEHEINEELEL TS (p.49).,
%72, Beers and Nagy (2009) &, 43 #7iCff L 72 B Hi B4 IE T-unit Tldd 523,
persuasive essay D J7 7} narrative KOG EMES N Fo7c L X TnD, #1T, Y
W7, PONARZEDAMLOFLERHILE X TEWVOL, B, THERD24ERFETOM
BN~ T, FEEITICLIEN S TEANENIRBST2EVIRIREMELH DD, TFAT 47
BRIDY v VIR DT LT ST, BORENDBIL ~LH R, & D8 FH OR%
BROZERLEBLT, HAEPBESNZIZDE LR,

6.2 WREBEOFERAKRIZONT

ZLDOFHFEIMEHL TODIEREE LB AL THDE, WL OO THA)]
R 728 FLIR DS D B D, K200, LA EOFEHFMEHL TODLIE B %S
&LT when i (24F), RIFIHEL T if fi (34), EWsAE e that i (247, 34) 2

#F 5D, when HiOE I ASCEIAIE, 14ER544.0%, 24FRE53.1%, 34FEKF34.9% T
HY, 2 KEOME H AEEIS PP FERE LY &<l TWD, 2FRFOFEIELD N Y 71
[ZNETOEBRAETEEZIRVIESTITHY, WERH O PEHINT VY, EDRMNT,
WEWEOERPHEZ 72 &R T DI when i@ 8 CHE DN AIREMEREWEAD
(f5] : When I entered this high school, I was very happy.), EIFAfiELTo if €ilc>
WTHTHRLE, HHAABOEIAIT1IHFR11.5%, 24FK8.1%, 3FKi52.2% Lie- Tl
0, SFEREOFGNEHLTEV, T if L, BRSOHEE R <20 S M4Hie L TH
WHLDHT2%, argumentative T%63$Hj?@9%1/ﬁj( (RS AEIX T VA N FERR I
FTRETHD (B Kxt) JEVI Ny 7 DX AT T, ZLOFERFMERLTZEHERITED
(f3] : If they need some money to help their parents, they should work.), AI&% &
e that HIIZ L DHLDIAZAEIE IOV TIE, TAEREDDHA5.0% S0 AZLOEIA D3 k)
BV, £D%51.2%, 80.4% LIEFRIC EHL T D, EOA4ETY think (thought) O
WILELTORENKEE HD, Z0OM, hope, know EDIENH R 45, 3ODFH4E
BBEAESLA AT DIRDFFED I Y 7 IEAF T HZEITERITIND T, FEIERIIC that Hi
DFFHD, HADFETIZEHF L TCNBEE LTIV B LR,

fEAANENTIZL720 D, FEEITICUTZN > TIEMICHE 2 TOD A2 TOD LR
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REXELLTIX, because Hi (14ERF7 A, 24FERf44 N, 34EHF49N), relatives (A&
Te) (14EEF6 A, 2EBF1T A, 3EER30N) RENHD, ZD because Hil DWW, 3%
FEZBL TRV ELOFERBENEAZRATODLOD, FHELLR THRDLE, KFEFEITE
F2M (I like my sister. *Because she is kind to me. O XH72 06 J@ & D Fx D BEAE ) 23
%785 CHY, VEAETIIEMEZRATHTE%DOFEEFHDOIEFILL FICZOMAMN LI
72 (Murakoshi, 2012), ZAUTH 78 TH 8 L7 why-because D%t 56 B XU K 95
BRI CICEDb 0D, ZOBELIZEWERES RIS nbno b
RLTWDDONBLNR, BREICOWTIE, PRI T, R 1EO S B R
EBORNTY, FH EESUELLOIHESNVTEY, FEEZNT TR EZL Q0D
ZH2 LT, HHABITEZ THDHD0, E3ERDIILH T85% L LDFEH
D, FZXDINTIRo TR, FIfERIEL TN END T e3> 7= (Murakoshi,
2012),

6.3 IEE~ADTRE

FEH T —Z D1 LOWHIFERS RIZEEIC, @34 TH CEFR O A2L~L|ZEE
FoTND, EVOBRABA T, HARNERAERESEE OB aE %Mk
DL, ErTHURIWEAID, oFY, ColoigEs 5 xR, HHREOZ D
NFEXFRMIFOIE LE HRINTETDINTRDDIEAID, FTNE, FEUSEIE R
TERMEEE, BRI, MDOEMICHEXLIINCTHIENNETHAD, MR, Btk
Fi7e 1L, FEROLREREZ T TR EL TWDHLO 0, 7edens BRI HE-
TV, HEEBERAEZFEE LD, 823D, Hbdd-onH #k
BUREOBEE 0D LK EL G2 IR BENIV—EROOND, BEIFEICEORIL
HE CARY 7L TLESTNWTE, ZOFEEAEMOLGH THE XML THEZ L/ —
N —IZF 22 LT HELNEAS, 2070 THERZ because HiD LH1Z, BREIALAET
I, BORINEDORBERA DB NI RIERUTOWNTE, Bvobis, @z
FELSMOEFREL T, {EBIORNTHIEOLE T ENRDHD, £/, narrative,
argumentative 72E DTAT 4L T ZAT DX WL~ T, b WVWEiERIc
BEWNELDHIEND, BRDTY L NVDTAT A TIREIEHRTEL, WANWAREFEFA
EEORAIMEE G ZDHIENRDLND, ELT, NI OHS R 2R L ND,
[TCAN-DO VAR D COFE B B OTELZE O BEE (BRI 30) O, S
FXERDXNDTAT AL T BRI NIVIAI, ENENDIAT THBRZINMEITHAD,
RGO SER L, BEEA L CERRERMEE Y CTBLIENLETHD,
2o, ZEHRIOFREORA L IRZEDRLWAEVAMICRY, RN SESE
SR A BN, WAWARTEEORLTAT AL T DAF NV EFIZOTEELHTE
DTEHIEAD,
7. HERESEOMREE

PRI LIZREL, B 4ENLIFEDOFEF% proficiency level £4721LC MLU &D R
M E B7-2 5, FHEEITIZLZN>TMLU NEBEIZEZEL TWAIERD) T, #F
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FeRx M 200 RS O AR OWTIE, HARFE OIS IIT R EEA N Aot
DO, @BERTH, FEERRIEBEZHE W IRELETITT RS TORNI LA
LT, F, FAT AL T HATDRE IRV MZE ST, FEE DA RBRIIEST
WADTEBREIE TR S oz,

ZOIH B RDEONTN, BEEELH-C, FEETOENT —2% 00+
HZEWTIE, EBRBEDAREME RS> T D, AWFFETIE, MLU fi%d K&L{$ 5%
F, TROLEEHICTHIERLL T, ERHEICERLED, SFo%kEEd, -
ER, BIEFMRE, ich MLUEOHENICELLEHRERADRS L, Bk FEE IR
L, 2 OEMALEZEZHBFL T TR, ENLEMAGOE THEIZLL T
% (Hawkins & Filipovié, 2012, p.163), ZHODEHAVEEERCZ DM BB DI E
WAz ~, MLU LDV E RV, FEHEDOSIEE LI OV TIOICHEME i
B/ONDH LI,

%72, AEIIE MLU &) —DDFEHEL proficiency level (524F) DRIV E B T3,
Stk BEFOLOLE OIS ESFRREFFIEIZOWT, proficiency D BIRAFH~ TV
ZELTEDLEAD, ZORINT, IOREBIZ, KOEMEICHARNFEEEOSEREEN
ECELIEN RO UL, BEBG~DOIGHBHEIFICANDLZENTEDLNE LIV,

Bz, FERHELTTIEHRL, [l 2 OFEE O EEZ WHZEHTED, Casanave (1994)
X, RIURSGEREE, RUIZTAORNT, RURELST, RCTAT 427 XA
AT, RICL L DFEEFETYH, BEORPUINANASTHLH LR ~TND (p.197), 1
NZERLHZEITINA T, BRDFBETOSNETZIX, SORLZERMEDLONLZENT
HENDBDN, ZORNT, [ZOIIRBEONE— 28R HE T N—T1%, Birs
FBECTRLE, ZOIHF M EL > TND I EWI IS, (i /a @Bl N A onbll
HHDHMH LA,

%12, proficiency level 23 EA3 UL, STUTEHELL TV, &V, — R HEH %
ANCH B2 28I ERE LT IR 5720 2 A9, Ortega (2003) 1%, b#kFEE X
&b 7L — X)L CHEMESE £ BT 5L L TEY (p. 514), Taguchi, et al. (2013) I,
T AV ~DEFAD essay DIy HT5, lowrated essay O 5 M EEHEEE - T
WA BHES N E D THY (p. 424), high-rated essay Ti, BIREIORDOVICIEE
STV, BIERA CAREBERILIZD T 57eE, 7L —XL L TR EL L
TNAT —ZANS N L2 R RTND (pp. 426-427), AN, FUESEZERO AR NG
BABGEFBHEFEDIDFEOER T —Z & o LIzhs, #at 7RIS B2 MLU O3 X
BOLNTZHLDOD, 650 CEFR L)L TV, T XTA2ETLHWSNTWA, £
JEDILFEOFE WM L L TIARD TRV D DT EAT 7B E R e, G R0
R THDHMN, EHIT proficiency level D W KFAELEDT —HX T, REROSHTEZT5
72¥, proficiency OHLPHZ LV IR T~ X, SCOHEMES L proficiency DLVFEL W
BIRMENDNDTEAD, EHTHUE, FlZIE, AFEORR THLFHEEEM DL ED,
A2JVEBIZ EOL~VVITET DITIE, ARV O0, EDLHREEZ LTI D)
2, X EARMCIHREIZ 2 D139 CTh D, T3 RITUTZ0» THT HE O BRIy e FgiE
EHEDDHIENTTRL, SESERBEEHWT, EBICEEEDEZLIOI>TWNDE
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R AT DL, FRENAEEZIVEYD, RBEERMIICUIVERiFEE21T52
LIZOIRPDTESD,

Eoif
AHFIEICEEL, HRAMEGE KPR FRORFEHE R RO E KT ELh S 20
T2, ZZICRSEGHOE AR T D,
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