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Norms in the Use of Persuasive Markers
in the Translation of Chinese Editorials
into English

Da-hui Dong  Yu-su Lan Li-xiung Huang

When translating from Chinese into English, native Chinese-speaking
translators often produce translations that don’t read naturally. One possible
reason is that they fail to follow textual norms and conventions of the English-
speaking community. This study is aimed at exploring whether there are norms
followed by professional translators in the use of persuasive markers when
translating Chinese editorials into English.

This study compared the use of persuasive markers in translations of
Chinese editorials and authentic English editorials. The translations were
produced by 35 translators, among whom 10 were native English-speaking
and experienced, 11, native Chinese-speaking and experienced, and 14, native
Chinese-speaking but inexperienced. The study built a translation corpus of
350 translations first. The frequency counts of six persuasive markers were
extracted from the corpus based on algorithms specified in Biber’s (1988)
multidimensional study of linguistic variations across speech and writing. The
six markers chosen were those that constitute the fourth dimension in Biber’s
study.

The study has found that there seems to be a norm of using persuasive
markers in the translations of experienced translators, native English and native
Chinese alike. The study also finds that the inexperienced native Chinese-
speaking translators, as research subjects, follow the norm. As a result, the study
discusses a number of possible factors which may account for such a result. It
particularly argues that the norm, under certain circumstances, could represent
a translation universal and calls for further research into translation norms in
a hope to help native Chinese-speaking translators improve the naturalness of
their translations.

Keywords: Chinese into English Translation, corpus, translation norms, persua-
sive markers, editorials

Received: April 30, 2008; Revised: June 5, 2008; Accepted: June 5, 2008

Da-hui Dong, Assistant Professor, Department of Translation and Interpretation Studies, Chang
Jung Christian University, E-mail: dongdahui@mail.cjcu.edu.tw

Yu-su Lan, Assistant Professor, Department of Translation and Interpretation Studies, Chang
Jung Christian University

Li-xiung Huang, Graduate Student, Department of Translation and Interpretation Studies, Chang
Jung Christian University




PRI TRMMAR L ) A0 ESERLIE

IR AR A X FRsEX ki 95

AN
~ Iid

il

BIRPAR EMAREOT IFFTS (source language) #3F IEUHBFS 24
HY TR %HIEU%“ FIRE (EEDR PV for B B > RISLRL D TRV -
gﬁﬁ?lilj i (=8 EReis F”HF’F VR % HIEY ?ﬂf\_ El’jjga[ vk
FA . ﬂ?fl (= pugl %ﬁtﬂﬁp@:ﬁ Flglpﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁi EERINN [ﬂ PRl
B O ?ﬁ;; ) F,E”*ﬁf F*?ﬁfu,w ( Chesterman, 1993; Hermans,
1998; Toury, 1979 ) e Toury P B R B Y riji’\ﬁ“'éﬁ?”??ﬂl
P IPVEER - Hermans E"IJEILf H I?i % ’Tﬁu%%‘fi%l?'ﬁﬂﬁflﬁ‘ﬁ/[[fﬁ%%ﬁ“
w R RUY (B IR YRR R Eﬁj’] ANIERE: Vs B
FUE ] MEERORE IS F Y CH TR =R
(ks E ) L rT; (7 (Baker, 1992; Hatim, 1997; Hatim & Mason, 1990 ) » £
Hliwﬂﬁ%ﬁfﬁf UK Ifbfﬂ CALRLISEEF Vg RIio) -

ﬁuﬁﬁl"ﬁ . ?ﬂﬂ?ﬁﬁéiﬂ Pt HER I%Té [y ey BUAR 9 S RLES
FE! ﬁfﬁ‘ﬁ”gf%w FpuZ rptpy o F ﬂfyfqu M= IR
EJ‘ﬁ*TU o Elﬁ&ﬁj%iﬁ% = ﬁgﬁ‘/?‘ﬁf\_df ﬁ’l A9 Fk[ﬁ,l’]jung{ §,l » SR
Mg T FWDIH RV TN ”JKH@M,EW% A TR,
FLIFISE 1PV (Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005; Brennan & Williams, 1995;
Holtgraves, 1997, 2001) = [T & fhivB/ i B/ 1 el | 1o 75
e EI R o (B AR fE] k0 200720 2007b > [REFID) £ FIY
¢%ﬁ+ﬁ#ﬁwWﬁ%ﬁme* L OB
- PRI E ﬁiﬁi%w FURIR ] -
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A ~ SRR

PR BN ST 2 BT (SRS G P gy -~ PIRESPE O e 320 £9
b ﬁl?ﬁ#ﬂ FRER PV (Zimbardo & Leippe, 1991) o fel 7% 7 IR 2
B HFEH o wE R REUR T BRI o R ESREGIE A
ik BHEEURE R MR EURY S © Neuman et al. (2002) 3 fwTN
g’fﬁJEﬁJiﬁl’%éﬁi’l’ﬂﬁ R PRI e P S HURIR
FPFEISN PR RS VA S w pY AR (boundary ) - [N T g R (BFYE2
%E}' J ] Fja GRASEA L > PR €95 (pronouns ) » F:&nﬂg? (ridicules ) »
bﬂfﬁﬂj ERVEEEIP [~ (animalism) 5% 5 fH HEBIVELR T - B
It & ?iﬁf“upfiﬂﬁ Sppy TR S (power) EFUN TV ]E'JFTJ[’ fig "
Bl 9% (Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005; Carli, 1990; Gibbons, Busch, &
Bradac, 1991; Holtgraves & Lasky, 1999) » {4 {58 5 #i gy flichizpl ©
s F—“F 1 (powerless markers ) [ {5 > B fﬁ*fﬂfﬁ g T
Fﬂr, 1 WA (hedge) » ITIHT f (tag questions) ~ %t (hesitation ) »
BEF (disclaimer) ~ 7 51| ;fﬂr, (polite forms) ~ I'] %5 J1& f";ﬂ@ﬂ?ﬁﬂjnﬂ
FIE%J (intensifiers ) o N =" & — fsvf‘ﬁr:,c'ﬂ [‘PE'J“JT\%\W'{H ( Blankenship &
Holtgraves, 2005; Gibbons et al., 1991 )
PR gl i i?ﬂ’?yﬁ%ﬁ‘?l"Eﬂ%@%E}“ﬁ?%ﬂJﬁéﬂE@Fﬁ%
(A S ERUTR J%'FTJ%EJ [E5] e BT Carli (1990) ARG F PRI 17224
%?{ﬂ'ﬁﬁf}'*’ﬁ"@‘[‘*fﬂlﬁ Fﬁ% D TR SRR PR o PN R T
s F‘QP IR H"%Ff IRES R eSS a Nl e TGO xﬂﬂ*ﬁﬂ al
12t ah% b3 [iifﬁﬁ%?ﬁ Tu L7 ff lﬂuﬂ@ C EEFUV TR R
7% - [i] House (1977) MIRMEZEM SR - IR - R e =
YA FRBIP IRV BATL S PR AR 0T B 3 T e (the
universal audience ) ~ #f— F5! (a single audience) » I'J » F 15305 (oneself
as an audience ) » £l Hliﬁﬁgﬂﬁﬁr{ El“ﬂ‘:ﬁ[}f\_ﬁu}%’g} PO Jiflé:%j‘Fll_
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A ?Fﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁl}ﬁ (it~ WRH 2RI (non-argumentative) [IU74
e JDJ PR BTOPERH ]~ B Rt Rr= s [ IR e ™ -
I b v ﬂ"’?”r%i LRl b pVE iﬂ#n‘?mrﬁﬁl HpEE RN
J (House, 1977, p. 8) ©
AR AEIRH BV A B R R O R o
EEPRE Ry Hk o SRRy o S BRI [fbl‘f—“ Ll %F&I‘F—t"— FERIH A
B o a:‘ﬂi/‘fﬂatﬂ%‘vphﬁ’ﬁﬁ'mufﬂ bj‘—ﬁéj:#[LN Pren= o H T 0 F
[fil— RUY T IRIRE LAY A DRI P (Ve 8 > 2000 0 ECE RS
2006 ; aiF, » 2007 5 E+ > 2006) > 2 EFRH] %ﬂeiqﬁ[%ﬁﬂ%@ﬁié =
FOTPEAE > (g PRl 4 T HIRLET SRV R > BT i TP
W1 5 Cexplicitation ) 4 B (BlISHH] ~ £ » 2006) » S VB R B
fFthﬁ[tiﬂlT %5l o
PI o SRR AR ‘ﬂiﬁ'w?@f“*“* e [uf.ﬁ'iﬁﬁ’n%ﬁ"ﬁﬁﬁ’
DA %f f i’?ﬁﬁg‘p[gu—fﬁfél“ ( Blankenship & Holtgraves, 2005;
Carli, 1990; Gibbons et al., 1991; Holtgraves, 1997, 2001; Holtgraves & Lasky,
1999; Neuman et al., 2002) © fFJ[! Blankenship & Holtgraves (2005 ) Et*éﬂﬁ\far
‘%T pIHF,HlElfJ%ﬁﬁ'I?@%'%u‘?W‘:’ (R R R e [ T
PIDI:[’ f”ﬂlF"iFriiﬂﬂFﬁ%ﬁ%l 2 uf,ﬁlﬁw%«‘%fmaﬁﬁ & A HUD‘
- ﬂfﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁ:ﬁ“ VR IH =t rTv ﬁﬁ”%ﬁ% R = 0] I_N'rEJF[
PRI Fipl e 2 ii‘”ﬁé'l@g* G HE ~ T JDF} i T
Fi *Ffﬁ'ﬁl I TE’F o AL e P ?1 %T EHHI%’%BWFQ
;ﬁﬁﬁdzp\@f};[ T kL (Blankenship & Holtgraves 2005) SRS ) B B
LA Ejfﬁﬁﬁ“%%bliﬁ IR T
FI ¥ BRI EEU If':#fl R AR R R R
?ﬁri?"ﬂ;ﬁij 7 A~ SEE TR 3’355 |ek;ﬁﬂ:tl } fﬂjIF'EJg:F;H L B (MG 5
WE - Eﬁ?ﬁﬁ“a%'ﬂm i 2 bi”t'f?f - Lﬂ* ﬁiﬂ’ﬁﬁ”ﬂ’ PUSFEA IR T
“ (Chesterman, 1999; Hatim, 2002; Hermans, 1998) > {fL L& [ 1) EURRL
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¥ (to follow the source text ) |J71<JF1LF Ehhl— 7ERE A ?;’ﬁj 144 (Frawley,
1984; Mauranen, 2005; Trosborg, 1997) —— 'RU SR H AR L ¥
PSR i 5 R TS SR SRR - RIRR R R R
Al o 1R R e Sl GRPR BRE  HRROEPR R
Y BB PR ER S YA (ENE - f IR 0 2007b) 0 B fVE
RN YR (LIS 2R 2 2006) « (ANE IR B 3% (20076)
AR 3 AR T FIERR JO R 2 GARH  HRSOEPR ER R Eﬁ'ﬁ&ﬁ@
T B PP R R R R RPN R - W RR R B
FTE ~ U R TERL ) 5! £+ Ut SRR - mmﬂﬂ%f’mﬁW®W
RS 3 AR ?{Eﬂjﬁ?ﬁh&?ﬁ'@%ﬁ'w P B WP T T
(Eeb N S RIS N R T ’p%‘%[ff*ﬂ ORI IR A 2 20
R Py B URLEEURRUY Y- lﬁﬁaf[u&ﬁ[% ’ %ﬁw?— [l ly 5 T8
Aol -

PRI PR 'H%KFJHW YRR HERY Y E
Fzr%frjw M ;z‘;‘—\ljy“'\nfﬁririf’ﬁfrjd/ e %%[ifﬂ R e 5 T
FEIEED -

-~ EHLFNY A Ei‘flﬁlp' %%BW@ g (B R 2
o iﬁ%‘fﬁé[tﬁJ%‘cﬁ%’f}\i TJrT,upJ%‘QI;/[ﬂ:;FE’J:CIP@l‘m%J%E”‘ IFT B9
=\ LJﬁFx[N I EL I ﬁl@'\r@puj [F, ﬁﬂﬂf“* (B3 0= JJ ;ﬂ%g’jﬁé]"e
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22 - MERHLE

% YL Chesterman (1993, 1999 ) SHA4S B/ i fl A1 KR4 e
S Ui E R BRI © Chesterman (1999, pp. 90-97) K B/ & 4 i
o3 SRR S PR < P IR LA H S OIR - L
WAL g RS PR g
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E,H?i/ (=i 15 PUFE R B R (R R (T j:;:FIF'J;I/:L F[jﬁ?”-[—} Sy AT
RGBS ~ [l 2 (R PRI (™[ Jfﬁ[{fﬁdipuﬂ&%&@ $ ) 2 AR
T BT I RLE S M”M‘%F,THFP [& 8 [T e R
%$$@%<W%Fﬁ CH] Y EE R L 4R
e lﬁﬁ%;ﬁ?@%&%& o i Fq FVEIRe }frr lg%fﬁ“ﬁut;uc ElRRNE:)
“%ﬂ@&ﬂﬁﬁhw%ﬂvuﬁﬁ’&y#§ PR
SE|H P9 FO I -
B“d‘%’%”?ﬁiﬁﬁﬁlﬁ I IERLTE () S RS OIR R  SEe
BEFCD ]ﬂjrirnFﬁTEJ ERREEE &3 F)’Tﬁar,w EIEEEICEENS
’?‘/EE'TEJD.HT*%? i R R A NEAREE Tz\fﬂﬁj??ﬁ ﬂ’i’ -
Fug’@?,a ELETE ﬁ-{ #E},Jﬁc“ﬁ”‘l:ﬂ] o Kol y[[%\[ ﬁm¢@ﬁgzg fJJ A
21 rﬁ*ﬂf PR R PR AR E R B - P T
xﬁﬂiﬂ’iaf FUEP R = RIS (TR I}Jgﬁﬁ‘ﬁy%@ﬁ[ﬁ? 1)
Chesterman (1993, pp. 1-20) Fllﬂﬂfﬂi%ﬁgﬁ’lé@a@“lm PR 7
l"egjlﬁi’*ﬁﬁao J;gﬁftﬂgfﬁ‘y}t LR A g%rlmtﬁmbrwlgjﬁ, & il
3 T LNTRE = prmiﬂlmp Eq [ 4 B LS A l[jﬁf%x%ﬁ
RS P EIR T (S (T o VP ARL - %friﬂlgt;fﬂ T
,ﬁ?‘fﬁdﬁiﬁ]ﬂj AT R A F[J%fﬂﬁ&%\[ o FTJI T FRL- }f{,;‘ﬁ?[tﬂﬁg,
Es %‘iﬁbﬁ’wﬁ"%ﬁ%;‘/ FUFTF«HI o= Y iﬁﬂﬂw 053 RLA g ) A
PR iiwa%Efﬂﬁ~fhwa %@ﬂ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁf B R
“LLIFEJE' UL E S R 2 R e ol P 152 R
A BRI AT o T lﬁﬂi@m@ﬁ méat %WA’TW—“:? ﬂ::rﬁa,i%m
TIJ CHEFR ) @ HPVER - P ﬂlaﬁﬁ;ﬁ”%ﬁﬂmﬂ Pﬁ*“ﬁﬂ%‘fﬁu’lﬁu :
Chesterman 41} » ff 58 H 7 B/ G87H l TTA FPOAH) BCILRL ~ 781 43
(BT o = Eﬁi’n e PR O OB 75
R AR PO LR 10— ZE A - T LG i
L T B T S S i R Fa e S Sl L
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PR B T RERL @S P Tl - PRI AR R A« PR R

R AL ¢ SRR AR T B T TR S e
FHE PR T FRET ) [P T

e

PRI RO R RTINS S P AT R AL
Vi PR Y T s (A

Tk *’?Lfﬂ*ﬁmﬂw e Ii@ﬁt‘*ﬂﬁgﬁﬁ Z$ M) Biber (1988) f
R FFIFE LG 0L FIB [ (genre variation) 9 T €[ ) (Muld-
dimensional Approach) P& FLEL#E » FRFH ST Ty, F%Eﬁﬁ’[‘ﬁ%?
f' I} (markers of persuasion) l":t’bfll%gl\ﬁwuﬂ@ Fi v pvEE [i){@
Hlg o U E[JTFI[’:’TE FSEH ) (prediction) I T #71 ; (necessity ) FU[H*E[FF
FEREH > 1) W TEVRMEEIE ) (suasive verbs) + T 5% (infinitives ) 7 53
BESUENE o Csplit auxiliaries ) ~ {5 [ HJ ( conditional clauses) =76 Fl;ﬁfl’#ﬁ
r‘%?‘ﬁ!] o B1ber§“t" 'ilﬂ pl[ﬂ —}\aF‘,TJ“ﬂquj’ ﬁlg‘aﬂ R RN PN
B e l'p?ﬂ IEIF' "SE l?eﬁtiﬁﬂ%ﬂ‘éﬂﬂi# HJ'F]“]?F"JF:‘I i IR “He will
come.” ; [J;[Z/L'%J}Hﬂ* 8112 e A I S N e e AR E (S IR R
“I might do it.” « Jif{=# =] T =50, I r%ﬁ% E3=eEE I F"’T{F—T’:t' |
ﬂ%@%'%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ% g8 P RL LI R 22 2 1L =Y > B9 “You should go.”
(Biber, 1988, p. 148) o 3 1 F[|H17¢ i%ﬁﬂﬂqu i e Flﬁﬁqulf
PR ICEE (Biber, 1988, p. 248) ¢

sl

k1 EARTHBAEE

Markers Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Range | Std. Deviation
Predictive Modals 7.7 3 21 18 3.7
Necessity Modals 4 0 8 8 2.4

Conditional Clauses 2.7 0 6 1.8
Suasive Verbs 4 1 11 10 2.3
Infinitives 17.6 9 25 16 3.6
Split Auxiliaries 7.2 2 11 9 2
AR - T BF a9 EE B Biber, D. (1988). Variation across speech and writing (p. 248).

New York: Cambridge University Press.
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Bt~ e R

— AR ITRE R ERYE L

PR FT HIRL R K 10 SA Y B 1L -
FIRL g F 'éewﬁ‘ B 2 P BT O R K > 2= IR
PRI Z by 5 B ) FPRUIRER - PR PR R KL Y [OBAE
L 10 R ﬁﬁ;%%’%’ﬂéﬁ\iﬁﬁj‘ﬁq o P T EH R WEH
?Pﬁﬁ'ﬁ FUSR > IR TR SR DIPE 14 00 4 @ s £

ARG H ) SR E S BRI A RO R
’I‘Qﬁ:“ﬁlﬂ* » PP U:T—“?Ea 237 (CBT) » #P14H H’g 350 Ry
oo FHIFURATE ROV ) R BRI B S AR IR
Trados7.0 #F F‘ﬁﬂ fH [ WinAlign JJHu ) }H BV RV S E o o

R

~ $HEREN
R o TSR] “9'\[3&«[ Lancasteriaﬂmﬂr. Tk ?TD R VS AR
B RTR Y A BT P T R %@°ﬁ@’*ﬁ
IEQ'E' FreFpopy | B T RCEA RS R A e TR
= , ['l:t HJF EJH[aruir T;Fﬁﬁiﬂ?ljj\j} ﬁ[ﬁ?_\j’ Flfjj’ﬁzq&* t;f%‘;o ks [FEJ EIJ}‘F[ :
. ?Q I'j.FJ?EHJ (predlctlon) rﬁr&g{hﬁ ’ EJH : Wlll/WOuld/ShaH °
?{Q I ,U\';EJ (nCCCSSity) [ﬁ%g{{l?ﬁ ’ EJI—J : ought/must/should °

_”JJ

—_

ML FIJ ( conditional subordination ) » || : if/unless °
r ?Eﬁ?/]‘ikglﬁnf:ﬁ] , (suasive verbs ) » ][I : agree, ask, beg, decide =" °
TS (infinidves ) » H[ © to + FIFEUY o

FoT eI (split auxiliaries ) » Y1 : They are objectively shown

S T o

to... °
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J i Z5 VR SPSS BRI o S ST Y i TR
IR ) pORETH R (B9 (LTI TR
R PR lﬁﬂﬁﬁ I e

=~ HEED

P25 P05 041 350 TR {1155 0 AL 167 5 7 107 o
E! JJ 2y Iiﬂﬁ‘/’iﬁ (e o0 T[J (normal distribution ) » [N = 25 i1 7]
SPSS ?ﬁ%?ﬁﬂ?ﬁ‘ﬁ’ﬂ:ﬂglﬁ puZER sk (Nonparametric Test) 1% {f# B
B M ERpVIfE - SRt 6 |[ﬂ@ It J’ﬁ EE 5 AY 537 o Kruskal-Wallis H
WBRE PR R Y 2R Wv%w SEEH R T 6 R
PSR R e YRR 2 B[R R Bl FE R - T
l#@,"}[ﬂ[ﬁﬁm‘i i<

PPN S o 25 PRI A {9 T Ak > 1) 3 1 fl1 Biber frifd

EFIJH r——,tIHEE'*/E} (EEVARER > 53 HIRT RIS YRR

BV T 6 P B VAR R ’LPJE@%Iﬁa?H[—&

L TR 1A [ g () B Y g U AR R [ L
=

=Ty |F'EJ}{fj’ 3RIFHHFLYIVO fEI'F’:T Er% 5 Kruskal-Wallis H fg@gh& > I
SR T PR R S SR (I L B
[FIIW’M“IL IRE= o

{h ~ WHFERER

2 RLEG R Y Ljaﬁﬁ'j}'\d’ S [ﬂi = HFEY 6 HER [ﬂ@
BT SR E S Kruskal-Wallis H fg@poadifl o
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K2 PRFBREIFFELEFHIE LR
Test Statistics®
SR N e Rt e o F;F, BRI
BT & | Ty taiE f51F i Tt W1 & | EE e G LS
S R B
Chi-Square .000 5.316 1.369 .036 407 233 302
df 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Asymp. Sig. 998 021 242 850 524 629 583
a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: #17% A8 71
BEARIR P RE A AT -
o SRR D A T RGP

Bt S {a' 9h CHI % =0.021<0.05) » ¥ {4 5 S B 0ok R
BB > 0.05) < It bl Bp @ H T LRy i 1 F Y

fY 5 ,gli’ﬁqu [fh;ﬁrﬂqm,fﬁl uifg} Rl T%gig ng“jtf\_ﬂ‘“? - BpuHlE
e EZ%wjﬁ@‘%ﬁﬂaW%3%?1
®3 B ARG E
Group Statistics
N Mean Std. Std. error
Deviation Mean
P TEL i 5 64 5.5541 2.79365 34921
b YERI AR 54 5.1846 2.49177 33909
BT FERE YFC R EY 5 4.2337 1.12798 .50445
fr YRR EE 3 7.1685 0.00000 .00000
DA UFI A 40 5.4425 3.69047 58351
YRR A 38 5.5095 3.14087 50952
BIATES VEIL A AY 118 18.0024 9.25948 85240
MESlEEa 93 18.0165 9.32696 96716
g T, VRV R RY 90 6.7169 436154 45975
B YR A 69 7.3631 5.40588 .65079
DA SR A 91 6.6530 3.72021 38998
fi 2R 86 7.2559 4.95065 53384
P AL L I 120 9.65 4.950 452
e ﬂﬁwﬁ%¥%ﬂ 100 9.21 4573 457

HHARIR

Z*‘ 3
B
m
o
s
2
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IS 1) %< 1 fl1 Biber (1988) Frif ’[guf, FHH'&FIBJ%‘E} (=T Ak i
YIS 6 SRR A o R S F R VS R
STAE - Atk o AwRRE N USRS o UK SRR 4 B

&4 BAAmER

s Do (%) PV EHHE AL | [V VR HEY
I Wi | e | o= | wEEm | e
A 1% f 4 0.00 S, 0.667 T EE
F T ) R 4 0.01 i, 0.00 2,
1T 2.7 0.00 A 0.00 L,
P 17.6 0.668 TEE 0.638 T ETE,
,Fpﬂjﬁwﬂﬁ 7.7 0.606 TEH 0.035 ()
Ty EE R 7.2 0.917 TEH 0.164 T EE

AR FF R H AT -

R A BT R TR 0 R T R R
W@“ S S s LRI R T S (N R
T TR T B ) R R e H s e
AR R R T R Biber AR 7.7
HEGREE B3 Z[BA, oy (B 1 =0.035<0.05) » (1B (Rt 85 ] o Pl
S RUIRIEE PR > SR AR F]@qg'[\e&@?pa@ B 1R
GRS R B ] 3 SRR yE] 2 T e -
ﬁaﬂﬁﬁmfﬁ%ﬂ(W¢”ﬁ$ﬂ¥ﬁ%)ﬁﬁwm“ﬁﬁ’
S 3 IR HF 110 6 SRV ISR AOHIH AL T Kruskal-Wallis H 4§
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