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Abstract: The study measures syntactic complexity and register features of the English version of the free
trade agreements signed by China and the United States with other countries, and analyzes similarities and
differences between the two types of stylistic features. Research shows that the free trade agreements
signed by China pay more attention to the rigorous choice of words and terminology. The agreements have
generally low syntactic complexity and high readability and adjust to the English way of expression. The
syntactic complexity of the free trade agreements signed by the United States are higher, with more clauses
used. Their style is influenced by the ruling party and leaders, and the syntactic complexity shows

diachronic changes. This study provides references for teaching and research of business stylistics.
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Tab.2 Descriptive statistics of CFTA and AFTA
WK ERHE I/ ME I KME FHIME PR LRIV
- CFTA 1 137.000 38 007.000 16 054.670 9794.710 12 987.000
W (Fal%k)
AFTA 5 546.000 49 123.000 22 614.200 21 760.341 8 593.000
N CFTA 49.000 1 789.000 740.933 488.702 617.000
S (AIFHD)
AFTA 236.000 2 035.000 930.800 893.573 357.000
o CFTA 78.000 2 784.000 1165.533 706.807 935.000
VP (JEES)
AFTA 419.000 3 496.000 1 668.400 1 536.631 787.000
N CFTA 62.000 2197.000 923.533 565.378 738.000
C (/%)
AFTA 321.000 2 764.000 1 313.000 1235.998 580.000
- CFTA 45.000 1 428.000 601.533 372.678 475.000
T (TE%K)
AFTA 167.000 1 603.000 753.200 721.433 308.000
. CFTA 25.000 832.000 348.400 209.470 299.000
DC ( AJaE/Naj%l )
AFTA 125.000 1 159.000 557.800 511.036 304.000
- - CFTA 22.000 759.000 326.533 193.397 272.000
CT (BARTHAEL)
AFTA 142.000 1 092.000 541.000 481.802 293.000
. o CFTA 27.000 1 499.000 565.067 379.872 430.000
CP (FHHEiE%0)
AFTA 184.000 1 985.000 847.200 885.851 243.000
CFTA 398.000 14 865.000 6 037.933 3757.007 5583.000
CN ( BA:p g
AFTA 1 801.000 18 424.000 8 511.800 8 620.083 2 440.000
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Fig.1 Syntactic Complexity of CFTA (Group 1)
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Fig. 4 Syntactic Complexity of AFTA (Group 2)
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Tab.3 Results of independent samples ttest of six dimen-
sions between CFTA and AFTA

VRLE CFE (b %)

Thaedt t P
AFTA(n=5) CFTA(n=15)
Dimensionl —17.54+£1.25 -18.95+1.07 2.461  0.024*
Dimension2 —3.58+0.39  -3.48+0.39 —-0.517 0.612
Dimension3  9.04+1.07 11.72+0.76  —6.173  0.000**
Dimensiond  2.27+£2.24 2.04+0.58 0.229 0.829
Dimension5  1.33£1.37 1.35+0.46  —0.029  0.977
Dimension6  0.82+0.73 0.41+0.23 1.209 0.289

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Tab.4 Results of independent samples ttest of syntactic
complexity between CFTA and AFTA

ERHECE R E bR R
kAR b ¢ p

AFTA(n=5) CFTA(n=15)
MLS 24.1940.47 22.1442.79  2.968 0.008%**
MLT 30.2141.95 27.2742.82 2.168 0.042*
MLC 17.04+1.33  17.67£0.76 —1.402 0.175
C/s 143£0.12  1.25+0.14 2.564 0.018*
VP/T 2314020  1.91+0.10 4341 0.009**
CIT 1.7840.12  1.54+0.12  3.760 0.001%**
DC/C 0.43+0.06  038:0.04 2.198 0.039*
DC/T 0.77+0.15  0.59+0.10  3.143 0.005%*
/S 0.80£0.06  0.81£0.06 —0277 0.785
CT/T 0.77+0.12  0.57+0.12  3.427 0.003**
CP/T 1.03£0.18  0.86:025 1402 0.176
CP/C 0.58+0.11  0.56+0.16  0.243  0.810
CN/T 10.71£1.60  9.91+1.47 1051  0.305
CN/C 6.08+1.18 6413062 —0.606 0.573

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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