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Abstract

This paper examines and compares the level of syntactic complexity of English Writing of Korean high
school learners and college learners. For this study, 145 writing samples were gathered. Through the L2
syntactic complexity analyzer program, L2SCA, fourteen sub-measures in five categories were analyzed. The
study found that college learners’ writing showed higher syntactic complexity in the length of production
unit and coordination. All the indices of length of production unit and part of coordination, Coordinate
Phrases per Clause, Coordinate Phrases per T-unit showed that college learners are more proficient than
high school learners. Although college learners’ proficiency level was higher than high school learners’,
college learners’ writing proficiency seems not to be an advanced level considering previous researches,
which show the more syntactic complexity using noun phrases and verb phrases in advanced learner’s
writing. The finding offers some pedagogical implications for teaching L2 writing in class.
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4 37 . .
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<Table 2> L2SCA Indices of Syntactic Complexity
(Lu, 2010, 2011)

Indice  Description Definition
W Word token (except punctuation
marks)
a group of words which
S Sentence ends with a punctuation
mark
Subject + finite verb
(Finite independence clause,
C Clause Finite adjective clause, Finite
adverb clause, Finite noun
clause)
(a) Finite adjective clause
DC Dependent (b) Finite adeerb clause
Clause ..
(c) Finite noun clause
(a) Independent clause +
dependent clause
T T-unit (b) Independent clause + a
structure that is not a
clause
Complex  Independent clause +
CT .
T-unit dependent clause
(a) Adjective + coordinate
conjunction + adjective
(b) Adverb + coordinate
Cp Coordinate conjunction + adverb
Phrase (c) noun +  coordinate
conjunction + noun
(d verb +  coordinate
conjunction + verb
(@ noun +  adjective,
possessive,  prepositional
phrase, relative-clause,
CN Complex particle, or apposition
Nominal
(b) Noun clause
(c) Gerund or infinitive as a
subject
VP Verb (a) Finite verb phrase

Phrase (b) Non-finite verb phrase
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= 59 HIE(T/S)7F 1.05001 AL, sk <o
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F USTH(CPT)7F 0297, =3 59 BIE(T/S)7F
1093010tk 7t Axe AL AY de
(CP/C), T-&F WST(CP/T), & T #&
(T/9)9] # E= X]ﬁﬂw ey o] Fatgre] ¥
A dgot, #9505 FFolA EAHoRE &
ou] 3HA Aozt il% Ag= A T
(CP/C), T-9$1F teT+(CPM)2 Z4% oAt
w3 e] dof2ry] wrh thdtaie] o
2717 T4 59 A9 dieTH(CP/O)Y] A%

-
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_xzirzuo

OXL
=

o} T-<k$ld Ul T+(CP/T)Y A XA FAH L
2 ¢ Sietves 2435 4k oy d Ad=
g dE0] and$} buts el AAolE AREEIY] 1L
T Bt 23S o dA & F ok S
HojF= Aolw, Ado] Aelx Arkek= vigl
e @J/} O|tH<Table 3> %%). Bardovi-Harlig,
1992; Norvis and Ortega, 2009; Ortega, 2003)°l <]
stH, 2FAket FFAtelA 547 949
24e 7P & dEde Axea sigled,
A9 SHelAE g Fol2rr7t 9 =
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<Table 3> A measure of syntactic complexity indices in English writing of high school and college students

High School Students

College Students

Measure Code Standard Standard t p
Mean L. Mean ..
Deviation Deviation
Length of production unit
Mean Length of Clause MLC 6.712 1.686 8.314 1.508 -6.034 .000~
Mean Length of Sentence  MLS 10.067 2432 13.283 3.082 6.957 000°
Mean Length of T-unit ~ MLT 9.523 2.142 12.120 2.924 -6.080 000"
Sentence complexity
Sentence Complexity crs 1.542 0.383 1.609 0311 -1.160 248
Ratio
Subordiantion
T-unit Complexity Ratio  C/T 1.459 0316 1.461 0.250 -0.041 967
Complex T-unit Ratio  CT/T 0392 0211 0374 0.178 0.535 593
Dependent Clause Ratio DC/C 0.298 0.131 0.296 0.112 0.116 908
Dependent Clauses per 49 0.284 0.456 0.231 0342 733
T-unit
Coordination
Coordinate Phrases per - 0.136 0.164 0218 0.139 3.249 001"
Clause
Coordination Clauses per -y 179 0.192 0297 0.170 3892 000"
T-unit
Sentence Coordination S 1.050 0.166 1.093 0.172 -1.535 127
Ratio
Particular structures
Complex Nominals per o g16 0334 0.776 0358 0.696 487
Clauses
Complex Nominals per
) CN/T 1.187 0.556 1.139 0.581 0.500 618
T-unit
Verb Phrases per T-unit VP/T 1.794 0.400 1.958 0.493 -2.223 .028

" p < .0036 (Bonferroni correction of p < .05)
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