
English Teaching, Vol. 68, No. 3, Autumn 2013 

Lexical Analysis of Korean University Students' 
Narrative and Argumentative Essays* 

131 

Soo-Kyung Park 

(Korea University) 

Park, Soo-Kyung. (2013). Lexical analysis of Korean university students' 

narrative and argumentative essays. English Teaching, 68(3), 131-157. 

This study investigated whether two different writing tasks (때rative and 

argumentative), elicit different lexical features. This study also attempted to identify 

the relationship between lexical features and the level of writing proficiency. Seventy

eight university students wrote one narrative and one argumentative essay, with a 30-

minute time limit for each task. A total of 156 essays were rated by eight raters using 

holistic rubrics, and then were divided into three levels of writing proficiency. The 

written products were analyzed for nine lexical variables: mean word length, 

Typeπoken Ratio, Root TTR (RTTR), Corrected TTR (CTTR), lexical dens께, the 

most frequent 1000-word families, the second most frequent 1000-word families, 

academic word list, and lexical frequency. The main findings are nνofold. First, 

paired t-test analysis revealed significant differences between the hνo discourse 

modes in eight lexical variables. Second, the results of one-way ANOV A, Welch 

ANOV A, and Pearson’s correlation analysis indicated that RTTR and CTTR best 

discriminated between the different writing proficiency groups. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Valid and reliable means of directly assessing writing qua!띠 need to take into account a 

V뻐ety of factors that interact with each other in complex ways and thus affect test scores 

(Weigle, 2002). Previous studies have identified mode of discourse as one of the task 

variables affecting writing performance (Huot, 1990; Tedick & Mathison, 1995). 

Discourse mode has received considerable research attention, especially in L l studies, 

since Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer ( 1963) called attention to the control of the 

Abstracted in part from the author’s Ph.D. dissertation. 
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discourse mode variable. However, discourse mode has been a rather underexplored 

concept in second language writing and learning. Evaluating the role of discourse mode in 

writing assessment is a complex task since it involves a V따iety of other factors (Weigle, 

2002). Consequently, the findings in this area have been inconsistent and inconclusive. 

Carlson 뻐d Bridgeman (1986) claimed that “the mode of discourse or type of writing 

assignment that the task represents must be considered carefully” (p. 141 ). According to 

them, the qua!때 of writing cannot be determined without knowing the task and how well 

the task represents the type of writing expected of students. Writing a good personal essay 

does not necessarily represent the test taker’s writing ability in other types of writing, such 

as academic papers or reports. In addition, research findings suggest that writing ability 

shou삐 be evaluated by two or more tasks involving different discourse modes anψor 

topics, as any single writing 없sk cannot be considered an adequate measure of writing 

competence (C때son, Bridgeman, C따np, & Waanders, 1985; Ruth & Murphy, 1988). 

Another major variable influencing writing performance and scores is text variables, 

which include diverse linguistic and discourse features of written texts. Research has 

provided important evidence concerning the effects of linguistic and discourse features on 

the quality of writing. Several linguistic and discourse features were identified as variables 

affecting the different levels of w다ting performance and as useful predictors or indicators 

of the writing quality, which include fluency, s”1tactic complexity, lexical complexity, 

rhetorical features of organization, g없nmatical accuracy and many others (Carlson et al., 

1985; Collins, 1998; Engber, l 995; Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998). 

Of various linguistic features of L2 writing, lexical complexity has been recognized as 

directly related to L2 learners' writing ability. Previous studies have identified a large 

V따iety of lexical measures to evaluate L2 learners’ vocabulary development and overall 

writing proficiency (L따sen-Freeman, 1978; Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998). However, little 

research has examined lexical features ofL2 writing in relation to the discourse type. 

The purpose of the present study was thus to investigate the relationship between the 

discourse mode and the resulting writing performance of Korean university EFL students. 

First, the study seπed to examine whether different discourse types, i.e., narration and 

argunientation, elicit different lexical features in the w디ting. Second, for each discourse 

mode, lexical complex파 measures were investigated to determine how these measures are 

related to the quality of the writing. 

Book Centre교보문고 KYOBO



Lexical Analysis of Korean University Students’ Narrative and Argumentative Essays 133 

2. 니TERA TURE REVIEW 

2.1. Discourse Mode 

Discourse mode, also known as rhetorical modes or text type, is defined as a particular 

type of discourse production characterised by structural, compositional and textual 

properties of the text 때approth, 2004). A 뻐nber of studies have been 때끼ed out to 

identify the effec잉 of mode of discourse on diverse features of students’ LI and L2 writing. 

Although the mdings have been inconsistent, several previous studies revealed that 

writers' performance has been affected by discourse mode (Crowhurst, 1980a, 1980b, 

1987; Norment, 1984; Quellmalz, Capell, & Chou, 1982; Reid, 1990). 

A body of literature has investigated the influences of mode of discourse on the quality 

of student writing and suggested that different discourse modes are correlated with the 

quality of written products. However, conflicting findings have been reported regarding the 

relationship between the discourse type the students were asked to write and the resulting 

qual벼 scores. Some studies have suggested that students did better on the naπative task 

than on the argumentative task (Freedman & Pringle, 1984; Kegley, 1986). On the contrary, 

other studies have reported contradictory findings which show that argumentative writing 

task elicits higher ratings than the narrative writing task (Quellmalz et al., 1982) 

A majority of studies on the effect of discourse mode have been conducted with L 1 

writers and examined linguistic characteristics of written composition across different 

discourse modes. One aspect that has been shown to be influenced by text type is syntactic 

complexity. Several studies substantiated the effect of disc뻐se mode on syntactic 

complexity measured by T-unit length (Crowhurst & Piche, 1979; Perron, 1977; Rosen, 

1969; San Jose, 1972). Rosen (1969), for instance, found that students produced longer T

units in referential writing than in expressive writing. Similarly, San Jose (1972) and 

Perron ( 1977) investigated the effect of text type on the syntactic complex피 and reported 

that T-unit length was gre따est in argumentative writing, followed by expository, narrative, 

and descriptive writing. 

Another aspect examined in relation to discourse mode includes the use of cohesive ties 

in written composition. Crowhurst ( 1987) examined the use of cohesive ties in arguments 

and narratives to determine whether there were differences between modes. She found 

discourse mode differences for pronominals, demonsσatives and the definite 따ticle, 

temporal co매뻐ctψes, collocations, and exophora. In all cases, narrative showed higher 

use of these ties than did argument. 

In contrast to the substantial literature on the effect of discourse mode in LI, relatively 

few studies have examined the effect of different modes of discourse among students who 

are le하띠ng English as a second or foreign language. As with the findings from L 1 studies, 
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L2 research findings in this area have been also inconsistent. A few studies, however, 

substantiated the effect of mode of discourse on the various linguistic measures. 

Consistent with previous findings from LI research, studies in L2 also indicated the 

effect of discourse mode on syntactic complex따 and cohesive elements of the students’ 
writing. For ex없nple, Yau 삐d Belanger ( 1984) reported differences in syntactic 

complexity across two diff농rent discourse modes. For the relationship between the 

discourse mode and cohesive elements, Norment (1984) examined the kinds of cohesive 

elements used in expository and narrative compositions. One of the major findings was that 

the three language groups (English, Chinese, and Spanish) produced more sentences and 

used more cohesive devices when writing in the narrative mode than when writing in the 

expository mode. 

The findings on the role of discourse mode have been inconclusive. Nonetheless, a 

number of researchers have attempted to identify the relationship between the discourse 

mode and the resulting writing performance, and reported that differences in overall quality 

of written product, syntactic complexity, and the use of cohesive ties were associated with 

differences in mode of discourse. 

2.2. Lexical Complexity 

The lexicon has been regarded as a significant component in both the construction 뻐d 

interpretation of meaningful texts (Grabe, 1985). In the first and second language 

development literature, a diverse range of measures has been proposed to assess lexical 

features of L2 written texts. Lexical complexity, also known as lexical richness (Read, 

2000), has been 뻐alyzed prim따ily by ex없nining four components: mean word length, 

lexical variation, lexical dens때, and lexical sophistication. 

Mean word length is calculated by dividing the number of characters by the number of 

words per composition (Cumming et al., 2005). In Biber’s (1986) study of co-occurrence 

of certain language features in the oral and written discourse of native speakers of English, 

he found that longer words convey more specialized meanings than shorter ones. Biber 

( 1986) claimed that high average word length indicates a “hi맹. exact presentation of 

informational content in a text, conveying a maximum content in the fewest W야ds” @. 
394). Correspondingly, a text with lower mean word length has been characterized as less 

explicit and more interactional (T:뻐nen, 1984). 

The results of previous studies have suggested that vocabulary variation is a key text 

feature that interacts with the qual벼 scores of the written compositions. Linnarud ( 1986) 

investigated the lexicon in L2 writing to measure the effect of the lexical choices made by 

the writers. She compared compositions written by ESL students with those written by 

native English speakers and concluded that L2 learners showed a lack of diversity and less 
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originality in their vocabulary use. Lexical variation is σaditionally measured using the 

Type.πoken Ratio (TTR). TTR is calculated by dividing the number of types (V) in a 

sample by the number of tokens (N) and the higher the TTR, the more diverse vocabulary a 

writer is claimed to have. The TTR has, however, been criticized for not being an adequate 

measure in several ways. For instance, Richards (1987) and Ringbom (1998) demonstrated 

that TTR decreased systematically with increasing text length because a large number of 

the words used in the first l 00 words of a text were likely to be repeated in the rest of the 

text. They argued that this makes it impossible to compare texts with different lengths. To 

overcome the limitation of the σaditional TTR, other alternative measures have been 

proposed. πie best kno빼 measures include Root TTR (Guiraud, 1960), and Corrected 

TTR(C삐이l, 1964). Guiraud (1960) and Carroll (1964) believed the decline in TTR could 

be compensated by applying the square root of the total tokens. Studies have provided 

positive findings and argued that these two measures are more successful measures than 

raw TTR as the manip비ations of token count lessens the impact of decreasing TTR, at 

least for the first few hundred tokens (Broeder, Exσ& & Van Hout, 1993; Daller, Van Hout, 

& Treffers-Daller, 2003; Vermeer, 2000). However, other studies have shown that both 

measures were significantly confounded with text Jen햄1 (Hess, Sefton, & L뻐dry, 1986; 

Richards, 1987). 

Lexical density, originally introduced by Ure ( 1971 ), refers to the proportion of content 

words to the total number of words. Ure’s ( 1971) study of the lexical density of texts 

representing 34 spoken 뻐d 30 written registers or genre reported that the spoken texts 

have less lexical density (an average lexical dens벼 of 33%) than the written texts (an 

average lexical density of 46%). She also found that for spoken texts, texts without 

feedback (i.e., monologues) had higher lexical density than those with feedback (i.e., 

dialogues). F이lowing Ure (1971), a number of other researchers have attested that the 

lexical density of written text is higher than that of spoken language (Halliday, 1989; 

Stubbs, 1996). However, few studies have examined the differences in lexical density 

across different written discourse modes. 

Another somewhat more specific measure that is considered as an indicator of 

vocabulary development is lexical sophistication, which refers to the percentage of 

advanced words in the text. Lexical sophistication is often measured using the Lexical 

Frequency Profile (LFP) developed by Laufer and Nation (1995). 까ie LFP describes the 

lexical content of the written text in terms of frequency bands (the most frequent 1000 

words, the second-most frequent words, and academic word list). Laufer and Nation (1995) 

claimed that the LFP is a valid and reliable measure for assessing productive vocabulary in 

L2 writers. Meara (2005), however, challenged this assertion by su잃esting that the LFP 

“is probably not sensitive enough to pick up modest changes in vocabulary size" (p. 32). 

In a more recent study, Engber (1995) reported the role of the lexical component as one 
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factor affecting holistic scores. She investigated 66 essays written by students in the 

intermediate to advanced level of an intensive ESL program to identify the extent to which 

raters take into account lexical richness and lexical errors when assigning a quality score to 

compositions. The results revealed that the diversity of lexical choice and the correctness 

oflexical form significantly aff앙ted reader judgments of the quality of an essay. 

As several researchers (Freedman, 1983; Langer, 1984; Reid, 1990) have pointed out, 

the issue of topic type should also be considered in L2 writing study, since a different topic 

would produce different results. Studies with native-speakers' writing have shown that 

some topics elicit better writing than others, and that some topics are more difficult than 

others (Freedman, 1983). More recently, Reid (1990) studied the interaction between 

topics and 때sk types affecting the L2 writers' performance using variables such as average 

word length, lexical density, and percentage of pronouns. She found that topic type was an 

important factor affecting the writers' lexical choices. 

In sum, previous studies on the effect of discourse type have demonstrated that the type 

of discourse have a great impact on the linguistic characteristics of written composition. 

However, a limited number of studies have examined the correlation between the discourse 

type and the writing perform때ce of ESL or EFL writers. In addition, the m매ority of the 

studies that have delved into this topic investigated only limited linguistic features, mainly 

syntactic complexity and cohesive elements. Little research has looked into the effects of 

discourse mode on the lexical features. Moreover, of the several different measures for 

assessing lexical features of L2 writing, some measures have been criticized for not being 

valid tools for lexical analysis, and there seems to be no consensus among researchers 

concerning a single best measure for lexical complexity. 

Therefore, the C따rent study aims to determine whether the discourse mode affects 

lexical features of the Korean univers때 EFL students' composition. A large V없iety of 

lexical measures that have been proposed in the previous studies are employed in this study. 

More specifically, in this study, the nine measures are examined, including mean word 

length (MWL), type/token ratio (TIR), Root TIR (RTTR), Corrected TTR (CTIR), 

lexical density (LD), Kl words %, K2 words %, AWL words %, and lexical frequency. 

First, the nine lexical measures are compared across two different discourse modes to 

identify the effect of discourse mode on the lexical features of EFL learners' writing. 

Second, the nine lexical measures are examined to determine the relationship between the 

diverse lexical features and the quality of EFL learners’ written composition. Specifically, 

the present study addressed the following two main research questions: 

l. How do the two discourse modes (i.e., narration and argumentation) affect dif풍rent 

lexical measures of the written texts produced by Korean university EFL learners? 
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2. How do the different lexical measures relate to the qua!때 of the written texts produced 

by Korean university EFL learners? 

3. METHOD 

3.1. Subjects 

까1e subjects in the present study were 78 Korean university students (51 males and 27 

females). 까1ey were from two universities (32 from one univers벼 and 46 from the other) 

and their fields of study were diverse. The age of p따ticipants at the time of the data 

collection ranged from 18-27 years (M = 22.9), with 78.21 % in the 21-25 year range. 깨e 

subjects, on average, had received 8.1 years of formal English instruction. Of 78 students, 

15 students had the expe디ence of learning English in an English-spe삶ing country (e.g., 

U.S., Canada, England, Australia, New Zealand). 

3.2. Writing Samples 

All participants were asked to write two essays in two different modes of discourse (i.e., 

naπative and argumentative) during regul따 class time, with a 30-minute time limit. 

Students wrote once a week for nνo weeks in their assigned mode and the order of topics 

was randomly assigned to classes. The students were not allowed to consult a dictionary or 

other reference materials during the task. 

The narrative prompt was adopted from Personal Narrative Collection (Holly, n.d.) and 

the argumentative prompt from Hinkel (2009). These two discourse types were chosen 

since each type has been said to elicit different levels of performance in terms of cognitive 

demands, and a v때ety of textual features (Crowhurst, 1990). The prompt for each 

discourse mode was selected to avoid topics that may require expert or specific 

background knowledge. Writing prompts for narrative and argumentative essays were as 

follows: 

N따rative prompt: {A memorable event} Choose a vivid time from your childhood or 

past experience You might think of the ‘first time that you rode a bicycle, you won a 

prize, you earned money to buy something that you really wanted, and your first d따 

at a new school or university, and so on. Narrate the events related to the childhood 

memory th띠 you ’ve chosen so that your readers will understand why the event was 

important and memorable. 
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Argumentative prompt: Some people choose their major field of study based on their 

personal interests and are less concerned about fature employment possibilities. 

Others choose majors in fields with a large number of jobs and options for 

employment. What position do you support? Use detailed reasons and examples. 

The essays were originally produced on paper and were then σanscribed verbatim 

(including all spelling, grammar, and pun따ation errors) into computer format (MS word). 

까te text length range was 40-423 words for naπative and 50-380 for argumentative. πte 

mean length of essay was slightly longer in narrative (M = 166.37 words) than in 

argumentative mode (M= 163.63). 

3.3. Research Procedure 

3 .3 .1. Scoring rubric and rating procedure 

A total of 156 essays were rated by eight raters: four native English speaker raters 이ES) 

and four Korean raters 이KS). Seven r와ers were teaching English to students at high 

school or university levels in Korea, and one English native speaker was teaching English 

to Japanese university students. The mean len야1 of teaching experience was 8. 7 5 years. 

The students writing samples were rated using a holistic scoring rubric from the TOEFL 

iBT test independent writing on a scale of 0-5 (See Appendix). The holistic scoring rubric 

was employed since it has been widely used in writing assessment (Weigle, 2002). In 

addition, holistic scoring has been considered to reflect more closely the authentic, 

personal reaction of a reader to a text (White, 1984). 

In most cases of writing assessment, two raters read and score each written composition 

independently of each other and a third rater is involved in case of discrepancies. In the 

present study, however, a total of eight raters scored all 156 essays in two discourse modes. 

This paper is based on a larger study for the author’s Ph.D. dissertation, one of the main 

P따poses of which was to ascertain the differences between the two rater groups, the native 

and Korean raters. Thus, in the current study the number of raters was larger than common 

practice. Accordingly, the holistic scores given by four raters with high interrater reliability 

were used to decide the final score of each essay. An intraclass correlation coefficient 

(ICC) was employed to measure interrater reliability of holistic scores among the four 

raters. For each essay, a mean holistic score of the four raters with high ICC was assigned. 

Then, for statistical analysis, the compositions were assigned to one of three proficiency 

groups based on the mean holistic scores awarded: Group 1 (Low, a score of 0.00-2.00), 

Group 2 (Mid, a score of2.25-3.25), and Group 3 (Hi맹, a score of3.50-5.00). The number 

of writing samples in each proficiency group was: Group 1 (22), Group 2 (36), and Group 
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3 (20) in narrative mode. For argumentative mode, the number of each group was: Group 1 

(31 ), Group 2 (32), and Group 3 ( 15). 

3.3.2. Data analysis 

Based on the previous research findings (Laufer & Nation, 1995; Read, 2000; Reid, 

1988), the current study seπed to investigate lexical complexity of students' essays using 

nine lexical variables: MWL, TTR, RTTR, CTTR, LO, Kl%, K2%, AWL%, and lexical 

frequency. 

Mean word len!깐h was calculated by dividing the total number of characters by the total 

number of words. Three lexical variation measures (i.e., TTR, RTTR, and CTTR) and 

lexical density were calculated using Cobb’s Web VocabProfile and WordSmith 5.0 (Scott, 

2010). Three lexical sophistication variables (K 1 %, K2%, and AWL~‘) were assessed 

using Laufer and Nation’s ( 1995) lexical frequency profile (LFP). In addition, lexical 

frequency was analyzed using WordSmith 5.0 to investigate how vocabulary frequencies 

were different or similar across hνo discourse modes and various proficiency levels. 

Nine lexical variables were calculated and compared for identifying discourse mode 

effects and group differences using SPSS 12.0.1. Discourse mode effects on lexical 

variables were examined using paired I-tests. To investigate group differences, each 

variable was first investigated for whether the variances were equal (i.e., homogeneity of 

variances}, using a Levene’s test for equality of variances in SPSS. For group comp따isons, 

if the result of the Levene’s test indicated equal variances, a one-way ANOVA was 

conducted, since ANOVA assumes equal variances. On the other hand, when the results 

revealed unequal v뻐ances, a Welch’s ANOVA test was employed. Furthermore, Pe따Will 

correlation analyses were conducted in order to examine the relationship between lexical 

variables and the level of writing proficiency as judged by holistic scores. 

4.RESULTS 

4.1. Mean Word Length 

Mean word length (MWL) was compared across two different discourse modes and 

three proficiency groups. Table I indicates that on average, students used longer words in 

argumentative (M = 4.41) than in narrative writing (M = 4.03). To test whether the 

difference was significant, a paired t-test was employed. The result showed statistically 

significant difference (p < .001) in mean word length produced by students in two 

discourse modes. η1is finding is consistent with previous research (Reid, 1990), which 
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revealed that average length of words is significantly affected by the task type. As Reid 

(l 990) claimed, one plausible explanation could be that the hi맹 average word len망h 

represents more formal, informational responses. In other words, the fact that students 

produced longer words in 뻐 argumentative writing task can be interpreted to mean their 

writing was more formal in argumen때tive than in narrative mode. 

Discourse Mode 

Narrative 

Argumentative 

TABLE 1 
Descriptive Statistics of Mean Word Len힘h 

n Min. Max. M 

78 3.24 4.87 4.03 

78 3.38 5.13 4.41 

SD 

0.29 

0.30 

Another possible reason for the diff농rence of the mean word length between two 

discourse modes might pertain to 야ie fact that students repeatedly used the vocabulary 

provided in the argumentative prompt (e.g., m매or ( 408), 1 choose ( 170), interest (l 16), 

field (115), employment (98), personal (88)), and this may have increased the mean word 

length. In particular, the word major is the second most frequently used word in 

argumentation, showing a frequency of 408 and accounting for 2.96% of the total number 

of words in the argumentative essays. By contrast, for the narrative mode, the top ten most 

frequently used wordlist includes only function words. 

In addition, the frequency of the connectors employed in each discourse mode might 

have affected the difference of mean word len햄i. The analysis demonstrated that in 

argumentative writing, students frequently used connectors with relatively longer mean 

W아d length such as first of all, first(ly), second(ly), third(ly) lastly, finally, in conclusion, 

for example, and for instance. The hi양1 frequency of these connectors might conσibute to 

the longer mean word len야1 in argumentative mode. 

Table 2 indicates that students produced longer mean word length as proficiency level 

increased. The group differences were tested using one-way ANOV A analysis and the 

results revealed that the group differences ofMWL were significant in narrative (p = .012), 

but not in argumentative mode (p = .325). The findings for narrative mode are congruent 

with previous research that demonstrated more proficient writers tended to use longer 

words (Gr뻐t & Ginther, 2000). Unlike narrative mode, the current study revealed no 

statistically significant group differences in 없gumentative mode. The source of this 

contradictory finding may rest in the fact that narrative essays elicited more diverse 

vocabulary compared to 하gumentative essays, as demonstrated by the results of the lexical 

variation analysis in Section 4.2. Another possible reason might relate to the fact that most 

1 The numbers in parentheses represent the raw frequency for each word in the total argumentative 
data. 
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students regardless of the proficiency level used several content words from the 

argumentative prompt, which will be discussed in detail in Section 4.4 on lexical frequency. 

TABLE2 
Group Differences of Mean Word Length 

Discourse 
SD Group (n) M 

Mode 
SE Min. Max. F p 

I (22) 3.88 0.30 0.06 3.24 4.51 
Narrative 2 (36) 4.09 0.29 0.05 3.55 4.87 4.662 .012 

3 (20) 4.11 0.24 0.05 3.54 4.56 
1 (31) 4.36 0.36 0.07 3.38 5.13 

Argumen-
2 (32) 4.42 0.26 0.05 3.89 5.09 1.142 .325 

tat1ve 
3 (15) 4.50 0.23 0.06 3.93 4.81 

4.2. Lexical Variation 

Lexical variation was measured using three variables: σ·aditional typeιoken ratio (TIR), 

RTIR (Guiraud, 1960) 뻐d CTIR (C때이l, 1964). TIR and the other two variations 

measure the total number of unique words students use in comparison with the total 

number words they use. A high TIR has been interpreted as indicating a large amount of 

lexical variation, whereas a low TIR indicates relatively limited lexical variation (Read, 

2000). TIR was calculated using WordSmith 5.0 and then, RTIR2 (Guiraud, 1960) and 

CTIR3 (C빠oil, 1964) were computed based on the estimated TIR ratio. 

As can be seen from Table 3, all three lexical variation variables were higher in narrative 

than in argumentative mode. The results of paired I-tests revealed that the differences in 

TIR, RTIR, and CTIR in the two discourse modes were statistically significant (p < .05). 

A low proportion of different words in argumentative writing might reflect the fact that 

students used a limited number of words repeatedly (in partic비ar, words from the prompt) 

as they were required to address their position in relation to the given topic. On the other 

hand, in 때rative writing, students wrote about a memorable event, and this topic might 

elicit a broader range of vocabul따y, as each student wrote about his or her unique 

experience. 

As for the group differences in lexical variation, Table 4 shows that RTIR and CTIR 

increased as the proficiency level increased in the nνo discourse modes. However, TIR 

showed a negative correlation with students’ proficiency levels in both discourse modes. 

2 Root TTR (RTTR) is also known as Guiraud’S index and is calculated by dividing the number of 
3 types α) by the squ따e root of the number of tokens (N): RπR =VI에N. 

Corrected TTR (σTR) is calculated by dividing the number of types (V) by the square root of two 
times the total number of tokens (N): cπR = V/~2N. 
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To examine the statistical significance of these observed diff농rences, one-way ANOV A 

tests were conducted. Table 4 shows that the differences in all three lexical variation 

variables between three groups were significant (p < .05) in both discourse modes. 

TABLE3 

DescriJ!tive Statistics of Lexical Variation Variables 

Discourse Mode Variable n Min. Max. M SD 

TTR 78 36.73 71.91 58.15 8.08 

Narrative RTTR 78 4.17 9.86 7.05 1.20 

CTTR 78 2.95 6.97 4.99 0.85 

TTR 78 30.80 81.13 55.62 9.56 

Argumentative RTTR 78 4.44 9.75 6.74 1.07 

CTTR 78 3.14 6.89 4.76 0.75 

TABLE4 

Group Differences of Lexical Variation Variables 

Discourse Vari-
Group 

Mode able 
M SD SE Min. Max. F p 

I (22) 64.30 5.75 1.23 42.79 71.91 

TIR 2 (36) 58.63 7.27 1.21 47.11 71.88 24.893 <.001 

3 (20) 50.52 5.02 1.12 36.73 56.88 

I (22) 6.07 0.80 0.17 4.17 7.53 

Narrative RTTR 2 (36) 6.91 0.80 0.13 5.71 8.73 39.971 <.001 

3 (20) 8.39 0.98 0.22 5.98 9.86 

1 (22) 4.29 0.57 0.12 2.95 5.32 

CTTR 2 (36) 4.89 0.56 0.09 4.04 6.18 39.971 <.001 

3 (20) 5.93 0.69 0.16 4.23 6.97 

1 (31) 61.78 7.34 1.32 50.00 81.13 

TTR 2 (32) 53.80 9.11 1.61 30.80 68.63 20.187 <.001 

3 (15) 46.75 5.26 1.36 37.50 55.51 

I (31) 6.23 0.90 0.16 4.44 8.57 
Argumen- RTTR 2 (32) 6.70 0.81 0.14 5.11 8.84 17.171 < .001 
tative 

3 (15) 7.87 1.03 0.27 6.07 9.75 

I (31) 4.40 0.64 0.11 3.14 6.06 

CTTR 2 (32) 4.73 0.58 0.10 3.61 6.25 17.171 <.001 

3 (15) 5.57 0.73 0.19 4.29 6.89 

πie analysis of three lexical variation variables revealed that RTTR and CTIR 

increased as the level of writing proficiency increased, whereas TIR decreased as the 

proficiency level increased. As previous studies demonstrated (Johansson, 2008; Ringbom, 

1998), this mi방it be because TTR can only be used when comp따ing tex잉 of equal len햄l. 
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In other words, in the present study, students with high proficiency produced longer texts 

than those with low proficiency, and the differences in length of the texts mi양1t be the 

reason for the negative correlation between TIR and proficiency level. The findings of the 

present study seem to support previous studies indicating that RTIR and CTIR are more 

reliable measures of lexical variation than raw TIR, as they are less affected by text len망h 

or sample size (Broeder et al., 1993; Daller et al., 2003; Vermeer, 2000). 

4.3. Lexical Density and Lexical Sophistication 

Lexical density (LD) describes the proportion of content words to the total number of 

words. Lexical sophistication which is often measured using the Lexical Frequency 

Profiles (LFP) shows the percentage of words students use at different vocabulary 

frequency levels in their writing (Laufer & Nation, 1995): Kl (the list of the most frequent 

1000-word families), K2 (the second 1000-word families), and AWL (the academic word 

list). Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for lexical density and lexical frequency 

profile. 까1e mean lexical density was the same across both discourse modes. The means 

for Kl and AWL words were higher in argumentative than in narrative mode, whereas the 

mean for K2 words was higher in narrative writing. 

According to Cobb (2003), the 1-1000 zone of hi맹 frequency items (K 1 level) typically 

comprise 70% of written NSs (native speakers) expository texts and 80% of spoke파 

conversational texts. The results of the present study demonstrate that the high percentage 

of vocabulary items used in narrative (84%) and argumentative (86%) essay are common 

words from the 0-1,000 frequency range (Kl). In other words, the students employed a 

restricted vocabulary that is more common in speech in their narrative and argumentative 

writing. 

TABLES 

Descriptive Statistics of Lexical Density and Lexical Frequency Profile 

Discourse Mode Variable n Min. Max‘ M SD 

LD 78 0.40 0.65 0.51 0.04 
Kl 78 0.71 0.93 0.84 0.05 

Narrative 
K2 78 0.01 0.16 0.06 0.03 

AWL 78 0.00 0.07 0.02 0.01 

LD 78 0.40 0.62 0.51 0.04 
Kl 78 0.64 0.95 0.86 0‘ 05 Argumentative 
K2 78 0.00 0.16 0.03 0.02 
AWL 78 0.02 0.15 0.07 0.03 
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Discourse mode effect on lexical density and lexical frequency profile was further tested 

using paired /-tests. The results indicated that the discourse mode effect was significant for 

the three lexical frequency profiles (p < .05), but not sigr피ficant for the lexical density 

variable (p = .655). Of the three lexical frequency profile variables, the percentages of Kl 

words and AWL words were higher in argumentative than in narrative discourse. By 

contrast, the percentages of K2 words were lower in argumentative than in narrative mode. 

까1is result indicates that students employed more vocabul없y from K 1 and AWL levels in 

argumentative writing. 

Lexical density is said to be sensitive to the type of writing, and academic writing is 

usually more lexically dense than narrative or fiction. In p디or discourse analysis research 

(Biber, 1986), a high percentage of content words usually co-occurs with a high mean 

word length and represents highly explicit and formal writing. However, in the present 

study, there was no significant difference of lexical density in two discourse modes, 

although the mean word length proved to be significantly different across two modes. 

TABLE6 
Groue Differences of Le잉cal Densi!l and Lexical Fre~uencl Profile 

Discourse Vari- Group 
M SD SE Min. Max. F 

Mode able {n2 
p 

I (22) 0.52 0.05 0.01 0.40 0.59 
LO 2 (36) 0.51 0.04 0.01 0.43 0.65 1.138 .326 

3 (20) 0.50 0.04 0.01 0.42 0.56 
I (22) 0.82 0.05 0.01 0.71 0.88 

Kl 2 (36) 0.84 0.05 O.Ql 0.74 0.93 4.698 .012 

Narrative 
3 (20) 0.87 0.03 0.01 0.79 0.92 
I (22) 0.06 0.03 O.Ql 0.02 0.16 

K2 2 (36) 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.11 1.054 .354 
3 (20) 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.10 
I (22) 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.07 

AWL 2 (36) 0.02 O.Ql 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.050 .951 
3 (20) 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
I (31) 0.52 0.05 0.01 0.40 0.62 

LO 2 (32) 0.50 0.04 0.01 0.41 0.61 2.724 .072 
3 (15) 0.50 0.03 0.01 0.46 0.53 
I (31) 0.84 0.07 0.01 0.64 0.95 

Kl 2 (32) 0.88 0.03 O.Ql 0.79 0.93 5.156 .010 
Argumen- 3 (152 0.88 0.03 0.01 0.82 0.92 
tative I (31) 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.16 

K2 2 (32) 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.07 4.090 .023 
3 (15) 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.04 
I (31) 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.15 

AWL 2 (32) 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.14 2.348 .103 
3 .{15) 0.06 0.03 O.Ql 0.02 0.10 
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Group differences in lexical density and lexical frequency profile were examined using 

one-way ANOVA and Welch ANOVA4 analyses. Table 6 shows that in narrative mode, 

group differences were significant for vocabulary frequency level of Kl (p < .05), and 띠 

argumentative mode, group differences were significant for Kl and K2 (p < .05). No 

significant group differences were found for the AWL in both discourse modes. This 

clearly suggests m없 high proficiency students need to broaden their vocabulary r때ge with 

more sophisticated words that fall outside of a list of the top 2,000 most-frequent words. 

One possible reason could be related to the positive correlation between the proficiency 

level and essay le맨th. There was a significant group difference in the mean essay length in 

the two disco따se modes, and the hi뱅er group students produced a longer total number of 

words than did the lower group students. As Kl, K2, and AWL were determined by 

calculating a percentage of each student’s Kl, K2, and AWL words out of the total number 

of words, this mi뺑t a많ct the similar distribution of vocabulary from the AWL across the 

three proficiency levels. 

4.4. Lexical Frequency 

Lexical frequency was analyzed, using WordSmith 5.0 to investigate how vocabulary 

frequencies were diff농rent or similar at v뼈ous proficiency levels and in the two different 

discourse modes. Table 7 lists the twenty most frequent words in the narrative and 

argumentative essays. The table presents how often each word occurred in the text files, 

what that is as a percentage of the running words in the text, and how many text files each 

word was found in. 깨e 20 most frequent words accounted for 37.18% of total number of 

words 띠 narrative and 35.62% in argumentative mode (the difference between two modes 

was 1.56%). πie difference became larger when comp앙ing the 10 most frequent words in 

two modes. The top IO words accounted for 28.11% in narrative, and 23.16% in 

argumentative (a difference of 4.95%). πiis means that in narrative writing, students used 

the top 10 때d 20 words more repeatedly than they did in argumentative writing. 

4 A Welch ANOVA test was employed on the variables of Kl and K2 in argumentative mode. For 
the other six variables, a one-way ANOV A test was conducted. 
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TABLE7 

Twenty Most Frequent Words in Two Discourse Modes 

Narrative (n = 78) Argumentative (n = 78) 

Rank Word Freg. % Texts %(/78) Word Freq. % Texts %(/78) 

I 912 6.80 78 100.00 I 408 3.11 69 88.46 
2 the 435 3.24 72 92.31 maJor 388 2.96 73 93.59 
3 my 410 3.06 75 96.15 a 372 2.84 78 100.00 
4 to 377 2.81 71 91.03 to 350 2.67 71 91.03 
5 and 342 2.55 73 93.59 the 285 2.17 56 71.79 
6 was 336 2.51 71 91.03 m 282 2.15 75 96.15 
7 a 293 2.19 70 89.74 IS 270 2.06 72 92.31 
8 in 261 1.95 66 84.62 of 257 1.96 71 91.03 
9 of 209 1.56 58 74.36 and 226 1.72 67 85.90 

10 that 193 1.44 61 78.21 you 200 1.52 37 47.44 
II is 157 1.17 63 80.77 for 195 1.49 68 87.18 
12 me 146 1.09 56 71.79 their 181 1.38 52 66.67 
13 it 145 1.08 50 64.10 my 172 1.31 41 52.56 
14 time 128 0.95 49 62.82 choose 170 1.30 67 85.90 
15 so 127 0.95 58 74.36 we 166 1.27 25 32.05 
16 we 113 0.84 28 35.90 are 164 1.25 54 69.23 
17 for 105 0.78 49 62.82 have 160 1.22 57 73.08 
18 at 103 0.77 48 61.54 that 152 1.16 58 74.36 
19 when 98 0.73 54 69.23 people 136 1.04 47 60.26 
20 with 95 0.71 47 60.26 study 136 1.04 55 70.51 

Total 4,985 37.18 4,670 35.62 

One noticeable difference between the hνo modes is that of the 20 most frequent words, 

argumentation included more content words than did narrative writing. In narrative mode, 

only one word was a content word (e.g., time), while four content words were present in 

argumentative mode (e.g., major, choose, people, study). An interesting finding is that all 

five content words in the top 20 word list were from the prompts. 

The frequency of the word have is also noteworthy. Have occurred 71 times, accounting 

for 0.53% of the total words in narrative, whereas it occurred 160 times in argumentative 

mode, accounting for 1.22% of the total corpus. Have functions as several p따ts of speech, 

such as main verb, auxiliary verb indicating perfect tense, and phrasal modals as in have to. 

Out of a total of 160 occurrences in argumentative essays, the word have was most 

frequently used as a main verb (113 occurrences, accounting for 70.63% of total 

occurrence) followed by the phrasal modal have to (36 occurrences, 22.5%), and as an 

auxili없y verb (11 occurrences, 6.88%). 

Another difference was obseπed in the use of pronouns. Interestingly, in both discourse 

modes, the word I ranked first in the frequency word list. However, the frequency in each 
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mode was noticeably different, in that I occurred a total of 912 times accounting for 6.8% 

of the total narrative corpus, whereas it occurred 408 times (3 .11 % ) in the argumentative 

writing. As students were asked to describe a personal story on a memorable event, all 

students composed the narrative essay in the first-person viewpoint. As a result, all 78 

students used I 띠 their narratives, with a mean frequency of 11.69. In other words, on 

average, each student used the word I approximately l l times in narrative w꺼ting. In 
contrast, a total of 69 students (88.46%) used I in their argumentative writing and the mean 

frequency was 5.23. For the pronoun you, more frequent use was obseπed in 

argumentative (a total of200 occurrences with a mean frequency of2.56) than 피 narrative 

mode (a total of 24 occurrences with a mean frequency of0.3). 

The frequency analysis across the two modes indicated that lexical choices made by the 

students were significantly affected by the type of discourse mode and the wordings of the 

prompts. In particul따, the percentages of content words and pronouns seem to be most 

influenced by the type of discourse mode and the topic. 

Table 8 lists the 20 most frequent words at three proficiency levels in narrative corpus. 

The 20 most frequent words accounted for similar percentages across all three groups 

(37.07%, 37.86%, and 36.96%, respectively, for the total number of words). 까le 

percentages for the pronoun /, conjunction so, and subordinating con unction when 

decreased as the proficiency level increased. In their compar와ive study on written and 

spoken English, Leech, Rayson, and Wilson (2001) classified the conjunction so as a 

distinctive feature of speech. The fact that lower-level students used so more in their 

writing than did hi방ier-level students demonstrates lower level students’ lack of register 

awareness (an oral vs. written mode). 

Group differences for the 20 most frequent words in argumentative essays are presented 

in Table 9. πie 20 most frequent words show a slight decrease as proficiency level 

increases (36.90%, 36.58%, and 35.37%). Comparisons of the content words from the 

prompts show that low level students (Group 1) frequently used four words, major, choose, 

study, and job 피 their writing, and these four content words account for 6.37% of the total 

words. For the hi맹 proficiency group (Group 3), 야rree content words from the prompt are 

on the frequency list, with majoκ job, and study accounting for 4.87% of the total words, 

whereas intermediate proficiency students (Group 2) used five content words, major, 

choose, people, field, and interests, with a peπentage of 8.68%. This suggests that high 

proficiency level students wrote fewer content words from the prompts than lower level 

students. 
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TABLES 

Groue Diπerences of Twen요 Most Fre!luent Words (NE) 

Rank 
Group I (n = 22) Group 2 (n = 36) Group 3 (n = 20) 

Word Fre9, % Word Fre9.. % Word Fre9.. % 

I 169 7.89 I 400 7.23 I 343 5.99 
2 a 76 3.55 my 200 3.61 the 206 3.60 
3 my 63 2.94 the 190 3.43 to 174 3.04 
4 was 52 2.43 and 152 2.75 was 159 2.78 
5 to 51 2.38 to 152 2.75 and 147 2.57 
6 and 43 2.01 was 125 2.26 my 147 2.57 
7 the 39 1.82 a 105 1.90 in 121 2.11 
8 m 37 1.73 m 103 1.86 a 112 1.96 
9 IS 32 1.49 IS 78 1.41 of 111 1.94 

10 for 27 1.26 that 76 1.37 that 92 1.61 
11 of 25 1.17 of 73 1.32 it 79 1.38 
12 that 25 1.17 me 72 1.30 me 56 0.98 
13 so 24 1.12 so 53 0.96 time 56 0.98 
14 we 21 0.98 time 53 0.96 so 50 0.87 
15 when 21 0.98 it 49 0.89 IS 47 0.82 
16 time 19 0.89 we 47 0.85 with 47 0.82 
17 have 18 0.84 at 43 0.78 we 45 0.79 

18 me 18 0.84 for 43 0.78 at 43 0.75 
19 at 17 0.79 when 43 0.78 but 43 0.75 
20 17 0.79 with 37 0.67 peo.ele 37 0.65 

Total 794 37.07 2,094 37.86 2,115 36.96 

Comparison of pronoun use across three groups revealed that low level students (Group 

1) more frequently used the first-person pronoun I (5.36%) in their argumentative writing 

than did higher level students (2.13% in Group 2, 2.59% in Group 3). On the other hand, 

the pronoun you was less frequently used in Group 1 (0.95%) than in Groups 2 (2.06%) 

and 3 (1.3%). 

Another interesting finding is that, as with the narrative writing, low proficiency students 

showed similar problems of register awareness. The conjunction so was more frequently 

observed in the low proficiency students’ data (1.07%) than in the high level students’ data 

(0.68% in Group 2 and 0.67% in Group 3). Again, this indicates that low level students are 

less aware of the distinction between spoken and written English. 
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TABLE9 
Groul! Differences of Twenty Most Fre9.uent Words (AE) 

Rank 
Group I (n=31) Group 2 (n = 32) Group 3 (n = 15) 

Word Freq. % Word Freq. % Word Freq. % 

180 5.36 a 162 2.98 to 128 2.96 
2 maJor 113 3.37 maJor 156 2.87 major 119 2.76 
3 a 100 2.98 to 135 2.48 the 115 2.66 
4 to 87 2.59 of 119 2.19 I 112 2.59 
5 my 76 2.26 I 116 2.13 a 110 2.55 
6 IS 74 2.21 you 112 2.06 in 109 2.52 
7 and 64 1.91 m 110 2.02 is 88 2.04 
8 m 63 1.88 the 110 2.02 and 85 1.97 
9 of 63 1.88 IS 108 1.98 we 82 1.90 

10 the 60 1.79 their 107 1.97 of 75 1.74 
II for 55 1.64 choose 94 1.73 for 64 1.48 
12 choose 39 1.16 are 88 1.62 have 57 1.32 
13 so 36 1.07 people 78 1.43 you 56 1.30 
14 it 35 1.04 and 77 1.41 that 54 1.25 
15 that 35 1.04 for 76 1.40 their 51 1.18 
16 have 34 1.01 field 75 1.38 job 47 1.09 
17 study 33 0.98 have 69 1.27 are 45 1.04 
18 you 32 0.95 interests 69 1.27 study 44 I.OZ 
19 are 31 0.92 we 66 1.21 can 43 LOO 
20 job 29 0.86 that 63 1.16 more 43 1.00 

Total 1,239 36.90 1,990 36.58 1,527 35.37 

4.5. Correlation Between Lexical Variables and Quality Scores 

The correlation between the eight lexical variables and holistic scores was investigated 

via Pearson’s correlation 때alysis. The results demonsσate that in narrative mode, strong 

positive correlations were found between two variables (RTTR and CTTR) and holistic 

scores (r = 0.769, p < .05). A moderate positive correlation was obseπed between mean 

word length (MWL) and holistic scores (r = 0.319, p < .05). As for argumentative mode, 

significant positive correlations were found between holistic scores and RTTR and CTTR 

(r = 0.521, p < .05). Unlike narrative writing, in argumentative mode, correlation between 

MWL and holistic score was not significant. As discussed above, this might be because 

students frequently used words from the argumentative prompt, regardless of proficiency 

levels. In the two discourse modes, negative correlations between TTR and holistic score 

were observed (narration, r = -.657; argumentation, r = -.602). This res띠t indicates that, as 

noted e하lier, TTR is affected by text length, and thus is not a reliable measure of lexical 

variation. For Kl words, a weak positive correlation was found with holistic scores in both 
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discourse modes (narration, r = .289; argumentation, r = .361). The findings of the lexical 

analysis su잃est that two lexical variation variables, RTIR and CTIR, seem to clearly 

distinguish students' W꺼ting at different levels of proficiency and be the sπong predictors 

of the quality scores ofL2 writing samples. 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The purpose of the present study was to ex없nine the effect of two different discourse 

modes on L2 writing performance. More specifically, using nine lexical complexity 

variables, this study explored whether different discourse 때es (i.e., narration and 

argumentation) elicited different levels of lexical complexity. In addition, lexical 

complexity variables were investigated to determine which features best discriminated the 

students’ writing across three proficiency levels. 

As for the discourse mode effects, the study findings indicated that statistically 

significant differences between the two discourse modes were found in the eight variables: 

mean word length (MWL), type/token ratio (TIR), Root TTR (RTTR), Corrected TIR 

(CTIR), Kl words %, K2 words %, AWL words %, and lexical frequency. The lexical 

density measure, however, showed no effect for discourse mode. In other words, mean 

word length, lexical variation, and lexical sophistication proved to be more sensitive to 

discourse mode than lexical density. Lexical analysis showed that the students produced 

longer mean word length (MWL) with a higher percentage of Kl words and academic 

words in argumentative mode. On the other hand, the percentage of K2 words and three 

lexical variation measures (TIR, RTTR, and CTIR) were higher in narrative than 

argumentative mode, indicating that students employed more diverse vocabulary in their 

narrative writing. Further lexical frequency analysis across the two discourse modes 

indicated that lexical choices made by the students were significantly affected by the type 

of discourse mode and the wordings of the prompts. 

With regard to the group differences in lexical complexity, the results of the one-way 

ANOV A, Welch ANOV A, and Pearson’s correlation analysis revealed that of the nine 

variables investigated, the two lexical variation variables-RTIR and CTIR-best 

discriminated between different writing proficiency groups and significantly predicted L2 

writing proficiency regardless of the type of discourse mode. 

Of importance to note is that the traditional TIR, however, showed a statistically 

significant negative correlation with students’ writing proficiency level in both discourse 

modes. This finding corroborates previous studies indicating that TIR can only be used 

when comparing texts of equal length, and thus RTIR and CTIR are more reliable 

measures of lexical variation (Broeder et al., 1993; Daller et al., 2003; Vermeer, 2000). 
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Kl% also showed a correlation with holistic scores in both discourse modes, and this 

SU잃ests that higher level students need to incorporate more sophisticated vocabulary in 

their writing. Another noteworthy point is that the students in the high proficiency group 

produced longer mean word len망h (MWL ), and low proficiency level students repeatedly 

employed a small range of vocabulary. However, significant group differences in MWL 

were found only in narrative mode. This might be explained by the fact that narrative 

writing elicited more diverse topics and even lower level students frequently used 

relatively longer words from the argumentative prompts. 

까1e findings of this study have important pedagogical implications for the learning, 

teaching, and assessment of second language writing. First, as the current study showed 

that lexical complexity varied according to the discourse types of the writing tasks, the 

assessment and insπuction of the L2 writing should take into account the type of discourse 

modes. As Ruth and Murphy ( 1988) pointed out, a single writing task measures only one 

of many kinds of functional writing skills, and different skills are likely to be associated 

with different tasks. The current study results suggest that any single writing task including 

only one type of discourse mode cannot be considered an adequate measure of writing 

ability. As such, assessments of L2 writing should be conducted with caution and include 

multiple writing tasks of diverse discourse types. In terms of L2 writing instruction, 

students need to be exposed and taught to write in a V따iety of discourse modes. 

Second, the study findings indicated that Korean students in general and low proficiency 

students in particular employed a limited range of vocabulary with a relatively high 

frequency of Kl words in their writing. In addition, for relatively sophisticated vocabulary, 

AWL words showed no correlation with holistic scores. These findings S맹gest that 

explicit vocabulary instruction for developing students’ productive vocabulary knowledge 

is necess없y to ensure that Korean L2 learners develop a range of productive vocabulary 

and incorporate a rich, diverse, and sophisticated vocabulary into their written 

compositions. It also appears vital to design vocabulary instruction in a way that Korean 

L2 learners raise their awareness of differences between spoken and written registers. 

Identifying distinctive features of and distinguishing between formal and informal register 

would help them produce effective and appropriate written texts in the target language. 

Although the current study provides important implications for vocabulary learning and 

teaching and assessment of second language writing, future studies with more diverse 

discourse modes and topic types would yield more valid, accurate results and thus offer 

more insights into the role of discourse type in writing assessment, as well as vocabulary 

learning and teaching in Korean EFL contexts. Moreover, in a future study, it would be 

useful to extend the analysis and compare the written texts of native English speakers with 

those of Korean L2 learners. This would reveal more valuable information in relation to the 

distinctive features of Korean EFL students’ lexical complexity ofL2 writing. 
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APPENDIX 

Holistic Scoring Rubric (from TOEFL 퍼T TEST, Independent Writing Rubric) 

Score 

5 

4 

3 

2 

0 

Task description 
An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following: 
• eff농ctively addressed the topic and task. 
• is well organized and well developed, using clearly appropriate eχplanations, 
exemplifications, and/or details 

• displays unity, progression 뻐d coherence 
• displays consistent facility in the use oflanguage, demonstrating syntactic variety, 
appropriate word choice, and idiomatic깨, thou맹 it may have minor leχical or 
grammatical errors 

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following: 
• addresses the topic and task well, thou맹 some points may not be fully elaborated 
• is generally well organized and well developed, using appropriate and sufficient 
explanations, exemplifications, an〔U아 details 

• displays unity, progression, 없d coherence, though it may contain occasional 
redundancy, digression, or unclear connections 

• display facility in the use of languagζ demonstrating syntactic variety and ran양 of 
vocabulary, thou뱅 it will probably have occasional noticeable minor errors 띠 
structm℃, word form, or use of idiomatic language that do not interfere with meaning 

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following: 
•addresses the topic and task using somewhat developed eχplanations, 
exemplifications, anψor details 

• displays unity, progression, and coherence, though connection of ideas may be 
occasionally obscured 

• may demonstrate inconsistent facility in sentence formation and word choice that 
may result in lack of clarity and occasionally obscure meaning 

• may display accurate but limited range of syntactic sπuctures and vocabulary. 
An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following: 
• limited development in response to the topic and task 
• inadequate organization or connection of ideas 
• inappr'。priate or insufficient exemplifications, exp!때ations, or details to support or 
illusσate generalizations in response to the task 

•a noticeable inappropriate choice of words or word forms 
’ an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage 
An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following: 
• serious disorganization or underdevelopment 
• little or no d뼈ii, or irrelevant specifics, or questionable responsiveness to the task 
• serious and frequent errors in sentence sσucture or usage 
An essay at this level merely copies words from the topic, rejects the topic, or is 
otherwise not connected to the topic; is written 띠 a foreign language, consists ofk텅 
stroke characters, or is bl없lie 
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