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A Contrastive Study of Lexical and Syntactic Complexity in English
Compositions by Chinese and Foreign College Students
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Abstract: This study presents a contrastive analysis on compositions by Chinese English majors across
four grades and those of native speakers. It investigates the characteristics of written language in Chinese
English majors in terms of lexical complexity and syntactic complexity, exploring the mutual relationship
between the two complexities. Lexical complexity is measured by lexical diversity and lexical
sophistication, while syntactic complexity is assessed through T-unit length, T-unit complexity ratio, and
complex nominals per clause. One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) reveals that the
measures of lexical and syntactic complexity improve gradually from grade 1 to grade 4. Compared with
native speakers, Chinese English majors demonstrate significantly lower measures, except for lexical
diversity and the T-unit complexity ratio, which are similar to those of native speakers. The measures of
lexical and syntactic complexity are largely independent of each other, with few significant correlations

observed. This study provides important insights for further research on second language writing
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instruction in practice.
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side campus. Is it appropriate? State your opinion
about this.” ZRFRIFE4E, KA 300 W44 .

LOCNESS tH & f & JORF S, ARy
R 30 JiA], AL SERETE A R AR AR A A
TR, AW S BRI . AR
VESCIS TR, A BIF 5 1 Ry 5% [ 28 BROAR R~ 1Y
REAFABER 40 FBOESC, FEFRS T EA
Y, KT 19~23 %, fECEH K “Great
inventions and discoveries of 20th century and their
impact on people’s lives.” FEUE K A #E I 500 4~
i, BRI SERL, MESCEEAREE LR 1.

*1 ARELKREFEIENFEEETHERBIARES T
Tab.1 Descriptive statistics for the compositions of EFL

learners at different grades and native speakers

R AESCRR FRE ORI FuME beifEz

—4EZR 40 358 547 176 74.73
AR 40 352 580 190 97.36
AR 40 373 597 220 79.11
TUAELR 40 314 434 145 62.20
BEEH 40 378 568 214 84.01
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Tab.2 Descriptive statistics of lexical complexity measures for the compositions of EFL learners at different grades and na-

tive speakers

N ENBEZ =Sk TR AE A
W4 - N
X, S, 95%CI X, S, 95%CI
—4ER 0.70 0.02 [0.69, 0.71] 3.30 0.83 [2.85,3.75]
AR 0.71 0.02 [0.69, 0.72] 425 1.08 [3.46, 4.64]
ARG 0.70 0.02 [0.68,0.71] 439 0.96 [3.86,4.91]
U2 0.70 0.02 [0.68,0.71] 4.72 1.03 [4.16, 5.29]
HHEH 0.71 0.03 [0.69, 0.72] 6.21 1.47 [5.41,7.01]
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Tab.3 Comparison of lexical complexity measures between the compositions of EFL learners at different grades and native

speakers
WNC 2R TN 24k
XX - "
FRE R SE t p dy TR SE t p dy
—SER BB -0.01 0.01 0.62 0.54 -0.15 -3.28 0.45 6.50 0.00 -1.57
AR B 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.93 0.02 -2.25 0.49 4.46 0.00 -1.08
ZAE B -0.01 0.01 0.94 0.35 -0.23 -1.93 0.47 3.92 0.00 —-0.95
PG -HRREH —-0.01 0.01 1.26 0.22 -0.30 -1.70 0.48 3.11 0.00 -0.75

®4 ARFEHRFFZIFMHEFEXPHAZERENEEAER R

Tab.4 Descriptive statistics of syntactic complexity measures for the compositions of EFL learners at different grades and

native speakers

TN T ek S SRCIL ATy
TIEWIE S - _ o
bé s, 95%CI bé s, 95%CI bé s, 95%CI
—AEg 13.05 150 [12.23, 13.86] 1.52 0.09 [1.47,1.57] 0.73 0.13 [0.66, 0.81]
TARY 1351 1.61  [12.64,14.39] 1.49 0.14 [1.42,1.56] 0.80 0.13 [0.73, 0.87]
ARG 1476 221 [13.55,15.96] 1.61 0.20 [1.49,1.72] 0.89 0.18 [0.79, 0.98]
PO4FER 1598 201  [14.89, 17.07] 1.62 0.19 [1.52,1.73] 0.92 0.17 [0.83, 1.01]
BhiEH 16.05  1.88  [15.02,17.08] 1.57 0.14 [1.50, 1.65] 1.18 0.17 [1.08,1.27]

FrufE2E (S,) A8 95% B A5 X E (95%CI) .

MR 4 BRI, BEAESOKE- T, T AL
KEE (MLT) FidEA—Fa)h &iasiiEgat (CN/C)
REHZ ETHES, W T AR (CT) TR
— B AR B TR, R PR BLR /DN
R TR

W R ZIC T 200 KRB, ATk E 2
FEFRTE 4 MESRPHAERENES (0=29.19,p=
0.01 <0.05). MHAEI2Z0WEERER, TH
MERERR (COT) NMEESIT B EEES
(F (55, =205 p=0.12>0.05), TN K
( MLT) MIFhajH i iE5ceE (CN/IC) TE 44
SRR EG T B ETEZER (MLT: F 505 =
7.30, p < 0.001; CN/C: F (5 545, =439, p=0.01 <
0.05). 7 THAKE (MLT) A9 B K56 &
B, =, WFERABETF—FH4 (p<
0.05), Fafdzg &4 0.58 F1 1.06, 4354k T
MR ACE; AR T M KE (MLT) W
WERT AR, HA &K (p<0.001, d=
0.87 ). HAth g fext L&A B2,
A TRAREEE 4K

AT A B & iR E SR (CN/C)  EED
YIREIS N, = PUAEZ T /A 44 1) e o A
(CN/C) BEWT—FHA (p<0.05), FfdErL
NS K 0.64 #1079, Hyhb T &K, PU4E
G () A TR R A S T AR
BN A A K (p=0.03 < 0.05, dp=0.53) .
FAARE G A BT OO FEE B 22 5, A0 o
b T A ERARK A

4 BRI, — B VUAEYCEA W T B
K (MLT) A4 s (CN/e) 1
FHREES; THRMERMERE (OT) F—. Z4F
R BAR T RS, = VWESMBE TRHEE .
Fk e SRR Z R SR EE SR, RS
X ) A FE AR AR E R R AR G 2 ) B MBI S AR
2 R TR .

s, THAKE (MLT) 78— . Z4F
K B E R T REEH (p=0.00 <0.001 ), ZN
WK = WERMBNAAAS T BEN S
(p>0.05), UV EANFE/NSh &K, HZ,
— F PUAE G A ) v 44 R R R (CN/C)
N B ZAR T HHEE (p<0.001), VR T4
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Tab.5 Comparison of syntactic complexity measures between the compositions of EFL learns at different grades and native

speakers
THAK S THNLE ek L% R L AT AT
R FHEER SE p d, FHERER SE d, FHERER SE p dy
— ARG — BB -0.01 0.64 0.00 —1.13 -3.28 045 024 —0.29 -0.50 0.06 0.00 -1.83
TAR —BlEE 0.00 0.66 0.00 —0.93 —2.25 049 0.12 —0.38 -0.42 0.06 0.00 -1.60
ARG — BB -0.01 0.77 035 —0.41 -1.93 047 061 0.12 -0.33 0.07 0.00 -1.06
VUAER —BEE -0.01 0.73 022 —0.02 -1.70 048 046 0.18 -0.27 0.07 0.00 —0.94

F Ko ARG T B R IE LR (O/T) Hb)
HEEZ BB R EEZES (p>0.05), BT
o U Ak T AP AR R KT

(Z) WICMAEEREZ BHXRERRX
IR 2 PR TR ) 3k 52 2% J3E 22 T ) 56 R A

|

A, RPEEANAE G AR 5 A AR AR 2 18] B AR
A R BOHATIH, SRR 6. ZoHIRAR XS f
LN AR RN O R BOERE, XL BN
TARGIRME A G RBUE M AR AL T
N AR B RR AT DG R B RS, X2k b o DU AR
MRS FEAT 5 R O

F6 REEGKTEMEI 2 MORRIELRUER

Tab. 6 Robust correlation matrix among the measures of lexical complexity and syntactic complexity at different grades

M85 1 2 3 4 5 Ui e LA 1 2 3 4 5
1LD 1 -0.02 0.07 0.12 0.04 1LD 1 -0.09 0.28 0.20 0.34*
2LS 0.12 1 0.33 -0.03 0.50% 2LS 0.11 1 0.02 -0.15 0.30

3MLT 0.24 0.16 1 0.58%*  0.61** 3MLT -0.01  0.26 1 0.77%%  0.45%*
4C/T 0.24 0.08  0.64%* 1 0.18 4C/T -0.06 023  0.81** 1 —0.14
5CN/C  —0.01 023  0.60%* 0.25 1 5CN/C —0.03 007 059  031* 1

W HP A I FERTE0.05F10.01 7K - b B A G,

6 WR, EHAFRKF L, WILEILEMN
Wifghr CRNCE ZePERiaC 2880k ) 39 2 ARAH O,
KikfgitBEEZER (p>005), FEAEE NN
BE =AM AR bR T L, SRR T A K
(MLT) 5 T 88 28t R (C/T) MaEA+4)
AR TE R (CN/C) 3400 48 K ol v 4 7K
R EFEME (p<001), THNAE MR
(C/T) MFhh & iasiESE (CN/C) 7E=4EH
AR A B IEAE (r=0.31,p<0.05 ),
HAbAE R Z %A BEM M (p>0.05),

FET 28 & 22 [B], TRV A 2% B 45 S D i 48 A
5T KE (MLT) MIT R 2R (C/T)
4 MNMEGOKE B RAGHSE, BEA AR5
WEM (p>0.05). (B2, WILERMEZAER
K 5P AT TE SR (CN/C) REER
WFEIEME (r=0.50,p<001), i8I ZEENELE

PUAEG K- 5 F4rh A iasiEdoE (CN/C) 2
HAEAKOFRY 2 IEAEE (=034, p <0.05) . HiAh
AR RARNIC A 4 B 1 D o 4 b 5 ) v 44 ) TR B
i (CN/C) MK Z RIS B (p>0.05),

DL RS, BRI, BRSBTS FRAL,
Y VRV 5 2% A D R s 22 [ A 7 A
FEOCI, ORI AT 4 B A O 4% B Y R
Ay IR AR Z [ A LS, JCRH g4 .

LY 7y

(—) Z2IFRCHMAEERENTH

LR R E AR
A5 K BRI 22 R PR AT 20 T e B s A 30
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narud FZ5IE AN PSR RS SRR
SELEAR L SRR DT AR 22 57, T X b
2 5 1 J5 R AT R 2 i S 1T o R RS AE Lin-
narud BYBFFE Y, BIFFEXT R AR T 57 00 B diLif
T BB R T H B 215 R, HUKIESE
S A RE R ) FH AR S A A A PR E S
HR ALY, PR AR K R s A B
HWEF T RNDOE, BTIOER, S HR
14 22 S P T BB 2l A2 ) 38 SN o 0 5 o o i
e R IR L B HERR (R Z R AL 0k, T4 w55 1)
LM, I REF K. WA, 5K
AIREE P L IR A — AN . Linnarud 9 8F 58 %
LN 1T H R, A TS ) iR B
W o MO, SO 2R R
THREEE; AT RIBETE X G h3EE Ll iR
AL R T RGBT T, REKPFET
rr AR, R 2R S BER A

GRS RS RRCIR(NE 2 E2 d S e i b R 7 VR v S i)
LR A PSR PR RS AR 2 B b ] R fE v, ELAE 4
MERZ TR REEZESR, ST R
R o XFE— L ENIE T 5% 2] 3 B TRIE 2 A PR G o7
SHRATRG I X L g 1R, hE s %
b A R 2 P R TR . A
Lei FYZ51E—20: AR A RE 2 2 PR AR TR
EHRC G, AW E— 2D R U A
A PRI S a7 B, 3 5 i o 2o e v b T O
e, AR A ] o SR AT BE R T
AHF AL R, UOCRHUGEIZ, RiE
BRI AR . P, fEr HiRTEeE, 2]
FEAEGE T W A, X TRt im] m] A [A] 22 4 A 21
[m] s el

2. AR E IR

AHIE G e B ) 2 52 2 BE 1Y 3 A4l 1 46 A 1 Bt
LTt EEL EAHESE, WAEEE R, b
BIGT KPR, FARE AR N &
IR R AR . I, Ak A AR R A D A
FRIGA AN FIFRREE AN, 5 Martinez P58 45 1

— " ANERA R, T K
(MLT) MIFhajh £ iEEa (CN/C) A S
PR AE R Z AP AR, THAE 2
P (CT) A FERAZREA B EEER,
X — R BLEDIE T Lu B9A5E, BP C/T F8A5 ok IX 4
SEZKF-, MLT Fl CN/C #5475 1] LK HEGK
S ABLB 245 F s UL T SR X I 2 ) F AR e
ZRYEM WIS . B FEHRALE O/T $8bs LA B
FEZ R X UL F A MLT Il CN/C f77E
R, (HE /T BHB R BB,

SRR A, 4 MEGRAN T R) 4]
mitgE (CNC) B EMTREEE, —4FH
T BAL K (MLT) $84nt B F R THHEH ,
SVESA S REE Z LB EEE R, 5 Man-
cilla % I FE 4516 — 8. HAERAR T ¥R
FebE R (O/T) WS REES 2 35 A7 B
Z5, X451 SRS AT g5 e R
TREHE S R OT B E M TRES, WhhHE
A i e i P 67 2 I ELYG ) - 28 A s S 2
MM T C/T S, (HEABSE T O/TE S
BEE Z TR 2R G — 22 R A
Al B IE B IE AN R . TR e S B i 5% h BR R
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