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Song, Juha. (2020). An analysis of Korean high school English textbooks through syntac-
tic complexity and readability. Modern English Education, 22(1), 57-69.

The present study compared the reading passages represented in prescribed English textbooks
(High School English 0) and non-prescribed textbooks (High School English 1, 2) used in Korean
high schools through lexical complexity and readability. To achieve this purpose, the L2 Syntactic
Complexity Analyzer (L2SCA) and three different readability indices, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level
(FKGL), Flesch Reading Ease score (FRE), and Gunning Fog Index (GFI), were utilized. One-way
ANOVA and a post-hoc test (Scheffe Test) were performed on 76 passages for High School English
0, and 53 for High School English 1 and 2. Results showed that in terms of syntactic complexity,
no statistical differences were found between High School English 0 and 1. On the contrary, High
School English 0 and 2 differed across every syntactic complexity measure, and 5 out of 14 mea-
sures were significantly different between High School English 1 and 2. With regard to readability,
significant differences were observed among the textbooks (i.e., High School English 0/1, 1/2, and
0/2). These results imply more syntactic variation is required between High School English 0 and

1 | -do
E=e: Yo fminI VY| 1, but that hierarchy is properly being maintained for readability levels across the 2015 revised high
school English textbooks.

. ME O AAAR] HE FA] FEAA FFE vA= R 2
Atk AA| = 1. Sung(2014)9] AFoA = =2 5wt

St AN WIpA = wpAtet shaAt, T12al ok A7} ol=Agel et 71zl 2715k Mo WE=
ST BEH0 Golug PR AZSE AFA A FAR AXSHT A ok wEch B3, 9] 4TS
T2 GHTHS. W. Hong & H. S. Sohng, 2017). ©l2je B2t & maha] 220] W= 7]20] Yol ghor Subipda

oA ATAESL A B4 L E
2 A4 9 A i) sk ik kAl 9 A
oA I 013] 4 2 B B4 o] 2L P 54
Aol & B 24 Fol el AR, o] I
52 4 Qs BAA B Ul o] 54 2L aQlEo] %
5 gh= Aolek. kA Lol A o] Y
H X chorst 8olo] YA ok AR b

ol shesAtol Al At A

1 7]1Z0] AjZ+29)S g3 Th(J. Y. Chang, 2019; S. W. Hong
& H. S. Sohng, 2019; M. G. Jeon & 1. J. Lim, 2010; S. H. Lee,
2013). SFATE 9FA] A A-E0] 2015 77 Foizt wat
Aol B o], Gol1, Fol2% LEF ZBG A7} ok

gub o, WA WG] GRS Rk 89S F o154 U BA
e ERA SHolA Al A gt U Rol7h A sk 2
S U B LS e L
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S. H. Lee(2013)= Coh-Metrix& &-8-5}0] 2009 717§ 4
o WA Fof1x} Jof2 7k Tt ApolE EAFH. 14
I F BAR I 1371 F 107]2] A H(77%)°NA §-2J=gt
Atolg Ho|Z] ghof, A& thE shdo| F WA E Hig st
o ARESH |0l e 7t Qe BrR Tk S 2015 717 o
o] WA E A} & 3t S. Kim(2020)2] Aol A= o
1, Fo2F EZFIE F 67 WA O] Het ol FA|E B
1, 71 Ad Witk &2 Foqu|gt Xjo| & WASHA] 15
o} QhA A 2709 A-E = 2009 E 2015 7§78 Fof
I WA 7E F8Gol, Foll, Fo2& 445 A} ojH
ZJo} gttt al AJA| S Ministry of Education, Science and Tech-
nology(2015)9] W¥pA| G YAEANE W= 11 QU
= B oh SHAIRE S. Kim(2020)y-2 B+t o] =/d= #4151,
O|FA|4 HE $2| & AbEoh= TAlo] thErh= A2 A%t
S12] grortt. weta] o5 B 9 dARsto], B Lo A=
2015 7§74 Folx} wikA(B-F G o], Foll, Fol2)E thde
2 WA Jek 7F 7 o] mApE &S] o|=42 A
ghalgE 7ot

2015 7R RIA7F A =AH 2018 FE thofgt A
o] AP= 11 QU= v, 87] A E= o2 3 A+t
Adid o2 At oot AAZ Q] g to|E o] A
AN A Yot T ishn EAT A A H| AK-eArt-
icle) ¥ -2 AZFeH(Google Scholar)o] “2015 gojx} 74
WIA"E 7)Y ERZ HASE A3t F 43709] o] LA E
AL, 11 F, 15 GojuIAE YO 2 3 A= 17
7H(40%) ATt SHATE 17709] =& 71dl Y718 FA= g
=29 g T 7RI 11 5, 2719 A-E Al
S U A= 20099 2015 717 w83l w2 Q7] A&
9] AAE EAGE AL(H. Park & C. K. Jung, 2020), 2015
N n kA et A= Avtete grke] A E de B4 A+
Yoon, 2019)2} EBS WA}, o] wakA], tfetahsAlH <
2171 Aol thgt AAE o] 3] ARE FAF F-4] A4(S. Yang
& D. J. Lee, 2019), GolntA 7] &5 =4 A0 Y.
Choi, 2019) @ B]H7] Q17] T B4 A4S, Y. Bae, 2019)
22 A5 A9 g3t YA 2719 A2 of
39} Bt o]=AL BAI3E S Kime] A2}, Coh-MetrixS
285t FF5F0] 1159 ¢7] AR G g EA7HS. W.
Hong} H. S. Sohng(2019)2] A7t QAT AT 54
ATE2 37HA] SHofA B AFel= th2ct. A4, tht
Ao g FAZRE B4R ettt A4, 7 ol=4 A
5 B SHA] UTE A, 3801, Foll, Fol2 g =+
z3tsto] AGE X19YskA] ottt &, @A7IA= 2015 2L
T 7N Folt kA 37]9] Heh(F-5Fol, Foil, Fol2)
= 5 Zgste] BAMY B4 9 Ul o=/ A& H]
W3 A7 AT AAolrt. o]of] 2 A= 7 o]=A]
A vl 9 o ZhA Q] FARA B A4S B9l 2015 1L

o013} AT o] o] E-go] 5717} ek,

ot 4

Il. O|2X i ZE
1. SAH =5d 8+

oig iFolz 9L BT FEAEL ojle] U,
A1) AL, o %]t} BAES A ol -
21t} o] Sloll BATEE] BFAL EAES] Yo o
e 0|40, ofe] ATEL SAH BEYL Hoz
$498 1 87} Qe 243k v SIEKS. W. Hong & H. S,
Sohng, 2019; S. Yang & D. J. Lee, 2019; H. Yoon, 2009). ©]]|
w2}, 79 A5 Coh-Metrixeh= A =15 &85
o] EAA BAAS BAFTHJ. Y. Chang, 2018; N. Koh & J.
Shin, 2017; S. H. Lee, 2013; J. H. Moon & H. D. Kim, 2017).
742 1. Y. Chang(2018)0] Coh-Metrix 2 E+-85}0] 20172018
Ak 5 FolE ol5A, 712 AFEX], HIAE ol &1
ol Al ¥ gt A3} ofw Rt F-oJw|gt Aol HASHR] KT
T} -2 Wigto 2 S, H. Lee(2013)+= 2009 115 7R w3}
A Gojl/Go2E HIAE Bolid R, 7|2 4HEA], #5 7
=73 A|3(FRE, FKGL), To] H1%=<r, o} %] thedd, ofu] 4
&8, BAF FH, HEAF FE SHOA B Fl=t] Tof
T, BE7FEAA R S FKGL, 7181 o] A& o Aqt
FroJu|gh o] & st HHhA 0 & e of & 2jo]7t gl
ohal Bk oA 9 e BAH B el
?18fl Coh-Metrixof| A AAIoH= 11709] b5 5 “SAH &
A DY E 9 BAR B4 AEd @A oo &
70l Coh-Metrix 3.02 117]19] F5(0]=4, AH] E844,
A FA HAE, 7| AFEA], HAE 8oy, XAH
SZA4, o134 bF, Ao, AT 2F, A u] &
A, o] FH) 02 F 1067]9] A EE 4 FHH(McNamara
et al., 2014). o]& F-8AJo| = E5L5}al, Coh-Metrix® &
A= BALHE HAS I R 71 A0 ATk WA,
Coh-MetrixOf| 4] A|8oh= SAF T A HE52 Q5o T
o ZASHA o 7|& Fof uS Ao EEH A
FH = ZFo] 7} Ik, Y. Chang, 2019). =HA| =, Coh-Met-
rixo]| 4] o] BA| SAH /0] SAEE=A| AgstA S
TR LRITHK. Park, 2017). OFA|2FO 2 | Coh-Metrix7| -4
dh= 10671 A= 5 SAM B4 (syntactic complexi-
ty) 2} SAFA] QF2] WA T (syntactic pattern density)qFo] SA}
o ¥ Qli=tl, o] F7HA 2 Hat A ol E e 4
o|g Z3lolA| Gl Q= ARE BAMRE THHoZ B
A5}7]0ll= ARE ] QUTH(J. Y. Chang, 2019). YZof|l A= -
9] 715 A F50] Sk FEREe] BAH ERE A4St
| 2] ohehal 4 4= UA|Tk(Biber et al,, 2011), 7
T AT oA AE o] thro] tat P47 FLojA|
RIS 2obolal gleug FAA 544, 54, 54 &
H FH Y] G, T FA, A7 ERlsto] 4]
E1E trzsle 1 9 7) QItk(Norris & Ortega, 2009). 015
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TABLE 1
Indices of L2SCA and Calculating Method
Type Index Calculating Method
Mean Length of Clause (MLC) Word / Clause
Length of Mean Length of ML d/s
production unit can Length of Sentence (MLS) Word / Sentence
Mean Length of 7-Unit (MLT) Word / T-Unit

Sentence complexity

Sentence Complexity ratio (C/S)

Clause / Sentence

T-Unit Complexity ratio (C/T)
Complex 7-Unit ratio (CT/T)
Dependent Clause ratio (DC/C)
Dependent Clauses per 7-Unit (DC/T)

Subordination

Clause / 7-Unit
Complex T-unit / 7-Unit
Dependent Clause / Clause
Dependent Clause / 7-Unit

Coordination Phrases per clause (CP/C)
Coordinate Phrases per 7-Unit (CP/T)

Coordination

Sentence Coordination ratio (T/S)

Coordination Clause / Clause
Coordinate Phrase / T-Unit
T-Unit / Sentence

Complex Nominals per Clause (CN/C)
Complex Nominals per 7-Unit (CN/T)
Verb Phrases per 7-Unit (VP/T)

Particular structures

Complex Nominal / Clause
Complex Nominal / 7-Unit
Verb Phrase / T-Unit

wHelol, 2 QoA Aplo] BAE By BAET
(L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer, L2SCA)S &-8-5}0] 11
5ot oA E-85= 359 ol A (TEFol, B
of1, Foi2)9] FAH B4 A

Lu(2010, 2011):= 2j=o] E A 29do] T A= A
2 St} SAE R4S b0 R B4 /5T LISCA
£ 73T L2SCA A= BAM E3/43E AlLtstr] A
71241 9709] BARER(HO], 2, A, T4, 29, &
Zr -], e B A, SAMDE ARl ol
= A ES FolA RS A Lfstal Akt 4
4 2L BASH= i E, B9, LA, 2 H, &
I o 47Hx]o] Trofgol st} ko2 ZEt. A
Z0]9} A3 S AK(finite verb)E 0] F0] 2 A0 QlAl5}
U, 542 4P =942 AR AY 38AK/AE
A /FAPERES: SR 9= 8T} Hol ofd 2
T2 AN FEEE o] 9= 1ok, B e
= AN 5T she] @9 = AL dis++=
STHHSAIR A4E AN, B-EARE FARE, HARNO]
™ S5 iAo}tz ol &t of) Y ARt FEA B2 FAgAL
9 FEAE &RE, AXARE, TAAE, AL 542 it
Sk YARE ulgteh oA e o & SANNE A Y ANt
HE Y SARE B o2tk o2 A A H 9719] SA
TE= AT AL HAS Sl oAl 147119] BARE B
d A HEZ YT, 3 194 HZ0] 147]2] A #E= 57HA] 9]
9] 'S Qbof] J|elth. 57149 ®IFE+= 4k Zo](length
of production unit), SAM] 54 (sentence complexity), &
224 (subordination), 5] J(coordination), £74 —-F(partic-
ular structures)©] AT}

FL 501, FHollA L2SCAE &3 A= A3
Z71skal Uth(J. Bae, 2018; J. Y. Chang, 2019; Y. H. Jeong,
2020; J. Kim, 2014; P. Kim, 2015; T. J. Yoon, 2018). 1 <%,
J. Y. Chang(2019)2 L2SCAS 3+85}0] A E 17} A&
H 2016, 2017814 45 =of] A AtiE7PF =4E
2018, 201951 E 255 S 212 79] BAFE Hjo] b3
L, T At 7 BAM B34 Sl A Zpol 7t glrtar 2
EX]3ic}. TS H|=5 W20 2 Y. H. Jeong(2020)2 &
g7} = o]Zof AsY= 2018, 2019, 20208t & 59 &=
7] & Q7] A7 BAM ER/dS L2SCAE &-8-5to] &
AZa, Foju] gt 2to] 7 okl Wk SHARE HA A
H A BF IHAE o= g A7 of k= Holl
A B ol tracha 3 4= 9itt 2015 /R wIkA 7}
2020355 &= 5Hd 0] sHEEoA 8=tk A 1L
2 o, 155t AAoA 2 E-85k= 359 Jojut
A(B8F01, Foll, Fol2)E EAI5k= A2 napA{of Tt
O =ol=Hl o] & Ao|th
A

A
= =

[m
HI

re

2. ulitM

Jz

__I.L

2015 7178 W53 WA= 20180 58k 38+
4|, S8k 181, 11-58h 15hd-& I52 o}o] 20209
of A shde] A4 ¢Hs] Z-8EYcu=, I Aol |
171 AgHA o] th(S. Kim, 2020). A2 4] 2] k<& Ho]
EjH|o|A HMS XUtz T Etish EA T FA AE|A
(K-eArticle) & -2 AZeHGoogle Scholar)o]] “2015 Gof
I AP RIAE 71 ER HAPS uf HATH 4379 =
= 7FE 2158 GOl nIAE G E T A= 17
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N@0%) ATt 1 5 2718 AR YA 157]9] =is2
Ao A1(S. H. Hong & K. N. Lee, 2019), Jo] W 7}A4], EBS
A, skrss A 917] A9 AR(S. Yang & D. J.
Lee, 2019), W3}4 9] &35} g FE(H. S. Cho, 2019; A. Y.
Park & K. H. Kim, 2016)2 A2 t}3231 11, SAME B4
3} o] 542 254 k9.

2 AT FAQF H|Rt AT 2= Coh-Metrixs &
49 115 5ol IAE E43HS. W. HongZ} H. S.
Sohng(2019)] A7} AARE, o1} Fol2 WikA 7} 5
857] o) o] A A7 3740] TabA Ak 2k Fo]
2 3l 2t ofo] ek BHO . S, Kim(2020)
2 649 TE ek WAFo sk Qe (Foll,
of2, o] Salot 28 % A MG Fol, FolA £
3}, A2 Jol) F F 2359 WHAS AFsto] 0|54t
ol%] 5% ZHolq YT S vl EAWLE. S, Kim(2020)
2 o] 4 419 Zfol HlwsH] 18] ThEAS o] %A
4= 67}(Flesch Kincaid Grade Level, Flesch Kincaid Reading
Ease, Gunning Fog Index, Coleman Liau Index, Automated
Readability Index, SMOG Index)2] 53} Hi-4r2 LA
A4S S Hlasl, 1 A3 $olnlet 2ol2 WA
F0c}. SR, o] Qs tha ThE B4l AH8He 7
o|=4 $AIES 1LETHA AUThE AlRHo] Ut AA]
,2009 7153y A5 TbA gojint Fof29] o=
S BEA3ES. H. Lee(2013)+= FRE(Flesch Kincaid Reading
Ease)o| A= &+ A 7t Aol 7} YLIAITF FKGL(Flesch
Kincaid Grade Level)o]|A]&= 8-9Ju|st xjo|7} Qlchar vFg
th. o A3k A o] 54 Sx|o] mret g AN} 2ok
4= 3lom, o] Zo]go] oft]oflA] 7] IsH=A] &A5t=
0] 2915 7H & US2 AARIH: o], & A= v
I} o] AFEAIE 2 W

1) 3590l o1, Qo2 BA B4 Sl
FoJul3t Aol g Holir

2) BE o], Fol1, Fol2iz o] 54 SHolA oIt
o] Hol =7}

. A

B AT @) BhiL 9 BIA ARE 91 2015 A
) S LA 3FEFEFT, Foll, Felng BA
O

2 7P 99k, 1 thgost Jol1(109), Fol208) 2
olgiet. AHA AR Wit A2e] 3 o % 4o
wfe 2929l G W] G, Hele A W B
A e A7} = IS A5 ek, o]l b
o A7k 7 HE o 7|E0R AU %, TEY
ofo] SE(FAT) LibH7} AAE 12| H Fol
o §L A7} 2 A7} gl7] o] EAToIA A
SJEIiek. ¥k, FolawAte] 39 FFoIet Foll/Jol
29] A7k A, Goll/Fol2 A7t FAP7] dhEe]
S L EESEREAREREEE S i
Wik £85I Bk he I 22 PAOR 99 &
WA HGle] F 2789 LIPS BAHTE DA
L 7] AR} £7] ARo] EHHA, £ A7 U471 A
B eAE0] B B4 9 oS4 25 BO
£7] AL AL} B 2 A2 24=7 A%
o Bu s 24 Zuto] Aol g 27] Y] L A7
3 5 SAYCh B 2 2 A0l BATFOR A

o

TABLE 2
Analyzed Textbook Materials
Textbook Author Publisher
High School English 0, 1, 2 Choi, I. C. et al. Kumsung
High School English 0, 1, 2 Kim, K. et al. Darakwon
High School English 0 Lee, B. et al.

High School English 1, 2 Kwon, H. S. et al. Dong-A
High School English 0, 1, 2 Hong, M. et al. Visang
High School English 0, 1,2 Kim, S. K. et al. Neungyule
High School English 0, 1, 2 Park, J. E. et al. YBM
High School English 0, 1, 2 Han, S. H. et al. YBM
High School English 0, 1, 2 Min, C. K. et al. Jihaksa
High School English 0, 1, 2 Lee,J. Y. etal. Chunjae

! 35 9ol&= HOA) “High School English 0”0]2kal 7|3ttt
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%2749 A BZolc).
BB Gole] 5 279) LA 10749 Bl R 74
wo] YT, UriAl L g/he] Slo e T4o] % T6
A9 420] #2E90ekn = 76). Gol17} Jolot= 217} 170
of SIAIEF 7RO B0 & o] FolA 9L, LA B 6
312 EFst] 242t 5 5379 2o FEETHn=53). 7}
e TAIE B ofoldE B8 A9 1A
S} AFFHER, ATARE Aol BAQLS P ofo]
U2 B8dle] 4 ZWAPE HAES e e slgom 7
n} e 3 R4S 95} 1S sl Bl et Ejgich

2. AFEA
1) L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzen(L2SCA)

Lu(2010)= ti+f5 5% A-HWolfe-Quintero et al., 1998;
Ortega, 2003)S 53] 42 & 147]19] A EE 7R E HF
3} ko] 29| BAH BAdS BAT 4 A= L2SCA
£ 7IMSITE L2SCAL] 571HA] ®lF= 4H& Zo](length of
production unit), SAMA] E-3F4(sentence complexity), <
*J(subordination), 5-2]/d(coordination), £74 F-F(particular
structures) © 2 F-RETh WIbA O] 5444 A ]l F <
X0 2 jsig] 9 7ol ERSo] A|2o] i ZekEl
He T o), BATRE RO RS AL B
342 olafel o] =0l 2 Aol

2) ©]5/3 (readability)

2 A= T 319 o] ASE S8 ANA =,
Flesch Reading Ease(FRE)= O]=of| A Z-412S Q1 Avdto}
o]=/49] 7IEo® dY AREHIL Q= AR, A=
0-100°.2 Yehw 27} S5 4|2 9AEQZ on
st} FHA R, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level(FKGL) 342
Uutzo g EQE= FA o7 ulat WEuoA 2] shd
< 9u|sk= A5t A& =01, A7} 109 1814, 119]
A 18G9 A58k 28Hd)S ofn|jiet. wpx[eto
&, Gunning Fog Index(GFD)l| A= 7~8= o|4&Ql 29| &~
A2kl grgstH, 127} dol7bH Bl A of L et
7RI o] 54 412 fIslAl= T oA https:/
www.online-utility.orgol| A Al Edh= T2 135 Z-E&H2

o, 2}7}9] o] 54 FA theat Uk

—_

(1) FRE =206.835 — (1.015 x B 54 Zo))
~ (846 x °1%] F Bt &4 o))
(2) FKGL = (B 74 4°] x 039)+ (019 3 B+ =4
Zo] x 11.8)— 1559
(3) GFI=04 x (g7 &4 Zo] + o] o]F] 2 Hl&)

£ A= 359 WA (F-EFol, Foil, Fof2)0l gtst
o BAH B4/ 9 o540l 59|t Zfol7t A=AE &
olx7] el Y=t HA A+t 380, Foll, F
o2 FIAES YT, L2SCAS} o] /g A= B4 2 T
WS goto] ZIgS dojll & 429 A& ol mhd
o 7|2 Gt A& E0l, 385012 B wpA] A&
Z 76708 ZH2F 2 O8] st A& &, &
SH A=E ddutdo] It ol Foll =, 7 wabAE A}
o|Z 8}ol5}] 93] SPSS 25.0 AL Et]E QA AR A
(One-way ANOVA) AA| 3] 01 oft]of| 4] T &gt Zjol 7} ik
AY5l=A] 2R1517] Q1o A4 (Scheffe Testy X1H 3Tt

1) 4h& Zo]

HA BAFY B 5 4FE do] SHollA o
ok 7k 2ol 7t QlEA] Lotk ] el 24 AR Bt 2 2
(MLC), B = ZAoI(MLS), Bt 9] Ao|(MLT)2] %
o 9 EEFHUGE L E 3004 B 5 Qo] Bt E
Zo|(MLC)2| ¢ 35 %019 B}t EEHAN= 9.27
1.4, 9o 19] 3} EFHAN= 9283} 176, Fo129] Bt
I FEHA= 9.803) 1.822, 22t SHOA Eolvh= AA
H BRI SAZHCE Fou|etR]= FUTHF = 1.83, p
=.164). BtH, B4 27 4o|(MLS)2] 4% 353019 B
4 FERHEAFE 14583 2.33, Go]19] BT TZ2HAL
15303} 2.45, 0j29] B} EEHAR= 16.842} 2.600.2
SEGoloA Fo2E ZE soluE BaE B, o]
A= BAZHCE: Fou|FTHF = 13.52, p = .000). FI}A]
oto 2 Pt 9] Ao|(MLT) JA| 35 P12 Bttt
ZWA7} 13,573 2.10, Foi19] W} EEHA} 14059
2.13, o290 WHto] 1547, BEEHA7} 238 Ko 227
O & solytor BAX R E |§ou|gt Z}o]7} §lgo] &
QI THEF = 11.90, p = .000).

UA AFT ATE EU|Z Zfo]7} ofri A EHAYEH=A]
oA &6 ol AR B At Ay} 3 40
A| Holo] B & Zo|ofA= oftjoA = IF 7t A}o]
£ Ho|x| gortt. ¥, Wt &4 Zolet Bt T 4o]
Lo A F5Golet g of2 Zhofl Zfo] 7} gl o, of13}
gol2 Alooll= Bt 9] SHOA T ZpolE Hirt. vt
H, 35 Yolet Fol1 Ztoll= AFE Zo] 9] e 0| A 2}
o]7} gl&o] FRI= ATt

0.
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TABLE 3
ANOVA Tests on Length of Production Unit
Mean Length
Index Material
n M/SD F )4
High School English 0 76 9.27 (1.44)
MLC High School English 1 53 9.28 (1.76) 1.83 164
High School English 2 53 9.80 (1.82)
High School English 0 76 14.58 (2.33)
MLS High School English 1 53 15.30 (2.45) 13.52 .000™"
High School English 2 53 16.84 (2.60)
High School English 0 76 13.57 (2.10)
MLT High School English 1 53 14.05 (2.13) 11.90 .000™
High School English 2 53 15.46 (2.38)
*p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001
2) B4 24
TABLE 4 AChEit
Post-hoc Tests on Length of Production Unit .
_— = : T 4 TS 545171 A8l L2SCAR A= £ 57
ndex roup comparison cheffe Test value - _
o 23 ¥l (C/S)ol et Shute] A2 85T e ﬂi-SOﬂ/ﬂ
Oroup 1*vs. Group 2 L0 0], 3EYoIoIA Kol o] X|3o| Bt EHAE
MLC Group 1 vs. Group 3¢ 219 1.5837}0.17, 90]19] 3 FZHA= 1.629}0.20 0|0
Group 2 vs. Group 3 282 ™, Jo29] FF a2 1.70, BFHAF7T0.20 ] T} A}
Z7}5= & H A ol Azl Qa7 AE
Group 1vs. Group 2 276 [S) 7]-01—1__ TX]-O"/\i =T }J\}\O] ‘]’}J\i O] a]_E =
o] A3 EaeiAls Fd= 9L AL, ol= SAA
MLS Group 1 vs. Group 3 .000™" _
up L v, Lrotp o215 9ouHThF=6015, p= .003).
Group 2 vs. Group 3 .005 olo] ZI= EUE AT EAL 3t AT}, F 604 &8
Group 1 vs. Group 2 483 Uio] 5goleh ol Aolol it Bge] Biby 2w
MLT Group 1 vs. Group 3 000 oA frojulet AHol7t ESFAL F-5Folet Foil, Foil
7} Jo]2 Afo]oj|Al= B-oJn|5l 2ol 7} & ] kot A
Group 2 vs. Group 3 005" I Fo2 Aol A= ol m gt Ao 7t =R uA] bkt A

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3

A% Zo] 29
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RoJulgk 2o]7} 9lehe 22 A Ho| Ak, BEe]
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9} Aol ol BRI} Ant BARA), 3 B o
of Anht ge o] xakslo] iAo whet Axo] et
SMBEC] A% diEst 2ebd Aolek. webal, 35 Folet
o2 Yol FEoI9} Fol 1, Fol 17} Foloo] = FAo]
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¢

|

|

TABLE 5
ANOVA Tests on Sentence Complexity

Sentence complexity

Index Material
n M/SD F )4
High School English 0 76 1.58 (0.17)
C/S High School English 1 53 1.62 (0.20) 6.02 .003™
High School English 2 53 1.70 (0.20)

*p < 05, %% p< 01, % p< 001
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TABLE 6
Post-hoc Tests on Sentence Complexity
Index Group comparison Scheffe Test value
Group 1?* vs. Group 2° -.043
C/S Group 1 vs. Group 3¢ - 116
Group 2 vs. Group 3 .073

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3

3)F&4

£ AFoA = S5 SHA DA YEEE Zjo]
£ Hol=A] dotE7] 9ol 9] E34 Hl&(C/T), 5
9] HIE(CT/T), &4 HIE(DCO), 29T 554 B
E(DCO/TyE B4 o™, B4 A= I 70 A= o] it
Zr A #9] B BEHAE AT EH, 9] 534 B
L(CT/T)9] AL, ZEYGo|7} 1473} 0.13, Fol10] 1.499}
0.16, Fo127} 1.56} 0.170] i} B4 9] B E(CT/T)
TE017}0.383} 0.92, Foj10] 0.399} 0.10, 18] 11 Foi2
7} 0.433} 0.11 2 Yepgth $44 H&(DC/C)y 35 %1
7}0.322} 0.57, Goj10] 0322} 0.74, G o127} 0352} 0.72E
Ty rpREe 2| 139 54 v E(DOT) 35
goje] Bato] 0.48, FHAF} 0.12, Fol19] Hat-2 0.49,
FFZHAE 016, Fo129] B2 0.56, EFHA= 0.179]
Ak

AKX

o

g SOl WA Fd B & 7} o] o7t 9
UEA| A ET] 5] dLRAIEA S AT A, T
S/ Bl&(F =548, p=.005), B3 -] WIE(F=3.50,p

o,
£

= 032), 258 H|&(F =439, p= 014), -9 Z&4 v
E(F =550, p = .005)0] 4] L5 3-O]u]gt z}o]7} ARG

-5, WA o] Wi S5 SR Aol 7t okl &
= St

AR AL 3 8o 4] Koo Yof2 A EEo] 3F
Fol9] AEEHT Y] B4 vlg, $5E vE, 29
F 44 vlE S A BAZ R Fou|eHA w2 A
2 St B3k gof29] ARE2 Jol1Ett T454 v
& 4 9T TEE HEoA FYuoHA 2 FAEE
At 9hH, 385G ol gol1 ol ot f-ofmgl x}o]
T A=A goktt. o] ZuloflA 5T et e, Bt 1
9] H]&o] YYRAREA Aol A= Fu[gt ZolE B
FA T, ARFEA Ao A ojE etk ko o] gt
Zto]7} &RIE|A] eFoft= Aot oof wef, A A= 3
7HH 02 B3 9] HlE SHOA] Scheffe Test2 ot & o
23} Tukey TestE AP L, T-5F 012} o2 Ato]of| At
BAH R Fou|gt ZJo| & HAT = U ATHp < .05). &,
E ] b9 ¢ Hek 7hof| Aol 9l on, T Apo]
7} A= Gt & 4 Qi

FE5F01e} Fol2= Y TEZS SHSF= HE D
=04 Zpolg B, Fol13t G
2to]7} ERI=| et ¥, 3-8 olet FolioA= F2u
Sk 2ol & ZhohE 4= gl it 3 FAgeto] Z3tE] o] Q&= &
&40 N7t wotdag 2o 27 Bl A 1, B4
9] -go|/gdof| Zfo]7F A4 4= Sit. whetbA, T-5Folet Fo
1 W3HA 7ol e 449 745 2] oto] A=9] TAHY
E3/dol 2polE & 871 Sl

TABLE 7
ANOVA Tests on Subordination
Subordination
Index Material
M/SD F P
High School English 0 76 1.47 (0.13)
C/T High School English 1 53 1.49 (0.16) 5.48 .005™
High School English 2 53 1.56 (0.17)
High School English 0 76 0.38 (0.92)
CT/T High School English 1 53 0.39 (0.10) 3.50 .032"
High School English 2 53 0.43 (0.11)
High School English 0 76 0.32(0.57)
DC/C High School English 1 53 0.32(0.74) 4.39 014
High School English 2 53 0.35(0.72)
High School English 0 76 0.48 (0.12)
DC/T High School English 1 53 0.49 (0.16) 5.50 .005™
High School English 2 53 0.56 (0.17)

*p<.05, % p<.01, *** p<.001
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TABLE 8
Post-hoc Tests on Subordination
Index Group comparison Scheffe Test value
Group 1° vs. Group 2° -.024
C/T Group 1 vs. Group 3° -.088"
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.065
Group 1 vs. Group 2 -.003
CT/T Group 1 vs. Group 3 -.045
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.042
Group 1 vs. Group 2 .001
DC/C Group 1 vs. Group 3 -.032"
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.033"
Group 1 vs. Group 2 -.112
DC/T Group 1 vs. Group 3 084"
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -073"

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3

959

o[

A I HY "5 THCP/O), AT H5HCPH/
T), =& 591 HIS(T/S) o|2A & 3719 A HE &85
o] EAEATHI 9). A tH5THCP/IO)2 r= 55F
o, o1, 9Joj29] o] 0.20(F=HA] 0.09), 0.23(FZ2H
2} 0.09), 1.56(FEZ2HZ} 0.09)0.8 &2p- 08 27150

ol TAXCEE FOH|FTHF = 6.18, p = .003). T, -
ST tsTHCP/M)Y 7ol A= Hato] oF 0.29(F=H
2} 0.12), 0.34(EZHZ} 0.12), 0.40(FE2HZ} 0.14) 0.2 1
IHA o] et STV e Bl dEEAREA
A F-ofu|gt 2o]7t Qli= A= UEFHTHE = 10.22, p
=.000). BFH, £ 591 HIS(T/S)2 Htol 107(FE=HA}
0.07), 1.08(FEZTHZ} 0.05), 1.09(FZHA} 0.06)= =405

d

= 37Fok= AAE BRAT, BAF R Folu|gh Aol =
YEPA] QRQITH(F = 1.14, p = 322).

o] 7F Uehd T -3 o2 AR EAS 3 Ay
Fol27t e ol et A < AT e+ 7H
7} FrolulotA] Wttt 3 100] Fo]d AP HE S0
A AL e o, FFFl, Foll, o2 =AH= 59
T2 77} Hopxlttar AZbe 4= Qlon, FEgolet
o2& A|Qlota= FAKCE Fou|six| gigtong B
20 2t gkl WeHs 5= Qi

TABLE 10
Post-hoc Tests on the Coordination

Index Group comparison Scheffe Test value
Group 1" vs. Group 2° -.030

CP/C Group 1 vs. Group 3° -.055"
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.024
Group 1 vs. Group 2 -.049

CP/T Group 1 vs. Group 3 -103°
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.054

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3

5EH 78

npx[eto 2 & A tofA= 54 A2 FRlS sl 2 A
2] A 55 HAFH(CN/Q), AT F5F ARl
(CN/T), -9 SAHVP/T)E A1 ITHER 11). A A
B3 YARIFHCN/C)7L Grpt 9k o] Ql=A] ZF WakA|
O] B-& S SRAIFS W A4 2 3517 L0IE
ZFHA}0.28), ojl10] 1.05(FEZHA} 0.29), Fo27} 1.16(FE
FHA 031y HolH a4 0 & wol]= ZS gjlg
AN, o= BAH R L FOU|FTHF =442, p= 013). -
oI S5 HALFHCN/T) GA] 55 F ol Bt 147, %

TABLE 9
ANOVA Tests on Coordination
Coordination
Index Material
M/SD F P

High School English 0 76 0.20 (0.09)

CP/C High School English 1 53 0.23 (0.09) 6.18 .003™
High School English 2 53 1.56 (0.09)
High School English 0 76 0.29 (0.12)

CP/T High School English 1 53 0.34(0.12) 10.22 .000™
High School English 2 53 0.40 (0.14)
High School English 0 76 1.07 (0.07)

T/S High School English 1 53 1.08 (0.05) 1.14 322

High School English 2 53 1.09 (0.06)

*p <05, %% p< .01, ¥ p < 001
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TABLE 11
ANOVA Tests on the Particular Structures
Particular structures
Index Material
n M/SD F p
High School English 0 76 1.01 (0.28)
CN/C High School English 1 53 1.05 (0.29) 4.42 013"
High School English 2 53 1.16 (0.31)
High School English 0 76 1.47 (0.39)
CN/T High School English 1 53 1.56 (0.41) 9.69 .000™
High School English 2 53 1.80 (0.49)
High School English 0 76 1.07 (0.07)
VP/T High School English 1 53 1.08 (0.05) 5.52 .005™
High School English 2 53 1.09 (0.06)

% p < 05, %% p< 01, %% p < 001

HA}0.39, Gl Bt 1.56, B2HA} 041, T128] 11 o2
o 1.80, BEHA} 0492 2 S7HA W, T Aol 5
A o= g ouFrhF=9.69, p=.000). - SARL(VP/
Tz 38901, Foll, Fol2 =2 & Hto] 0.014 F7tst
o 247+ 1.07(E2H =} 0.07), 1.08(FEZH 2} 0.05), 1.09(FEF
HZ}0.06)2] =25 HYoH BAHCEE [-ou|gt 20|
7} AJTHF =5.52, p=.005).

ARFEA A3} 3 1204 HolRol], Z3FFo], Fof2 1
211 Foil, Fol2= AT B BAF oot T 5
ARt SHHONA F-2u] gk Zfo| 7} IUA| T, 35 F 012} Fof
194= AR LR Fou|gt Afo|& YA 4= gt &
F E5 BAte = 55 G019} Fof2 Zhelet f-ofu|et &
o|7} Q= AZ ERIT 4= AUt o] & B, EF+E SH
oflA] F-EFolet GFoil 7hof Aol E & oIt Uth= AE
o] =&E|qlt}

TABLE 12
Post-hoc Tests on the Particular Structures

Index Group comparison Scheffe Test value

Group 1 vs. Group 2° -.048
CN/C Group 1 vs. Group 3¢ -.154"

Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.107

Group 1 vs. Group 2 -.096
CN/T Group 1 vs. Group 3 -335"

Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.238"

Group 1 vs. Group 2 .009
VP/T Group 1 vs. Group 3 -.140

Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.148"

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3

2. 115 WiItME 0|54 X10] H|

1) Flesh-Kincaid Grade Level(FKGL)¥} Flesch Reading
Ease(FRE)

2 Aol A= FKGLY} FRES 3| s 32 o S0 =
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TABLE 13
ANOVA Tests on FKGL and FRE
FKGL FRE
Material
M/SD F P M/SD F P
High School English 0 (n=76) 7.58 (1.45) 65.84 (7.53)
High School English 1 (n=53) 8.42 (1.63) 19.46 .000™" 61.34 (8.70) 15.94 .000™
High School English 2 (n=53) 9.35(1.74) 57.62 (8.67)

% p < .05, %% p< 01, % p< 001

012 Zof|Rt F-2 |t Zpol7F A Rl 1, Fof1x} Fof2 7H
ofl= o]t Ao 7} glis Ao 2 ek shAIRE 11 ¢
0]7} Scheffe TestA ¥} -F-2J&+& .07, Tukey TestA 1} F-2]&+
£ .055 H 9] HollA 7-2fn]57] wWiiZell, 3A4 o= F-2on]
g zel 05 9ioh SRS AHIS 9 2 ek T
7h9) A TR o} STFKGLIREPIA LHzo)
91718 2 1713 YA, FRES) 3% o 13} ejol2 2k
L A0 2 o $AE Ao} WA An T 22AS

% ge.

TABLE 14
Post-hoc Tests on FKGL and FRE
Group Scheffe Test value
comparison FKGL FRE
Group 1° vs. Group 2° -.837 4.502"
Group 1 vs. Group 3¢ -1.768" 8.215°
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -.930" 3.712

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3
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2) Gunning Fox Index (GFI)

O|=AdE BA57] I3t Al WA 402 o] U g
Zgloto] o]=A A5 Aklel= GFIE 283t & 159
A & Axol, 5P B2 9.25, EEHA = 1.53,
o] 19] HHFL 10.10, EHA} 1.84, o]29] HF-2 1121,
EFUAE 1792 YA Z4E HokS uf GFI A7 &
EOHAAL QI AL, of= BAXF LR E F-ofH|FTHE = 20.86,
p=000).

AR AL WikA e 7 g-olu)sh Zo] 7} B E
ATHEE 16). FE5Fo12} Fol19] Zfo|7} 71 2FaL, tha 2.
2 gol13} Fof2, TFFole}t Fof2 &0 2 pol7t A Y
EFLIT}. FKGL/FRE 0|54 A]4= dfj4of] L2SCAQ] 4t& 4
o] 2443E AR WA} U5 GFI A& o4
SHH WAIAER 0]3] G g oA 2EHP=A L 5= AT

TABLE 15
ANOVA Tests on GFI
GFI
Material
n M/SD F P
High School English 0 76 9.25(1.53)
High School English 1 53 10.10 (1.84) 20.86 .000™
High School English 2 53 11.21 (1.79)

*p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001
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GFI B4J0] 04 x (W7 B4 o] + ol & wo]] u]2)"
olehe He 7RISR, FE G012} doll Aole] EgLo]
7} HISBHAIRE GFI glo] S-oJu]3t Xjol2 Hol] uhio]
ThA] ol 287 o1919] ko] Hjol7h Ik Hheket
2 Itk olok §AF3A, ol 13 ol Tlell Erele]
ZololAlgt $oJu]st o] % M=), LA 7+ GFI 53]
7h foJlakA thErhs 2L of#]o] 4:20] ol gt
A B ol ATk e 4 Gl B} ek, 2Egolet
ol Zlolliz E 412 o] 5191357} GFI A5p0]4] 5.9]
o3t ol g HEO B, of3] 423k A1% Zol7 GHAA
A 50) o] QJRre 31 98-S & 4 ek thAl WA,
F5gol, Fol1, Yol22 Lea%S oj3le] $:0] ol
9482 L2SCAY] 219} GFIO) ATHE B2 58 4
oick

TABLE 16
Post-hoc Tests on GFI
Index Group comparison Scheffe Test value
Group 1 vs. Group 2° -.855"
GFI Group 1 vs. Group 3¢ -1.97
Group 2 vs. Group 3 -1.117

a High School English 0 = Group 1, b High School English 1 = Group 2,
¢ High School English 2 = Group 3
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Tt o]= 2015 Fojzh G IA 7} E= ofF] 5 ol 1
A9 HeE SAISHL U2 AlARRIT B3 & A7t
2015 7§74 ol w3bA F Aokl FFA 7HE RISt
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