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Song, Jiyoung & Kim, Jeong-eun. “Exploring the effects of L2 proficiency on the syntactic features of
L2 oral presentation.” Studies in English Language & Literature 46.3 (2020): 341-367. The present study
explored syntactic features in academic oral presentation (AOP) across learners’ L2 proficiency levels.
Seventy-five Korean college students learning English as a foreign language participated in this study. The
participants' proficiency levels were measured using C-test. The syntactic features of the learners’ English
AOP was assessed using Coh-Metrix (Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Cai, 2004), consisting of three
primary components, i.e. descriptive indices, syntactic complexity, and syntactic pattern density. The
correlation analysis found that two factors of descriptive indices (e.g., number of words, number of
sentences) and one factor of syntactic pattern density (e.g., passive voice phrase density) are significantly
correlated with learners’ proficiency. The regression analysis also found that learners’ proficiency
positively affect those factors. On the other hand, no significant association was detected for proficiency
and syntactic complexity. Pedagogical implications were discussed along with the research findings.
(Jeonbuk National University)

Key Words: academic oral presentation, proficiency, syntactic features, Coh-Metrix 3.0, English for
Academic Purposes
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A A2 & (Second Language Acqulsltlon) Fopo A EEA o
o] =

olty, gAY St H4 ““3101]/‘14 gl /‘F%ﬂ ﬂ]i Halo] F7et
F 8] EAP & A+ g5k e 54 £70(e.g., Y €7D% ¢7(e.g,
g HAE 97))ef 22 dof9] o]g| 7|5 (receptive skills) ¥+ o} da}
7I(e.g., B2 Foler], ZHAE ol s17]) B 27](e.g., BaM A48, =
oAl dle] 2719k 22 % ¥ 7] (productive skills) FoFoll A= i3] o] Fo014]
1 ATHe.g., AlHassan & Wood, 2015; Adel & Erman, 2012; Candarli,
Bayyurt, & Marti, 2015; Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015).

O FAANE T QI SFAEY A2dol(L2)2A Y g = ZYAlEH o]
A T b BAM AlmEa QTHEAY, 2L, 2019 Alwi &
Sidhu, 2003; Bankowski, 2010; King, 2002, Nadia, 2013; Tsai, 2011;
Wilson & Brooks, 2014). oAd], dF A4+ IdE5AEY AHYH 29
(affective factors)o] 259 F& ZyAlE o] o] 2 dhslo] WX ko
&l skl oM (Alwi & Sidhu, 2003; Tsai, 2011), Y5 A+ SEAE
T Ty Ao del e wf ARGk I A B o] s dAotgt
9 THBankowski, 2010). E3F Agro] AWk AR A= SHAES] o] Ly
HoldollA Yeh= dojZ 5400 A dAtesith. =3k $4
(2019)2 StsAbee] @ =d 50| += ZyAldold 5 ARk
]3] 4] —E—H(emca featuresH 47413 A3 }Oﬂi}

-

A= T8 84 %4 slfo ]E}(Kao & Wang 2014) a]
S UF= BAM4 EA(syntactic features)2 ©13]14 EA(lexical features)¥}
SAEAA WA F7k (interlanguage) A2 E4S Y= 5
o2 4#HA rtHHousen & Kuiken, 2009). &3+ A} B84 A2
ol(L2) A &ate]| yehd Ao +3 58 9 S =(proficiency)E X9
= 2 SgHa gtk w5 g2t hsAEY e ZeAl
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(Barrett & Liu, 2016; Muhamad, Shah, Ibrahim, Sarudin, Malik, & Ghani,
3Hacademic discourse)E E3HKaur

2013). d7dl, =] A=
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& Ali, 2017). A= et A Algah= vhodst Wefe] gof 3 Bt
Ao = AOPE F¢ EZAE Zo| sEA 4854 It Zareva, 2011;
Duff 2010; Zappa-Hollman, 2007; Moria, 2000). AOP+ SHZ-E-4 wWeto] A
theFst Al Ao E T Ming(2005)2 AOP# dubd o =2 X7+ A|oFo] )i, 423}
¥ et FPE, Fol(oral) ] SAH A4 (visual) S48 EAretal 9l
= FGHY YAtaFolgtal Fosqitt. o8 A Baker(2000)= AOPE
AR Aol A4 Fol 9}‘: AxS 7k dgt2 A9t Morita(2000)-
AOPE gt - A3l o d5o2x EX S8 e AL 5 HolT+=
Aol FL4yrteta ahglon, Hy land(2009) 7ej ek o] Alm|utke] HE2
o sty 18-S E3she 594 T3 (monologic discourse)i A 2)5k .
AOPoA AHEE = ol dold EAo #3t A4+ ARl SFAH(native
speaker)9} o] S5AF 2 g B 29 FEO E‘X]"é‘ H|nl5he= WA o2
o] Fo X tHKao & Wang, 2014; Rowley-Jolivet & Carter-Thomas, 2005;
Zareva, 2005). o|& &9 Rowley-Jolivet®} Carter-Thomas(2005)= AOP<]
A dofrlat L2 siA7t ARk doj9 BAM S dotr it o4 A
Aol Ao AL A WHAHpronoun), =Z|(inversion) % A EYE
(Dseudo—c efts)= Bl oWl Sxto] vla] Wol AREatth= s Wsiqlnt ®
&k o] &2 tlgHA|(conversational) U oA (colloquial style)ol|A] = 2rol+=
TAHEE AR EHA o] Tl o)A Txﬂ 2= olalstr] A
ks A0® Ut vl L2 Shaate] A dojwl sfatl vls) 2 &
e O A7 dobe ko] 9lom FoA (written language)d|A] T2 A&
= 55 H(passive)9} 2] (exptraposition)& A5 AFEEFSITE o]9f 7 A
W= Bl Rl A7 ol A e Lo Alo] AREE = SARERY Aol & ¢4 EHA]
Hek Ao HEE A3d S
oj¢} T A= AOPoﬂ/ﬂ UrEWrL T ke anke] 553 54 0] A
T dom, L2 9549 B4 ojHow “Hojuiag e’ Wi 2
HaA = F7HAQ1 o] A8 4 Atk A& AR HE
L2 AOP I3te] A 545 £4% dve o ]EHKao & Wang, 2014;
Rowley-Jolivet & Carter-Thomas, 2005). WetA] o L2 AOPS} @& s}
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@59 ol F5ael ol S Mol 159 ZalAHeld WA vie
Ui qdole] B4 542 B Auels A4 A7 e delt

2.2 AOPY] A4 &4

4 wsle] A EA(syntactic features)E A4 = FA3 Q902 &
AR A (syntactic complexity)9 SAF 3% Wi:(syntactic pattern
density)7} At 94, BAF B340 49, Skehan(1989)2 BAF HHAS
2 Fzel Hid At Yo, Ortega(2003) % Foster$}
Skehan(1996)<> ©] 5 &t £ &elX A= SAF e 8 A4
whal Josiqitt. 5, BAMACE Beh Ao U3k gE e &
A Ao 725 U o o E A wEE HEe ]
5 F 2ol WA, SAR, AR AAA ) 7F E A
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W5l W 7o) BAL 2 B F2 B F(sentential level)ol| A ©Ho]
o} 7o FAH Wl 15 -ZE(surface structure)E T4 0.2 o] Fo|xIY)
(Chomsky & Halle, 1965). +&fjoll= 23l 25 BAF 7% £48 7157 o=
oheFst dAakdoldr s =t (tool)o] NEH =1, Sekined} Grishman(1995)2]
Apple Piet} Charniak(2000)9] Charniak Parser7} 1 ojo|t}, Tl 4L 219
T 2gel 7k 9AE AR B4 247124 Lu(2010)9] L2 Syntactic
Complexity Analyzer(L2SCA)2} Kyle(2016)¢] 7§¥3st Tool For The
Automatic Analysis Of Syntactic Sophistication And Complexity(TAASSC)7}
ke Wkl

o]9} Lo o= w=te] #y] Atk (University of Memphis) A5 3
8l ol A (Institute for Intelligent Systems)ollA] 7fdtsl ¢ 7]dk o o] 24
H¢l Coh-Metrix7} =] €] 9] Y ~E A4 T2 A - ghikslA &85
FAloltt. Coh-Metrixs= §10] ©9{(d]: 019, &4 4, 5)E AIBo=E Tt
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st o] wely] 9@ 7] wEks AR $AE 5 e A ol R
TH(Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Cai, 2004). Coh-Metrix= &9 &
719k gl b &4 A5 AAE 3 " g o= FA 5= Fo| 7hss)
tHske, 2015). o213k HollA Coh-Metrix:= oJEfe] 2z}l £ w1 HU}
=2 g8A XY JrHMcNamara, Louwerse, McCathy & Graesser, 2010).
Coh-Metrixs= Charniak ParserE B} O Z F0{7 HIAEQ ZAAH EAS
£-2931 (Hempelman, Rus, Graesser, and McNamara, 2006), o] SAH 542
A 714 A=A (descriptive indices), A} B34 (syntactic complexity), &
A} 89 % (syntactic pattern density) H 2 UERATH
A, 71E4 AER= 4 S(umber of sentences), ¥¢] J(number of

words), 49 H4 To] 2 (mean number of words of sentences)®} 7S A%
£& ¥t McNamara et al., 2014). @] 45 Charniak 7% 24715 A&

sto] 2} Fo] Eehslal e wold FAF HlaE B9 v EfE s W
207 ZAYE N 4 9= OpenNLP +73 8715 F3|- S ¥ HMcNamara

et al, 2014). WO WOl 7, o <, A Ao Sk W] R &
| Wl FAM R Bfeizivtal & ¢ gtk U0, SAF RS EEAL
oF o] 4:(words before main verb)?} HWAFE W 2210 Sx(modifiers in noun
phrase)& Z3aitt. o|¢} & SAF H344 A E 5L Charniak(2000)E o] &-ato]
FAo] 48 EgE A wrlo g AN Y|, dubd o g 4 EAL 9] o
of U AR Wolld 2lo =9 FA7}F St By, BAA oE SRk 4
o2 AN AAE, 2014; HE7], 2011; McNamara et al., 2014). P}A|Eto 2
A 788 HEe 54 dlE £9 WANHnoun phrase density), EAM
(verb phrase density), F-A}(adverbial phrase density), A XAFH(preposition
phrase density), & % (agentless passive voice phrase density) HA o
(negation phrase density), &HAHgerund phrase density), F-AAHinfinitive
phrase density)d] A HIEE o]&3slo] ZAHTHMcNamara et al., 2014). °|&

A gl gt Brrt 2 FAR g o 2] | 2] W3t 5349 A 2 E
ARl dokE AS 9rdtH(McNamara et al., 2014).
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Wolfe-Quintero et al.(1998)2 BAFY EAo] Ao ghgate oo} whd AT

E A&shs A xkal stk o] Wk dA|H o g o] Foj A=t Ellis(2015)

= SR wet shaatge] L2 We 5 PR $A Favh geikivka #
A

Ao AR ] A8 QTIAE SRR e S5l ve) SR
|

=2 S5AbE0] L2 Wl 3 g 548 $AF FERE ARRSYE A4S H8)on)
ATHKim, 2014; Lu, 2011; Ortega, 2003; Wolfe—-Quintero et al., 1998). whz}

A L2 BAES] SAMY EAL 2 12 U AEE vt

Wolfe-Quintero et al.(1998)2 2~7] Wsto] Thekst SAMY 54 A RE53 &
gro] #AE AT o850l L2 w9 xs Foud A #AE =
SAH B4 A ®E T-unit®] ¥+ 4ol(mean length of T-unit), B9 H+ 4

o](mean length of clause), Aol W3t F44 W] E(dependent clauses per

o
ot
by
%0,
o

o

clauses) ¥ T-unit] th3+k 544 H|$&(dependent clauses per T-unit)©]| )
t}. o]9} e AE Hig o2 Wolfe-Quintero et al.(1998)& T-unit®] Zo]
ot L2 28k sA44 BAE FHsIN e, o= o] T-unite] H dol=
At o 2 ESL thehA o L2 shaAke] 9k ApolE -3k Ortega(2003)9F
= AT 5 YRS A Aot

Hwang(2012)2> % 869 9] =<l tietA) shsatse] 27] 9 =8 SA &
A BAE A 2= §) 7| 227] AJ$l(web-based writing test)=
2N ko] 408 B Aol & - etar, 2kl 27] H7} AH| 29l Criterion
& AHEete] o5 KELRE 2H, TH X Au FToE WHEGIY FA 5
A4 B4 E Lu(2010)9 L2SCAZF 238t 4 A7}, sdid wE £
3k 2pol 2 WOl BAF BRA A H= T-unite] Hat o], w70 thatk dof v&
(clauses per sentence), Ao tjst H7tet WAL 4 H|&(complex nominals
per clause)® YERETE Kim(2014) T3+ 2349 9] =9l o] g545 i
02 ANE ATl A fAke AatE B st L2SCA(Ly, 2010)S ©]&-3}4]
2, ou, Lw 7Y A9 do] gEate] 2] B4 Ax s9RY Afold
0516

FS W BA} B ARE T-unite] B Aoleh T-unite] od 27
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T-unite] H&2 Rt o)sh 28 ATk o 22 S e 47
54 7R nojzt}
]

of ghsatel Hls) HRek 4
Coh-Metrixs  AR&E AolM  FAREE A7 yegtth o7,
McNamara, Crossley2} McCarthy(2010)+= Mississippi State HeHIE2] 120
el A7) dEkE st BAF RS A AT oA sYE
=4, T, otE Urosith 4 243, g9 ET & L2 g5 W Y
L2 Stgate] 4 sAF oF Wl ol djFets A7 FYra =& Aow
WERRTHEAR 544). B¢ Khushik¥ Huhta(2019)F A7 #9235 <
SLUt 255 A 9k, B0 BE, SA Bk B FA 1R A
2

5=

‘70%

>~
>
ofo
o r
AU
rr

iy, Sl
o

ey Fof s5At 85 o= A o Alo] & TAS AT} S
7} w8 SALFE Aol S U AA 2 AL Bausllon, uebd A
Aol shgl FJarE dA % 71 953 U1z AEA)

AAA & e A4+ g5ate] Jof 97t L2 3] A 540 9
&S v = 9l FYnEk gl AL AALSIG WA o]E A E) oo
Alek =8 A4 Aol sk AA, FAF H3/A A7 L2 Ssake] 2]
a3l B8 wpgo R o]Folx dhd wely] whElE BAME dte A gl
=4, B4 gfez AAE & At Jo](English for General

I 4+ %y
3.1 AT FolA

AT FAAEE AURE Ao 434 el 1Y B4 o) BB &
'?—U - =



ol 27} 14 ZeAe o] BAY EX X g 349
detal Q= 75 (29, o:146)¢] tistul 13hd EFL shsatEolfdvh o+
o] FA] o]59] Hittfol= vk 19941} o] a5 il AT A Dol
=W o5 5 37%(75% % 28%)7F gold yet Wt Aol AMeH, ol
= T%(75%8 % 5%)7} g+ 54 (73} Agds o= Fod w7l AFet
Aol Attal sHI. AT HojAso] AT ¥ 7Y T 7 B A
T AP FHS TH A G0 FHGEH, 73%)0IUH. o] Fol =
gE = C-testd 27F H7M2 QAT FoiAE9 C-test 1 AGE W
£ et A3 i A4 39%(SD=14) & £ 559 X2 52t} g7
E5H HR(l: 24, 20 9 3 7, AW, 4 I, 5 ofnl )l whE g
SEE 27F HrlA A FARES Al dolvEE Tu F(®], €
7], 2271, }7)7F 2.05-2.91 Afolo] #x)oZ Q1AL e AR EN:
o} o] C-test® A3 o] a9k 5y At Fds 2ot

(B 1)y 7 ZHoIxle| HolMe o Hoisks HiAN=75)
ERntics)) A R
() w29, o 46
LFo] (A1) M=19.9, SD=2.27
HAEoKE) APR kg  24, Febulitk 26, P 25
FolE A w97l 34| o] 2(2.7%); 3-5A: 49(5.3%); 6-8A4: 288(37.3%);
Al AFeE Lol (7) 8-10A4]: 299(38.7%); 1141 ©]%: 127 (16%)

0-3%: 1%(1.3%); 3-7d: 3H(4%); 7-1093: 1798(22.7%); 10
W oAk 12%(16%)
748 A8 28(37%)
Aol w7l F(H) S 54 5% (7%)
3 ole

Ad g 4778(63%)
BWZA o] 529): 55%(73%)
Go SR SaERA 9o] 49 68EN)

w Y AT &3} *’Foé- 147 (19%)
C-test(%) C-test(%): M=39 SD=14

o o 917]: M=2.80, SD=0.87
%ﬂg A7} Wb E7) M=2.67, SD=0.84
€D »7): M =2.27, SD=0.91

k7] M=2.05, SD=0.82
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3.2.1 9o} AOP st52F I~

B AT A I A WY B4 g
HAZ A&t 35 w572 9o AOPE HIE
Aoz Qs A1 &2 QlFo #et Yoz Ay JrRAGe Aol 7)o
TAZ AAEHAJTE o] 7<= AOP+ ?aﬁﬁ(Googe Docs)®] #7} 7%
Speech Recognition Sound WriterE &-838fo] ¥ AAltranscribe)dt &
TA7F A 4] 559d-S HASIHA At $5A4YE A g5A
A2 FES 5 HF A9 S5 ZHAY 74 e o
o] <3 2>9 o

H+(M) EHZHSD) H ¢ (range)
o 4 323.96 73.67 117.00 ~ 448.00
3 24.68 5.10 13.00 ~ 36.00

g2l Aol U= C-test(Dornyei & Katona, 1992; Klein-Braley &
Raatz, 1984)¢} A7} H71E Ta o]FojH Tt C-test= HIZF #19-7](cloze
test)$} AR /\] goz FJAES Ago] tofe] SEE FAAE vg oz HA
Aol Wty FH) W o] 59 fekst dof ARE usto] Highe] duke
ol & Aol st} webA C-testoll A FAES #4219 0%64 2| A St ] 0}‘4
gt o A, B TE, AR 3 A T8 g4 ERE 8
3 EAEY HubHel Ao sgE Hute &
Schulz(2006)¢] Aol A AFEH C-testd] dH-E g9 on 1 A= o)
=2
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Don’t get me wrong. I love magazines. ['ve been addicted to them since my

teenage years. There's some about wom magazine
superfi that I of enjoy. But oh b they are ju S0, SO
frustr predictable. I rec you co throw o together
very eas In five min .Take the co for example: the cover
m . get a he and shou shot of a smi , heavily

model (or optio a fam person).

make-uped and airbr

Note. AWM E): something, women's, superficiality, often, boy, just,
frustratingly, reckon, could, one, easily, minutes, cover, image, head, shoulder,
smiling, airbrushed, optionally, famous

g0 A} WA BAEE dlof 47)5(27], a7, 97, o
& AN S 5Y ARl 27, 2 FF 3 F 1, 4 17, 5 Do £

)8 wgow s,

3.2.3 A4 54 54 =4 Coh-Metrix 3.0

B AFo M= Coh-Metrix 3.05 835t 9o AOPY SAHY 54S &4
3ttt Coh-Metrixe "=k Wy A&l (University of Memphis)d A&
2H o] & (Institute for Intelligent System)oll A 7j&sl Slof B =27
ToeF FojE ofF], SAE B ke #AelA A o] ThssirH(HE]
AAA, 2009, 2010; Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Cai, 2004,
Grasser, Jeon, Yan Cai, 2007; Graesser, Jeon, Cai, & McNamara, 2008;
Jeon, 2008). Coh-Metrix 3.0 ¢1o] % w3} £48 5 106709 A E=E 4
3, o] A ¥+ 7]&4 AEA(Descriptive mchces)(PrX} I, Tl ¢ Ht
T2 7o), 9AE o]&A Q9] AH4(Text Easibility Principle Component
Score), A|A|A W(Referentlal Cohesion), 9J74 A LSA), o314 b
%A (Lexical Dlversn:y) 2 AHConnectives), A8 38 (Situational Model),
SAF E3A (Syntactic Comp exity), EAF 539 WE(Syntactic Pattern
Density), ©@°] AHX.(Word Information), 7}=4(Readability) =A% HIF=2
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AYA
a

(1

“(number of sentences)

(mean number of words of
H £ ool 42 HAE

15

A2 7)%H AEA= % 379 A
T ¥

o] F*(number of words),
sentences)=
o

main verb)?} YA
phrase)d F+ AXLE
A, T4 SAF Sl
AP oR kA% HAER ghiET v
AL ol tho] 7F o, WAL A
= Wely| 9@ 7] Wehe AR L

T ol
o

E3A =A g5t BlAE ]
nlgro 2 AtZE,

of E3te £F Hyr ©ol FE
o2 BAF 53442 5 2719 A FZ EEA
Ul 4=210] 4=(mean number of modifiers per noun
%sﬂ/ﬂ =% Jﬂr/} omm oy Ho oy :rLHﬂoi
o7 A glom, WAL TF TolE A

o] 4*(words before
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oA go 2 FA 7 dEe F 8709 A ESQ WA UE(noun phrase
density), §AF YX(verb phrase density), F-AF+ " %E(adverbial phrase
density), AXAF*+ HE(preposition phrase density), &8 =X (agentless
passive voice density), F-4°] Y X(negation density), §%HAF EXE(gerund
density), F-4AF DX (infinitive density)® EalA S48t} 7 A 3E @A H
== 1,000 @ofE Vo R AEH, olg AR #AF 2 WS
B W AEE AT 8y ofy} B39 AR E AR Qv e

Uepde,

A, go] AOP A2~ 55 f8 g +99 wgael d A 9AHA
0% T8 AR 2 clEolghe FAl de 3] T 3% £F] 9ol AOP
5 FUE AEshe FAE AT o] AN TS Lol &9l
thar AztsheE GARA Aol =] disf 3% w<t Alshe Al oS
St 7 SaAtES 9ol AOPE Slall /A cxE AFd 4 Sl Albs 7F
ATk o] F 387k AA o] AOPE ATALY] 7 ofgf] 283 T34 Hk
o] & glo] MIE=E =553

SAE T AR H Qo] e A=Y NE ZAEH oA o] F &4t
Aoz P ZejAlEHolAES v FAld AFAE FAEAA A
AR RS 98 &0l AE FArt AlFsgon, 4 8 5L Holo ~nf
Exoly 7iQlE =EL AFEHE Sl /M AR 2ALE RS ATHeF 58 &
Q). o]F AEL C-testol FHofshATHEF 53t 4Q). AlgH Algk 5 &<t A
58 AES AAF] 9 gk gk TS P}

AgHG o st e AR BAYL 4, AT HlRES] Gol
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S5 W, C-test, $AMH 545 dotiy] Heto] Hoy} FEAUAE &S
ot e o2 A Jofaks e o] AOPd Yehd FAM 543 gof 2=
o] FAAAE Lol 7] Y35t Pearson “F#HE-A(correlation analysm)%
Aletoieh, v Rt o= Aol A weln gt BAS Kol Wl tg =
=9 o5 ads SA] felA Fo] sEEE FHHC R, E/‘V—i 54
ARE FEMUUoR = v 39 A (multiple regression)s A8k
v. 4 %
AT Zeqatel Gof AOPe| vehd SAM S4s 712 AFEA|, SAF 57

=
o -1
BB 3 HER TR BAT Ak

(H 4) SAH EF 9 Fof 22| 7|& SN = 75)
T Bt (E=HA e

P 2A; &= 24.28(5.84) 13.00-40.00

2 o] 4 306.28(77.74) 114.00-500.00
QA=

i B4 7ol 12.75(2.40) 8.14-19.94

=) B BRI} ok o] S 3.09(0.81) 1.00-6.45

WAL U] =ale] = 0.74(0.15) 0.40-1.14
. AT W5 375.29(27.72)  311.1-467.59
= TAE I 219.80(32.03) 156.25-292.86
° B un 106.83(23.58)  22.22-160.62
A FEE A 9 27.96(13.51) 4.74-69.16

IS zEg) W 9.14(6.28) 0.0-27.69

BAo] wx 7.07(5.69) 0.0-29.59

Tl W 14.70(11.10) 0.0-48.19

B} 9 16.48(9.26) 0.0-42.86

ol =€ C-test 38.70(14.41) 15.00-75.00
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2 A9 A A At EAY Fol sE =Y gl tie A Ak St
A ojo] AOPY UEld SAMA 54 BAE 2ot 7] $8)4] Pearson ¥

. C-test 275 o= AT 4
o] $& =9 Coh-MetrixE AR8-sho] %Z gt EAMA B Al 7HA ekel 8.9l

2 Aol & vlg o g AEdt 7ed A=A #BAE dolr ] Y8lA Pearson
A S AT C-test} 7]=4 A=A Al 719 319 2919 Pearson
FHATOS Y SEp)S st

rg
s
jo
Ao,
A
=5
1
A4
_\'I;_]l
iy

(# 5) 0] 222 7|eH LEX(2] 2

71E4 AEA r (p)
o o 238+(.043)
tho] 2= .313#+(.007)
3 B4 7o) .133(.260)
p<0.05, p"<0.01
A A}, ol sakst e AEA e A T ske 298 T W 2 F
dolE A T ok dof 7} %D”:Q} frolnl gk FHBAE Hol= AL
2 UERTHEE 5 (74)=.238, p<.05; wof 42 {74)=.313, p<.001).0]&
e %l?% Jol AOP HaldA o B 43} o
o1 AHEETHE A& oujgit), vh, St B dol $9me} foue A
AHAE HolA G om(A74)=.133, p>.05), o] FoixEe] AMES 4t
T Aol o] sERd 2 AV idlve AS TRt
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=75)
r (p

.163(.167)
.082(.492)
-.041(.733)
.256°(.029)
-.031(.795)
178(.132)
.136(.253)

.094(.428)
-.105(.377)

-.063(.594)

(# 6) 0| =22 SAH £ &An

A UE
RAE HE

p*<.05

o
L

NI
i

ol

7} e

PN
T

C-test A

-
| .

A0 7 YetHA(74)=.256, p<.05). ©]

|

7). A% A3, F sA#2 4.261, 79

ofy

9] C-test A7} 1

=

=

54

)

-

057% UERT, o

o)

-

0.043), R*
74FE AOP U9 &% 71 5.7%

[¢)

=

(t=2.064, p

ya)
=
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= 0072 gof S2E s dof 5 fofvle
p= 0007) RPe 0980] o]2% Ao et Z o= 845A59 C-test

47 14 S7he s BRR S TS B 571 0.8% T ST A

= omgit,

(Constant) 20.549 1.927 10.663" .000 4.261 .238 .057
C-test  9.642 4.671 238 2.064" .043

p<.05, p<.01

(E 8) 0| =H=(C—test)7} | #~0f D|X|= Fef
MEES AT EEI AF
55 g t D F R K
(Constant) 240.943 25.089 9.603" .000 7.709 .313 .098

C-test 168.836 60.808 313 2.777° .007
p<.05, p<.01

<E PO 9o £9% A47F AOP #3lo] Yehd 58 ko nA= 9
oS Hojet) 3] 4 Ay F SA#S 4.978, 79 §ES 0297 9o &
9= Aee Y97 0594 FEH 2EE FovsH @%8}2 AT HE
& FEH 1R X F usE] 6.6%[R=.066)7F g0 L& Aol s
AT Al A=, o i‘% A=l C-test A7} 14 ~7}%L Z dF g Fo) A
of FEHY Y%7} 6.6% T S71e T AS n|sit)

(H 9) Fo| 2==(C—test) 7t +SEY U0f O|x[= Fst
Nl g3t Al F23}F A
5 5 g t D F R F
(Constant) 4.822  2.063 2.338 .022° 4978 256 .066

C-test 11.003 .001 249 2.231 .029
p*<.05
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5 &9t AOP YERt BAMA
A8 2 AFM e C-testE E3lA At
2 %791 Coh-Metrix ©]-&3}<]
AOPE] BAMA E4L Al 714 849l 7| % A=A, BAF 534 B SAF w3
S A 7:‘Jﬂrl“‘ E}*ﬁr a4t}

4T R do 7 T C-testE:

SellA WETH L2 sEES Fond BAE Hole Flo= UrEPXi*E}. o= t}
T AMd Aoz, 2019; Hwang, 2012; Kim, 2014; Khushik, 2019;
Khushik & Huhta, 2019; Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998)¢} -A}et 14 Aijo]
o oA, L2 g5Ake] 27] WetE 2413 Kim(2014)2 ShsAEY] 9 &7t
FolAdE S27]9 do] F7b won|shA Frhgtttal Hartskltt. Khushik ¥
Huhta (2019)8} ©]3(2019)8] 4<% =& Surd mudl steadss 2
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TR HAIHA & B57F BaL, BAZE HYgE st s 1 AA7)
g FQ3HA A4%7] wizol#ar 3t} Biber, Conradt Reppen(2002) %

A FEHE ARE =402 A(informational packaging)sh= dlo] a3
AolgtaL skt o] 5ol WEW FEH= 3919 FA4(agent)H A<l (cause)?]
g Ul A9 Jato] 9] AA(patient)t =T (instrument) B0t @ 583
m AMEET wEbe FEHE onHo s Fa3 Ads Fdste AAY B
= 7o Al HAANPCZN FH ol o] q&E xS F Qiry A

;

A2 Biber 2(2002)= 70420 oA (personal voice) Tt &4 &7
(institutional voice)e A@dte t9 Wt =227|(campus writing)ol A &
B o] 2H ARES TS vl gl ‘L}F/Pﬂ oluk Aol tefA A sk
HE AEehs A9 A st B, G dEt R FEE o] W
B REZFOS 52 T don, -’F%Eﬂﬂ AT AMEE G- S " AE9
A FNE F Aok

A= ot Aol A BpAg] & Ao M st =8 SheAHdA] 1)
7F sEETF uhe E5AHG A 2 BT FEH ke U AT AREshe AoE

LER T

o

M

>.

Al 1. Sk ID: 12, AE: o, Stk 8t C-test Ao 657

(...) They are just chosen easily abandoned animals not needed animals.
Animals which can treat and criminal animals are chosen to the subject of
euthanasia. In the case of abandoned animals they are protected in animal
shelter for one week and if no one decide to raise them they are killed. This
method is carried out to save money to administer them. (...) I was very
shocked about that because it is unethical and cruel. It is like a butchery. This
time you here my presentation many animals are killed without reference their
will everyday. (...)

Al 2. SksA ID: 4, A |, Sk AR a3, C-test Ao 303

(...) The government legalize to euthanasia of pets. So the abandoned pet
shelters and animal control officers that are not able to accommodate animals
any longer administer euthanasia eventually. But here are many people who
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argue against the euthanasia of animals because they think killing healthy
animals for controlling the capacity 1s violation of ethics. However I agree
euthanasia because it 1s rather a abuse to animals that people exhibit their
capacity. The documentary that I watched shows that abandoned animals get
stressed seriously because of stuffiness. (...)

Y] e mEH, K8 2 S5 B4 1), w714de] A= o
ol AtAI AL E Foldf YXAFA O EM(e.g., are chosen, are protected, is
carried out, are killed) AFgro]u} } A9 FARGE AR 1 AA 7L dske] F
Aol Hof H& adAor FRE ddsts A0E YEst. i sdErt o
< SRk A-(dlA] 2), AH e Txﬂ 7F ool Ak ell(e.g., the government,
they, ) YEPF O 2R APAR U= ARH Y Ao 2 (focus)o] AAIEHY A
of W& AHI} A 19 g5Atel Ha] & 540w gy = S & F 9
o wE A sE et 52 95Ake AOP Wtel|A w7t B A dEhd T

A 0|5l RTAH ust g 932 4% §EHoT THYL 49D

> rir
%0
s

Ir
>,
10
l

>~
Z-I
_\1

L =
W EA B SRR 4%, B ATE E 9 fol6d nlE

AshA] Fagom, o) tpe] A ATshe A AT Avtolnk, o1,
-Qu 57 3

Wolfe-Quintero et al.(1998)& 1.2 <Y w7} =542 waly] E 7] dalo)A]
Ao T—umH B Aol Ao Hyt do], A g 54 vlE 3
T-unitel] tiek SE4 H&9] $2]7} Fopxl E}.L HAGo 2 A Sd ol FAF &5
e refmlet A J?ﬂrﬁ] of sl W3l v} St} sksatsE9 27 waks gt
Hwang(2012)9llX %= JA] s9e7t 52 S5Ake 927t Wi Shaatd] &)
kA 5448k A A 2(T-unit®] FHt Zol, &7l tigh A9 nl&, 3 &4 A=

o] ) opte] A o v 5 WA )E ARESHeE AS W
olsh e Ao Aol BAA 5 ZHET JolgalN 7R E by
Aol glrh. 4 AFES £ dF9e 2 Lu2010)7F /s L2SCLAE ©]
&3to] StEAEY] bl M yepd A 5345 48kl =l (Hwang, 2012;
Khushik & Huhta, 2019; Kim, 2014), L2SCLAT T-unitdl] 7|%¥tste] 23}e]
EAL BAANS =Ast) vby B o tol Tolsl =3 wro] Coh-Metrixe
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7|(learning motivation), S5 % =f(learning strategies), 10 %4
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(language learning aptitude) &< 7o M=z AHH A &t} vbH SLA
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