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Abstrakt a klíčová slova 

Jazyková komplexnost představuje jednu ze tří základních složek trojice pojmů CAF, 

tedy komplexnost (complexity), plynulost (fluency) a přesnost jazykové promluvy 

(accuracy); těchto konceptů se v lingvistice využívá k popisu složitosti projevu a určování 

úrovně pokročilosti jazyka u rodilých (L1) i nerodilých mluvčích (L2). Základní dělení 

komplexnosti je na komplexnost syntaktickou a komplexnost lexikální, nicméně existuje 

mnoho dalších možných dílčích definic komplexnosti, které jsou jazykovědci vykládány 

různě. Tato diplomová práce se zaměřuje na lexikální komplexnost, konkrétně na parametr 

lexikální propracovanosti (lexical sophistication), která se dosud měřila hlavně na psaném 

jazyce nerodilých mluvčích. Studií, které se zabývaly mluveným projevem nerodilých 

mluvčích a které tento projev analyzovaly pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov je poskrovnu, 

tyto studie navíc využívají ke své analýze počítačových nástrojů do značné míry vlastních a 

jejich výsledky jsou často nesourodé a neprůkazné. Tato diplomová práce pracuje s hlavní 

hypotézou, že C1 mluvčí by měli produkovat více komplexního jazyka než B2 mluvčí 

z našeho vzorku (tzn. produkují více slov s nízkou frekvencí a tím mají vyšší lexikální 

komplexnost); tato práce se rovněž snaží korelovat výsledky měření lexikální frekvence 

s výsledky analýzy pomocí EVP a porovnat individuální mluvčí mezi sebou.  

Z české části mluveného korpusu LINDSEI bylo pro tuto studii vybráno 10 mluvčích na 

úrovni B2 a 10 na úrovni C1 a ortografický přepis jejich monologů byl posléze zkrácen a 

upraven pro účely analýzy ve webovém nástroji Text Inspector, jenž je platformou sloužící 

učitelům a akademikům pro analýzu textů. Výsledky srovnávání textových ukázek 

s frekvenčními seznamy slov byly neprůkazné a nepotvrdily naši hypotézu; výsledky z EVP 

analýzy pouze potvrdily, že C1 mluvčí kolektivně produkovali více složitějších výrazů 

v pásmu C2 a výsledky jednotlivých mluvčích samostatně nebyly průkazné a statisticky 

signifikantní. Neprůkaznost výsledků lze připsat především malému vzorku mluvčích, 

malému rozsahu slov k analýze pro nízkou frekvenci (což bylo ovlivněno velikostí textových 

vzorků) a faktu, že mluvčí byli úrovňově velice blízko sebe (zde jsme nadnesli i otázku 

spolehlivosti evaluace mluvčích). Pro doplnění kvantitativní analýzy byla rovněž provedena 

i analýza kvalitativní, pro kterou bylo vybráno pět mluvčích z každé kategorie a jejich 

promluvy byly analyzovány autorkou práce pro výskyt slov, která autorka práce na základě 

předchozí pedagogické zkušenosti označila jako komplexní; při této analýze bylo zjištěno, 

že zásadní rozdíl mezi těmito úrovněmi tkvěl především ve vyšší produkci složitých výrazů 

na úrovni frazeologie. V tomto ohledu se tedy hypotéza alespoň z části potvrdila a ukázalo 



  

se, že tento výrazný rozdíl nebyl automatický nástroj s to zachytit. Tento výzkum poukazuje 

na mnoho problémů při analýze mluveného žákovského jazyka, ať už je to zásadní význam 

proměnných pro kvantitativní analýzu lexikální propracovanosti zmiňovaný výše, vhodnost 

automatických nástrojů pro analýzu slovní frekvence na vzorku mluveného jazyka, způsob 

hodnocení mluvčích či míru, do jaké je srovnávání s frekvenčními seznamy slov 

reprezentativním ukazatelem lexikální propracovanosti, zvláště pokud zde bylo zjištěno, že 

složité fráze mají v pokročilém jazyce zásadní roli. 

 

Klíčová slova: CAF, komplexnost, lexikální komplexnost, L2 mluvčí, mluvený projev, 

korpus LINDSEI, lexikální propracovanost, frekvenční seznamy slov, COCA, EVP, Text 

Inspector  



  

Abstract and Key Words 

The linguistic concept of complexity as a component of the CAF triad is used to describe 

the complexity of texts, either spoken (transcribed) or written, and to describe speaker 

advancedness not only in L1, but also in L2 research. On the most basic level, lexical 

complexity and syntactic complexity can be distinguished, however, complexity is a 

multidimensional concept and many different descriptions and operationalisations exist; 

there is an even wider gap in terms of measuring lexical complexity of L2 oral speech with 

lexical frequency wordlists as studies on lexical sophistication have yielded inconsistent and 

sometimes inconclusive results;  the majority of studies on lexical sophistication, one of the 

subdivisions of lexical complexity, have been carried out on written learner production. For 

this reason, this thesis focuses on measuring lexical complexity in L2 speech with word 

frequency lists; more specifically, it presumes that C1 speakers would produce more of 

complex vocabulary (low-frequency vocabulary) than B2 speakers in our sample; this thesis 

also attempts to correlate word frequency list results with English Vocabulary Profile results 

and compare the individual speakers.  

For this analysis 10 B2 and 10 C1 Czech speakers of English were selected from the 

LINDSEI spoken learner corpus, and orthographic transcriptions of speaker monologues 

were sampled and pruned for their subsequent analysis by Text Inspector, an online website 

tool advertised to be used by teachers and in linguistic research. The lexical frequency results 

did not prove our hypothesis and the EVP results showed that the C1 speakers were only 

collectively prolific in the C2 band and individual speaker results still would not be 

statistically significant. The inconclusiveness of our results can be attributed mainly to the 

small number of speakers examined, small size of the samples (affected by Zipf’s law) and 

the levels of the speakers bordering on one another, thus raising a question about the basis 

of the speakers’ rating. To supplement this quantitative research, a qualitative analysis was 

performed: in the sample of 5 speakers from each level, transcripts unchanged, we 

highlighted words we considered complex based on previous teaching experience. The 

results of this qualitative analysis showed that C1 speakers did indeed produce more items 

of complex lexis, mainly on the phraseological level which the automated software was 

unable to detect; in this manner, the initial hypothesis was confirmed. Our conclusion raises 

several questions for future research concerning the speaker variables affecting quantitative 

lexical sophistication measures, speaker rating, suitability of automated word frequency 

assessment tools for spoken language analysis and the extent to which word frequency 



  

assessment is representative of the overall lexical sophistication, especially with regard to 

phraseology. 

 

Key words: CAF, complexity, lexical complexity, L2 speakers, oral speech, LINDSEI 

corpus, lexical sophistication, lexical frequency wordlists, COCA, EVP, Text Inspector  
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1 Introduction 

What does it mean to be a proficient L2 speaker of English? It clearly means that our 

language level, whichever scale we use to measure it, will be very high. It means that we 

have a substantial experience with the English language, and that we feel fairly confident 

using it. It means that we can not only order food in restaurants in English, but also read 

newspapers and understand more or less what the articles are about, listen to the radio 

without much difficulty, produce nicely written texts in many different genres or speak 

accurately, fluently, and with the use of appropriate vocabulary which best describes what 

we want to express. 

The use of adverbials in the last sentence is not coincidental: to measure learners’ 

performance in both L1 and L2 alike, complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) were 

established as a reliable framework for language assessment in the 1970s: complexity has 

been defined as “the ability to use wide and varied range of sophisticated structures”, 

accuracy as “the ability to produce target‐like and error‐free language” and fluency as “the 

ability to produce the L2 with native‐like rapidity, pausing, hesitation, or reformulation” 

(Housen et al. 2012a: 2; Housen & Kuiken 2009: 461; Czwenar 2013: 82). It is important to 

point out that complexity is a very convoluted concept to operationalise and describe, since 

there are multiple subconcepts that can take different views on what complexity really is, 

similarly, there are different taxonomies which dissect the large category of complexity into 

different subcategories; the most basic distinction of complexity, and one that is vital to 

understand before proceeding further in this thesis, is the distinction of lexical complexity 

and syntactic complexity; while syntactic complexity focuses on sentences and how 

elaborate they are, lexical complexity focuses on the “depth” or “width” of vocabulary 

(Housen et al. 2012a: 10, 14). This thesis focuses on lexical complexity alone.  

Once we establish what lexical complexity is, the next question that comes to our head is 

how we find it. How do we measure it? Indeed, lexical complexity can be measured either 

text-internally, or text-externally, depending on what aspects of lexical complexity we intend 

to measure.  

Text-internal metrics look at and within the text itself and are the more frequently 

chosen option of measuring lexical complexity: thus, text-internal measures always use 

frequencies of occurrence (of individual types or tokens to an overall number of types or 

tokens the text contains) or ratios to compare types and tokens to one another. A widely 

known text-internal measure is TTR, or the type-token ratio, which calculates “the total 
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number of different words used in the text, which are referred to as types, divided by the 

overall number of words in the piece of discourse, labelled as tokens” (Czwenar 2013: 83). 

An improvement on TTR is the Guiraud Index (G) or the Advanced Guiraud Index (AG), 

which slightly touches on text-external measures (Bulté & Housen 2014: 50). Another type 

of text-internal measure is the D-value, or lexical variation (Lu 2012: 196). 

Text-external measures, on the other hand, compare the particular vocabulary from 

the text sample to “something beyond the text itself”, that “something” can be lexical 

frequency wordlists of different kinds (BNC, COCA, AWL, GSL), which would be used to 

measure lexical sophistication where we would typically look at how many low-frequency 

words a speaker has used (Tonkyn 2012: 224; Read 2000: 200; Czwenar 2013: 83) by the 

use of various automated software (Lexical Frequency Profile, Plex, RANGE, 

FREQUENCY, TAALES, Web Frequency Indexer, Lextutor and many others), very often 

software the researchers themselves programmed to suit their particular needs. All of these 

text-internal and text-external measures have their shortcomings, as will be explained later.  

A major issue regarding lexical complexity is the fact that in the L2 context, lexical 

complexity has been examined primarily on written language production and measured 

mostly by the use of text-internal features, such as type-token ratio measures or a variation 

of the Guiraud Index; and if text-external measures are used, a different automated software 

and a different frequency wordlist is used each time; therefore, in addition to the scarcity 

of research done on oral learner production, there is no consistent continuum as each 

paper uses different means of assessment. And the studies on oral language that have been 

done have not yet yielded conclusive results.  

Thus, this thesis focuses on measuring lexical complexity by comparing the words 

produced in a speech of L2 learners of English to lexical frequency lists. It wishes to 

follow the studies examining oral production as this aspect of language production has been 

examined infrequently, and it examines lexical complexity by the use of widely available 

software – a website which can be accessed by anyone anytime, therefore, finding out 

whether any teacher or researcher seeking to ascertain differences in learner lexical 

complexity across different levels of advancedness of speakers using this online tool would 

be able to do so conclusively (using a more widely available tool would also mean that the 

results of this research would be easily replicable, or easily advanced or expanded by any 

future studies). Since we presume that more advanced (C1) speakers should, by nature 

and by definition, produce more complex vocabulary than less advanced B2 speakers 

the aim of this thesis is to ascertain whether C1 speakers (as assessed within the Common 
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European Framework of Reference [or CEFR]) produce a greater number of complex 

words than B2 speakers, as well as find differences between the individual speakers 

themselves. Also, this thesis aims to correlate the lexical frequency data with English 

Vocabulary Profile (EVP) data, which were also obtained in this research (the EVP data 

would serve as an interpretation for the lexical frequency measures and should therefore help 

us to understand the lexical complexity results more thoroughly). In tow with the main thesis 

aim and hypothesis outlined here, this thesis also touches on the issue of measuring the 

advancedness of speakers in learner corpora. 

This thesis is structured as follows: Chapter 2 introduces a brief history of the CAF triad, 

outlines the taxonomies and approaches to lexical complexity taken by different researchers 

and summarises the up-to-date research concerning lexical complexity; it also focuses on 

specific measures of lexical complexity, both text-internal and text-external and adduces 

their shortcomings. This chapter states the hypothesis of this thesis.  

Chapter 3 provides a description of the data (20 orthographic transcriptions of speech 

samples of C1 and B2 speakers collected from the LINDSEI oral learner corpus) and the 

tools used for analysing it. Chapters 4 and 5 present results both from the “Lexis: COCA” 

and the “Lexis: EVP” Text Inspector metrics, outlines limitations of the research and, to 

complement the quantitative research, Chapter 6 presents a qualitative view on the 

production of complex vocabulary. This qualitative complement to our research is followed 

by the conclusion (Chapter 7), list of references, resumé and learners’ samples as examined 

for the qualitative analysis.  
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2 Complexity, Accuracy and Fluency: An Overview 

2.1 History of CAF 

The concepts of L2 performance and proficiency have been described by Housen and 

Kuiken (2009: 461) as “multi-componential in nature” and similarly to the traditional four 

skills model (reading, writing, listening, speaking), complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) 

may be used as a framework within which researchers can measure L2 speakers’ 

performance and proficiency. The first attempts to measure learner proficiency emerged, 

naturally, from the need to assess students’ performance, however, there was a debate 

amongst researchers as to what extent L1 influences learners’ performance and how this 

element of influence was linked to learners’ development (Larsen-Freeman 2009: 579–580).  

CAF emerge as a multidimensional concept of L2 performance and proficiency in the 

1970s as a result of empirical research, allowing researchers to assess L2 proficiency 

objectively, verifiably and quantitatively (Czwenar 2013: 82; Housen et al. 2012a: 2) as 

measuring grammatical complexity and accuracy for proficiency assessment was at that time 

already an implemented practice at L1 acquisition research (Housen et al. 2012a: 2); T-units 

began to be used for segmenting L2 learners’ production into single independent clauses 

(each could be accompanied by any dependent clauses) and the average length of error-free 

T-units was measured to distinguish between different levels of proficiency (Larsen-

Freeman 2009: 580). In the 1980s, foreign language teaching and applied linguistics defined 

and distinguished fluent L2 speech from an accurate L2 speech in spoken language 

production in a research to measure communicative L2 classroom proficiency (Housen & 

Kuiken 2009: 461; Czwenar 2013: 82; Housen et al. 2012a: 2) and Housen and Kuiken 

(2009: 461) list Brumfit and his Communicative Methodology in Language Teaching (1984) 

as being one of the first researchers to use such a distinction; Brumfit (1984, cited in Housen 

& Kuiken 2009: 461) distinguished fluency-oriented activities, which focus on spontaneous 

production of L2, and accuracy-oriented activities, which were concerned with producing 

the correct form of L2  Due to the complex psycholinguistic processes involved, researchers 

believed that fluency and accuracy were mutually exclusive: for whilst some learners 

produced fluent, yet inaccurate language, others produced language that was accurate, but 

not fluent; therefore, the conclusion at that time was that language learners are either form-

focused or content focused while speaking, but rarely both (Czwenar 2013: 81). In the 1990s, 

Skehan (1989, 1996, 1998, cited in Housen et al. 2012a: 2) established the CAF triad. The 

concept of CAF was operationalised again and their definitions, assigned to them at this 
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time, are still used until today: complexity was described as “the ability to use a wide and 

varied range of sophisticated structures and vocabulary in the L2”, accuracy as “the 

ability to produce target‐like and error‐free language”, and fluency as “the ability to 

produce the L2 with native‐like rapidity, pausing, hesitation, or reformulation” 

(Housen et al. 2012a: 2). In 1989, CAF measures of learners’ performance began to be 

measured on tasks (Larsen-Freeman 2009: 580). 

Housen and Kuiken (2009: 462) claim that since the 1990s, CAF have been used mainly 

as dependent variables, meaning that the objectives of the research were not the CAF 

measures themselves, but other independent variables such as age, instruction, individuality 

features, task type, or learning contexts; the CAF were only measuring learners’ performance 

under the changing conditions of the independent variables (see Housen & Kuiken [2009] 

for example studies). However, Housen and Kuiken (ibid.) suggest that CAF can be 

independently measured; indeed, from mid-1990s onwards, following advances in 

psycholinguistics and cognitive psychology, attention is turned to CAF as independent 

variables (ibid.). Housen and Kuiken suggest that complexity and accuracy might be linked 

to the “current state of the learner’s (partly declarative, explicit and partly procedural, 

implicit) interlanguage knowledge” (ibid.) and that they are linked to L2 knowledge 

representation and to the analysis of internalised information (ibid.); in other words, they are 

oriented towards the form (Polat & Kim 2014: 186). Housen and Kuiken (2009: 462) assert 

that fluency is concerned with “learners’ control over their linguistic L2 knowledge, as 

reflected in the speed and ease with which they access relevant L2 information to 

communicate meanings in real time”, this control improves as accessing the information 

becomes more automatic (ibid.); therefore, fluency is oriented towards meaning (Polat & 

Kim 2014: 186) and it reflects the “easiness of access to and the degree of control over the 

knowledge store available to the learner” (Czwenar 2013: 82).  

As complexity began to be used as metrics for assessing L2 performance and proficiency, 

it was assumed that complexity increases linearly as L2 language performance develops; 

Bulté and Housen (2014: 46) claim this notion to be “implicit, yet widely held”: they label 

this assumption as unproven, claiming that such a notion has to be empirically justified and 

must not be taken as automatically valid (ibid.: 45). However, this notion of linearity does 

not concern complexity alone, as there has been criticism in recent years that all CAF 

measures do not have a “linear relationship” with L2 proficiency (Lambert & Kormos 2014: 

607). Another recent criticism concerns the fact that CAF measures “may not reflect the 

constructs they are purported to measure” (ibid.) or the fact that although CAF might 
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sometimes overlap with more advanced language, they constitute “separate underlying 

constructs” (ibid.). 

2.2 Defining Complexity 

As a general term, complexity can be described as “[referring to] a property or quality of 

a phenomenon or entity in terms of (1) the number and the nature of the discrete components 

that the entity consists of, and (2) the number and the nature of the relationships between the 

constituent components” (Bulté & Housen 2012: 22). This interpretation is very general and 

Bulté and Housen (ibid.) point out that complexity as a term in linguistics has been referred 

to inconsistently, with no generally accepted definition, while Norris and Ortega (2009, cited 

in Polat & Kim 2014: 186) claim that “different operationalizations of complexity capture 

different facets of language development”; Polat and Kim (ibid.) also suggest that more 

organic practice is needed and that context should receive deeper consideration in relation 

to CAF. Complexity in linguistics is concerned with syntactic structures and with 

vocabulary, therefore, lexical complexity (which concerns the lexis of a language) and 

syntactic complexity (concerning, mostly, the number of syntactic units) are differentiated 

as two separate strands of research (Housen et al. 2012a: 10, 14).  

2.3 Bulté and Housen’s (2012) Taxonomy of Lexical Complexity 

Apart from the aforementioned division of L2 complexity to lexical and syntactic, L2 

complexity can be additionally divided into two major strands: absolute complexity and 

relative complexity (Bulté & Housen 2012: 23).  

Relative complexity (also called difficulty or cognitive complexity) is subjective and 

relative to each and every speaker, it refers to the “relative difficulty with which language 

elements are processed during L2 performance and L2 learning” (Housen et al. 2012a: 4), 

or “the mental ease or difficulty with which linguistic items are learned, processed or 

verbalized in the processes of language acquisition and use” (Bulté & Housen 2012: 23). 

Bulté and Housen (ibid.: 24) distinguish objective and learner-independent factors which 

might affect the relative complexity of some L2 features, such as perceptual saliency and 

frequency of occurrence of L2 features in the input, communicative load, and their linguistic, 

or absolute complexity.  

Absolute complexity (or otherwise called linguistic complexity or inherent 

complexity) has been described as a variable “independent from the learner, [referring] to 

the intrinsic formal or semantic‐functional properties of L2 elements (e.g. forms, meanings, 

and form‐meaning mappings) or to properties of (sub‐)systems of L2 elements” or “the 
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number of discrete components that a language feature or a language system consists of, and 

[…] the number of connections between the different components” (Bulté & Housen 2012: 

24; Housen et al. 2012a: 4). Bulté and Housen (ibid.) assert that the two distinguished types 

of complexity do not necessarily correlate with each other, the sole fact that some linguistic 

elements might be classified as having a high level of absolute complexity (i.e. are advanced 

and complex language features) does not mean these elements will be cognitively hard for 

L2 learners to process (i.e. that these elements will have higher relative complexity).  

Although Housen et al. (2012a) term 'absolute complexity' as 'linguistic complexity’ in 

the first chapter of their volume comprising independent research; Bulté and Housen (2012: 

24) later assign the term 'linguistic complexity’ to one of the subsystems of absolute 

complexity (other subsystems are discourse-interactional complexity and propositional 

complexity). The whole structure is outlined in Figure 1 below with the use of Bulté and 

Housen’s (2012: 23) diagram.  

 

As Bulté and Housen (ibid.) explain, “propositional complexity refers to the number of 

information or idea units which a speaker/writer encodes in a given language task to convey 

a given message content”, the basis being that speakers who encode 55 units into their speech 

have higher propositional complexity than speakers who encode only 25 (Bulté & Housen 

Figure 1: Bulté and Housen’s (2012: 23) taxonomy of lexical complexity. 
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2012: 24). Discourse-interactional complexity primarily refers to dialogue and is 

characterized by “the number and type of turn changes that learners initiate and the 

interactional moves and participation roles that they engage in”, however, this concept has 

been labelled as still rather vague (ibid.: 24-25). 

As the last from the triad, linguistic complexity can be divided into system complexity 

and structure complexity (ibid.: 25). System complexity (or as sometimes called global 

complexity) is “a dynamic property of the learner’s L2 system at large”, it “refers to the 

degree of elaboration, the size, breadth, width, or richness of the learner’s L2 system or 

‘repertoire’, that is, to the number, range, variety or diversity of different structures and items 

that he knows or uses” (ibid.: 25). On the other hand, structure complexity is “a more stable 

property of the individual linguistic items, structures or rules that make up the learner’s L2 

system”, is more related to the depth rather than to the width of L2 speaker’s knowledge, 

and can be further divided into two categories: formal and functional complexity (ibid.: 

25). Functional complexity “refers to the number of meanings and functions of a linguistic 

structure and to the degree of transparency, or multiplicity, of the mapping between the form 

and meanings/ functions of a linguistic feature” (ibid.: 25); formal complexity refers to “a 

number of things, including the structural ‘substance’ of a linguistic feature as determined 

by the number of discrete components of a linguistic form” and “has […] been defined in 

terms of the number of operations to be applied on a base structure to arrive at the target 

structure” (ibid.: 25). Bulté and Housen (2012: 26) assert that rarely did any of the L2 studies 

they reviewed provide a proper classification of the type (or subtype) of complexity they 

would be investigating; however, some studies published in Dimensions in L2 proficiency 

already attempted to take Bulté and Housen’s (2012) distinction into account (eg. Myles 

2012: 72).  

Furthermore, Bulté and Housen (2012: 27) claim that lexical complexity can be 

additionally examined on three levels: abstract theoretical level, observational level and 

operational level. They argue that in order to provide a qualitative research into lexical 

complexity, all these three levels have to be appropriately described: “first what complexity 

is (theoretical), how it is or can be manifested in actual language performance 

(observational), and how these behavioural manifestations can be somehow captured or 

quantified (operational)” (ibid.: 27). To sum up, Bulté and Housen (ibid.: 26-27) provide 

more ample definitions to fit their concept:  
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[C]omplexity can be analysed on an abstract theoretical level as a property of a 

(cognitive) system and/or of a structure (that forms part of such a cognitive system) 

in terms of its number of components, the degree of embeddedness of these 

components, and in terms of the relationships that exist between them. On a more 

concrete, observational level of language performance, as exemplified by a sample 

of actual language use, these theoretical notions of complexity can be manifested in 

language behaviour in various ways and on several different levels (e.g. in the use 

of different strategies for combining and embedding clauses, by using different verb 

forms or specialized versus more common vocabulary). Finally, there is the level of 

the analytical measures and instruments that have been designed to give a concrete 

(quantitative) indication of the degree of complexity of a given language sample, so 

that the complexity of different samples can be analyzed and compared more 

objectively. 

(Bulté & Housen 2012: 26–27) 

2.4 Pallotti’s (2015) Taxonomy of Lexical Complexity 

Apart from the aforementioned ramose model proposed by Bulté and Housen (2012), 

another, much simpler model is adduced by Gabriele Pallotti (2015): apart from 

distinguishing absolute and relative complexity as Bulté and Housen outline them, Pallotti 

(ibid.) differentiates a third meaning of complexity, which “[…] has to do with how a 

linguistic structure is acquired by a first or second language learner” (p. 118); Trudgill (2001: 

371 quoted by Pallotti 2015: 118) adds: “linguistic complexity ... equates with ‘difficulty of 

learning for adults”: Palloti (ibid.) claims that other researchers call this third category of 

complexity “L2 acquisition difficulty” and “outsider complexity”. Therefore, Pallotti (2015: 

118) states that there are three meanings of complexity: structural complexity, cognitive 

complexity and developmental complexity. Structural complexity, Pallotti (ibid.) claims, 

concerns “the number of [linguistic] elements and their relational patterns”. With Bulté and 

Housen’s (2012) taxonomy in mind, what Pallotti (2015) terms structural complexity can be 

seen as analogous to what Bulté and Housen (2012) call absolute complexity; however, 

Pallotti (2015: 119) refrains from using such terms as ‘absolute’ or ‘objective' because “these 

seem to imply the existence of an objective, theory-free description of linguistic facts”; 

Pallotti (ibid.) associates cognitive complexity with processing costs and this term can be 

thus equated to Bulté and Housen’s (2012) relative complexity; and finally, what Pallotti 

(2015: 118) terms developmental complexity has no counterpart in Bulté and Housen’s 
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(2012) taxonomy and must be therefore defined as “the order in which linguistic structures 

emerge and are mastered in second (and, possibly, first) language acquisition” (Pallotti 2015: 

118). Ellis (2009: 475, quoted by Pallotti 2015: 118) reports that “[i]n SLA studies, 

complexity has been similarly identified with ‘the capacity to use more advanced language”, 

consequently, Pallotti (ibid.) equates complex structures with structures acquired later in L2 

development, thus, by assuming that complexity is of developmental nature, Pallotti (2015) 

infers that complexity is linear: an assumption which Bulté and Housen (2014: 46) deem 

“implicit, yet widely held” and although they do not dismiss this notion as entirely faulty, 

they say further evidence is needed to prove it (ibid.: 45). Even Pallotti himself 

acknowledges that the correspondence between structurally complex features and the 

advanced time period when they are acquired “has to be demonstrated, not assumed, and 

there is no guarantee that it holds universally” (2009: 4). He admits that “some linguistic 

forms may be acquired late because they are infrequent or not communicatively relevant and 

not because they are structurally complex or require special cognitive efforts”, however, he 

sees this as a distinction between the terms ‘complexity' and ‘development, progress’ (ibid.: 

5). Pallotti (ibid.) expresses his need to distance development from CAF, because CAF are 

static measures whilst development is a dynamic process.  

Furthermore, Pallotti (2015: 119) adduces two ways of defining structural complexity: 

Kolmogorov Complexity and Effective Complexity: Kolmogorov Complexity “is 

represented by the length of the shortest description that is needed to represent a string of 

symbols” (ibid.), meaning that “hahaha” has lower complexity than “byebye” because 

“hahaha” has two symbols repeated three times but “byebye” has three symbols repeated 

two times (ibid.). Pallotti (ibid.) says that “pardon” is more complex than either “hahaha” or 

“byebye” because it cannot be reduced to “3x ha” or “2x bye” (ibid.). Since such theory 

would mean that random order of symbols is the most complex, Pallotti (ibid.) presents 

Effective Complexity, “which corresponds to the length of description required to specify 

the set of regularities in a string” and in this view, “pardon” would have lower complexity 

than “hahaha” and “byebye” (ibid.).  

Pallotti (2015: 119–120) further differentiates complexity on the basis of the extent of the 

scope: applying to the whole system (Saussurean langue) is system complexity, whereas 

what applies only to the complexity of a “given piece of discourse” (parole) is termed text 

complexity. Then he distinguishes grammatical complexity, which concerns grammatical 

rules, (for example, rules for subordination), which can be labelled as either correct or 

incorrect, and opposed to grammatical complexity, Pallotti defines stylistic complexity, 
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which depends entirely on the speaker’s or writer’s choice and cannot be deemed ‘right' or 

‘wrong’ (ibid.: 120).  

Other types of complexity Pallotti (2015: 121–126) operationalises are morphological 

complexity, syntactic complexity and lexical complexity. Morphological complexity has 

not been studied frequently, he argues, and if it was, its subject was mainly verbal 

morphology (for example, the number of tense forms, verb forms, different past tense forms) 

(ibid.: 121). Morphological complexity is concerned mainly with “relationships between the 

forms that lexemes can take” and all their semantic or syntactic features which linguists 

typically adduce, in short, with inflectional morphology; attention is being paid to exclude 

derivation from this definition (ibid.). Syntactic complexity, Pallotti (2015: 123) claims, is 

not easy to define, mainly because it is not clear which combinations of all syntactic 

constituents should be included. He thus deems the study of grammatical syntactic 

complexity (the study of rules and relationships in syntax) “difficult, though not unfeasible 

in principle” (ibid.). With stylistic syntactic complexity, he looks at the “number of 

interconnected constituents in a structure”, the measures specifically being “length of phrase, 

number of phrases per clause and number of clauses per unit” (ibid.). Finally, lexical 

complexity in Pallotti’s (2015: 125) view operates mainly with diversity, meaning that “[a] 

text with a wide variety of lexemes will be said to be more complex than one where the same 

few words are repeated over and over”.  

2.5 Lexical Complexity in Current Research and in Psycholinguistics 

In current SLA research, complexity is understood to function as an independent variable, 

the influence of which on various aspects of L2 performance or L2 proficiency is then being 

examined, or as a dependent variable, being measured to examine the effect of other 

variables such as learners’ age, the learning context or the type of instruction received (Bulté 

& Housen 2012: 21–22). However, according to Bulté and Housen (2012: 22), the research 

of complexity as a dependent and as an independent variable may yield contradictory results. 

Pallotti (2009: 1)  points out that although mostly used in L2 research, CAF may be used to 

assess native speakers or L1 learners as well. 

With psycholinguistics in view, the multidimensional and multi-componential nature of 

CAF makes it improbable for any of the components to correspond solely to a single 

cognitive process or mechanism (Housen et al. 2012a: 5). However, research has suggested, 

although not yet sufficiently proved, that “the complexity of learners’ L2 performance is 

determined in part by the state of their declarative linguistic [interlanguage] knowledge […], 
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so that ‘complex’ structures and rules develop later than ‘simple’ ones” (ibid.). Explicit 

(declarative) language knowledge is then proceduralised and becomes implicit (procedural), 

and the extent of these processes also influences the complexity of a learner language (ibid.).  

Another view on the relation of cognitive mechanisms and CAF was concerned with task-

based research in SLA, examining the role of attention, working memory, automatization, 

reasoning and other cognitive processes in CAF in task performance: there are two models 

standing against each other, the Limited Attentional Capacity Model (sometimes called 

the Trade-off Hypothesis) (Larsen-Freeman 2009: 581; De Jong et al. 2012: 134) and the 

Multiple Resources Attentional Model (or Cognitive Hypothesis) (Housen et al. 2012a: 

6; Larsen-Freeman 2009: 581). The Limited Attentional Capacity Model asserts that since 

human capacity for processing information is limited, L2 learners must economise during 

task completion and allocate their attention to different dimensions of language production 

according to their best judgement and priorities; that means that in some tasks, attention 

dedicated to the complexity of L2 production is ‘spent' at the expense of fluency and 

accuracy (Housen et al. 2012a: 6). On the other hand, the Multiple Resources Attentional 

Model asserts that learner attention is not thus limited, that in fact, learners have multiple 

sources of attention; as the complexity of a task increases, the learner needs to use more 

linguistically complex structures and vocabulary, which increases the level of L2 production 

accuracy; therefore, complexity and accuracy act together at the possible cost of fluency 

(ibid.) (the Cognition Hypothesis suggests that fluency is affected by increased complexity 

in some complex tasks (De Jong et al. 2012: 125), or, alternatively, complexity increases 

accuracy, which increases fluency (performance control improves and language structures 

are consolidated) (Housen et al. 2012a: 6–7). So far, the results in support of either model 

have been inconclusive (Housen et al. 2012a: 6). Housen and Kuiken (2009: 465) further 

note that “[t]he differential evolution of fluency, accuracy, and complexity would 

furthermore result from the fact that ‘the psycholinguistic processes involved in using L2 

knowledge are distinct from acquiring new knowledge. To acquire new knowledge the 

learner must attend consciously to the input and, perhaps also, make effort to monitor output, 

but doing so may interfere with fluent reception and production”. 

Housen and Kuiken (2009) mention an article by Ellis which is concerned with the effects 

of planning on L2 performance and acquisition, as well as its relation to CAF: “[t]hree types 

of planning seem to be relevant with respect to CAF: rehearsal, strategic planning, and 

within-task planning. Ellis concludes that all three types of planning have a beneficial effect 

on fluency, but the results for complexity and accuracy are more mixed, reflecting both the 
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type of planning and also the mediating role of various other external factors, including task 

design, implementation variables and individual difference factors” (p. 466).  

Larsen-Freeman (2009: 583) asserts that CAF measures are not only of competitive 

nature (since according to the Trade-off Hypothesis, they compete with one another), they 

also support one another for, as Larsen-Freeman claims: “[t]hey are supportive in that 

development in any one of these dimensions of proficiency might depend upon the 

development of another“ (ibid.). Since they exist in such close connection and change 

overtime, Larsen-Freeman deduces they must be dynamic properties of a language system, 

and therefore, the issue of measuring them is much more complicated, for it is “much more 

challenging to attempt to capture development of multiple sub-systems over time and in 

relation to each other“ (ibid.: 583-584). Equally challenging according to Larsen-Freeman 

is the use of current CAF measures to capture learners’ continuously developing language 

resources when they are dealing with repetitive tasks: employing different measures that 

are both general and focused on specific details might be the solution for this issue (ibid.: 

584). 

2.6 Measuring Lexical Complexity 

Bulté and Housen (2014: 44) argue that there are five assumptions reflected by current 

L2 complexity measures: “more is more complex” (this concerns the quantity of linguistic 

features examined), “longer linguistic units are more complex”, “more and/or more 

deeply embedded is more complex” (this includes deeper subordination and recursion), 

“more varied or diverse is more complex” and “more marked, infrequent, 

sophisticated, semantically abstract, costly, cognitively difficult or later acquired 

features are more complex”. Bulté and Housen (ibid.) remark that these five assumptions 

concern both absolute-quantitative complexity and relative complexity, claiming most L2 

complexity measures to be “hybrid”. 

Bulté and Housen (ibid.: 45) say that “L2 researchers use complexity measures ‘with at 

least three main purposes in mind: (a) to gauge proficiency, (b) to describe performance, 

and (c) to benchmark development’”. Indeed, Bulté and Housen add that “[c]omplexity 

measures in L2 writing research mainly serve as indicators, diagnostics, or proxies for other, 

more general or higher-order constructs such as L2 (writing) proficiency, L2 (writing) 

development and L2 (writing) quality, or maturity (ibid.), adding that studies have usually 

used L2 complexity to measure effects on writing and development of specific instructional 

treatments and to assess L2 programme types or L2 studying contexts (ibid.: 45). Recently, 
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attention has been turned to measuring individual learners’ progress over a longer period of 

time (cf. Polat & Kim [2014] and Tracy-Ventura [2017] in section 2.7). The studies have 

been conclusive in that L2 complexity increases over time as general L2 proficiency 

increases (cf. section 2.7, especially Bulté & Housen [2014], Durán et al. [2004]). 

Skehan (2009: 514, cited in Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146) divides lexical complexity 

measures into text-internal and text-external: text-internal measures are carried out by 

comparing the features of the text to the text itself, such as with the type-token ratio 

approach, whereas text-external measures are usually performed by comparing the features 

from the given text to an external source, very frequently to frequency wordlists. This thesis 

takes a closer look at both text-internal and text-external measures, trying to adduce their 

shortcomings where possible. 

Czwenar  (2013: 83) reports that the majority of studies use quantitative text-internal 

methods of analysis when measuring CAF, usually by calculating frequencies of occurrence 

or ratios of selected linguistic features. As a point of reference, studies use a standard 

measure to which the frequencies or ratios are related; this point of reference is usually either 

the number of 100 units, either words or structures (for example, 30 words of 100 could be 

a standard result of such study) or the result can relate to the total number of units identified 

(ibid.). The simplest text-internal method to measure lexical diversity is the type-token ratio 

(TTR), meaning “the total number of different words used in the text, which are referred to 

as types, divided by the overall number of words in the piece of discourse, labelled as tokens” 

(Czwenar 2013: 83), and although it is a standard method of measuring lexical diversity, it 

has been criticised for its shortcomings, mainly that it is sensitive to text length (i.e. texts of 

different length might yield unreliable results, because the number of tokens is higher and 

some types may be repeated) (Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146; Czwenar 2013: 83). 

Consequently, texts of different lengths have greater potential to contain more tokens. 

To overcome the problem of different text-length, the metric of the Guiraud Index (G) 

can be used, which is calculated by “word types divided by the square root of the number of 

words” (Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146), a variant on the Guiraud Index may also be used (“the 

number of word types divided by the square root of two times the total number of words”) 

(ibid.). Advanced Guiraud Index (AG) does not use all words or word types to measure 

sophistication, instead, AG uses only advanced words and it “captures only those words that 

do not figure among the n most frequent words in the target language”, working with the 

assumption that “less frequent items would point to a larger vocabulary, consisting of more 

elements” (Bulté & Housen 2014: 50); Bulté and Housen (ibid.) claim that less frequent 
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words can be considered more complex, because they carry more information than more 

frequent words, which can be considered less complex for they carry less information; 

however, Pallotti (2015: 126) argues that lower frequency words may not structurally be 

more complex than high frequency words. Another type of metrics is D-value, which can 

also measure lexical diversity and it “models the rate at which new words are introduced in 

increasingly longer text samples” (Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146). Lexical diversity, or 

variation, is related to lexical sophistication which will be mentioned below: lexical diversity 

assessment uses measures based on TTR ratio which overcome the issue TTR has with text 

length (Tonkyn 2012: 224).  

Apart from measuring the number of types by any different aforementioned metrics, 

Pallotti (2015: 126) examines even the level of individual morphemes, claiming that 

counting individual lexemes in a word or individual derivational affixes is a possible method, 

yet one which is of questionable importance. According to Pallotti (ibid.), another 

questionable metrics is lexical density, where it is unclear whether higher lexical density (i.e. 

higher proportion of lexical words to function words in a text) would be seen as more 

complex or not.  

Marsden and David (2008, cited in Milton 2009: 140) examined the proficiency of French 

and Spanish speakers by measuring the proportions of different word classes used: while 

beginning speakers were more “nouny”, intermediate speakers were becoming more 

“verby”. However, it is unclear whether this measure is sensitive to task type or not (Milton 

2009: 141). 

Turning to text-external measures now, another measure for assessing lexical 

complexity is lexical sophistication. Lexical sophistication may be computed, amongst 

other metrics, by comparing the words used in the text to vocabulary frequency lists to see 

how many lower-frequency words a speaker has used (Tonkyn 2012: 224; Read 2000: 200; 

Czwenar 2013: 83) (low-frequency words appear infrequently, whereas words with high 

frequency are encountered frequently [Milton 2009: 22]). (Note that Read (2000) considers 

lexical sophistication to be of more general nature [i.e., to see how much “sophisticated” a 

text is], therefore, in this sense, lexical sophistication as Read’s term corresponds to lexical 

complexity, and encompasses the concepts of variation, sophistication and density.) (Also 

note that this thesis focuses on measuring lexical sophistication through lexical frequency 

wordlists.) 

To measure lexical sophistication, Tonkyn (2012: 224) claims that Laufer and Nation 

(1995, cited in Milton 2009: 131) propose the Lexical Frequency Profile model which could 
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help with measurements of short-term vocabulary gains; the frequency lists used by Bulté 

and Housen (2014: 50) with their lexical sophistication research were lists compiled by Paul 

Nation; Milton (2009: 131) lists Meara and Bell’s PLex as a tool that can distinguish frequent 

words (i.e. the first thousand) and infrequent words (above 1,000): PLex divides a text into 

chunks of ten words (thus becoming independent of text length) and calculates the number 

of infrequent words (words that are above 1,000 most frequent words) in each chunk, not 

taking into account proper nouns and numbers (ibid.: 135, 137). The user can view the results 

in a graph (ibid.: 135). Normal texts examined with PLex have a strong tendency to be 

‘skewed' to the left, and a figure called lambda is calculated for each such 'skewed' curve 

each graph creates. PLex also allows 150 most frequent, ‘structural' words to be excluded 

from the analysis; this might be helpful if the research is focused on infrequent lexical words 

(ibid.: 136). RANGE and FREQUENCY programmes by Heatley et al. (2002, cited in 

Milton 2009: 131) provide the possibility to choose a frequency cut level (ibid.: 131). 

However, Laufer and Nation’s aforementioned Lexical Frequency Profile (1995, cited in 

Milton 2009: 131) uses the General Service List and label words with frequency higher than 

2,000 as infrequent. A variation on comparing the words from the text sample to frequency 

lists would be metrics measuring the ratio of lower-frequency, sophisticated types (words 

that are found above second thousand most frequent words) to the total number of word 

types (Tonkyn 2012: 146). The TAALES tool, introduced by Kyle and Crossley (2015), or 

the Web Frequency Indexer introduced by Cobb as a part of his Lextutor website can also 

be used to measure lexical frequency (Cobb’s Web Frequency Indexer uses the BNC corpus 

data) (Cobb, lextutor.ca). 

Milton (2009: 137) points out that measures of lexical sophistication have a very 

important flaw: they are sensitive to genre, register and to individual stylistic choices 

of the writers or speakers. As he remarks: “a learner engaged in a casual conversation 

might produce lots of high frequency items and a low lambda score. But the same person 

writing a car repair manual, would be obliged to produce language full of low frequency 

items producing a high lambda score”, he also points out that written texts have a tendency 

to contain more infrequent vocabulary than spoken production, explicitly stating that 

“[l]exical sophistication measures of free language output may not be as informative about 

the knowledge or ability of the learner as has been hoped” (ibid.: 137-138). Nevertheless, he 

claims that such assessing methods could be useful in measuring “lexical qualities of 

specific texts within a single genre” in carefully controlled tasks (ibid.: 138).  
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Bulté and Housen (2012: 34) argue that in the majority of the CAF research, only some 

limited aspects of complexity have been measured; thus, the explored measurable field 

of complexity remains very limited, what has reportedly been assessed the most are 

lexical diversity (as a parameter of lexical complexity) and subordination (as a 

parameter of syntactic complexity).  

As cited by Housen and Kuiken (2009: 467), Skehan argues that “CAF measures need to 

be supplemented by lexical use” because  of two reasons: first, because lexical use is a 

“separate subject of overall performance”, but also because “lexical access and retrieval 

figure prominently in all models of speech production”. Skehan also draws attention to the 

lack of native speaker data in CAF (ibid.: 466).  

2.7 Lexical Complexity: Related Research 

Johnson (2017: 16) claims that studies of lexical complexity usually focus on lexical 

diversity (especially the measurement of ratio of unique words to the number of words in 

total) and lexical density (usually measured as the ratio of content word to words in total) 

as two metrics to assess L2 lexical complexity text-internally; lexical sophistication 

(especially measuring lexis frequency) is the most frequent text-external measure (ibid.: 

16). L2 writing studies concerning lexical sophistication have focused on low-frequency 

vocabulary and its broad use being an indicative measure of L2 writing development and 

performance (ibid.). Johnson (ibid.) quotes the study of Yoon and Polio (2017: 288) who 

used the Coh-Metrix tool to obtain data of word frequency based on the CELEX database 

and found that genre in writing affects the distinctive word frequency: argumentative 

essays featured words of lower frequency than narratives since argumentative essays 

needed more varied vocabulary due to their argumentative nature. Johnson (ibid.: 29) also 

mentions studies of Meraji (2011), Kuiken and Vedder (2007) and Kormos (2011), who all 

examined lexical complexity in terms of frequency words in written TBLL L2 learner 

production context. Bulté and Housen (2014) assessed 45 written texts for lexical diversity 

(D index), lexical richness (Guiraud Index) and lexical sophistication, for which, however, 

they used Advanced Guiraud Index, which captures words which do not occupy the 

position of a given number of most frequent words (therefore, they did not compare the 

words from their written samples to any frequency lists); the AG index showed increase in 

lexical complexity in participants over the course of 4 months, yet Bulté and Housen 

(2014: 47, 50, 51) do not report this increase as statistically significant).  
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Kormos (2011), focusing on TBLL field, examined narrative texts produced by upper-

intermediate foreign language learners in a bilingual secondary school by comparing them 

to L1 writers using the CHILDES database and the CohMetrix tool, measuring lexical 

diversity with the D-value metric and lexical sophistication with Nation’s Range 

programme. Kormos reports that L2 learners were found to use more words belonging to 

the first 1000 frequency category and less varied vocabulary in terms of range than their 

L1 peers.  

The first study concerning lexical sophistication of oral narratives of L2 speakers was 

conducted by Durán et al. (2004) who used transcripts from the CHILDES database, 

examining the oral production of 32 children from Bristol to assess lexical diversity. For 

their results to come out uncompromised, they had to correct spelling inconsistencies and 

phoneme variations (“yeah” and “yes”), made sure homographs were tagged differently 

and coded repetitions for exclusions from their analyses. They correlated the D index with 

TTR, with Mean Length of Structured Utterances (a syntactic complexity measure) and 

with EPVT (English Picture Vocabulary Test), the correlation between D and EPVT was 

reported as not significant. 

Lu (2012) assessed oral narratives of Chinese L2 learners of English using lexical 

sophistication measures as conceptualised by Read (2000), obtaining data from the Spoken 

English Corpus of Chinese Learners, some of the transcriptions were of test-takers of the 

TEM-4 spoken test. The data was analysed by a designed tool called Lexical Complexity 

Analyzer, the D value was measured using the vocd utility of CLAN. He concludes that no 

correlation was found between the L2 speakers and their estimated levels of lexical 

sophistication. 

Bardel et al. (2012) attempted to develop a lexical profiler to measure lexical 

sophistication of the oral production of Swedish L2 learners of French and Italian, with the 

aim of integrating “cognates and thematic words into the lexical profiler as criteria aside 

from frequency“ and tried to establish a relationship between lexical frequency and 

easy/difficult cognates and thematic words based on teacher judgement by comparing their 

results (with the inclusion of teacher-rated cognates and thematic words) to a previous 

study which used only lexical frequency. They conclude that “advantages were found in 

refining the purely frequency-based method used in previous studies” (p. 287). 

Polat and Kim (2014) studied the speech of an advanced untutored L2 learner in a 

longitudinal study within the dynamic systems principle framework (they claim the 

dynamic systems theory to be a very present theme in recent CAF studies, assessing L2 
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development as non-linear and the learners as exhibiting sometimes contradictory 

tendencies in their CAF development, although the average data for all the learners as a 

group show a steady improvement); over one year, they tracked accuracy, syntactic 

complexity and lexical diversity in a speech of a Turkish immigrant; conducting its 

research in the form of unstructured interviews.  100-word utterances were selected from 

each interview, and the researchers took care to extract the samples from a continuous 

stretch of speech, because dialogic passages and interactional utterances “may have 

different levels of complexity” (ibid.: 192). They excluded repetitions from their data and 

used the CHILDES programme to obtain results. The study concluded that the measure 

used to assess lexical complexity, D, shows “the clearest improvement” of all data 

collected during the year-long research (ibid.: 198). 

Lahmann et al. (2016) conducted a study that is targeted at German-Jewish immigrants 

who left Germany between 7 and 17 years of age; therefore, the participants have 

reportedly spent the majority of their lives in the L2 environment where they had to learn 

the local language (p. 12). To measure lexical sophistication, the authors used the measure 

of the frequency-band ratio, which is a corpus-internal, frequency-based measure “showing 

the relationship between infrequent lemmas used by each interviewee in comparison to the 

infrequent lemmas used across the overall corpus“ and mean hypernymy “to capture the 

level of abstraction of selected content words“ (p. 18) ; the lme4 package for the R 

statistical platform was used to conduct linear mixed-effects regression modelling. Their 

research shows that the results were heavily influenced by the interviewees‘ metadata, such 

as whether the speaker was a male, highly educated or whether they used their L1 at work 

(the interviewees who were male, highly educated and used German at work achieved 

higher lexical complexity scores) (p. 34-35).  

Tracy-Ventura (2017) conducted a longitudinal study measuring the influence of a study 

abroad on the lexical sophistication of 27 English learners of Spanish as their L2. Their 

vocabulary knowledge was assessed by the “Spanish version of the Swansea Levels ‘X-

lex’ test [by Meara and Milton] which tests recognition of words from different frequency 

bands based on L1 corpora” (ibid.: 36). Moreover, “vocabulary use was assessed using 

learner corpus data that includes three different communicative tasks (oral interview, oral 

picture-based narrative, and written argumentative essay)” (ibid.). Tracy-Ventura used a 

specifically designed profiler which provides “the total of lemmas produced in the first five 

frequency bands [the first 5000 frequency levels]” (ibid.). The CLAN programme was 

used to transcribe the oral data; the author reports that the knowledge of the low-frequency 



  32 
 

 

 

 

 

words increased significantly over the course of the study abroad period. As for the 

production of low-frequency vocabulary, the author concludes that compared to their pre-

sojourn data, the participants produced less high-frequency vocabulary and more low-

frequency vocabulary when they returned (ibid.: 43) 

It is therefore safe to conclude that the up-to-date research features only a limited 

number of studies that would examine lexical sophistication as measured by lexical 

frequency wordlists in oral production of L2 speakers, a much wider gap even when it 

comes to lexical sophistication measures that are readily available to ordinary EFL or ESL 

teachers (the majority of the studies used specific software that was available to the 

researchers, yet it is unknown whether the same tools would be available even to the 

general public). The existence of a link between lexical frequency and proficiency levels 

has not yet been sufficiently established either. In addition, it is also unclear whether the 

studies allowed enough room for the speakers’ creativity, or whether their narratives 

evolved around a specific topic selected by their interviewers. 

2.8 Proficiency Levels in Computer Learner Corpora 

As the practical part of this thesis is focused on lexical sophistication measures in relation 

to proficiency levels of L2 speakers, and since this research uses the proficiency metadata 

as the most important criterion for data interpretation, it is important to focus on the 

problematic area of proficiency information in computer learner corpora. Carlsen (2012: 

162) claims that the assignment of proficiency levels to a learner corpus is an important 

design criterion for the corpus, that is, which learner materials will be used to build it, 

because “the processes affecting language development, such as cross-linguistic influence, 

may operate differently at different levels of proficiency“ (ibid.: 162) and he complains that 

“the levels of proficiency are not always carefully defined” (ibid.: 162). What is important 

to point out for the purposes of this thesis from Carlsen (2012) is the fact that “[o]ne and the 

same learner text may be placed at different levels of proficiency according to whether focus 

is on functional or formal traits, or whether emphasis is put on grammar or vocabulary, 

spelling or text structure, correctness or complexity, content or form, or a combination of all 

or some of the above” (163). This means that although a learner’s speech might be assigned 

a distinctive rating, or proficiency level, for the purposes of a spoken learner corpus on the 

basis of general assessment, if we narrow our focus down to a particular feature of the 

learner’s speech the proficiency rating can change and that – should the corpus samples be 

not representative of the respective levels, and should the samples not align with the purposes 
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of the corpus – research done on such corpora could be invalid (ibid.: 164). Modern 

proficiency scales (the CEFR scale included) usually take into account communicative and 

linguistic competences of the learners, yet, a lot of studies rely on “crude” labels of the 

learners’ levels of proficiency such as “intermediate”, or “first year university students” 

instead of using a unified and recognizable scale; this inaccuracy in labelling, according to 

Carlsen (2012), represents a big issue.  

2.9 Thesis Aim and Hypothesis 

It has been noted in 2.7 that studies on spoken L2 complexity are scarce. The fact that not 

many studies have conclusively measured lexical sophistication in oral production with 

lexical frequency wordlists has also been emphasized. The research done here in this thesis 

therefore focuses on measuring lexical sophistication of spoken L2 learner language with 

lexical frequency wordlists to fill the identified gap in research. Consequently, several major 

hypotheses have been defined: 

Based on the assumption that it is possible to measure lexical sophistication (a 

subcategory of lexical complexity) of the speech of L2 English speakers by using a 

conventionally available tool (an online website called Text Inspector) which compares the 

transcript of the words produced by the speakers to lexical frequency wordlists, this thesis 

presumes that L2 speakers of B2 level have lower lexical complexity than C1 speakers 

and that this difference is manifested in the number of low-frequency words the 

speakers of each level produce; it is estimated that B2 speakers should produce fewer 

low-frequency words than C1 speakers, who should produce a greater proportion of 

low-frequency words. This thesis also presumes that the results of the distinctive 

speakers within each CEFR level will be similar and comparable.  

  



  34 
 

 

 

 

 

3 Method  

3.1 Data Examined 

3.1.1 The LINDSEI Corpus 

The LINDSEI learner corpus forms a part of the international LINDSEI project based at 

the Centre for English Corpus Linguistics in Louvain-la-Neuve and is a supplementing 

corpus to the written learner International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) (Gráf 2017). 

The aim of the LINDSEI corpus is to collect spontaneous spoken data of advanced students 

of English with different L1s (ibid.). The corpus is divided into individual subcorpora based 

on the speakers’ L1 (ibid.): this thesis uses the Czech LINDSEI subcorpus. 

The Czech subcorpus contains interviews of 50 speakers who could speak English at a 

very advanced level and each interview consists of three parts: a monologue, a conversation 

and a picture description (ibid.). For the monologue, students were able to choose one of 

three topics (important life experience, important film or play or important travelling 

experience), the latter two parts were largely dependent on the interviewer’s questions and 

the nature of the pictures described (ibid.). 

Each interview lasted about 15 minutes and was subsequently transcribed 

orthographically, this transcription including “pauses, hesitation sounds, lengthened 

syllables, unfinished words, reiterations, overlaps and other paralinguistic sounds” (ibid.). 

This makes the interviews very suitable for any CAF analysis since all dysfluencies and 

errors are accurately recorded.   

3.1.2 The Speakers and the Data Selected 

The speakers were described as being advanced speakers of English and as “university 

students of English philology in the 3rd or higher year of study” (ibid.) and a CEFR level was 

determined by a trained evaluator or an IELTS examiner for each student, ranging from B2 

to C2 (ibid.) (see below). 

Out of the original 50 speakers, 20 were selected for the purposes of this thesis; the main 

criterion when selecting candidates was their level of English, since the aim of this research 

was to compare B2 speakers and C1 speakers (there were not enough C2 speakers to include 

in this quantitative analysis). The total number of B2 speakers selected was 10 and the total 

number of C1 speakers selected was 10. Therefore, 20 orthographic transcriptions were 

analysed in total. Since there were more C1 speakers than B2 speakers available for 
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selection, the C1 speakers with the highest “range” rating (Table 1 below) were selected for 

analysis to ensure as wide a gap as possible between the B2 and C1 categories. 

After selecting the speakers for analysis, their orthographic transcriptions were checked 

for repetitions, false-starts and self-corrections, since these would confuse the automatic 

tagger later. All these were therefore erased as described below (to see more on repetitions, 

false-starts and self-corrections, see Foster [2000]).  

The orthographic transcriptions of the interviews were not examined in their entirety, but 

only the monologue part was selected as an appropriate material for this thesis, for they were 

deemed most potent in terms of independent production: although limited by the topic of 

their choice, and therefore, expected to produce a somehow limited set of vocabulary 

(according the topic they chose to talk about), the students were free to choose words and 

expressions they would produce, not being guided by questions nor by pictures. It was 

desired that 500 word extracts would be randomly selected from each speaker, however, 

after having cleaned up the monologue parts, there was one speaker who, although 

seemingly having well over 500 words in speaking, made a lot of repetitions, false starts, 

and self-corrections, so the final word-count stopped at 462 words (speaker CZ013). 

This thesis makes use of CEFR levels (eg. A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2) while assessing the 

L2 speakers’ performance in the following research. Council of Europe (2001: 1) provides 

a very useful and basic description of CEFR as follows:  

[The Common European Framework] describes in a comprehensive way what 

language learners have to learn to do in order to use a language for communication 

and what knowledge and skills they have to develop so as to be able to act 

effectively. […] The Framework also defines levels of proficiency which allow 

learners’ progress to be measured at each stage of learning and on a life-long basis. 

[…] By providing a common basis for the explicit description of objectives, content 

and methods, the Framework will enhance the transparency of courses, syllabuses 

and qualifications, thus promoting international co-operation in the field of modern 

languages.  

  

In other words, Common European Framework of Reference, or CEFR, provides a 

common framework as a basis for qualification and measurement of the level of learners’ 

languages and is widely used in the European context; it can also be used for learner 

assessment (ibid.: 19).  
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Yet, Huang et al. (2018: 2) claim that “the research on the application of descriptors in 

CEFR in English speaking assessment has been lacking”, and that, rather than assess 

learners by their institutional status, or internationally recognized proficiency tests, their 

speaking proficiency should be rated according the CEFR levels. In their study, Huang et 

al. (2018) focus on the Czech subcorpus of the LINDSEI learner corpus (see section 3.1.1) 

and provide the information on the Czech speakers’ metadata of the LINDSEI subcorpus, 

the same metadata this research relies on (the speakers’ metadata can be found in Table 1 

below). Huang et al. (2018: 4) state that the Czech speakers were evaluated by two raters 

with an experience as Cambridge IELTS examiners, and that they “held recognized 

qualifications in teaching English” (ibid.); in case of disagreement, the two raters’ 

assessments were also supplemented by a third assessment done by a third rater, an IELTS 

examiner trainer. After participating in a rater standardization training, the two raters then 

assessed the Czech speakers of the Czech LINDSEI subcorpus based on range (lexical 

complexity), accuracy, fluency, phonological control, and coherence using the Two Band 

Fit (2BF) system, in which descriptors ranging from Band A1- to C2+ are used to assess 

the speakers. If the speakers’ performance was inconsistent across the four above 

mentioned assessment criteria, they would be awarded a “marked” profile (such as B1+ or 

B2-). The two raters would assess the speakers based on their recordings, the result of their 

assessment were five analytic scores and one global detailed CEFR proficiency level, as 

seen in Table 1 below. Furthermore, Huang et al. (2018: 9) inform that “the ratings on the 

CEFR scales were converted to numerical equivalents from 1 to 18”. Cited from Huang et 

al. (2018), all the metadata for all the speakers selected for this thesis’ research are 

presented in Table 1 below.  

3.1.3 Manual Processing 

As has been previously mentioned, before the extracts could be selected, manual pruning 

was necessary since the orthographic transcriptions contained a lot of material that was not 

needed for a lexical complexity analysis. The distinct features that were left out from the 

orthographic transcriptions were:  

(1) Unfinished words 

Words such as “the=” where the speaker wanted to say “they” and did not finish the word 

were left out of the analysis for the reason that we did not consider an unfinished word to be 

a word, that is, something analysable by Text Inspector which we used as a tool to obtain 

data (see details below).  

(2) Words labelled as “<foreign>”, therefore coming from another language 
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(3) Interviewer’s utterances 

(4) Filled pauses (such as (erm) or (mhm)) 

(5) Extralinguistic tags (such as <laughs> or <starts whispering>) 

(6) False starts (such as “I liked it was amazing there”) 

(7) Self-corrections (such as “she tooks she took”) 

(8) Repetitions (such as “it was it was nice”) 

(9) Words in English that the interviewer helped to translate because the interviewee did not know how to say them in English 

ID 
Range 

(R1) 

Range 

(R1) 

score 

Range 

(R2) 

Range 

(R2) 

score 

Range 

disagreement 

Holistic 

score (R1) 

Holistic 

score (R1) 

score 

Holistic 

score (R2) 

Holistic 

score (R2) 

score 

Holistic score 

disagreement 
R3 

Speaking 

proficiency on 

CEFR 

Words 

CZ001 C1 14 C1 14 0 C1 14 C1 14 0  C1 500 

CZ003 C1+ 15 C1 14 1 C1+ 15 C1 14 1  C1 500 

CZ004 B2 11 C1 14 3 B2- 10 C1- 13 3 B2 B2 500 

CZ008 C1- 13 C1+ 15 2 C1- 13 C1+ 15 2  C1 500 

CZ010 C1 14 C1+ 15 1 C1+ 15 C1 14 1  C1 500 

CZ011 B2+ 12 C1+ 15 3 C1- 13 C1+ 15 2  C1 500 

CZ013 C1- 13 C1 14 1 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2 B2 462 

CZ014 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2 B2 500 

CZ015 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2 B2 500 

CZ016 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2+ B2 500 

CZ018 C1- 13 C1 14 1 B2+ 12 C1 14 2 B2 B2 500 

CZ024 C1- 13 C1- 13 0 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2+ B2 500 

CZ025 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2+ 12 C1- 13 1 B2 B2 500 

CZ026 C1 14 C1+ 15 1 C1+ 15 C1+ 15 0  C1 500 

CZ028 C1- 13 C1 14 1 B2+ 12 C1 14 2 B2 B2 500 

CZ030 C1 14 C1 14 0 C1 14 C1 14 0  C1 500 

CZ034 C1+ 15 C1+ 15 0 C1 14 C1 14 0  C1 500 

CZ035 C1 14 C1+ 15 1 C1 14 C1 14 0  C1 500 

CZ036 C1 14 C1 14 0 C1 14 C1 14 0  C1 500 

CZ041 C1- 13 C1 14 1 B2+ 12 C1 14 2 B2 B2 500 

Table 1: The metadata of 10 B2 and 10 C1 speakers from the LINDSEI Czech subcorpus. The “Range” section of the table refers to the lexical complexity aspect of the speakers’ performance 

as rated by three raters (R1, R2 and if in disagreement, R3). Note that although the holistic score was not important for this thesis’ measures as such, it was the basis for assigning the speakers 

with their distinctive overall CEFR level; this CEFR level is then used as a main variable in this thesis’ research. 
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3.2 The Text Inspector Interface  

Text Inspector claims to be a “professional web tool for analysing texts”, suitable for 

“students, teachers, academics and anyone who wants to measure the vocabulary and 

discourse difficulty level of any text in English” (Bax, textinspector.com). The web tool, 

available online, offers to draw up a “detailed analysis of […] texts, combining a number of 

industry standard tests with our unique Scorecard”.  

Text Inspector offers a multitude of subscription options and it can also be used for free. 

However, when used for free, only 250 words can be analysed at any given time (400 if an 

account is created), the results cannot be exported and the “Lexis: EVP” option, the “Lexis: 

AWL” option and the “Scorecard” option (see all below) are unavailable. For the purposes 

of this thesis, the “Standard + EVP” subscription option was used, allowing the transcription 

samples to be analysed in their entirety and the data then to be consequently exported into 

CSV, with all tools of the website being made available (Bax, textinspector.com).  

Once logged in, the user who has previously subscribed to the service can input the text 

either in the “copy and paste” manner or import a plain text document directly from their 

computer. Before the analysis is run, the user can select their preference from three different 

“modes” of text (writing, reading or listening), these “modes” are useful later when the 

“Scorecard” option is used (“Scorecard” calculates results differently according to the 

“mode” that is selected). None of the online tools researched for the purposes of this thesis 

offer the possibility of analysing spoken language, thus, the author of this thesis has selected 

“writing mode” as the best of the three modes, for, at least, it should focus more on language 

output than the other modes, which could be considered as focusing more on students’ 

language input.  

The list of all the analyses Text Inspector can perform is included henceforth.   

3.2.1 Statistics 

The “Statistics” option provides the summary of the basic statistics of the text, listing the 

sentence count, token count, type count, average sentence length in words, type-token ratio, 

number count, syllable count, number of words with more than two syllables, percentage of 

words with more than two syllables, the number of average syllables per sentence, of average 

syllables per word and of syllables per hundred words. “Statistics” also provide Readability 

scores (namely, the Flesch Readability Ease, Flesch-Kincaid Grade and Gunning Fog Index). 

“Statistics” disclose the fact that sentences are counted orthographically, that is, from the 

capital letter at the beginning to the punctuation mark at the end (Bax, textinspector.com). 
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This represents a huge issue while evaluating a transcription of a spoken text, for the 

transcription is not structured into orthographically recognisable sentences. Therefore, the 

“Statistics” option yields distorted results when examining transcriptions of spoken language 

and was not used for the purposes of this thesis’ analysis.  

3.2.2 Lexical Diversity 

The “Lexical Diversity” option examines “the range of different words used in a text, 

with a greater range indicating a higher diversity“ (Bax, textinspector.com). The measures 

used by Text Inspector are VOCD and MTLD. This function was not used for the purposes 

of this thesis’ analysis. 

3.2.3 Tagger 

The “Tagger” tool analyses parts of speech and is a “modified version of TreeTagger” 

(Bax textinspector.com). Although identifying parts of speech does not seem a crucial point 

in a lexical word frequency analysis, it proved to be an essential step, since the same type 

(for example, I) can be identified as a multitude of different parts of speech if it is repeated 

several times in a row (once as a common noun, once as a personal pronoun and once as a 

proper noun) and its frequencies therefore may vary (Bax, textinspector.com) – this was not 

the issue with this research, since all the repetitions had been manually erased from the 

transcripts. The “Tagger” tool also allows the user to manually correct incorrect tagging, 

therefore, the parts of speech can be changed later if necessary. The “Lexis: COCA” tool 

uses the “Tagger” tool to measure word frequency.  

3.2.4 Errors 

This option shows spelling errors; this function was not used for the purposes of this 

thesis’ analysis. 

3.2.5 Lexis: EVP 

The “EVP” option categorises the words from the analysed extract into distinctive CEFR 

levels and “offers reliable information about which words (and importantly, which meanings 

of those words) and phrases are known and used by learners at each level of the Common 

European Framework (CEF)“ (English Vocabulary Profile 2015). Text Inspector offers 

statistics for these words, as well as their lists as sorted according to their CEFR level. The 

“Lexis: EVP” tool is accessible only with a paid subscription. Alongside the “Lexis: COCA” 

option, “Lexis: EVP” was used to order produced vocabulary in this thesis according to 

learner frequency, that is, at which CEFR level a learner is most likely to encounter a given 

http://englishprofile.org/component/content/?id=300&Itemid=119
http://englishprofile.org/component/content/?id=300&Itemid=119
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word or phrase. The “Lexis: EVP” tool is used here as an accompanying metrics to help with 

the correlation of the lexical frequency results yielded by “Lexis: COCA”.  

3.2.6 Lexis: BNC 

The “Lexis: BNC” tool relies on the BNC (British National Corpus) list to provide word 

frequencies. In all respects but the default corpus, this Text Inspector tool is similar to the 

“Lexis: COCA” tool below. This function was not used for the purposes of this thesis’ 

analysis. 

3.2.7 Lexis: COCA 

The main lexical frequency tool used for the purposes of this thesis was the “Lexis: 

COCA” tool, which draws its data from the Corpus of the Contemporary American English 

frequency list, which, according to Webb and Nation (2017: 23), should be representative of 

both written and spoken English vocabulary. Apart from providing lists and statistics, this 

tool can present the word frequencies visually in two diagrams (one diagram shows 

frequencies ranging between 0-10k, the other shows frequencies from 0k to 100k). The 

“Lexis: COCA” tool can provide a summary for the given text sample, showing (1) coverage 

(how much of the text was covered in percent, proper nouns and numbers are not processed 

for frequency), (2) tokens (total items), (3) types (unique items), (4) elements (includes 

homonyms), (5) total Lexical Frequency Count of tokens, (6) total Lexical Frequency Count 

of types, (7) mean LFC per 100 tokens, (8) mean LFC per 100 types, (9) and from 50th to 

80th percentile for both tokens and types. The “Lexis: COCA” tool can process words up to 

the 100k frequency level, and can show the words from the text sample sorted into the 

distinctive levels of frequency, always displaying the total number of the words in each 

lexical frequency in percentage as relative to the total number of elements in the text. As 

already mentioned above in the “Tagger” section, the “Lexis: COCA” tool relies on the 

“Tagger” tool to classify the distinct words into parts of speech. As is apparent from our 

description, the “Lexis: COCA” tool dissects the text into types and tokens, a manner 

common for corpus research.  

3.2.8 Lexis: AWL 

The “Lexis: AWL” is a tool available to subscribers only and it classifies words into 

different AWL (Academic Word List) levels using measures of lexical frequency. This 

function was not used for the purposes of this thesis’ analysis. 
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3.2.9 Metadiscourse 

The “Metadiscourse” tool classifies the words from a text sample into different categories 

of metadiscourse according to their “function” in the text as relative to the “aspects of the 

organization of a text” or the “writer’s stance towards the text’s content or towards the 

reader“ (i.e. disjuncts, linkers…) (Bax, textinspector.com). This function was not used for 

the purposes of this thesis’ analysis. 

3.2.10 Scorecard 

The “Scorecard” tool is available for paying subscribers only and provides a Lexical 

Score paired with a CEFR level (it assesses only vocabulary and metadiscourse). The 

“Scorecard” assigns the text sample a CEFR level on the most general level, breaking it into 

individual categories and providing analytical CEFR frames for each section. However, this 

tool is highly unfit to use for the purposes of this analysis since it calculates score based on 

the “mode” the user selects as they initially put the text into the engine (listening, writing, 

or reading). The speaking option is not available, and the results for the “writing mode” are 

highly imprecise since the metrics use the unit of an orthographical sentence for their 

calculations of proficiency. Due to these obstacles, the “Scorecard” yields highly distorted 

results for analyses of spoken language and was not used for the purposes of this thesis. 

3.3 Obtaining Data from Text Inspector 

Having chosen the “Lexis: COCA” and “Lexis: EVP” metrics for the analysis, the data 

was then exported to CSV and converted into a spreadsheet. The exported data for lexical 

frequency featured general statistics (as described in the “Lexis: COCA” section) as well as 

a list of types, individually tagged by the “Tagger” tool and assigned a frequency level from 

the COCA wordlist; also, the number of individual tokens pertaining to the distinctive types 

was included.  

The EVP lexical frequency data contain the statistics for the EVP analysis: that is, the 

number of words in all the distinctive CEFR categories (A1 to C2), as well as their 

percentage. As with the lexical frequency results, a list containing individual words from the 

sample and their assigned CEFR level can be extracted. 

While comparing the data obtained from the EVP analysis and the COCA analysis, it was 

obvious that the two tools assess the input data differently: COCA separates its tokens in the 

usual corpus manner, dissecting the text into individual tokens bearing individual functions 

(i.e. negation is a separate token from the verb, contracted forms of a personal pronoun and 

a verb are treated as two separate tokens); the data from “Lexis: COCA” did not feature any 
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phrasemes. On the other hand, the “Lexis: EVP” tool takes a more ELT-based look at the 

input data, categorizing the data into collocations and phrasemes which correspond to the 

structures learners acquire when they study English. For instance, while going to was 

labelled as two types by the Tagger for the COCA analysis (to was labelled as TO, going 

was labelled as “verb gerund/participle”), the EVP analysis showed going to as an A2 

collocation, the same situation was repeated with different phrasemes such as would like, 

return to, looked like, go out, go back, couldn’t and countless others. As this thesis intended 

to use the EVP measure to relate the lexical frequency analysis to CEFR levels, it became 

obvious just by looking at how the two tools process input text that the two tools would not 

return fully comparable results.   



  43 
 

 

 

 

 

4 Results from Text Inspector 

The Text Inspector online tool was used to calculate the numbers of types and tokens 

(distinguishing phrases where possible), and to classify them into two different frequency 

profiles. The first one categorized the types and tokens with reference to item frequency in 

the COCA corpus wordlist, the other one with reference to item frequency in the European 

Vocabulary Profile, taking into account items on the phraseological level as well (see section 

3.2 above for a more detailed description of both approaches). The key difference between 

the two approaches, as discussed in section 3.3 above, is that the “Lexis: COCA” tool 

itemizes the units as words, while the “Lexis: EVP” tool also considers multi-word units. 

The latter approach appears to be more appropriate for exploring learner language as the 

production of multi-word units (such as collocations, phrases and idioms) is precisely what 

characterizes a more idiomatic or advanced use of the L2 (see our qualitative study below). 

In this way, the verb run belongs to the A1 wordlist but the phrase make a run for it is C2. 

This difference is recognized by the “Lexis: EVP” tool. 

4.1 Lexical Frequency Results from the “Lexis: COCA” Profiler 

As observable in Table 2 below, most of the words produced by the B2 speakers were 

from the category of the first 1,000 most frequent words (as established in the COCA list). 

The speakers produced 1,337 types, ranging from 126 to 146 (the mean value was 137.7, 

SD=6.17). The subsequent frequency band of the second thousand most frequently used 

words is much less populated, with 195 types ranging from 15 to 24 (mean=19.5, SD=3.56). 

As the numbers get lower with each new frequency band, it is observable that low-frequency 

words appear in the analyzed excerpts only rarely. This tendency is apparent with virtually 

all the B2 speakers in Table 2. 

Table 3 further below provides a similar overview for the C1 speakers: the majority of 

types produced are in the highest frequency band of the first most frequent words (1,414 

types ranging from 121 to 157, with the mean value of 133.7 and SD of 8.91). Again, the 

second most frequent band (1-2K) is much less numerous, with 196 types ranging from 15 

to 24 (mean=19.6, SD=3.58), and there is a similar ratio of decrease in frequency in the 

successive frequency bands, with low frequency words even in the mid frequency bands (3-

10k) appearing very sparingly. 



  44 
 

 

 

 

 

 

B2 speakers 

Frequency band cz004 cz013 cz014 cz015 cz016 cz018 cz024 cz025 cz028 cz041 Total Mean SD 

0-1K 134 130 146 134 127 143 133 126 135 129 1337 133.7 6.17 

1K-2K 15 15 16 20 23 24 17 24 23 18 195 19.5 3.56 

2K-3K 11 5 10 9 8 12 15 12 10 14 106 10.6 2.76 

3K-4K 6 10 10 14 7 10 10 6 4 14 91 9.1 3.18 

4K-5K 3 4 9 2 8 5 1 3 4 6 45 4.5 2.42 

5K-6K 1 4 1 6 3 4 4 3 2 1 29 2.9 1.58 

6K-7K 1 2 0 4 4 4 1 0 2 2 20 2 1.48 

7K-8K 1 1 0 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 13 1.3 0.78 

8K-9K 0 4 3 4 2 2 2 1 4 1 23 2.3 1.35 

9K-10K 4 1 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 26 2.6 0.80 

10K-20K 6 3 2 5 10 10 7 5 2 3 53 5.3 2.83 

20K-30K 4 1 4 3 1 2 6 2 3 2 28 2.8 1.47 

30K-40K 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 2 1 0 10 1 0.63 

40K-50K 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 4 0.4 0.49 

50K-60K 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 5 0.5 0.67 

60K-70K 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.1 0.30 

70K-80K 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.2 0.40 

80K-90K 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0.2 0.40 

90K-100K 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4 0.4 0.49 

100K+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Off-list 4 14 9 2 8 9 5 10 2 5 68 6.8 3.66 

Table 2: Number of types in COCA frequency bands for the 10 B2 speakers. 

C1 speakers 

Frequency band cz001 cz003 cz008 cz010 cz011 cz026 cz030 cz034 cz035 cz036 Total Mean SD 

0-1K 146 140 121 144 135 137 157 147 145 142 1414 141.4 8.91 

1K-2K 20 21 21 18 11 18 26 19 21 21 196 19.6 3.58 

2K-3K 9 14 6 5 6 11 7 10 13 13 94 9.4 3.14 

3K-4K 6 9 11 6 4 4 9 6 10 7 72 7.2 2.32 

4K-5K 3 3 7 4 5 2 1 5 7 4 41 4.1 1.87 

5K-6K 4 3 1 1 2 4 1 3 0 2 21 2.1 1.30 

6K-7K 3 1 2 3 4 4 2 1 1 3 24 2.4 1.11 

7K-8K 1 0 2 1 3 4 1 0 2 2 16 1.6 1.20 

8K-9K 4 3 2 0 1 1 1 5 2 0 19 1.9 1.58 

9K-10K 1 3 2 2 4 3 1 4 3 3 26 2.6 1.02 

10K-20K 3 4 6 4 11 6 1 3 7 9 54 5.4 2.87 

20K-30K 1 3 0 1 0 4 0 2 1 4 16 1.6 1.50 

30K-40K 2 4 0 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 12 1.2 1.33 

40K-50K 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0.2 0.40 

50K-60K 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0.3 0.46 

60K-70K 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.1 0.30 

70K-80K 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 0.4 0.49 

80K-90K 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

90K-100K 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 0.3 0.46 

100K+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Off-list 4 5 12 11 2 5 4 5 9 2 59 5.9 3.36 

Table 3: Number of types in COCA frequency bands for the 10 C1 speakers. 

If we compare the two sets of data as visualized in Figure 2 below, we see that the rapidly 

decreasing tendency is almost identical for both of the levels of proficiency. To establish 

whether there were any statistically significant differences in any of the lexical frequency 

bands, chi-square tests were carried out. Possibly owing to the low numbers of items in the 
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low-frequency bands (as explored in section 5.1 in more detail), the results were not 

statistically significant and it thus appears that the C1 speakers in the LINDSEI corpus do 

not make a greater use of low-frequency words than the B2 speakers. 

 

 

Figure 2: A visual representation of the mean values of the “Lexis: COCA” data for both B2 and C1 speakers.  

4.2 Results from the “Lexis: EVP” Profiler 

Table 4 below shows the numbers of word types produced by B2 speakers as measured 

by the “Lexis: EVP” metrics in Text Inspector. We can see that the majority of the word 

types can be found in the first (and lowest) EVP band: the speakers produced 1,107 word 

types ranging from 100 to 121 (the mean value is 110.7, SD=7.32). The data from the 

subsequent band, which features words generally known at the A2 (second lowest) level, has 

a decreasing tendency, the total number of items produced in this band is 336 (the mean 

value is 33.6, SD=6.02). When looking at the subsequent lower levels, it is observable that 

the numbers of items in the highest and more advanced EVP bands (C1 and C2) are scarce 

with all the speakers. 
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B2 speakers 

EVP band cz004 cz013 cz014 15 cz016 cz018 cz024 cz025 cz028 cz041 Total Mean SD 

A1 109 112 113 118 108 121 104 101 121 100 1107 110.7 7.32 

A2 38 21 32 29 28 40 36 42 37 33 336 33.6 6.02 

B1 16 23 21 25 25 27 22 18 19 32 228 22.8 4.47 

B2 7 9 11 12 9 17 21 8 5 12 111 11.1 4.55 

C1 1 3 3 4 1 3 1 1 2 3 22 2.2 1.08 

C2 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 6 0.6 0.80 

Unlisted 13 18 19 11 26 10 11 17 6 16 147 14.7 5.40 

Table 4: Numbers of word types produced by 10 speakers from the B2 level, the types are categorised into their 

distinctive EVP bands.  

As observable in Table 5 below, most of the word types produced by the C1 speakers 

were from the first, lowest EVP band as well, with the total number of types being 1,142 

(the mean value is 114.2, SD=12.28); the types were ranging between 99 and 137. The 

subsequent band (A2) shows a decreasing tendency: the total number of items is 379, mean 

value 37.9, SD=5.87. The overall tendency of all the subsequent, more advanced bands to 

show fewer and fewer items is apparent with all the 10 C1 speakers. 

C1 speakers 

EVP band cz004 cz013 cz014 cz015 cz016 cz018 cz024 cz025 cz028 cz041 Total Mean SD 

A1 127 114 100 122 99 102 137 123 114 104 1142 114.2 12.28 

A2 41 44 29 39 29 42 34 36 37 48 379 37.9 5.87 

B1 14 17 16 9 29 24 19 18 26 19 191 19.1 5.59 

B2 4 12 10 6 11 11 2 11 11 14 92 9.2 3.66 

C1 1 1 2 1 0 3 1 2 4 2 17 1.7 1.10 

C2 0 0 2 1 4 2 0 2 2 4 17 1.7 1.42 

Unlisted 8 17 25 17 5 10 10 9 21 12 134 13.4 6.02 

Table 5: Numbers of word types produced by 10 speakers from the C1 level, the types are categorised into their 

distinctive EVP bands.  

Comparing the two sets of data using the EVP results (see Figure 3 below) shows that the 

two data sets are very similar again. The chi-square tests did not reveal any significant 

differences for most of the bands, except for the last one, the C2 band: here the C1 

speakers used more C2 vocabulary (χ2=5.26, p < 0.05) in total, which would seem to 

imply that they are in command of more advanced vocabulary. Except, this result is 

attested for the sum of all of the speakers and if we were to compare speakers as 

individuals, the resulting numbers of instances would be too low to reach statistical 

significance and not to be interpreted as rather random occurrences. 
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Figure 3: A visual representation of the mean values of “Lexis: EVP” data for both B2 and C1 speakers.  

On the whole, neither of the two tests carried out in the Text Inspector succeeded in 

proving the hypothesis that at these two neighbouring levels of proficiency the more 

proficient speakers will make a greater use of low-frequency words. However, there 

was a marginal increase in the use of C2 classified vocabulary by the C1 speakers, 

which could be possibly interpreted as confirmation of the hypothesis – if the result 

could be confirmed in more speakers than was available in our sample. 
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5 Discussion of Quantitative Results 

As discussed in section 2.6 of this thesis, Milton (2009: 137) claims that lexical 

sophistication measures are sensitive to genre, register and to individual stylistic choices of 

the writers or speakers, written texts exhibiting the tendency to feature more infrequent 

vocabulary than spoken discourse, explicitly stating that “[l]exical sophistication measures 

of free language output may not be as informative about the knowledge or ability of the 

learner as has been hoped” (ibid.: 137-138). Yet he claims that measuring “lexical qualities 

of specific texts within a single genre” in carefully controlled tasks could still be useful 

(ibid.: 138).  

5.1 Variables Influencing the Results: Genre and Word-Count 

Milton’s (ibid.) statement partly answers the question of why the results of this research 

turned out to be inconclusive: lexical frequency research may be sensitive to the genre of 

the texts analysed, and thus, any spoken production may be abundant in the amount 

of high lexical frequency words produced by the speakers. Thus, a much larger sample 

of words of much larger sample of speakers would be needed to be produced by the 

speakers to yield more telling results.  

The fact that speech features a large amount of high frequency words is also related to 

the principle of the Zipf’s law, formulated by George Kingsley Zipf in 1949 (Webb & 

Nation 2017: 20): Zipf’s law, as explained by Webb and Nation (ibid.), says in statistical 

terms that “if we rank words according to their use, there is a patterned decline in the 

frequency of items. Zipf found that there are a small number of very frequent words and a 

very large number of infrequent words. This means that if we look at the vocabulary in any 

text, the majority of words will occur only once or twice. There will be a few words that 

occur many times in a text, but most of these will be function words such as articles, 

conjunctions, auxiliary words, etc.” (ibid.: 20-21). In other words: high-frequency 

vocabulary will take up the majority of the wordcount in any text, with a few types 

being repeated over and over again; low-frequency vocabulary will be only marginally 

present, with a greater variety of types occurring once or twice.  Milton (2009: 23) 

supports this deduction, saying that “words in the first 1000-word band are roughly 11 times 

more frequent, on average, than words in the second band, and 40 times more frequent than 

words in the fifth frequency band“.  

Webb and Nation (2017: 20) present a table (Table 6) showing “the percentage of 

vocabulary that is found at each of five BNC/COCA word frequency levels in a corpus of 
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88 television programmes. The differences between the percentages indicate the relative 

value of knowing vocabulary at each level.” (ibid.: 21), saying that:  

[Table 6] shows the diminishing value of knowing words at the first, second, fifth, 

tenth, and 20th 1,000 word frequency levels. At the fifth 1,000 word frequency level, 

the words represent less than 1% of the words in the television programmes; and 

knowing the 20th 1,000 most frequent words represents only 0.01% of the 

vocabulary. Because the relative value of words diminishes quickly, there is not a 

great deal of difference between the values of words at the lower-frequency levels. 

(Webb & Nation 2017: 21) 

 

Table 6: Webb and Nation’s (2017: 20) table showing the percentage of different frequency levels in a corpus of 

television programmes. 

Essentially, this means that any spoken utterance (or, alternatively, any written text) 

produced by any L2 English speaker would contain mostly frequent words (89.47% in 

the first and second thousand level alone, according to Table 6), and the number of 

infrequent words would be rapidly diminishing – Webb and Nation (2017: 21) advocate 

prioritizing learning words from approximately the first three thousand most frequent levels, 

since “there may be little practical value in prioritizing words from one level over those in 

another, as the difference in value between them will be so insignificant” (ibid.).  

In addition to the tendency of the oral genre to exhibit less infrequent vocabulary, and the 

tendency of any oral production to feature only 5% of total words to be over the second 

thousand most frequent words, the fact that the speakers spoke English as their second 

language (L2) and the fact that they had to actively produce the language (instead of only 

recognizing low frequency words receptively) constitute two important additional factors: 

Milton (2009: 117) claims that productive vocabulary knowledge tends to be lower than 

receptive vocabulary knowledge; that is, that learners might recognise more low 

frequency words passively than they would actually actively use themselves. Foster 

(2000: 356) also reports that L2 speaker complexity might lower even more when they are 

put under communicative pressure.  
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Overall, it seems that L2 speakers need to produce a considerably-sized number of 

words for any research to even be able to capture enough low frequency vocabulary to 

measure it conclusively; a much larger number of speakers would definitely have to 

produce more vocabulary than what the Czech subcorpora of LINDSEI oral learner corpus 

can offer.  

5.2 Variables Influencing the Results: Level and Numbers of Speakers 

The LINDSEI subcorpus was also very limited in the number and level of speakers, 

containing 12 speakers of B2 level, 36 C1 speakers and 2 C2 speakers in total. To be able to 

compare B2 and C1 speakers, 10 C1 speakers had to be selected out of the total corpus 

sample of 36 to match the number of B2 speakers (10 B2 speakers were selected for 

wordcount reasons). The speakers’ data had to be mutually comparable, even in the amount 

of words the speakers produced, therefore, that is why no higher wordcount than 500 words 

could be selected because although a lot of the speakers produced far more than 500 words 

(even exceeding the 1,000 word count threshold in many cases), there was also a substantial 

number of speakers who barely reached the 500 wordcount level. In other words, there was 

a great inconsistency in how many words individual speakers uttered, and due to these 

inconsistencies, only a small amount of the total monologue material could be selected for 

comparison.  

Yet, perhaps one of the greatest variables influencing the overall results was the 

speakers’ CEFR level. As apparent from Table 1 containing the speakers’ metadata (in 

section 3.1.2), all the speakers received very high ratings in terms of their lexical complexity 

(a measure called range in Table 1), the ratings sometimes differed only in terms of 

individual points awarded to the distinctive speakers by the raters, and it could be said that 

all the ratings of all the speakers were very close, almost bordering on one another; their 

level of advancedness was so high it was almost indistinguishable. Consequently, their 

lexical frequency and EVP results come out very close to one another as well. Therefore, a 

much wider gap in the advancedness (in the CEFR level) of the speakers would be 

needed to be able to better determine whether the lexical frequency measures used in 

this thesis to assess lexical frequency are conclusive. The issue of whether the post-hoc 

tests, even if performed by reliable, trained examiners, can actually conclusively assess such 

advanced levels of CEFR proficiency, with so many speakers bordering on one another, 

remains unclear. 
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5.3 Limitations of Focusing Solely on Lexical Frequency 

Words can be differentiated on the basis of how frequently they appear in the language: 

words with low frequency appear infrequently and the learner is unlikely to encounter such 

words often, words with high frequency appear frequently in all dimensions of the language 

and the learner will probably encounter them frequently and in early stages of their L2 

development; the frequency of a word affects when a word is likely to be learnt (Milton 

2009: 22). In addition to this, infrequent words encountered occasionally are harder to use 

in production (ibid.: 117).  

Yet in this thesis, the EVP and COCA measures were impossible to correlate. Why? 

Although Milton’s (2009) comment seemingly unites the two approaches, the difference 

here lies in the way each of the measures process data. As has been mentioned in section 3.3 

of this thesis, “Lexis: COCA” as a corpus-based tool dissects language into individual 

tokens, which it later relates to the lexical frequency wordlist. The European Vocabulary 

Profile, on the other hand, works with learner language and the typical lexemes and chunks 

a learner on a given level is able to produce. By incorporating chunks and phrases, as well 

as individual words, the EVP measure can assess a learner produced text based on larger 

segments, not based on native-language-based type frequencies. Any text processed by Text 

Inspector is examined for these larger segments that have been defined in advance and 

therefore takes a more complex view on learner language than ‘how many times a word 

occurs in a collection of native-speaker texts’ (i.e. the corpora). This vast difference in data 

processing and basic principles are the reason why the two given measures are incomparable 

for the purposes of this research, in the extent in which they are provided by Text Inspector. 

Lexical frequency as a measure of lexical sophistication is a very limited field of research 

since it focuses only on vocabulary and only on the complexity of that vocabulary; 

theoretically, if a learner produced a sentence like *Feline were lounging on settee., their 

lexical complexity (as measured by lexical frequency) would be very high – because feline, 

lounging and settee are all low frequency words – but the fact that the learner has made two 

mistakes in articles and one mistake in the past tense of the verb to be is completely 

overlooked (therefore, their accuracy, if measured, would be probably very low). Similarly, 

some fluency measures, like false starts and repetitions, are overlooked as well. Even in 

cases when the learner uses a wrong word, as it is always observable from the context what 

the learner was trying to say, lexical frequency measures have to count this word as a valid 

token. Therefore, if a comprehensive and general assessment of a learners’ performance is 
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sought, lexical complexity measures alone cannot produce a reliable result due to the 

above-mentioned disregard for other learner performance criteria (the reader must still 

be reminded the focus of this thesis was different and much narrower).  

5.4 Text Inspector and Its Suitability for Measuring Oral Speech 

Overall, it must be stated that the results of this research were inconclusive mostly due to 

the above-mentioned variables, however, during the research, it was observed that some Text 

Inspector features were less suited for researching oral production than others (as mentioned 

in section 3.2).  

During the extraction and interpretation of the results, the fact that the text samples were 

regarded as large sentences was one of the greatest drawbacks, due to which some of the 

statistics offered by Text Inspector had to be regarded as invalid. However, this would be 

the issue with any automated software which would be using the unit of an orthographic 

sentence as one of its measures. The different tagging of the “Lexis: COCA” tool and the 

“Lexis: EVP” tool (see sections 3.2 and 3.3) caused the two measures to be incomparable. 

In addition, the user interface was sometimes hard to understand and the creators offered 

little help as to the meaning of the items in question. Despite its limitations, Text Inspector 

represents a quickly accessible, readily available tool for assessing learners’ written 

performance and ascertaining the level of texts for different CEFR levels. This is an 

important aspect to be mentioned, because despite its creators claiming that the software is 

a “professional tool” for academics to measure “the vocabulary and discourse difficulty 

level of any text in English“ (Bax, textinspector.com), the software is more suited for 

teachers than for researchers, and offers a better understanding of student writing, rather 

than their speech; its excellent potential also lies in assessing whether a given text is 

suitable for students of different levels. The usability of Text Inspector for the assessment 

of spoken texts would need to be further proved, as it remains inconclusive and lacking at 

the present moment.  
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6 The Qualitative Approach 

To supplement this research’s quantitative results, a qualitative approach was used in 

assessment of the speakers’ data: 5 C1 speakers and 5 B2 speakers were selected for this 

analysis to see whether there was truly no difference in their performance as the quantitative 

data suggest. The speakers were selected according to their range rating (see Table 1), the 

C1 speakers with the highest scores and B2 speakers with the lowest range scores were 

selected, so that the gap between them would be as big as possible; nevertheless, as stated in 

section 5.2, the ratings of all the speakers were still very close to one another. Table 7 below 

lists all the speakers considered for this qualitative analysis. 

6.1 Method 

The same speech transcripts that were used for the quantitative analysis (section 4 of this 

thesis) were used for this qualitative analysis as well. The orthographic transcripts of the 

speakers were examined for complex words by the author of this thesis: the complex words 

were highlighted and counted (see Appendix for the files containing this examination of the 

transcripts in their full length). The counted types were then separated into categories which 

would help the analysis and interpretation of results (the categories are presented in Table 

7). 

A question has immediately arisen: what words were considered complex? This depended 

largely on what the human evaluator, the author of this thesis, deemed advanced, complex 

and something not expected in the production of intermediate L2 English speakers according 

to the author’s own teaching experience. Consequently, the findings are subjective and are 

only included here to provide a different perspective at looking at the data that has already 

been inconclusively examined.    

6.2 Results 

Table 7 below contains the total number of word types counted for each speaker of both 

CEFR levels. It is apparent that C1 speakers produced more words that were considered 

complex (the total number of types ranged from 32 to 47, the mean value was 37.4, SD = 

5.94) than B2 speakers (the total number of types produced by B2 speakers ranged from 15 

to 28, the mean value was 20.2, SD = 6.26). 
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Figure 4 below provides a visual representation of the mean values for C1 speakers and B2 speakers respectively in each of the categories. 

In alignment with the fact that C1 speakers produced significantly more (χ2=27.25, p < 0.001) word types that were labelled as complex 

than B2 speakers in general, another fact is immediately observable: C1 speakers produced more (χ2=10.4, p < 0.05) nouns that were 

complex, more adverbs (χ2=8.1, p < 0.05) that were complex, more complex cohesive devices (χ2=14.8, p < 0.001) and more complex 

intensifiers/quantifiers (χ2=5.6, p < 0.05). Results in the remaining categories were not statistically significant. The author of this thesis 

considers especially the last three categories to be the best indicators of complexity due to the nature of the examples produced as listed below.  

 

Figure 4: Visual representation of mean values of all speakers of both levels with respect to word type categories. 
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Qualitative analysis of complex word types with selected C1 and B2 speakers

C1 B2

 B2 speakers C1 speakers 

cz014 cz015 cz016 cz024 cz025 Mean SD cz003 cz010 cz026 cz034 cz035 Mean SD 

total 28 16 26 16 15 20.2 6.26 33 32 38 37 47 37.4 5.94 

verbs 13 8 7 5 5 7,6 3.29 8 4 13 11 10 9.2 3.42 

nouns 7 5 4 5 1 4,4 2.19 8 8 12 10 11 9.8 1.79 

adjectives 5 1 10 4 5 5 3.24 9 2 5 6 9 6.2 2.95 

adverbs 1 0 1 1 1 0.8 0.45 2 5 3 1 6 3.4 2.07 

cohesive devices 1 1 0 0 2 0.8 0.84 1 5 2 3 9 4 3.16 

complex intensifiers/quantifiers 1 1 3 1 1 1.4 0.89 4 7 2 5 1 3.8 2.39 

complex verb phrases, tenses 0 0 1 0 0 0.2 0.45 1 1 1 1 0 0.8 0.45 

Table 7: Complex word types produced by both C1 and B2 speakers as evaluated by the author of this thesis in a supplementary qualitative evaluation. 
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The categories into which the word types produced were classified listed in Table 7 are 

not adduced here to strictly and rigidly compare the numbers of items produced by each 

CEFR level; rather, they should serve as indicators of overall general tendencies. First, 

however, it is necessary to explain the categories themselves, and list a few examples of 

each, since these were devised by the author of this thesis to better illustrate the tendencies 

of each of the two categories.  

Verbs included complex types in both active and passive, as well as non-finite forms such 

as infinitives, gerunds and participles. Examples of word types classified as verbs include 

found (sth to be sth); is set; is taking place; went through; calls up; wasn’t supposed to; 

maintain; deceive or (to be) intrigued. Therefore, it is obvious that when a human evaluator 

assesses complexity, they are prone to pay attention to the context, i.e. what precedes and 

what follows: in the example of is taking place produced by speaker cz015, “is”, “taking” 

and “place” could be considered as high frequency, low complex words if they occurred 

separately, however, they do not exist separately, they make up a complex verb phrase, and 

the knowledge of phrasal verbs is usually considered as advanced and complex language 

knowledge by educators and textbooks. Also, “find sth to be + adj”, which was the example 

produced by speaker cz014 (the speaker explicitly said “I found it very interesting”) is quite 

different and decidedly more complex than the meaning of find in I found my keys in my bag.  

Nouns and adjectives are numerous categories in this qualitative analysis as well, with 

examples like (to be) worth (sth); fates; obedient; barren; forthcoming; steep; enclosing, 

heather; outskirts; muppet; of my age; expertise; fond of; staggering; challenging; 

ornamental. Here, the complexity resides in the advancedness of this vocabulary, 

occasionally also in phraseology (i.e. be worth sth, the way of sth): collocations and fixed 

phrases are usually considered as advanced and complex. Adverbs appeared sparingly: eg. 

so far, at all, further; ever since, thus far, two years before that; artificially; otherwise. 

Specifically, C1 speakers from this sample operated with more complex temporal adverbs 

than B2 speakers.  

Cohesive devices were these devices which contributed towards the overall cohesion of 

the utterance or helped to give some logical organisation and structure. Examples include et 

cetera; after all, and so on; firstly; as much as (it is a big city), as such; for some reason; 

although; at least; whether; therefore; to tell the truth; in fact; as opposed to; to start on 

(how); whether you want them or not; despite; to say the least; as in. Thanks to these 

cohesive devices, the text is more sophisticated, more elaborate, more complex, more tightly 

knit, and more logically sequenced. 
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Complex intensifiers or quantifiers included examples such as quite (an/a); kind of; quite 

a bit, sort of, about (five euro); enough; pretty; a couple of; a bit; that much; way too many; 

rather; way more; enough. Again, C1 speakers used a greater number and variety of 

intensifiers or quantifiers. The examples of complex verb phrases and tenses entailed mainly 

conditionals and elaborate temporal sequencing used to a great stylistic effect and in this 

aspect, C1 speakers exhibited the same tendency of producing more complex vocabulary. 

6.3 Discussion 

This supplementary quantitative research has demonstrated that there is indeed some 

difference in lexical complexity between C1 and B2 speakers, albeit only to a limited extent. 

This difference lies greatly in multi-word phrases which are used more by C1 speakers and 

which combine high frequency words to create a specific phrase with a more limited usage: 

such multi-word combinations can be noticed by a human evaluator and labelled as an 

independently functioning item with its own complexity, and it seems that automated text 

sequencers such as Text Inspector are not as sensitive to these multi-word expressions as a 

human evaluator is and for the most part, fail to notice them. The question arises to what 

extent is it the occurrence of precisely these lexical units that may have made the raters 

evaluate these speakers as belonging to the C1 level.  
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7 Conclusion 

This thesis examined measuring lexical complexity at L2 speakers of English with lexical 

frequency wordlists. First, we looked at the CAF triad in the source literature: the research 

in complexity, accuracy and fluency stems from the research done in different L1s, evolving 

into a reliable and verifiable measure of learners’ performance in L2. Although there is yet 

much to be known about the measure of complexity itself, in essence, it can be described as 

“the ability to use a wide and varied range of sophisticated structures and vocabulary in the 

L2”. The CAF triad can be used both as an independent and a dependent variable and it 

began to be examined in TBLL and in psycholinguistics. The CAF measures have not yet 

been proved to have a linear relationship with L2 proficiency.  

Consequently, our attention shifted to complexity itself, emphasizing the fact that a 

precise universal and unified definition of the concept is still not firmly established: perhaps 

the most comprehensive and detailed taxonomy of different levels of complexity came from 

Bulté and Housen (2012), who, after having incorporated Housen, Kuiken and Vedder’s 

(2012a: 10, 14) distinction of lexical and syntactic complexity into their taxonomy, 

distinguished several different levels of complexity: relative complexity and absolute 

complexity (p. 23): absolute complexity could be further distinguished into propositional 

complexity, discourse interactional complexity and linguistic complexity (p. 24-25). We saw 

that linguistic complexity could be further divided into structure and system complexity, 

depending on whether we focus on the “width” or “depth” of a learner’s linguistic system 

(ibid.: 25). Structure complexity was further divided into formal and functional complexity 

(ibid.).  

A different taxonomy was provided by Pallotti (2015), who, apart from distinguishing 

absolute and relative complexity as seen in Bulté and Housen’s (2012) model, distinguishes 

several other types of complexity: structural, cognitive, developmental complexity (p. 118); 

Kolmogorov complexity, Effective complexity (p. 119); system complexity, text 

complexity, grammatical complexity, stylistic complexity (p. 119-120); morphological 

complexity, syntactic complexity and lexical complexity (p. 121-126). What is more 

important, Pallotti (2015) infers that complexity is of linear nature, although having stated 

before that this claim has to be “demonstrated, not assumed” (2009: 4) – Bulté and Housen 

(2014) dismiss this notion as unproven (p. 45). Although Pallotti (2015) provided quite an 

extensive model, this thesis relies on Bulté and Housen’s (2012) description of the taxonomy 

of complexity since we deem it more transparent and widely acknowledged.  



  58 
 

 

 

 

 

Later, we saw that in psycholinguistic research, there were two models in which the CAF 

triad played an important role and which stood opposite to one another: the Limited 

Attentional Capacity Model and the Multiple Resources Attentional Model. Since this thesis 

did not focus on psycholinguistics, these two models nor TBLL (Task Based Language 

Learning) were not paid much attention here. 

Since we have already established that lexical complexity would be the focus of this 

thesis, we looked at how lexical complexity can be measured: the basic distinction of lexical 

complexity measures is that of text-internal and text-external measures (Skehan 2009: 514; 

cited in Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146). Text-internal measures work within the text itself and 

prime examples include the TTR (Type-Token Ratio) (Czwenar 2013: 83), Guiraud Index 

(Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146) or Advanced Guiraud Index (Bulté & Housen 2014: 50) and 

D-value (Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146). Examples of text-external lexical complexity 

measures include mainly lexical sophistication measures which use various automated 

computer software tools to compare the given samples with different frequency wordlists, 

some of which only count words up to or from certain frequencies. Milton (2009: 137) points 

out that the lexical sophistication measures are sensitive to genre, register and individual 

stylistic choices and that spoken texts tend to contain fewer low-frequency vocabulary. Yet, 

he claims that some lexical qualities within a single genre could be useful to examine (ibid.: 

138).  

Since only limited aspects of lexical complexity have been measured so far (Bulté and 

Housen 2012: 34), this thesis seeks to help fill the research gap by focusing on measuring 

lexical complexity in oral speech of L2 learners of English by using a conventional and 

widely available online tool which compares the words of given samples to a COCA 

frequency wordlist. Some up-to-date research focusing on oral speech showed inconsistent 

and sometimes inconclusive results as to whether lexical frequency and learner proficiency 

levels are intertwined, that is, whether advanced speakers would use more complex 

vocabulary: this thesis aims to follow in exploring this issue further using the Czech 

subcorpus of the LINDSEI oral learner corpora.  

Therefore, we have defined the following hypothesis: presuming that speakers rated 

as C1 should be more advanced than speakers rated as B2, we predict that C1 speakers 

will exhibit higher lexical complexity than B2 speakers and will produce more low-

frequency vocabulary than B2 speakers. 

Our researched material consisted of 20 orthographically transcribed monologues of 10 

B2 speakers and 10 C1 speakers: the monologues were 500 words long (except for one 
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speaker whose monologue was 462 words long) and were pruned of any unfinished words, 

foreign words, interviewer’s utterances, filled pauses, extralinguistic tags, false starts, self-

corrections, repetitions, and words which the interviewer helped translate. This thesis also 

outlined the user interface of Text Inspector, the online tool used to obtain quantitative data 

about the lexical frequencies. Specifically, two measures of Text Inspector were used for the 

purposes of this research: “Lexis: COCA” and “Lexis: EVP”: “Lexis: COCA” dissected the 

texts into tokens (in a similar way any corpus tool does), tagged them and provided their 

respective lexical frequency bands; “Lexis: EVP” dissected the text into chunks (these could 

have been single tokens or phrases) and sorted them into corresponding CEFR levels (from 

A1 to C2) according to when learners are likely to know them – both metrics provided 

overall statistics, as well as lists of types assigned to the distinctive frequency bands. As the 

two sets of data were compared, it became apparent that they would not be able to be 

correlated because of the different way the two tools processed the data.  

As we looked at the COCA lexical frequency results, we could see that the majority of 

the types produced came from the first 1,000 lexical frequency band (1,337 types in total for 

B2 speakers, 1,414 types for C1 speakers in total), with the numbers of tokens increasing 

rapidly with every next subsequent frequency band (2,000 frequency band: 195 types B2/196 

types C1; 3,000 frequency band: 106 types B2/94 types C1; 4,000 frequency band: 91 types 

B2/72 types C1), this tendency was observable in both CEFR levels equally. None of the 

results proved to be statistically significant and it was not proved that C1 speakers in our 

research would make greater use of low-frequency vocabulary than B2 speakers.  

Turning to the EVP frequency results, the results had a similar tendency to be rapidly 

decreasing with every next EVP band: with the majority of the types coming from the first 

(and lowest) EVP band (A1) (1,107 types for B2 speakers, 1,142 types for C1 speakers). The 

subsequent bands showed the same decreasing tendency as we observed in the COCA lexical 

frequency results (A2 band: 336 types B2/379 types C1; B1 band: 228 types B2/191 types 

C1; B2 band: 111 types B2/92 types C1). The chi-square tests did not reveal any significant 

differences for most of the bands except for the C2 band, where the C1 speakers produced 

more C2 vocabulary than the B2 speakers (17 types to 6), however, looking at the individual 

C1 speakers, such conclusion would be misleading to make, since the chi-square test was 

performed on the collective results of the whole group and individual numbers of instances 

would be too low to reach statistical significance. Overall, neither of the two lexical 

frequency metrics from Text Inspector that were used for this research proved that C1 

speakers would indeed be the more prolific users of low-frequency vocabulary: the marginal 
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increase in the use of C2 classified vocabulary by the C1 speakers could be seen as the 

confirmation of our hypothesis provided that the result could be confirmed in any subsequent 

study with more speakers.  

 Yet, knowing that results of the two lexical sophistication metrics were inconclusive has 

little worth if we cannot understand the reasons for this: sensitivity to the oral genre, the 

low wordcount, too advanced CEFR levels of speakers bordering on each other and 

low number of speakers participating. Let us briefly comment on these variables further 

in the subsequent paragraphs.  

1) Sensitivity to the genre: in accordance with Milton’s (2009: 137) prediction, our 

researched material proved to be sensitive to genre – oral production features a large 

amount of high-frequency vocabulary and Zipf’s law is also in operation, which 

predicts that high-frequency vocabulary will take up the majority of the wordcount in 

any text, with a few types being repeated over and over again; low-frequency 

vocabulary will be only marginally present, with a greater variety of types occurring 

once or twice. Oral genre is even more sensitive to being abundant in low-frequency 

vocabulary because the pressure put on L2 speakers might have lowered the 

complexity of their vocabulary (Foster 2000: 356) and their productive vocabulary 

knowledge tends to be lower than their receptive vocabulary knowledge (Milton 

2009: 117). Since there is now a considerable gap in research concerning the oral 

genre, the other variables (as listed below) would have to be dealt with so that this 

sensitivity to genre and the natural law governing human production of language 

would be overcome as much as possible.  

2) Low wordcount and low number of speakers participating: in accordance with 

the previous point, it transpires that L2 speakers of English need to produce a 

substantial amount of vocabulary to even be able to capture enough low-frequency 

vocabulary to be measured conclusively. The source material used for this thesis 

analysis was the Czech subcorpus of the LINDSEI spoken learner corpus, which 

contained only 12 speakers of B2 level, the wordcount of two of which was too low 

to be included in our selection of speakers. And to be able to compare the two CEFR 

level groups objectively, it was advantageous to select an equal number of C1 

speakers to match the number of B2 speakers. Due to the high amount of pruning that 

had to be done on the texts (unpruned texts confused the tagger in Text Inspector), 

some speakers could barely produce 500 words while others produced double that 

size with ease: a middle course had to be found and that level proved to be 500 (or 
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slightly under). Therefore, examining more speakers who would independently 

produce more material could yield more conclusive results.  

3) The advancedness of our CEFR speakers: as was previously said, the LINDSEI 

corpus offered the B2, C1 and C2 (very limited) level of speakers for examination. 

That, on its own, would not be indicative of any issue were our speakers not so close 

to one another in terms of lexical complexity as rated by the raters. The differences in 

the speakers’ lexical complexity were rated as minimal and the ratings of the speakers 

bordered on one another even across their respective CEFR levels and their level of 

advancedness was almost indistinguishable. Apart from questioning whether even 

trained and experienced raters can conclusively and reliably assess the CEFR levels 

of the speakers (when our detailed quantitative analysis was not able to distinguish 

any difference conclusively), and which features of the oral production they used 

exactly to establish the given CEFR levels, we can only recommend that less 

advanced (or better distinguished) CEFR levels be used for future analyses.  

Alas, is it really true that their oral productions were not different in any way? Since we 

were convinced that there had to be some evidence for distinguishing the lexical 

sophistication of the speakers (why else would they be awarded different range scores by the 

raters?), we examined the same transcripts of 5 B2 and 5 C1 speakers more closely, 

functioning as a human lexical sophistication metrics according to our previous teaching 

experience: reading through the transcribed monologues, we highlighted all the vocabulary 

that we perceived as being complex (the highlighted vocabulary was more on the level of 

phrases rather than distinctive morphemes/tokens). To be able to interpret the results better, 

several categories were established, functioning as “files” or “folders” for the highlighted 

vocabulary: we distinguished nouns, verbs, adverbs, adjectives, cohesive devices, complex 

intensifiers/quantifiers and complex verb phrases/tenses (verbs included finite as well as 

non-finite forms; cohesive devices were devices which contributed towards the overall 

cohesion of the speech – devices which provided logical organisation and structure; complex 

intensifiers/quantifiers included examples such as quite [an/a]; kind of; quite a bit, sort of, 

about [five euro]; enough; pretty; a couple of; a bit; that much; way too many; rather; way 

more; enough; complex verb phrases or tenses mainly involved conditionals and elaborate 

temporal sequencing). As a result, C1 speakers produced more words that were considered 

complex than B2 speakers, especially in terms of nouns, adverbs, cohesive devices and more 

complex intensifiers/quantifiers (results in other categories were not statistically significant). 

These findings suggest that our initial hypothesis, that C1 speakers should produce more 
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complex vocabulary than B2 speakers, was true after all, it only could not be proven by the 

quantitative method we have chosen due to the above mentioned variables and also due to 

the fact that what the author of this thesis labelled as complex words were very often phrases 

consisting of several tokens (eg. is supposed to, takes place, found sth to be + adjective); if 

these phrases are segmented into individual tokens in the COCA frequency list or if the EVP 

tool does not recognise some segments as a phrase that belongs to a given band, these phrases 

could often go unrecognised by the automated tool, in other words, several high frequency 

words are combined into one low-frequency, more complex phrase. Perhaps it was the 

presence of these advanced phrases that made the raters decide on the distinctive CEFR 

levels? And if so, are there any reliable tools to capture this difference in speaker levels? 

Some attention must also be paid to the fact that some metrics in the Text Inspector proved 

to be unsuitable for oral production assessment (however, this is the case with the majority 

of automated text segmenting and evaluating tools, other software that was examined for the 

possible use in this thesis proved to have these exact shortcomings), mainly these that were 

based on the orthographic count of the sentences. The answer to the question whether this 

tool could be used for measuring advancedness of learners in a learner corpora suggests 

itself: with the usual extent of spoken learner corpora, assessment using Text Inspector (or 

a similar tool, such as Cobb’s Lextutor) seems problematic and does not offer an easy 

solution to the issue of learner assessment in spoken learner corpora, mainly due to the issue 

of the sample size discussed above. The reader must also be reminded that if a 

comprehensive and holistic evaluation of L2 speakers is sought, lexical complexity measures 

are not enough to provide such an assessment, for they miss a great array of accuracy and 

fluency aspects of L2 learner production which contribute to and complete the learners’ 

overall score. 

Not only is lexical complexity itself not comprehensive enough to assess L2 speakers on 

a more general level, but the fact whether lexical complexity can be analysed in its entirety 

and multidimensionality by comparing text samples to lexical frequency wordlists seems to 

be questionable as well: let us presume that a future study with focus on the same lexical 

sophistication measures would overcome the limitations and research variables outlined here 

(the number of speakers, their close CEFR levels, the wordcount) and the study would 

therefore have enough data to conclusively prove or disprove our supposition that C1 

speakers produce more of complex vocabulary in terms of low-frequency words than B2 

speakers. Still, it is important to remember that while this is a more than satisfactory result 

of lexical frequency measures, with regard to our qualitative analysis done for this thesis, 
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and our findings that the main indicator of lexical complexity in our C1 speakers was lexis 

on the level of phrases; the question of whether lexical frequency measures should be 

supplemented by metrics on the phraseological level while assessing lexical complexity (or 

should somehow integrate them, perhaps) must be brought up and elaborated upon, since 

our research found complex phrases and cohesive devices to play such a decisive role in C1 

speaker lexical complexity assessment. Again, it all comes down to what exactly we attempt 

to measure and for what purposes.      

Finally, let us present some food for thought: during the manual selection of the text 

samples for analysis, a very interesting, almost philosophical question arose: what is an 

independent production? If the interviewer reacted to what a student was saying in their 

monologue, and used the word “comical”, is the student’s subsequent use of the word 

“comedy” an independent production or not? This research did not take into account what 

the interviewer was saying, because their speech was not analysed, however, once there is a 

monologue being recorded with the interviewer present, the interviewer has no choice but to 

react to what the speakers are saying (however, they should not prompt them), conversely, 

the student reacts to the interviewer’s presence and the comments they made. The question 

therefore remains: should the interviewer react at all? And if they choose to, for the sake of 

maintaining a natural environment, should any words that the speakers repeat after the 

interviewer be cut from the monologues to ensure that any speaker production is indeed an 

independent production? Accompanying this conundrum another question arises: if, for the 

purposes of a truly informative research, we need our subjects (who are speaking English as 

their L2) to talk as much as possible (to make sure enough low-frequency vocabulary is 

produced), how much material do we need, and, more importantly, how much material is a 

speaker able to produce independently, so that they would still be producing valuable 

material? Is it possible to have our speakers talk for 10 (20) minutes independently? What 

could researchers do to boost their independent production as much as possible while still 

staying clear of any external influence? Alongside the questions central to our research, as 

outlined in the previous paragraph, these conundrums remain unanswered, waiting for future 

studies to investigate and answer them.  
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9 Resumé 

Pojmy jazykové komplexnosti (complexity), přesnosti jazykové promluvy (accuracy) 

a jazykové plynulosti (fluency), dohromady zkracovány jako CAF, se poprvé objevují v 70. 

letech 20. století jako možná alternativa tradičního modelu čtyř jazykových dovedností 

(psaní, poslech, mluvení, čtení), a nabízí tak další možnou konstrukci, v rámci níž by bylo 

možné měřit pokročilost a produkci nerodilých mluvčích objektivně, prokazatelně a 

kvantitativně (Czwenar 2013: 82; Housen a kol. 2012a: 2). Na začátek je nutné zmínit, že 

koncept triády CAF je značně komplikovaný a značně rozvrstvený a že mnozí akademici 

operují v rámci tohoto konceptu s různými definicemi (Bulté & Housen 2012: 22); tato 

diplomová práce pracuje s definicí poprvé užitou v 80. letech 20. století kdy byla jazyková 

komplexnost popsána jako „schopnost užívat široký a rozmanitý rozsah 

propracovaných struktur a slovní zásoby v produkci nerodilého jazyka“, jazyková 

přesnost byla popsána jako „schopnost produkovat bezchybný jazyk co nejpřesněji 

popisující mimojazykovou skutečnost“ a jazyková plynulost jako „schopnost produkovat 

cílový jazyk s tempem, pauzami, zaváháními a reformulacemi co nejvíce podobnými 

rodilým mluvčím“ (přeloženo z Housen a kol. 2012a: 2). 

Základní dělení jazykové komplexnosti je na syntaktickou a lexikální (Housen a kol. 

2012a: 10, 14), a je to právě lexikální komplexnost, na kterou se tato diplomová práce 

zaměřuje, nicméně Bulté a Housen (2012: 23) navrhují ještě rozsáhlejší, systematickou a 

mnohaúrovňovou taxonomii dělení jazykové komplexnosti: dvěma hlavními proudy v tomto 

směru jsou absolutní a relativní komplexnost (ibid.), kdy relativní komplexita popisuje 

individuální mentální obtížnost, s jakou se student učí cizímu jazyku;  absolutní komplexita 

pak popisuje objektivní jazykovou realitu, kdy některé součásti jazyka jsou více či méně 

komplexní (ibid.: 24). V rámci absolutní komplexnosti můžeme rozlišit ještě lingvistickou 

komplexnost, kterou můžeme rozdělit na systémovou a strukturní komplexnost: 

systémová komplexnost popisuje velikost jazykového systému, kterým nerodilí mluvčí 

disponují, jeho diverzitu, bohatost, různost; strukturní komplexnost více souvisí s 

„hloubkou“ jazykového systému a popisuje pravidla a vnitřní vztahy, které tento systém 

obsahuje (ibid.: 25). V rámci strukturní komplexnosti lze ještě vyčlenit formální 

komplexnost, která popisuje počet jazykových komponentů, které systém obsahuje, a 

funkční komplexnost, která popisuje počet významů a funkcí jazykových jednotek 

(detailnější popis této taxonomie poskytujeme v oddílu 2.3) (ibid.: 25). Jiný, ač podobný 

pohled na možnost dělení komplexnosti poskytuje též Gabriele Pallotti (2015, oddíl 2.4 
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v této práci), nutné je zde zmínit, že Pallotti (2015) ve svém článku vyvozuje, že 

komplexnost má lineární charakter (nicméně dodává, že vztah jazykového vývoje a vývoje 

v oblasti komplexnosti musí být ještě potvrzen), Bulté a Housen (2014: 46) komentují, že 

toto přesvědčení je mezi akademiky, a že je třeba více důkazů, aby bylo takové tvrzení 

průkazné. Tato diplomová práce se též okrajově věnuje psycholingvistickému výzkumu  a 

zmiňuje dva hlavní modely, jež pracují s konceptem CAF: Model omezené kapacity 

pozornosti (Limited Attentional Capacity Model) (Larsen-Freeman 2009: 581; De Jong a 

kol. 2012: 134) a Model vícera zdrojů pozornosti (Multiple Resources Attentional Model) 

(Housen a kol. 2012a: 6; Larsen-Freeman 2009: 581) (oddíl 2.5) (tyto dva modely se 

zabývají způsobem, jak se CAF komponenty kognitivně uplatňují a zda se mohou navzájem 

ovlivňovat). Tato práce se však psycholingvistickým výzkumem nezabývá, proto tyto dva 

hlavní směry zde uvádíme jen velmi obecně.  

Výzkumy měří komplexnost za třemi hlavními účely: změřit pokročilost, popsat 

jazykovou produkci, a porovnat jazykový vývoj (Bulté & Housen 2014: 45). Nástroje, 

pomocí nichž můžeme lexikální komplexitu měřit, mohou být dvojího druhu: buď 

vnitřnětextové nebo mimotextové. Vnitřnětextové nástroje se soustředí na zkoumaný text 

jako takový a porovnávají počet jednotlivých jednotek (typů či tokenů) různého charakteru 

s celkovým počtem jednotek (typů či tokenů) v daném textu; ve stručnosti můžeme zmínit 

například TTR (type-token ratio, čili poměr typů a tokenů) (Czwenar 2013: 83), G 

(Guiraudův index) nebo jeho variantu (Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146), AG (Advandced 

Guiraud, čili Pokročilý Guiraudův index) (Bulté & Housen 2014: 50) nebo hodnota D (D-

value), jíž můžeme měřit lexikální pestrost (Kuiken & Vedder 2012: 146; Tonkyn 2012: 

224). Mimotextové nástroje obvykle porovnávají slovní zásobu ve zkoumaném textu 

s nějakým externím údajem, typickým parametrem lexikální komplexnosti, který se dá takto 

dobře měřit, je lexikální propracovanost (lexical sophistication), kdy můžeme zkoumaný 

text pomocí počítačového nástroje porovnat s frekvenčními seznamy slov, které ukáží, jak 

se v daném jazyce často objevují slova, která mluvčí v dané ukázce užil (Tonkyn 2012: 224; 

Read 2000: 200; Czwenar 2013: 83). Počítačových nástrojů, které dokáží lexikální 

propracovanost měřit, se ve studiích objevilo mnoho, např. Lexical Frequency Profile od 

Laufera a Nationa (1995, citováno z Milton 2009: 131), Plex od Meary a Bella (Milton 2009: 

131), programy RANGE a FREQUENCY od Heatleyho a kol. (2002, citováno z Milton 

2009: 131), program TAALES od Kylea a Crossleyho (2015) nebo online nástroj Web 

Frequency Indexer od Cobba (Cobb, lextutor.ca). 
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Milton (2009: 137) uvádí, že měření lexikální propracovanosti je velmi citlivé k žánru 

promluvy, registru mluvčích a individuální stylistické volbě, a že mluvený jazyk má tendenci 

obsahovat méně nízkofrekvenčních slov než jazyk psaný. Nicméně, Milton (2009: 138) 

dodává, že měření lexikální propracovanosti může být prospěšné, pokud zadání činností, 

jejichž výsledek analyzujeme, bude jednotné, a žánr bude stejný. 

Studie, které jsou zmíněny v oddílu 2.7 práce, se zabývají měřením lexikální 

propracovanosti pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov a dávají tak užší rámec tématu, jimž se 

tato práce zabývá. V první řadě je nutno zmínit, že výzkum měřící komplexnost se mnohem 

častěji zaměřuje na zkoumání psaného jazyka nežli mluveného, a že nejběžnějšími aspekty 

měření jsou lexikální diverzita a lexikální hustota (podtypy lexikální komplexnosti měřené 

uvnitř textu), lexikální propracovanost (podtyp lexikální komplexnosti měřený za pomocí 

vnějších nástrojů) a syntaktická komplexnost (Bulté a Housen 2012: 34, 45; Johnson 2015: 

16). Výzkumy zaměřující se na lexikální komplexnost mluveného jazyka mají různé 

výsledky: někteří akademici tvrdí, že L2 mluvčí používají více vysokofrekvenčních slov než 

jejich rodilí vrstevníci (Kormos 2011), v jiných studiích nelze korelovat produkci L2 

mluvčích s jejich předpokládanou úrovní lexikální propracovanosti (Lu 2012) či metadata 

mluvčích výrazně ovlivňují výsledky těchto studií (Lahmann a kol. 2016), jiné studie se 

snaží vyvinout lepší nástroje či postupy pro měření lexikální propracovanosti (Bardel a kol. 

2012; Kyle & Crossley 2015), velice časté jsou v posledních letech rovněž i studie zaměřené 

na dlouhodobý jazykový vývoj jednoho nerodilého mluvčího (Polat a Kim 2014) či více 

mluvčích (Tracy-Ventura 2017). Je tedy zřejmé, že dosavadní studie zaměřené na měření 

lexikální komplexnosti mluveného jazyka pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov nebyly příliš 

početné a jejich výsledky nevykazují žádnou dlouhodobou tendenci: tato diplomová práce 

si tudíž klade za cíl k tomuto výzkumu dále přispět. Nástroje, kterých bylo užito k měření 

lexikální komplexnosti (v odstavci zaměřeném na měření lexikální komplexnosti výše) jsou 

často navržené a vytvořené přímo pro daný výzkum a není zřejmé, zda by tyto nástroje 

mohly být dostupné i širší veřejnosti; na tento nedostatek se tato diplomová práce rovněž 

snaží reagovat. V neposlední řadě, ale již pouze okrajově, se zabývá otázkou, zda je 

hodnocení mluvčích v mluvených korpusech spolehlivé (částečně v Carlsen [2012]) a zda 

by měření lexikální komplexnosti pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov mohlo být užitečné i 

v této oblasti. 

Hypotéza práce je tedy následující: Za předpokladu, že je možné měřit lexikální 

komplexnost na mluveném jazyce L2 mluvčích pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov 

webovým nástrojem dostupným široké veřejnosti s názvem Text Inspector, který je určen 
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jak pro výzkum, tak pro učitele, tato diplomová práce předpokládá, že nerodilí mluvčí 

úrovně B2 budou mít nižší lexikální komplexitu než nerodilí mluvčí úrovně C1 a že 

tento rozdíl se projeví v počtu slov nízké frekvence, které každá skupina vyprodukuje; 

předpokládáme tedy, že B2 mluvčí budou produkovat méně nízkofrekvenčních slov 

než C1 mluvčí, kteří by měli produkovat nízkofrekvenčních slov více, tato práce rovněž 

předpokládá, že výsledky jednotlivých mluvčích budou v daných kategoriích podobné 

a navzájem srovnatelné.  

Data pro tento výzkum byla získána z českého dílčího korpusu mluveného korpusu 

LINDSEI, který vznikl v Centru pro anglickou korpusovou lingvistiku při Katolické 

univerzitě v Lovani (Gráf 2017). Celkem bylo analyzováno 10 ukázek od českých B2 

mluvčích anglického jazyka a 10 ukázek od českých C1 mluvčích anglického jazyka, 

přičemž bylo záhodno, aby každá ukázka měla 500 slov (jeden mluvčí na tuto hranici 

nedosáhl a jeho mluvený text má 462 slov). Mluvčí byli v korpusu hodnoceni podle úrovně 

pokročilosti dle Společného Evropského referenčního rámce (SERR) (Huang a kol. 2018) a 

toto hodnocení sloužilo jako významná metadata k výzkumu. Analyzované texty byly tedy 

ortografickými transkripcemi mluvených promluv mluvčích a měly charakter monologu, 

kdy si mluvčí mohli vybrat jedno ze tří témat, o němž budou samostatně hovořit. Po zkrácení 

byly příslušné ukázky ručně pročištěny od nedokončených slov, cizích slov (označených 

jako <foreign>), promluv zadavatele, hesitační pauzy (např. ehm, uhu), extralingvistické 

prvky (jako smích či jiné hlasové prvky při mluvě), tzv. falešné začátky (kdy mluvčí začne 

o něčem mluvit, ale rozmyslí si svoji výpověď a větu začne znovu), opakování, opravy (kdy 

si mluvčí uvědomil, že udělal chybu, tudíž si ji opraví) a slova jež pomohl zadavatel 

mluvčímu přeložit do angličtiny. 

K analýze textů byl použit webový nástroj Text Inspector, který se popisuje jako 

„profesionální nástroj pro textovou analýzu vhodný pro studenty, učitele, akademiky a 

kohokoliv, kdo chce v anglickém jazyce měřit úroveň slovní zásoby a diskurzu jakéhokoli 

textu“ (Bax, textinspector.com). Nástroj nabízí celou řadu nástrojů, které poskytují různý 

druh měření a které dokáží změřit lexikální komplexnost textu z několika různých úhlů 

pohledu, některé nástroje jsou však dostupné pouze uživatelům, kteří mají předplatné (pro 

účely této práce bylo zvoleno předplatné s názvem „Standard + EVP“), zpoplatněná je 

rovněž i analýza větších úseků textu. V části 3.2 popisujeme detailně všechny nástroje Text 

Inspectoru a jejich konkrétní funkce, zde pro stručnost stačí zmínit, že pro tento výzkum 

byly použity nástroje „Lexis: COCA“ a „Lexis: EVP“ a režim analýzy byl nastaven na 

„writing“ (vizte další odstavec). „Lexis: COCA“ umožňuje daný úsek textu porovnat s 
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frekvenčním seznamem slov korpusu COCA (který je dle Webba a Nationa [2017:23] 

nejvíce reprezentativním korpusem pro jak psanou, tak mluvenou angličtinu) a poskytuje 

rovněž statistiky vnitřnětextových údajů (počet tokenů, typů, elementů, vět aj.). „Lexis: 

COCA“ je pomocí tagovacího nástroje schopen typy roztřídit do frekvenčních úrovní od 0K 

(prvního tisíce slov) do 20k (až do dvaceti tisíc frekvenčně nejčastějších slov). Nástroj 

„Lexis: EVP“ měl v tomto výzkumu sloužit ke korelaci těchto frekvenčních výsledků 

s profilem slovní zásoby mluvčích dle jednotlivých SERR úrovní (nástroj roztřídí text na 

úseky, které by měla každá SERR úroveň ovládat, tyto úseky neodpovídají typickému 

korpusovému dělení textu na tokeny, jedná se často i o fráze či delší struktury, např. look 

forward), nástroj tudíž ukáže, které jednotky spadají pod úroveň A1, A2, B1 apod. – každý 

mluvčí má tudíž profil složený ze všech šesti SERR úrovní s procentuálním i množstevním 

zastoupením všech jednotek. Po vygenerování byly výsledky převedeny do formátu CSV a 

tabulkově zpracovány. 

V souvislosti s nástrojem Text Inspector je nezbytné poukázat na fakt, že tento nástroj 

neumožňuje režim „speaking“ (mluveného jazyka), textovou ukázku tudíž analyzuje tak, 

jako kdyby se jednalo o psaný jazyk, který je ortograficky členěn do vět – právě absence 

interpunkce se ukázala být jako zkreslující proměnnou pro tento nástroj a pro některé 

statistiky – taková data jsme do práce samozřejmě nepoužili. Další nežádoucí proměnnou, 

která s tímto souvisí, je zpracovávání textu tagovacím nástrojem, který si neumí poradit 

s mnohačetnými opakováními – z tohoto důvodu bylo nutné ještě před samotnou analýzou 

z ukázek tato opakování vymazat. Jelikož nám v tomto výzkumu nezáleželo na poměru 

tokenů a typů (TTR), zprvu jsme se domnívali, že opakování výsledky zkreslovat nebudou: 

tagovací nástroj ale text automaticky označkuje (podobně jako TreeTagger) na různé slovní 

druhy (či podskupiny slovních druhů) a na základě těchto značek tokeny roztřídí a přiřadí 

jim různé frekvence; při opakování se tedy stávalo, že mnohokrát zopakovaný token měl 

několik frekvenčních kategorií. Je ale nutno říci, že žádný z podobných webových nástrojů 

na analýzu textu (jmenovitě např. i Cobbův Lextutor) není v těchto ohledech analýze 

mluveného projevu plně uzpůsoben. 

Výsledky z nástroje „Lexis: COCA“ měly sestupný charakter: V kategorii prvního tisíce 

nejvíce častých slov (tzn. slova vysoké frekvence) produkovali B2 mluvčí 1337 a C1 mluvčí 

1414 slov, což bylo ze všech frekvenčních pásem nejvíce, v pásmu druhého tisíce to bylo již 

jen 195 a 196 slov v tomto pořadí; tato prudce sestupná tendence se týkala obou úrovní. 

Výsledky nicméně nebyly statisticky signifikantní, a byly tudíž neprůkazné a předpoklad, že 

by C1 mluvčí produkovali více slov nízké frekvence se nepotvrdil. 



  73 
 

 

 

 

 

Výsledky „Lexis: EVP“ byly obdobného charakteru: V nejnižší SERR úrovni (A2) 

produkovali B2 mluvčí 1107 slov, o úroveň výše (A2) to bylo již jen 336 slov; C1 mluvčí 

produkovali 1142 a 379 slov v tomto pořadí. Výsledky tedy mají opět výrazně sestupný 

charakter, kdy první a nejnižší pásmo (úroveň) je vždy výrazně početněji zastoupená než 

zbylé. Všechny SERR úrovně ve výsledcích „Lexis: EVP“ nebyly statisticky signifikantní 

až na úroveň C2, kdy C1 mluvčí užili výrazně více slovní zásoby na úrovni C2 než B2 

mluvčí, což by mohlo naznačovat, že disponují pokročilejší a komplexnější slovní zásobou. 

Tento výsledek je nicméně platný jen pro výsledky všech mluvčích společně a výsledky 

jednotlivých mluvčích by opět nebyly statisticky signifikantní. Celkově lze tedy shrnout, že 

žádný z testů provedených nástrojem Text Inspector nepotvrdil hypotézu, že více pokročilí 

mluvčí používají pokročilejší a komplexnější slovní zásobu, až na již zmíněný nárůst 

v úrovni C2 u C1 mluvčích, jenž by mohl být případně vykládán jako potvrzující naši 

hypotézu – tento výsledek by nicméně musel být potvrzen studií s o mnoho více mluvčími. 

Klíčovým rozdílem mezi kategoriemi „Lexis: COCA“ a „Lexis: EVP“ byl zejména 

způsob, jakým si každý nástroj členil a zpracovával text: Zatímco COCA si text korpusově 

členila na tokeny, a velmi obecně se dá zhodnotit, že „každé jedno slovo bylo jedním 

tokenem“, EVP nástroj k textu přistoupil více didakticky a text rozčlenil na jednotky, které 

byly někdy jedním ortografickým slovem, jindy byly však víceslovnou významovou 

jednotkou. Z tohoto hlediska tudíž nešly výsledky z těchto dvou nástrojů korelovat. 

Metodický přístup EVP nástroje se rovněž zdá vhodnější pro analýzu žákovského jazyka, 

jelikož větší pokročilost se často projevuje právě větší idiomatičností a častějším výskytem 

frází a často spolu kolokujících jednotek.  

Je nezbytné upřít nyní pozornost na proměnné, které sehrály důležitou roli v našem 

výzkumu a které jej výrazným způsobem ovlivnily: Těmito proměnnými jsou zejména žánr 

textů, počet slov v textech a úroveň a počet mluvčích.  

Žánr textů totiž úzce s počtem slov souvisí. Jak již Milton (2009: 137) zmiňoval, žánr má 

na měření lexikální propracovanosti zásadní vliv a mluvené promluvy mají tendenci 

obsahovat méně nízkofrekvenčních slov než psané texty; s touto problematikou je ještě navíc 

spojen i Zipfův zákon, který vychází z lingvistické statistiky a, zjednodušeně řečeno, říká, 

že slova vysoké frekvence se budou v jakémkoliv typu textu hojně opakovat (jeden typ 

v mnoha tokenech), kdežto slova nízké frekvence se vždy budou vyskytovat řídce (např. po 

jednom či dvou tokenech), ale počet různých typů bude vyšší. Z toho vyplývá, že jakýkoli 

text bude obsahovat téměř 90% všech slov přítomných pouze v prvních dvou frekvenčních 

pásmech (dle tabulky ve Webb & Nation 2017: 20). Z těchto dvou proměnných je patrné, že 
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pětisetslovné úryvky promluv od 20 mluvčích, z nichž polovina musí být reprezentativní 

jedné úrovni a polovina druhé, nepředstavuje dostatečný materiál pro analýzu mluvené 

promluvy pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov, protože mluvčí by museli vyprodukovat 

značně velký objem textu, aby byla analýza méně zastoupených nízkofrekvenčních slov 

vůbec možná. 

Další proměnné představuje počet mluvčích a jejich SERR úrovně. Český dílčí korpus 

však větší množství mluvčích neobsahoval a mnozí z tohoto počtu vyprodukovali příliš málo 

slov na to, aby bylo možné je do analýzy zahrnout. Mnohem významnější proměnnou 

představuje úroveň mluvčích, kteří dle metadat uvedených v tabulce č. 1 v této práci byli 

hodnoceni velice blízko vedle sebe (vizte parametr „range“, který se týká lexikální 

komplexnosti) a rozdíl v jejich úrovni byl tak jen velice nepatrný (v hodnotě např. jednoho 

bodu), mluvčí spolu nezřídka těsně hraničili, kvůli tomuto spolu velice těsně hraničily i 

jejich výsledky. Není jasné, jaký přesně aspekt lexikální komplexnosti odlišoval mluvčí 

těchto dvou úrovní mezi sebou (na základě kvantitativní analýzy nabízíme otázku, zda jejich 

rozdíl nebyl dán větším výskytem víceslovných lexikálních jednotek). Pro budoucí analýzy 

pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov by byly výsledky jistě více vypovídající, kdyby mluvčí 

byli úrovňově více vzdáleni.  

Pro doplnění výše zmíněného kvantitativního výzkumu byla provedena ještě analýza 

kvalitativní, kde jsme se zaměřovali na slova, která se na základě autorčiny pedagogické 

zkušenosti dají označit jako komplexní a sofistikovaná: Pro tuto analýzu bylo vybráno 5 

mluvčích B2 a 5 mluvčích C1 a jejich nezměněné ortograficky přepsané promluvy z předešlé 

analýzy byly zhodnoceny pro výskyt sofistikovaných slov, tato slova (či fráze) jsme 

vyznačili do příslušných přepisů (vizte Přílohu práce). Z výsledků této kvalitativní analýzy 

provedené lidským hodnotitelem vyplývá, že C1 mluvčí užili výrazně více komplexních slov 

než B2 mluvčí a že C1 mluvčí konkrétně produkovali statisticky více komplexních slov 

v kategoriích podstatných jmen, příslovcí, kohezních nástrojů a 

intenzifikátorů/kvantifikátorů. Tato kvalitativní analýza tímto ukázala, že skutečně existuje 

rozdíl v lexikální komplexnosti C1 a B2 mluvčích, která spočívá především ve větším 

množství víceslovných lexikálních jednotek a frází produkovaných pokročilejšími 

mluvčími. Tudíž se nabízí otázka, do jaké míry je počítačový hodnotící nástroj tyto 

skutečnosti schopen zachytit a zda byli mluvčí na základě těchto skutečností hodnoceni jako 

příslušníci úrovně C1.  

Závěrem práce musíme připomenout, že měření lexikální komplexnosti jako samotného 

parametru z CAF trojice nemůže zaručit přesnost a platnost takového měření pro určení 
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celkové pokročilosti mluvčích, a že celkový holistický výsledek je možný dosáhnout jedině 

měřením všech tří CAF aspektů jazykové produkce. Taktéž máme pochybnosti, zda je 

možné na základě měření lexikální propracovanosti pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov určit 

celkovou úroveň lexikální komplexnosti jakožto nadřazeného a mnohem širšího konceptu, 

jelikož naše kvantitativní analýza přinesla zjištění, že hlavním ukazatelem pokročilosti a 

jazykové komplexnosti u C1 mluvčích nejsou slova, ale fráze; tudíž považujeme za vhodné, 

aby byla analýza lexikální propracovanosti pomocí frekvenčních seznamů slov doplněna i o 

měření lexikální komplexnosti jiného charakteru, pokud chceme tento celý aspekt lexikální 

komplexnosti hodnotit. Úplným závěrem se vracíme k problematice hodnocení úrovně 

mluvčích v žákovských korpusech a konstatujeme, že řešení této otázky za pomocí 

současných široce dostupných webových nástrojů pro měření lexikální komplexnosti se jeví 

jako problematické a rozhodně neposkytuje řešení otázky hodnocení mluvčích v mluvených 

žákovských korpusech.  
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10 Appendix 

 

Figure 5: A transcript of a B2 speaker (speaker cz014) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 6: A transcript of a B2 speaker (speaker cz015) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 7: A transcript of a B2 speaker (speaker cz016) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 8: A transcript of a B2 speaker (speaker cz024) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 9: A transcript of a B2 speaker (speaker cz025) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 10: A transcript of a C1 speaker (speaker cz003) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 11: A transcript of a C1 speaker (speaker cz010) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 12: A transcript of a C1 speaker (speaker cz026) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 13: A transcript of a C1 speaker (speaker cz034) with the complex words highlighted. 
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Figure 14: A transcript of a C1 speaker (speaker cz035) with the complex words highlighted. 

 

 


