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Abstract This study investigates the relationship between syntactic complexity indices and scores on language use
in Jacobs et al.(1981)’ analytic rating scale. Syntactic complexity indices obtained from TAASSC program and
440 essays written by EFL students from the ICNALE corpus were analyzed. Specifically, this study explores the
relationship between scores on language use and Lu(2011)’s traditional syntactic complexity indices, phrasal
complexity indices, and clausal complexity indices, respectively. Results of the stepwise regression analysis
showed that phrasal complexity indices turned out to be the best predictor of scores on language use, although
the variance in scores on language use was relatively small, compared with the previous study. Implications of
the findings of the current study for writing instruction (i.e., syntactic structures at the phrase level) were also

discussed.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of language use scores
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Table 8. Results of regression analysis: clausal complexity
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