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Abstract

Since 2010, NETEM (National Entrance Test of English for MA/MS Candidates) has been classified
into NETEM I (academic-oriented) and NETEM II (professional-oriented). Based on the framework
of task characteristics proposed by Bachman and Palmer, this research uses Coh-Metrix and Vocab
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Profile to conduct a comparative study on the text complexity of Reading Part A in NETEM I and
NETEM II. This research studies the two English reading texts from four dimensions: lexical cha-
racteristics, syntactic characteristics, discourse characteristics and readability. SPSS is used to
conduct independent-samples T test on the four aspects respectively, aiming at finding out whether
there are differences in the difficulty of the two reading texts. The results show that there are sig-
nificant differences in average word length, text length, semantic overlap and read ability between
NETEM I and NETEM II, while no significant differences can be found in other aspects.
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11 FARER

T ERREF IR RGEDIRB R RRA, Rl EN L VE—BHE LT I EARRHRAERY K, RIX
H A ) e e AR A ORI ZY . Rk, W B G - 2 A R A NBOEAE B S E I AE NS
(NGSET)f4FE 2847 — IR,  LUIRIRA TG BO il L2 AL JE S8 Tk ARHAE . NGSET G4E DUk, 8P
HME I BOA MRS 5 AR I 58— 2E i i NETEM (4 B LA 7848 N #3888 K) .
NETEM E7EZM. AR AW E A RIE S e 1. BEAMERE ELAURIETOE LG LA, JFik
B =2 MK, DURIE AR AR B AT gk i H 2L 48 0T 90 A 2 2T BT SR R 2 R BE I A A

H 2010 FLASK, AxEA-LHE T AE N B0 R 0 B s — (AR B S I EE — (B 2Y).
SR BIRR A 5 T B AR (R 7707 RIS IR 5 e A ANl . SR BRI DA ORI O 05, A RHFAL
FRE TR B ZUTABIIT A o BB+ DLEL S o T, SRS AN, B9 7E T A 52 i 1F
. B ACFER S E IR R 22 (R 78 N O3 B 0 DG YA 1 1 000 K P 2 S, ke i T )
AR B AT T — SR AH O FE o X 7 TR A R S (R TR ) B AN SR = AN
F R E B RS G — . B IE NG SR I E B BGH 7, AU T 2% 3] 351G
FHEST, R TIES A EMNGEKT . WERERENMES, JOE— MG s s F1R2
L s, (HEFREANFEZ A VR XA BIEMNR SCAR 28 BEEAT LU 72, B AE 9% AR AT %
TN R H R B 2

1.2. #R BRI E)RE

AW L B AERDT A S01E — 5250 00 1E P RSSO ST R B ) R, Gl I R SCARIRGS AT
R HH R — 7 ] S o B = . i) Coh-Metrix. VocanProfile 11 SPSS =it T B, X SCAE 4% 1 3
17T RS R BT, [ S 2, AWFFEERZ LR JLA [

1) FRFEEE — B T E — B A S N AE b A R S ] 2

2) FRF S — RSN A S B O R R AR E R ?

3) A EAE — Rl IR P SC AR A A RS IR R SCASIR — N R 2k P R e

DOI: 10.12677/ces.2023.111008 43 eSS G=R I


https://doi.org/10.12677/ces.2023.111008
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

TFs, B FEGE

1.3. fIREX

e, EFLRJZE b, AL LA Bachman R Palmer 4 H 4T 55 RRHEAE 22y B i S At AR 415 4 # 0F 50
WA T AR B R o JRAT B S 7 Ak B R AL AT 7 B K F LA i, (HAESKRR R, 24T AR
IHIFARE. Bk, N7 EERS T AT, (R AR AR A AT T — 220 BT TR
R AR, A B AROR LR A 7R B SCAR R 2 IR G TR i e e A, ARSCiE
KH T Coh-Metrxi. SPSS. Web Vocab Profile &1 5 T H X AN IR (K SCAKEREHEAT 1 ELB AT, (0
FAERE RV, UL I B3 E E iRt 7 2%,

Hoxk, fESEERJZM L, PO BT B ST — RSB S0 — BB i N B R NI SCAR SR B, X%
A Bkt N ARBIREA R By — 5, ARSCRRANA G T TR R S RS T A R
MURTAT I, R S A 7S, RIS HEE A S0, RSB, 5 i, AW
NGt — 2 3R P IIN G  RREEAR B 1 — e S A [, AN A FOE TR
A DA R A B B B T TR DR, X045 5 R 5 B0 e A i i

=, ESCIERETRT L, AR 7B GE — BT OGE B R A B — M
i U RN, BT SEE — BB AT s M, (HRXM R R B Z SRR I E B . ABTALEAE
AR — R IR, IF SR N P AR BB T i 99TE I Sl AR R LAt A 20 25 0F i —
ANZEWFIEE — AT L2 KX LEWETE, W25 Wil — A5 BT — SRR, ELRE 7.

2. HERERIR
2.1. NETEM | 1 NETEMII [F3iE:05 4884

HWF T I E MR IE N E R E A A BN EE KRG A BRI
H 2010 FELK, HWIEBEW A MR R IE — A GE . Bl 3 = AN, 5
B . WM SN . SR, HBRFSEE — M IEE & MBI B B E R
FW GRS UL E e A, Hoh RS B SR BT A A i A HE AL 2R —

TEHRFSE— T, RIS T =/ RS A #65r Bisk B #4rFMIBd ik C #4r, 2l
40%-. 10%F1 10%. [l A 5 B DU RS SCE R =B IR PR AL, B SCE A I M. ARAE 5
KW, VURSSCE I SCAR K NAZAE 1600 7247 . Bk B B &— RS 503, SOARKE KZI7E 500 %) 600
T, ARG, SERBP--MER, B C A, N REiE S E TR AARIL KR, 2
A TR N HE SRR R S [1]

HRFIEE PR S TR A A L B E A B C 4, 40 E 40%- 10%F1 15%.
BE) e A 43 VYR SO AT B IR R R, BEROCE R A A . AR EUORN, UG SCE IS
KA ERAZAE 1600 Fhida o B B #7068 — 0w &, SURKEERZILE 450 2| 550 7, A5 P b £ ik il
A, ENHI—MER . B C 0 EREAER AEM — R4 150 TP, KRR &
X2l
22. XEEHEHRENX

SCARE R FEFR IR SURTEIE SHRHIE E R E R T . WA RER RN R £ 2 KR
BT RPN E EHEN . ERFRIR TAES, AR BUE MR SRR R EE AR . SR
5T 53 W A2 25 N B8 SR E B — AN B BRSO R S I T HR bR A RGBT AE . A3 BT SR
(2 BT 5 A B IAE, TRAT 55 1 Bt DL B R B Pk 4T . 20 tihed 70 4R, ¢
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AR LR 2 AR e 06 AL, Bl P A P KA S 4% . Hodh Flesch-Kincaid ]2 4 2
(Flescch-Kincaid Grade Level)/3 %I 7T 2 IR . @A 21 thed, BT IFENEARKTZNE, CRE 3
FERT DU — 26 T H S SCARFAE, TIESCARE A ik B KR Bk, STRE R
FER] A=A B R AT 404

1) SCARSE % B (1 PR FE (Qualitative): 15t I8 ik %0 R I 152/ A4 W0 6 1R () SCOARHE B, BRI SCAR ) i
X BEHKS BTSN BERAL FTESRIY SRS,

2) SCAREAFEN E E4EE (Quantitative): 7E T BRI B 2 N 24 SCARFFE, WAV, A
Bi. AR SOAREBMESE

3) HH GAESMESE: AP R EE S ARG ML, EEHIMEAN AR ESIEEN, &
I FE B3 AR S (B AL T SRR 2858 55) DL R ) ST 45 B ARF s () i3 H 1) A58 B 2% B8 T 1)
FRAEFE 5 o

2.3. ®inFRERENER

PR e P D SR RIS 2 ) AR LB AN . ZERCHA, % M 25 SRS B
FERIBE SO A IR LIS B . 7R b, 7 755 S RSO A T K 24 B B 25 B 2
A,

231 BERAR

WE W OAUE, FE A LM S RESOAREAT B3, MARWEIMEZER . B b
B FE AN B B B AR RS R 3R 2 — o Bartlett (1932)F5 1, B2 Fr B 42 (Y FIIR L AR 20 SO A A L 127
JEERAE B SCAS (77 30 A2 0 . Alderson (2000) 4% H 325 FEIIA AT LLEE— 2820 P 8 50 iR AT 5 %0
W BTE W BT SO SCIEE N FIR, R ROl ik, SORST AR AR 5 A
MIEnR . X PRPAS R B RR AT LA B AN R3] — 7T, SCASAZ & AT LR B T E ARG BN, et el
PELAG PR R M . 3 — T, WOREEH RGER — 1, SR RS R, IRAME SR L . 1R
A, AR RIERRE SOAAR G A FERFE, T ASS T 3235 I IR S AMBOPE 4R T8 T

23.2. XKEE

1) AR

Y 1) N BT B A B R A BRAS SEAT A, R 2B AR AT RE 2R L4 T B B A2 @ B AN AR
(] VF 2B FUARIE ] T RCHE R 5 SO B R BE 2 [R5 V)G 2R . Freedle F1 Kostin (1993)#4 ) 1 #A]
K RE X (] SR ER AR I SENE , FFUERD 1 a0 SRR LS B 2 1 £ T B, SOAHEZ 2519 n[4] [5] [6]- Milton
(2009) 7, 243 Hp BB B () BRI, SOASH RIS 25 8. Lawfer 1 Sim (1985)iEHH 1t SCA Y
JRDFEARTEAR KRR FE E L Tl ) BEANUR B, 1a)iL RSl I T )20 25 HA R R K R [ 7] Ure
(1971) 52 tH 1RV % FE AR 1 2 SCAR Al AR LL gl o SRR 2, Ui SCREFTEL & M5 R 2, SO ME R il i
Ko BRI, Tl i SCAR A FE 1) A 2 T0 R 28]«

2) HNEAR R

B T ENCAR RSN, R B SR 5 — AN R R R VAL B . Berman (1984)BE4T 7 — AL, LUIEY
PRI R MR 15 06 DA B B PR K A P AR R o At R IR ) G54 (1 53 4% B 2 1 s o T ) B
W) AL 2 IR HERE . Graesser, McNamara AT Kulikowich (2011) 815, KA FAEEFH EE LM
TAEICHZ, TR 5 S R A . ARAE AT AL, AT LAS A58, A)VEAR SR SOAS A FE 1) — N R A
[91.
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3) iR E

BRAEWIOERKE. BRAE. BEEENEETFREZA . T CAKE, Terzi (1984)
WA RN SCAR A FE AT DAl i A [R] R B e B 05, 3K B SOAR AR AR 1Y N1 5 RRAE A BURE . Nuttall (2002)
P& B IR SOAR B3 A 133 R P S AT S (1 D) S 3, AR SO B o SCARREE R SCAHE Bt A
SUMA[10]. 7ESCAE /T, Alderson A1 Urquhart (1985)44 ) 1 1523 1 5% 0 RN 2] e AR IR 5L o &%
T, BEE MRS A TR S AR YA S [11]. Hale (1988) I\ AL AT I 1) 22 R} GE B L 3F ) 132
AR ARRIL, SRR 1R O 0 SCA AT R U B 25 5 A R SRS . BRI, T N A A O
PR ELARE, DU AT BN B 2 B 25 . (EAT AN BT, A e AT T BT DA AE R (ST
Britton I Gulgoz (1991) & ¥ T2 47 Bh F Dl e B . A A TR B ) 7 T, 3 SCARIARG A TH 218 A =,
X RS SOAS A PR B 51 R S R U R DRI, 3K B A P SCA T R A A5 el s ek R L AT R B
#32[12]. Horiba (2004)iHid LA Bl it B 1 SOAR (— g i R B, 57— Mo BN BLN), R i
FETUHEIZRE I A EREM o BIFFER I, 36— SCAR I BUA T D S, A X SOAR N A g ar
EIE T (O EERAE .

4) Gy

N AE RS SCAS A K& A T B bR, D AUE IR W iRk i T s . T SCARHE
FERIPTEME A X EZ A2 HE . B, Brown (1998)i id 76 2% AR SC & A i ] 58 T I S R P 90 00F T A8 4o i) ml i i
ARBGBER T IBS)E, SRV R A AR TN =38 S % . A, 5 Brown
(1998) ARl 2, Greenfield (1999)7EHATAHCHI TG 15 tH 7 AH 4518 . M2k 200 44 H AR K 224 58 R
32 WAL EN IS . G5 FR, AL Gual S A ST 20 305 U1 5 H 0 58 TR 3 2~ 35 40 B0 TR 1)
Pearson #H><4: A 0.85. Greenfield (1999)iA°A Flesch Reading Ease &l CAMEE AT AN, 5
Greenfield (1999)251LL, Harrison (1979) i ] T S M TS A= [FRS, Al THA&N, XEe R OG0
B ) R BRI A B, MRS T LA SR E, A B . R, Carrell (1987)IN G A 5
TETI L2 SCARKEFE R H AU 2, REEGMN AT A A — 2 1 BRI, (HE TS 5
AHEFESRAE TR . AR LS Flesch Reading Ease A2\ AHH 5 T B Coh-Metrix $ALHIERF =i
2 3135 10 ORIR I WF IR — N Wi — D B SO A A et

24, FZERBWHIELBIR

2.4.1. BEFREIEE R Z BRI LR

T PR IGEZ R T AR Z . — A LI LA 72 5 T Bachman (1988) k4T {5 A &1 %
W FEAR(TOEFL)MISIMF 415 55— L 45 (FCE) [13]. ‘B NSINF-FLAE T ELYERT 78, 2 H IR R P A
EFL WA mT b o 3@k o) N IR S5 REAE ) R B, AT LRI AN B A A AU IE S #E 0.

2.4.2. EREIBER ZEROXTELRFSR

— S AU AR N TEE . N T I S B (NMET) FIUK 2% 9515 IU 2 (CET-4) Z 8] & 75 47
FEMEREZE S, A8, BAENI(2012)MWT 77 Bk SETEIEZAS . SARFBIESE 7 TdkT T i, mA&K
PUIX PSR AEAR 2 07 TH AR = A5 38 (X B2 B 5 o i o v P 22 B PR = 2 el N AR SR TR B ey o — A
5 ERL i v 2% () R R I, T 2 1 DU R M AR RS E . TR S K B D i SR M 4, KA
TEDUZE RO BRI AR [14] . BRE . T M8(2012) 1% &t T 7 0t B2 HE sk 148 LR K4, 1%
WA EE T 2 B S N R0 RSt FE 5 SPSS BEATHE i . WEALAE SR, DU $fE 425
Ay CA R, AT 5 93 IR SR DU 2 B R R IEAH O . N B 425 UL 2R, b
(1 1 25 T RGN DY 2] 1 St PR S PR A DG M [15]
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ZE T ~ e IS AR el (201 ) AR A8 S5 56 i 3of R = v DY 2 25 A o Rl e L3R 2 AR HEBE AT 17 EL O
Bro SEIREERAEM, Pk SCASRII SRR R A7 B 58 AR RIS, T A S8 T 2 0 o JEE A7 Bl 25 22 3 [ 16] o

2.4.3. ERREIBERMERNETE R Z B EEAR

WA — S L A B TR AR [ B i 0 5 [ N 9B 52 (R0 22 57 . Yang i1 Weir (1988) % 7k JEL Al
KEJABEANGAT T I F, AR RB AR . R AT 7, 426 4422 A4 B SR 2 i W 150
WM, AR 7 B R A L . S5 SRR, AR DU E S B /KSR A7 AE 1 3 22 R [17]. M E
SA(2018) MARIVC ME P )25 Ak | e 1 B PR SCAR RIS DY A T TGS 25 AT 9 08 — AHFEAR Bl 15 1) SCA
BIARE AT T BT 9T . ABATTIRTE 5T 5 T Coh-Metrix 3.0, LA Bachman 1 Palmer F4F 4545 AEHE 22 Ay F 16
B, FIFH SPSS Guit i MPUANT7 AT BSLFE A t K056 o MRS /0 M i &5 31, BRI TE ] KL )
B KRR BB 2 B E 015 L E SN AR R E E R, MAEHRMOEA &% R[18].
TLHEMORTE 5 5%,(2018) 3 F Coh-Metrix X CET-6. LA AME LI 152 SCA (M FE AT T 40 0o AlAT 150 AT 7
163 i Dl BESCAR BRI . WA RIS SCRFIE. S5 R0, FOAR A SOAR I [l 52 B2 5 T CET-6 SUA&, H
FEAUFE L FEFEE L B AR RIS R RR AT e G U AN S B A7 AE 35 72 R [19] . BAFRIE (2020) LU T CET-6.+
R RNFEAR 0 ) 3 SCAS R RV R 2 o /BRI AR SUA 34 T Text Inspector, % = T [ 12 HH 19
TRV AR 2 B LAY M P ARV 22 ) IEAT 7 T2 o I FC 4 SRR B, SR A P8 i o 1 R AT AR A, R
He 26 =07, ANPHERG — %, IR, =38 Z (Rl Y ME B RR] I 22 AR MR A7 4 35 1 22 57 [20]

M ETH AT BAE H, KBS MR L AR 2 o 508 MDIARHERE . SCARGFAE . MR 45y
TN AS [ EEAT oAt o X SefF 706 B T B8 G b B AR 00 5 UK, oy ol 5 e T A R R .
SR, R THWIE — MBS B AR FE W BN E N, BT EiE sk
X R, EHEMEE RS, A SNSRI R X AR 2R BRI
PIAN BRI B BN, BHE— R HE 0 LB BT AR R 2 2RO . SR R A IS 5 R
F122 M BRI ) B 2 AR 43, DR AT S Ll W S — RSB I A B 1Y) S
KRE IR

3. g

Table 1. A revised framework for the description of reading tests
F 1 RN R R IS TTHESE

BRI NRFE
VCRFAE 1) K 2) FICZ R 3) 1A 4) A
F)VERHE 1) Ak 2) AEE A
B R RHE 1) CEKE 2) WEAER 3) CEIGM 4) & Sk
S 1) #3E L 5FF 2) Coh-Metrix L2 52

Bachman (1990)#2 th, 1 & MKMW — AN e 2, WA — N SCrT LA i I A b i€ SO S (RS, B
I, ToVe SR UL B P B AH I S N R 5 TR AR AN ZE Sy [21] . DR, Bachman £ Palmer (1996)F& H T —/Mif
AT SAELRIPANAE T A8 ) o ZHELE th FANJ7 AT 55 2R PRBEARAE . ISR RRAIE | 135 0 N ARRALE
THHAEBAEAE . 1B RN S TR 2 MR R[] SRS LT R IR 1 %58 5 W A 4% R A
HE A AT VE T A RHE. EAR Bachman MRS RHIERESL R A 2001, o] DU IS H R S AR 7 1) 2
%, (AuiEg. Wik, WA E QAT A%, Bachman 1 JRIGHELLAT T &L, 1BITHE
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WA 1. HFAW I E GRS R AT, AR S BARRRE, I AE B s
FIRE S Fofls 2 98 ORI ARHIE . A2 1675 P an AR, 5 AR I e b Rl — 5 =
o SRARREEL AR SRS SRR IR 1. 5D Sl 55— 4, MR LB SRR, A
PSR AR SR S E RN E S, BFEENCRHE . AVERME. TER AR IEAT AT 3k .

W BT, BATHT AR B, AEARB I RAGE N AT HEZ B AT AT T ie, B
Ja BREZE N T — S A 2

4. szt
4.0. FITHR

el 2018 2 2022 EHHFICTE — A AT I — B PR A B2 5 E FUEBEAT XS B p . 3L
BT 40 @ B2 SCAR AT LU, o B il — RN B 9 il — [ 3 SCAR % 20 J o 40 G Bl B SCAR I B 2%
RAEEIT B HEZR AR =2 T PRAH 70 # o

42. iRITE

ARk, A THEAER S Z IR, —S Bk TRARSE T SCAFFAE 1) 7347 « A8 58 R F Coh-Metrix 3.0+
Web VocabProfile £1 SPSS 26.0 47 Eb 55 704 1 Fh A [) 5] 152 SCAS 1K) B2 28

Coh-Metrix 3.0 & —MtH TH, % 108 MK T UAIEFRAER R AR K514 . Coh-Metrix SLIL 1M
SCAH E BIREUE B B AR JEEBURIIRART o8 11 38 1) HERYESRAR. 2) FEMRATREIRRR. 3) WTEIE X
AHT(LSA)TENR . 4) WVCZ AT R, 5) EHnTER. 6) 1ERBARIR. 7) SUR S M o 137048
Fr. 8) ARNEE AR, 9) AL R ERAR. 10) WEIAS B8R, 11) WIELIEIERR. N T TR
VB AR E — b PR B RS AR, SR Coh-Metrix BEATIERSAFAE0HT, HNi% T BRSO3 40E
FREHEM R B ELRE . SR TIBESRE, AL AL, IBRS T RA 7 AR .

Web Vocab Profile /&2 —MELIFE T H, M T2 SCRMIRCRAE . EARME SR 73 7 9 U 2%
I 1000 ANFIEE AR 1000 AN TEE SR, FEiEE AR B (AWL), BAS AL ARTE =M ER R 3]
f) 2R (OFf-list) . Hef)iifiili, Web Vocab Profile 15 3 A< A4 FH A e AR AIAE A 37] () 1 49 EE o

SPSS 26.0 /& AT G it AT 3 2 — o ARBFFUCR ML FEAR T A4, R50 =5 ot 91l — B i s
TR R S AR EER .

4.3. fRiLiE

o, BRI IE— R 9008 i A #0001 40 R sC. HOR, BB U B HELE,
EHLT Coh-Metrx MIAHICHERR, X PRI S SCAR B 2% BEJEAT T LU . BRIk, i AL Coh-Metrix
W BRI A ) SPSS Y, BEATHOLREAR t K5, UIMIE R EAEREES. a, (EEBEMITE
M SPSS HIEERI G, RAIFHL R,

5. &M5itie
5.1. JASCHFAE

TEVCAFAE AT, AE# MR WE 2 REME . % B R AP AS 5 AT k. Bk, EET
R B SRR K FE T T, s — 1A LB s B, IR BRI ) A R A R EE R
(P =0.013 < 0.05) 1M 7E & i K E TR 2 7(P = 0.052 > 0.05). Hyk, fEWRIZEEMET I, HHIHE K
RILFF e T s —, HERAEZEP = 0.0687 > 0.05). 4=, {Eid%E 5, HHFREiE— i

(&
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PR SR L vy T Wi, (EAE IR S B R R L 26 22 5 (P = 0.635 > 0.05). £8P0, M
WA LA, BTSN WIS D B SCAR R A A 2% 22 57 (P = 0.085 > 0.05). ia]jLAF il Ak
SEREAR T IR A R MK 2.

Table 2. The result of independent-samples T test for lexical characteristics
2 2. TACHHIEMAI AR T RIGER

LS N N ‘
T-H 56 . . b BEZE2 S 1] 1) 5 A 43
B i
P1H P>0.052 P<0.013 P > 0.0687 P >0.635 P >0.085

5.2. FEFHE

BANERHIET 5, A EEQREA) FREMAESRENAN . 1k, BIOE— R
PR FAKJE LB R 0l R S OARRS K . AR PR MR A t RIS 45 (P = 0.400 > 0.05), FH il —F1%
s PR FRERE EEZER . R, WA AT 8 &AM R — K F), (B
WFZEE — BB SCA R ) 7R BAPEmg & T2 W iE — . K 3 ATLAB Y, ERFSEE — AR i a) 7 B
£(50.6625%) i T 25 BfF L1 [ 152 SCAS ) 1 L (45.7735%) , 15t B 25 BF 0835 — [ A0V 45 WM T 25 B B
B2, it SPSS X Ak e dE AT L5 G LU T, R IR s R BoR, B EE — M i geiE —AE R
PR E A T TR B 2 (P = 0.338 > 0.05) . AJVERFIESSIAEAS T K056 45 5 W% 3.

Table 3. The result of independent-samples T test for syntactic characteristics
7 3. ALEAFHEMIIFEAR T HRIGEER

Fi L PCSYNz PCSYNp
NETEM I ($41#) 0.01460 50.6625%
NETEM Il (3918) -0.11645 45.7735%

P {H 0.400 0.388

5.3. IBEYFE

Table 4. The result of independent-samples T test for textual characteristics (text length)
A ERBIEBEKEASIHA TRIGER

Ear et PRI R
NETEM I ($1#) 1699.2
NETEM I (3918) 1623.2

P {H 0.002

MIBRHERE, Al NIERKE . ERAE. BRIEERER AT R, B, PR 5
MR A K FAEAE R 2R (P = 0.002 < 0.05), HiF— [R5 SCA K 5 T 908 — R oA K,
DR L 25 AT 00 — D) B2 SCAR TR B [ SR o vk, B EiE — RIS B 0 R o A FE AN, T LAY
WICHE, RDW AR . 5=, PRI AL SR G A, 17 A 3 AT o L A
BN BB, VR MIE CES. AT RERE SR = AN IRV TR PSSR AT 5T . IR Y
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Table 5. The result of independent-samples T test for textual characteristics (cohesion and coherence)
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Table 6. The result of independent-samples T test for readability
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