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Abstract

This paper reports on a corpus-based comparative study of the text difficulty levels of intensive
reading tasks between College English Test Band 6 (CET-6) and two versions of National Entrance
Test of English for MA/MS Candidates (NETEM-1 and NETEM-2) in recent years. A total of 144 texts
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of the three kinds of examinations in recent years were collected, and then analyzed from four as-
pects: lexical complexity, syntactic complexity, readability and thematic range to investigate wheth-
er and to what extent intensive reading texts of the three exams differ in text difficulty levels. It is
found that there is a close resemblance between CET-6 and NETEM-1 on the whole in terms of text
difficulty levels, and that both are significantly more difficult than NETEM-2. Besides, the reading
texts of CET-6 cover a larger thematic range compared to that of both NETEM-1 and NETEM-2, which
means that CET-6 requires more extra-linguistic knowledge of examinees than the other two do. This
study can be of certain significance in that it might, hopefully, provide reference for college students
in English learning and preparation for CET-6 or NETEM.
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1. 518

S R TAEANH AR (CL FRIFR “NHHEIR” 5 “CET-6” V2B B M E /I ABEMHE H b E
FERISLHE ) — TR bR e R, HH MRS CRFEIEHEE M) WE M3 B AR R E K% E
JUBLE A IE FHRE 1T 2 00 HERR (D0 &L, [RS8 FHON B0 T R B R AR BB /KPR B S 5 R [ 1]
NRFERAERFER 6 HF 12 H 85547 Ik, FWN 5318 1], FFXARFERRH=ZEFTAE, &
EBIRXGEEHMHEE U B IR AR AN RIS TRAa ,  F r R RS 40 TeR 6 1 VB A (GG 3R]
HA) K B B (BT VT IO ) AV 40 el 15 (BRde) =Pl Y, B 5 K52 35%. A1-4H [ B30 7 225K
F AR R RS SO0 EE, BRI RS A O, B A AR A A A ) DY A i T g H A A
ER, HHMRERFEEARZI LR LR, ORFEMEAE B KEMEZEMT . 2600,
DU DA B AR bR SCHE A CEE L]

SR 7T AR N 22 DB (B AR < BT 90IE 7 ) 3R E A S 2 R R B BT R WSO -E A 7t AE
M EWEAERERNAEES - AL RXREH, AR AP B RIS A SR s 5 1
IEHAET), PRUFHCREE B —ESGERE ), JHA R T & m G R AR b BT 7E Tk Bt 1%k [2] [3]-
M 2010 FEFFAG, FRE R IEE 43 N T J0E () FIE ()RS IR, S5 ()R IEH TS AR A+
FG R 55 9 KLV L84, SiE(Z)REM TR shak, X Fignam. 5= ir ik
SRR AR AE Tl PR AR AT AT R B SEIE () BB () E NS R B - BRI RAE 12
JYIE A E LA SN A2 AN 2847, D8 (—) M () sUB S i KBUHFE, #0 eiBiaas . 11
S B, RS IEDUE Sy, AR 5500 1A, FLHE, SO (—) AT () AT 4 B A
8T ], 3509 SR 5 AR Bl 13 DU 68 9 SO F AR B R SO S5 1) 5 T B LA PR ik —), %%
A EEEN . BERGEE. SIS S HEATAE A HEFAGIH L ARE bR SCHE AR R 1] 5
REJT, B E A 40%, (HE S ME R =2 (2] [3].

MR AT, ANEFERFET G A S — Lt m g #R 2 E R KRS S
AR RER BIOR T 25 S HURE 5%, A B K S22 D 15 A R R ) R [ K 2 2 5 005 2 P 0o ) 13
BIEAS ERE ) BAT 40 e e i A ey B M ) NIV il . MR, NG A OeiE, Ll
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Jil Ve

LW IEE PR 2 18] MAFAEE — eI ZE R SETE NG Bl AR R0 K 2 S e OR A 22 2
SKBR T N E ST A8 R 2 1k, T 2 e D 5 2 A A A R R B N T AR B ST P R S KT
IR, X R — 3 (R H RS A T AN A 8 () T 2R E A T4 DL R 5 3 17 (27
ARG (2525, 1S () T 2GR LASKEN O 2 [ i L M R i 25 24, PR SRR A A
B HARAR, X254 AT EORAMBIAAAE — € Z 5. EREEIE, DU 4 b X —
M5, NYAENEH S8 DL G SevE 1 R s ) a2 2N se e F), - DR BAT Bm i T bk - 9
H, BEIRZHEBAEERMBES SIS R, NS BN, B TR sl i 400 B8R
MEEEXS ) KRFEE D R E

I SRR AT LU B, [ P O e KR E R D S e M T LRI T . B S o R
PEBOR, RMERSEMINTTE, MEHITE SRR B SCAHAT 7w [4]; midsgis i
U5, RFETE LA DU )\ 1 B B i A e BEREAT 1 XS LB 7T [5] s T HEAR S 35 1 45 ] Coh-Metrix
TRXNEFEANEHE A RS {3 163 FFEIER T 7 X EL[6]: BRIl E s S
SRR B BB AT TXSLL[7]s A BRI S i (—) 5 FEA 5 ) Bl S A 24T T 4T L 8] o

SRTE , K IS B 1 e M TS BRI FUAE B 42 77 T 20 LR R, RIK 2 #0RE A BhiE e
J7is WSO BT BN B T R BEAT 208 o (ESE, BUARTFT LUIE A 915 25 60 T Bn 9 25 b AT X b s
%, T P RIS 2075 10 2 T DU 25 B S v 1) R A R AT LR AT T AR 58 R BN B = PRI
KRWFFAES 2 AL R A J R B At b, i B PEN 25 1K 5 25 0T 9 vl DA S e i g oy e A1
I BRI 23 TR AR AE R, DO B AU LAAR 7S, RIS A Kk B ik % A iRt — e Bk 2% .

2. ARt
2.1, IBRIEES

AR FE NI A SR = Fof 2 kI 3 R TP AT A B i E R E 144 R BN AU RLE, B R EE
2017~2020 4 i) 48 55 75 2% 2% T4 19 352 S0 AR L 2010~2021 4F ] 5 F S48 (—) 48 R AT-41 %) 352 30 A< . 2010~2021
SRR BB ()P AR S0 48 fiS o BT UARHRA L T N TR, br i fF 54 g— NIk . 5
B /SRR R e A — LB AR (VR SO SO EMBR, BT AT B i B #B R A7 S (R SO AR S

22. IRIAESSE

AT TR BE0/NOERE, ERER R Wordsmith 7.0, ST 5 3 Ml a4+
BFSU-Huge-Mind Readability Analyzer 2.0, fEZSCARTCE 4 EE 50 Hr#% Web-based Lexical Complexity
Analyzer (LCA). 1£ 2 SUAH)EE 44 FE /3 M 2% Web-based L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer (L2SCA)F14t it
B E SPSS 22.0. HdEILEE J7i% N 3 H] Wordsmith 7.0 FI LCA Bkl SRR, K55, KAH, 7
Pl K RV B R AR AT % B R < 18 L2SCA 43 Wikl $R19 6152 2% B2 #54fs « 12 BFSU-Huge-Mind
Readability Analyzer 2.0 73 #7 SCA 1) S 3 VE £ . 32 ) Wordsmith 7.0 S BGE KK 32 @A & o 20T 77
IRAEH TS A, R SPSS 22.0 XA AR MR BT SME T8 . T 2 S Gt b3, SREX =
e R AT 20 B B3 A AE T R A AR AT L BB L 3 R R DY A T R ARk A 56 B AT

2.3. WisimIRR

AT BAERIE LR A 1) SEFHRGHPIAE() FE ()T BB R e R E . A
EEIRE . R =TT, W Z AR AR R ETEZE R Y 2) =Rl 40 B i e A SO 72 10
AT & HBEA A ARE, HERRZER?
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3. &R5118
3.1. AL ERE

VA 2% B R SCA PRl AR BE RN BE[8]. — RO &, 1R TRV S 2% Ry, [ B X OB
AR A FTEAF L L P 23RV R X =AMl S 2% RE ) 8 15 25 58 = =% 1k ) ) 3 s KR

3.1.1. AFF/RFFLL

TEFF (token) 248 —AME & b, FRATRATEF UM <37 o KfF(type) EAE L IH R, 2K
FFIFEATEL(TTR, type-token ratio) 3 m 285 i IE R LU, 2ty B SCAS TRV B 2% P 10 B 799 N T 3
o R A SCARK P 22 S 3 R 5, 38 SR PR vE SR 77 EE (STTR, standardized type-token ratio) >k i 5 1a7C
HIE, STTR MGG, WHISCAGEEREZ, MWK, KH Wordsmith 7.0 3453 =Fh 2% {12 5]
RS H A STTR Bl L AU R R X STTR Hdl AT AR R 7 Z 00, SR WEE 1 Fis.

Table 1. One-way ANOVA results of the STTR values for the intensive reading tasks in three tests
F* 1 Z#ERFARILER STIR ERERAFESINER

JEENK () FEE(Z) T FE 2ENEpE

STTR 74.94 75.95 75.93 1.713 0.184

M 1L ATBUE H, EARAERIEFFLL(STTR)X —f8br b, =4 SUARZ [RIAAELE 2 35 1% 2 57 (p = 0.184 >
0.05), BRI =R 474 e 52 H ST SCAK B b BT 2 145 R R AAH ]

3.1.2. FE#iEHE

TN 4 B (15— AN br A2 P23 K (mean word length). 3l K= 45— B3] T A0 55 16 7 BRI B0
B R IR R KB R, — AN 8 ek 8 AN RF LA B iR Al DURLAE KAAI[8]. — R R, BRI
FRK, (AT, RSO . RS AP RO, RV A RO, D e . 3
i Wordsmith 7.0 3573 = 415 R 740 B 13235 5 AP XA KB, IF LR AU IR o 123w AT A IR R
T ZEAYNT(EE 2), T L= A SO T 4] K 2 1) A7 78 55 35 4 2% 57 (p = 0.000 < 0.05).

Table 2. ANOVA results of mean word length
F 2. FHNARKFENER

Sl NY Pl () Jeifi(—) Ji%E FAE N p {H
STTR 5.0048 5.0192 4.8406 8.959 0.000

Table 3. Tukey HSD post-hoc test results of mean word length
7 3. FHiAHK Tukey HSD E/EHRIGER

(OEES @)F ¥IZ(1-) FrifEiR B p A
S AT HE(—) -0.01438 0.04687 1
TEE(Z) 0.16417" 0.04687 0.002
() FHBENH 0.01438* 0.04687 1
HIE(D) 0.17854 0.04687 0.001
() FHBENH —0.16417: 0.04687 0.002
HEIE(—) —0.17854 0.04687 0.001

FE: TR 95%(1) i MK
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Tukey HSD Fi G ia 45 SR (& 3) R, TEAFABIELR H PR K 7T, SEE RS HEE(—)2 Mk
2 EMEZE 5 (p = 1.000 > 0.05), 3 #4250 M 0.01438 15 HiF /N RN T () 2 A 535 M 2 5 (p = 0.002
< 0.05), A b5 # P41 K £ 0.16417 17 ; JiF (—) M5 () 2 [ A7 76 B & PE % 57 (p = 0.001 < 0.05),
A LG # P 2 h 0.17854 i) (Rltk, SRR IR KX —FR bR, 7S R TS (—) A7 40 B i 1A
RRELNEZR, HEHRERTHEIE).

3.13. AL EE

925 3 (lexcical density)F )2 52 SCi BURSoh SCAS 53 B L2 [9] 2 85 5t SCARNE 52 2R i) L —
bR, O N S GRS NS L A S (R A A . BhEA) LA R T
o0V S ) (4 B T L PR 2t T AR BT B, T ““Fast” WSOl B 2 AR NS 4% “-ly”
TRIENIA) [10]. IR AN € FF R AR L AR I ST A 40 AT 5% LCA SMHHAS 8] = 4% AT 40 B 5
F I3 R, 85 LU Ry | A b AT B0 R 207 240 W (32 4). G5 R SoR, SRR f7- 401
B SO B 7 THT G 52 % 2% 52 (p = 0.095 > 0.05).

Table 4. ANOVA results of lexical density
T A NDBLEERENTER

Ei=2an YR N K JET(—) HEIE( ) HEFAE SEEpE
1AL 0.5479 0.5604 0.5471 2.39 0.095

Table 5. Syntactic complexity indicators provided by L2SCA
% 5. L2SCA AR 2 E 4T

251 EGEL
1) “F¥FaKEMLC)
FRPAKE 2) “FHHFKE(MLS)
3) P T ALK (MLT)
BRA) TR )T 17 A B (CIS)

1) AT AL A B (CIT)
2) BR T BACLLEENEA T A E R T A 80 (CTIT)
3) MJE T H A (HEEAS T A P AR 7 #) $08 (DC/C)
4) FA T B4 1 W& 5 EE (DCIT)
1) BASFA) IR RE 4R (CPIC)
S VU 25 e 2) AN T AL 951 6 15 KR (CPIT)
3) JHI G LR (RIS T T B A ) (T/S)
1) FASTFHAIH R 24 44 37 M E = (CNIC)
R T B 2) HA T AL R 2k A i MR TE RO (CNIT)
3) WA T HAH B IR A TEH = (VPIT)

F=RMNE T A E

I R = AR R TR AR 2 A S, ATUR L, =AU A Al B R B R AT R KT
A7 AE 22 5 o

32 AEERE
FRER R RARTE 577 T ARG R I 2 R S SRR [11]. AR R AR REBOR, ST B 1) 55 4 P2 ot
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Table 6. ANOVA results of 11 syntactic complexity indicators with homogeneous variance
6. FEFMMN+—IMAEEREIRRGEDER

febr F[2,141] WEMEpE
MLS 0.722 0.487
MLT 1.44 0.24
MLC 0.515 0.599
CIS 0.589 0.556
VP/T 0.202 0.817
DC/C 0.374 0.689
CIT 1.068 0.346
DCIT 0.508 0.603
T/S 0.545 0.581
CT/IT 2.249 0.109
CP/C 1.148 0.32
Table 7. Welch’s test results for three syntactic complexity indicators with varying variance
= 7. FERTH=IMAEE ZE B Welch #IG4ER
L7 giit df1 df2 TEMpE
CPIT Welch(W) 1.819 2 88.212 0.168
CN/T Welch(W) 5.774 2 90.860 0.004
CN/C Welch(W) 5.924 2 90.295 0.004
Table 8. Games-Howell post-hoc test results for the indicators of CN/T and CN/C
%z 8. CN/T # CN/C #5#R Games-Howell B IEER
£ (% %R (1) b R p fA
, T () 0.0446167 0.1627721 0.959
YOESNH .
: (D) 0.4099375 0.1508373 0.022
PEE AR —0.0446167 0.1627721 0.959
CN/T PE(—) .
: HIE(T) 0.3653208 0.1285699 0.015
PEE AR —0.4099375" 0.1508373 0.022
PE() .
) HE(—) —0.3653208 0.1285699 0.015
, HE(—) —0.0500208 0.0802964 0.808
YLE N
: FE(Z) 0.1623000 0.0693925 0.056
D EYAY ] 0.0500208 0.0802964 0.808
CN/C PE(—) .
: JEiE () 0.2123208 0.0674972 0.006
PEE AR —0.1623000 0.0693925 0.056
PE() .
) G (—) —0.2123208 0.0674972 0.006
e TR 95%0 B E KT
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B BRI, AV 2 B MRV LA b )2 T 28 5% 1 A el o P (1 B B R bR . A SR A /N TR I B
AL A T 8 (L2SCA), % TE LR B AT ASEEUGT EAR BB BT I 28 14 MATEE J B HRhR (R
5)i) H 3k s r[12] [13].

] L2SCA 3R13 = b 2% A4t (8] 3 SCRBNVE B 2R B % e An it , I AH R BN R, dA7 A
RITENNT. T EFRERRE R TR, 16 14 ML ENEbr+, CP/T. CN/T. CN/C X =/4F
Fr 7 A5 (p {559 0.033+ 0.005 F10.017, #4/1NF 0.05), FHifth 11 WidEARTH £ J7 Z 5. Xl 2 5 %
FPER 11 TR AR AT BRI T 200, SR E 6. 31X 11 TR AR R R p KT 0.05, £
FEIX 11 BUAE R A febs by, =50 4ai s B 2 B B 2 57

X7 ZEANTE) CPIT. CN/T. CN/C X =Wifabrit4T Welch fde, Z5R W& 7, W] W=4CAAE CPIT
X—JEhr LR 2 5 (p = 0.168 > 0.05), 7E CN/T+ CN/C X ANt A7 7E 525 1 25 5 (p 1543 5124 0.004
F110.004, ¥3/hT-0.05). K Games-Howell F /5 5%+ CN/T. CN/C B MERIE—2 08T, 458 L3k 8.

H7 8 AN, ERA T BAL P E A A EREECE (CNIT)IX —f8br b, SEiEAN RS 98 (—) (8
T EMEZ R (p = 0.959 > 0.05); HEiE/SNH S HAE () [BAF/E W E 2 5 (p = 0.022 < 0.05), 2% BIoRAl
HHEF PR T AR R 2 4 R AR 2 0.4009, JEE(—)FISE () Z M AE R EHE R
(p=0.015 < 0.05), ¥JZE/Ral#H WG & P T S 8 22 408 M iEEE 2 0.3653 4. (WX —
bR G, JENHAEE SIOE() R ML, AR, P EE KT E(D).

FEREAS 0] o ) 52 28 44 PR R TR R (CN/C)IX —Fa#5 b, BETE NS JHE(—) 2 R 3 2 e (p =
0.808 > 0.05); Feifi /g Jeif (=) M Jo i3 1% 22 7 (p = 0.056 > 0.05); Jeifi(—)AIFeiE (=) 2 [MAF1E 2 3
P22 5 (p = 0.006 < 0.05), 47 ol & L & PR T AL P E 2 RESE 2 0.2123 4>, X
MK —FEFRKE, =R R B B2 N KRB MK IO TEE(—) BN %. JEE(Z), Hh b (—)HER
WERTIEE).

AL AR EH R bR T Z TG AT LA, TEAVER R E b, =R, SiE(—) RSB S g
IAUAE, AHFRRF 918 (2).

33. SiE

5y (readability), SOPRWTEERE, R4RSCAR G T R AN B AR AR BE B 0T o Bl ARLY 5 131 52 3]
WL Ak SRR E R R . SO S itk n] DL I 5 S A FORERAE. Flesh Skttt 2
A G B T E A R 2 e A 5[ 14] [15]. ISR S st fF BFSU-Huge-Mind Reada-
bility Analyzer 2.0 52 i = Fl #5352 SCAR ) Flesh 5 et Fa 05, JFLABREAONN R, x5 v 2
BTN R T 2T (SR 2 9), 7 2 MR PR G 45 B B on 7 2551, SR A B R (p
=0.001 < 0.05). BEATALIAIME SR L, &5 R 10 fos.

H 10 WA FEAFARb LR H i S S, AR RS HE() 2RI BE M Z R (p = 0.826 >
0.05); AHFERMILE ()2 G EEFHEZER(P = 0.001 < 0.05); FEE()MIE(C)Z A EEHEER

Table 9. ANOVA results for readability
FO. FEMBESRER

JEHENH () FHE(T) FHEFHE BEMpE
AL 37.7398 38.9004 23.41 7.365 0.001
H/ME 1150 10.00 23.41
PN} 57.78 62.08 60.51
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Table 10. Games-Howell post-hoc test results for readability
% 10. 5% Games-Howell S IEER

(OEES @)F ¥IZ(1-) FRifEiR B p A
2 ~1.16062 1.97141 0.826
! 3 ~7.05521" 1.97141 0.001
1 1.16062 1.97141 0.826
? 3 —5.89458" 1.97141 0.009
1 7.05521" 1.97141 0.001
: 2 5.89458" 1.97141 0.009

FE: AR 9591 2 KT

(p=0.009 <0.05), ZieafiiRtEGETHEE KAl AL, NEFE XTI B K2 5 R 8016 (37.7398) 5 41
(—) (38.9004) 8z, B =3 Gy iR R AR — B JEiE () 10 5y S M Fie B8 18 (44.7950) B4 KT /S %5 iR
FNFAE(—), BRI =R rp S () 0 B R 5, MR i/

3.4. £FEiFHTH

Vg B ) B FEAMY S 3 . ARESRE B TR ERHIEAE G, WS SCRM N B T
BA— &Y SRR R UL, SCARFTES W E G2 B2, AR R AT & E i ok,
e 1A P AR K [15] o BRI, BR T AGAVE RJvE. BhistEix = MBS W aR4E T %52, Al 3 8
WA, MR SRS T =R X0 B AR RHE . E ] (keyword) & FR7E LR B s SR R LA
i vy IR ()R] o R S AT ARV B B TR R DL AR &R B E L N ANME
ASCH A Wordsmith 7.0 34, BB FEHT FH I =025 32047 48 1 13 SCASTE R} EE AR D9 WL %2 15 L 2 (observed
corpus), ¥ H ANC (American National Corpus)ii] 3 {F A2 % kL PE (reference corpus), FEHUHI M E21E K
JE v = 2 AR AT G 5 5 SO A B ) T R R (R 11), TS 2 M B oR =R AR T B E R,

Table 11. Keyword lists of the intensive reading tasks of three tests
11 =ZME AR ERIER

FPg NGRS FEE JEE () B WP FREUE () R L EME

1 robots 20 184.36 digital 19 80.79 students 46 167.18
2 Antarctic 15 115.86 media 31 68.06 jobs 28 99.18
3 scientists 25 111.09 companies 31 66.70 Facebook 8 89.65
4 government 8 88.06 peer 15 64.42 cent 16 88.44
5 Al 12 83.26 Al 10 64.00 workers 27 69.63
6  researchers 21 69.68 social 33 59.95 companies 27 52.74
7 marine 16 69.62 state 48 53.36 gap 15 47.16
8 organic 16 69.51 fashion 19 50.38 college 25 45.18
9 cities 20 57.12 tax 31 49.91 housing 14 39.02
10 climate 15 56.52 justices 9 45.83 social 26 36.29
11 science 22 53.72 discovery 15 44.95 recession 10 35.94
12 agriculture 13 50.42 factors 5 43.74 generation 17 3291
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il

Continued
13 academic 17 50.25 boards 12 42.99 UK 9 32.52
14 smartphone 5 48.85 consumers 14 42.75 count 4 31.57
15 stress 18 46.33 court 25 42.02 work 48 28.32
16 Sensors 8 41.67 law 33 40.55 women 27 25.76
17 photos 11 40.14 sector 14 34.23 corporate 13 24.03
18 humans 16 39.59 print 13 33.74 economy 17 23.31
19 hunting 13 39.26 ruling 11 31.23 apps 3 23.30
20 debris 9 38.15 sales 15 30.98 robots 5 23.24
21 birds 12 33.62 unions 10 30.57 labor 15 21.50
22 breeding 9 33.21 NHS 6 29.92 zone's 3 18.80
23 choices 12 33.05 Britain 13 28.72 factors 3 18.80
24 social 26 31.96 online 15 28.35  governments 10 18.74
25 decision 21 31.95 pressure 17 26.22 tech 9 18.56
26 farmers 10 27.89 researchers 13 26.01 tasks 8 17.38
27 grades 8 25.18 scientific 13 24.08 economic 18 15.40
28 food 21 24.04 marketers 5 23.33 home 30 15.30
29 krill 6 23.49 google 3 22.88 climate 8 14.50
30 sustainability 5 23.45 prize 10 22,56  psychologist 5 13.56

B 11 A, BB GAT AN SR H AT =00 0 32 80 P K B (robots, scientists, Al, researchers,
science, smartphone, sensors). i3 (Antarctic, marine, climate, debris, sustainability). 4%/ (organic, birds,
breeding, krill). f&l2E 7= (agriculture, hunting, farmers). #(& (grades). Eifi(government). H & 4= i%(stress,
photos, humans, choices, decision, food)& %Ml Forp, R4, M3, AEY) LS B IRFFE A O #3288
Bt E A=A R R L b, WS PN R R B S ST AR, X 5 E R “aktt
JiZ, W NSCFRE, R, BB ESUE B SFRR A — B SE () A R S SO T =
() 3 ] 5 J B (state, ruling, Britain, unions). 7443 (justices, court, law). £ % (tax, companies, boards,
consumers, sales, marketers). £ (digital, Al, discovery, researchers, scientific, Google). 1k 51% 4% (media,
print, prize). PEJ7(NHS ( “JE EKEITRSGIER” ). Wi (fashion), B4 —8 54k &4 TG AR R A1
W “peer. pressure. social, sector” o FHULRI UL, TEIE(—)RIEOENE BN EEEBCN 2R, FEW K
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