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Abstract

In this study, Type-Token Ratio (TTR) and the
Measure of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD)
develop lexical diversity automated text indicators and
examine the lexical diversity relevance in each book
of Junior English textbook.
The results are as follows:

1. The indices of lexical diversity are sensitive

length of text increasing.

2. After controlling for the length of the text (35
words or less), TTR value was increased with grade
rising. In the text length limit, the study found that
lexical diversity broadly consistent with the trend in
grade.

3. MTLD was found to be the least affected by
text length; therefore, it can be used for analyzing
textual diversity in various length of the texts.
Keywords: Indicators of Lexical Diversity;
Type-Token Ratio ; Measure of Textual Lexical
Diversity
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