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ABSTRACT

Readability, as opposed to legibility is the ea#th which we read and understand a particular emitext. This
paper takes into consideration the two differemqtrapches to analyze the readability of writtengexthe quantitative and
qualitative analysis through a survey of subjecteating which involves the analysis of a numbereafder characteristics
such as degree of knowledge and interest in thipcutesearches on readability. The quantitativadyesis focuses on text-
specific objective testing which is solely basedlinguistic factors such as word and sentence femdtich can be easily
measured and quantified by using readability foamulQualitative analysis focuses on reader-speaifiotivation,
familiarity of the theme, etc. Detail analysis ravthat along with vocabulary and sentence strectilne reader’s reading
ability, prior knowledge, familiarity, interest arekpertise on the subject or related field in whiled text is written are

powerful contributors to determine text readability
KEYWORDS: Readability, Readability Formula, Linguistic FactoDbjective Testing, Subjective Testing
IINTRODUCTION

The concept of readability is one of the most intgiatr factors that determine the efficacy of a writmaterial. It
is the ease with which we read and understand ticplar text. But the concept is different fromdibility’, which is
concerned only with typeface and layout. Georger&I@l963) defines readability as “the ease of ustdeding or
comprehension due to the style of writing.” Edgalddand Jeanne Chall's (1949) gave a very compsdredefinition
which says readability is: “The sum total (inclugliall the interactions) of all those elements withi given piece of
printed material that affect the success a grougaflers have with it. The success is the extewhioh they understand

it, read it at an optimal speed, and find it ingtirgy.”

The origin of the earliest readability study was ttoncept of studying literature from a statisticiew point by
English literature professor, L. A. Sherman in 1830s (DuBay, 2004). He discovered that using shagntences and
concrete terms increase the overall readabilittheftext. During the 1920s, Edward L. ThorndikeCalumbia University
publishedThe Teacher’'s Word Bodk 1921 which listed 10,000 words by frequencyusé. Thorndike found that the
more frequently a word is used, the more familigs iand the easier to use (DuBay, 2007). This ephof vocabulary
frequency lists proved to be a great help for teexho evaluate the readability of reading materfiai their students and

classes. Gradually in U.S.A, the adult literacydsts were conducted to evaluate the reading alofithe general readers.

Still, the main concern of educators, writers, jalists, corporations and Government agencies heassue of a
lack of a generalized method for measuring texteatiability. Thereafter, a series of research studiere conducted by a
community of readability scholars such as Edgael@ald Ralph Tyler (1934), Bernice Leary and Willi&mGray (1935),
Rudolf Flesch (1946, 1949, 1964), Edgar Dale arahde Chall (1948), Robert Gunning (1952), Wilsoryl®a(1953),
George Klare (1963, 1975, 1980), G. Harry McLauglli968), Edward Fry (1963, 1977) and many more fEadability
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measurement techniques developed by these schmlaved to be a boon for those groups of people whe really

concerned about the readability factors in theitste

The present paper tries to highlight the two broaiggories of readability tests — quantitative qudlitative tests
used for evaluating readability of a particularttébhis paper presents a survey of researchesamtabdity, taking into
consideration both the quantitative and qualitatygroaches in the determination of readabilityagbarticular text.
Hence, the overall aim of the paper is to drawabatitical analysis of both the quantitative and@lgative approaches to

the evaluation of readability of written texts.
READABILITY TESTS — QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE AP PROACHES

The earliest forms of readability measurements weiantitative approaches to test readability ofdbecerned
text through mathematical readability formulas. Hasic process in these readability tests invobaemting the number
of some combination of syllables, words, senterares$ paragraphs to estimate the difficulty of thegleage level used
(Woods et. al., 1998). It contributes to text-sfieabjective testing of a given text taking intonsideration the specific
textual variables such as word length, sentencgthemumber of syllables, etc., and coming out vatlguantifiable

number after the applying the mathematical formiitds numerical value denotes the readability sobtée given text.

Lorge formula is considered to be one of the esirlieadability formulas for assessing textual rédita In
1944, Lorge published his new Lorge Index in Treachers College Recond an article entitled, “Predicting Readability,”
which uses three variables viz., average sentesrogtH in words, number of prepositional phrasesl€r words, and
number of hard words not on the Dale list of 769yeaords (DuBay, 2007). Lorge’s work establisheel phinciples for
the readability research that would follow and tbet stage for the Dale-Chall and Flesch Reading E@snulae, which

were introduced in 1948.

In 1948, Edgar Dale, Education Professor at OhiateStUniversity, published the Dale-Chall formula he
developed with Jeanne Chall, founder and direcfothe Harvard Reading Laboratory. Unlike most otineodern
formulas, the Dale-Chall formula uses a list of0B,Geasy words. Using the formula requires countireg number of
“hard” words—those not on the list. Readability Revisited: The New Dale-Call Readapikfbrmula Chall and Dale
(1995) updated their list of 3,000 easy words amgroved their original formula, then 47 years old.

Rudolf Flesch in 1948 came out with one of the mfashous readability formulas so far in the histadfy
readability studies. It is calculated by using sene and word length as variables. The formulaymesl a numerical score
known as Reading Ease (Readability score), ranfyorg O to 100 where 60-70 is regarded as a stanolaideal score.
The higher the score, the easier is the text td.reaThe Art of Readable Writinl949), Flesch also gave a Reading

Grade Level with the corresponding readability scor

In 1975, in a project sponsored by the U.S. Nawy,Reading Ease formula was recalculated to gyade-level
score. The new formula is now called the Flesche#ith Grade-Level formula produces a numerical sémm@wvn as
Flesch-Kincaid Reading Grade Level which indicategade school level. It is used to determine tffeedlty of the text

written between lower school grade and collegelldisestandard grade score is 7-8th grade.

One of the simplest formulas for adult readabitégting is the Fog Index developed by Robert Gupiinhis
The Technique of Clear Writind952). The formula uses variables such as semiength and hard words and produces a
score representing the number of education gragigiresl to be able to read the written informatibn1969, G. Harry

McLaughlin published his SMOG (Simple Measure ofbBledygook) formula by using polysyllable word caufihe
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formula produces a score representing the numbedudation grade required to be able to read titeewiinformation.

Apart from these commonly used quantitative redipliests, there are still a large number of fotasuwhich
still find their application in various areas ofdability studies. The idea of qualitative readabtesting came much later
after the popularity of the quantitative readapiliésting through readability formulas. Many resbars felt that mere
testing of textual characteristics does not deteenthe readability of the text. They incorporathd tdea that reader
characteristics such as the reader's backgroundl&dge, purpose of reading, personal interest ammhsplay undeniable

role in determining the readability level of thette

An attempt to “free up” readability measurementiraord and sentence complexity was Taylor's (19898}e
procedure (Chall, 1998). A cloze test uses a tettt regularly deleted words (usually every fifth i and requires the
subjects to fill in the blanks. The percentage ofds correctly entered is the cloze score. The idive score, the more
difficult the text is. Even though it still has seramount of counting or quantitative techniques,giocess does takes into
consideration an individual’s reading level, vodaby level in a specific subject or topic area,dgaage skills, and an

estimate of the general comprehension level.

Armbruster and Anderson (1981; 1984) developedextfiook Evaluation Response Form” where evaluatans
use this checklist to evaluate text quality throsgbjective judgments. The framework has four hegalunder content,
format, utility and style which have its own opemded questions. For example, the content includestipns about the
depth of the content, new or difficult vocabulangw concepts, and appropriateness of the text amdersts’ prior
knowledge. Format has questions about illustrafiorisoductions, summaries and index. Utility indbds questions about
activities, teacher’'s manual and additional reaslifithe last part of the framework is style andai$ lgquestions about the

complexity and cohesion of the text or book.

The “Leveling System” is another newer form of qtagive readability assessment. According to Gugnin
(2003), leveling systems are especially importanhe beginning levels of reading where type simenber of words on a
page, and helpfulness of illustrations can makig@ifscant difference. This involves a subjectiveadysis of reading level
that examines vocabulary, format, content, lenifjtistrations, repetition of words, and curriculu@hall et. al., (1996) in
their Qualitative Assessment of Text Difficulty, A PreadtiGuide for Teachers and Writetse graded passages, called
“scales,” from published works along with layoutsldllustrations for leveling of texts. One canesssthe readability of

documents by comparing them to these passagessargltbe worksheet in the book.
CRITICAL REVIEW OF READABILITY STUDIES

Knowing the readability level of a particular texlps us to predict how much suitable the textsfareghe
readers. It is a concept associated with everyemritext. William H. DuBay (2004) has rightly saftht when text exceeds
the reading ability of the readers, they usualhpsteading. The early classic readability studasi$es on the pioneering
works on the development of practical methods teess the readability of written materials. It culated in the

development of various forms of quantitative assesg predominantly in the form of readability forians

The new readability studies, which began in theO0E9farked a period of deeper study and showed new
developments in the study of readability. Researcle the readability of written materials in var®sectors such as
education, science, business, law, journalism, eame to be conducted (Turksma, 1955). Readalidityiulas when
applied appropriately to school textbooks can mtetiie suitability of books for students of variayredes (Davis, 1962;
Maddux & Candler, 1984; Kaul et. al., 1995).
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One of the emerging areas in readability researchéle field of journalism. Raze (1969) found sfigant
differences between front page readability leveiatropolitan and non-metropolitan American newspspFowler and
Smith (1979, 1982) found that magazines were edasieead than newspapers and also found that iergerdelayed-
reward items were found to be more difficult to dethan immediate-reward items. Phillip Meyer The Vanishing

Newspaper — Saving Journalism in the Informatioe 904) found that many newspapers are too harelio.

The art of readability studies came to be lookexnfra wider perspective by 1970s. Critics and resesgs
expressed discontent over the readability formstating that they measured "mere surface factoxs,'real sources of
difficulty. The difficulty lies not in words and s&ences but in ideas. Some critics acknowledgetttigaclassic formulas
had practical validity and value, but were essépti theoretical and purely quantitative approéchall, 1996). Many

researchers too came up with the idea that predict readability should go beyond readability fatas.

Urquhart (1979) found out that comprehension, liegrrand creative thinking appear to be closely dihkin
reading. According to Selzer (1981), reading isighlly individualistic activity and the readabilifiprmulas cannot be
applicable to a generalized set of readers. Thadtars, in fact, are too simple and have not bedibraged for highly
skilled adult readers. Davison (1985) pointed biat the other aspect of readability research sacthea type of readers
involved, abilities of the reader, as well as thader's background knowledge, purpose of readiegreader’s personal
interest in the text and perception of the situatiowhich reading a particular text is taking @aehich does not make use

of readability formulas cannot be ignored.

Stevens et al. (1992) pointed out a serious limoitabf readability formulas by stating that therfalas do not
consider the prior knowledge, language ability ootirration of the reader. Reading readers is a whyassessing
readability according to Steinke (1995). Woodsle{1998) indicated that comprehensibility tests airectly asking for
reader's comment were much more valuable in regigixt than the readability measures examinedninaf the recent
studies, Janam et al. (2010) predicted a new agdaditative approach known as “Interpretative Payad where the
researcher tries to find out what is in the realerind when they are reading by interpreting whasé reader’s say. The

authors hope this new paradigm will open new dtmreadability research.
DISCUSSIONS AND ANALYSIS

Readability formulas in one way or the other aegistical measurements which takes into considarainly the
textual and linguistic factors. Formulas only give an estimated grade difficulty score based salelyhe length of the
sentence or word difficulty but the scores do restess the interactive nature of reading compretvenshey do not (and
cannot) measure such reader specific factors asivation, interest, competitiveness and purposéieyido not consider

the varied backgrounds of the readers but insteatpate a reading score for an “average” readerésteet al., 1992).

According to Gilliland (1975), matching the readed the text has come to be called readabilitydReagprocess
requires an in depth interplay between the texts isreaders and that difficulty in reading stefmmsn locating and
maintaining relationships between ideas that areegitied in the text. This is best shown by the as®d time needed to
read the material, by the amount recalled of théera read, and the time per unit of informati@talled. As Selzer
(1981) had already depicted that reading is a highdlividualistic activity, the readability of a grular text will

absolutely differ among different readers. No twaders have the same reading skills and psychalagiakeup.

Subjective analysis of readability based on qualtameasures by judging the reader characteristichave
some drawbacks in sense that they cannot be setjeztguantitative validity test in researchestifes, it may be hard

to come out with a generalization as it becomesstaujective in its approach. Quantitative methofiaralysis at the
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objective level are suitable especially for youregders at school level which gives more stresextual factors whereas
qualitative methods at the subjective may find mewéability among adults and higher level readehere reading is

highly a matter of cognitive tendencies and ideas.

Readability hence, is a complex issue especiallgniihis a concern of public reading. So, the n@nd that is in
would be a combined technique of both the quaitéaind qualitative analysis. Even though thisdranin its infancy, it
is a highly recommended technique by many emergésgarchers. In this trend, a readability formw@a be used as a
beginning estimate and then, text judgment based amecklist and leveling can be done at subjediéwvels. So,
readability research has begun to open its doarmew paradigm by inculcating subjective treatnvetitin the reader and
the text.

CONCLUSIONS

Readability formulas were originally developed witie aim of ranking school textbooks in terms dficlilty in
order to assist teachers in the selection of apfaeptexts for children of different ages. The tmo@mmon criticism of
readability tests is that they are too simple ailtb consider, or examine, any of the many otraiables which may
influence reading or comprehension (Klare, 19749 @). Readability tests do not measure how intiexggshe material
will be to the intended audience and a readalslityre can be computed even for random sequeneesrd$ or sentences

that have no meaning.

Considering the diversity of public printed textsdifferent fields, the readers for such printecssages are also
diverse in nature. So, quantitative approach tdabgity measurements which focus on the textuaratteristics should
always be accompanied by qualitative approach whatuses on reader’s characteristics such as rmgaslhils,
educational, social and cultural background, igrenotive of reading, etc. The combined approachnalyzing the
readability of printed texts would prove to be alern approach because it touches both the textubteader aspects. In
this way, they can write according to the likeshdir readers. Hence, this approach would yieldenppoductive results in

future.
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