a

'r

L3R BE BE IR BE BE B J

- ® ’ . ’ .6' * “e

DOCUNMENT- RESUNE

Ce

"BD- 145 398 L N . €S 003 739
AUTHOR « Paolo, Margaret Fleaing
TITLE A Comparison of Readability Graph Scores and Oral
Reading Errors on Trade Books for Beginning
A Readers.
\PUB.DATE _ Jan T1T° *
NOTE 89p.; Y. Bd. " "Thesis, Rntgers, The State University of
“\\ Ney Jersey,’ .
EDRSPRICE ° MF-$0.83 HC-$4.67 Plus Postage.
DESCRfPIpRS : *Beginning Readzng. flasters Theses; *Oral' Reading;
. ~ . -brimary Eddcation; *Readability; *Reading Level;
*Reading. Material Selection; *Reading Research
IDENTIFIERS Betts (E A); Fry (Eduarcﬁ ; Trade -Books
AABSTRACP -

" Ten. easy-to-read books were exaline&*for readabzlzty
using Fry's Readability Gragh and Betts' criteria for oral reading
performance. Five first-grade and second-grade children read selected
passages fron each of the ten books. A correlation of 0.73 was
obtained between rank orders accordzng to readabilzty graph scores
and according to oral.reading errors. Results froa the -oral reading
1nd1cated that 80 percent of the books sampled. were at the
frustratzonal level for readers in this study. (Author/&&) s

Y -
-

~

i P

Tk kkkwkkkkkk #*****#*#**************#**##****#*****#y******w‘********####

Dccupents acquired by ERIC include many Lnfor-al unpublished
materials not available from otlier sources. ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevettheless, iteas of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this-affects the quality
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC -makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDBS). EDRS is not
‘responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
##*####***#**###***##*****##*#***##**##**###*#***###*####***#*###*#####

‘ 4

L 3K B B DN B N BE J

-

-’ -




EECIEED

B B R RN “ o B Eyrar— > ts
L% . . . i;’

U 5. OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EOUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EOUCATION

} RO-
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REP
*OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR 08GANLATION Ol ous .
AN T ewor necessamiy repre A COMPARISON OF READABILITY GRAPH SCORES . -
. ° sENYOFncmLNMIONALINSHTUTEOF W
EDUCATIQN p‘osmotq OR POLICY B -
S AND
"o ORAL READING ERRORS
.o~ ON
AR -
n TRADE BOOKS FOR. BEGINNING READERS .
I , )
R I ' i . ]
= A THESIS ' .- | -
' SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY
. " OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION :
. oF .
- " RUTGERS ‘
< THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW JERSEY . TR
BY

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MARGARET FLEMING PAOLO *  MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

’ IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE Ma‘fga’fet Fleming o
- aolo . .- -
. REQUIREMENT'S FOR THE -DEGREE TO THE EOUCATIONAL RESOURCES .
] - INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)-ANO
) oF  USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM.” -

" MASTER OF EDUCATION

P
et

NEW BRUNSWICK, NEW JERSEY . ‘ . JANUARY 1977

, - — -
- APPROVED: % 7/ '/7 77 '

Edward Fry, Chairperson

) o . : ‘ﬁkaquéwLZ;4jZ£@%?Cfo%

2 ‘ Josephine Goldsmith fé

Atisties D (O o)

N ) . PhylVis Van Orden
y " - ‘
N .‘ . ‘ DEAN: .

Milton Schwebel




ey . o i \.\} . -
d A-.. ¥ : . ¢ N
: ,‘ SRS _
! . .
. " ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. " :
; " ; ”,nppreciation,iglexfended to Dr: Edward’FrX,.ﬁr. ' .
o “Phyllis Van Order, ana Dr. Josephine Gblésmitﬁ for their ’ ,
C encourégement and gui&ancehduring the doﬁgletion of éhis
5&” manuséript.. | |
‘ ? ,“ Gratifude is also expressed to Mrs. Gloria Lukacs; L
3 Reading Center secretary, for her k?ndness and patieﬁce R
2 ‘ during 6ur years of association. - ) | |
’ A final}but most important acknowledgg@ent is made - :;:
to my family whose support encouraged the completion of ‘(j ;
.-this work. . ' - . T
N " : ] ‘
l -
oy o , ..,(“ ' - -
5 . P - J C R




\\

N

TABLE OF CONTENTS

v
’ C . i %ége
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS‘ o E ii
_ LIST OF TABLES ;
. CHAPTER
: .

.
-
e

'THE PROBLEM

L ®

<.

-
—

.

:ététement,bf tbe Problen
Hypotheses

e

3 1
-~

o
(24
¥

Coe
I&portance'oﬁ the Study

e

- /
Definition of Terms .
'Limitations of the Study
Overview

i

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2
3
4

"5
S -
;

.o 10'

» Trade Books for~nginning ﬁeaders . . . . 10

Developmental History of Readabiliﬁ§ :. .- . . 15
Oral Reading;aé.a Measufe of

-Readability S e e 20
Development of the Informal
Reading Inventory

Summary

III. 'PROCEDURE

. e e . ... 25
Trade hooks

28
I 28
Population . SO
Constructidn and Selection of
Instruments

A

e 10
iii

-




<

4

TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

_ Chapter , . Page
Administration of Tests . . . . . . . .°. . . 32
Tredtment of Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

SUmmary . . . « « « + + 4 s o oo o . . . . 36

~IV. FINDINGS' AND DISCUSSION . . . % . . . . .. . .= 37.

Presentation of Data ‘on Readability
.Graph Scores - o .. -

Presentation of Data on Oral Reading
Errors . . . . . . .o e e e 43

. Correlations Between Readability
= Graph Scores and Oral Reading Errors . . . . 45

Oral Reading Errors and Betts'
Criteria for Performance . . . . . . . . . : &7
) %

Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . 52
V. SUMMARY AND €ONCLUSIONS . . . 56
SUMMATY "o+ « « « v o« e e e e e e e © 0 56

Conclusions . . . . « + « v v o v v v v oo .39

Sﬁggestions for Further Research . . . . . . 62

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . .\ « . .« o .o o o oo .. . . 64

’ AP?END;XES - |
A. Sample Passages from the Ten Trade-BooEs . . . 10

‘B. Graph for Estimating Readability/ T -2 |

o

38 .

a3




&y

*LIST OF TABLES' ' L.

7éﬁle: ] Page
/1. -Summary of Fry .Readability Graph Data and :
/ Rank Order for Titles Used in This Study . . . .| 40

/2. Rank Order-According to the Fry Readability
“- - Graph with Adjustments for Tied Ranks
, According to the Average Number of Sentences
v Per 100 Words . . . . . « . « o o . o .o .. 41,

3.. Rank Order According to the Fry Readability
Graph with Adjustments for Tied Ranks
According to the Average Number of Syllables
Per 100 Words e e e e e e e e e e 42

. 4. Average "Number of Oral Reading Errors Per

© " 100 Words and Rank Order for Titles in This

StUdy ST e e e e 44

5. Rank Order Correlations between Readability
_-Scores, Oral Reading Errors, Sentence Length,
and Syllable Count . . . . . . .. . . ... . . . 48

6. Average Number of Oral Reading Errors Per
- 100 Words and Betts.'" Level -for Titles in
© This Study . . .+ e s s e e .. 50

7. Number and Percentage of Books on a Given

. Grade Level at Independent, Instructional,

. and Frustrational Levels According to .

* Betts' Criteria . . ».@ % . « « « o « o . . . . 5l




CHAPTER: I

¢

THE PROBLEM

«

For many‘yéars, educators have been concerned with
:the‘problem of providing'instructignal materials at a level
-appropriate for the learner. This concern is narticularly'
slgnlflcant for teachers of beginning readers Since- the °
readlng ability of such students is naturally llmlted The

. outgrowth of th1s concern for approprlate materials has led

to the formulatlon of readablllty concepts. ‘ Klare (1963)

noted that the, term indicates several usages: AIegibility

-

,of handwr1t1ng or type; ease of readlna due to 1nterest

level or style, and, ease of comprehen81on due to style of

—wrltlng Most research has been directed toward the third

e

part of thlS concept and various devices have been con-

str ucted to measure the d1Ff1culty level of read1ng mattar

T

Although the three'aspects are closely Lnterrelated,

_"‘__,_‘,.’-— T -

formulas to determlne readablllty have %o used solely on

-

the'factors affecting ease of comprehension. .

~

Vocabulary load and .sentence structure were most

often incorporated into quantitative:studies (Chall, 1958);

however, few investigators have applied these to materials

at the primary level. Even fewer have confined their

©
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research to materials designed for the beginning reader.

3

) " Publishers furnish a Qariety of ‘trade books aimed

at the yéung child learning howito read. To distinguish

ﬁhe fine.variability .in level oﬁ difficulty for these .
selections, a sensitive instrument watld be ‘necessary. .
Its merits would depend on its copreldtion with the actual

reading success of children who utilize such books, as

3

weli as its practicality and ease of administration.

Statément of the Problem

This study is designed to éxamipe thelreadability
of trade books for beginniﬂg reaéers. :Although publishers
attempt to control their voc;bulary, it might be expected
that many of these ea§y-to-read books are inappropriate

'.for the c¢hild learning to read.

Specifically, this sfudy examined a selection of
books for beginning readers to determine tﬁeir difficulty
level according to the Readability Graph (Fry, 1971)."The'
samé selections were also empioyeé to investigate their
actual reading ease by children on acbeginning level. A
comparison of these results would providelinformation to
.assist the selector in determining the appropriateness of
such %raqe books for épe beginning reader.

‘Problem 1
How well doeg the Readability Graph (Fry, 1971)'
- rank trade books for beginning readers when compared with

. a ranking determined by oral reading errors? In other
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words, how we}l does the Readability Graph correlate with

oral reading errors on rank order of diffiCulpy?

\
Problem 2 '

What percentage of books marketed for beginning

readers are on independent, instructional, and frustra-

tional levels as determined by oral reading errors of

~ subjects who scored between 1.6 dnd 2.6 on the Gdtes-

MacGinitie Reading Test? .

Problem 3 ; &

o

What percentage of books designated Grade 1, :Gradeﬂ -

2, and Grade 3 accordlng to Readablllty Graph scores are
on.an’rndependent, instructional, or frustratlonal level
as determined by oral reading ertors of subjects who

scored between 1.6 and 2.6 on the @ates-MacGinitiélReading
" / & ©

Test?

Hypotheses
Hypothe31s 1 ’

The Readability Graph and oral reading errors. will
correlate positively and siignificantly on rank order.

Hypothesis 2 R " .

Y

The greatest percentage of books marketed for be—

ginning readers will be on a frus*ratlonal level as deter-

mined by the oraI’reading errors of subjects who scored

- 3
between 1.6 and: 2.6 cn the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.

HYporhesis 3

* At Grade 1, Grade 2, and Gfade 3, according to




Readability Graph scores, the greatest percentage of books

°\will be on a frustrational level as determined by the oral
reading'errors‘of subjects who’scofed‘between 1.6 and 2.6 -
on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.

The initial f&éus of this study is to detdrmine
the correlation between Readability Graph scores and oral

reading errors. The results should indicate that both pro-
cedures similarly rank the difficulty levels of easy-to-

ey

read books.

[N

The second and third hypotheses focus on the

» ~ .

_;appropriatenessvoﬁ such trade books for beginning readers. «
The data used to test these hypotheses would ‘determine
whether subjects in this investigation read tﬁe selected
.boqks on independent, iﬁstru;tional, or frustratfoﬂal
levels.. Given results of a frustrational Eerformahce, the
validity of these books for beginning réaders would be

questioned since they are too difficult for the children

for-whom they are marketed.

. Importance of the Study

Trade books for beginning readers are commonly.
found in school and‘puBlic libraries, classrooms, and
private homes. Their sales are aimed at children just
learning to read; thus teachers, parents, and librarians
purchase them in volume to provide independent reading

for primary students. Unfortunately, a quick survey .of

the available titles will reveal a wide variety of-

SRV
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difficulty levels, many of which are far beyond the ability
" of beginning readers. An investigation of this select

literature is recommended to determine if these books ful-

Q

fill the %urpose for which they are marketed:

The use of the Fry Readability Graph (1971) and
d;glyreading errors ﬁill proéide a needed comparison of a
techﬁicél‘ﬁéaSuring_§nstrument with the actual reading

performances of young cﬁfldreni\

—~

As a research tool, oral

o

reading errors are seldom used because of their lack of
,péacticality; however, they validly measureya child's per-
formance in an objective ;nd independent fashion (Fry, 1969) .
A positive and significant corfelation betweén‘phe Read-
abil%ty Grapﬁ angaoral reading errors will support the
graph's usage as a convenient estimate qﬁ ?eadability.
/The use of oral feading errors will prbvide a baéis
for judgingﬁthe difﬁ;culty of easy reading bookf accbrding
to inquendent, inétructionai, or frustrational levels of
performance. It may also indicate a need to re-examine
theavalidity of informal inventory standaggg,(Betts,rl950)

when applying them to passages &t a primary level. »

o
®

. Definition of Terms

"Readability

In a broad sense, readability refers to the sum
total of all those elements in a printed matter that af-
fect the success a reader has with it.  Success is

dependent upon comprehension, speed’ and interest. In this

1o
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study, readablllty will be defined as the _grade score ob-

tained from the Fry Graph for Estimating Readability (1971).

; ‘ Fry Readab?lity Graph (1971)

“The 1971 Fry Readability Graph is a nomograph used
to estimate'readability levels by plotting sentences-per-
lOO\words and syllables-per-100-words on a graph The

" sentence and .syllable counts are based on an average from

three 100 word passages randomly selected from the user's

material. ) } '
*  Trade Books foy Beginning Readers ’ N

Marketid under a variety of label%, I CAN READ
(Harper & Row), Easv-to Read Series (Rellly & Lee Books),
N Beglnnlng Books (Random House), Books to Begin On WHolt)j
‘ Easy Readers‘(Grosset), See and Read (Putnaﬁ); }ét's Find
Out (Watts), and numerous'others, these boois dre designed

" 13
for independent reading by beginning readers. They are not

intended for use as instructional textbooks but may be in-
corporated in individualized reading programs. -

Oral Reading Errors ..

. N,

4

Oral errors are defined as mistakes\in word recog-
nition which occur during the reading of selected passages.
Types of errors counted in this study ipclude'ﬁhose due“ to
: repetition, omission, insertion, subsritution, request for:
aid, apd partral'or gross mispronunciation.

Independent: Reading Level

An independent reading level is determined by ac-

curate pronunciation of 997% or more of vocabulary in a
L P




selected passage.

‘selected passage. - T

Instructional Reédiﬁg Level

-

An instructional reading ievel is determined by ac-

A
curate pronunciation of 907 or me:ze of vocabulary in a

»

Frustrational Reading Level . = -
A frustrational reading level is determined by ac-
curate bronunciation of less than 90% of vocabulary in a

selected passage.

-
Limi-tations of the Study
- ;;J~Two major limitations-existed in this study which

may reduce the generalization of results: the small.number

of subjects and the limited number of book selectlons The

-

length of time which oral reading consumed nece551tated a;

limited number of book selectlons because subJects of this

% ‘J -

age group could not have, reasonably been expocted to read
more than threg passages per book for each of the ten books:
The amount.gf time'available for p;rsuit of this data fur-
ther liﬁited the n%mber of children included in the

population. o . .

[3

7

Oral reading pefforﬁancé‘was used to -evaluate the

. - ¢

' difficulty of sample books, but comprehension checks were

not included in this study. The lack'of comprehension data
may be regarded as a limitation since readipg success does
jnclude understanding; however, the objectivity of oral

reading quickly establishes whether a book’ is toc easy or
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L%

“too-difficult for a given subject withouat analyzing the

degree of comprehension. : -
v H]

- A.final limitation was inherent in the,Readability'

Graph since grade level distinctions were not further de-

+ lineated inio'prqprimer, primer, level 1, level 21, level .

22, eté. Difficﬁity was repofted in“ﬁhole grade levels

:althqugh Maginnis (1969) reported some success with a down-

*

fé wgfd'extension thrcugﬁ the preprimer range.

The books included in this study were a representa- -

tive sample of the field; however, no judgment had been -
made concerning their. literary merit. This study confined

-

basis would have to be made to evaluate the quality of

-

these trade books.

-

» 7 Overview

. This stuéy*@ill e%aming the current literaturé on-
topics éppropr@at; to the investigation and report signifi-
‘cant‘findings in Chapter II. The~rev{ew will discuss :
research on trade books for beginning readers, readability,
oral read{;g, and informal readiﬁg ipventoriés. The dis-
:“t "~ cussidn will be confined to studies-dealing with these
. . tqbics at the elementary school level. A

Chapters III, IV, and 'V will be concerned with,the

-t .

inﬁestigation and reporting of the problems undertaken.

v -

The procedure for examining Readability Graph scores and

oral reading errors will be outlined in Chapter III.

. .
. .

- .

- AL

itself to readability, thus consideration on an individual ~~

-




9

) Chapter IV will discuss findings of this study and Chapter '
¥ -
V will summarize and conclude the results:
. : -
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: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

L]

The review.of literature for this study concernitrated

P e
o

L on four major areas: research in tradé books for beginning

/

- = o

readers; research in readability; research in oral reading

A o K * . .
as a _measure of readability; and, research in informal read-
> N . I [ -

-

ing inventories. These topics represent the organization

»
-

for discussipn of research findings.
The bulk of literature in readability research con- .

sisted of formula presentation and studies of comparative

e s . i snv3 ¢
procedure. An examination of major readability measures

Y w..s included in the search; however, only data pertinent to

N

this study will be reviewed.

1

Oral reading was examined from two perspectives:

. its use as a readability devicewand its function as a part

of the informal reading inventory. Most research investi-

gated it in the latter sense and reviewed it as a icans of:

“assessing comprehension.

Trade Books for Beginning Readers . )
TR ' The beginniﬁg redder is usually exposed to th%ee )

types of books: the classrocm reading text, the trade

«
- - ’

. r
Q. - -0 L ,

s CHAPTER I -

. . . "o

-

P TR
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book;read to the child and the trade book read_ipdebendeﬁt;
ly by-the child. -As noted by Condit (1959) trade books

" for indépendent use dlffered from readlng texts 1n literary

/,;stylemade;; format, but retained several of their require-

Jhents, particularly control of vocabulary and sentence 5
lenéth. Their primary function has been to proride mater-t
ials for 1ndependent enJoyment by beglnnlng readers Sup-
porters of this type of llterature reported that’ motlvatlon
and enthusiasm for books have been .among the o051t1ve re-

sults of thelr‘use (Ark%ey,\l9b9; Newman, 1963; Russell,
..1961) .. P B . ' Sy

“ R

Tﬁe upsurge of production of easy;to—read trade books

_was goted during the 1960's (Fagerlﬁe, 1962; Jacobs, 1960;

' Russell, 1961), however, Davis (1962) attributed the advent
of simple child experience"books to writers soch,as Lois
Lenski,. Margaret Wise Brown, Irma Weboer, Inez Hogan, Ruth
Krauss' H. A. Rey; Cﬁarlotte Steiner, and Francoise These
authors publlshed as early as 1921 and followed the pattern
set Py Lucy Sprague Mitchell. Tney blended plcture book

: Writidg-with,minimal texts for the benefit of beginning
readers. More recently, Dr. Seuss has‘been'cailed@the Pied
Piper ot this treﬁd due to the success of his book A Cat in’
tgé Hat . Subsequent begidner books by Dr. Seuss were re--
ceived less favorably and criticized by Bailey (1965) as

marking the beginning of a crass, marketing approach to

literature.

3

. A band wagon effect was noted by Jacobs (1960) who
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cautioned that some pause in publishing should occur in

order to evaluate the development of these books. Their .

PS ©

;';7 poﬁulafitf‘has_been.attributableft0'several factors as
" noted by Jacobs (1960), Newman (1963), and Russell (1961).
; During recent years, individdalized teaching -and emphasis

.“on ‘the needs of a single child led to a break-down of mass

instruction, thus thirty copies of a single text were no
N ’ 7
longer relevant to the school curriculum. Programmed

i

machines, project activities, and independgnt‘study created
a need,for greater variety in materials. Individual read-

N .ing for Personal satisfaction and enjoyment was' stressed.

A
3

. Even in the lowest grédes,’émplé supplies of books were
\\jdesired §6 children might experience the self-gratification
. . a :

In addition, easy

V'

-~ N

of practicing newly acquired skills.
\Bboks were used for vocabulaiy and speed gains.af the inter:

mediate level, and for use with remedial classes.

Es

\ The most controversialifeatgre of books in the easy-

> to-réad field ‘has been the use of controlled vocabulary.

Davis -(1962). maintained that no horma} author could write
0 T ’ $ h *

effectively in two, four, or five hundred words. He cau-
tioned that children would become attuned to repetitious

simple ideas and neverkseek better books. Néwméﬁ (1963)

disagreed by recommending the use of easy-to-read books as

.. fun and as valuable practice for building an enthusiastic

attitude toward reading. He cited haiku poetry as a prime

S -

example of the beauty ‘which can be expressed with limited

use of words. Fagerlie (1962):rgpqr£ed'that the number of

A . a

e .

1o

o3




.o ing level. For superior second graders, the amount in- o

13

dlfferent words 1n books for beglnnlng readers ranged from
50 to; 220 whlle Russell (1961) found a broader spread,
from. 50 to 3387

~

In 1960 Jacobs expressed concern about the tr1v1al

;content of beglnner,books. The effect of such patterned

-

,kplots evidenced a lack of originallty and mlnrmlzed the
eader s potentlal Additionalﬂreportérs called for the

evaluatlon of easy books accordlng to extens1ve&cr1ter1a

‘(Condit, 1959 Early,- 1963 Gu11f01le, 1962).
Most llterature available on easy-to-read trade
‘books discussed the field 1n terms of 11terary merit. -
. Several studies also exam;ned their readablllty (Condlt,
1959 Davis, Jr. & Sedfert 1967- Maynard 1963; Russell,
1961) . From a- Sample of 769 "titles, Condlt 1nc1uded only

151. selectlons which met llterary and readablllty cr1ter1a

«

for first, second and third-grade levels. Only 5% of the

-

“titles were sultable for first- grade readers while 337%
~ % .
=7 .could be read by children on an average second-grade read- -

<

-

creased to 95% . .

In evaluating a sample of beglnner books, Russell
(1961) noted a. range in grade placement from 1. 7 to+2.9 on
the Spache Readability Formula. He also noted a w1de
variety of interest levels and found that the books were

—most'enjoyed by children at second and third-gradewIeneIs.

PR

Maynard's results (1963) were even more discouraging

when only 25% of his sample could be used with children

»
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‘d

ibelpn a fourth-grade level. On the basis of children's
”language, Davis, Jr. and Seifert (1967) indicated ‘that

-

thé*Books were appropriate for beginners, however, their
concluSions did not discuss readability level but rather
‘the linguistic patterns found in the language development
of children. A more recent study (Kaiser, Neils, &
Floriani, 1975) examined syntactic complexity and reported
a great deal of variability in classroom reading materials.
Vocabulary, of course, was not always the chief fac-
tor ofvdifficulty. Guilfoile (1962) related its Sign ifi-
, cance to a meaningful setting, natural story flowq context

_and illustrations. As Early (1963) concluded, the best

word was not always the simplest, and easy words,should

.

never be forced into context. Criteria for evaluating be-
ginner books included the basic characteristics of all good
literature: competent writing, attractive illustration,

and good design. It also stressed the significance of these

books in terms of their own objectives. Consideration was

e

3

first given for the child'and\his inte;ests"’followed by
literary and artistic merit, as’well as vocaBulary, struc- -
‘ture, and physical format (Condit, 1959; Guilfoile, 1962;
:Jacops, l960).. i ' R

Numerous lists of trade books for beginners were
available from libraries, publishing firms, and journals.
In editing'them, sone autnbrs were selective_ (Condit, 1959;
'Heller, 1960; Russell, 1961; Tolman & Qulliton, r9é7;

Widdoes, 1972) while others provided inclusive lists
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B

(Arkley, 1969 Dees,. 1962 Groff 1960 Gu11f01le, 1962)
Throughout ‘the literature, a need for easy-to- read trade
books was expressed and when carefully examlned a select

group of books meeting str;ct criteria could be found. A

greater lack of availability evigenced a need for more high

quality selections, particularly for the reader at a begin-

——

ning level.
’ a

Developmental History of Readability

The problem of providing‘materials which are compre-
hensible and interesting for the reader has been a difficuit

‘task for teachers and writers over many generations. This

13

_concern has led to .the formulation of -a readability concept

*aﬁdhthe development of criteria for assessing it. As early,“

as 1935, Gray and Leary were investigating the elements of

a book which affected its ease or difficulty for tie reader.

In the broadest sense, Dale and Chall (1949) defined read- ‘

_ ability as the sum total of elements affecting the ‘success’

. -

of readers with a given printed material. Comprehension,

speed of reading, and level of i%te;est determined the.
reader's sliccess. . _ .

' Historically, early methods of predictinglthe reader's
success with a book were based upon tﬁé professional”judg;

ment of writers, editors, and librarians. As might be ex-

pected, their opinions often differed épd teachers foun:

" that some materials were misgraded and inappropriate. The

need for objective methods became apparent and several

readability instruments were designed. They examined the.

~

<
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internal factors of difficulty such as vocabulary load,
sentence structure, and idea density, ds well as human

© interest (Chall, 1958).

In 1921, Thorndike published The Teacher's Word Book.

-

His tabulation of word frequencies enabled subsequent re-

°

sgarchers to express the difficul}y of vocabulary in
éuantitative tefms. By 1923, Lively and Pressey had de-
veloped a measure which was«credlted as being the first
\{e“dablllty formula (Chall, 1938 "Klare, 1963). Based on
Thorndike's list, it estimated vocabulary difficulty with -
an index number. Many of the early studieq;in-readability

focused upon vocabulary and incorporated Thorndike's list

as a crlterla Klaré (196?) noted that the metho&s of Patti

®

and Painter, Vogel and Washburne, dashburne ‘and Morphett,

and Yoakam all incorporated these factors when developed
. .

during the 1920's and 1930's. "The Dolch Combined Word Study
"\

» List and the-Dale List of 769 Words were also utilized by
some investigators. The fd}mulés developed by Lorge (1944)

Dale and Chall (1948), and Spache (1953) employed the use ) .

of word lisfs and remain, with some modifications, in ‘use N
today. ¢

In 1925, a publication paralleling the importance of
. «

Ay

Thorndike's list was i§sﬁed. Standard Test.Lessons in

Reading, by McCall énd Crabbs, provided a set of graded

reading paragraphs that would become the most used and most
adequate of available crlterla for the constructlon of ; 3

rgadablllty formulas. The books ranged from thlrd te
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twelfgh grade éﬁd contained paragraphs followed Ey compre-
. hénsion‘questioqs. . N ‘

In an extensive review of the literature on read-
ability, K%are (1963) divided the developmental history
into four periods: ) L

1: early formulas, 1921 - 1934

2. detailed formulas, 1934 - 1938

3. efficient formulas, 1938 - 1953

4. specialized formulas, 1953 - 1959
Vocabulary was examined as the most-impértant factor of
readability in the early étudies. Sentence 1énéth,.number
of syllables, noun counts, ;nd word‘modi%iers ﬁerg among

the factors later used to construct more detailed formulas.

3

After 1938, researchers attempued to simplify procedures

and make them efficient enough for practical use.

hl P » %

g The Dals-Chall formula (1948), for use in grades 3.

to 12 was described by Klare as being the most accurate.

%4

He‘notéd; howeve?, that the most populé; formula has Been.

qc the Flesch Reading Ease (1945). It was degigneé fér‘gse
\inrgrédes 3 to 12 and has become the subject of much re-
Searcﬁ data. According to Klare, the Flesch formula
'estimated grade placements most comparable to the Dale-
Chall formula. Correlations for the two methods .have, -

' generally been high and one‘stﬁd; even revealed a .98
coefficient. . By early standards, the fastest formula to

apply was the Farr-Jenkins-Paterson §implification of the

Flesch Keading Ease formula developed in 1951. It was
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slightly less accurat: than the original version but faster

ro,use Devéloped after Klare's 1963 review, additionmal -

easy-to-use methods were the Graph for Estlmatlng Read-

_/ablllty (Fry, 1968) .and the SMOG formula (McLaughlin, > 1969).

Pnpular ch]]dren s formulas included the Washburne-Morphett
ﬁ/ (1938) formula for use in vrades 1 to 9 the Spachg (1953)
/ formula and Stope s (195b) reV131on for use in grades 1 to o
;//// 3; and, the Wheele;_and Sm}th (1954) formula for use with
prim%r to grade 4 levels:

More recently, Klare (1974) revidwed gﬁé research
avéilable from 1960 to the present. He included five pro-
éédures which pecélculated.or revised old formulas, as well™:-
as 24 new methods of predicting ieadebility. Formulas for
ﬁse with specializéd matérials accounted for maﬁy of the
new devices. A variety of new formplaé:were’applicable for
use with -elementary and secondary materials, ardd several (
attempts were also made to predict readability just at the = *

~_primary level (Botel & G;anowsky, 1972; Harris &;Jacobso#,
‘ 1973)., Procedures developed.by Botel (1962), Fry (1968),
& Mugford (1970), ‘and Smith (1961) used sentence length an@/

or roabulary'as predictive factors. Fry's Gréph (1968,

1971) provided a practical method for establishing read-

ability sc¢ores and simplified'a previously technical pro-
cess into one suitable for'widesbread use.
] klare (1974) and Harris (1974) examined several

measurés which utilized -the cloze procedure as a more

“direct approagh to the measurement of difficulty. Developed

-

. »)
Q L2
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by Taylor in 1953, the cloze method is based upon the de-

letion of words from a passage which the subject then
* N [

attempts to replace. Cloze is a recent development but

a

has proved sensitive enough to be used as a measure of the
N 4 3

" comprehension abilities of studentgﬁand the comprehension

difficulties of -passages (Anderson, 1965; Bormuth, 1966, '
. 1967, 1968, 1969; Weintraub, 1968). :

\\\_ L In reVieWing the research on readability devices,’

} \\;QKlare (1963) not QQ a lack of significant studiés on their
: ) reliability and validity. A maXimum correlation coeffiCient
i \of .70 was indioated for recent formulas between formula
scores and indices of difficulty in critetion passages.
. This figure accounted for approximately 56% of the variance

in original passages. In terms of predictive validity,

- Klare estimated the available measures to bé accurate with-
in 'one grade level of,a true rating. Comparative validity
was'most consistently provided between the Dale-Chall and
the.Flesch Reading Base formulas. A summary of validation
with outside criteria revealed that 39 out of 65 studies

. were assessed as positive, 16 as negative, and 10 as in-

_determinate (Klare, 1963). ’ '

; No readability device wa; perfect because of vari-

“ ables inherent in both the reader and the reading mattef.

However, formulas, graphs, ahd “word lists, gépy of which

are now computer assisted, did approximate the difficulty

level of materiafsf Used with an awareness of’their lipita--

—

- tions, readability procedures facilitated the process of

R .
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= : N

matching books to the reader. As noted by Fry (1975),

tests and formulas did quta&n a certain'amount of in-

<

abchracy but were a valuable‘supplement to subjective

-

]

judgment. ' .

Oral Reading as a Measure of Readability

. 0
The use of oral reading as a measure of readabil%ﬁy

has not received much attention in the literature. It has
L) .

been‘justified_as a valid method (Fry, .1969), but for
practical purpoees was severely limited. -As an objective°
procedure, the use of oral reading quickly established
whether or not a marerlal was readable: the greater the

.number of errors, the oreater the level of difficulty.

.
- -

This procegs has been frequently employéd in classrooms
when teachers informally survey‘a.child's readingaability.
Used as a dlagnostlc tool, oral reading offered opportuni-
t1es~to observe mgny kinds of errors so that remediation
might focus on specific weaknesses rather than an effort
at improting reading’in general (Della-Piana, 1962). .

A study by Coke (1974) investigated the effects of
readability on oral and silent reading rates. It was ngt
intended to determine readability but rather to examlne 1ts
effect on readlng rate. The results indicated that $peed
remained constant at all levels of difficulry when measured
in syllables per-minute. Coké concluded that rate should
be measured in units smaller than whole words and th;r the
relatlonshlp between rate and readablllty has been misjudged.

L4

This investigator found only one study which

2u
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., incorporated the use of oral reading as a measure of read-

v

ability. (Fry, 1969). Comparisons with"otheirfgzgplas in

g

evaluating primary level materials resulted in the rank

Do “order correlations of .90 with the Fry Readability Graph S

and .86 with both the Spache formula and cloze procedure.

1 . .
.The positive results of the study indicated a need for

further research into this use of oral reading.

Development of thé Informal Reading Inventoxry

Originally developed by Betts (1950), tbg informal
reading inventory has been widely used ané recommended as
., . a diagnostic tool (Bond & Tinker, 1967} Fry, 1?72; Harris,
1970). Reviews of research on informal testiﬁg>by Beldin
y(1970) and Pikulski (1974) reported a gradual emergence of
specific criteria for evaluating reé&iné performance. Dis— . >
satisfaction with standardized tests had motivated the
. developﬁent o& guidelines for informal assessment during
the early decades‘of this century. Many educators con-
tributed to this d;velopmeht but Emmett Betts Qas cféditéd
with collafiqg the prevalent thoughts and expreséing the
standards for the Informal Reading Inventory. .In

Foundations of Reading (1950, p. 445), he outlined the

follo&ing levels:

The basal level can be described as the high-
est level at which an individual can read and
satisfy all the criteria for desirable read- ) .
ing behavior in silent and oral reading situa-
tions. A
Minimum comprehension 90% . N
, Minimum word pronunciation 99%

The probable instructional level ... (is) the

- Q V)




criteria on the basis of an investigation by Killgallon at’

22 _ o

level where instruction can be given to $atis-
fy learner needs. ’ -

Minimum comprehension - ~e 75%
. Minimum word pronunciation . 95%
& The frustrational level is the lowest level of -

readability at which the pupil is unable to
comprehend printed symbols to a reasonable
degree. . . .
Maximum comprehension 50%
Maximum word pronunciation 90% .

The capacity level can be described as the
. highest level of readability of material .-
which the learner can comprehend when the -
material is read to him.
Minimum comprehénsion 75%

E

The criteria for these levels have been generally

L4 -~

accepted and fairly well validagéd through years of use;

however, scientific data to support the standards was not
available. As confirmed by Powell (1970), the original
criteria have been retained with few_exceptions despite

the lack of valid researcﬁ data. Betts (1950) defined his
R 3

~

the Pennsylvania State University in 1942. Evidence was

2

conflicting as.to how the critexia were established and"
some investigators have questioned their generaljacceptance.
Powell (1970) examined the test daéa of 178 childrgn and
found that pupils in gré&es one and two could Eolerate an
85% word recognition score while maintaining 70% comprehen-
sion. This evidence suggested that the Betés criteria for

-

word recognition were too high for use with first and second

v

graders. Data for pupilé in grades three through six were

commensurate with the original standards. Powell concluded

~

that the 95% criterion far word recognition needed

s




'reapnraisal. A study by Cooper, clted by both Beldln (1970)

and -Powell (1970), reported contradrctory results. He con- -

should be raised to 98% for primary levels and '96% for in- .

. need for'further studﬁ. Researc¢h by Lowell (1970) and

'feelings of anxiety.. In two studles, Ekwall (1911, 1974)

‘ found that repetition errors occurred with greater frequency

23

-~

tended that the word recognition criteria were too low and

» [y

. : . , ,
termediate levels. The evidence for an increase or decrease

in criteria.values‘bas been scanty but does indicate the

McCracken and Mullen (1970)' affirmed this need.

. ‘éupoort for Betts' criteri; was found in two studiés.
utlllzlng the polygraph to record frustration. As reported”
py Betts (1950) , a student read1ng at his frustration level .

exhibits certaln behav1oral characterlstlcs associated w1th

-

.’ ~y . ]
found mo significant difﬁerence'between the commonly accept-

ed criteria for frustration reading level and: the polygraphJ

L : > .-
Y . . . e ! & * i r
measured frustration level when repetitions were counted as

>

errors. His studies also verified the 50%.compreliension
figure for frustratlon
AnalyS1s of the kinds of errors made at various .

levels was supplied by Christenson and Barney (1969). They ~

at the 1ndependent level, while miSpronunclatlon refusal .

-
. [

04

and substitution errors occurred more @ften at the frustra-

tion level. . ’ .

Chrlstenson (1969) was also concerned about what

constituted an error in oral reading. Betts (1950) llsted

a variety of symptoms that occurred at the frustration

’
-

f) ,

‘vl./
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lewel but didn't specify preciseiy what™ to record during

.ah informal inventory. Ekwall (1973, 1974) and Guszak -

(1970) noted the lack of agreement among, researchers and

PN

1nvest1gated the option of counting repetitions as errors.

t

When frustratloh levels reflected a count including repetl—

-tions,. no signifioant difference yas found between the 90%

~ ) ~

' _crlterla and the polygraph criteria. difference was

: found however when- repetltlons were not 1ncluded .

Chrlstenson (1969) reported that a greater concensus of

oplnlon was foynd among the wrlters of oral readlng dlagnos-

tions .as errors»but only after the student repeated two or

——

more words. | - 7,

— .

) ‘A iimitation with usé of fthe informal invéntory' at

primary grade levels was -indicated by Maglnnls (1969) When

-

chooslno passages from graded books, selections at the lower

¢

levyels “of dlfflculty were usually short At the preprimer
n Y . - . -
level, as few.as 30 words were avallable. To .partially

sofye this problem, Magiﬁnis proposed the use of the Fry
Readabilit; Graph and devised a formula to apoly;to passages
of.less‘than 100 words., He then extended the .graph for use"
at primer and preprimer levels and recommended its use toO
_determine readabilitf for beginning reading materials. '

Use of the inventory was intended as a systematic,” . .
but informal; appraisal of.reading ability. Betts (1950) ‘
cautioned aga1nst its degeneratlon into a formal, mechanical

%

procedure. He noted the judgment of the examlner as one of

. l) ‘y‘ .




; its chief limitations. Subjectivity was’particularly evi-
. ’ & . - ’ . v - . * .
dent in the construction of comprehension questions and in

»

* the recording of oral errors. The recent, development cf

- - . ‘e &

the cloze technique presents an alternative means of test-

1ng comprehens1on Studies by Bormuth (1969) ‘and Guszak

»

(1970) examined the use of cloze #n informal reading in-

. ventories The need for further research was 1nd1cated
.a‘ -

‘ since this technique is relatively new. Despite its lack
of precise validation, ’the informal reading inventory has

been a valuable diagnostic tool and continues in Widespread

‘use (Kender 1970)ﬂ,
-F Summary
The 1iterature on trade books for beginning‘readers_

stressed the importance of literary merit and indicated a

need for evaluation according .to strict criteria. The tead-
\

ability levels ‘of many of these books. were far too difficult

for the yonng child and weakened the validity of their

!

usage. An extensive study by Condit (1959) revealed that

only 5% of the books could be read by first graders.
Maynard (1963) and Russell (1961) also reported a broad

,

range of readability scores which extended far beyond the
beginning levels of reading. ‘ . T
Research in readability has produced a vast amount

of data. The Teacher s Word Book (Thorndike, 1921) and the

Standard Test Lessons in Reading (McCall & Crabp@ 1925)

g . . . . . . Ya
provided the first quantitative criteria for developing

/

readability methods. Formulas, graphs, and word lists were




.among: the devices used to examine correlates.of difficulty.

Vocabulary and/or sentence 1ength were most .often 1ncorpo-

LES -

rated into the predlctlve measures, although ‘many other

factors were 1nvest1gated R . .

S

-

Research -on the valldlty of readablllty measures 1n-

L&
.

dicated that the Dale-Chall formula was more accurate than

others, but for many formulas, stat1st1cal data was lacklng

A_perfect'readablllty dev1ce has not been, and probably "

- . ~

never will be developed because'gf\variables such as reader

interest and syntactic complexity. Used within their own

11m1tat10ns, avallable methods dd fac111tate the process of

- 3

matching materlals w1th readers. Recent developments, such

as thé use of.cloze techniques and computer assisted de-

vices, may increase the precision of readability methods in

.

the future. , . !

.

’ This investigator found very little research which

Spécifically examined oral reading errors as a measure of

‘ readablllty.. Many studles discussed oral reading but

usually in the context of informal readlng 1nventor1es.
'

Orlglnally developed by Betts (1950), the inventory con-
t1nues to be used ‘as” an informal tool for d1agnos1ng read-
1na skills and determining levels of’functlon The criteria
lfor 1ndependent instructional, and frustratlona{~levels’
have been subJected to much controversy but are still in
w1desnread use (Ekwall 1973, 1974; Lowelly 1970; Powell,
1970). Lack of agreement on the counting of repetitions as

errors was also ev1dent in the literature. " As noted in the
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.. . discussion of readability, cloze techniques.are a recent

B *.development in the .assessment’of comprehension. "Their use

has .been 1ncorporated 1n several studies of the 1nforma1

,

: . ~1nventory (Bormuth 1969 Gui?ak 1970) and prov1des an

: - alggrnatlve to the subjective.comprehension check usually
v ' - ' ’ -
L 3 P - . * ) . o e
Do -associatéd with informal diagnosis. ..
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- s _ PRQCEDURE RN

. This. study was designed to examine the readabidity

v

e of trade books for beginning readers - Two methods of

T .assessment were employed, the Readablllty Graph (Fry, l97l)

!

;‘and oral readlng errors. A correlatlonal research deslgn

(’ ‘has been aPPllEd ‘to compare both measurements. Data com- '

o plled during'oral reading performances was also used to

P /

determine the percentage of books at independent,, instruc-

<tional,. and” frustrational levels _for. the sobjects

"This chapter outlines "the procedures and varlables
of the study.- The population of children and,books will be-
descrlbed followed by the constructlon selectioﬁ, and

\admlnlstratlon of test materlals The treatment of data

w1ll be explained and the 1nvest1gat1ve procedure summatized.

Trade Books .

T The books selected for use in this 'study were limit-
.ed to those designated as easy-to- read books or books for
nglnnlng‘readers They were randomly selected from the
. séhool library shelves by countlng off every thirtieth book
from a pool of approx1mately 300. These books were all

r
v

28 ‘
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N . A
collected in a.single location thus any of the books chosen
. AN

vould have met thig study's criteria.” The ttade names under

’,whicﬁ these books were marketed included: I CAN READ (Har-

' _per. & Rowf; Easy-to-Read Series (Reiily & Lee Books), Begin-

ﬁihg Books (Random House), Books ‘to Begin On (Holt), ‘Easy

'Readers (Grosset), See and Read (Putnam), A Read Alcne Book

' ‘ Y
(Alfred A. Knopf), Beginning-to-Read Book (Follett), A"

Breakiof-Day Book (Coward, McCarn & Geoghegan), Easy Reaaer :

“ZWoﬁder Books) , Ready to Read (Macmillan), A Readiné Labora-

tofy Book.(Children“; Press), and Let's Find Out (Watts).

a

_The sample used in this investigation was limited to the

following ten books: Aaron and the ‘Green Mountain Boysy

(Gauch, ;972),5c1¢ve} Kate (Shub, 1973), Daniiy and the ”

Dinosaur (Hoff, 1958), Fish Out of School (Shaw, 1970), Ida
the BareBaek Rider (Hoff, 1972), Littlé Bear (Minarikh 1957), ‘!ﬁ

thtle Raccoon and g_ Trouble at ALl (Moore, 1972), Nobody

Llstens to Andrew (Gullfoale, 1957), Pippa Mouse’ (Boegehold

1973),and Put Me in the Zoo (Lopshire, 1960).

——— —— —— e— ————

of the ten sample books, only’ two were publlshed with

speeific reading levels.. Little Bear and Nobody &istens to
égggey were both labeled first-grade difficulty. The re-
maining books lacked specific reading levels but were all -
designated as easy-to-read and appfbpriaie for beginniqg

readers.

s

. T Population

The subjects in this'investigafion—were all_enrolled

»

in the same class of an elementary school in a suburban New

‘)

o
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lation and Housing, the mean income for this-area was_

" $l4 535 and the medlan.level of school years completed was
. g
12 5. The class which these subjects attenaed was a com-

N
3

blnatlon firxst and- second grade.
‘f”_ The students had taken the Gates-MacGlnltle Readlng

Test durlng the month prlor to their oral read ng samples
. oL 23
T First graders were giyen Primary A Form 1 while second

o

> graders recelved Prlmary B Form 1. This study was limited

7.

4

to, puplls who scored from 1.6 to 2.6 1nc1u51ve on the com-
prehens1on sectlon in order to represent mlddle first to

" mlddle second grade achievement. From this croup, five
subJects were randomly selected. Their chronological age
at the' time of testlng ranged from 6 years 5 months to 7
years 8 months with a mean of 7 years 0 months. Thelr

ﬁ 1 vocabulary grade scores on the Gates-MacGinitie ranged

. from 1.6 to 3. 7 and their comprehension grade scores from

1.6 to 2.6. Mean scores of 2.18 “for vocabulary and 2 06

. for comprehension were obtained.

Construction and Selection of Instruments

ey
t

/ The components of this study.included a population )
of trade books (N = 10), a population ‘of subjects (N = 5),
" the GatesfMacGinitie'Reading Test Primary A Form 1 and
Primary B Form 1, the Graph.for Estimating Readability
(Fry, 1971), criteria for oral readihg performance, and
Y

oral reading samples of the same passages used to determine

o
~readability scores. . e

Jersey,neighborhoodt According to the 1970 Census of Popu-

2




The Gates-MacGlnltle Readi- Test was administered

to chlldren 1n the selected class Recognlzed .as an easily
{ .
administered survey test, the Gates—MacGlnltre prov1des

-

'scores. in vocabulary and comprehenslon. At more advanced

levels. scores are'also available for speed and accuracy.

L0

Reviews of the test cautioned the interpretation of results

wlt e
lad .

as functional reading levels. - Discussion of,content valid-

T
1

ity urged the user’ to. examine the test items carefully in

relation to reading skills being taught. Concurrent

N

-validity'for various forms was established with four other

A

standardlzed readlng tests. Alternate—form reliabilities
were reported from .78 to .839.9

To determlne readab’llty scores, the Fry Graph (1971)

3 ’
was applled to three passages in each book— An average num-

[ Y

ber of sentences-per-100-words and’ syl1ables per- lOO—wdrds
wvere plptted to estimate the grade level difficulty for

each book. fﬁe Try Graph was chosen because of its ease of
\ealculation apd eff1c1ency of administration. It correlates
highly with the Dale-Chall, SRA, Flesch, and Spache formulas
(Fry, *1968) and encompasses the range of all these measures.

Although the Spache formuld®*has been widely used at the

primary level, its use cannot be applied as broadly as the

N ,

Fry Graph, particularly if one incorporates “the downward

extension of Fry's graph reported by Maginnis (1969) The

difficulty levels, -as reported by grade scores, Were-used

to establish a rank Qrder. This progression‘qould than be

-

compared'to the difficulty levels determined by oral reading




errors.

- The predictive value of~the Fry‘Readahil{ty Graph

could bé evaluated by its correlation with the reading per-‘

13

formance of childfen. A positive dnd significant correla—
tign wopld ﬁdrther substantiate the validity of Fry's graph,
especially with materials on an eariy primary level.
Investlgatlng the correlatlon between Fry s Readabll—
rty Graph -and oral reading errors was just part of the '
lfiger hroﬁlem in this study. The data.fromxoral reading
. of selected p,ssages wouId ‘also. provide a basis for deter-
mlhlng how well beginning readers function with the trade
books expressly designed for them. The criteria for in-
.dependent instructional, and frustrational levels (Betts,
19505 prov1ded another standard by which the dlfflculty

level of sample books was reported.

Administration of Tests

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests Primary A Form 1
‘. and Primary B Form liﬁere administered to students within
their own classrqpm.,\The'examiner was investigator fer
this study as well as the children's classroom teacher.
The tests were divided into vocabulary and comprehension
‘:sections. Although the .Gates-MacGinitie was not a speed
test; time allowances were recommended in order for the
norms to apply. Excluding preparation time, 15 minutes

was. allotted for the vocabulary test, and 25 minutes for

the comprehension test. Sample items were provided for

. both sections and children's questions were answered before

¥




. proceeding.

\ ] " The vocabulary test was administered first. It con-’

c: sisted of'4811tems, each of which incldded a picture.and

four vocabulary words. . The directions instructed the pupils

-

N

to look at each picture and cirtcle. the pne word that went

§~ .*-, best with the picture. ¢

1 'The‘comﬁrehension test was administered at a similar

- 4

LY .
) time but one day later than the vocabulary test. Thirty-

- . { ) .
four items, were included each of: which consisted of a brief

e story agd four pictures. The children were instructed to

read each story and mark the one picture that went best with
L ¥ .

- 7w

. . _the story.

\

Raw scores were obtéinéd by counting the total number

of correct responses in each test. These scores could be

[N

converted into a grade, percentile, or normalized standard .
9 . «

~

: score by ﬁsing the aﬁpropriate table of norms in the teach-

-
- -

er's manual. For this inyestiéatidn, grade level scores
were ﬁrocessed for both the roabulary and comprehension
.tests. The scores were used as’critgria for selecting the
sample popnlation;_ Only children who scored 1.6 to 2.6

inclusive on, the comprehension test were. eligible.

The procedure for using the Fry Readability Graph

Ay

(1971)7was quite gimple. From each of the ten books ex-

- amined in the study, three 109-word ﬁasségés were selected,
one ééqh from the beginning, mid-le, and end.of tﬁe book.
For each passage, the total number of‘syllables and the
total number of sentences were recorded. Proper names .

and written numbers were included in the word count,




-

: - 3 - 1

ho%eve;w Aumerals “(i.e. 25), headings, graphs, lists,
111 [}
tables, and poetry were excluded. Hyphenated words and

-

abb;eyiations wer%;counted as,single,woids; abbrevations

. ’ . ) . ..
and initials were considered single syllables, 1In count-

~

\

) ing syllables,. a convenlent method was to tally, for each Sf

qgif every syllable over one“and then add 100 to the tgtal

Sentence dbuntlng was computed to the nearest tenth.

-

For each book, an average syllable count and an

average‘sentence‘count'ﬁere computed from all thiee pass-

. ages. When wide varlablllty existed, five sample passages

were examined. By nlottlng these averages on the graph,

an approximate grade level of difficulty was determined.

5

A rank order of difficulty was recorded’using these read-
ability scores. -

The passages selected as samples for estimating

.

_ readability with the Fry Graph were also used as samples

for oral reading. (see Appendix'A). Each child in the.study
otally read three passages from each book. A total of
thirty passages was read by each subject. All samples for
a given book were read during the same day. No more than
one bouok, however, was examined on any given day: Approxi-
mately two weeks ere ‘needed to comp. 1ate the sampling A
tape recorder was used to document the readlngs for future

°=

examination. Any mistake in word recognition which occurred

-

during the readlng was counted as an oral error. Types of

errors 1nc1uded repétxtlons omlsslons, insertions, sub-

-

stitutions, mispronunciations, and requests for aid. When
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a child‘hesitéted for five seconds over one word, the ex-

. aminer supplied the progunciation.

-

PR - « O‘

.. The mean numter‘'of’oral.errors was computed for ‘each

-

3 book. These scores were averaged from-the total number of

szjects“and used to compile a second rank order of

<

- difficulty.:

_Oral reading errors, were also used to determine the/
difficulty lével of books using criteria based upon Betts'
- ‘ -

+

(1950) standards fér\ipformal‘reading inventories. Word

~7

C o "prpnuhciatidn of 99% was necessary for a book to be judged:

suitable for independent reading by subjécts in this study.
Ninety percent word pﬁoqﬁnciétion was necessary for an’in- .

- < t LI
. o ~

. .+ structional level, while lgss than 90% indicated a frustra-

- -
.
* »

tional range. Betts' criteria for instruction.was 95% but

this created a ‘gap in the criteria since 91% to 94% were
.Y  not included in anyvsﬁecific-leﬁél, This study extended .

the.instructional word pronunciation rahge to include per-

* LI,

- formance'from 90% to 98%, thus .giving sample books more
opportunity to score at this level.
SR . ' ' .. :

',." . . oo .. "+ Treatment of Data

-~ - . .
©

- Dafa obtained-from the use of the Fry Graph_and. oral

. : i, . ‘ .
.. ' reading performances were examined in reference to this

. v

Ve 'stud&ﬁs:purpose: _The statiétiéal;analysis for Problem 1
was cofrglational. How well does the Fry Readability Graph

correlate Wi;h orsl reading errors? Rank order by read-

N .

. 7+ ability graph scores and rank order by oral reading errors

S

‘ ‘X °, ' \0. . " * )
s «were compared and coefficients of correlation compyted
R AN
B 4

F AR A . \ o ohe

3

gy

~
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éECOinng to the Spearman formula. A positive and sig-
. ' *
nificapt correlation would support -the use of Fry's graph

. 'as a valid measure of difficulty level for primary reading

“materials.

il

Problems 2 and 3 of this study were concerned with

S ‘the percentages of books at independent, instructional, and
L3 S ¥

7 '+ frustrational levels of difficulty. Oral reading errors

-

_and criteria based upon Betts' (1950) standards were

atilized to determine performance levels for each selection.

. . .. ! £
Sample books were examined as a total «roup to satisfy Prob-

- . lem 2 and on separate grade levels of readability for
Problem 3. . -
Summary

Although the samples of books and subjects were

o

limitedl'the procedure in this study piovided a framework

for eiamiﬁing the use of Fry's Readability Graph as a valid
measure of difficulty level. It also invgstigaped the ap-
.propriateness of trade books for beginning readers accord-

ing to Bétts' criteria for .oral readihg performance.

d

<«




. CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

*

.The results of this study were examined from several

perspectives, all intended té determine the appropriateness

M

of trade books for Beginning readers. Readability scores

were initially obtalned by use of the Fry Graph (1971) and

)books were ranked according to grade level scores of dlf—

J
. N - .
flculty. A second measure, oral reading performance, pro-

vided a comparatlve ranklng of difficulty accordlng to the
average number of oral errors per book made by sub]ects in
the study. The datd from these measures was then used to
determine how well the Fry Readability Graph correlated
with oral reading berformance. These results were related
to the hypothesis of Problem 1. ’
Problems 2 and 3 required further evaluation of the

data on oral reading errors. The flndlnos wére reviewed to
assess the difficulty of easy read&ng books accordlng to
Bette' (i950) criteria for independent, .instructional, and
ﬁrustrational levels of performance. Booke used in the
study were initiall&\examined as a total group and desig- =

nated according to Betts' criteria. A second evaluation

separately reviewed the books.which scored Grade 1, Grade

*

v»; »

s MY L nia




'asudata from readability grapb scores and data from oral

: readlng errors. Examination of the findings are then

. question of appropriateness of easy-to-read trade books for

'‘beginning readers. ‘ L

38

2, or Grade 3 on the Fry Readability_Graph. Percentages
of books at these levels were then cla831f;ed as indepen-
dent, instructional, or frustratlonal based upon oral
reading errors‘and‘Betgs‘ standards for performance.

The .results of this study dre initially presented

organlzed according to the content of Problems 1, 2, and
3. A discussion will follow to review any relatlonshlps

found during the investigation and to examine the overall

-

Presentation of Data on Readability Graph Scores .

The Fry Readability Graph (1971) provided?an esti- .
mate of readaﬁility level based upon sentence length and -
syllable count. "Nine of the ten books used in this study ﬁ”'
ranged from first-grade difficulty to sixth—grade dif-

ficulty. One selection, Put Me in the Zoo (Lopshire, 1960),

e m— — —— —

fell below the range of Fry's graph but within a primer
category according to Maginnis' (1969) downward extension.
" Of the two books published with spegific grade levels,

PN

only Little Bear (Minarik, 1957) matched the publisher's

prediction with a Grade 1 reaeablllty score. Nobody Listens

to Andrew (Gu11f01le, 1957) scored a dlfflculty level of
Grade 2, one level higher than the publisher's indication,

The majority of books had readability scores of

Grade 2 despite a variety of difference¢ *n sentence and




-

-

a . 7

“sxllable'counts. Table 1 presents the data for sentence

*

connt, syllahle,count, readabi%}ty level, and rank order

. according to readability level.

Nobody Listens to Andrew;(Guilfoile, 1957), Dann

and' the Dinosaur (Hoff, 1958) Pippa Mouse (Boegehold 1973)

.FlSh Out of School (Shaw, 1970), and Clevér Kate (Shub,

1973) were not ranked individually s1nce they all scored

. &
the same grade level of difficulty. Their rankings would

,have spanned numbers three to seven, consequently they

shared an average ranking of 5. O A similar‘situation

occurred with L1ttle Raccoon and No Trouble at All (Moore,

1972) and Aaron and the Green Mountain Boys (Bauch, 1972).

l

‘Both books scored a dlfflculty level of Grade 3 and spanned

ranklngs eight and nine. Their joint pos1tlon was thus the

'average of 8.5.

In an attempt to break the tied rankings and deline-
ate- an 1nd1&1dual rank for each of the ten books used in
this study, the scores for sentence count and syllable
count were examlned separately Since no two books had
identical counts, selections with tied rankings were re-
~assigned specific positions according to the separate fac-

< ’ ' . .
tors of sentence count and syllable count. Two modified

"rank orders'were compiled. 1In Table 2, the readability

‘ranking was modified so that books with tied ranks were

reassigned positions according to sentence count. In
Table 3, .the ranking was modified so that books with tied
ranks were reassigned>positions according to syllable’

»//
Y

[}
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e ) TABLE 1

o SUMMARY OF FRY READABILITY GRAPH DATA AND RANK ORDER
E FOR TITLES USED IN THIS STUDY

-

: Average: = Average

L Sentences Syllables ) Vo
i , - Per Per Readability Rank

: Title 7 100 Words 100: Words Level Order

s . foe
> -

i; &' Put Me in the Zoo  17.02 -100.33 ° Primer 1
.. ‘.. Little Bear 12.62 113,80 1 2

Nebody Listens : . _
-to Andrew 18.62 . . 134.40 2 ‘5

- Danny and the ' ! '
Dinosaur 15.10 129.60 Q

Pippa Mouse  --- 13.85 124.20
Fish Out of School 12.88 125.67

RN R CRE N
(G, S, B O, IS |

Clever Kate 12.15  124.00

‘ . Little Raccoon and .
= No Trouble at All 14.05 - 133.33 3

o
(8]

Aaron and the Green o . , -
-Mountain Boys 12.50 131.20 3 8.5

Ida the Bareback )
Rider 9.68 139.20 6 10

Note. Primer readablllty according to the Maginnis
(1969) extension of Fry's Readablllty Graph




c . . " TABLE 2~

A ,
RANK NRDER ACCORDING TO THE ERY READABILITY GRAPH
1 WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR TIED RANKS " )
ACCORDING TO THE AVERAGE NUMBER ~
. OF SENTENCES PER 100 WORDS . )
. , Average Sentence Adjusted
‘ Sentences © Count Readability
- Title dnd Fry Per Rank Rank
Readability Level 100 Words Order . Order ]
Put Me'in the Zoo Primer 17.02 2 -1 )
Little Bear 1 12.62 7 2
Nobody Listehs ; . . © . :
to Andrew ' 2 18.62 1l: 7 3 :
‘Dahny and the i
Dindsaur 2 15.10 3 4, ‘
Pippa Mouse 2 13.85 5 - 5
Fish Out of School 2 12.88 6 6
Clever Kate 2 .12.15 9 7
' Little Raccoon and . -
No Trouble at All 3 14.05 4 8
Aaron and the Green :
~ Mountain Boys -3 12.50 8 <9
' Idé the Bareback . . ~ o
Rider 6 9368 ' 10 10

2

. o Note. P;imer%readability according to the Maginnis
(1969) extension of the Fry Readability Graph.

i
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TABLE 3

T RANK ORDER ACCORDING TO THE FRY READABILITY GRAPH |  ~
AT o WITH ADJUSTMENTS FOR TIED RANKS
C o ACCORDING TO THE AVERAGE NUMBER -
"OF ‘SYLLABLES PER 100 WORDS g

]
<

IAverage Syllable Adjusted ,
Syllables Count  Readability’

-

~ Title and Fry Per Rank . Rank
' Readability, Level 100 Words  Order «  Order .
" Put'Me in the Zoo Primer 100.33' 1 1 )
Little Bear 1 113.80 /3/ 2
Clever Kate 2 12400 /3 3
» Pippa Mouse : 2 . 124.20 4 4
, Fish Out of School 2 125,67 5 5 ’
'c .
- Danny and the ' .
Dinosaur 2 129.60 6 Y6 y o
5 Nobody Listens .
‘ to Andrew 2 134.40 9 : 7 y
. Karon and the Green ’ L,
’ +  Mountain Boys 3 . 131.20 7" 8
"Little Raccoon and ’ N |
No Trouble at All 3 133.33 8 9.
: “ . / ' . ..
: 'Ida the Bareback ) ’
: - Rider 6 139.20 10 10
Al . 3 -

s '

Note. Primer readability according to the Maéinnis
(1969) extension of the Fry Readability Graph
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count. The .rank positions of other books were not

‘ disturbed.and'remained as originally determined BX Fry's
readability scores. ’
Since the new criteria was not applied to all ten
books, ‘the modified rankings produced some dlstortlon 3
Three tltles retalned their orlolnal rank in both tables.
Table 2, however, showed that the adJusted order for sen-
tence count differed at seven p031tlons from the vteal

[

order of difficulty. In Table 3, the dlscrepancles for
syliable count occurred at three positions. .
#® To summarize, tﬁree tebles of rank order were com-
piled from data obtained through the use of Fry's Read-

. ability Graph. The statisrics in ali4three tables were
based upon factors inherenr in the reading material.‘ The
next presentation of data includes figures oased upon the

hY " -

readers' performance.

Presentation of Data on Oral Reading Errors

Oral réad{ng performance provided the basis for a
second measure of difficulty. Five readers, whose compre-
hension scores ranged from 1.6 to 2:6 inclusivekoﬁ the
Gates-MacGinitie Test, read aloud the same three passages
from each book used for Fry's Readabilitleraph scores.
Orai errors of omission, insertion, substitutionl repeti-
tion, mispronunciation, and Trequests for aid were recorded.
The average number of oral errors per book was determined

» .

and rank according to these figures was established, as
. . . ®

‘sﬁown in Table 4. . ' ‘a
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TABLE 4 ,
AVERAGE NUMBER OF ORAL READING ERRORS
PER 100 WORDS AND RANK ORDER
FOR TITLES IN THIS STUDY

<

Oral Errors

v Per " Rank
Title ~ ) ' 100 Words Order
.‘_“ — ‘ : .
. Put Me ip the Zoo 0.00 l‘
| Little Bear ' 8.73 i ‘ l2‘
ngodyiListens toﬁkﬁﬁreW ‘ 13.07 3
{Litéle Raccoon anva;~Troﬁble at All# 13.27 4
Danny and the Dinosaur . 13.47 5
Pippa Mouse 14.27 6
Fish Out of School f 15.93 7°
Clever Kate \ 18.14 8
Ida the Bareback Rider | Y 20.93 - 9
Aaron and the- Green Moufitain Boyé 24.290 10

.
W
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f N ' Some disagreement over the counting of repetitioms °
as errors was, located in- the research (Christenson, 1969; :
ngall, 1973, 1974; Gﬁszak, 1970). ' Since this controversy .
may b;.particularly applicable‘to the scores of hesitant

. ‘beginging readers, an additional rank order was compiled

excluding repetitions from the count of oral reading errors.
. ¥,

\ -

The results, however, indicated no change in rank position
< 3 . . *

for any of the books examined. Counting répetitions as
errors in oral reading was not a determining factor in

assessiﬂg difficulty for this study.

(:

Correlations Between Readability Graph Scores

and Oral Reading Errors

Data from readability scores was compared with that
from oral reading pé;formance. The formula for Spearman

t

rank. correlation was applied with computétional adjustments
made for tied ranks (0'Toole, 1964). A correlation r = .73
was computed between rank order according to readability
graph scores and rank order according to oral reading errors.

‘This correlation was significant at p < .05 and approached

the §ignificance of p < .01l when r = .79. 'Hypothesis 1 was .
satisfied by this data and supported the use of Fry's Read-
ability ‘Graph as a convenient tool for estfmating read- " g
ability. ) ’ ' ' 3
As shown previously in Table 2 and Table 3, rank
. order was also tabulated with modifications for tied
positions made according to the separate counts of sen-

tences-per-100-words and éyllabies-per-lOO-words. This




-

& data required the computation of additional coefficients
of correlation between the adjusted ranklngs and oral read-
ing errors. ' - .

The correlation coefficient r = .87 was found-be-
tween rank order by oral errors and readabilit& rank order
modified by sentence count . This value was significant at
the Yery strong .0l level. The cdrrelarion between rank
order by orallerrors and readability‘rank.order modified by

) syllable count was not as 51gn1f1cant Its coefficient
r ~ .52 was less than the critical va}ue of £ = .56 for
s"nlrlcance at the .10 level.

Both rankings which had been médified for tied po-
51t10ns differed from the ranklng of all books accordlng to
sentence c¢ount and syllable count. As “shown in Tables 2
and 3, several discrepancies in rank position occurred
which necessitated the computation of additionals .
correlations.

For all books, the correlation between rank order

~ according to sentence 1ength€anq r-ak order accerding to

‘oral reading errors was £'= .77 significant at the .05

level. The correlation between adjusted sentence ranking

: 4
and oral reading errors had.been r = .87 significant at

the stronger .01 level Showing parallel results, the
correlation between rank order by syllable count and rank
erder by oral errors was r = .42 while the cgrrelation
‘between adJusted sy‘lable ranklng and oral errors was

r = .52, Neither value was statistically significant.
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Table 5 presents a summary of correlation coeffi-
cients pertinent to this stﬁdy. The most important figure~
is the coefficient r = .73 between oral error rank and
réadability rank. Correlations Between oral error rank
and modified readability ranks were not included in Table
5 since the§ reflect a distortion of the real ranking: as
discussed earlier. ) '

The correlation for rank order according to read-
. ability scores and rank order according to sentence count
was r = .46. Between readability scores and syliablg count,
the)coefficient was r = .84. Both of these figures are con-
taminated éince the, determination of readability includes.

sentence and sylléble counts as primary factors.
o In summary of phe)déta related to Problem 1, a posi-
tive and significant correlation was fqund,between rank
order ;ccording to the Readability Graph\(Fr&, 1971) aﬁd
rank order according to oral reédiﬁg errors. These results
upheld the first ﬂypptﬁ%sis. The correlations between oral

”

error rank and sentence length rank indicated that sentence
length was an important component of -difficulty ;or reading
materials at the primary level. Syllable count was not
found to be significant 'in this study. ;

Oral Reading Errors and Betts' Criteria
for Performance co

Oral reading has 1ongé§een used by teachers as an

informal diagnosis of readability. Although the results

lacked the precision of standardized tests and formulas,




S -, (*8 ‘ : R ;':

e
L4

I . v

s ’ -
TABLE S :

e

RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN READABILITY SCORES,. ;
ORAL READING ERRORS, SENTENCE LENGTH, - ‘
.- AND SYLLABLE COUNT

3 -

!
1

Readability Oral Sentence Syllable

Scores Errors Length Count )
° 2 ’
-6 . -
Readability" . y e
# _ Scores J ’ L7 3%k .46 \ .84%
) ’ ’ '! P . ’ . . "
. Oral Errors , // - - LTTH* A2 & ’
o ‘ ' . o ;
‘f Sentence Length . ' .07 : :
Syllable Count . : . Y
B RN . ‘ ) . j -
- . * . 7 -
*Significapt&at the .01 level.? . R
~ #*%Significant at the .05 level. - S
) AN - ' . . . T
2
2
-4
;
N e
[ * ’
IJ
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Ehe advantaées of Such a siﬁﬁle susvey.gutnumbered the dis-
' 'aévanta%és when used on agtinfo}mal one—to{gﬁe basis. '
Betts;(l950)'éttemptgdfpgtoréanize the’evaé?ation of oral
' readiqg bﬁ essablishing’édmprehension and groﬁﬁnciation
) . o - .
‘standards For. independent, instrucfional, and frustrational
, <L e
levels of performance. , \ .
. This ;fudy.app}ied criteria based upon ﬁetts' stspd-
ards for word pronuncia i tq the otral reading of ssmples

[Drev1ously evaluated w1th Bq%xs Readability Graph. The
subJects whose mean score on the Gates MacGinitie Keadlng

Test was grade 2.06, had great’dlfflcult] with the saﬁple

passages according to Betts' criteria. Table 6 presents

the data on average number of oral errors-pet-109-words and

- L] \d -

the appropriate levels of performance. "Of the ten books

evaluated, none were on an independent level, two were on
L] " . I“
. .1 . . .
an instructional level, and eight were on a frustrational
. IR G .
level. When broxen down according to the readability levels

’ <, -

of Grade ] Grade 2, and urade 3, both books with a first-

“« r

grade readability were on an instructional 1evel/ all five

>

books with a second-grade readability were on a frustra-
A -

tional level; and both books with a third-grade readability

were on a frustrational level for subjects in the study.
The finai book, whose readability was Grade 6., also ranked

% . ) - . .
n the frustrational.lesel. Table 7 presents this data by
- raw count and by percentage.

“In total, of the ten books examined, none were easy

enouch’ for independent reading, 209 were appropriate for
L=y «

Xz
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4 . TABLE 6
~.- = AVERAGE NUMBER OF ORAL READING ERRORS
; . . PER 100 WORDS AND BETTS' LEVEL
2 - ., FOR TITLES IN THIS STWDY  °
Average
" Oral Errors» -
L Per- Betts'
Title _ 100 Words Level
Put Me in the Zoo . 6.96 ~ Instructional
Little Bear - . 8.73- fInsEructioﬁéI
Nobody Listens to Andrew , 13.07 Frustrational

Little Raccoon and No Trouble at All 13L27‘ Frustrational

- 'Danny and the Dinosaur’ 13.47 Frustrational
Pippa Mouse . ‘ . 14.27 . Frustrational
Fish Outoof School . 15.93 Frustrational

: Cleﬁer’Kate ' ' ‘ 18.14  Frustrational . |
Ida the Bareback Rider -20.93  Frustrational

© K
Aaron and the Green Mountain Boys 24,20  Frustrational

A
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“TABLE 7

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF BOOKS ON A GIVEN GRADE LEVEL
AT INDEPENDENT, INSTRUCTIONAL, AND FRUSTRATIONAL .
LEVELS ACCOQDING TO BELTS CRITERTA .

AReadabdility Independent Instructional Frustrational
Grade Level N % . N % . N %

- - 2 100 - -

- - - - -

Toral N = 10° - - 2 20 8 80




{ @

. s
were actually easy-to-read for primary children. Publisher

findings upheld the conclusion that the ‘greatest percentage o

‘levels two and three. At Grade 1, the books were -on an in- .

52 . :

.

instructional use, and 80% were on a frustrational level.
. *®

These results would conclude that none of the sample books

labels of easy-to-read were inappropriate for the sample

books examined and cast doubt upon their marketing validity.

-

~ As stated in:the_h&pothesis for Problem 2, these

of Books'would be on a frustrational level for subjects in
this study. When ekamiﬁed at'the separate levels of Grade X .
1, Grade 2, and Grade 3 according to Fry's Readability ‘ s
Graph, the third hypothesis was supported for booksvat grade ‘
structional, not frusérational, level. Given these results,
validation was complétg for Hypothesis 2 and partial for

-
- v -

Hypothesis 3. .

g ‘ .+ Discussion .

The ma%n.objective oé this study was to examine the
readability of selected easy-to-reaﬁ trade books. 1In doing
so, comparisons were made between data obtained through the
use of fry's Readability Graph (1971) and Betts' (1950)

criteria for oral reading performance. The rank order

established by each m;thod correlatéd posit}vely and
significantly. A coefficient r = .73 was significant at
the .05 probability level .even after computational adjust-
ﬁents were made for tied ranks. This data supported

Hypothesis 1, and also supplied further information,for'

critical analysis of the sample trade books.
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T Of the ten books examined, only two had a first- . -~

3

- grade -readability according to Fiy's graph. Fiveé books

_were rated at grade'level two, and two books at grade

level three. Thus, nine of Fhé ten books wéré suitable
- for primary grade children but ngt until sufficient skill
was acdﬁired beyond the beginﬁiné reader stage. Two’

" books had been labeled with publisher predictions of*dif--
ficulty but only one, a first-grade sélection, sdbred a\: . @
matching readability level according to Fry;s graph. - The, 'ﬁ
second bodk, also labeled first gréde,.had a'readability
Levél of Grade 2. ‘

»he data on oral reading errors fuliy supported .

“Hypothesis 2 and partially supporteénypothesis 3. The | t
greatest percentage of books marKéteﬂEfor beginging readers’

) was ohAa frustrational level when e;amined as a total groﬁp
~and also‘when éxaminedlat the separate levels of’Grade 2-
and Grade 3. This degree of difficulty upheld the premise

' that:easy-to-read trade books were unsuitable for most

beginning readers.

.

L

Fry's readability scores correlated well with oral

réading errors on rank order, but did not compare well to
actual reading performance. The subjects in this study
. experienced great difficulty while orally reading the sam-

ple passages. According to Betts' criteria, eight of the’

ten books were on a frustrational level even though most
of them had readability scores within a primary range.
- %

Since the subjects had a mean Gates-MacGinitie score of

- 1
DU

w
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.diction because of individual differences .both in- the

_pérformance than that indicated by an 80% frustrational

'sﬁggested that the standards used by .Betts for w:.-d recdg-

"dent, particularly a beginning reader, requires practice

performance scores of subjects might have improved if ap-

.
D
i

_ .O6;)£hey could have been expected to read these books °

mons efficiently. Although this was not an.exact pre-

4

reader and the subject material, one would eipect better
\ "o ‘

IEVél. . N * - . ’
) - . - ,;.

, Given these results, the accuracy of Betts' criteria’

might be questionned. As noted in Chapter II, some regéarchA

Il

nition were too high (Powell, 1970) and that further stﬁdy

was needed télvalidate the qriteria for oral reading per-

for?ance (Loﬁell, 1970; McCracken & Mullen, 1970) )ﬁ
The discrepancy betwee; readability éraph scores

and actual readirg performance ﬁight aigo be attributed to

several other factors. Accurate oral reading for any stu-

and such time was not provided in this study. The children

‘

read unfamiliar material without any preparation. Further-
more, the Betts' informal readipng inventory includes a
comprehension check which was not used during this study .’

Since comprehension is a component of reading success, the

’ =

propriate questions indicated a high degree of comprehensiort

despite numerous oral errors.

Kactors—which-might have inflated readability scores———

were also evident. In books for young children, the re-

peated use of proper nouns and high interest words, such

0

'() EJ
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as Frederick and dinosaur, increased the syllable count but

were easily acquired by the reader. Also, picture clues
.- ¢ X .
gid the beginning reader as yell as the motivational factor

of high interest. - (£

The data previously presented and discussed clearly
- ’ ; . .
evidenced a need for caution in the use of easy-to-read

-

traée‘bopks: The limitations of the study may serve to-

. .réduce the genefélization ofk;esults, howeﬁer, %urther re-
search was indicated to develop séandards of‘quality as
well as readability. ThlS study concurred Wlth those
cited in the review of llterature,that exten31ve evaluatlon
of fhis critical area should be malntalned (Condlt, 1959;
garly, 1963; Guilfoile, '1962; Jacobs,’ 1960). It also’con—Q

. curred with thisiw:iter's experience that man§ trade books

for beginning readers are an unfortunate source of frustra-

‘tion for young children.

A
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The overall—purpose of this investigation.was to

" examlne a representatlve sample of .trade books for begin-

M v

R — n;gg readers and to determine their approprlatenesr for-

young chlldren in terms of readablllty These books ‘are
commonly found in llbrarles, classrooms, and homes, pur-

.chased by adults anx1ous to glve the beglnnlng reader an-

Opportunlty to read 1ndependently and practlce newly ac-
quired SklllS Unfortunately, the research has 1nd1cated
that many of these books are 'too d1ff1cult for the1r in-

tended audience (Condit, 1959; Maynard, l963) and often c
it}

o

lacking in literary merit (Bailey, 1905 Early, l963
Guilfoile, 1962; Jacobs, 1960). ThlS study attempted to

provide additional analysis within the framework of
readability. ‘

LT

Summary.

Graph for Estimating Readability (Fry, 1971) and Betts'
.(1950) criteria for oral reading perf?rmance. Both methods

""" have generally been well reviewed in fhe literature -and

+widely accepted as diagnostic measures but they have not

56

Two measures for assessing re dability were .employed:

<
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I

-

. beenr used on a comparative basis with one sample population.

-

Fry's graph is a technical instrument designed to evaluate
the reading material while Betts' standards examine the °

actual reading performance of children. This study.com— /

-

pared the data obtained through the use of these measures

l-.

and applied it to the overall questlon of approprlateness

of easy- to -read trade’ books for beglnnlng readers Tt also
"sought a positive and 31gn;}1cant rank correlatlon between
the Readablllty Graph and oral readlng errors in order to
support the graph s usage as a rellable estimate. of diffi-
culty level ’ -

s The subJects 1nvolved in thrs study-were five stu-
dents from a combined first and second grade class. Their
mean age at the tlme of testing was 7 years 0 months They
'were glven the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test and scored a
mean grade level of 2.06 on the comprenens1on sectlon/and
2.18 on the vocabulary sectlon ¢

The books used in thls study were selected from the
subjects' school library and all met the criteria of easy-
to-read according to the pub{ishers' labeling. Ten books,
wére chosen and three‘IOO word passages from each were
selected. These passages were used tc determine readability
level according to Fry's graph and for oral reading by the
five students.

Directions for use.of the Readability Graph required

sentence couqts and syllable counts for each 100 word pass-

age. Average figures for sentence and syllable ~=ounts were




»

computed for each book. Pldtfed on the graph, these‘

h. ' averaees determlned an approx1mate grade level of dif-

- ficulty. The books were ranked in order of dlfflculty,

however, many p031t10ns were tied because of identical

~.

}- . grade level scores. Addltlonal readablllty rankings were

- obtained by reassigning books from tied posxtlons accord-
§,n ing.to their sentence count and syllable count. This

.} process delineated sﬁeci%ic rank ﬁosition for the previgusly
.. tied bodks "but caused a dlstortlon of the real Lank by sen-

A

tence count and syllaﬁle count when all selectlons were

3
o

considered.’ . - .
The passages used to determine readability level
‘were also employed to utilize Betts' criteria for oral read-

iugvperformance. The five subjects read three passages

N

from each of the ten books. Their performance was-recorded

on tape‘and errors of repetition, omission, insertion, sub-
stitution, request for aid, and mispronungiation were
tallied. For eaeh book an average number of oral reading
errors was coﬁputed. This data was used to determine
another rank order of difficulty. Due to some controversy :
- in the literacure,-an additional rank was compiled exclud-
ing repetitions in the count, howevef, no change in order
occurred as a result of this modification.

" The rank order according to readability level was

correlated with the rank order according to oral reading
errors. The formula for Spearman rank correlation coeffi-

cient was applied with computational adjustment made for

—

..
A
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coo :,tied,;anks*according to 0'Toole (1564). . .
b * [N

The‘data obtained by recording oral errors provided

V

the basis for appolying Betts' criteria of ‘performance. The
. pplying ~ SR

books were judged as independent, instructional, or frustra-

tional according to his standards. Raw coults and, percent-~

— age counts were éompiled for books as a total group and
| ’ also‘aslseparate groups according to the levels of Grade 1,
> Grade 2, and Grade 3. Data from these tables pfovided the
;xaﬁiner with sufficient informatién to determine if the.
sample books were- appropriate for the subjects in terms of‘
’diffiqulty level. No judgmeﬂﬁ'w;s offered ir terms of
.litera}y quality but the limitations 6f oral reading per-

formance without comprehension checks were discussed.

. CONCLUSIONS
The dinvestjgation for this study examined three prob-

lems. The first problem sought validation of a téchnical -

.. measuring device'By correlation of its data with/the actual -
‘reading performance of children. The second and third ﬁZib—
: lems. were concerned with determining the difficulty level
} of ééﬁple books by applying/Bétts' criteria- for oral read-
ingyerrors. ’ '
The results of this study are organized accbrding to v
the appropriate hypoetheses.

t

Hyvpothesis 1

The Readability Graph and oral }eading errors will
correlate positively and significantly on rank order.

A positive correlation coefficient r = .73 was

AN
Gu
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. . obtained between rank ordér_by Readability éraph scores

and, rank order by oral reading errors. This coefficient
CL was sigqificant at the .05 level of probability and sup-

o

-

ported Hypothesis 1. -

Additional correlations were computed after .tied

rapks‘were modified by sentence and syllable count. Be- -

-

tween oral error rank and readability rank with ties ad-

justed by sentence count a coefficient ¥ = .87 was

-

-

dral error rank and readability rank with-ties adjusted by

» . ,

sylléble count, & correlation r = .52 was obtained but not

- . found_to be significant. I

Hypothesi% 2
- The greatht percentage of books marketed for be-

- ginning readers will be on a frustrational level as,deteé-
mined by the oral reading“errors of subjects who scored
bgtween 1.6 and 2.6 on the Gates-MﬁpGinitie Reading Test.

Ten books were evalpated in this study. According
_to Betts' criteria, none were on an indeﬁendent level, two

were on an instructional level, and eight were on a frus-

trational level for subjects in the study. 1In total, 80%

. supported Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3

- At Grade 1, Grade 2, and Grade 3, according to
Readability Graph scores, the greatest percentage of books

will be on a frustrational level as.determined by the oral

Eu

obtained and found significant at the .01 level. Betweeﬁ,'

were frustrational and 20% instructional. The results thus




-
"

L . .
[o NN %
-

o

reéd?ng errors of subjects who scored between'l.6 and 2.6
on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.
When examined at separate grade levels of readabil-

ity, 100% (N = 2) of Grade 1 books were instructional; 100%

(N =5) of Grade 2 books were frustrational; and, 100%

(N

2) of.Grade 3 books were frustrational. A final book,
whose readability waé érade 6, also ranked on the frustra-
tioﬁal level. The data in this study supported Hypothesis
3 ag grade levels two and three, but not at grade levél one.

Thefvalidatién of Hypothesis 1 supports the use of
Fry's Readabill .ty Graﬁh (1971) to rank difficulty levels of
_books af the primary grades. It is a copveniént measure,
however, lack of half grade scores at the lower 1evels.is
a disadvantage for the teéche; of bééinning readers.
Maginnis (1969) extended the graph into a preprimer range
and use of this modification could be investigated for fur:
ther ﬁsefulnéss.

The validation of Hypotheses 2 and‘3 rgvéals an
alarming_amount of frustration by subjecté reading easy
beginner-type trade books. ﬁh 80% frustration.éfrformance
indicates that most of the easy-tc-read selections are too
.difficult for voung children, however, some caution in judg-
ment must.be‘exe;ted.

The generalization that all beginner books are too

“hard for all beginning readers would unjustly exclude the -
appropriate selections that are available. Many of these

books may also be ut:lized in read-aloud story sessions.
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The small number of subjects and books in this stidy limits

the application of its results even though they are signifi- .

S cant.- Some cons1derat10n must also be given to the stand-
ards for oral readlng estabfished by Betts in 1950 . At the

. primsty ;evel, the standards mlght be too r1g1d and a lower
. . criteria for -successful performance would be acceptgble.

. v Lack of comprehension data in this study provides another

o o

. limitation which, if included, may have improved the evalua-

bl N *

e tion.of the sample books. Finally, lack of precise accuracy
'in any formula.or standard prevents the determination of’

true readability. Use of these measures must include recog-
' \ . 1 ’
nitior- of their|limits.
\ » . ) ’
1

Suggestions for Further\Research

.

As state& earlier, the llmltatlons inherent in this

\

study suggest areas for further.research. The need for

o

¢

larger ‘studies with increased books and subjects is evi-
N \ A .
dent. . The data from more extensive investigations might
L3 Y ‘ 3 ‘ L3 . .\\ L3 L3 . i L3
increase in statlstlcal significance and- provide a broader

oenerallzatlon of results

o

Slnce materlalé at the lowest levels of reaaablllty

-
A

"+ " are difficult to examlne\because of limited vocabulary and

abbreviated content new or improved means for evaluating

\ »

them should be explored._ Comprehension factors such as

picture and context clues are exgluded from statlstlcal

.

formulas but play an important role in the success of
beginning readers, as do interest and motivational,

elements. Research to determine important criteria for
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evaluating the readability of easy-to-read.trade'bogks
shodld be expanaed to includé such factors.

At all levels of difficulty, validation of read-
ability formulas by oral reading performance would be bene-
ficial. Compréhension data was not included in this study,
thus further investigation might-alsq consider how many
oral errors can be toler;ted while maintaining satisfactory
comprehension. Some research has already questionned
Betts' standards for orai reading but no conclusive re-
sults have been drawn. Further study of this criteria is
indicated. ‘

In regards to the literature for young children, con-
tinued reserach to develop standards of quéﬁity as wg}l as
readability is vital. At the youhgest grade levels, the
pattern for future success in reading is often determined
and educators need to continualiy evaluate this critical
area.

Easy-to-read trade books are often the first source
to which a child is exposed for recreational réading. 'Books
that are too difficult %ay frustrate.ﬁis ambitions and
seriously discourage reading for self-enjoyment. Parents
and teachers share a responsibility for evaluating the
selections made available tc a young reader, while pub-

lisher~ need to exercise restraint in order to provide

quality rather than quantity for this market.
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. APPENDIX A )

SAMPLE PASSAGES FROM
'}:HE TEN TRADE BOOKS
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Pippa Mouse

Rain is falling outside the mouse-hole house. Pippa is
tired of . watching the rain. "Mother, tell me a story,"
says Pippa. 'Not yet, dear," says Mother. "I must make
the beds.'" "I will help you," says Pippa. Slip-slap. -
Slip-slap. Slip-slap. The beds are made. '"Now is it
time for a story?'" asks Pippa.. "Not 'yet,.dear;" says
Mother. 'Now it is time to sweep." "I will help you," »
says Pippa. weep sweep. Brush and sweep. The sweeping

is done. 'Now is it story time?" &sksg Pippa. ''My good-

ness'" says Mother. '"Look at the rain! It is ..... L

oL "Yes, keep on making noise," softly call's Red Fox.
"please make lots of noise, so I can find you, Pippa
Mouse.'" Now everything is quiet -- very, very quiet.

L Where is noisy Pippa Mouse? Hiding under a log, she is
=, quiet as a blink, quiet as a wink, quiet as a mouse.

: "Come and play with me," says Pippa Mouse. "Not now,"
says Ripple Squirrel. "I must work today. I must gather
nuts." "Gray Bird, come play ball," says Pippa. "Not
now," says Gray Bird, "I must work today. I have_to hunt
for seeds." ‘"Weber Duck, you play ball with ....

N

Pippa puts on her swimming cap, and plays with her Christ-
mas things. Then Pippa pulls some other things out -from
. behind her bed. "Here is something for Mother and Father.
rrerecmer—Here~i-s—-something- -for- Ripple-Squirrel;- for--Gray-Bird -and - - rmemnsis
Weber Duck, toc. Hurray for Christmas," says Pippa.
Everyone plays a game, everyone sings sohgs, everyone !
\ sits down for Mother's dinner. Then Pippa Mouse ‘is
: sleepy. "I would like Christmas to last forever," says
‘ Pippa. "What?" asks Father Mouse. "And never have time
to swim? Or roll nuts? Or run,and plan? Or even try to
£ly?" '"Well,' says Pippa, 3

FS

1. Boegehold, B. Pippa mouse. New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1973. pp. 5-7. ,

- 2. 1Ibid., pp. 30-32. C

. Ibid. ’ pp- 56"61.
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} . Aaron and the Green Mountain Boys

: It was a summer night in 1777. Aaron heard a door squeak
i..———8hut. He jumped out of bed and ran to the window. Below,
; Pa was swinging his lantern as he hurried down the lane.
Other lanterns dotted the night. It was the Green Moun-
tain Boys' Something was up! '"It's the war, I know it!"
Aaron pulled on his pants. He lived in Bennington, a
little village in the Green Mountains of Vermont. The
British king ruled it and all America. A lot of+Americans
didn't think the king ruled, fairly. They had gone to war
"to stop him. Once in ..... %

b
b

But Aaron wasn't thinking about bread. He was thinking,
'"What a place to be, stuck in bed!" All night he kept
listening for the rumble of cannons or the shots of guns.

., . But all he heard were tne ch-r-r-r-p of crickets and the
‘ bar-r-up of bullfrogs. At dawn he ran to meet the bread
wagon. ''Sir,'" he said to the soldiers, "has the battle

have not even come' And the redcoaks are only one town

away !

begun?'" '"Begun? The rest of the Gﬁ:en Mountain Boys
already done that!'" Grandpa said. HN@ybe cee

"1'11 ride for the Boys,” Aaron said. ';Your pa's

They fought hand to hand. Aaron could see the enemy swords
flashing. Even the swords couldn't stop the Americans.

] "They look like farmers, but they're soldiers all right,"
“”“”M““”AE?EH“EHSGEHET“"KﬁH”EbBﬁ"fHé”Hi?”g?éﬁf§EIIlfT'Tﬁé“fﬁﬁﬁagf i
Boys and the general and the farmers bringing in prisoners.
The Americans had won! The stars shone as the wagon

rattled tdward Bennington. '"I'll never forget tonignt,
Pa'" Aaron said. 'None of us will," said Aaron's father.
"And none of us will forget last night6either." Aaron
yawned. That reminded him. He ...... p

4. Gauch, P. L. Aaron and the green mountain boys. New
\  York: Coward, lcCann & Ceoghegan, Inc., 197/Z.
pp. 7-9.
. Ibid., pp. 30-32.
~6. Ibid., pp. 60-62.

2

"stopped, and through the smoke Aaron saw the Green Mountain
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Nobody Listens to Andrew

Andrew said, "Listen, Ruthy. I saw something upstairs.
It was in my bed." Ruthy said, "Wait, Andrew. I must
put on my roller skates. I want to skate before dark."
" Andrew said, ‘Listen, Bobby. I saw something upstairs.
It was in my7bed on the sun porch." Bobby said,

"Don't .....

*Bobby stopped playing ball. He said, "Call the dog
catcher!"'" Ruthy stopped skating. She said, "Call the
zoo!"™ Mr. Neighbor stopped taking his dog for a walk.
He called the police. He called the fire department.
He called the dog catcher. He8called the zoo. '"Zoom:"

came the police. "Zing!

The dog catcher céught the bear in his net. The fireman
said, "It climbed up the tree. It climbed in the window."
The man from the zoo said, "It is dry in the woods. [The

. bears are thirsty. They ars looking for water. I will

take this bear to the .....

-

7. Guilfoile, E. Nobody listens to Andrew. Chicago:
Follett Publishing Company, 1957. pp. 8-10.

8. 1Ibid., pp. l4-19.

9. 1Ibid., pp. 24-25.
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Danny and the Dinosaur

One day Darnny went to thé museum. He wanted to see what

was inside. He saw Indians. He saw bears.- He saw

Eskimos. He saw guns. He saw swords. And he saw .... .

DINOSAURS! Danny locved Dinosaurs. He wished he had one. 2

"I'm sorry they are not real,' said Danny. "It would be

nice to play with a dinosaur." £ "And I think it would be

nice to play with you," said a voice. '"Can you?" said

Danny. '"Yes," said the dinosaur. . ''Oh, good," said Danny.

"What can we do?" "I caT take you for a ride," said the

dinosaurs. He put ..... 0

"Oh, what lovely green grass!' said the dinosaur. "I

* haven't eaten any of that for a very long time." "Wait,"
said Danny. ''See what it says." They both had ice cream
instead. "Let's go to the zoo and see the animals,'" said
Danny. *Everybody came running to see the dinosaur. No-
body stayed to see the lions. Ncbody stayed to see the
elephants. Nobody stayed to see the monkeys. And nobody
stayed to see the seals, giraffes or hippos, either.
"Please go away so the animals will get looked at,"
the zoo man,. '"Let's find my friends," said Danny.
"Very ..... 11' . \

said

It got late and.the other children left. Danny and the

dinosaur were alone. '"Well, goodbye, Danny,'" 'said the

dinosaur. 'Can't you come and stay with me?" said Danny.

"We could have fuh." "No,'" said the dinosaur, "I've had

a good time -- the best I've had in a hundred million years.

But now I must,get back to the museum. They need me there."
, "Oh," said Danny. ' '"Well, goodbye." Danny watched until

the long tail was out of sight. Then he went home alone.

*"Oh, well," thought Danny, "we fgn't have room for a pet

that size, anyway. But we ....

10. Hoff, S. Danny and the dinosaur. New York: Harper &

Row. 1958. pp. 5-13.
11. 1Ibid., pp. 30-39.
12. 1Ibid., pp. 60-64.
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.o oot Ida the Bareback Rider

Ida rode a horse in the circus. Around and around in a
circle she went doing tricks on his back. They she took

a bow. Everyone cheered. "And now the Flying de Marcos:@"
cried the ringmaster. The trapeze artists flew through
the air. They kept flying back and forth, catching each
other's hands ard feet. Everybody cheered the Flying de -
Marcos. They forgot all about Ida, the bareback rider.

"I wish people would only watch our act,' said Ida. "I
wish they would never stop cheering me and my horse." %Tong
after the people had left and the other acts ....

Even the animals got ready. The elephants practiced danc-
s ing, the lions and tigers jumped through flaming hoops, -
the seals balanced balls on their noses, the bears rode
bikes, and the monkeys skated. '"This is a good circus,
many great acts working together,'" said the ringmaster.
Ida smiled. :She could hardly wait to prove that her act
was best and to hear all the cheering and clapping only for
her. It was time for the show. '"And now Ida, the bareback
rider!" cried the ringmaster. Around and around in a 14
circle rode Ida on her horse. She rode on one foot ....

The circus people ran to see what they could do. Ida, the
bareback rider, ran, too: ''Please save my horse!' she
onn.....Cried to the others. The clown passed a bucket to the .

' midget; the midget passed it to the giant; the giant passed
it to the fat lady; the fat lady passed it to the human
skeleton. All the circus people helped to throw water on
the fire, and the animals were saved! '"That's a circus.

Many great acts working together!' cried the ringmaster

after the fire was put out. 'He's I%ght," said Ida. '"My

horse wouldn't have been saved ....

JAm A mSN

Hoff, S. 1Ida the bareback rider. New York: G. P.
Putnam's Somns, 197/2. pp. 5-10. o -

Ibid., pp. 16-20.
Ibid., pp. 27-30.
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Put Me in the Zoo

I will go into the zoo. I want to see it. Yes, I do. [
would like to live this way. This is where T want to stay.
Will you keep me in the zoo? I want to stay in here with
you. We do not want you in the zoo. OQut you go! Out:
Out with you. Why did they put me out this way? I should
be in. I want to stay.. Why should they put you in the
z00? What good are -you? What can you do? What good am
I? What can I do? Now here ....l6 . .

I can put my spots up on this ball. .And I can put them on
a wall. I can put ‘them on a cat.  And I can put them on a
\hat. I can put them on the zoo: ‘And I can put my spots on '
\you: .Look at this, now! One! Two! Three. I can put ’
them on a tree. And now when I say, "One, two, three."

Aill my spots are back on me! Look,.now! Here is one thinhg

. more. ‘I take my spots. I ?ake them four.: Oh! They would

put me in the zoo, if ....*! . R

\ » . R «
I call them back, now, One! Two. Three: Now all™my spots
are\back with me. Tell me. Tell me, now, you-two. Do you
like ‘the things I do? Tell me. Tell me, now, you two.
Jill they put me in the zoo? We like all the things ycu
do. We like your spots, we like you, too. But you should
not be ‘in the zoo. No. You should NOT be in the zoo.
With all the things that you ¢an do, the circus is the

¢

"place FTor you! Yes' This is-whére 1 'Want "to Be.. The T T

.circus ....18 . N

-4

-

16. Lopshire, R. Put me in the zoo. New York: Random
House, Inc., 1960. pp. 3-14. )

17. 1Ibid., pp. 24-35.-" :

18. 1Ibid., pp. 52-61I.
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Little Bear

It is cold. See the snow. See the snow come down. Little
Bear:said, ''Mother Bear, I am cold. See the snow. I want
something to put on." So Mother Bear made-something for
Little Bear. '"See, Little Bear,'" she said, "I have some-
thing for my little bear. Here it is. Put it on your
head.'" "Oh," said Little Bear, "it is a hat. Hurray!

Now I will not be cold." Little Bear went out to play.
Here is Little Bear. 'Oh," said Mother Bear, ''do you want
something?" "I am cold," said Little Bear. . "I want some-
thing to put ..

"Now here is some soup for you: Hen,'" says Little Bear.
"And here is some soup for you, Duck, and here is some soup
for you, Cat, and here is some soup for me. Now we can all |
have some Birthday Soup." Cat sees Mother Bear at the door,
and says, "Wait, Little Bear. Do not eat yet. Shut your’
eyes, and say one, two, three." Little Bear shuts his eyes
and says, "One, two, three.'" Mother Rear comes in with a
big cake. '"'Now, look," says Cat. "Oh, Mother Bear," says
Little Bear, "what a big beautiful Birthday Cake!Z20

"Tell me something more about me." "Well," said Mother
Bear, "once you put on your space helmet and played going
to the moon." 'That was fun, too,'" said Little Bear.
"Tell me more about me.'" '"Well," said Mother Bear, "once
you thought you had no Birthday Cake, so you made Birthday
Soup." "Oh, that was fun," said Little Bear. '"And then
you came with the cake. You always make me happy." "And
now," said Mother Bear, ‘''you can make me happy, too."
"How?'" said Little Bear. "You can go to sleep," said
Mother Bear. "Well, then, I will," said Little ....2l

19. ;Minarik, E. H. Little bear. New York: Harper &
now, 1957. pp. -LL-14. _

20. Ibid., pp. 30-34.

21." Ibid., pp. 59-60.
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Little Raccoon and No Trouble at All

"Little Raccoon," said his mother, "Will you help?'" ' Little

Raccoon jumped up. '"Do you want me to go to the running
stream?" ''No," said his mother. ~"Do/4you want me to get
some crayfish for supper?”" 'No," said his mother. "I want

you to listen. Mother Chipmunk and I must go to.the outside’
world. Will you take care of her two baby chipmunks £ill

we get back?" "Will you, Little Raccoon?" asked Mother .
Chipmunk. Little Raccoon looked at the baby chipmunks: "I
never did that before,' he said. The two chipmunks sat very
still, looking up at Little Raccoon. 22 . ' .

And. the chipmunks hid behind a tree. Little Raccoon went
around the tree, but the chipmunks went faster. He did not
see them. "Are you there?" he asked. *'Yes!." cried the
chipmunks. Little Raccoon went around the tree again.
Aroun' and axound. Te his surprise, he still did not see _
the chipmunks. He went faster and faster. Around and
around. All at once the world was going around and around,

faster and faster. Little Raccoon was so dizzy he had to

sit down. ''Here we are!" cried:the chipmunks. '"No more _’ ‘°

tricks," said Little Raccoon. "You sit here.and you ....23

"Beaver," said Little Raccoon, 'the chipmunks want to come
back." "Hop on!' said Beaver to the chipmunks. And he took,
them back across the pond. '"Stay right behind me," said
Little Raccoon. '"All the way home!" That's what the chip-
munks did. And all the way home, Little Raccoon sang: "Ah!
Crayfish! Crayfish! It's an eat-it-everyday fish." They
_got home just as Mother Raccoon and Mother Chipmunk did.
"Hello, my little ones,'" said Mother Chipmunk. "Were you
good? Were they good, Little Raccoon?" The chipmunks looked
at Little Raccoon. _Little Raccoon looked at the chipmunks.
"No trouble at ....2% '

. %
22. Moore, L. Little Raccoon and no trouble at all. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1972. pp. 7-8.
23. 1Ibid., pp. 25-27.
24, 1tid., pp. 45-48.
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e Fish Out of School

The sun had set. It was night. 1In the sea, the herring
fish swam very slowly. They swam in a group called a
school. Soon the fish stopped swimming because it was
very dark. They rested together on the sandy bottom of -
the sea. They slept. Fish do not sleep like people.: They
do not have eyelids, so they cannot close their eyes. When
they sleep, they seem to be looking at one another. The
herring fish slept all night. The sun rose, and light came
into the sga. One by cne the fish woke up. They began to

T e

move ...

She saw a big dark animal in the distance. - From far away,

a school of fish looks like a big dark animal. It may

- scare big hungry fish away. When the little fish started

to swim away, she saw it was a school. But the school was
in danger. A sea tuxtle was chasing the school. The -
turtle stretched-outwgiéaneck. - He snapped at the fish.

He was trying to catchN\dne of them. But each time he stuck
out his head, the fish changed direction. The fish in the .
school were swimming in many directions. They looked

like ....26 " . .o :

While they fed, the fish did not swim in a school. But they
never went very far from each other. When they finishegd
feeding, they came close together. They formed into a school
again. They swam in one direction together. This was not
the same school that had left the little fish.- She did not
know that. It did nov matter. They were the same kind of
fish. It did not matter to the school either. The little
fish looked exactly like them. The school spent .the day
swimming and resti?g. In the evening they searched for food
again. Then L2

'(f‘ | ; /

25. ‘Shaw. E. Fish out of school.” New York: Harper & Row,
.. 1970. pp. 9-12. .

26. Ibid., pp. 30-35.

27.  Ibid., pp. 56-59.




Clever Kate

One morning Frederick said to Kate, "I'm going to do some
plowing. - I'1l be back in time for lunch.” "I'll have a -
nice lunch ready," said Kate. Frederick and Kate had been
mdrried a week. Kate put the house in order. Then it was.
time to make lunch. "I'll make a good tasty sausage for
Frederick," she decided. And she put a sausage in a pan.
Soon the sausage began to sizzle. '"Some cold beer would

go well with ghis sausage,” she said to herself. Kate took
a pitchegsand went to- the cellar. She turned the tap of
the .... ’

"What are these?" said Frederick when he came home. "I
traded all these pretty pots for the yellow buttons in the
box you buried behind the cow's stall,' Kate answered.
"And, Frederick, I did just as you said. I did not go

near the barn. -I told the peddlers to dig up the box
themselves." '"Oh Kate," said Frederick. "The buttons

were gold coins. You-should not have done that.'- "'But
Frederick, I did not know that they were coins. You should
have told me.' Kate was very unhappy. ,'Let us go after
the thieves and get our money back .29 i

"The door is no lighter," Kate said to Frederick. '"May I
let it fall now?" '"No/ Not now, Kate. You must.wait, or
the peddlers will find us." "I cannot wait," said Kate.
"I am'letting it fall." The door came down with a loud
crash. "The devil is coming,' the peddlers screamed. They
ran for their lives and left everything where it lay. As
soon as it grew light, Frederick and Kate climbed down.
They gathered up the gold coins and not a single one was
-missing. -They started for home38nd{carried the door be-

1rr ?

tween them. i'm bungry,"

LY

28. Shub, E. Clever Kate. New York: Macmillan Publishing

Co., Inc., 1973. pp. 6-9.
29. 1Ibid., pp. 30-33. o .
30.. Ibid., pp. 56-60.
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ADDITIONAL DRIRECTIONS FOR WORKING READABILITY GRAPH

Randomly select three sample péésages and count out exactly 100’
words beginning with a beginning of a sentence. Don't count
- numbers. . Do count proper nouns. ’

Count the number of sentences in the hundred words estimating
length of the fracticn of the last sentence to the nearest 1/10th.
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