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Abstract
This study examined the relationship between writing quality, readablhty, and
selectivity of 17 education ]ourna]s Data were analyzed using zero-order
Pearson product-moment correlations, independent two sample t-tests, and
analysis of covariance. Findings include the following: Quality of writing and
readability did not vary as a function of selectivity; journals that are more
selective feature significantly more complex forms of writing; a.nd joﬁr’nals with
more general topics were significantly more selective than those that have a more

- specialized focus.
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Are the Best Higher Education Journals Really the Best?
A Meta-Analysis of Writing Quality and Readability

Faculty members contribute to the professional literature for a variety of
reasons. Some professors use publications to disseminate their findings, thereby
contn'bﬁting to the advancement of their profession (Henson, 1§95). For others,
their livelihood depends on publishing (Ashford, 1996). Cont_ﬁbuting to the -
literature “... means visibility, esteem and career mobility” according to Bedian
(1996, p. 6). Regardless of one’s reason for being engaged in the publication |
process, it is clear that publishing journal articles .is a means of improving one’s
professional statﬁs and perhaps prestige. “Clearly, researchers and scholars
must know the audience with whom they intend-to communicate. - A research
paper that is difficult to read and comprehen& is not likely to be read
(presumably published)” (Metoyer-Duran, 1993, p. 517).

Advice is readily available about finding the right journal in which to ‘
publish. Murphy (1996) stresses that trying to publish in top jou.i'nals is well worth
the effort if for no other reason than “... the best journals also give the best
reviéws” (p. 130). Murphy also .a;dvises that ”... the quality of the journal probably

counts more than the quality of the paper” (1996, p. 134). Cleaﬂy, his advice, then,
is for writers to publish in the best journals. |

If all journals are not regarded equally, how does one differentiate
between them? Obviously, there is a difference between blind reviews and other
selection procedures (Henson, 1995), but beyond the review process, journals are
viewed differently by different audiences. One major factor contributing to this

is the acceptance rate of ajournal. Cabell and English (1998, p. xvii) conclude:

4
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“The journals with the lowest acceptance rate will tend to publish those
manuscripts which make the most significant contributions to the advancement
of the discipline.” Publishing in the right journal 1s recorhménded to aspiring
authors, although determining the right journals in which to publish canbe a
problem for the beginning writer. One method Aof determining what .constitutes a
" 'top' journal is th.,e. publication’s aclceptance rate. Murningham (1996), for

| éxgmple, asserts that top journals accept only 10-20% of the sub_rhissions they
receive. Such selectivity, then, would reflect a criterion for deferminiﬁg what
constitutes a top journal.

N onethelesé, ;cceptance rates may not necessarily serve as the déﬁning
criterion for a publication’s prestige. Consider the following ei(ample. The
Review of Higher Education and The [ournal of CQllege & University Food
Service both employ a blind manuscript review process. Each uses external and
in-house reviewers. .They have similar acceptance rates (21-30%_, according to |
Cabell & English [1998]). Which is more prestigious? The angizver to this
question very well may be a consequence of one’s professional épinio.n, academic
discipline, and perhaps other factors idiosyncrétic to one’s campus._ .

~ One potential way of differentiating between journals may be to analyze
their quality of writing (Metoyer-Duran, 1993). Is it i:ossible that journals with a
more rigorous acceptance rate feature higher quality writing or are easier to
read? This is the problem examined in the present study; guide'& by the
following research questions: |

1. Is the writing published in journals with a more rigoroﬁs acceptance

rate of higher quality than the writing found in jourr‘lals with a less

rigorous acceptance rate?
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2. Are the articles published in journals with a more rigorous acceptance
rate easier to read than those published in journals with a léss' rigorous
acceptance rate? |

An affirmative answer to these questions would support the cdnclﬁsion that

' jourﬁal prestige may be related to the quality of writing of published
manuscripts as well as to journals’ acceptance rates. If writing quality and
readability' are closely related to journal accepfanc.e-rates, more objecﬁve
measurements of journal quality can be employed to accompany othez;
commonly used, more impressionistic, reputational irieasures.” It 15 intéresting to

_note that Metoyer-Duran (1993) found that papers published Oi:accepted for
publication had significantly higher mean levels of reading difficulty than papers
rejected by a leading scholarly journal in library science; that i;, rejected papers
were .the most readable. |
| Whlle a substantial body of prev1ous pubhshed research exists related to
the pubhcanon process (e.g., Derricourt, 1996; Henson, 1995), the extant work has
not examined the quality of the writing found in a sample of ]Qurnals. Typically,
the existing published research in this area describes the publication process, but A
does not analyze differences across publications using an empiricél framework.
This study reports the results of an analys_is c;f the quality of writing contained in
a purposively selected sazhp‘le of articles chosen from 17 journals that report on
issues in the field of education. Some of the journals are quite specialized in their
focus while others examine broader topics in educgtfon; we make that distinction

in the ensuing data analysis.
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The Theoretical and Concepthal Framework of the Sfudx
Three perspectives provide the intellectual foundation of this study. The

first perspective concerns faculty career development. For faculty members at
research institutions (evaluated using a Carnegie framework), publishing is

essential to career development, particularly in light of one study’s finding that

17% of all institutions had reported raising tenure standards in the previous five .

years (National Center for Education Statistics, 1993). Glassick, Huber, and

Maeroff (1997) reported that 54% of respondents in their study of the

contemporary professoriate indicated that counting numbers of publications and |

presentations, weighted by type, generally were Vuéed»hi'faculty'evaluations at
the requhdents’ institutions. Fairweather (1996) and Alexandér.-Snow and
]ohnsoﬁ (1999) also speak to the ‘importalnce of publishfng genéfally, and
publishing in the “right” journals in particular, as being essential ingredients in
the career development of faculty members. | |

The second perspective employed in this study is that of r'neta-.analysis
(Cook, 1992; Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981; Hunter, 1982; Miller, 1984; Rosenthal,
1991; Wolf, 1986). Meta-analysis is appropriate as a holistic method for
evaluating comparisons across multiple ldata sources, combirdng othemise
dissimilar research results across studies, and boosting statistical power by
combining typically small samples from separate studies. In this study, meta-
analysis lbgic is applied_ to the assessment of multiple measures calculated for
three replicatés bf samples of textual material selected from a c;'oss-sécﬁon of ‘
journals addressing education issues. '

The third perspective that guided this research adopts the concept of

readability as an appropriate means of measuring the quality of writing for the

f
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publications included in this study. Readability is an elusive chcepf (Smith &
Dechant, 1961), but in the mam readability depends on averagé' sentence length
and word difficulty (Manzo & Manzo, 1990). Metoyer-Duran (1993, p. 517)
concludes the follow'mg-about readability: “Readability, therefore, is one
indicatiion.of the effectiveness of a piece of writing in conveying the author’s
intended message to the audience” (citing Tekfi, 1987). Metoyer-Duran also

" observes, _”Because scholarly literature requires a higher level of understanding
and attracts a specialized audience, a higher readability score In'ay be acceptable

- up to a certain thréshold” (1993, pp. 517-518). o
Analyzing sentence length and word difficulty was central to this study.
The prilnary_. methods used were Fry’s Readability Graph (Fry, 1977; Longo,
1977) and Flesch’s Readabii_ity Formula (Flesnh Reading Ease) (Cramer, 1978;
Flesch, 1948; O'Hear & Ramsey, 1990). The scoring categories for the Flesch
Reading Ease are included in Appendix A. Additionally, the Fleéch-Kinééid
Grade Index (Hoke, 1999) was used to analyze the sarnple data. The Fry and
Flesch formulas were chosen because they are appropriate for more advancéd
levels of text (Richardson & Morém, 1994; Smith & Dechant, 1961), and they are
based on sentence length and word difficulty. Our \./iew is-that-nsing multiple.
methods of analysis enhances the rigor of this analysis; this approach has been
used in other similar analyses of readability of séholarly. journals.(e.g., Metoyer- |
Duran, 1983) with some variation in the particular indicators cnnsen. '
| | | Methods |

‘Sample and Data Collection
The data analyzed in this study were derived.fr'om'randor-rdy selected

portions of text contained in articles published in 17 purposively selected

8
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journals reportlng results in the ﬁeld of educauon research. A hst of the
publications selected for the study is included in Appendlx B. Three pornons of
text, of approximately 100 words aprece, were chosen from the beginning,
middle, and end of each selected journal issue. Selectlon criteria followed the
procedures suggested by Fry (1977). The numbe;r of sentences 'contained within
each string of text and the average word length efmployed in those selections |
. were counted. Journals were chosen purp'osivel}é to provide a mix of specialized
. and general publications in education research. .

Variables Measured |

The variables meesured for each of the thrései::uate selections .of text
were number of sentences (SENTCS1, SENTCS?2, and SENTCSB where the sufﬁx
1,2, or 3 refers to the first, second, or third selectlon), number of syllables
(SYLABLS1, SYLABLS?, and SYLABLS3), the Fry reading level (FRYREADI,
FRYREAD?2, and FRYREAD3), the Flesch ease of iteadihg score (FREASE],
FREASEZ, and FREASE3), and the FIeéch-Kincaid Grade Index (GRLEVELI,
GRLEVEL?2, and GRLEVEL3). In addition, selec'dvity (SELECT-). was measured
for each journal, defined as the percentage of manuscnpts accepted as reported
in Cabell and English (1998) or as determined by authors contact w1th the
relevant editors. |

For the analysis of data combim'ng informétion across all three samples,
where the interest was in more general comparisons across all éelections'fOr all
journals, the variables measured were des1gnated as GENSPEC (general or |
spec1ahzed journal), SENTENCE (number of sentences), SYLLABLE (number of
syllables), READING (Flesch ease of reading score), GRADLEVL (Flesch—chald
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Grade Index), FRYREAD (Fry reading level), andéSELECT (degree of,journal '
selectivity). : :

Data Analysis

Data analysis was undertaken on two leveis ) First, the data were
evaluated separately for each of the three sectionsf of text collecied from each of
the 17 journals (n = 17), using zero-order Pearsonéproduc_t—moment correlations,
independent two-sample t-tests, and mulriple linear'regressionl ,

Following tnis initial analysis of the separa?te selections_éf text, more
robust models were estimated based on an effectifve sample size 'of 51 (three
selections of text from each of the 17 journals). Thls was achleved by combmmg
the three separate samples frorn each article together into a more holistic
overview of how textual complexity is related to ]ournal selechvxty based on the
initial finding that the results across the three samples generally are mdependent
of each other. An addmonal virtue of comblmng data across the three samples is

' to triple the sample size, and hence to increase the number of degrees of
freedom, with the consequence of producing test‘;result's with greater statistical
power (that is, more likely to result in statisticadlyﬁi sig'niﬁcant out,cemes). For the
combined samples, the statistieal methods applieel include Pearson zero-order
product moment correlations, independent h~o-se.mple t-tests, and analysis of
covariance. These procedures are appropriate to rhe researcn questions at hand,
the nature and size of the available dataset, and the level of measurement of the
vanables |

Findings
Two sets of statistical results inform our findings about the relationships

among these variables. First, we examine pattem$ of correlations and other

10
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relationships among the results for the repeated measures taken on each of the
three sections collected from each of the 17 journlalls. The sample size for this part
of the analysis thus is 17, and permits a determination of whether there is
consistency across the samples. Second, we evalﬁ;te these relationships ignofing
the repeated measures and develop more elaborate linear models based on a
more robust effective sample size of 51 (17 jouméjs times 3 segments of text

each).

Analysis of the Three Different Samples

We evaluate first the results of the analyéi;é based on the :epea;ced
measures of n = 17 observations for each of the three s#mples’qﬁ ;cext (beginning,
middle and end of each journal issue). A Pearson .product-moﬁxent éénelation'
matrix shows that all of the vériables for the first fsample (SENTCS1, SYLABLSI,
FRYREADI, FREASE1, and GRLEVEL1) are correlated significantly with each
_other, with the exception of SENTCS1 and SYLABLSI (which Has a correlation of
-456 and a p-value of .066). These results are summarized in Table 1.
Insert Table 1 About Here |
For the first sample of text, from articles near the front 6f }each:jbumal, a
greater number of sentences is associated with fewer syllables, a lower rating on
the Fry Reading Scale, a higher rating on the Fleséh Eése of Reading Scale, and a
lower grade level evaluation. In addition, a large? nﬁmbér 6f Syﬂab1es is
associated with a fu’gher Fry Reading Scé.l.e rating; a lower Flesch Ease of Reading -
Scale value, and a higher grade level evaluation. A higher Fry Readiﬁg Scale
value corresponds to a lower Flesch Ease of Réading. outcomeand a higher grade
level assessment. Finally, a higher Flesch Ease of;Reading result 15 aééociated

with a lower grade level evaluation.

11
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In contrast, for the second sample of text from articles ﬁeér the ﬁﬁddle of
each journal, relationships are much less consistent, in part because GRLEVEL?2
is a constant and hence no relanonshlps involving that vanable can be estimated.
However, for the second sample there are significant bivariate correlanons
between SYLABLS2 and FREASE?2 (r = -.757, p< 001), SYLABLS2 and
FRYREADZ (r=.885, p < .001), and FRYREAD?2 and FREASEZ (r =-743,p =
.001). Within the third sa.rnple, of text from articles near the enid of each journal,
there are significant correlations bétween FREASE3 and SYLABLS3 (f =-866, p <
001), FRYREAD3 and SYLABLS3 (r = 517, p = .040), and GRLEVEL3 and
FREASES3 (r =-.594, p = .012). Clearly, there are d1fferent and thus mconswtent
patterns of intercorrelations among the variables of interest within each of the -
three samples. | | | | |

Additional information may be gained by looking for paf_terns of
consistency across the three samples of text. Statistically significant Pearson
product-moment correlations exist for SENTCS3 and SYLABLS2 (r = 483, p =
.049), SENTCS3 and FREASE2 (r = -.504, p = .039), SYLABLS2 and SENTCS1 (="
-.546, p = .023), SYLABLS2 and GRLEVELL (r = .550, p = .022), FRYREAD2 and
SENTCSI (r =-.720, p. = 002) FRYREAD? and FRYREADI (r= 620, p = .010),
FRYREAD?2 and FREASEl (r=-504,p= 047), and FRYREADZ and GRLEVEL1

. {r=.738, p <.001). What is most tellmg about these cqrrelanons across samples
is that in oniy one instance—FRYREAD2 and FRYREADl)———is there a significant
relationship for the same variable between samples; ,furthé;moré, for no variable
is there a significant relationship that reaches across-all three Asamp_les. The
simplest reasonable interpretation based on th_esé findings is that these measures

of structural complexity do not appear to be consistent across repeated measures .

i2
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of readability. We conclude further from this basic fmdmg that each passage of
texf seems to reflect a different context. o |

None of these variables for any of the three samples taken sepérately is
correlated significantly with selectivity (SELECT). Selectivity thﬁs seems to be
independent of these measures of language complexity for each 'sam_plle. |

Iﬁdependent two-sample t-tests were conducted for each of the three
samples to invéstigate whether there is any difference in meaSﬁres of language
complexity between general and specialized journals. No such' comparisons

- were significant, assumiing either equal or unequal vériénces. Similarly, there

was no statistically significant difference for any of the three samples in mean
levels of selectivity between general and specialized journals.

In a multiple regression model designed to predict vselec'tivity in the first
saméle from SENTCS1, SYLABLS1, FRYREAD1, FREASEI], and. _GRLEVELI,
ﬁone of the predictor variables was significant. Based on that outcome, separate

regression models for the second and third samples were not estimated.

Meta-Analysis of the Combined Samples

In general, the results presented above suggest that outcomes of the three
separate samples of text are independent of each other. This fin‘ding implies that
it would be appropriate to combiné the three samples together to provide a more
holistic overview of how textual complexity is related to journal §e1ecti'vityf An
additional virtue of combining results across samples is to tﬁple’ the sample size,
and hence to increase the number of degrees of fre_edom, thereby resulting in test.
statistics with greater statistical power (that is, more likely to result in étatistically |
sigTﬁfiCant dutcomes). ATlf\e variables of interest now are design?ted as GENSPEC

(general or specialized journal), SENTENCE (number of sentences), SYLLABLE

i3
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(number of syllables), READING (Flesch ease of reading score);'GRADLEVL

(grade level), FRYREAD (Fry reading level), and SELECT (degree of journal

selectivity). Correlations among these variables are presented in Table 2.
Insert Table 2 About Here B

From Table 2, the significant correlations show that higher Flesch ease of
reading scores (i.e., easier to read passagee) are associated with more sentences
and fewer syllables. Higher grade level is correlated significantly with fewer
sentences and lower Flesch ease of reading score, and with a greater number of

- syllables. Higher values of Fry reading scores are associated with fewer
sentences, more syllables, lower Flesch ease of reading scores, and a_higher grade .
- level. | | | |

Independent two-sample t-tests were conducte& to corrlpare mean levels
of relevant variables between general and specialized journals. A significant
difference was found (assuming both equal and uhequal_ ~variaﬁces) for journal
selectivity (p = .011, assuming equal variarices). The mean level of selectivity for
general journals (16.3333) is significantly lower than mean se]echwty amoncrl
spec1ahzed journals (31.6818). In other words, the average acceptance rate for
manuscripts submitted to general journals is about one out of six, vers_us about
one-third for specialized journals.

An analysis of covariance model was estlmated for journal selechIty as a
function of GENSPEC, SENTENCE, SYLLABLE READ]NG GRADLEVL and
FRYREAD. This model permits a simultaneous appraisal of all potentially
significant effects (GENSPEC) and covariates (the other, conﬁnircus predictors).

A summary of the results of that model is presented in Table 3.
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| Insert Table 3 About Here

From Table 3 it may be seen that although the .overall model is significant
statistically (p = .030), only SENTENCE (p = .008) is a significant predictor of
journal selectivity, controlling simultaneously for the other effects included in
the model. Number of sentences has good power (.777) to_.disci'iminate among
levels oF selectivity and accounts for almost 16% of the variance in selectivity (Bta
squared=.159), thus d'e'monstrating good effect size. A greater number of -
sentences is associated with a higher value for selectivity (that is, with a lonrer
acceptance rate). Two othef components of the model have 'reésbnably strong
power (.406 for GENSPEC, .and .362 for FRYREAD), although ‘they are not
significant as measured by p-values. |

| Conclusions

Five conclusions can be drawn from this study. First, the quality of
readability across the 17 joﬁrnals included in the semple did not vary as a
function of selectivity when each sample of text (from vthe beginning, middle and
end of each journal issue) was considered eeparately. Put another way, tne- |
quality of readability in the most selective journals in the sample was no different
than the quahty of the writing and readability of the less selective journals in the

sample, controlhng for location of the text within the )oumal issue.

. Second, for three samples combined in a meta-analysis, journals that are

more selective tended to feature more complex'fofms of writing, measured by
number of sentences, according to the results of | analysis of covariance. Having

fewer sentences in the writing samples that were analyzed is one mamfestahon

i5
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of a greater level of writing complexity. One inrerpretat_iorl of having fewer
sentences per higher-quality wrmng sample is that the writing itself was more
sbphisﬁcated, which in turn may be a reﬂectiorr of more comple;( topics
examined in the journals. Alternative explanatfons for this difference also are
| possible. ‘
Third, aceeptance rates differed sigrﬁfic'antly between ge‘rreral and
spec1ahzed education journals. General education journals tended to mclude
‘articles with broader topics presumably de51gned to'appeal'to a W1der audlence
Specialized education journals have just the opposite content. -Whateyer the
reason, the general journals s'imply are more selective. |
Fourth, within the first sample of artlcles, correlational ana1y51s produced
remarkably consrstent statistically significant results among the various
measures of writing quality. This sample included articles from the front portion
of each issue included in the study. Reasons for this consisterrcy are unknown. It
is notable, too, that there was less internal consistency among ttrese measures for
the second or third samples, of articles from tﬁe middle and end-of the joﬁmal
_issues. | |
Finally, the quality of the general editirrg, as well as of the copy editing,
appears to be very comparable across-joumals with different levels of selectivity.
A variety of reasons may contribute to this edrtorial consisteney, including more -
sophisticated training of copyeditors, better corrlmur\iCations berwe'en editors
- and authors as a consequence of improved teehrtology,. and better applications of
technology to the publishing process, such as software packages that 1dent1fy

-and correct errors in manuscripts.
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Limitations and Recommendations for Further Resezlarch. '

A study such as this has several limitations that need to bé acknowledged.
First, while the study i.nciuded 17 journals that publish articles on topics rélated
to education, it is entirely possible that a different set of journals .in education

- might have yielded different results. 'Whille we think we chose a reasonable se‘t’l.
Sf journals, we make no claims beyorid the journals that we included in the
study. |

A corollary to this first limitation is that different issues of the joumals we
'studied could have yieided different results. ‘In effect, we took"a' snapshot of the

. joﬁmals included in the study; we did not produce a motion picture. Asa
conse,quénce, we make no claims about the joumajs we studied iaeyonq their
specific issues included in this report. ) |

Another limitation of this study is that no attempts were made to analyée
the substantive content of the journals included in this report. Whilethe quality -
of the writing of the journals studied proved to be similar, another way of
differentiating among these pubiications could be the content inglﬁded in them.
That could be t'he'focus of another study.

A final limitation of study is the tools of analysis that wéré chosen. The
tools themselves, while well accepted within their discipline, ma.}";'. not have
features i:recise enough to measure subtle differences between texts. If measures
that are more preéise could ﬂavé been employed in the study, it is possible that
differences may have been discerned. The followizjé observations of Metoyer- |
Duran (1993) also are instructive:

Abram cautions that sentence length anci w_drd fa&ors ;fao not cause

reading ease/difficulty. Rather they are higlﬂy correlated w’ith reading

i7



02/06/2001 TUE 09:22 FAX 515 294 4942 EL-PS DEPT.

Writing Quaht'y and Readability 17

ease/ difﬁculty. As such these variables can be used as ;ndicators of
changes that would reduce reading difficulty” (citing Abram, 1981, p. 9).
Highly readable writing may at times be boring to read because simple
sentences may not fully convey the complexities of ideas expressed in
scholarly writing (citing Calfee & Drum, 1986) (p. 519). .
The limitationé of this report lead to. recommendations for fﬁrther study. .
As is. alluded to abbve, the study included 17 publications. A study of other
journals may have yielded different results. Cabell’s Diréctory (Cabéll & English,
- 1998) includes 440 publications, so it is quite obvious that other joﬁmé'l..s are |
available for analysis. Addmonally, d1fferent issues of the same journals we
studied could be included in a d1fferent inquiry, as is suggested above.
Metoyer-Duran (1993) prov1des an additional perspectwe related to
prospects for further research: | |
As the reading level of the general public and perhaps some specialized ‘
publ‘ics declines, and as librarians and others become busier and read a
smaller percentage of their professional literature, readability might be
linked with “browse-ability” and, therefare, scholarly journals should
strive for an easier level of reading difficulty and changes in presentation
format. With increased interested in electronic publishing, two ﬁnportant
questions become: “What is the readability of éléctronié journals?” and
“Is there a difference in readability betwéen electronic ;and'nonelectrom'c
journals? (p. 521). |
We chose to stay within education as the academic discipline of focus for
this stﬁdy. The study very easily could be'expande_dtm_t'o journals in other

disciplines. For example, if the so-called top journal in each ofa variety of

@o17
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disciplines could be identified, would differences be found if one were to study
journals from such disciplinés as economics, political science, méﬁhérdcal '
engineering, and chemistry? | |
Finally, a variation on this study could endeavor to determine if the '

writing quality of various aﬁthors has changed over the length of their careers.
Do authors early in their careers write at about the same level of sophistication
compared with latter stages of their careers? To our kﬁoWiedge?sut:h a studylhas
not been undertaken; conducting one might; yield informatioﬁ aboﬁf the career

- development of academic writers, an area of inquiry thaf would add robustness

to this general matter of writing quality.

 BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Table 1

-~ Zero-Order Pearson Product-Moment Correlations For Eéch Pair of Variables

Measured in Sample 1 (Pearson Correlation is Shown, with 'p-Value) |

SENTCS1 SYLABLS1 FRYREAD1 FREASE1

SYLABLS1 | -.456
066
FRYREADI 759 868
001 <001
FREASE1 557 963 -878
020 <001 <.001
GRLEVEL1 -919 490 719 . -578
<001 046 002 015
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'Table 2

Correlations Among Variables Combined Across Samples (Pearson Correlation is
Shown, With p-Values

SAMPLE SENTENCE SYLLABLE READING GRADLEVL SELECT

SENTENICE  -.184

195
SYLLABLE  -.025 -226

862 111
READING ~ -.082 434 -874

567 001 <001
GRADLEVL  .170 655 393 -456

233 <.001 004 001
SELECT 1000 199 009 005 134

1.000 162 048 970 347
FRYREAD  .220 -.495 816 -784 673 101

133 <001 <001 <001 <.001 493
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Table 3

Results of Analy. sis of Covariance Model for Selectivity as a Function &f
Contextual Factors and Journal Specificity for the Three Samples Combined

: lf__tEta Observed

Source _ . df E Sig. Squared _Power

Corrected Mode! 5 2.627 020 278 798
Intercept 1 1166 287 028 184

© GENSPEC 1 3.108 085 070 406
SENTENCE 1 7.773 - .008 ©.159 777
SYLLABLE 1 0.637 o0 05 I
READING 1 0.143 707 0B 066
GRADLEVL 1 2703 108 062 - 362
FRYREAD 1 0.729 398 017 133
Error 41 - |

Corrected Totall

R? = .278 (Adjusted R* = .172) Lo e
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Appendix A: Scoring Categories for Flesch Reading Ease

Reading _
Scére __Difficulty Grade Level
90-100 ._ Very easy 4" grade- |
80-90 “Easy 5" grade
70-80 Fairly eaéy ‘ 6" grade
60-70 Standard . 788 grade
50-60 ' Fairly. difficult | Sc-)mel high school
30-50 Difficult o High'school and college
0-30 Very difficult | Minimum of college

Source: Metoyer-Duran, 1993, p. 522.

26
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Appendix B: Publications Included in this Study

Planning for Higher Education

Review of Educational Research

Review of Higher Education

The Journal of College and University Student Housing

The Journal of Higher Education

27

Publication Title Publication Issue
College and University - Winter, 1998
College Board Review Spring, 1998

: College}Plaéemen‘t Council Journal ]ahﬁary, 1998
Communig; College Review | Winter, 1998
Harvard Educational Review Spring, 1998
NASPA Journal |  Winter, 1998
NACDA Journal Spring, 1998 .
North Central Association Quarterly Winter, 1997
Ioumai éf College Student Development | March/ ;Aprﬂ, 1998
Iournal of College and University Law Fall, 1997
Ioum_al of Educational Research March/April, 1998
[ournal of Student Financial Aid | Winter, 1998

Winter, 1998-99

Summer, 1997

Spting, 1998

Vql. 26, No. 2 (no

date provided)
March/ April, 1998
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