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ABSTRACT

Reading activity cannot be separated from the poé
comprehending the text, which also need the readatkground
knowledge. In preparing the materials (texts), whiters usually
have to think about whose readers who are goimgad the texts
to provide the suitable materials (texts) for dertaeaders.
Finding the right fit between the texts and thedexa become the
main concern for the writers or composers thenthi formal
area of learning, students must be provided by téxts or
materials which are suit with their different levBeadability is
the study about the text and how it is suit with teaders. This
study is intended to find the readability of “NeStep Up 2:
Reading” book published by Center for Language Dgpraent
(PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang and the Students’
comprehensibility using this book.

This study use the quantitative and qualitativeraagh.
The data are obtained from the result of the aimlgs the
readability level of the text and the students’dieg final
examination scores and the results of students emnsm
guestionaire and the information dealing with tleelare gotten
through interview.

The results of readability analysis show that tregeefour
texts that are match for high school levels, ox¢ e match for
college graduate level, and five texts is matcloeccdllege level.

The texts intended to students at college level5&éo of the
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overall texts, it means that the texts are actuallyne right level.
The students final test is to find out studentglirgg ability and
the results are 512 students or 65.56% who getsoare than
70. However, it is also obvious that there are $#i&lents or
18.31% who are in the average level as their scaresn the
scale of 60-69. There are only 126 students or3L8lwho get
below 60. This level needs more enrichment andtetifodevelop
students reading ability. In addition, there areesal factors
affecting students’ comprehension. The factors st@dents
familiarity with the topics of the texts includingackground
knowledge, and difficult vocabulary faced by thedsnts.

The study recommend that readability level shoudd b
provided to make sure the appropriateness of ttis tevel as the
sources for teaching learning process; factorsctifig students’
reading ability such as readability level of textstudents’
motivation, and teaching-learning strategies sholbdd given
serious attention; and fostering reading habit esessary for

students to develop their reading skill.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Reading, according to Grellet (1996:8), is an actiand
constant process of predicting, checkcing and gstire self question.
As Hornby (1987:698) defines, reading is as to wstded something
written. It can also be broadly defined as accgssieaning through
printed words (Oakhill and Beard, 1999:109). Frévose definitions, it
is clear that reading is an activity that needs p@mension to get the
message from the author in the written text. Aljlowe can read
something faster, but without knowing anything abthe text, it is
nothing. Reading activity is nhot merely read the tworrectly but also
knowing the meaning or the message of the texs bbst supported by
Kustaryo (1988:2) who says that reading may benddfias the
meaningful interpretation of printed or written kel symbols.
Moreover, he defines that reading is the combinatimf word
recognition, intellect and emotion interrelatedhwirior knowledge to
understand the message communicated. In briefarit e said that
reading activity cannot be separated from the m®oé comprehending
the text, which also need the reader’s backgroumuviedge.

Dealing with the text itself, the writer or composaf the
materials should examine the printed materials fallye When we
think about the text, it means that we deal with phinted materials. In
preparing the materials (texts), the writers usuaive to think about

whose readers who are going to read the texts. Kihes of question
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must be taken into account if they want to provttesuitable materials
(texts) for certain readers. They must remember wdaders read:
“You read because you wanted to get something thawriting: facts,

ideas, enjoyment, even feelings of family communithatever it was,
you wanted to get the message that the writer Rpeessed.” (Nuttal,
1988: 2)

Finding the right fit between the texts and thedexa become
the main concern for the writers or composers thethe formal area
of learning, students must be provided by the textmaterials which
are suit with their level. Readability is the stuatyout the text and how
it is suit with the readers. Moreover, finding ti#ficulty level of texts
are expected to provide the readers or/and leawigdighe appropriate
materials or texts (tasks). The difficulty levelsaotask also influence
motivation. Tasks that are too easy become botimgk that are too
difficult lead to frustration. In addition, learrseare more motivated if
they can find usefulness of what they learn or ustdad how they can
use it to positively impact others (Bransford eR@00). So it is quite
clear that finding the readability level of texthighly needed.

In IAIN Walisongo context, examining the readapilievel of
the text should be applied to the handbook usethfensive Language
Program, New Step Up 2: Reading, which is publishgd_anguage
Development Center of IAIN Walisongo Semarang. dt drucial
considering the book is claimed to be more appabriwith the
students of IAIN Walisongo. The book is used by siidents from
different majors at faculties so it is designedsistng various topics to
meet the students’ needs by providing materialstaskis that enable
students developing their comprehension ability.e Thbility is
imperative as it will always be used to comprehetld academic

materials that support their study at the universit
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The book is at intermediate level based on thesteid
exercises available. The level is applied not dolyreading skill but
also for the other skills; listening-speaking anditing skills. In
determining this level, some considerations arerdiy the Language
Development Center. Firstly, most of IAIN Walisongtudents have
learned English for at least 6 years since elemgrda junior high
school to senior high school, but in reality theywé different level of
English proficiency either high level or low levelSecondly,
Intermediate level is assumed as the middle lendbimg between the
lower and the higher level. Here, it is hoped gtadents will not feel
the materials are too easy or otherwise. Thirdig, English classes at
IAIN Walisongo are not based on the level but thedits taken.
Organizing classes based on students’ level is senyplicated due to
the policy stated by the faculty. The policy fordglish classes at IAIN
Walisongo consists of six credit with two creditsr feach skill;
listening-speaking two credits, reading two creddad writing two
credits. All of those skills should be learned tkydents within six
credits. Consequently, conducting English classatdre graded from
the lower to higher level will need more credithislis something
difficult to be implemented because students are majoring in
English and they have more credits to learn. Thathy determining
students at intermediate level is an option foutsoh in this situation.

The book of New Step Up 2 : Reading was used adbuaik
of English 2 course by the second semester studéhtshuluddinand
Tarbiyahfaculties in the academic year of 2012/2013. Altgffo it was
assumed at the intermediate level, many studegtsedrthat the texts

of the book were difficult to comprehend and mauknt stressful due
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to difficult structures and many unfamiliar wordi. made them
difficult to get the understanding of the text. Mover, many of them
also felt anxiety to learn for they think that Bsglwas not their major.
There was a gap between what was assumed and pfemantation.
Therefore, it is it is badly needed to examine Wwhetor not the texts
they had read already fit with their levels.

This study is intended to be done on the basisi®iproblems
facing by the students while learning the mater@fis‘Step Up 2:
Reading” book published by Center for Language Dgpraent (PPB)
IAIN Walisongo Semarang 2012. Considering the bemkgd stated
above, this study mainly aim is Mapping Readablbtyels of the Texts
in New Step Up 2: Reading published by Center f@nduage
Development (PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang 2012 &whding
Abilities of the Users ”

B. PROBLEMS OF THE STUDY
The problems of this study are:
1. What are the readibilty scores of the texts in “N&tep Up 2:
Reading” published by Center for Language Develagme
(PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang 2012?”
2. What are the Reading Ability of Students Using Beok?

C. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
Based on the problems stated above, the objeaivibe study
can be formulated as follow:
1. To find out the readibilty scores of the texts ket Step Up
2: Reading” published by Center for Language Dgwelent
(PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang 2012"
2. Tofind out the Reading Ability of Students Usifmpt Book.
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D. SIGNIFICANCES OF THE STUDY
Readability level is important for these followiageas:

a. Providing suitable materials for certain level efatners. It
means it can provide the comprehensible input dogliage
learning purposes.

b. As an input for the materials development in satgciand
finding texts of a suitable level and, if necesshejp in the

adaptation of these texts.

E. LIMITATION OF THE STUDY

This study is limited only to find the difficulty elzels
(readability levels) of ten texts in “New Step Up Reading”
published by Center for Language Development (PRPEN
Walisongo Semarang 2012. There are some aspeetdiadf the
readability of the text (from the side of the remdéncluding
motivation and background knowledge; and the sifleghe text
including text structure, vocabulary difficulty,xtecoherence and
the readability level (difficulty level) of the texConsidering all
aspects of readability really needs big effort ¢o id takes years of
experiments or researches. So, this study only skEguin
calculating the readability scores of texts.

The texts intended to be scored are the texts thkem “New
Step Up 2: Reading” published by Center for Languag
Development (PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang 2012.ré¢lzee 12
texts in the book that the students should undsisttaem. Among

15



12 texts, this study will take only 10 texts foetlast 2 texts belong

to TOEFL Preparation and are considered as Stazddriext.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A. Previous Studies

They a lot of research studying reading skill hare are only
a few of study on readability on particular. Mossearches about
readability found so far dealing with the field bealth care,
advertisements, technology and in military. In tfield of
education, the work of readability mostly dealshnather studies,
like writing and reading comprehension. Some stidien
readability are previously conducted by Wray andada(2013);
Plucinski et al (2009); and Ulusuoy (2006).

Wray and Janan (2013) investigate the implication o
readability which is redefined as one of text coxipjeand its
significant implications for the teaching and depetent of
reading at all phases of learning toward educalii@nature for
producing texts and matching those texts to thktiabiand needs
of learners and suggest the relevance to the Uiatiin.

Plucinski et al (2009) analyze the readability afven
introductory financial and managerial accountingtge They find
that one text is clearly more readable than athefothers. Another
text is less readabl e than almost all of the othexts.
Consequently, the findings can be useful to ademad editors of
introductory financial and managerial accountingtieoks.

Ulusuoy (2006) analyzes texts to find the right ddétween

students and texts which is is very important f@mprehension in

17



Turkey. They do readability studies by clasifying under
quantitative, qualitative and combined quantitativalitative
readability approaches. The quantitative approadeludes
readability formulas, cloze test, and checklistsl acales. The
gualitative approach consists of leveling and chstk The
combined qualitative and quantitative readabilippr@ach is new
in the field. In this approach, readability formsilaan be used
together with benchmark passages and checklists. litdrature
shows that readability formulas rely heavily onface features of
a text, and gives a rough estimate of the text aeitity. The
qualitative approach focuses on the quality of mgitstyle, and is
criticised as being too subjective.

In 1993, The National Adult Literacy Study (Natibi@enter
for Educational Statistics) found that the avereggding level of
the 107 instructions they examined wa& geade, too difficult for
80% adult readers in the U.S. By using the reaitialdibrmula,
they found that the instructions were written a throng grade
level. In addition, the Public Health Specialist. Mark Wegner
and Deborah Girasek (2003) found that the readwpbdf the
installation instruction of child safety seats vpa®r. This leads to
the improper used of the seats which contributédncreasing of
the fatal injury of infants and children.

In Indonesia, where English considered as foresgguiage,
the study of readability to measure the difficudfyEnglish reading
texts still rarely found. When it is exist, it warkn the field of
advertisements analysis. As what Afasandy (201@)tdlianalyze
the readability of the advertisement of “Honda BIddOR” which
showed that the low level of the readability of #mvertisement

affected the understanding of the consumers gbtbeucts.
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The limited works of readability in the field of echtion, lead
this study to an attempting of analyzing the Emglisxts which

should be understood by the Indonesian students.

. The Nature of Reading

Reading is an activity that involves reader and. tAkousef
(2005: 144) sees reading as an “interactive protetween a
reader and a text which leads to automaticity eadmg fluency)”.
He adds that during the reading process, the rdaea dynamic
interaction with the text to obtain meaning by itvilag knowledge
such as linguistic or systemic knowledge througtttdmo-up
process or schematic knowledge through top-dowcgs® Here,
the reader may choose any process appropriate ito rgare
benefits while reading.

It is obvious that reading is an activity providingany
benefits. It can be used to get knowledge as & lihat support
other skills. It can contribute to any learning rgaiot only in
reading ability and vocabulary but also in writirnd other
language development. Someone may write and spedkwlien
he or she has something to speak or write abown $2009: 89)
argues that reading may serves as a stimulus thkesnreaders
arousing feeling and generating ideas as responte ttexts read.
That is why many teachers always suggest studemntsat before
they do writing. It can be denied the huge benefftseading as
William in McDonough and Shaw (2003) mentions thee wf

reading for gaining general and specific informatthrough texts

19



and for pleasure or for interest. Those describarbyl the reasons
and purposes why someone should read.

In both studying process and everyday life, readiag
supposed to be very important. In the context wdy@hg, about 85
% of students’ activities in studying English dedth reading.
Muddox (1983: 76) assumes that 90% of private stadgken up
in reading, especially English and History. Furtheeading
comprehension means reading to understand whabders read.
Kustaryo (1988: 11) writes, reading with comprehemsas an
active thinking process that depends not only omprehension
skills but also on students’ experience and prioovidedge.
Similarly, Simanjuntak (188:4) says that compreliegd text is
an interactive process between the reader’'s backgr@and the
text. McDonough and Shaw (2003: 92) note that deemt years
reading skills have moved to a view point of thexttas process”.
The process refers to close interaction betweenrd¢heer that
employs background knowledge, previous knowledgd, general
general intelligence and the text or the writerctsprocess is quite
different to that text as object viewpoint sincdike a one-way
traffic system and flows in one direction only. Thiew treats
readers just as recipient of ideas or as an emiaiysghat are

passive.

. Reading Process

a. Bottom-up and top-down processing in reading

Top-down processing of language happens when saneon

uses background information to predict the meamihéanguage
they are going to listen to or read. Rather thdyirmg first on the

actual words or soundéottom up, they develop expectations
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about what they will hear or read, and confirm eject these as
they listen or read. With top-down processes, enother hand, the
uptake of information is guided by an individugbisor knowledge

and expectations. Top-down processing is thoughtb¢o an

effective way of processing language; it makesmiust of what

the person brings to the situation. For examplengskearners to
predict what a newspaper article might be aboutfte headline
or first sentence will encourage them to use toprdprocessing
on the article.

Bottom-up processing happens when someone tries to
understand language by looking at individual megsinor
grammatical characteristics of the most basic wfithe text, (e.g.
sounds for a listening or words for a reading), amaves from
these to trying to understand the whole text. Bottgp processes
are those that take in stimuli from the outside ldier letters and
words, for reading -- and deal with that informatiwith little
recourse to higher-level knowledge. Bottom-up pssaogg is not
thought to be a very efficient way to approachxa it@tially, and is
often contrasted with top-down processing, whicth@ught to be
more efficient. The example is asking learnerse@adraloud may
encourage bottom-up processing because they foousvard
forms, not meaning.

In most situations, bottom-up and top-down processerk
together to ensure the accurate and rapid proggs§information.
However, theories about the cognitive processeslved in
reading differ in the emphasis that they place be two

approaches. Theories that stress bottom-up procegecus on
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how readers extract information from the printedgaclaiming
that readers deal with letters and words in aixeltcomplete and
systematic fashion (e.g., Gough 1972). Theorie$ $fi@ss top-
down processing hold that readers form hypothebesitawhich
words they will encounter and take in only just @gio visual
information to test their hypotheses (e.g., Goodrh@67, Smith
1971). In the words of Goodman, reading is a “psjioguistic
guessing game.”

An example may help to clarify the distinction beem
theories that stress bottom-up processing and tiagestress top-
down processing. Suppose that a reader has judt fBaylight
savings time ends tomorrow, and so people shouttember to
change their ...” According to the top-down viewe treader
guesses that the next word in the sentence willchmeks.” The
reader checks that the word begins with a “c” dmeause the
hypothesis has been supported, does not take irretimaining
letters of the word. Theories of reading that strésttom-up
processing claim that the reader processes aheldtters in the
last word of the sentence, regardless of its ptabiidy.

Studies of readers’ eye movements provide somghnhgnto
the roles of bottom-up and top-down processes iading.
Research has shown that the eye does not sweegs acime of
text in a continuous fashion. Rather, the eye cotoesest for
somewhere around a quarter of a second, in whalalied a
fixation, and then makes a rapid jump (a saccadephé next
fixation. It is during the fixation that visual stulation is taken in;
little or no useful information is extracted durirey saccade.
Researchers have found that skilled readers fixaiteast once on

the majority of words in a text. They do not skifaege number of
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words, as the top-down view predicts, but insteaocgss the
letters and words rather thoroughly. Readers de, thi part,

because their span of useful vision is fairly smiatir example, a
reader who fixates on the “a” of “daylight” will eble to see all of
the letters in this word. The reader may or maybegble to see
enough to identify the next word, “savings,” butlvaie unable to
identify “time.” Thus, the eye movement data portraading as
more of a bottom-up process than a top-down pro¢€se Rayner
and Pollatsek 1989 for a review of the research.)

Comparisons of good and poor readers further mayndhat
bottom-up processes play an important role in readif reading
were a linguistically guided guessing game, asdmwn theorists
maintain, one would expect guessing ability to dsmate
between good and poor readers. In this view, gamtlars are
highly sensitive to context and use it to guiderthptake of print,
whereas poor readers have trouble predicting tloerajng words
in a sentence. However, research has shown thatapdounskilled
readers use context at least as much as good sed@defetti et al.
1979). Skilled readers’ perceptually based recagmiskills are so
accurate and automatic that they do not usuallg heguess.

Studies have shown that words that are predictéiolien
context are fixated for shorter periods of time anel skipped more
often than words that are less predictable, althahg effects are
relatively modest (Rayner and Pollatsek, 1989). @terpretation
of these results is that readers sometimes use higher-order
thinking skills to predict the upcoming words in sentence.

However, the results may alternatively reflect lewel associative
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processes within the lexicon (mental dictionary}elt For
example, readers may spend less time on “cakehensentence
“The guests ate the wedding cake” than in the seetéThe guests
ate the large cake” because the activation of “wegld
automatically sends some activation to “cake.” VElat the
mechanism responsible for context effects, we rkasp in mind
that most words are not predictable or only minlynakedictable
from context. After “the,” for example, almost aayljective or

noun could occur.

b. Word recognition

Many of the processes that are involved in undedsta
what we read are similar to the processes invohiad
comprehension of spoken language. In both casesnugt often
use our knowledge of the world to make sense ofedalglorate on
the information. When reading about a wedding,efcample, it is
helpful to know the about kinds of activities thisually take place
on such occasions. The grammatical knowledge shag¢dessary to
understand a sentence is similar, too, whethewthrds are read or
heard. What distinguishes reading from speech és rbed to
identify words by eye. Readers must recognize edintvords
accurately and automatically, linking them to reyar@ations stored
in the mental lexicon. This process of word rectignihas been a
central focus of reading research.

To understand the processes that are involved & th
recognition of words, one needs to consider the vmayvhich
printed words map onto speech. Although writingteys differ
from one another in many ways, all full writing sy®1s are based

on speech (DeFrancis 1989). For example, eachbsyllamughly
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speaking) in spoken Japanese has its own symbthleirwriting
system called kana and so this system maps onszisja the level
of syllables. In alphabetic languages, in contrtms, link between
print and speech is at the level of individual stgior phonemes.
Some alphabetic writing systems, such as Italiad EBmnish,
exemplify the alphabetic principle almost perfectiyth each letter
representing one and only one phoneme. Englishoisanpure
alphabetic writing system, which has led to widesgircriticism of
the system and many calls for spelling reform. Sdemglish
sounds have more than one possible spelling, as wkk is
alternatively spelled as “c” (“cat”),” “k” (“kit"),or “ck” (“pack”).
Moreover, some letters have more than one posgibleunciation.
For example, “c” can correspond to /k/ as in “cat’/s/ as in
“city.” Although such complications make the Endlisvriting
system more complex than some other writing systémey do not
negate the usefulness of the alphabetic princif@eve” could be
pronounced to rhyme with “cove” or “love,” for exala, but
skilled readers would never pronounce it as “maf3értain
deviations from the alphabetic principle are thdweseprincipled,
reflecting the tendency of English to spell morpkengunits of
meaning) in a consistent fashion. For example, fghst tense
ending is variously pronounced as /t/ (as in “judipe/d/ (as in
“hemmed”) or 4 d/ (as in “wanted”), but it is generally spellesl a
“ed.” As another example, the “a” in “health,” whignakes the
word an exception from an alphabetic standpointeats the

relationship in meaning to “heal.”
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Just as the printed forms of words reflect themguiistic
forms, so the processing of printed words involthesrecovery of
the words’ linguistic forms. In many cases, readacsess the
phonological (or sound) forms of words as parth& tecognition
process. This phonological activation is covert, gkilled readers
who are reading silently, but psychologists haveisdgsl clever
ways to detect it. In one technique, people aresgmed with a
category name (e.g., “type of food”) and must thapidly decide
whether various printed words belong to the categ@ollege
students sometimes misclassify words that sounel tiategory
members (e.g., “meet”) as members of the categorgn when
they know the words’ correct spellings. Particiganake fewer
errors on words that look equally like a membethef category but
that do not sound like one (e.g., “melt”) (Van Qrdd987 and
Frost, 1998).

There is some debate about exactly how readersedéie
phonological forms of words from their spellingso Bkilled
readers use explicit rules of the kind taught inrmbs lessons (“b”
corresponds to /b/, “m” to /m/, and so on), or Heytrely on a
network of implicit connections? Are the links betm spellings
and sounds based on individual graphemes, or detied letter
groups that correspond to single sounds (e.g., “I3h")?
Alternatively, do readers sometimes rely on largeits, linking
units such as “ead” and “ine” to their pronunciai® These units
have been called orthographic rimes; they corredptn the
phonological rimes (vowel + final consonant units) spoken
syllables. To investigate questions such as theseribed above,
researchers are devising explicit models of thdlisgeo-sound

translation process and are testing the predictidrsuch models
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(Coltheart et al. 1993; Plaut et al. 1996; Seidempband
McClelland 1989). These tests are no longer résttitco small-
scale experiments but often involve assessing reaplerformance
on large samples of words (Spieler and Balota 199@man,
Mullennix, Bijeljac-Babic and Richmond-Welty 1995\though
areas of disagreement remain, it is widely belieteat rapid,
automatic word recognition is critical to readingceess and that

such recognition often involves activation of worsisoken forms.

c. Background Knowledge

Having more prior knowledge generally aids compnsian.
There are many aspects to prior knowledge, incydimowledge
of the world, cultural knowledge, subject-matterowedge and
linguistic knowledge. A reader’s interest in a sdbjmatter will
also influence the level of prior knowledge. Allthiese factors are
important to different degrees, depending on thadirg task.

A reader's knowledge of the world depends on lived
experience. This is different in different coundtiaegions and
cultures. Reading tasks and reading instructionlshioe sensitive
to the types of prior knowledge that are neededttierreader to
understand a text. The practical applications arstlyf when
choosing books, it is important to consider thedstis’ interests,
as well as the subject matter of the text. Secondlthe classroom,
teachers can focus on words and concepts that mayfamiliar.
This is especially important for non-native speakerhirdly,
discussing new words and concepts with studentrédeéading a

text is generally helpful. It helps to activategorknowledge and
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improve comprehension. Fourthly, asking students tadl

everything they know about a topic is a useful w@aypegin to get
students to activate their prior knowledge. Thegusth then begin
to think about what they don’t know. After readirigey should

summarize what they have learned about the topic.

d. Understanding the Reading Process

Good readers understand the processes involvedaiting
and consciously control them. This awareness amtraloof the
reading processes is called metacognition, whicanméknowing
about knowing." Some students don't know when thayt know.
They continue to read even though they are not cengmding.
Poor readers tolerate such confusion because tibgr edon't
realize that it exists or don't know what to doathid Poor readers
focus on facts, whereas good readers try to asgamiletails into a
larger cognitive pattern.

Consequently, there are five thinking strategies gobd
readers namely predict, picture, relate, monitoxg aorrect and
gasp in understanding. Predict means to make estlicatesses.
Good readers make predictions about thoughts, gventcomes,
and conclusions. As you read, your predictions camefirmed or
denied. If they prove invalid, you make new predits. This
constant process helps you become involved with ab#nor's
thinking and helps you learn.

The second is picture that means to form images.gbod
readers, the words and the ideas on the page ttnggetal images
that relate directly or indirectly to the materisinages are like
movies in your head, and they increase your uraed#tg of what

you read.
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The third is relate that means to draw comparisdéfieen you
relate your existing knowledge to the new informatin the text,
you are embellishing the material and making itt pafr your
framework of ideas. A phrase of a situation mayinehyou of a
personal experience or something that you reacharis a film.
Such related experiences help you digest the naeriakh

The fourth is monitor to check understanding. Monigour
ongoing comprehension to test your understandingeinaterial.
Keep an internal summary or synthesis of the in&diom as it is
presented and how it relates to the overall messéma summary
will build with each new detail, and as long as thessage is
consistent, you will continue to form ideas. If,wever, certain
information seems confusing or erroneous, you shaetbp and
seek a solution to the problem. You must monitat anpervise
you own comprehension. Good readers seek to resddfieulties
when they occur; they do not keep reading when aéneyconfused.

And the last is correct gaps in understanding. $hggest not
to accept gaps in a reader’s reading comprehendor she may
signal a failure to understand a word or a sentestop and resolve
the problem; seek solutions not confusion. This nragan
rereading a sentence or looking back at a previoage for
clarification. If an unknown word is causing corifug the
definition may emerge through further reading. Whend readers
experience gaps in comprehension, they do not perteemselves
as failures; instead, they reanalyze the task toese better

understanding.
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D. Reading Comprehension

Reading comprehension is the act of understandhmag wou
are reading. While the definition can be simplytexdiathe act is not
simple to teach, learn or practice. Reading congmsion is an
intentional, active, interactive process that oschefore, during
and after a person reads a particular piece oingrit

Comprehension is the goal of reading activity.sltai very
complex process of how readers make sense and t@asexts or
the written symbols. Klingner et al (2007) arguésttreading
comprehension is a multicomponent that involvesomy readers’
responses to text but also interactions betweedersaand what
they bring to the text, including previous knowledgtrategy use,
as well as all variables such as interest in text anderstanding
the text type, which are related to the text. Watich complex
process, achieving comprehension is possible torenyLaufer in
Chen (2011) claims that vocabulary affects alotthe second
language reading comprehension. This means that mbees
vocabulary that a reader has, the better comprarerbat the
reader will achieve. However, it is believed thaving vocabulary
is not the only factor determines the success dding
comprehension. Anastasiou and Griva (2009) memiaof those
factors is reading strategy. All of the factors mmmed above are
interrelated and built comprehension within readiogvity.

Reading comprehension is one of the pillars of dbe of
reading. When a person reads a text he or she engag complex
array of cognitive processes. He or she is simatiasly using his
or her awareness and understanding of phonemasidinal sound
“pieces” in language), phonics (connection betwéstters and

sounds and the relationship between sounds, lethersvords) and
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ability to comprehend or construct meaning fromttd. This last
component of the act of reading is reading compreibba. It

cannot occur independent of the other two elemefntise process.
At the same time, it is the most difficult and mosportant of the
three.

There are two elements that make up the processading
comprehension namely vocabularjknowledge and text
comprehension. In order to understand a text taderemust be
able to comprehend the vocabulary used in the méeaiting. If
the individual words don’'t make the sense thendwerall story
will not either. Children can draw on their priondwledge of
vocabulary, but they also need to continually heyké new words.
The best vocabulary instruction occurs at the poinheed. In
addition to being able to understand each distiret in a text, the
child also has to be able to put them togethertekbp an overall
conception of what it is trying to say. This is tt@omprehension.
Text comprehension is much more complex and vatheat
vocabulary knowledge. Readers use many differentt te
comprehension strategies to develop reading corapsitn. These
include monitoring for understanding, answering ayaherating
questions, summarizing and being aware of and uairtgxt’s

structure to aid comprehension

. Determining Reading Level
Determining reading level involves two tasks. Orse td
determine whether a student can successfully reaspegific

selection. Texts that are used in a classroomhoset that are
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available to students for independent reading, \aay widely in
difficulty level. The topic of the text, the presenor absence of
pictures, the length of the text, and the vocalyulaat is used are
just some of the factors that can make one sefeatiore difficult
than another. The teacher or coach needs to kndeshvidxts the
student can handle independently. Which ones aasttident read
and understand if given support?Which ones reptesémstrating
experience for the student?

The teacher or coach also needs to have an estohdhe
student’s general reading level. Can the studemdlbamost of the
selections that are used at his or her grade lawiat is the first
indication of a reading problem? It is generallattla student
cannot read as well as his or her classmatestHhire grader can
read and comprehend selections that are approfwiatieird grade,
we say that this student is reading at grade lekehird grader
who can read and comprehend selections approjoiafiéth grade
is reading above grade level.One who is only cotafile with a
first-grade selection is reading below grade leval. important
category of reading assessment is determining gdvatral level of
text the student can read successfully.

The seriousness of a reading problem often depende
gap between a student’s reading level and his oclm@nological
grade level. A third grader reading at a second@rizvel may
have a less severe reading problem than a fiftdegreeading at
that same level. How big a discrepancy signalsptiesibility of a
problem? Spache (1981) has offered the followingigjines. For
first through third graders, a difference of onearyor more
between grade placement and reading level is cimuseoncern.

For fourth through sixth graders, a differenceved tyears or more
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warrants concern. For students in seventh grade adnode, a
difference of three years or more is a signal thedading problem
exists. The younger the student, the less differéacneeded to
indicate a severe problem.Why is it important tossder severity?
Students with severe reading problems often needre mo
concentrated intervention in the form of daily awdindividual
classes.

What makes a selection appropriate for one gradenahfor
another? In other words, how do we decide thatlecsen is at a
specific grade level? One way to identify the grdeleel of a
selection is to use a readability formula. Readtgbibrmulas are
based upon the premise that longer sentences agerlavords
make text more difficult. These formulas count stithgs as the
number of words in a sentence, the number of dgkaln the
words, and the number of words that are not constdeommon or
frequent. There is software that will help you dstand you can
also do it by hand. However, it is very timeconsugniand busy
teachers and coaches generally leave it to otbdig grade levels

through readability formulas.

Factors Affecting Comprehension

In the process of reading, there might be someoffsct
influencing the readers in comprehending the t€kiese factors
can be from the internal factors and the exteraators. The
internal factors mean reader variable or the fachamm the reader
his/herself such as the prior knowledge, readingityaband

motivation (Simanjuntak, 1988:2); anxiety and agdgeal@well,
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2008:13); cognitive abilities and affective chaedisttics (Sadegi,

2007). Other factors can be called as externabfactoming from

the text itself or called text variable. Nuttal §185) says that

obviously a text should be at the right level offidiulty for the
students. The question is, then, how readable us tgxt for your
students? Dealing with the text itself, there aranyn factors
affecting the difficulty of text to be comprehendétere are those
factors:

a. Text structure This deals with the pattern the texts are written
According to Nuttal (1988:26), new grammatical ferftenses
structural words) may cause problems. It also dealsthe
pattern the text organized. Narratives tend to ofell a
predictable structure of setting-character-goabifmm-events-
resolution and are easier to comprehend and remethbe
expository text (Caldwell, 2008:15). Moreover, hatas that
Expository text is usually organized around anyive patterns:
sequence or time order, listing or description, pare and
contrast, cause and effect, and problem and saolutiowever,
these patterns are not always clearly signaledhbyatutheor,
who may combine two or more patterns in one segiuieeixt.

b. Vocabulary difficulty. The role of vocabulary in reading the
foreign language is obviously great. Many unfamihambers
of words faced while reading text will make the q@ss of
comprehending text hard to do. They might use ibgodary
when facing new difficult and unfamiliar words, hewver, it
will be time consuming. Therefore, it can be denibat
vocabulary difficulty is closely related to vocabryt knowledge
of a reader. Many studies have shown that goodersddave

good vocabulary knowledge. In order to understantex,
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readers need to know the meanings of individualdaomhey
construct an understanding of the text by assempbénd
making sense of the words in context. Vocabulagvkedge is
difficult to measure. It is, however, very importamlearning to
read and in future reading development. Words thieg
recognized in print have to match a reader’'s ooglbulary in
order to be understood. This is important for aleildwho are
developing oral proficiency, as well as for nonimatspeakers
of a language. In later reading development, whedesits read
to learn, they need to learn new vocabulary in otdgain new
knowledge of specific subject matter. The implioas of these,
vocabulary should be taught directly and indirectirect
instruction includes giving word definitions andegieaching of
vocabulary before reading a text. Indirect methoefer to
incidental vocabulary learning, e.g. mentioning,teesive
reading and exposure to language-rich contextsetRiem and
multiple exposures to vocabulary items (e.g. thhoageaking,
listening and writing) are important. This shouléally be done
in connection with authentic learning tasks. vodatyulearning
should involve active engagement in tasks, e.gnieg new
vocabulary by doing a class project. Word defimi&dn texts
aid vocabulary development. Multiple methods, repehdence

on a single method, will result in better vocabyl@arning.

. Text coherenceCoherence is something behind the structure.

This is more to deals with how to organize the sdado the
paragraph or text. Caldwell (2008:17) says thahatsentence

level, author clarify how each new piece informatielates to
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what already been presented. Moreover, he explaatseaders
are influenced by coherence. When the text fullmfiecessary
expression and repetition, not well organize andficging

ideas, the readers will be hard to understand ¢ié t The

smooth flows of the ideas in texts are greatly caéid by

coherence.

d. Readability levelText readability is a measure of how well and
how easily a text conveys its intended meaning teaaer of
the text. Nuttal (1988:26) argues that difficultgybnd the
elementary levels is sentence length and complexitych can
make the relationships between the various parttheftext
difficult for the reader to sort out. The use dddability formula
to find the difficulty level of texts is useful tind which text
will be suitable to certain readers. There are mfanmulas to
count the readability index of the text. Most oérth are based
on the words sentences counting. The one usedsrstildy is
the readability formula by Roudolf Flesch whichcisnsidered
easy to follow and can give quick result. Althoughis
calculation is kind of rough estimation of diffityllevel of text,

it is quite useful when it is used carefully.

G. Assessing Reading Comprehension
It is necessary to assess the reading comprehen$mn
perform it, there are some general principles wiggr the
assessment of comprehension skills.  Firstly, repadin
comprehension is not a unitary construct but a dexnskill
dependent on a number of cognitive processes. nieratand
written text, a child needs to decode printed wadd to access

their meanings; relevant background knowledge newdsbe
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activated, and inferences have to be generatedfasmiation is

integrated during the course of reading. In addijticontrol

processes monitor both ongoing comprehension aednternal

consistency of text, allowing the reader to ingiaépair strategies
if comprehension breakdown is detected (at the Isishpevel, re-

reading a section of the text). The complexity refading

comprehension presents challenges for assessnsp®cialy as
many of the cognitive processes that contribute réading

comprehension are covert and therefore cannot bectiy

observed or measured.

Secondly, the simple model shows that children rayat
risk of reading comprehension failure because fifcdlties with
word-level decoding accuracy and fluency, with irsgic
comprehension, or with both. A thorough assessnstatuld
include tests designed to measure both decoding and
comprehension.  Decoding is much simpler to asdbss
comprehension and certainly unless they have amaate level of
decoding skill, a child will struggle to comprehetactt. However,
it is important always to remember that succesdédoding is no
guarantee that successful comprehension will fgllaw the
extreme case of ‘hyperlexia’ a child's decoding dartstrips their
comprehension and such children have been salatk at print’.

Thirdly, tests of reading comprehension vary imgrof the
nature of text that the child reads, and the nespdormat via
which comprehension is measured (see Box 3). Serte are as
short as a single sentence whereas others containded passages

comprising a number of paragraphs. Some textsem@ silently
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whereas others are read aloud. Of those thateadk aloud, some
allow for reading errors to be corrected by thdetes Different

response formats include multiple-choice, truedajlsdgements,
sentence completion, open question-answer and -sttel.

Across all response formats, the nature of the touressaries
substantially with some items being more or lesgeddent on
decoding, specific vocabulary, background knowledgel the
particular type of inference needed. Tests alsg wath respect to
the load they place on cognitive resources suchwasking

memory.

Fourthly, since tests of reading comprehension variask
demands, it is important to be clear that the mataf the
assessment influences which children may be idedtif or fail to
be identified — as having comprehension impairsieBbme tests
that are marketed as measures of reading compiiehare in fact
very highly dependent on decoding. Hence, childcan fail
because they have decoding rather than specifiquamansion
difficulties or, on the other hand, some childreaynpass leaving
their comprehension impairments undetected. Indesmine
children perform well on tests of reading compredi@m that
measure sentence-level comprehension yet have suiitstantial
comprehension impairments when reading extendedoutise.
Another common problem with many comprehensionstesthat
certain questions can be answered correctly usexkdround
knowledge (without the text having to be read). §hgome
children’s reading comprehension difficulties mag Imnasked
because they can rely on general knowledge to angihe
comprehension questions while conversely, childvéth low

levels of background knowledge may be penalized.
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Fifthly, Given the complexity of comprehension, séems
likely that children may fail to understand whagyhhave read for
a variety of different reasons. Thus, a comprelrenassessment
should include measures of decoding accuracy amehdly, oral
language, general cognitive resources and workiegnony as well
as reading comprehension. In addition, every efétrould be
made to assess comprehension of extended texisoouwlse, not

just word- or sentence-level comprehension.

. Readability
a. Definition of readability

Readability is a crucial issue dealing with a texth A text
or book is considered easy-to-read when it hadioelavith the
readers. Dubay (2004) defines readability as whelte®m texts are
easier to read and it does not only concern witipeface and
layout. He adds that readability also focuses atingrstyle which
separates from issues of content, coherence, aganiaation.
McLaughlin in Plucinski (2009) defines it as degteewhich a
reading material is compelling and comprehensibldose
definitions refer to the ease of being read anditipg of writing
which are related to reader comprehension. Therrirdtion of
readability is helpful for book’s writer, readerdaany institution
making textbook adoption or selection decision.

Readability aims at finding the right fit betweetudents’
reading ability and text difficulty. Ulusoy (200&fgues that doing
it is critical because students may have differexatding level

either below or high level. In addition, it is obus that reading
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texts have a difficulty range in which a text maydonsidered easy
to read by a students but other may not. Thosea@msiderations
why readability is urgent as it can help not otlg tvriter but also
the users of the book to know whether the book eggutopriate.
Finding out how well and easily a meaning is comeely a text to
its readers may be influenced by several factotse Tactors
influencing readability of a text include physidaktors such as
typeface, font size, spacing and layout; readeofacsuch as prior
knowledge, reading ability, and motivation of theader;
vocabulary difficulty; text structure; text cohecenand cohesion;
and syntax.

Given all of these determinants of text difficultypw do
teachers or coaches choose appropriate textsdouation? Often
they have little choice with regard to these tektany schools and
districts employ reading anthologies, often reférte as basal
readers. Publishers of such anthologies generallgrdacceptable
job of matching selections to appropriate gradelevEven if a
teacher or coach can choose instructional texts,ohehe is
probably too busy to use readability formulas deegled analyses
of text features in order to determine whetherxa ise appropriate
for a group of students. Sometimes the difficutyel of a book is
indicated. If it is not stated, the teacher or toatay be able to
locate other sources for estimating difficulty levesuch as
publisher catalogues. However, this takes time, @ is a
precious commodity. A simple but effective way tboose an
appropriate selection is to examine it in relatiorother selections
that your students have read and enjoyed. Would stuents be
interested in the topic? Is it a relatively familtopic? Does the

new text look like past selections (as far as lengiumber of
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pictures, size of print, etc., are concerned)? éwsk or two students
to read a few pages out loud, to determine whetter can handle
most of the words. The teacher can use the sanoegsdo choose
texts for individual students. If the text seem#adile, then the
teacher can go for it. With more and more expegercteacher
will become very adept at choosing selections #natappropriate
for all of his or her students. These are how regilaworks in a

textbook.

b. Factors influencing readability of a text

Text readability is a measure of how well and hasgily a
text conveys its intended meaning to a reader af thxt. A
number of factors influence the readability of ¢ e as follows:
1. Physical Factors

There are a number of features not directly reldatedhe
reader which may affect readability (some of thfsstures may
interact with characteristics of the reader, e.@icure may be
motivating or demotivating). Obviously, if the prian the page is
difficult to read either because it is too smalltloe font is an odd
one, then this will contribute to reading diffiouliClear design and
layout is also important and again the reader rbestaken into
consideration. What may be suitable for a youngeder (comic
book style, large print, etc) would be patronisiogothers.

Background knowledge (about content and text siragtis
an important component of the reading process.fifteperson to
use this idea in educational texts was probablyuBak Ausubel

suggested thatuse of appropriate.....advance organizers in the
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teaching of meaningful verbal material would lead more
effective retentich (1960:269). His first results were not
conclusive however, but Ausubel & Fitzgerald (19@#¢l find
statistically significant results with students ‘oElatively poor
verbal ability". Ausubel quite reasonably suggesthdt '[t]he
pedagogic value of advance organizers obviouslhedédp in part
upon how well organized the Ilearning material itsel
is."(1960:271). It seems reasonable to suggest thdtwréten
texts pitched at the right level for the intendediance might not
need an advance organizer (or might need a redwcey.
However, even articles written for readers who presumably
well capable of reading and understanding the #met often
provided with advance organizers of one kind ortlamo the
abstract usually provided at the beginning of amdamic journal
article is an example).

Advance organizers have been criticised on thergteuhat
they are vague (Hartley & Davies, 1976) but Ausubklims
(1978) that this is not the case and that theyordy be described
in general terms since the construction of an argaridepends on
the nature of the learning material, the age of fmrner, and his
degree of prior familiarity with the learning pagss' (1978:251).
This focus on individuals and individual texts seamportant - we
cannot apply a universal rule to all texts andrafiders. Other
researchers have come to similar conclusions atheutvalue of
extra textual aids: Levin found that by using pietiand inducing
readers (especially poor ones)to" attend to semantic
characteristics and relationships (i.e., by havithgm visualize the
thematic content of the passage), their reading pretmension
improved dramatically (1973:23). Rascet al (1975) found that
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the use of drawings and of "imagery instructiorigbt¢uctions to
use mental imagery) facilitated learning from text.

Royer and Cable found that illustrations facilithteecall of
information presented in abstract passages. Ttsysalggest that
"illustrations are likely to prove beneficial only ithe situation
where the text material to be learned is difficidtcomprehentd
(1976:206). lllustrations should have a purpose aeed not be
used merely to embellish easily read texts. In Sauels (1970)
in his review of earlier literature on the use lbfstrations in basal
readers aimed at teaching L1 reading concluded 'thiatures,
when used as adjuncts to the printed text, do mailithte
comprehensioh So although a picture may be worth a thousand
words perhaps it depends on exactly which thousemdls they
are. Samuels also suggests that pictures may Hal dee their
effect on attitude and that pictures and text cinddised separately
- in separate parts of a book for example - to dferred to as
needed. This idea can easily be incorporated iatopater based
texts. Hypertext links can call up pictures if tieader needs them.
Different readers could proceed at their own paading up
facilitative non-text aids as they wish.

The use of extra textual aids is not confined ttvating
content schemata and facilitating content recadivas(1983) used
a flowcharting technique to illustrate the paragrapructure. Her
technique was to represent graphically both thetertnand
structure of the text. This is a useful techniqeeduse it both
facilitates comprehension of content and sensitiseseader to the

relations which hold between "idea-units and prds" at a
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local and global level. As with other researchats found that
such techniques were useful especially for lesedkireaders.
Lee & Riley (1990) found that readers who had bpegsented
with a framework which indicated rhetorical orgatisn of the
passage found it easier to recall passage infoomati

McGee & Richgels (1985) also advocate teachingories
structure, and the use of graphic organizers as &id text
comprehension with elementary L1 students.
Similarly, Tang (1992) found that graphic reprea@nh of
knowledge structures facilitated comprehension keatning of
academic texts. (see also Brown, Campione, & D@1 1%ood &
Mateja, 1983).

Use of extra-textual aids may facilitate comprefmmsut,
more than that, they may also show readers how thempselves
can use and create their own aids in the form aftshdiagram etc.
to help them comprehend a text. This, in the eraly be a much
more valuable exercise. When readers begin to smalytext and
transfer information to another medium or formakythare
processing information at a much deeper level {C&al ockhart,
1972) and in the process learning the languagereTae many
ways that graphic aids may be used for learning #melr
usefulness are normally indicated by the text types the
information they contain, (see Johnson, 1989) benhdahe simple
process of getting readers to underline key iteralpdd their
understanding (Fass & Schumacher, 1978). It mighhdied here
that students from certain cultures where textscarsidered with
some reverence should be encouraged to treat ¢hrietes with

less respect.
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Much has been written about semantic mapping (Gieaal,
1986; Johnsoret al, 1986: Clarke, 1991) normally used for
activating schemata or introducing vocabulary. @edhis is
another similar idea that can be incorporated éxtoa-textual aids.
However, like underlining mentioned above it islpably better if
this is done by the readers themselves. Stahl &cNVgi986)
propose that it is not so much the mapping itséictvis of use but
the discussions with other readers or the teach&@hwaccompany
their drawing up which is helpful. Dean & Kulhavi©81:63) also
note that people who are forced to encode a spatianizer prior
to reading are more likely to retain the materiaideed. Merely
presenting the organizer and leaving readers tdtugenot is not
enough.

The aids that a teacher or materials writer choosawnake
available will depend not only on the readabilifytle text for the
students he has in mind but also on the specifiecs of the
textual features he wishes to highlight or readstgategies he
wishes to induce.

It could be said that by providing extra-textuatiees we are
not rendering the text itself more readable (iesslcomplex), but
merely diminishing the amount of information thader needs to
decode (in a bottom-up sense) in order to makeeseins . But this
IS a quibble. No reader comes to a text with nokgemnd
knowledge or expectations at all and the text fitgativates
schemata in the reader as he progresses througgxthdll we are
doing by providing these aids is anticipating fimecess so that the

reader can get stuck in" that much  sooner.
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From a language learning point of view the aid$)etping to make
the text more comprehensible, allow the reader rmwvdmore

inferences about the language (there is more cdmapstble

input). From a content point of view more contegm be integrated
with the readers own knowledge and so more is methi
Pictures may provide information which is not presa the text or
which is not stated explicitly but must be inferr&learly this type
of extra information would help any reader (as lasgt is relevant
- pictures could also provide distracting or fais®rmation). But

the important point is that, as Glenburg & Langsh@ave shown
that pictures facilitate comprehension and memorytéxts, even
when the pictures add no information. (1992:140).

We have assumed that texts are central and tiathe aids
which are peripheral (in fact we call them adjuphct¥his
assumption is perhaps based on the idea thataexthe best way
of getting a message across. And perhaps thisdsitrmost cases.
But there are cases where visual imagery has pirmpertance-
advertising for example.

One problem with text is that because it is norynedlad in a
linear fashion it constrains how mental models lawdt. Pictures
are not constrained in such a way (there may ber atbnstraints
such as conventions of iconography). Pictures mantiqularly
facilitate comprehension of visuo-spatial concdnits Glenberg &
Langston suggest that pictures help the compretyensind
retention of text in a variety of ways (1992:13lhey also suggest
that pictures may ease the search for referentstatcthey may
serve as a type of external memory (1992:149).
However they operate they seem to be powerful ifatdrs of

comprehension.
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But they should not be used just to repeat infoionaexplicitly
stated in the text. If we wish to use them to feati
comprehension maximally for the readers we havenimd they
should be used also to illustrate features for twhext is not the
best means as in non-linear spatial organizationdeés (e.g.
represents hierarchical rhetorical organisatiotheftext), concepts
which may be deduced from the text but which areexplicitly
stated, and background knowledge which the writsumes the

reader to have but which may not be the case.

2. Reader Factors

That readers understand more of a text when thewkn
something of the content schema is now well esthéd.
Bransford & Johnson (1972) found that knowledgehef subject
matter of a text was of fundamental importance riderstanding
the text; Steffensen, Joag-Dev & Anderson (1978@nébthat texts
based on known cultural background knowledge wergee to
understand than similar texts based on differefiui@s; Carrell
(1987) found similar results in investigating thieets of both
cultural and formal schemata.

A distinction is sometimes made between formal eotent
schemata (Carrell, 1987) but we can deal with forezemata
under rhetorical organisation. Apart from the distion between
content (background knowledge) and cultural schamather
distinctions have been made; Context/ concretealessactness,
Bransford & Johnson, (1972); context/ transparenCarrell
(1983); familiarity, Anderson, Reynolds, Schall&rGoetz (1977),
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Carrell (1983), but it is unclear whether thesdiniisions have any
basis in reality and for present purposes we carflade these
categories.

Carrell (1983) found that non-native readers did ukdise
background knowledge to make appropriate predistismout the
meaning of a text - a surprising finding.
However, Lee (1986) found that asking non-nativaeess to recall
the text in their L1 revealed that they had utdiseackground
knowledge. Nowadays most researchers would agres th
background knowledge of all kinds is of fundamentglortance in
text comprehension.

It is easy to lose sight of the importance of backgd
knowledge and its effect on readability. Althoughis often
assumed that writers have particular readers irdptirey may not
appreciate the difficulties readers face when thisr@ lack of
shared background knowledge. Writers in specidiidts often
assume more background knowledge in their readeas fis
warranted. What is obvious to specialists may mosd for others.
If readers lack prior content knowledge in the dmmadeas
presented in the text may seem disconnected evenglth
connections among the ideas seem "obvious" to domgperts
(Goldman 1997:367).

Although mainly concerned with textual charactégstof
readability, we cannot dismiss schemata as a tomdny factor in
the readability of a text. First of all a text iora or less readable
according to how far the reader is able to actithte necessary
schemata required for comprehension, so the reabackground
knowledge has to be taken into account. Secondiglatgility can

only be assessed by adopting some measure of howexih has
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been comprehended by a reader or group of readeds a
comprehension must involve schemata: integrating textual
information with background knowledge. Whether we aware of

it or not, it is this interaction of new informatiowith old
knowledge that we mean when we use the term corapsain
(Anderson & Pearson, 1988:37)

Since content is so important it is not surprisitingt it
influences the way the text is organised - for epl@mthat
introducing topic early in a paragraph facilitatesding (Kieras,
1978,1980), a feature which is mirrored at sentdeeel in the
normal organisation of given/new, topic commentthaugh for
the purposes of this section we have conflatedi@lland content

schemata, cultural factors may influence readingtlirer ways.

3. Vocabulary Difficulty
There does not seem to be much agreement in thierear

literature about how vocabulary knowledge influentiee reading
process. Intuitively it would seem that vocabulavguld be of
great importance. There are many researchers whke hied
vocabulary as being of prime importance in bothabdl L2 studies
(Davis,1971; Kruse, 1979; Chall, 1958; Loban, 19¥0rio, 1971
and Phillips, 1974, cited by Adams 1982), but theme others who
disagree. Duffy and Kabance found that simplifyvacabulary
and sentences has little, if any, effect on peréorce even though
the readability, according to formula is greatly pnoved
(1982:738). They found that their data "add[ed]ssabce to the
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hypothesis that word and sentence difficulty aneedative but not
causative factors in comprehension (1982:744).

There are many factors related to vocabulary dilfyc to
which traditional readability formulae are not séwe and which
may be very complex to investigate. Readabilityrfola have been
criticised for omitting many factors such as syhitacomplexity
and rhetorical organisation. To these we could add factors
which make a word hard or difficult to process etéas which go
some way beyond the length of the word or the nurabsyllables
it contains. Bernhardt (1984) is also scepticalualibe presumed
relationship between word length and difficulty modg out that
graphemic unigueness of a word may make it muchemor
accessible than shorter words such as the, thamw, their, there,
this, that, and those [which for L2 readers] argesrely difficult
words despite their length.

So far we have considered only single words bumaly be
that what readability indices do not pick up is faet that they do
not account for lexical phrases. Lexical "chunkblatfinger &
DeCarrico, 1992; Moon, 1997) may account for adgpgoportion
of vocabulary. In fact research on French has shinanthere are
more complex units than simple ones. For instatiheze are 6,000
adverbial expressions compared with 2,000 adve8@f),000-
400,000 compound nouns versus 80,000 simple ncAimaygd &
Savignon 1997:160). L2 readers' lack of awarendss t&
combination of words may constitute a chunk mayecfftheir
reading ability in a variety of ways. When chunkiisgimpeded,
less information can be stored at one time in steorh memory.
Such a reduction in storage capacity means thatlileguistic data

can be analyzed simultaneously, which results éfficient use of
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redundancy and contextual clues. Because of limitatin human
attention and memory processing capacity, theseitiaua

cognitive demand may account for the observatia@t good L1
readers are often not able to apply their readkilds 20 L2 texts
(Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992:159-160).

It surely seems to be that it is this inabilityget going and
process larger stretches of text which slows readewn. Laufer
makes a similar point that since the amount ofrmgttion that can
be cognitively manipulated at one point of time @gntrolled
processing is limited, focussing on slightly or qbetely
unfamiliar words will take up some cognitive capachat would
otherwise be used for higher level processing eftéixt. Automatic
recognition of a large vocabulary, or a large sightabulary, or
the other hand, will free one's cognitive resourices(1l) making
sense of the unfamiliar or slightly familiar vocédny and (2)
interpreting the global meaning of the text (Lauf397a:22-23).

So we have to accept that whether we are talkiogtalvords
or lexical phrases, vocabulary is a fundamentalsicamation in
assessing difficulty. So the first and most impotrtaoint is that it
should not be too difficult to arrive at some rowggtimate of what
percentage of words are unknown. One can simplyhgeteaders
to scan the text and underline the words they d&mow. One can
use a cloze test. Or if one had an estimate of rdeer's
vocabulary size one could simply eliminate the wgottoe readers
are expected to know and count up the rest . Tarer@arious tests
available for estimating vocabulary size (see Red#f7 for a

review). But these are rough and ready methodsuseca word
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may not simply be known or unknown. Difficulty frothhe point of
view of the reader is not just a question of knayam not knowing
a word. (leading to the simplistic notion that aiebof unfamiliar

words will give an index of difficulty) There is eine of word

knowledge from the idea of having seen it befor&rtowing and
being able to use the word in all its forms andomaltions and this
is less easily measured.

The second is to identify which words or chunkslékely to
cause difficulty for, or be unknown to, specifi@aders. Williams
and Dallas (1984) examined vocabulary difficuliiezontent area
textbooks and identified the following problemsdificult words
used in definitions (e.g. too many abstract wodaginitions which
are too broad rather than narrowly related to theaming in
context, few examples), b) idiomatic expressionfi¢dlt to infer
the meaning from constituent vocabulary), c¢) honmsy
(especially problematic where they occur in a hagnsity) d)
specialised vocabulary from ‘imported text'. Thagproach was
not to predict vocabulary difficulty but rather gove the texts they
were investigating to the readers for whom theyewatended and
to analyse certain aspects of vocabulary by a plelthoice test.
Readability formulae are an attempt at a shorteutdyaluating
texts through testing (or other procedures sudhiak aloud) with
their target readership is the only way of ascemg whether they
are suitable and the only way of investigating Smecausal

variables of text difficulty.

4. Text Structure
There is evidence that knowledge of the structdra text

facilitates comprehensibility and recall. In invugating both
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structure and content variables, Thorndyke (19700)ndél that
comprehensibility and recall were found to be acfiom of the
amount of inherent plot structure in the story, eipendent of
passage content. Recall probability of individuacté from
passages depended on the structural centralityedfcts: Subjects
tended to recall facts corresponding to high-lemejanizational
story elements rather than lower-level details {197).

This fitted in with a great deal of other work oohema
theory (Bartlett, 1932; Rumelhart, 1975; Schank 8ekon, 1977).
On the other hand, Kintsch, Mandel & Kozminsky (ZpTlised
scrambled stories to investigate text macrostrectulhey
concluded that the reader's story schema permmtddireorganize
the scrambled story, if that story correspondsitodthema and
that the macrostructure of a story is formed durgagding, as part
of the comprehension process (1977:552).

Similar results were obtained in work by MandleJ&hnson
(1977), and Kintsch & van Dijk (1975). Cirilo & Feslso found
that readers are sensitive to the structure oby sts they read it
(1980:104) and were able to distinguish high and level
propositions. All this work was conducted usingrative texts.
Thorndyke proposed that like sentences, narratieee their own
internal structure and grammar rules for simplerieso were
proposed. But similar results were found in othekt ttypes
including expository texts. Meyer (1975a,b) foundef basic
organisations of discourse: collection, descriptiazausation,
problem/solution, and comparison.
Meyer and Freedle (1984) investigated the effedtditierent
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discourse types on memory. They found that the nooganised
types of discourse such as comparison and caustmltated

learning and memory. Taylor (1980) found that aleildwho were
more sensitive to text structure recalled more sipy material

than those who were less able to use organisat&tnatture of
expository text. Likewise, Meyer, Brandt & Bluth 981)

investigating a reading strategy (identifying arging an author's
prose organisation) found a strong relationship wbeeh

comprehension skills and the use of the top-letrelcture in text
(1981:82). McGee (1982), and Richgels, McGee, Lo&gheard

(1987) came to similar conclusions.

All of these studies are concerned with high lerganisation
concerning whole stories or long stretches of expiysprose. But
it is clear that there are lower levels of orgatiisa from the
paragraph level down to relations between individeatences and
clauses. And, not surprisingly, clear structuretloese levels also
facilitates comprehension. Kieras investigatedcstme in simple
paragraphs. He found that paragraphs that violsecbherence
and topicalization conventions yield longer readiimges, poorer
recall, and distortion of apparent theme (1978:27).

All the above studies were conducted with nativeglish
speakers. Carrell (1984: 449 & 458) investigated #ifect of
different prose organisations on the reading cohgmeion of ESL
readers of various L1  backgrounds. She  asked
whether different groups of ESL readers possess foinmal
schemata against which to process these variousorided
structures and whether there is a differential ichpaf these
various rhetorical structures on different ESL eyad She found
that
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as for native English readers, some variationsigtadirse type
influence the amount of information recalled fromoge by ESL
readers. Further, the more highly organised tygediscourse are
generally more facilitative of recall than the Ilessganised
collection of descriptions.

Urgquhart (1984) investigated the effect of rhetariordering
(specifically, time-ordered and space ordered Jestsreadability
and, unsurprisingly, concluded that well orderedgavere easier
to read. Carrell also found that the effects otaiisse type were
not the same for each language group (1984:460dtidg that
text readability is also a function of the text scfata that readers
from different L1 backgrounds possess. (See alson@o &
McCagg, 1983: Connor, 1984).

It might be a strong claim to suggest that theee @artain
types of rhetorical organisation which are moredadde (i.e.
comprehensible, memorable) than others in any atesaense,
since there are so many other factors involvedhd&®r some are
more readable simply because they match our exjmttaabout
how a narrative or expository text should be stmed. Also,
causation and comparison are perhaps, in genevaé memorable
because they require deeper levels of processargdhscriptions.
Whatever the case, since L2 learners are going\ue to read more
of these texts it seems only fair to make sure theatexts they are
presented with conform to recognised types. As wiitfearning, it
is difficult to induce patterns if we are presenteither with
aberrant patterns or with too few examples of ggph of pattern.
(See Evans, 1967 cited in Perkins & Angelis, 198B)e reason for
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using the same type of texts with learners ratha&n & selection of
different texts often to be found in reading skikxts is so that
students can familiarise themselves with these dbrschemata.
Hopping about from text type to text type gives tharner no
chance to make inferences about any one type. Wddse formal
schemata do not conform to recognize structuresulshde

classified as difficult (all other things being afju It may be

possible to classify certain formal schemata asemor less
difficult for particular readers. But this can oril¢ done by those

who are familiar with the difficulties those reasi&iave.

5. Text Coherence and Cohesion
a. Text coherence

Most readers are aware that some texts, whatewar th
content, seem to "hang together" better than otlerd are
therefore easier to read. In part this is a fumctid how they
conform to expectations about text types (rhetbricganisation)
but is mainly a function of how they "cohere". Urgtanding a
discourse may be regarded as the construction oheatal
representation of the discourse by the reader. Acemable
discourse representation has a property that digghes it from
the representation a reader might make of an arbitset of
utterances: The representations of the segmenite idiscourse are
linked coherently (Sandeet al 1997:1-2).

First of all we have to accept Carrell's (1982)edssn that
cohesion is not coherence. Few would now dispué ¢bhesion
relates only to the interconnectedness of the coems of the
surface text while coherence relates to how thdigomtion of

concepts and relations which underlie the surfagg are mutually
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accessible and relevant (de Beaugrande and Drek8&t:3-4).

Similar distinctions are made by Hoover, (1997)1&8d Sanders
et al (1997:2). For the purposes of this discussioristindtion can

be made between cohesive devices operating onfaceutextual
level, and discourse relations which may or may b@explicitly

signalled.

Many researchers have looked at logical relatiomsl a
conjunctions in investigating text comprehensiohe Kintsch &
van Dijk model of the reading process involves mgkinferences
about how propositions are linked, (1978:365): thest &
Carpenter model provides for "interclause integrati (1980:343).
Meyer, (1977), Geva (1983), Winter (1982), Meyeramit &
Bluth (1981) have all investigated the effects ajnalling of
relations on the perception of the organisatiotralcture of texts.

Analysis of coherence relations would seem to dfisights
into the difficulty of text because coherence lielsd are ultimately
cognitive relations Sanders et al (1992:1). Wirsted Hoey have
made the same point thatkuse relation is the cognitive process
whereby we interpret the meaning of a sentence roupy of
sentences in the light of its adjoining sentencegooup of
sentencegWinter, 1971) and its refinement by Hoey a clause
relation is also the cognitive process wherebycth@ces we make
from grammar, lexis and intonation in the creatxdra sentence or
a group of sentences are made in the light ofdisicing sentence
or group of sentences (Hoey, 1983).

It seems unclear whether readers process text yrferdbcal

coherence or whether they try to integrate inforomatinto a
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rhetorical framework (global coherence) or with Kkground
knowledge (Kintsch, Mandel & Kozminsky (1977:552) which
the formation of macrostructures is an integralt paf the
comprehension process and occurs during readingAlordcht &
O'Brien (1993:1062) suggest they do; McKoon & Ré&l(1992)
suggest they do not). Whether they do or not madgd depend on
the reader's ability, his motivation and his regdgoal. It might
also depend on the length and type of text. Textsclw
conventionally have a fairly fixed rhetorical sttuie might force
more sensitivity to breaks in global coherencetlfgmway that it is
easy enough to amuse a child by introducing a fewrisistencies
into a well-known story) whereas other genres mipbt less
constrained (e.g. academic texts -because thegmradot of new
information). Kieras makes the point by statingtthjaite often
readers are required to understand material whasdemt is
basically novel, lacking in stereotypical organiaaf and about
which they have few expectations (1978:14).

Whatever the case, we need to be able to compareftem
a clausal relations point of view in order to béedio say that one
text is more difficult than another. A simple waygiit be to count
the ratio of conjunctions per number of sentenoeked relations
presumably being easier to understand than unmaoked). But
there may be a problem here because relationsigmalled by
other devices than conjunctions such as lexis apétition (see
Hoey, 1983, Hoey & Winter 1986) and causal verbsg& 1995).
A more sophisticated method would be to take imwoant; first,
the ratio of explicitly marked relations to thodeatt have to be
inferred, and; second the type of relations used.the assumption

that certain relations are easier to process thars).
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Signalling of clause relations is generally disedksat a micro
level (relations between propositions, clauses artences) but
relationships at a super-ordinate or macro-levelaso signalled
by such markers. So these markers also help readeysknow
how to use them (Meyer, Brandt & Bluth, 1981) tdabssh the
rhetorical framework of the text. A number of lister
classifications of coherence relations have beepqsed (e.g.
Martin's conjunctive relations (1992), Mann & Thaosop's
Rhetorical Structure Theory, (1987), Winter (1977982),
Lascarides & Asher (1991).

Bateman & Rhonduis (1997) have tried to draw sofitbese
together in a synthesis. It is clear that undedstegha text involves
understanding the explicit and implicit relatiomstt bind the text
together. But how readers actually do this on #isnghey read is far
from clear. Actually analysing a text to make egiplithese
relations takes an extremely long time and notaablysts will
come up with exactly the same analysis. Any thohocgmparison
of texts would require such an analysis using onthe systems
mentioned above. O'Brien (1995) used RST to ingatdia college
essay and such an analysis could be used to igatstany text.
Those which were less coherent could be presumdik tanore
difficult and the analysis would point out direct® for
improvement. Britton & Gullgoz (1991) used a proposal
analysis to investigate and improve the readabditytext. Both
these methods require considerable time and i@ditipertise.

What we really need to identify is whether explcistated

relations are easier to process than ones whicé twake inferred,
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whether certain relations are more difficult to ggss than others,
and if SO which relations they are.
A list of relations which are more difficult to press is one thing
but it would be even better to know why they arerendifficult.
Sanderset al (1992) attempt at drawing up a taxonomy of
coherence relations seems promising in this regérdy propose
that relations can be defined in terms of four desst a) basic
operation (causal or additive) b) source of cohsggisemantic or
pragmatic) c) order of the segments and d) polaltitsnay be that
the last two provide clues as to difficulty, nonsicaorder and
negative polarity being more difficult to proce$sis would be an
interesting research question.

Text difficulty might then be assessed in two waydf we
accept that some texts are better written thanrethed that texts
can be rewritten or edited to present the samerirEton in a
more accessible way, then we can assess readddiligoking at
how easy or difficult it is to assign coherencatiehs to segments
of text. Texts which are difficult to analyse midbe classified as
more difficult. 2) Different types of texts are dilly to exhibit
different coherence relations. It may be the cds® tertain
relations are more difficult to process than oth&msr example,
Black & Bern (1981:267) who say that causally mdaevents in
narratives were remembered better than events wese not
causally related. Sandeet al (1992:31) state that in general it
takes longer to verify denials than affirmativeggsWason &
Johnson-Laird, 1972), and it takes longer to jutlye truth or
falsity of unless sentences than that of equivafesgintences

If we are concerned with particular readers it ralp be the

case that as in L1 acquisition (Bloorat al 1980: Wing &
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Scholnick, 1981, Kail & Weissenborn, 1985, citedSanderst al
1992:30) acquisition of coherence relations follcavéixed order.
Geva (1992:732) states that there is evidenceseirLthliterature to
suggest that understanding conjunctions as marttiagfocus of
topical relations between sentences is a gradumeps that is
mastered by literate adults (Johnson & Pearsor?;198Clure &
Geva, 1983; Zinar, 1990). She also states thatedkiénd less
skilled readers have been shown to differ in thgreke to which
they infer logical relations in text (Bridge & Wigmd, 1982;
Evans & Balance, 1980; Geva, 1986, Geva & Ryan518&vin,
1980).If this is the case it might be possible dentify texts too
rich in relations the readers have not acquiredtf@m to be
readable (a process teachers already do on ativatbasis).
b. Cohesion

We have seen that coherence relations may be édfesr
explicitly signalled by conjunctions or other desdéc Other forms
of signalling give the text cohesion and indicdtattit is coherent
without giving actual clues to the precise relaiothat hold
between propositions. These cohesive ties may afect
readability as we shall now see. Whereas cohelisragsigned to a
text by a reader, cohesion is a property of the itself. Of the
cohesive devices (reference, substitution, elljpsimjunction and
lexical) identified by Halliday and Hasan (197&) tmost common
by far are reference and lexical (see Binkley,1988).

Not surprisingly studies have found the closernesits were
to their pronouns, the easier they were to pro¢ess Clark &
Sengul, 1979: Cirilo, 1981). Since then, otherddacinfluencing
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the ease of resolution of anaphors have been faurether the
antecedent is in focus (e.g. Garrod, FreudenthaBogle, 1994)
syntactic constraints (e.g., Nicol & Swinney, 19&8winney &
Oesterhout, 1990), syntactic prominence (e.g., si&cher &
Shroyer, 1989), as well as pragmatic constraintg,(&arnham &
Oakhil, 1985; Hirst & Brill, 1980; Tyler & MarslelVilson, 1982)
(O'Brien, et al 1997:2).

Hoover (1997) has also reviewed the literature hog, tand
concludes that factors which facilitate reading ahether there is
continuity of reference, whether pronouns are gufoand whether
there was a parallel syntactical function betwedwen gronoun and
the referent (pronouns and referent which were gratical
subjects were easier to process). He also stateptbaouns that
referred to the agent rather than the patient ef pheceding
sentence were easier to process, regardless ar ghetactic
position. (1997:201). But it is unclear whether esie ties in
general have a serious effect on readability inr tben right, or
whether the difficulty that might arise is causeg \mcabulary
effects or the inability to establish the semargiations that obtain
in the text. Freebody and Anderson found weak acdrsistent
effects of cohesion (1983:291) in their experimeots reading
comprehension. They suggest that cohesion, inpbeifsc sense of
linguistic ties, simply is not very important inaiding (1983:291).

This may not be a very popular or accepted cormtugiven
all the effort and emphasis put on this topic iacteng reading of
late, but they may be right. Interesting thoughlysia of text is
from this point of view, we have to remember thatave analysing
a product (the text itself) and this might not throuch light on

what a reader actually does (with these featuresjeaprocesses a
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text. Brown and Yule make this point stating thaisiimportant,
however, that the discourse analyst should be @esarwhat it is
that Halliday & Hasan are doing and should not mmsthat the
account of textual relations produced as a postadmadysis of the
structure of a completed text should necessarilyelsealing about
how a processor working 'on-line' as a the diseuwsfolds
experiences that discourse. (Brown & Yule 1983:204)

The most important function of cohesive ties may lo® the
links themselves but simply the reduction they @ffthe reader:
repeating antecedents in full (some of which mayldmg noun
phrases or even a concept outlined in a whole papagor more in
the case of anaphoric nouns) would render the diseo so
unwieldy as to be uninterpretable, placing demandn@emory
which might become intolerable. Tempting as it migk to use
cohesion as an indicator of text difficulty (sinités analysable in
an objective manner and not difficult to do) cobesiloes not have
much bearing on text difficulty. Binckley (1988)henade a case
for using cohesion in this way and although hethghelates the
analysis to the readers for whom the text is intelindt probably
falls down on two counts; a) that cohesion is neg¢@ous indicator
of text difficulty, b) the effects measured in ttleze tests he uses
are vocabulary effects not cohesion. It is verygeng to agree
with Morgan & Sellner that cohesion is "an epiph®eeoaon of
coherence content” (1980:181).
Although cohesive devices are clues to the coherefi@a text, a

text is only coherent to the reader if the textetdtions are clear to
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him or her. This can only be investigated with toeoperation of
the reader not by just examining a text.

However, It may be that we can identify some fesguof
cohesion which are more difficult for some reade&rsnterpret.
Cooper (1984) in a comparison of practised andaotjged readers
found that the features which discriminated mostidy between
practised and unpractised readers were lexical siohe (in
particular hyponymy{..}) and cataphoric referenceut both
groups were unsure with synonyms. Grammatical cohes
achieved by anaphoric reference (e.g. locative reafs..),
substitution and ellipsis did not appear to presamth difficulty to
either group. We concluded again that practiseddamsa are
distinguished from unpractised readers by theatnadly superior
lexical competence. Practised readers not only hkarger
vocabularies, but have greater knowledge of lexiektionships.
In particular, they have a better grasp of the wayshich writers
use words to create and maintain textual relatigsshy exploring
features like hyponymy and synonymy. (Cooper, 108H)

And Berman identified and number of factors sheugfim
might cause problems. He suggests, next, that lthe&der needs
maximal ‘transparency' in marking the relationssMeein one part
of the text and another. That is certain kinds afiesive devices
may render a text opaque to the FL reader. Thesetale the
form of deletion - for instance, by means of gapgpifack of
relative pronouns in English relative clauses, wh#eletion in
post-nominal modifiers, etc. - or of substitutioh say, nominal
one or verbal do as grammatical substitutes foeatgu lexical

material, as well as of lexical substitution (Bemm&984:42).
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Whilst these may cause difficulty, they do not se@mbe
promising candidates on which to base any indicatoeadability.
So we can probably dismiss reference, substitudinh ellipsis as
major factors contributing to text difficulty. Whatemains
(conjunction having been dealt with under clausktians) is

lexical cohesion and is a vocabulary effect.

6. Syntax

Traditional indices estimate text difficulty by nseming
sentence length. Here, in considering the effedyatax, we have
a similar problem to that of vocabulary; correlatiand causation.
As Klop (1978) points out: It may seem surprisihgttcounts of
the two simple variables of word length and sergelength are
sufficient to make relatively good predictions @adability. No
argument that they cause ease or difficulty isnidégl: they are
merely good indices of difficulty. Consequentlytesing word or
sentence length, of themselves, can provide norassel of
improving readability. How to achieve more readaieting is
another and much more complex endeavour (Daviekl:188-9).

It is hardly surprising that sentence length ceited with
difficulty. Apart from memory considerations, lomgeentences are
likely to contain more complex structures such@wdination and
subordination (Beaman 1984). As long ago as 1964ntan
pointed this out It is almost certain that sentefaeclause) length
can predict readability only because it is coredatwith more

fundamental predictors of syntactic complexity sush nesting,
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transformational complexity, and others (Miller &h@mnsky,
1963); (Coleman 1964:190).

If it is indeed true that certain structures do ssaunore
difficulty than others, what we would like to knas which they
are and why they cause difficulty. Chomsky, C (0)96&vides a
theoretical consideration of linguistic complexitghe postulates
that difficulty of interpretation of the grammatic@lations which
hold among the words and phrases of a sentenoeresised by the
presence of four conditions. The first is the trgrammatical
relations which hold among the words in a [sentkrare not
expressed directly in its surface structufhe second isthe
syntactic structure associated with a particulardwie at variance
with a general pattern in the language. The thsrd conflict exists
between two of the potential syntactic structuresoaiated with a
particular verb. And the fourth is restrictions angrammatical
operation apply under certain limited conditiondyofChomsky,
1969:6-7).

However, it is difficult to see how this can bartslated into
a workable (i.e. fast and simple) model for asseseeadability. It
may also be true that learners from different Litkigaounds find
different structures more or less difficult, but fthe moment we
will think about the question in general terms. €lohn (1964)
found that transforming nominalizations, adjeciaions and
passives to their active verb transforms improved
comprehensibility of texts. Others found similasukts (Bhatia,
1984) and it has long been an article of faith #taictures such as
nominalizations are difficult to decode (Klare, B9®rice, 1984).
Berman uses the notion of "heaviness" to descriéfves which may

cause processing difficulties. It says note that tiption of
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'heaviness' is not a straightforward function oéér length in any
simple terms. Rather, the problem seems to coniterramount
and depth of information which the reader mustestormemory in

moving from one construct to the next, and how hhedtransition
becomes as a result. And in fact, in the experinjehtstudents
said things like: 'l was so busy working on thistjm the sentence,
| forgot it was connected with something else'. \Heass may also
occur where the basic NVN or 'kernel' structureviclated by a
process such as nominalization - there are grotmdbelieving

that nominalizations are often more complex tharresponding
sentences with simple verbs or adjectives. (Berh884:142-3)

However, experimental rewriting of EST texts byo8Bter &
Ulijn (1987) showed that syntactic simplificatioachno significant
effect on comprehension (but see criticism by Co@$87:101-
103) of their statistical analysis). Ulijn & Strath (1990)
conducted similar experiments which largely conéidntheir
previous results. They conclude at advanced levgysitactic
simplification into a more common register doesneatly increase
readability (Ulijn & Strother, 1990:49). Their réstion of these
findings to advanced levels is probably suitablytizais. It may
also be true that syntactic simplification may haare effect on
groups other than those tested in this experinmmh as limited
proficiency language users (Ulijn & Strother, 1389):

However Berman seems to suggest that syntax coityplex
an important factor and that
efficient FL readers must rely in part on syntacl&vices to get at
text meaning. (Berman, 1984:153). Cooper found firactised
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readers are not distinguished clearly from unpsadtireaders by
their ability to understand the meaning carried byntax

(1984:130). Laufer in her review of the literatusgated in

interpreting texts, students tend to regard wordstl®e main
landmarks of meaning. Background knowledge is deba to a
lesser extent, and syntax is almost disregardeduféra
1997(a):21). And Ulijn and Kempen suggested thdL2 ontrasts
were not a problem as far as syntax was concetseder normal

conditions reading comprehension is little depehdena syntactic
analysis of the text's sentences. It follows thetasid language
reading comprehension is possible without mastérh® second
language’ syntax. Usually the reader’'s conceptuakiedge will

compensate for the lack of knowledge about linguisbntrasts
between L1 and L2. (Uliyn and Kempen (1976:499kctitin

Alderson, 1984:12)

Perhaps we could say that low proficiency L2 regdiloes
not constitute "normal conditions" and that compigxtax may
cause problems for less proficient readers. Chaudt983:437)
found that learners with relatively low English facency tended
to have poorer recall ability on the syntacticathore complex
structures. Similarly, Barnett found in her expemts that recall
increases according to level of syntactic proficie(1986:346). So
in examining readability (especially if syntacticnglification is
envisaged) the proficiency of the intended readpersias to be
taken into account.

One problem with trying to simplify texts syntactily
(whether for experimental purposes or to facilitegadability) is
that it is difficult to change a text on one lewgthout changing it

on another. Simply breaking long sentences up sntaller ones
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while it may affect conventional readability indéicdoes not make
a text more readable as Blau discovered that ghramtarily simple
sentences typical of low readability levels of tlegsion 1 passage
actually are an obstacle to comprehension. Chopipyatural
sentences are difficult to read and the relatiggsland meaning
revealed by the formation of complex sentencespparently lost.
Readers do indeed seem to benefit from the infeomatgarding
relationships that is revealed by complex senten¢BRu
1982:525).

Thus making sentences shorter will necessarilyease the
number of sentences thereby perhaps increasinghdh@er of
clausal relations which have to be inferred or iexht signalled.
The distance between anaphors and their antecedemtsalso
increase rendering anaphor resolution more difficul

So if we assume that for some readers (low abdityhon-
proficient L2 learners) syntactic complexity doesige problems.
What syntactic features may affect readability?
Some have questioned the widely accepted notiont tha
subordination is a cause of complexity: Beamannwai her
investigation showed that the basic assumptionasfyninguists in
the past, i.e. that subordination implies compiexis false. The
evaluation of syntactic complexity is simply morenwplex than
that. (1984:79,80). Similarly, Schleppegrell Lingfic complexity,
although used as an indicator of language skibbfonigher levels
of linguistic development, is a construct whichnst yet well

defined. Sentence-level indicators, such as theotistibordinate
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clauses, are not adequate as measures of lingastiplexity.
(1992:129)

It is also a common assumption that written languagnore
complex than spoken. Beaman has demonstratechikas ot the
case. But one difference between written and spdkeguage
which may cause difficulties is the increased lakicdensity
manifested through non-finite subordinate claused eomplex
noun phrases. (Halliday, 1979, cited in Beaman4133.

Many students learn English for scientific and tecal
purposes. The genres involved are often far diffeftom much of
what the students have previously been exposeitherén their
own language or in the texts which have been usedhéir
previous language learning activities. These geraes often
characterised by nominalization of processes arel ube of
complex noun phrases (Bloor & Bloor, 1995:222). Andhay be
the case that any syntactic device to pack morggsitional
content into fewer words (e.g. nominalization, o$&erbal nouns
(Rutherford 1987:50,51)) contributes to procestiffficulties. But
it is one thing to pick out particular difficultieshich individual
learners may have with specific genres, it is agotb say why
they have these difficulties or point out an ungled reason why
certain features cause difficulties in general. Hneblem with
simply looking at the text is that we assume tHhtsaurces of
difficulty lie with the text itself. While this maype a reasonable
approach in the investigation of complexity as &8 native
speakers are concerned, it does not take into atcextra
difficulties that L2 learner may experience becauxfe their
developing (but as yet undeveloped L2) competemceearhaps,

because of L1/L2 contrastive difficulties. It midbg, for example,
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that if we could plot the course of the learnersvaloping
interlanguage, we could make some predictions abgntactic
features which might cause difficulties. The asstiomp
complexity = difficulty, may have been debunkedfarsas native
speakers are concerned but it may by the caséathb® learners,
complexity just adds to processing constraints, pmumding any
other problems the reader has. It is difficult tdcha great deal in
working memory once you come across a difficultyl atop to

fathom it out

c. Readability Formula

Readability formulas have serious limitations (daka&
Samuels, 1988). Various factors beyond sentencevand length
interact to make a selection easy or difficultappropriate for one
grade level and not for another. Readability formsutlo not take
account of these factors. The presence or absdngetores can
make a text easy or difficult. Predictable texthaiften-repeated
refrains or rhyme is generally easier and more @pjate for the
lower grades. Text structure is another factorriteres are easier
to understand than expository text. Page layoutth@gresence or
absence of headings and other graphic aids arer othe
considerations. Text coherence also influencesicdiff level.
Coherent texts are well organized, and authorsflapbw each
new piece of information is related to what hasady been
presented. They signal the introduction of newdsgind organize
ideas according to importance. In addition, a read@rior

knowledge is a powerful determinant of text diffigu A student
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who knows quite a bit about the topic of the teit find it easier
to read and understand than an unfamiliar text hat $ame

readability level.

Classic Readability Studies

The first readability formula is by Bertha A. Liyeland
Sidney L. Pressey (1923) were concerned with thactial
problem of selecting science textbooks for junighhschool. The
books were so overlaid with technical words thatkers spent all
class time teaching vocabulary. They argued thawvaduld be
helpful to have a way to measure and reduce thedlwalary
burden” of textbooks. Their article featured thestfchildren’s
readability formula. In each count of a thousanddsoit measured
the number of different words, the number of wondg on the
Thorndike list of 10,000 words, and the median indember of
the words found in the Thorndike list of 10,000 dsarThey tested
their formula on 11 textbooks of different diffitigls, along with
one newspaper. At the low end, there were a seandda fourth-
grade reader and Stevenson’s Kidnapped. At the éigh there
was a college physics textbook and an elementapmidtry
textbook. They found that the median index numbas the best
indicator of the vocabulary burden of these readiragerials: the
higher the index number, the easier the vocabulhey;lower the
index, the harder the vocabulary. The Lively-Pegsstudy had a
great influence on the readability studies thataatortly follow.

Other early school formulas Mabel Vogel and Carlet
Washburne (1928) of Winnetka, lllinois carried one of the most
important studies of readability. They were thestfito study the

structural characteristics of the text and thet fiosuse a criterion
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based on an empirical evaluation of text. Theyistliten different
factors including kinds of sentences and prepasiliphrases, as
well as word difficulty and sentence length. Sinlcewever, many
factors correlated highly with one another, thegsehfour for their
new formula. Following Lively and Pressey, theyidated their
formula, called the Winnetka formula, against 7@@ks that had
been named by at least 25 out of almost 37,00@remlas ones
they had read and liked. They also had the meahngacores of
the children, which they used as a difficulty measn developing
their formula. Their new formula correlated higlly = .845) with
the reading test scores.

With this formula, investigators knew that they lbu
objectively match the grade level of a text witke tieading ability
of the reader. The match was not perfect, but i Watter than
subjective judgments. The Winnetka formula, thestfione to
predict difficulty by grade levels, became the ptgpe of modern
readability formulas. Vogel and Washburne’s woiknatated the
interest of Alfred S. Lewerenz (1929, 1929a, 19B8839), who
produced several new readability formulas for ttes LAngeles
School District. W. W. Patty and W. I. Painter 19 discovered
the year of highest burden in high school is thehemore year.
They also developed a formula to measure the veldificulty of
textbooks based on a combination of frequency #srmened by
the Thorndike list and vocabulary diversity (themnier of different
words in a text).

With the rise of the plain-language movement in 18€0s,

several critics of the formulas claimed that therfalas do not test
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comprehensibility (Kern 1979, Duffy and Kabance 1,98uffy
1985). The history of the formulas, however, shdlwat from the
beginning their scores correlate well with compretien difficulty
as measured by reading tests. The formulas rate well when
compared with other widely used psychometric meamsents such
as reading tests (Chall and Dale 1995). Their wglicorrelations
make them useful for predicting the comprehensidincdlty of
texts (Bormuth 1966).

Waples and Tyler: What adults read.

During the Depression in the ‘30s, adult educatma the
increased use of libraries stimulated studiesddlirey. Sociologists
studied “who reads what and why over consecutivdogs,”
looking at reading as an aspect of mass commuaitabouglas
Waples and Ralph W. Tyler (1931) published WhatpRe@Vant to
Read About, a comprehensive, two-year study of tackdding
interests. Instead of using the traditional librainculation records
to determine reading patterns, they interviewedpfeedivided by
sex and occupation into 107 different groups. tvedd the types
and styles of materials that people not only readabso want to
read. It also studied what they did not read ang. whhey found
that the reading of many people is limited becanfsthe lack of
suitable material. Readers often like to expand tmwledge, but

the reading materials in which they are interestedtoo difficult.

Ralph Ojemann: The difficulty of adult materials.
The year 1934 marked the beginning of more rigorous
standards for the formulas. Ralph Ojemann (193dndt invent a

formula, but he did invent a method of assessimgdifficulty of
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materials for adult parent-education materials. dfiterion was 16
passages of about 500 words taken from magazinesvas the
first to use adults to establish the difficulty lois criterion. He
assigned each passage the grade level of adukreeadho were
able to answer at least one-half of the multipleicd questions
about the passage. Ojemann was then able to dersslafactors
of vocabulary difficulty and eight factors of congpion and
sentence structure with the difficulty of the anibe passages. He
found that the best vocabulary factor was thedliffy of words as

stated in the Thorndike word list.

Dale and Tyler: Adults of limited reading ability.

After working with Waples, Ralph Tyler became imisted in
adults of limited reading ability. He joined withdg§ar Dale to
publish (1934) their own readability formula ane fiirst study on
adult readability formulas. The specific contrilmutiof this study
was the use of materials specifically designedaftults of limited
reading ability. Their criterion for developing tfiermula was 74
selections on personal health taken from magazimesspapers,
textbooks, and adaptations from children’s headttittooks. They
determined the difficulty of the passages with ipldtchoice
questions based on the texts given to adults ofddnreading
ability. From the 29 factors that had been fourghifcant for
children’s comprehension, they found ten that wegaificant for
adults. They found that three of these factorsetated so highly
with the other factors that they alone gave almihg same

prediction as the combined ten. They were numbeditbérent
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technical words; number of different hard non-tecahwords;
number of indeterminate clauses. They combined ethibsee
factors into a formula to predict the proportionaafult readers of
limited reading ability who would be able to undersl the
material. The formula correlated .511 with diffigubs measured
by multiple-choice reading tests based on the 7dermn
selections. The Ojemann and Dale-Tyler studies mtr&
beginning of work on adult formulas that would gone unabated

until the present time.

Lyman Bryson: Books for the average reader

During the depression of the 1930’s, the governnierthe
U.S. put enormous resources into adult educatiopsd® Lyman
first became interested in non-fiction materialsitten for the
average adult reader while serving as a leadeditt-education
meetings in New York City. What he found was thdtatvkept
people from reading more was not lack of intelliggnbut the lack
of reading skills, a direct result of limited sching.

He also found out there is a tendency to judgetsidy the
education their children receive and to assumegtieat bulk of
people have been through high school. At that tid@,to 50
million people had a 7th to 9th grade educatich ading ability.

Writers had assumed that readers had an equal texu¢a
their own or at least an equal reading ability. Hygeducated
people failed to realize just how much easier fbisthem to read
than it is for an average person. They found fidift to recognize
difficult writing because they read so well themesl Although
college and business courses had long promoted algaessed in

a direct and lucid style, Bryson found that simged clear
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language was rare. He said such language resoits“f discipline
and artistry which few people who have ideas vaiet the trouble
to achieve... If simple writing were easy, many of @uoblems
would have been solved long ago” (Klare and Bucl§g). Bryson
helped set up the Readability Laboratory of the u@diia
University Teachers College with Charles Beard avid A.

Cartwright. Bryson understood that people with egfomotivation
and time could read difficult material and improweir reading
ability. Experience, however, showed him that npesiple do not
do that. Perhaps Bryson’s greatest contribution thasinfluence

he had on his two students, Irving Lorge and RuBt&sch.

Gray and Leary: what makes a book readable?

William S. Gray and Bernice Leary (1935) publishad
landmark work in reading research, What Makes akBoeadable.
Like Dale and Tyler's work, it attempted to discovéhat makes a
book readable for adults of limited reading abilityheir criterion
included 48 selections of about 100 words eachf bflthem
fiction, taken from the books, magazines, and neywsps most
widely read by adults. They established the difficlof these
selections by a reading-comprehension test givembtut 800
adults designed to test their ability to get theimmidea of the
passage.

No subsequent work has examined readability sootigirly
or investigated so many style elements or theiosiships between
them. The authors first identified 228 elementst tladfect

readability and grouped them under these four Ingadicontent;
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style; format; features of Organization. The awhéound that
content, with a slight margin over style, was mogtortant. Third
in importance was format, and almost equal to fieatures of
organization,” referring to the chapters, sectionsadings, and

paragraphs that show the organization of ideas.

Formula limitations

Readability researchers have long taken painsdommend
that, because of their limitations, formulas arestbesed in
conjunction with other methods of grading and wgtitexts.
Ojemann (1934) warned that the formulas are ndvecapplied
mechanically, a caution expressed throughout relitgtdlierature.
Other investigators concerned with the difficultydadensity of
concepts were Morriss and Holversen (1938) and iD{©39). E.
Horn (1937) warned against the mechanical useeoibrd lists in
the re-writing of books for social studies. Georiare and
colleagues (1969) stated, “For these reasons, farstores are
better thought of as rough guides than as highbumate values.
Used as rough guides, however, scores derived feadability
formulas provide quick, easy help in the analysid placement of
educational material.”

Readability researchers such as Flesch (1949, 18829)),
Klare and Buck (1954), Klare (1980), Gunning (195Pale
(1967), Gillland (1972), and Fry (1988) wrote axiely on the
other rhetorical factors that require attentionhsas organization,
content, coherence, and design. They use the fasmureatively
along with techniques of good writing results ineafer
comprehension by an audience of a specified reaatiilify (Klare
1976, Chall and Conard 1991).
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Rudolf Flesch and the art of plain writing

The one perhaps most responsible for publicizimegnired for
readability was Rudolf Flesch, a colleague of LoageColumbia
University. Besides working as a readability cotemt, lecturer,
and teacher of writing, he published a number adiss and nearly
20 popular books on English usage and readaliitybest-selling
books included The Art of Plain Talk (1946), The Af Readable
Writing (1949), The Art of Clear Thinking (1951), My Johnny
Can’'t Read —And What You Can Do About It (1955)eTABC
of Style: A Guide to Plain English (1964), How tori#® in Plain
English: A Book for Lawyers and Consumers (197B)esch was
born in Austria and got a degree in law from theviarsity of
Vienna in 1933. He practiced law until 1938, whendame to the
U.S. as a refugee from the Nazis.

Since his law degree was not recognized, he wosksdral
other jobs, one of them in the shipping departneérat New York
book manufacturer. In 1939, he received a refugeei®larship at
Columbia University. In 1940, he received a bactigldegree with
honors in library science. That same year, he becassistant to
Lyman Bryson in the Teachers’ College Readabiligyp L

In 1942, Flesch received a master’s degree in adiuication.
The next year, he received a Ph.D. in educatioesgarch for his
dissertation, “Marks of a Readable Style” (1943)isTpaper set a
course for his career and that of readability.

In his dissertation, Flesch published his first dedaility

formula for measuring adult reading material. Oh¢he variables
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it used was affixes and another was “personal eafss” such as
personal pronouns and names. Publishers quickbodised that
Flesch’s formula could increase readership by 4®Qopercent.
Investigators in many fields of communication begeing it in
their studies.

In 1948, Flesch published a second formula with paots.
The first part, the Reading Ease formula, droppeduse of affixes
and used only two variables, the number of sylkldad the
number of sentences for each 100-word sampleettipis reading
ease on a scale from 1 to 100, with 30 being “difficult” and 70
being “easy.” Flesch (p. 225) wrote that a scord @ indicates
reading matter understood by readers who have @&betplthe
fourth grade and are, in the language of the U&hsGs barely
“functionally literate.” The second part of Fle&hformula
predicts human interest by counting the numberep$gnal words
(such as pronouns and names) and personal senténads as
quotes, exclamations, and incomplete sentences).

The formula for the updated Flesch Reading Ease $so
Score = 206.835 — (1.015 x ASL) — (84.6 x ASW)

Where:

Score = position on a scale of 0 (difficult) to 1@@&sy), with 30 =
very difficult and 70 = suitable for adult audieace

ASL = average sentence length (the number of wdidsled by
the number of sentences).

ASW = average number of syllables per word (the emof
syllables divided by the number of words).

This formula correlates .70 with the 1925 McCalkblns
reading tests and .64 with the 1950 version ofdli@e tests. In
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The Art of Readable Writing, Flesch (1949, p. 148scribed his
Reading Ease scale in this way:

Reading Style Estimated Reading Estimated Percent

Ease Score Description Grade of U.S. Adults
(1949)

0to 30: Very Difficult College graduate 4.5

30 to 40: Difficult 13" to 16" grade 33

50 to B0: Fairly Difficult 10" to 12" grade 54

60 to 70: Standard 8" and 9" grade 83

70 to 80: Fairly Easy 7" grade a8

20 to 90: Easy 6" grade a1
90 to 100: Very Easy 5" grade a3

Table 1: Flesch Reading Ease Scores

Flesch's Reading Ease formula became the most yvigsid
formula and one of the most tested and reliablallCl958, Klare
1963). In an attempt to further simplify the FledReading Ease
formula, Farr, Jenkins, and Paterson (1951) suibstitthe average
number of one-syllable words per hundred words Ftesh’s
syllable count. The modified formula is:

New Reading Ease score = 1.599 nosw — 1.015 %1513
Where: nosw = number of one-syllable words perw6fs;
sl = average sentence length in words

This formula correlates better than .90 with thégioal
Flesch Reading Ease formula and .70 with 75% cohgm&on of
100-word samplings of the McCall-Crabbs readingsdes. In
1976, a study commissioned by the U.S. Navy matlifiee
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Reading Ease formula to produce a grade-level sddis popular
formula is known as the Flesch-Kincaid formula, Biesch Grade-
Scale formula or the Kincaid formula

In 1949, Flesch published the results of a 10-gaady of the
editorial content of several magazines. He fourad #toout 45% of
the population can read The Saturday Evening Pesi;ly 50% of
the population can read McCall's, Ladies Home Jaljrand
Woman’'s Home Companion; slightly over 50% can r@atkrican
Magazine; and 80% of the population can read Modg&green,
Photoplay, and three confession magazines. FldgA9( pp. 149-
150) compared the reading scores of popular magsziith other

variables:
Style Flesch Average Average Type of Estimated Estimated
Reading Sentence No. of Syll. Magazine School Percent of
Ease Length in Per 100 Grade U.S. Adults
Score Words Words Completed
Very 90 to 100 8 or less 123 or less Comics 4th grade 93
Easy
Easy 80 to 90 11 131 Fulp 5th grade 91
fiction
Fairly 70 to BO 14 139 Slick Bth grade 88
Easy fiction
Standard 60 to 70 17 147 Digests 7th ar 8th 83
grades
Fairly 50 to 60 21 155 Quality Some high 54
Difficult school
Difficult 3010 50 25 167 Academic High schoaol 33
or some
college
Very 0Oto 30 2% or 192 or Scientific College 4.5
Difficult maore more

Table 4. Flesch's1949 analysis of the readability of adult reading marevials.

Table 2: Flesch’s 1949 analysis of readability d@filareading

material

Flesch’s work had an enormous impact on journalisike
Robert Gunning, who worked with the United Predeséh was a

consultant with the Associated Press. Togethety tingped to
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bring down the reading grade level of front-pagwiss from the

16th to the 11th grade, where they remain today.

d. Readability Uses

Readability is important in at least four main areaich as
improving the accessibility of website texts; piing
comprehensible input for language learning purpopesviding
criteria for the selection, adaptation or writin§ rmaterials for
content instruction; and comparing texts used feangnation
purposes.

Dealing with improving the accessibility of webstexts, the
W3C Web Content Accessibility Guideline 14 statdsatt
readability ensure that documents are clear anglsiso that they
may be more easily understoodConsistent page layout,
recognizable graphics, and easy to understand daeghenefit all
users. In particular, they help people with cogeitdisabilities or
who have difficulty reading. (However, ensure tirahiges have
text equivalents for people who are blind, have igsion, or for
any user who cannot or has chosen not to view gsphJsing
clear and simple language promotes effective coniration.
Access to written information can be difficult fpeople who have
cognitive or learning disabilities. Using clear asithple language
also benefits people whose first language diffeosnfyour own,
including those people who communicate primarily s$mgn
language.

The second use of readability is providing compnsiige

input. Even without invoking the input hypothedfsdshen, 1985),
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it is obvious that learners cannot learn througidmgg if what they
are trying to read is almost incomprehensible. Bvgimg to read
material which is accessible with difficulty is diky to be
demotivating unless the reader is spurred on bgiapmterest or
aided by a great deal of relevant background kndgée
Demotivation soon leads to abandonment of the tefRut reading
provides some learners with most of their best tirfpu learning
purposes. Providing reading material at the rigivel not only
provides input from which students can learn, aves more of it
since reading efficiency is enhanced and moredd.rReaders can
get a sense of achievement from reading longetchtze of text
and success breeds success. For these reasong fudable texts
is extremely important and probably more importaan providing
the variety of text types often found in L2 readintaterials.
Krashen suggests that narrow reading, and pertapawinput in
general, is more efficient for second language sittpn (Krashen
1981:23). Reading teachers usually provide shod aaried
selections which never allow students to adjustrt@uthor's style,
to become familiar with the specialized vocabulafyhe topic, or
to develop enough context to facilitate comprermmsiRather,
such selections force students to move from frtistrato
frustration. (Carrell & Eisterhold 1988:86) argukat finding
suitable texts, of interest to the reader and atiitable level of
difficulty is extremely important.

The third use is providing criteria for the selentiadaptation
or writing of materials for content instruction. Na (perhaps
most) learners of English as a second language Beglish for
access to content. The provision of comprehensitgat to non-

native learners is the principal task of teacheas,only in second
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or foreign language classrooms, but also in mahgrotducational
programs throughout the world in which L2 learnergst learn
subject matter via the medium of L2." (Chaudron 3980). In
many educational and training establishments thbigglgiven to
the comprehensibility of textbooks and training engs. Many
teaching materials (for content instruction) arsoalvritten or
adapted in these institutions with particular studen mind. An
awareness of the factors which influence comprehgibg can
help materials writers produce better instructiomahterials.
Although it is not the place of language teachersay how subject
matter should be taught, they can help to sensstidgect matter
instructors to the difficulties students have iarkeng in a second
language and make suggestions as to how instrattioaterials
can be made more accessible. A strong case habedsamade for
content based language instruction, (Brinton, Sré&wVesche,
1989) and teachers need to be able to assess fflailtyi of
content based materials in order to decide whdicdifies their
students are likely to encounter with such textsy o use them
for language learning purposes and how to make thawne
accessible (not necessarily by altering the tédmbselves).

The last use is comparing texts used for examingtioposes
or testing reading comprehension. Factors whicecaffeadability
must be taken into account in the testing of repdomprehension.
First of all there is the question of trying to eresthat parallel tests
are equivalent. Different texts used in paralldtgehave to be
shown to be of equivalent difficulty. Along withlar factors, this

will clearly affect the reliability of the tests.h& effect of
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background knowledge on performance in reading tedt also
have an effect on results (Perkins & Jones, 1985kiRs &
Brutten, 1988; Alderson & Urquhart, 1988).

Cultural factors may be said to include expectatiainout text
structure (Floyd & Carrell, 1987; Johnson, 1981 aeading
strategies (Pritchard, 1990; Parry, 1996) so tslstaild also take
account of the different populations of studentsrnig the test.
Much of this is not new. Such considerations wesmted out by
Steffensen & Joag-Dev in 1984 who say that recds$LT and
foreign-language pedagogy has moved away from diea that
comprehension involves abstracting meaning that gome sense
present on the page and is recognizing the creativdribution
made by the reader. Interference is now undersésodxtending
beyond the affective domain to the denotative \@hfewords, and
the propositional content at the sentence andieéggt. While such
an awareness is a major step forward, teachertispets and test
developers can move beyond recognizing interferenoe
minimizing it and maximizing students' success lilding to the
target culture . Text developers can perform anontamt service
by employing writers with a detailed (or native)okvledge of the
students' cultural background to produce readintgnads and by
using ethnic reviewers to screen out potential mdsustandings.
Finally, evaluators must recognize that tests widire accurately
reflect the reading ability of non-native groups-givis their native
speaking peers if passages with heavy culturaihgadare avoided
(Steffensen & Joag-Dev 1984:61).

€. Readability Indices
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Attempts to identify factors which affect readatyilcan be
traced back a long way, probably back to the dafweriting. But
for our purposes they can be traced back to Thkendi921), who
examined word frequencies and started a strandaafght which
lives on today in corpus studies. Most subsequeadability
formulae have included word frequency and/or wandgth. The
first real readability formula was that of Livelya Pressey (1923)
which was based purely on vocabulary difficulty.

A number of other factors affecting readability dalveen
considered. Vogel and Washburne (1928) counted sunab
different words in a sample the number of prepossj the total
number of words not on the Thorndike 10,000 ma=gdent word
list, and the number of clauses in 75 sentenceay @nd Leary
(1935) listed factors under a) content, b) stylefocmat, and d)
general factors of organisation, although theidadslity formulae
took into account only variables listed under style

Perhaps one of the best known indices of readalfiiit least
because it is still available in modern word-pr@ieg programs) is
that of Flesch (1943, 1946, 1947, 1962). The Flddehding Ease
Formula takes into account only words/sentence and
syllables/word. Dale and Chall (1948) also used twawmiables
(average sentence length and word familiarity) himirt formula.
Many other formulae of varying complexity followedotably
those of Fry (1964, 1977), Bormuth (1966), Coleng&rLiau
(1975). Many other factors to insert in regressformulae or
different methods of establishing readability hastso been

proposed such as (to name only two) counting atistraords
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(Flesch, 1943, Cohen, 1975) and propositional dgnsand
inferences, (Kintsch, 1974) There are difficultidgywever, in
defining exactly what is or is not abstract andfidifties with
conducting propositional analyses of long texts.

The objective of compilers of such formulae waénd a few
simple text variables which correlated with readufifficulty in
order to be able to predict the difficulty readersuld have of
comprehending a particular text. It is probablyainto suggest
that anyone was under the illusion that the fevioizcused in the
formulae were the sole contributors to text comipjexit also
seems to be the case that readability formulae weed for
purposes for which they were not intended: formulagng few
variables were intended as quick predictors of abdity and not
as suggestions as to how texts should be writteneftheless, the
usefulness and validity of such formulae were cail#o question
(Irwin and Davis, 1980; Davison & Kantor, 1982).

Criticisms of Formula-based Approaches

It is not surprising that formulae based on so fewtors
should have been criticised given the intuitivelifgethat reading
IS a complex process (see Klare 1984 pp682-683afdist of
criticisms and critics). Although readability fortae can usually
be shown to correlate to some extent with textidifty (or
comprehensibility), they have little to say abouausality.
Furthermore, the percentage of variance attribatéblthe factors
used in formulae has been shown to be quite simakbody and
Anderson (1983) showed that vocabulary accountedefs than
5% and Davison, Wilson & Herman (1983) similarlyosled that

sentence length accounted for a very small pergentBavison
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and Kantor (1982:189) state that Objections maynime to
readability formulas in general. Reading difficuthay be affected
by the purposes and background of the reader amdntierent
difficulties of the subject matter; it is not just function of
measurable properties like length and vocabulatyis| quite
possible that sentence length correlates with agiffy simply
because length correlates with other factors whiht contribute
to comprehensibility (sentences with complex caration or
subordination are likely to be longer and it isedyrthe difficulty
of establishing the relations of, for example, sdbwtion which
causes difficulty rather than sentence length s¢. Smith (1988)
considers length to be just one of a number ofofacivhich may
contribute to linguistic complexity. She distingues between
systematic complexity, surface syntactic complexiterpretive
complexity, and phonological complexity and suggesiat there
are interactions between these components. Sinterses that are
high in interpretive complexity (with missing elemsg) tend to be
low in amount, or length in number of words (198RYp it seems
that length may not be a good indicator of difftgidimply because
different types of complexity are confounded andgté is not

positively correlated with all of them.

Intercorrelation of indices

It is easy enough nowadays with a modern word msmeto
compare the readability indices of a few texts. fémilts are often
surprising. While there may be a doubling of diffty for two

different texts according to one index, another megister hardly
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any change at all. This fact alone should serve esution against
uncritical use of such devices. Problems of intedations and the
problems of relating reading difficulty indices Aomerican grade

levels have been pointed out by Klare (1984:706).

English Teaching atl AIN Walisongo Semarang

To gain the educational goals, all the activitiédMalisongo
State Institute for Islamic StudieBA(N Walisong® must be based
on Tri Etika KampugqThe Ethical Codes of campus) that consist of
Religious ethic, Scientific ethic, and Brotherhoethic (IAIN
Walisongo, 2012: 129). The institution characterssare based on
Islamic values as stated in religious ethics thaipleasis on
religious aspects such as developing understandipgreciating
and performing Islamic teaching and making Islateiaching as
foundation for all activities. In addition, sincéet majors and
programs inlAIN Walisongoare mostly about Islamic studies, the
academic activities including their course contemtsvalued from
the Islamic teaching and value. The Islamic vakresembedded in
all subjects and contents so that students carblisstalslamic
values-based knowledge.

English teaching learning irAIN Walisongois named with
General English carried out by the Language Devety Center
or Pusat Pengembangan Baha$PB) under Intensive Language
Program oiProgram Intensive Bahag®IB). PPB (2012:12) states
that PIB is language learning program BRIN Walisongo
Semarang conducted programmatically and sustairtalbdievelop
students’ language skills. The language taughthie program
consists of three languages they Ratasa Indonesje&English and

Arabic. The program designed for undergraduateesitsdis aimed
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to develop students’ ability, language learningetifrfeness and to
guarantee the English class meets standard of ¢engs material
and learning process throughout faculties IatN Walisongo

Semarang.

General English is a course aimed for all studefitsAIN
WalisongoSemarang except English department students. &ener
English consists of three levels namely Generalligimg, 11, and
Il with two credits for each. The relationship amgothose three
levels of course is complementary, equal and nmati¢d. They
are not graded from the lower level to the uppegelleEnglish |
focuses on listening-speaking skill, while Englistand 11l focus
on reading and writing skill. The current skills ctsed is
developed from the previous English | design tbatfes more on
reading, vocabulary and grammar teaching.

The character of the General English course reflebe
Islamic values. The course contents include Islat@aching and
values which is same as the character buildingdtat the lower
education. Therefore, the reading texts are abarbws passages
on Islamic studies such as fasting month of Ramapliggrimage,
etc. This value should also be included in the siephed syllabus

in this study.

English Il at IAIN Walisongo Semarang and the use of “New
Step Up2 : Reading”

The English Il or usually called General Englislislhaimed to
provide basic language skills for university studenThe course
consist of two credits in one semester. The desfghe course is
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actually aimed to develop students’ reading skiist can support
their study at the university. The skill is crucgahce most of the
references are written in English. To facilitate tearning process
at Intensive Language Program, the students amrguamied by a
handbook namely “New Step Up 2: Reading.

New Step Up 2: Reading is the second book, which
particularly emphasizes on reading skills. The bqwkvides
various activities that enable students to readwa#l as to
communicate in different kinds of English texts.eThook is
divided into 14 units, in which each unit consisis activities
“Before you read” in which students get questioglated to their
background knowledge in this section; “A wide varief texts” in
which students get many reading texts from Islastiedies to
TOEFL reading texts. In Unit 1 to 10 students gdarhic studies
and science texts while in Unit 11 — 14 students TOEFL
reading texts; “After you read” in which in thiscsien, first of all,
students get multiple-choice scanning questionswivich they
have to get specific information from the text.tte second place,
they get some skimming questions, in which theyehivget the
main idea, topic or subject of the text. In thediplace, they get
vocabulary building, in which they can get exersisé synonyms,

antonyms, vocabulary, crossword puzzle and referenc
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CHAPTER Il
RESEARCH METHOD

A. Research Design

This study will use the quantitative and qualitatapproach. It

means that this study will try to analyze the téxtough certain

procedures and formula. However, the analysis bl descriptive

gualitative. It means that the quantitative datdl wie described

qualitatively. Following are the procedures of siedy:

a.

Collecting the texts from Language Development €enf IAIN
WALISONGO Semarang;

Analyzing the readability scores of the texts udttesch’s Reading
Ease Formula.

Describing the reading ability of the book usetrsolurces from the
document of English Two scores.

Giving questionaire to the users of the book

Conducting interview with the head of Language Depment
Center

Analyzing data.

Interpreting the data.

B. Data and Source of Data

There are mainly two data explored in this studiiey are

guantitative and qualitative data. Quantitativeadgbtten from the

result of the analysis on the readability level tbé text and the

students’ reading final examination scores. Theligi@e data are
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gotten from the results of the answer of the sttglethrough
guestionaire and the information dealing with theolb are gotten
through interview. Both qualitative data and quatitre data are gotten
from the Language Development Center.

The quantitative data are taken through the doctsneovided
by the Language Development Center as the ingiituti charge of the
Intensive Language Program (Program Intensif Bghdlkat also
published the book. Language Development Centérduconducts the
evaluation for the programms. All test items foe tinal examination
are made, set and prepared by the Language Devehdfenter.

The perception about the book which is gotten thhou
guestionaire are done by the users of the bookthiw study, the
guestionaire is given to the 5th semester studehis took Bahasa
Inggris 2 (English 2: Reading) subject on the second semexte
2012/2013 academic year. The questions are maldytahe content,
format, utility and sytle of the book.

The information about the programms run by the Uuzgg
Development Center is gotten through interview. dbwer, the policy
in running the programms, the goals of the prograramd the students

levelling process are also explored in this study.

C. Data Collecting Method
a. Documents.

The documents explored in this study are from #xstfrom
the “New Step Up 2: Reading” published by Langu@gselopment
Center (PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang 2012 and ghealents’
reading final examination scores. All data aregyofrom the Language
Development Center.

b. Questionaire.
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The questionaire is given to the students to get dhata,
generally about the book Step Up 2: Reading” phblisby Language
Development Center (PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang22that has
been studied by them in English 2: Reading subgectducted by
Language Development Center. The questions in thestmpnaire
divided into 4 (four) aspects dealing with the teor, format, utility
and sytle of the book.

The content of the book includes the questions llbe
familiarity of the topics, the students’ prior kniedge, new
vocabulary, vocabulary difficulty and the understiag of the text.

The format of the book delaing with the illustratiof the book
and how it eases students’ reading, the font aadayh out of the book
in affecting studengt’ reading process.

The utility of the book dealing with some activitiget in the
book. The activity includes pre-reading, whils&édeng, post-reading
activities that support the students’ understandifitpe texts.

The style of the book dealing with the unity betweene
sentence to another and one paragraph to othegrpptes within each
text.

The students are asked to answer ‘yes’ or ‘noesrh question
in the questionaire. To make it easier for the atitsl to answer, the
guestion in the questionaire is given in Bahasamedia and later will
be translated in English.

c. Interview

The interview is conducted with the head of Languag

Development Center. The information gathered maiabout the

programms, the policy of the intensive languageggam, the goal of
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the program, the process of composing the “New Bfg[2: Reading”
published by Language Development Center (PPB) IX¥&lisongo
Semarang 2012 and the process of students’ legeflinis interview is
conducted with the head of Language DevelopmentteCeR.
Muhyar Fanani, M.Ag.

D. Instruments of the Research

In collecting the data, the instruments are pepénedoughly
for both qualitative and quantitative data. For muative data, some
documents are needed. They are ten texts fromNeev“Step Up 2:
Reading” published by Language Development CerftBj IAIN
Walisongo Semarang 2012 and the students’ readiat dxamination
scores. Final examination for English 2; Readingh@sa Inggris 2)
subject was conducted by Language developmente€ehhe test
items for this final examination was administeredhwthe TOEFL
guestion approach. It means that each type of ipnesis adapted from
the TOEFL questions such as questions of main, ideied and
unstated detail, implied detail, and vocabularystjoas.

The questionaire and interiew guide are preparedetothe
gualitative data. The number of students who toogligh 2 class is
781 students. Sugiyono (2010:71) suggests if tmebewu of population
is 781 with degree of error 0.05, then the samples243 students.
Therefore, the questionnaire sheets are distabomdy to 243 students
as the sample. The questionnaire sheet can bersttenappendix .

The interview used in this study is semi guided. dhmeans a
set of questions is prepared as interview guidewdver, other
guestions are possible to gain more information stmrpen the data.

The interview guide can be seen in the appendix .
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E. Data Analysis
Below is the explanation on how all the data, kepihalitative
and quantitative data will be analyzed in this gtud
a. Analizing the data from the documents.

There are two documents in this study, the texttanethe
texts from the “New Step Up 2: Reading” published language
Development Center (PPB) IAIN Walisongo Semarang22@nd the
students’ reading final examination scores.

1. The analyses of text uses the readability fornhyaFlesh as

follows:

1.The Count any single word contractions, hyphenatedds,
abbreviations, figures, symbols and their combaomati

2.Count the syllables in words as they pronouncedunt€o
abbreviations, figures, symbols and their comborsias one-
syllable words.

3.Count the sentence each full unit of speech madfedy a
period, colon, semicolon, dash, question mark alaawation
point. Disregard paragraph breaks, colons, senainspldashes
or initial capitals within a sentence.

4.Figure the average number of syllables per wordividing
the numbers of syllables by the number of words.

5.Figure the average number of words per sentencdiviging
the number of words by the number of sentences.

6.Find your readability score by using the Fleschéaéing Ease
Formula. The formula is as follow:

Re = 206.835 — { (AWL x 84,6) + (ASL x 1,01) }
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NOTE:

AWL : Average number of syllables per word hyiding
the number of syllables with the numbers of
words;

ASL : Average number of words per sentence lidutig the
words with the number of sentences;

Re : Readability scores

7.Consult the results of the analyses to the reatatihart

below:

Scores School Level

90 to 100 8 Grade

80 to 90 8 Grade

70 to 80 7 Grade

60 to 70 8 and 9 Grade

50 to 60 16 to 12" Grade (high
school)

30 to 50 college

0 to 30 college graduate

2. The analysis of students’ reading final examinatioores:
The sores of the students’ reading final examimai®
compiled and then it will be clustered based otateitevel.
a. Analyzing of Questionaire
The students’answer gotten from the questionaieetswill be
collected. Each ‘yes’ question is scored 1, while’ ‘answer is
scored O (zero). Then, the results of the answemnayzed

using the formula below:
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% x 100%

Note:> n : total answer for each categories

>N : total respondents

The results of the calculation then will be consdltwith
criteria described. The criteria for each questiom the
guestioniare is as follows:

The percentage category as proposed by Arikunto

(1998:246), is as follows:

Table 3: Percentage category

Very Good 76 % - 100 %
Good 56 % -75%
Fair 40% -55%
Poor Less 40 %
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A. Findings

The chapter discuss the findings of the study olidg the
readability level of the bool of “New Step Up 2: &ing”, Students’
English 2 final semester scores, interview resudisd results of
guestionnaire sheets.
a. Readability Level

Ten chapters from book of “New Step Up 2: Readiagé
analyzed to find out the readibilty levels of thexts. As stated
previously this study only focuses in calculatihg readability scores
of texts. Based on the data in table 4, the amalgkitext 1 describes
that the text consists of 403 words of 16 sententeere are 586
syllables of the overal sentences. After dividing humber of syllables
with the number of words, the average number dfkids per word
(AWL) is gained 123.01637717. Meanwhile, the wondkich are
divided by the number of sentences result the geenaimber of words
per sentence (ASL) with 25, 439375. From thoselt®#ue readability
score is 58. 37924783 that means the text 1 iseal®th to 12th grade
of high school.

Table 4. Detail of text 1 readability analysis.

Word 403

Sentence 16

Syllable 586

AWL 123.01637717
ASL 25.439375

Re 58.37924783
Grade 50 to 60

10" to 12" Grade (high school)
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The results of text 2 in table 5 show that the t®xisist of 476
words in 21 sentences. Among those sentencesh ibeadrokendown
into 703 syllables of the overall. The average bernof syllables per
word (AWL) is 1.4768907563 while the average numtiewords per
sentence (ASL) is 22.666666667. From those resiiltss gained
readability score of 58.99670869 that refers td116t12th grade (high
school) since it is within the range of 50 to 60.

Table 5. Detail of text 2 readability analysis.

Word 476

Sentence 21

Syllable 703

AWL 1.4768907563
ASL 22.666666667
Re 58.99670869
Grade 50 to 60

10" to 12" Grade (high school)

The table 6 below shows the results of text 3 rbiita
analysis that consists of 359 words and 15 sergerfseong those
sentences, we can break it down into into 684 lsida Based on the
overall words, sentences and syllables of text $avegain the average
number of syllables per word (AWL) with 1.90529247@hile the
average number of words per sentence (ASL) is 33.98rom those
results, it is gained readability score of 21.4®K0 that refers to
college graduate grade since it is within the rasfgéto 30.

Table 6. Detail of text 3 readability analysis.

Word 359
Sentence 15
Syllable 684
AWL 1.9052924791
ASL 23.9333
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Re 21.47459627
Grade 0to 30
college graduate

The data in table 7 shows the results of text 4labaity
analysis that consist of 391 words and 20 senten&a®ng those
sentences, we can break it down into into 654 lsida Based on the
overall words, sentences and syllables of text £avegain the average
number of syllables per word (AWL) with 1.67263427While the
average number of words per sentence (ASL) is 19%56m those
results, it is gained readability score of 45.58¥E®! that refers to
college grade since it is within the range of 36@0

Table 7. Detail of text 4 readability analysis.

Word 391
Sentence 20
Syllable 654
AWL 1.6726342711
ASL 19.55
Re 45.58464066
Grade 30to 50
college

The results of text 5 in table 8 show that the txisists of 389
words in 20 sentences. Among those sentencesnh ibedrokendown
into 722 syllables of the overall. The average benof syllables per
word (AWL) is 1.8560411311 while the average numtiewords per
sentence (ASL) is 19.45. From those results, igdsed readability
score of 30.16842031 that refers to college graumedt is within the
range of 30 to 50.

Table 8. Detail of text 5 readability analysis.

Word 389
Sentence 20
Syllable 722
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AWL 1.8560411311

ASL 19,45

Re 30.16842031

Grade 30to 50
College

The results of text 6 in table 9 show that the texisists of 390
words in 17 sentences. Among those sentencesh ibedrokendown
into 613 syllables of the overall. The average bernof syllables per
word (AWL) is 1.57 while the average number of wegker sentence
(ASL) is 22.94. From those results, it is gaineddasbility score of
74.02 that refers to 7th (high school) since within the range of 70 to
80.

Table 9. Detail of text 6 readability analysis.

Word 390
Sentence 17
Syllable 613
AWL 1.57
ASL 22.94
Re 74.02
Grade 70 to 80
7" Grade

The results of text 7 in table 10 show that the t®nsists of
556 words in 28 sentences. Among those sententesan be
brokendown into 857 syllables of the overall. Twerage number of
syllables per word (AWL) is 1.54 while the averaganber of words
per sentence (ASL) is 19.86. From those results,gained readability
score of 46.5 that refers to college grade sinég \iithin the range of
30 to 50.

Table 10. Detail of text 7 readability analysis.
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Word 556
Sentence 28
Syllable 857
AWL 1.54
ASL 19.86
Re 46.5
Grade 30to 50
College

The results of text 8 in table 11 show that the tmnsists of
423 words in 24 sentences. Among those sententesan be
brokendown into 631 syllables of the overall. Twerage number of
syllables per word (AWL) is 1.49 while the averaganber of words
per sentence (ASL) is 19.23. From those results,gained readability
score of 61.57 that refers to 8th and 9th gradeesihis within the
range of 30 to 50.

Table 11. Detail of text 8 readability analysis.

Word 423
Sentence 24
Syllable 631
AWL 1.49

ASL 19.23

Re 61.57
Grade 60to 70

8" and ¢' Grade

The data in table 12 shows the results of text &lability
analysis that consist of 417 words and 22 senten&e®ng those
sentences, we can break it down into into 680 lsidta Based on the
overall words, sentences and syllables of text @avegain the average
number of syllables per word (AWL) with 1.63 whitee average
number of words per sentence (ASL) is 18.95. Froose results, it is
gained readability score of 49.80 that refers tbege grade since it is

within the range of 30 to 50.
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Table 12. Detail of text 9 readability analysis.

Word 417
Sentence 22
Syllable 680
AWL 1.63
ASL 18.95
Re 49.80
Grade 30to 50
College

The data in table 13 shows the results of text dddability
analysis that consist of 423 words and 19 senten&e®ng those
sentences, we can break it down into into 694 lsidta Based on the
overall words, sentences and syllables of text ) oan gain the
average number of syllables per word (AWL) with 4.@hile the
average number of words per sentence (ASL) is 2Z26m those
results, it is gained readability score of 45.6atthefers to college
grade since it is within the range of 30 to 50.

Table 13. Detail of text 10 readability analysis.

Word 423
Sentence 19
Syllable 694
AWL 1.64
ASL 22.26
Re 45.62
Grade 30to 50
College

b. Students English 2 Final test score
The book of “New Step Up2: Reading” is used by stud in
two faculties, namely Ushuluddin and Tarbiyah ftiesl After the
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book is used, the results of students English 2l fiest score are

described in the following table.

Table 14: Students English 2 Final test score

Score Number of Students Percentage
80-100 354 Ss 45.33 %
70-79 158 Ss 20.23 %
60-69 143 Ss 18.31 %
50-59 64 Ss 8.19 %
<50 62 Ss 7.94 %

The table 14 above shows that of 781 students fram
faculties who take the final test, there are 3bdlets or 45.33 % who
get score in the scale of 80-100. There 158 stgd@ri20.23 % who get
score in the scale of 70-79. 143 students or 18.8&%score in the
scale of 60-69. There are 64 students or 8.19%gehscore within the
scale of 50-59. And there are 62 students or 7.94H get the score
below 50.

c. Interview

The interview is conducted to gain data on the b Step
Up2: Reading”. The interview is conducted with ttead of Language
Development Center. The information gathered maiabout the
programms, the policy of the intensive languagegam, the goal of
the program, the process of composing the “New Big2: Reading”
published by Language Development Center (PPB) IX¥&lisongo
Semarang 2012 and the process of students’ legeflinis interview is
conducted with the head of Language DevelopmentteCeR.
Muhyar Fanani, M.Ag.
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The book of “New Step Up 2: Reading” is compossed t
facilitate English learning. The goals of EnglishaB the same as
English 1 and 3, since they are under the progrdmnmintensive
Language Program. The program states that Englidbcises on
listening and speaking skills, the English 2 fosuse reading skill, and
the English 3 focuses on writing skill. The programms to develop
students’ English competence in speaking, listenirgading and
writing. All of those skills are needed for commeetion.
Consequently, with the four language skills stuslentll be able to
communicate in written and spoken forms. Howewves, grogram does
not only provide the students with basic langudgk Isut also bridge
the students to the TOEFL.

Since the English 2 focuses on reading skill, itessary to
provide students with the handbook to facilitatecténg and learning.
The book is used in all faculties in IAIN Walisongamely Dakwah
and Communication faculty, Education and Teachainlmg Faculty,
Sharia Faculty, Economic and Islamic Business FRacudnd
Ushuluddin (theology) faculty. Considering the sselifferent major,
the book of “New Step Up 2: Reading” consists ddirtsc topics and
other various topics that represent students’ figldtudy. In addition,
the book is not designed in the form of English $pecific purposes
one. Yet, the book is designed to develop vocapuad reading skills
that can be applied in any reading materials. IhaBeved that when
students have good reading skills, they will beedblread any passages
of reading. To bridge students for TOEFL, the goestand exercises

in the book are adapted from the TOEFL questiongragzh. In
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addition, two chapters are also included in thekbwdth the real

examples of TOEFL questions and exercises.

d.

Questionnaire

In this study, 243 students are taken as the samflke

students are the fifth semester students who togki$h 2 in their third

semester. They are asked some questions relatbddkeof “New Step

Up 2: Reading”. The items of question are presemeithe following

table:
Table 15: Questionnaire results on book “New Step2:U
Reading”
Yes No
No Questions Numb | Percentf Num | Percent| Category
er age ber age
Content
1 | Are you familiar with the | 167 68.7% 76 31.39
topics of book “New Step
Up 2: Reading"?
2 | Does your background 202 | 83.1% 41 16.9 9
knowledge on certain
topics help you to
understand the passageg in
the book of “New Step Up
2: Reading™?
3 | Isthere any topicsinthe| 180 | 74.1% 63 2599
book of “New Step Up 2:
Reading” that you do not
know before?
4 | Do you find any new 238 | 97.9% 5 21%
vocabulary in the
passages of the book? If
yes, in what scale is it?
a. 1-10 words 65 27.3%
b. 11-20 words 105 | 43.2%
c. 21-30 words 68 28.4 %




| 109

Do you find any difficult
words in the passage of
the book? If yes, in what
scale do you find them?
a. 1-10 words

b. 11-20 words

c. 21-30 words

239 | 98.4 %

68 28.5 %

78 326 %

93 38.9%

1.6 %

Are the difficult
vocabularies you find
influence your
understanding to

comprehend the passag€g”

206 | 84.8%

37

15.2 9

FORMAT

Does the book of “New
Step Up 2: Reading” has
an interesting illustration?

114 | 428 %

129

53.19

Does the illustration of
“New Step Up 2:
Reading” help you to
understand the passage?

137 56.4%

106

43.6 9

Do the size, type, and
density of the book font
help you to read and
understand the passage?

199 | 81.9%

44

18.1 9

10

Does the lay-out of book
“New Step Up 2:
Reading” help you to rea
and understand the
passage?

182 | 749%

61

25.19

UTILITY

11

Do the activities (Pre ,
Whilst, after reading) of
the “New Step Up 2:
Reading” book help you
to understand more the
passage?

190 | 78.2%

53

21.89

STYLE

12

Are the paragraphs in
every topic of the book of
“New Step Up 2:

Reading” cohesive?

146 | 60.1%

97

39.99
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Based on the data above, the interview questiores ar
categorized into four areas namely content, formgity, and style of
the book. There are six question asking the corgénihe book. The
results show that of the 243 students, there aresfi&ents or 68.7 %
are familiar with the topics in “New Step Up 2: Re®” and 76
students or 31.3 % are not familiar. In term ofdstuts background
knowledge, there are 202 students or 83.1% saythleat background
knowledge on the topics help them to understandptssage in the
book. In addition to their familiarity to the togicmost students also
find topics that they do not know before as stdigdl80 students or
74.1% and there are only 63 or 25.9 % students sdid that they
know all the topics in the book before.

Vocabulary is crucial to understand the passagetarichow
the readability of a book. It seems that almostsaldents finds new
vocabularies from the book as stated by 238 stedan97.9 % of the
students or there are only 5 students who do nod finy new
vocabulary. From 238 students who find new vocalyuldhere are 65
students or 27.3% who find new vocabularies in ¢bale of 1-10
words; there are 105 or 43.2% students who find negabularies in
the scale of 11-20 words; and 68 students or 28&#%tudents find
new vocabulary in the scale of 21-30 words.

In terms of diffcult vocabularies, there are 23D8r4% of the
students who find difficult words. Of 239 studernt®re are 68 students
or 28.5% who find difficult words in the scale ofl0 words; 78
students or 32.6 % find difficult words in the scaf 11-20 words; and
93 students or 38.9 % find difficult words in theake of 21-30 %. It is
obvious that vocabulary plays significant role ineading

comprehension. It is supported by the data that 23/ students or
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84.8% consider the difficult vocabularies they fduimfluence their
comprehension toward the passage of the book. Tdrerenly 37 or
15.2 % of the students who argue that the diffigoltabularies do not
influence their understanding.

In the book format category, students are askedtabook’s
illustration, font, appearance, and lay-out. There only 114 students
or 42.8% who have opinion that the book has insterg illustration.
More students or 129 or 53.1% of the students athaethe book’s
illustration is uninetersting. This is because mafsstudents consider
that the interesting illustration can help them domprehend the
passage. Such argument is stated by 137 studeb& 46 while 106
or 43.6 % argue that it does not help the comprgban

In addition to illustration, font size, type, detiysand lay-out
are also crucial to measure readability of a bobkere are 199 or
81.9% students who argue that the size, type, endity of the book
font help them to understand the passage. Whileot 2.9 % students
argue that the lay out of the book help the readiogpprehension or
there are only 61 or 25.1 % who argue that it does help to
comprehend the passage.

How the book can be used is also important to ifjenin
terms of book utility, there are 190 students a2® who say that the
activities in the book including pre, while, andteaf reading, are
important to understand more the passage in thk. faaly 53 or 21.8
% who believe that the activities in the book dd help them to
understand the passage.

In terms of the book style, students also haveerbfit

opinions. There are 146 or 60.1 % of the studerite say that the
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paragraphs of the passage in every topic are aghesid coherence.
Meanwhile, there are 97 or 39.9 % of the studertis way that the
paragraphs are not cohesive.

B. Discussion
Readibility level

So far, it has been described the detail of resitlahinalysis of
the ten texts of “New Step Up 2: Reading”. The Itssaf readability
analysis show that the texts’ grades are varietbasluded in table 11.
There are four texts that are match for high schewatls, one text is
match for college graduate level, and five textsatched for college
level.

Table 16. The grade of each text in “New Step UR&ading”.

Text Grade
Text 1 10 to 12" Grade (high school)
Text 2 1" to 12" Grade (high school)
Text 3 college graduate
Text 4 College
Text 5 College
Text 6 7' Grade
Text 7 College
Text 8 8" and 9 Grade
Text 9 College
Text 10 College

Since fifty (50) percent of the texts are are idishto students
at college level, it means that the texts are dgtirathe right level. On
the other hand, the other four texts can be used lagdge from high
school to college level. Those texts can also kel s warm-up for
both reading and vocabulary building activities. iWlanother text that
is at college graduate level can be used as clgalléor students to

develop their reading skill.
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College level is the level that the institution wsaito achieve
because the students will be assessed with TOEE&t (Of English as
a Foreign Language) by the end of learning. The HIOEest is
considered appropriate at the level of college.r@foee, the students
should be adjusted with the texts and the levehiaéed.

Adjusting students with both level and texts aredwssl to to
gain the institution objectives. Some efforts cannade then such as
providing student with the approprate learningtsggges and techniques
as well as motivating them. Then, evaluation arges@ment can be
administered to evaluate the teaching-learninggs®cHere, this is the
aim of identifying readability level of the texts.

The students score

It has been clearly identified the readability lewkthe texts in
the book of “New Step Up2: Reading”. It is necegghen to find out
the students reading ability as reflected in themglish 2 final
examination. It is previously stated that the stitd reading ability is
influenced by some factors. One of them is the abditly level of the
texts. Therefore, the results of students final ¢as be used to map the
students reading ability. This is because the siisdbave used the
book of New Step Up 2: Reading and the final teststjons are taken
from the book. In addition, the questions of theafitest are adapted
from the TOEFL questions. It is because TOEFL Isnawledged as an
trusted instrument to measure English ability anoficiency one of
the proficiency is reading ability.

The criterion is debatable one as the resultsnafl fiest cannot
be used as the only variable to determine studeatiing ability. There

are actually several factors affecting the resofitthe final test such as
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teaching strategy used and students’ motivationvéder, it is also
significant to consider the results of final teset find out students
reading ability. At least, this can be used asimiahry step before
further detail analysis is taken.

From the data, it is clear that there 512 studen&5.56% who
get score more than 70. The score 70 is considdré&bod level since
the score is conversed into B. However, it is alsweious that there are
143 students or 18.31% who are in the average besvéteir scores are
in the scale of 60-69. There are only 126 students6.13 % who get
below 60. This level needs more enrichment andreti® develop

students reading ability.

The Questionnaire

The readability level of the texts in the book detw Step
Up2: Reading” is affected by several factors. Thiestors affect the
students significantly in comprehending the texthe factors are
students familiarity with the topics of the textgluding background
knowledge, and difficult vocabulary faced by thadents. These are
the major factors influencing the comprehensionideesther factors
such as illustration, lay out, and font. Howeveisialso interesting to
note that there are 37 students or 15.2% who #hatethe difficult
vocabulary found does not influence them to comgmehthe texts.
Some of them say so because they know how to réectieely and
some say that the lecturer can facilitate them \effiective learning
strategies or technique. This is something impottaeonsider in order
to foster students comprehension so that readglstiidents level, and
learning strategy can work together to create @mgynin teahing and

learning reading. Consequently, students who findremdifficult
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vocabularies will not open the dictionary too oftemit can affect the

learning process and comprehension.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION AND RECOMENDATION

A. Conclusion
The results of the study have been explained iaildet the
previous chapter. The conclusion of the study @adrbwn as follow:

1. The results of readability analysis show that #s grades are
varied. There are four texts that are match fohtsghool levels,
one text is match for college graduate level, aivé texts is
matched for college level. Since fifty (50) percefithe texts are
are intended to students at college level, it mehasthe texts are
actually in the right level. On the other hand, tibker four texts
can be used as a bridge from high school to collegel. Those
texts can also be used as warm-up for both reaatidgvocabulary
building activities. While another text that is @illege graduate
level can be used as challenge for students toajeteeir reading
skill.

2. Based on several considerations, the studentstésgals to find out
students reading ability. From the data obtaineds iclear that
there are 512 students or 65.56% who get score thare70. The
score 70 is considered at Good level since theesisoconversed
into B. However, it is also obvious that there 448 students or
18.31% who are in the average level as their s@me# the scale
of 60-69. There are only 126 students or 16.13 % wgéit below
60. This level needs more enrichment and effodeteelop students
reading ability. In addition, there are severaltdes affecting
students’ comprehension. The factors are studemdiérity with
the topics of the texts including background knalgke and

difficult vocabulary faced by the students. These the major
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factors influencing the comprehension beside othetiors such as

illustration, lay out, and font.

B. Recommendation
Based on the result of the study, | offer some menendations
to be considered. The recommendations are interidebbcturers,

Language Development Center, and IAIN Walisongo &amnyg.

1. Readability level should be provided to make shesdpropriatness
of the texts level as the sources for teachingnlegrprocess.

2. There are many factors affecting students’ readibigjty such as
readability level of texts, students’ motivationnda teaching-
learning strategied.hose factors should be given serious attention.
All the people in charge of the process of teacléagning process
and the policy makers should be aware of the probland provide
thorough and carefull solution for the problemsm8oproblems
arising during the teaching learning of Intensi@aguage program
are as follows:

a. Workshop on foreign langugae teaching skill develept
must be held intensively due to the limit numbereaafturers
with language teaching background.

b. Researches to explore approaches, methods, teelsnauod
media that support the teaching learning especiaiching
reading are badly needed. This is crucial to prwnderesting,
effective, and efficient teaching reading. Thereforthe
institution can support by giving the responsipitib Language
Development Center to manage language researches. T

follow-up should be realized so that the resear¢begsed on
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language will be more effective. The results ofstheesearches
are expected to evaluate the Language Intensivgréroto
provide future improvement and development.

3. The Test Of English as a Foreign Language (TOERFoOukl be
used as selection tool for students’ admissionecsiely new
students by considering good language competendee algio
provide better and competetive alumni quality.

4. Reading must be made as habit. It is necessaryotode reading
time and structured reading program. This can beated by
several actions. One of them is that the lecturauksl ask the
students to read literatures in English. This gille more benefits

as well as establish students reading habit.
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