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. S - Introduction. - o - 7i
! The concept of the junior college is an institution unique to the - ' ,
b . . ’ ) . -
. : American educational system. The imﬁlementatioy oflﬂé?bpenvdoor
.o < N R a R
. . .
: N ,
policy in many junior and Gbmmunity colleges,, in an,effort to solve oy
;- diverée problems for the students of varying\kcpdgm;c, social, econo- ~
X. v mic, and aspirational needs, cregbed'ofher‘types of curricular problems = . v
. . ’ ‘ : . v . ..
not experienced by the Ivy Leagnéf;chools which demand rigorous éntrance- - :
. requirements.\ The assumption that a student enters. college able to
{ o . . * N X : : . . -
I . . i ' . . . : .
. léarn traditiomal college work is, in large part, no lohger valid. "
. » . ) ) . . T . : . -‘/ . - ,
(Beldin, 1971, p. 19). One of these problems. which instructors of the '
, : ) - ) . ”, ) | R
- N ' I . . ’ :
! .
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open door community.college have encountered is that of the %tudents
lacking sufficient skills for handiing the textbooks and othef reading

materials essential for mastery of thedir disciplines.
*  The purpose of this report (which is a part of a continucus on-going
*a\,. . ) . ‘ ) .
‘ studyaat'our institution) is to compare the reading levels of beginning

’ -

college students in a'two‘year community college with the readability
‘leyels of the materials they.ére required to read in selected courses.

Resparch findings were primarily concerned with identifying the reading -
5 / v . . -

-lqbels of students as*ﬁhéy enter.the tﬁofyear commﬁnity college in ordgr\_“t

#éat a comparison could be madelwith the readability levels of textbooks ' N
/ , >

' " 'which were sélected as the required text iff various courses. . It is

/
/

—_— i purposed that there is a critical need for a more realistic relationship
i

between the reading levels of entering sttudents and materials which

.
n »

- i / they;aré-expected to'recad. Belden (1962) stated that ifaspurse materials’ ‘

‘ ‘../ are on a level above the reading skill of the stu&ents, frustration}
, . .. . "N
anxiety, and failure result. He maintained that without doubt the

@

- 2 .
relationship between the difficulty of mate;iél and the reading ability
L N ., ’ - , ‘ ”\a [ R
: _ ' . . . ) ,
. . of the students present one of the most pressing problems for those "
: . .

who rely upon printed materials for “learningr experienges; .
. . . SRR

.\ At one time in American society,.a'vast majority of colleges had minimal

. ~ ,

. . X ‘ . BTN o . :
T " entrance requirements which 'students who were to-gnt%r college were .

i

expected to meet.. Althohgh'little;résearch was condhcted in which ’ v
. . . B /‘ . . N .

. ’ ‘ - . - : ) ) 3 ’ . }
. reading test scores from a ¥tandardized instrument = were compared

. L with reading levels of texts uéilized in courses,/ét may be realiSticélly
.. . ]
« cob ' : ) :
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assumed that students who achieved at a high Scholastic level ‘also

‘had high leVels'of ab1lity in comprehension and vocabulary levels,
Method

In the‘fall of 1973 a study. was made of readability lcvels of ‘thirteen

‘textbooks utilized in courses at Hillsborough Community College, an open'

door college located in Tampa, Floride. It soon became apoérent that
l { .
texts belng evaluated were beyond the veadiug abilities of many of the

students for whom these texts were intended. In order to verify this
¥ .
belief, .a comparison was. made betyeen meagsured reading levels of students

: . ’
as shown by the Nelson-Denny Reading test and the readability levels

of texts when analyzed by'thé Dale-Chall Readability formulel(1948)

Pl

All students who enroll at Hillsborough Community College were requilred

to take the Nelson-Dcnny Reading Test, Form A (1960). This test is

administered by 3y scertified psychometrist in the Testlng Room at the
o
college as a paﬁ@ of the overall orientatlon to the college in which

4

all students were quulred to partlcipate upon their initial matricu-

lation. Th¢ subjects included for this study were the total population
’ . st . ¢ .
- of students who enrolled at Hillsborough Community College in the fall
. "' y . ) : .
of 1973 regardless of when the test scores were obteined)

B

~

~ ‘ Results _ x

t
.

The total, number of studehte enrolled at Hillsborough Commuhity College
for the fall term of 1973 and who were included in this’ study was 6838.

of thls populatlon, the mean vqeabulary score on the Nelson—Denny was
_12.9<and the mean comprehensfg% score was 11.1% These résults seem to

~"lbe’quite coneistent with earlier studies reported by Hadley (1959),

N . N
o co. "'/
4 o
- !

-




Disc¢ipline
SOCIOLOGY

ENGLISH HANDBOOK

READABILITY LEVELS OF ASSIGNED TEXTBOOKS

-Readability
~ Formula Score

- S

ENGLISH GRAMMAR

EDUCATIONAL

SOCIOLOGY

PSYGHOLOGY

" GENERAL PSYCHOLOGY

GOVERNMENT
EDUCATION
PHYSICS

LITERATURE

’

(Literature) 6.

(Instructiona

WRITING HANDBOOK

NUCLEAR MED

e v

ICINE

EMENT

.

9.75

8.2

»

10.3

9.543

10.

9.

- 10.

10

9.

5106
292

469

9135

0

23

9.0524

 8.

10.

8

190

398

.57

Corrected
Grade Levels

. 13-15 (college)
* 11-12 |
16+ (college graduate)

13-15 (college)

16+ (college)

-13-15 (college) .

A6+ (college graduate)
16+ (college graduate)
13-15 (college)

7-8

13-15 (college)

11-12

16+ (college graduate)

11-12
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' McClellan (1971), Hagstgom (1971), and Halfter (1958).
ooy haEsig .

N | .
In a sEudy of 358‘coiiege studénts, McClel%aﬁ (1971) discovered that,

of 20 coL;ege.textslsthdied,veight had readability level scoreé of

16+ (college-adult level), ‘practically éliminating the utility of f~ T
these books at the junior college level. She further reported that
three of thé eiggt texts were sélected'for use By stuhentshin non-
agademic‘pr remedlal-type courses. Shé'contended ;Hat bhé“;robabflity<
existed th#t éexts used in lower~1ev¢1 énd/o; non—credit’t&ﬁé courses
vere writéen on a-more difficult'read%bility level phaﬁ those used

Y » - : “

in the courses for college credit. Hagftrom'(1971) gtudied 121 students

in five different occupational courses and found that more than two-

thirds of them weremreadihg below their grade level. He recommended / ¥
: ' - & N .
that a look be taken of the actual reading ability range-of a repre-

. ' :
sentative class. ' ///T/'* .

: \ . ' :
. Of the thirtecnitcxtbooks shownin the table, five have a readability

W -

N . ' i
level of 16+, four have a readability level of 13-15, three have a
readability level of 11-12, and one has a readability level of 7-8.
A cursa}y look at the comparisons of the readability levels of these

. . \

texts and the reading levels of the gtudents emploiang a one-year

,diﬁferéntial between readability levels and .reading levels would indiw s

“cate that only one text, the literature anthology, would be functional

.
.

materials as instructional tools for this population. Ironically,

P
+

during the ahalyzation of this material, the observation was made that

there was a range from grades 5-6 to 16+ between one sample and the ' '

4




~ ‘that occurred 1n the teaching alds which-the editors had ificluded .

R X 4

nexL comsecutive tenthdpage sample. A closer look at this material

- eithér at the beginning or the end" of the units. To satisfy a matter .

The instructor of a freshman college physics course recently requested

the Dale-Chall Readability fornula was- at 9 0 which is the lowest P fvié :

. ing and his/intereet and background in the subject matter must als -,
P ;;

. . R McClel]an & McClellan
<4 . . iPage S :

Y

revealed that these higher levels weré of samples randomly selected

LI

& - 3

of curiosityy the samples were divided between ‘the literature and

the teaching. aids. Of the 41 samples stydied in this text, which ' .

had a readaﬁility level of.3—8 .three, of the samples for ihstructional

LAY

purposes were at the 13-15 grade level thereby eliminating the utility

s

of these aids with this population.

;- . ) N . . . ' M @ A

3

¢
B

that the text "being used in his class be analyzed because his most

frequent complainf from his students was that they could not read the

>

physics book As shown in the'table, the raw score as determined by /“

- Ve e
T

= )
range of the 13-15 (college) readability level. On»ti:;it:fisgjwbhtg”i:jg1

: t rt c ible with the e le hese— I
may not appea oo in ompat ew nfgknr/, )E;L/ 1 thes K%k’/ 7
_ students vere enrolled. However _wWe must r,member that~the write Iﬁw”’/-'

@

of the formula being used Admitted that the reader 5 pose/'
./

-

be con51dered by anyone using a readability formula. ,Iozsay that a ;?
. /’ . l

. .
Al
. .
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4'giVen article on chemistry is comfortable reé&ing'for“average‘adults
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\ ! o
because it has a predicted grade level of 7-8 is givipg an incomplete
- ‘ ¢ X -

L

. : ]
picture. For those readers who have no ‘interest or nd background in
E . " ) .

- chemistry, the article will proﬁably not be comfortable reading and

\

“they may get very little meaning from it even though those readers

who are interested in chemistry and do considerable reading in the

subJecc may ‘find the same .article to be ‘most comfprtable readlng. »

These dlffcrances in ease of readlng and comprehen51on maf\qilst even
]

though both grougs/have the same general readlng aHﬂlity as measured\

. . ’ \\\ - -. .
by a standardized reading test. : . //S' RIS

L

If this generaliiatidn,may,be applied to a physics tex%r and the

assumption be made that inasmuchas these students are-in.a first year
| . . A | ' .

~ physics class, they may have little background and/or gpte:est in the

[

reading matter. : c . N

Inasmuchas the Nelson-Denny reading scores were availabie_for these

students, the scores were placed in rank o;dé} according;to their
‘. . - ’ .
vocabulary score.. Of the 29 students in the physics class, only 5

had vocabdlafng;ade placement scores above}14.0 grade level. An
’ ) ’ ° 3 k‘ . o\
additional 8 students had vocabulag& scores |on the collegf freshman
’ . . H . i - .

level (their grade placemenf) but eVen this th{nglwas not high
, : A ! ,
gnough to meet 'the criterion set for the adequate utilization of a
. \ \
textbook as reported by Mallinson (1954) . .Furthermore, bné studept_

of the five s o}ing‘high:on vocabulary had a 1ow”comprehens10n score

'
P &
-
.
.
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" " on the reading test, making the text too difficult‘for his reading

.

. abillty. Therefore,'only four students out of the 29 can be said tz}

. possibly be functionally capable of handling -this textbook as an
instructional tool. - T
e _
. \ . .
Cone}usions and Recpmmendations . ey
: . . ¥ . 2
L o ) ' . . s ¥ v

| - N N ) @ : . M
In conclusion, there appears to be a gross discrepancy between .the, =

" reading levels of junior collegefstudents and the readability levels
0 . . 'r’ . Ry
of their assigned textbooks as indicated by this study and othe:.

o>

'
.

related studies. o :
- » , . ) o ‘{
Even though instructors may utilize various additional "learning aids
and media in their cgursg§ in this age of technicatiGn, the heavy
' / - .

" burden of learning still comes from reading the printed'ﬁage. There~
fore, the readability level of a textbook with its accempanying study
aids should be taken into ednsidetatidn with the reading level of. the

students who will be using these materials. ~~

o

Pub}lshlng houses could do much to’ faC111tate the work of school people

2
~

~if they would employ a readablllty 1ndex, student a1ds, and other

factors of readablllty,éﬁnd.make these facts known to the instructors
- . L . - . .

‘@ using these materials. ' A

!

R

O And, finally, to those of you who wish tqiargue.the merits 'of the Dale-

v

(Ghall or any of the other readability formuiae we would like to challenge

[
N \

yhu to develop an ea31er, more reliable technique for determining the

~ -

readabllity of a tg}t.' We would like to use it!

KES - v ¢

A ‘. 4

-




©
~ s
*
-
y

oM ~f—4 . .. Bib iography o | _ :
Belden;‘Bernard'R "Ueilization of Readability Formulas for Effective‘ ) e
Instruction,'., in Emery P. Bliesmer and Ralph C. Staiger (Eds.), -7 /
Elcventl Yearbook of  the National Rcadlng Conference. Milwaukee, : /_' o
» " _Wisconsin, The Conference, 1962, pp. 13%7l§7 P - v ,
.. ‘ . S ‘ . . y . ~n
j-,; . A Beldln, H. O, Tralnlng Communlcatlon Spetlallsts’for the’ Metropol1tan .
N Intcrcity Junior College," in Frank L. Christ (Ed.), Proceedings ° 7
f‘. of the Fourth Annual Conference,of the kestern College Readlng _
A Assoc1atlon, v, 1971, (PP*, 15-19. ~ . _ T

: Dale Edgar and Jeanne S Chall. “A Formula for Predlcting.Readability,
Educ&tlonal Research Bulletin, 27, 1948:. 11-20, 37-54. =

»

*.Hadley, L. s. "New College Students Lack Study Technlques, Schoolrend - .

x Societz, LXXXV (November, 1957), 353. ) . - o T

\ . e ‘ ' ' ’ ’./_ .
:5 L o Hagstrom, Jon. <"A Compar;son of the Reading Abllltles of a Judior College ) L

= o Population and the Readability Levels of -Their Texts,'), in Frank L. ) o

Christ (Ed.) s Proceedlngs of the Fourth Annual:Conference of the S e - ~

T l Westesn - College Readlgg ASHOCl&thx, iv, 1971, pp._62—69.' '

o Halfter, Irma T. and Prances M. Douglass "lnadequate College Read'%s, a

o Journal of DevcloR_ental Rcadlng, I (Summer,’ 1958), 42, . 0 :

McGlcllanQ Dorlnda Ann. "Readlng Ablllty of Junior College Students‘
J < and Readability of ‘Assigned, Texts,'" in Frank.P. Greene (Edw.), .

‘ o Readlngf The Rjightto Partlc;pate. Milwaukeg, Wisconsin: National *
<:f4\ Reading Conference, 1971. . . : ' . o
ot [y . N ! : " ® . M “
2 . ° Lo . E L “ . . . . ) ] . S
S Mallinson, G. G., Sturm, H! E., and Mallinson, L. M.  "The Reading . v 7
“ “-Difficulty. of Textbooks for General Physical Science and Earth - . ‘
. \ Sc1ence,- -School Scighce and: Mathematlcs, 1954 54, 612 616.\. L J“
\ Nelson, M. J., and Denny, E. C., The,Nelson-Denny Readlng Test (Rev ) ' ) ' '
T : ' BDston. lloughton Mifflln, 1960. g ' L
-~ i o . . o N
) oo .
A ;
. N ' _ RN




