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In order to determine the opinions of third grade

" remedial reading pupils about jtrade bpoks recommended.in library

sé€lection aids and sgecial series books recommended for poor readers,:
57 .,pupils completed statements on book inventory forams about 24° . -
‘picture books and 24 series books. Data was gathered ‘cn book -
completion, interest, and difficulty' assessments, 21 additional
factor in the study was the readability match category. These data

" were compared between book types. The scores from the total group of

books were also analyzed between completion and interest; completion
and difficulty assessments; -<completion and readability match
categories; interest and difficulty assessments; interest and
readability match. categories; and difficulty assessments,and
‘readability match categories. Some of the findings indjtated that.
theére is no significant difference in the third-grade remedial
" reader's responses tc book completion or book interest for, series
books compared with .picture books; the series books had more .. = ’
difficulty assessments that were "too easy" and the picture books had
more difficulty assessments that were "just right"; and books above
‘the_ pupil's reading level according to. the readability match vere
frequently rated as "just right" in difficulty by the pupils.
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. ABSTRACT

b

‘ ff»‘" In order to determine the opinions of'third_grade ‘- o
ATv’remedlal readlng puplls about trade books recommended in
llbrary selectloh alds and speclal serles books recommended

tements, on book

. for poor readers, 57 Duplls completed sv

,[inventory forms about 24,picture books an 'é4<series books.
"7 bata was gathered on book complefion, interest, and_
d;difficulty assessments. ~An,additional factorrin the‘study s
ISWas‘the‘readability martch category_determined byAcomparing.n
the difficulty'of the book’based4on thelreadabiiity formula

. L

'estimate with the reading ability of the pupil based on
standardized-test scores. These.data were compared betwgen

-, - v i .
book types.‘ '

.

;o *  Also the scores’ from the total group of books were

analyzed between completlon, 1nterest, completlon, diffi-

culty assessments' completlon, readability match cateqorles,
’ ff’:' 1nterest, dlfflculty assessments, 1nterest, readablllty
| ‘match categorles, and dlfflculty assessments, readablllty ~
‘match categorles. The Chl—Square Test of Independence at |

e

the .05 level was used - to test for slgnlflcant dlfferences.
-
This -study did not flnd a significant dlfferencewln

- - the third—grade-remedial reader's responses'to book comple-
tion or book interest for series books compared with pic-
ture books.

TerO were 31gn1f1cant dlfferences between the

’ pupil's dlfflculty assessments of the two typii of books.

1




*

- Although more picture bookg were rated "hard" than series

“books, the series'booksvha significantly more'difficulty

assessments that were "too |easy" and ‘the picture books had

significsntly more difficu

ty assessments that were "justg
rore LY , ey

- right." J
:‘

- This study found a 51gn1f1cant difference in: the

~readab111ty match catcgorles between the two book types.

Y

“The picture books tended to be above the pupll,s reading
level and the series books tended to below or within the .

Cpupil's reading lével. ' _ \‘

:\ comparlson oi the pupil's completlon and interest

13

'responses showed a qnlflcant dlfference.- The puplls

r : , rtporttd readlng books: thLy llked. "
f\\ N - This study found a 51gn1f1cant dlfference in both
thé completlon and dlfflculty assessments and 1nterest and |

dlfflculty assessments 1ndlcat1ng that pupils tend to rate
(¥

L books they read and books they llke as "to0 easy" or "just
. \ .

Y

rlght" in dlfflculty E o e -

) A

‘This paper did not find a sxgnlflcant difference in

the pupll's ccmplet1un or interoest rosponses and the read-

!

ability matth cateyories.

~

- .‘ - ThL compurlaon of .the pupil's dltflcult assess- & -

]

‘ .

ments with the rcadability match categories showed a sig- ,
. . |

<

.nificant differencc.  The books rated "too casy" by the

pupils tended to he in the readability match category of

~

below the pupil's rtadlng Ltvcl. The books rated "just

right" by‘thg'pup;lb tended to be 1n°tht rdedbllltY match o




. e R

"match

category of within the pupil's reading level HoﬁEver,'

although the majority of the books rated "hard" by- the

.puplls are in the readablllty match category of above the

rpupli s readlng level, the puplls tended to rate the najor-

l LY
ity of the books in the readability match categoryaof above

as "just rlght" in dlfflculty. 2

These data indicate that.prlmary level retarded

readers should bc exposed to plcture books and series bdoks

recommcnded in selectlon alds as there are no dlfferencé

in the puplls : : '
The 1ntcxactlon of 1ntertst and readablllty should

be examlned further.

-

The pupll's perception of a book's dlfflcultv is

. L]

related to-completlon and interest, and although the read-

dblllty match is related to the pupll's difficulty assess=-

. ment, thlS measure 15 not 51qn1£1cantly related to comple-v

4
L}

" tion or lnterest.ve

[N

fhe pupll's dlfflCUlty ratings and ‘the readability
categorles indicated agreement for books that. were
easy; however, books that were above the pupll's reading
level accordiny to, the readability match were rated as just
right in dlfilculty by'tht pupils. »

Th1° lack of aqreement may reilect the function of

L4

7 interest. |

completion*or interest ratings’between books. -




SPLCIAL

A*COMPARISON oF'QQéDE BOOKS AND
SERLES BOOKS FOR REMEDIAL READERS ’

.
o

A ’I‘IHJST S

SUBMLTTED TO THE FACULTY

~ OF "THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUC
| IRADUATR BLECUS UE A
g | OF

El . .
.

- RUTGERS

L By

(;LORI A DORWART

IN PARTIAL IULFILLM} NT Oy THE |
. ¥

FOR THE Db

| T )
| | Kl [REMUNTS
| . '

! ‘ OF

STRER OF EDUCATIO

el

JUNE 1976

DEANT e
‘ Milton Schwebel




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This papur was ccmpléted under the careful guidance
-
oi Dr. Bdward Fry; my sincereo thanks £or his expert dirce-

t10n. To Dr. Albext Montaro and Dr. Joseph1ne -Goldsmith
I would l;ke tO OXpress my dpprCCIdflOn for thelr valued

gugqestlon5. ' _ ' ‘ . A S/

Y2 A ' ~ Jeanne Chall's book, "Readability. An Appraiqal of

) ; Research and Application” was a source oif much valuable informat fon.




YABLE OF d%NTENTS )

ACKNOWIJEDGD‘!EIJTS . . . - . ' . . . e o e . . . . .

LIST QF TABLES - . -,: . L FU e L VDJ -7 i ] ] Ao l )

LIST OF FIGURES « o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

"chagter .

~

v I, INTRODUCTLON . o o o o o o ame o on
Null HY}_JOﬁhGSGS . . . o . o o .

_ Importance of the Study . « . « . &
Definition of Terms . .« o o o o o

Limitations of the Study. . % « « «

]
-
]
]
[

overview of the Study . .
II.  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE . . ;‘. o o
The Nature of Readability . « « . .

Definition of Readability . . « .

Uges and LimitaZi:jF e o o o o e
Major studics Res ing in Formulas
Ukarly Studies That.Analyzed

Children's BOOKS « o o o o o o

- | Studies That Counted Grammatical
plements & o o 0 o 0 e e 00 e e
s ' quiabiiity and Validity Studies .
CGampling Reliability o o 0 o o .

. .

- . <

iidl

Statement of the Probleﬁ o« o o o o

Page

ii

vi

Ty ’

10

11

11
11

12

13




TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) -
ACh_w::ter < " - . . ' - Pacje
. | - - Cross validation Studics . . . . . “e o 19
] i Hxégrimgntal leidation'Studies.. ... 23 '
. Summary . ;:. e o o o e : .« o o s e e o o 24
) CLII. PROCEDURE % o « v o o o o o o o s o o aie o+ o 26
“ TLUBUBJECES s e e e e e e e e e e e R 26
‘;ﬂ,_%_eir ' ‘égnstrugtian of Instrument o « o o . s 27
‘ ' Readabi lity Match Cutegory . . . e e e : 28 .
: | ) geleetion of Haoks .. e e e e e e .. 30 B
SLatisﬁich Tréatmont-of.Data'.'{ e e e 31 .
SGURIMATY o o o o o o o o s e e e e coe 32
v ‘Frumiuqé AND DISCUSEION o o o e e o o o o o o - 34
2u;su1£l; O 34
L DISCUSSION 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e e 42
.V; SUMMARY AND C()NQLUSH)N%% e e e e .. e s e o e s V 48
; Sumﬁqry:. e e e e e e .‘i e e e e e 48
) - - Conclusions « o« « o o o o o o o e e e e "Si
* Sugqestluns for Farther Reséarch o o ,':'. 51
. Rnﬁpnﬁjcng',; I I &

PR

APPEND IXGS ' . ' .

-

A. Cover Sheet aird Book Inventory o« e e s e 56

B. Titles and Readdng Luvwls'of BOOKS « o ¢ « « 59

»




Table
S

o

'

LIST OF TABLES

’ e

Completion and Interest Responses for

‘Picture Books and Series Books . . o e

pDifficulty Assessments and Readability ~ 7

Match Categories for Picture Books and
Séries BOOkS o o o ey e e o o' .o'~ « e o

Ccompletion Responses Compared with i)

Interest Responses tor Total Books .. . .

S0

_completion Responses Compared with ¢

-

- pifticulty Assessments and Readability

Match Categories for Total Books .i.. %

'Interesﬁ Responses Compared with

- Difficulty Assessments and Readability

Match Categories for Total Books . . .

Difficulty Assessment s ‘Compared with
Readability Match Catvegories .+ « « o

- 37.

39
40

41




~A

S , N e ' .
- e ‘
- s , )
i K . . _
' - ]
. o.
A LIST OF FIGURES' -
. - - . ) . (J :
Figure b | - Pf‘ige
lﬂ I’nstrumexlt - .I ": » . L] - .' » L ] L] .« L] L] L] - . . - '29
. | . v 3
wr -
» . » *
N
. . ;
-
£
. rn...
L /‘ .
- i o
\ ‘ ,
e
AY
* @
v L
. 7 g ot
e Y
7 ]
- vi )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(24




- - cEapTER I
.- , ’ INTRODUCTION o,
Suiwction alds aﬁtgmptinq.to match children qu‘
“Books have been dévctcpcd‘lérqeiy by librarians and readiny .;%
‘auzhorLtles. The hdLanry of children's reading 1nterests )
has been the only e¢lement dernved from the ghlld.
The present study dttempted to extend the 1nvest1—
gation of the child's reactions to the dimensions of com~'
pletlon, lnterost, difriculty assessments, and readabllxty
Theﬁ is a need to validate the assumptxons of author;tle
“by comparing these to children's bchav¢ors.
H;storlcally the importance of interest as a factor
in reading.instruction has been empha51zed by researchers
(Strang, 1946; Terman & Lima, 1931). R
‘ 5trang (I957) writes that 1nterest regulates thefe
spanv of attention and aids'comprehensmon and memory. h'
Spache (1972) puints oat that c¢hildren's interests are the -
most lmportant single 1ntlucncv on thq1r attitudes toward
reading. - / R I
. Jj{ While children's rvadlnq 1nterests have received
consldgrablg attgntggn, thcra have been few applications of

this knowlcdqg to gomprohons;un. bale and Chall (1956)

o

<

- point out that Lvdddblllty tormulas do not lncfade the

L 4

S ¢




factor of 1nterest. . ‘ L,

.'_’ In a study relatlng read;ng lnterests to. readlng

¥ o R

-
~ e

A o > .
T .'comprehens1on, Shnayer (1968) reported that 1nterest is a..
.. factor that may enable most students to read beyohd thelrf

measured readlng ablllty._ He reported a. hlgh 1nterest in
SO “;'1‘ content prov1ded very llttle dlscrlmlnatlon between readlng
ablllty levels except for chlldren twb or. more years below

. . grade level7 howe;er, a low 1nterest in content d1fferen~

't?d' ' ;” ftlated between- “the readlng ablllty groups. ¢

However, Spache (1972) wrltes that 1nterest alone,
. N * !
SR . ﬁcannot overcome readlngtdlsablllty. He recommends readabll~

- ity formulas to help teachers match readlng materlal tb the
AL % -

a

:f-' fnea@}ﬁg abllltles of poor readers.~'
3.;:;f;-f ’ In ‘a: recent artlcle on the readablllty pr1nc1ple,k

v;Fry (1975ﬁ wrltes that hlgh‘motlvatlon overcomes hlgh read;
fablllty but low motlvatﬁon demands low readablllty
ifjgsl t Authorltles on readlng 1nstructlon and,llbrary SCl— :
' 'ence emphas1ze \lgzlmportance of encouraglng supplementary
. l" ‘readlng (Bond & Tlnker,_1967, ‘Harris, 1970, Huck & Kuhn,—

o 1968).° - |
l\ However selectlon alds for publlc and school

libraries (Fldell, 1971; Gaver, 1972; Hodges, 1969) tend to
‘\a . ‘:A recommend plcture books for the prlmary grades selected

"accordlng to research on children' s readlng interests dnd R

subjectlve pollc1es of‘excellence to foster an appreclatlon

of llterary quallty. a

' ,4 ' Readlng authorltles stress the 1mportance of

’

] Co- o




’children‘s'readingfintereSQs‘and thefreadabillty of materi--

. - als (Fry, 1975; ‘bpache, 1972). R

e

S Spache (l972) wrltes Eﬁ“t“ e”readahility»of mate-

- rlals must constantly be matched to the readlng abllltles *

>

of the child or adult for whom a book ;s apparentLy

1ntended., He notes that readablllty formulas are of par— a
& .

tlcular value in provldlng f1ne dlscrlmlnatlons of the 7
probable read1ng~d1ff1culty oflmaterlals intended for young~‘
chlldren and poor readers. | o . |
l? f Once cons1dered a research tool for profeSS1onals.ﬂ>"
in the readlng business, readablllty formulas are enjoylng
w1despread appllcatlons by publlshers and some llbrarlans.

One. of the major references for school llbrarlans, The Ele- .

. mentary School lerary Collectlon- A Gulde to Books’ and

‘Other Media (Gaver, l972) includes readablllty formula

estlmates off d1ff1culty fizzmany of the reconmended titles.
Gaver states that whereas interest determlnes a chlld‘

-
. book selectlon, readablllty by the child determlnes his

completlon of the book. The majorlty of the picture’ books

for the prlmar%ﬁgrades require at least thlrd grade reading

ability - (Huck & Kuhn, ' l968). However, Bormuth (l966)

writes that it is problematic whether the presently avail-

' ai}e readability formulas’help'more than they hinder. ‘He

Tpe

1nts out that the use of formulas to indicate the level

’

| of pupll readlng ablllty necessary for adequate comprehen—

e

sion ;s mlsleadlng to educators.r What appears to be a pre-

cise’ measurement is actually of questlonable valldlty. =4

14




Publlshers and wrlters, partlcularly those produc- s

~ing books for children, . have adopted formulas for the éval—"

’ uatlon and gradlng of thelr products. Th1s practlce has
produced a trend toward the" publlcatlon of large numbers of

V\graded trade books in loosely related serles. Spache

3

(1972) r:;?mmends these books for use w1th poor readers.:
_He writes/ that for the\flrst tlme 1n the hlutory of pub-

fllshlng, authors and edltors are pay1ng more. attentldn to

s 3

;‘the readablllty of the&r products than to other character~

istics. - ' : AR ' ’
V‘Some librarians'feel'that'the,"easy.to read" and

,

'"beglnnlng to read" books. belong in’a readlng program,
1nsteadrof the school library (Huok & Kuhnj l968). Others
have cautloned agalnst the use of short, choppy sentences

hand the selectlon of - vocabulary from word lists to produce
books written to order for prescrlbed grade levels (Fry,
L LA

;1975 Bheay, L959) Stlll others, have polnted out that‘

readablllty formulas indicate that the books . selected by ‘

_llbrarlans for llterary quallty and aesthetlc values are

often too d1ff1cult for the 1ntended child to read (Mlller,
1946) . Howgver,nchall (1958) states that formulas are not
- sufficiently accurate to be used in adjustlng the dlffl— |

ulty of materlals*or to determine if materrals are sult—

7

able for students of a certaln readlng level.

~ In spite of these warnings, re;dablllty'formulas
are generating Fonsidcrabfe'impact on children's materials
(Spache, 1972).

\ o - ' ey . [}

S




Statement of the Problem. ‘ e . } ‘ - w/f

Y

‘ ThlS paper will examine third grade remedlal read-

¥

er's responses to- questlons coverlng completlon, 1nterest,-

liland the d1ff1culty of plcture books and’serles books. An

P ~

i
addltlonal factor w1ll be the readablllty match category
‘based on a comparlson of pupll .S readlng level w1th book '

‘ readablllty . ‘ , : ‘ 4 "

-

e
« -~

1., Do pupils complete more serleghbooks or p1cture

books?’ . - 1'{f' L
._2.\Do pupiﬁs like series books or picture»books
better? ‘l i -
: - . . _ ‘ ¢
. v . _ =
. 3. Es pupil assesSment/pf_the book's difficulty
affected by book type’ t )‘. o ‘.- ~
~—~ ’ S

‘4, Is the readability match category affected by .

Yo . N o .

book type° o 5 . : . . ' ~¢,,/o\
- of

Questlons 5 through 10 include the totaL number

5. Do pupils tend to complete‘bookéfthey likd?
"BJ'ISNreading a book affected by the pupil's rat-
1ng of the dlfflculty of the book° | '

7. Is read ng a book affected by the readablllty

‘ match category of theé book? J o L _ ! -

»

8. Is the pupll's rating of' the dmfficulty of théi

> v

vbook'affected by h;s liking the book? - . .

-

9. Does the book's readability mat%h category

: affdet the pupil's liking the book?

The follow1ng questlons w1ll be asked-.r ul'”'mv'ﬁ‘ '*f?




10. Is the pupil's rating of the:difficplty of the -

book affected by the book's readability match category?

‘Null Hypotheses : _ ' Co. . .

e

The follow1ng null hypotheses w1ll be tested. .

Hypoth051s l.-—Book Type Vs. Completlon Responsesh

* © . .There is no s1gn1f1cant d1fference.1n the number. of L e
4 ol
'responses to readlng or‘not: readlng a -book . checked on the *

Book InVentory for picture books as compared to, serles
A N

LIRS

-, o books. . - i = BN = , o
§w} ! Hypothes1s 2.——Book ?ype VS, Interest Responses.

.

'_ o Thereals no s1gn1f1cant dlfference 1nvth2{ﬁumber of A

: responses to 11k1ng or not llklng a book checked on the

4

. Book Inventory for plcture books as compared to ser1eS~ : .

" books. -
A 3 4 | |
Hypothes1s 3.——Book Type,vs. Difficulty Assess— f {

»ments.‘ There is no s1gn1f1cant dlfference in the dlffl—
. v‘culty assessments of "too easy," "just rlght " or "hard"

checked on ‘the Book ‘Inventory for picture books as compared

to series books. D ’

HypotheSLS 4.-—Book Type vs. Readablllty Match

L4

CategoriQSu There is -no S1gn1f1cant dlfferen e in the'

book' s readablllty match category of below, ithin, or

above the pupll S readlng level for plcture books as com~

@

\pﬂred to strlgs bOOKS .

Hypothoses 5 throuqh 10 are compared on the total

-

number,of books.




P . .
il . i

Hypothesis 5.--Completion vs. Interest. There is |’
‘ho significant difference in the responses to liking or not
~liking a book for books that are read or not read. .

H

Hypothes1s 6.——Completlon vs. leflculty Assess-

ments.~ There is no s1gn1f1cant dlfference in the dlffl—

L culty assessments of "too easy," "just rlght,' or "hard"
for books that are read or not read. - : T,
'f;}ii ":7' o Hypothesls 7.——Comp1etlon vs. Readablllty Match‘~~

- t

'Categorles. There is no slgnlflcant dlfference in the

eadability match qategorles of below, w1th1n, or above - -
for. books that are read or not read. o 7'

— Lo ¥

. | .n"_ g Al T
4

' Hypothe51s 8.——Interest vs. leflculty Assessments.
' I
There is'no s1qn1flcant d1fference in the dlfflculty assess—

‘ments of "too easy;" "just rlght,' or. "hard" for books th ;

L

are llked or not liked.

Hypothes1s 9.——Interest vsS. Readablllty Match ‘Cate~

gories. There 1s no slgnlflcant d1fference in the" read—

ablllty match categorles of below, w1th1n, or above for

‘books that are llked or not liked. : ‘ - R

Hypothes1s 10. ——leflculty Assessments vs. Read—‘

ablllty Match Lateqorles. There is no significant dlffer-

_ence in the rcadab;llty match categories for books that are

asscssed "too easy," "just right," or "hard."

| , i' ’”
( ,' » Importance of the Study , ' 2 ' e : : ' ,

The results of this st dy can be an aid to readLng

A4 -,

gpecialists, classroom'teachors, ‘librarians, and anyone




concerned w1th the selectlon of supplementary materlals for

pr1mary grade poor readers. It is hoped that data c0ncern—;

3

ing today's third grade remedlal readers' book completlons,,

interest, and dlfflculty assessments and the effects of the'

‘readablllty mat%hlng categories on pupll responses w111

’enable these educatoxrs to welgh the oplnlons of educatlonalt

and 11terary experts agalnst actual pupll responses.

While llbrarlans are concerned w1th fosterlng cHil=
dren's reading interests and 11terary apprec1atlon and the
concept of readablllty focusas on the average readlng akll-
1ty necessary for adequate’iomprehens1on of . wrltten mate-
r1als, the prlmary concern of eduecators is whether the;
| / .

i
I

chlld reads the book (Norvell 1958).

Deflnltlon of : Terms = - ) . g”
Plcture books. --A Qook in whicH the plctures Are
. . P l
designed to be an 1ntegra1 part of the text. Most r qulre

at least thlrd grade readlng ablllty accordlng to fo mula

estimates of dlff;ctity ‘Picture books are written for the

- young Chlld'B 1ntere t and apprec1atlon. Examples ‘e the

followxng. Lentil, written and illustrated by Rober

' McCloskey_and'The Snogk Day written and illustrated|by Ezra

[

Jack Kcats. , . : : ' i
|

,‘% Serlts books, graded trade books, and beglmnlng to

read books.-—Books caled to recognrzed readlng levels.

Readabxllty formulas are csscntlal in the preparatLOn of

’

“these books. anmplns are the following: Lasy-Rcadtrs

7
.




published by Grosset”aﬁd Cowboy '‘Sam_Series published bj

Benefic. -

Readability.--The sum total of the elements in

printed materials that affects the success a group of read-

~

ers have with it (Dale & Chall, 1949)

Readablllty formula.-+An objectlve technﬁque of

estlmatlng the average readlng ablllty needed for adequate
"comprehens1on of prlntedrmaterlals., Examples.are. the Fry
'Readablllty Gr&ph and the Spache Readablllty Formula.

Al

Readablllty match category.--A comparlson of the‘

pupll s reaglng level with the book's readablllty level
. T
"(see Readablllty Match- Category p. 28).

-

- C B B 1. I 0‘ . *..
.leltatlons of ‘the’ Study ' '

o

'
N N

. This study does not purport to measure all rcmedlal
readlng subjects oplnlons of plcture books and series
pooks since only third gygrade remedlal readlng subjects are i
included in this study, and no conclu51one‘can be drawn con=
cerning other'remedial reading pupils. The ratihgs of the
children are related to the picture books and series books
used in this study and nqt.to aliﬁthe auailableTtitles. |

The children's reported statements were not ques-
t}oned. Therc were no comprehension questiogs: This pro-
cedure was maintained to reduce the association of recre—
atlonal\rcadrnq with instructional -reading. Ahd hy defini~

tiion, the picture books' illustrations depict the text and

,might bias the study in favor of these book§.

20
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overview of the Study

*Chapter tI reV1ews £ dlngs secured bv a search of

existing literature. Chapter>I explalns the procedure

' used in planning for the materials\and in 1nst1tut1ng thls
: . comparativeé. study with selecéea subjeNts. chapter IV pre-
sent$ the results énd discussion of the Nindings. Chapteér '
- . ! ! -
_ V concludes with a summary of the findings dgd implications T
to-be drawnrf;om~thiswstudy, e T
: . |
’ hﬁf:; 3 . Q
\ ¢
-/
| »
\
. 1 - |
¥ »




' " CHAPTER II™
.
e ﬁﬁurEw OF THE LITERATURE
Although much has beenlwrltten concetnlng readabil-
rlty, thls reV1ew Wlll be 1;m1ted prlmarlly to the research ’3«
relatlng to the ohgectlve methods usgd to predlct and con~‘
. trol the dlfflculty of materlals for young chlldren. This

chapter is organlzed around the folloW1ng topics: (a) the : )

v

Anature of readablllty, (b) studles resultlng in formulas,

and (c) neliability and validity studies.
% . ) .- | ’
The Nature of Readabll;_z ‘ ’

L3 . P

Deflﬂltlon of rcadablllty.—~Dale and Chall (1949)

. define rtddabllLtY»db,
the sum total (anludlng the interactions) of all those
elements within a given piece © of printed material that'
affects the success a group of readers have with it.

_ The success is the extent to which they understand it,
read it at optimum speed, and find it 1nterest1ng.

(p. 23)

Investhators have attempted to quantlfy the

v

pects of prlnted matter that contrlbute to readablllty in | —
terms of Lntertbt, nglblllty, and ease of understandlnq. .
The concopt of readablllty as COmprehen51on of the
vprintod.toxt has received the qreatest‘empha51s.

» . The problem of seleeting books of appropriate dif-

ficulty. for the reader has been approached in numerous




'subjective and quantitative means without a complete and
bfinal solution (Spache, 1972). I

. Uses and limitations.-—Before objective megns were

E]

deVised the age or. grade level of books had been estimated
.'by~authors, publishers, 1ibrarians,fer teachers. However,
wgthese subjective means, of estimating readability lacked' a
known point of reference against which intuition and gudg-
b‘ment could be compared. Thus, estimates in book lists and

-

'catalogs representing the average Judgments of exp rts indi-
 cated wide ranges,from the average opinion.
. Objective means of grading books according to read-

ing abilities were deVised to help-teachers,prOVide the

child with a book he could read. The idea'dnderlying read-

«“w

ability measurement is the assumption tpat,readers‘vary in
m‘their‘abiiitQ to‘read and that printed materials differ in
readability,{oriin tneiahglity required to read and under-
| stand it (Chall, 195&).- Readability formulas;are an oggec-
tive technique of estimating readability. As Chall points ﬂ
out, the use. of formulas has sought to. identify the ele-
ments in the rcadinq materials that differentiate easy from'
hard materials, tovmeasure these elements, and to combine. |
- these into. some expression in terms of the reading dif£i~
,_culty of the materials.' ? , S

' Dalt and Chall (19 6) write that formulas measure
“the vocabulaxy element in printed matcrials in terms of

hard,-lonq, or rare words. Iormulas also conSider sentence

length, structure, and complexxty. However ,* formulas

Y T




cannot predlct the reader s 1nterest or enjoyment.of a book.
Dale and Chall (1956) and Spache (197“) claim that
formulas reflect readability as well as readability can be
measured. . | | |
|

Fry (1975) writes that formulas‘should supplement
¥

subjective'judgment.

Major Studies Resulting in Formulas V o . s

Early studles that analyzed chlldren s boohs_—~The

research to quantify the elements that d1st1ngu1sh easy -

materials from hard began w1th an analys1s of readlng mate-

brlals. The factors studled were arrlved at from 1ntu1t10n,

judgment, or the results of survoys of - oplnlon. The slg-

: nlflcance,of the factors was generally checked by a compar-—

ison"with a criterion} usnally the ranking oﬁﬂmaterials in
order of dlfflculty. . o o -

- Although surveys: of readers and llbrarrans agree

‘that content, styl;st;c clements, format, and organlzatlon

contrlbute to d;ffrculty (Gray & Lcary, 1935), only stylls-
th clements ‘have been relatcd to rcadxng dlfflculty.

Onu of Lhe GerlLSt studles to determlne the siq—
nificance of. internal factors was conducted by leely and’ .
Pressey (1923) They compared four, measures of v0cabulary

with twelve rtadxng texts and c0nc1udcd that a welghttd

. mtdlan 1ndex number based on Thornd1ke s word list (192])

‘ranked books in a manner slmllar to the one based on their

own judgmiént. o : L ' A




£

An imaginative study was dlrected by Wasﬁburne and’ i
_Vogel (1926) About 37 000 chlldren were asked to flll out ;
ballots on the books they read and llked durlng the chool

. year. Almost, 700" dlfferent books wérermentioned and each
was named by at least 25 chlldren. Each baook recelved as a :
grade rat1ng the average reading score on the Stantord para-
graph—meanlng tcst of the chlldren who read and llked it.

The tltles of the 700 books, together with the f

L

grade ratlng ofveach book and a short descrlptlon of 1ts '

content, were publlshed as the Wlnnetka Graded Book LlSt

4 S

’ : ..

In order to qrade books publlshed after.the Win~"
netka list was complled, Washburne and Vogel condﬂgted a .
-study of readdblllty factors.u The crlterion was 1, 000 word °

',%;amples from.lao books from grades 3 to 9 selected from the
® . 1

‘ Wlnnetka book 1i'st. The books were analyzed for factors
that could dlstlngulsh.books uSed 1n the lower Qrades from
'thOse used in, the higher qrades. Altogether 10 factors ‘

!" 'were studled , However many of the factors correlated

.thghly w1th one anothtr and a comblnatlon of four had .prac-

'tlcally the samo multLple corrtlatlon ‘with the crlterlon as
all 10. Thesoifour were“ (a) number of dlfferent words in

a sample of 1, 000, (b) number Ff preposmtlons in a- sample }

'ot 1, 000, (c) number of words in 1, 000 not in Thorndlke' .

"5_llst of -10, 000, and (d) number of s;mple Sentences 1n 75

a
o

bdmr)l(_ Sent(}n(., (}S . H/',a:‘ . 5 ‘ . " _ﬂ . ‘- .,

A formula was dtveloped through the use of
. . . « R o )
e w4 o
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of prepos;tlcnal phrases.

-pzd&edures sg that when cach of. these four factors was

6unted in a book and qlven certaln welghts the grade 1eve1
of the book could be predlcted. This grade 1eve1 meant

that a child who obta'ned ap equ1Valent readlng grade on a

standardlzed readlng st would prdbably be able to read

1928).

selectmons of approxlmately 100 words each., The ai flculty

of the passagcs was the averaqe comprehen51on score obtalned

by approxxmately 800 adults.@

P

Notlng a hlqh relatlonshlp among the smgnlflcant

factors, they, scleotgd flvefelements that would g1vezas

~good a predmctlon as poselble. Thesc elements were.~(a)

number of dlfferent hard wore -(b)'number of flrst, sec~ .
ond, and thxrd pergou _pronouns; {e) perttntagt of dlfferent
words; (d) av&raqe bLntﬂnLQ ltnqth 1n words,.and (e) number

Lorqu (19?9) 1n1trated the.trend toward smmpllflca—,
tion 1n readabxllty moaeuremunt. He detLd a simple. for-
mula that could bc used to prcd;vt thL d1ff1cu1ty of chil=-

drex s baoks in termg ui grade Heores. For his critericn, o

‘he ueed the McCalL-Crabbs paseaqcs.’ Bach ot these passages,

'wug standardr&ed on the basis-of the number oi questlons

anéwered LOIILLLJY by ehlldron in turme ot sco rLb on the
0" . - - -

. .
."va I ’
Q: l -~
5 : '3 G .
1) B
L4 B




' .three elements as the most eff1c1ent predlctors of passage

\ dlfflculty. These factors were~f(a)~the number of d1ffer—

ent hard words, (b) the. average sentence length and (c)

"~ '

= the number of preposltlonal phrases. These three elements

had a multlple correlatlon coeff1c1ent-of 77 with the cri-.

~ -
-

”terlon- . . J I [P S

Studles that counted grammablcal elements.——The

Bale—Chall formula (l948) arose from an attempt to’ f1nd a

.ifs1mple and eff1c1ent formula that could be used w1th adult

’

'read1ng mater1als.” Dale and Chall used a word list and
1average sentence length to d1scr1m1nate beYOnd fourth grade
f;levels. The cr1terlon on wh1ch the formula was based was
‘:the McCall-Crabbs passages and health and social studles
'(Amaterlals. Dale and Chall offer several groups of data

~in comparlng varlous methods of est1mat1ng readablllty.

They show that the1r formula correlated very hlghly with

‘teachers judgment of current events passages (. 90) Simi-

1

lar relatlonshlps (. 92) were found between the estlmates of

Y

'readablllty spec1allsts.

.

16

»Thorndlke-McCall Readlng Scale. Inlhis.formula,-Lorge used .

~

.

\

»

Spache (l953) ‘constructed a readablllty formula for

[ 4
evaluat1ng primary level reading mater1als.g He selected

atlve of readlng dlfflculty in pr1mary mater1als., The data

'base on wh1ch ‘this. formula is based is basal readers and

prlmary level soc1al sc1ence, health, and sc1ence books.
o .
Each bpok was ass1gned the grade level deslgnatlon of the"

21

. sentence lepgth and“roportlon of hard words as most 1nd1c—




»

. by comblnlng sentence length and percent of*bard words in
, predlctlng the grade level ‘of books is LélS;
- One of the most recent developments ﬂ‘.readabillty
’ estlmates is the Readablllty Graph offered by Fry (1968).

chhe graph reprESents the regress1on llne obgalned by us1ng

A’dthe average number of sentences'and average number of syl-_

lables per 100 words from three samples. Wlth these two

-'tlple-regresslon formula were publlshers' estlmates ‘of the
. Readablllty Graph. Dale—Chall formula, .94 Flesch,'.96;
- SRA. Readlng Ease Calculator, .98; Botel fonmula, 78, and
~order cofrelations: Spache'formula, .90;'Close technique,
.applled to materlals s1mllar in con;ent and range of dif>

“materlals 1nto broad relatlve orders of dlfflculty. ' : o

.

. ‘ o . , . | '4 no17 .

publlsher. The multlple-correlatlon coefflclent obtalned S Q

<

facts, he user reads the graph to- flnd the probable grade
level of the book. The graph rapﬁs boobs from flrst grade
through college.' The original data used to obtain the mul-
readlng levels of thelr publlcatlons. Fry reports the fol-

lowmng rank order correlations for the upper range of the

the average score of tenth graders on multlple choice com-

L]
coy

prehenslon tests, .93. ' i: ','b\' S o ;

In a study to valldate the Readabllity Graph at t

primary levels, Fry (l969) reported.the following rank S

.95; and oral readlng errors, .90.
Theoretlcally, then, when these formulas are
flculty to the d&lterla on whlch they were standardlzed,

the various’ formulas shouid allow the classiflcatlon of 5

N




- Rellablllty and Valldlty Studles o ' ; L
. »
The two kinds of rellablllty 1mportant for read-

v t
. ' ' ablllty measurement are analyst and sampllng rellablllty. .

-~

Analyst rellablllty is evldence of ‘the ob3ect1v1ty of th&l'

technique; most'studles consider analyst~rellab111ty-1n.the
. devglopment.of formulas. Sampling reliability is evidence

| “of the representativenessfof the sample analyzed for the- |

-

entlre book or artlcle.

" sampling rellablllty,-—Chall (1958) 01tes/a study by

VLelfeste that considered the problem of representatlveness

of a sample. Leifeste compared succes51vely longer samples'
N 1 » :

w1th the grade level obtalned by analyz1ng an entlre book

.~ by the Yoakam technique. L
o o ; Leifeste's study noted that while mosg of the o
.i« ' largef samples showed greater cons1stency}~thé2e 1s an

extreme varlatlon in vocabulary dlfflculty £rom page to

¢

. . {‘“page and from chapter to chapter. She concluded that 1f

A o sampling 1nd1cates th%%ﬁtwo books dlffer'by one or two

| grades, the dlfference may be due to sampllng errors. |

7 In anbther early ‘study to determine the rellabll- - .
ity of a formula to est1mate the diffitulty of books,

. _ " Chase (Chall, l958) applled the Wlnnetka formula to three

different 1,000 word samples in a h1story book recom-. .
~mended for the middle grades. Each sample resulted 1n a

:dlfferent grade level.» Chase concluded that if books

'" vary by only one. year as determlned by the Wlnnetka for—

mula, we caunot say that one book is more dlfflcult

.
S - : . ° < . . e
: . . | - : ’
N . .
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- with those of Lelfeste 1ndlcate that a statement about'

relatlve dlfflculty w1th1n a slngle grad"ievel is not L

..

~of a grade.. Spache (1972) reports a probable error of-

.the 6.6 months' band. Therefore, accurately judglng the

e, e o

than the other.

-justlfled because of sampllng errors..'

.band centered around the score obtalned by worklng the

Alevel by uslng the Spache formula is not. poss1ble (Fry,

'of one month with the’ true readablllty of six second— and

done month of the true readabllxty of each book in about 16

7out of 18 samples.~ Sampllng ‘from the beglnnlng or ending

19

Chall (1958) writes that Chase's flndlngs to“Ether(/!

+ .

o

%

The Spache formula glves grade level to-a tenth

estlmate 1n predlctlng grade levels of books, uslng hlsrr

-

formula of 3.3 months. Fry (1969) explalns that half ‘the

time the true score of a book lies w1th1n ‘a 6. 6 months '//<‘

formula and half the time. the real grade level lles outside
¢

//

grade level of a passage to w1th1n 0ne tenth ‘of a grade

¥

| Howevefﬁin a'study'of the‘reldability of the Spache

“

formula 1n relatlon to the number and method of. sampllng

g
contents of a book, Clymer Jl959)’”éported sampllng errors

thlrd-grade science textbooks. Clymer'made 6 to lS samples

'throughout the books. The sampleg'ylelded estlmates ‘within

! B

of each chapter was Teast accurate./

£ -~ v

Cross ‘validation studles.-—Most of the ev1dence of -

th% valldlty of formulas com@s from original presentatlons,‘

a4 <

»

1
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studles.‘ . ,
Chall (1958) reports that readabll'ty formulas giv-

1ng the most clear-cut ev1dence of va11d1 y are those based
~ et
on correlatlon w1th materlals graded by comprehenslon tests.

The Dale—Tyler; Gray— eary, Lorge,_Flesch, and.\

-~

Dale-Chall report multiple corrélation coeff1c1ents ranglnq
from .5 to .7.. Thus onty about half. of the dlfflculty of

the criterion passages is accounted for by formulas.
f " The valldlty coeff1c1ent of the Spache formula is
.81. The uspache formula accepts publlsher s gradlng of
schoolbooks as ev1dence of c0mprehenslon dlfflculty. Chall
states that the Spache formula does not est1mate tested
comprehenslon dlfflculty, but determlnes the s1m11ar1Ly of

“%/i;o;;s‘to'the books used in the'elementary school at_ the

time the formula was derivedfv

In pther valldatlon studles, - the researchers '

applled readablllty formulas to books or selections already

rs

graded by an: 1ndependent method, such as*expertiiiijment or-

| comprehen51on by chlldren of tested reading ability. The
. estimates of difficulty ‘are compared and ‘the formula is /
cons1dered valld when 1ts predlctlons.of difficulty corre-

late hlghly wlth the 1ndependent estlmate of dlfflculty.

C -

"Stalger (1955) reported a rank order.correlation of

’

.70 between scallngs pased on the- Spache formula and pup11

S

performanues in oral reading errors and comprehens1on. The .

reading selections were from basal readers. ,

31

3 . 20

N\

]




K ’ -

Fry (1968) c1tes a study by Klstuléhtz in whlch
scallngs of books based on student comprehension 1nd1cated
the ‘following rank order correlatlons among formulas: Fty,

' ' .93; SRA, .90;'$otel, .64; Dale-chall, .90; and Flesch,
¢ - .94 . B
| "However the use of.comprehension tests has been
criticiéed beéause of the uncertainty<yhether the test
eAquestion or the’diffieultyﬂéf‘the passége is being mea-
sured (Chall; 1958; Fry? 1968; Lorée,‘l939). | |
In anuther study Fry (1969) compared his graph with
thelépache formula and with 30 pupils' percent of errors in

a cloze test and in oral reading. The four-way comparison

. was based on seven buoks. Fry reported the fdllowing"cor— .

relations with cloze errors: Fry,::95; Spache, .96; and.
oral reading, .86 '

Most of the research designedd to test the validity

) - of readablllty formulas glve; evidence of the relative
agreement of the predlcted drder of dlfflculty with the
order of difficu;ty asvdetermlned by some 1ndependent_cr1~

terion. Fewer studies present evidence .on the.validity of
thesgradetplacement predictions. | .a

'vIn‘a study to compare the Spache and Fry, formulas,

Fry (1969) reported thatubdthlformuias indicated agreement
on readablllty grade level scores within a grade level for,
six books. An addltlonal book was beyond -the Spache for-
mula's rangt. |

4

- Russell and Merrill (1951) compared the average

+

oo v 82




dlfflculty ratings of 63 librarians for 12 juvenlle books

with dstimates pased on 6 readability formulas. Except for

<

one book, the averaqe 1ibrarian rating agreed within one

grade level with the average based on the six formulas.
They concluded that on the average, a group of llbrarians
and a gronp of readability formulas were in f;:;2§‘oi se
agreement,“althouqh some of the readablllty formulas varied
more from their own average than did the librarians. -

T In another study of sxmllar nature, Russell and
Fea (1951) comparcd the 3udgments of 11brar1ans with the

)

estimates derived from each of six readqplllty formulas.

- They found that the Dale-Chall formula differed from the

average of the 11brar1ans' rating by 1¢ss than half a year

on the average. <

Chall (1958) analyzed ‘the reported readability
estimates offered in the studies of Russell and‘Fea. She
concluded\that‘those'étudies’confirm the findings of "‘Elliott
(1941) that one readability formula may rate a book as the

most difficult within a grade while another may rate it as

© pasiest. . .

These studies indicate that readability formulas

arrange materials into broad levels of difficulty corre-

_sponding roughly to cxtornal measures. There is consider-*

able agreement amony various formulas in assigning relatlve

positions especially when the materials cover % wide rangc¢
. ’ t

of difficulty. However, some formulas appear to have a

higher positive rclationship with one another.

-

P o 9293
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Agreement amonq the various formulas in assiéning

»

o grade leyvels to the same materlal varles accordlng to the

formula and the dlffrculty of the materlal compared.

Chall {1958) concludes from her survey of the

»

research on readablllty that it is questlonable whether the -

-

‘ grade levels arrived at formulas can be used to makgga

4

statement about the SUltablllty of a partlcular piece of

le

rtad;nq matter for,a certain: 1evel of readlng ability or
the suitability of a book. for a. partxcular grait -

Experimental valldatlon studies.--The "@xperimental e

validatlon stud;es give some eV1dence of:the effects of -
rewrltlng materrals WLﬁhln the spe01flcéilons of partlcular
'fcrmula§ or factors assoc1ated with readablllty.
' In gcneral the findings cenflrm the warnlnqs of
Lorgc (1949) and Fry (1975) that readabxllty formulas can-
not be used as rules for wrltlnq. Whlle some beneflts ln
terms of 1ncreased compfehen51on and interest have been
demonstrated by simplifying vocabulary and sentence struc-
ture, these benefits were'noted only when gross changes |
Awere made .or when subtle factors such as organiz&!ign or
' dircctncss ct.approach'ﬂere also changed (Nolte,v1937;'
Rob;nson, 1940) . 71 ,
“In a study ot the effects of slmpllflcatlon by
'/means of various readablllty factors on interest, reten—
tion, and‘testcd comprehen51on, swanson and Fox (1953) con-
cluded that when ipherent interegt’ is low, readability may

,increaSe the number of readers. : : '

31
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In a study of materlals)wrlttenvaccordlng to the

. formula approach, Rldgeway (1955) 1nvest1gated the read-

\ ability, 1nterest, and gains in- read;nq skllls of students
in grades four through eight who read and did notrread such
books. He reported that the publlsher“s estlmates of. dlf—
flculty for the books were reliable 1nd1cators of dlffl—u
culty when compared with Dale—Chall readablllty scores for

- the same- books; that the readability of a book assumes a

o ’ " minor role when interest in>the book is high; ‘and that
' ~there was a slight sjanflcant dlfference in galns in read~

\__—ing skills for students using the specral materlal°. ‘Ridge-

way concludld'that interest in a book 1nf1uences a pupll S

J tstlmate of thu ‘book's d;fflculty.- when the student was

‘interested Ln a book, he read above his measured readlng
1euel however when interest was low, books were rated as
too difficult, even though  below the student s read1nq ¥ |

leVel.

ily since Thorndike qave investigators a basic tool

\ulth whrch to me’sure vocabulary frequency. In recent
years there has been cons;derable intergst in and use of .
fOrnulas for judging the reading d;fflculty of pr;nted
-materials, The idea underlying readability measurement is
the appropriate natuhingrqf reader and‘printed materials.

1t assumes. that readers dlffer in their‘ability'to read and

w— i
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. A} ‘ e ‘ v : A . . - .
- that prlnted matérlals vary in readablllty, that is in the

1

amount and. kind of abxllty requlred to read and understand

o As Chall (19)8) pornts out,}the dse of . formulas has «
y sought to 1dLnt1fy objectlvely elements in the readlng
material that dlfferentlate easy from, hard materlals: to
find a reliable means of measuring theyg,elements, and tb »d
combine these into a'practical means of expresslng thesc |
facts 1n terms ot the reading difficulty of the materlals.r
erters and publlshers, particularly those produc—
ing'books for chlldren, have used formulas for the evalua—
tion and grading of their materials. . This practlce has
R produced'a trgnd toward the publication of large numbers of
‘graded trade books 1n loosely related series. |
. Chall (L958) has p01ntod out that formulas rank |
reading materials in order of dxfflculty accordlng to var1~
ous criteria. But formulas are not suffrcrently accurate'
to warrant the use of ad;ustlnq the dlfflculty of materrals
or to‘deteranc’lt materrals are sultable for students of a
ngen level of readlnq ability. M
However, the Ridgeway study (1955) ot materlals
wrrtten.for retarded readers in qrades four throuqn eidqht,
reported that althouyh the readability. of a book assumes
a minor role'when inturest‘in asbook .is high, pupils using
the materials had sliqht siqnifidant qains‘in“reading

&

achievement..

el o \




‘ ' CHAPTER III C L

s PROCEDUREV

| ThlS study was: admlnlstered over a period of six

weeks to thlrd grade remedlal reading pupils in two. ele—
mentary schools in the same school dlstrlct. ‘Each school
“had an equal number of serles books and plcture books.~‘The

’ chlldren were 1nstructed to choose a book, 51gn their ‘name.
on the correspond;ng Book Inventory Sheet, and turn the
pook and complete the questions on the sheet tIy following
week. TheY’weﬁe then to check out another book. The Book.
Inventory provided for five separate pupll's ev 1uatlons f;
for each book.’ Thc class 8§§2§§Etratlon of the~Book Inven~’ {-° _
tory was superv1sed by the respective remedlal readlng
teacher ih each school. The children's questlons were
answered if they related to form meanings only. The books -

stopped circulating when five ratings had,been completed.

Sublects

" The sub;ccts cons{stcd of the thlrd qraders in

remedial reading classes in the school district. vAlthouqh
a. total of 61 children were to take part 1n the study, 4 of
3

the pupqu/sxgncd the forms, but falled to complete the

Q&Qitions.' Thereiore, )7 ohlldrtn took part in the study.

L]
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, The chlldren in school A consrsted of 12 bo

7 glrls d1str1buted in 3 classes, school ‘B had 25 boys and

13 glrls. All puplls had taken the Iowa Tests of Ba51c fm

-)

Skllls in October, 1973 The mean readlng comprehenSLon

grade equlvalent was 2. 4 w1th a. range from l 4 to 4. 7.
The school dlStrlCt ‘has a medlan 1ncome of $ll 941
”Whlch is almost the’ same as the medlan income of $ll 972
~ ' for the county, accordlng to ‘the 1970 C;nsus. According
) °’,W7”dto the 1970 Census of Populatlon and Houslnq, school A !
e draws its students from $22, SOO’medlan prlced hous1ng
o i units and school B draws its students from $30 000’ medlan
] o priced hous1ng unlts. | ’

The d1str1ct has a populatlon of 10, 394. According.'

to the l970 Census,‘of the total populatlon 26 are Blacks.

Profess:ohal, technlcal, craftsmer and klndred workers

. 'are the largest occupatlon groups for men; clerical and
A o
klndred workers are the largest occupatlon groups for the .

' women. The medlan school years completed for persons 25
_ and over was 12. 2 for school A and 12,7 for ‘school, 'B. o
' Therefore,'accordlng to the median income data,'
‘occupatlon, housmng unit, and education data, both schools ‘,
appear tu be in the middle class, predominantly white ‘

socioecoenomic grogying.

Construction of Instrument .

A book 1nventory was devcloped to be filled out -

by'the subgects., It con51sted of a cover sheet and one




o page per book, w1th the. tltle of Book Inventory. The essen-t
t » “ .
’tlal features of the. 1nventory were the followxng. The cover bl

-

"fsheet prov1ded for a,Statement of the purpose of the study,

!

dlrectlons for the teacher, and teacher—read dlrectlons for'f’r

’x'the chlldren (see Appendlx A) . Each succee 1ng page of the < s

¢ g

,1nvéntory llsted'one of the books in alphabetlcal order and

o + s

g Qcontalned spaces for f1§@ names and respbnses (Flgure 1). o .
The flrst questlon referrxed to the pupll's comple— R
Q{f' tlon of the’ book.r The second questlon referred. to the

' pupll s 1nterest 1n the book. The third 1tem permltted the
=

o ‘ pupll to 1n@ydate by checkln (ﬁ), whether he con51dered
) ) i * the bOok tb. be "too easy W "Just rlght," or "hard." This ;

~rat1ng was the dlfflcuTty assessment.‘

e . . » 3

~ ' . 2 T e
e
. I .

Readabll;ty Match Category -7 T ..

©

;”u_.’ _'“_ : : The readablllty match category is a comgarlson of
the book's readablllty lcvel wmth the pupll's readlng 1evel.

”h’ The purpose of the’ rgadablllty match .category is to:see how
readablllty of, ‘the books affected book cOmpletlon, 1nter—

o '\i est, and dlfflculty assessments. Data was collected on the

Y

dlfflculty of 48 books by readability formula and on read—

ing ablllty of the puplls by standardlzed test. '
. \ The readabxllty match cateqory is computed in thc

tollow1ng manncr- Readabilrty cstlmates de51gnated by the

" . Fry Graph have'a probablt error of one year above and bclow

the computed.érade level'(Fry; 1968),ﬁyﬁooks are‘considered.
within'the-pupil's.readinq ability.if'the'pupil's testoed

.
4
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1 3

- ' e oL
vtreadlng levekels 1ncluded in thlS range.‘ Books with read-

o half year increments in a list of books forulndependent

~

ablllty levels that do not 1nclude the" pupll ] readlng
level are either above oy below the pupll S readlng level.
Gaver (1972) presents the Spache levels in’ terms of

reading on flrst— and second—grade levels. The follow1ng o

Tflnformatlon expresses the grade level convers:.onsfll

aflncludes 0"thxodgh 1.5, 12 1ncludes 1.0 through 2. o,.

- 4

ln

1ncludes 1.5. through 2.5, and, 22 1ncludes 2 0 through 3.0.

These ranges 1nclude the grade level des1gnatlons supplled

'<by SPache (1972). . o,

op .

readlng/dmfflculty than the Fry Graph (Gaver, 1972->Spache,

Il

Spache esthates prov1de flner dlscrlmlnatlons of

1972),‘therefore books are cons1dered within the pupll s

readlng ablllty if the subject 8 tested readlng level s

1ncluded 1n the range of approx1mately 1 grale or ll months.'

Books w1th readablllty levels that do not ihclude the ~\

A ]

pupll S. readlng level are elther above or below the pupll S

tested.abll;ty.

Selectlon of Books

—_——

The books, 24 p;cture books and 24 serles books,
\

were selected from‘the avallable tltles in the respectlve

’school llbrarles whlch were 1ncluded in at least one of the

‘ follOW1ng selectlon alds. Chlldren [ Catalog (Fldell, 1971),

'The Elementary School lerary Collect;on- A Gulde to Books

and Other Medla (Gaver,v1972), and Good(Books for Poor
: : ; . Ny

- P R .
1 »




’ ' Readers (Bpache,.l972). The'abovevsources were listed by
S oA

Huck and Kuhn (1968) if’

A a

Schoql A had ll p1cture books and 11 ser1es books.
Three books from each category were dupllcated. School B
had 20 plcture books and 20. ser1es books. Four of thé |
- books from each category were dupllcated“ﬁg/he repetltlon
b'd.of tltles was. to allow each pupll to bégln the study with
e Ta book._ Howeverf”each book stopped c1rculat1ng after f1veﬂv":
| rat1ngs had been completed on the Book Inventory so there

o h

were no more than'flve ratlngs for any one t1tle.?

. - Readablllty levels were g1ven for many of the books
b | by Gaver (1972) Books hav1ng a level of first or second
grade are computed by the Spache formula, hlgher grade lev-‘.
els are’ computed us1ng the Fry Graph (Gaver,\l972)
. The readlng levels for all books not glven a spe—

c1f1c level are computed us;ng the Fry Graph publlsher S

1 i g 2 .

readlng levels for the ser1es books are aapo llsted (see

-

'Appendlx B) \ | N A o o S N o

The . p1cture books have a mean readablllty level of

4.2 with a range from grade two to. grade six. The serles

‘books have a mean readablllty est1mate of 2 2 w1th a range

A

N : ';from grade one- to grade three.

Statistical Treatment of Data L B E /

'Upon the completion of‘six Weeks,ithe Book Inven-~

torles were collected from the two schools. " Each sheet mas‘

. ) L
.” ) 4

separated accordlng to plcture book or series book. The -

.
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. total raw scores for‘eaCh pupil,response to'COmplet}on,J- o

' .1nterest and dlfflculty assessment were. tallled ?he~.

book's readablllty match category was also tallled for each

Chlld. ,
’ R / . ) . K o ‘ ) . . . ‘ .
The raw scores were analyzed for significant dif--

ferences between serles books and plcture books us1ng the '

-Chl-Square Tests ‘of . Independence at the .05 level

:

Also the raw scores from the total group of books

»

-~

were analyzed between completlon, 1ntere§€, completlon,

dlfflculty assessments, completlon, readablrhty match cate~"

gor1es, 1nterest, dlfflculty assessments, 1nterest,‘read—

ablllty match categorles, and dlfflculty assessments, read-

ablllty match categorles. The Chlquuare Test of Indepencér*
B

et

- dence at the .05 level was used to test for. s1gn1f1cant

3

- dlfferences. U 1\

.

‘summa r
o 'Within'a six meek span, book inventories were
filled out by 57 thlrd-grade remedial readlng pupils. The
_pup11s=rated 24 plcture books and 24 series books aGCordlng
to completion, 1nterest, and dlfflculty. The books were
- also rated in terms of the readablllty match category, a .
comparlson of the pupll ] readlng level w1th the book's h

readability‘level; The raw scores were analyzed for sig- |

nificant differences between picture'boOks-andtseries books

’

using the Chi-Square Tests of Independence at the .05'level.

‘The ;ggresvfrom the total. group of books were
~ L R o




\

-

f/analyzed between completlon, 1nterest- completlon, dlffl—'
]

N

culty assessments, completlon, readablllty match category,

!

1nterest &;fflculty assessments,’interest, readablllty

'y

a

match categorleS° and dlfflculty assessments, readablllty

match categorles.- The Chl—Square Test of Independence at

the .05 level wa\)used to test for s1gn1f1cant dlfﬁerences.

-~ {
A S

4




CHAPTER IV '

_ 5FINDINGS'AND DISCUSSION
b ’ L L4 ’ ‘

_fp 7”:," v The book 1nventory sheets Were separated
L - to plcture books and ser1es books. The raw scor's for the

i

completlon, 1nterest, dlfflculty assessments, and readabll—_
ity match categorles were analyzed to test for pos51ble'p |
‘_dlfferenees between the picture books and series books.
Also the scores from the total group of books ‘were
- - analyzed between completlon,.lnterest- completlon,‘hlffl—

- - culty assessments~ completlon, ﬂeadablllty‘match categories;

%nterest, dlfflculty assessments, 1nterest, readab111ty

- . match;categor;es, and dlfflculty assessments, readablllty

LY

match’cateqories. :Ehe Chl—Square Test of Independence at

‘the_.05~leVei was used to” test for slgnlflcant dlfferences.~

Resylts ’ : B e

§ e

Hypothe51s 1.—-Book Type Vs. Completlon RespOnses. ‘

“ | This study did not find any 51gn1f1cant dlfference between )
- picture books and series books when they Were looked at in.

terms of completlon responses., The null hypothes1s is

5 ' 7 (‘accepted In other words, as many glcture books ‘as series’
' ' bOOkS were completed by - the puplls (Table 1) o

Hypothesis 2.——Book Type Vs. Interest Responses

N . ~
Lo

e
4 R
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| TABLE 1 ’
E 4 R T ) . \ *
COMPLERJON AND INTEREST RESPONSES FOR S
" PICTORE BOOKS AND SERIES BOOKS = ° ’ {

/

o / Compgstion responses?d .

. Picture - '/‘ Yes
. . . No
+ .
. r\ N a A
-_Seriqs : : : : Yes '
' : No
Interest responsesP
Picture ' : - Yes
‘ No 12
* - 100
~ Series Yes Sl
92

r'd

_ “chi-square 'Test of Independence
~‘cant’ at the p - .05 level. '

bchi—square Test okandépéndence
at the p < .05 level.

L

i

[ 4

2.349. Not signifi-

.45. Not significaht

+
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studygdld not find any 51gn1f1cant dlfference between -

terms of completlon responses.' The null hypothe51s is

books and series books when they were 1ooked at in-
ms of_the_dlfflc 1ty assessment.” The null hypothesis

Rejected.

rated "just right" in dif iculty (Table 2). ' :;t

Hypothesis 4 ~=Book Type vs.,Readablllty Match

1

Categorles.- This study dld find a 51gn1f1cant dlffkTence’

between plcture books .and series books when they were

-

looked at in terms of the dlfflculty_categorles. The null

" hypothesis is rejected. Significahtly more picture books

- were above the pupil's reading level. And significantly

-

more seties books were below or_ within the pupil's tested

reading levcl (Table 2).

T Hypothe lb 5.-~Completion vs. Interest. This study

did find a s;gnlfloant differen ctweed\iompletion and
1ntertst responses when they were 1ooked at in terms of
total books. The null hypothesms is rejected. Signifi-

- ¢antly morce puplls roported reading books they‘likédﬁ And

ignifioantly-more puﬁils reported not réading.books thoy

.
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N/

TABLE 2

) DIFFICULTY ASSESSMENTS AND READABILITY MATCH CATEGORIES
FOR PICTURE BOOKS AND SERIES BOOKS

2'" BOO'k E .'_[_'1_
. pifficulty assessments2
Picture , Too easy N ' | ' - 23
' Just right . 64
Hard - 16
, , ~ o 103
Series Too easy C 50
, : S e Just right : ) 38 \
o = o o Hard , _ 5
: . 9
Readability match 6ategbriesb
‘Picture o Below - o . 4
v o Within ‘ 32
o . Xbove o 70
I8 : - 106
Serie;\ ~ Below : 45
: ’ . Within | p 43
. - Above : - 5
o -9

@

Chl—Square Test of Independence
at the p - .05 level.

21.923. Significant

91.795. Significant

it

, bChl—Square Test of Independence
at the p < .05 level.




did not llke (Table 3). R

t

Hypothesis 6.——Comp1etlon VS, leflculty Assess-

- ments. ThlS study qig flnd a significant difference
‘ between completlon responses and dlfflculty assessments'

. when they were 1ooked at in terms of total books. The null

hypothesms is rejectéd Slgnlflcantly more chlldren'

reported readlng books they rated "t/o easy" or "just

"rlght"'ln d;fflculty. And.books that were not read tended

to be rated "hard." However the computedfohi-square may

not be reliable because one cell had an expected frequency

" of less than five (Table 4). ' : o ) :

Hypothesis 7.-~Completion vs. Readébility Match
Categories. This study did not find a significant differ-
ence between completion.responSes and the_readability match

categories when they were looked at in terms of total books..

The null hypothesis is accepted. In other’ words, the read-,

ablllty match categorles had 11ttle relatlonshlp to puoll'

‘readlng or not reading a book (Table 4). * P

Hypothes1s 8.--Interest vs. Difficulty Assessments.

This study did find a significant dlfference between inter-
est response and the dlfflbulty asaessments ‘when they were
looked at in terms of total book;. Thé null hypothesis is
rejected} Significantiy more children reported liking
books'they rated "too easy" or "just right." lowever the

computed chi-square may not be reliable because one cell
£ )

- had an oxpeettd frvquoncy of less than five (Table J)

Hypothesis 9.—-Interest;vs. Readability Match

L]

0w




.~ Completion responses

\.

TABLE 3

COMPLETION RESPONSES COMPARED WITH INTEREST
RESPONSES FOR TOTAL BOOKS
] (sl

39°

Intercest responses

.

Yes "~ g " Yes N\
No
-
. No Yes )
s No

i

4
= 60.112.

‘Note. chi-Square Tests of Independence
nificant at the p < .05 level. ’

> -

Sig-
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— TABLE 4
COMPLETION. RLSPONSEG COMPARED WITH DIFF Y
‘ ASSESSMENTS AND READABILITY H '
CATEGORIES FOR TOTAL BOOKS
Lompletlon responses i o n
leflculty assessments?®
Yes ~ Too easy 70
-Just right 99
Hard -10
179
No _ *  -Too easy o « 3
: . o Just ri@hy 3
- . Hard 11
17
. Readability match categoriesb
Yes’ o 'Below ., 45
- Within 70
. Above ' 63
v . 178
No : Below - 4
Co Within 5
: Above 12
21

*

i

Ch;-&quarg Test of lndopendenc
at the p + 05 level.

il

bLhL-Square Toest of Jndepgnduncc
cant at the p,- .05 level.

1
ol

3.854. Not signifi-

56.796. - Significant

>




' ) ) ) o A
: + TABLE S
INTEREST RESPONSE:; COMPARED WITH DIFFECULTY

ASSESSMENTS AND READABILITY MATCH .
- CATEGORILES FOR TOTAL BOOKS / "

3’

Interest responses

pifficulty assessments2

Tob“easy :
Just right
- - Hard

'Too -easy
‘Just ‘right
Hard

Readability match ‘categoriesP

- Below
within

ybove~

Below
Within
Above

N

aChi-Square Test of Iﬁdependence 25,301. Significant_
"at the p + .05 level. ‘ ‘ _

bohi-square Test of Independence = .572. Not significant
at the p - .05 level. : ' ‘




Categories. This study did not find -a slgnlflcant differ-
ence between the .interest’ responses and the readablllty
,mﬁtbh categorles when they were looked at in terms of totai
Lbooks. The ‘null hypothe51s is accepted. In other words
the readablllty match categorles s had little relatlonship to
pupll s ;1k1ng or noj 1 klng a book (see, Table 5).

T A . Hypothes1s 10. ——leflculty Assessments VS, Read-

uablllty Match Categorles. ThlS study did find a slgnrll—-
,cant dlfference between the;pupll s dlfflculty assessments

. and the ‘readability match categorles when tHey were looked -
. R
' at in terms of total*books. ' The null hypothesls is

x4

. rejected. Slgnlflcantlyfmore books that the puplls rated

l’as "too easy" were 1n the dlfflculty category of below the
Y

pup11 s readlng level. 51gn1flcantly more books that the

- pupils rated "just right“‘in difficulty were in the diffi-.
culty category of w1thln the pupll s readlng level. How=-

| ever although the majorlty of the books rated "hard" by
'the puplls werc in the dlfflculty category of ahggg the
pupil's read;nq\level, the puplls tend to rate most of the
books in the difficulty category of agggg as "just rlght"

/ in difficulty (Table 6). . : - \%

]

,Dlscussron ‘ . 4
This paper did not fxnd a s1qn1t1cant difference 1n

thu third grade rcmedlal readors responses to book comple—

tion or book interest for series books compared with ylL-

ture books. S

53




icant at the p - .05 level.,

¢

~+
. | / £ ’ ‘ :
‘ 43
y |
I'd
TABLE 6
DIFFICULTY ASSESSMENTS COMPARED WITH
’ Rf‘ADABILITY MATCH CATEGORIES
cpees L . Readablflty match ‘-
leflcg;ty assessments , categories ?
Too easy Bekow 31
’ within 24
. . ~ Above 18
. 73
Just right .~ Below . . 16
: Within , - 44
Above . 42
o al 102
‘Hard Below - " Co2
O, Within v - 5
. - r Above * LN 14
' 21
'Notc Chl—bquare Test of Indcpendencc*“ 25 084. Signif—
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' thlrd grade should be expoﬁéd to books recommended in

\llbrary references for prlmary level pupllS andvbooks wrlt-~

.(

ten for retarded readers as there are no dlfferences in the

pupil's 1nterest and completlon of these books.

A

Whlle there were no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in the

completlon and 1nterest responses between the two book

s

types, there were s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between the

'upupll s d&fflculty assessments of the two types of books.

Although more plcture books were rated "hard"

3

books, the series books had 61gn1f1cantly more dlfflculty

than ser1es__

' assessments that werev"too easy" and the plcture books ‘had

51gn1f1cantly more . dlfflculty asSessments that were "just:
right, ‘ - - R . ,
' o

| The pupll s assessments of "too easy" for the’

ser1es books may reflect ap awareness of publlsher S -con-

a

trol of vocabulary and sentence length factors.

The> A
N

These flndlngs would 1nd1cate that poor’readers 1n'-

<

greater number of

"hard" assessments for the picture. bookﬁ\

'agrees wi

th the statement by Hudk and Kuhn (l968) that most

plcture/books requlre at least th1rd grade readlng ablllty.
However the majorlty of the pupll s plcture book assess—'
ments as "just rlght" in dlfflculty would seem to support
Gray and Leary's (1935) flndlng that there are other fac—

tors 1nvolved that" determlne the reader s oplnlon of read-

-

‘sg dlfflculty than measurable StyllSth elements.g

The two - types of books showed 81gn1f1cant dlffer—'

The plcture

ences 1n the readablllty match categorles.

LI




: books tend to. be above the pupll S, readlng levels and the

AR ing levels. These flndlngs appear to support Mlller s con—
clus1ons that formulas rate books selected by llbrarlans
iﬁ;l“ o above the readlng ablllty of the 1ntended group of chll—
‘ dren.‘ However the readablllty match. category places the

o “7~*~'ser1es books: within- or . below the pupll s reading ablllty.,ﬁ

As Spache (l972) has noted the StyllSth ‘elements: meaSured

yby‘readablllty formulas arevcontrolled in the preparatlon

of these books.v
There was no relatlonshlp between the readablllty
match category and book completlon or interest. This flnd—
o 1ng supports ‘the statement by Dale and Chall (1953) that
. T G
' : readablllty formulas do not determlne 1f puplls w1ll be

T 1nterested in.a book or complete it. o o L

The s1gn1f1cant dlfference o& the bompletlon and |

o 1nterest responses 1nd1cat1ng that chlldren tend to com- »
plete books they llke supports Spache [ conclus1on that
1nterest is ‘the most important 1nfluence on chlldren s

: -) attitudes toward reading. And Fry's (l975) readablllty
| prlnc1ple that hlgh motlvatlon overcomes hlgh readab1l1ty.
o However the computed Chl square may not be rellable because
.one cell had an expected frequency of less than flve.
.. The puplls tended to rate books they ‘read. as "too
easy" or."Just rlght "‘ ThlS flndlng appears to support )
Gaver's statement that the chlld ] perceptlon ‘of .the book'

dlfflculéy\dftermlnes whether the book will be completed

I . N * .
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serles books tend thbe w1th1n and- below the pupll S read—'
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The pupils reported that'books‘theylliked were,"too.
'easy"for "just rlght“ in dlfflculty. Thfs findingrsuggests
‘that interest in a book probably alds comprehension ‘as Fry
'(l975), Shnayer (1968), and Strang (1956) have reported.
' There is a relatlonshlp between the pupil's dlffl—

'culty assessments gf the books and the readablllty match .
_categorles.m .Books 1n the readablllty match category of
belgw the pupll s readlng ablllty tended to be. rated as
;"too easy" by the puplls. Books in the readablllty match .
category of w1th1n the pupll S readlng ablllty tended to be
rated as "just right" in dlfflculty by the puplls. These
results would seem’to lndlcate some agreement between the
factors associated with readlng'ease in terms of pupll
,assessments and the factors sampled by . formulas.
However, books in the readablllty match category df
' abgve the pupll s readlng level tended to be rated as "just
rlght" in dlfflculty by the pupils. ‘This lack of agreement5
may reflect the function of 1nterest. Rldgeway (1955) .
'noted ‘that the readablllty of books assumed a mlnogfrole

hen 1nterest in a book was high and puplls tended to rate
ybooks they llkcd as “just right" in dlfflculty that were
above thelr tested readlng levels.

Although thlS study dld not note a relationship

between formula estlmates of readlng difficulty and _pupil

readlng ablllty compared w1th book complet'on and 1nterest,

trol vocabulary and sentence dlfflculty of materlals for
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designated levels of.readihg'abi}ity has resulted ithhe |
production of,materiais of at;least_equal aoceptance»to |

.-poor readers as,materials-selected by librarians for liter-

- ary value. : L d ‘ | S /w;. |

' T The puplls seem to. have deflnlte opinions concern-
lng readlng ease or dlfflculty. Wlth the exceptlon of one
readablllty‘match category,rthe chlldren s dlfflculty rat—"f
1ngs tend to, agree. w1th statements by educators,,llbrarlans;:

&

""and the other two readablllty match oategorles.-.

problem was noted 1n«Table 1 that a vast majorlty,
of the students responded yes g1V1ng a p0551ble ceiling
- effect. ThlS may be" the cause of fallure to find- s1gn1f1— 

‘cance.

*
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.reader s oplnlon of chlldren s books selected accordlng to

-

- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS'

a

. Summary’ N ig.dﬂf“ .
_Z." In an attempt to" determlne prlmary leVel poor T

-

- i

readablllty and llterary values, 57 chlldren 1n thlrd grade
remed1al readlng classes completed statements on 48 books.,l
The books cons1sted of 24 serles books from the . |

school llbrary 1ncluded in Spache s Good Books foﬁ_Poor

Readers (1972) and 24 plcture books that were 1ncluded in

‘?at least one of the selectlon alds for publlc ‘or schbol

- llbrarles (Fidell, 1971- Gaver, 1972, Hodges, l969). :

All oﬁ the books recommended in.the precedang ref—
erences were selected to appeal to»the read1ng_1nterests of
young chlldren. . ‘

Ve

Data was gathered on book completlon, interest, and

the pup11 s assessment of the book s dlfflculty. An addl-

vtlonal part of the study was +0 see how readablllty of the

books affected the pupll's OpllenS. A readablllty match

<

'»category was, computed for each’book accordlng to a compar1-
'ison of the readablllty of the book with the pupll's tested
: readlng level, Th‘ge data were compared between book types.

‘l'Also the scores from - the total group of books were analyzed

PR
c: .
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between completion, 1nterest completlon, dlffroulty assess-
ments; completlon, readablllty match categor%es, 1nterest,
dlfflculty assessments, interest, readablllty match - catego—
ries; and dlfflculty assessments, readablllty match,catego—.
rles The Chi-Square Test of Independence at the 5 1evel__
was used to test for sxgnlflcant dlfferences.

| ThlS paper did not find a s1gn1f1cant dffference in.
" the' pupll s completlon or 1nterest responses "between the
two types of books. o -'_ e,

However, it was found that the chu!dren appear to
rateAplcture books asv"just,rlght" in difficulty, whlle
most series books weré‘rated "too easy.ﬁ -

This study found a si;nificant difference in -the
readability match categories’hetween the'two book‘types“ﬁ
relating to the comparisonAof the book's readability with.
the.pupil's tested reading level. The picture books tended
‘to be  above the pupil's readin@ level and the'series books
tended to be gglgﬂ or Wlthln the pupil's readlng level.

A comparlson of the pupil's completlon and interest
responses showed a significant difference. The pupils
tended to tcad.books they liked. -

| Althouqh this study found a significant difference
in the completion and diffioulty asseéssments indicatiné
that pupils tend to rate'books they read as "too easy" or
" just right" in difficulty, the computed‘chi—square may not

bu rellable because one cell had dn expected frequency of °

less than five.
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.. : . ¢

This study -did not fing avsignificant difference in

the pupil's completion responses between the readablllty

e .

match.categorles. There is llttle relatlonshlp concernlng
the pupil's reading orvnot readlng a book and the compari-

son of_the book's readability with the pupil's tested read-

[

ing 1evel. , ‘ . ’
ThlS study found a slgnlflcant difference 1n the

Foo

comparlson of the 1nterest responses w1th the dlfflculty

W

assessments indicating that puplls ‘tend to rate books they

( -

like as “too easy r "just rlght" in dlfflculty. However
the computed chl—square may not be reliable because ghe
- | cell had an expected frequency of ltss than‘f1Ve.
ThlS paper did not flnd a significant dlfference 1n

the pupil's 1nterest responses ‘between the readablllty match

categories. There is little relatlonshlp concerning the
.pupll\s llklng or not liking a book and the cOmparlson of
the . book's “readability with the pupll s tested reading level.
./ _ : Significantly.more books'rated "too easy" by ‘the
| pupils were in the readablllty match category of below the
pupil's. readlng level. Saqnlflcantly more books rated ’
"just rlqht" by the puplls were. in the readablllty match
'oategory of thhxn the pupxl's read;nq 1evcl. However
'Q,hf - although most of the books rated "hard" by the puplls are
in the readability match catcgory of above the pupil's

e reading level, the pupils rated the majority of the books,

in the readability match'cateqoryvof gboye as "just right"

T e

. . in difFiculty. : | |
4
|
|
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/. .
Conclusions

The conclusions reached in are:
. / . .

. 1. pupils should be exposed to series books and

plcture books :as there are no differences in thelr J.nterest ‘
‘or completion responses for the two types of ‘books. ‘

2. Pupils tend to rate picture books as "just
'right" in difficﬁlt; and series books are rated "tso casy."

7 -3.- The rgadab;l;tmeatch category tends to rate pic-
_tufedbooks ggg!& the pupll s reading 1eve1 and series books
tend Z&ﬁke ratcd within and gglgﬁ the.pupll's reading lsvcl.

4. There is little relationship between the read-
‘hbility match category and pupil's book completion or

interest responscs.

5. Pupils tend to read books they like.
6. bupils tend to rate bouks they read as "too
easy" or "just right" in difficulty. |
- 7. Pupils tend to rate books they like as."too
f.QaSY" or "juSt right" ih difficulty..

8. Pupil's difficulty assessment éf books and the
readablllty matuh cateqerlcs show considerable agreemcnt |
oxtopt for onc ratan.f Books thut were qated above the
pupil's reading level by the readability match category '

toend to be rated "just right" in difficulty by the pupils;

\]
Yuyyestions for Further Research

Third yrade remedial reading pupils' opinions of

‘ohildren's books shenld be further researched.  This paper

} .

L~




has furnished data comparinthhe'children's completion,

interest, and difficulty assessmehts,of pieture books and
series books. 'A readhbility match category was‘éIéb‘!kam?
ined. | | o |

This Study indicated that children}s asseesments of
a book's dlfflculty was 51gn1f1cantly related to whether
the book was completed or liked. The readablllty match
category was(aignxfxeantly related to- the chlldren s dlffl-
culty assessments. Hewever, the readability match category

was not significahtly'related to completion or interest.

Thférarea'can be examined further. .

This study found no differences between the pupil's

completlon and 1ntgrest responses to plcture books and
series books. However, researchers should determine if one

type of book has a4 favorablé influence on reading achieve—'

ment or increasing the frlequency of reading.
. tner f
.
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The purposa of ‘this study is to determlne third
grade remedlal reddlng pupll's 1nterest and dlfflculty rat-
inys of selected series books as Qpposed to selected pic-
ture books.
Teacher Directions

The book titles will be in alphabetxcal order.

: ~ . . . .
Please have each child sign his name ‘on the line under his

book. The next week, he will complcte ltems 1-3 under hlS
name With a chack or an x. Please explain thé form to the -

children; But let them answer the statements themselves, »

Do not question the;r xesponsgs. These'books will take the

leace oE one of their rgqular library book ‘check-outs.

Children Dlregtlonb (Toduhor Rgad)

You are qQan to Ldkc part in an cxpefkment. llach

w;gk you w;ll chouose one of thgsc bcoks. Write your name

on thu shcet that has your book's name on t .,»Please
read the book. Thcn'next week check or x tH answer that
tells what you think of the book. ' _'; “>\*)

This -experiment will tell the, books and kinds of
buoks you Like, S0 plvasc answer honestly..a

Thuse are library books 0 ploagn tuke out only Bnc

buok duriny yuux llb!dly time. And ‘return the buok each

woeek.




‘ ‘ Naﬁé ' c
| ‘ 1. did'you;réad‘ﬁhe_bdok?i ( f’Yesi: f(’) no Tﬂ .
S S, 2. Did iy(‘)u ]‘.iké 1‘i;2: g ‘ ' k( ‘)' yes D ‘I( ) .n.(.D. k'
- ":3;_Was“tﬁis.Hookv '(k) too éésy' "(,)‘juét right () hard
- vNa@e . .
fl..bidmyQu réad;the #ook? - '.-; (:)»yeé 75"'(“)‘n§ 
3 " 2. bid you like itz ' ()yes . () me
_ S r3,lwas‘thisﬁbook ;f( ) ﬁqo easy7 fA) juSt"riéhFi;.( Zdhafa‘  ‘;_._
Name . ! )
. ) 1. Did‘ypu read the bbék?'iiv> L( ) Yes R y_n¢f"
2. pid you likel ,i’t.?'*': = () yes (Yo o 1
‘3. was this book () too easy () vju'svt.righ;t_‘ () bara |
Name )
1. Did you‘read‘thg book? | " K )fyes m"_ ( )’nq
g 2. Did you like itz () yes () ‘no “
) 3.'Was'this bodk. () too eésy_' (3):just ?ight: :( ) hard ' fA
________________ Y s | R | o

Name . : :
1. Pia you feaq the bodg?_- o (')lyes‘ e ) no

2. Did,you likeiit?  | v%'_ o ( ):yeS . 0( ) no

A 5, Wés this book ,. ( ) too easy () just righﬁ o f hard
. pg‘-f . : “
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Angus and the cat by Marjorle Flack.' Readiﬁg-Leyel 3 (Fry)d |

: ) '
.Crictor by Tomi Ungaro.- Readlng Level 3 (Fry)

- (Fry) . A ‘ ) . . .~ . ' P ° ) Qa

' Make Way for’ Duckllngs by Robert McCloskey. Readiﬁg Levi})

ing Level 2 (Gaver, 1972)

'swimmy by Leo Lionni. Reading Level 3 (Fry) .
' The'Biggest bear by Lynd Ward. Reading Level 5 (Fry) o

' The Blg Snow by Berta and Elmer Hader.' Read;ng.Level 3

Plcture Books X S ,"

Bedtime for Frances by Russell Hoban. Reading'Level‘Z , \
(Fry) . T . N , , . '

Crow Boy by Taro Yashima. Readlng Level 3 (Fry)

Curious George ‘Gets a Medal by H A. Rey Reading Level 4
(Fry) o

Excuse Mel 'Certainly! by Lo@is Slobodkina':Reading'Level 5

Georgle by Robert Brlght.b ReadinglLevel 6 (Gaver, 1972).

.Harry by the Sea by Gene Zion. ~ReadinngeVel 2" (Gaver,
1972) - o N

Hercules by Hardle Gramatky Reading Level 6 (Gaver, 1972).

How Blg 1s a Foot? by Rolf Myller. ‘Reading‘Level 4 (Fry). ,'3

-

Lentil by Robert McCloskey. Readan’Level’6'(Gaver, 1972).

. |

4 (Gaver,_l97%) o o .

May I Bring a Frlend by Beatrlce Schenk De Regnlers. 7Read-,k

Ao

Mlke Mulllgan and His Steam Shovel by V1rg1n1a Lee Burton.
Readlng Level 6 (Gaver, 1972)

Rain Drop Splash by Alvin Tresselt; Readlng Level 3 (Fry)

- (Fry) .

The Little Carousel by Marcia'Brown.' Reading Level 3 (Fry).

The Snowy Day by Ezra Jack Keats. Readiﬁg Level 2 (Gaver,, ' et
11972) . ’ ‘

!

The Story of Ferdlnand by Munro Leaf. Reading Level 3
(Gaver, 1972) . .




The Tomtem by Astrld Llndqren. Reading'Level 3'(Gaver,‘ .
l972) S -
o Two is a Team by Lorralne and ééfrold Beim. Readlng Level
o 2 (Gaver," l972) , :
. - -+~ 'Where the Wild Thlngs Are by Maurlce Sendak ReadinéiLevel
.5 (Fry). . _ N
‘ 'Serles Books N
Butternut Bill and Little River by Edith McCall ' Reading.
Level 1 (Fry) Prlmer (publlsher) S e
‘ Butternut Bill and 'the Bear by Edlth McCall. Reading Level
l (Fry) Primer (publlsher) ' ‘ S o *
Butternut Bill and the Pumpkin by Edith McCall. Reading
Level 1 (Fry) Primer (publisher). . _ .
. | e
- Cowboy Sam and. Big Bill by Edna Walker Chandler. Reading
. Level l (Fry) Preprlmer (publlsher) . .
Cowbqy Sam and Dandy»by Edna Walker Chandler. .Ré%d;ng '
Level l (Fry) Preprimer (publlsher) : -
Cowboy ‘'saum and Freckles by Edna Walker Chandler. Reading
Level 1 (Fry) Preprimer (publlsher)
= : ‘ Gurlous George Flies a Kite by Margret Re y“‘[Reading Level
o v l (Gaver, 1972). , 4 S
. Dan Frontier by Wllllam Hurley. Readiné‘Level ll (Gaver,_v,
©1972) Preprimer (publlsher)
" Dan Frontler and the New House .by Wllllam Hurley. Reading
Level 1 (Fry) Preprimer (publlsher) ' : -
pr. Doolittle and the Plrates by Al Perklns._ Reading Level
3 (Fry)y 2.7 (publisher). o
. Fox in Socks by Dr. Seuss, Reading Level 21 (caver, 1972)
L 1.7 (publisher) ' L ' - :
S . ’
In the Woods by Edwand ard Marguerlte Dolch. Reading Level *
. o -2 (Fry) l (publlbhtr) . , '

Jim Forrest and Ranger Don by John and Nancy Rambeau. Read-~

ing Level 2 (Fry) 1.7 (publlsher) B

Leonard Goes to the Olymplcs by Gene Darby.. Reading Level

3 {¥Fry) 2r3 (publisher).

Nt
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'Leonard VlSltS Slttlng Bull by Gene Dary Reading Level 3
(Fry) 2.1 (publlsher) o o

.

~Little Bear's Frlend by E. H. Mlnarlk Reading Level 21

“7(Gaver,'l972)

+ Little Runner of the Longhouse by B. Baker. Reading Levei
. 2.2 (Gaver;, 1972) ' - v N

B

-,Once There Was a Bear by Edward and Marguerlte Dolch. Read-
" ing Level 2. (Fry) 1 (publlsher) : '

- Red Fox and Hls'Canoe by N. Benchley Reading Level"2l
- W(Gaver, 1972).m e s : ' .

ﬁ tanley by Syd Hoff. Reading Level 22 (Gaver;'1972);

VThe Case of the Hungry Stranger by C. Bonsall. Reading
Level 2.1 (Gaver, 1972) , .

.The Cat in the Hat Comes Back by Dr. Seuss. ‘Reading Level
2 1 (Gaver, 1972) 2.0 (publlsher) .o L ‘

- The Strange Dlsappearance of Arthur Cluck by Nathanlel
Benchley Readlng Level 2.1 (Gaver, 1972).

Too Many Pockets by Dorothy Levenson. Readlng Level 1
(Fry) “
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(,OURbL WORK FOR MA@TI‘R S DEGREE IN READING
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
. . " Instructor
: Summer, 1968
. 290:540 Introductlon to Learnlnq . Dr. Bloom
299:561 Foundatlonq of Readlng | R .
: Instructlon _ . Dr. Kling
‘ %ummer, 1969 '
r’w&* )
‘299:564 Remedléergadlng Dr. Swalm
. . RS Y b . : -
o ~"_ 5 "a’» . .
299:565 Lab&ﬁatory 1n Remadxal Readlng ~ Dr. Swalm
Vv é;:f' = ;’
Fall., 1969;,. . g{ 3 R o
299:566 S/hlnar in Readlnq Rgsearch and
. bupcrv151on S Dr. Kling
) Spring, 1970'
290:501 Introductisg;to Prlnglplgs of
Measurenment g‘ . Dr. Geyer
_ Summer, 1970f /f
290:381 Féuéa ional Dsychuloqy : “br. Bloom
290:519\\ Psycholoqy of the Lxceptlonal '
3 / Child . Dr. Holowinsky
{
kFall, 1970
290:513 Lntroduction to Barly and Middke T
' Childhood - - Dr.” Gormly ,
pall, 1971 '
290:518 Psychology of Porsonality ‘Pr. Leon
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b : : Instructor
Spring, 1973
610:581 Reading Materials for Children ,
(K-6) _ Mrs. Green
Fall, 1973
299:599: Thesis Research ’ - d&;'Fry,
~ 8pring, 1974 : ) .
'299:599  Thesis Regearch .. Dr., Fry
} rall, 1975
299:599  Thesis Rescarch & " Dr. Fry
) - . . 1 [4
Spring, 1975 ‘
1 299:599 Thesis Rescarch o Dr.'Fry
v 9
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Name: - Gloria Dorwart

Address: Box 576 R. D. 2, Andover, New Jersey 07821

Telephone: 201-398-2687

Educational Background:

H1igh School: Lovington High School
' Lovington, New Mexico

e o Junc¢ 1962
. i)
College: $t.. Joseph's College

Albuguerque, New Mexico «
September “1962=June 1963 . -

" pastern New Mexico University
Portales, New Mexico
June 1963-July 1963

University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, New Mexicq

, September 196 3-January 1966 R
g B.S., 1966 L.
General Elementary .,
professional Expericnce:

1967-71 second Grade Teacher
_ Budd Iwtke Elementary School
L Mt. Olgve, New Jersey

1966—-67 k Second Grade Teacher

Kit Curson MHlementary School
Albuquerque, New Mexico




