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fii
AT R G AT TR EF AR o A Z KK IFE A The empty pot
(670 F ) ~ Smoky night(1,267 5 ) » #= Sarah, plain and tall(3,158 F )
B R % 0 VA Microsoft Word X £ JR FL 3k BE 04 TR A K~ 495
R EFTAGEFAX C AARFH - AT EF FAARLY
E AR REE—FARAETRGEFRBEARXRT LT
ERXIEME 2HRERIE L  D=KRF W The empty pot F &
b A EB B FRALE MR Sarah, plain and tall ¥ % % 0 @
HSEBR = WHERBRMBEAE D Smoky night BA5 2B Z S 8A2HE -
(=) Microsoft Word X & #& 22 69 7T 3t 2 K 48 » THRAF XA X4y
HE P BREFBARE - B HrRER - GFEA X eRA XK
Anpreiey B ETR - &RMAH ZR - 2 HRKZNRZIRF X
B AFRODRFRARF G o EFHAX G RTEFHAE T
F A Y Fry B 34 A € 3§ T A9 Flesch-Kincaid * Ff{F F & A2 Z 48
Bl e FRERBZEHKEG  BERGREHARAEFELAKXE 2
M A RIF R -

RESREE © s3m AR Microsoft Word X £ &3 » % ¢ &kt
A F@AeEE

— ~ WHFEEh RS H 1

FRREE R AERAA S - B e RE R B - WEEEREEE
MIREA - ANEA ~ Rl - ML - HRFERR S A AHIEE - 3HL R
B BREE RS R A S kR NS ECE X EREY) (Burke, & Green-
berg, 2010; Smith, 2007) - {Hi2 + FEAM EE G4 FREREE - GUCERHE
fEREER A BTG M AN RIEE R /7 (O’ Connor, Bell, Harty, Larkin, Sackor, &
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Zigmond, 2002) » Kl + AfafpkEiE & B2 AERR R RVEEY) - A REE BB
ik - GREEREEN I EE L - SBETE R E BRI - B4 BRI A T
JB% + ARRETREE M B A ACHAS L — D - BB - B0 R
AR ARV - b~ IR ~ SRR RO - AN - SHEGEAE
P2 FERRE AR o | 33 5 AR BB AR A B3R -

BEAR » 7 AR AE B B A AR AR R R AR » (HIE SRk
J& GEE S HER (Burke, & Greenberg, 2010) - HHEiFseERELY @ FEA
HSOREE R AIET@E 2 R8N - N EREEEERESEERE (Burke, & Green-
berg, 2010; Hamilton, & Shinn, 2003; Johnson, 1998; Klare, 1976 ) - #i[Z[1Klare
(1976) IR S0 R BE3EMESR » FIBT AR SURINEES S - R - AR
VEZRREIEMERES | H SCAREE 5 FERINE T « T2 E A ROt R R R A A E B
AIER - #EFEMEAZ (readability formula) BEERATREMEAZ - SEAIEREIHILL
SR EE S - R FEA R - ARG H BT R R R B 28 n R %
A (Klare,1984) » RSB RIAG IR T » 8 FHAEHAS SRR HE
(Fitzgerald, & Watkins, 2006; Sperling, 2006 ) * ##BIZEERZLAT ~ BEEHETEEE &
TIEREYE A — A e B A B BB AR T R TR AR - B
AU TR LY -

—M S - WA A EUS AT 38 D PR s SE A w1 A 2RSS IR
HREE - BGEERBAXTR - ATTEREENEAZ - B E (Micro
Power & Light Co., 2003, 2012) » FEMFEE AL - (HFEE AR DR - Y
P AEIJE DL FRREH B W 7 ERER BB T » Fr il A= UnT e
L F o EE - HIMBER fyaf K - Burke fllGreenberg (2010) HURFEEHE—
BT E B E R R SIS FIEE S ARIRR - S E YR FH B RE AR By
B o MEEE ERISRYER - S Ay AT R HERE S B - HA R B R R R
WAL - BSCRERNS (B TR I e EER -

SRR A T P F R SORIEER R+ (ELIEGE A R 0 P R o3 T
RIFBRISEBIEAE - RN EEZ SR A SGEAFEEN e TH - HREEHI
BEEMETH - SR A2 ~ B A EEE B R B S GE A B
AERENRE - HOGEIEREE RS HIGERERE R LR A
Fr7e%e » ARG R ERERE - WA REER - AE R B S 4 5 G
ARETHRNIZFE - BRI LD EERZEE - AERE—D5E - B
BN ERE SGT R - BEME AR EA T e T B AR RS
NEFF » PO R AR SMATES - BIEREJEETRNE - BB B RS - R
B P & TRE B AR SE B AR R AR Y T H - SORRYEES S
T RO A B AR R BRI -
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B e AR I L S - R A MR SR B - BTSN R
£S5 HImEEENER LR SEE - BAFHE AU TR E5E
BB - ZAD - [BIE BN EEE B RE TS SRV ERE T - B
A HEEE S B AEREJTHIRE EERY S SR » K T e (R B2 4 BEEERY HE A2 B Bk
BME ~ fRACERREE - AR G BT - 2 RSB
TR FRYEREME A W =ASGEEAR - BEEL Microsoft Word X E
HEREE ~ REMERGEEANKEE - DERFE - EITEYEE T RIEERE
B HR o ERE AR FLEE R A A T B TS AR R 2 AR 2 i
FEl A A A A IR R 1 N D S S AT ~ e S Al s B
T A I A 2O A PR & HAR RV SGEYIN AR - MR RaE)
JREERED - [EE A e BRRE R ERE M A - BRI R A
MO RS - F R AR A B T R A BRI VI S B 25 -

L SURKERRY

() BN IR ~ POERRELHE

1. BEEARNESR

FEFEE R BSOR A BN A A R A AR B R, - SR A SO R BR RS2 IR
ZIRZMEE - SCRIYATREMYE (readability ) S EH 2 KIFR.Z — » HarrisfllHodges
(1981) K aREMEEZ R + RSCARRIESIEIRRE (style of writing) » SEEREEHY T
fire i BRfE - ERISORAYEIIE ~ FRFHRVEH DU i E AR 2 A E Rl & s BOR
YRR VEATERSE o SESCORTEEVEREEIE - 40 B~ T - WA~ SCHERTE
B~ FRREEE TS - BERRVEE - BT - EEREIEAE 8
B~ JeliRE ~ BETIRIBERSE o [ SCAEIE AR B TH R A/ EH] - HIRERR
P RE A BRE SR A RE N -

AR BRI - AR - NEFFEREANEE - B2 IREORY
SEIH - QRIS ) T EEEIET - MR A E R R YA
HEPE - IEENR nEEME A (readability formula) » BF#& - S8 —ARAVEH
EEAHINZ B PR e B PR SO Y 58 5 PR A e AR AR R RS I+ T 5
P AR T RTRENE ) IR E, (AR > 1995) o AR SURRYBITHES S -
FIREEIEARE - gREEAR R AEEE AR » ASCREEAEA R A A ER
T R e o R - BRADERE T AR TR M A A

2. BB ANANRE R RN RE

FERE R A E R E A ANAIBERE - BRI Eb n B - s2B0K
A VERYBRIHERAIFR © Bamman (1989, p.165) Bl Ry /B EEIAZ - AUfE : (1)
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T - QIENTFEZE - QFRFEIIEEHIH - WRMEHT T8 - (5)
MRERZE - O ARG - BP9 AR RS R TR R 5
HIEES R PEIRIZE © Rl - KRB EASRIE SOREEEE Y BUER N - SEH B EHIIR
F o W (FFRAR) I8 (FFETFR T In i - FRYSETE
HiREHTREE#TR) - M52 AT T AASEE  aRT
BRI T FEIREERS T o BRIER (1971) S0 AT 3 ] 3 28 s A s ol F A IR
ERRIESS I
k1 THEAKXE E&H3 R

FEZH R | FEME KRB
HERTHEMET 6 | HHIE 12
WHTTER 18 | FHHTEH 1
R 18 |FFEFFH 7
T anir 3 | FHIE 1
B 8 | TR 1
(GRS 5 | ATETE 3
R 4 | Hfth 16
HRTRE 103

EORACHR ¢ HE BRI (1971 - H194)

RERITEL « AR F - & RS A T
FREANAER LT E T DIEGHES 100748 FRIEIERE » X
ERF 100 FLEHIF BT T - DEEEEASIIHEBEA TEARK
BANXGE » Kt - HEHECORFEE 100 FIERGTHEVELE - BRERE
R RS ~ PRIFSE S 100 F3HE - FB=3amsdssry > [
Fe - HATEMRERA - ME L BEHEEA X THES 6007 - CERHEH
HIIAT g A - SR YERE » @Al A= —AKFES -

HEMEAXAEHENZEINE - FREZUGAYNVE S - HET R SR
b » Conley (2008 ) &8 5# 38 1 A 20Ul H 2 H K BRI B T 8 iR R SR 8By
WiELe BARERE S CERIEERYEE - SR EGIRIVERASE - I - FEIE
TMEARFRIIABCER - DAR— G HER—#A - HRE R A (Conard,
1984; Vacca, & Vacca, 2008 ) » SEEIHFIE HCEE TR BRIFFRIZE -
A ~ N BGEEEEE BRI (A0RER ~ 78 ~ 178 ~ #EES) BHhiE
Lo KL+ 89% WYHRFE HY RIRSE 5 (o FH 838 1% 2 =N AL SOR R A ARAR JE (the
grade-levels of texts) ( Dubay, 2007 ) °

) B AR

B SR 1 2 SUAE 1923 4 HH AR (Fry, 2002) > J2 FIZRIRGE SORE 1558
BRI R R STk - AR ENEEREE (Binkley, 1988; Klare,
1984) - RZBCEFAVEATAEEE] - R ] RN - BRSO T H i
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fhiadE - BRI TR EE AN B - HEFZEREE AR THFR - AFE
Ji§ (Fry, 2002) « AF5ERT H#EE A0 E Microsoft Word T-H. ~ {ER% 52 03
T.H Free Text Readability Consensus Calculator ( http://www.readabilityformulas.com/
free-readability-formula-tests.php ) ~ DIREANKFHEFEE B - 1458RE
R AXGRAAT

1. Flesch Reading Ease AT

HEAFUZ Flesch 7E 1943 S8 R 2K » RSP A FIIRE ~ FETFRN
FEg - DURAE 100 fil=7rh AREE (personal references ) FYEF ARG TR S EERYEE D)
J& o PhAFAGEZ R+ 1948 FEAIEIER A Reading Ease Formula » 2k
100 7Y & BTSSRI ] RIS FHOREF RS CEEE S & (Flesch, 1948) »
JERRE T Rt A AR AT I 22 (Harris, & Hodges, 1981) -

Flesch Reading Ease A & RE = 206.835—-(1.015 X ASL)—(84.6 X ASW)

RE f{3 Reading Ease fHEAZE

ASL=Average Sentence Length » ] A3 F 5 (R 8/ &) 7-RE%0)

ASW=Average number of Syllables per Word » 57 -3 88k (S HHEE

I FHEE)

The Flesch Reading Ease Formula 2381 0% 100 » fiE A ERA S -
FHA KGR 53 AR HE ST 3 B S5 BOR AT 2 60 F 70 » 4KIE » 90-10043HY
NE MR AR AR © 8- AR AR REBE RNV SCE  rBUE 60-694) - K
BHRSEARE TS R BUE 0-30 47 » KA » BRI SORE AR R R 4]
TR £ (ReadabilityFormulas, 2012 ) » Flesch F B8 BANF% 2

%2 Flesch BzRE@H{ I X FHEHE H Y
FHFEFFPHEEH 0 ARSI
WY EESE ST FEEEE REE

90 -100 F-220 B E VRN 1.23 5

80 - 89 w5 115 131 6

70 - 79 WHERS 14F 1.39 7

60 - 69 LR 17 1.47 8-9

50 - 59 THMEREE 21 1.55 10-12

30 - 49 ESET 25F 1.67 13-16

0-29 JEHEREE 297Dk 1.92 16 KE R

BRI © WIFE# I H Harris & Hodges (1981) 52 ReadabilityFormulas
(2012) http://www.readabilityformulas.com/flesch-reading-ease-
readability-formula.php

2. Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level A=

FAE o AR Flesch Reading Ease 153 B8R SEAFE BERY 08 » 47
HARMKIE R BITFAR R/ - B AXR KB AR (9780 AR E#E
(IR0 ARG RLHERENIFEARAERE « SR » Flesch-Kincaid fi RI{EAH SCA
RIS - AHIFRIESEFEE (ReadabilityFormulas, 2012) -
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Flesch-Kincaid grade level 2Z=(0.39 X ASL) + (11.8 X ASW ) ~15.59

ASL =Average Sentence Length )71 - 8 (HEEE a) a8

ASW =Average number of Syllables per Word FZHY-45 5 Jiid ( SRS/ &

HEE)

bt A =S B R HE RIS T (Johnson, 1998 ) » 0 AEHE L Flesch-
Kincaid grade level 223 = (0.4 X ASL) + (12X ASW ) —16(Fry, 2002)

3.The Fog Scale ( Gunning Fog Index )

EAZUEH Robert Gunning #2H! ° Gunning fE3 T 2 BRI SEBIESE &
% B EREREENRZSTRNVES A TIEM - U Fleschi
% o R TFIE IR o SRR McElroy #5HY T £%5F5%0 , (Fog Index)
AN SRS - BEI TR CEHRENHERE - EHSORH
100 EEAERY FRIERA - G R REDKGTE =58 EAY7H - K
H47 Lk (ReadabilityFormulas, 2012 ) °

Gunning Fog Index A2, = (ASL + PHW ) x0.4

ASL=Average Sentence Length f]F-H 78 (RET-85/ A) T80

PHW=Percentage of Hard Words 5 ( =& &Ll L7850 BWE L

Fog fE B EAT R/ NRIRE K - HAIFEZFE RN EHEE (R
DI R REGEE ) - FEBUEBUE - BT MBAE S - Bl - FE8UE 5 KRB
/NAFERRE T - BN ERE S BOE TE8 - B 12 (FEE R m =) - B
— R LW R AR o 17 RORISCAT LS  Em 1717
Rt SE P SE I RE B -

4.The SMOG Index

A2 McLaughlin (1969 ) £ 40 Z4ER[#FEHIZK - & Simple Measure of
Gobbledygook HU#EES ¥ © b0l B M FIERFA R RRRYEER » BRI iRy
HIAZAHB A7 - A AU E IS IR R ISR - KI5 B 7
(3HEHILLERYF) 2GR - fE30fEfR AT - FHE 3 FEIsL ERYF - M6
SETIRR - N3 e

SMOG Eff A= 3 + 3 FHILLEFREBHIF- IR

El Hii 7] £ McLaughlin (2008 ) # 3# #y#g 55 _FHUE Hh A= » http://www.
harrymclaughlin.com/SMOG.htm » H N R il AFERGS3E=FIB A -

McLaughlin BN 20 = 3.1291+1.0430/% 5578 x (30 - FJH0)

AR ENEALGE » BHERESOR » AERCOREG ~ FrREFISC

=HE5r S 108 )72k - R ERI SCARTE T 3 HE SMOG i & 5 H

L B S — (B ARS SRAVIRET © RS RBELL word LR EFETHIZE -




Bl © DUEREME N A PRETCSGEAZ HRSE 235

e E B BB A B R SR B ER R - (AR E R — A RERE
HISCAS - A 7.4 (AR — e LA AR REER Y SUAR (ReadabilityFormulas,
2012) - SMOG # &/ NEEFERENFH DHEIVEAH (Gottlieb, & Rogers, 2004) °
Ry TEAL P S R P S RS — I 100% RO BRSO B TR » FTS AR AE S
53 BGE L B A U E— B R A AR -

5. The Coleman-Liau Index

Meri Coleman F1T. L. Liau 58k 85 I LAYFEAL 2 5 H RS et 5 H R
7T » AR EET « K - MG S BN 08 DLy A ) R R Aok T8
HIFERAZRE » Coleman-Liau AFUEKIBEAFHIFIC BRI AIRITE - AT
SRR BB E RHE AL ERCR B R AT RE N - BABHISCAH 300
EFARGHE - RS RGN o B - NN A RIEARAERE » 20110.6 E45
BZSUARHEA 10-11 R84k (ReadabilityFormulas, 2012 ) ©

Coleman-Liau Index = 5.89 X ACW-(30.0 X Hj#) /ZF#,-15.8

ACW=Average Characters per Word & 75708 » FIOHEE/ FHE8L

6. Automated Readability Index ( ARI)

ARIFIColeman-Liau/ AXAHE - H—HRKREHEFITICE - A
e AR - AR EA —HEE - KR ERERR SRR AL AL - 21 ARTHYEL
T3 BRREHCRAE (KU8-95%) REBIFSUA - ARIFVEIFZ 10 - B 104
rm—B 4 - KK 15-16 5% © ARLEFAEFTEEIIAYSIA (ReadabilityFormulas,
2012) -

ARIIIZAF = (471 X AVL) + (0.5X AVW ) —21.43

AVL= Average number of Letters per WordSF 7 - 708 ( 2o HE By R85

AVW= Average number of Words in Sentence ] T~ 8 (HET S 7)1 Ha%)

7.Linsear Write Formula

FERETE A FUR ST SOOR - RSB 22 FH ARl - AU BT Bk
TEFMAYATEEN: « BhAFE ORI RA =5 H#i L EAYF2RE T R H 2B
HIEARAR R -

A FEECELT R (ReadabilityFormulas, 2012) :

(1) HH AR A 1005 »

(2) e E T 7 (REEssED ) - WA —Elv EE 1 -

(3) H ST (= F /L LT WFEEF—ET LES3 -

(4)FHEA DT X1 NEEF X3 AR R E AR -
(5) FFE NS BR LA 73
(6) HEZKIA20 » BREL2 » FifS R AR -
(7) EEFR =20 » SEIK2 - FFREL2 - BIEERARE -

=

)
)
)
)R
ES
ES
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8. Fry Graph Readability Formula

Edward Fry & Fry @ (& 1) - 2 LU AL 23 SORR R AE EE (Fry,
1977) « L LH A AIFEALM i ~ AERENSOR - SEEFTENRERE - &
ERAGHER - ATRE TR AZ - BUHAMR A » Fry (/4] FREM
FHREEEFENGE RV - EefECRGLG ~ FRREAISOREEL 100 14
BT » WAFELET NEMR - HR - FHREIE 100 a4 1 B BRI 4] 18 -
TR EETRER L. 315211 100 7R S ET L - KRR )RR L3 155
15 100 fH 7B 4B -

Average number of syllables per 100 words
108 112 116 120 124 128 132 136 140 144 148 152 155 160 164 168 172 176 180 182

%0 250
200 - 200
167 - 167
143 1 > 143
2 e
» — > - Ll - 11
g o0 _:E . \ > ! 100
- B A A ;
g 5 ] r /] ,/ / 77
1 F. Y. 71
8 & % i ¥, Vi 67
2 a3 A5 L LT 1/ 7 14 !
S = Al d 4 y J1] 4
2 [ / o FiRvari | e
3 s2 L 4 17 I 52
S 50 y. VA J 5o
) AN 7T T ¥, 4 4
'2 :2 pd y ‘i
S 1A /| ~1/ Vi I 43
s 42 . /1 |8 Frgry 12
2 a0 /i /A 10
5 38 / yd ol Y -~ 38
< 3 K 4 ol ANV ENi =
36 / / /12 ] 16
1. ANNAEN KDV IEFED i
13 b ¥, I T 33
30 el ¥ 4 /i f 30
25 Anri y { ' 25
20 20

Bl1 Fryilizf Fa ¥ RE
FRRIE : Fry (2002, p.288)

Fry B EERHY x @l > RFRE 100 HFHEIERE - B AEm ydh -
45 100l “FHISEE AT« ZE( x il B y A28 OB » BUBER 8 SOARTRAGRY AR
FRAZRE « Fry B R 1-17R9BCE » HH R A R 5 HE AR R AR 5 1 - W Bk AR ]
HIB AR E R EARAZE - A5 B8 AR Ak — i B AR REER Y SR -
KRR R EEREEN—RSCRNTFREAAR - FEEEE AR T E
A FIRERNY EFRREEN T RE R E - HIIEEEdHR L RFZ
AT E AR B SRR L 8 - 25 OB A /2 PAG Erkasg & - |
REE W E T8 - FEBLEIL T - R AN A S A M r 4 8 -
B ENEE S BR L FRHE » Fry B2l 5 - xR HAYE
& JE (Crawley, & Mountain, 1995; Hiebert, 2011; Sperling, 2006 )

9. Rate Index ( RIX)

RIX f2& K8 4] 7 BORHE G = o iy FBORk e T B EEE 1% 22 =0 (Anderson,
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1983 ) o EEER AU 1) FHUBEAR (IRIBSUARREE » 12 10 20 AR - &t
ARG BTy 78 - AR R ~ FEIVRIEERERF R - B ~ HIIR
A Ry B — 78 -

RIX /A== (LW /S) x100

LW = Long word » {83 7{EHLL FFICHIETF

SHRFEA 18

RIX 78RR e RBR DARE A8 - B33 100 » Anderson (1983 ) f2fit—1lH
MR EIRER » 4023 KRG SRV B S IR TR -
%3 RIXp#fe FoA2 R R A
B HEROREE OB FHREE S FEE

0- 19 1 180-239 6 530-619 11
20- 49 2 240-299 7 620-719 12
50- 79 3 300-369 8 720+ KE
80-129 4 370-449 9
120-179 5 450-529 10

ERERIE © Anderson (1983, p.16)
RIX A] FZREH RO & F8EE 5 SR HREE - S EnSEEME B S
B AKX EZ Z{# H (Sperling, 2006 )
frer bl - A SEEE A ST R A TR~ B ES  SOARER SRS
HUREHE ~ FEIRAEEA FNIE - IFSCE iR a4 -

K4 WHBMAKZ AL GAH R
BIFHLA R4 R B E A

B A [ESES BHES EEEE SRR
Flesch Reading Ease 7SS g INEERER NS SGE B B
(SEER B S LG EIEE N NN e
Flesch-Kincaid (SE SN @ NRREE RS L CE IR L EER
FATFE WS E U HAM A= IR
Gunning Fog Index GV > e NR-WRTERT SOABH LG - R
(BEHLE) Bk o [ G R
F3EEE 100 57
SMOG Index 3TEIEREL R PIEREL SORRRR R SRR : 100%3
G4 DY 30MEm)v8  f# - JEn7pEiE
Coleman-Liau Index P37 I0H INERER HRIEEEEE AR
AT 53007

Automated Readability 755708 INEERRER EFIEREE AR
Index (ARI) (SRS e SR
Linsear Write Formula 2 & iU THF /M2 KB SEETESE, FHREE

;j la;;ﬁﬁ)jiuiﬂ’ﬂ? ‘ ﬁf’ﬁ?ﬂﬁﬂé@f
Fry [#jE A2 FrPgEEis - /NR-UISERT SRR AR - xEhEdy
(LR EES AR PSRRI
Rate Index B¢ (RIX)  #@@d-t oy ~ /NE- KRB TEAY - FiREE
L YT

BRI - s AT
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M+ ERETE AR S - fEAR I gEEY AT K - 2955%4
B AEIAT - A BCEE A ERIBREREEE (Arthur, 1995; Meade, & Smith,
1991) » BCKREE » HRSORBLE ~ HrRIFIRS R % BSEAER 100 FAREANGE T
AT HRZ=ERPYY - SGEE R LREEE - B SMOG ; #1S
SIS 0 BERSCE R EEREE o BIMT75E] Flesch Reading Ease E’Jﬁ%ﬁﬂﬂeseh—
Kincaid WEERAREE 5 iRB 5 TR - B RIX A Fry RSLEY © SHHEEEIE -

F Flesch Reading Ease * Flesch-Kincaid * Linsear Write Formula #{1Fry ; ﬁfﬁ%ﬂ:
% » 8 Coleman-Liau Index ~ ARIFIRIX © { F Free Text Readability Consensus
Calculator 3 A] —KAFE-CREAG IRAT Y © M EERS RS BRI EEE 2 A
RS RS -

AWge 2 LAY B H AR = AR SCGGEY R it e 5 52 - AR ZEEFEH (The
empty pot F1Smoky night) » FH— K245/ NS (Sarah, plain and tall) » SEFERE S
ERVING » PRI — e B2 3 20 s el 25 35 38 (AR B AR B /N & = AR
AR - R EEE M A G R RS RAHE - TS R E - S
=ARFAYSCRIT I Word 1+ FRMREBEAE M A =NV EK » 20 G R LR EE 4 B
SRR o LR oE S S B 9E T R -

() e 5

AW = AR SCEAN T ~ Foul ~ 778 - BaYEFE - BF
IR ~ BT - S RETREAIRS -

£S5 ZANMOER - FAE T BHTFY
PR CBEFIFHFAR HFFYTHK

HH The empty pot Smoky night Sarah, plain and tall

g 670 1267 3158

FILE 2893 5557 13398

(IRR 60 196 369

ISEn A= ) 11.4 6.4 8.5

FFFITFITH 4.1 4.0 3.9

SR 1.39 1.29 1.32
e TR

AWHFEE FHRIIE TH Ak -

1. Microsoft Word T&

Flesch Reading Ease 1 Flesch-Kincaid 52’ i FH Y4 A= (Ogloff,
& Otto, 1991) » W& ATERIBEESEN)E X » v]{¢ Microsoft Word ENf5 » JEE 5
EEER - B Wl & =NA i R 2 AEIERY - EIS RIS ERIRS R - fRICCER
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1A ~ FRRRISOR =854y S HGHEG 1005 - FTE word SC: © —ER0 19k
ARTEE - NMUFEAEE - AR AR (AIMr.)  ’HT 5809 word SXHHER
HiZK » Z A Microsoft Word " #58 , NHY " Hf 5 R SGEME  vf - $RETH AR
A3 readability FUHfEET © SERCAR - EBRERE SRR ARETE ARG A o 3
HHRZEEITICRRILEER - B RERE A A RESIEDHIZKE - HRTERDIRERA -
Al R SCERAGHE -

2. Free Text Readability Consensus Calculator 8% o BiEzE T B

g4k Chttp://www.readabilityformulas.com/free-readability-formula-tests.php )
B SCARKE AR A - S E 85 H Flesch Reading Ease formula ~ The Flesch-
Kincaid Grade Level * The Fog Scale ( Gunning Fog Index ) * The Smog Index * The
Coleman- Liau Index * Automated Readability Index * DLz Linsear Write Formula
FAIE 1 o B AR RS+ WG AS B-Ed A M A B RS IR - BB
HIOSCAR R AR BERERE SR RS - SR E WM B S EE 2 - BB
BLFE 4-5 E5E 8] - KHIIZ 200-500 il o ¥R SCARANEAR - #iEgE 1-21H
B - EHISEERE - B ERE R TR R 600 i - #6000 7&
HEY]#; (ReadabilityFormulas, 2012 ) °

3.5H

T Fry SEEE P kAR - Bl ERAIE - fEANTZEH L Fry [EA1Rate
Index (RIX) Ry EEFHANMAE

P9~ WSk R B G

(=) B FERE R
1. =B 7E Microsoft Word T EfYEE D B ERIZE
Microsoft Word WY R[FEMERGET TH » RNRZSCOREERIBRE] - Al 23GHE T
T S SRR o TR = ARV SCART T Word £+ 22300 A Microsoft
Word S FREHE RUE A o WL AR - HARaE6 -
k6 = AR3E4A XA Microsoft Word % 431 # {4
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to describe the most common readability
formulas. Three children’s books, The empty pot (670 words), Smoky night
(1,267 words), and Sarah, plain and tall (3,158 words) were used as the
subjects to calculate the numerical or grade-level score. The study also
focused on comparing readability formulas that were calculated using different
methods: with a tool embedded in a Microsoft Word processing program, with
Free Text Readability Consensus Calculator tools found on the web, and by
hand. Results were presented as follows: 1. The empty pot that was the least
words got a fifth-grade level, Sarah, plain and tall that was the most words
got a third-fourth grade level, Smoky night a third grade level. 2. Readability
formula embedded in a Microsoft Word processing program was the easiest
way to obtain the most accurate readability scores by typing the entire book
into a word document. 3. Readability scores differed slightly depending on the
readability tool that was used. However, the rank of the three books was the
same among the different tools. 4. The readability levels obtained from Fry by
hand were the same as results of the Flesch-Kincaid from Microsoft Word and
from free web-based calculators. Owing to these two formulas were used the
same variables, sentence length and number of syllables per word to calculate
the readability levels.

Keywords: Readability formula; Microsoft word processing program; Free
web-based calculators,; Grade-level score

SUMMARY

Introduction

Reading is the best way to learn new knowledge. Students learn how to
read through the practice of reading. Selecting readings that are appropriate for
students’ levels allows students to experience the joy of reading and develops
motivation and confidence in reading thus fosters spontaneous reading. When
students are not frustrated with reading materials, that’s when they can easily
connect with the materials to learn, grow, think as well as internalize and absorb
what they’ve read into part their own knowledge. Therefore, finding appropriate
reading materials for students’ reading levels has become an important factor for
sparking students’ interest in reading.
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However, as many publishers print suggested grade levels, these levels are
not always accurate (Burke, & Greenberg, 2010). Some other researchers pointed
out that personal judgments about the difficulty of a text are often subjective
and therefore not good indicators of reading level (Burke, & Greenberg, 2010;
Hamilton, & Shinn, 2003; Johnson, 1998; Klare, 1976). Due to the fact that the
publishers’ or personal judgments are both unreliable, after years of research
readability formulas were developed by researchers to evaluate difficulty of texts.
In the United States the readability formulas assist teachers, teacher librarians
and librarians to identify appropriate reading materials by grade level or age level
and to help students select reading materials with moderate difficulty yet most
effective for reading and learning.

With the rapid development of information technology, the far-reaching
Internet and the knowledge-sharing practice among reading education researchers,
many readability formulas with powerful capabilities are accessible freely on
the web. Therefore, this study aimed to introduce the most commonly used
readability formulas. The study focused on three English reading materials
and compared readability formulas calculated with Microsoft Word processing
program, with a free readability formula software, and by hand. Second, the
study compared readability of the same readings by different methods and see
if the results were the same. The study further discussed how to correctly apply
readability formulas and recommendations on how teachers, teacher librarians and
librarians in Taiwan should adopt readability formulas in order to select English
reading materials that are at levels of their students.

Research Design and Implementation

This study selected three English reading materials to be used as research
subjects. Two were picture books: The Empty Pot (670 words) and Smoky
Night (1,267 words). The other one was a fiction, Sarah, Plain and Tall (3,158
words). First the texts of the three books were typed into Word files and then the
readability and grade levels were calculated using the readability formulas. The
study utilized tools included: 1. Flesch Reading Ease and Flesch-Kincaid formulas
available in Microsoft Word; 2. Free Text Readability Consensus Calculator (http://
www.readabilityformulas.com/free-readability-formula-tests.php), a free tool on
the web that calculates scores (readability) or grade levels based on the Flesch
Reading Ease formula, the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level, the Fog Scale (Gunning
Fog Index), the Smog Index, the Coleman- Liau Index, the Automated Readability
Index and the Linsear Write Formula and the average the seven commonly used
formulas; 3. Manually calculated Fry Graph and the Rate Index (RIX) score.
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Results

i. The three reading materials’ readability scores or grade levels calculated
by Microsoft Word, Free Text Readability Consensus Calculator and by hand were
slightly different due to the elements used for analysis and comparison. However
the order was the same if we ranked the reading materials by the difficulty of each
text, which indicated the order was also the same if we ranked by grade levels.

ii. Same readability formula elements resulted in same grade levels. For
example, the readability results from Fry (by hand), Flesch-Kincaid (Microsoft
Word) and Flesch-Kincaid (Free Text Readability Consensus Calculator) were the
same.

iii. Errors in sampling affected the readability score and grade level of a
text. For example, slightly different grade levels were found using the Free
Text Readability Consensus Calculator to calculate the first 600 words and the
600 words from the beginning, the middle or the end of the same text. That
was because different reading levels existed in the text and its chapters and that
contributed to the errors when sampling texts.

iv. Among the three reading materials, The Empty Pot (picture book with
670 words) had the least words but highest grade level (US grade 5). Sarah,
Plain and Tall (fiction with 3,158 words) had the most words and a readability of
US grades 3-4 reading level. Smoky Night (picture book with 1,267 words) was
appropriate for US grade 3 reading level. In terms of readability formulas, the
results explained that the average length of sentences along with average word
counts and the number of syllables affected readability grade level more than the
length of texts did.

Recommendations and Implications

This study recommended the correct ways of using the readability formulas:
1. Use full texts to reduce sampling errors; 2. Accurately select sampling text.
For example, the SMOG formula samples a selection of 10 consecutive sentences
from the beginning, the middle and the end of a text and then calculates the
average, which doesn’t mean using three samples with 100 words each; and 3.
When typing up a text in Word, make sure to have correct spelling and maintain
the same punctuation as it appears in the original text. In addition, there are
recommendations for teacher, teacher librarians and librarians in Taiwan on
how to select and recommend English reading materials for Non-native English
speaking students.
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