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Abstract: Online readability tools, largely unknown to language teachers in third-world
countries, have been flooding the internet for years. Their usefulness have been regarded with
varying degrees of approval. In more than a dozen websites, it has been discovered that there
are marked similarities and differences that classroom teachers have to be keen with in making
the right choice of an online readability tool. In general, the availability of particular readability
tools differs from one site to another. In addition, a glaring difference on the type of statistics or
parameters on most sites are observed. Moreover, other sites do not have the needed statistics or
parameter s that teachers need the most. Using a case study of the readability of the reading texts
of a mandated textbook, useful readability tools were browsed. The results are a number of tools
to choose from, and tips to benefit from web-based sources.
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Introduction

Remote language classrooms particularly in thirdldvoountries have been pathetically
deprived of vital technological gadgets, electyicand the internet, rid of access then not only to
e-books but also to other enormous online resoumreteaching and learning usage. As more
and more language teachers from such academicoaenwents are finally accessing online
materials, the need for them to know readabilitpldp among others, is of tremendous
importance as teaching aids in the classroom.

Confused oftentimes with legibility, readability shat makes a text easier to read
compared to others. It tries to match the readavegllof a reading material to the reading-with-
comprehension level of readers. Consequently, keitgtaformula predicts readability in an
analytical way (Kondru, 2006). The readability Ieeé written materials can be measured by
many of these readability formulas, some of thenmdenore popular than the rest based on
extensive research, and as Kondru (2006) hintéejr'predictions correlate very well with the
results of the actual readability measurementxpég judgments, comprehension tests, and the
cloze procedures".

Klare (1963) defined readability as the “ease alarstanding or comprehension due to
the style of writing.” Such definition takes wrigrstyle as detached from issues like coherence,
content, and organization. Likewise, Gretchen Ha(@P98) and her IBM colleagues declared
that readability is a trait of clarity, it beingetfiease of reading words and sentences.” Stressing
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the interaction between a class of readers andettie G. Harry McLaughlin (1969), creator of
the SMOG readability formula, looked at readabibty. “the degree to which a given class of
people find certain reading matter compelling aochgrehensible.”

Readability’s emergence

Pioneering studies of readability were done by $mgsking students, teachers, and
librarians, what makes a text readable. Part adeH®eginnings on readability assessment was
Thorndike's Teachers' Work Book (1921), which pded some means for gauging the difficulty
of words. Thorndike tabulated words based on teguency of their usage in general literature,
assuming that frequently encountered words by reagere less difficult to comprehend than
those that rarely appeared. In short, familiarégguits in understanding. This book became the
first extensive listing of words in English, by dugency.

Later on, other reading lessons and word lists cabwit to measure word difficulty.
Knowledge of words, as Chall and Dale (1995) hadsita firm gauge of a reader's reading
comprehension performance. As Chall and Dale (1p%8l) "It is no accident that vocabulary is
also a strong predictor of text difficulty,” theyrote. Reviewing the research about word
frequency, Klare (1968) further concluded that hosndon't just tend to use some words more
frequently, they also recognize these words rapigilgfer them, and learn and understand them
more readily, hence this variable’s central rolen@asuring readability.

Besides word factors, sentence variety based ogtHewas likewise subjected to
examination in the 1920s as an additional factor stady in readability. Thorndike’s
contemporary, the psychologist Kitson (1921), ml#d The Mind of the Buyer, showing how
and why readers of various newspapers and magadifies from one another. He found out
that word length and sentence length, as gaugagllaples, made notable readability indicators,
confirming his theories by analysing magazines a@aspapers. His claim was later confirmed
by other experts and researchers. Sentence leagtording to experts, is an appropriate
measuring device for difficulty as it measurestiefeships (Catalano, 1990).

Having developed no readability formulas, thesgainsteps led to the development of
what we now call, readability formulas. Since th#me word and sentence length linguistic
indicators remained as the main factors of modemn+éadability formulas used extensively in
classifying reading materials. Readability formulascording to Kirkwood and Wolfe (1980),
"contain a measure of vocabulary load and sentiemggh."

The first-ever readability formula developed wheively and Pressey (1923) were
choosing science textbooks. The books, meant fooijthigh school, were loaded with technical
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terms that teachers had to spend class periodtjteshich vocabulary. The two then argued that
it would help to have a way that could measurevitwabulary problem in textbooks by relating
the difficulty of words to their frequency and deng a method to measure vocabulary, not
only in textbooks, but also in other reading maisrused in school. They assumed that the more
common a word is, the easier it is understood. Thedthod was not suitable for measuring
readability for its inability to provide a scaleitderpret the scores, but their study paved thg wa
for the creation of readability formulas.

A common and the most renowned readability formslaredited to Rudolph Flesch
(1948), a leading expert on readability whose fdams used in Microsoft Office Word. Thus,
readability evaluation today is performed by thanpater. Grammar or editing software
nowadays can tell the readability level of writtexts. This is made possible by what we now
call readability tools which, when applied to treen® piece of text, could yield varying scores
and reading levels.

Indeed, a number of tools can help us appraisetenritexts for readability via the
application of a standard formula to the chosen fExese tools have been a subject of debate
insofar as plain language has it. There are thdseasredit them with usefulness as starting point
when appraising the vividness of information, testrtake them for tools that encourage poor
writing. Thus, readability formulae ought to seordy as a guide due to their limitations.

Problem and objective

To help document online readability tools and thgrenhance awareness about them,
this study was conceived in the hope, moreoverdis§eminating these tools for classroom
utilization.

The following questions will help carry out thisjettive:

1. What are the available readability sites and ttlodég can be used by classroom
teachers?

2. What are the text characteristics means of theimgatkxts according to the
readability site?

3. How much is the percentage and frequency of relijaibidex utilization?

Method

This is a qualitative inquiry that makes use of ilaie documents, mostly sourced
online, as objects of descriptions and analysisteldeer, it is prescriptive of procedures on how
language teachers can access readability tooldh@mweb that they can, in turn, utilize for
classroom purposes.
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The method of accessing those tools, as exemplifigtiis inquiry, can itself serve as
guide for the language teachers to access the Sambk.method is put to use as follows:

» Use different online readability sites.

* Use complementary or statistically compatible réddg indexes to determine the
readability level of a test.

* Read the comments/conversation section of the bddglasite for more ideas about
it. Proceed to experiencing the site yourself.

 Take advantage of the other features of the sitgs sventory of words, like
problems in the text, etc.

» Check for updates or developments of the site.

» Be aware that sites can be moved to new addresses.

* Know that some sites have limited number of wotlitsned for analysis.

» Test the accuracy of the readability sites by usithgr statistical techniques.

* Analyze data using other groupings for compariska by chapter, topic, etc.

» Test Flesh Reading Ease index found on differ¢assi

Results

The following results presented largely in tabularm summarize the findings that
answer the questions of this study. Such tablesgtexl due to the clarity of statistical revelation
that they provide. With this kind of presentatidop, results need not be explained and
elaborated thoroughly.

It should be noted that numerous studies reldatvweadability tools have been uploaded
through the years on the Internet. And it appeaas the flow is endless, that plenty of related
studies-in-progress are yet to come. The Tableldwbshows this list, which researchers and
scholars can browse to scout for related literagunck studies.

These studies, as can be observed, are arrangedtlie latest to the most previous.
Headings per column include the names of authbesyg¢ar of publication, the research field or
topic, the readability indexes used, and the nunabereadability indexes used in each study.
This list implies that besides being multiple, séisdthat had been conducted on the topic vary
from the simplest to the most complex. They, tamme from various settings and situations,
from all over the world.

www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educatio
ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:7, Issue:4, October 2018

Table 1
List of . ty
Readability Related Studies
Number of
Author/s Year  Research Field/Topic ‘Readability Index/es Used Readability
Index/es
Used
Dhabhai, D, Dua, AK., & Saroliya, A 2015 Code Readability Software Miachine driven Reagability Index, SMOG, Gunming s Fos 1nios E
: Metrie
Fz-khl'akh M. 2015  Auditor's Report Flesch Reading Ease. Gunning Fog Index 2
.. & Burge. B. 2015 PISA 2012 Mathematics, Flesch-Kincaid, New Dale-Chall, New Fog Count. SMOG, Spache Revised <]
Science and Reading
ssment Stimuli
Mummadi, M.K.. Kusneniwar, G.N.. & Chappa, S.N. 2015 Health Website Cuomyng Fop Iy, Calemen L lnfex, Flescn-Kincald Grads Level, Automass
Rendabllli Index, SMOG., Flesch Rﬂldlni
A[chersqn SR. DeLaunc A.E.. Hadden, K. Zralck, R.L., Kelly-Campbell. 2014 Consumer Materials on the Flesch Reading Ease, Flesch-Kincaid, Gunning FOG. FORCAST
. & M ehsite of ASHA
Berry-Caban, C.S., Portee, C.L., Beaman, L A., & Hoedebecke, KL DI I Conseat Foomsats,  KIAehKincad Resdabiyty Feemala, B Rasdably Ceaph, SMOG Jesadabitity

znu Polish Texts

2014 Language
e S poul Teichers

Lenzner. T. 2014 Survey Question Difficulty Flesch Reading Ease Formula, Flesh-Kincaid Grade Level Index, Gunning Fog.
l.m'.lex Date-Chall Formula

2014 Junior High EnglishTextbook  Cunning Fog Roada T
Comy

lesch Ranmng Ease Formula, Flesc
Autom:

rehension Pas: Grade Level. SMOG Index. Colemal ated Reada
Cole., 1S, 2013 Verbal Ability and Text Flesch-Kincaid (MS Word), Flesch-Kincaid (Online Calulator). Gunning Fog
Readability Index, Automated Reading ndex
Gyasi, WL B o S TS Fleseh Reading Ease, G g?usmwwmwm 7
Undergraduate Students and Liau Index, SMOG Ind x, Lisear a
Humpreys. AH.. & Humpreys, 1.T. 2013 Music Education Journal Flesch Ease. Flesch-Kincaid. Fog, SMOG, Dale-Chall 5
Articles
Kolahi. S.. Khanmohammad, H., & Shirvani, E. 2013 English Tra z o Index, Flesch New Reading Ease
and Persian Translation
Oleur, AL, & Ari, G. 2013 Turkish Textbooks: Grades 8, Atesman, Uzun-Cetinkaya z
7.8
Prasad, A.. Green., P., & Heales, J. 2013 Practices of Organization in Flesch Index. Fog Index, Lix Index 3
s 1. 1. & Daniel ALK, 2013 Scientific Writing. LIX number, Flesch Reading Ease Scale. Gunning Fog 3
Tabatabaei, E.. & Bagheri, M.S. S 2013 Senior High Reading Flesch Reading Ease Readability .
Comprehs “Texts: acunmt
Bndwvnd Knowledge and
Wang, L.W... Miller. M.1.. Schmitt. M.R., & Wen. F.K. 2013 Weiten Health Information Dale-Chall, Flesch Reading Ease, Flesch-Kincaid, Fog. SMOG. Fry 6
erials
Gray, C.1. 2012 Websites and Library icrasoft Word Flesch-Kincaid Reac ri ar 2
B Databases Reading Ease.
Hampton, J. 2012 Data Mining and Text New Dale-Chall, SMOG, Gunning Fog, Coleman-Liau, Laesbarhedsindes (LIX), 8
Analytics Fokid o082 (RO, Ef R Bz
Tzgi, U, & Seker, B.S. 2012 Science-Technology and Fog Index, Flesch-Kincaid Formula, Atesman, Sonmez. 4
. . Social Science Textbooks
Kolahi. S., & Shirvani. E. 2012 English Texibooks of Gunning Fog Index 1
Translation and Persian
i i § Translation §
Nakamura, Y., & Murray, A. 2012 Second Language Vocabulary  Fog 1
A&sumﬂml?lmemm
Stajner, S.. Evans, R.. Orasan. C.. & Mitkov, R. o e Complexity Flesch Reading Ease Score, Flesch-Kineaid Readability Formula, Fog Index. a
i SMOG Grading
Yasseri,T.. Kornia, A., & Kertesz, 1. 2012 Language Complexity and Gunning Fog Index =
Wikipedia

Zamanian, M., & Heydari, B. 2012 on Readability Eleech Reading Ease, Dale-Chall, Gunning's FogIndex, Fry Readability Graph,
meuhs and its Pros and MOG. Flesch-Kincaid. Coh-Metrix. Brown's EFL Readability Index. Miyazaki

BFL Readnh"li ndex

Crossley, S.A., Allen, D.B., & McNamara, D.S. 20T M kel e ki Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level, Fleseh Reading Ease Score, Coh-Metrix L2 Reading
l.ndax

2011 ines Information Flesch Readabi yan Score. Flesch and Kincaid Readability Grade Level
Mn(:nnl

zm 1 Cost Accounting Textbooks Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level

2011 Coh&lvg Markers and Flesch (Grade Level), Fog Index
Reading Comprehension

Trentanni. G. 0L et Al of Flesch-Kincaid Readability Grade Level. Automated Readability Index. Coleman-
Natural Languag Lm Readablity Grade Level, Flesch Rsading Ease Rendability Index. Gunningls
ex, 1 x (LIX), SMOG -Grading
Readai ity Grade Lovel
Beaglehole. V... & Yates, G.C.R.. 2010 ‘l-a!ng ‘Writers and Full Stop Flesch Reading Ease, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level 2z
Bennett, D.M.. & Gilchrist, A, 2010 Standard Appaintment Letiers  Flesch Reading Fase, Flesch-Kincaid. SMOG 3
Burke, V.. & Greenberg, D, 2010 Difficulty of Adult Literacy Flesch Reading Ease, Flesch-Kineaid, SMOG, Dale-Chall, Spache. FORCAST, 9
Mate Fry, Rate Index. ‘Readj
Kunz, M.B., & Osborne, P. 2010 Consumer Pharmacentical Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level, Flesch Reading Ease, Coleman-Liau, Gunning Fog, ]
Weh Pages SMOG
Wi, FLY.. & Chen, K.H. 2010 Online Encyclopedias — ‘Gunning-Fog Score. Flesch Kincaid Reading Ease, Flesch Kincaid Grade Level, 6
Wikipedia and Knol Liau Index, dlak
Elia, A. 2000 Wab Fneyelopilis Gunning-Fog Index 1
dlia and Britannica
Owen. 1.E.. Kohne, J.. Douglas. L.. Hewitson. T.D.. & Baldwin. R 2009  Education Materials and Gunning FOG Index. Fry Graph. Suitability Assessment of Materials 3
Literacy Level of Dialysis
Patients
Chiang, W.C.. Englebrecht, T.D., Philips, T.J. Jr., & Wang, Y. 2008 Finaneial Aceounting Flasch Reading Ease; Fletch imanid Cirasie Lavel Inders Cumning s Ea ot a
Princ tila Textbooks SMO
Leray. G.. Miller. T.. Rosemblat. G.. & Browne, A 2008 Online Health Information Revised Fry Readability Graph. Flesch Reading Ease. Flesch-Kincaid. Gunning 5
Evaluation and vacamuai FOG, New Dale Chall Formula
Williamson, G.L. 2008 Text Readability Continuum Lexile Framework for Reading, '
; for Secondary Readiness
Friedman, D.B., & Hoffman-Goetz, L. 2007  Comprehension of Printed SMOG : |
Reck, R. P.. & Reck, R. A. 2007  Project Gutenberg Texts Automated Readability Index, Coleman-Liau Formula, Flesch Reading Fase Score, 7
Gunning Fog Index, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Score, Laesbarhedsindex (Lix) Score,
SMOG Scare

2005

Law Study Guides Flesch Reading Ease Score

2004 Readability Formulas for EFL. Flesch, Flesch-| Kmmﬁ;jcolul-n -Liau, Bormuth, Dale-Chall, Original Brown, 7
i L Readability Index

2003 Text Coherence New Dale-Chall Readability Formula

Leong, EKF., Ewing, M.T. & Pill, LF. 2002 E-comprehension: Business- Dale Chall Formula, FOG Index, Flesch Grade Level Formula, Flesch Reading
to-Business Websites Ease Formula
Hubbard, E.H. 2001 Linguisti I FOG, Flesh R
Shelley, M.C. 11, & Schuh, JLH. 2001 Higher Education Journals: Fry Reading Level, Flesch Ease of Reading Scale, Flesch- Kincaid Grade Index 3

Meta- Amlils ol'Wrirlni

"Note. The main rescarch fields or topics are identilied for classification purpose. There can be other minor subjects of the studies not reflected in the table. The names of (he readability
indexes are copied as how the authors wrote them in their paper.
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he table below, Table 2 to be exact, shows therdifft, available readability sites and
tools that language teachers can use in the classiBach readability site on the left is matched
with the various tools above to get the necessaigl.t This now is the answer to question
number one in this paper’s problem, which triesind out what readability sites and tools are
available in the Internet.

These readability sites include the Edit Centrain@ng Fog Index, Joe’s Web Tools,
Language and Translation Technology Team, MancleadBbility Analysis Tool, Readability-
Score.com, Readability Scores, Readability Statistor Your Text, Road to Grammar, The
Readability Test Tool, The Writer, Test Documenta@ability, Textalyzer, Text Content
Analysis Tool, Text Readability Consensus Calculaiext Statisitcs and Readability Analyzer,
WordsCount, and Writing Sample Readability Analyzer

Online readability tools comprise the following:eBth Reading Ease, Automated
Readability Index, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level, @mdm-Liau Index, Gunning Fog Index,
Simple Measure of Gobbledygook Index, LeesindexrauBer, Flesh-Douma, Cito Leesindex
Technisch Lezen, Cito Leesbaarheidindex voor heiddaderwijs, Lasbarhetsindex Bjornsson,
Dale-Chall Reading Grade Score, Powers-Summer-Kaaldability Formula, Average Grade
Level, Fernandez Huerta Reading Text, Linsear \Wrikext Rating, Common European
Framework of Reference Level, International Englisinguage Testing System Level, Lexical
Density, Readability (Alternative) beta, Spacheeidand Dale-Chall Index.

Table 2

Online Readability Tools Per Site

‘Omnline Readability Tools

or het Basisonderwijs

Readability Site Name

Powers-Summer-Kearl Readability Formula
Common European Framework of Reference Level

Cito Leesindex Technisch Lezen
Lasharheisindex Bjornsson
Fernandez Huerta Reading Test
Readability (Alternative) beta

Average Grade Level
Lexical Density
Spache Index

Linsear Write

! | International English Language Testing System Level

' | Leesindex A Brouwer
i
o Sl S| e Bl o B e Bl o B [ e

' | Flesh-Douma

' | TextRating
' | Dale-Chall Index

Edit Central

Gunning Fog Index

Joe’s Web Tools

Language and Translation Technology Team
Mancko

Readability Analysis Tool
Readability-Score.com

Readability Scores

Readability Statistics for Your Text
Road to Grammar

The Readability Test Tool

The Writer

Test Document Readability

Textalyzer

Text Content Analysis Tool

Text Readability Consensus Calculator
Text Statistics and Readability Analyzer
WordsCount

Writing Sample Readability Analyzer
Total

5 X e ~ of TOTAL

PN

tX XX XX 1 X Automated Readability Index
XXX X X 0 X Coleman-Liau Index
Uttt | Dale-Chall Reading Grade Score

PP e e e G e R I P e e e Gunning Fog Index
XXX XX X Simple Measure of Gobbledygook Index

T A

\><|

S0
M X X X MK X X 1 | Hlesch-Kincaid Grade Level

PRRAR T XX XXX XK X Flesch Reading Ease

§ 9O D EN LY LENLENNY

P R

GHRX XX
CREX

SR XX
PXXX K

~
N
~
~
~
~
N
&
~
a1 1
~
N
~
~
~
N
~
~
~
~
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Table 3 below shows the selected readability sates their text characteristics,
answering the problem’s question number 2. Thessital data per column provide each
juxtaposition with a necessary total.

Table 3

Text Characteristics of Selected Readability Sites

Text Characteristics
=

E oz

g = %

v : & <

% & &3

£ 3 " g £ &

Selected Readability T = s § & 2 ¥ z

Site Name = 5 '§ 2 £ £ S 5 £

s &= g E 25 £

g $ 55 % s g2 2 EEC z

£ = g & % 4 % S 8 % T ¢ g

£ £ £ 2 T EE 2 g £ 258 £ E g £ %

= 2 s % £ € 2 3 6§ § 8% & 8 £ § ¢

¥ = B § o5 g & & v E 2 O O E & §

EA R R EEREE AR

- i

'S EEEEEDEEEEEEE N
§ £ E: EE s 5 s E =EEE : E =2 £
Z < Z < Z Z m B B Z2 4 2 Z2 2 4 2 49 =
Edit Central X X X - X - - - - X X X X X X - - 10
Joes Web Tools = = = = = - = = - = = = - - - = = 0
Language and Translation Technology Team X X X - - - X X - - X - 9
Mancko - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0
Readability-Score.com X X X - - - - - - X X - - X X - - 7
The Readability Test Tool - X X - X - X - - X X - - - - - 6
Test Document Readability - X X - - - - - - X X - - X X - X 7
Text Statistics and Readability Analyzer X - X X X - - - - X X - X X - X - 9
WordsCount X - X - X - - - X X - - - - - - 5
Total 5 7 2 4 1 1 1 1 7 6 1 2 5 3 1 1 53

The Table 4 below shows the text characteristicans@nd standard deviations per
reading text. At the bottom of it are the summaokstatistical data.

Table 4

Text Characterisics Means and Standard Deviations Per Reading Text

Text Characterstics

Reading ~ Number ofSylables ~ Average Sylables ~ Numberof Words ~ Average Word ~ Number of Complex Number of Average Wordsper ~ Number of Characters ~ Number of Characters ~ Average Number of
Teat per Word Length {Hard Words Sentences Sentence without Spaces Characters per Word
N Mean  SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Men S0 N Men D N Mem SD N Men SD

A 5 14586000 1195023 5 14720 0.0522 7 9705714 77858 2 49000 0.414 4 1022500 457703 T 864286 29358 6 112533 04511 2 S060.0000 00000 5 46622000 88.3074 3 470000 0.0917

B 5 11878000 1191499 5 13000 00636 7 7621429 TAIM 2 49250 01061 4 TL2500 34419 T TOATIA 25728 6 07017 02758 2 d6dT0OD 2203 5 36476000 902438 3 46600 01442

C 5 15252000 1116678 5 16200 00315 7 Q148571 5.455 2 30030 00071 4 1337500 42837 7 5LOOOO 35119 6 177900 LOSL 2 STISHO00 AT 5 43008000 688709 3 49533 00503

D5 4656000 1120006 5 16200 00352 7 8784266 55635 2 50000 0.0000 4 118000 448107 T G287 8L15 6 1BBS00 L0079 2 S30THOO0 0071 5 124000 626482 3 AMGT 00431

E 5 13090000 1055012 5 13860 0.0631 7 9242857 BG162 2 42830 04031 4 775000 36854 T G4Z8ST 36384 6 MMIT 07991 2 S2800000 4142 5 42262000 985808 3 44933 0.0833

F o5 14080000 1096563 5 14980 00550 7 9185714 96065 2 49200 0.1131 4 1062300 376950 T 1429 7899 6 1ASOLT 20079 2 GE00000 00000 5 44252000 G064 3 47200 0104

G5 1346000 1277196 5 L9900 O0H7 7 8541429 L0836 2 49830 00212 4 1082300 288834 T 485TM4 23005 6 U74600 09195 2 SU0SM0 07071 5 42006000 80358 3 48700 0755

H 5 12566000 1079296 5 15720 0.0597 7 7810000 39581 2 49900 00141 4 840000 201990 T 422857 19760 6 183083 08356 2 49155000 21203 5 30004000 577630 3 49367 0.0321

I 1151800 913247 5 180 00672 7 TIZTM3 BT63Z 2 49150 01202 4 967500 415722 T 4LATMA 28785 6 169150 08004 2 427T.O000 00000 5 3465.6000 686243 3 47800 0.0721

T 0 BAS200 637589 5 L6720 00497 7 440000 20000 2 50000 00000 4 733000 251727 7 28287 23604 6 173630 1582 30GH0MO0 00000 5 24980000 489452 3 50000 0.0000

K 5 BBB000 702887 5 12140 00332 7 GA25T4 58269 2 L0000 00707 4 263000 56862 T 4GMSTL 2301 6 LAOZE3 07222 2 G%R00ND Q0000 5 26346000 6547 3 40033 01030

L9 11600000 937097 5 14340 00386 7 7824286 5002 2 A230 0.M65 4 592500 191377 7 SR2BET 07559 6 LLGGOD O.846 2 A37ROOOD 00000 5 33134000 392393 3 44367 0032

Note. A = Big Talkers; B = Koalas; C = The Posser of Advertising: D = Intemational Marketing No Va; E = Rece (o the End of the Earth F = Lance Armstrong; G = Fortune-Telling, = The Fortune Sellers T = Seatte; ] = The Best Citis i the United States; K = Why the Sea s Salt; L = Why Is the Ocean Selty?
N = total number of cases; D = Standard deviation
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The figure below shows the percentage and frequehagadability index utilization,
partly answering question number 3. It starts ftomlowest down to the highest frequency, the
lowest being one (1) and the highest, forty-eigi) (

Figure 1. Frequency of Readability Index Utilization
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Note. SMOG = Simple Measure of Gobbledygook; LIX = Lasbarhetsindex; EFL = English as a Foreign Language;
PSK = Powers-Sumner-Kearl ; SAM = Suitability Assessment of Materials; N = 69 related studies
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The figure below gives the overall percentage aflability index utilization, the highest
being 69.57% and the lowest, 1.45%.

Figure 2. Overall Percentage of Readability Index Utilization

® Gunning Fog
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Pisarek Index
PSK
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SAM
Uzun-Cetinkaya

Note. SMOG = Simple Measure of Gobhledygook; LIX = Lasbarhetsindex; EFL = English as a Foreign Language; PSK = Powers-Sumner-Kearl ; SAM = Suitability Assessment of Materials; N =
245 readability indexes clustered into 31 types from 69 studies

Conclusion

This paper concludes that readability tools havenbextant online and should be
introduced to language teachers for classroonzatitin. These teachers, who hail mostly from
the remote regions of third-world countries, shoodd just be aware of said readability tools in
various sites, but they should likewise learn toagde which ones perfectly suit their writing
needs partly via discovering those tools’ frequenicseadability index utilization.
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