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Abstract

Learning to read English can be problematic for new readers because of the deep orthography
of the language. English has poor letter-to-phoneme correspondence making it harder to learn
to read than phonetic languages (Seymour et al., 2003). The current study set out to
investigate the effectiveness of Readable English (RE) for improving reading skills. RE
simplifies written English by making it phonetic without changing the spelling. Two groups
were pre- and posttested: a control group of 23 participants and a test group of 37 participants
who were taught RE. Both groups were assessed and given a reading age for reading
accuracy, comprehension and rate. Mixed 2x2 ANOVAs were conducted, with ‘group’ as
between subjects factor and ‘time’ (from pretest to posttest) as within subjects factor. There
was a significant main effect of time for both reading accuracy (p < .001) and comprehension
(p < .001). There was also a significant time by group interaction for both reading accuracy (p
= .022) and comprehension (p = .026), indicating that the average improvement in reading
age of 10.3 months in the test group was significantly larger than the improvement of 4.9
months in the control group. Mixed 2x2 ANOVAs were also conducted on error rates and the
number of words read correctly per minute, when reading in Standard English text. There was
a significant main effect of time for error rate (p < .001), however the time by group
interaction was not significant (p = .40). For the number of words read correctly per minute,
there was a significant main effect of time (p < .001). The time by group interaction was
significant (p = .011), indicating that the average improvement of 25 words in the Readable
English group was significantly greater than the improvement of 11 words in the control
group. These preliminary results indicate that learning to read RE is not only easier and faster
than learning Standard English, but also results in faster learning of Standard English.
Keywords: reading, phonetic, accuracy, comprehension, orthography, decode,
English, language
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background
Being able to read is an indispensable skill in modern life. The ability to mentally
decode and comprehend written text allows people separated in place or time to communicate
efficiently with each other. Unlike speech, which is a ‘natural’ ability that most people
develop early in life without the need for specific instruction, literacy is a skill of relatively
recent development that must be specifically taught (Liberman, Shankweiler, & Liberman,
1990).
In an alphabetic language such as English, text characters represent phonemes, the
basic units of spoken sound. Phonemes make up syllables, which in turn make up words, and
words are grouped into phrases and sentences that contain meaning. The first step in learning
to read an alphabetic language is phonological, and involves decoding text characters into
phonemes (Adams, 1990). The ability to discern the sounds, and the sequence of sounds, in a
word is called phonemic awareness. Readers rely on this phonemic awareness and lettersound knowledge to decode words. Once this decoding is accomplished, the reader internally
‘hears’ each word. This activates the speech-understanding parts of the brain to obtain the
meaning of the words and thereby understand the sentences that comprise them. As readers
become more proficient, they start to recognise whole words, and even phrases, by shape. For
example, proficient readers are able to very quickly read and understand a phrase such as
“How are you?” simply by looking at it and recognising the words. This is a function known
as sight word recognition that involves the visual processing parts of the brain and enables
greater speed of reading.
The English language presents particular problems to would-be readers because it has,
for historical reasons, a relatively deep phonemic orthography (Chomsky & Halle, 1991).
The orthographic depth of an alphabet indicates the degree to which the written language
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deviates from simple one-to-one, letter-to-phoneme correspondence. In English, there is little
correspondence between how words are spelt and how they are spoken. In fact, there is a twoway ambiguity in English orthography. First, many phonemes can be spelt more than one
way. For example, the long ‘e’ sound as in the word ‘me’ can be spelt as ‘e’, ‘ey’, ‘ee’, ‘ei’,
‘ea’, ‘y’, ‘i' or ‘ie’. This kind of ambiguity is referred to as homophonic ambiguity, as it gives
rise to homophones – words that are pronounced the same but are spelt differently (e.g.
‘steal’ and ‘steel’). Second, many characters or character combinations (graphemes) can
represent multiple phonemes. For example, the grapheme ‘a’, in addition to representing its
basic phoneme /a/ as in ‘at’, represents at least five other phonemes (/ay/ as in ‘ate’, /o/ as in
‘wash’, /e/ as in ‘any’, /ih/ as in ‘message’ and /uh/ as in ‘about’). This is referred to as
homographic ambiguity, as it gives rise to homographs – words that are spelt the same but are
pronounced differently (e.g. ‘bow’ to rhyme with ‘cow’, and ‘bow’ to rhyme with ‘show’). It
is this homographic ambiguity in particular that presents difficulties to would-be readers
because there are many ways a word can be decoded, leading to a higher number of errors.
By some estimates, more than half of the words in any passage of regular English text include
at least one grapheme which represents a phoneme other than its basic phoneme (see Figure
1).

Figure 1. Excerpt from the novel “To Kill a Mockingbird”. Characters highlighted in yellow
are the graphemes in words that represent phonemes other than their basic phonemes.
To learn to read such words correctly, would-be readers often attempt to learn a set of
rules as to how phonemes vary according to context. This set of rules, however, is often
inconsistent and invariably incomplete, as a result of the English language orthography. For
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example, readers may be taught the ‘consonant + vowel + e’ rule. That is, when the letter ‘e’
is at the end of a word it is silent and the vowel makes the long sound of its name (e.g. ‘cove’
and ‘stove’), but then words such as ‘move’ and ‘love’ are exceptions to this rule.
Alternatively, learners can jump straight to the sight word recognition stage of reading, which
involves memorising words by their spelling and pronunciation (rote learning). This method,
however, does not equip new readers with the word attack skills to decode a word that they
have not previously encountered. Either of these tasks is laborious for most people,
particularly so for adults who may be learning to read English later in life (Archibald et al.,
2006).
Further to the ambiguities of letter-to-phoneme correspondence, many words in
English contain letters that are not pronounced (silent characters). Again, there is no
consistent set of rules for new readers to know when a letter is pronounced or not. For
example, the ‘c’ in ‘muscle’ is silent, but it is pronounced in ‘muscular’. It is also not always
clear where syllable breaks occur, and this influences decoding and pronunciation as well (the
word ‘converged’ has two syllables with a silent ‘e’ before the ‘d’, but the word ‘converted’
is a three syllable word and the final ‘e’ is not silent).
Conversely, languages with shallow orthographies have much better letter-tophoneme correspondence. In languages such as Italian and Finnish, most graphemes
represent only one phoneme, and there is little ambiguity of how words should be
pronounced. New readers have few problems learning to decode words and as a result
children learn to read relatively quickly (Goswami, 2005). In 2003, Professor Philip Seymour
of Dundee University and his team conducted the most extensive cross-national study of
reading abilities of children in 14 European countries (Seymour, Aro & Erskine, 2003). They
found that those learning languages with shallow orthographies such as Finnish, Italian and
Spanish progressed faster than those learning languages with deep orthographies such as
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English. Seymour concluded that “the acquisition of elementary word recognition and
decoding occurs more slowly in some languages (Portuguese, French, Danish) than in the
majority, and the delay is greatly exaggerated in English” (p. 165). Children learning other
languages master the basic elements of literacy within a year, but children learning to read
English take two and a half years to reach the same point.
These complexities of the English language have significant implications for people
learning to read, both native English speakers and English language learners. It can take a
native English speaker five to ten years to become a truly proficient reader. Much of this time
is spent memorising the often inconsistent rules and exceptions, which is a difficult and
laborious task, and as a result many people fail to reach a proficient level of reading. The
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006, 2011) reported that approximately half of all
Australians read at or below the minimum required level for individuals to meet the complex
demands of everyday life and work in the emerging knowledge-based economy. More
recently, the Gonski Review (Gonski et al., 2011) found that one in four Year Four students
struggle to understand what they read, and that one in seven 15-year-olds are at risk of
leaving school without basic reading and writing skills.
English is also unusual in that the number of people who speak English in some form
as a second language, but who cannot read or write English, vastly exceeds the number of
native English speakers (Lewis, Simons & Fennig, 2014). English is on its way to becoming
the global dominant language, and good English language skills are in high demand even in
non-English speaking countries. This is because English is the world’s lingua franca (the
common language spoken by people whose native languages are different) and the dominant
international language in communications, science, business, aviation and many other
industries (Kharbe, 2009). But while the demand for people with satisfactory English literacy
skills is growing, studies have estimated that 40-50% of adults in English speaking countries
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are functionally illiterate (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006, 2011; Clecker, 2008;
Vollman, Anderson & McFarlane, 2008). Functional illiteracy applies to adults who read,
write and understand material at a level insufficient to deal with the everyday requirements of
life, in the country in which they are living (i.e. a person may be fluent in their native
language, but are considered functionally illiterate if they cannot read, write, or understand
the language of the country in which they currently reside).
There have been many attempts to reform English spelling to reduce the ambiguities
and thereby make written English more phonetic (Wolman, 2009). These attempts fall into
two basic categories: those that operate within the existing Roman alphabet, and those that
introduce new characters, or variants of existing characters. None of these proposals has ever
been widely adopted, for a variety of reasons. Those that operate within the existing alphabet
tend not to be able to reduce the ambiguities of written English without changing the spelling
of words. For example, pronunciation guides that are used in dictionaries spell out words
according to their pronunciation (‘geography’ as ‘jeeogruhfee’). Those that introduce new
characters, such as the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA), also change the shape and
spelling of words (‘clothes’ as ‘kloðz’).
One of the main reasons that these alphabets have not been widely adopted as a way
of teaching people to read, is because the shape and spelling of words is not maintained.
Although English spelling is complicated, many of the patterns convey the meaning of words
or roots of words and are important to keep in the language. The English writing system is
classified as morphophonemic, because it represents both morphemes (units of meaning) and
phonemes (units of sound) in its spelling (Wolf, 2007). To illustrate the morphophonemic
principle in English, the linguists Noam Chomsky and Carol Chomsky use words like ‘sign’
to teach the way English words carry meaning within them. The silent ‘g’ in ‘sign’ may seem
unnecessary (and bewildering to many new readers), but in fact visibly connects the word to
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its origin, the Latin root signum, from which there are related words like ‘signal’ and
‘signature’. The silent ‘g’ in ‘sign’ visually represents the morphemic aspect of English. In
the latter words, the ‘g’ is pronounced and represents the phonemic aspect of the alphabet.
Further, when a reader learns to read phonetically using a system where the spelling
of words is changed, there is little transference or benefit when reading Standard, or
conventional, English text. For example, learning to read the words ‘through’, ‘vision’ or
‘knead’ (‘θru’, ‘vɪʒən’ and ‘nid’, respectively) with the IPA would not help a reader if they
then encountered the Standard English versions of those words. Would-be readers cannot
develop sight word recognition when learning with either of these phonetic alphabets, which,
as discussed above, is fundamental for achieving reading fluency.
1.2 The Current Study
The current study aimed to investigate the effectiveness of Readable English for
teaching reading and improving reading skills. Readable English is a new, phonetic version
of English, and it is the only system that makes written English phonetic, without changing
the spelling of words. Like other phonetic languages, new readers are able to simply sound
out words rather than memorising complicated rules and exceptions. Because it is phonetic,
there is only one sound per character (or character pair) which eliminates the ambiguities that
make English a difficult language to learn to read. New readers can decode words with high
accuracy, and so are able to hear and recognise words as they sound them out. Since the
spelling is unchanged, readers can learn the spelling and shape of words as they use the
phonetic cues to accurately sound them out. Because Readable English maintains the
standard spelling of words, users are able to start developing sight word recognition
immediately, which is fundamental for achieving reading fluency.
Readable English was created by Ann Fitts and Christopher Stephen. Fitts is a reading
specialist with 20 years’ experience teaching struggling readers. Before developing Readable
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English, Fitts founded and directed The Reading Clinic, a tutoring centre with intensive
multi-sensory reading programs. Stephen is the founder of Read How You Want, an
Australian publishing company that provides a variety of customised reading formats
including Large Print, Braille and DAISY (digital talking books). Together they realised that
something was missing from existing reading programs. First, the statistics on literacy rates
in English speaking countries suggest that the current ways of teaching reading are not
sufficiently effective. And second, that while visual and auditory processing skills can be
improved through drills and exercises using multisensory modalities, what remains an
inhibitor to reading fluency is the multitude of spelling rules and exceptions of the English
language. With this in mind, Fitts and Stephen developed Readable English – which is not
only a phonetic version of English (that doesn’t change the spelling of words), but a
comprehensive, online educational and publishing system that develops core reading skills,
vocabulary and comprehension.
Readable English makes written English phonetic, without changing the spelling of
words, in three simple steps (See Figure 2):
1. Adding glyphs to letters. Intuitive visual cues, called glyphs, are added to letters when
they make a sound other than their usual sound, specifying the sound the letter will
make. For example, the usual sound for the letter ‘o’ is /o/ like in ‘on’. When the letter
‘o’ makes the sound /ih/ like in ‘women’, a glyph that looks like an infinity symbol
(∞) is used over the ‘o’. The name and shape of the glyph, ‘Infinite’, reminds students
to pronounce that letter as /ih/ instead of /o/. This same glyph is used over any letter
that also makes the /ih/ sound, such as the ‘e’ in ‘pretty’, the ‘a’ in ‘village’, the ‘u’ in
‘busy’ and the ‘y’ in ‘myth’.
There are 21 glyphs in total, and each glyph is taught with an accompanying video
that teaches the glyph in a memorable way, and provides a visual link between the
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shape of the glyph and its sound. This makes the glyphs intuitive to learn and easy to
remember. See Appendix 1 for a list of all Readable English glyphs.
2. Greying out silent characters. Letters in words that are not pronounced are greyed out
to indicate to the reader that they are silent, while keeping the spelling intact (e.g.
‘climb’ and ‘knife’). This reinforces the correct spelling and pronunciation of words
with silent letters.
3. Adding syllable breaks to words. Readable English also adds syllable breaks to words.
By breaking words into syllables, longer words are easier to decode (e.g. ‘mishap’ as
‘mis·hap’ and ‘preamble’ as ‘pre·am·ble’) and it makes it easier to recognise and
learn common speech patterns such as ‘-tion’ and ‘-ly’. The syllable breaks in
Readable English follow the way speakers actually pronounce words, rather than the
academic or dictionary rules of how syllables should be divided. For example,
Readable English breaks up the word ‘imaginary’ as ‘i·ma·gi·na·ry’ rather than
‘im·ag·i·nar·y’.

Figure 2. Example word in Readable English. Unmarked letters make their usual sound.
Greyed out letters are not pronounced. Syllable breaks are added to words. Glyphs indicate
when a letter makes a sound other than its usual sound. In this word, the Happy Face glyph
indicates that the letter ‘i' makes the sound /ee/ in this word, instead of its usual sound /ih/.
When reading with Readable English through the website, students may turn on or off
any or all of these features, so that they can practise reading in the way that best suits them.
Because the Standard English spelling of a word is retained within the Readable English
word, students practising with Readable English develop the same skills necessary for
reading in Standard English.
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Readable English is an online program, designed to teach reading by developing
letter-sound association (knowledge of what a letter looks like and what sound it makes),
sound-symbol association (knowledge of the Readable English glyphs and the sound they
make), phonemic awareness, and word segmentation and blending (the ability to segment a
word into its individual sounds and then blend the sounds together for whole word reading).
The website includes:


lessons that teach the letters and sounds of English and the Readable English glyphs



interactive reference charts for review of letter and glyph sounds which include sideon mouth movement videos



games that develop:
o automaticity of letter-sound and sound-symbol knowledge
o word segmentation and blending
o phonemic awareness
o auditory discrimination (the ability to accurately discern the different
phonemes in English)



an eReader where students can practise reading

The Readable English eReader offers a full range of customisable features, allowing
readers to read documents and books in individually optimised formats. As well as common
adjustable features such as font size and colour, and word and line spacing, the eReader
includes features such as text-to-speech functionality with synchronised highlighting, and
real-time word definition and translation. Further, readers have full control over the Readable
English features (See Figure 3). Individual features can be turned on or off for specific words
or entire documents (i.e. a user can read with all text in Readable English and turn the
phonetic help off once they know a word, or the user can read with all text in Standard
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English and turn on the phonetic help for individual words as needed). Through the eReader,
users can also upload and convert their own materials to read online with the support of the
Readable English markings.

Figure 3. Example of how users can control the Readable English features in the online
eReader.
Readable English also offers offline teaching materials. Activity books for
individuals, as well as workbooks for whole classes, are available for teaching the Readable
English system. Simple board games incorporating Readable English are used to teach the
sounds of letters and glyphs in a fun and motivating way.
Motivation is one of the underlying foundations of the Readable English program.
Students are shown in videos the reasons why English is a difficult language to learn to read.
Students learn about the erratic spelling of English and the videos explain to them that this is
why many people struggle with learning how to read. The videos, together with the simple
steps of the Readable English system, demonstrate that learning to read can be consistent and
predicable. Learners are able to simply and accurately sound out new words, rather than the
daunting idea of not being able to decode a word they have not previously encountered, and
having to memorise by sight all the words in English that are not phonetic.
1.3 Research Goals, Questions and Hypotheses
The goal of the current study was to run a two-phase study that would ultimately
establish quantitatively that Readable English improves the reading outcomes for new
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readers. The study was the first formal study of Readable English as a method for teaching
reading and improving reading skills. The following key research questions helped orient the
study:


Are participants able to learn the Readable English system and/or is there a way to
improve the system to make it simpler to learn?



Are participants able to more accurately decode words using Readable English?



Does reading comprehension increase with the use of Readable English?



Does the simple and consistent system of Readable English change students’ attitudes
towards reading?



Does learning to read with Readable English result in improved reading in Standard
English?
To answer these questions in the scope of the study, the study was run in two phases.

The specific aims of the first phase, Experiment 1, were to test whether students were able to
learn the Readable English system, whether or not there were improvements that could be
made to the system, and if Readable English improved reading outcomes (specifically
reading accuracy and rate). The aims of the second phase, Experiment 2, were to gather more
definitive results of the effectiveness of Readable English by comparing improvements in
reading ability of a Readable English test group to a control group, and looking at increases
in reading comprehension as well as reading accuracy and rate. Experiment 2 also aimed to
assess whether there was a transfer benefit when reading in Standard, or conventional,
English after learning to read with Readable English (that is, do students learning to read with
Readable English improve more quickly in Standard English than students learning with
traditional methods?). The hypotheses outlined below relate to Experiment 2, after including
improvements to the Readable English system based on results from Experiment 1.
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As Readable English is a system that facilitates the accurate decoding of words, we
expected that students’ reading accuracy would improve. We expected to see a decrease in
reading rate, because students would be spending more time accurately sounding out words.
Both reading accuracy and reading rate can affect a student’s comprehension of what is being
read. If a student reads accurately, but very slowly, comprehension can be lost. Similarly, if a
student reads quickly but makes lots of errors, comprehension can also be lost. In the current
study, we expected that as accuracy improved, reading comprehension would also improve
(i.e. that the decrease in reading rate would not be to the extent that it negatively affected
comprehension).
One of the key features of Readable English is that while words are made phonetic,
the spelling remains unchanged. As discussed above, this is important for developing sight
recognition of words, which in turn assists students in the progression towards being able to
read in Standard English. As such, we expected to see an improvement in students’ reading
ability, when reading Standard English text (with no phonetic cues from the Readable
English).
Because Readable English makes written English phonetic, with only one sound per
character, each word can to be sounded out. For students, this means that even long, nonphonetic words become less daunting, and the process of learning to read becomes simpler,
consistent and predictable. As such, we also expected to see an improvement in students’
attitudes towards reading.
2. Research Project
A two-phase study investigating the effectiveness of Readable English was conducted
from August 2013 to July 2014. The study was run in two phases, involving participants from
three public primary schools in New South Wales (NSW) and was conducted under the
approval of the NSW Department of Education and Communities. Participants had no prior
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exposure to Readable English, and written consent was given by the parents of participating
students.
2.1 Experiment 1
2.1.1 Participants. The first phase of the study involved 27 students from three public
primary schools in Sydney, who were selected for the program after being identified by
teachers as struggling readers. Participants were made up of 11 females and 16 males in
school years four to six, with a mean age of 10.1 years (SD = 0.8).
2.1.2 Method. All students were pretested before being introduced to Readable
English. Students were assessed using a standardised fluency test called the Gray Oral
Reading Test (GORT). Assessment using the GORT involves students reading levelled
passages aloud to an examiner. For the purpose of the current study, students were evaluated
only on their reading accuracy and speed. Students were not asked the comprehension
questions for each passage, as the aim of Experiment 1 was simply to determine if readers
were able to learn the Readable English system (the glyphs, silent letters and syllable breaks)
and use it to improve their decoding skills and reading accuracy. Experiment 2 would explore
improvements in comprehension and transfer benefits when reading in Standard English.
Students read from GORT Form A in the pretest and were scored according to the rules set
out in the GORT. For each passage, the number of errors and the time taken to read the
passage correspond to a rate and accuracy score for the passage. Adding these scores together
gives the student a fluency score for each passage. If the fluency score for a passage is 2 or
below, the examiner does not proceed onto any higher level passages and the previous
passage where the student did not exceed the maximum number of errors or the time limit is
considered the student’s highest level. For detailed test administration rules, please refer to
the GORT.
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In the pretest, students also completed an attitude survey. The survey explored
students’ attitudes towards reading (how much they liked reading, how they rated their
reading skills, their confidence reading out loud etc.). Each question was a Likert scale style
question, and responses were converted into a numerical score (with higher scores suggesting
a more positive attitude towards reading). See Appendix 2 for full survey.
Students participated in two half-hour classes per week for a total of eight weeks. In
these classes students watched videos explaining what makes English a difficult language to
learn to read, and why they might be struggling with reading. Students were introduced to
Readable English and learnt the system (including glyphs, silent letters and syllable breaks),
and practised reading in Readable English. Classes were set out as follows:


Lesson 1: Course introduction – videos explaining the history of the erratic spelling
system of English, a discussion of what makes reading difficult for them, and
introduction and overview of Readable English.



Lesson 2: Standard English sounds revision – revision of the most common sound
letters make. In Readable English, when a letter doesn’t have a glyph on it, it will
make its usual sound (e.g. the most common sound for the letter ‘a’ is /a/ as in
‘apple’).



Lesson 3: Syllable breaks and silent letters – students learn that words can be broken
into syllables (e.g. cre·ate), and that in Readable English a greyed out character
indicates that the letter is not pronounced (e.g. limb).



Lessons 4 - 10: Glyph lessons – students learn all the Readable English glyphs. When
a letter makes a sound other than its usual sound, the glyph will specify the sound
(e.g. the letter ‘a’ in ‘message’ doesn’t make its usual sound /a/, so the glyph Infinite
(∞) over the ‘a’ indicates that it makes the sound /ih/ in this word).
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Lesson 11: Revision of all letter sounds and glyphs – students revise all letters and
glyphs and play games.



Lessons 12 - 16: Reading Practice – students practise reading with Readable English,
and continue revising the glyphs through games and activities.
The Readable English website logs all user activity. During the study, all students’

activity on the website was monitored. The following measures of activity were recorded:
number of lessons completed, total time spent on site, and time spent in the eReader.
At the completion of the eight weeks, all students were posttested using the GORT
Form B. This was done so that there would be no practice effect with students reading the
same passages as in the pretest. The GORT Forms A and B are parallel sets of graded
passages with equivalent length and difficulty. Students also filled out the attitude survey
again during the posttest.
Small focus group interviews were conducted to gather qualitative data about
participants’ experiences with learning Readable English. These interviews aimed to answer
the key research question “Are participants able to learn the Readable English system and/or
is there a way to improve the system to make it simpler to learn?”. Students were asked
specifically about learning the glyphs (describe your experience learning the glyphs, was
there anything particularly hard or easy about learning the glyphs). See Appendix 3 for a
transcript of one of the focus group interviews. Teachers of participating students were also
surveyed to gather qualitative feedback regarding students’ improvements in reading and/or
attitudes towards reading and learning after participating in the Readable English program.
See Appendix 4 for full teacher survey.
2.1.3 Results. The number of errors made and the time taken to read each passage
were recorded for both the pretests (conducted in Standard English) and the posttests
(conducted in Readable English). Raw data were converted into an error rate (a measure
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simply indicating the number of errors made, out of the total number of words read) and an
accuracy reading rate (a measure of reading fluency that takes into account both speed and
accuracy) which indicated the number of words read correctly per minute. Paired-samples ttests were conducted on the data to determine if there was an improvement in error rate and
accuracy reading rate from the pretests to the posttests.
Reading Results. The average error rates are shown in Figure 4. The average error
rate in the pretest was higher than in the posttest. The average difference in error rate between
the pre- and posttests was .06 and the 95% confidence interval for the estimated population
mean difference is between .03 and .08. A paired-samples t-test showed that the difference
between the pre- and posttest error rates was significant (t(26) = -4.95, p < .001, d = 1.32).

Figure 4. Mean error rates in the pre- and posttest, with error bars representing a 95%
confidence interval for the mean.
The average reading accuracy rates are shown in Figure 5. The average reading
accuracy rate in the pretest was lower than in the posttest. The average difference in reading
accuracy rate between the pre- and posttests was 9.23 and the 95% confidence interval for the
estimated population mean difference is between 3.30 and 15.17. A paired-samples t-test
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showed that the difference between the pre- and posttest reading accuracy rates was
significant (t(26) = 3.20, p = .004, d = .51).

Figure 5. Mean reading accuracy rates for the pre- and posttest, with error bars representing a
95% confidence interval for the mean. Note that the paired sample t-test removes the between
subjects variability, which is not reflected in these error bars.
Attitude towards reading. A paired-samples t-test was conducted on the data from the
attitude surveys to determine if there was a change in attitude towards reading from the
pretest to the posttest. Scores from the survey were higher in the posttest than in the pretest,
suggesting a more positive attitude towards reading after participating in the Readable
English project compared to before. The average difference in attitude score between the preand posttests was 1.04 and the 95% confidence interval for the estimated population mean
difference is between .48 and 1.59. The improvement in attitude score was statistically
significant (t(26) = 3.85, p = .001, d = .33).
Focus group interviews. In general, students responded positively to Readable
English. Students reported that the program was fun, and made reading easier because they
knew what sound a word was going to make. Students responded that learning the glyphs was
mostly easy, but some were confusing. In particular, Happy Face, Two Moons and Sharp Hat
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were easy to learn, while C Cedilla and Nametag Line were difficult to remember and
confusing, respectively. Students also reported that it was easy to ignore the Readable
English for the words they already knew. See Appendix 3 for a transcript of one of the focus
group interviews.
User activity logs. Three measures of user activity were recorded for each participant;
number of lessons completed, total time spent on site, and total time spent in the eReader. A
Pearson’s r correlation test was conducted on each measure of activity to determine if there
were any correlations with improvements in reading. There were no significant correlations
between improvements in reading (both increased reading accuracy rate and decreased error
rate) and user activity.
Teacher surveys. The teachers of the 27 participating students were sent a survey
regarding their student’s reading ability and habits. Twenty-six surveys were completed by
teachers and returned to the researchers. In 20 out of the 26 surveys, the teacher reported that
their student was now reading better than they had been before their participation in the
Readable English program. Seventeen teachers also reported that they had noticed an
improvement in their student’s general attitude and behaviour towards reading after
participating in the Readable English program.
2.1.4 Discussion. The results from the first phase of the study demonstrated that
students were able to learn Readable English, and use the program to improve their reading
skills. There was a significant improvement in students’ reading accuracy and rate as assessed
by the GORT over the eight weeks over the project. This was enough to determine the
effectiveness of Readable English for improving reading accuracy, and Experiment 2 would
aim to gather more definitive results by comparing a test group to a control group, and also
assess increases in comprehension and Standard English reading.
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As expected, the results showed that students’ attitudes towards reading improved
after participating in the Readable English program. Experiment 2 would determine if this
change in attitude is significant when compared to a control group.
The results from the focus group interviews provided interesting feedback from
students about learning the glyphs. This information in particular helped answer the question
“Is there a way of making it (the Readable English system) easier to learn?”. In the first phase
of the study, there were 16 glyphs that students learnt. Most glyphs were named and designed
to be easy to remember. For example the glyphs Sharp Hat, Happy Face and Two Moons
have a visual connection between the glyph shape and glyph name. They also contain the
sound of the glyph within the name (/sh/ as in ‘sharp’ for Sharp Hat, /ee/ as in ‘happy’ for
Happy Face, and /oo/ as in ‘two’ for Two Moons). Some glyphs, however, were named
according to more traditional linguistic conventions. The glyph C Cedilla is the diacritical
mark that is used in French (ç), which is called a cedilla. Students, however, found the name
of this glyph hard to remember, because they didn’t know the word ‘cedilla’, so there was no
connection to what sound the glyph should make. The glyph Nametag Line was also derived
from existing common uses – a dash over the top of long sounds, such as in ‘ate’, ‘eat’, ‘ice’,
‘oat’ and ‘use’. The glyph was named Nametag Line to remind students that the vowel in
these words would say its own name. This meant, however, that the same glyph (the dash)
was changing sounds over different letters (i.e. /oh/ for the vowel ‘o’, /ee/ for ‘e’, /yoo/ for
‘u’ etc.). All the other glyphs (e.g. Happy Face, Sharp Hat etc.) made the same sound, no
matter what letter it was over, and this is what students reported as being most confusing
about learning the glyphs.
An important revelation from the responses of learners was that while Readable
English manipulates characters in a word marginally to make the word phonetic (adding
glyphs, syllable breaks and greying out silent characters) the integrity of words had been
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maintained. Participants responded that they had no difficulty ignoring the Readable English
markings for the words they already knew. This in particular was a critically important result
as it is essential for learners to be able to transition to reading in Standard English from
Readable English.
Interestingly, there were no correlations between improvements in reading and the
measures of user activity. Although students could access the Readable English website at
home, the three measures of activity (number of lessons completed, total time spent on site,
and total time spent in the eReader) were similar for all students, suggesting that no students
used the website for significant amounts of time outside the classes. This would explain why
no correlations were found.
One observation made by the researchers was that the students in the pilot study,
while having been identified by teachers as being struggling readers, were actually reading at
a level slightly higher than what was perhaps needed to test Readable English as a tool for
aiding decoding. Consequently, Experiment 2 of the study targeted a younger sample of
participants, who would still be in the earlier stages of learning to read and who would more
likely utilise the Readable English system as a decoding mechanism.
2.2 Experiment 2
Following the initial positive results from the pilot phase, the second phase of the
study aimed to gather more definite results about the effectiveness of Readable English for
improving reading skills. The second experiment included comparing improvements in
reading ability of students participating in a Readable English program to students in a
control class. Experiment 2 would also assess improvements in reading comprehension, as
well as accuracy and rate, and improvements in students’ reading ability when reading in
Standard English as well as Readable English. The goals of Experiment 2 included the testing
of an improved glyph system, which removed the confusion observed in the pilot study where
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most glyphs made only one sound, but one glyph in particular changed sounds over different
letters.
The glyphs were adjusted to provide a more comprehensive coverage of English
sounds, without inconsistencies. In some cases, additional letters were added to existing
glyphs to enable more words to be made phonetic (e.g. the small ‘o’ that appears over the
letter ‘a’ in words such as ‘watch’ was also added to the letter ‘e’ as in ‘entree’ and ‘encore’).
New glyphs were introduced to eliminate the Nametag Line glyph (e.g. a glyph called Dome
that looks like a dome and makes the sound /oh/ goes over the letter ‘o’ in words such as ‘go’
and ‘toe’). Glyphs that posed specific difficulties to learners were renamed (e.g. C Cedilla
was renamed Silly C). After the revisions, each glyph would now have only one sound, and
the names of glyphs were altered so that they all contained the specific sound the glyph
makes. As a result, each glyph name is a corresponding mnemonic, a device intended to assist
the memory. See Appendix 1 for a list of the current Readable English glyphs and a brief
explanation of the markup system. As well as making the learning process fun, the
relationship between the glyph name, shape and sound means that the learning process is no
longer arbitrary. Students develop strong visual, auditory and articulatory associations
between letters and their sounds, making learning letter-sound and sound-symbol associations
easier and quicker.
As the glyph repertoire had been expanded to 21 glyphs, and the second phase of the
study was targeted at younger learners, the length of the program was increased to twelve
weeks.
2.2.1 Participants. Participants included 60 students (30 females, 30 males) from
three Year 2 classes with a mean age of 7.3 years (SD = 0.3). One class of 23 students was
randomly selected to act as the control group. The other two classes consisting of 37 students
made up the Readable English test group.
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2.2.2 Method. All participants were pretested before being introduced to Readable
English. Students were assessed using the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability (Neale). This
was so that reading ages could be calculated for each participant in the pre- and posttest
which would produce more meaningful results. Students read from Test Form 1 and the
procedure for testing followed the rules exactly as set out in the instructions for the Neale.
Students were instructed to read a practice passage, then began reading from Level 1. Testing
concluded when the reader reached a passage in which 16 or more errors were made for
passages 1 to 5, or 20 errors for passage 6.
All participants read two additional passages from the GORT. In the pretest, passages
2 and 4 from GORT Form A were used as reading stimuli. As neither the Readable English
test group or the control group had been introduced to Readable English, all pretests were
conducted in Standard English. Participants also completed the same attitude survey that was
used in the pilot study. See 2.1.2 above and Appendix 2 for further information.
Similar to Experiment 1, students in the Readable English test group participated in
two half-hour classes per week, for a total of 12 weeks within a four month period. Again
students learnt the Readable English system, including learning about syllable breaks, silent
letters and the glyphs, as well as watching videos explaining the difficulties of the English
language. Students also played online and offline games to reinforce letter and glyph sounds,
and completed reading practice worksheets. Each lesson type for the Readable English test
group is laid out below. See Appendix 5 for samples of worksheets. Students from the control
group participated in their regular reading classes and completed regular reading activities
during this time.


Lesson 1: Course introduction – videos explaining the history of the erratic spelling
system of English, a discussion of what makes reading difficult for them, and
introduction and overview of Readable English.
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Lesson 2: Standard English consonant sounds revision – revision of the most common
sound consonants make. In Readable English, when a letter doesn’t have a glyph on
it, it will make its usual sound (e.g. the most common sound for the letter ‘c’ is /k/ as
in ‘cat’, but it can also make the sounds /s/, /sh/ and /ch/ as in ‘cell’, ‘ocean’ and
‘cello’, respectively).



Lesson 3: Standard English vowel sounds revision – revision of the most common
sound letters make. In Readable English, when a letter doesn’t have a glyph on it, it
will make its usual sound (e.g. the most common sound for the letter ‘i’ is /ih/ as in
‘it’, but it can also make the sounds /ee/ as in ‘taxi’ and /ahy/ as in ‘ice’).



Lesson 4: Standard English digraphs revision – students learn that in English
sometimes two letters are combined to make one sound. These are called digraphs.
This lessons revises the most common digraph sounds (e.g. the most common sound
for the digraph ‘ow’ is as in ‘cow’. When ‘ow’ makes a different sound, like in
‘know’, it will have a glyph on it).



Lesson 5: Syllable breaks and silent letters – students learn that words can be broken
into syllables (e.g. cre·ate), and that in Readable English a greyed out character
indicates that the letter is not pronounced (e.g. limb).



Lessons 6 - 13: Glyph lessons – students learn all the Readable English glyphs. When
a letter makes a sound other than its usual sound, the glyph will specify the sound
(e.g. the letter ‘a’ in ‘message’ doesn’t make its usual sound /a/, so the glyph Infinite
(∞) over the ‘a’ indicates that it makes the sound /ih/ in this word).



Lesson 14: Revision of all letter sounds and glyphs – students revise all letters and
glyphs and play games.



Lessons 15 - 24: Online games and reading practice – students complete reading
practice worksheets with Readable English, and continue revising the glyphs through
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online and offline games and activities. These lessons alternated between an in-class
lesson where students completed worksheets and played Readable English games, and
a computer lesson where students logged onto the Readable English website and
played online games to learn and review glyphs and letter sounds.

Following the conclusion of the program, all students from the Readable English test
group and the control group were posttested. Students again read from the Neale, this time
using Test Form 2. As in Experiment 1, this was done so that there would be no practice
effect caused by students reading a passage they had already been exposed to in the pretest.
The Neale Test Forms 1 and 2 are parallel sets of graded passages with equivalent length and
difficulty.
Students from the control group read the Neale Test Form 2 in Standard English text.
Students from the test group read all passages presented in Readable English text.
All students also read two additional passages from the GORT, using GORT Form B
(Form A was used in the pretest). As in the pretest, passages 2 and 4 were used, and students
from both the test group and the control group read in Standard English text. The study
design is laid out in Table 1 below. The Neale assessment was used to assess improvements
in students’ reading ability after learning Readable English – with text presented to students
in Readable English. The additional GORT passages were used as reading stimuli to also
examine improvements in students’ reading ability (after learning Readable English) when
reading in Standard English text. Specifically, these additional reading passages would
indicate any improvements in reading, when reading text presented in Standard English, after
having learnt and developed reading skills with Readable English (as hypothesised in 1.3
above). Students from both the test group and the control also completed the posttest attitude
survey.
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Table 1
Study design for Experiment 2. For both the pre- and posttest, students in the control group
read stimuli in Standard English text only. Students in the Readable English test group also
read stimuli presented in Standard English for the pretest, but read stimuli in both Readable
and Standard English text in the posttest.
Control group
Readable English test group
Pretest
Posttest
Pretest
Posttest
Neale Test Form A
Neale Test Form B
Neale Test Form A
Neale Test Form B
(presented in
Readable English
text)
GORT Form A,
GORT Form B,
GORT Form A,
GORT Form B,
passages 2 and 4
passages 2 and 4
passages 2 and 4
passages 2 and 4
(presented in
Standard English
text)
Attitude Survey
Attitude Survey
Attitude Survey
Attitude Survey
2.2.3 Results. Seven of the 60 participants were excluded from the analysis due to
incomplete data (these participants had left the school or were absent from school during the
posttesting). Reading ages for each participant were calculated for reading accuracy, reading
comprehension and reading rate. Participants’ raw scores from the pre- and posttests were
converted to reading ages using the standardised conversion tables in the Neale for Form 1
and 2, respectively.
Independent sample t-tests were conducted to determine if there were any significant
differences between the control group and the test group before the program began. There
were no significant differences in reading ages between the two groups in accuracy reading
age (t(51) = -.996, p = .32), comprehension reading age (t(51) = -.737, p = .47) or rate reading
age (t(51) = -.003, p = .99).
A 2x2 mixed Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted for each aspect of
reading (accuracy, comprehension and rate), with ‘time’ as the within subjects factor with
two levels (pretest and posttest), and ‘group’ as the between subjects factor with two levels
(test group and control group). The mean reading ages for each group in the pre- and posttests
are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Mean and standard error of reading ages for each aspect of reading (accuracy,
comprehension and rate) in the pre- and posttests for both groups.
Pretest
Posttest
Aspect of reading
Readable
Control group
Readable
Control group
English group
English group
M (SE)
M (SE)
M (SE)
M (SE)
Accuracy
7.27 (.25)
7.70 (.36)
8.17 (.30)
8.14 (.40)
Comprehension
7.38 (.30)
7.77 (.47)
8.20 (.33)
8.15 (.42)
Rate
8.80 (.34)
8.80 (.51)
8.52 (.29)
9.16 (.43)
N
33
20
33
20
Accuracy. The main effect of time was significant, F(1, 51) = 49.76, p < .001,  p2 =
.49, indicating that average reading ages for accuracy across both groups were significantly
higher in the posttest than the pretest. The time by group interaction was also significant, F(1,
51) = 5.59, p = .022,  p2 = .10. This interaction is shown in Figure 6 and reflects that the
average improvement in reading age in the Readable English group of 10.7 months (M = .89,
SE = .13) was statistically significantly greater than in the control group where the average
improvement in reading age was 5.3 months (M = .44, SE = .10). Note that means and
standard errors are shown in years, and an improvement of 0.89 years is equal to 10.7
months.
Comprehension. The main effect of time was significant, F(1, 51) = 38.48, p < .001,

 p2 = .43, indicating that average reading ages for comprehension across both groups were
significantly higher in the posttest than the pretest. The time by group interaction was also
significant, F(1, 51) = 5.26, p = .026  p2 = .09. This interaction is shown in Figure 7 and
reflects that the average improvement in reading age in the Readable English group of 9.8
months (M = .81, SE = .12) was statistically significantly greater than in the control group
where the average improvement in reading age was 4.5 months (M = .38, SE = .14).
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Accuracy Reading Age
8.2
8.1
8
7.9
7.8
7.7
7.6
7.5
7.4
7.3
7.2
Pre-test
Control Group

Post-test
Readable English Group

Figure 6. Comparison of average accuracy reading age. The improvement of the Readable
English test group from the pretest to the posttest was significantly more than the
improvement of the control group.

Comprehension Reading Age
8.2
8.1
8
7.9
7.8
7.7
7.6
7.5
7.4
7.3
7.2
Pre-test
Control Group

Post-test
Readable English Group

Figure 7. Comparison of average comprehension reading age. The improvement of the
Readable English test group from the pretest to the posttest was significantly more than the
improvement of the control group.
Rate. The main effect of time was not significant, F(1, 51) = .05, p = .82,  p2 = .001,
suggesting no change in reading age for rate across both groups from the pretest to the
posttest. Contrary to predictions, the time by group interaction was also not significant, (F(1,
51) = 3.07, p = .086,  p2 = .06). It was hypothesised in 1.3 above that there would be a
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decrease in reading rate in the Readable English group, as students would be spending more
time sounding out words with the Readable English markings. There was in fact an average
decrease in reading rate in the Readable English test group of 3.3 months, but this was not
statistically significantly different from the average increase of 4.3 months in the control
group.
Attitude towards reading. A 2x2 mixed ANOVA was also conducted on the data
collected from the attitude surveys to determine any differences between the groups in
attitudes towards reading. The main effect of time was not significant, F(1, 51) = 1.66, p =
.20,  p2 = .03. Contrary to predictions, the interaction between time and group was also not
significant, and revealed that there was no significant difference between the groups for a
change in attitude (F(1, 51) = 1.52, p = .22,  p2 = .03).
Standard English. The additional GORT passages students read in both the pre- and
posttests were scored according to reading accuracy and speed. The number of errors made
and the time taken to read the passage were recorded. Raw data were converted into an error
rate (a measure simply indicating the number of errors made, out of the total number of
words in the passage) and an accuracy reading rate (a measure of reading fluency that takes
into account both speed and accuracy) which indicated the number of words read correctly
per minute. One participant was excluded from the Standard English data analysis due to
incomplete data (the data file containing the recording of the assessment was corrupted).
Independent sample t-tests were conducted on the GORT pretest reading rates to
determine if there were any differences between the control group and the test group before
the program began. There were no significant differences between the groups in neither error
rate (t(50) = -.36, p = .78) nor accuracy reading rate (t(50) = 0.28, p = .72).
The mean error rate and reading accuracy rate for each group in the pre- and posttests
are presented in Table 3. A 2x2 mixed ANOVA was conducted for each measure of reading
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ability (error rate and reading accuracy rate) to determine if there were any differences in
improvement between the control group and the Readable English test group. The within
subjects factor was ‘time’ with two levels; pre- and posttest, and the between subjects factor
was ‘group’ with two levels; test group and control group.
Table 3
Mean and standard error for error rate and reading accuracy rate (number of words read
correctly per minute) in the pre- and posttests for both groups.
Pretest
Posttest
Reading measure
Readable
Control group
Readable
Control group
English group
English group
M (SE)
M (SE)
M (SE)
M (SE)
Error rate
.079 (.01)
.073 (.02)
.043 (.01)
.047 (.01)
Accuracy reading rate
76.99 (7.51)
81.78 (11.62) 101.63 (7.70)
92.66 (10.40)
N
32
20
32
20
For the accuracy reading rate measure, the main effect of time was significant, F(1,
50) = 46.8, p < .001,  p2 = .48, indicating that more words were read correctly per minute
across both groups in the pretest than the posttest. The time by group interaction was also
significant, F(1, 51) = 7.02, p = .011,  p2 = .12. This interaction is shown in Figure 8 and
indicates that the average improvement in reading accuracy rate in the Readable English test
group of 24.6 words per minute (M = 24.64, SE = 2.95) was significantly greater than in the
control group where the average improvement was 10.9 words per minute (M = 10.88, SE =
4.58).
For the error rate measure, the main effect of time was significant, F(1, 50) = 27.84, p
< .001  p2 = .36, error rates were higher across both groups in the pretest than the posttest.
However there was no significant time by group interaction for error rate (F(1, 50) = .72, p =
.40,  p2 = .01). The average error rates in the pre- and posttest are shown in Figure 9 and
reflect that the data are in the correct direction, even though the interaction was not
statistically significant. This may be due to the overall low error rate in both the pre- and
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posttests. As can be seen in Table 3 above and Figure 9 below, the mean proportion of errors
ranged from only .043 to .079.

Accuracy Reading Rate
(Number of words read correctly per minute)
105
100
95
90
85
80
75
70
Pre-test

Post-test

Control Group

Readable English Group

Figure 8. Comparison of average accuracy reading rates. The improvement of the Readable
English test group from the pretest to the posttest was significantly more than the
improvement of the control group.
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.0850
.0800
.0750
.0700
.0650
.0600
.0550
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.0450

.0400
Pre-test
Control Group

Post-test
Readable English Group

Figure 9. Comparison of average error rates from the pretest to the posttest. There was no
significant difference between the groups in the decrease in error rate.
2.2.4 Discussion. The results of Experiment 2 demonstrate that students learning
Readable English improved in reading age by significantly more than students in a control
group who participated in regular reading classes. As expected, there was a significantly
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larger improvement in reading age for reading accuracy and comprehension. Over the course
of the four month experiment, students in the control group improved on average by 5.3
months and 4.5 months for accuracy and comprehension, respectively, which is as would be
expected. This is compared to an average improvement in the Readable English test group of
10.7 months and 9.8 months for accuracy and comprehension, respectively. Contrary to
predications that there would be a decrease in reading rate in the Readable English group,
there was no statistically significant difference between the groups for reading rate. This
result is positive, as it suggests that the Readable English markings maintain the integrity of
words and do not hinder reading fluency. This finding supports what was revealed in
Experiment 1 in the focus group interviews – that participants were able to “ignore” the
Readable English markings for words that they knew, and able to engage the markings when
needed.
We also saw a significant improvement in students’ reading ability when reading
Standard English text, after learning Readable English. This was also as expected, as one of
the key features of Readable English is that while words are made phonetic, the spelling
remains unchanged. This assists in the development of sight word recognition, where students
are able to quickly identify a word by its spelling and shape. As such, students who learn
words in Readable English are able to recognise those words in Standard English as well.
Contrary to our expectations, we did not see a significant difference between the
groups for a change in attitude toward reading. Most students scored highly in both the preand posttest attitude surveys (suggesting a positive attitude towards reading) and this may
account for the reason no difference was found.
3. General Discussion
The current study aimed to investigate the effectiveness of Readable English for
teaching reading and improving reading skills by establishing quantitatively that Readable
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English improves the reading outcomes of new readers. The results of Experiment 1 showed
that students’ reading accuracy and rate improved significantly after having learnt Readable
English. Results from Experiment 1 also helped improve the markup system to be used in the
second experiment. Experiment 2 gathered more definitive results, including assessing
reading comprehension, comparing improvements in reading ability to a control class, and
exploring improvements when reading Standard English text as well as Readable English
text. The results of Experiment 2 showed that students learning Readable English improved
in reading ability reading by significantly more than students in a control group. These
improvements were demonstrated both when reading Readable English text and Standard
English text (with no phonetic cues). When assessed reading in Readable English, students in
the test group improved in reading age on average by 10.7 months and 9.8 months for
accuracy and comprehension, which was significantly more than students in a control group
who improved on average by 5.3 months and 4.5 months, respectively. There was no
significant difference between the groups for change in reading rate, suggesting that the
Readable English markings did not reduce the test group average reading rate significantly
more than the control group average reading rate. When assessed reading in Standard English
text, students in the test group also improved by significantly more than students in the
control group in the number of words read correctly per minute, with no significant
difference between the groups for error rate.
Although in Experiment 2 we saw no significant difference between the two groups
for a change in attitudes towards reading, there had been a statistically significant
improvement in attitudes towards reading in the first experiment. In Experiment 1, students
scored significantly higher on the attitude survey in the posttest than the pretest, suggesting a
more positive attitude towards reading. This result was supported by testimonials from
teachers, who were surveyed about any changes in students’ attitudes towards reading after

READABLE ENGLISH

36

participating in the study. One key difference between Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 was
that participants in the former were made up of students who had been identified as
struggling readers, and the latter participant group was comprised of a whole cohort of
students (not only struggling readers). We hypothesised that we would see an improvement in
students’ attitudes towards reading because they learn about the erratic spelling of English
and how this can make learning to read difficult. They also learn that Readable English
“fixes” these problems with the written language, and makes the process of learning to read
simple, consistent and predictable. With this in mind, it seems logical that we would see a
larger improvement in attitude in students who had been struggling with learning to read in
the traditional way, compared to a participant group of students who may not have all been
struggling with reading. Participants in Experiment 2 were also younger than participants in
Experiment 1. These students were at an earlier stage of learning to read, and as such may
have not yet developed a negative attitude towards reading.
As discussed in 1.1 above, the erratic spelling of English presents a barrier to learning
to read for both native English speaking emerging or struggling readers and English language
learners. This current study investigated the benefits of Readable English for native English
speaking children. The next phase of research is to explore how Readable English can assist
other groups of struggling readers, including English language learners, illiterate adult
learners and dyslexics. Now that the effectiveness of Readable English as a phonetic alphabet
has been established, this research should focus on the long term benefits of learning to read
English in this way. The current study was conducted over a four month period, with students
only participating in classes twice a week. It would be valuable to investigate the outcomes of
participants using Readable English daily, as the primary method of learning to read.
Further research could also examine what types of Readable English tools are most
suitable and effective for different types of learners, and in what settings. The current study

READABLE ENGLISH
demonstrated the effectiveness of Readable English for improving reading outcomes when
being taught in a classroom setting with a combination of online and offline learning. This
result is significant as it bears implications for the possible implementation of Readable
English in school settings. For adult learners and English language learners in particular,
future studies could examine the effectiveness of Readable English when being delivered
entirely online.
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5. Appendices

5.1 Appendix 1: Readable English Glyph Chart

Glyph Name

Glyph Sound

Letters

Example Words

Aussie Oswald

[o] as in off

⁃, Ḅ

w⁃tch, Ḅn▪core

Dome

[oh] as in open

ḹ, Ḇ

sḹw, Ḇat

Ed Says

[e] as in Ed

ḑ, ḓ

sḑid, bḓ▪ry

Fun Enough

[f] as in fun

ḳ

touḳh

Happy Face

[ee] as in eat

ḙ, ì, ‸

ḙach, tax▪ì, hap▪p‸

Hey April

[ey] as in April

á, é

áte, éight

Hook

[oo] as in hook

õ, ũ

bõok, pũt

I Spy

[ahy] as in ice

ḱ, ḛ

kḱte, flḛ

Infinite

[i] as in if

ḥ, ḧ, ḩ, ḫ,
ḭ

vil▪lḥge, prḧt▪ty,
wḩ▪men, bḫ▪sy, mḭth

J Dot

[j] as in jam

ḷ, ġ

sol▪ḷier, ġem

Noisy Tail

[z] as in zoo

ḣ, ḻ

iḣ, ḻy▪lo▪phone

Say Cheese

[ch] as in cheese

ḕ, ḗ

ḕel▪lo, pic▪ḗure

Sharp Hat

[sh] as in sharp

ĉ, ŝ, ‷

o▪ĉean, ŝure, na▪‷ion

Silly C

[s] as in silly

ç

çell

T Crossed D

[t] as in tipped

ḍ

skippeḍ

That Noisy TH

[th] as in that

ṯ⁁

ṯ⁁em

Treasure Chest

[zh] as in treasure

ḟ, ḝ, ḡ

ga▪raḟe, vi▪ḝion,
sei▪ḡure

Two Moons

[oo] as in moon

ë, ö, ü

grëw, shöe, flüte

Unicorn

[yoo] as in unicorn ḇ, Ḉ

fḇw, Ḉse
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Upper Cup

[uh] as in up

ă, ĕ, ĭ, ŏ,
‴

Wonder One

[w] as in wonder

ű, ő

ă▪bout, a▪ca▪dĕ▪my,
pen▪cĭl, but▪tŏn,
s‴▪ringe
qűick, őnce

Notes about the Readable English markup
Readable English makes written English phonetic, without changing the spelling of words, by
adding syllable breaks to words, greying out silent characters, and adding glyphs to letters
that specify the sound the letter makes.
In Readable English, each letter has a most common or standard sound. These letters remain
unmarked. To maintain the integrity of words as much as possible, sounds that are written
with two letters (digraphs) are kept unmarked. Digraphs also have a standard sound. For
example, the standard sound for the digraph ‘ou’ is as in ‘house’. When ‘ou’ makes a sound
other than this sound (e.g. as in ‘soup’ or ‘could’), it is marked with a glyph (see below).
There are 12 digraphs in total (ar, or, ur, oi, oy, ou, ow, ch, ng, ph, sh, th).

söup coũld ṯ⁁Ḇugh
The aim of the Readable English mark-up is for a reader to be able to sound out a word well
enough to recognise the word when reading. The glyphs provide an accurate approximation
of the exact speech sound so that readers are able to arrive at the correct pronunciation of a
word. To reduce the total number of glyphs, the schwa sound that occurs in unstressed
syllables (e.g. the second syllable in ‘sofa’) is represented by the Upper Cup glyph. The /uh/
sound is a close approximation of the schwa sound.
A note on the letter ‘r’. The letter ‘r’ often modifies the vowel sound in front of it. As such,
Readable English teaches ‘ar’, ‘or’ and ‘ur’ as digraphs. The /or/ and /ur/ sounds can also be
represented by other letters (e.g. in words such as ‘warm’ and ‘bird’). Using the /ur/ sound as
an example, readers learn that in Readable English if the Upper Cup glyph (which makes the
sound /uh/) is followed immediately by the letter ‘r’, the letters together will make the
digraph sound /ur/.
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5.2 Appendix 2: Attitude Survey
Name:
1. How do you rate your reading skills?
Great

Good

Okay

Not very good

Poor

2. How do you like reading?
Love it

Like it

Okay

Don’t like it

Hate it

3. How do you rate you reading skills?
Great

Good

Okay

Not very good

Poor

4. Do you read on your own?
All the time

Often

Sometimes

Once in a while

Never

5. How confident are you reading out loud?
Very confident

Kind of confident

Not very confident

Not at all confident

6. How much do you understand when you read?
Almost everything

Most things

Some things Not very much

Almost nothing
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5.3 Appendix 3: Transcript of Focus Group Interview
Interviewer: So today what we’re going to do, is just have a bit of a discussion about
reading, and we’ll discuss some of the activities and things we learnt in the last couple of
months with Readable English. Does that sound alright?
Students: *Nodding* Yeah, okay.
Interviewer: Okay, I want to start off with a bit of a discussion about your experiences
with reading, before you started learning about Readable English, can you think back to then?
Student 1: It was fine.
Student 2: I loved reading.
Student 3: I think I was good at reading, but I found it hard to read out loud.
Student 4: When I had to read out loud, I read really softly.
Student 5: I generally liked reading.
Student 6: I was better at reading to myself than out loud.
Interviewer: Okay, they’re all really good responses. Now, let’s have a think, was
there anything in particular that was hard about reading, or something that you can think of
that made it difficult for you?
Student 5: Nah, not really, I can’t think of anything.
Student 6: Everything was just… okay.
Student 3: Sometimes, I didn’t know what pronouncing sound to make just by looking
at the word.
Interviewer: Thanks for sharing guys. Now let’s talk about the Readable English
program you have been participating in recently. What are your thoughts about the program
overall? What did you think of Readable English?
Student 7: I liked it.
Student 1: I really like the games and quizzes, especially when we played BINGO!.
Student 5: I thought it was fun and very organised.
Student 3: It was good, it helped me figure out how to pronounce words.
Student 2: It was okay, and I liked learning online.
Student 6: I agree it was really good, it helped with my reading. I can now use the
glyphs to sound out a word that is new.
Student 4: Yeah me too, I’m more confident with my reading skills.
Interviewer: Okay, and how did we all find learning the glyphs? Can you describe
your experience of that for me?
Student 5: They were easy.
Student 6: I mostly read words without using the glyphs, but then I would use them
for a word I was stuck on.
Student 7: Yeah I did that too.
Student 2: Happy Face and Sharp Hat were easy.
Student 4: I would have liked it more if the glyphs were taught in person. Like, I
didn’t like learning them from the videos.
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Student 1: They were okay, but sometimes confusing.
Interviewer: Can you explain what you mean by that?
Student 1: Like, C Cedilla and Z Tail were hard. Because they look the same.
Student 3: Yeah, and Nametag Line was hard to remember because it changed sounds
all the time. But, like, Upper Cup was always the same.
Student 4: Yeah, and so was Dot It.
Interviewer: Okay, we’re doing really well. Some good discussions are starting. Let’s
discuss things about the Readable English program you think helped you reading.
Student 1: It tells you the sound a letter is supposed to make.
Student 3: The glyphs and the silent letters.
Student 4: The syllable breaks.
Student 7: I liked the exception words how they were spelt out after the word in
brackets.
Student 1: I think the games.
Student 5: All the things helped, really.
Interviewer: Okay now remember how I told you that you guys were the first to try
out Readable English, and that I wanted your feedback? Let’s discuss the things in particular
that you liked about the program, or that you liked doing in the classes.
Student 2: I liked going into that room and doing the reading with you before we
started.
Student 5: It was fun, we got to go onto the computers, and it was really organised.
Student 4: I liked reading on the paper print outs.
Student 1: BINGO! was the best!
Student 3: I liked clicking on words in the eReader to see their definition. And turning
on and off the Readable English. Oh, and playing the games.
Student 2. The syllable breaks were good.
Student 7: It was good practice reading out loud.
Interviewer: Okay, thanks for your feedback. Now how about anything that you didn’t
like, or anything that you found disappointing?
Student 6: Nothing!
Student 3: I would have liked more variety in the online games, there was only one
type.
Student 4: Yeah, the games were the same. Even when you changed the background it
was still the same game.
Student 1: I don’t think I did very well in the final quiz because I didn’t practise
enough.
Student 2: The glyphs were a bit confusing.
Student 5: I would have like more games to actually learn the glyphs.
Student 7: Yeah, and I didn’t like that the games didn’t work on the computers
sometimes.
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Interviewer: Okay, so now imagine you are in charge of Readable English and you
were going to go and teach it to some new students. What would you change or how would
you do it?
Student 1: I’d have more in-class quizzes before the final quiz.
Student 3: More game, better games.
Student 6: I wouldn’t change a single thing.
Student 2: I’d make it really fun to learn.
Student 5: I’d have more games to actually learn the glyphs. Mostly we just learnt
them on the board.
Interviewer: Okay, thanks everyone for you feedback. Now if you can just tell me,
what do you think you would continue to use on your own? Which of the tools on the
website?
Student 7: The convert your own materials in the eReader.
Student 3: It’s faster than a dictionary.
Student 1: I would read in-class books in Readable English.
Interviewer: Okay everyone, we’re doing really well. One final thing I’d like to do is
go around, and I’m going to get you to rate the Readable English program on a scale of 1 to
5. 1 being that you didn’t enjoy it or think it helped your reading, and 5 being that you think it
helped you reading a lot and you really liked it. And if you could just give me a quick reason
about why you gave you score that would be great.
Student 1: 4, it was fun and I learnt a lot.
Student 2: 5, I loved Readable English and I wish it didn’t have to end.
Student 3: 3, it helped me but it was a bit complicated.
Student 4: 4, I would have liked to learn the glyphs faster.
Student 5: 5, I liked getting to play and read on the computers.
Student 6: 5, it’s a funner way of learning to read.
Student 7: 4, because of the issues with the technology, but it helped with my
pronunciation of hard words.
Interviewer: Okay guys, that’s it. Before we go, can you think of anything we’ve
missed, or is there something else you’d like to add?
Student 7: I would have liked Readable English on an iPad and iPhone in apps. Then I
could practise better at home.
Interviewer: Great, thanks again for you feedback everyone.
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5.4 Appendix 4: Teacher Survey
Program Evaluation: TEACHERS
Some of your students have been participating in a research project titled Readable English at
school this term, and we would like to find out how helpful it has been for him/her. We are
particularly interested to learn whether you have noticed any changes in your students’
reading, and general performance. Please fill out one form per student.
Student name:

Teacher name:

Teacher contact info - Phone:

Email:

Please circle the words which best describe your student's reading habits and ability.
1. In terms of the amount of reading done at school, my student is now reading:
much more than

a little more than

the same as

less than

before the program's introduction.
2. If you have noticed an increase, what type(s) of reading materials does your student now
favour? Please write here………………………………………………………….....................
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
3. In terms of the skills of reading done at school, my student is now reading:
much better than

better than

the same as

worse than

before the program's introduction.
4. If you have noticed a skill improvement, please circle which skill/s have improved:
speed

accuracy

fluency

confidence reading out loud

comprehension
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5. In terms of the enjoyment of reading done at school, my student now seems to find reading:

much more enjoyable than

more enjoyable than

the same as

less enjoyable than

before the program's introduction.
6. Is there evidence of change in reading skills in other curriculum areas? That is, have the
skills transferred? The student is:
much better than

better than

the same as

worse than

before the program's introduction.
7. Has there been any change in the student's attitude, or behaviour generally? The student is:
much better than

better than

the same as

worse than

before the program's introduction.
8. Do you have any other comments or observations about your student? Please share them
below.
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5.5 Appendix 5: Sample Worksheets
Name:

The glyph “Hey April”

á é
Circle the words below that have the Hey April sound.

make

cat

eight

get

ate

met

The glyph “I Spy”

ḱ

ḛ

Draw the I Spy glyph on the correct letters in these
words.

kite

fly

my

smile

why

like
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The glyph “Happy Face”

ḙ

ì

‸

Can you think of three words that make this sound?

___________

___________

___________

Drawing exercise
Draw one of the glyphs we learned, and turn it into a
memorable picture.
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Name:

Infinite

ḥ ḧ

ḩ

ḫ ḭ

Fill in ṯ⁁e missing letterḣ in ṯ⁁e wordḣ bḧ·lḆw, and add ṯ⁁e
infinite glḭph.

vill_ġe pr_tt‸
(a)

w_men b_ḣ‸

(e)

(o)

(u)

m_th
(y)

J Dot

ġ

ḷ

In ṯ⁁e pḑirḣ bḧ·lḆw, çircle ṯ⁁e word ṯ⁁at haḣ ṯ⁁e J Dot
sound.

get - ġem
ġel - give
garden - larġe
ġḭm - girl
fridġe - greát
ground - ġender
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Fun Ḩnouḳh

ḳ
Two of ṯ⁁e wordḣ in ṯ⁁e cloud do NOT bḧlong. Can you
pick which two? Cross ṯ⁁em out.

ṯ⁁Ḇugh
lauḳh

ḧ nouḳh

rouḳh

couḳh

touḳh
through

Wrḱte ṯ⁁e fḱve Fun Ḩnouḳh wordḣ from above on ṯ⁁e lḱneḣ
bḧ·lḆw.

____________

____________

____________

____________

____________

