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I was happy to see the Yang and Idris (2021) paper on accessibility of statistics textbooks, a topic
that deserves more attention, as they state: “Textbook analysis is rare in the statistics education
literature, particularly at the college (tertiary) level, as we found very few relevant studies” (p. 13).

A relevant study the authors may have overlooked, Wagler et al. (2015), assessed aspects of
readability of a corpus of 18 (more recent) college introductory statistics textbooks. Wagler et al. (2015)
found that overall readability of the corpus was at an appropriate level, and there was much more within-
textbook variation among the four examined topics (measures of center, line of fit, regression analysis,
regression inference) than there was variation among textbooks. Like Yang and Idris, Wagler et al.
included attention to applicability for educators and was deeply informed by work with students whose
first language was not English.

The principal components descriptive model in Wagler et al. (2015) has dimensions of lexical
complexity, grammatical complexity, and textual cohesion (which can be readily and reliably assessed
using Coh-Metrix, LexTutor’s VocabProfile, etc.). These text readability aspects should not be quickly
bypassed in the framework conversation because they are arguably necessary (though not sufficient)
for the worthy broader goal of text accessibility. For example, can one have strong text coherence when
there is weak text cohesion? And, could unnecessarily high lexical and grammatical complexity
interfere with achieving strong voice and text concreteness?

Given that Yang and Idris note that we should consider the contexts of readers as well as of texts,
it is worth noting a followup study in which Wagler et al. (n.d.) conducted semi-structured interviews
of eight college introductory statistics students as they perused short (3-4 pages) excerpts on linear
regression from three textbooks from the 18-book corpus. The excerpts were presented in blinded form
so students could not see the textbook author, title, and publisher, and the students also did not know
the three books had been purposively selected to have maximum variation (Miles & Huberman, 1994)
with respect to lexical and grammatical complexity. After taking time to browse the excerpts, students
were asked open-ended questions about the ones they preferred most and least, then about those they
found easiest and hardest to read/understand, and then what level of importance they gave to each of
various individual factors. The students focused more on lexical issues than grammatical issues and
gave much attention to graphic design and layout, with a positive relationship between perceived
readability and how many types of elements the text used to call out or make various distinctions so a
page could be more readily navigated. And so, I concur with Yang and Idris’ inclusion of well-
integrated visual information in the framework and | note that there have been important contributions
on visual information in more recent literature such as the references shared by Malone et al. (2021).

I appreciate that the framework’s development is informed by literature in mathematics and in
science, and wonder if those influences are (or should be) as separate as the Table 1 layout may suggest.
With current prevalence of online learning, | also wonder if the text accessibility framework could be
expanded to also take into account how students read electronic textbooks and other online instructional
materials (Jabr, 2013; Larreamendy-Joerns et al., 2005; Zieffler et al., 2013).
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