APPENDIX

Appendix A: Literature Search Strategies

Search number Query
15 #13 AND #14
13 #1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #5 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11 OR #12
14 readability OR literacy
12 automated readability index OR ARI
11 Fry OR Edward Fry OR Fry graph
10 SMOG OR "simple measurement of gobbledygook index"
9 Coleman-Liau index OR Coleman-Liau
8 FOG count OR Gunning Fog
7 Dale-Chall OR Dale-Chall Cloze
5 rate index OR RIX
3 FORCAST
2 spache
flesch kincaid OR flesch-kincaid OR flesch reading ease OR flesch-kincaid reading ease OR flesch
1 kincaid reading ease OR flesch-kincaid grade level index OR flesch kincaid grade level index

Cochrane Library (Reviews Only)

(flesch kincaid OR flesch-kincaid OR flesch reading ease OR flesch-kincaid reading ease OR flesch kincaid reading ease OR
flesch-kincaid grade level index OR flesch kincaid grade level index OR spache OR FORCAST OR rate index OR RIX or Dale-
Chall OR Dale-Chall Cloze OR FOG count OR Gunning Fog OR Coleman-Liau index OR Coleman Liau OR SMOG OR "simple
measurement of gobbledygook index" OR Fry OR Edward Fry OR Fry graph OR automated readability index OR ARI):ti,ab,kw

AND (readability OR literacy):ti,ab,kw" (Word variations have been searched)

ERIC

((“flesch Kincaid” OR “flesch-kincaid” OR “flesch reading ease” OR “flesch-kincaid reading ease” OR “flesch kincaid reading
ease” OR “flesch-kincaid grade level index” OR “flesch kincaid grade level index”) OR “spache” OR “FORCAST” OR (“Fry” OR
“Edward Fry” OR “Fry graph”) OR (“rate index” OR “RIX”) OR (“automated readability index” OR “ARI”) OR (“Dale-Chall” or
“Dale-Chall Cloze”) OR (“FOG count” OR “Gunning Fog”) OR (“Coleman-Liau Index” OR “Coleman-Liau”) OR (“SMOG” or

“simple measurement of gobbledygook index”))




Appendix B: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Category

Inclusion

Exclusion

Aim

Assess the validity or accuracy of readability
formulas in the evaluation of written health content

Assess the readability of content

Population/Content

Adults ages 18 years or older or written content
directed towards adults

Children and adolescents (aged less than 18
years) or written content for children or
adolescents

Intervention Readability formulas assessing the ease with | Formulas used to measure comprehensiveness
which a reader can understand written text
Formulas used to measure comprehension
Readability formulas include: e Cloze test
e  Flesch reading ease
e  Flesch-Kincaid grade level index Formulas to measure the readability of tables,
e  MclLaughlin's SMOG charts, or graphs:
e Dale-Chall e  Suitability Assessment of Materials
e  Spache (SAM)
e FORCAST e PMOSE/IKIRSCH
e  Frygraph
e  Rate index (RIX) Formulas to estimate literacy:
e  Automated readability index (ARI) e Rapid Estimate of Adult Literacy in
e  Gunning Fog index Medicine (REALM)
e Coleman-Liau index e Wide Range Achievement Test
(WRAT)
Readability score reported as or translatable to a e Test of Functional Health Literacy in
grade level equivalent to the U.S. education Adults (TOFHLA)
system e  Newest Vital Sign
e  Health Activity Literacy Study
e  Brief Questions to Identify Patients
with Inadequate Health Literacy
Formulas used to measure suitability or quality
of content:
e Ensuring Quality Information for
Patients (EQIP)
Comparator e  Standard health textbooks at a specific State or national average grade level
grade level Content creator's stated readability
e  Panel ratings of difficulty level
e Other readability formulas (i.e.,
comparative)
Outcomes Correlation coefficient (e.g., Spearman, Pearson) Agreement (e.g., correlation) between two or
more readability formulas (i.e., comparative)
Measures of accuracy including sensitivity,
specificity, positive predictive value (PPV),
negative predictive value (NPV)
Setting Any setting (e.g., healthcare organization) or | All other settings
modality (e.g., website, brochure) for which written
health content may be provided
Study design Any None
Language English Non-English
Quality Good or fair quality Poor quality




Appendix C: Excluded Studies at Full-text

Reason for Exclusion

Wrong aim

Citation
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content type

Wrong comparator
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Reason for Exclusion

Citation
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