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Overview


I am not going to re-write XE "write"  Jack’s book XE "book" , but I will cover a few aspects of writing XE "writing"  that many people do not accept.  Very educated people are top of the list in this denial of the truth: people want to read XE "read"  something that is readable.  Readable means that you don’t have to re-read XE "re-read"  the sentence XE "sentence"  5 times to get what I’m saying.  There are many facets to readability XE "readability"  that I will discuss in this chapter XE "chapter" , including word length XE "word length" , sentence length XE "sentence length" , and language XE "language" .  Another aspect of writing is the tone XE "tone"  or perspective XE "perspective"  you take with the reader.  Many authors discuss things as if they are very distant XE "distant"  or disconnected XE "disconnected"  from the reader.  Most people enjoy reading XE "reading"  material that is OPPOSITE from that.  This is up to you as the author, but I think you should talk to your audience XE "audience"  like I’m talking XE "talking"  to you right now through my writing.  

Readability


I agree with Jack Reed XE "Reed, Jack" ’s base assertion from his research that smaller XE "smaller"  words XE "words"  are better than longer worlds.  Shorter sentences are better than longer sentences.  Less complex language XE "language"  and sentence XE "sentence"  structure XE "sentence structure"  is better than very sophisticated XE "sophisticated"  language and complex sentence structure.  


Think about the differences between Law texts, the Internal Revenue Code XE "Internal Revenue Code" , the King James Version of the Bible XE "King James Version of the Bible" ; and the Cat in the Hat XE "Cat in the Hat" .  Which one could you read XE "read"  easier to a 4th grade kid?  Cat in the Hat may bore the kid, but that kid will be climbing the wall with Law texts, IRS XE "IRS"  stuff, or the King James Version of the Bible because of the stuffiness and unfamiliar language XE "language" .  You will be just making noise to the kid, not understandable XE "understandable"  communication.  


An example of a sentence XE "sentence"  that is too long to write XE "write"  for an audience XE "audience"  would be similar to the sentence I am typing right at this very moment on my laptop XE "laptop"  while lying in my bed at 4:30 A.M because I cannot sleep XE "sleep" —unlike most evenings when I can get to sleep.  *I put WAY too much information XE "information"  in that sentence.  That sentence could have read XE "read" —An example of a “too long” sentence is like this one.  Re-read both and consider how much easier to read and focused the second one was.  I do sometimes have long sentences when I’m putting a lot of information together.  But, for the most part, I try to split up sentences unless I feel like I must keep the information together.


Jack Reed XE "Reed, Jack"  says some different things in his book XE "book"  about using more Anglo-Saxon type words XE "Anglo-Saxon type words"  versus Spanish/French “Romantic” language XE "language"  type words XE "words" .  He makes a strong point that those languages are very wordy in somewhat backward in how they talk and think language-wise.  Another aspect of this language principle is that the Latin-based English words XE "Romantic words"  tend to be longer than their Anglo-Saxon equivalent.  Latin-based words usually end in “ion” or “ent”.  Think of the use of “transaction XE "transaction" ” versus “deal XE "deal" ”.  They both mean the same thing.  If two words mean the same thing, you should use the smaller XE "smaller"  word.  I don’t pay much attention to how I write XE "write"  honestly, and I probably use a lot of the wrong words.  But I do proof XE "proof"  my books about 100 times before any customer sees them.  And I’m always looking to simplify what I’m trying to say the best I can.


Adjectives will overload sentences.  In my extra long sentence XE "sentence" , I used a lot of adjectives XE "adjectives"  and adverbs XE "adverbs"  to make it so long.  I also combined about 3 sentences of thought into that one sentence.


What am I saying?  All the things English teachers XE "English teachers"  taught you about rich language XE "rich language" 

 XE "language" , using fancy words XE "fancy words" 

 XE "words" , and making sentences extremely complex are not entirely good for a “HOW TO” author who is self publishing XE "self publishing" .  That English stuff was only to pass that college or high school XE "high school"  class.  Don’t try to prove how smart you are in your book XE "book" .  You’ll be the smartest person (in your own mind) with no good reviews XE "good reviews" 

 XE "reviews" , very few people helped by your knowledge XE "knowledge" /experience XE "experience" , and few book sales XE "sales" .  In short, get over the insecurity of writing XE "writing"  “smart”, and just write XE "write"  so that people understand you and can read XE "read"  much of your book without wanting to hang themselves.  People should FINISH your book.  If it is too hard to read, it will get scrapped in the early pages.

Perspective 
 
I think that perspective XE "perspective"  of speech it is nearly as important as, and goes right along with readability XE "readability" .  It may be a help to me that I minored in Speech Communications XE "Speech Communications" .  When I wrote out speeches XE "speeches" , I wrote key points that I wanted to make and elaborated on those points during my speeches as if I was talking XE "talking"  to one person in the audience XE "audience" .  My books follow the same format XE "format" .  My elaboration XE "elaboration"  is simply my sentences after the key sentence XE "key sentence" 

 XE "sentence"  or two.  I was always very well received by my audiences during my speeches.  Even though I felt I did “so-so” or “pretty good” at best, people would congratulate me after my speeches.  My point of this rant of blowing my own horn is that speaking or writing XE "writing"  with purpose is better than stuffy XE "stuffy"  History, Math, English, and/or Science book XE "book"  talk.  Speaking or writing with a personal emphasis XE "personal emphasis"  is better than speaking or writing about objects or other non-personal things from a distant XE "distant"  stance.  


Good Example:


I feel great when you talk about emotions and when you talk WITH EMOTION.  I bet you like when I say you so much too, huh?  Did you like my using a question mark?  I even use “quotes”, bold, and CAPITOLIZATION since that shows more personal meaning and emphasis.    


Bad Example:


The reader’s comprehension and motivation to read XE "read"  may decrease when the author takes a completely isolated and disconnected XE "disconnected"  position from the reader.  Therefore, because the position of the author is not personal or possessive, the reader will find the prospect of an interactive, personal conversation with the author very challenging.


While the first paragraph was completely spiff-ball XE "spiff-ball" , it is a much easier read XE "read" .  Even with all the bold and underline for emphasis of major points and to show the key things I wanted to contrast, it was still an easier read.  Even though the second paragraph has much more information XE "information" , it is impersonal XE "impersonal"  and non-possessive XE "non-possessive" .  Again, this is not an “end all” to writing XE "writing" .  It is just much easier to understand someone who talks to you versus someone who lectures at you.


Readability can be aided by your prospective.  Want proof XE "proof" ?  Go to any student in any college or high school XE "high school"  and ask them direct questions they can answer.  Make the question personalized XE "personalized"  like.  “I need your help getting my classes scheduled.  Could you tell me how you did yours?”  Record their answer on a digital recorder XE "digital recorder" , and then write XE "write"  them down.  Then talk their professors into giving them this assignment for a grade: “Write instructions on how to XE "how to"  schedule classes in proper writing XE "writing"  form.”  


One answer will be stuffy XE "stuffy"  with tons of extra words XE "words" , descriptors XE "descriptors" , words that don’t make sense mashed in, complex sentence XE "sentence"  structure XE "sentence structure" ; and the voice recorded answer will be semi-smooth with a personal touch.  Why is that?  THEY DIDN’T THINK when they were talking XE "talking"  personally.  They didn’t try to “spruce up” their direct instructions XE "direct instructions"  to you in person.  They just communicated what they needed to for helping purposes.  Mention writing to that same kid and the communication becomes nearly unreadable and uncompressible XE "unreadable" .  


Along the same lines, if you revert to English class while you are writing your book XE "writing" , it will become stuffy XE "stuffy"  and distant XE "distant" .  RECORD YOURSELF TELLING SOMEONE what you want to write XE "write"  about.  Have a false conversation with yourself.  I’ve done it…  On a long trip from northwest Arkansas to eastern Kentucky, I was literally “clinic-ing” how to XE "how to"  run the Double Wing XE "Double Wing"  offense XE "offense"  in a first year program just to stay awake.  


Before writing my strength XE "strength"  book XE "book" , I took a full 6 hour trip from Birmingham, Alabama XE "Birmingham, AL"  to Irvine, Kentucky XE "Irvine, KY"  talking XE "talking"  strength and power training to my voice recorder while driving.  I hardly remember the trip other than the key points I wanted to make about specific training XE "specific training"  methods XE "training methods" .  That may not be the safest thing (driving-talking into recorder), but you will find yourself more honestly sticking to the point.  


After some practice, you will be able to have a conversation with your fingers as you write.  I’ve actually had “educated people” tell me this “talking to the reader” is complete bullshit, and that anyone who did this wouldn’t sell XE "sell"  books.  Well I do it, my books are well received, and I help lots of people with my books. 

Grammar

Just because I’m bashing English class doesn’t mean you can misspell words XE "words"  or use incorrect sentence XE "sentence"  structure XE "sentence structure" .  Most word processors take care of a lot of that for you anyway.  You need to fully understand comma use XE "comma use"  as well.  One issue I had when I started was comma use.  Get an English teacher to help you edit your books, and you will quickly learn where you put them and where you don’t.  


“After” an introductory prepositional phase (like this one), you put a comma.  Prepositional phrases start with words XE "words"  like “after, when, before, while, if, to, like, etc.”.  IF you start a sentence XE "sentence"  with them, a comma should be placed after it.  A comma also needs to be placed between independent clauses XE "independent clauses"  with “but” “so” “and” (etc.) separating them, so I put one between these two phases separated by “so”.  Semicolons may be used between two independent clauses without “and” “but” “so” (etc.); this semicolon is an example of this phenomenon.  Don’t use semicolons XE "semicolons"  much because they aren’t widely used—it will be a distraction XE "distraction"  from your writing XE "writing" .  A colon XE "colon"  may be used as a reference or as a list-er.  (list) There are many rules to grammar you need to know, such as the following: comma use XE "comma use" , semicolon use XE "semicolon use" , and colon use.  (ref) There is only one thing I’m talking XE "talking"  about under this heading: grammar. 

 
These grammatical errors XE "grammatical errors"  will not be picked up by the word processor as easily if at all.  Always re-read XE "re-read" 

 XE "read"  paragraphs XE "paragraphs"  as you write XE "write"  to ensure that “is” and “if” or “of” and “or” or “them” and “then” are not misplaced XE "misplaced" .  This stuff happens more than I’d like to admit.  Misplaced words XE "words"  and incorrect grammar XE "incorrect grammar"  hurt the readability XE "readability"  of your document.  Don’t get over-anal though.  I’ve sold countless books that had many grammatical errors in them.  I found this out when I re-proofed a few of my books very hard before sending them for publication.  Jack Reed XE "Reed, Jack"  is a great writer and his books are awesome.  He messes up on something about every 2-3 pages XE "pages" …  Who cares if you write well and get your point across?  


Now I want you to attempt to read XE "read"  some of my masters XE "masters" ’ thesis XE "thesis"  in academic format XE "format"  on the following page.  This is a format you should get comfortable reading XE "comfortable reading" 

 XE "reading"  and writing XE "writing"  if you plan XE "plan"  on doing and research in an academic setting XE "academic setting" , or if you want to publish XE "publish"  “research material XE "research material" ” in peer-reviewed XE "peer-reviewed"  journals.  However, this style XE "style"  of writing will not convey XE "convey"  thoughts with any fluidity or personal connection with most people outside of the academic setting.  Don’t try to write XE "write"  this way to self publish unless you like not selling books or helping people.

Thesis Sample

Many sport activities share a common reliance on basic power production capabilities. An athlete with greater power output generating capacity may potentially punch, kick, swing, jump, and run with better results than the less powerful XE "powerful"  athlete (Zatsiorsky, 1995). This concept is supported in the literature as power output pertains to playing ability XE "ability"  and team success (Barker et al., 1993; Berg et al., 1990; Fry et al., 1991; Sawyer et al., 2002).

Laboratory Testing

Testing kinetic measures with force plate data has been shown to be a very effective method to measure XE "measure"  power output with a vertical jump XE "vertical jump"  (Harmon, Rosenstein, Frykman, Rosenstein, & Kraemer, 1991; Sayers et al., 1999; Stone et al., 2002). Other laboratory tests of power may be performed using a digital video analysis system (Garhammer et al., 1980) or a V-scope (Haff et al., 2003) to analyze a movement. Therefore, power output may be measured by calculating work/time or force x velocity relative to a specific movement using these techniques.  

The Wingate cycle ergometer test has become an increasingly popular method for assessing power generating capabilities (Adams, 1998). The Wingate testing system utilizes a cycle ergometer pedaled at a maximum rate under a predetermined load for 30 seconds and the highest power levels are averaged over a 5-second period, which represents peak anaerobic power. The first 10 seconds of the test seem to be the most pertinent to sports that require a high power output. This is likely due to energy system depletion resulting from high intensity activity (McArdle, Katch, & Katch, 1996). Mayhew, Bemben, Rohrs, and Bemben (1994) evaluated extant literature and concluded that anaerobic power tests are specific, not general. They further suggested that anaerobic tests such as Wingate testing could not be extrapolated to all aspects of anaerobic fitness such as power output in other activities. McArdle et al. (1996) suggested that no relationship has been found between phosphagenic capacity and vertical jump XE "vertical jump"  results. These findings support the notion of specificity of testing and imply that Wingate testing, while effective at indicating phosphagenic and glycolytic capacity and activity-specific (cycling) peak power, may not effectively indicate practical performance of events related to power output such as vertical jump performance.

Laboratory testing may be very impractical for most coaches due to costs, lack of movement specificity, and/or lack of technician expertise involved with using a force plate, digital video system, V-scope, or Wingate cycle ergometer (Adams, 1998; McArdle et al., 1996; Stone et al., 2004). These issues in power testing may produce barriers to testing, which have led to the common the use of general field tests to evaluate power in sport (Stone et al., 2004). 
Field Testing 

Vertical jump testing has been shown to be effective in the estimation of peak and average power output (Fox & Mathews, 1974; Harmon et al., 1991; Sayers et al., 1999; Stone et al., 2004). A number of equations have been produced to estimate power output from vertical jump XE "vertical jump"  displacement and body mass measurement. The Lewis formula (Figure 3) was among the earliest such formulas XE "formulas"  produced and adopted for this purpose (Fox & Mathews, 1974; Harmon et al., 1991, Sayers et al., 1999). Harmon et al. (1991) postulated that peak power might be more relevant to athletic performance and further suggested that the Lewis formula incorrectly produced estimates of power output by the measurement of the force of gravity exerted to the athlete during the descent of the vertical jump, not the force of the athlete against gravity in the ascent portion of the vertical jump. Although this argument is theoretically correct, the Lewis formula has been used to find average power in much of the research reviewed (Berg et al., 1990; Fry et al., 1991; Harris et al., 2000; McBride, Triplett-McBride, Davie, & Newton, 1999; Stone et al., 1980). Harmon et al. (1991) found Lewis formula estimates of power output correlated to peak and average power as derived from force plate data (r = 0.83 and r = 0.72, respectively). Additionally it was determined that the Harmon average power equation was similar to the Lewis formula. The Lewis formula underestimated average power by 12.4%. This means that peak and average power wattage derived from force plate data were very similar to the Lewis formula and Harmon equation estimates. 


Sayers et al. (1999) tested and further refined the Harmon equation with a larger subject pool to accomplish a stronger correlation of power estimates to peak power (r  = 0.91) (Figure 4) and found the Lewis formula to underestimate average power by 43%.  This means that the Lewis formula power estimates must be refined to correct for this 43% underestimate. The assertions of Fox and Mathews (1974), Harmon et al. (1991), and Sayers et al. (1999) demonstrate that there is some disagreement about how to XE "how to"  quantify vertical jump XE "vertical jump"  performance in terms of power output. These findings seem to suggest that using both the Lewis formula and Sayers equation in average and peak power output estimation may be appropriate in research
Congratulations


You made it!!!  Take a breath and think of the hell XE "hell"  I went through writing XE "writing"  that stinking document which is about 50 times what you just read XE "read" .  I love the field of strength XE "strength"  and power too, and it was STILL HELL.  I had to revise XE "revise"  this document more than I have revised ANY BOOK I HAVE WRITTEN.  It also took LONGER TO WRITE than any book XE "book"  I have written.  It is also about half the size (the actual writing section) of most of the books I’ve written—double spaced XE "double spaced" , approximately 50 pages XE "pages" .  The actual full thesis document with bibliography and front matter was like 80 pages long.  Guess how many of those helped people or made any money…  You guessed it—ZERO.  


What did those two pages of stuffy XE "stuffy" -written, scientific-based, ultra-sited, complexly worded crap say in a nutshell XE "nutshell" —given I could speak and write XE "write"  like a normal human being?  “Vertical jump is a good, valid, easy way to test for power using a few different formulas XE "formulas" .”  Why does academic style XE "academic style" 

 XE "style"  demand this type writing, and 2 “hard to read” pages to say one statement?  They do that to get the researcher asking questions and “proving” everything they’ve researched.  


Does the normal person need this proof XE "proof" ?  NO.  You are writing XE "writing"  a book XE "book"  about a topic the reader wants to know about.  The reader doesn’t need you to PROVE you understand your topic.  The reader wants you to explain your topic in the simplest terms and “say what you have to say” with the least amount of space in an easiest to read XE "read"  format XE "format" .  You don’t need to prove stuff over and over.


This is why highly educated people have trouble with this concept.  They are trained by professors to be impersonal XE "impersonal" , analytical XE "analytical" , stuffy XE "stuffy" , and never show personal feelings XE "feelings"  or opinions.  Do good writers show emotion XE "emotion"  and opinion XE "opinion" ?  You bet they do.  I would assume that some of my former colleagues XE "colleagues"  in the academic world have read XE "read"  some of my material and think I’m a quack XE "quack" .  Why?  Because I state my opinion, I speak from the heart XE "heart" , I show emotion, I speak directly to the reader, and these tactics break nearly every rule for that style XE "style"  of writing XE "writing" —as in the example above. 
Readability Scores


One other thing that Reed touches on that I would like to discuss is readability XE "readability"  scores.  He cites 2 different scores for achieving the readability of the sample given: Flesch Readability Score XE "Flesch Readability Score"  and the Gunning Fog Index XE "Gunning Fog Index" .  


The Flesch Readability Score XE "Flesch Readability Score"  is a formula which uses a sample of text and breaks XE "breaks"  it down.  In his book, Reed cites Reader’s Digest as scoring 65 (higher is better), The Wall Street Journal XE "Wall Street Journal"  as scoring 43 and the Internal Revenue Code XE "Internal Revenue Code"  as minus 6.  This score looks at various different variables in the 100 word writing XE "writing"  sample.  

Flesch Readability Score XE "Flesch Readability Score" 
· Average sentence XE "sentence"  length XE "sentence length" 
· Number of syllables XE "syllables" 
· Number of personal words XE "words" 
· Number of personal sentences


The Gunning Fog Index XE "Gunning Fog Index"  is an estimated grade level XE "grade level"  that the writing XE "writing"  sample can be understood by.  He cites Reader’s Digest at a 10 score (or 10th grade), The Wall Street Journal XE "Wall Street Journal"  as an 11 (or 11th grade), the Atlantic Monthly XE "Atlantic Monthly"  as a 12, and the Internal Revenue Code XE "Internal Revenue Code"  as a 33.48 (or college plus 6 masters XE "masters"  degrees and a PHD).  He also cites that the Atlantic Monthly periodical had to be saved from financial difficulty—possibly because of the high level of reading XE "reading" .  The index measures the number of words XE "words"  per sentence XE "sentence"  and the number of hard words per 100 words in a formula. 


The point is that the higher you go in grade level XE "grade level"  and the lower your readability XE "readability" , the less you can effectively convey XE "convey"  your message.  This does not mean you are writing XE "writing"  to high school XE "high school"  drop-outs.  This means that even highly intelligent XE "intelligent"  people PREFER and BETTER UNDERSTAND easier reading XE "reading" .  The less effectively you convey your message, the less people will buy, read XE "read" , and apply your books.  I have many reviews on my site.  Please take a moment to visit my reviews section at www.robertwmcadams.com/reviews.html
I have had many people finish my books.  I have had many customers who had trouble speaking English or making coherent remarks about my book except that it helped them see things better.  I take that as the ULTIMATE REVIEW—people who can’t communicate well or understand how to make points read, understood, and FINISHED my book.



I recommend you perform the computer XE "computer"  analysis XE "computer analysis"  of your writing XE "writing"  as you begin your first chapter XE "chapter"  or two.  Look at how they grade it.  You need personal words XE "words" , personal sentences, less syllables XE "syllables" , and smaller XE "smaller"  sentences.  This is what gets people through your book quickly and in few sittings.


To perform the Flesh Score, click on “tools”, then “spelling and grammar”, then check/click “readability XE "readability"  scores”.  After that, highlight a decent-sized portion of your text and click spell check.  Go through all the words XE "words"  (possibly correcting), and at the end, it will give you the readability score.  My first 2 chapters of this book XE "book"  got a Flesh Score of 74 and was measured to be 7th grade level XE "grade level" .  On the other hand, my thesis XE "thesis"  sample got a Flesh Score of 27 and was measured on the 14.5 grade level (nearly a junior in college).  It is important to note that I picked a very simple “easier read XE "read" ” portion of my thesis for the example so that you could stomach it.  The whole document would most likely score much lower Flesh Score a much higher grade level.  The remainder of the thesis document went deeper into physiology, the complexities of quantifying exercise and the adaptations thereof.  It was a doozy, let me tell ya.

What is important about these scores is not that “this level of education” can “comprehend that”.  What is important is that EVERYONE wants easy reading XE "reading" .  Everyone wants to be able to see what you are talking XE "talking"  about by reading your book XE "book" .  Most people don’t want to decipher XE "decipher"  text.  So even if you are very intelligent XE "intelligent"  and want to write XE "write"  to an intelligent audience XE "audience" , you need to make it easy to read XE "read"  if you want people to really read and understand it.  I assume you as the reader are over 7th grade.  I also assume you appreciate being able to read my book without squinting, thinking very hard (about the communication), or without a dictionary on hand.  I do want you to think very hard, but only about your goals XE "goals" , your plan XE "plan"  of attack XE "plan of attack" , and your future XE "future" , not what I’m trying to say.     

Action Step: Revise


Look over your written “Why Did I Write This?” section and perform the readability XE "readability"  score tests XE "readability score tests"  on it.  Then apply these writing XE "writing"  features of this chapter XE "chapter"  to your section you have written.  After that, check your readability and grade level XE "grade level"  of writing again.  This should give you a great feeling if you are following a few of the rules.  It isn’t that hard to write XE "write" .  You see, YOU CAN DO THIS.
