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" use, it appears that the strengths ahdali_i'hitaticsns'bf'such tests are
S N . . .

 littleé .understood by the edUcatdrs who use,‘._th‘em.

I3 I BN
'

1
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' ~decision-making proeesses of. our educational systems. FEach yteah

millions of students are’ assigned to, various types of instructional pro-
- at . . " . . . . ) . i ' .

-, .
.-

' grams on the basis of such teet results’and vast sums of ‘money are

expended to rectify or rer’hec}iate h'ea_d}'n'gq-[:;ﬁobl'ems jdentiﬁédrthr‘*odgh '

the use of stamdehdized reading tests. Yet, .despite’ their widespread

, . :
Y - . -
»

L. , s ! RS
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This inservice pr'og.hah'\ w.as;de'signed to provide teachebs withh -

& better under*standing'ahd appreciation of the cor'\c:epts related to

“hea'ding e_va{luation so that they would lbe better able ‘to m_al.<é wise use

of standahd1zed headmg tests "AB a baSIS for: estabhsh,mg this under-—

a2

standmg, the pr*ogr*am fi r'st exammed the natuire and functtons of v1sua1

'a_r;ndxauditory ability, phdnics, structural analysisg contextual analysi_s , .

A}
s . - - . \
™ .

.'vocabular;-y,' comprehensicn and oral reading as they relate to the'act:

of reading. The pr:ogram then undehtogk an examination of several ’

. . Y L. i . S

'appr‘opr‘iat'e techhique’s_ that might be used to'h_e_va'IUate these reading .

A skills, Hé;vi.ng analyzea the r*eading skil le,' the program prqc;eecietj to

a,cqnside{«atién of thé étatistical concepts of validity, reliabnity:,

i standar'd er‘hor‘ of measur‘ement norms and- tesﬁscores and the effects |

-
-

they have upon the strength of a panhcular'\test hesult
' . . .« T o " )

4 ’

Wi.th, t.hese.asi;éc'ts of, r‘neasur’ement and evaluation serving as.a -

. AB.STRAC#-\ ,..". o . R . ) \. .. '

) ‘Standar‘di'é'ed,r‘egdj.hg testsum,'pla"yed-a prominent r‘ole in the
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. ‘frame of reference, the program reéquired teachers to analyze the - ., - ,» | . .
-4:\ . Lo . .: i - . o -.'. .. ‘ - " . ) . ~ K P
strengths and Weaknessjes of aln’umben of commonly ysed sté.ndar_cﬁzed' '
) .r'eading'tests.. In this way the program helped teachers c_ie've_l.cip‘-,.thé LT b
ability to evaluate the worth of a stamdardized reading test in terms of '~ '
- - . . ’ q.' I . X ' 3 - . ) . .
the type and quality of the edUcational decision that was to be made. A
= - ) . . .. - { ‘ , . '. Ea
. This analysis also enabled them to construct better inf'or-mal-r*eadir}g ; W3
tests.- o _ : o B
" A quéstionnaire designed'to evaluate the effectiveness of the ;
'+ programwas admi?istened.at its conclusion. The results of the - - . g
questionnaire revealed that teachers did feel that,they had gained a i
... greate r, insight into the concepts of reading evaluation and that they -
" Were now much more capable of select’ing a test t_Hét would enable them b
- r;‘y .- .o - ‘ i ‘ .l
to make the type of decision required of them. C P ;o C ] |
. " The ifservice program was conducted through-a series of. o
.‘ twelve one-hour weekly sessions with seventeen S.pec'ﬁl Education
. -teachers from s.chébls under the jurisdiction of the -St, John's Roman
o s . . . . .
‘ .Ca_tho'lic‘ School Board. ) :
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R "k_n'owledge‘,-‘he must dévelop a 'ﬁabil_it.:y- for decoding and-cqmpréhending .

. 7 . e > o '
" .+ CHAPTER.T ‘
. - INTRODUCTION ", - . a
’ ' . S e ot .
, . ¥ v
t| . - \ . . . . . . .
»  One of the.traditional cflaracteristics of the educated individual-+

~

-

. has been his ability to\‘co'pe effectively.with the printed meditm. -
e R ) . . - . >
' Modern _mén has come to realize that much of his knowledge i5 con-. n

1 nt

[y

) ' - « " 4 . L, v .
veyed to him within tHe confines of books and if he is to attain this -

o printed materials. The'im;')o,r*tar'\ce of being able'td read has been y

r ,

* further ermphasized by the kﬁowledgé explosion of the twentieth century et
. M ' ' o > o '

ox aipd the tr‘emef\dous inén:eage_'in the. volume of printed publiéations -

L I

" Whereas in earlier times it was accepted tRat sorne people”

DN . B ° . N <
. .

" would not have. to learn t:o"nead, toéay's/society uses-every form of *
LT i o . .."'. . L. /" Lo ’ N
. persuasion to ensure ‘that each’child @s".”taught how to read (Masters,

- i s,

1973, 59'—65), It may be said that of all thé'educ_at'ional" c.oncer"ns~ of. »

’ . .. N . . 5 . PR -~ A . .
' . ' ‘ . " ' “ * L3 ’ . .n‘ . .

our society, the abitity to read. is viewed as the most essential. -

- b ; . . R RN o

" ..1n his discussions of Title | prlojects,” Durost (1968, 291-304,

v
r

of .froney and:effort that

.- . / e « S
+ 367)alludesto the-enormous expenditures
. " have been directed foward.improving the level of literacy within the
- N » - . ) e ... P R ] . R
A3 = [ .. . . . T . R * ~

+ United States .. He potnts out; however, that while this éxpendt’tlfr-*e is

. . . I £

" both commendable and recessary; it brings with'it tHé_ public.demand - - .

1 R

. * for educational accountability. .Educators are being required to defend -
.. . . . N . vy .o ) - . b .. .
P / . e,

- their tea‘cihing practices and fq prove 4t_ha't j:héir‘ method_é,ar'e e&gca_tion-j'

., ally .sound by produeing .more students who p ssess _a_’stkorig ‘reading

’g

RO} Ry




abillt};. ‘--.. ) . oL . .. - C . . . . ' B ’ .,',

P . »WSt frequently used technique for demobst_:rja-ti.ng that

. _ students are progressing along the continuum of reading proficiency . .. - -
._‘, ] ) C .~ o ' .. ) L .'.." - '. ¢ ) . - .,
. ‘is the standardized reading.test. .The test is adminis,teged at the be-~

o -

. [ ‘
-

. .+ ginning of the learning situation and again at the termination_of
’ 1%"‘*; ' ’ ’ ' T :' s - - ) . ' "y
: K instruction. The resulting cbmgar\jsoh of scores is de'signed,t'a_'

' illustrate that reading gains have been achi'e_.ve‘q.' . : o . o

- Alt‘k\:oug}"-i the.'technique of utilizing sta}_ndarqized tefst...r;‘esulf“s'_“;is' D.
B 'ev'ide;nge t'hat' étgde_nts are p';"ogrjessing-is wi-c':'iely. émpioyec:il, it is a - . ‘ S
method-that is éubject to ‘seniqué cr‘.itic-:is.m. Cox and Star‘r*;atf (1970,

; L é27—28) Havé stéted that b'ecat:se‘ot: the 'co'.mpr-eh;ansf\/e nr;ltu.fe 'c->F most .

™ o ' ’ standar*dlzed tests, the test r‘esults may have little, if any, dll“ECt .. L

L) . DR

L v T
. relevance to the.instructional program of an individual student, DUI"OStI .
. . ’ . . \ i . . . " . * . . . ’ .

(1968, 291 -;304) feels that the gaihs 'displayed by studehtsf on standar‘d-' ' . ’

e . ized tests may well be’ w1th1n the na;nge of chance occurrence and: may

o represent little. more than the vamablhty mher_'ent in the test itself. . -

! so0 T e ot
.

Other wgiteﬁs_havé algo distussed the prébl‘em§ associéi‘géd with the s
. o : . . o . . . . ’ 3 T .
‘use of standardlzed tests as a means of assesSmg ms’cr‘ucttonal gains,

- P .

TSR s Sutton (1972 528—32) maintdins that, while accountabmty has helped .

' ~

. L ' to@ﬁ:(\:us greater' pubhc attentlon on the lssue of readmg 1nstr~uct10h 4
. | . ’ .

- ’

the' task of dev1smg vahd accountabthty procedures s a for'mldable
- . LR T B o R ST

problem that educators have yet to overcome. | _' S < J

~ . w o v

The most common pgr‘pbse for Wthh\ stanUardlzed r*eadmg

R tests -are administeréd is ;he assessment of. mdmdual student r'eadmg

r

- S .
i N ' , ' . “ .
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L r*"ead_.ing tests, may be used, they, neventheless cap-pr;ovi,de' the

L

> .. ° L
the development of ‘an 1nd1V1duahzed dlagnoshc § program, X , )
Although there are restmct‘cons on. ways in which standardized o -

teacher w1th valuab‘]e readmg informahon about the students Rost

-oculu]:;n spectahsts teachers can obtaif usef’ul dxagnosttc qur‘matlon

N * T A .0 . C.
o g s e e 3 R A 3
o o N N i Y i
° ) A ! T [ “' . ) v !
- : . ' Lo -
: SRR o
> . e 1 e Jnie
> ° .0 e * . } 3 . 1
nee_t_is . . Many teéchers -._’r~e_1>'/ heaviiy upon such t’es’ts tQ.proviqe tem -
y 07 i A
- - - LY . B 3 ' L 1 .
L - . [EEY
w1th the dlagnostlc mfor‘matlon requm&d\o de519n appropmate m-' o P i
- - : : o ' L s »"
struct’ional progr‘ams fon ;thein students._ Smce the dec151ons amsmg
% n‘ ,_-- 3 ot e e
_from the adm1mstr~at1on of tIaese tests can have far‘—r‘eac:hmg eFfects ; ‘
. R S .. L ._ . " ° k
upo‘n. the student’s life, it is’ imper‘ative tha'\.t they accurate:ly Pofjt'_r'ay ' -
. K - . ‘; . o T I
the gtudent's r.eatiir‘i’gws'tr‘engths and weaknesses.  Magirthes {1972 % ¢ .
- \ s . . O. 0 ot y e e

750-53), however, refers to several evhluation factors that,can . e e

¢ ¢ - PR . ©

' severely limit the diagnostic utility of standar‘dized-neé\ding'test’s ard j .
. ] . . ) s --. o .-' “ 3
. . . L N BN S .. 3
which, when not given sufficient consideration by a tgef_c‘he’r‘, can lead, ., . .7 L
: ° . ‘. s %o - ’ } ' ' ) - .‘L.o ". r : o ) ¥ é P [. - . '7
to very drroneous irterpretations of a student's reading ability.. -..- . , -~ 4
e [ . R . ' - o . . . - O,'. . G B . ‘_‘
Others,'such as.Farr (1970, 52), state thgt, since there,is almost no ' BRI
evidence to s,up'por'bthe contention®that such tests' are,valid gneasures ° Tt L ’ ll'
o » ° . . P i -i-.. ;o

for the use of standar-dmed r'eadmg test r;esul

. ' L’ ¢

N ) P YRR

“ ., ° ;9 o - N

(1978 819 20) asser‘ts that%with ‘the a<id of" test publ’iéhers.énd cur*r‘i—; 3"

.
o v .

o

‘g i
o . o @ L. .

fr‘om:‘-:a standardized test. Whlle acknowledging the llmttatlons of such

2 Y

. - S
tests .Wﬂson (1972 87-88) mustr-ates the advantages ofusing a . o,

standar'dlzed Peadmg test as a prehmmar‘y step 1;\ an m-—depth ewalua— _

,tton of aoneadmg.pr‘ogr‘am. I‘hese tests can aiso.fqlﬁll a yaluable

© ) : . t i e
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, o ¥ function when the-teacher is .interested in,the comparative perfor- - ,
. ‘ a,t : ¢ X - - ' * 3
AT © mances of .studentsy ) 5

. ‘Standardi.ze_'q réa.di'ng "té'sts'-l;\ave‘ tradit'jon'%lly_been émploS/ed

" by many éeacher‘s:as' a-means of determining the grade 'plégement of
.0 ’v o . ) - : . ‘

o
R of the student's insfructional level. Sipay (1964, 265-68)and others R
. ) & . . ST L )

. . , S f

: ~ { S T L s :
Astude'ﬁtgh.( The grade equivalent score has been accepted as “indicative

. - ~ ! . . ) . ' - ! ~"" . R L
. have pﬁpvided_-ﬁasféarch that guestions the use of the grade equivalent' .’

> .\ 'score as-a basis for assigning studentd to reading levels and programs.
. Yet, the.practice still appears to retain considerable favor among
B e l' e oA ]
) teachers .. . LT - CoL S ]
.. . . - A L iR [ : B

B \.‘Itﬁii_s' evident friom the-preceding .diseus's‘.i_'cyns'_ that the stan-da'r‘d.—' j
=~ ! c. -‘ '.,. o . "' .'_ S . A'-' " ' M ' . .
. L . ized reading tests have both.riotable’ strengths  and $eridus limitations.’

Consequeﬁt'"ly",: their proper \4’éilizati'pn is dependept upon the user's. .

* - . R L . Ly ’ . - . !
N ¢ e _ cognizance- of these factors. Since these tests appear to be.a per- . .
‘ .¥ - L - L . ) 1‘\- Cee % . . . ] . ' ; ' ?
T "manent elemeént of cur modern educational system,” tenefits to-be: ' t
" e S ; »
v derived. from their use can only be realized if teaghers have a clear '
. . . . . ". . M N
> ) . n . . . . . .
- _understandihg of the purposes for which they can properly be.adminis-

N . Lo . '.
. . - tered. S
| E T S

u
L)

\- .\ - A o R T . . oy ¢
s S S ,BACKGR(%UND,O,IF THE INT'ERNSHIP .

N .’ \ [ : T . ) ., "-_ : N \‘J . 2 . ’ .

A © eI+ The impetus for, this inter‘nsh{p project stemmed from the )

. © writer's experiences®as a classroom teacher and a primarw-:, . ° -
e_]%mér_\t'ar‘y. school principal. As-part ef His',t:eacﬁing re.%ponsibilit_ies, - ’
. Y, the writer-was required to administer. Standardized: reading tests to i
- . N -~ . : L. . . ot ] P ) _{_f_.~°‘ e - i
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his students. At that time, the writer ix\ew very little"about the tests’ *

validity, the nature of the 'scores they reported, the populatién of

. . o .
. items from which they were constructed, the’'characteristics of their

norming groups or their correlation with the 'sp%cific reading program

..

of the school. The tedts were scoréd,'the results were regorded, but.

very little practical use was ever made of the infdf‘mation obtained.

. Interpretations that were made were generally of a simplistic natUr‘q

and sometimes very erroneous.

.o

This lack of k};owled'ge about standardized testing resulted

fpém.a téacher training that only.incidentally dealt with the proper use

and.inte;"pret_atiori of, tésts_ and from a lack of adequate inservice |,

(

. tr‘éii_n'ing on the part of those curriculum specialists who advocated

theifruse,  The writer has no reason to belidve that this was not the
common experience . of-a majority of his'teé\ching colleagues and that a
very similakr condition exists among 'téac_hér‘s today‘. Most of the in-

justices that were, and still are, inflicted dn Students c.o‘uld\?é\ve been
prevented ;lf the writer and his fellow teachers had‘be'ehqg'noper‘ly
instructed regarding the advantages anc_i'disadv:antages of standardized =
, - \ , | .
tests. /7 o
In his capacity as-a school principal,, the writer witnged the -
' . . . . '0\ \-

-

sar:ne kind of conf"‘usion'among the m@ambérs.of his st\é\ﬁ’t T.he School

~

e

Board required teachers to administer a number of standardized
- / ' . u ' . ’

reading tests to their students. Although the tests were administered
and scored,* the teachers.held grave ;ﬂesér:vatiqns abbut the nature of |

AN ” - \




the~tests and the validity of the scores obtained;' In practical terms,

the testing'usually constituted an ‘interruption of the, classroom sche-~
dule that yiellc"jed very few worthwhile results and'on.ly added to the
.teachers' clerical duties. In general, very feg teag:ﬁers ‘had had J

sufficient tr‘aining'to under*stand the real }j\atur‘e of the tests, and fewer

still v_vér‘e capable of interpreting the scores meaningfully an;j~
. A\ o '
accurately. '

a . ' ' s

Since he felt that the School Board would continué the practice-

’

of using standardized reading tests, it was apparent to the writer that A o
. I . > ‘ 9 N .
efforts needed to be made to familiarize teachers more thoroughly : 3

with the values and limitations of such tests. Only with such know- . . .

ledge .can teacher‘:s extract fr*bm standardized tests the value which

AY

these tests can afford them in the making of decisions concerning the R
most effective type of program for their students,

In the initial stages of the internship, the writer contacted the

’

~

Curriculum Coordinator of the St. John's Roman Catholic School -

I

Board and outlined a proposal for an inservice pfogram that would

deal with 'the evaluation of formal ,méasures of reading performance.,
He further proposed that the inservice bbogram be conducted with . hat

- .

Special Education teachers since it appeared'that these teachers were

s

more frequently required to administe;* and use standardized reading
a - - .

tests than were the regular classroom teachers. The ‘.Curriculum

, 'Qéor‘dinétor‘, feeling that the proposed program would be beneficial to

this group of teachers, arranged another meeting which'the Supervisor -

o

. . . .
- Q 1
. . . . :
- i . R 4
~ v .
. . . .
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. of Special Edu_ca'tion‘atténd_ed. -

-

'which a more detailed description of the program would be given and
at which they would be given an opoortunity to ask any 'questions they

"had concerning it.

3
-

At this latter meeting, there was general agreement that the

prroposed inlservice"pro_grr.am'should be ‘conducted with the Special - ‘ )
Education teachers. Theé writer was then invited to meet with the

Spécial Education program steering committee in order ‘to obtain

w3

’

some teacher reaction'to the proposal. The prog;‘am steering
committee endorsed the concept of the inservice program aﬁnd re—

commended that Special Education teachers participate in it. ’ o ol

¢

Following the meeting with the Special Education program
steering committee, a letter ekplaining the purpose and format of the
proposed inservice program was-seht to all the Special Education

teachers within schools under the jurisdiction of the St. John's . ‘ ' !

- 4 -
-, . .

Romah Catholic School Board. - (Appendix A contains a copy of the

o
. v.

-

letter.) " The teachers were invited to attend.a preliminary meeting at

' Ay

-

T

Of the forty-eight teachers to whom letters were seht; twenty-
six attended the preliminary session. From this graup ,, Seventeen

o

teachers signified their intention to participate in the internship pro-

gram.: : . .o,
\ . . !

. . OV ERVIEW OF THE REPORT
In Chapter [, the writer has presented a brief.introducftion to .

N .




"

the field of reading evaluation, along with an 'ekplan'ation of the back-

ground of _thé internship. C.hapter*' II contains a nati.onale.fo_r‘ con-

' ] du‘cting the ipservice program and a review of thé related Itte'r‘atur'e ._'\

. A statement of“cne goals establlshed for the program a descmptton

.',

of the teacher‘s, mstr‘uments used and the methodology employ@d in ')

the inservice pr‘Qgr‘am are found i.n\Chapter‘ III.. An evaluation by the
teachers of the entire inservice pr*ografn is provided in Chaptér‘ v.

»

-

» ) ) \' - ' .' . i . *
. Conclusipns and recommendations arising from the program are pre-
] _ 3 , . , .

C s
a

éeﬁtecj in .Chapter‘ V.




IR . CHAPTERIIL _
REVIEW OF R.IE.LA'I%E‘D.LIT!j:,éA’I:U.REC
PROFESSIONAL. NEED FOR IIQ‘SERVICE F’ROGRAMS IN THE
UskE AND EVAL_UATION OF STANDARDIZ ED TESTS
Standardized r*ead-ing':tes'ts ar*e é ve;:y siémificant elerﬁent of.
the modern educatlo?al system and exert‘er‘wormous 'mﬂuence upon the.
etiucatlonal futures of students Dav1es (1969 545) est1 mates that
appr‘oxinﬁate‘ly thj rtS/—seVén million ach1evement tests’ are administered
_ each year in the United States. l;i;/ir)gsto_r)_(1‘972_, _4025 writes thet_ the =
| fateé ef millions of chiidren are decided on the basis ef stanaar‘dized |
- tests-enq thet in mehy ’iAnétaince’ke the r'e.sUIts' ef‘tl':\ese:tests become salf—(
. fulfilling b’rophecieé because of the almost totel trtt'st ahd'confiden‘c"e_'
tttat tee'cHe‘rfs place in .them‘.‘ One has only to look thpoug_ﬁ Bpt‘bs'v

Reading: ' Tests and Reviews to obtain 'somé idea of the place of

' étandar*dized reading tests in the present educational sy;ste.m.

_According to Carver (1972, 301), it will be a long time before such
- tests will be -replaced by morje‘ instructionally .eﬁe%tive tests' of
. ) r_*eadin'g" '

-

Because of the prollfer*atlon of standardlzed readlng tests, one
mlght be led to beheve that they recewe unammous approval from T N
) reac’i'ing specialists and teachers. While these.'test_é do provide some

useful services, their popularity. seems to be founded more on their. '

availability than on their inherent worth &s evaluative instruments for
' o C, ) /.

- . .
., ”

T,
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assessing the reading capacity of individual
e = . " ] . .

T . ' . o
_instruction. Although Cox and Starrett made their comments with.

' globail scores r'epor‘te‘d‘ by many réading tésts suffer from, the same

L
¢ - .
5

. : . CON
— v .

students.. Rost (1973, 3

‘i declares that among the criticisms levied against the standardized |

?rtrs( t{aach,'er's, it;s"lack- of 'immediate‘ré1§0ance to'the -ins‘&ructional
eeds of the_.sjcude‘ht {s paramount. Cox and Starrett (1970, 227Y

" express a similar view when they state that many standardized /.,
. ot : 1 . . '

o

.achievement tests are too comprehénsive in'their}cov‘er‘age of the.

~

Y

'-.'10>"

19)

subject matter to be capable of furnishing the typk of diagnostic.infor- .

"mation which the classroom teacher requires for _thé'.planning of

«

reférence to'content area tests, it is reasonable to assume that the

%

- limitation. Other writers have poi'nted'but that the items of standard-

" .ized reading tests that differentiate best.dre those that are confounded

3

~ by a high degreé of ab's_tr;ac't r_‘eas'onihg,“a-primary component of

¥

' ‘intelligence (Traxler, 1958, 111; Carver, 1972, 800)., Ramsey (1972, -

f

-

3

4

210) maintains that'the scorés obtained on standardized, reading tests

'

_can be invalidated -if the sEudent is permitted or encouraged to guess

answers. Sister Julitta (1958, 123) e.><plaihs that such tests’oftén

. - . K }
rather than the instructional level. . -

. Although many whiters have drawn attention to some of the’

~

ot

i pr\odu'ce results that reflect the student's frustrational r‘ea‘ding level

more serious problems associated with the use of stanc_iar*di.?_ed read--

. . . . N ) ', i . . . ' . . L
ing tests, these tests are not without their advantages. The 'most

g fr\eq'uent.i'y cited advantage‘is theflability"of,the standardized r*ead.ing'

3 v . . M N !
- . .-

v

3
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~ardized reading tests as a m

" Harris (1970; 96).

- test. Unforftunatély, there is considerable’ scepticism among writers

S B

" test to prlovide' a c’pmmon basis upon which the reading performance of

groups of students; of schools or of school. sysfé_ms may be compared

.

“(Mitchell, 1968, 164). Ebel (1961, 29-32) advocates the use of. stand— .

- N

ethod of identifytng those students who

’
-

. ;t\ay have a serious reading.disability and who require a more in-depth

d.iagn'osis. This feature of the standardized test is reiterated by

-

_ ]

. . .As the literature demonstrates, the standa_r*di.zéd‘. r:eadiﬁg test: -

_.has both strengths and weaknesses and thereby the potential for

- efféctive or ineffective decision—making. The degree to-which either

of these potentialities is f'\ealized: is depende'nt-'upon the testing

.expertise poséessed by the teacher who _uéés the standardized reading

'
»

2

/

witFi respect to té'acher;s' awareness of these strengths ‘and weaknesses,
Barry et al. (1974, '590) hayve. stated that-"it appears that "

reading teachers know less about re ding tests and their use than
almost any ‘bt_ﬁer‘ 'tool of the ’tr‘a'de"" ¥ In the Preface to the Sixth: -
.) f e A4 . N . . raa— , . ( )

LR

[y

Mental Measurement Yedrbook, Buros (1965, xxiii) says that teachers

!

do not appear to be particularly concerned by the.fact'tha_lt sb many of

1 . . -

. the standardized tests are severely criticized as 'having little or no

validity for the 'tas_'sk_'they.pur‘pdr‘t to do. He goés on to state that

.. "teachers have the utmost faith'ih their own parficular choice and use

of tests regardless of the absence of su'pporti‘ng research or even of

a

the presence of negating research'. In discussing the state of reading {

(R PPy
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" evaluation in North America; ‘Hill (1974, 13) affirms that no substan~

tiat improven"\ent"ih ‘r*eadi,ng evaluétion can be' anticipatéd until °

. teachers and r‘eadmg spemahsts come to understand better the: g_gg_

'cepts of measurement and evaluatton, both in theory and in practwe. :

There appears_'to be a very serious need for teachers to be—
.come invqlvea in inser*vice_ training that will enable them to make

more prof1tab1e use of standardized readmg tests ‘Such tr‘ain.in\g

~

might pr*event them .f'r;‘o_m nbakidg decisions that are based on .,ver;y', '

’

- ’

questlonable premlses

R ¥

Ruddell (1974 vu) has wmtten that the era of the 1970's has

© become the "Accountablhty Era".‘ More and more the general pubtic, '

. 1~
e : ! ~ Fl

and the ‘local and federal deerynmenté in particular, are becoming'

more cognizant of the cost of education.. As a consequénce of this’

increased awareness, greater pressure is placed on the teacher to

demonstrate the efféctiveness of his instruction .
. According to Fitzgibbons (1974, 89), "test results are the ..
currency of accountability” . This reality makes it imperative that:

teachers 'fu_lly unde'rstand the characteristics of stahdardized testé 50
- that they can use them wisely and provide the various interest groups

. with valid méasures of how. eﬁ”ec_:ti\'/e their t’each'ing methods and pro-
grams are. Unless téacher*s become knowledgeable with rje's;.:)ec’g to
r\eaging-asséssmé*t, Farr and Brown “o71, 346) feel that teachers

could, as a r"esu.lt of the current ‘ernphasis upon accountoability, be -

pressured into adopting eyaluativé techniques that would be

°

v
e N B e T e b e e s 4
- . ’
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inappro'pr'iate for demonstrating that s_tJdént_s are making siubstantial‘..

progness in reading ability.

. A55001ated w1th and gr‘olmg out of’ educatlonal accountablhty

-+ - . e . . -
is the phenomenon of performance con'tr*acting. Commercial_firms
e e , AN .o .- ; :

sign contracts with a school or s\chool-system to raise the reading

_achieverment of’ jndividUal.sthént§ by a specified number’ of score -

units, usually in terms of grade équivalentiscor'e poin‘té- (Haqgan, 1974, -
. L ) [ . . . i . s .
. , .

. . . L. . b . L . . .
63). The yardstick for detenminihg ‘the’ degree' of reading gain is most ™

: \

fnequently the standard1zed neadmg test (Stake and Wandr'op, 19771,

324) Stake and Wardr'op ma1nta1 that by pure chance alone a sub—
stantial prgportion- of thd students Icoulld show reading. gains as a résult
of the yariability of the tedt itself., They further state that reading -

experts have agreed that s}andardjized reading tests do not have
N I o

sufficient content validity to be useful in assessing indivjduél student

‘reading achievement. In commenting upon performance contracting,

Goodman (1971, 365) states that much of what transpires under the
I C : ' r
title of per"fpnmance contracting is little more than the c/iuping of un--

sophisticated”educators. In order for teachers to propé/r‘ly assess the

claims of performance contractors, they must be informed regarding °
. . i ~ \

-

the use and interpretation of standardized tests (Durost, 1971, ,804).\

Teachers have also discovened that.within the -pr‘ofession~ itself

" there is conSIder‘able 1mpor~tance attacb_ed’l.”?eadlng evaluatlon and

the use of standardized reading tests. Burnett (1968 229 34) has -

made the statement that,_ of the many'ideas that ﬂow in and out oF

L

P
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o .educat-io'n, the c'o.n‘ce:p"t of the _téacher",as one skilléd in class_réom . )
f : dll:agn_osis‘} is oné t'hat'Haé "becomga‘ai poﬁ'stér;t,.. The 'g'r‘;lvi.ty__vgf'this
. J | re_sp'émsibi‘,l’ii,y"is ili;jétpated sg_Fanr:a‘f.h.d Brown (1"9'71, 34;1) Wwhen they - . |
i . . : e . oo T . . )
(j .'.Tsl,tate that it is wi:thin thé_ clas"'sf';oomv thg.tj t-he_ m'oét impor*tan:t' decisioﬁs°

‘regarding'i-n,s.t_r‘uctiori are made. In a similar vein, ‘Hieronymous *
(1972, 267) writes that the most signiﬁg:aht facet of teacher account— -
ability is the responsibility the teacher has ta his 'st_uden"t to eﬁ\_gur*e., ',

- “that the‘stLJQent ,r_‘écai\'/es the type of teaching that. is most suited to his
individual néeds. If Dur*_c_ast"s' statement (1971, 290) that M'the: quiality .

. of, instructidh is.cleahlyf.r*é]aied tp the qQality of the eva.luatji've eﬁ"o.rjt' ' .

o rmade' is correct, then the teacher has.a very.grave ‘6b1igat;idh‘to L

become fully aware of the possibilities and limitations .of standardized
' reading tests. The teacher must, therefore, have the facility to -
determine whether or not a test will be valuable in assisting him to: . -

-

identify important edumetric needs (Carver; 1972, 302).
. : \ . :

-

AREA\S QF PRIMARY CONCERN FOR THE .E\‘/ALUATION AND
. USE OF STANDARDIZED READING TESTS .
v ¢ : ) . oo

v

A

. Knewledge of Basic Readi;ng Skills .

. -’

The evaluation of standardized ré'éding tests must be, founded ;

- .u?bn an adequate co}wcep;ualizét%oh .of the skill;} ‘i'nvqlved in the pr*pc:e,ssf..
" of reading. Durkin (ﬁ 974, 495) 'c'onf'ir‘fné this by .d'eclarin'g that the - ;.: o ;
N &iagnosticpnoﬁcieh‘c& 'of the téaclher* résts up‘on a clear un&érétand;ing;' _' '_
.of the skills that constitute the reading act. In his book on rﬁéth‘oc;i_s of

. s,
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Y the teacher must r*eahze the relevance of each sklll to the total -

_-&iiagnos tic teaéhi_ng, Wallen (1 967) RUrsues. a format which first

. exposes the teachen to the functlons and oper‘atlons of a sk111 before v '

. requiring him to -construct 'é_\n _infor‘mal test of that Skill.” 1t i \ _ c
. o L ) S e . i TS

‘essential thatthe teacher tomiprehend the basic characteristics of the

PN
oL s s e ST - -

’

. various "r*éading skiils 'befor'e he'attempts to pass judgment regar;'d_ing\'

the value oF a test, that proposes to measure these Skl“&a .
NPy et R . d

: et TR : : - -

In addltan~to understandlng the nature‘ of the readmg skuls

r"\

:'__,/.- Y

- -
o .o . .

devel"opm'ent_ of a mature’ reading eapacity. Wh‘ile there is npt total
agor"ee"’meht among. reading 'spécialists a:s_"té the importance of each
skill; -ith'is-p'ossib'le' to single out a numbe'r' of $kills that have been.

glven semous attentlon by a maJomty of readmg authorities.

T . Spache and Spache (1973 8 14) mamtam that v1sua1 acu1ty and BV

@ a3 q

d'iscmmma'tton, are prjer\equ_lsﬁc’e skills fop_the develop_mer_\t of readmg.
‘ability. Bondand Tinker (1973, 118-15):quote several studies that

's_ut_Jstaritiate the impc’af‘tance_ef'visuali'acuit'y and discrimination to the.

reading act.

" Auditory discrimination has been shown by .Durkin (1974, 312)

. and.by Heilman (1972', 121) to be essential to the acquisition of a good
phonics ability. _Beth writers state that the stqde_nt must be capable

of auditorily differentiating one sound from anothér if they are to be

ab'le;,' to associate one sound with a 'par*ticular* set of Qraphic symbols.

"The significance of ‘word recognition skills to the development

of reading proficiency'has been explained by Wiener and-Cromer ) )
.. . s - - .




’

e 'prc_)c‘ess-of lear‘nin'g to 'r~ea'd, it is str*gesed as a very eﬁ’ectiv'e meansa.

9 r-eadlng behéwow‘ in depth Durkin (1973 499) explams how or‘al - )

”

(1967, '620—42)'. ‘Wilson (1972, 203) has divided the word recognition

skills into phonics, structural analysis -and context abilities., A
" similar division of )'Nor:d recognition skills has been pr‘oposedlby

épaphe and Spache (1973, 448-501). With reference to word recogni—

tion s’kills', éond and Tinker‘ (1973, :304) state that Ehe importance, of

519ht vocabular'y to readmg proflclency cannot be’ too str‘ongly empha—-. '

' ’ N -. l‘
- >

comprehension. - . . TS RIS ..W_ﬂ'.' b
. The'. topic of combrehension hés evoked more disggésion' among
B . . . . > ’, . . .
. r-eading "exper'ts, tha'n has any othehmeéding Skill/“[ts promine_nce '
; - '

w1th1n the list of r*eadmg skllls has been- well documented (Bond and

.Tinketj 1973, 857 Spache and Spache, 1978 543-69 Durkm, 1978

. . . _ .
- 393). The pOSItI'Orl of meamng vdcabulames-_-_-,-speakmg,- llstening gnd

y

' read.ing'—:-in"the gr*owth of r:ea‘ding‘-ability has been affir*me'd'by such

!

whlter-s as Spache and Spache (1978 511—85), Dur‘kln (1977, 353-91) ' ..

¢

and Hellman (1972 447 99)

N :',-"“ Whlle ora’l headmg is generally not v1ewed as a. skill in the ~

~ of diagrosing'a student's reading striengths and weaknesses (Letton, . .

?:-‘-1 958 "77'). F’O\}vell ¢ 971 89) states that the real value'-of o'héil .r*eading-

!

1
_.._\

®”

. - .

~

readlng may alsobe. used to obtam an estimate of the student's -

indep'e,ndent',‘insthuc_tiOnal and f’rustr*at_ional r*eading l_evels. .,‘0 -

16«

sized because of ItS role in the 1dent1ﬁcat10n oF new words and in S

1:.s\that 1t aﬁ"ords the teacher the Opportumty “of evaluatmg the student's N

™




o

'Con51der~atlons Per*tammg to the Natur\e of Standar‘dlzed Readmg 2

Tests .

. Among the many evaluative decisions which an'educator may.

£}

(-]

have to make with respect to the. use ot‘, a_':spec{f_ie'teé_t,.the ‘mdst .

A

'Esr'uc;ial.is that of relating the '_type of test to be: used to the type_an'd'

v .-
2 LI

-quality, of :th:eieduca_tional”s'ie'c':isi? to be resclved (Davies, 1969, 545-

.-of the student Whilé wi"iters agree on thetnéé:essmy of d_efining C

i .ate an exammatlon of the 9ubtests to: detehmme exa@tly what sk1us

?

. .
o . ° s .
v

SN " . 0

" of a. test is proportlonal to the degr*ee to wh1ch it pr‘ovxdes hesults that

o
°

"_.Facvlttate Wbr‘thwhlle dec1s1ons concermng the msthuctlonal program

'.-‘ N Ay
~ ~

<

' .

specxﬁc pur‘poses for the use of the tth and of coor‘dmatmg these W1th

"-th’e stated alms of a test Anasta51 (1 966 '8) declar‘es that 1t s thlS -

very'consideration that 155 lacktr;g .ih_many of-‘_~ the test_mg,progr'amsd-
presently operating in schools., -: . 4= - ~.° - f
B e : . A

-~ A

s
..

The evaiuation of a-stahdahoqéed héading 'test.s'hould incorpor-

! .
b

'ane ‘being assessed by-the test, l_1v1ngston (1972 402 TO)ahgues that

skill or skills are being assessed. o R °
: . : v T - ' :

'

Wwhich a test attempts to measure a’skill (Haywar‘d,q 1968,"'554)‘. A

‘e
o 1

some eststay be measumng aspects of- r‘eachng other than those.,

} pur‘pokts%;;suré . In thls hespectjoAnastaswt (1966 9)

.0
o

Educators must also cpﬁcerh themselves with the technigue by
- ‘ Co 0 ’ 4

°

v

'search of the literature revealed very little discussion of the

°

17.

o

47).~ Heihonymous .(1972,' 264-67) wr‘ltes that.the measurement yalue'

.0

o

. . - ‘
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s With th_e V.at"iQu'S m'etho‘d's', that have been advocated fort the measure—

B

A

0 » . rl"- - - . r-J
. R - P . - -
RN . .

" mathodolo that.should b'é-\'u,sed to evaluate specific réadin skills.
L gy o “y N L. B . s - L g

. Mest‘ of the litef*ajture‘,hellated to the methodology of evaluation' dealt

"210) hééprnme,nd,s_that wheheveh possible’ the evaluation of a skill !

. - a

' Facﬂlty for evaluatmg the stat1stica1 quahtles of a s’candardlzed test S o

possesses an adequate ‘degreé of vahdlty, the r*esults obtamed Fhom

Py
.
iy
k]

.0 ot

Lot e

. .
s

D
L

Y
1.

Ay

ment of comprehensmn (Bormuth 1974 241 -56; ng, 1868, 206—18

. » . ! N o :

Kihgston 1970 230~ 36 Rankm sJr., 1970 287 58) Ramsey (1972,

f “ : k
v B s

-should take pla_ce- in & manner similar to theé way {n which the skill is

used v-vh{le'.the‘s.‘tudent'nea'ds. o o .

‘While the t,ea'eheh should be‘Familiar with the purpdses ., cop—

* o
P ?

tent and methoddlogy of a'test it 1s also v1ta1 that he dlsplay a

a Y

[

N ‘ w

(Mour‘ 1968-, 167—?1). A firm unde’r*stamdir'\gv oF,thes'e a_spects of the " '

;

test‘en‘ables the teacher"t_o inte'rpr*et the hesults. so.that only those
mferences and conclusmns appropmate to the test are made. Among
the statistical cfdmpone'nts oﬁ‘standardi_ze'd'te_sts which. should-\be: ) . s

A . LH

studied‘,-Mi?tcheil (1968, 164) considérs validity, reliabtlity’and, test

scores the mor‘e lﬁQ\por‘tant B .,
R o v

‘e

In ar*mvmg *at a decision r*egar*dmg the use or evaluati'on of a

test Mehhens and I_ehmann (1978,‘124) and Harhehsma (1972 57)

have 1dent1f51ed the test's validity as the stahtmg pomt For the analy51s,

of the etatist_ié‘al aspects of any standar‘d-lzed-test.. -Unl_ess the _test - ks S

s

- AN o
. >

its adminis_thation. c.an have -little relevance to the pur‘pc’z@e for wh_ich
_ e ) - 1 (
the test is given. - . o, . . et

N - . Y
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As a ‘method of determining the content validity of a test, 'Far’r*

(1970, B50) advises the teacher to compare the items of the test with | ) ]
3 R )
] s ’ S !

the o%jéctives of the school's reading program. Cn::onbg\ch (reée, 23- D
. 24) notés’ that content validity can fluctuate because test items are L

|
linked to social conditions And events. With ghe passage of time, the - -L,,,-s— '
items of a test may"no longer be entirely representative of the uni-
verse of behaviours which they are designed to _mea'su?e. The impli-

cation of Cronbach's statement is that the publicat_i'c‘m date of & test
o % S - s

should be checked since tests that were devised many years previously

may not be suitable for some current situations.

L v ‘ ¢ NE
o The content validity of & test may also be affected by the size
of the item sample from which t'h'e final items were selected ahd by

the manner in wk;ich these items were chosen. Mitchell (1éé8, 165-66)-

agrues adainst the validity of meaning vocabulary tests that attembt to .,

-~

. . . ] . " ' ’ . -
estimate the student's depth of vocabulary on the basis of less than N -
8- ‘
thirty words or with items that are not suited.to the experiential back-

ground of the student.: : e . L . .

In order to assess thé content validity of a tesf, the educator

must consider all of these factors ahd weigh his findings in light of

-
-—

the type of decision that will b:a made as a 'consequenc':e of administer—,
L s : '. EE

ing the test.. An adequé’te critique of a test's validity requires.much
. B " v ‘

" more than'a cursory reading of the test subheadings.

The utility of a test depends as mlch upon the reli‘ability_ of '

- “the test as it does upon its validity (Ebel, 1961, 80).. In order to use

.
a
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" “the results of a test, the examiner must have an assurance that the + R

scobes obtained will not vary dramatically from one test{r;\g occasion

¢ -

“to another.. The extent to which a'test will yield.a reliable measure-

i -

. ment of a skill is a function of,-sevgar*al-faqtbnlf"s. , ' .
. Q , .' - . -.
Since most tests are but a sampie of all the';éssibl‘e be-.

haviodrs associated with a trait, the number of items comprising a
* - e * . . .

e -

test will have a sigh/rificant bearing upon the stability of the score

.

"~ .. (Mour, 1968, 1 70)." Anaistasi (1966, 6;7) has assented that the reli-

ability of a test can be s'trengthenea By ihcreasing the number of itenﬁs
¥ . - . N S
which measure a specific skill, It is the responsibility of the test ‘

. user to ascertain, in the light of the total item population, whether or

»

not the. number of items in a test nep_rese“hﬁs a limitation to the intended

use of the scores. ' : , o . T

by

Wesman (1968, 197) states that the range .of ability in the .

group on whom the reliability coefficient‘is -bas'e-d is a significant con-

‘
=

sideration in establishing the level of reliability fdr‘j't\est.: He.

further explains that, while a .very heterogeneous.ability gr*c’).Lip can .

[ .

" furnish a high coefficient, the reliability of the test when used with a

very homogeneous' ability group can be substantially lower than that
. ' ~ : '

, ]

which is reported in the test manual.

The statistical technique used to cad_cglate the reliability co-

- ~

o

efficient will inﬂueﬁe the level of reliability that will be obtained for
a test'._/A comprehensive discussion of the strengths and .Iimita‘l.tions

of the various reliability formulae is presented by Thorndike and

¢
. o . . a
Al
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Hagen (1969, '183—86).' The decision as to which form of reliability

" should be sought by the teacher will be dictated by the.usé that will be |
made of the test results. Méhrjens'ahd' Lehmann (1973, 116) state that

the time resgr‘ictions of é test will also affect the consistency of the
R | . - N

test and they. ar‘gue' that the use of internal measures of réliabiliﬁy
) . . / . ’ : '
- with speeded tests will produce spuriously high coefficients. For-such:

tests an -estimatg of stability would be a more-logical method of deter-

‘mining the reliability.

The teacher is.also faced with the task of selecting an approp-

'r;:iaté level of reliabjlity to demand of a test. Hamersma (1972, 58) °

o | ,
| 'hasi suggested that tests with h'eliability levels above .80 shouid be

sougﬁt. 'Bécaus’e of the vagiou§‘ condiﬁions th.a't can affect the deriva—. o I
tion of a r;eliability coeﬂ’icientl'., Hai.'nerjsma's) recommendation may ho_t_

prove to be negé_ssgry o: feasible uhdér a giveh.,{ét of cir‘_cumsta.ncehs.

A.rmore reasonable formula is offered by Wesman (1968, e195) when he

' _writés that the level of reliability to be desired should be determined

i

by the nature of the decisions to be made.
While the reliability coefficient is an important consideration - )
. . . . ¢ T B .

for the teacher, he mus_t'aléb recognize that e(/en with a highly/_r;eli—
able te.st' an individual student’; score will cor.-\tain some de‘gre_.e gf
' éhance error (Hamersma, 1972, 119). Because of this, the teéc}‘;er‘
must.possessan under,*stand.in'g of the use and interpretation of tl‘né.-

standard error of measur‘_e_ment'statistic {Mehrens and Lehmann, 1969,
R . Tk . N ..

© 34-35). ' _ .

&




" It has been previously. stated that the need to pbtain an indica-

tion of a student's ability_ ina diScipline' is ?he prime purpose for which

a test is.administered. Ih most test situations, however, the raw
score that is registered does not convey any finstructional meaning in .

and- of itself (Hagan, 1961 , 11). '_I'o' overcome this dhéwbac_:k of testing,

test publishers have developed sets ¢f norms 'that permit the teacher

-

) . | | | o |
to translate the student's raw score into a normed score. The L .

normed score enables the teacher to make comparisons between the

performance of the individual student and that of the standardization
. ‘ ' 3 -

’

group (Massad, 1972, 287). "

In order for the norms.of a test to form a proper basis for
: éomparing .the performance of the.stt,{dér'ﬁ"'t"'to-that Qf the nor;;'n popula-
. 4 " e "".'"'."..;”“ VAR Y . -{\ 4 ]
tion, Mehrens and Lehmann (1969; 51) contend that the characteristics ' ' ..

e,

-

of the norm population and those of the 'stqdent- must be very sjmilar"‘. . ’ ‘

Any s’ignificant variation'in.the nature of either group would im@iliqﬂafe v
. ) . | ) - . . - ) .
any comparisons that would be made. In ariother place, Mehrens and -

Lehmann (1973, "142) explain that the test norms should be recent.

.~ e

Norms’fha_ft are no~t’cur‘r‘ent ould, vdependipg upbh the djsc'ipiine the
,test measures, ';tojlor)ger be.represeqtat'i:/e of the present "_popUIaqti_'on .
of people wiéh whom the test might be used. -Mas,sad‘ '(1972, 202) :

méiﬁtains that narms ’:ar__*e only u_séful.insof:c\r‘. as they legitimately con-

tribute to the decision—-making situation.

- )

“The process of interpreting test results is.a very delicate

\ . .

-issue and one that can provoke strong opposition from various sectors

1

Z \ . ' . O
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of the general public.l Fitzgibbéns (1974, 15-32) cites several in- - .

stancés ih which the use of tests and test results created very serious

problems for educators and school systems.. His illustrations.empha--

size the responsibility that:p'rofessiOnal educators have:to ensure that

their in‘ter‘pr‘eta'tiohs of test scores rest upon a thorough k,nbwledge of
the attributes and uses of the different types of scores which tegts
,r*éporft‘. « o . L.

Although there are many methods by which test results may

o

be r‘ep’ér\“éed, so_r'n'e of the more frequently used scores are thé grade.

équivalent, the percentile rank and the stanine (Mehrens and Lehmann,

. . : . . . ‘ - . .
1973, 7149), ' '

N '

Of all the scores repor*téd to t'eacHers, administrators, and

parents, -the most widely"u,s'ed and most frequently misinterpreted is

the grade quivaient score (Hé\gan, 1961, 13). For the njajority of
these peoble, the gr'ade equivalent score is viewed as'indicative of thew .

program grade -1evél at which the gtudent éar) fimction successfully

Y.
'

(Massad; 1972; 296). This score; 'ho'wever*, bears no dir‘.eét relation-

s;.h. p to #he program I;avei'.or‘ to difficulty leQel of a ba'-sa_l 'reac'ie.r_! A S
( apvéé,&g?z, 300). Instead, its meaning is fixed in the norm popu~ . %
'lat:ion and simpiy signifies the median score obtained by a; par;ticul.a-r‘
grade o!; studénté on _;—speciﬁic tes't' aj:"a ciefinite poiﬁt in time. e

(Mehrens and Lehménn, 1969, 55).» Although many writers have

- expressed 'grave rjeses/vations about the reporting of test results in

terms of the grade equivalent score, test publishers continue to

-
/




Lo _score méy sometimes be confused 'w_ith the percentage of correct

“include it among the. sco'r‘es a test reports. Very oftén there is no

Yie.
-

" explanation.in the test manual regarding the exact interpretation of the
gradeéduivalent score, “ts very misinténpr‘etation seefns to be the

. . L . . . LI ' . ..
reason that so many educators use it - .

. Because of 'the misconceptions associated with the grade

equivalént score apd t:fecause it. aoe.s.ndt.posls'ess an equiya«leﬁce éf
_meaning 'acr*oss' different tes.tf.s.,' Hagan (1961 ,j >14)'sugge-sts the Lge of '
F'h_e perf‘cent;il'.e rank score m p;refenence_to' tﬁe g;*ade equ.iyalent score.
.Belcat;nse,of'i,ts Fix;,'d r‘efer‘enc{e points of zero ai,nd gdhe hundr‘ed', thé . ! '
'pér‘centile rank score makes i£ p‘os\sib'levf.’or; the teacher to mal‘<e' an W=

immediate, meaningful statem_enf regarding the student's per:f’ormanc‘e

N

" in relation to the norming group of. the test. The teacher knows from’ '

the percentile .rlan'k score whether of' ot the stucllent‘i's above or below
the average individual of the norming pop'd‘lation.' This type of con-
clg.sion‘,cannot‘ be made by l—bqkiné at _ti;\e gradé:.equi\)alent écqre_ aiong.
- In 'st;puiati?\g standards for the COI’\Str‘L:IC;iO.h of -star-wdar'di,;'ec'i
tésts , the American Psychologic.:al' As.sociati'on (1966, 84) éonsidéré " :
the i'ncllusi‘on of a percentile r;;':\nk get of scor"es:asl a "‘desired":quality‘
of a test. Hamersma (1972, 52) states that, .while the per:ce.ntilé.ﬁank

"

' pesponses, its,understanding does not involve an intrichte explanation .-

> . B Ad

and can be explained quite simply.

o

While arguing the use of the percehtile rank score in prefer-
ence to the grade équivalent s¢ore, Hagan (1961 ,’ 15) also,draws

'




. =, scale itself and not to the levels of performance p‘értr‘ayed'by gach

‘.q“'oF the positive features of the’ stanine is that it r‘epresehté a score’

k | S ) | | o5

. . ; .
. .
v . ’

attention ;qo the fact 't‘_hat‘the,ber‘centile' rank score is limited in that
. [ . . ' o ’
there is an une'ven'r‘elat'ibr'\'ship-betweéh'the nlmber of raw score .

1

* points that sépar*ate one percentile' rank score fr}orh_ another. oo '

The third type 'QF score which the tést user will oft'e.n encounter -

'i{s the stanine. Durost (1968; i25—86j explains the development and

use .of the stanine: and states that its simplicity has led to its wide— .
spread use in standardized tes’ti'ng. Rost (1973, 20) asserts thé%‘one .

’

band rather than a specific numerical score. This characteristic of

) the stan'ine helps to counteract the pr*ecis{o'n which teachers associate

" with exact scores and it also makes allowances for the problem of
.o ’ \ ‘. ’ : .4

measurement error embodied in each test score.

Altbough the stanine enjoys some advantages over other types -

.
ot

" of scoring systems, it is-subject tothe same limitations as is the per-

éehtile; rank score. Since it is related to the percentile rank _system',

[EROI SR

the raw score differences between each stanine are equal to one

\

another (Massad, 1972, 291). Another poSsible limitation of the

,'stani'ne Iis that it is often described.as.anheq.ua_l interjval scale '(Dur'o's.t_,
_;9.6.8, 127). 'Educators and others may ér‘r.‘oneoy's& i;\terpref thié _to.'
mean that the performance dif_ference” between stanines one and two is

' tinel same as that betWe;.n stan‘i:es fivé and ,six. The equall interval :
descr'ipti'on', however, refers t§ the statistical canstructioﬁ of the

’

I stanine, The discussion of the stanine.in some standardized test




. -I\ . . , I ) ":. . ,)' ' . 26 V
' ' : ’ / ' ' . B ’ . ’ .
- manuals (SDRT Manual, 1966, 13;. Durrell L.'istenipg—Reading Series
Iv)anuél,- 1970, 26) does not seem to make this point very clear and’

teachgrs could be led to misinterpret thé meaning of the stanine'score.

. INFORMAL READING INVENTORIES AND STANDARDIZED
2 o . READING TESTS -

-
¥

\ In discpssions of. readihg evaluation, one will often encounter
the “contr'ﬂoversy surrounding the use of eithér the standardized reading

© test or the .informal reading invéntory as a rheané of d{ag'r)o'sihg a
student's reading ability. Mitchell (1968, 164) has criticised the dia-

ghostic value of the standardized test on the grounds that it often lacks

a sufficient number of teét items oh a sbeéifici skill .tp give a reliable

'méasure of the student's true ability. He'further points out that the

N .

extent of the étudent's strengths and weakneses is not revealed by

tests which have strict time limits. Wyatt (1968, 194) remarks that

- v

while two students may attg‘n the same total reading score, t'her‘e'can

- 4 v
7 ‘ : '

be very éa’!i._er‘\t d'iﬁ“.er‘ences in the skill needs'ofh each student. thé?l ) -
. (1970, 58) h"uz‘aint.ain;s that standardized tes.ts. .deéigne‘dl to cover a |
| , number of gr*ad-e.. levels wi-lll f"’re'q'l.‘lently ;Jr*odUce a _dist'orted.. \_/iew of
r*lead‘ing ac:hievément; fhis is éSpec'ially true witH r*ef;er'ence tc; stu—
| 'deqnts who ar*_e. at both extremes of .r‘eédi_ng ?;\billity.. The stanc-iar*dize;:’i,'-‘
reading test is generally too broad in its _coVeragé of skills to proﬁaé :
ann"in—dépt.h analysis of any one 'snkill.
.'_V\'/hilé ackn"owledging:tl.je criticism that glbbal scores c:m'

- - u

P

) .‘1’\".




.
e . * .
3

standardized tests may not afford assistance. iri‘for*mulaiting the day-—

to—day instructional program of an individual student, sev‘erai writers

argue that much valuable diagnostic iaformation can be obtained from )

<

¢

standardized tests. Ladd (1971, 805-11), Rodt (1978,.819-20) and, -

Cox and Sterrett (1970, 227-28) have sugge{sted various methods for

deriving this informatior?. In each of their methods’, the cormrmon

4

-elerment is~the item analysis of the student's- r*es"bo’i-),ses . This analy—

sis, howevenr, will only prove to be worthwhile when the test contains

a truly representative sample of the s.kill behav'iours and when there,

s a high degree of.parallelism between the items of the test and the -

N ,

: i'nstruct-io.nal objectives of the student's program. Such an ahalysis is

J

a7’

likely also to be very time consuming. Chall (1970, 56) and Traxler -

(1958, 115) contend that the diagnostic value of the 'sta_ndar*dized read-

Yy -

ing test is realized when its results are examined in coﬁjunction with

other forms of reading assessment,

In compariﬁg the standardized reading test to the informal -

reading inventory, Davies (1969, 548) criticises the standardized teéf
. g _ ;

iaecause it overestimates the instructional reading level of most stu—

.- dents. The high performance situation created by a standardized test,
. . Y - ." .

coupled with, the .guessing’Which occurs, tends to inflate the student's

~

score, ¥<ender (1968, 337-42) " refers to separate studies by Betts and

‘Killgallon which also indicated ‘that the standardized reading, test was

{

‘ lesd, accurate than the informal reading inVentory in establishing the

_in’s“trdctiqnalh level of students. McCracken (1

972, 273-77) conducted " -
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a study with fifty-six grade six students using the lowa Test of Bésic
Skills, Form 1 and an informal reading inventory in an effort to deter—

'n"\_ine which provided the bettér indication of the students' inst'ructioﬁal :

“level. His findings revealed that the lowa Test of Basic Skills over—.

esfimé.éed the instrjuc'tion;al'r:eadi‘ng level E)y .an average of twc' grade
Ieye}s . In an earlier 'st_ud>; involvir"\g two Rundred and .two gradé fg‘urj
st.ude‘nts', Sipéi.y (1964, ‘265—'68), using thr~e'.e.. well-known standérd.ized
r{gading tests aqd an infor*.mail reading i'nventopy with cr‘itgri,on levels.

of 96% word recognition and 60% comprehension, discovered that the

P

three standardized 'rea‘ding tests s_igni'ficantly overestimated the in-
structional reading level of the students. When criterion levels of 90%

. word r*ecogrii\tion and 60% comprehension wér*e- used, the standardized

tests still overestimated the instructional level but not significantly. .

-In contrast.to the above studies, Burgett and Glaser (1973, 71~

74) quote the results of Bu.r'gett"s doctorat réseanch which showed that

the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test,. Sur'*\./ey E, in particular the -

By

vocabulary subtest, could be used to establish a fairly accurate in-
o A ' o g

structional level for a stud‘ent. [laurgett's:study' Qs;ed the same ariter—
. ion levéls in his inFérma_l reading inventory as Sipay had iused in‘ his
. ' . . . ° o
The review of the literature has shown that standardized test-
"ing. plays a very prom’inent.,.r.*ole in c;ecidiné the 'future of many fa_lcets
0;’ our educationél system. Students are assigne‘d'i:o pr‘égrams on the -,

basis of test scores; existing programs are discontinued and new ones

initiated because of test results; and public monie$ are éllqcated to

o -

- .
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not have the expertise,td'e\}aluaté the foundations upon which theie. =

standardized reading tests: . ST

29
specific .ar‘eas_on-t_he premis'e that a testing pﬁogra’m can,.indicate".
where-expenditures are most needed. The responsibilities-associated °

With these kinds of decisions_are extremely grave and can only be’

properly -executed when e'duca.tors are 'fully informed Iregar‘d'ing the

abilities to be measured-and the rature of the. eValdativg in'stru‘me_nts

that-are to be employed. ' This set of conditions, ur'wfor{tu_nately,' does .

not always prevail., C_hqngés are being affected by educators who do

I

deLisions rest.
T hé administration of standardized r-éa.ding.-tests is'a very a

7 . : ]

. costly, tir'n'e—consumi.ng undertaking that frequently results in far—

/-

reaching educational, emotignal and social cohéequences. ‘If the ex—

penditure_é of tihme, money and human resources are to be justified,

and if the decisions that result from such testing are-to be valid and

beneficial to soc.iety, the ‘educator is obligated Eo make every effort to -

become professionally knowledgéable about the many-aspects of - '

y . .

L
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METHQDOLOGY

L4

" 'OBJECTIVES OF THE INTERNSHIP ..

» o

s _‘ ' In-undertaking this inser‘v.ic'e- program, the primary aim of the -

' . S . : . R : ¢ . X Y N ’ . ..‘
_ intern was -the provision 'of information regarding reading evaluation

" that would engble. teachers to critically analyzea standardized reading

© test so as_ to ascertlin.its worth in terms of the goals set for the

Y

~administration of thé test, In Chab_terj I it is'maintained that standard-

2 - ) ..u.‘. . !
- ized reading tests are often impro

- . : ~ ' : :
adequately trained in the selectiop'and use of such tests.; Through thig

[y
N

inservice program, the intern endeavored to improve teachers' under—
. oL . . . \

S ¥ ’ .

standing of standardized 'testi'ng. The various aspects and Fqngtioné of

vd S /
reading skills and reading tests were examined so that teachers would

become more _cOghiiant of the factors ‘that con_stituté a gon lest of .

. A

reading é_).bility and of the necessity of relating the functions of a péj'rjti'-' '

¢

cular standardized reading-teét to the pur[:;osés for"whi,ch testing is
' * ‘ 0 ' " T v.\‘ ’

being done. As a result of this, the teachérs would be able to select

* and.use standardized r*eéding tests mor*e.eﬁ“ecti'vely and would bé_ able

) : _ o 3
to rehder‘naccur\ate c!ecisiOns r'egarjd'ihg‘_é:s'tud.ent's_.head'in.g..ca'pacity.,
A:S a cé;nsquence of their ﬁa@rticipqtié’n in:.the aJr;;l'y's_i'é,l of :
stan'dar*dized reading tests, thé téacher\s would be éb'le‘tél improve
tk‘;eih own infb/rr:q'al\ tests. The ekaminat'ion of the adVantélg';és‘andl o
’ | ) 30 ’
’ ]

.

perly used and that teachers are not |

Y -
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" disadvantages of standa_hdiéed reading tests was intended to brevide

[
o -

the teachers with an ifsight.into the elerments that showld be incorpor—

‘ated into any reading test; formal or informal . The inservice program .
] R . ) a O'-

' ‘was also designed-to assist teachers in imaking more efféctive use of

. . Cb )
' test scores given to them by others. T~

e L . ﬁ . . - o -
ience, the intern felt that most teachers were only farmiliar with a

. very limited. range of standardized r*eading tests, By including

. . : . N ' ) . ,.' ‘ ~.. .. . : k) M .
' .'several" such tests in the phogham,néhe intern attemptéd to brroadgn the
teachers' knowledge of thevtyp'es of formal tests that are a\{ailablle to L

them, The intern's estimation of the teachers' -familigrity with

different standardized reading tests was confirmed by the reetﬁts of

O . . (3
'. the br?,ief‘ duestipnnai}e_ (See Appendix B) giv&n'to the teachehe.alt the
.{:fir«st-sess;ion of the iriservicepr*ogr*am.-. ' - , |

a 'Cﬁ( tertiar&z aim of-the inservice pr*ogrem wes th'at it Mmight serve

- " as a base fr*om whlch the teaéherxg; ceuld become 1nvolved in the devel—

e — e

opment of a battezs\y of 1nf0rmaL readmg tests that rmght be used in all
Special Educ;atlon -cIasses_. The 1nser~v1c_e.pr~ogr‘am,. however',, did not

" include this “activity. The .development of such a battery would be
begu.n at a future de&e if the teache_r;s wished to meet t‘on that purpose.’
, The specific object{ves of the 'inservice program were: .
. to erable teacher‘s tp analyze and evaluate standahdlzed
reading tests .
2, to help teac_hers- select the most appropriate test for their
" purposes . \ S e ’ ' -

o g
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" quested to complete a short dquestionnaire (See*Appendix B). .The
' v, ’ . L \

. . 0 S . 7 ‘ ) . . » .
. mformatwn obtained, from the gquestionnaire is presented in Table I..

, L N L o
s 32

v 3; to a551st teachers in the 1nter‘pr‘etat1on and us’é of {est

results .
‘4. to provide teachers with an understanding of reading evalu- . |
ation that would help them devise valid-informal reading tests . AT

-~

tq"éprse teachers to a number'of standardized reading
tests. g | '

@
s

..t . SUBJECTS

The inter'*nship was éonducted'wi,rth ‘Special Education teachers -

_ from schools undér the jurisdiction of the St. dohn's Roman Catholic
‘Sthool Board. The School Bdarq serves forty-four schools and has a
% . Q
student.population in excess of twenty—two thousand studénts, The
. _area of Special Education comes under the guidance of the Board's ‘
= ’ > . - Con : ot . t

2 s [

Special Education -SL{JEer‘visor‘. .
: - ' ) . 4

Special Education classes are located in all of the schdols of

. T . T

v - . y S L 2N . : .
the St. John's Roman Catholic School Board and at all the educational . .
levels. #he taachers who barticipated in the “internship were working’
‘with students of pr‘:imar"y,: elementary and high' school ages and were

v b -
.

teachmg in w1dély separated geogr‘aphm area;s of the échool d1stmct
. The majomty of these teachers have had mor‘e“tha.n ﬁve yc;érs' .
r, . . N o
? teachiqg experien_c_:e, with an‘a_werage of.just over two years' experj-j
i:er;;:é m S;ec‘igl' Eduéa’tioﬁ:
) At ‘tllwe firs,.t‘;eséio:n cpf thé ir.\'te_r‘né::h.i.p, th; ‘;éache;*é w‘:ar*e' Pé—

¢

3 . - £ . . -.'
D : . ! . . . -, . . . .. Q »

o ° . 5t - L. " : . t
In informal conversations, the teachers indicated that the subject of

o




7
-

TabBle I '

. ° ; ' . '

' Results of Teacher Information Questionnaire- -_;"» B . E

. . N - {

N = 17 teachers '

Teachers who have completed three or more r~ead1ng . "J

 COUPSES vuvinonenaneens R NP 114 g

Teachers-who have completed one or two readmg 2 ' . ‘
COUrSES v vevas T cere s e 58%

. Teachers who hawve not completed any reading )
COUPSE iy v v v /e e tenonseseeneneanes et ece e B '.7%

e ey N gt

Teachers who have completed thre'e remedial

 PEading COUPSES .+ vt ereurerrenneneneeennenanss ° 7% -
Teachers who have completed one or two r‘emedlal ) v -

reading courses| ........ R L S 12 3
Teachers who have not completed any remedial o .

reading course l 35%

T K

Teachers who have completed two measurement

i lxi
.'{3
ks
ﬁk
i

. vy

and evaluation CoUrsSes .. .....c.cvviuurnann XREL 8 7%
Teachers who have completed one me?asdremeht o , '
and evaluationcourse «..<.... ceiiiee s ceede 0 29%
Teachers who have not completed any measuf‘ement '

and evaluatloncour‘se R R R < L
Teachers who have administered only the Gates- .

MacGinitie ‘Reading Sur‘vey Test oo Viinnan cve o 50%
Teacherc who have administered ,standxc;i\;ed" ¢ . - -

reading tests other than the Gates—MacGinitie - 7

REadING-SUPVEY « i venetneenns sonnsonrnsiones 15%
Teachers who have not admlnlstered any

standardized readmg ] o 35% )

’ . ‘ - M\'

Teachers who hawve been mvolved in' the devgl{
ment of & batter*y of.informal reading
0 =Y=] o= S . 0%

¢ ' R g

oY
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reading 'evaluatiorq was an area of great concern .to them and that they
q 3 . s i . . . *

did not feel secure in uéing standardized reading tests because théy

]
[

were not able to és'tima& the relative values of such tests in terms of

the ty;es of pragram decisions they had to make.,

-

INSTRUMENTS AND MATERIALS

A}

' . : . 3 .
@'mals used to conduct the inservice program con-

. sisted of xeroxed notes prepared by the intern and specimen copies of -

.

various-standar‘dized‘_reading tests. The _noteé, which provided an

3

explanation of the reading skills and statistical concepts in the inser-.

v

vice program, were based on reading and.evaluafion research. A .

a .
© \

" copy of the notes can be found in- Appendix E. \

. 1

In addition to.the notes, each te'acher received & copy of each -

of the following tests: -

.. Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Level |
' "o . n . no- M Level 11
- Durrell Listening-Reading Series, Levell’ :
' "o Toon {] " Level I ,
Gates McKillop Reading Diagnostic Test - '
Gates—MacGinitie Reading Survey, Form D .~
Doren Diagnostic Reading Tests B
Gray Oral Reading Tests '
! . Silent Reading-Diagnostic Tests
New Developmental Reading Tests '

(See Appqndix D for* a more complete description of each tesé). "

y - .

The tests were selected by the intern to illustrate various
s . [

. > ' |
aspects aof reading evaluation and to acguaint the teachers with a wider
variety of standardized reading tests than they had previously know}‘\.

[

= o B e
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reading tests, ‘- : . o o
3 : ¢ .

in .conj(}rrction with the analysié' of the oral r‘eadihg sections of the

3 ) . . N : . ] . ! . .
-tion to the defining of the student's instructional reading level.

- Special Education teacher within the schools of the St, John's Roman

-and inv{ting the teachers to a preliminary ins'er{vice meeting. At this
‘meeting, the teachers were given a more detailed explanati'orﬁ of the

X manner .if which the program-woul'd'b,e, conducfed. Any questions ,- : ;'
f

desigred to assist theim in the analysis,.selection and use of standard- .

" ized reading tests. Several of the teachers were interested in the

385
No effort was made by the intern to evaluate each tést'thor*oughly.

Rather, subtésts were selected from the va'rtious tests for analysis,

.

“

- - \ | ;
each subtest illustrating the evaluation of an aspect of standardized -

In addition to the above list of tests, the teachers also dis~ -

3

cussed and examined the Operation of the Keystone Telebinocular and

the Maico audiometer. An informal reading inventory was also used

‘Gates McKillop and 'Gray tests, The IRI was also ldiscu‘s'sed' in rela-

e

\\‘“ - . PROCEDURES S '

’ ©

.As previously stated in Chapter:I, a letter was sent to each

r

Qathdlic School Board expl'éining the aims of the inservice program

0

[}
3 . ’

which the teachers had concerning the inservice program were
answered by the intern. S : - {

The intern explained to the teachers that the program was

Lt . \

construction of their own informal reading tests and asked if the. -

~
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inservice program would involve them in the 'construction of reading -

3 .

- tests. It was pointed out to these teachers that, while the stated
objectives of the program did not incorporaw'tﬁis'activity, much of
the material covered in the inservice program could be used by the -

. tegcher to désign his own reading tests. Teachers-who wished to be-

come involved in the development of reading tests were assured that
the services of the intern would be made available to.them after the

. ¢completion of the {nservice program. The principal activity of the °

program, however, would entail the evaluation of formal measures of

reading énd'r*eading related performances.

Because teachers attending the inservice prografn would be

 travelling from widely Sepérated geogr':éphic areas; it was decided

that the reading clinic at Memorial University would be the most

2

central location for éonducting the ihservice m'eetingég,.' T.hé reading

clinic was also a c'onveni;ant location 'f%'or' the .intern since some of the
' instr‘umenté u#ed in the pr*ogr.*am',' such as thé.Keystor.\e Tel'e!bino‘cula‘r*
and-the Maico audiometer, v;/eré.av'ailablfe there and could be used by
' tI;\e. te_éc'hé'r‘s‘. At the pr*ellilljnin‘anhy meétihg,the teac;hers were told that .
" the pr*o'gr‘*am"\{vom;ﬂ._d run .for a period of twelve cbn_secut_ive .\A_/eek,s With .
Qne' one—hour session ,ea.c.h week. The sessions. would be held in thz:a.l
ai:tgarn_oons after the re'gular‘ school day "This meant that the teachers

o ) e . .
" would be participating in the inservice prbg’rar_h_ after ‘having taught a -
T ofull day. No other time peribd could be found when all the téac_hers )

. were free to ;S'ar\tic'ipat.e in an inservice program.

.t

W
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) . l . 'l . .‘| .
~When the teachers mét at the first formal session of the pro-
e - : a . L . . « ' : . ' :
gram, it was agreed-that a decision would be made at each session

~ - . - . P -
-

- regarding the déy‘ and the hour. of the ?ollowing- éek's 'meeting. Thié :

1

was desighed to accomrhpdate the. tirjﬁdetables of the teachers who from’

time to time had to attend staf;F meetings or other professional func-

tions, Of the tweﬁfy—stx ‘teach'er‘s- who attended the prefiminaby meetir{g,. .

_s'éventeen el_ected _tp parti;:ipate' in the insefvicé pr‘ogham..
. Singé' the aim of the progr'*am"vgas-tb assist ter;tch'er;;s 'ir'\'maki'ng’;

f'\'\c;r‘e eff.’gac\t’ive use of forimai.'l r-eac%ing tes.ts, the inéer‘n established-a

' F'D?;l'tter;n flor the .s.e;ssion; t-h‘.’:lt w'o'ulc;.ﬁ‘r‘st' invollv’e‘ a dis‘cuslsi;:)n ofg ‘

' r'naj? r‘eadihg skill or, r’rj‘easQr-*ement c_onéépt -énd then an a;nalysi§ of

" that skill or &:oncépt as it appeared in a standardized reading test. To
facilitate the discussions, the teachers were supplied with a sét.of
notes related to the reading skills and measurement ¢oncepts. These '

notes co:ﬁtained. such things as a simpl_'e definition of the skill, the

" functions of the skill during the act.of redding, some appropriate

. technigues for e_valu_at'ing the skill, problems that arise in stahdardéze’d . .'

measures of the skill, and a series of. questions Jvhich the teacher -

might use to evaluate a st%ndf\;dized measurement of the skill. A

' copy of'the.inseﬁvice notes is contained in Apperidix E.
The teachers received the notes pertaining to a specifié to‘pié_
~ at least one week in advance of the session at which the topic was dis-

cussed. The more significant sections of the notes were highlighted

by the intérn.and the teachers were asked to také‘special notice 6F




these in preparation for the ensuing discussions.. The teachers were "

11. .

_a"lsp ré;qﬁésted to comparf:e the expianatiomi found in the notes with . tT
M ) .o " " : /
_their{previous’ Enévﬂgdge of the toﬁic ‘ar‘\d vs)ith their teaching exper-
ienc'eé-alnd ,t‘o.ra{s.e questions .if there a‘\'p;neat:\ed to'be arfy gjiscrepancy
between the notes and tHeir previous knowi.ed.ge‘ 6r~ the.ir* t‘eé.'ching' _

experiences.
" After that portion of the weekly session dealing with the dis—

. cussion of a specific skill was compl.le"ced, the teachers were given a
: . ; .
. 3

. N . L : 5
specimen test which contained' a test of that skill. A number of

:questions were posed by the intern concerning ghe'partiCUIar test and

¢

- tHe‘se formed the basis for the teachers' evaluation of the subtest,

-"When time did not ‘permit a full analysis of a subtest, the teachér*s‘> .

S

were asked td take the questions home with them and to develép fheir‘_ '

[ .

’

- own answers_im time for the next session. At the next session each of

_-the teachers was heard from and their answers were summarized, . On
two Qécasions,'.thé"intern requested the téachenrs to pass in a written

‘ ) ‘ . l . . i . . . . 0 .

. evajuation of a test,’ The purpose of this exercise was to give the

. intern an indication of how well the teachers were able to use the notes

. to evaluate standardized tests. °
The evaluation of subtests at the conclusion®of a session also
provided the.intern with an ,6ppor~tunity to assist those who were

P

finding it difficult to evaluate the tests. This oral evaluation produced

a great deal of interaction arr%ng‘the teachers; tk’\e intern often had

N ,o'nly to ask a few questions to keep the discussion moving in the

o
\ . . . .
!, v r
i . . .

x -




.‘correct direction.® -

The topics of validity, reliability and test norms were not
dealt with in an exh_austiQe manner since the majority of the teachers

had not completed any course work'in the area of te_sts'and _méasure—

-

ments., Some of the more salient features of these topics were

examined and the teachers were instructed to read carefully the test
. manuals to ensure that complete information was provided with res—

pect to the test's validity, reliability and norms.. The inserfvipe notes

4 e

also contained additioﬁal material which the teachers could use at a

© later date wHen théy would have more training in evaluation techniques.. '

*° The tr*eatmenﬁ of .test- scores in.vo,lved‘ the‘explanatioh., demon-
s,fratidn lana ébplication of the. stanc_lar*d errd(‘ of r\r\éasurfe‘;n,eht., |
: Discus‘s.i.oh'lof th*';s ,‘,topic'_.r-;a.lated to thé chance ér‘r‘ér" contained in a-
étudent_‘s score, ‘but l’:\'\O!“Q_ partiéblxlanly €6 the use of cgtf-oﬁ; points for

the assigning of students to various school pr:ograms. The intern '

chose an arbitrary score as a cut-off point and then gave the teachers: ~ -

, _se\)ér'al student scores and asked them to assign the students toa

~

'r_eé.ding progbam on_the basis.of one, two or three star;dard errors <.>_f>
’ mea'sur‘el;nent-. As a r:esult of .t:hese( exercises, the t-'eacher*s. w'ere.
mad'e.mucH mor;e aware oft thé impr;ecision ‘of" i.rlm"ciividpal test scores
and the dangers of utilizing the.m as e>.<a.x1ct measur;em‘ehts of r‘eading'\
ability, The' inéervice notés also contained an explanation’of ’éhe
r‘elat.ionshi'p of the Stahd%rd error of mea;ur*erﬁeﬁt to.;ﬂeliébil{ty.

3 . . . ) -’ . .
That portion of the inservice program, related to the analysis .

N
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of test scores examined the strengths and limitations of the more -
commonly reported scores. Since most teachers receive only the

student's total score on a test and halve no chance to examine th
. : T 2

-individual items or responses, the teachers weré presented with a
grade equivalent, a percentile rank and a stadnine score for the same

raw score and asked to draw conclusions about the student's reading

1

" performance. This exercise quickly demonstrated the°necessity for

a

.40

- inforrmation concerning the .natune’ of the test in order to make any kind

1

_of an accurate interpretation of the score. There was also discussion
.'r;egar*ding the use of different scores for different types of audiences..

i I3 3 3 y a . ) (] ) ] . .;T ) ’
This discussion entailed a close examination of the pr*oblem? and
. R . K v
: e,

advantages associated with the various types of normed.scores,

Since it was the hope of the intern that the teachers would con-

tinue to analyze tests after the conclusion of the .inservice program,
™~ ' . . ¥

the spécimen copies of the tests were left with them. .'The internalso

. felt that this would be beneficial to the teachers since only 15 percent

of them had beenh familiar vyifh Sta_ndardfzed reading tests othér} than
the GatesfMe{cGinitie Réa,ding Survey tests.

4




‘CHAPTER 1V -

. EVALUATION OF INTERNSHIP

. Upon the completion' of the inservice program, .the teachers

were reqguested to answer a short qg_est%ﬁp;\aire designe'd to elicit

PR . A

their opiniohs concer‘ning' the practicability and utility of the progrém.

A five point scale-—from strongly agree to strongly disag'r'e'e——was'

S -]

used, with sorre statements being written in the negative so as to “

counteract a possible r‘espénse—set.' At the 'end of the questionnaire, o
. . . . . .

. épace was provided for teachers to comment ir\f’or‘mauy concerning the

inservice program'. A copy\o'f the évaluatioh' questionnaire is contained

‘in Appehdix C; Table'II presents the résponses of the te'ac':hgr‘s'i.n

terms o? the p‘ercantages_"fon eaéh résponse <’:éteg_or~y. - B ~_ A ' 3
The'r‘esu'l_ts of the d"qestiqnnaire réVea-l:ed that the teachers

fe'.l't'gki;z;: the érq'gram had been'cbéne'_ﬁciai to them and .that' it did

gchieve its major objectiye of" e]’nabiing .t}‘_.\el-'n_t‘o e.valuéte ’r‘ea_ding a'nd

reading related tests. Although the program had been conducted after | .

/

. r‘eéular' school hours and Wa.fs faiﬂrvly' -theoret'ical,. the responses of |

_ thel,t.eat‘:her;s w'er;e v.e_r‘y pos{ti-ve. - K e - ' .
| Further evidence of 'the_t')éneficial natur‘e.'of the i'ns,er‘vi)‘c'é, pro-.

gram. was found.in .the. commentls wh{ch tt__a,acher‘s rﬁade ét the end.c;f .

t"he-questionnair‘e. “Sev‘ér'al indicated that the pr'ogr‘c;:lm héd.given thém_

,a _nr'\t;lch better apbr'ecia},tion Qf .s.tandar'dizec'i tests. One féacheb‘sfate_d

-

that a similar brpog_ram s‘ho_uld be.. r‘ecommen‘dec'i for all teachélr's
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, because’of the knowledge void that exists among teachers afid adminis;

tr*at'or's"éoncer*ni'ng the proper selection and use of standardized

« .

reading tests. Another teacher wrote that the inservice program had -
been "thoroughly enjoyable and instructional”. Two teachers .

suggested that, while they f’o'u.nd the program to be very helpful to’

. [}

them, they would have preferred to have had. the program begin at the .
beginning' of the new school year so that there ‘would have been time
fqr‘; extended follow—-upractivities., :

During the course of the inservice program, the intern also

asked the teachers to voice any criticisms which they had concerning

whét_ was being done. At that time, the teachers signified that_they .

,

‘were satisfied with the manner in which the program was being con- . '

S
t

(’(’jucted .

"narf




Co S - Table Il

' Evaluatibn Questionna%r'e Results

-3

Percentage of Responses

Items,
- ] SA _ ~ A UbD DA SDA
1. . The objectives of the inservice program
- were clearly stated at the first _ .
session «...... D 59.0 41.0- 0.0 0.0 0,0
. - - .
] # I} - - .
2. The program . achieved the-objectives -
' stated at the first session.......o..... 33.0 '66.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
. ° ) . N . - . . __ . ' ’ "
3. .The materials used in the program were
not relevant to the objectives of the - ) . “ : :
PrOgram eeseeenensooenrerasaneonsne 0.0- 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0
4. In view of the objectives of the prograrm” -
the topics dealt with were adequately . _ i
_ expldined +.vev.... -...;....'{V;’,...-....,.-' 59.0 41.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5. The individual sessions were not wel _ o .
~organized ......... e 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.0 59.0
6. The materials and ideas presented in this -
program will benefit meé in my future . 4 .
work as a teacher ,.......v...... 47.0 53.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7. The program provided sufficient guidelines : - - .
to permit me to evaluate the worth of a T : -
standardized reading test . .... .. ... 66.0 338.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

eV



e .
- . L}
.01 .
oo ) E i a o _"d:/,im-“lfable II'(.c:o-nt{nued)
o I . N B ;
. ) . . Percentage of Responses
. Items = _ o/ . o p
: / SA A uD DA SbA
8. As a resglt 6F~the inse_r‘\}ice pr;ogr‘ar.n, 1/ . l)
feel 'that I will be able to choose _
reading tests more wisely ....../ ... 71.0° - 29.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
9. The inservice program provided rve with -
. a better understanding of reading -
evaluation than I had prior,to the ) .
program ............ - P, - 75.0 25,0 |* 0.0 0.0 0.0
10. If a similar inservice program ‘were r
' offered again, I would recommend . ‘
ot?e‘r teachers to'participate in.it e 82.0 18.0 - s-sco : 0.0 0.0
*SA .= Strongly Agree . DA = ‘Disagree -
A =  Agree . " SDA ‘= Strongly Disagree.
. UD = Undecided ' S \ .
. . :
: ) ’ %
‘ v

144
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. .CHAPTER V =~ . . .
CONCLUSIONS AND.RECOMMENDATIONS- L
. CONCLUSIONS .
’ . . N Q

- In the opinion.of the intern, ,t;he inservice prdgram was a
success. Besides their'\r*es'p'onges to the program evaluation question-
- - V ’ ’. “ ' ’
. Sa - N . N i . . . o 8 .
naire; there was other evidence during the course of the inservice
sessions that indicated the teachers were deriving benefit from the
) ! < . T . - 13'.. = o
prodram. On several occasions teachers remained behind after the
~ conclusion of a Zession to further discuss elements of the program iy
. that had immediate relevance to their own testing procedures. These

N
o

informal conversations réyeale_d that the teachers were applying the
. ( ) . : [hd N - =' .
. concepts -and ideas of the program to the construction.of their class-

‘room reading tests and that they-were feeling much more sectire ‘con—

. Co '
L 1

© cenning the validity of the results réceived. ¢ After the fifth session, it

appeared that the teachers were b'eginhing to lose the almost blind *

v » 1

il

faith-they had had in Standardized reading tests and to become mone

.o
v

confident in t'heir{ ability to-examihe such tests. ’Théy had come to

N - |3

realize that even a highly _rlﬁecommenclled reading test will have its .

‘1 i m1 tati ons . ’ ,
The inservice ‘brogr;ahﬁ_élsb co.nvin_c‘.a'd:.t. e .t'eacher\s' that one"
Q- : ) . - . o . S ' . .
sAe_t_. of "tetst resglt's yyés' ge_r{éf-'él.ly ‘r\\ot' sufficient grounds for-determining
the reading potential. o;F a "s"tgrjjent. "I‘hey werée aQWar;‘e that, t;{a'c“aUSe of
. f \




“the r\eadin_"g ’sk'ills mgaéhred_, the teétﬁn'g met__hodologies-employed, the

" courses related to'the development gf -inservice training programs‘are .

) . . SR . i . '
e . . e B v
3 ) ) N . ) o 46 -

H ~

n )
.

. ,o

itéTm s,é;'rr.?‘ple. i_r..i\_/ol'-v.éc'i.gnd. ‘the type. of_:';-;,c_i.:or‘és r‘epor"'ted_-, :two__ sepat.ra;te:' ° | \ A
readln;t?sts éoul'id 'S/ie:IG 'fi"a'if"lysc_i.issirhilar s-tud.fent'r‘e“adiﬁg p;rpfiles. . : . %‘ :
When éf_e.vér‘*’atl'.'s:t.él.—_\ci.a.r‘c'ﬁzed‘ tééts.had Bt‘aen. rieviei)ved, thg -t<\each.er‘s‘ ,J 1{
stéte_d that tk;ta;y would ,bea.ver""y.'hejs.itén_t- £0'b55e. thelr j;déemeht ofa. . ) pk 3 "
student'sreadmg ét;i_-,l_i& on tﬁ; r‘é‘sul'trs of o;'\‘_e'téstl.' At the con'clys.ion 'f
of théf'{ﬁsér‘-v'ig.:é prpg_f:‘arﬁ, the intern felt confident, thaf, th,es_'ev teéche}j‘s - ) :
would’;trjéat Scores r\‘N‘ith the r"'é_'s_pect they warrant ajnq that t‘hey-v\;vould E
ot likety make 'éy\'/ée_;‘:_)?_rié;"iht"é‘r:ﬂprfetati_oné And general_iz%tior:ms re;;arding
a s-tuden.t_'_s‘;‘tc;aic_ii.;ﬁg.abil'it;iias asxséss,e_'d._ by a‘s"c‘a\r;dé"r':,c‘ii;ed reading t.'és.t. U
Whller the t;agcher‘s ;Qp;ea-re‘d to have lost ﬁ‘ée awe whichhtﬁey
flofmer‘ly'had‘fo_r" standardized reading tests,.they did not r‘éject their
_use. They éic':kno.yvléd‘ggd that such tesfc.s did have some impéjr‘tant.
- . < v ‘. ° L N " e
purprseé' to s.'er‘veb. Knowing the pitfalls that could-be created by their. -
misuse eédihped fhe Eeachers to f'nake Qet-t'e‘r-“"t'isé'bf the strenétﬁ; _of';'
the star‘xdar\;ji'z.v‘ed‘. r‘éacﬁné test' Th1s tl.i'ncie'ir'*"s_‘tand‘ing .of the é'dvar{tages . )
a.n"d dlsadvantages of s’ténc"iand’i‘zéd .'r_‘é;c!ing t_es’:'s'. s.éie'méd t.‘b"f;a\{e'qg-iven'
sofner teacher*s agr‘eater‘ r‘esolveto gs'é them only at 'th ap;propr\iate.
»I' _ Tl'.well;ir'\.tAepni“;ai's'gff,c;und'tihé 1nser~v1ce .p_.r‘og';rjgm'.to b,e bér*sonally !
.rewar:dipg' fi'h"-_.tf'wé.t ‘it aFFordedhlm an opp,ort%.unity to éega_ 'h.ow te;a:dher‘.s ©
.. r‘eaclt. toanmser‘vv.ce .situ.é.tion ar)d to;exber‘jénce the broblefhs of cqﬁv: 6 .

ducting an exténded teacher,. éducation program. While university . °

o
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I c

beneficial, actual involvement in such a program is essential'in order

[ \
N

to combine t_heor;y with practice. The most significant learning

2ka o b=

experience for the intern was 'that of \d’evelopir‘\g credibility with the,
. teacfwer*s without jeépardizing rapport. The opinions of the teachers Co .
t “ ‘ - @.‘Q

.had to be respected; at the same. tirhe, the.intern could not al'low.

erroneous opinions that would be detrimental to pr*op'er‘ Qading in- . 1

3 ]

struction to prevail. The inservice program demonstrated to the - .

i,

. intern,tWterit to which such an undertaking depends onn the develop-

) ment of good rappoptt and professional credibility. : ' ' ,

o' Andther insight which the intern derived f‘_rom the program
was the reélizati'on‘that the topic 'of reading evaluation functi‘ons

exceptionally well as a focal point for a thor*ou‘gH discussion of any =~ - '
{ ! . . o ' t
reading skill. The process of analyzing how a skill should be eval-

. uated compels the teacher to review the functions of the skill, the
circumstancves affecting its maturation, mnethods of -teaching and !

’ remediating it and worthwhile techniques for evaluating it. All of the

» a

, factors ‘that have any bearing on the development of a'skill seem to
have relevance for the manner in which it is assessed. ' In some in- . . 4

service programs, it is very difficult to keep the teachers' atteéntion

focused on the topic under discussion. However, this problem diclj'not

¢ s

arise in this inservice program sinee most of the comments that, on

the s°urf-‘ace_, appeared pot to be directly related to reading evaluation .

.

could fairly easily be incorpordted into the discussions, This aspect ¢

of the pr’ogﬁa_rn helped to develop and maintain good rapport between

." ‘.. ‘. .

Lol




»

b [

the intern and the teachers. ,

, N - } - ) ! i ) -.
REGOMMENDA%D'\IS .
Because the top{c of reading evaluation per-mité 'such a wide

v

range of discuss’ion; the .intern, feels that the twelve week period

allotted for the completion of the progr‘a'm was not éufficient'time to
allow an éxtehsi’ﬁ treatment of the area of réadi'ng'e\./éluatibn. Somé_-_

v

. : L
had been ava;;lséble.' The intern feels that this fype of ihservice pro- .

'.grfam r;oight be more sditably conducted if it were extended over a

period of fifteen to twenty weeks. This time allotment would pr-o\'({de

o ¥
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" . of the program topics could have been pursbed' in m'or‘e\detai'l if time ' -

f"or*_'a gr‘éater‘ exchange of comf‘nents and allow the teachers to compare '

. - . oo . . o '
the various standardized reading tests on-the basis of actual adminis-

-

_tr;ati'on-'avs' well as on the basis of oral analysis.

The topic of this'inte'r\nship could function very well as the

LN . o .

. basis for a school's inservice program. Dueto its very éomprehen-

‘test use aip:d ihterpretation,

/

sive nature, .the program could be c0n'd_ucte'd/fv‘orj a period of two or

the cohstruction and validation of informal
reading tests and the designing of a tésttng program for the schoqt. -

o -

Suc,H a_‘prégr‘a_m would most likely prqduce spin-off topics that could -

. be run concurrently or become the foundation for futire inservice

-programs. The evaluation of the present praogram indicated that ‘

teachers would benefit in many ways from an inservice program of

a
° o

more years. It could {involve the examination of standardized reading -




results.

this nature, . L : T

In light of the spaﬁsity of khqwledge which teache.r‘s pre"sently

-

s possess regarding the nature and types of‘standar-dize'd reading tésts

". : : ', ’ . . . . » L3 a ) ! g '
on the market, a school or schoql system could initiate an inservice -

o

brogram specifically designed to make. its teachers aWare' of these

tests, It-would seem that the imrﬁediaté value to ‘be obtained from ’

-Such a program would be the -More. enlightén-ed use of tests and test

A

If the above cannot béﬁccomplished, a school board should " .

endeavor: ,to-pr*ovide' each of its schools with an in—depth’ énalysis of

the reading tests that are cur'r*ently 'in. use in its schools © Alfhougﬁ aln

1 .
'y

-»r‘ep‘utabie tests are accompanied by an examiner's rhanual, many

teachers have .not ha‘ci'?SUFf‘jcieﬁt training inthe redlr of evaluation to
in_;erpr*et' some aépects of the manual. In additior to this, some

manuals do not provide teachers w{th all the: information they need to’

havé in order to use tF\e test correctly. .. L T

H

"The area of‘read_ing' evaluation is very important to successful .

a e

reading instruction and-should-receive more attention in teacher

training institutions than it presently is given., Unlessteachers are

Y

' capable of properly and accurately assessing the reading ability of

their students, it is almost impossible to plan r\'eading piﬂégrams that
) Co e . L . -
will effectively utilize all the available resources. Teachers must

i b,ec'ome more knowledgeable about reéading evaluation 1}1_orfgier that

)

effegtive and efficient reading instruction will occur and that decisions

’

0y
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v

based on test results will be 'éduéatiorially sound and beneficial to the

student and society, -

.
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¢ Dear Teacher, - L . . o )

~ .' : - o ' : \
e l.: ‘ R - ’ March 17, 1975

. .-
L.

" Thé Schoot -Bc'ar\d's Sbe_Ciahl ‘Education Cormmittee has been

" approached by Mr. T. Grace, & graduate student in'r-'e'ading at

Memomal University, with a.proposal for conductlng an inservice

'progham with our Spec1a1 Educat1on teachers on the topw of readmlg

evaluahon ..

s . _.g)'.

LTI

The inservice program is de51gned to pr*ov1de the teacher with

_information about and expemenceqn the evaluation of readmg. The.

program would be of pr‘acttcal value to the teacher‘ in the exercise of -

daily classr*oom responsu:nhtles.

° :
* st

“The phimar‘y. goals oF the inservice program.are:

. .
T

AN ‘\‘ ) ' ’
L e analyze the,majer skills that gontribute to the
-, developmentof reading ability and to determine

the most appropriate and valid’ methqu for i
evaiuating such skills , ) ~

P ' : ¢ o R
" 2. to familiabize t_eaché}é@h the strengths and
‘ weaknesses of a number of formal reading tests
SO that teachers may be. better able to select '
-~ appropriate reading tests and be able to meaning-
fully interpret and use test scores. -
-+ B, to assist teachehs in the construction of‘ the1r~ own
R 1nfor~mal classnoom reading tests. '

The pr‘ogr‘am will be conducted in a’'series of twelve one houn K
sessions, The sessions will be'held once a week after: regular‘
~school'hours.. The specific time, day ‘and location for the inservice
program-will be determined by what 1s most convenient for the
=teachers who w1sh to become 1nvolved in thls pr*ogr‘am. :

. The Spemal Educatlon Committee has been bmefed concennmg
‘the pr‘oposed program and feels that it wauld be beneﬁma] to any of -
our teachers gnd’ r*ecommends that;.any teacher who would have the’
time becdome involved. ¢ ) . '
, - Teachers who would be 1nter~ested in attendtng a pr*ehmlnary
session are?asked to sign their names in the space below and te
return th}s. letter to the Supew_lsor of Special Edgcatlo,n at thes Schoo_l'

- .




- AR <4 . | .60
~- . -§ : .
Beard Oﬁ’mce by Fmday, March '21 1975.-

l
Those teachers who mgnufy that they w1sh to attend tJ'ns pre— )
hmlnar‘y session are not committing themseélves to partlclpatxon in
" the program. If a teachen decides after this prellminar‘y session that
the program does not appeal to htm or her, there is no obhgatlon to )
continue any furthen w1th the pr'ogram ’
If you ys:nsh to attend the prehmmar‘y sessmn, please sngn
youn name and‘mdtcate youn school in the spaces below .
LIS . : [
~ ~School: e
) A T . . S :
Teacheps who may méh to obtam more informatlon concer‘mng _ '
this program maly. contact the Superwsor of Specxal Educatlon at the PR
_School Boand Ofﬁce"-- A A S A . : S r

: WA e T : ' ' - \
e __Mr‘s AhceConnolly N C
Ced e T T Super\vxsor‘ of Specxal Educatlon. .

Al ol . o : o . - . . .
- RS R '..Thomas Grace s ' :
- R o Lo ‘ . . ‘ ‘.
- A R SN Graduate Student
’ - o N . ‘ R ’ L .
. . =L .‘v RS N
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'5:_ With what other formal reading tests are you familiar? -

. . - r

’ to Teacher Questionnaire

L]
\

Name: s

©

« The followmg 1nfor~mat10n is being Bought so that the 1nter~n
may obtain some, indication of the background of ‘the teacher‘s w1th
‘respect to their trammg in readmg and evaluation.

1. How many- reading courses have you completed? i

Course, o, date. ~tével
1" ) ° n no_
T " ]
LA 1 1t n
2. Have you takeén any remedial redding courses? Yes' No-
. . . -0 3
Course ., cdate ...  _level

" R , ., .oon

" o n : n

8. Have you taken any courses in tests and measurements? Yes

” ST . No

.

. Course ' date - . Level

" o -n : on
s . - N

v
e

4, . What formal reading tests have you used in your classroom?

-

-

62
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LIS x ‘ N '
A . .
6. Have you ever‘ been,mvolved in the developmpant of a baj:ter*y of
informal readmg test.s’> . Yes .. No

o

7. In, terms of its validity and r*ehabmty, what rating would you
' _assign to oral reading as a method of. evaIUatmg the student's
Word recognition abifity? .5 4 3 2 1 &.\a“ .
“In demdmg to choose a formal readmg test what would you set
as your ﬁr‘st cmtemon or con51der~atlon?
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"EVALUATION OF THE INSERVICE PROGRAM

. »
Lot

{

‘The staterments below are designed to assess your opinion with res-
pect to the pr~act1ca11ty and ysefulness of this imservice program,
Circlé the r‘esponse which best represents your feelmg toward eacH
statement.

—
|

= Strongly Agree 8 = Undecided 5. = Strongly Disagree
.2 = Agree . 4 = Disagree 5 ‘
1. The objectives of the insenvice program .

were clearly stated at the first session ..... 1 2. 3 4 5
2. The program aghieved the objectives
stated at the first session .. vevvvvevinese.s 12 3 4 5

3. The matemals used in the program were not
'relevant to the' obJectlves of the: progr‘am e 17208 4 5

4, In view of the objectives of the program
the topics dealt with were adequately

explained o' 5 0 0 ¥ W .' «a & p 4t 5 0 5 09 2 PN 4O B U R .. 1. 2 (‘ 8 . 4 5 .
‘5. The individual sessions were not well , R
Or\ganlzed L R I N R NI TR B BRI B R 3 1 2 8 4 '5

6. - The materials and ideas'br*esehted in this
' inservice program: will benefit me in my .
'futureworkasateacher*.'..............,..‘..1 2- 3 4..5

" 7. The program provided sufficient guidelines
to permit me to evaluate the worth of a . ) ,
standardized reading test .....ve0veinieae. 1 2.8 4 B

"8. As a resultof the inservice program, |
feel that | vyill, be able to choose reading
tests more wisely .. ... cov.... erdeitiie.. 1. 2.3 4 5

9. The inservice program provided me with a | R
- better understanding of réading evaluation L C
than T had pmortothe program........... "1 .2 3 4 5

10. If a similar inser‘vice progr-am were
offered again;, 1 would recommend that . .
other teachers participate in it .........'.._ 1 -2 8 4.5

85
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.Doren Diagnostic Reading Test of Word Recognition Skills
) Margaret Doren, Circle Pines, Minnesota:: Amemcan:-
Guidance Ser*v1ces, Inc 5 1978,

"Dumﬂe]l Listening— Reading Series Pmmary level, Form DE
Donald D. Durrell and Mary Bassard., New York Har‘court
s [Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1970. '

Durrell Listening-Reading Series Intermediate level, Form DE
Donald Durrell and Mary Bassard. New York: - Harcourt
. Brace Jovanovich, Ing., 1970, R

Gates—MacGinitie Reading Tests' Survey D .
“Acthur 1. Gates and Walter H. MacGinitie, New York:
Teacher*s College Press, 1965, _ . .

Gates—-McKillop Reading 'Diaghostic Tests Form 1 -

Arthur . Gates and Anne S. McKHlop New York: _Teacher‘s_' .

College Press,. 1962, ' ", ' -

4

‘Gray Oral Reading Tests . Férm A

William S. Gray. New York:s The Bobbs Mergﬂl’Company,

1963. . "

New Developmental Readirrg Tests Intermediate. level
Guy L. Bond, .Bruce Balow and Cyml Hoyt. Chlcago l_yons
and Car‘nahan, Inc., 1968. /" v

Sllent Readmg D1agnost1c Tests

Guy L. Bond, Brute Balow and Cyml Hoyt Chica"go: Lyons.

U

‘and Carnahan, Inc » 1970.

' ‘Stanr‘ord Dlagnoshc Readmg Tests Level 1 FormW .
Bjorn Karlsen, Richard: Madden and Eric F. Gardner.
New York: Harcourt Brace and Wor~1d, ‘Inc,, 1966.

Stanford Diagnostic Readmg Test Level 11 FormW
BJorn Karlsen Richard Madden and” Emc F. Gardner.
New York ‘Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1966.

o’
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EVALUATION IN READING

L]

PURPOSES OF THE INSERVICE PROGRAM

d PR

e
’

This insér‘vice'pr*ogram_will attermpt to provide teachers with-

s e L i

‘an underétanding of the concepts involved in the evaluation of reading

“ability sg that they will be ablé to:

. . .
1 . .
~ !

o1, .cr-;i_tiqally anal.yze and evaluate various types of reading.

. _' . - . ‘. . ‘ 1
tests o ' . . o w o S

2. select the most appropriate test for the evaluative purposes
. * ) . ’

that have been set .

3. correctly interpret the results of r‘eadihg tests

4, construct more, effective informal tests." | v ' ' _ ' S ;
This understanding pr’ the concepts relating to_tHe evaluation o
. of reading ability will be achieved through discussion of the following - . i
v . . i .
LW

topics:

Iy

1. The analysis of the major reading skills, the-ir-.f"uncti'ohs

*,

within the reading ag:f, their relevance to'_.thé total r:éading pr;ogr*am

and suitable techniques for their evaluation

f.

2, The analysis of the primary measurement concepts==

validity, reliability, norms and the interpretation and 'use of scores
~ 8. The critical examination-of sever‘al"-stan"dabdiied reading.

tests, using as criteria the information covered in topics 1 and 2,

‘o

_m‘
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71
; ANALYSIIS OF. THE MAJOR READNG SKILLS L
. . S 0 v,
The'skills that will be analyzed are:
% . V‘i's.ual'Ability '
To.. A;udit/g.,r"y Ability g S
3. -.Phonics L . - . |
° 4, .,,:s"tm.xlcrtlural Analysis | e R
5. Cor;teg'tuall Analysi’s_' U
6. -Vc_scabultar'y. '- ’ A
J 7 Comprehe’ns,ion‘. E ot ’ o ' o
8. Oral Reading . S
C ) = ‘ g - L . -
’ Th_e analysjst of eéc/h skill will assume the follpwing fphrhat: o
A, .aIdiscussion~c;f’,any‘pr'~ér~equisite ski‘ll'l(s) e _ o i
5. definition of the SKill | Lo
C description of the functions ;Jf: tl.’xe_: slgil.'l during the ‘reading'
_act 0:7
b. ' disc‘u'ssion of ari\yo'special-cc;risid’er‘a.ltion ‘r*ei!a'ted to the . '
'-devélopment'.of the .skiu L - 2 . ,
I E the 'prfomin_e'né:ebf the sl;{ll'l with{n'tk;e total. reading ’
. program " A oL o ' ‘ o .
ﬂ F. listing of some techhiqqes for -e'lz\./al‘uatirlwg-the. skill o
. .G\' | a'éeréigs of .q-LlJe'stions that rjr"’\ay be used l_“.c')_ana'tlyz.e a t?i";t‘
de%.i-g’ne'd to_\;m'easur*.e a s‘p.e’_cif’i.c skill - (Thér‘e; are six basi:; qﬁ.eétions
', ,that' .may‘b,e‘ asked c'3f Eﬁoét skill‘s 'tesf's o)’ - A




—

L

s

H. a statement.of problems that may arise in some o,

Standardized skills tests.

!

Vislal Ability -

p
i

Visual ability i§ a reading related skill, and it is examined

first because it is central to.the entire reading p"r\oces's. Reading .

.begins in the visual moda'ii.ty, and good visual ability i$ essential in-

order for a student to become a mature reader.

\

A,

t

'-l'- o e '

Preérequisite Ability
An understanding of the concepts of "'same™ and

"djffer'ent" .

Definition

)

Visual ability refers to the power to see print and to’

‘ -dis.cri'minate'between the various-graphic features.

B ‘ / i

Functions of Visual Ability During the Reading Act

There are-three primahry functions: (1) ai:uity, @) .

.

-discrimination, (38) memory.

Visual acuity--the student's ability to per'cei\)é.things'\asa

they i‘feal.l'y ahé.."VThe‘ studént'-m'ust Be ableto see the:

3

graphic' symbols clearly.

; .

VisualdiscrimiMation--the student's ability to dete'c.t' .

-+. similarities and differences &nong the various types - ‘

a
~

o of,gﬁaphic features. The progression of this skill is

as follows: - - - .- Lol T L
* * . - ’ , i/

w o ’ - L x




1, -discrimination of gross and:-fine geometri¢ figures-
- ~ > > 0] . . ’ ’ * : . ° ' .
2. discrimination of individual letters ., . ) -
« - ; . o
3. discrimination of common groupings or clusters
: . T e ' S
of letters o ‘ L

4, 'discmmmatton of phrasal units.

iTwo other activities that may ‘be placedo ‘under the

:, heading of visual discrimination ahe ,"tr‘aic;ki-ng"——

<

- following aline of bnintiw_it'h only eyej‘-mpvelrnent—‘—and.-

. b ' ' ’ ’ ° . . . c .A
"return sy\(eep"-f—retyr‘ning 'to t_he left—hand 5ide of the”

page after r‘eadmg the pre\nous hne. ' o

ol

V1sua1 memor*y——tt;e student's abthty to recall pmnted

,irnag'es. This f’aci.lity_ is important ‘in the de\/_elopment_‘

_of phonics skills; \‘/ocebuler‘y"and comprehension..
Special Constderations e

None. : T
- . vy ‘: , L LI ° ‘o

Position of Visual Abi'l_ity'in.the"Total Readinhg Program

"‘,"'

“The. development of gobd v.isuétl skill §s, éisééntial to the

O - 2

suceess expemenced by the student After hls acuuy

B

‘has been thgroughly exarmned in kmder‘gar'ten and

grade one, the functlons of dlscm mmatlon and

P

. rrfemony should form qn int_egnal segment of the
et .

readtmg program at least to the end of the elementary
. ) % .
grades, As the student phoceeds through the r-eadlng

A
pr-ogram, the wsual exerc1ses should become mor*e

D

&)

PRy
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N ' . ' 1 p 3 ‘.
: sophtstlcated SO as to challenge his’ developlng ablhty
DlagnOSlS of v1sua1 ablhty s’hould be completed first
SR to' eneuhe:that_the.rea'dihg diff"ic_ulty"is nqt_.phimar*ily;a

visual.one. % s f '
F. Appropriate _T'eChhique‘s'_for Evaluvaiti‘ng.VisualAbility Lo

.nl

. Acuity——'Keys.tome te'l_e'binocul,ar‘ ri".'simila_h device..

A v

Readmg is baswally a nearmghted act1v1ty, conse-—

TR
1,

Z-_ qucntly,\ tests of Far*$1ghtedne,ss gten do not ldentlf}f . ; .
- / . e .

' most of the students who may have phoblems of acuity. ' R
4 . : ’ v ".- .
) Discrimination%-—matc‘%ing and differ-entiation exehciée_s.' SR

, v"After‘.t‘h'e le_:\(el of geometbic;-shap;es, ‘these "eé(er‘cises R

i e -

1Y .. ’ o . . A - .. . e

° ‘ ’s'hould involve discriminatién of eptthhephic t‘e‘atdr‘es .

. " .. “or . - . .
- The test exevr'mses must be e/cu,‘u_l_va{ent in degree of B

[y ey

dlfﬁculty as that r~equ1r~ed by the level of the progkam , 1

in which the studer_\t-is at'-the time of tes_t,ing,.

!
Lo s

- . 1 A ', “’ . . R ' CoL K . ‘._‘ o ’ .- .
< Memoﬂy——lt ‘may be measured by presenting .the student R l
e 3 a . C o ° . : . .. * - ) ° N ' - ": 3 . . !

with a nonsense word and asking him to reproduce it... »

Esta'bl'is'hi‘ng a suitable e,>_<‘po§ur~e, time for each age ) ,{

' 'J(. ) level' ’Can be“a very d]_ﬁflcu]ttaSk' ]D. . " " C . -‘ ) ‘{

L G. . Questlons to Ask About Tests of Vlsual Ablhty B e %
4 ’ “oQ e . T 1
N " What v1sua1 sklgls are measuhed by the test?. e e
A ’ *
f \'\"-'.‘j"' 5 'r . w, . s ‘o

cove T a?r‘e used dumng the act of readmgo S EPE

a.
°

'..-3_3__' 2. What v1sual skms are not bemg measured? vl EERE

Yva. Av*o the sl;ﬂls bemg measured in the same way they
N D )
. . A \

. * o H
! . . . ]
"

Voo .
N
- s ," o N 1 3, »
. o \~1. . .
. e A P i . >
ot » L] . - ) . H »
P A N e ’ .
§ . . : -t .
1 f
e A8 v .
. , r e Lo ! i K e
N
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" * ! . .
f. ! . . » ! , 75
< L . . Lo
B ' e N '. Do b * ) i
" .4, .Is it'possible to complete the-test without using-the -
. , N v ) : . . NN
. : < . L
i v skill that the test plrports'to measure?
. i \ . - . N . .o ' : EES . (.. . .
5., What prereguisite skills ust the student possess:in, |
~ ' 1 ’

order to perform the skill required.?.' . IR -8

1

8. Is thé degree ofsfficllty equivalent to the degree of -
.'c'Hf’fiquL'ty demanded by _the.studé.nt's reading 'lga\}el'::o‘,

' . - Ce ) ‘ B
7. Is the test one of nearsightedness or farsightedness? ~

/74 M, . Problems of Standardized Tests' of Vistal Ability .

v

farsighted tests and frequently miss as high as. 70
.. . percent of the students-who later experience some
. visual difficulties.. R p

o
« -

2% -_Tes‘ts.of v.is.uai dié'crimilrwat_t.;br;naré of_ten not based on
owth’og;"é\phic feafu}{éé, S .,

3. .\/jsual"‘te_s'ts' sqrr;etimes“dc') nbt test arny"a‘s‘pe‘c‘:t of visual

. . o L . : :

'mémdﬁy._, ' . .
L4, Some, vistlla.L test; are below the level of difficulty

R S ’ . . . te . ,

| t'f"\at is ae}v;ahded by Flje" étudelnt,‘s reaidir;t::; level,” .

v
* -

- Auditory Ability,
. - 4N N

-

A, Prerequisite Ability

N .+ Exposure to a considerable amount of oral cqmm\jpication,

. . q
" , o in the form of both speaking :and 'listening.
h ) ’ » » (3 : . ' \ ~ ”
B. Definition y ) .
a T . } :
. . ; SN -
\ . . . » . \
\ ’ ! ! - * \ r‘. \y ‘\
. ... '. h e Lo .' . - . @ R

A, Some tests d_f visual ability, such as thé Snellen, are” L




[ 98

- 'O‘- )

(s

. Auditory memory-—the ability to recall sounds that have
. [ ' : ' . . . .

'Au’difory ability refer;s' to the s'tudent"s-abil'ity' to hear

;
1

sounds: and to diétinguish between the various
~ phonemes. o '
-'- . ' P ‘ r \ . . ' o .
Fu'nétion§ of Auditory Ability During the Reading Act
The Fun,ctic‘)ns listed below are not directly involved in the

¥

act of reading but are ﬁecéssarjy' for the acduisit'ion ‘

. ' ' - ' . " ' ‘ ' .\.
of many ‘reading skills: (1) auditory acuity, (2)

. : ! : - . B . I

auditory dischirpination, (8) auditory memory, (4)

t

y

N )

. rauditory bléndir;g. .

) ._A.uditor;y a'cu,ity——the apility'to hear individual phonemes.
Auditory discrimination--the ability to'disttnguis‘ﬁtne

phonéme from another. It operates in the learning of

phonics, the development of proficient spellthg ability " - ‘.

and the use of syllabication. . .- = *

~

phonics, the dévelopm.f_-:nt of listening vocabulary.and

: ' L . .
. auditory comprehension. A wide range of learning
-\ . . a
. i '
experiences.jinvplve .oral communication and the

® .

"following of explanations, - R

) -'Auditory blending~-the-ability to hear separate phonemes
v . . . . " - ‘44 ]

3
r

~and to put them togéther to form a word. It is
: . :

_necessary in thg

structural analysis éeneralizations.

been_heard, It-is important in the, leami,ng and use of:

use of phoniqs-'and the ,applii:'ation of .-

76
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N.
N

D. Spe;iaI'Considerations

1. Some indi\'/_idu"als exhibit-a deaf'r'we_,qs to a pérticu,l_ar .

TR
¢

T I

phoneme. i ' ‘
2. Dialect can affect the way in which-a student may"h\e:ar* :

|

s 3
some phonemes. = . e : %

8. Research mdicates that very young cm.ldr\en do not

L]

FuIiy develop an auditony abthty for the phonemes 1
.'sh “th, v, S, Z, j and r until the mtda—primar'y level
B Posmon of Auditony Abzhty iﬁ the’ T‘otal Reading Program S
" " Good audltor‘y abihty is essenttal for the development of ‘
'_.he,adin.g facihty._via the phonics 'methqd f teaching . It

{5 an ability that is Héa'\'}my reii‘ed UpoR thnop_ghout the
s.'tudent"s lirfe .

F _Abprbgriatg Techniques for Evaluating Auditory Ability .

-~

Acuity-=It may be examined with the Maico audiometer or

i

a 'sin:wilar* 'dev'i{ . ' oo St
. Discmmmatwn——-‘rhe student may be pr'esented orally with : 1
two words that dlfFer' by only one phoneme and be asked .
to state if they 'sgund thé-same or different. . EX.

u S .
cat -.rat, [t is preferable to use nonsepse words -
rather than 'r‘e"gl words: The difference’in the _
stimulus words may involve: beginning, medial-or '

{
’

fihal'soun_ds. . Students may alsa be required to .C“.S."‘

tinguish between the beginning, medial or ending . 2

ot



n"‘" a

" . sounds of pdlysyllabjc words, A moré advanced A-D ’

.
i L\ -
’

-test may r‘equ\re the student to mark the pmmar'h

,accent posmon of’ or‘ally présented words,
Memonry--The student may be presented_ with several =
. / Lo ’ o
' sounds and be required.to r"epr*oducé them, The

LI

‘series .of‘.‘s'ounds is made progressively longer.. The
 difficulty with this testing technique 15 the estab-
‘lishing of sultable criterion levels of performance for -

the various age -groups. . :

_‘J- i . . . .'. . . . . .
;- Blending=-The student may be presented with a graphic
set Qf several phonemes and be required to blend them

orally to fo}\m a unified whole, i o ‘, -
N . . A - . S LAY .
Ex. cl=-ir-d = clird. o

C ) . e

' It seems best to use nonsense words rather than real

' . R : ) ’ .y - I .
- ones. 'When nonsense words are ‘used, the examiner

”

' must make sure that the nonse‘nse words pattern

Lo v : t A

Enghsh onthogr*ap*ny. Blemding tests presuppose tHat

f the student has a strong knowledge of phonics

.

’ 'g‘eneralizationsL
G Ouestlons ‘to Ask About a Test of Auditory Abmty

1 .' What auditory SKIHS are betng measur‘ed'?

2. What auditory skil]s are not betng rpeasgmed'é .

3. Are the skills being measured in a manner similar to
""" the'way in which the student uses them when® learning

. , 7 - E "' ) 4

78
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. to read? . N e .

' .stuc_fer-'\t dialect?

. teacher, e

Is it possib_lé to complete the test without using the, -

'audifor-y skill that the test is designed to measure?

What pr;ehequisité skills must the student possess in

. order to complete. the test?
: Is the degree of difficulty equivalent to the degr*ee"df

difficulty demandéd by the student's reading level?

-

Cqﬁld‘the test results be affected by a problem of « '

..‘H. Prooblems of Standardized Tests of “Auditory Ability

.o
a A

A ) : '
Most auditory .teosts assume that the child's acuity is-

: L ] o .
not impaired. In many instances students have not -
.- ) L .} ". .

'been.given an acuity test; consequently, there is no

basis for assuming that their acuity is good.

Orailylpresentéd blending tests can be severely con-

founded by the.dialect of the examiner.

Some blending tests miay be completed without using

the skill of duditory blending,

Diséri_hwinatibn tests usually regort only global scores

and these are of very little use to:the diagnostic (-
Orally presented:mi hinj_a_l—paired dis’griminatibn tests

~

cari be -gonfounded by thé'dialect of the studer\t.' o

. o : e ‘
! ! 2 - T t - . .
v . ; . '
R S o
\ - \ ,-. . ’ , r L ._
A R )
et [ ot
R . % ‘ 1
o . . N ' ) V'
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Phonics

A, Prebgquisite skilts . - L T '.' St

)

L e

* . - ’ - ’ . . :
The visual discrimination capacity to recognize-individual } .

PO

letters or letter glusters withintwords., = - _

ol 5y

N : . ) . : l
S 1 | The ability to discriminate auditorily the phoneme being

Py

t'au.ght. : Bef’qr*e any phor'\ic;s %nst;*uc;tion is und;rtakgn,- o
' o ~t'he.te,acher'; should check to de'ter*‘m'ine whetHer or not
° the gtudent has t'h:e-f’eic{lity 3t'o dilschim\i.‘nate éudito-ri'ly'
the"s_o_und~s that aré be;iﬁg taught m the p‘honics pr*o; o -
‘gram. . | . . p - . | -
B. | Definition

-Phonics-is.based on the association of a pa‘rti‘culari}

graphgme withfa_par*ticular:__b_hoheme. In reading
phonics irivolves the process of applying these

.o + grapheme-phoneme relationships to the decoding of

T

TR i ’ . unknown words. Phonics is a word recognition tech-
. ot . R ' . : '

o I - ' . nique used to obtain only the sound of a.yword, . r,

- SRR

LI

x ._C'. “Functions of ‘Phontics’ During the Reading Act

Using a series of graphe_rﬁe—phonerﬁ'g deneralizations, the
student has to manufacture ,a'-wdrd from. a gr'odp of

_ . ' printed symbols. .
b : . o Y v . ) "o e

© Thé functions. involved in this progess arei

L e \1{visuél reGoghition of individyal letters or.clusters -

ST . of:letters that _<.:"ons.titute a phonemé';- that is,blends, - co

Y R . \



[ Y- . ¥ v, ’ N N .
. province is very difficutt;

diagraphs, vowels, etc.' ' e

R ’ . Lo

2, translation of the grapheme into a phoneme

h 8 th;a blending of the- gr’*:‘;\bhemes to form-a wor*c‘_i
EX. "t?la'nk"f‘= recognition of the phonemes‘.';bl“
aﬁd "Iank"' and then their t:;leqqing to fér"m the wor‘d. .
lankr B N a

4_.' thg‘a’ rec09r)itidn of r“ec';u\"r:ing-let.ter‘ patterns known

as\bhpn'ogr*a.ifﬁ_s tﬁat always have the same sour;d )

S :whene\_/'er".‘tt;\’ey appear Lo

'8, the division of a wor@through sy!labica'_tion_'
Special ans.i.dera..t"ior‘;s.~ - | .

13 - There are many words, many of therm Fjigh-'.fr*equency.

* words, that do not conform to bho_rietic generalizations,

fS'ever‘a_l utility studies have beervcompleted to deter-

mine the most. consistent of these.

L}

2. Notall g,tudenté Tearn easily via the auditory methogd, -

8. Some students .r:nay have an ‘auditory discrimination:

k]

' ‘problem with‘:r'e,sp'ect 'Eo'certain phone n"\eé .

4., 'Dialectq&\nter*fer\encé' may hin&9 rthe ‘devqlopmg'nt of
some phonic generalizations as effective aids to
1e“aﬂr~ning to read, )

EX. 'T;eaching the sound of "h" in some parts of the -

s
»

. ; - o . ' :
5. Overemphasis on the prolonged use.of phonics cany .
P . . R ! , . : ,
DR . s IR .
-
. \‘ - o
/ .
‘. L, ) * x o :
L . ’ o
- b
4 L) N L3 I‘ '-

!
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produce word-by—word readers . j
6. Phonics builds word recognition ability only, NOT 3
“comprehension gotlity. b
7. The understanding and application of most phorics .
generaliéations requires at least avqrége conceptual
g ability, * © . .
E. Position of Phoni¢s Within-the Total Reading Program
. ) B i ) i - .
Phoni¢s fs very important in the early stagés of learning -
’ . PN " N . ’ -
" 1 . Y : "Q < ) “ n‘ ‘ ' . . .
. togread.but.'its {mportance gradually decreases as
! - r'n_br*e e‘fficiz_ant»skills replace it, HoWiaver,' so'me tinme oo '
* should be dllotted in the 'elementary program. for the .
’ . . ’ . P T N . . st R "
NN . - . A A . "' . . . -\ -
' 'y .-te.achihg‘»‘and-reviewing of phonic geheralizations. |,
Phonics is nmost effective when used in ‘combination
‘wipH the other woird recognition. skills . o .
- F. Appropriate Tiechniques for Evaluating Phonics 4
1. Effective testing of grapheme-phoneme relationships.” ) ,g
"’ should bé done on an individual basis by means of
- selected oral reading that is taped and analyzed later. \
.- v .4 .
T C ' » . | e . . . '
2. When specific genéralizations arée to be measured, ’
© ‘the tests should use nonsense. words that pattern ' : .-
~ L, S o v . .
o . R ' ’ T ‘. " -
R English orthograghy, ‘ o x
- . . . . > \ . : , - 3
.. 8. Tests should primarily examine the highutility - - o
.o ’ ' L ’ ' ' ) “
. ‘gerﬁ'érallzétio’n\s;'_ , . - "_',- T e
‘ ~/ . ' o, . PN
. . 4, Phonics tests'should always be the translation, of pnint PR
v Lo § u . e " . ..
L ' ‘ o a O s ) v \ ' ‘ ‘:’ ",
- o5 ‘ - - 5 a - ‘ RN ) T4
N r' ' - . ' ot . & ‘g
ol » ‘. K] A _~" e e "".. : :/‘4"" - a
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to sound. = T

Questions to Ask About Standaréiized FPhonics Tests

-1:. What functions of phonics are being measured?

2. . What functions of phonics are -not'being measured?
N ' . ' s 1 ,

PR

.3, Is phonics'being examined in the sam'e wéy it is used

- during the act.of reading?. -
.4, Is it possible to complete the test without using the
bhonics skill that the test is designed to measure?

5. 'What'prerequisite skills' must the student bqésess in

-

order to complete. the fest?
6, - 1s the dégree of difficulty equivalent to the deg_r‘eé of

difficulty demanded by Jthe_s;tu'dén't's reading level?’

7. 1S the test concérned with sound-to~letter or letfer"*—to-l
'sound relationships? C PR

8. Isitagroup or individual test of phonics? =~ = . -

Problems;: of Standardized Phohf_cs‘ Tests:

1. Many only measure sound-to—letter relationships.. .

.
o

' 2 There are fr:equently not ‘enough-test items to exa,n.‘win'e'

’
.

a 'gelneralization adéquately. :

. e

3. ~Many phbnhs tésté can be done W,ithout a good knowledge J

of pHoniésl-

4, Sorme tests require a considerable amount of time to
ot ‘\‘ ’ « R .]

admlp{sten. A . .




Structural Analysis - , ‘ . o

84 - .

1. A'g'ood' visual-discrimination abil'ity_‘

2. Sore degree of sight meaning vocabulary

"B. Definition

‘A, Prereaquisite Skills . S .

A . -

.Str‘uctur‘al'_'analysis is a word r*'ecogn'ition technidue based

on the visual recognition of kndwn segments of un-
, o LY o
familiar-words. : -

C'. " Functions of-Structiral Analysis Within the Reading'Act~
g In str*Qctural analysisl-the rstu,der)t atferﬁpts tc.'> cjeé:iphg:r» e_}rlw R
unknown w'ord.by Qti'lizing the r;\egningful p..ar‘t of'-the
'word that he has met Ipr'ev'io't.l'sly. To do this, 't'he
' student must be a-ble to ‘visuﬂal.ly identify tk.ue kpowh’ ,
. pa,r‘ltS such as recoénizing "..some"._andl "thing"_ in the
j‘worc.l 'iso:met;\ing".. The pr*ocess.- of recognition \':/ill,
v ':also aipply_ to~infléctional endings alnd affixes, Haviné

- discriminated the known segments of the new word,

the student has to he capable of putting these togethgr

‘to form a new word. It isfa semanti¢ blending of word

’ - . : . )
par‘ts,.]‘Thus the functions. of structural ahalysis '

during'the' reading act involve: 3
1, visual F‘ecognitign 6F tlhe_krlmown -se'gmer;_ts,
. 2 recaﬁ&ng tl:ue ;me.:ani_r;g of tl'ie kr;own elemé\yﬁ;»__ ~
8. blending the mear‘{i;\gs to form a new word, o h

Although structural analysis is a skill that thé'student .

M-—’ ' - ) '
5 .

vt

ey o,




1y . , ) , 85

. -uses to find the mean‘i'n'g of a word, the rrecogniitioh of

-

lcohsist_ent letter cluster:s will also help him to obtain

" the pronunciation of the word. In this respect; we are
“.referring to the recognition SF oémm&n phonograms -
oy ’ s LT N . ’ e : , - . .

- and affixes.

-‘ U ’ ’ . ’ .
D. Special'Considerations
' ' ' ' @,

1, The $tudeqt can only. employ the technique of

- ' : N N . ) ' L0 ‘ . .
- structural’analysis after some meaning-sight vocabu-,
g . S g ;

-

lary has been dev‘eloped.
.2,  When the student atterﬁpts to use stiructural 'analysis :
to obtain the pronunciation of a word, he should be

shown that many letter clusters change their pronun-
. ciation when .they are éombi‘ned with other mc‘nrphemesi .
for exarmple,the wokd 'know' has a different sound- -

when it appe-a_r‘s-in the word "knowledge". The practice
of teaching students to find small words inside large h
ones is of v@ry limited utility and-may actually hinder

.. the students' ability to decode the 'w‘or?d.

E. Position of'S'truc;tuF‘al Analysis Within The Total Reading o

.
. N

Act

Structural anélyéis is a ver& important reédiﬁg skill be-

cause it helps the student understand the meaning of’
. whatis being read. As soon as the student has .
developed an-adequate meaning-sight vocabulary, he. .

*, .




. . < o ,‘ should be ta_\ught'to:i,nse‘ structural analysis to unlock

c l., . - N . ’ . .
" the meaning of a new word. This skill should increase

. - _ .'_in impor;tance'as th’e‘ studentupr'*og‘;r‘esses tt_'tr'ough tbe A
' - e o reading prog‘r‘am‘_.' Str‘uctural analysis_ should bé com-' \
. binec'i_vx'litb the teactj\'ng' of p_'henies. 'Th.e sltudent'who ie'
) ét'roh_g m the use of thienskttl wili become ‘a good T ]
' = r;eader‘.‘-"."\ L . " ' . .‘., O 1
F Appr'opmate Techmques For Evaluatmg Str-uctur"al Analysm ST
| .'-'1 ... The student may be requmed to ﬁnd r*oot wor*ds or - ‘
| ; af—f];és-. . N | . R
- . . , s L o ’ ’ 2.‘. Thzr student ;'nay be asked touglve the r‘neanmgs of T
| ! v'amous typ‘n\,of aFﬁxes-._ : - L S .

v L 3. The student may be glvenanumber oF morphemes and -

asked to form an- Enghsh wor‘d. : '_ R el

- A -
.n . v

X3 : )
. b S
T e ' -G, Questmns ta Ask About Standardized StPUCtura'l Analys1s o
- ’ . [
.o o . Tests Co . .
. ! o <o 1.. What functtong\ogstr‘uctuhal analy51s are bemg
) v . '. . l_ i (-1-_ . ) ‘ \ - ) . . oA ) ) . 1.
meagured? T i T e
oLt o 2. What functions of structurdl analysis .are not being
v : e Cr Coe . c . : - oo
' ' . ' o) ¢ . 4 ¢ ‘ . o . .
e : RV mMmeasured?: . S T
3, Does the test examine structural analysis in a.manneri"
¥ . ‘ ' o T, » ’ !

) e v similar to the way in which it is used in the reading, >\’

. . . . .
" 4 ' s . . 4
' o

. - ‘act? . _ o

N . . et 1
- . ‘o ’ ot ) oo s S ~ ’ ' ;
.+ .1 4, 18 itpossible to complete the test without tising the.. = . . g
. . . te . . N [ R . L c . : N ')
. . . _ :
)

‘ ‘_ ] ~ a‘
- A . N 3
" . - N . . u. ) [ o
. . N K
' - ' )
. i + .
, . 4
. " - ) 1 »
t r .‘ '
. s/ . o . i
- f
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' structural analy51s sk111 the test is de51gned to
LYy N .
' measure’? & L o e
5. What prerequisiée skills must the student possess in, ’
order to complete the test?. .
Y . ‘;D‘I" N . v
6. Is the degree of difficulty equivalent to.the degree of
difficulty. demanded.by the student's reading level?
] . . ) .
H. Problems of Standardized Structural Analysis Tests
-—.—_—T- - . " ' .’ .
o 1. Some ‘gé}st‘s require the student to find small words
. Lo C = o .
L . ‘within larger ones.when the,smallword isnot a -
morphemic elemént of the larger word, for example
. “U oy wint §n the word "kind" . :
'—4‘ ..M ) ’ .
. © 2. Most tests do not test to determine if the student knows
. ., o \‘ - .. . . . - . . . -
S "the medning ofsthe vanious parts of the ‘wor\drhefas to
1 . - o . * . o .‘ ’ - .
) : ‘identify. ’ .
Contextual AnalySIS ‘o T R o ‘
. . . ' T : B
.. ' - H
".~,-_ AL PrenequISIte Sk111 [
R The stqdent sh0uld be able to necogmze 95 pencent ‘oft the
T 'wor'ds.ih(fhe. pa,ssage_ he is reading'., J . :
. [ A N ., . . ., . . > N ER :
R - SRR TR T .
s -.B.' Déﬁmtwn . S
Y. . Con‘textual ahalyms mvolves detenmmmg the appnoxm'fate '
) ) -—- ] ’
. N meanmg ot’ an unknown by usmg the meamngs of the.
N A A L ’. Words tha; surnound 1t B Contextual analySIS may lﬁ— :
N Lhe “
: i ) ; vo'lve u$1 ng the ldeas of a passage to pred1ct outcomes
- s ’ P 2
: . gmake mferenqes or to check the loglc of what has been
v .g‘ . ’ s " a
. " ' - ) » ’ ? 1:’
A TR -’ M
han e\ h .
. v Lo, C .« ..
¢ '{" . o A 1 -/ nf? ’

R
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Functions of Contextual Analysi Dumng the Readmg Act

T

.Special Cohsidé’r’*at_ions

‘fbll.owing are the more commonly usedA rheth_odé:

o

As a vocabulary development skill, th‘e st'qdenb uses" °
: N = ¢ : : . 'l_. .

the surrounding text to determine the. approximate
- - A . . \ .

v

meaning of ah unknown word. ‘There-are a-numbet of

88

ways in‘which contextual analysis may function. - The -

"

a. Use of the.'appositive . . N -,

L :" -

' i . : X = : . » i ) ) . *
b, Use of a.coordinate conjunction construction -

2
c. . Use of nonrestrictive clauses. .
d. Use of comparison or contrast - .

- u

. N . p)

e.. Use Qf; the miood of the _oti‘_ic_a‘_r V\/_ords.{n- the Sentehpe’ ’

f. Use of infengnces drawn from other parts of the -» .’

passagé- - ‘ e R

-0

As a general compr'e'hensioﬁ skill, th.e.stud'en.t'é r-t

a. uses the ideasithat he has read. to predict the out=
' i oo S |
come or to anticipate developments in a story;

b. uses the.ideas that he has #ead to c\heck. the logic

.-of what he- has"'bee?{ compr'ehendihgi This use of

-

contextual analysis is a;check on the student's

word recognition.,

e L T SR
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‘Position of Contextual Ahalysis Within the. Total Reading, - - .

]

.
P

Contextual ahalyéié is awvery imbort_ént réading skill And

' R - o

. . - ’ . « . .f‘

- fone that will be used-very often by the mature reader
"to decode the meaning’ of new words. As_the student:
prog.r;e‘SSésﬂthr*ough the reading program, the,teéching '

- of

contextual analysis should becdrr)e more 'sophisti,—-:

. a

cated and the_student should be‘awéré of the s_becific
ways in which contextual 'analysi's m..ay function as an

aid to his reading.- A‘student w_hpfis deficient in the
use of contextual analysis fftay suffer probléms of-

L [ . ' . . . .

", comprehension and be working well be_lbw his potential,.

.

.Appropriate Techniques for Evalua:ting..‘Contektual Analysis
. . o » . . . N -

'To evaluate contextual analysis as a,vocabiglaﬁy skill the’

2 + ¢

|, student may be given a’ sentence in which an unfamiliar
. ] =h,an unkar
. . ° - .

- word appears along with one of the co,ntext&al d_evicc_es

'/-\@d the student has to choose-a word from four .
possibilities thaf he thinks_ has the same mean’ing"é_s )
‘the unfamiliar word, .

Ex.. John was.adamant about wanting to go to the game .

1 .and he wasn't about to change his mind for anyone. . °

1. avick . 2. firm .8, undecidéd -4, thinking
To evaluate cohtextual analysis as a comprehensio(skill:

.~

‘1. the, studeht may be 'ésked to comp‘leﬁe;a sentence

.’

6r1 passage by 's‘upplyipg.'tl‘ie Fn{ssing part .

#

L i,
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& N o \ . ) .
H 2., he r{ﬂay be g{ve:n a;_conh;ale_te ;len.teu:\c? ‘0r~ pass"age
“\ y ."and."be a.:sked't':o a‘pswetr‘ an inferer{tia_l c.wes'ti;6n or.
) to make a .pheaic‘tio‘n*'as to pos‘s'ibie future evz;nts
L m the"_st_pr*)./. “This -type. o.‘-f tes.tif\g‘ can only ‘be done _
‘on an inqi\}iégjal bé,;is'. R | e
G. Questions to Ask About ,Stan‘da;ndiz.gd,CQriteQéiuéi A_nalys;s
\\f‘rests CoL Lo |
- .1'." » What fgh;:tioné of con'textuél analysis 'a_r‘e"b'eing.'.l o |
. k .n'f\eas_ube‘q;’? - ot ") - | .
"2, What Fuhctfcmé of cbntex&ual‘analysié\ar;e not ‘b,e'ing.
. measured? | _ .
' 3 " ‘Does the tést e'x‘am?ng;‘ cont.gxtu'al énalys{s in a emﬂanner.\'
.J 'sirT-mar: to theway in w}:‘n'ic,_h it is used in the reading _'
. act? ‘ ' | '
4, .1s it i_p'o'_ss‘,'ible to c.orinpl‘ete" thé test withoUt using the
. c;bntextt;él ;apAlly;sis skill thé teS't‘_T.'S des1gned to, )
measure? T . o Lo
-5, .‘Wh.at' p'rerquiS'ité skills must the student possesi in . E
‘or.-de-r* t.p 'c'ompleté “tHef te;ét? o S
-6, 1s the degree of"T‘dif_ﬁgul-ty eqq{v'aler:\t' to the degree of* _
-. d/ﬁfficul‘ty ciém,aﬁded 'by the student's rea'dingilevel?'., .
H’ _.Ppobl.err;s Q% St;\r\da.rdiz'ed Cor’_;ttextual-Ar'ia'\'l}'/S'E Tésis e
1. Tests gh;at er"nploy\ the cloz'e"tec,hni{:]-ue may oﬁ:en_z .
- measgr‘~ ,syr'\tac.tic.f' i<r;oWIe_dg'é as rﬁuc,h as"cbntéxtual _ !
. ;
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analysis, = °

. The reading level

of a

1.

Y

B Y

contgxtdakanalysis test may be

.'/
I

_ at or above' the student's instructional reading level.

' _M_ainy contextual analysis tests.do not measufe’ the *-

skill as an aid to word meaning but only as an aid to

R )

inferential comprehension: o

meaning vocabulary .’
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Sight Vocabulary

-Prerequisite Skills

- /

.
4

Definition

N

Some tests of contextual analysis are tests of reating -

" degree of Contextual difficulty,

1. Good-\_/isual discrimination

.2, Good auditory memoky -

recoghizes immedihtely; .

\ f
- 0

v -

Yy _—

.Items of the tests are not leveled in terms of their

°
e

I

"
s O

~Sight vocabulary-refens to the \)ocabu[pny that the student.

-

Functions of Sight Vécabul‘ary'Dur‘:ing' the Reading-Act | - -

v - lary. The ability to i’mmediate'ly_ recognize some

- act of comprehension,

8

N !

- words allows the student:to devote more time to the

Iy

./.

)

_The above definition explains the functién of a sight vocabui-

”

[P

[N

B



] . . o oo
. _ N
‘ - D. Special Considerations’ '
) Some meaning-sight words may not be recognized -

PR .irmmediately iniSolation but:will e when _theS/‘ are’.
. " found in the context of a sentence.,.

) -

7 .

E,’ Position of Sight Voc'a'bula,r*y' Within the Total Réacjiné ,
FProgram -

»

_Sight‘ vocafaula'r\'y is an. extrerriély val'gapl_e skill at all- ._ e

~

* prehend what is being read, the student cannot afford.
" to spend time tryin'g'to decode each word. Time spent

x(\ Y ’ ! ' ' . "

{n this mannér ;:1{_s.r\u'p§s the. s;tulijént!s Iinie._or" thought “ *
';qnd comp'r"ehension must.\. sUffer as a ‘r~es.wlt:'-. ‘Conse-+
\ v-.que_ntly, E:;DnSicjer;abie atter:tion .rnugt.'be.e allottéd‘. to ...
" building tHhe 's.tude'nt?s' 'si'ght v.vocabt,lllary.~ In..br‘de&f@ to

N [}

,‘émp_l‘oy his skills of structural and-contextual énalysi_s;

the‘st'Udent_will require a strong.sight vocabulary

since it is a preréquisite ability for the maturation of
.. , o ‘ ) - . .

-

| t‘hese' r*gaaing skills", ‘In c'ie\_/elobi@g,the 'st‘udent's:-sig-;ht
vdéabul.gry, special atten.tion.should be.g'i\-)en ;co the
s ’ . ' . ’ . .
VoL high frequency words, particularly those that are.
'pk';gnet‘ically:ir"r‘egu'lé}‘r‘. - ._" _ - _ S

" levels of the reading pr*ogram... To effectively com- ' .-




N

G. ..Que..stior_\'s to-Ask About_étéﬁda'r"di'zed Sigi'_ut Vocébulg\hy .'

' for a fraction of a second and the student must, pro- *°

.
« . o - - . -
* .

- vt ' : . . S ; .. . . A

el

nounce it.  © .

. -

Tests S S '

c .
,\

1. What were the criteria for ‘the selection of words?

;0 A s P . PRI
2, " If the test is graded, how‘many words are 'in‘'each.
, e Lol
grade list? ' §
, 3. . From what grade level have the words been chosen? '
. 4. :What is the 'rﬁaf\n'er oF.p_r*.,esenta"tion'? sy .

H. Problems of Standardized Tests of Sight Vocabulary'

. - 4.. No.justification is given for{the' particular selection of-
words in the tesf R ', s

2. If the words are d1v1ded into gr*aded l1sts ther*e may

[
-

T L be too Few wor-ds in eaqh hst and’ dr\amatlc grade scor*e

changes may_ occur as a r*esult of one or tva errors. |
. . '3. .Some-examiners perniit the student tg.study-the'Words,

4
.t

n - .for longer than a second er‘: two, In such.a .br‘ese‘hté-j .

tion the student has time to-apply: his analytic decoding

-skills .

93
{,1 . :F'.Iai"sh‘ can 'ethod-——The studen’f is shown a‘word for*
R . a second or two and 15 expected to give the pmnun¢1a— ~
- o R
' ,_t\ion immédyately.‘ . .
2. T'achi,stoscob',iq'methoé-—This devic:e é)}‘pbses é_v_\(o;r*d ‘

.= - . . N
* e A Pt o il

3
2

e
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.fMeanihg'vOcabulary - B . KR ! s

The student has- thr'ee types of meaning vocabular*y 1) speak.—- . ' .
| mg, (2) llstemng, (3) readmg . Y

“A., . Prerequisite SK\HS ' ._t co . o e Lol
“'I_istening‘vocabular‘y: D) aud'itor'y acu{ty' ;and discrimina— ., 7'

-

tlon (2) varied expementlal background

' Reading vocabulary: . (1) aver‘agé ablhty in. the sk1115 of . g ’
A U ’ . ‘. o PR o _ )
"' . phonetic; structUral and dontextual analysis, (@) good ]

.~ basic sight v_oi:abular-y, -(8) varied experiential back— .

et

.. 4 -

s

. ground. ”

¢

IR, 7 5 R ALK e it

'B. Definition .~
Listening voéabul'arx. refers tothe body of spoken words {- :
for.which' the student has'a meaning. = . s
¥ . ' ' * . ' c e g ) )

.Reading vocabulary refers to the body of wonds that the

~
.. . - .

. .student is able to read and for which he has a ‘meaning,
C, Functions of Meaning Vocabularies in themReading Act

. Listéninlg.voca‘bulary. .- A'lthéugh the studerit is not invol\'ké'd’

“in hstenmg wh11e he reads suently, he wm often use

s

", his ltstemng vocabular-y to help him decogje or fmd the

' meamng of an unf’amlhar- wor‘d. «By obtaimr)g some of" |

P

the sounds in a difficult word and combmmg*them w1th' ’

,~ the: contéxt of the sentence, the student may reciall the |

. , \ -

‘ ct 'wor~d from his llstemng vocabular'y. In this way, .
. . partial hecogmtlon of“ the word tmgger‘s a memory r‘es- L K

, ponsé and the student goes to his 11stemng vocabular‘y S Lo




_ 95
¢ . Lo v '
to find thé correct word for the 5ituation . Because of

o c o

. tl‘{is,a\,sséciati_dn:l;etwegnnt_he reading and listening . . B

' Vc‘ndabﬁl:'a:r‘ies', it becomes. important that: efforts be-

M,_,A__..,

made to increase the student's Iiétening vocabulary - -
- , o . . ot 4 0
’ L 'through} many types of oral language activities.

Reading vocabulary. lt<.i.snthe.s'tudérit's read{ng'vo'ciabulé.l‘ry . s

that_elja',ble“s him to_gaix meahing from the printed

'medium.. The studént must be able to supply a mean-

SPEPNUUBEPRL ST
. .
S

ing".‘lfornall the visuat patterns he encounters’as he. ~

reads., "However, "the devéiopm'ent- of this ab‘il‘ity. is

- overy dépende_nf u-pon the students- f'ac'ility. in,the’

previously dis¢cussed skills..
. D. Special Considerations - TS &
. : " . ] . L , t o - J ' P,

In the primary grades, the student's 1iét£ning 'vocabulary -
exceeds his ﬁeading vocabulary, However, as he 'p'rg—- '

. . L N ? .. . - - . . . |

, gresses'thr*ough the program, his reading voca:bufar\y -
[T T . P , . Lt R . ,

N 1

should surpass the i’istening,v.égab.ular*y. This reverse '~
_in the sizes of the vocabularies Usually: occurs about -

grade.seven or eight.',
In the primary grades, the eité‘nt of the student's: »
listening vocabulary may be_uéed as a~r~ou'9h est'irvnatre

of his reading potential at .that', particular time. e




. . . R . e . - . . .
. i . B B v
. . v .

7 .

o Program . y . L o s
C ‘ Both meening vocabularies’are essential components of’
[ ' ‘ . . Lot ’ . [} ' ’ l' ' o o ' ’ . .
. AN Lt the heedimg program; }l\{ith the reading”vocabulary

.. being the more crucial in terms of printed communica~-

., b . .o,

[UpPREN
»

4 o

to develop both vocabulames for they are the two most

\ .
~

v . basm components of cor‘npr*ehenswn.

; . E .. . F Appropmate Techmques for Evaluatmg Meamng \/ocabulary ]

L.lstemng vocabular*y-——The student is given a wor-d thhout

- -~

Voo ' S context and he has to;assignit toa partlculah categor*y, )

E_ N - . . ‘ ] . . . ] i . . B . B
" for example the wor‘d_"‘ﬂamr'pable" may be assigned to
- ‘ -the category of "burning”.
L i .
Reading vocabulary'—-—A'w:or*d is presented to the student in
for it from a set of f?uh words. -, '+
G. Questions to Ask About »§tahdardized 'Meahihg Vocabular‘y '
. Tests . S .
1. Is it atest of'listening or reading vocabular‘y"? - Yy

| )

2., Ar‘e the wor*ds preseruted in context or 1n 1solat1on'> :

/;‘ » ' S 3. "What is the read ing 1evél of the cont;ext words in the

N I'w ) - . . N . " . .
. . .

reading vocabulahy test? R LI
' o Lo : 4.,’ ‘What is the readmg level -of the‘ rnqltiple'choic‘:e answer
ot words?

L 5 . Is the level of dlfﬁculty equivalent to the deghee of .

” . ' difficulty demanded by. the student's r~ead1ng leve,l?
i . ) . - s T . . . o Y .

3

. i .
- " N - -
" ¢ . P ' ’ 4 . . -

. . o . . R . : .

- . ., < 5 . . - A .

) - 13 - . .
. . v ~ . L . N .
- . . : - . .. ; LY -

E. . F’osmon of Meamng \/ocabu aries W1th1n the Total Readlng :

: ti'ons:. The entire 'réa'ding prognam should be designed -

the. context of a sentehce and he' has to, find a synonym A

UTPE SRS



:; Comprehension

H. ‘-Pr‘oblems of Standardlzed Tests of Meamng Vocabulary

i

1. Some rr;eamng vocabular-§‘ tests do not take mto -

o i ' a_ccount the problem of multiple meanihgs when the’

words are presented in isolation. . . S

R - A ’ t , ' 1.
"“textual .analysis if too much context is provided.

T

3. The reading.meaning vocabulary tests may-not,-' have -’

controlled bhe r‘eading leveI of the context \;vbr‘ds or’

p - . . A " \ p( .‘
the mulh’plechoi'ce answer ‘Wor‘ds.', : ;o

) N
B Jra-

21.. Most vocabulary tests test only for the most ‘bas1c '

’

meamhg of a word and do hot test for(depth of vocabu-

EE

lary meaning. - i

A}
L
AR

A,
...r -
o B,

these can be subdivided into literal and inferential camprehension.

+

" "The student.has two. types of comprehension (1) listening

" (auditory) comprehension, (2) reading comprehension, and each of

g

Pr‘erequis-ite Skills ‘ . '?

T "

‘ discniminatidn, (2) adequate_ auditory m'em'or*y and

vocabulary '

Reading -'com;;r‘ehen's.ionl‘(d Y adequate word r‘econgition

3
”

abmty, (2) &dequate r*eadmg meamng vocabularﬂy .

°
» o

' Def"mltlons

»

3y . . l- . . l'fv\ .4 B . . . .

l_isteni_ng ‘c_:om;")rahe'_hsion.' r"'eFe“r.'s', to.the .'s,tucfiént"a ability to

.. -

“a

S e -

2. Tests Whiqh use context may become tests of con=-

l_1sten1ng compr*ehensmn (1) adequate audltor‘y aculty and o



SO TR - o8
‘ listén'to a passage and to. ansy\)er:;l_iig_r%al'and inferen=" . -
S tial questions related to it, .~ - . o 00

sty 2 et Ben e b e fal TS e
.,,_,..T.mu ; .

2 P Yoz

Reading comprehension re;fer*s t,o'the ét"udent!s ability to

4

read a passage and to'answer literal and inferential ) ~ . -
» R ! - o 4 : - s 4 - ;
questions related to it. con L

":.."3:: & é;" -
g
R

v Litéral compr"e hension refers.to the s'tu_dem;'s ability.to
. . » - . o

, .

answer questions whose answers can be found i

n the,

&

-
[N

ondin,

factual material of the passage.”

_Inferential comprehension refers to -the student's ability

~
-

to use the factual inforrpation of: a passage to make ... T °

.0 predictions"abbut future events or to draw conclusions’

. cor‘-uc.e'bhing even_tis ’tha.t'ar;é no't e'-xplicitl‘y sta_’t'é‘d 1n .t‘:he -

“-Désgagé.' ST o . I

C. F“un'ctionslof Co_rnpreh-e;.ns.ibn:lj.ur‘ing the Réading Act
. éecau_se cor.r:xp \r*.erhehs?"_o_'n."isl,a Functi.on of the .bﬁﬁp_c?se_ for'\' _' .

'. which one réads, and of the type and difficulty of the

. S . ‘ ' .
material being.read, one should not consider compr‘e—: -

. hension.to be a'singUIar-_-ability ‘that operates ‘in the - _

.o ’ . . s " ' . . c ,.
~“sarme manner in each -1éar‘r.\ing- situation. The type of .. T
o ! ‘ e o A .
eSmprehension that is reguired to find and use a tele- " ".." . *

phoﬁent_nmbér is vastly different fromi that required to ¢

. sbive'a Mhath wordrproblem or that:which'is used to ' LU

\ . ‘
. verify a-hypothesis in Sciencei, It {$ essential to- \ C
- rlegllli;e that different subj"ect:.ar-e_as' and .diFF'er'ént levels- . ]
b o :‘
. 4 ) . ) '
) , =y



e e o of cbmplékify Withiﬁa subject'ar‘ea'wtll den"?and ar

umque type of comprehenméh ablllty Whe’h con-— ‘

1 . - - 3

B T o 51der~1ng the tOpIC of compr*ehenSIOn, one should view . . !

v itin terms‘ of the task to be accomphshed One should’ .

Y N . -

compr‘ehen ion ab111ty in one 31tuat10n r‘eflects what itt . \ h

- will be'in a diffehe'nt :situatior’\.

D.-_' Spemal Con51der~at1ons of Comprehensmr\
R (2} the earlier gpaéappr‘ommately K to 6 the student's '
L S a_iuditoriy'k:ompr‘ehension v_vill exceed his reading com--"* i .

il

' prehenéidn*. Howe_e_\'/er*, the.r:eadin'g con'ip_rehensfoﬁ
. © usually begins.to miatch and overtake the student's

S " auditory cb'mpr*ehensidh‘a't abo(it: gr\ade seven:or eight;' U é
. " . 0 A :

Se e Audltory compr*ehensmn usuaﬂy 1nvolves a conSIder- .

L able degree of audltéry memory/, If a~student has as
e Co poor‘ audltor‘y memory, tests of audltory comprehen- : , :
. ot e sion rmay test audi‘q_ory 'memory ,mone than compr‘e— . o F

&
T .-

"hén‘si on in” instaricés where the paSsage‘s are rather
.7 lengthy, T - o Ly

. ‘ . ) © . o - .'_. .. o e . -
The types of que;stion_s vyhich'a teacher asks has a ,signif_i—

et

Co cant gnﬂuence upon the t.ypes of’ comprehenslon T
: S /\ . .

- o ) . ?)( \ablhtles that the student w111 develop

V . (1{'/ e, : r

oo In hstenmg comprehenswn tests the exammer‘ S dlalect

[T ’ .

o T and enunmatlon can mﬂuencq the student‘s responses.




o

g
. N - . - a L 3
e .. ® . ] . s ' \ , ! ‘

o o e o7 ' T l e
.. In the interpretation of the student's‘ c%rnpre‘benslon score,

-
_.,-| INLINT 23
' L RS _,

. ° /\A:he teach'eh should con51der* the deg eee of famthamty
‘ - 1

¢ EN . a N :. \l

6-'3, ~which the stud.ent may have w1tb the subject matter of

D

9 . the test and the _r*elatiqn_'ship -that'sa'xisté betwee’n ﬁhe
. o e_ -* . .=’..— . o . . ’:., w”
- syntactic stPuctures of the passag:e" and thosé that the .
oo student utilizes, in. h15 speech Cooae
& . e S .
E. . Posmon -of CoPnpr*ehens*ton W'lthln the 'Tptal Readmg

o

s
4" ‘a '
/ F’r*ogr*ann
[ ~ . ., N . .
‘From the r*ea'diness stage of Peading thr*ough to the_ e‘hd’ of
. - “ b . ©

.‘\. -

the progr‘am, compr‘ehegmon shSuld be the pmnCIpal

- ° . . O

,goal of all’ r'eadmg lnstr‘uctlon. Whllé partlcular‘ ;
o N . L

instrgiction Wl'U- be'glven to 1mpr~ove Separ‘ate reading

e - 'skills, the teacher 's pmﬁnar‘y goal.shouid be the

: fo) thats the student may

betteh.under*s'tand_ v‘\; at heFeads :Smce comprehen._..
. o A

o0 e N . 3 - T . L s '
" sion ig not a singular'ability,_‘teachers sHpuld ensure

N R
LI - B v

: that they hequlr*e the student to perform various types
S b,
2 ° of compr‘ehension activi‘ties. Teachehs should be -
: °- ¢ S A i .
¢ ) - . o . ' ‘ot o e

LI ‘ _cognizant of the rnole v(/hich‘theii( oral que'stig)ns can .

o . .0 te M . ’ . '

° / play \in-he,lpi‘.’ng the student 'dev'elaop his comprehension *

5. s (_' ! .

L

i - lo .
o . a abillty.n
: [

P e - . .

F Appropmate Techn{ques fon Evaluatmg Compr‘ehenswna

c® .
. Ina list_ening comp'r‘ehef‘ision test the student may be
) o ‘ - . +
requl red to hsten to a paSsage and then to answer
L] Q ) . . .
y o g ) v
* ' i ; * -] 1
. 3 ’ 2 : e T
) ¥ 2.
. . N

o (r : . .E R -;0\‘#\100\{.'.

: L : : .

-




>

v - _' ' .- M [

1

i . S " questions by givi‘ngl-'ov'ﬂal responses 'orj by ma:r‘king an .-

answer sheet, If the studént must respond on an
Ve e . o
. answer sheet,_the examiner should read the ,m'ultiple.

s . . n ~

answers from whigh the é(;udent must.select an answer .

3
7 . .

and Has to answer quesfior'\s_tha.f follow the passage.
S'Qme,compr‘ehensioh t,e'sts'use'wa modified cloze

2 LI . . B
2

~ . - . . ) . - .
R . . procedure to test comprehensiofr.: -However, it is very
z ) A PR L '
’ . ' o diFﬁCgIt to devise a literal comprehension test using’
., N ' ) . i . . A L .
L] 4 ' o v -

o .  this technique . - R

} ' "Ir> bftBe.r type of comprehensioni~the teacher may tse a .’

1

_ "free response" format. In this situation the 'stud'ent

/) ", Q ) ) _— '
- ' - . / does nbt have to_g:hoos_e' from a fixed set df responses’™
. . B - . ) . s . . '. '.
. but devises his own answer and it is. recorded by-the
. ; / o
3 . , .

teacher. While this meth&d will often providesthe

g )f g teac'he.r' vaith a'g,r‘eat,dg,al\of diagnostic information, it
' N N . . . .
v ' is very time consurﬁing sincé it must be done on an ¢

. i'ndfv)idgél basis. ' ' W
* S . - . \ Fo\k éhe vzar‘y y.oun'g stujc.jent ‘and' the iﬂe’car;deda'readen, the

¥,

% picture fornhat must be used to measure compr‘ehension; :
’ ' ’ ’ ? a A T ) .. I .-. ' B

C ' o G. Questions to Ask About Standardized Comprehension
VA ) o , - LA .

_ ) o 'Te’sts' ‘ LT - e .
‘:, ' L. . ) , . H ’ . . . . ' C .. § . ' . o N s

' . 1. What adpect of comprehensionability is being
* ' 4 . ! ) ’ .

[

s

2

' LT e TR " - measured? R
. PN LN . , . o - . .

2

. ‘,' ’ ) 101' .

TP ' : o - ' -
In reading comprehension tests, the student rea@s a passage.

AN Y : o "[~..,.."

R : . : % »

Y Uit o e aid it

..}‘,

-




¥

; s . o .
. . T L 102
\ Y ' o ‘ .' . o . I. . . ° .
2, Is the test one of literal, ipfer.‘entiél or;-bpth types of B
i comp:*‘ehensfor;? A N L T . 1
'3. "Haw familiar is the student with the content of the 2
. compréhension test? . |
. . . _' . i ¥ - .
o : .A. Inthe reading- comppehensiph test, how significanta - . . 4
. ? . ‘ LY . e o e .o ] . ‘ - 3
~w factor is word recognition when the.test is designed to S ]
. “ measure a particular type of comprehension? . - :
. . . . ’ b
.- . . . ' SN - . _ o
. * 5. IS the comprehension test timed ordoes.the student -~ - ,';
: have as much'time as he needs to complete the test? *
-6, Is t{‘\é type of comprehension demarided by the test S
) eq_(.iivale'_r'wt to the type réauired by the student's séh961 ;
'.' . . e N ' ' I ' : ° * a l" . . -~
. program? ‘
, H. Problems éelat'ed to Standardized C,émpr‘ehension Tests
' 1.- They'frequently measure only literal comprehension.
2. They gene rtally' pr“oixide..only\ a,global score of the
- student's Eo.mprehehsion abihlity r"ather' than measure
. ’ : ~‘ I . . : . ’ ‘A . .-,b . ' . ' *
specific types of comprehension skills,: The global
score does not p'rovidethe‘ teacher with much dia‘anos— '
. . e .h - . N \} i . ' .
“tic .information. C ~_ A o
3 ’ ,\ . 7
‘ ST
B Or‘aﬁi Reading . ’ )
s . . . . o ' . - -
" A, ‘Prerequisite Skill: v
:ul . . B . - "., ) ‘. . N v : B _.
. Adequate visual acuity and discnimination of print,
B.. Definition - .
. * Oral reading refers to the student's 'at';ilify to pronounce -
: : ) . ae . . . -
s ! ! Q
q ,
2 ' -



.« L “10.3_.

e,
v b A
[ . .

' accurately tHg ‘words tha_t,' he is reading and to do- this )

sy . .4

e in a manhner that rgffects— Ehé 'n%\tur;a'll ir_\tbné'ti:o)n. o A 1
' " - s 'péf.tems, of the spoken language.. '
) C f.—"u.ncti\ons of Orall' Reaair-wg'j During the Reading ‘Act BN "
‘ B o (‘D.r'al r-eéding 1s b;/ def'im'tion‘tk:e vodal.i‘ze'd 'aspe'c'tlo.f thé..
; _m:;aq'ing a<.:t amd i$', _t.hepefqr*e,. ‘cons_i‘d,_er'edx a Func£ion ofv‘ .
L o L 7 vord r"eq'.b\gm"tio'n rather‘th;'alr\ the ba}si;s for the .Qev'e'_llo_é'_
’ R men:t_. .<'3f another r:eadir'\gq skill . Oral .reé;:ii.r)g'-i.s' v.iZE\.)ved N
. ) as 'a:n.'outlpu.t and- not an i;'\p'\'_:t' of ;che reading act HOW: -
: - aver, it is P'ecogr;i‘ze'clj‘_thqt undé‘r'.ocertain conditions- and'w .- ,. i
',-. B A .- B s | o ) 4
for some readers oral .r.*eading may function a§_.an aid’ | .
. L ) to coh';prehénsié;’u or éo"a bét,'te_r; Q'n"der\stand'ing of ‘. i
| English inEon'at'ion pétt_e_l;ps. aé théy 'p'ertain to printegi. ', '
o | - c'o_rn.r.nu.r\i-.cai:ica;w; g _. '_ .o E N . o é
L D. Pos.,i‘ti_.on of Q?*él"Readingi-Wﬁthin the Total Réadi_ng Program . | §
- Irr and of itself, or‘a'l. r*eacliiné h'a.ts ’only.. min%rﬁal yalué in . 1 !
° ._ a té_r‘m.s of its é:c)ntributi-on to the" d'e;/'elopmerit éf- reading ‘ 2
“ ' ‘ _— : . ’ : e
o .. ability, It rmay be use'd'to'i'r)c.licaté to the stud'entltha't o K
S the flow of pr."int'ed materia_i is based on the rﬁythm» k

which the ideas would have if they had been spoken by =

the author.rather than, v'v,r.ittenf Round-robin oral
e g N . . e e ) - : LY
' A . - reading sessions often‘hinder the development of

rea_éiing’ 'a;bility more than.f_hey_help'it.' Oral r‘ea'diﬁc_'; . T

~_should be used. primarily to diagnose the student!s ©

.9
u

Elad A <



e o T .,w.o'rd ne;':ognition:end i'n'ﬁenat;idn ;bilit{es. o
S . E 'Spec'ial.'Cpnsi'defa.tioh‘s for .ohal.geédi_ng -
- | .o Orjel r‘eaad_.ing'd-i'agnosis on'l>; pnb_\/_ides an 'indi;:a‘\,fion.of.‘
| L the stud'en‘t"s word r‘ec.ognitic‘)n.ee__ihty./..
2., O.r'"al needi_n;; passéges_"used'f’entestiné eurp;_oses
sheuld be 100 onmpre words in:,nlength"and usually |
) L N . ’ , ' -

taken from unseen reading material.’

. . 3. In sconing the stude_nt's oral reading, ‘sb_r'ne'_re'ad'ing
. resear‘cnens suggest that spor‘adic repetitions and‘

‘ hes1tat10ns 'should not be counted as er~r~or~s smce they
\ BRI :may actually repr‘esent good-neadm’\a 1ty. .'Howeve'r,
: __1f the student is expemenmng fr‘equent éswatiOns or-

cee T repetitions, the teagher m‘ay. assume that the passage

o Tl o, s very close to h1s fr*-ustr*atlon level T

o

F Appropmate Techmques for Evaluatmg Oral Readmg
" Select e .numben of par‘agr‘aphs of 100 wqr~ds or~ _moré from

..\}ar'ious{gr;akde levels. These panagnaphs should- be

S ’ x"."w o, ’ . ' .
taken from unseen material and represent.reading

achi_evement .a.t about the rntdp')oint of the various grade .

7 . _l o levéls Begln the testmg by havtng the student r~ead a

®

paragr'aph or two that the teaqher feels is. at least one

'year below-the stude\nt‘s appar‘ent'i'nstrjuctio_nal reading

‘level, Continue the reading until the student encounters
~considerable ,r‘-ead_ing'- difficulty, For puirposes, of

I'd

~ -

e Ul e — s i St

D e
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.

séb_ﬁng, it is adv.i'sable'kto‘- record on_tape.‘the sfudeﬁt's ’
reading for it ts very difficult to note all the: student!s”

errors and their possible causes, . .

The following are’ conéide'req ‘oral reading errors or

-‘-&._ ’

. . N . / '
miscues: . I SN\
~1.. misprenunciations (Dialectic prohunciations-are;
L. , . “nh o . o S ! ' St
Scored as correct pronunciations.) . e

‘2., omissions : A

‘3. insertions - R R . ot

4 .' substitutions .

"5, reversals : o -

- 6. -repetitions and hesitatibns_:.' (These are considered .

oral reading errors on some tests.) - = =
) , ] r‘ . . N ) ‘. . : .
. "The analysis of the Student's miscues may reveal a
L. . ' . ) 8 . PN " N

>

T pattern of W@Taknegs in phonics, sight vocabulary, use: -

.. . of context, structural analysis or visual discrimination .

' '\ - R v PR ' ) . . ‘s
© With this information, the teacher will be in a position
2 - . o :
to plan appropriate remedial instruction to overcome

: . the student's weaknesses.

o +

By counting the riimber of miscues, the teacher is. able \

105

to deterrine _the'.stu'dent's in'dependént, instructional
and frustrational readihg lévels. The percentage of
* correct responses for each level is as foli_oWs: .
independent reading lével = ¢ 99%
\ . ‘r" o \ 1] o .
" N v
- - \_:_r 4

¢

L i s =

e
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-ins'tr'UQtio'.na'l_ reading level = 95% :

f-rus_.tna'ti‘on}e_ading"le.\:/el = 'bel'ow 90%. . j
By aFtachih_g éeh .cqmbi“ehens:i'oh. quest.i-ons.to egqh )
passage,. thé_;éac;\er méy‘-:e\bt'éi.n ';eimilz.;m lévels v(/i-tk.{ S

\

-

respect to the student’s'co’m‘pr‘eheﬁsion ability. These

auestions should. involve both titéral and inferential
conﬁprehgnsion." The percentage of correct responses

-, * \

for each comprehension level is as follows:
. . : . )

- ‘independent comprehension lg'vel. "B0% . . —

- instructional comprehension level 70% . C L

f'r‘us,tr‘at'ionl c_Qmp;rehensi,Onjlevel_ ‘bellgv; 50%
I.F,the teachgr wishe.s,- he ‘may also obta‘i;{'an es.tima.té_. .
;)F the stuc;ent'é silent r*eading compr*ehen.sion.le've'_ls;

In tljis'c.,ase_'tl:\e stud'ent“r‘eads a diﬁe;ehp sét of." ‘pa.\'r\a—.

g gr‘aph:s sile;\t}y and ‘then .'th'e_’yéagz.l;\er; asks tbe ten <::o_r.'r{—- :
pr‘e;hen_sig'.n qu'es't'ic.ms;.,' The }c'-or')'\'pr‘ehe,ns{or} pér;;:.entaggs
.abov_‘ef?..cg also .uged for establishie{g';. silent r*eadin.g '
-é;;hqpr‘ehen'si‘on' i,gvels . |
From an ;ai_naly'sis of tHe oral r:e‘aaiﬁg a.nﬂd cdrr'\br‘ehe_t:\-. .
sion levels, :Fh; teacher should 6e in é. plo.sit'i.on l';Q

L deéi’dé .tlf\e typ_e'bf. .r'eading rﬁaterial"tha;t @y be"t',lsed '
to instruct ti_’\e \-lstudent,

" The r‘ésdlts' of an' informal reading inventory should .bé '
.us.ec-Jl'ir;i.c:onjunctioh wit;h ‘o.thérj .d.ia;gﬁjcjséic Measures.

’
v



G. . Questions to-Ask About-Oral Reading Tests"
1. . Are repetitions énd‘hes'{t’a'.tions'co"n'si.dered'-as, is-
cues?-_.' L
2. _'Ar‘e the pa‘r*é}gr'aphs at l.eafst__'ioo words in -length;?,
3. From.where were the bai"_agrépﬁs t,aken?_,._'
4, How many compﬁehénsion,'-qL'gés,'tjions ‘ar,e.tpe.r*é’?'
“5. Do the questions require inferential as well as’

literal comprehension? .
. * - M | ) Do ‘
Does the manual that accompanjes the test provide. -

v - -
1 . N

possible explanat‘iéns Cohcerhing thé, various .typeé-of_

... miscues’ and suggestions’ ﬁorj=r‘el"nediation’:> Cn

1..

) oo .

" H... Prioblems Related to Standardized Oral Réading Tests Y

The comprehension. questions are only literal ., :

".-The r‘ea{ding pés,sagié-s are too short,’ .

I . . . . ..
Repetitions and hesitations are.considered as miscues.’

P
* 4, The accompanying manuals provide very little . o
) ' ) ‘ ] .' 4 . . N 3 . ' .
information cpnecerning the possible causes of miscues.
| ’ ‘ ’ ' ) '
! . T ’
- . )
-' . v . ) & ' « -
t ) ‘ .
. , ) ) u
‘ ) )~ - . '2 “
. A ('3‘
H:II " -
% .

L 1Y

Y o i b el Ak 38 s




ANALYSIS OF SOME STATISTICAL CONGEPTS | -
IN STANDARDIZED TESTING

N

validity AR

Validity refers to'the ability of a test to measure what it is

L]

: _.jdes'igned t_o-rr_\ea'sur‘e.: Before passin‘g_judgemeht on the ‘validity‘of a '

i

'_tes't, one must be ﬁ.’:l_ly aware of the pQrposé's for which the test is

designed and ‘the purposes for which the test is being used in a given

situation, These two sets of purposes must coincide in order.for the
test to have any validity. 'A particular test may be quf{te i/.a_lid in one ™

situation but quite invalid in andtﬁz_ar* when it is being used to achieve

‘purposes f_or;' which it was not designed . '.Co‘r'nplefe awareness. of the

goals of the testing _sitﬁatio’n and the goals ‘for which a test w’aé,_ :

' desi'gned is crucial to the proper utilization of a'ny test.
. . g . - . N .

Oour d'iscuss,ior) of test validity in reading w‘iAl'l centeraround -

“the aspects of content valjdity’ and the validity of the pr'o‘cedu_r*e used to

"measu_re a r*eag:iing skill'. :The topic of 'score valid_.fty .wi'll be tr;eafed

, 1

under the headirng of reliability.

\l'

If a:teacher is to.obtain an accurate assessment of the student's

Y

strengths and weakneSses in a barjticular‘ réading skill, it is imperative

that the items of t_hé test adequately represent all facets of the skil} '
'be'ing ‘measured. If a"test 1aqks items on a specific asbec"c of.é_
.readingﬁskill , it dogs not have full content validity and the teac.her" has

\

" no 'm_eé'ns of determining the student's proFicie'ncy with regard -to.thét .

<t , . - ) e

.-
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‘complete content validity it must cdnt!ain.'jteh:ms'thé.t test all facets of
:the reading skill, The teacher however, must ﬁr*st know* the vamous

. .behavlourswhat ‘constitute a sklll befor'e he is able. to ascer-tam whether \.@‘1’

) ’ - o
or .not the Fest-adequately r‘epr‘esents_a Ful.l e_xarﬁin_ation_cgf that skill,’ .
,Teach‘ere'sholljld_..'examin'e.the test 'r_nanual to eee if th'e'aut'hons-of'.,the L

" test pr‘*o'vi.de a'}n_y explanation. of, which ifems P)ave Been ineludea in the
test. When Fhe r_naﬁual does not prev{de_ Such i-nfor‘metioh ,I .'lit mey- be - '

. ipaccurate. If a test does not adequately measure the skill it was

‘ qeeig'neq to measure then the score obtained is‘meaningless to the- .

_r*elati'onship and-'nc')t ti"\e\letter*-'-to—-sound reiationship. A score on the s

_— R e e
particular area of the reading.skill. "In order for a test.to have . - R

—_— ) ) .',i

posSible‘tk:ét decisions made on the basis of test results could be

AT

* . -~ - . A . R
.

teacher. A K

After the teacher hés‘cmclu&ed that the test possess‘es-the".

1 : - : .oN

pr*er:equ'i_site content validity, he should concern himself with an

exa'rnination of the procedure used to measure the skill, 'Since the

. teacher Wishes to determine whether or"not the student is capab'l'e' oﬂ ’

utilizing the skill in an actual reading situation, it is important that .

the test measure the skill in a manner that is«as close to its real =~ L o

application as is pos.sible'and practical.. Some reading tests do rot ,

D Y [N

. measure«the skill in the manner it is"used.dgr‘ing the readihg aicf.'

Most bepe_r'—and—pencii tests of phonics examine the 'soynd—té-letter*

-for‘mer is'not an mdlcatlon of ‘the student's ab111ty to apply phomcs

4 o,
.

gener*ahzatlons to new wor*ds. To help m dec1dmg the quest1on of

Y



procédd_réil validity,' teachers are refepred to Section C of the‘notes
dealing with the: reading skills. This. ection briefly outlines the Y

. “mannér in which a skill t({nctior\_s durin the reading act. Whena test

N 4 \
- examines a skill.in a manner that'is different from the way in'which
" the, skill is used in the process of reading, the test manual should ..~ -

A

supply a Justlﬁcatlon for the procedure. o ¢

Even though a test may appear‘ to have adequate content

' valtc;ity,ahd _to exemme the skill'.’i,n a legilmjete rhanner, the teecheh‘_ S o
'_cahhotj L.\mq_L;leslstioningly aoée@t the‘stud\éht'\.}s e_core as aA ber‘fect._e‘sti r'nate_'l' .' R !

' _of his 'f"aci-ll'i‘ty in that_skill. .‘"Ehe're may b<-:\'l a numbeh of ()t‘her:" factors .- ’

than the student S eblht)'/. hat may Colntr‘lbl:te tﬂo‘the scor‘e obtamed .

2

be fxplained in the followihg section._
. . X \‘ 4 .

e

- Some of theSe will
|

N
!

,_-\

T.he.conc,ept.of hetiab'ility'rl‘e‘lates to the score which an individ- -

Reliability

ual obtains on a'test, 'By definition, reliability refers to the power of
a test to provide approximately the same score if the test were. .

. ¢ . . . ) M R . . 1 . . L ' ’
- administered.several times. It is a measure of consistency. -

'The'degrée'of concern which a teacher has regarding the
' hei‘iahility' of a test will be determined by, the nature of the decisions
_that will be made on the basis of the results obtained. The morg’

- crucial the decisidn to be made, the more concerned .should the . ':_ 3
teacher be ‘regarding the test's reliability.

Due to the many,d,iffe'nent factors that may contribute to thé L



. specific reliability.level appropriate for all testing situations. When

G

RN ) 111
production of a reliability coefficient, it is very difficult tq state a-

L .“ ot - . o ' - RN c . . L - P : -

1

!

", making degisions’régandihg ;hé grade or program placi'ement of__.ai,stu—

o

_ deﬁt, if is reéommended that the teadher selecta test which has a

reliability coefficient of -.85 or better; If, however, the reliability -

. coefficient has been obtained via the equivalent form rﬁethod with.a

' .

tirhe lapsg between the two forms, the teacher Cc;uld'als.o accépt a .75.v'..

". reliability coefficient. If,. for neasons of practicality, the teagher is

>

‘l'mable‘ to, use a’test with one of the above levels of reliabil_ity} then the ~

. \
N .

test with the highest reliapility should be chosen from those -available.

. C. ’ . ' ) oo ’ )
"~ ontwo different occasions with a time interval of about one week

et

"differences between the chhracterist‘ics of these two:groups ‘will.mean

" students.

_ In order for a particular reliability coefficient to have complete
. . . . . . s ) o L. ) e

L} .

_applicability to a.given testing situation, the group-with whom the

’
3

' teacher plans to use- the test mtjst be similar in nature 't_o t_he_-studénts' N .

. 3

who formed the population for the reliability Study. - Significant

v

“that less confidence can be placed:in the coefficient of the testi When

N ]

. g ’ . ’ e ¢ ' . ' N > .'.
critical decisions are to be made, itisvital that s'ome consideration

be.given to éhe_ similarities and differences between thé two gﬁoupS‘of_

There are several techniques that may be used 'tb determine

the reliability of a test. The following-are the most frequently used

a

. methods. o .,_,. . ' ' o ."

Test-retest. In this method the student is given the 'same test * -.

-~




1 . - "’
.1 betweén.testings. This technique accounts for errors that'may arise = - ;
. as a result o'f'-the ad'mi_r.\istr‘atio_n proced(.mes and the test situation.
+ - " Split-half.. This form of reliability i$ based on one administra- . :
tion of the test. -The items of the test are divided, after admimistration, - o
‘into two Halves on an odd-even basis and the two total scores for each
L o & S
half are correlated to produce the reliability coefficient, Thrc;’txgh this 3
. ’ ey ' SOt o ) o . . Vv :
’ - . : Es A . , S . . K\ -
technique the test cons_g_r\;qqton attempts to-account for, errors that may .- .
arise as'a result of the differences between the items of the test, i{

There are some serious limitations to this.r:netho.fd of determining

reliability and the coefficients derived may often bé s'purioUsly high, -

A teacher should also consider the number 6f items. that constitute .

each half.’ .The greater the number of items in each half, the more

dependable will be the reliability coefficient.

\

- Kuder-Richardson formula. This technique is very similar to
i . <~ - i ., . ) !
“the split-half method arid accounts for the same type of chance error.

. Itis also 'subject to the sarﬁe type of criticisms.

s -
s -

C e

Equivalent for*n’;. _Of the rﬁoré commonly used me'thods of : .y Y
" determining reliability, this one is the mo'.st'.sx:litable for most testin'g' '~ f

&itéatior-\s . In *;his r-'nethod_ thér*e are two eduivalér_wt' .Forms'of the‘ test,
-efaéhl I'.\aving fhé sa.me\ number of items, c_ove;*ing'the"slame subje;b‘t V “ {

[
3

* _matter and b‘e’mg of equal difficulty. The students are administered

one form of the .test and abou't a week or two later they are g{ven the. '
’ . I .- v . ' : ' .’ ) . - . > l
' second form. The scores of the two forms .are then totalled and

- correlated. The technique attempts to account for errors that ma




! . st I 1 13 : -'
- . = L t - .. : .8 B
arise as'a result of item sampling, variatioris .in the administratfon ’ '

. . . » -

I

.- procedures, and changes in the student from" one testing.situatién to
another. Because it accounts for the greatest number’* of sources of

chance error; the equivalent: for'r'h_.'metlfjod is considered‘the best way

: ’ . w oL . - . . . )
- to determine the reliability coefficient of a test. Since it does account:
. . . - . _
for several soyr_ces' of chance error, the coefficients produced are

.
[ . . s N . . .t

often lower than.what might be reported-by similar tests using another . .-

S -Pelia'bility-techniqu'e._ ' S e ' ' P ,

Standard, Error of Measurement . T o R _ - : E
~ . : FEY . ' .

An individual test sgore isnot entir'ely~'the result of what the

student knows about a specific skill, Some portion of the scére-canbe -~ =,

4

]

'dut;:i_ng.the:te.s_t,',_»_th'é student's ph'ysic.ail, and

. \vyi_ﬁh, tests, distractions
) .. . ".‘ __'. ) R . _'. ) R _'. B . .A . .. N . \:ll . -‘l, ' -. v
, emotional-state at the time of testing-and. several® cther conditions of"

. testing.. 'Sinceﬁheée circumstances jcli'*e not pﬁ*eq{ctabl'e, they are -

ter.'rr'\_ed forms of c‘hancgi‘er‘*r'or' and the)} may ~ser~v..e to édd: tq.thé stu_—' T .

dent's true score or to detract from it.. THus the portion.of the
_student's écom_e prodgged'by these factgﬁs‘is-,cﬁalled _éhance error score,’

B} . -

To in_c'iicate the degree of char“\uce error associated Qvith,a'test, ‘the test’

manual usually., reports a.statistic known as the standard error of

. ‘meaéurémenf, or. abbreviated as’ th:e' "Ser'f?”;' - The_“sta_mdahc'i..etﬁro‘r‘ of '
Co : ) S . o "‘: -‘. .o L ) . ._'a_
measurement is usually given in terms of ‘raw score points.* Since the
.'standar'd erpor of meéé‘urémeg\t.may,hqye a posjtive or ngggtiVe‘
iﬁfluénce’lub‘dn -:thef student's séore,-,the use of iqt will result in a score .
o, " . v o A - :

« . . . N . .
. . . o



’ , °.

. ' ’ . . : B
- hand within which the teacher can.assume will fall the student's trye

score: The size Of the score band is related to: the degreé of pro-
:’a. . . T .QI . _. ' . ‘ - ' ..'
babikity!which'tl"we Eeacher* wishes to ac‘cept,wher} Erying to estimate’

N " . .9 . . ”.
- B .
3

the true score, -, - . A ‘ o
1 Sem. = 68% probability -

2 T, ‘ = 95% - SY) ) ".'. . B . °

‘ ¢ . S ' “ " , ..
ot : ° 9 8 . . . °
i 1] f— . AL . o K .

! = g9% ., J
. . . [ i : . °

"Example: If a student obtained a ra{_v\'i score of 27 on al40 item test, it
§ ' ' -r ‘ Y. . o :
“ could be -Stated that the score of 27 éontains_ an estimate of what the

- A )
subject’as well as some thance error,
The standard error of measurement for our test is 8 raw score.

Ql'... . ' Q
»

student really knows abouts the_‘

‘ poir:ts. it may now be said that with _ = . T o
3] . a . .

B68% probability the student's true store lies -somewhere

1) r o . - ) -
-'“betjween 24I'a°nd 30 , ~ .
L 95% probability tHe,student.’s tr‘ue.sé(J(‘e,lieé séméwheré- '
. v T o o ' u,
0 ' between 21 and 33 LT

_99% prabability the student's true score lies between
‘l-.'-;';{"evand 3. - ’
. . 3 T . ) 1

The dégr'ee' of robability which the {eacher; wi_sHes to uée-.W’ill depend

upon the natur

Y

o
. - .

« the 'decision thé more certain the feacher‘ should be‘of knowing where

-

. the student's trye score may be. 0" L *

’ °

* The standard ej'por‘ of F\f\easur‘emént is directly related to the

reliability of the .ies\t_._ . The higher the reliability SF the test, the lower

o

. . [} . -
‘ K BN a

S 114

)bf the decision that has to be ‘made:. 'T_he' more ééric;us




. - « ’ ‘ ’ . S :
4 ’, ® - 4 [ A . :115 -
, » - ’ > ' "
_is the 'size,'"of the standard errdr of measurement. It is an inverse ' ,
’ relationship. i o L
Co 'Sbrﬁé't_ég?t's do not report.a standard error of measurement. .. o
Cfc;nséquenfly, the teacher has no means of esti r'na'ting how much of the c ,."
: .. K . . . 0 s
éthdent’s score may be due to chance factors., o . ‘
Normis ™ =~ - e B N
v e Lt - .
- - . . _ . . . o L & o ' o
. ! ’ When the teacher 1'5 interested. in-making. comparisons between ;i | #
. e v ‘¢ P : ' . S B . e .y ‘ 1l
-studénts or between an individual student and a group, he will require S
_ - ) o . . . - . : , - f' B . Lo I i . r‘:;
\ - -norms, -If the teacher, ‘however, is concerned with the assessment of - i
 the student's strengths and'weaknésses in'a-particular discipline ar;ea, o o
) . then norms will-be of very limited usefulness. Teachers should only " " 3
e be conéerned ‘with the use of test.norms when they are 'brir‘nai*ily-
', Interested in comparing the achievemient of* the. student with that of , “‘:_"
s - ceTe B T T . B
,ajlrgother: student’or with that of a group. B ;
"~ Norms are not to be taken as representing\someférmc of ? a3 p
absolute standard of achievement in a skill. - The¥ are only an indica~ ~
_' tion of how well a spe%ifixgrbup of students performed on a testat a ;
e .o ° o N T : =%
« ™ given point in'time. They are not meant to demonstrate the most* = - -+ . .+ :{
-'. I oo v o R _f‘ ‘ ..‘ - . . . y
. desirable level of achievement. If the teacher feels that the norming - '
~"group 1s comparable to the type of students.he is dealing with, then he- X
'/’. . K o I' '.-_ . ! : : . . °~_
. may-wish to accept the performance of the.norming group as a standard -

/\' “‘for his students. It seems, however, more advisable to use the norms R

° P ' : t

. . B f e 3

‘as a point of reference rather than as a set ®f achiévement standards,

L
¥ The utilization of the test norms.is only valid when the group of 1
3 ’ e ; . -
B ' . o . -
)

o ' ' S

a2 ¥ :}:
y
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e . ’ ., A A -
students tested is .éi_m_ilar_ in nature to the- students' who c'ohétituted, the . v
n‘or'mi\n-g population, " If fﬁere ane".major\ dif;fehenées' between the "/.- .
: \ ) ) N . ' . . L o~ - N . . ’ !

_characteristics ‘of the twb groups, the norms cannot be used because ~
.-there is no longer a common basis. for valid-comparison. "1t is very . b

ir.nporta‘nt' that the teacher exé.rr_\ine"'ti'\e 'relationshib between the two x o e )

) QPOUps of students before making any c_ompar;isgn of scores. Other:
‘points, to consider regardifng the norming population are its size and A

n -

the date \_}vHen'it served to produé"e-the norms. "The larger the norming: .

-population, the’ more likely it will be"_that the rior'rr_ws-will represent the E
population-for V\('Hom ‘the test was designed.’ In qome’disciplines ,..the.

content of the discipline will change over'a period of time as a result .© . g
of new.d'iécoyé'r'*ies;and insig_ht's. Changes may also occur in the nature. ™~ -

* of the population for whom' a test was .design'ed.' These conditions are oo g
. most likely to prevai] when'a test that was_constructed ten on more T N
years ago is-used with a current group of students .. Because of the - o "1
B ". . . ) - ) i . l.'. .l . ' T .. : ,(
‘changes that have accupred in that ‘period of time, the norms of the - g

. ., .t . _‘ : R Lt ' ‘e : : '5.
" test will not be-representative of acﬁii/;?;rit..in that discipline for: ) i‘
spresent-day students .. Changes in the nature of the population for whom ‘
a test was designed may occur in a much shorter time period as a . o7
result'of a major alteration in te'ac'hi’ng methods or sqddén exposure to
a new ‘source’ of information. T el S
. ' [ ' ' ‘ . . - ' ; ' . . . l :ﬂ - ’
Test Scores - . L ' D e L
. A great deal of confusion and misunderstanding brevails among
. educators with .r*e"‘spe_z.ct to the’interpretation and use of the various Tt
.o . . O ’ . M . L. .' . 'Y,
e n . B ‘ q . "
S ' 2 .
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types of scores reported by stahdardized tééts_. In tHis section, we
- . K \\

- will deal with some of the more comrmonly used scares and attermpt to

4

“outline their strerigths and weaknesses, . . R !

L)

Gnadel\eguivalent score. Oof all'the',.'scor‘_es reported in".

-

standardized tests, the grade equivalent-score is probably thé most

. LY . N . . . - e
widely used ‘an,d the most frequently misinterpreted. Many teachers

© feel that the grade equivalent score is meant to indicate the grade

lév_el at WhicH the student is ﬂjnctioning. The grade equivaient score

"

oy . . L. R v “ .
cannot be interpreted in t,hi'sl'mahn'er‘.. ".To\unde'rstand the meaning of
this score,.one needs to know how it is derived. If the test norrns .,

rarge from grade 2:to grade 12,71t 18 assumed that thé.peét constructor

has administered the test t6 a gr*oub of st(;de_nfs frpm' each of these. .
R . - N ) . a l . . . N .' ‘. . ) ‘ ..‘ i
. :grades. The scores for each grade are then rank ordered and the raw
. L. . . . ‘ , . IS . . A - oLt

score that divides a grade group in half is considered the grade .

¢ t

'eqﬁibalehti-scor‘e for that gﬁadg lﬁvi‘ .- Ifa raw score of 34 divided the

grade four-sample in.half, 34 would beco'r‘ne'the raw ‘score for the . -

. o . . R o % -

" ¢ .grade equivalent score of 4.0.. The same procedure is used for each’.
-. ‘ . . ) .. ‘ 4 ._ . 1 . . -u

- grade in¢luded in the test norms. The months between -each grade

equivalent score are statistically computed and assigned to si:{ecific}

. . . N
B A

RERCEE " :\,,.'.,‘ + . T
raw'scores. Thus, it can be seen that a grade equivalent score does. -
. not refer to th‘e'-subj'ec_;t matter of a bar*ticulér grade level but dnly to."" '
the average score obtained by-.a group of Students on one test, ' If a
gfade three student achieves a grade equivalent score of .6.‘4, it means -
that 'he did as well on this test as the average grade six student in hi's"-
. a ' ' S ' .
-
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fourth month of schoo] It does not. mean that the gréde three stutient

‘is capable of coping - satlsfactgamly with sub_]ect matter at the gr‘ade six

'le_vel Unfor‘tunately many teacher‘s mtef"'m‘e\t the grade equlvalent

?

. .
score 1n the. latter‘ sense. Fr‘equently the test constructor has not

administered the"test to all the'g r-ades for which norms Have been

" established. A bortion of the norms will be based on actual t-est"'f;e-'. )
“sults and the rest of thefnb'}:.ms will be statistically arrived at.

Several authorities on testing have stated that there are a number of . . -

serious limitations associated with the use of grade eguivalent scones'.
. b, ! . N '
Because of the gross mis{nterpretations that accur with the use of this

te s

score and becalse of its almost total uselessness.in diagnostic

- . - . . . , - ) . » . . ‘a ‘l
teachin’g; _teacher's would be well advised to avoid repont\lng test results.

' y Co
m terms of a grade equmvalent score,

Y P
" Percefitile score. “The, pencenttle score does not repr*esent the

\

percentage of correct iﬂesponses obtained by a ;tddent,_on a test. The .

-

pe‘réentilé\ score relates to the pencentage of students that are ator = - ( a

' bélow a given raw score and i'ndice\zte's the position. held by a. student .

with respect to:othen students 't.o whom the test 'Wa's administ‘ér‘ec_i.- If 'g

a gr-a"de f’ive student obtained a: raw score.of 43and-this raw séor*e o

v -

tr-anslated to a pencenttle score of 74, 1t would mean that the student

had surpassed 73 percent of‘the students on whom the test was nonmed E

-

and was himsel?’,'positioned»at th'@ 74th perc'entile rank in.ter*ms of t’t\e o

norming group, Thg-pe,rcenb{lé‘rank score rjeveals,wherje the student -

N N

stands with regard to the scores’ obtained by’ the students o whom the
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v test was norimed; Depdnding upon the appropriateness of the test ; SR
I-' N o - [ . . .. . . . C -' . ) ' }
" being used, the percentile score indicates to the teacher whether the - - %
student is'doing well or poorly in the particular éubjeét matter, .T'he
herceptile score can also ke used to'compare the student's sc.o'r‘e,s on B o
different subject matter tests as- long,'as ‘the norming populations for ek
 the tests are the s$ame. The grade equivalent score cannot be com-~
: o R ’ . B . 1 . . T M ' . - ' N
pared in this manner. A student with a reading grade equivalent score - DR
.of 3.4 and 'a math grade equivalent score of 5,8 would appear tobe a' o
. L ) ; ’ s ) . . \ /'/
more capable student in.math than in reading. It is:possible{ however, "

g that the percentile scorg in reading might be .84 while that for-the
. - , . \ . " . ' - ’ : ' ’ . . ! .
\qvath might'.be only .70. By the use of the percentile score it ‘can be
seen that the student is 'ac'h{e'v_ing_ more in reading than in math,” The
"'"per‘centile,scor‘e provides a more understandable basis for making
cdn%\bar‘jsons_._ Parents and teacheirs are also.less inclined to_mis- {

(3]

interpret a student's, test r*elsult._wﬁen‘i_t is repoirted as a percentila

)

. score,,
: \

»~

Stanine score. The stanine score isa nine point scale t'het is

closely related to the percentile score.scale. In the case ofithe st':anine_'

. score, the: percentile rég_gé of O to 100 has been divided into nine oy
units. - The following table lists the stanine, the fumber of percentile

;
”

© ranks {h gach stanine-and the pertcentile l%and that each stanine repre-— S
o o - N ‘ ~' l- ‘° e ’ ‘ s ; '

i c
°

5-11%
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.score indicates to the teacher the position of the. studeht relative to . -

-~

0 N . " . o
: . : ', . o . " . .
. p
. v s N " ' -
. . i . ) ) j

stanine 5 =20 = 41-60% stanine 6'= 17 = 61-77%
stanine 7. = 12°'= 78-89% stanine 8 = 7= 90-96%
' . . " -
- . stanine 9 = . 4 = 97-100%

! '

gives a score band that-allows for tHe,éhance error that will qr*jée.in

cot ! . e

\

. the administration’ of the tjast'. Like the perc‘entile,scorej.the stanine:-

\'—\ .

IS
3 I

s

his peers in the subject under consideration. .A’lthough‘»#:mé test

g manuals state that the stanine 'systerq con'tains,nine equal steps, the
'the'sanﬁe'amdur'\t of achieveme\r)t. The:déSCr‘iption‘bf’ t,he's'tanin‘e scale

scale and not to the level of aKc\'ev'ement r*epres?ented'by each stanine, .

] .

teacher is not to interpret this to mean that each stanine represents
. . . . “a - ) . . L I

)\

_as a system of nine equal-steps: 'p'ertai‘n\s'to the statistical nature of the

Gener*ally the first three stanines are considered to indicate below

“

. 3 R R . - ' .
and the top three to indicate above average achie\)e%nent.
this,classification system for a given

group of st_udehts will depend
. .

[y

upon ho’y\} closely the étu_den'ts res'émble the norming gré’ub and how

v

"~ well the con'te’nt of the test matches the content whi‘ch the teacher

" wishes to examine. The stanine scale may be effectively used as a -

‘method of completing an initial grouping -of students. .

L ; '. ' ) - ) ‘. i ' " ) . 11
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. ' - The advantage of using the stanine system of 's_c‘or*ing is that '_it -

DR

_average achievement, the middle three to indicate average achievement.

The utility of . .~

¢
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~ . Questions to Ask About a Test
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‘skills’

N

2.

3.

a. .

7.

Scores

" for each s'ubtest’? .

. L. VoL
.
-

What skills does the test bunpor;t to nﬁeasur‘e:?

e , -, ot _

. Does it really measure these?. L e
"How is each skill evaluated? -~ Yoo
Is._it evaluated in the same manner in which it is uséd'.

v
)

“in the reading act?. .. - o ' :

" Does each s't.i'btes.t have _er’fdugh items in it to give a

1

valid indication of the student's ability in that skill?.

.Does the manual explain how the test items wel‘r*xe
selected?

" Are there .sthr_"ict time limits for the subtests?

.

Sooe \
, What type of 'séorés are r"'epor‘ted?_" s
Is there a'separate score fon each subtest? = .

!

Could guessing be a-majbr-Faétor'in the student's ’ -

score? ;.

How reliable is the test?

1S there a standard érron’ of measurerment reported

A Y
!

.

1
~

-stest score? ..

. Does. the student haye 6 condplete the \qnt_i re test on,

I S T

‘Does: the Mmanual provide ar interpretation of each sub—
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subtest befdrf'é a sco’r*e can be obtained?

How difficult is the test to score?’

When wene the norms developed?

What type of stf;de,nts' were ‘used to form the norms?

How many students were in the norming group?

~ v

1 R . N . -

‘- ‘

_ _Will this test g_ive.me the type of information T want

¢oncerning the student?

For what grade levels is the test intend

] . .

How long does it take to administer? _

LR

How difficult are the- student's directions?

R g

Is it a group or individual test?-

How. much'does the test cost?

»
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