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ODURING THE SUMMER OF 1963, AFFROXIMATELY 3,GGG TEACHERS
ATTENCING NCEA FOREIGN LANGUAGE INSTITUTES WERE TESTEC ANC
EVALUATEC FOR COMFETENCY. THIS COCUMENT CESCRISES THE
RELATIONSHIF BETWEEN THE RATINGS GIVEN THEM BY FACULTY GROUFS
AT THE INSTITUTES ANC THEIR SCORES ON THE MLA FOREIGN
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TESTS FOR TEACHERS ANC ACVANCEC
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TEST SCORES AND QUALITATIVE EVALUATIONS

This report describes the relationship between scores on
the MLA Foreign Language Proficiency Tests for Teachers and
Advanced Students and qualitative ratings given to approxi-
mately 3,000 of the teachers who attended NIEA Foreign Lan-
guage Institutes during the summer of 1963. The scores were
obtained by the teachers on the seven tests in Form B of the
MLA battery which was administered at the conclusion of the
instructional program at each institute — tests of Listening
Comprehension, Spealing, Reading, Writing, Applied Linguistics,
Civilization and Culture, and Professional Preparation. The
ratings were assigned by memvers of the faculties of the insti-
tutes on a four-point scale: Superior, Good, Minimel, and Un-
satisfactory. The scale on waich the ratings were based is
the statement of "Qualifications for Secondary School Teachers
of Foreign Languages," formulated by the Modern Language As-
sociation in 1955. (See Appendix A.) In almost all cases the
ratings were given by faculty groups rather than by individual
faculty members. At the time the ratings were given, official
scores for Form B had not been reported. Indeed, in many insti-
tutes the tests had not yet been administered when the ratings
were given., This report presents tables showing the relation-
ship between test scores and ratings tror these teachers.

Table 1 1lists the score ranges corresponding to the four
ratings — Superior, Good, Minimal, and Unsatisfactory — for each
of the seven tests. The procedure used for determining the
score ranges was that of dividing the score distributions into
four groups in such a way that the per cent in each group would
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Table 1

Table of Score Ranges

Defined by Percentages of Individuals Receiving Ratings

of Superior, Good, Minimal, and Unsacisfactory

CEQ®m CEXQ®m CRQNn axQn cexom

CxQ

S
G
M
U

French
52 - 58
bo - 51
32 -39
2 - 31
102 - 128
80 -~ 101
58 - 79
17 - 57
55-6?
k2 - 5%
30 - 1
19 - 29
6l - 77
k5 - 60
28 - Ly
18 - 27
63 - 76
52 - 62
38-3
17 - 37
99 =19
i8 - 58
37 - U7
19u36
75 - 84
66 - T4
55 - 65
25 - 5

Language
German
L8 - 58
35 - U7
29 - 34
16 - 28
109 - 138
68 - 108
69 - 87
8 - 68
58 - 70
k2 - 57
34 - k4
23 - 33
64k - 717
ks - 63
30 - 4k
18 - 29
66 - 75
5k - 65
43 - 53
20 - k2
62 - 83
50 - 61
39 - U9
2 - 38
73 - 84
65 - 72
53 - 6k
25 - 52

KDEA summer institutes and
four ratings.

The score

Russian
47 - 57
36 - L6
?-35
24k - 7
93 - 123
80 - 92
2-79
30 = 2
y1 -1
31 - ko
? -3
20 - ?
70 - 81
bk - 69
?7 - 43
25 - ?
53 - 67
43 - 52
? - 42
25 - 1
60 - 81
b7 - 59
7?7 -M6
23 - 1
T0 - 84
59 - 69
758
25 - ?

Spanish
48 - 56
39 - U7
31 - 38
21 - 30
92 - 121
7 -9
58 - Tk
lh-57
53 - 69
4o - 52
32 -39
2 -31
66 - 81
48 - 65
34 - 47
22 - 33
6L - Tk
5 - 60
39 - 50
2 - 38
66 - 81
53 - 65
43 - 52
21 - 42
73 - 84
65 - T2
51 - 64
25 - 50

Composite
T4 - 84
65 - 73
53 - 6k
25 - 52

core distributions for a selected
is based on percentages of
ranges are such that the number
ranges was approximately equal to the

ponding ratings.
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be as close ac possible to the per cent in the camparable
rating category. For example, 214 individuals were rated
Superior for French Listening Camprehension, approximately

17 per cent of the 1,279 for wham test scores and ratings
were available. In this same group, 211 persons had scores
of 52 or higher (while 260 had scores of 51 or higher).
Therefore 52 to 58 was designated as the score range corre-
sponding to the category of Superior. Similarly, there were
530 individusls rated Good in French Listening Ccamprehension
and there were 507 individuals whose scores‘were in the in-
terval from 40 to 51. Therefore that interval was established
as corresponding to a rating of Good. All other score ranges
were identified in the same way except in the case of the Rus-
sian tests. Since there were not enough participunts at the
Russian institutes to allow for a distinctiou between the two
lowest categories, only three score ranges rre reported.

For the Professional Preparation Test sn additionsl col-
umn of score ranges is presented. This text, waich is in
English, was the same for institutes of all four languages.
The score ranges listed in the righi-hand (Composite) column
are based on the score distribution of all groups combined.

The score ranges in Table 1 should not be viewed as ab-
solute or definitive. In the first place, the correlations
between the test scores and the corresponding ratings were
not perfect (and should not be expected to be perfect). Lence,
it cannot be said that a person whose teat score is in the Sup-
erior range would necessarily be vated Superior in that skill
by an institute staff. Furthermore, neither the score nor the
rating was designed to be a predictor of the other; both the
test score and the rati.~ were designed to be estimates of
teaching competence. The methods used in preparing Table' 1
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assume that neither the tests nor the ratings were perfectly
valid, but that they were each equally valid estimates of
teaching competence. Information describing the many sets
of relationships between the tests and the ratings is listed
ia Appendix B.

Table B-1 in Appendix B shows the number of persons
rated for each of the four languages and each of the seven
skills, and {t lists the number of persons placed in each of
the four rating categories of Unsatisfactory, Minimal, Good
and Superior. In addition, it shows the mean test gcore
and the standard deviation of test scores for all groups.
These data provide one means of assessing the degree of re-
lationship betwee 1 the test scores and the ratings - and
the degree of ov.. .ap of the test scores in each of the rating
categories., Inspection of this table indicates that in all
cases there is a progression in mean scores from the lowest
category to the highest; there are no inversions or reversals,
On the other hand, inspection of the standard deviations indi-
cates that there is a degree of overlap in the scores achieved
by persons rated in different categories,

Tables B-2 through B-5 provide a second means of assess-
ing the relationships between the test scores and the ratings
for each of the language groups; these data are the correla-
tion coefficients between each test and each rating (plus the
correlations among the tests and among the ratings). The cor-
relations of greatest interest in these tables have been under-
lined. For the French institutes (Table B-2) the rorrelations
between tests and corresponding ratings ranged from a low of
.36 for Professional Preparation to a high of .72 for Speaking.
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For *he German institutes (Table B-3) the correlations ranged
from a low of .29 for Professional Preparation to a high of
.74 for Speaking. For the Russian institutes (Table B-4) the
correlations ranged from a low of «19 for Professional rre-
paraticn to a high of .68 for Writing. For the Spanish insti-
tutes (Table B-5) the correlations ranged from a low of ,30
for Prousessional Preparation t, a high of .70 for both Lis-
tening Comprehensicrn and Speaking. In general, there seems
to be a higher degree of relationship between test and rating
for the four language skill tests than for the three other
tests. It is because of these correlations that the ranges
of scores presented in Table 1 cannot be interpreted as abso-
lute, fixed cutting scores. The relationships between the
test scores and the ratings, while generally of the magnitude
obteined in this type of study, are not perfect.

Following these tables are seven more tables (one for
each ability measured) which show in greater detail the re-
lationship between each test and the corresponding rating
scale, They contain cross-tabulations of the percentages of
persons in each score range and in each rating category. For
example, the tabulation for the French Listening Comprehension
Test ir Table B-6 shows that 16 per cent obtained test scores
in the highest score range, from 52 to 58. 1In this group, 9
per cent were ra*ed Superior and the remaining 7 per cent were
rated Good. All 16 per cent thus received ratings above Mini-
mal. In the next lower score range for French Listening Com-
preheasion, scores from 40 to 51 inclusive, there were 4O per
cent. In this group T per cent were rated Superior, 24 per
cent were rated Good and 8 per cent were rated Minimal; thus
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all 40 per cent were rated Minimal or better. (It should be
noted that in these tables a zero is used to indicate a value
of less than one-half of one per cent and a dash is used to
represent no cases at all., )

The sccre ranges listed at the left of each of these
tables (Tables B-6 through B-12) extend from the lowest Pos-
sible score to the highest possible score. The range in pa-
rentheses at the foot of the column shows the range of scores
actually obtained by the sample., The per cents with double
underlining in the diagonals represent agreement between the
test and the ratings. The per cents adjacent to the diagonal
are underlined once; they represent close agreement between
the test and the ratings. To the right of each table is a
double underlined figure which is the sum of the four per
cents in the diagonal. The single underlined figure is the
sum of the six per cents adjacent to the diagonal., The sun
of these two figures thus represents the per cent of "close"
agreement between the test and the ratings; these sums range
from a low of 91 per cent to a high of 100 per cent.

It should be noted that a purely random relationship
would produce a certain percentage of agreements between a
test and a rating, as in the following hypothetical table,
in vhich is shown the per cent of ratings that would fall by

chance in the four categories — Unsatisfactory, Minimal,
Good, and Superior.
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Score Per cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per cent
31-40 2 6 8 20
21-30 o112 e 8 ko
11-20 3 2 12 6 30
0-10 1 3 L 2 10
0-ko 10 30 L4 20 100 30% L6

* Sum of per cents along diagonal

*¥* Sum of per cents adjacent to diagonal

I the above theoretical chance distribution 30 per cent were
Placed in the same category by botl score and rating and an
additional 46 per cent were in adjacent categories,

In comparison, for the 1,279 teachers for whom the re-
lationship between rating and score on the French Listening
Comprehension Test is shown in Table B-6, Appendix B, 9 per
cent were placed in the top category by both procedures, 24
per cent in the second category, 18 per cent in the third
category, and 3 per cent in the lowest category by both pro-
cedures, a total 54 per cent classified the same by both. An
additional 43 per cent were classified in adjacent categories,
€.g., 7 per cent in the second score range were in the highest
rating category, and so on. In only 1 per cent of the cases
did the two evaluations differ by more than one category.
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An additional table (Table B-13) has been prepared to
provide comparisons among the four language groups on the
results of the Professional Preparation Test, the only test
that was the same for all. The score ranges for the four
categories appear to be quite similar for each of the four
languages in spite of the fact that the correlations between

ratings and test scores were relatively quite low.

Discussion
The data of this report indicate that there was a posi-
tive relationship between the test scores and the qualita-
tive ratings. The relationships were closer for the four
skill tests than they were for the three non-skill tests
(Applied Linguistics, Civilization and Culture, and Profes-
sional Preparation). This means that the table giving score
ranges corresponding to the qualitative ratings can be re-
lied upon more heavily in the case of the four skills than
in the case of the three non-skill tests. However, these
data cannot substitute for professional judgment in the
evaluation of language teachers., First of all, there are
seven different tests, and it will be a rare teacher who
achieves a set of scores that place him uniformly into one
rating category. The great majority of language teachers
wlll exhibit a "pattern" of abilities = high degrees of
skill in some areas, and moderate or low degrees of skill
in other. Secondly, tests can provide only part of the des-
cription of an individusl, Test information must be supple-
mented by other information. Finally, the results of this
study indicate that there is not a one-to-one correspondence
between the test scores and the ratings. The relationships




are only approximative, However, the results do indicate
that persons with high scores on these tests are more
likely to be judged Superior than persons with low scores,
and for that reason the tests may be found to be useful
in the evaluation of language teachers if Properly used.

SUMMARY

This report summarizes the results of a study of the
correspondence between the Modern Language Association
Foreign Language Proficiency Tests for Teachers and Ad-
vanced Students and qualitative ratings made of over 3,000
teachers who attended the 1963 NIEA summer institutes for
French, German, Russian, and Spenish teackers. The report
presents a table of score ranges associated with ratings
of Superior, Good, Minimal, and Unsatisfactory (as defined
by the Mcdcrn Language Association) and applied by the
faculties of the institutes. It also presents data show-
1ng the degree of correspondence between the tests and the
ratings,

he corresporience was greatest for the four language-
skill tests — Listening Comprehension, Speaking, Reading,
and Writing - and least for the tests of Applied Linguis-
tics, Civilization and Culture, and Professionai Preparation.
Accordingly, less reliance can be placed on the score ranges
presented for the latter three tests. Even with the skill
tests, however, professionul judgment must be exercised; test
scores can be most appropriately used when they are supple-
mented by other perti-ent information.
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APPENDIX A

Qualifications
for

Secondary School Teachers of Foreign Languages
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APPENDIX B

Tables Summarizing the Relationships
Between

Qualitative Ratings and Test Scores




Table B-1

Page 16

Number of Persons, Means, and Standard Deviations
of Test Scores for Groups Rated in Each of Four Categories

Total
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Table B-6

Listening Comprehension

FRENCH (N=1279)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
52 - 58 -- 0 T 9 16
ko - 51 o 8 24 7 ko
3 - 39 6 18 9 0 3
20 - 31 3 6 1 0 10
(22 - 58) 10 32 41 17 100 ;h* L3en

GERMAN (N=328)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
48 - 58 0 1 8 23 33
35 - 47 1 9 23 i Lo
29 - 34 4 1 6 1 19
16 - 28 2 3 - 3 -- 8
(18 - 58) 8 20 © W 3 100 5% 37ee

RUSSIAN (N=137)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M S Per Cent
47 - 57 - - 02 39
36 - 46 - & 26 1 46
? - 35 1 2 4 1l 15
24 - 2
(3 - 57) | 1 1k 45 8] 100 Sg%  lawe

SPANISH (N=1410)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
48 - 56 -- 1 9 19 29
39 - 47 0 1 23 9 39
31 - 38 Bow 8 26
21 - 30 23 1 -- 6
(21 - 56) 6 25 4o 29 100 8%  Loww

¥Sum of per cents along the diagonal
*%Sum of per cents adjecent to the diagonal
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Table B=-T
Speaking

FRENCH (N=1255)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Range U M G S Per Cent

102 - 128 - 1 3 3 7

80 - 101 0 8 23 5 36

58 - 79 I 21 9 0 43

17 » 57 6 1 0 - 14
( 33 - 126) 13 3 36 8 100 5% 39wk
GERMAN (N=322)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Range U M G s Per Cent

109 - 138 -- 1 4 pL] 19

€8 - 108 0 11 22 4 37

— )
69 - 87 5 16 10 0 31
8 - 68 8 4 1 -- 13

( 41 - 135) 13 31 38 18 100 60%  33wx
RUSSIAN (N=130)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ralgg U M G S Per Cent

93 - 123 -- 2 8 20 31

80 - % -- 8 2 L1 .

?-79 2 B 9 0 25

30 - 2
(52 - 19) 2 25 43 31 100 bo* 6%+
SPANISH (M=1370)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Range U M G S ser Cent

% - 121 -- 1 8 13 21

%= 91 1 10 21 6 37

58 - T4 s 1 8 2 31

14 - 57 5 L 1 0 10
( 31 - 119) 10 3 38 21 100 56%  Lywx

*Sum of per cents along the diagonal
¥Sum of per cents adJacent to the diagonal
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Table B-8
Reading
FRENCH (N=1156)
Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
55 - 69 -- 1 1 8 16
42 - sh 1 12 20 6 38
30 - 5 23 12 1 4o
19 - 29 1 4 1 -- 6
(o - 69) 6 39 4o 15 100 52% Ll
GERMAN (N=327)
Score Per Cent of‘Ratiugs Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
58 - 70 0 1 6 15 22
k2 - 57 1 10 23 6 ko
3 - 1 6 v 10 1 27
°3 - 33 L 4 2 0 11
(28 - 70) 11 25 42 22 100 S52%  hous
RUSSIAN (N=137)
Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
b1 -71 1 10 23 34
31 - ko 14 23 1 by
? - 30 6 n 5 22
20 - 2 B
(23 - 68) 21 45 34 100 2% o
SPANISH (N=1295)
Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Range U M G S Per Cent
53 - 69 -- 1 9 u 21
ho - 52 0 1 2b 9 L
32 - 39 4 y_; 9 1 29
20 - 31 2 3 1 0 6
(20 - 68) 7 29 43 21 100 51%  louw

*¥3um of per eents along the diagonal
*%Sum of per cents adjacent to the diagonal
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Table B=9
Writing

FRENCH (N=1249)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent
61 - 77 -- 0 3 4 7
b5 - 60 0 10 2 3 35
28 - u4 1 28 10 0 46
18 - 27 4 1 0 0 12
(18 - 73) 12 45 35 7 100
GERMAN (N=31L4)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent
64 - 77 -- -- 1 10 17
k5 - 63 1 r 23 6 k2
30 - L 6 »r 8 1 27
18 - 29 [} 5 2 -- 14
(18 - T76) 14 29 39 18 100
RUSSIAN (N=137)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent
70 - 81 -- -- 10 15 25

s - 69 - 1 2 W 9

? - 43 1 18 71 -- <6
25 - ?
(27 - 80) 1 &5 50 25 100
SPANISH (N=1409)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

anges U M G S Per Cent
66 - 81 -- 1 9 é 16
48 - 65 1 1 26 1 Ll
34 - b7 4 Y] 9 2 30
2 - 33 2 L 1 o 10
22 - 81) 10 30 b5 15 100

#Sum of per cents along the diagonal
*HSum of per cents adjacent to the diagonal
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Table B-10

Applied Linguistics

FRENCH (N=1175)

Score . Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges g U M G S Per Cent

63 - 76 -- 2 3 4 9

52 - 62 o 13 18 L 35

8 - 51 6 30 10 2 k9

17 - 37 2 5 1 0 7
(28 - 76) 8 50 32 10 100 Sk hyww
GERMAN (N=328)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges ‘U M G S Per Cent -

66 - 75 -- 1 4 2 7

5k - 65 S 5 k2

43 - 53 5 20 2 1 38

20 -k 7 6 0 - 13
(29 - 74) 14 38 b1 7 100 Skt Lgwe
RUSSIAN (N=137)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent

53 - 67 -- 1 13 12 26

13 - 52 1 12 2 13 55

7- 42 - 6 1 2 19

25 - 2 -
(36 - 61) 1 19 53 26 100 k% hows
SPANISH (N=1268)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent,

61 - 71 -- 3 5 3 11

51 - 60 1 pL 13 E 34

39 - 50 7 23 12 3 45

20 - 38 i 6 2 0 1
(29 - 70) 12 b5 32 1 100 3% Lge

*Sum of per cents along the diagcnal
¥%Sum of per cents adjacent to the diagonal
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Table B-l.

Civilization and Culture

FRENCH (N=1207)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Ranges U M G S Per Cent
59 -79 0 2 5 4 12
48 - 58 21 11k 38
37 - 47 5 2 13 2 bl
19 - 36 1 L 1 0 T
(27 - 75) 8 yly 37 11 100 L6x Lo
GERMAN (N=328)
Score .. Per Cent of Ratings Total
Ranges U M G S Per Cent
6 - 83 -- 2 9 9 20
50 - 61 1 1 1 8 ko
39 - 49 2 16 3 3
20 - 38 1 2 1 0 4
(31 - &) T 3 46 16 100 48 Loww

RUSSIAN (N=137)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Ranges U M G S Per Cent
60 - 81 1 12 6 18
47 - 59 15 33 9 56
T - W 9 5 3 26
23 - 1 -
(35 - ) 25 58 18 100 4%  Lgws

SPANISH (N=1268)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total
Ranges U M G S Per Cent
66 - 81 0 2 8 5 15
53 - 65 2 1 27 8 48
3 - 52 15 10 3 31
21 - k2 13 1 0 6
(31 - 81) 7 31 46 16 100 L Lown

#Sum of per cents along the diagonal
#Sum of per cents adjacent to the diagonal
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Table B-)2

Professional Preparation

FRENCH (N=1246)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent

75 - 84 -- 1 1 4 1n

66 - Th 1 3k J 5T

55 - 65 2 un  on 1 29.

25 - sh 11 1 0 3
(43 - 80) 3 27 57 13 100 50%
GERMAN (N=328)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent

73 - 84 - 4 6 5 15

65 - T2 1 15 30 9 5h

53 - 64 2 8 16 2 27

25 - 52 1 2 1 -- 3
(48 - 79) 3 29 52 16 100 Lo
RUSSIAN (N=137)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent

70 - 84 1 15 10 27

59 - 69 1 3% 19 63

? - 58 1 T 1 10

25 - 17 -
(48 - 83) 10 59 31 100 Are
SPANISH (N=1336)

Score Per Cent of Ratings Total

Ranges U M G S Per Cent

73 - 8 -~ 2 9 5 16

65 - T2 o 12 31 9 53

51 - 64 1 »r _1—_3._ 3 29

25 - 56 o 1 0 0 2
(34 - 81) 2 27 Si 17 100 g

*3um of per cents along the diagonal
*Sum of per cents adjacent to the diagonal

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

£

¥

i

Lisx




Page 28

Table B-13

Professional Preparation

Score Ranges
LANGUAGE U M G S MEAN
French -5 55-65 66-Th 75— 67.6
German -—52 53-64 he-72 73— 66,7
Russian - 7 ? -58 59-69 TO= 66.3
Spanish —-50 51-6L4 65-T2 T3= 65T
Combined —-52 53-6L 65-T3 The

Per Cent of Combined Groups

U M ¢C__ s TOTAL
Th— - o 8 L 1k
€5-73 1 3 2 56
53-64 2 10 13 2 27
-52 0 1 1 0 2
Total 2 27 55 16




