DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 138 644 | - TM 006 301

AUTHOR Newnan, Dorothy C.; And Others

TITLE Teachers and Tests: A Concurrent Validity Study.
PUB DATE [2pr 77]

NOTE 23p. ; Paper presented at the Annual Heeting of the

National Council on Measurement in Education (New
York, New York, April 5-7, 1977)

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Achievement Rating; Achievement Tests; Correlation;

: Disadvantaged Youth; Elementary School Students;
Grade Eq ivalent Scores; *Low Achievers; Primary
Educatiou; *Reading Achievement; Reading Level;
*Reading Tests; *Standardized Tests; Student

" BEvaluation; *Test Validity

IDENTIFIERS Iowa Tests of Basic Skills:; Out\af\igvel Testing

o

~.

ABSTRACT

To determine the concurrent validity of a
standardlzed test and its usefulness to educators, reading ratings
from the Towa Tests of Basic Skills were compared to teacher ratings
and independently administered placement test ratings. Two hundred
one primary children, the majority of whom read one or more years
below grade level, took the ITBS by a dgrade testing plan. Correlation
~analysis, analysis of variance, and examination of difference scores
supported the conclusion of low concurrent validity for the
‘standardized test with low-achieving readers' instructional reading
levels. Out-of-grade testing was'recommended for low~achieving:
primary chlldren. (Author)

***********************************************************************
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished

* materials not availazble from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
% reproducibility are often enccuntered and this affects the dquality
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available

% yia the ERIC . Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not

* responsible for the quality.of the original document. Reproductions
3¢
*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
Aottt kool ook Aok kol ok ok ok RoR ROk Kok sk sk ok okok o Aok skotok ook ki ko ok sk Kok dokok ok ok

* R KKK KR




—t

—J

Y
s

S

- Teachers and Tests: A Concurrent Validity Study

Dorothy C. Newman, John H., Neel, Patricia B. Campbell
Department of Educational Foundatlons

Georgia State University
Atlanta, Georgla

Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National
Council on Measurement in Educatlon
‘ New York City, April, 1977

U$ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION A WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

' EDUCATION

c THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-

c ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY




Teach:ers and Tests: A Concurrent Valldity Study

The usefulness of a standardized tesi depends on several factors
such as the measure's validity, rellability, economy, and eaée of in-
terpretation (Stanley & Hopkins, 1972)., To determine the concurrent
valldity of a stanAArdized test and, hence, a necessary condition for
its utility, researchers compared reading grade equivalent scores from
a standardized test with teacher ratings and with placement test ratings.
Interest focused on determining such validity for low-achleving primary
gfade readers in an inner city schesl when the children took the stand-
ardized test according *to a graded testing plan. A graded testing plan
calls for all children in a grade to take the same level of test regard-
less of the childreh's varying achievement levels., |

After four years of classro?m experlences and observationé as a
primary grade teacher, the principal author questloned the validity of
standardized test scores with children's actual reading levels Torithese_
low-achieving readers tested under.a.graded testing policy. During
classroom tesfing situations, observations showed that a child tended to,
guess ansWers or mark responses randomly vhen the standardized test wa#
on or above his/her frustration ie&el, 6r that level one or moxe yeé?g
above the cnild's instructional reading level. The child who coulQ;not |
read the test experienced frustration, while the child whﬁ could vead the |
test tended to take it as directed.. Children who felt a need te guess
answers or mark random reéponses were not being measured (Hie;ﬁnymus &

Lindqﬁist, 1971). It appeared thelr responses were given noﬁ;out of a

/
i

knowledge base, but out of frustration. Consequently, thelr scores could
N ; ; -

not be ihterpreted as valid measures.
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Noxrmally, school systems use standaxdized»test results in helpihg
the teacher with tasks such as determining group and individual diag-
noses and prescriptlons, forming/intraclass groupings, and assessing
student growth. They use these results in helping administrators per-
form tasks such as assessicz instructional programs, making decislions con-
cerning planning and group;ng, and comparing school units (Hieronymus &
Lindquist, 1974), Therefore, determining wheilher or not a stan&ardized
test posseésses concurrent validity with actual readiné levels for the.
Lype of children identified is of the greatestvimport, since 1nvélid
scores are useless to teachers and administrators alike. - \ ,/”: :
Researchers undertook therdetermination of the agreement or dis;
agreement of standardized test reading ratings with two criterion rating
sources: teacher judgments and rsading placement tést résults. Previous
studles had compared standardized'test read;ng results with informal read-
ing inventory results (Johns, 1972; McCracken, 1962; Sipay, 1964), so
researckers felt the third rating source~-teacher judgments-~-was neces-
sary to verify the -accuracy of results from a reading placement test ad-
-ministered independently by a researéher.A |
Looking at the three studles éited, 1t was difficult to draw defini-
tive conclusions regarding étandardized test validity for results Were mixed.
Also the students in these three studles were not clagsified as low-achieving
readers. McCracken (1962) indicated that 63% of chil‘dren in his study
would have been grouped on frustration readlng levels if tﬁe standard~‘
- 1zed test scores alone had been the basis for group mem rlslons.
Sipay (1964) discovered that standardized test scores tend. o overesti-
mate instructional reading levels, a position commonly held among educa-

tors. At the same time they underestimated frustration reading levels,
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johns (1972) showed that 16% of the children in his study were rated
one grade level or more above thelr instructional reading levels by
the sténdardized test.
Instruments

The elght teachers taking part in the study administered subtests

Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

(1971) for the Primary Battery, Level 8, Form 5 and the Regular Battery,
Level 9, Form 5 as part of the yearly testing program in a Southern

" urban school system. A researcher administered the Macmillan Reader

Placement Test (1972) individually to children. This test consisted of

two parts: vocabulary recognition and reading selection comprehension.

Methods and Results

Two questions were posed for study: Do teacher ratings and pluce-

e

ment test ratings agree on childreﬂ1gf£ea¢ing leveln? Do stgndardized'
test ratings possess céncurfent valldity for the two criterion source
ratings of children's reading levels? To answer.these quest;ogs, re-

. searchers proposed the statistical null hypotheses'that there ;Sﬁld be
no significant differencec hetween reading ratings from (1) teacher
judgments and placement test results, (2) teach?r Judgments and stand-
ardized subtest vocabulary resulﬁsg‘(j)‘teacher judgments and standard-
ized subtest compfehension results, (4) placement test results and
standardized subtest vocabulary results, and (5) placement test results
and standardized subtest comprehension resuits.

A sample of 201 second and third grade children in ;n urban elem-
ehtary school was chosen for several reasons: the majority of children
read one year or more below grade level according to school records; the
chilldren were administered a standardized tgst according to a graded test-
ing plan; and the children, teachers;‘and test scores were made available
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to researchérs by the school system for the validation study. The
school chosen was a Title I school located in a low income housing
project. The sample included only 201 of 230 children enrolled be-
 sause of the loss of children who did not take all tests used ir the
comparisons, Of the children in the sample, 76% read on a level half a
yeé;'of more below grade level, whlle 5% read on a 1eve1 one year or
more below grade level according to school records.

Primary children were selected as the taxrget group because of a
need for an examination of standardized test concurrent validlty for
this agé group. Focusing on reading ratings seemed to be highly appro-
priate for children in the priméry grades where great emphasls noxrmally
is placed on reading instruction. Two major advéntages also influenced
the 1imiting of the study to an examination of reading ratings. Frevious
classroom experiences in administering reading placement tests ﬁas an
advantage to researchers, and the facflfhat teachers already‘had Judged
their students' reading levels in the course of regular instructlon was
an advantage to them.

The Iowa Tebts of ‘Basic Skills (ITBS) were administered by the eight

classroom tea.chers to all children, except the mentally and physically
handicapped and those habltually absent, during May, 1974. 1In the.

weeks immediately preceding and following the ITBS administration, a

researcher admin@stered the Macmillan Reader Placement Test. The place-
ment test was based on the children's basal reader serieé and was ad-
ministered individually. Placement test administrﬁtion occurred inde-
pendently of teacher ratings. , |

After the placement ‘tests wWere completed, each of the elight teachers

was glven a list of her students on which to indlcate reading grade levels.
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Teachers were asked to make this decision for each child according to
the chiid's basal reader instructional level. For example, a child
reading in a second grade first semester'reader would be rated 21 as
his/her reading level. To insure comparability of scores, the grade
level ratings from all three sources were classified as seen in Table 1.
Standardized test'ratings are grade equivalent scores, This classifica-
tion allowed each child to vary within one-half school year, or within

five school months.

TABLE 1

Classification of Grade Level Ratlngs

Teacher Placement Standardized Study
Ratings Test Ratings Test Ratlings Clasrification
R R 0.0-0.9 5
Pp/P Pp/P 1,0-1.4 - 1,0
1 1 1.5-1.9 1.5
21 21 2,0-2 .4 2,0
22 22 2.5-2,9 2.5
h 3t 3.0-3.4 3.0
P F ©3.5-3.9 3.5
4 4 4,0-4,9 ‘ 4,0
5 5 500=5:9 . 5.0
6 6 6.0-6.9 6.0

Note,--Fourth, fifth, and sixth grade readers cover one séhool
year. Children placed in these readers may vary within this SAnge.

Tﬁg sample was divided into eight homeroom units, intact groups
extant at the séhobl, for data analysis. Since teéchéi‘and placement
test ratings included voc;buléry-andkcomprehension skillls, an éxaminé—
~ tlon of both vocabulary and comprehegsion‘sﬂbtésts of tﬁe ITBS was needed.

7
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As a measure of the concurrent validity between the standardized
test ratings and the criterion source ratings, correlation coefficlents
Wwere obtained for grade level ratings between every pair_of the thrse
réting source. combinations as shown in Téble 2 (see Appendix A for

correlations by classes).

TABLE 2

Correlations Betwsen Rating Sources: Total Sample

./

Vocabul. vy  Comprehension Teacher Placement Test

Vocabularxry 1,00

Comprehension A0 1.00 )

Teacher W51 .38 1,00

Placement Test 55 35 91 1.00
n = 201.

Stanley and Hopkins (1972) explained concurrent validity as the ex-
tent of correlation between two concurrently obtained cr;teria._'In this
sense, the ITBS ratings possessed concurrent valildity oniy to the extent
which they correlated with teacher and placement test ratings. Correla-
tions were strongest for compariso;s of teacher ratings with placement
test ratings and were weakest for compa;isong of comprehension subtest
ratings with both teacher and plécémeﬁt test.ratings.

Gradé level scores determined by éhe three rating sources were also
studled for each child. Several interesting facts were revealed. ' Teacher
and placement test raiings differed oﬂ; yeaxr or more in only 5% of?the cases.
ITBS_vocébulary ratings ovurestimated teacher ratings one year or ;ore in

15% of the cases an’ inderestimated teacher ratings in 20% of the cases.

ITBS comprehension ratings overestimated teacher ratings one year or

8



more in 15% of the cases and underestimated teacher ratings one year or
more in 25% of the cases. ITBS vocabulary ratings overestimated place-
ment test ratings one year or more in 12% of the cases.and underesti-
mated placement test ratings one year or more in 20% of the cases.
ITﬁS comprehehsion ratings overestimated placement test ratinés che yeax
or more in 15% of the cases and underestimated placement test ratings
one year or more in 25% of the ratings. |

Such an examinaiion of differerice scores between rating sources
showed that standardized test scores neither overestimated nor under-
estimated teacher and placement test ratings with any consistency. Stand-~
ardlzed test ratings differed from the two criterion source ratings one
year or more in either direction in 32% to 40% of the cases, depending

on the comparison. |

An analysis of variance using a zandomized “Wlock deslgnq with the
rating sources as treatmentis and the four classas of‘each gxade as block;,
wae conducted for each grade at the .05 significance level, The analysis’
of variance ip grade»two resulted in rejectien of the null hypothesls foL
eomparisens ﬁetween (1) teacher and ITBS vocabulary ratings, (2) teacher
and ITBS comprehension ratings, and (3) placement test and ITBS compre-
hension ratings. .In grade three the null hypothesis was hqt rejected
for comparisons between every palr of raters. Results for %hese'tests
are given in Appendix B.
Conclusiens ’ |

One of the most interesting‘findings of the study was the fact that
for the group ofichildren tested standardized test ratings did not con-
sistently overestimate instructional reading levels, but instead the

standardized test ratings both overestimated and underestimated
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instructional reading levels as determined by teacher judgments and
placement test ratings. 7

Differences betheen.the standardized test ratings and the two eri-
terion SOurce ratings of bne year or more in 32% to 40% of the cases
ralsed questions as o the standardized test's usefulness for ieachers
and other professional educators. The fact thét the differences were
not consistently in one direction further clouded the issue of thelr
usefulness, since a consistent difference in elther dlrection could
provide information that could be used,

Correlation analysls also supported the notion of little concurrent

validity for the standardized test ratings with instructional reading

levels for the low-achieving readers in the study., A test’s concurrent

validity may be measuréd by the extent to which it correlates with a

concurrently obtained driterion. In the p:esent_study, teacher and
placément test ratings/correlated to a sub%tantial degree for all elghi
classes and the total ‘sample with correlatgons fr0m1.85 to .96. Ratings
from teachers and the ITBS vocabulary subtest correlated from 35 to .68
for the ciasses with a correlation of .51 for the entire sample. ‘
| Teacher and ITBS compreheﬁsion‘ratings correlated from

.13 to .64 with a total sample correlaticn of .38, ‘The oversll correla-
tion probably was misleading since classes one through four, the second

grade classes, had correlations of .58 to .64_whilé classes five through

_eight; the third grade classes, had correlations of .13 to .37. This

same trend was evident in the correlation between placement test and
ITBS comprehension ratings. Correlations between ratings from these
two sources for the classes ranged from .12 to .61 with a total sample

correlation of .35.
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Speculation avout the difference between the second and third grade

correlations for the ITBS comprehension ratings and the two criterion

source ratings led to a «loser examination of these ratings. It revealed

that more second graders read on a second grade level, 56%, than

~ third graders read on a third grade level, 29%. Lower correlations were

obtained between ITBS comprehension ratings ‘ané both teacher and place~-
ment test ratings in the third grade where a smaller percentage of child-
ren read on grade level. This phenomenon is consisten® with the original

classroom observation that children who could not read a standardized

‘test obtained scores markedly varied from teachers' estimates of in-

structional readinéllevels.

For correlationsvbetween ;ﬁacement test and ITBS vocabulary ratings  7_}
for the eight classes the lower correlations again occurred in two third
grade classes, although the trend noted above was r~% as clearly delineated
for the ITBS vocaéulary subtest as for the ITBS éomprehension subteet comp-
arisons. For the total sample, placement test and ITBS vocabulary ratings
correlated .55. T : ' |

Standardized. test ratings correlated with both teacher ratings and
placement test ratings within a range of from «12 to0.,68, None of these
correlations, however, approached the strength of the correlations het-
ween ‘teacher and placement test ratings, wnich ranged from 85 to .96,
The obtalned correlations supported the hypotheses of agreement between
teacher and placement test ratings and disagreement between the two cri~
terion source ratings and the standardized test ratings.

Hypothesis test*ng was not a particularly fruitful technique in
the study. However, the research questions more appropriately concerned

information about individuals rather than group means only.

1
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Educational Importance

The administration of standardized tests constitules a méjor‘bor-
" tion of many school SJstem tosting programs. They, are dgsigned to
help teac chers and administrators in their p*ofessional tasks. If
obtained scores are not valid, however, the information they contain
is useless to teachersiand administratois fon instfuctional planning
and implementation, At worst, invalid scores can be used in a manneru
harmful ‘o a child if the user of the scorss assumes them to be valld.
/Results of the pres-it study called into question the use of one stand-
" ardized test for young, 1ow-achieving readers tested according to a
. eraded ‘testing policy administered by the school system. Particulaply
\ questionable were the results of the comprehenslon subtest for thiéd

[ ] ,,'

graders in the sample. , o

It would be more appropriate to administer the ITES in accor&ance
with elther of two alternative plans sﬁggested“by the test publishers
(Hieronymus & Lindquist, 1974), An out-of-grade plan calls for admin-
istration of one test level to all cnildren in a grade or_subgrouping
within a grade with the test-leiel belng either lower or higher'than
| actual grade placement, whichever is more sultable. An individualized
plan calls for the administration of an appropriate test level for
\each child. Implementing elther of the two.plans érecludes grade level
comparisons with a norming group; hoxever, administration of inappropriate
test levels seems to yleld questionabﬂe results, It is suggested that B
out-of -grade norms be developed for local school systems to gain more
useful information on an immediate level regarding pupil achievement and
instructional programming. Because of time and cost factors, an out-of-

A

grade plan probably is more feasible.

12
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Until alternati§es to the graded testing plan are found for low
achievers whq are classed by grage levels according to age, standard-
1zed test score interpretations should be done with a certaln amoﬁnt
of cqution, It is important that professic zalize the
poiﬂtlessness of giving standardized test cannot read
them. S.ch testing experiences can only resu.. .u {lustration for

M AN -
children and”’useless information for teachers.

ey

d
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L ‘ } TARLE A -
Correlations Between Rating 3ources: Class 1 .
Vocabulary Comprehension Teacher Ilacement Test
Vocabulary 1.00
. Comprehension 57 1,00
. Teacher RICE .58 ' 1,00
Placement Test .87 56 .91 1.00
n = 25
AN .o-
TABLE B
Correlations Between Rating Sources: Class 2
'Vocqbulary Comprehension Teacher Placement Test ' -
Vocabulary 1,00
Comprehenslon AR UL
Teacher 5 .61 1.00
Placement Test 50 57 .85 .
: i
n=23 ' o | /
_ TABLE C ; |
i / : /
Correlatipns Between Rating Sources: Class 3
_ /
. N ’ S
Vatiaonlary Comprehen&ion Teacher;, Placenent Test /\\
4 / I
Vocabulary .00 , )
Comprehension .56 1.00 ‘ . | - ' _‘f
: ! !
TeaCher 068 ‘ .64 1000 ! ,f
Placement Test .66 .56 - 87 1.00 ]
n = 2k o - , ' / \
- 16 | b
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TABLE D

Correlations Between Rating Sources: Class 4

Vocabulary Comprehension Teacher  Placement Test

Vocabulary 1.00
Comprehension .58 | 1.00
" Teacher | .67 63 1,00
Placement Test ‘“;68l 1 .95 1.00
n =23 |

TABLE R

Correlations Between Rating Sources: Class 5

Vocatul =y  C~mprehension - Teacher Placement

-

T

Vééabulary 1. v
Comprehension ' oo 1.06
Teacher W5 34 1.00
Placement Test ST 32 91 1.00

r - 25 o .

TABLE F
Correlati. “riween Rating Sourcesz' Class 6
Vocabu Comprehension Teacher  ~lacement Testl

Vocabulary e 1.
Comprehension 3 .- 1,00
Teacher 3 .37 "7 1,00
Placement Test ‘ .36 W31 W96 1000-‘

n =26 o ’
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TABLE G

Correlations Between Rating Sources: Class 7

Vocabulary Comprehension Teacher Placement Test

Vocabulary 1.00

Comprehension _ 27 1.00

Teacher 35 ‘.2 1,00

Placement Test .35 12 91 1.00

\\\ n = 29

TABLE H '/

\. . | Correlaﬁions Between Rating Sources: fCiass 8
A N ~ Vocabulary Comprehension Teacher Placement Test
Vocabulary 1.ooﬁ' '
Compreﬁension -.08 ‘ "1.00
Teacher 61 : A3 1,00 )
Placement Test S W19 91 1.00
n =26 |

18
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APPENDIX B

Analysls of Variance Tables by Grades
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TABLE A

Analysis of Variance Table
Teacher and Placgment Tests Grade Two

Source 88 af MS F

Between Raters 0,000 1 0.0009 0,0018
Between Classes 543300 3 1,7770 3.U4721%%
Residunl 94,6791 185 0.5118
- 100,0100 189 T
**p¢=:.01 T V
TAELE B

Analysis of Variance Table
Teacher and Vocabulzry Subtests Grade Two

Source ‘ _ SS . af . MS _ )

Between Raters 20 0t 2,000  1.0268%
Between Classes 4,67 . 3 1.5600 2;9914**.
Residual 96.4? 15 V.5215
Total 103.24 19
*p .05
*¥p .01
* TABLE C ,

 Analysis of Va—iance Table
Teactsr and Comprehension Subtest: Grade Two

Source . ss ar s F
Retween Raters 6.16 16,1600 50,0813%*
Between Classss 11,81 s | 3.9400  32.0325%%
Residual 22,76 185 - ] 0.1230 q
To=l 40,73 . 189 /
AHD e W01
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TABLE D
Analysis of Varlance Table
Placement Test and Vocabulary Subtest: Grade Two

Sourpe - sSs af MS F

Between Raters 2.10 - 1 2,1000 3.
Between Classases 2,28 3 247600 1.225¢0
. .dual 114,90 185 0.6211 .
Total 119.28 189

TABLE E :

Analysis of Variance Tabl
Placement Test and Comprehension Subtest: Grade Two

€ surce . 88 . af MS R

Beiwsen Raters 6.16 1 6.1600  29.3890%*
Between Classes - 11,70 3 3.9000 18.,6069%*
Reddwal 387 185 -~ 0.209
Toal . . 56.63 189
Cowwp_0t
CTABLE F

Analysis of Varlance Table
Teacher and Placement Test: Grade Three

_ - Source - ss af »s " F
Betwuen Raters 0.t - 1 0. 1400 0.2642
Between Classes 55465 3 - 18,5500 1 35.0066%%
esldual 109.69 207 0,5299
Total . 165.48 211

*%p_~ ,01
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TABLE G
Analysis of Varlance Table
Teacher and Voo -™lary Subtest: Grade = ~e
Source MS F
Between Raters 0.02 1 0.020C 0.0309
Between Classes 1.39 3 0.4600 0.,7101
Residual 134,09 207 0.6478
Total 135.50 211
TABLE H :
Analysis of Varlance Table ' ;
Teacher and Comprehension Subtests Grade Three
Source S3 ' af MS F
Between Raters 0,48 i 0.4800 . 0.7157
- Between Classes 6.01 3 2.0000. 3.1070%,
Residual 133.25 207 0.6437
*p_—.05 !
| TABLE. I -
Analysls of Varlance Table
Placement Test and Vocabulary Subtest: Grade Three
Source ss - df MS | F-
Between Raters 0.27 1 0.2700 0.4189
Between Classes 1.74 3 0.5800 0.8998
Residual’ 133.43 207 " 0.6446
Total 13544 211
22
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TABLE J
Analysls of Vaxiance Table
Placement Test and Comprehension Subtests Grade Three

Source Ss df. s F

Between Ratsrs 0.08 1 0.0800 0,1251
Between Classes 6.50 3 2.4700 3.3927% -
" Residual 132.39 207 0.6396 |
Total S 138.97 211
*p e .05







