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Ab;tract
The purpose of this study was to ‘examine the re1iabi1ity and
va11d1ty of a basal reading series mastery test ‘ Subjects were :47
fifth graders, who were tested. on the SRA Reading Achievement Test,
_the Ginn 720 End-of-level 11 Mastery Test (MT), and the Word Reading
Test. A subgroup of 22 ch11dren was’ tested a second time on “the MT.

7 Thaditiona1 psychometXic correiationa1‘ana1yses as well as strategies

: specifica11y designed “or examiniqg;'the' adequacy of Hchiterfbn-

referenced tests were applied to the‘data to ﬁnvesticate the fo11owing

dimensions of the technical ad

acy of the;gﬂ;__ (a) cons1stency of
student performance across two adm1n1strat1ons of the MT and (b)
criterion-related validity of the MT scores with respect to two other
‘measures of reading profic1ency and cr1terion-re1ated va11d1ty of "the
MT mastery/nonmastery decisions with respect to pre/post instruct1ona1
status.  Results 1nd1¢ated that ~the re11ab1]ity and validity was
acceptab]e for the cbmposite test{ scores, bhut variable for ‘the
subtests. Implications ‘for the development and use of criterion-

referenced tests are discussed.




Techhica1 Adeduacy of Basal Readers' Mastery Tests:

The Ginn 720 Series

2 Two measurement formats currently are widely used in educational

settings for evaluating student progress and the effects of

. '/ } P
instructional programs. The first approach is based on- the long-

standing tradition of administering published, norm;referenced tests

on a.pre‘and post basis. . Frequently, the tests themselves demonstrate

strong'psychomegric characteristics such .as reliability, criterion-

related validity, - and appropriate norms. NeVékthe1ess, this

traditional assessment ‘practice has been criticized severely for a
number of reasons, inc1udingf£he éssessment of global versus specific
skills and lack of content validity. Additionally, traditional
procedures are plagued with problems of gain scores, regression toward
the mean, and the podr 're1iabi1ity of difference scores. In an
atﬁemptito ameliorate many of these problems, particularly those qf
content validity, the. second approach, ctjterion-referenced (CR)
instruments, has been dé9e1obéd to determine a sthenf's mastery of
specific curricula. = Ideally, these tests measure exactly what has
been taught{ Despitgkthe‘strong content V§1idity of mgﬁy Cthests,
there is scant research addressing the reliability and criterion-
related validity of  these instfuments. Therefore, neithe} avaf1a£1e
format can befused'with certainty to assess a spudent's,progress'or

~

mastery. ”

‘o

o In response to this dilemma, researchers recently have begun the

task of investjgating the validity and reliability of available CR

tests; -Tinda1, Shinn, Fuchs, Fuchs, Deno, and Germann (1983) examined

a typical mastery.test from the Houghton-Mifflin reading series and

o
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found that both its test-retest re11ab11{ty and its criterion-re1ated
‘_va1id1ty were less than adequate for the decoding and comprehension
test ség1es. This.finding documents the notion tngt content validity
is a necessary,  but insufficient aspect of criterion-referenced test
4adequecy, and it‘ underscores -the importance. of 1nvestigdt1ng the
re1fabi11ty and validity of .each criterion-referenced test. |

The pdrpose of the current study was to extend the work of Tindal
et al. (1983) by exam1n1ng the reliability and va]idity of another
basal series mastery test, that of Ginn 720. 1In doing so, the present
study sought to provide\informatjon of interest not only to consumers
of this specific measure but also to users of ‘other CR tests for which
technical data also are still unavailable.

Subjects ]

Subjects were 47 students (27 M, 20 F) from two fifth grade (
classes. Fach class represented a schcol district within a rura]
midwestern cooperative. The students' mean read1ng percent11e rank
was 45.1 (SD = 27.8) as measured on the Science Research Assoc1ates -
- (SRA) Reading Achievement Test. Only those students for whom there
were no missing data were included “in any given ana]ysie. |
Measures

Three measui-es of reading performance were uSed in the study: a
basal eeries criterion-referenced test, a global norm-referenced test,
'and a curricu]um-based word read1ng test.

Criter1on-referenced test. ~Four scales of the End-of-Level 11

Mastery Test (MT; C1ymer, Blanton, Johnson, & Lapp, 1980) of the Ginn
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720 and Ginn 720 éainbow Edition reading series were emp1oyed'as
measures. Each of the four scales, Compréhensioﬁ,“ Vocqbu1ary,
Decoding, and Study Skills, is comprised of subtests. Table 1 jists
the subtests constituting each scale and provides brief descriptions
of tasks the examinee 1is required to do within each“subtest. fhis.MT
is criterién-referenced, with 1tems per subtest ranging from 6 to 25
and with mastery-nonmastery cutbff score§ established at 79% to 86%

correct responses.

- s - s D e D R S 5 SR D S D G e S e e e
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Norm-referenced test. The Science Research Associates (SRA)

Reading Achievement Test (Naslund, Thorbe, & Lefever, 1978) s

comprised of two subtests: vocabulary and comprehehsioh. In the'
vocabq1ary section, _éxaminees are requirgg* to select, from four
a1terhatives; a synonym for an- underlined word in a senténce. In the
comprehension section, g}émfnees read 200-300 word péssages and answer
questions {h a multiple choice format. Total test score is based on a
1ineér combination* of the two subtests. . Intefna1 consistency
re1iabi;ity was reported at .88 (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1981).

furriculum-based word reading test. The Word Reading Test (Deno,

Mirkin, & Chiang, 1982) requires children to read aloud passages and

isolated word 1ists and s scored .in terms of average numbers of words
. Correct and incpfkect over twoha1ternaté forms of -the Isolated-Word— -
Reading ana Paésage Reading Scales. The 200-word passages are drawn

. ~random1y_frqm a student's grade approbriate Pasa1-reading book; the

.
!
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150-word Tists sample words randomly from the baéa]s, with 60% of

words\drawn from the student's grade appropriate level and 40% sampled

equally\from  all previous levels. For the passage and isolated Word
Reading" st, test-retest and d1ternate forn reliabilities were at
]east .90 (Ruchs, Deno, & Marston, in press; Fuchs, Wesson, Tindal,
Mirkin, & De:B\ 1981) "

9 . . .
Procedure \\\ ' ;

A11 students\were tested in groups by a school psychologist on

the SRA Reading Achdevement Test, and by their classroom teachers on

the ‘MT.  The Word Keading Test was administered individually by

trained aides. Stand pized administration procedures were adhered to

on a11 tests. TestTng\t1me ranged from 60 to 90 minutes for the SRA ‘

" Test, 60 to 90 minutes for the MT, and five to six minutes for the

.

Word Reading Test.

To assess test-retest ‘reliability questions, a subgroup of 22

students (12 M, 10 F) was adn1n1stered the following measures in the
‘following order within a 2-wee time period: the MT, the SRA Reading
Achievement Test, the'word Reading Test, and the MT again. For the
remaining 20 students, each measure was given one time within a 3 week

period, with the order of administration random.
! A v

Data Analysis

. Consistency of performance on \two administrations’ of the same

test. 'Consistency of studentst performance on the MT was assessed in

“three ways. In all three analyses, the students who had been tested

twice on the MT (N=22) were the subjects. First, traditional test-

retest reliability was determined by c6rre1at1ng scores from the two.

L
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adm1nistrat10ns“of the MT. The other two analysis strategies were
designed spec§f1ca11y for criterion-referenced measures (;ee Milliman,
1974). .In the fi}stnof'these, consistency of students' subtest scores
was determined by (a) computing individuals' percéntagé correct scoré

. on each subtest for each administration of the MT, (b) calculating for
each  individual b his/her  difference score across _the two
administrations of each subtest, and (c) determining the percentages
of examinees having each possib1g difference score on éach subtest.
In-the second straﬁegy, consistency of ma;tery-nonmastery decisions, on‘
subtesté was determined by div{ding the difference between observed
and chance broport1ons of agréehents in decisions by the maximum value

) ) - .
that difference could assume. (The chance proportion of agreements ///’

was computed by multiplying and then summing the marginal probor}joﬁg
of thexsame decision catégories for the two administrations;/;s'done
in a chi-square test of association.)

Criterion vatidity. The criterion validity of the MT was

-determined in two ways, employing the entire group of subjects. (N=47).
The traditionaﬁ psychometric strategy of correlating scores on the
measure of interest (MT) with criterion measures was used.' The SRA
Readihg Achievemedt_jest and the Word ReadingJTest were emﬁ1oyed'as
the criterion measures. Additionally, chi-square stafisti;a1 tests
were applied ‘to contingency ta51es wherein mastery-nonmastery
represented one ‘damen$1onf of éa;h table .and pré-post instructional
status rep?esénted tpe other dimension. - Percentages of
7yi§c1assif1cations-and ph%_coefficients supplemented the chi-square

. 5 tests.

10




 Results

Table 2 s a dispIay of students' mean séores and standard
deviations on each subtest of the MT, on the subscaIe and total scores
of the SRA Reading Achjevement Test, and on the‘jSOIated word reading

aﬁa passage reading scales of the Word Reading Test.

$
Consiétency of Performance oOn Adminjstrations of the Same Test

Test-retest reliability correlations on subtests of tHe MT are.

-displayed in Table 3. For the cemprehension subtests, correlations
were moderate, ranging from .74 to .86; for the vocabulary and

decoding subtests, correlations were high, ranging from .84 to .91;

for the study ski11ls subtests, e°rre1ations were low‘to moderate,

ranging between .49 and .64, A1 coefffcients-for the test scales and
total test were at least .90 w1th the except1on of the Study Sk111s
Scale, wh1ch had a coefficient.of 69

The secopd ana]ys1s of the cons1stency of performance involved
calculating the percentages of exam1nees who had different percentage
correct scores across the two,administrations of the MT. Figures 1-2
are ;grapﬁic, displays of the 'percentage; of examinees displaying
various diffefence _scores on each subtest of - the MT; Table 4

summarize§ the‘1hfofhation,i11ustrated on-tﬂe graphs. The range of

R

11
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di%?erence scores on the subtests fell between O and 57%. The
percentage of examinees with 0% difference scores on two
aé%iﬁistrations ranged. from 18 on the 1inferential comprehension
subtest to f3 on the prefixes subtest. Across the comprehension
subtests, the mean percentage of examinees with O difference scores
was 22.50 (SD = 6.36); across the vocabulary subtests; the mean
percentage was 41.00 (SD'=‘19}79); acro$s the decoding subtests, the
mean percentage was 59.00 (SD = 19.79); acrdss th; study skills
subtests, the mean pefcenfage was 31.50 (SD = 6.36); and across all
the subtests, the_meap percentage was 38.50 (SD = 18.24);

----------------------------------- P

Insert Figures.i-Z and Table 4 about here

The third aha1ysis of the consistency of perfbrmance addressed
cbnsistency of mastery-normastery decisions across ¥he two
administrations of the MT. Table 5 is a display of the uncorrected
and corrected proportions of examinees placed into the same decision
category on the two administrations. s On  the comprehension,
vocabulary, and decoding subtests, the .correéted' proportions were
high, ranging from a proportion df agreement on the word meaning
‘subtest of 55% higher thaﬁ chance to a proportion of agreemeni on the
prefixes subtest..of 100% greater than chance. On‘the study §k111s
subtests, the-prpportion of agreement was low for the reépe111ngs and
accents subtest (29% greater than chance), but higher for -the parts of

an out]ine subtest (61% greater than chance)

.
e
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Cr1ter1on Va11d1ty

» '
CorreTat1ona1 ana1yses were conducted between the MT subtests and

two criterion measures, the SRA Read1ng Ach1evement Test and the word
Read1ng. Test. . CorreTat1ons between the MT subtests and the SRA
Subscale and TotaT ‘Test scores are d1sp1ayed in . Tab]e 6 They ranged |

from .48 to. .78 (SD- 09) when SRA vocabuTary subscale scores were

_involved; from ,36 to“.73 (SD=,10) when SRA comprehens1on subscale

scores _were empToyed and . from .30 to 55 (SD- ,07) when SRA Total

Scores were used. The mean correTat1on for MT comprehens1on subtest5r

‘was 55 (SD— 11), for the vocabuTary subtests, 55 ”(SD— 12), fo

.....

decoding subtests, 47 (SD- 13), ‘and for stﬁdy_sﬁﬁTTs subfe—ts,..SO
(S0=.08). "

Corre1at1ons between the MT. subtests and_the. Word Read1ng Test

. subscaTe -scores are d15p1ayed in TabTe 7 They ranged from 31 to 82
- when 1soTated word read1ng scores were 1nvoTved,'and from 33 to 85 »7.

: when passage read1ng scores were empToyed The mean correTat1on for’

. the. MT comprehens1on subtests was .56 (Sp=. 18), for the MT vocabuTaryV'
e |

subtests, J7 (SD— 08), for the MT decoding subtests, .56 (Sb= 14), o

and for ‘the MT study sk1TTs subtests, .44 (SD=. 14)

a0

13




- .ACriteriontvaﬁidity also was'examjned by inspectingvthe;re1ation o
between.mastery-nonmastery'decisions on the MT and actual pre-post .
- 'instructiona1 status. Relevant chi-square va1ues; phi coefficients,
and percentages -of misc1assifjed students .are displayed in Table 8.
‘Although  all -chi-s'c']uare/s were .sig'nificant " the Tlevel of
- m1sc1ass1f1cat1on and re1at1onsh1p between actua1 read1ng 1eve1 and '
criterion performance showed “more modest effects.ﬂ_: Across_-the :
comprehension ubtests of the"MT the average percentage.vof

m1sc1ass1f1ed students was 15, 0 (SD 9.90); across the‘fVocabu1aryf'

-

subtests, 20.0 (SD 6. 36), _across - the decoding'.subtests,'-37.0 k

subtests, 21.0 (SD"? 23) The phi coeff1c1ent descr1b1ng the

s 're1at1onsh1p between reading - 1eve1 ~and cr1ter1on performance, was

relationship of .68 for the subtest composites.

_ﬁiscussion _
’ 'fThe purpose of . the current'studyywas'to describe the reliability
‘and‘ criterion-related vaIidity of a typical ‘basal “reading: series,
‘ Acriterion-referenced mastery test The study exam1ned two aspects of‘

. o .. the technical adequacy of the Ginn 720 End-of - 1eve1 11 Mastery Test g

1q -

(SD=6.36);—across_the study skills, 22.0 (SD=9. 90); and across a11 the

“generally quite mOderate,' ranging - from .29-to .77, with a medfan "
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(a) the consistency oﬁ-students':performance on two administrations of‘_

the test, and (b) the criterion validity of the test with‘respectvto

: two other measures of reading prof1c1ency that have demonstrated

psychometr1c strength “On these indices, the Ginn 720 MT tota1 score
seemed adequate., Some subtests appeared adequate° others did not. ,

Test-retest re11ab1]1ty coefficients 1nd1cated that,'when_the MT
was administeredp twice within va short time interval, ‘students’
performance was’somenhat inconsistent=on.the study ski1is subtests and
on.vthe literal compréhensiOn sﬁbtest; none of‘nthe °corre1ations
obtained‘for'these'subtests even'fe11-within the acceptable rangé’for,
making group decjsions-(Sa1via & Ysse1dyke,,1981).. Neverthe]ess, for

the remaining-comprehension subtest, for all of the vocabulary and .

'decoding subtests,"and for the total score and 11 scales except study

skills, Corre1ations were high and fell .into the acceptable range for

individual decision- makﬂng.

The pattern of resu1ts of this trad1t1ona1 corre1at1ona1 ana1ys1s

of cons1stency of student performance across test1ngs was corroborated

W1th the cr1ter1on-referenced strategy of exam1n1ng the proport1ons of_ﬁ;w,g;wmmwM;ff

examinees consistently c1ass1f1ed 1nto the same decis1on category. As

.w1th the corre1at1ona1 ana1yses, stat1st1cs were genera11y h1gh Al

‘corrected proport1ons fe11 above 80% better than chance agreement

except for the respe111ngs and accents, the parts of - an outline, the
word mean1ng, and the 11tera1 comprehension subtest5°» only the
corrected proport1on for the respe111ngs and - accents subtest fell '
below 55% better than chance. .

Inspection of'the cons1stency<of test scores dfsp1ayed in Figure

1 and '2' and in Table 4 ‘reveals that the percentages of examinees
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. scoring the same across two administrations’of the MT were variable.
The average percentage of subjects obtaining the same score across all

subtests was 38.5, with ,the_.percentages for . the decodjngq and’

" vocabulary * subtests re1ative1y high and with percentages- for the

comprehension and study skills subtests comparative1y Tow. Given the

B3

fact that there are relatively féw items in many’subtests and given a

| mastery crtterion of 79% to 86% per 'subtest one might - expect a
“difference of - one or two items correct in an adm1n1strat1on of an MT
”vsubtest to resu1t in d1fferent, mastery dec1s1ons. - Interest1ng1y, e
' however, there'appears to be no relation between thefnumbers,of 1tems; .
.in subtests and either the proportions of eXaminees placed into the
uura decision.category on_the two admin{strations‘or the_test;retest : ﬂ'jev
roifability coefficients.. o | o o | -
There‘ore, although the reso1ts displayed in Figures i.and 2 and

in Table 4 appear variable and somewhat 1ow for: both comprehension

subtests, the other ‘cons1stency analyses generally support” tne
| "~ adequacy of the G1nn 720 End-of 1eve1 11 Mastery ‘Test, with 'the
'exception of the study sk111s subtests.- These f1nd1ngs are contrary '
to those of Tindal et -al. (1983) who exam{ﬁéa'Eﬁé“fﬁai6?:1e9é1“1r“f'”'""
Houghton-Mifflin Basic Reading'hTest and found that (a) the
re11ab111t1es of the study skills subtests were higher than those of
the decod1ng and comprehens1on subtests, and (b) the resu1ts of the
" test-retest correlations and the corrected» proportions of_ suhjects

placed into the .same decision'categories?were Tower than the results

of the analysis involving the percentages. of examinees' who had

different'percentage correct scores aEross'the two testings.‘ Since,

16
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in both studies, the analysis of the\consﬁstency of masterylnonmastery'

‘dec1s1ons was less variable and agreed better w1th the test retest

corre1at1ons than d1d—the ana1ys1s of the cons1stency of test scoresD

one m1ght conc1ude tentat1ve1y that- the consistency of dec1s1ons

ana1ys1s is a more useful, and perhaps more va11d strategy for
-exam1n1ng the re11ab111ty of cr1ter1on-referenced tests. -

The cr1ter1on va11d1ty of the MT also-was exam1ned in this study.

The trad1t1ona1 corre1at1ona1 ana1yses indicated’ that the cr1ter1on'

Ji

B va11d1ty “of the “MT with respect to the "SRA Read1ng Ach1evement Testb

was marginal, w1th'on1y 15% of correlations between. the MT and the SRA

Scales falling above .70 and none- at or above .80; _ Corre]atjons

. between the MT and the Word Reading Test scales were generally higher,

with 38% falling above .70 and 23% at or above 80 Given thatbboth'.

~ the Word Read1ng Test and the MT are curr1cu1um based one might

expect a stronger re1at1on between these two measures than between the

MT. and “the SRA Read1ng Ach1evement Test. Neverthe]ess, correTat1ons

among curriculum- based measures and more. gTobaT 1nd1ces have been

reported frequently at high leyels (Fuchs et a1., in. press, Fuchs;,

- Fuchs, & Deno, 1982). Th1s 1nd1cates that the corre1at1ons between
the mastery and SRA tests are comparat1ve1y Tow, and that performance

- on the MT predicts concurrent performance on more global measures of .

reading prof1c1enc1 re1at1ve1y poorly.

The criterion va11d1ty of the MT also was 1nvest1gated w1th the

cr1ter1on-referenced strategy of ‘examining the relation. between the[
mastery-nonmastery c1ass1f1cat1on on the MT and " actual pre-post

instructional status. Percentages of m1sc1ass1f1cat1ons ranged from®

P I




| 13 -
,aLS%.to 46% on the subtests, with 21% of‘students'misc1assified on the

~—

total test.. These figures suggest that, for classifyjngwstudents into

M

groups'for instruction within the basal reader for which the MT was
_designed, the MT subtests have 1imiteddutifity whereas the tota1-test'uv

--score-—-is-more valid. - - : e B _-_m___;eﬂ

Consequently, the current study suggests that the End-of- 1eve1 11

MT var1ed in qua11ty. For pred1ct1ng g1oba1 read1ng prof1c1ency, the

,musefu1ness of the MT appeared 11m1ted \ However, for mak1ng dec1s1ons

" were more favorable. ,A1though in most analyses the ‘study ‘sk111s .

"variable. quality, the decoding and

about student p1acement and progress w1th1n the furr1cu1um, resu1ts ,

subtests.appeared inadequate and . the cdmprehension subtests were of

\-

acceptable, and the total MT score was generally reliable and valid.

ocabulary subtests  were

Tuis' indicates ' that (a) nedutators should use the.~MT,‘judiciousiy,%'

re1ying;primarf1y on the decodiug subtests, vocabulary subtests, and

total test scores for making decisions about"mastery ~in  the

~

\\.g Lo

curriculum, and (b)  test developers at -Ginn and Co. might consider
reexamining the study skills and comprehension subtests.v _
In any case, the techn1ca1 adequacy of the End-of-1eve1 11 G1nn

MT was' superior to that of the End-of 1eve1 11 Houghton-M1ff'1n Basic

Reading Test (Tindal et al., 1983). Interestingly, compared to
Houghton-Miff1in (wa1]§s,‘1983),:61nn and Co. (Walker, 1981)‘ﬂescribed.

preliminary examinatiOn of the quality of their mastery tests more

. :thorough1y ‘and appropriately. Perhaps; Ginn's - somewhat - more

deliberate and empirical apprdach to test development at Tleast:

partially explains the better re1iabﬁ1{ty and validity coefficients of

Y e et e e
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their MT documented in thisi‘stﬁdy. If 'so,.=th1's underscores two -
points: (a) content and face vahdity are necessary but 1nsuf~F1c1ent | B
"’,”d1mens1ons of critemon-referenced test adequacy, and ( ) test
consumers must demand empirical va11dat1on of cr1ter1on-refer‘encedv
= \ . C
tests —~before- re1y1ng ‘on.-\:s_ygh—»rtestv~-dat»a-—r for-—»making.~---1nstr-uct1ona1\-.;, SRR
decisions. - e : . o o
- V\\.\\ o
@ - S T
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Tab]e 1

.'Examinees"Tasks on the Ginn 720 End-of Level 11 Mastery Test

Sua1efsnbtest” ‘

Examinees' Tasks -

" Comprehension

Literal Conprehension

* Inferential Comprehension

v Vocabu1arz
Word Meaning

Context Clues

Decoding

Prefixes

. choices

Snff{xes-

Study Skills

Respellings and Accents

¥

Parts of an Outline

Read a factual article comprised of five .
paragraphs. Then, answer each of 10 ~

' questions by selecting the correct

response from an array of three choices.

Read a se1ection “Then, answer a set of

questions by selecting, for each question,
a correct response from an array of three -

i
{
4

" Given a word or. phrase, identify a
_ synonym from’ an array of three choices.

Given a sentence with an under]ined word,
select a synonomous word or phrase from
an array of three choices.

Given a sentence with one word omitted
with a blank space, select a word that
best completes thé sentence from an
array-of_-three_choices

.-

Given a sentence with one word omitted
with a:blank space; select a word that
best completes the sentence from an
array of three choices.

3

Read a sentence containing one underlined

.word. Given two respellings with pro-
_nunciatfons and accents for the under-

Tined word, select the correct respelling.

Read a four paragraph article. Then,
given a partially completed outline, -
select, from an array-of three choices,

. a word or phrase to complete correctly
“each omissfon from the outline.
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| ;I'ab1e 2 ~
‘Student Performaﬁce on Measures oflﬁeading Achievement (N=42) ' .
Test—— : _ Mean i —SD -
End:éf-leveT 11 Mastery Test '
Comprehehsion-SUbtests _ - 24,6 6.0
Literal Comprehension '“ o 6.8 2.3
- Inferential Comprehension 7.9 4.6
- Voéébu1aéy Subtests - . . 2.2 .v7.6'
Word Meaning ! s . 5.6 /
_ Context. Clues L 73 2.3 - )
A Decod.i’ﬁg.Subtests < b 2 . 6.2°
: : Preﬁ{(_é\?x_\ _' R 4.8 1.7
Suffixes - | 18.9 4.8
Study Skills \ | 9 2.2
Respellings an&\eccents | o 5.2 0.8
| Parts of an Outl {ﬁe\ | 39 .8
" Total-Test—— e 826 19:3°
_ SRA Reading Achievement. Test
Vocabulary ) \ 8.2 - 1.8
’ - ‘Comprehension | | 3090 - 2.2
Total ' o T ise2 200 -
Word Reading Test - o \\';. . | ,
Isolated Word Reading 50.1 - 24.7
Passage Reading ’ : o 10;.0 . - 37.5

22
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CTable3 |
Test-retest Rel{abilities for Ginn 720, End-of-Tevel 11 L
Mastéry Test (Nfzz)’ ’
Subtest | . | Reliability *
Cqmpréhehsion Subtests ' B .93
| Literal Comprehension , : ‘t x:74
Inferential Comprehensién . ﬂﬂ .86
Vocabulary Subtests - - /1 .97
C Word Meaning T / -
| ' COntexf Clges_ ' / f ‘ .90 o
Decoding Subtegts / C .80 .
- Prefixes. o / 9 -
Suffixes | B e .84
Study Skills Subtests . .69
Respe111n:s and Accents o .49
Parts. of an Qutline o . .64 |
T Total Test .97 O

23
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Tabfe34 | “
Proportion of Subjects with Var§3ng\bercentages»of DJfferenée’Scores o S ';<
Across Two Administrations ofﬂihe End-of-Tevel 11 .

Mastery Test (N=Zé)\

e

Percentagéw5???E;EHEE~§EEFE““‘f**4~*~44;—-_;

¢ .08 .15 .25 .35 .45 .55 ".65 .75 .85
’ ‘ a to to to to. to to to to to to.
Mastery Test N .07 .14 .28 .34 .44 .54 .64 .74 .84 1.00

Comprehension Subtests

L1tera1.CompEghehsion" - 10 .27 .32 .23 .14 .051 \J
Inferential Comprehensfon 25 .50 .33 .10 ..10 , o \\ )
- Vocabulary Subtests - | - AT o
. Word Meaning - 25 59 w3 0 S -
Context C1ue; ‘ | AO .55 .32 .14 | ' -
) Decoding Subtests |
© prefixes - 6 73 o .27
Suffixes ' . 24 .50 .42 -.05 .05
Study Skils T o )
- 'Respe11fngs and- Accents 7 .36 .59 0 .05
Parts of an Outline 7 .27 . 0 .18 .05 O . .05
S\\ - Number of items on the subtest. . S . | MAQQ
\ . - j
.\\,
. \\ , -
\ ‘ o
. \\ | , A » ) ‘
N
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. Table 5
- Uncorrected and Corrected Proportions of Examinees (N= 22) P1aced - b
Into the Same Decision Categories on Two Administrations L Co . gi

: of the End-of-level 11 Mastery Test o : e

o

Proportion of Examinees
- Corrected for Chance
Subtest ~ . Uncorrected -Agreements

Comprehension Subtests

- Literal Comprehension | | .86 . 7 | . ’f

L o ; . Inferential Comprehension - .95 ‘i_ © .91 | 3
Vocabulary Subtests _

Word Meaning | | .77 o .551'

'Context161ues ' : N 81 ' ' ‘; B

Decoding Subtests

Prefixes - 1.00 | .00 .
Suffixes SR .95 - .88
Study Skills Subtests ) - “ : .
| Respellings and Accents : ,68‘ : .29 ’
Parts of an Outline o .82 . - ' .61

20bserved-Chance Proportions/Maximum Value that (Observed-Chance
Proportions) Can Assume.




o

.
3 ?\' o , 21
. Table 6 o
‘Correlations Between End-of-level 11 Mastery Test and SRA ~
Test Scores (N=42)
o SRA : _
Ginn Subtest . -»"-Vocabulary Comprehension 'Tota1_
" Comprehension Subtests o R .70 : .;3‘ 3! .53
u Literal Comprehension - .52 Cos8 .3,
Inferént{é1 Comprehension -~ -~ .65 | | .66 : .50
;Voﬁabu1ary éuﬁtésts - T g0 .64 .47
Word Meaﬁing ‘ o B .63 '8
Context Clues . . ..52 T .51 o
Decoding Subtests: . - .65 S
| Prefixes ; o .48 .36 .-i-' 30
, suffixes . -+ .66 Cow T
 Study Skills Subtests B T "
Respellings and Aécent; 54 48 - '.41
‘Parts of an Outline . . -~.60":', R - '_ - .39
Total Test R B ,-7§ f' .72 i ; .”.55

o
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NN : i - Table 7 :
’ \\‘ . - ) h ) ’ ¢
S Correlations Betweén End-of-level 11 Mastery Test and .

’

N " Word Reading Test Scores (N=42) E i L o L

4 , . S - 'Word Reading Te%t
Ginn Subtests IsoTated Words = Passages

Comprehension Subtests o < .69 ' .72

A

v - Literal Comprehension .é% .45

Inferential Comprehension no- .72

Vocabulary Subtests - R .85
Word Meaning . .82 . .84
- Context Clues o ‘ .67 T : SRR :ﬁf

Decoding Subtests . C s .65

o

_ Prefixes . Y. - 48 . e
- Study Skills Subtests “ " . B2 ‘ | |

'>'Re§pe111ng$ and Accentd . .31
-~ Parts of an 0ﬁt1iﬁE s .., 59 NS B -
Total Test o .80 v”ﬁ:;83 o
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L ‘ - Table® -
| - " Relation Between End-of-Tevel 11 Mastéry'fest'and. .
o - ?, | v‘Criteﬁion Classification (N=46) J
| ... . Percentage
Subtest : ' x2 P ¢ Misclassified
- Compf;hension Subtests . 24.36 .000. .73 | b_ 15
Litefal Comprehension = \ 17.11 - .002 .61 . 22
| 'Inferentiai Combrehension‘\\kﬂs.BG i .600f g2 20
Vocabulary Subtests . 23.90 .000 .72 20
| " Word Meaning: 27.40  .000 .77 . 20
';_ ) Context Clues 20.37 .00 .67 ;. 33
. Decoding Subtests . 18.85 ¢ .000 .64 37
| Prefixes - - 12.83 | o0 .29 - 46
' Csuffixes . o amer 000 .53 .35
- B L Py Tos— 18504 0} Qv 5o 22 -
B ”Respé"ings and Accents. = 13.77 ' .010 55 24
'Parts of an Oufline | . ét%l ’;040, 467 - f,‘26
. Total Test - | 24.86  . .000. 7 I
ﬂediaﬁ fbg Subtééts.: A '21,38 ;QOO ) 1;68 - | 21
N ‘ ! B
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