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COMBINING INFORMAL TEACHER JUDGMENT

AND OBJECTIVE TEST SCORES
TO MAKE CrR0Oss-CLASSROOM READING

Grour PLACEMENTS

Richard Parker
Jan Hasbrouck
Gerald Tindal

Abstract

The two purposes of this study are to (a) demonstrate a method of summarizing and
displaying test data to support teachers’ decisions on group placement, and (b) apply this
method to cross-classroom reading group placements, using data from three reading as-
sessment procedures (Analytical Reading Inventory, Maze, and Oral Reading Fluency).
The study emphasizes the presentation of objective test data in a manner congruent with
typical elementary classroom decision-making. The three reading tests wereadministered
to Grade 4-6 students who had been placed in existing reading groups by teacher consen-
sus on the basis of classroom observations and a variety of informal criteria. Discriminant
function analysis (DFA) was used to estimate the classification accuracy of each of the
three measures. The DFA procedure also yielded stacked area graphs, which allow a
teacher to judge the relative certainty with which a given student can be assigned to each

of the five reading groups. The teacher also can judge when to rely on alternate, informal

criteria.

Recently, researchers have begun to promote
an active decision-making role by teachers (Borko
& Shavelson, 1982; Orlich, et al.,, 1985; Peterson,
1988) and consideration of the classroom context or
ecology (Doyle, 1986; Gump, 1987; Leinhardt,
Weidman, & Hammond, 1987) in the context of
effective instruction. Theirviews offer anew legiti-
macy to informal teacher decisions, largely in rec-
ognition that such decisions are made from a
wealth of relevant, immediate cues. Researchers
themselves are being challenged to develop con-
ceptual and observational tools to measure the
decision-making process and relevant contextual
cues (Wicker, 1987).

One type of teacher decision with long-term
effects on what and how elementary school stu-

dentslearn is reading group placement. In asurvey
by Salmon-Cox (1981), elementary teachers (N = 68)
from urban and suburban schools said they dis-
trusted standardized test results for making group-
ing decisions. Most (66%) said they relied instead
on informal observation over the first few weeks or
months of school. Burry, Catterall, Choppin, and
Dorr-Bremme (1982) conducted on-site interviews
with 44 elementary teachers from a broader na-
tional survey (N=256). For placing students in
instructional groups and/ or changing group place-
ments, “...nearly every respondent reported that
‘my own observations and students’ classwork’
was a crucial or important source of information”
(p. 24). Their finding of disregard for test results in

favor of direct classroom observations had been
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noted earlier by Resnick (1981), Sproull and Zub-
row (1981), Stetz and Beck (1979), and Goslin
(1967). In forming instructional groups within
their classrooms, teachers are able to observe stu-
dents over a wide range of reading-related activi-
ties throughout the day, and form an impression of
functional skills, habits, and tolerances over sev-
eral days or weeks. Group placement decisions
therefore tend to be subjective judgments, based
. upon information gathered from multiple sources.

Strike (1983) found that teachers’ placement
decisions were based largely on the likelihood that
astudent would profit from the instructional strat-
egy used in a particular group. Teachers consid-
ered work habits, classroom behavior, and per-
sonal/social abilities, as well as measurable read-
ing skills, in estimating the fit between child and
group. Within a single classroom, daily informal
observations of trial placements often are used to
gauge the fit between a child and his/her reading
group; alternative group placements can be made
with little disruption.

Haller and Waterman (1985) collected inter-
view data on 60 intermediate-grade teachers to
identify criteria for placing students (N =1,031) in
reading groups the following year. Four prime
placement criteria were identified: estimated read-
ing ability (45% of cases), general academic compe-
tence (24%), work habits (16%), and behavior/
personality (14%). In no case, however, were the
prime criteria the only criteria considered. Teachers
were likely to consider other, non-skill factors,
particularly in placing students whose reading
abilities fell close to the margin between two
groups. Those with marginal reading abilities--
who could be placed reasonably in two groups--are
aspecial concern of this study. Reading assessment
data that do not indicate placements with reason-
able certainty have low predictive power or predic-
tive error. These marginal score ranges, uncertain
placements, and tests with low predictive power
indicate the necessity for other, non-test criteria,
including informal teacher judgment.

Salmon-Cox (1981} confirmed that test results
are of secondary importance to most teachers in
making reading group placements, and are consid-
ered relevant only when they are “precise, closely
matched to curricula and instruction, and timely”
(p. 634). Burry et al. (1982) found that the tests
teachers most often used were developed by the
teachers themselves or were curriculum-related
skillinventories. Teachers’ most common criticism
of standardized reading tests is the discrepancy be-
tween test scores and both informal measures and
teacher judgment (Coleman & Harmer, 1982).
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When test results are used to help make group
placements, Informal Reading Inventories (IRIs),
whether teacher-constructed, basal series-based,
or commercial, are the most popular assessment
tools (Harris & Lalik, 1987). IRIs are flexible, allow
timely feedback, and may be directly related to the
curriculum.

The popularity of IRIs might have another
basis: Their format and content are consistent with
the type of teacher judgments and decision-mak-
ing that currently arebeing documented in elemen-
tary classrooms (Burry et al., 1982). IRIs are unique
among reading tests in that they (a) encourage
subjective judgment in administration, scoring,
and interpretation of results; (b) are multi-faceted,
often including scores for oral reading fluency and
accuracy, types of miscues, and reading compre-
hension; (c) encourage holistic judgments of a
student’s concentration, effort, and frustration;
and (d) involve passage-reading performance that
isrelatively “natural” toareading group. TheseIRI
attributes are congruent with common group
placement preferences and practices documented
by Salmon-Cox (1981), Haller and Waterman
(1985), Strike (1983), and Burry et al. (1982).

Although IRIs are popular and appear consis-
tent with prevalent decision-making practices,
they have been criticized in the professional litera-
ture. For example, little agreement exists among
practitioners on the construction, administration,
and scoring of IRIs (Powell, 1968; Ekwall, 1974;
Page, 1976; Pflaum,1980; Brecht, 1977; Kender &
Rubenstein, 1977; Schwartz, 1984), and on the des-
ignation of independent, instructional and frustra-
tion reading levels (Pikulski, 1974). Furthermore,
IRIs have demonstrated low accuracy in estimating
instructional levels (Pikulski & Shanahan, 1982;
Bristow, Pikulski, & Pelosi, 1983).

Additional criticism has been levied against
commercial IRIs for lacking the content validity of
inventories derived from classroom materials
(Harris & Niles, 1982). And some commercial IRIs
have demonstrated the same problem with pas-
sage-independent questions commonly found in
standardized tests (Marr & Lyon, 1980). Basal
series-integrated IRIs offer greater content valid-
ity, but they seldom are validated against external
criteria, and often have unknown reliability. Fi-
nally, there are no standard methods used across
basal programs for constructing these IRIs to en-
sure representativeness of text material.

Other informal classroom materials-based
methods for placing students in reading materials
or instructional groups include the cloze proce-
dure, its maze variation (Guthrie, Seifert,



Burnham, & Caplan, 1974), and oral reading flu-
ency. Like the studies on IRIs, research on the
reliability and validity of the Cloze and Maze gen-
erally is supportive but shows the measures to be
most useful (a) in making gross judgments, (b) ovér
abroad grade/skill range, and (c) with the support
of other test data (Rankin & Culhane, 1969;
Bormouth, 1968; Alexander, 1968; Bradley, Acker-
son, & Ames, 1978; Bradley & Meredith, 1978;
Pikulski & Tobin, 1982).

Oral Reading Fluency is a popular assessment
tool within the curriculum-based measurement
(CBM) movement. Studies on the reliability and
validity of oral reading fluency generally have
produced strong results (Deno, Marston, Mirkin,
Lowry, Sindelar, & Jenkins, 1982; Deno, Mirkin, &
Chiang, 1982; Marston & Magnusson, 1985; Deno,
Marston, Shinn, & Tindal, 1983; Fuchs, Fuchs, &
Maxwell, 1988). The usefulness of oral reading
fluency, however, appears to be limited by its lack
of face validity because teachers generally do not
regard it as an acceptable measure of reading
comprehension (Ysseldyke, 1979).

While they have their limitations, informal
assessment measures such as IRIs, the maze proce-
dure, and Oral Reading Fluency can improve deci-
sion-making for reading group placements. They
are especially valuable when instructional groups
are formed across classrooms within one grade
level or across several grade levels. In these cases,
a teacher’s reliance upon informal observation and
judgment for group placement poses a special
problem for consensual group decision-making:
Informal observations fromall homeroomteachers
probably are not comparable because they lack the
common frame of reference that objective meas-
ures can offer,

A major challenge is to improve teachers’ use
of objective measures. Objective test data should
be presented in such a way as to highlight the error
or limitations of a measure and simultaneously to
support subjective teacher judgments based on
ongoing classroom observations and a variety of
other non-test score criteria.

For the present study, the discriminative valid-
ity of three informal reading measures (IRI, Maze,
Oral Reading Fluency) was investigated for plac-
ing Grade 4, 5, and 6 students in across-classroom
reading instruction groups. The study was de-
signed to be congruent with current teacher deci-
sion-making practices in five ways: (a) Informal,
consensual judgments by teachers serve as the
group placement criterion; (b) two of the reading
measures are easily produced, administered, and
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scored by teachers, and are drawn from local class-
room materials; (c) one of the reading measures is
an IR, selected for its documented popularity
among teachers; (d) the results are presented in
terms of the relative certainty of each alternative
placement; and (e) the results are presented to help
illuminate the areas of greatest need for informal
teacher judgments based on alternative, non-test
score criteria.

Informal teacher judgment based upon mul-
tiple criteria is especially valuable when more ob-
jective measures show the least discriminative
power (greatest error). This study uses data sum-
mary and display techniques that point out test
score ranges where objective measures have the
least power and informal teacher judgment is
needed most.

METHOD

Subjects

Participating in this study were 120 students
sampled randomly from class rosters of 14, Grade
4, 5, and 6 classrooms in a 280-pupil elementary
school located in a middle SES, rural western
community. Random selection was stratified
within existing reading groups: Ten students were
randomly selected from each of four reading
groups at each grade, resulting in 40 subjects per
grade level.

Reading groups were formed across class-
rooms (approximately four classrooms per grade
level), butwithin gradelevels. The groupshad been
established 6 months earlier (in September) by
consensus among the four or five teachers at each
grade level. Placement decisions were based upon
a variety of information, including cumulative
folder reports, recommendations of the previous
year’s teacher, informal classroom observations,
and IRIs. School-wide standardized test results
also were available but carried little weight in the
group placement decisions. After initial group
placements had been made, changes were allowed
if warranted by informal teacher observations.

Ten students were selected for each of four
reading groups: High, High-Medium, Low-Me-
dium, and Low. The Low group was divided
furtherinto Low and SPED/Chapter Igroups, with
group sizes of approximately six and three, respec-
tively. Students in theSPED/Chapter Igroup were
pulled for intensive reading instruction within
either the school’s Special Education Resource
Room program or its Chapter I remedial program.
Exact numbers of students within each group at

“each grade level are contained in Table 1.
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Instrumentation

Allstudentsin thestudy were tested with three
instruments: a modified version of the Analytical
Reading Inventory (ARI, Woods & Moe, 1985) and
two measures derived from students’ basal read-
ers: Maze tests and Oral Reading Fluency proce-
dures.

The ARI

' A modification of the ARI was administered
individually, yielding an instructional reading
level (grade equivalency score) for each student.
The ARI could not be administered exactly as pre-
scribed in the manual because: “some of the deci-
sion-making is based upon subjective evalu-
ations,” (e.g., “A careful look at the severity of the
miscues and the overt demeanor of the student
would be necessary before a final judgment could
be made”) (Woods & Moe, 1985, p. 18). Theempha-
sis on subjective judgments did not allow reason-
able interrater reliability among the five research
aides. Similar difficulties would be posed if teach-
ers administered the ARI in separate classrooms
and attempted to compare data for consensual
group placements.

Reasonable interrater reliability (=.90) for
instructional reading levels across the data collec-
tors was obtained in the training session with four
modifications: (a) “Miscue analysis” and “story re-
tell” were deleted, as neither was required to calcu-
late reading levels; (b) objectivedecision rules were
established for determining how many test pas-
sages to use and in what order; (c) objective proce-
dures were established for computing instruc-
tional levels from reading rate and comprehension
scores; and (d) the preliminary word list reading
task was omitted as unnecessary; current group
placement guided the ARI entry level instead.

Basal Passages

Passages for the two curriculum-related meas-
ures were selected from Grade 4, 5, and 6 reading
texts, Running Free, Three Cheers, and Distant Views
(Scott, Foresman Reading, 1987). Each student
read three passages, with calculated readabilities
at grade placement level, 1 year above grade place-
ment, and 1 year below grade placement. Based on
the recommendations of local reading specialists,
readability was defined as the average of Spache,
Fry, and RAYGOR formulas. Three passages used

Table 1: Performance of Language Arts Instructional Groups in Grades 4, 5, and 6
on Two, Basal Reader-Based Measures (Maze and Oral Reading Fluency)
and the Analytical Reading Inventory

Maze Oral Reading Fluency ARI
N M SD N M SD N M SD
Grade 4
All groups 37 7476 19.74 39  103.67 319 39 5.53 1.58
SPED/Chapt.I 3 25.67 4.04 2 39.5 16.26 3 2.83 1.04
Low 5 632  12.83 7 7143  19.12 7 429 1.29
Low-Medium 9 7022 1216 10 102. 10.9 9 5.33 9
High-Medium 10 854 8.26 10 1093 2656 - 10 5.55 .89
High 10 88.7 6.53 10 1351 19.04 10 7.35 .58
Grade 5
All groups 34 82.85 11.26 40 1154 3154 40 6.18 1.58
SPED/Chapt.I 2 59. 2.83 3 60. 21.93 3 3.83 1.04
Low 6 6933 698 7 93. 15.68 7 . 436 118
Low-Medium 10 83. 4.78 10 1126  23.76 10 6.25 1.06
High-Medium 9 88.11 5.82 10 1257 26.29 10 6.45 .64
High 7 9429  2.98 10 1402  23.69 10 7.8 79
Grade 6
All groups 32 81.94 1132 38 118.7129.31 38 6.89  1.66
SPED/Chapt.I 1 53. - 1 75. - 1 6. -
Low 6 74.67 11.02 9 91.11  22.87 8 4.81 1.44
Low-Medium 8 7713  8.15 9 113.89 18.29 9 6.67 135
High-Medium 9 8622 1.76 10 1251 23.99 10 7.2 0.72
Iiigh 8 91. 6.07 9 148.89 16.45 10 8.55 0.64
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for each gradelevel had the following readabilities:
3.5,4.6,5.6 (Grade 4); 4.6, 5.6, 6.3 (Grade5); 5.6,6.3,
7.5(Grade 6). Because some passages were used for
multiple grade levels, a total of only four different
passages were used. These four passages are in-
cluded in Appendix A.

The Maze

One of the two basal-derived measures was a
multiple-choice cloze or “Maze” (Guthrie et al.,
1974). Excluding thefirstand lastsentence of a250-
word passage, every sixth word was deleted, and
students were offered five alternatives in a “key-
word search” task (Roid & Haladyna, 1982). The
four distractors were random selections from the
pool of deleted words. Each Maze contained ap-
proximately 34items. Thedependent measurewas
“percent correct,” averaged over three passages.
The maze tests used on the four passages are in-
cluded in Appendix B.

Oral Reading Fluency

The second basal-derived reading measure,
Oral Reading Fluency, was obtained on the same
three (intact) 250-word passages. Errors counted
were additions, substitutions, omissions, and hesi-
tations of at least 3 seconds, after which students
were told the word. Students were corrected
immediately if they skipped to the wrong line of
text (counted as ony one error). The dependent
measure was the percent of words read correctly
per minute, averaged over the three passages.

Procedures

In March 1988, 12 teachers consecutively

administered three Maze tests to their reading
groups from scripted directions in a 20-minute
session. The presentation order of the three tests
was counterbalanced within each group. Over the
next 2 weeks, subjects were withdrawn from class
individually to read aloud the same three passages
and to complete the ARL. The Oral Reading/ARI
administration order was counterbalanced within
groups, as was the order in which the three pas-
sages were read. The Maze/Oral Reading order
could not be counterbalanced because Oral Read-
ing would reveal answers to the Maze.

ARI and Oral Reading Fluency assessments
required approximately 27 minutes per student
(15-50 minute range). The ARI alone required
approximately 18 minutes for most students (8-35
minute range), while the Oral Reading Fluency
assessment was somewhat faster, averaging 9
minutes (6-15 minute range).
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Complete data from all students could not be
collected. Usable Maze results were available for
only 103 of the original 120 students. Because
individual testing sessions could be rescheduled,
results were available for 117 of the 120 students.

RESULTS
Predictive Validity of Measures

Table 1 presents descriptive summaries for
each of the three measures by reading group, as
well as by grade level across reading groups. All
measures showed an increase in mean scores
across consecutive grades, and from lower to
higher instructional groups. The lone exception to
this trend was a higher-than-expected ARI score
from the single student in the Grade 6 SPED/
ChapterIgroup. This trend of greater mean scores
across gradelevels is evident for the Maze and Oral
Reading Fluency, despite the fact that students in
the higher grades were presented with more diffi-
cult text (see Table 1).

A major objective of this study was to assess the
relative accuracy of the three objective reading
measures in matching cross-classroom reading
group placements based on subjective teacher
judgments. Following a preliminary Bartlet’s test
for equal variances, ANOVAs were conducted on
differences among reading groups at each grade
level for each of the three tests (Maze, Fluency, and
ARI). The F ratios in Table 2 reflect highly signifi-
cant differences at all grade levels.

The generalized correlation ratio or “eta” (Ker-
linger, 1986, pp. 216-217) computed for each F test
indicate that between 54% and 81% of the variance
in Maze scores could be accounted for by reading
group membership. For Oral Reading Fluency
scores, the proportion of variance explained by
groups ranged from 52% to 66%, and for the ARI,
the proportion ranged from 64% to 69%. All of the
measures appeared to be moderately strong pre-
dictors of instructional group membership, with
the ARI the most stable predictor (across the three
grades) and the Maze somewhat stronger on the
average than the other two.

Multiple discriminant function analysis
(DFA), an analytical tool for assessing accuracy in
predicted group placements from single or mul-
tiple test scores (Klecka, 1981), was used for this
study. Predicted placements produced from DFA
from Maze, Oral Reading Fluency, and ARI scores
were cross-tabulated with actual placements, and
the resulting table was analyzed with Kendall's
Tau and Cohen’s Kappa, two indices of relation-

ship that are most sensitive to the number of clas-
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Table 2: Tests of Homogeneity of Variance and Mean Differences Among Classroom Groups
in Grades 4, 5, and 6 on Maze, Oral Reading Fluency, and Analytical Reading Inventory,
with Effect Size for Each Measure

Bartlet’s Variance Test Mean Differences Effect Size
E ] df SS, Ss, E p eta

Grade 4

Maze 141 23 4,32 11159.3 2873.5 31.1 <.000 .89

ORF 1.45 22 4,34 257355 13139.2 16.6 <0001 .81

ARI 1.08 36 4,34 66.1 28.8 19.5 <0001 .83
Grade 5

Maze 1.0 40 4,29 3398.6 781.7 315 <0001 .90

ORF 41 80 4,35 20009.5 18788.1 9.3 <0001 .72

ARI 83 S1 4,35 66.8 29.9 19.5 <.0001 .83
Grade 6"

Maze .68 57 3,27 1297.7 1811.8 6.4 002 74

ORF 50 .68 3,33 15618.0  14195.6 12.1 <0001 74

ARI 2.6 05 3,33 63.5 373 18.7 <0001 .80

*Grade 6 SPED/Chapter I group has only one member, so ANOVA was conducted on the other four groups only.

sification errors (Klecka, 1980; Fleiss, 1981).

Table 3 contains the “percent of correct classi-
fications” from the DFA procedure by each of the
three discriminant measures separately, as well as
by Maze and Oral Reading Fluency together. The
relatively low percents (28-62%) of direct Hits
improved considerably (none below 82%), when a
Hit is redefined as “within an error band of one
category.”

Table 3 also presents the canonical correlation
coefficients for the discriminant functions pro-
duced from the DFA procedure. For the Maze and
Oral Reading Fluency combined, coefficients are
presented for only the first function, as the second
function produced non-significant correlations.
Standardized weights for the Maze and Oral Read-
ing Fluency, respectively, were: .76 and .42 for
Grade4, 95 and .16 for Grade5, and .57 and .59 for
Grade 6.

DFA also yields canonical loadings, similar to
factor loadings in factor analysis. For the Maze
plus Oral Reading Fluency, the respective loadings
for the first discriminant function were: .92 and .71
for Grade4; .99 and .41 for Grade 5; and .85 and .87
for Grade 6. The similarity between standardized
weights and canonical loadings is considered sup-
portive of the DFA results (Klecka, 1980).

Table 3 includes Kendall’s Tau (Klecka, 1980,
p- 51) and Cohen’s Kappa (Fleiss, 1981, pp. 212-
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236), two indices of relationship between the dis-
criminant measures and group membership that
were computed from arialysis of the actual versus
predicted cross-tabulations. Hits/Misses, Kendall
Tau, and Cohen’s Kappastatistics computed on the
combined crosstabs rank the measures similarly:
Maze plus Oral Reading Fluency first, followed by
ARI, Maze, and Oral Reading Fluency.

Across the three grades, the Maze plus Oral
Reading Fluency classified most accurately, fol-
lowed by the ARI. Oral Reading Fluency was
reasonably strong for all grades but 5, while the
Maze was very strong in Grade 5 and weak in
Grade 6. The ARI, while not the strongest, was
reasonably consistent across the three grade levels.
Tau and Kappa, neither of which is sensitive to
“degree of error,” confirmed this rating of the tests
on Hits/Misses. When the degree of classification
error (“within one group”) was considered, how-
ever, the Maze alone classified most accurately.

In addition to yielding categorical predicted
placements, DFA calculates, as an intermediate
step, a set of probabilities that each case belongs to
each one of the groups (Klecka, 1980, pp. 44-45).
These probabilities (based on Mahalanobis dis-
tances from group centroids) offer a more detailed
picture of test results.

The graphs included in Appendix C depict
these multiple probabilities within computer-gen-



erated (Wilkinson, 1987) stacked area graphs for
ARI, Maze, and Oral Reading Fluency scores at the
Grade 4 level only. The Maze plus Oral Reading
Fluency graph is not included. Probabilities of
belongingto each group are portrayed as patterned
areas under a curve. The ARI graph also has been
labeled with representative probability values.
Generally, the steeper curves and bands of less
similar widths indicate more accurate discrimina-
tion between groups. The stacked area graphs for
Grades 5 and 6 are included in Appendix D.

At the top of the stacked area graphs (marked
by solid vertical lines) are the predicted placements
in deterministic, categorical terms. A comparison
of the categorical-versus-probabilistic placements
gives a sense of the degree of error in making any
particular categorical placement.

DISCUSSION

One purpose of this study was to assess the
accuracy of three objective reading measures (IRI,
Maze, Oral Reading Fluency) in matching teachers’
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cross-classroom reading group placement deci-
sions based on informal observation and other
non-testscore criteria. Approximately 35students
wereselected from fivereading groups at Grades4,
5, and 6. The ARI was chosen because of the
popularity of Informal Reading Inventories among
teachers. The other two measures, Oral Reading
Fluency and the Maze, are curriculum based and
easily produced and administered by the class-
room teacher.

When placement decisions must be made
consensually and when student information is
drawn from different teachers and classrooms,
objective reading measures allow results to be
compared across decision-makers.

This study also sought to demonstrate a
method of summarizing and displaying the dis-
criminative accuracy of these three measures in a
manner that highlights those placement decisions
where informal teacher judgment and other, non-
test criteria are needed most. Research by Strike
(1983), Haller and Waterman (1985), and Salmon-

Table 3: Classification Accuracy of Two Basal Reader-Based Measures (Maze and Oral Reading Fluency)
and the Analytical Reading Inventory at Three Grade Levels

Percent Correct
N Hits Within One First Discrim TauB  Kappa
Function
Grade 4
Maze 37 46 97 .89** 69" A1
ORF 39 51 89 81 65" 37
Maze + ORF 36 56 94 .88 .68 41+
ARI 39 46 87 83+ 67" 31°
Grade 5
Maze 34 62 100 90" .80 S1
ORF 40 40 83 T2 .60** 23
Maze+ORF 34 59 100 90" 79 AT
ARI 40 55 98 .83 74 A2
Grade 6
Maze 32 28 91 74 .50 .06
ORF 38 50 87 74" .64 36"
Maze + ORF 32 48 84 a7 57 33
ARI 38 58 82 .80 63" AT
Grades 4. 5, & 6 combined
Maze 103 49 95 .66 34
ORF 117 47 86 62 32
Maze + ORF 103 54 94 .68 41
ARI 117 53 89 67 40
'p<.01
“p<.001

¢ Resource Consultant Training Program
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Cox (1981) emphasizes that teachers neither trust
nor use standardized tests in making reading-
group placements. They instead rely upon a wide
variety of informal criteria, including judgments
based upon daily observations. For objective test
data to be used better by teachers, they should be
assisted in understanding the relationship be-
tween the data and prevailing decision-making
practices. In addition, the limitations or inaccura-
- cies of the data should be made clearer to empha-
sizewhen other judgment criteria are most needed.

Classification Accuracy

Results of discriminant function analyses

(DFA) indicated that all three measures were mod-
erately good predictors of existing teacher group-
ings, accounting forroughly 50-80% of the variabil-
ity among groups. When defined as Hits and
Misses, the accuracy of the measures was less
impressive, however, with Hit rates of only 47-53%
across the three grades. The Hit rates increased to
86-95% when the definition of a Hit was broadened
to include “within one category of actual place-
ment.” The higher figures are less reliable, how-
ever, as they capitalize more upon chance.

The classification accuracy of the three meas-
ures can be summarized in two ways: across the
full range of scores or (using the stacked area
graphs) by limited score ranges (high, medium,
low). Across the full range of scores, the Maze was
the strongest predictor at Grades 4 and 5, and the
weakest at Grade 6; the ARI was the strongest
Grade 6 measure. The Maze/Oral Reading Flu-
ency combination did not substantially improve
the Maze’s predictive efficiency at Grades 4 and 5.
On the basis of these results, the Maze alone could
be recommended at Grades 4 and 5, but at Grade 6
neither of the curriculum-based measures com-
pared favorably with the ARL

When the definition of a Hit was broadened to
include “within one category of actual placement,”
the Maze was the strongest predictor in Grades 4,
5,and 6. This broader definition may be adequate
for the placement needs of some schools.

By referring to the three Grade 4 stacked area
graphs (see Appendix C), one also can assess the
classification accuracy of the three measures for
limited ranges of scores. The graphs show that
there is not “one best test” for predicting reading
group placements made on the basis of informal
teacher judgment. Thetest(s) of choice will depend
largely on the approximate skill level of a student
being placed. For Grade4, the Maze was strongest
in the Low score range, followed by Oral Reading
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Fluency. In the Low-Medium range, none of the
measures were particularly strong, but the ARIand
Oral Reading Fluency displayed reasonable power
for higher scores.

At Grade 5 (graphs not shown), the Maze
appeared best for all scores except for those in the
High-Medium range. Oral Reading Fluency and
the ARI performed similarly and could be recom-
mended only for the highest and lowest scores.

At Grade 6, the ARI was strong among lower
scores and reasonably strong for all other score
ranges. The Maze was best among lower score
ranges and Oral Reading Fluency among higher
scores; both lacked power for scores in the middle
range.

The differential effectiveness of the three tests
atlow, medium, and high skill levels may beduein
part to an attenuated distribution of scores on the
Maze. The 100% correct ceiling on the Maze was
relatively attainable, while the ceiling on the ARI
(Grade 9 level) was more difficult to reach, and
Oral Reading Fluency scores had no imposed ceil-
ing. Considering the predictive strength of the
Maze, modifications in that instrument that raise
the ceiling, yet do not sacrifice replicability in con-
struction or scoring, might be warranted.

Teacher Use of the Stacked
Area Graphs

The stacked area graphs have three main uses.
First, they improve placement precision by sug-
gesting a test that best matches a student’s “guess-
timated” reading ability. The teacher should make
an initial “ballpark” judgment and select only a test
that can significantly improve upon that judgment.
Generally, the Maze can be recommended for low-
performing students. For middle scores, the three
measures are similar, with the Maze only slightly
stronger. For high-performing students, either
Oral Reading Fluency or the ARI appear suitable.

The second use of the area graphs is to indicate
how much group discrimination power is avail-
able for a particular scores and score ranges. For
example, for a relatively high Oral Reading Flu-
ency score of 118 at the Grade 4 level, the student
could, with almost equal probability, be placed in
the High, High-Medium, or the Low-Medium
groups. If theteacher’s concern isin which of these
groups to place the student, some other criteria
must be used.

The third use of the area graphs is to identify
particular placements or placement options with a
known probability of being wrong. For example,
for alow ARIscore of 3 at Grade 4, one canbe 77%



certain that the SPED/Chapter I placement is best.
The alternative Low group placement, with a
meager 20% chance of being “correct,” would be
seriously considered only if other criteria were
given considerable weight.

Efficiency of Use

Because of its group administration, the Maze
clearly was the most time-efficient reading meas-
ure. This efficiency must be weighed against the
lack of opportunity it affords to observestudents in
the process of reading/an aspect of IRIs rated
highly by teachers. Theanonymity of group testing
allowed a handful of students to merely guess on
the Maze, an unlikely phenomenon in individual
test administration. Oral Reading Fluency is rela-
tively time-efficient and also allows observation of
the reading process.

It may be tempting to group-administer the
Maze as an efficient screener, followed by the more
time-consuming ARI or Oral Reading Fluency.
However, Oral Reading Fluency appeared to add
significantly to the predictive power of the Maze
only in Grade 6. At that level, the Maze would be
a weak screening device.

The modified ARI was included in the study
because of its popularity and as a standard against
which other measures could be judged. Evenina
shortened and streamlined form, the ARI was
considerably more demanding in terms of the
training, administration, and scoring time require-
ments than were the other two measures. This
additional time appeared warranted by the DFA
results for Grade 6 but not for Grades 4 and 5.

CONCLUSION

Graphing multiple probabilities provides in-
formation to teachers beyond that afforded by
recommended categorical placements, qualified
by confidence intervals. With the stacked area
graphs, a teacher can select the best test for a
student’s approximate skill level. Fromtest results,
the teacher also can gauge the relative certainty or
accuracy with which each one of the alternative
group placements can be made. In those cases of
relatively equal predicted accuracy (equal heights
of the patterned areas), the teacher must rely upon
other criteria to make the decision. The graphs thus
clearly depict where data from classroom observa-
tion, student work habits, attendance, family sup-
port, and social skills might be needed to make
placement decisions.

¢  Group Placement 9
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Jim Gary's Giants

What do you think of when you ride past a junkyard? Do you see
just old cars and auto parts? Jim Gary sees animals and a great
place to visit. Gary is a sculptor with a strange specialty. He makes
giant animals—from junk!

Gary didn't start out enjoying junk. As a boy he was crazy about
dinosaurs. "I had my own collection of model dinosaurs," he recalls
proudly. Then, as he grew older, he fell in love with cars.

"l didn't have enough money to buy a car," Gary says. "So | just
fooled around with them. Then | started building my own cars.

"| went to the junkyards near my home for most of the parts |
needed. Then one day | was just sitting in the middle of the junk,
looking around. All of a sudden, the car parts started looking like
animal parts to me. An oil pan looked like part of a skull. An axle
became an arm. Nuts and bolts looked like eyes and ears.

"l was only fourteen,” states Gary, "but | knew that | wanted to
make animals out of these old auto parts. | only owned a few tools
and some welding gear, but | had plenty of ideas."
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The Turtle Street Trading Co.

"What kind of business could four kids go into?" Morgan asked.

"l don't know, Fran replied.

"There's got to be some business we could go into. Come on,
Morgan. Think!" P.J. demanded.

Morgan told the others about the most successful
businessperson he knew—his dad. His dad was always talking
business. Business, business, business, that's all he ever thought
about. He owned not one but three stores already, and he was
thinking about opening a fourth. They all had the same name: Peter's
Party Supply Store. And they all made money.

Morgan's dad has started from the bottom and worked his way up
from there. He said that if you wanted to be a success in your own
business, you had to keep in mind the basic principle behind all
American big business—supply and demand. That meant you had to
dream up an idea for a product or service the public really needed— .
even if it didn't know it yet—make it available, then convince the
public that it couldn't live without it.

What product or service could four inexperienced kids make
available to the public that somebody else hadn't already made
available?

That was a toughie!
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Life on a Space Shuttle

The chances that you may one day take a trip into space are getting
better all the time. As it becomes easier to live in a space capsule,
more and more people who are not trained astronauts will be able to
travel in space. At first, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) would only choose as astronauts trained
pilots to carry out the early space programs. These were the
Mercury and Gemini programs. For the Apollo and Skylab flights,
doctors and scientists were added to the list of those able to take
part in space flights.

A space shuttle crew may number up to seven people. The
commander, the pilot, and the mission specialist are NASA
astronauts. Other people in the crew are called payload specialists.
They may or may not be NASA astronauts. Payload specialists are
people who are already trained in special scientific or medical "
skills. They are taken along on spaceflights to carry out the
scientific and medical experiments of a mission. What special
skills of your chosen career might be useful on a space shuttle
mission? This is where your chance to travel in space might be.

Today, choosing candidates for space travel is still hard to do.
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Beauty and the Beast

Once upon a time there was a merchant whose wife died, leaving
him with three daughters.

The two older daughters were good-looking but very
disagreeable. They cared only for themselves and for their
appearance; they spent most of the time admiring their reflections
in a looking-glass.

The third and youngest daughter was quite different from the
other two. She was beautiful—so beautiful that she was known as
Beauty. She was also good and kind. Everyone loved Beauty, except
for her sisters, who were jealous of her. They hated her.

One day the merchant heard that a ship was expected in a far-
away port with a valuable cargo for him. He prepared at once to set
off on the long journey to the port, for he hoped to make a great deal
of money by selling the cargo there. Knowing of this, his two elder
daughters hung about him, pestering him to bring expensive presents
back to them. They wanted dresses of silk and satin and jewelry of
gold and precious stones. Only Beauty remained silent: all that she
wanted was that her father should bring himself home again. safe and
sound. She dared not say so, for fear of the jeering sisters.
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Date__________ Name

Grade

Teacher School

I

Life on a Space Shuttle

The chances that you may one day take a trip
into space are getting better all the time. As it
becomes easier to __(1)__ in a space capsule,
more __(2)___ more people who are not __(3)__

astronauts will be able to __(4)__in space. At first,
the __(5)__ Aeronautics and Space Administration

(NASA) __(6)__. only choose as astronauts trained
—(7)__ to carry out the early _ (8)__ programs.
These were the Mercury _ (9)__ Gemini

programs. For the Apollo __(10)__ Skylab flights, :
doctors and scientists __ (11)__ added to the list of

—(12)___ able to take part in __(13)___ flights.
A space shuttle crew __(14)___ number up to

seven people. __(15)__ commander, the pilot,
and the __ (16)___ specialist are NASA astronauts.
Other __(17)__ in the crew are called __( 18)
specialists. They may or may __(19)___ be NASA
astronauts. Payload specialists __ (20)___ people
who are already __ (21)_ in special scientific or
medical ___(22)__. They are taken along on
_;(23)_ to carry out the séicntlﬂc —(24)___
medical experiments of a mission. —(25)___
special skills of your chosen __(26)___ might be
useful on a __ (27)___ shuttle mission? This is
where __(28)___ chance to travel in space
—(29)__ be.

Today, choosing candidates for space travel is

still hard to do.
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DIRECTIONS:
For each blank in the story, circle the
word below that fits the best.

(1) trained, space, live, were, space

(2) may, and, National, mission, might

(3) are, and, skills, trained, the

(4) your, spaceflights, trained, travel, not
(S) would, skills, and, Natfonal, your

(6) were, mission, are, and, would

(7) career, might, what, spaceflights, pilots
(8) those, your, space, skills, were

(9) travel, live, payload, skills, and

(10) and, what, would, career, the

(11) spacsflights, Natfonal, space, were, career
(12) mission, what, might, space, those
(13)are, what, space, travel, people

(14) live, may, not, career, travel

(1S) What, Space, The, Your, Travel

(16) skills, and, pilots, mission, would
(17) might, people, National, might, were
(18) payload, your, career, and, those
(19) the, may, space, live, not

(20) travel, would, mission, are, career
(21) live, trained, are, what, skills

(22) might, pilots, and, skills, your

(23) space, mission, spaceflights, may, and
(24) and, people, not, the, those

(25) Pilots, What, Not, Mission, May

(26) trained, spacs, payload, those, career
(27) people, pilots, space, the, may

(28) mission, your, payload, end, live
(29) are, career, might, what, those
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Date__________ Name Grage
Teacher School

o S

DIRECTIONS:
For each blank in the story, circle the
word below that fits the best.

Beauty and the Beast

Once upon a time there was a merchant whose
wife died, leaving him with three daughters.
The two older daughters were __(1)__ but very
disagreeable. They cared __(2)___ for themselves

(1) safe, a, good-10oking, and, 1ooking-glass
(2) only, good-looking, expensive, about, father
(3) prepared, sisters, appearance, only, she
(4) that, she, tims, thev, appearance

and for their __(3)__; they spent most of the (5) on, this, looking-glass, sisters, stones
(6) wanted, two, was, time, only
—{#)_ admiring their reflections in a —O)— (7) was, selling, two, merchants, safe

]
[]
]
{
1
]
The third and youngest daughter __(6)__ quite . (8) that, and. appearancs, expensive. they
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1
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1
]
'
1
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1

different from the other __(7)__. She was (9) prepared, she, father, that, »

(10) Expensive, Two, Everyone, Sisters, Port
(11) sisters, this, that, stones, about

( 12) Wanted, Thev, Time, Only, Good-looking
(13) that, a, about, safe, merchant

( 14) time, wanted, expected, they, on

(15) she, a, was, selling, and

( 16) stones, she, prepared. looking-glass, two
(17) appearance, on, prepareq, this, sisters
(18) selling, everyone, bort, they, two

(19) port, safe, father, a, everyone

(20) that, selling, th1s, time, father

(21) she, expensive, this, stones, was

(22) sisters, that, good-looking, only, about
(23) expensive, about, expected, on, wanted
(24) merchant, this, wanted, two, that

(25) port, and, expected, sisters, father
(26) a, selling, appearance, stones. she

(27) that, stones, safe, only, everyone

(28) thev, merchant. about. father , prepared
(29) ime, safe, wanteq, was. on

beautiful—so beautiful _ (8)_. she was known as
Beauty. __(9)__ was also good and kind. __( 10)__
loved Beauty, except for her __(11)__, who were
jealous of her. ___(12)___ hated her.

One day the _(13)_ heard that a ship was
—(14)__in a far-away port with __(15)___ valuable
cargo for him. He __(16)___ at once to set off
—(17)___ the long journey to the __(18)__, for he
hoped to make __(19)___ great deal of money by
—(20)___ the cargo there. Knowing of __ (21)__,
his two elder daughters hung _ (22)___ him,
pestering him to bring ___(23)__
them. They __(24)___ dresses of silk and satin
—(25)___ jewelry of gold and precious __ (26)___
Only Beauty remained silent all —(27)___she
wanted was that her __ (28)___ should bring himself
home again __(29)__ and sound. She dared not
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say so, for fear of the jeering sisters.
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Date Name Grade.
Teacher ScnoolI_._ —
The Turtle Street Trading Co. ! DIRECTIONS:

t For each blank n the story, circle the
“What kind of business could four kids go into? | word below that fits the best.

Morgan asked. '
: (1) We, There's, Thought, His, Be

"—(1)__ got to be some business __(2)__ could : (2) even, we. started, without, that
(3) Morgan, bustness, they, the, that

go into. Come on, —(3)— Think" PJ. : (4) American, even, already, that, the

demanded. . (S) mind, four, already, the, businessperson
Morgan told __ (4)__ others about the most u (6) even, dad, thought, we, without

successful __(5)__ he knew--his dad. His _(6)__ 1 (7) business, four, even, the, was

: (8) up, thought, or, the, Peter's

1 (9) the, mind, already, but, said

! , (10) even, already, yet, was, up

' (11) American, Even, Up, Or, They

*I don't know, Fran replied.

was always talking business. Business, __(7)__,
business, that's all he ever —(8)__about. He
owned not one ___(9)__ three stores already, and

he _(10)__ thinking about opening a fourth . L (12) Without, Peter's, four, There's, yet
—(11)__ all had the same name: __ (12)__ Party | (13)ell, business, the, Morgan, or
Supply Store. And they __ (13)__ made money. . (14) already, the, all, American, started

Morgan's dad had __(14)__ from the bottom , (15) be, without, even, hs, dad
1 (16) that, Peter's, but, said, four

! i (17) business, without, up, be
L ( 18) business, businessperson, yet, dad, up
( 19) the, mind, Peter's, but, there's

and worked __( 15)___ way up from there. He
—(16)___ that if you wanted to —(17)___a success
in your own __( 18)__, you had to keep in __ (19)___

the basic principle behind all —(20)___ big : (20) four, said, American, even, thought
busincss—supply and demand. —(21)__ meant you, (21 ) Already, All, That, Business, The
had to dream __(22)__ an idea for a product + (22) American, up, but, businessperson, the

! (23)all dad, mind, or, Morgan

. (24) without, even, mind, Morgan, yet

: (25) yet, dad, be, businessperson, or

1 (26) four, was, said, there's, the

couldn't live _(27)__ it , (27) without, thought, started, his, they
What product or service could —(28)_ (28) Morgan, business, already, four. was

[]
]
inexperienced kids make available to __ (29)___ : (29) wes, but, up. the, ming

i
]
[}
]

]

—(23)__ service the public really needed—
—(24)__ if it didn't know it __(25)__ —make it

available, then convince —(26)___ public that it

public that somebody else hadn't __ (30)__ made ' (30)satd, ming. they without, already
available? That was a toughiet
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Date Name Grade
Teacher School.____:= I—
DIRECTIONS:
JimGary's Giants For each blank {n the story, circle the

What do you think of when you ride past a
junkyard? Do you see just old __(1)__ and auto
parts? Jim Gary __(2)___ animals and a great place
—(3)__ visit. Garyisa sculptor ___(4)___ a strange
specialty. He makes __(5)__ animals—from junk!

Gary didn't __(6)__ out enjoying junk. As a
—(7)__he was crazy about dinosaurs. “ (8 __
had my own collection of ___(9)___ dinosaurs,* he
recalls proudly. Then, ___(10)__ he grew older, he
fell _ (11)__ love with cars.

"I didn't __(12)__ enough money to buy a
—(13)_" Gary says. "SoI just __(14)__ around
with them. Then I __(15)__ building my own cars.

"l _(16)__ to the junkyards near my

—(17)__ for most of the parts __(18)__ needed.
Thenone day I __ (19)__ Just sitting in the middle
—(20)_ the junk, looking around. All ___(21)__a
sudden, the car parts __ (22)___ looking like animal
parts to __(23)_. An oil pan looked like —(24)__
ofaskull Anaxle _ (25)__ anarm. Nuts and bolts
—{26)__ like eyes and ears.

*l _(27)__ only fourteen” states Gary, "but
——(28)_ knew that [ wanted to —(29)___ animals
out of these old ___(30)__ parts. | only owned a few
tools and some welding gear, but | had plenty of

ideas.”

University of Oregon ¢

word below that fits the best.

(1) sees, cars, home, started, of
(2) sees, car, became, to, have
(3) auto, giant, was, in, to

(4) 1, with, went, modsl, boy

(S) 1, cars, of, glant, looked

(6) 1, start, started, part, fooled
(7) auto, have, cars, boy, sees

(8) home, 1, was, with, started
(9) 1, was, make, me, model

(10) model, 1, became, as, looked
(11) fooled, in, boy, giant, to
(12) boy, as, have, in, of

(13) of, have, boy, started, car
(14) fooled, of , auto, was, giant
(15) make, with, started, I, to
(16) start, liked, went, me, model
(17) home, started, in, went, sees
(18) became, part, 1, fooled, home
(19) car, of, auto, boy, was

(20) wes, of, giant, I, fooled

(21) started, of, model, became, 10
(22) of, looked, meke, sees, started
(23) as, me, have, car, started
(24) 1, home, part, start, with
(25) became, part, boy, start, looked
(26) cars, with, me, looked, have
(27) of, became, giant, 1n, was
(28) as, part, I, car, was

(29) auto, meke. of foolea, sees
(30) to. started, auto, was. mocel




APPENDIX C
STACKED AREA GRAPHS
FOR GRADE 4



¢ Group Placement 27

Predicting Grade 4 Language Arts Groups from A.R.l. Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions

A. Categorical Placement: Low-
SPED/Ch.1 Low Med High-Med High
B. Probabilistic HEEEHIHEIIC i o0 Nt e (10) L Lo L X
Placement: * .
-Groups :
2| High :
2] High-Med :
Low-Med .
Low :
SPED/Ch.1 .
2 3 3.75 4 4755 525 6 6.25 7 8
A.R.l Grade Equivalency Scores for Instructional Levels
Predicting Grade 4 Language Arts Groups from Maze Test Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions
A. Categorical Placement: SPED/Ch. 1 tow Low-Med High-Med High
21-28 46-65 70-73 79-87 88-98
: 7~
B. Probabilistic 7, %//// ’
Placement: - ST ’ /4//%///
Groups
B High
Bl High-Med
Low-Med
Low
B SPeD/Ch.1

21 31 41 51 61 71 81 91

Maze Test Scores (Percent Correct)
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Predicting Grade 4 Language Arts Groups from Oral Reading Fluency Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions

A. Categorical Placement:  SPED/Ch. 1 Low Low-Med High-Med High
28-51 61-83 91-103 106-122 125-158

B. Probabilistic
Placement:

Groups

High

High-Med >
ox

Low-Med . , L

Low %
SPED/Ch.1 , ' *m?%///%//%///////////// .

28 38 48 58 68 78 88 98 108 118 128 138 148

I EEEIE

Oral Reading Fluency (Rate of Words Read Comectly per Minute)

University of Oregon ¢



APPENDIX D
STACKED AREA GRAPHS
FOR GRADES 5 AND 6



¢ Group Placement 31

Predicting Grade 5 Language Arts Groups from Analytical Reading Inventory (AR.I.) Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions

A. Categorical Placement: SF;EI(),/‘ghS 1 l l§°: Low-Med I High-Med High
: “ > i $5-6.0 6.5-7.0 75-90
B. Probabilistic ; Sk :
Placement:
Groups : i
3 High : b
1 High-Med :
Low-Med
tow
& SPED/Ch.1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
A.R.l. instructional Level Grade Equivalency Scores
Predicting Grade S Language Arts Groups from Maze Test Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions
A. Categorical Placement: gpgp/ch. 1 Low Low-Med High-Med High
57-61 69-75 77-84 87-90 92-100

B. Probabilistic
Placement:

i

i,

Groups
High
High-Med
Low-Med
Low
SPED/Ch.1

BEENGOG

S7 62 67 72 77 82 87 92 97

Maze Test Scores (Percent Correct)
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Predicting Grade S Language Arts Groups from Oral Reading Fluency Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions

Low-Med High-tMed
105-118 125-127
v v

A. Categorical Placement:  sPED/Ch. 1

.......
.......

g

h

Groups
£1 High
3 High-Med
Low-Med
B Low A
B SPED/Ch.1 ///////////////////

4 S6 66 76 86 96 106 116 126 136 146 156 166 176 186

36

Oral Reading Fluency ( Words Read Correctly per Minute)

Predicting Grade 6 Language Arts Groups from Analytical Reading inventory (AR.I.) Scores:

Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions
(SPED/Ch. 1 category omitted because only one student tested there.)

A. Categorical Placement: Low Low-tMed High-Med High
20-5.0 6.5 7.0-75 8.0-9.0

B. Probabilistic
Placement:

Groups

O High
£ High-Med
Low-Med
B Low

NOTE:. SPED/CH. 1
OMITTED BECAUSE
ONLY ONE STUDENT
TESTED THERE

20 25 30 35 40 45 S0 55 60 65 70 7S5 80 85 90

-A.R.I. Instructional Level Grade Equivalency Scores
University of Oregon ¢
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Predicting Grade 6 Language Arts Groups from Maze Test Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions

A. Categorical Placement:  gpgpsch. 1
53-62

High-Med High

91-98

=
}}”‘%%zw /4// R

S3 S8 63 68 73 78 83 88 93 98

Maze Test Scores (Percent Correct)

Predicting Grade 6 Language Arts Groups from Oral Reading Fluency Scores:
Categorical and Probabilistic Predictions

A. Categorical Placement:  SPED/Ch. 1 Low | Low-Med | High—ted High
52-83 84-100| 103-116 120-136 139-180
B. Probabilistic
Placement:
Groups
] High
{3 High-Med
Low-Med ENE AN ANANAY
Low X
B SPED/Ch.1 //
2

162 172

52 62 72 82 92 102 112 122 132 142 15

Oral Reading Fluency ( Words Read Correctly per Minute)
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