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N \ " EFFECTS OF ORDER FOR THE ADMINISTRATION
OF SUBTESTS oM STANDKRDIZED READIiG TEST SCORES i

' hany standardized reading tests provide a total test score
composed of scores vielded by various‘subtests' ‘Subtests are ”
desioned to’ meagpre speci{pc skills which have been judged to be
integral to'the reading process .The value ‘of scores from sub-
testd has been quest1oned by Farr (1963)-4s to whether the sub-
tests have sufficient discriminant validity to measure separate
skills, but ‘test publishers continue to develop‘subtests ands
often provide norns for separate subtests. . ts :

Research in readine period1call§~‘acupe ?n separate skil]
areas and s concerned with only selected-aspects of a total
stamdardized test score. Efficient time usage would seem to
suqoest that if interest 1s in a specific skill area, only that .
portion of a test dealing with the soecific skill be administered.
‘Fhis would seem espec1ally appropriate in a subskill such as com- ’
prehension which has begn 1dentified as a separate skitl (Carro#l
19725 R S E

A recent s tudy by Peterson et l(~(1976) is.an example of
research in which a subtest score from a standardiZed readinqltest
was, used. ‘/This'study was an attempt to determine‘whether cau-
tiousness or oriqinal ¢hinki94 personality traits miaht influence
cloze performance independent of reading ability To achieve

c)oze performance'indepgndent of reading ability. subjects were

) ,qiven cloze passages matched to their readinq comprehension levels

Reading comprehension levels'were determined by score$ on the com- -
Y R I ( 4 ;
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. Jject's appropriate readinq Jevel. S S @

‘ > L

prehension subtest of the Nelson Denny Readinq Test. The com- .

A prehension subtest alone was adninistered because l) administer-

-ing one subtest seemed to be an expiditious use of subjects' time.
%) a general comprehension ability is reported;to ex1st somewhat .
independent of vocabulary ability (Carroll 1972), 3). cpmprehension

' jsubtestoscores and_norms are provided in the Examinef/s Mantial

separate from scores for the subtests of vocabulary and rate, and
from total test scores, and 4) the comprehenSion test appeared
‘quite independent of the vocabulary test in teds of administra-u
tive details. y | -
Data from the Peterson et al. (1976) study indicated that®

mean score results on the completed cloze passage exercises vere

hiqher’than expected when compared to previous research reports _
(Bormuth, 1967; and Peterson et al., l972), The results did not 4

affect the credibility of the study but did raise the question

as to whether the cloze passaqes were 1ndeed matched to the sub-.\

An earlder study by Peterson et al. (1972) had enployed the 7.
_Vsame procedure to assign the identical tloze passages to sub3ects .

except the entire Nelson- Denny,Readihg Test was administered to

determine reading level In this study, E‘pze score results were
within the expected ranae o0f success as indicated by Bormuth's “

(1967) research. -

~

The major difference between the Peterson et al.

(l976) study

and the-Peterson et al.

(l972) study was the manner in which the

"reading test was administered
two studies sugqest)that the subjects in the-Peterson et al. (l976)

y

The cloze test resalts from the
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}‘ What difference in subtest scores and total test score will

S ructioddT Tevel whil the'subjects in the Peterson et 51 *(1972) o

study réceived passagés at their instructiopal Jevel. The sindle '

difference in the assignment procedure for cloze passages vias , | \
vhether the subjects were administered ‘the entiire Nelson-Denny - .
Reading Tést of if the subjects received just the comprenension L
subtest.” Thus, the-manner_in whtch}the readina ests were adan- ';‘.,. ’

istered seemed to be related to the scores on the\ individual sub-'u 2

. tests. - C \ " ’ .
; s - L ) \. .
Purgos T o . .

The/purpose of-£h1s study vas to. systematically examine the

\ effects of order<for the administratio of subtests on"a standard-
ized reédﬁdg t8st. The answer to the;?ollowinq question was souaht:
be found when the order for the administration of thé sub-
tests for Yocabulary and comprehension are reversed?-

Subjects S ; ,
A total of 131 subjecig'in arades ten, eleven and twelve in '

North Dakota and Wyomina participated in the study. Sixty-nine
-subjects r%sided in North Dakota and sixty-two subjects 1ived In

Wyoming. A1l subjects were residents of communitiesswith a pop- - {
ulation of 25,000 or less. a SN A ' .
. l ‘ ' * ) r i '
. o .
\Procedure .

Materials . The standardized test used for data collection

was the Ne]son Dennv Reading Test, Forms A and D. SubJects gn SRS _ L.
Horth, Dakéta uere administered Form A while subjects in Hupmfng -
received orm D. - o (

’ . -' ' ) .'5 ' i v ;, . v
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The primary question under 1nvestigation was the effect of
order for the administration of the subtests, vocabulary and'com-

prehension,«within the Nelson4Denny Readino Test Two forms of

the test were used to collect data and whjle the format fer the
two forms is 1dentdcal Form A was copyriqhted in 1960 and Form D
in 1973. Form A vas used exclusfvely wlth the subjects in iorth
Dakota and Form D was used with subJects 1n‘lyom5:aa

Use of fEStS in this manner‘presents a possible confounding ‘

of the var1able test form wlth state Th1s varlable will be re-

.. fenred to as "state" even thouqh the oosslbillty exists that it

e

L4

represents effects ‘due to the two different forms If an 1nter-

e

action exists 1nvolv1nq thls yariable, caut1on must be used-in

1nterpret1nq the results

In order to test for interaction 1nvolv1nq the state varlable,

an analysls of variance vas conducted using fbctors of state and
'\ N
order of subtest administration Tables 1 and 2 present ddta ;oo
- /

relative to -this analysis. Yoy =/

4
Résults 1nd1cate no significant interaction between the vari-
ables state and order The Jack of 1nteraction suggest a consis-
tant pattern in each state of mean score results for the order .

of subtest adm1n1strat1on As the results were in the same direc-

!

) tion for both stS{es, 1t seemed appropriate io pool the data ‘fi

leavfnq unresblved the true nature of the’ state vs. forms con-

by

foundi ng _ {g' . '
esting < ATT. testinq was pe by experlenced educators ‘and

test adm1nistration procedures followed the 1nstructlons 1n the [

€xaminer's Manual" The only deviatloh from tho/manual.was the

N ’
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y variable for the stuy. I
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'effects of t
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_order in vhich subtests were administered 'v}hjch was the independent

é
%
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‘.\Two orders of subtest administratipn were detemined Order

one consisted of administEri‘hg th{ubtests as directed in the

" Examiner's Hanual which i-nstructs

t the subtest for vocabulary
be given first and the subtest for comprehension second (vc) 'Y

' |

thus comprehension was given first foll y vocabulary (CV)L.

_ Order two reversed the sequence for admli;ierino the gubtests,
Subjects mthin each state wexge randoml y, assioned to one of

the order groups VC or CV Suba.ects went with the examiners to~

a testing room where the test was administered to aroups of ten °

.to twenty -students. et ' :

The order for adnnnisterfng qutests was_ counter—balanced ‘4

for examiners by-state.. Examiner on administered the subtests A

- in the sequence: VC, CV, VC, CV. Examiner two reversed the_ orddr |

using the sequence: "V, VC, CYy
. . ;

Tables\3 \4 and'5 report t test results refative to the

Data, AnaJySIS : ', . o

effect of order for.subtest admmstration on the subtests ’For

vocabulary and comprehension and the total test score.

»

Findings o ' \

o The cenIl hypothesis under investigation exami‘ned the

order.for the administratiordl" the gubtests in -
the Nelson- Denny Reading Test on subtest and total test scores.

Results indicated that the order of administration had no sig-

nificant: effeqt on the vocabulary subtest. nor on the total test '

score. o e L




\“ﬁhnual. vocabulary thep comprehension s;pred higher than subjects '

* . In this period of dccountability and critefion reference

The order oﬁ//dministration of subtests did however, have a
‘significantseffect on t results of the comprehenéion subtest \
Subdects taking "the subtests in the order instructed by the xamiger s

taking the comprehension subtest followed ‘by the vocabulary subtest. o)
. - A !
Igglicatidn ! , Lo .

~The results of this investigation dndicate that the order ' ' [

\ for administration of subtests of a standardized readino test or
the partial administration of a reading test may influence the
tes!‘ score. In the present study, this effegtwas a lower score

1)

on the comprehension subtest when this test was administered prior

»

.. to the vocabulary subtest. ’ {

M

Research which employs standardized reading tests should be
aware that raw scores nay va?y _depending rpon whetner the entire

‘ test is administered\or\selected subtests'of the test are used ' ==

The variablity of scores is nartrcularly important if’norm tables

are to be used. . )

-testing, it may be tempting td’%dminister only/those portions of

’

_ tests which appear most.relevant to instruction. It should be
remembered that norms for standardized tests may have been develOped

by administering the entire test battery. Use of norm tables.for.'
. \\ . B (

subtests. when only a.portion of the test has beeg,administered.
. Lo, o . . - )
seems questionable.- ¢ - ,

?
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‘ Analysis of Variance Results ' Y
- . for the Factors O\
w .7+ of Staté and Oirder . NN :
TSy df (S8 ¥ . F-Ratio P-Valué ’
State 1 1,502.465 1,602,065 3.500 ,.064
t order 1, 231.393 231. 393 525 .70 *
o $X0 1 114.438 114 430 - : .260. 611
! o ) . ~ _
Error . ¥27 55,959,789 440.797 ' / ’
[ ’ 4 N .
v ¢ ﬁ ,
, . ) ' N . ! A
4 i , o '
’ ~ ',7= . TABLE% ° v " ’ [ N
Mean Scores and -Standard Deviations N
Y for the Factors - -
» .Y | of State and Order ; .
. A . \
- ; S [
State Order 1 Order 2 | . ,
o ' S Meap Score S.D. N "Hgan Seore - S.'D. N
" "* Wyoming 68.471 ¥24.798 34 . 67.679, - 20.891.28
s . ‘ N
f ' North Dakota  3.457 . 18.460 35" - 58.912  19.311 3
. ; | - x ’ . o \. S .
{
Y \ ' _
v . . v,




- ‘ “
N . .
- i 8§ ,
» . R * .1_ ! .’ rs . ¢ ) * . ’ oA " - s ‘ ’
R s L, T ™ TABLE 3 L c
" B N SR ‘.
R 3 T‘est«\Rg} 1ts owrthe Vocabulary Subtest o .

“for thie E_ffe'qzofﬂrder of .Subtest Administration * 2z

- 4‘ v I i . I )'

.- - . R t - 2-Taik
Order N Mean . -S.D.. SE Value © Probabjlity = -

N -
“~
-

W) 69, 2,319 -13.533 1,629« -.31 T .75 -

. t . , = . )
T ) Cv 62  28.000 - 10.926 1.388 ' ; B ‘ o
’ -~ L . " ) “. ‘. .:' ,’ ) . ' . N - ‘ . .
Do 9 . ‘ . A o ‘ . .
A : o TmLEs T . .
t Test Results ‘on the Comprehension Subtest . ‘ -. .
)ror- the Effect of Qrder of Subtest Administration NG
- [ ’ - - .1 ’ . ' l- -

] P \ b o~ , .
- t' LN Z-Tai} . s

) ~ Order N ‘Mean * S.D. SE ,Value Probability g
. “ . i S . "
1 . N < R .
S N v
V¢ 69 ( 38,464 10.018 . 1.9067}) +1.96 - .05

L v 62 8- j0.982 , - v

[

‘ . v . 4 ) ) 'y 7 .
e B _— ’ )
\U @ ¢
, TABLE 5 o
: "'A . ' * N = »
, - * Jt Test Results'on the Total Test !

for the Effect of Order of Subtest Administration .

[}

‘ S L -
v -\ : t . 2-Tail : ‘
Order N Mean s.b. ., " SE .Yalue Probability . _

N VO 69 65.928,- 21.199  2.626 83 4
' o 82 62.8M1 20.358 2,585 o

. N .
, ~ N
t ) L4 -
. . / * o . ® r J
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