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ABSTRACT

The principal objective of the study was to investigate the reading achievement of the first
cycle students and then compare this with the achievement level expected of them. As a
corollary to this, the investigation sought to discover whether the reading objectives of the
first cycle are met or not.

To this end, an achievement test and two sets of questionnaires were employed to collect
the data. To prepare the test, the profile for the first cycle was closely analyzed. The
textbooks for grade one, two, three and four were surveyed. Based on the objectives of
the syllabi and the proportional representation of the sub-skills in the textbooks, a table of
specifications was prepared. A test comprising literal comprehension, vocabulary in
context, word recognition (identification), information transfer, comprehension-at-word
level, comprehension-at-sentence level, reordering jumbled sentences and reading for the
main ideas was developed as this would most likely gauge students' expected performance
at the level. This test was administered to 180 randomly selected students from six
schools: three from Government and three from Public Schools.

The test was piloted on 40 students and then was administered to the 180 sample
students. The result of the test indicated that from the total of 180 sample students 94
students or 52% scored below the overall average of the test (54%).

A close examination of student's performance further revealed that students performed
better in comprehension-at-word level, information transfer and reordering jumbled
sentences tests. They performed adequately in literal comprehension test. The students
performed below average in comprehension at sentence level, in Reading-for-the main
idea and word identification tests.

The results of teachers' questionnaire also corroborate the test results. The response of
teachers' questionnaire indicated that students' reading performance was below standard.
Further analysis of the questionnaire revealed that there were some problems which
account for such poor performance.

On the basis of the results, some recommendations were forwarded. These
recommendations call for some remedial activities on the part of the teachers, supply of
reading materials on the part of the parents and school administrators, syllabus and other
minor policy adjustments on the part of the bodies concerned and improving reading
practice on the part of the students.



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

I.I. Statement of the problem

In the Ethiopian educational system, English is used as a medium of instruction both at

the secondary and tertiary levels. It is taught as a subject starting from grade one on

wards. It is also an outlet to the outside world since it is a languageof international

communication. "Since English is increasingly becoming the languageof international

communication, scientific and technological advance, it will continue to be

indispensable for the modern development of Ethiopia" (Stoddart, 1986:I I). Although

English occupies this prominent place in Ethiopia, many teachers are complaining

about the declining of their students' languageachievement (Tewolde, 1988; Dejenie,

1990; Teshome, 1999). This may be explained in terms of the sum total of many

variables like the methods we use, the materials we prepare, the number and

background of students in a class,the motivation of the students and the teachers, the

learning context (foreign languagecontext) lack of well - defined and properly graded

objectives, the assessmentmethods we use, and so on.

Notably, the lack of properly graded objectives, that is a series of clearly defined,

short term goals, through which a learner can quickly progress (Page, 1983: 292) at

the end of each grade level, makes the whole situation worse. Students (and to a

certain extent teachers) may not understand what is expected of them at the

completion of a certain languagecourse. This may be reflected in what they do in

classesand in what they test which may not be goal - oriented as such. Consequently,



students may be promoted to the next grade level without achieving what is targeted

at a certain grade level.

Though this is the case, investigations into these areas are not enough. The limited

pieces we have address issues only at the higher level. Rea - Dickens and Rixon

(1997: 152) and Williams (1994: 203) seem to share this idea when they say research

in language testing and teaching has focused almost exclusively on older foreign

language learners. For example, say Rea-Dickens and Rixon (1997: 152) in the more

than ten years of its existence, the specialist journal of language testing, has only had

two articles on assessment of young learners.

But as many would agree, problems that affect language learning at the later stage may

be the sum total of problems that have not been solved at early stages. The limited

research findings available in the area of assessment of young learners seem to be the

result of this understanding.

The situation in Ethiopia also seems to be no exception as the focal points for

researchers are older students (Tewolde, 1988). Young learners, on the other hand,

have been neglected. The result of which is stated by Rogers, "most grade 7 students

are linguistically incapable of studying every subject except Amharic in English"

(Rogers, 1969: 29). This is because many of the research pieces that have been

conducted even in the area of assessment are either on nature and qualities of

teacher made tests and examinations at Junior and Secondary levels from reliability

and validity (content and face) point of view (Mazengia, 1982; Bogale, 1994; Kifle,
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1995), or on format and content of national examinations (Alemu, 1983; Dejenie,

1990). From this, it is clear that young learners (up to age 12) in general and their

level of achievement in particular are not researched. As a result, it would be

appropriate to explore students' reading achievement level at the end of the first

cycle.

I .2 Objectives of the Research

A. General Objectives:

English in Ethiopia has many facets: academic subjects are given in it, it is taught as a

subject in itself and different mass media use it. This may clearly show what a great

role it plays in the life of many Ethiopians. In school environment, for example. the

success and failure of achieving educational objectives is sometimes attributed to

students' linguistic ability. Hence. it might be of vital importance to explore the

students' achievement level before embarking on other variables that could hinder

educators and learners from achieving their objectives. Of course, some studies have

been conducted (Tewolde, 1988 ; Seime, 1989) to investigate students' listening

abilities (whether students are up-to-the standard) at Junior and Tertiary levels.

Students' achievement level at the end of the first cycle, however, is an area that has

not been investigated so far. The general objectives of the present study are,

therefore, to find out:

I. the reading achievement level of the first cycle students and then compare

this with the achievement level expected of them.

2. whether the reading objectives of the first cycle are met or not.
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Research Questions

Based on the general objectives of the study, the following research questions have

been formulated.

I. What does the first - cycle students' reading achievement look like?

2. What general areas of weaknesses, pertaining to reading, would be

prevalent among students, and which would therfore need to be taken

in to account by textbook writers, syllabus designers, and other

concerned bodies?

3. What are some of the salient variables that hinder educators and

learners from achieving their objectives?

In addition to the above main research questions, the study was specifically designed

to address the following two additional questions;

I. Is there any significant difference among High, Average, and Low

achievers?

II. Is there any significant difference between Teacher - Made Test and

Operationalized - Test results?

1.3 Significance of the study

The findings of this research are hoped to help teachers of English at the first - cycle,

material writers, syllabus designers and policy makers by increasing their awareness of

the achievement level of the students, what is targeted at the end of that cycle and

what possible solution might address current problems (if any) in the area.

4



The findings of the study are also expected to help textbook writers and syllabus

designers understand what areas students are weak at and what should be

emphasized. This study is particularly intended to help these people in making

adjustments, improving teaching materials and in preparing supplementary materials.

In addition, the findings will give some insights into conditions and circumstances that

affect the reading progress of first - cycle students.

Finally, the outcomes of this study will hopefully call for more rigorous investigations

to enrich the limited research findings available in the area of assessmentof students'

linguistic achievement level vis-a-vis the level required.

104. Limitation of the study

Out of the total number of 65 Government and 185 public schools in Addis Ababa.

this study was confined to 3 Government and 3 public schools. This was due to time.

material, and financial constraints.

Thirty students were selected from each of the six schools identified for the purpose

of this study. In addition. the study was limited to subjects who attended grade four

in 1999/2000 academic year.

The other limitation in this study was a factor related to coverage of the test. The

test did not include the last two chapters of the Grade four English reading course as

it was administered in April. 2000.
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1.5. Definition of terms used

Threshold level: The threshold level or T- level will be the lowest level of general

foreign language ability to be recognized (Van Ek, 1975:13).

Government Schools: Government school, in Ethiopian context are those schools

which are financed, administered and supervised by the Government.

Public schools: Public schools, according to Ayalew (1999:99) "are those which were

established as private schools but were nationalized by the Military Government and

brought under the community's administration".

Graded Objectives: Graded objectives means says Page, (1983: 292) "the definition

of a series of short-term goals, each building upon the one before, so that the learner

advances in knowledge and skill".

Achievement Tests: "Achievement tests measure what students have learned in

school" (Capper, 1996: 29).

First - Cycle: According to the new educational policy, First - Cycle is the lower

primary level which includes Grade One, Two, Three and Four.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 The Concept and Aim of an Achievement Test

Teachers usually administer tests to determine the extent to which a course has been

mastered. We usually label this kind of test as an achievement test. The very idea of

such tests, according to Chater (1984: I07), is not to compare one pupil's attainment

with that of others, but to see if a pupil had mastered a skill he/she was expected to

master or need to master at a particular stage of learning. Both the students and the

teachers are commonly interested in observing progress than in discriminating who is

who in the class. Spratt (1985: 145) also seems to be of the same opinion when she

says: "an achievement test is one of the means available to t -nchers and students alike

of assessing pr-ogress". Regarding such tests, Heaton (1988: 172) goes to the extent of

saying that "all public tests which are intended to show mastery of a particular syllabus

are also achievement tests since these tests are based 0"1 what the students are

presumed to have learnt".

While attempting to determine the extent to which a certain language skill has been

mastered, elements of comparison might be introduced to the system. This

comparison is, however, made between students' score and some standards "usually

some specified behavioral criterion of performance" (Kavale, 1973: 21). One

interesting natur-e of this type of test is that "the focus is on what the student can do

"(Kavale, ibid.) and not on what they should do. Every activity of the class is thus

usually geared towards enabling the learner to do sornethin , 'lew.
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The discussion thus far indicates that with the introduction of this kind of test in

educational settings, one of the most widely held misconception about testing that is.

the notion which says the purpose of a test is to discriminate who is who in the class,

seems to have lost ground. According to this old conception, one of the very nature

of tests in general is to cultivate a feeling of competition than co-operation. In

achievement tests. on the other hand, co-operation is encouraged since the primary

aim of this test is to provide guidance towards progressively more complex and

varied skills as well as enabling learners to do things which used to be difficult.

Achievement tests thus give feedback on students' progress to both teachers and

students (Kavale, 1973:17-18. Chater 1984:107; Williams 1985:144; Spratt, 1985:145;

Heaton, 1988: I 72). This is because "it looks back over the syllabus that has been

covered and looks forward in that the test may indicate directions for future remedial

work at the class, group or individual level" (Spratt, 1985:145).

The Content of Achievement Tests

Lessons usually have objectives and teaching is, albeit with some constraints, again

usually geared towards achieving these objectives. At any stage of this instructional

process, teachers might assess students to know whether or not instructional

objectives have been met. The contents of these tests could, therefore, be a fair

representative of the skills and topics covered over a period of time "as any

achievement test constitutes a sampling," and "it is never entirely complete" (Tinker,

1973:76). Mor-e importantly, this kind of test should srnp!e as widely and
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unpredictably as possible from the content of the course, bearing in mind time

constraints (Harris and McCann, 1994:5I). The content of any achievement test is,

therefore, closely related to instructional objectives as objectives should determine

teaching and testing content.

2.2 Investigation of Achievement Level

Achievement tests are widely used in various levels and conte .ts to determine the

achievement level of students as this might gauge the quality and standard of

education in general and languageeducation in particular in a given educational setting.

Although some of the attempts are not specifically on reading. "he practice of some

countries reveal the findings given below.

Studies that reveal the low level of achievement of young learners at earlier stages

seem to pervade every continent. For instance, studies made in the USA show that

most minority children are unable to function through English (Mckay 1997). Since

they have not achieved what they were supposed to achiev . "in the 1960's the

federal statutes entitled these children to learn in their first languageif they were not

proficient enough in English"(Ibid.; 164).

The situation rn Europe also seems to be no exception as many expressed their

dissatisfaction of the achievement level of learners (Page, 1983). However, the

reasons given for- the decline in students' performance are different. The first reason,

as to Rea - Dickens and Rixon (1997), is related to the objectives of education in
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general, and objectives of the languagecourse in particular. These objectives are not

usually put in terms of what learners can do. Rather, they are put in terms of what

they should be able to do at a given stage in the curriculum. The second reason is

related to the nature of the assessment teachers usually employ to evaluate their

students. In most cases,what is practiced is the traditional pencil - and - paper test

which, according to the above cited authorities, cannot reflect the kind of activities

students may experience in their real life or the kind of activities they would like to

demonstrate. The assessmentcomponent of primary French teaching in Englandand

Wales is a notable example. Justifying this, Rea - Dickens and Rixon (1997) have the

following to say:

Because of the assessment methods used,
and because the early starters at the ages of
14 and 16 had already been in the secondary
schools for a number of years, the results
which showed that primary school learners
of French did no better than those who
started later have been somewhat
discredited. As a result, for many years, the
negative conclusions drawn from the
research discouraged similar programs in
other countries (1997: I52).

Mckay (1997) also obtained a similar finding in Australia. According to this finding,

many educators were not satisfied with the achievement level of primary school

students learning Englishas a second language. One of the main reasons is attributed

to lack of proper and well-defined objectives. Being one of the causes for poor

performance of the students in the language,the objectives of languagecourses were

severely criticized fOI-not being comprehensive and realistic. They (the objectives) do

not reflect what the students can do in the language,and what the students want to

10



perform in the language adequately. Even if these elements, to a certain extent, are

included in the objectives, they do not appear in the examination. This, in turn, has

what Mckay (Ibid.) calls 'a negative wash-back effect'.

Investigations into the Achievement Level of Ethiopian Students

The fact that students at various levels do not perform at the level they are expected

to is well established (Stoddart 1986). This has been proven in different ways by the

limited research undertakings available. The first groups have tried to present the

problem by talking about general proficiency (Rogers, 1969; Stoddart 1986). The

second groups have also tried to present the problem by comparing actual abilities

with the levels required (Tewolde, 1988; Seime, 1989; Genene, 1994).

As already indicated, among the limited pieces of local research we have, the first one

that can be cited. though conducted thirty years ago. is Rogers' work on the

assessment of young learners in Ethiopia (1969). Rogers attempted to reveal the state

of English teaching and level of students in Ethiopia by saying that. "The stage of

English teaching in Ethiopia is critical. And that the crisis has its origin in the

elementary school" (1969). Based on his findings, he suggested that "the

postponement of English teaching to grade 7 might be desirable as the teaching of

English at this level is ineffective and wasteful" (1969:30).

Stoddart (1986), on his part, assessed the proficiency level of students in elementary.

junior and secondary schools. He visited many of the English language and content

11



area classes. The result of his classroom observation revealed that the English

possessed by the vast majority of students at all levels in our schools was totally

inadequate for the purpose of learning other subjects through it. The gap between

the level of students and what was required of them was so wide that it might not be

bridged or minimized. Stoddart says. "as a result of students' inability to function

through English.the quality of teaching and learning in schools has been very adversely

affected" (1986:6).

The ground for both Rogers' and Stoddart's argument is the inability of students to

properly function through English(as the level of students is far from adequate). Had

there been any other proper mechanisms like graded objectives and tests through

which a student would be promoted to the next higher level. the problem may have

not been any worse than it is now.

The other researcher who tried to study the problem by comparing students' actual

levels or abilities with the level required is Tewolde. Tewolde (1988). in attempting

to compare the listening abilities of junior secondary school students with the

listening level required of them, tried to investigate the student's listening level.

According to his findings. the level of the students is much below the standard. From

this. one can understand that if their listening - receptive ability- is inadequate. their

ability to communicate will not be good either as the whole business of

communication, in most cases,is conveying or receiving information.

Seime's (1989) investigation has also addressed the same issue. His investigation is

similar to that of Tewolde's in that both studies focus on listening abilities of students.

12



However, Seime's is different because it was conducted on tertiary level students.

Having analyzed the result of his study in three stages: the student's ability to use

strategies, their ability in the language functions, and their overall listening ability, he

showed that "students are below the level expected of them in understanding their

lectures".

More importantly, the poor level of reading ability which many students posses has

been reported by various researchers, (Genene Mekonnen, 1994; Dubale Lawgaw,

1990; Chefena Hailemariam, 1988).

Chefena's study was primarily concerned with investigating the practices of beginning

reading instruction in Government and Public Elementary Schools in Addis Ababa.

Chefena conducted his study on 50 teachers from 31 various schools. Using

questionnaire and observation as data collection instruments, he found out that the

most dominant beginning reading instruction method was look-and-say. However.

few teachers were using a combination of 'phonic', 'word', and 'sentence' method.

Similarly Dubale (1990) has undertaken a study on 318 students to show whether or

not success in reading in English correlates more closely with content subjects than

any other subjects selected to be tested in the research.

To achieve these objectives, he administered a test to the 318 sample students. The

results of the test were compared using statistical analysis. The findings revealed that

there is a significant relationship between English and each one of the content

subjects, and the content subjects with each other.

13



The other study was the one conducted by Genene (1994). This study attempted to

compare the comprehension abilities of the r: grade students with the level expected

of them in the content areas. Questionnaire and Interview (to investigate the kinds of

reading habit they have and problems the students face and how they try to

overcome the problems), cloze tests (to investigate the actual level of students), Fog

Index (to assess the readability of reading tasks) were the major instruments used in

the study.

The result of his findings revealed that the comprehension level of the r: grade

students is at the frustration level.

The studies reported, notably in Ethiopian context, provide examples that

demonstrate the poor level of reading ability which many students possess. However,

the problem of low performance has been widely addressed, no empirical study about

the performance of first cycle students has been done to date.

The present study on its part seeks to investigate the minimum threshold - level

towards the end of the first cycle. To this effect studies related to 'threshold - level',

reading as a skill, reading sub - skills involved at the elementary level coupled with

their assessment have been reviewed and are presented below.

2.3. The Concept of Threshold - Level

Threshold - level, as defined by Van EK, will be the lowest level of general foreign

language ability to be recognized (1975: 13). The first introduction of this concept was

14



not purely on pedagogic motives. This is because the introduction of 'threshold

level' was closely associated with the establishment of the European Union.

In their attempt to establish a European Union, member states needed to have a

working language that could serve as a bridge among the member states. Anyone

who wished to serve in this Union, therefore, was expected to acquire the minimum

proficiency level of that working language (in this case, English) (Van EK, 1975). In

addition, the question: 'If a student moves from one member state to the other,

should he/she start from the very beginning or from the level where he/she has

stopped' captured the attention of many educators. Most probably the dissatisfaction

with the narrowness of the then examinations also seemed to encourage the search

for better ways of meeting public demand. In response to these public demands,

'Threshold - level' came to the floor (Van EK, 1975).

After being introduced in the educational systems of many member states, the

concept of threshold - level was treated with 'Graded objectives'. Various scholars

treated threshold - level as a product of 'Graded objectives'. According to Page,

(1983), Graded objectives are a series of clearly defined, short term goals through

which a learner can quickly progress. Each group of short - term goals is called a

'level'; each level represents a small step towards the 'Threshold - level' of linguistic

competence (Page, 1983: 292). In 'Threshold - level', then, objectives with series of

short - term plans are encouraged. This is because "learners may be strongly

motivated by a sequence of short - term objectives than by one single long - term
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objective" (Van EK, 1975: 13). These short - term objectives are designed in such a

way that one language objective leads to the other. Similarly, students can progress

by the 'mastery learning' of a given short term language course. One important

element of such practices is that 'learners may take a test at any time and should take

tests when learners are ready to pass (Page, 1983).

The question of readiness seems to be of vital importance for students. For a student

to be promoted to the next stage, he/she has to achieve the objective at hand. On

the contrary, "if a student has not yet gained the necessary degree of skill or has not

mastered the knowledge specified, entry [to the next course] can be delayed"

(Mortimore, et al. 1986: 5 I).

This seems to be one of the remedial activities in areas where educators are suffering

from low educational standards. Learners will be provided with a series of attainable

objectives, where they can master the objective at hand and quickly progress to the

next stage. If any low achievement is recorded, promotion will be delayed. This is

interesting on the surface but not without problem. The actual height of the

threshold - level, according to Van EK (1975), has been a matter of discussion for a

long time. Describing the problem, Van EK writes: "the difficulty is that we cannot

really know just what constitutes [threshold - level], survival level, and an absolute

minimum of general ability .. the height might be determined somewhat arbitrarily on

the basis of an estimated average learning time ... " (1975: 13).
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Regardless of these problems, there could be a possibility of classifying proficiency

levels into three: Threshold - level, Survival level and Absolute minimum of general

ability. In this study, too, an attempt has been made to establish a similarity with this

classification. (X + SD) or higher achievers which can be equated with Van EK's

Threshold - level, [(X + SD) - (X - SD)] or average achievers which can be equated

with Van EK's "Survival - level" (1975: 14). Finally, (X - SD) or low achievers can be

equated with Van EK's "an absolute minimum of general ability". (Where X = mean

score and SD = Standard Deviation).

2.3.1 Objectives in 'Threshold - level'

While setting the objectives, an emphasis is placed on the 'communicative nature of

language and, as such, great importance is attached to the skills of speaking, listening

and reading. Language, according to Van EK, is defined in practical, rather than

grammatical terms (Van EK, 1975).

Van EK (1975) described this feature stating "Language is usually presented in its

realistic situational contexts which are readily understood by both the teachers and

learners" (1975: 14).

Another important aspect of objectives in threshold - level is that while setting the

objectives, they must be set in such a way that they could accommodate almost all

kinds of interests, and should be appropriate to learners of all ages and abilities at the

level. This makes the scheme motivating as it is not used for discriminating purposes.
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Viewed from this angle. objectives in threshold - level. like those of Graded

objectives. are interested to see what the learners can do.

As a result of this unique nature of the scheme. "pupils of limited ability had a source

of achievement and pride" (Mortimore. et al, 1986: 46).

2.3.2 Achieving Threshold - level

One of the ways of achieving 'Threshold - level' could be 'Graded - assessments'.

These kinds of assessments. according to Mortimore. et al. (1986) "are based. not on

set proportions of candidates gaining particular grades. but on the achievement of

specified levels of skill. regardless of age" (1986: 50). This is particularly so as the

very principle of this series of tests is to secure success. Success at one level

encourages the learner to progress to the next. (Van EK. 1976).

2.3.3 Definition of Levels

Both threshold - level and graded objectives are divided into three levels: Level One.

Level Two. and Level Three. or Beginners. Intermediate. and Advanced. The activities

involved in these skills are usually different. The reading tasks involved in these levels.

for example. move from the identification of signs and public notices. advertisements.

time-tables. in early levels. through the reading of pen-friend letters at the

intermed iate stage to extracts from newspapers and magazines at advanced level
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(Page. 1983: 298). Similarly Van EK outlined reading activities involved at T - level. in

this way.

At T - level. the learners will be able to read:

• typewritten letters and simple brochures sent in return for

letters written by the learners themselves;

• generally used texts on cod - signs;

• generally used public notices and announcements.

• generally used new terms.

Van EK. 1975: 16

While outlining these reading objectives, Van EK did not decide whether these

objectives are designed for Level One, Level Two or Level Three. He left them out

saying: "they are a minimum reading objective as derived from estimated needs at T -

level" (1975: 25). Despite this minor limitation reflected in this area, his classification

seems to have acceptance in our educational system as well.

In the Ethiopian context, the educational levels are divided into three: First Cycle

(Grades I - 4). Second Cycle (Grades 5 - 8). and High School (Grades 9 - 10). This is

similar to that of Van EK's classification in that both involve three levels: First cycle,

Second Cycle And High School for Ethiopian Educational System (excluding

preparatory and territory level education); Beginners, Intermediate and Advanced for

T - level or Graded objective.
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From these three levels mentioned above, that is First Cycle, Second Cycle and High

School. objectives included in the First Cycle will be highlighted.

In this cycle. much emphasis is given to the basic sub - skills of reading. It moves from

establishing sound - symbol relationships, through word-recognition to literal

comprehension.

The literal Comprehension tasks involved:

• reading and understanding compound sentences,

• reading and understanding 75 - word passageson the syllabus topics,

• arranging the sentences of a paragraph in the correct order,

• reading paragraphs and short passagesand:

• extracting the main idea,

• finding the information needed to answer questions. and

• putting sentences and pictures in the correct order (ICDR:

1994: 19 - 20).

All these tasks involve topics related to students' everyday lives. For a student to be

promoted to the Second Cycle, he/she has to adequately achieve the above stated

reading objectives.

One clear difference that exists between the implementation of our classification and

that of Van EK's is that in our First Cycle, it is only in grade four that students sit for

examination due to the new automatic - promotion policy. In Van EK's classification,

at Level One, students sit for a series of tests with the purpose of ensuring success.
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Having completed the objective at hand, students sit for a test. If they successfully

do the test, they are promoted to the next stage. If they do not, promotion will be

delayed. This decision is followed by identification of area of weaknessesfor remedial

activities.

In our educational system, on the other hand, students are entitled to promote to the

next level regardless of their performance. Of course, emphasis is given to the basic

sub - skills of reading. This emphasis, however, is not accompanied by tests.

Although our educational system is characterized by lacking this important practice,

the discussion on the skill and sub - skills involved at the elementary level coupled

with their assessmentsare presented hereunder:

2.4 Reading as a Skill

Current views on reading assumethat the task of reading is re-creating meaning. The

reader, based on the interaction between his/her background knowledge and the

reading material, creates meaning. Basedon his/her background, the reader keeps on

guessingto make meaning from the text. The guessing,however, is far from random.

It is principled guessingwhich draws upon two sources to guide it: first, the text itself

and, second, what the reader brings to the text (Goodman, 1967 in Williams, 1984:3).

Apart from these, reading can be viewed from other numerous points and it will be

unwise to consider the above ones as the only views about reading.
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Regardless of this unique nature and various views about it, the skill does not seem to

be taught properly (Chefena, 1988). This has been so because during the years when

theorists defined learning and language in terms of observable behavior, the assumed

language model was radically different from the one currently accepted. As a result,

both language teachers and learners have tended to overlook the importance of this

skill in facilitating language learning. Clarke (1988) has also spelled out his frustration

in the improper teaching of the skill in this way "Reading is ... the least understood

process in education today. In spite of a multitude of books and journals devoted to

the study and the teaching of reading, no theory of reading has won general

acceptance (Clarke 1988: 14). Citing Eskey (1973); Harris (1976); Robinett (1976),

Clarke (1988: 14) further elaborates this view by saying "recently a number of authors

have cited the lack of a generally accepted theory of L2 reading as a major obstacle to

teaching and testing ESL reading skills." All these can be considered as additional

indicators for the improper teaching of the skill.

Harris and McCann (1994: 17) also seem to question the practice and teaching of this

important skill. "We", the above authorities argue, "often do reading tasks in class in

lockstep fashion: the whole class reading one text and answering questions on it".

In reading, readers engage in a variety of mental processes in an effort to comprehend

information from written texts; yet, there is rarely a perfect match between input and

knowledge; gaps in comprehension occur. Special effort to deduce meaning or to
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facilitate new learning may be required. The discussion on views about the skill lead

to the description of two important points: the Goals and the Importance of reading.

2.4.1 The Goals of Reading

While discussing the goals of reading instruction, it would be sensible to establish a

dichotomy between long - term and short-term reading goals. Long-term reading

goals are concerned with gains in achievement over a term or a year. Clearly put, this

kind of goals deal with progress in skills over a period of time. Short - term reading

goals. on the other hand, are concerned with day-by-day and week-by-week learning

(Tinker. 1973:87).

In setting the goals of a reading programme, the cognitive development and grade

level of learners are usually taken into account. It may not be possible to teach a

grade one or two pupil to draw a conclusion in the same way as does a grade four or

five pupil. Although this is the general consideration while setting the goals, there

seems to be room for introduction of such tasks that involve higher cognitive domain.

This has been supported by studies conducted by Jenkinson (1973:46), Feitelson

(1973:35), Graves, et al. (1999: 19). Extending this view, Jenkinson (1973:46) states:

"even at an early age children can be taught to anticipate out-comes by suggesting the

ending of a story or an alternate conclusion for example."

The first reading goal is teaching how to establish a relationship between a sound and

its corresponding symbol. Establishing sound-symbol relationships is considered to be
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the major reading goal (Chastain, 1988:216). "Early in a beginning course", says

Chastain (1988). "much time should be spent on the relationship between sounds and

their written symbols and vice-versa through reading aloud and dictation practice".

This activity is believed to facilitate the precondition for the teacher to identify the

pronunciation problems of students and specify what their weaknesses are.

Having achieved the first objective, that is, establishing sound-symbol relations, the

student gradually moves to the other main objective of reading: comprehension. As

defined at the beginning of this section. reading is the act of responding to printed

symbols so that meaning is created. As the child progresses through school, there

must be increasing emphasis on developing more than the literal meaning of what is

read and on undertaking the two latter aspects of comprehension (jenkinson,

1973:47). At this stage. the goal is designed in such a way that it encourages "students

to guess. to tolerate ambiguity, to link ideas, to paraphrase, and to summarize so that

they stop dwelling on isolated words often not vital to comprehend" (Chastain.

1988:224).

2.4.2 The Importance of Reading

Reading is one of the most important skills students need to develop since it is an

important component of learning a second language. Concerning this, Carrell

( 1988: I ) writes:
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For many students. reading is by far the most
important of the four skills in a second language.
particularly in English as a second or foreign
language. Certainly. if we consider the study of
English as a foreign language around the world- the
situation in which most English learners find
themselves-reading is the main reason why students
learn the language. In addition. at advanced
proficiency levels ... the ability to read the written
language ... with good comprehension has long been
recognized to be as important as oral skills. if not
more important.

Being one aspect of communication. reading opens a door to learning about societies

living in other parts of the world. Through reading their literature. anyone can learn

about the culture of a given society. Viewed from this angle. therefore. reading is

extremely important in broadening our horizons. Besides. in order to communicate

through the written language. learners need large amount of comprehensible input.

Similar to listening materials. reading materials provide ample opportunities to enrich

compr-ehensible input and hence facilitate communication. Chastain (1988:218)

maintains this view by saying: "Reading for meaning is a communicative process and. as

such. involves mental processes similar to those of the other three language skills.

Reading also gives students opportunities to learn at their own pace. Students can

read any material of their interest whenever a need arises. Thus. most reading

activity serves to facilitate communicative fluency in each of the other language skills.

More importantly. to produce functional readers in a technological society. growth in

reading must parallel and reinforce children's developmental cognitive growth
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(jenkinson, 1973:46). This is because. in the words of Jenkinson. "in today's world the

unread are the unready and the unemployed".

2.4.3 Reading Skills at the Lower Level

2.4.3.1. Word recognition

It is widely acknowledged that reading is an important aspect of language learning.

Similarly. word recognition is one of the most important aspects of learning to read.

Word recognition. according to Graves. et al. (1999:79). is "the ability to pronounce a

word when it is seen in print". For Finn (1990:91). word recognition is "the ability to

recognize words in print that they already know in spoken form. Learning the

meanings of new words is an important part of language development. but it is a

different matter from learning to recognize words in print that one already knows in

speech." Farr and Roser (1979: 150). on the other hand. seem to have a different

conception of word recognition as they equate word recognition with the act of

reading itself. According to these authorities. word recognition is "the

comprehension of words as they serve to convey the ideas represented by clauses.

sentences. paragr-aphs". La Berg and Samuels (1974). in Taylor and Taylor (1989:390).

also view word recognition as "a cluster of sub - skills. such as selecting and scanning

features. unitizing the features into letter codes. associating letters with sounds.

associating word sound with meanings. and so on". This might show that it is the

combination of these sub - skills that constitute word recognition. Of course.

maximum care should be taken here not to overload the child with all these sub -
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skills simultaneously. Many of these sub - skills can be developed as the child

becomes cognitively more mature. The teacher's competence and good judgment are

paramount in the selection and introduction of appropriate sub - skills.

The success of teaching reading may begin from the teaching of word recognition as

these activities are the bases for the development of reading in general, and

comprehension in particular.

Many authorities (Moore, et al. 1998; Combs, 1997; Barr and Johnson 1997) equate

success in recognition and decoding with success in comprehension.

The mor-e successful the learner is in decoding words, the faster comprehender

he/she will be. Taylor and Taylor's (1983) study has also indicated that when

decod ing is fast and automatic, more resources are available for comprehension.

Extending this view, Graves, et al. (1999:77) argue that "Automatic word recognition

allows readers to turn more attention to the moving of words, sentences, and

passages. This construction of meaning on the part of the reader is the ultimate goal

of all word recognition strategies".

Although there is variation in approach to the definition of word recognition, none of

the above authorities deviate from the basic nature of word recognition. They all

assume that the growth area of word identification is probably the most basic of all

reading activities. They all believe that word - recognition is the foundation upon
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which other reading sub - skills are laid. Unless a child can recognize the words for

which printed symbols stand. how can he/she read?

As with all other skills. the kind of test that we administer in word recognition should

mirror the kind of activity that the teacher has been doing. It would be unwise.

unfair and unreliable to expose learners to activities that they are not familiar with.

The following section, therefore, looks into the ways of teaching word - recognition

as it would be helpful in assessing student's achievement on it.

Teaching Word-Recognition

Words can be recognized in different ways. The child may ask someone to

pronounce it and thus may remember it next time. He/She may figure out the word

by reading carefully all of the words around it and by associating it with the previously

learnt word. This child may reach a saturation point beyond which she/he can no

longer depend on her/his memory Taylor and Taylor. (1983:390). Finn. (1999:89).

Combs. (1997); Moore. et al. (1998: 159). Graves. et al. (1999:76). Although. there

could be many other ways of teaching word - recognition. the following are some

suggested ways of teaching it:

The reader is able to rely on the context for clues that a given word fits the
pattern of ongoing meaning gleaned from other words. sentences. passages.
and illustrations.

- The reader is able to recognize a word because it is part of his or her sight
vocabulary - that is. a member of a growing stock of words that are recognized
automatically without conscious application of other word - recognition
behaviors.
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Some educators refer to the sight vocabulary of a child as all those words that must

be taught via a 'sight' or 'look - say' method, because they are either irregular in their

sound - symbol relationships or in their spelling patterns.

The reader may call upon the skill of phonic analysis to recognize a word,
provided that the word is already a part of the reader's speaking or listening
vocabularies. The reader can relate graphemes to phonemes (symbols to
sounds) to translate print into meaningful speech.

Generally, the purpose of these word recognition skills "is to empower readers by

giving them tools to unlock meaning from text and to lead children to an awareness of

the clues available to them and the knowledge of how and when to use these clues to

construct meaning from text" (Graves, et al. 1999:97).

While dealing with these different ways of teaching/learning of word recognition, it

would be appropriate to minimize excessive reliance on anyone of them that could

interrupt the thought - flow of the 'absorbed' reader. We better emphasize other

ways of word recognition :reliance on context clues, for example. We should be able

to use context clues as a general one under which the others may come and support

each other as "sub - skills may be mutually facilitative rather than independent"

(Taylor and Taylor 1983:390). The above authorities have also indicated that in most

cases these sub - skills are interrelated, and that the need for each will vary with the

individual child or the particular problem presented by the materials. The sub - skills
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·are interrelated because if a child guesses the meaning of a new word using one of

these. he/she will check the accuracy of the meaning with another.

Excessive reliance only on one of the sub-skills may result in producing students who

worship only one skill. neglecting the other. We need to train our students to be

flexible while using these sub-skills. One sub-skill may be effective in one situation

and another sub-skill in a different context. One sub-skill may be needed to check

another. Therefore. the best thing to do is to teach children several different sub-

skills. Flexibility is. to use the terms of Grave. et al. (1999). the woui» word! This

might be the crux of the matter as the success of other higher sub - skills depend on

this stage. Under many conditions the reader has to be able to discriminate the

symbols used in the writing system of his/her language. It is only after mastering this

basic sub - skill that the reader can proceed to the other stage (Feitelson, 1973:21).

A similar idea was expressed by Farr and Roser (1979: 160): "Reading is a total

process. and when attempts are made to separate it into specific sub - parts. both the

teacher and the student may lose sight of the goal getting meaning from the printed

page". According to this view. these sub-skills of word - recognition are means to

arrive at reasonable understanding of a word. The sub - skills are not an end by

themselves. For that matter. word - recognition itself is not the end product. The

end product might be to bring the learner to a level where he/she can understand

printed material with reasonable rate (pace). Taylor and Taylor( 1983:390) have also

spelled out the importance of integrating these sub - skills in this way: "Instead of
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training each sub - skill to the level at which it becomes automatic before tackling the

next one, as suggested by LaBerge and Samuels (1974), we believe in training of a few

related sub - skills together, emphasizing one or another as conditions demand".

2.4.3.2. Literal Comprehension

Although reading has been defined in various ways, current views emphasize the

definition of reading that is based on meaning. "Reading", say Farr and Roser

(1979:250), "is comprehending, and to assume otherwise is to assume that to

pronounce words correctly is to read". Extending this view, the above authorities

write, "the notion that someone can read and not comprehend is absurd" Farr and

Roser(ibid.). No attempt has been made to deny the role of this ability in early

reading tasks. It is also known, though difficult to make clear demarcation among the

stages, that reading is learned by stages. Regarding the importance of these various

stages of reading, Feitelson (1973:37) argues that "success in learning to read is

attained when the difficulties inherent in everyone of these stages are overcome. So

called comprehension failure is often a result of an accumulation of difficulties which

were not dealt with at the proper time". Once we are successful in teaching the basic

skills such as word-recognition, the next major aim will be to take the learner to the

level where he/she could read for meaning or to recreate the writer's meaning:

compr-ehension.

The assumption behind this view is that we should enable the learner to interact with

the text (with the writer). Finn (1990: 186) views comprehension as an interactive
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process. "There is meaning and content in the text, the reader does bring certain

knowledge and concepts to the text, comprehension occurs when the reader creates

meaning through collaboration, negotiation, and coming to grips with the text and, by

implication, the writer of the text". This can be considered as the most responsive

aspect of reading as children are curious about the meaning of words. Regarding this,

The Elementary Task Force (in Caine and Caine 1994: I I) reports: "Children are

seekers of meaning. No sooner do they learn how to talk than they begin asking

questions about simple things as well as about the dilemmas of human existence that

have perplexed philosophers and theologians from the dawn of time. Children are

intensely interested in exploring questions of values, feelings and meaning".

i. Hierarchies in Comprehension

Current theories of reading seem to emphasize the notion that reading skills develop

throughout one's school life. These skills are taught to develop gradually throughout

primary, intermediate and high schools (Tinker, 1973:70). However, it has been

difficult, if not impossible, to make a clear demarcation among sub-skills of

comprehension. Although this is the case, several categories have been suggested.

Davis (1946), in Finn (1990:207) for example, gave the first classification:

a) Word knowledge

b) Ability to reason in reading

c) Ability to follow the organization of a passage and to identify antecedents
and references in it.

d) Ability to recognize the literary devices used in a passage and to determine
its tone and mood.

e) Tendency to focus attention on a writer's explicit statements to the
exclusion of their implications.
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The notion behind this classification is that comprehension in reading involves these

five different mental abilities. Since they are independent sub-skills, they must be

taught and developed before one proceeds to the next higher level. The problem in

this view is that it will not be possible to show the point where the first ends and the

second begins.

Extending this classification, Berrett, in Finn (1990:209), has presented his own

classification schemes for reading comprehension skills and abilities. He, (see Finn

1990:209), refers to this taxonomy as one of 'cognitive and affective dimensions of

reading comprehension'. The classification schemes given by him are the following:

I. Literal comprehension
II. Reorganization
III. Inferential comprehension
IV. Evaluation
v. Appreciation

There are close similarities between Barrette's classification and that of Bloom's

(1956) taxonomy (in Finn 1990) of educational objectives which is considered by many

as the most influential classification (work) in education. Bloom( 1956) has classified

intellectual activities into Knowledge, Comprehension, Application, Analysis, Synthesis

and Evaluation. Most of the elements in Barrette's classification are included in

Bloom's classification schemes. The problem with these classifications, notably with

that of Bloom's, is that the classification includes "for more than reading

comprehension and does not include those specific processes involved in the

understanding of a written text" (De Lopez, et al. 1997:3I).



The other classification, according to De Lopez, et al. 1997:31), comes from Herber

(1978). Herber has tried to relate the taxonomy of reading comprehension with that

of Bloom's. The category was presented at three levels:

- predict, or solve-Literal Comprehension: Literal questions require the
reader to recall or recognize information explicitly presented in the
reading material.

- Interpretive Comprehension: Interpretive questions ask for a
paraphrase, explanation, inference, conclusion, or summary

- Applied Comprehension: Applied questions utilize the readers'
background knowledge and lead them to evaluate, elaborate problems
based on implicit information in the text.

(1997:31 )

The above mentioned views seem to revolve around the important questions about

the teaching of reading:

- Should we follow component approach to reading? In which case we

teach reading stage by stage; and

- Should we follow a holistic approach? In which case comprehension is

viewed as a holistic process which cannot be broken down into various

stages.

Under normal circumstances, it is difficult to compartmentalize reading processes into

stages. In teaching also there may be no reason as to why we divide reading into

different sub - parts.

Caine and Caine (1994:Vii) seem also to be unhappy with such classification. They

reject this view saying: "the brain does not naturally separate emotions from

cognition. either anatomically or perceptually. Such artificial categorization may be
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helpful in designing research projects. but it can actually distort our understanding of

learning". As stated above their argument seems to be sensible since it is difficult to

draw a boundary between points where one skill ends and another begins.

As many. such as Caine and Caine (1994). would agree. educational objectives could

be broken into a series of attainable objectives through which the learner can

gradually progress through this ladder. It is also equally important to acknowledge

the fact that it may not be wise to consider these classifications as independent ones

because of reasons provided by Caine and Caine (1994;Vii). With the understanding

of worries expressed by Caine and Caine. many seem to be obedient to the previous

classifications given by Barrette (in Finn 1990); due to lack of an alternative, sound

and comprehensive classification; so does the present investigator. There might be a

possibility of proceeding with the previous classification until a sound and inclusive

scheme IS brought forth. But until then a mechanism should be devised to relate

these sub - skills of comprehension to one another. This is because "understanding a

subject results from perceiving relationships" (Caine and Caine 1994:8).

In order to achieve the objectives of comprehension sub - skills, much is expected

from the teacher. Teachers can help children to develop these skills gradually by

explaining the importance of each sub-skill for the development comprehension. The

development of comprehension can be affected by some factors, that are highlighted

below.
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ii. Factors Affecting Comprehension

As indicated at the beginning of this chapter. with the passageof time. there seems to

be change of emphasis from one reading aspect to the other. Regardless of these

changes. for many understanding (comprehension) could be considered as the heart

of reading activities. Although comprehension is the target in reading. it is affected by

many variables. In this paper. only two of them are discussed. These two factors are

also highlighted by Finn. (1990: 186). Davis. (1995:2). Nuttall. (1996:7-10).

a. The Text

Text plays an important part in facilitating or hindering comprehension. The question

that one might raise is what kind of texts facilitate comprehension and which ones

could hinder comprehension. Although it is an important issue. it is not as simple as

one thinks to identify which one is good and which one is bad. This is because the

text itself can be affected by many variables. Finn (1990: 186). for example. states that

quantity and density of information. explicitness. organization and linguistic difficulty

can affect the understanding of a text.

Based on the objective of the course. language level. background. interests and needs

of the students. one can make the appropriate choice. Failure to do so. may result in

presenting texts which cannot be understood by the students.
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b. Prior Knowledge: Schemata

As many reading authorities such as Nuttall (1996), Finn (1990) would agree,

comprehension depends on the reader's prior knowledge. A reader with rich

experience is a better comprehender because "experience teaches more than simple

isolated facts" (Finn, 1990:210). Graves, et al. (1999:140-1) underline the importance

of background knowledge by saying: "it is absolutely crucial to understanding text".

Therefore, before embarking on the actual business of teaching comprehension,

activating student's schemata would be of prime importance. This is because the

difficulty of a text could be the result of the amount of previous knowledge the

reader brings to a given text.

According to Hedge (1985), background knowledge includes general knowledge of the

world and how it works, subject specific knowledge and cultural knowledge.

Elaborating the first factor, that is knowledge of the world and how it works, Nuttall

(1996:6) states "A more interesting requirement [for comprehension] is that reader

and writer should share certain assumptions about the world and the way it works".

If somebody writes a short note to his/her colleague: "I will be going out of town

tomorrow". the reader would understand that the writer will not come to work

tomorrow. Similarly, if someone says"it's really very hot in this room". it could mean

either 'please open the door' or 'let's get out of this room'. Thinking that the idea is

very clear. the writer is likely to leave something unsaid that he/she takes for granted.

but the reader hasto fill the gap basedon his world knowledge.
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The other factor that affects comprehension is subject - specific knowledge. Texts in

one area of specialization could be difficult for readers outside that particular field of

study. A reader who does not have any idea about spacecraft, regardless of his/her

knowledge of the language, may face difficulties in understanding the text. Similarly, "if

the writer expects the reader to have a basic understanding of Chemistry, the text

will not be readily understood by anyone who lacks this" (Nuttall, 1996:6).

Lack of cultural knowledge about the foreign language community is still another

factor that can affect text comprehension. This has been supported by a great deal of

research. Cross-cultural experimentation, for example, demonstrate that reading

comprehension is a function of cultural background (Steffensen and Joag-Dev,

1984:60). Research conducted by Paulston and Bruders in 1976(in Alderson and

Urquart, 1984), has indicated that comprehension is easier "when the cultural

background is familiar and students can draw on cultural information in the decoding

process" (1984:50).

It is, therefore, sensible to include cultural elements in our reading instruction.

Failure to include these elements in instruction may cause reading difficulties for

foreign language learners. Problems caused by cultural element can be minimized

providing the background information with the help of pictures, films, and descriptions

of the teacher's own experiences in the target culture (Steffensen and Joag-

Dev, 1984:50).
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2.5. Assessing Reading Skills

Reading, as to Daves (1995: I), is a mental, or cognitive process, where the reader

tries to follow and respond to a message from a writer who is distant in space and

time. Because of this privacy, the process of reading and responding to a writer is not

directly observable. No matter how difficult it is, teachers are in a constant need of

assessing students' reading performance at different stages of the instructional

programme. This is done with the purpose of knowing how poor or how well the

students' performance in a given reading course is. "If you do not know how well

your students are doing," Barr and Johnson (1997:355) argue, "how can you make

plans for the next steps? This might be one of the reasons why many educators argue

that assessment is always tied with the curriculum and methodology. Chatter

( 1984: I07) also seems to be of the same opinion when she says: "assessment should

not be isolated from teaching and learning; so, deciding what to teach is just as much

part of the assessment process as looking at what the pupil has achieved". As a result,

it seems unreasonable to consider assessment as an 'outsider' as it is the natural

extension of teaching. In addition, it is the teacher who usually does both the

teaching and the testing.

As indicated at the outset of this section, assessment procedures have been

introduced to determine how well or how bad the instructional programme

progresses, how far objectives at different stages have been met. In practice,

however, teachers are observed to measure effects of reading instructions formally
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with tests given at the end of each semester. It may be unreasonable to wait until

things get worse. As Tinker's (1973:69) study demonstrated, "progress in reading,

particularly in elementary school, is continuous in acquiring word knowledge, word

identification and recognition skills as well as an ability to comprehend written

materials". All these skills must be assessed continuously if identification of

weaknesses and strengths in reading skills is to occur at the right time. Although

these activities are part and parcel, if not prerequisites, for teaching effective reading,

they are not being put into practice. This seems to be the reason why Bellamy

(1999:22) says: "Going to school [to read and to write] and coming out unprepared

for life is a terrible waste. Yet, for many of the world's children, this is exactly what

h "appens .

The present re-thinking of assessment methods seem to be in response to these

complaints and undesirable phenomena that pervade every continent. The re-

assessment, according to Barr and Johnson (1997:355), has been motivated by

concerns over accountability. Its practice is also characterized by having alternative

reading assessment procedures including portfolios. Reading assessment should,

therefore, be a normal and well - understood activity as its primary purpose "is to

understand the nature of students' literacy development and their relative strengths

and weaknesses, and on this basis to establish a plan for instructional support"

( 1997:355).

To make reading assessment more effective, Schreiner (1979: 2 - 7) suggests the

following sets of procedures to assess student's reading performance.
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Step I
Step 7

Domain in Continue process
Reading with New Needs -------.
Behavior Assessment

1 IF SUCCESS

Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Ste 5 Step 6

Goals for Specific Measurement and

Reading Assessment of Instructional Instructional Evaluation of Studentf------f
Needs ----+ r-----. Program

[-----f
PerformanceInstruction Objectives

IF FAILURE

RETRACE
PREVIOUS STEPS

CONSIDER CHANGES

Schreiner 1979:2

According to Schreiner (1979:2-7), at step one, the teacher is expected to examine

the domain of reading behaviors that the students bring to printed words to

pronounce them and understand them, including our recognition and understanding of

letters, letter sound relationships, decoding of whole words, phrases and sentences

and how we obtain meaning from print.

At step two, the teacher's duty is to determine the goals for reading instruction. The

main concern is to translate the domain of reading behaviors into instructional

practices. The teacher starts from the elementary ones and gradually moves towards

the complex ones as reading instruction is both systematic and developmental.

Having established sound - symbol relationships, the teacher can gradually move to

the teaching of whole words, phrases, and sentences.

The third step is assessment of needs. Here, the teacher is expected to assess

student's present performance relative to the established goals for reading instruction.
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Regarding this stage, Schreiner (1979:3) says, "Assessment of needs seeks answers to

two complementary questions: How well do students presently read? and what do

they need to know to improve their reading performance? Teachers, if they are to

meet the needs of their pupils, must know exactly what to teach (Veatch 1978:562).

One possible source could be test.

After examining the domain of reading behaviors, determining the goals for reading

instruction, and assessing their needs, the next step is to deal with the question:

"where are they going?" That is step four. The previous three steps are prerequisite

for this step. This stage is based on the results of a needs assessment that the teacher

develops instructional objectives. These instructional objectives can be developed

taking into consideration reading materials together with the age and abilities of the

readers.

Developing specific reading (instructional) objectives leads to the selection of

appropriate method of instruction. "We may need to use various methods until we

find the most efficient and useful procedure," argues Schreiner (1979:6). The

efficiency and usefulness of a method can be measured using tests. Tests in this

regard can also playa crucial role.

Having passed through all the above five stages, the teacher can come to the final step

that is "evaluation of student performance with respect to progress towards achieving

the stated goals and objectives of the reading program" (Schreiner 1979:6). According

to Schreiner (1979:6), "the essential concern [of this step] is to identify discrepancies,
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if any, between "what is" and "what should be". As already shown in the above figure,

if objectives have been met we can move on to develop new instructional objects. If

objectives have not been met, we trace back and reassess instructional components

(steps one to five above).

2.5.1. Comprehension Tests

Comprehension tests attempt to measure the student's ability to comprehend

passagesof 'reasonable' difficulty. The level of difficulty of the passagesmust be in

accordance with the cognitive development of the learner. The teacher has to decide

this before any other attempt has been made. Presenting a very difficult text with a

series of questions and expecting reasonable result is not fair. In the same way, a test

that is too easy may not be advisableeither.

Comprehension tests may also take various forms. Answering questions covering

details, main ideas,or sequence may be some of the forms. (The types of questions is

presented in the next section). Whatever the test may be, it should mirror the

classroom activities. Kamil (1979:43) makes this point clear by saying: "the selection

and/or preparation of comprehension tests must be in accordance with how the

teacher has taught it". Farr and Roser (1979:84) also supports this view by saying:"If a

teacher wishes to know how much vocabulary a student has obtained as a result of

instruction, a test of vocabulary should be used that includes those words that have

been taught using the method in which they were taught".
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2.5.1.1. Types of Comprehension Questions

Comprehension questions can be classified into various categories. Some categories

are on the basis of grammatical forms like Yes/No questions, wh-questions, how/why

questions (the emphasis being on reason), alternative questions, alternative choices

are given in the question itself (Is he a student or a teacher?)(Nuttall, 1996: 185).

According to Nuttall (ibid.), this classification is useful when the teacher is focusing on

graded language practice, not on reading proper. We may, however, use it for lower

grades, as a way of teaching other language areas like grammar through reading.

Other classifications are made based on the skills required of the reader. According

to Nuttall, questions under this group may take one of these forms:

Type I - Questions concerned with how writers say what they mean:- these
are questions whose answers are directly and explicitly expressed in the
text.

Type 2 - Questions involving reorganization or reinterpretation:- these are
questions which require the student either to reinterpret literal information
or to obtain it from various parts of the text and put it together in a new
way, perhaps using elementary inferencing.

Type 3 - Questions of inference:- these are questions oblige the students to
consider what is implied but not explicitly stated.

Type 4 - Questions of evaluation:- these are questions which involve value
judgment about the text in terms of what the writer is trying to do and
how far she has achieved it.

Type 5 - Questions of personal evaluation:- these are questions in which the
reader is not asked to assess the techniques by means of which the writer
influences him/her but simply to record his reaction to the text.
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Type 6 - Questions of literal comprehension:- these kind of questions are
intended to give students strategies for handling texts in general, rather
than simply helping them to understand one particular text.

(Nuttall, 1996: 188-189)

Having considered the cognitive development of the students under consideration and

the exercises included in the textbooks, only the first two types are chosen for this

study. The other four are not considered here because they may be more difficult

not only in terms of language but also in terms of the cognitive development of the

students. In most of these four questions, the student has to find the implied meaning

but not the explicit one. In some of these questions, students are asked either to

evaluate or appreciate the text.

2.5.1.2. Problems of Assessing Comprehension

One of the commonest procedures in assessing comprehension is giving a text

accompanied by a series of questions from the text. However, this procedure may

pose a number of problems.

The problem may start with the kind of questions that we prepare. In this

connection, Taylor and Taylor (1983:331) argue that "Asking questions about a text,

for all its venerable tradition, has some problems. A tester can ask easy questions

about difficult passages and vice versa. Sometimes the questions themselves are hard

to understand," Authorities like De Lopez, et al. 1997; Nuttall, 1996; Alderson in

Nuttall (1996:224) express these same worries. According to these authorities,

comprehension tests again suffer from other kinds of problems, too. Sometimes,

45



texts are accompanied by open - ended questions, which demand the testee to write

the answers for such subjective questions. If a student failed to respond correctly to

these particular questions, how do we know whether this is comprehension failure or

not? This might be an area that needs special consideration while designing open

ended tests. Failure to do so may result in producing tests whose quality/validity is

questionable as the tests may be highly influenced by some external variables, in this

case, writing skill. A testee, in spite of his/ her understanding of the text and the

answers. may fail to respond correctly due to failure in writing skill.

One possible solution to minimizing such undesirable phenomena is to prepare

multiple - choice tests. This objective type of questions separates reading from

writing skills. or writing can be kept to a minimum. It is also believed that these tests

may present a series of advantages over open - ended questions (De Lopez, et al.

1997:30). These authorities state the following advantages of objective type

questions.

a) high corrector reliability.
b) easy implementation,
c) quick and easycollection. and
d) easydetermination of difficulty and discrimination level.

Multiple-choice formats, nonetheless, have some pitfalls. Constructing a multiple

choice comprehension test with plausible distracters may be a crucial issue. The

options of a good multiple-choice item, therefore. must be plausible cognitive tasks

related to and derived from the content of the text. The syntactic and semantic

form of the questions must differ from that of the text so that students must
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understand the context rather than simply recognize the form to answer the question

correctly (De Lopez, et al. 1997:3I).

Still, the other problem associated with multiple-choice questions is the question of

clue. There are times in which the questions themselves might give some clues on

the basis of which the testee might arrive at the right answer. Such issues must be

handled with maximum care for the test to be adequate enough to measure what it is

intended to measure in a reliable way.

If we are not successful in designing a reliable and valid test using multiple - choice

items, we can alternatively design tests which demand the testee little or no writing

skills like filling in a table (grids), information transfer, single - word or short - phrase

labels for parts of a diagram, and that can be used as a substitute for written answers

or multiple - choice items. Thus, failure to understand in reading tests of such type

may be treated as failure of reading skill (not from writing) (Tewolde, 1988:21).

Another problem associated with the assessment of comprehension is the

interpretation of scores. Assessment devices may not be inclusive enough. No matter

how carefully the tests are designed and administered, most assessment devices

measure only specific behaviors that they are designed to sample (Farr and Roser,

1979:84). A test of comprehension at word level (word - recognition) can provide

information about comprehension at word level but not much information about

reading speed, flexibility or any other skills.
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One possible measure to alleviate this problem could be to design a test in such away

that it could be a fair representative of sub - skills covered in a course of time. If this

one pauses problems of preparation and administration. there is a possibility of

preparing a separate test for most of the sub - skills and apply the result only on those

sub - skills represented in the test.

Having controlled and overcome the above-mentioned problems. the teacher could

still face a number of related problems. These problems relate to "whether the test is

timed or untimed. whether the student can look back at the material after reading it

or must remember it. and whether the child's prior knowledge or background on the

particular topic has affected the result (Farr and Roser. 1979:82).

To sum up. from the studies and review papers discussed so far. particularly at the

beginning of this chapter. one can understand that students' English language

performance in general and reading performance in particular are bellow standard

(Chefena. 1988; Genene. 1994). The causes for such undesirable phenomena

prevalent in many educational settings may be many- fold. Some say that it is caused

by poor reading teaching methods (see Stoddart. 1986; Rogers. 1969). Others say

that the cause for such undesirable phenomena is attributed to the assessment

methods teachers employ while testing the reading skill (Barr and Johnson. 1997;

Schreiner. 1979: 17; Tylor and Taylor. 1983;331; Mckay 1997: 164). Still others argue

that poorly designed reading materials are causes for students' low performance.

These people further argue that most reading materials lack beauty and variety; hence.
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they could not attract students' attention (Mazengia. 1982; Alernu, 1983; Dubale,

1990).

Although the magnitude varies. all these pedagogical variables might have their own

effects on students' reading performance. The studies conducted in Ethiopia and

cited above described the problems in general terms saying students' reading

performance is poor. No statistically supported strong argument has been presented

as to how Iowa student reading performance is.

The present study. therefore. attempts to assess the problem through an achievement

test and questionnaire based on the objectives stated in the syllabus coupled with the

proportion of exercises included in the textbooks of Grade One to Four. a test

would be designed and administered to randomly selected students. This has been

done with the intention of investigating the minimum threshold level towards the end

of the first cycle.
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CHAPTER THREE: DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

As indicated in the first chapter of this paper. the principal objective of the study was

to investigate the reading achievement of the first cycle students and then compare

this with the achievement level expected of them. As a corollary to this. the

investigation sought to discover whether the reading objectives of the first cycle are

met or not. To achieve the research objectives. the descriptive survey method was

found to be appropriate. This method enabled the investigator to gather a variety of

information pertaining to the problem.

Syllabus stud ies. text-book survey. test. and questionnaire were used as data

collecting instruments.

3. I. Selection of Sample Schools

According to the statistics obtained from the education bureau of Addis Ababa. there

are 65 Government owned elementary schools and 185 Non-Government "elementary

schools functioning in the academic year of 1999/2000. From these. 3 from

Government and 3 from Public schools were chosen using simple random sampling

method.

Although the number of students. schools and teachers varied markedly from zone to

zone. in order to avoid unnecessary complication. the researcher did not try to
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proportionate the subjects and sample schools to the total numbers found in the

statistics. Rather. irrespective of their sizes. Zones 2. 4. and 5 were made to

represent an equal number of schools and students.

3.2. Selection of Subjects:

The subjects for this study are grade four students in Addis Ababa region who

attended grade four in 1999/2000 academic year. The following table shows the

characteristics of subjects.

Table 3.1. Characteristics of Subjects:

x Score in
Number x age teacher M F

made tests

Government Schools
• Selam Ber 30 11.33 55.8 13 17

• Kechene 30 10.93 60.3 14 16

• Minilik II 30 11.43 57.7 14 16
Sub Total 41 49
Public School

• Ewket Wegene 30 9.93 54.23 14 16
• Betelehem 30 9.7 61.33 15 15

• A.gazian 30 10.17 56.33 13 17
Sub Total 42 48

Grand Total 83 97

Grade four was chosen for three important reasons:

I. It is only at this grade level that students sit for tests. In earlier grades that

is Grade I. 2. and 3 students are promoted to the next grade level without

sitting for examination (that is they are given automatic promotion);
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2. It is the achievement of these students that might give good picture about

the achievement level of the cycle; and

3. The students' maturation level was the other reason for the selection of this

grade level. Students at this grade are considered relatively mature enough

to fill in the questionnaire more objectively than those in lower grades.

In addition, the first cycle was chosen for it would be reasonable to study the

achievement level of these students as knowledge about the achievement level of

students might enable educators to take the necessary measure before it gets worse

in other cycles.

Similar to the selection of sample students, simple random sampling was used in the

choice of the 180 sample students from the 6 sample schools (that is 30 students

from each school). Thirty teachers teaching English and other subjects (since it is self-

contained) were also chosen to fill in questionnaire.

3.3. Instruments of Data Collection Used:

There were two groups of instruments prepared for data collection. The first and the

major one was an achievement test. This test was used to measure students' reading

achievement. Questionnaires were administered to collect data on the background of

teachers and students, on feelings about students' performance, on the subjects' view

about the content and on format of first cycle English language examinations, and on
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some salient problems that hinder them from achieving what they have targeted of

the end of a certain reading lesson.

3.3./ Achievement Test:

The major instrument for collecting data pertaining to students' reading achievement

was an achievement test administered to 180 sample students. To prepare the test,

the profile for the first cycle was closely analyzed. The text books for grade one,

two. three and four were surveyed. Based on the objectives of the syllabi and the

proportional representation of the sub-skills in the text-books. a table of

specifications was prepared. A test comprising literal comprehension, word

recognition. information transfer. reading for gist and reordering pictures based on

information given in the text was developed as this would most likely gaugestudents'

expected performance at the level.

The students and teachers checked this test for face validity. The content validity of

the items was also checked against the objectives stated in the first cycle vis-a-vis the

number of exercises in the text books. Following this. the test was piloted on 40

students (20 from Government and 20 from Non-Government). This was followed

by item analysis. The item analysis enabled the investigator to identify the difficulty

level and the discrimination power of each item. To identify the overall difficulty level

of the test and the average discrimination power of each item, - the grand meansand

the difficulty level were computed. It was found out that (XI and X2 were taken) XI
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(difficulty level) was found to be 0.56 and X2 (discrimination index) was found to be

0.51. As many testing experts (Alderson, et al. 1995: 81; Hughes, 1990: 162) suggest

0.1 with 0.5 is usually considered to be discriminating well since the high scoring is I.

Items with difficulty level 0.26 and 0.19 and discrimination index of 0.23 and 0.21 have

been discarded. On the other hand, items with difficulty level 0.34, 0.38 and 0.3 and

discrimination index 0.23, 0.38, 0.3, 0.36, 0.38 have been modified.

The reliability index of the pilot test was also computed using both Kuder -

Richardson formula 20 (K-R 20) and Kuder - Richardson formula 21 (K-R 21). The

results were found to be 0.9527 = 0.95 and 0.9458 = 0.95 respectively.

3.3.2. Questionnaire:

Two types of questionnaires, that is one for the students and the other for the

teachers, were prepared and distributed to the 180 sample students and 30 selected

teachers. So far as the contents of both questionnaires were concerned, they were

more similar than different. Both were concerned with background information, the

validity of the test and some of the salient problems that might affect the teaching-

learning process.

The questionnaire for the students, for example, was specifically designed to collect

data pertaining to the students' background, their views about the test and some of
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the salient problems of learning Reading at that level. The questionnaire was first

prepared in English and then translated to Amharic. It was piloted on 40 randomly

selected students from 2 different schools prior to the distribution of the

questionnaire to the entire subjects. After checking for errors and making some

modifications, the final version was distributed to the 180sample students.

The questionnaire for the teachers was also prepared to collect data about teachers'

background, their views about the test and some of the salient problems of teaching

reading at that level, the content and format of English tests. Similar to students'

questionnaire, the questionnaire for teachers had passedthrough all the above stages,

that is, it was first prepared in Englishand then translated to Amharic. The Amharic

version was piloted with 6 randomly selected teachers from 2 different schools.

3.3.3. Procedures:

The major instrument used for collecting data pertaining to the students' reading

achievement was an achievement test. The test was designed after surveying the

textbooks for the cycle and analyzingthe syllabi. This test was piloted on 40 students.

Based on the findings of the pilot study, some questions were modified. These

modified questions were Part One, Section I, item 2 (additional information was

needed so as to make the root clear), Part Two, Section II, item 3 (distracter "B" was

modified) Part Three, Section II, item 2 was completely changed, and distracters of
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item 5 have been reduced to only A and B to avoid unnecessary confusions and

thereby to increase the quality of the item.

Having made these revisions and modifications, the investigator administered the test

to 180 students from 6 different schools (30 students from each). Immediately after

the test, the students filled in questionnaire so as to establish the face validity of the

test. The question-papers were then collected and scored out of 45%. Having done

the descriptive statistics, the investigator classified the students first into two groups -

those who scored above the average and those who scored below the average. 24

was used as a cut-off point because (a) the mean was 23.78, (b) the average difficulty

level of the test for the study group was 54%. When it was converted to 45% it

became 24.3. As a result, 24 was taken as a cut-off point. Based on this, 94 students

who scored 24 and below, were classified as low achievers and those students who

scored 25 and above (86 students) were classified as high achievers.

The distribution of scores was computed for standard deviation. Based on this, the

students were grouped as high, average and low achievers through [(X + SO), (X +

SO to X - SO), (X - SO)]. One-way ANOVA was employed to see whether there

was a significant difference among the three groups.

Students' results were compared with the level that is targeted at the end of the cycle

(the level was determined based on the difficulty level of the test). Students' results
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were taken and checked to see in which area or areas these students performed

poorly.

Following on this. an attempt was made to check for differences (if any). using t - test

between teachers' and researcher's evaluations.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

The principal objective of the study was to investigate the minimum 'Threshold level'

towards the end of the first cycle. To this end, a test and two sets of questionnaires

were used as data collection instruments.

The test result was analyzed using [(X + S.D), (X + S.D. > AA > X - S.D.), (X - S.D)]

(where X was mean score of the total test, S.D. was standard Deviation, and AA was

Average Achievers). Based on this 38 students (who scored from 4-14) were

classified as low achievers, 104 students (who scored from 15 - 33) as average, and 38

students (who scored from 34 - 43) as high achievers.

It can be seen that about 57.8% of the students have performed almost at the level

expected of them and only 21.1 % have achieved more than is expected of them.

However, 21.1 % of the students have not performed at the level expected of them.

In addition, these students performed below what Van Ek calls "an absolute minimum

of general ability" (1976: 13). This 21 % of low achievers can further be compared to

the normal curve (16% failure). This deviation from the normal curve shows that

students' performance is even worse than the expected low performance.

As shown in Appendix B. the highest score was 43 and the lowest was 4. The range

was 39. The highest scorers (two students scored 43) were from Government
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Schools (Minilik II Elementary School and 'Selam Ber' Elementary School, Zone Two)

whereas the lowest scorer was from Non-Government School (Agazian, Zone Two).

Mean and standard deviation were also computed and found to be 23.78 and 9.87,

respectively. Additionally, both KR-20 and KR-21 were used to compute the

reliability coefficient of the test and were found to be 0.92 and 0.91, respectively.

The following table, therefore, summarizes the discussion made so far.

Table 4. I. Descriptive Statistics

Maximum Minimum Range Average Average ReliabilitY>!<

Score Score 0.1. F.V. KR-20 KR-21
43 4 39 0.5 0.54 0.92 0.91

Moreover, the following graph describes the overall distribution of scores with their

corresponding frequencies.

Graph I. Distribution of scores with their corresponding frequencies.
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* K-R 20 and K-21 are formulas used to estimate the reliability of a test, notably the internal consistency of the test.
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The above graph presents the distribution of scores with their corresponding

frequencies. The graph seems to be negatively skewed as the majority of the students

(52%) scored below the overall average (54%). In addition. the graph shows that

there were two scores (17 and 38) with the highest frequencies (10 and 9). A close

examination of the scores further disclosed that many of the students from

Government schools scored around 17 and students from Public schools around 38.

4.1.1. Item Analysis

The quality of the test may be attributed to the strengths and weaknesses of each

item. The strengths and weaknesses of each item can be obtained through item

analysis. Item analysis is usually undertaken to obtain information on the strengths

and weaknesses of items of a test and the contribution of each distracters. In addition.

information obtained from this might be helpful to determine which item is easy or

difficult; which ones discriminate well and which ones poorly.

Facility Value (F.V.): Facility values are concerned with the analysis of items to

determine how difficult or how easy that particular test item is. Although there is no

complete consensus as to how much the range should be. 003-0.6 seems to be

appropriate for many achievement tests. According to Ebel (1979:267); Heaton

(1988: 182). items with facility values of 0.2 and above are reasonably acceptable. They

further state that facility values of 0.4 - 0.6 are considered to be very good.

According to these authorities. items with facility values of 0.2 are acceptable for

many achievement tests. which are designed to discriminate high. average. and low
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achievers. For this study, therefore, a F.Y. of 0.2 and above were acceptable as one

of the objectives of the study was to put students into the above three categories.

When this test was administered to the study group, the lowest facility value was 0.25

and the highest was 0.81. The grand mean (XF,v) was also computed and found to be

0.54. This value was almost similar to what Heaton (1988: 179) labeled as a desirable

facility value for an achievement test.

Discrimination index (0.1) is the ability of the items to discriminate among testees

of differing level of ability. Discrimination indices of OJ and above are acceptable. For

Ebel (1979:267), D.1. as low as 0.2 is acceptable. The D.1. of this test for the study

group was also computed. The lowest was 0 and the highest was 0.92. Two items

were with D.1. of O. From the overall ability of the items in the test, these two items

may be acceptable with some reservations. The remaining 43 items, on the other

hand, discriminated well.

4.1.2. Face and Content Validity

Having designed a test. it is of necessity to establish at least the face and content

validity of the test. The face and content validity of the test were established through

eliciting views about the quality and content of the test from both the sample students

and their respective teachers (30 teachers from the six sample schools).

To this end, two sets of questionnaires were first designed in English and then

translated into Amharic. Four instructors from the Departments of Ethiopian
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Languages and Literature of Kotebe College of Teacher Education and Addis Ababa

University checked the accuracy of the translation. The Amharic version was piloted

on 40 students and 6 teachers. Based on the results, some minor modifications were

made and distributed to the 180 sample students and 30 teachers.

After reading the items, both the students and the teachers were asked to rate the

items for degree of agreement on a five-point scale (where 'I' indicates strong

disagreement and 5 strong agreement). Of the 180 questionnaires distributed to the

students, 10 were not included in the discussion for 10 students did not fill in the

questionnaire properly. These 10 students either put a tick in all of the options or in

more than one of the options, which did not have any relevance in the discussion.

For convenience, the interpretation was made on a three-point scale, Disagree (D),

Neutral (N) and Agree (A). While interpreting, any value more than 33% (that is

100/3 = 33.3%) is considered to be significant. For example, a positive section with

more than 33% of disagreement might be regarded as a bad section, and hence

needed further investigation.

A similar assumption was applied for the content validity of the test. Under normal

circumstances, it is advisable to establish the content validity of the test through

testing experts. Because of shortage of testing experts in our schools and

inaccessibility of the very limited experts, teachers teaching English at grade four were

used as a source to establish the content validity of the test. This had one major

advantage. It is these teachers who teach the subject. It was believed that they know
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the sub - skills involved and covered in the textbook and the syllabi of the cycle.

Hence, they could evaluate the content of the test better than at least teachers

teaching in other grade levels.

The following table shows students' response in frequencies and percentages.

Table 4.2 Students' Response for the Quality of the Test in General
(in Frequencies and Percentage)

\/I
~
w
t

* SD % D % N % A % SA % Total %
3.1 10 5.9 3 1.8 9 5.3 81 47.6 67 39.4 170 100
3.2 7 4.1 6 3.5 20 11.8 74 43.5 63 37 170 100
3.3 9 5.3 10 5.9 22 12.9 62 36.5 67 39.4 170 100
3.4 7 4.1 12 7.1 30 17.6 76 44.7 45 26.4 170 100
3.5 7 4.1 15 8.8 12 7.1 71 41.8 65 38.2 170 100
3.6 33 19.4 39 22.9 30 17.6 36 21.1 32 18.8 170 100
3.7 34 20 43 25.3 10 5.9 43 25.3 40 23.3 170 100
3.8 52 30.6 41 24.1 20 11.8 23 13.5 34 20 170 100
3.9 20 11.8 12 7.1 24 14.1 56 32.9 58 34.1 170 100
Abbreviations: SD = Strongly Disagree

D = Disagree
N = Neutral
SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

* For details, Please see Appendix E (Page 134)

As can be seen from the table, the majority of the respondents that is 105 (61.8%)

have expressed their positive agreement about the quality of the test in general. Of

these students, 50 students or 27.7% expressed their strong support for the claims

made for the quality of the test in general.

On the other hand, 45 students (26.5%) expressed their disagreement with the claims

made for the test. Of these, 23 students (13.5%) expressed their strong disagreement

with the quality of the test. The fact that there was that much disagreement with the

claims made for the test could be attributed to:

I. Lack of clarity of the pictures presented in the test (particularly Part Three,
Section II),
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2. Length ofthe test (45) questions.

3. Some students' inability to fill in the questionnaire properly.

This might be particularly so because both positive and negative items were put

together. As a result. some students had problems to identify which ones are positive

and which ones are negative despite the attempts made to make things clear by the

investigator.

Generally. since the majority of the respondents. that is 105 students (61.8%)

expressed their agreement with the claims made for the test. it can be considered

valid in terms of face validity.

Table 4.3 Students' Response for the Face Validity of the Test
(in Frequencies and Percentage)

* SD % D % N % A % SA % Total %
4.1 4 2.4 3 1.8 16 9.7 64 39 83 47 70 00
4.2 5 3 5 3 30 18.7 61 37.1 69 38.4 70 00
4.3 4 2.4 13 7.9 20 12.2 67 37.1 66 40.2 70 00
4.4 5 3 9 5.5 35 21.3 58 31.7 63 38.4 70 00
4.5 12 7.3 13 6.7 22 " 39 23.8 84 51.2 70 00
4.6 6 3.7 9 10 20 12.2 64 39 65 39.6 70 00
4.7 6 3.7 7 4.3 19 " .6 60 36.6 72 43.9 70 00
4.8 6 3.7 18 II 24 14.6 50 30.5 66 40.7 70 00
4.9 7 4.3 8 4.9 20 12.2 51 31.1 78 47.6 70 00
4.10 5 3 10 6.1 26 15.8 52 31.7 71 43.3 70 00
4.11 10 6.1 12 7.3 25 15.2 57 34.8 60 36.6 70 00
4.12 6 3.7 6 3.7 18 II 50 30.5 84 51.21 70 00

Abbreviations: SD = Strongly Disagree
D = Disagree

N = Neutral
SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree

* For details. please see Appendix E (Page 135)

The above table also shows that 128 students (72.3% of the respondents) held

positive views about the face validity of the test. Sixteen (9.4%) students. on the

other hand. expressed their disagreement with the claims made about the face validity

of the test. This departure might indicate that there were some students who were
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not satisfied by the quality of the test. One thing that was clear about the responses

of students in this group, was that some of these students expressed their strong

disagreement with item 3.7 ( which said the time allotted for the exam is not enough).

Although this was their response, time was not limited for the examination. The

subjects were given as much time as they needed to write the test. This was done

with the purpose of giving maximum opportunity to demonstrate their potential.

They, however, rated the item for this section as if there was time limit and such limit

was not fair.

A similar questionnaire with some variations was distributed for 30 teachers and the

following table shows their responses.

Table 4.4 Teachers' response for the face Validity of the Test
(in Frequencies and Percentage)

VI
1:
wI-

* SD % D % N % A % SA % NR % Total %
3.1 0 - I 3.3 2 6.7 19 63.3 8 26.7 0 0 30 100
3.2 0 - I 3.3 3 10 14 46.7 12 40 0 0 30 100
3.3 6 20 12 40 I 3.3 6 20 4 13.3 0 0 30 100
3.4 10 33.3 II 37 0 - 7 23.3 I 3.3 I 3.3 30 100
3.5 4 13.3 15 50 2 6.7 5 16.7 3 10 I 3.3 30 100
3.6 0 - 4 13.3 4 13.3 6 20 15 50 I 3.3 30 100
3.7 2 6.7 I 3.3 I 3.3 12 40 13 43.3 I 3.3 30 100
3.8 II 37 12 40 2 6.7 3 10 I 3.3 I 3.3 30 100
3.9 8 26.7 8 26.7 I 3.3 9 30 3 10 I 3.3 30 100
Abbreviations: SD = Strongly Disagree

D = Disagree
N = Neutral
SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
NR = No Response

* For details, please see Appendix G (Page 142)

Of the 30 teachers, 22 (73.3 %) agreed with the claims made about face validity of the

test. Six teachers (20%), on the other hand, disagreed with the claims made about

the face validity of the test.
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Table 4.5 Teachers' Response for the Content Validity of the Test
(in Frequencies and Percent)

III
I:
w
!:

* SD % D % N % A % SA % NR % Total %
4.1 2 6.7 I 3.3 3 10 13 43.3 10 33.3 I 3.3 30 100
4.2 I 3.3 I 3.3 0 - 19 63.3 8 26.7 I 3.3 30 100
4.3 I 3.3 2 6.7 6 20 12 40 8 26.7 I 3.3 30 100
4.4 I 3.3 I 3.3 7 23.3 12 40 8 26.7 I 3.3 30 100
4.5 0 - I 3.3 8 26.7 16 53.3 4 13.4 I 3.3 30 100
4.6 0 - I 3.3 6 20 13 43.3 9 30 I 3.3 30 100
4.7 0 - 2 6.7 7 23.3 12 40 8 26.7 I 3.3 30 100
4.8 2 6.7 I 3.3 7 23.3 9 30 10 33.3 I 3.3 30 100
4.9 0 - I 3.3 8 26.7 12 40 8 26.7 I 3.3 30 100

Abbreviations: SD = Strongly Disagree N = Neutral
D = Disagree SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
NR = No Response

* For details, please see Appendix G (Page 142)

As indicated in chapter 3, maximum care was taken to make the test representative of

both the syllabus and the textbook. This seems to be fruitful as 21 teachers (70 %)

rated the test as a valid test content wise. Two teachers (6.6%). on the other hand,

expressed their disagreement with the claims made about the content of the test.

This value, however. was not reasonably significant when it was tested in the light of

the 33%, which was taken as a minimum requirement for this study.

Seven teachers or 23.3% rated the items neutral. This figure is significant compared

with the 6.6 % (2 teachers) who expressed their disagreement with the content of the

test. This might be caused by one or more of the following three reasons:

I. These teachers might have some understanding problems,

II. They might also have a problem of identifying which section tests
which particular sub-skill,

III.Although the questionnaire was piloted and had undergone some
modifications, still there might be some questions, which were not clear
to the teachers.
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4.2 Description of each Subtest and Students' Performance

4.2.1. Literal Comprehension

Part One. Section I. items 1-4.Section II. items 1-4.and Section III, 1-3 (I I questions)

were designed to test literal comprehension ability. As can be seen from Appendix

A, Section I. was presented in multiple-choice format. Section II. in true or false

format and Section III. in fill in the blank format. This was done with a purpose: to

mirror the classroom activities and tests. Notably. those questions were designed

similar to the tests prepared by the classroom teachers. The following table shows

the result of an item analysismade for these sections.

Table 4.6 Item analysis for literal comprehension questions

Part See. Item 0.1. F.V. No. Of students who Av. score of each
No. No. No. got the item right Section

n %

One I I 0.58 0.61 131 72.8

2 0.58 0.67 124 68.9 2.8

3 0.40 0.78 150 83.3

4 0.37 0.59 104 57.8

X = 0.46 X = 0.66 X= 71

II I 0.38 0.64 113 62.8

2 0.37 0.46 79 43.9 2.2

3 0.58 0.70 124 68.9

4 0.33 0.44 81 45

X = 0.42 X = 0.56 X = 55

III I 0.77 0.40 74 41.1

2 0.77 0.62 115 63.9 1.6

3 0.70 0.56 100 55.6

X = 0.75 X = 0.53 X = 54
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According to the classification of Nuttall (1982. 1996). Literal Comprehension

questions are questions whose answers are directly and explicitly given in the reading

text itself. These kinds of questions are needed at the elementary level because

questions "tapping more elemental skills be asked first and questions tapping 'higher'

skills be asked later" (Finn. 1990:230). These questions. according to Nuttall (1982.

1996). "are essential preliminaries to serious work on a text. because until [the

teacher] is sure that the plain meaning of the text has been grasped. there is no point

attempting more sophisticated exercises" ( Nuttall 1982:132).

Despite this vital importance as a stepping stone for reading comprehension and the

due emphasis given to it in the syllabus. students' result in this sub - skill was not

encouraging compared with the level of difficulty of the sections (Section I-III). As

can be seen from Table 4.6. these sections were some of the easiest sections in the

test with an average F.Y. of 0.58. The average score for these sections was 55%.

which was slightly greater than the overall average of the test. 54%.

One interesting finding of this sub - skill was that the literal comprehension questions

were presented in three various formats: Multiple-Choice. True or False and Fill - in -

the - Blank - Spaces (short answer). Students did well in the multiple - choice format.

satisfactorily in the True or False format and below average in the fill in the blank

(short answer) format. This result could be attributed to a number of possible

factors. These include:
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I. Almost all the tests designed by the classroom teachers and
surveyed by the investigator were presented predominantly in the
multiple- choice format and to a lesser extent, in the True or False
format. Questions in the Fill in the blank space format, on the other
hand, were rare;

II. Students' inability to write some words in accordance with the
instruction;

III.The difficulty level of questions incorporated into each format may
vary. This, in turn, might causesuch kind of variation.

Based on the results of these sections, we can make a point or two. First, students

need to be exposed to different formats during classroom assessments. This

exposure would help acclimatise students to the kind of formats that they would be

faced with during examinations. Results obtained from such test formats, which are

new to students, may not necessarily reveal students' reading performance. The

other advantage is related to giving maximum opportunity to students. As Dejenie's

(1990) study indicated, students perform differently in various formats. One format

may favour a certain group of students at the expense of the others. The inclusion of

various possible formats may accommodate diverse interests.

4.2.2. Vocabulary in context

Part One, Section II, items 1- 4 attempt to assessstudents' vocabulary. A learner's

understanding of a text partly depends on his/her understanding of various lexical

items of their levels. Studies made by Moore, et al. (1998) and Barr and Johnson

(1997) showed significant correlation between performance in vocabulary test and

reading achievement. Taking this view into account, vocabulary in context was
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included in the test and the result of item analysis for this sub-skill is presented in the

table below.

Table 4.7 Item analysis for vocabulary in context

Part See. Item 0.1. F.V. No. of students who X Score of
No. No. No. zot the item riRht the section

n %
One IV I 0.58 0.66 115 63.9

2 0.50 0.66 120 66.7 2.1
3 0.15 0.24 66 36.7
4 0.36 0.36 74 42.1

x = 0.4 x = 0.48 x = 52.1

As shown in Table 4.7, the average discrimination index and the average difficulty level

for this section were 0.4 and 0.48, respectively. This might signal that this section

was of average difficulty level as its F.Y. was 0.48. The average score of the section

was 2.1 (out of 5). Fifty two point one percent of the testees scored the average

score and above. This was one of the sections on which students have shown an

encouraging performance. This was a good sign as success in this sub-test might

predict their success in overall reading performance. While reading, it is unlikely for

one to encounter words that are familiar to him/her. He /She rather might

occasionally come across words which are new to him or her. Under such

circumstances readers might use the context as sources of information. This is what

most efficient readers do. The use of context in identifying words correctly

"facilitates reading and develops conceptual knowledge so that students, including

those with learning disabilities, can better understand text" (Chall and Stahi, 1985 in

Barr and Johnson, 1997:I 12). Cunningham, et al. (1995, 17-18) also found out a
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significant correlation between ability in using context-clues and success in

comprehension. Being a major stepping - stone in the arch of reading instruction, the

55% performance of students, therefore, should be taken seriously. The above-cited

authorities indicate that limited ability of using context would cause failure in

comprehension.

According to the above research findings, if students cannot understand the meaning

of some key words, they cannot relate the theme of the text with their prior

knowledge; if they cannot relate the theme of the text with their prior knowledge,

they cannot construct meaning (Barr and Johnson, 1997:I 14). If they cannot

construct meaning, their reading will be often laborious and boring. Viewed from this

angle, therefore, the averagescore of students in this section is compelling educators

to look for ways and means of improving the situation. How do we expect

reasonable comprehension from a student who is poor in using context clues to

understand the meaning of new words? The result of this section calls for better

ways of teaching vocabulary in context, as comprehension is a factor of various

variables one of which is knowledge of vocabulary, which can be improved using

contextual clues.

4.2.3 Information Transfer

Part Two, Section I, items I - 5 attempt to evaluate student's ability to transfer

information from one form to another. Although this sub - skill of reading was not

explicitly stated in the syllabus, it was included in the test. This was done because:
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I. in the textbooks, some literal comprehension questions were presented in
this form;

II. some tests prepared by teachers, particularly in Bethlehem (Zone 4) and
surveyed by the present investigator, were of similar types;

III. if we want to assessstudents' reading ability, it is better to design tests
which demand the testee little or no writing skills like filling the table
(grids) or information transfer (Tewolde, 1988:21).

a e tern narvsis or norma Ion rans er

Part See. Item 0.1. F.V. No. Of students Av. score
No No. No. who got the item of each

right Section

n %

Two I I 0.45 0.81 147 82

2 0.52 0.78 139 77

3 0.92 0.48 90 50 2.9

4 0.83 0.43 76 42

5 0.77 0.39 72 40

X = 0.70 X = 0.58 X = 58.2

T bl 48 I A I . f I f t' T f

As indicated in the literature section, students demonstrate their understanding of a

certain reading text by performing various tasks. One of these tasks is the one that

involves little or no linguistic elements. Activities like filling grids, drawing maps and

completing tables could come under this umbrella.

Students, in these kinds of activities, are expected to transform information from one

form to another. It was with the intention of testing the ability of understanding

explicitly stated ideas and transforming them into a table form that this section was

included in the test. Activities of this kind are supported by authorities like Nuttall
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(1996: 224), Palmer (1985: 79) "Transfer of information, says Nuttall (1996: 224),

works two ways. We can have visual information re-expressed in words or verbal

information re-expressed by means of figures". It was the modified form of the latter

one that was included in this test.

As can be seen in Table 4.8, this section was one of the simplest sections in the test

with average difficulty level of 0.58. Despite this, students have shown a 58.2%

performance with an average score of 2.9 (out of five). Although this was a

promising performance, it might not necessarily mean that students did not have

problems in these kinds of activities. Of the 180students, 41.8% or 76 students failed

to respond to this section correctly. 42% is a significant value. The figure shows that

almost half of the subjects did not perform well in the section. This ability could be

better developed from the early grades onwards as "it mainly deals with interpretive

strategies" (Nuttall, 1996). The ability to interpret a reading text can also be

considered crucial to deduce meaning from the text.

From the discussion in 4.2.1, one can understand that students, at least relatively

speaking, did well in literal comprehension test (except in questions presented in fill-

in-the-blank-spaces). It is not adequate to limit their understanding to this level only.

Understanding the literal meaning of some ideas, the students should be able to

transfer information. Their results did not, however, indicate such performance. In

order to bring about a change in the students' performance, teachers could take the

initiative.
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The teachers could expose their students to this sub - skill. A constant reference to

this sub - skill while teaching reading may be the crux of the matter. But, on the

other hand, if we ask students to turn to page "X" and read turn by turn (reading

aloud), followed by some comprehension questions in multiple - choice format or

other similar formats, students may not be able to perform tasks presented in

different formats like information transfer.

What is demanded from the classroom teachers is deviation from these ritualistic

practices of reading skill. If students read a passagealoud, comprehension questions

are attempted in multiple - choice or "true or false" format by the students and

feedback is given in the form of the "right" answers; in lessons such as this, reading

may not be considered a complete activity. For reading to be effective and complete,

reading activities must be presented in every possible way appropriate to the level.

4.2.4. Reading for the Main Idea

Part One, Section I, item "5" and Part Two, Section II, items 1-3 were used to assess

students' ability of reading for the main idea (skimming). Two short stories based on

students' everyday life (one about a teacher and the other about a student and her

friends) were presented and a grasp of the gist of the whole story in the first passage

and of each paragraph in the second story were evaluated. The following table,

therefore, shows the result of the item analysis.
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Table 4.9 Item Analysis for Reading for the Main Idea (Skimming)

Part See. Item D.I. F.V. Number of students Av. score of
No. No. No. who got the item right each section

n %

One I 5 0.37 0.43 64 35.6

Two II I 0.42 0.42 70 38.9 1.5

2 0.15 0.36 60 33.3

3 0.30 0.46 84 46.7

X = 0.31 X = 0.42 X = 45

As shown in Table 4.9, the D.I. and F.Y. of this section are OJ I and 0.42, respectively.

Students have shown a 37.5% average performance on the sub - skill. Thirty seven

point five percent performance might be reasonable compared with the difficulty level

of the sub-skill. The score, however, is not promising compared with the overall

average for the test: 54%. This deviation from the overall average could be attributed

to a number of factors. Among these are:

I. none of the tests designed by the classroom teachers and surveyed by
the investigator are tests on reading for the main ideas included. The
students did not have exposure to such tasks in their classroom tests;

II. reading for the main idea demands the quality of being flexible. The
classroom activities may not lend themselves to such flexibility. Teachers,
as deduced from their responses to the questionnaire do not seem to be
practicing such reading. This could be due to lack of orientation or
awareness about this specific reading activity.

III.the information density of the two passagesmight be another cause for
such poor performance.

The combination of these factors and probably some more might be the causes for

such poor performance shown by the students on the section.

75



The ability to extract main ideas from a text can be taken as one of the most

important activities in reading classrooms. As students grow older and older. they

might be expected to read for the main ideasbasedon their purposes. For a learner

to be efficient reader, "main ideas often need to be inferred from what the writer has

written. You should help a child to think about main ideas ... as he or she is reading"

(Farr and Roser, 1979:275).

It might be starting from the early stages onwards that students can develop this

important ability. Viewed from this angle, students' poor performance in the sub -

test may be a warning for classroom teachers in particular and for educators in

general as these things could cause tremendous difficulties in the students' future

academic achievement.

4.2.5. Comprehension at word level

Part Three, Section I, items 1-5 were designed to determine students' ability of

matching words with their corresponding pictures. This section, along with Part I

Section IV, was included to evaluate students' comprehension at word level. Insight

into word relationship in sentences and the ability to process this relationship might

be considered as a prerequisite for comprehension - proper.
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a e tern narrsrs or ompre ens Ion a or eve

Part See. Item No. 0.1. F.V. Number of students Av. score of
No. No. who got the item right each section

n %

Three I I 0.77 0.64 124 68.9

2 0.63 0.72 121 67.2

3 0.52 0.79 152 84.4 3.7

4 0.55 0.72 134 74.4

5 0.55 0.80 133 73.9

X = 0.60 X = 0.73 X = 73.8

T bl 410 I A I . f C h tW d L

Comprehension at word level is a vital sub-skill one needs to develop at the early

stage. A learner's success in text comprehension usually depends on his/her

comprehension of words that constitute the text. Any limitation on comprehension

at word level would have effects on reading achievement. The students' ability in this

sub-skill has been shown above.

This was the sub-test in which students showed the highest performance with an

average score of 3.7 or 74%. Seventy three point eight percent of the testees

achieved this and above. This performance should be encouraged. as there is strong

relationship between comprehension at word level and overall comprehension. The

interpretation of this view states that people who have wide exposure to culture

acquire a large number of words (and are, therefore, good at vocabulary tests) (Finn,

1990: 95). Students scored better in this section as the majority of classroom tests

were characterized by having these kinds of sub-tests. Almost all the classroom tests

were predominantly grammar and comprehension at word level. Comprehension at

word level was tested in isolation (without any context). "When teachers rely on
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techniques of teaching words in isolation or from cards or lists they divorce those

words from meaning and forgo opportunities to encourage development of other

word recognition behaviors in readers" (Farr and Riser, 1979:195).

This seems exactly what happens in some of our schools. The testees, for example,

demonstrated the highest performance in this sub-test; this, however, might not

warrant drawing a direct conclusion that students' performance at this particular sub-

skill was promising. This has been depicted in their performance in section IV, of Part

One; the average score for that section was 55%. One possible conclusion about this

section could be that students performed well in matching words with their

corresponding pictures. They, however, could not perform better when words

appeared in context.

It is good to empower the learners with words using simple techniques; but teachers

should sometimes go beyond such narrow drill in which words are presented in

isolation and their corresponding pictures are demanded. We claim that every

reading activity must be both meaningful and relevant to our students, but the results

of the test did not reveal this. How could a learner make sense of a word when it

appears in isolation? "Vocabulary instruction," say Barr and Johnson (1997: I 14), "

should not involve simply learning a list of words and their corresponding definitions,

but rather should engender active involvement". "Developing word meaning" they

go on elaborating the point, "is rather a complex one which requires seeing
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relationships, organizing, refining, and elaborating word meanings" (Beck and

Mckeown, 1991 in Barr and Johnson, 1997: I 14).

4.2.6 Comprehension at Sentence Level

Part Three, Section II, items 2 - 6 attempt to judge students' ability of comprehension

at sentence level. A sentence was given with four pictures. The sentence described

only one of these pictures. Students were, therefore, expected to demonstrate their

understanding of the sentence by circling the letter of their choice.

a e tern naiysrs or ompre ens Ion at en ence eve

Part See. Item 0.1. F.V. Number of students Av. score of
No. No. No. who got the item each section

right

n %

Three II 2 0 0.46 81 45

3 0.33 0.41 75 41.7

4 0.27 0.29 38 21.6 1.9

5 0.17 0.50 117 65

6 0 0.43 34 18.9

X = 0.15 X = 0.42 X = 38.4

T bl 4 II I A I . f C h S t L

Table 4.1 I shows the result of item analysis made for the section coupled with

students' average score in the section. As shown in the table, items in this section

discriminated poorly as the average 0.1. was 0.15. This was because the items were

difficult. The F.v for this section was 0.42. In this section students have shown a 38

% performance. This is below the overall average score for the test: 54%. This
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section seems to be one of those in which students performed poorly. This sub - skill

seems to be another area that needs serious attention and particular emphasis, as

students' performance in this sub - test is not promising.

The analysis of the syllabus indicated that students at this stage are expected to

perform well in comprehension at sentence level, as it is the stepping-stone for the

other higher-level reading activities. They are the stepping-stones for the more

complex activities for comprehension at sentence level is essential preliminaries to

comprehension of a text (Nuttall, 1996). Regrettably, all these expectations were

denied, as the average score for this section was only 1.9 (38%).

One possible reason for their poor performance could be the test itself. Despite the

attempt made to maximize the clarity of the pictures included in the test, some

pictures were hardly legible. This might inhibit students from demonstrating their

understanding of the sentences. The other possible reason could be lack of exposure.

Although it was stated in the syllabus, none of the tests surveyed by the investigator

contained this kind of sub-test. Excepting these problems, if this poor performance is

the result of their own lack of understanding and not the problem of the test,

students might encounter comprehension difficulties at the higher levels. This has

been proven by various studies (Finn, 1990). Finn (1990: 186) has shown that "the

ability to deal with sentences is related to success in reading comprehension".
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4.2.7 Reordering

The other element stated in the syllabi and then included in the textbooks is

reordering sentences of a paragraph based on information given in the picture. In

other cases jumbled pictures would accompany a well - organized paragraph. The

students' task would be to arrange the pictures based on the information given in the

passage. In this test. Part Three. Section III was designed to test this ability. Pictures

were put in the right order but the sentences with wrong order (jumbled together).

The students. therefore. demonstrated their understanding by arranging the sentences

in accordance with the order of the pictures.

Table 4.12 Item Analysis for Reordering Jumbled Sentences

Part See. Item 0.1. F.V. Number of students Av. score of each
No. No. No. who got the item right section

n %

Three III 2 0.70 0.53 96 53.3

3 0.62 0.55 88 48.9

4 0.60 0.54 98 54.4 2.8

5 0.80 0.59 116 64.4

6 0.73 0.57 108 60

X = 0.69 X = 0.56 X = 56.2

As shown in the above table, this was a section with an average D. I. of 0.69 and F.Y.

of 0.56. This might indicate that this section was an average one since its difficulty

level was 0.56 which was a bit higher than the average difficulty level for most

achievement tests. that is 0.5 (Heaton. 1988). It was again one of the sections in

which students performed better. Fifty six point two percent of the students scored
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56.2% (2.8 out of 5). This might be a promising score as reorganization or reordering

is slightly more difficult than literal comprehension questions (Nuttall, 1996). This is

because in order to put events or pictures in sequence, the child might need a fairly

high level of comprehension ability. These questions are really difficult for these

students becausethe questions require the students to obtain literal information from

various parts of the text and put it together or to reinterpret information. (Nuttall,

1996:188). These questions, according to Nuttall (Ibid.), "are valuable in making the

student consider the text as a whole rather than thinking of each sentence on its own,

or in making him assimilate fully the information he obtains".

The ability to reorder jumbled sentences is a valuable activity because it can hamper

or promote comprehension. The 56.2% performance shown in this section,

therefore, might be a good indicator for improving their comprehension sub - skill.

Experiments conducted by Urquhart (1984) also seem to confirm that "organization

can significantly alter reader recall of text material; lower recall scores reflected

'lower' comprehension' (1984:174-175). Improving students' ability to reorder

events or pictures can be considered as another way of improving comprehension

ability, as there is significant correlation between reordering and comprehension

(Urquhart, 1984).
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4.2.8 Spelling

4.2.8.1 Spelling in Context

Part One. Section V. items I - 3 were used to determine students' ability to recall the

visual configuration: spelling of some familiar words taken both from the syllabusand

the textbook.

Table 4.13 Item Analysis for Spelling

Part See. Item D.I. F.V. Number of Av. score of
No. No. No. students who got each section

the item right

n %

One V 1 0.40 0.23 43 23.9

2 0.22 0.41 80 44.4 1.3

3 0.70 0.64 116 64.4

X = 0.44 X = 0.43 X = 44.2

4.2.8.2 Spelling (scanning)

Part four was designed to support the finding in Part I. Section III. The only difference

that exists between these two sections of the same sub - skill is that in the first one

(Part I Section III) students rely on the context given with the question itself. In this

section. on the other hand. students scan any letter from the given ones and form

three words related to school. Predominantly. this section could be taken as a

spelling test. There are also times when the same test format is presented to test

students' scanningability at an elementary level.
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Table 4.14 Item Analysis for Spelling Test

Part See. Item 0.1. F.V. Number of students Av. score of each
No. No. No. who got the item right section

n %

Four I I 0.47 0.38 62 34.4

2 0.37 0.23 25 13.9 0.84

3 0.67 0.41 65 36.1

X=0.5 X = 0.34 X=28.1

One of the areas that need careful attention at the elementary level is spelling. It can

be considered as the most basic of all the reading activities. Regardless of this

importance, only 36.2% of the students could score an average result of 37.7% or 1.1.

This section is, of course, one of the most difficult sub-tests with difficulty level of

0.39. Viewed from this point, one can expect low performance but not as low as the

results observed in this study. An average score of 37.7% seems to be reasonable, as

the average F.Y. was 37.7. It was really surprising that 63.8% of the students could

not score this average score. This might reveal that most students failed to respond

to this section. The inability of students in this section might be reflected in other

reading activities, such as word-recognition and comprehension at word level.

Studies conducted by Barr and Johnson (1997) indicates that reading and spelling are

reciprocal processes that depend on the same underlying phonological knowledge.

According to the findings of this study, success in spelling is reflected in success in

word-identification. "Good ability in word identification is a source to effective

reading." (1997,97). This might inform educators that any spelling problem could be

considered as impediment to reading achievement.

84



A similar finding was reported from Finn's (1990) studies. In his longitudinal studies,

Finn found that beginning readers would be harmed if they have poor performance in

spelling tasks.

In the present study, too, students who scored high in the overall test did relatively

better in spelling sub-test. Compared with their scores in other sub-tests, their

spelling test result was, however, not promising. The possible reasons for such poor

performance in spelling could be attributed to the following:

I. Although spelling was stated as an objective and included in the
textbooks, none of the tests surveyed contained spelling test. The
inclusion of this section in the present test might, therefore, create a
feeling of anxiety on the part of the testees, as students did not have
adequate practice on the sub-test.

II. According to Fyffe and Mitchell (1985-19), "Spelling is both critical and
difficult, particularly at an early stage of reading. "Students' poor
performance could, therefore, emanate from the nature of the sub-skill.

The above - cited authorities have indicated that there is a significant correlation

between spelling performance and word recognition achievement. Word recognition

is also a base for many reading activities. The poor performance shown in this

section, therefore, calls for careful attention to spelling as this might affect growth in

other reading areas.

4.3. Analyses of differences among the three groups: Low,
Average and High achievers

One - way analysis of variance was employed to determine if there is a significant

difference between the three groups in reading ability test scores. The table below

presents the results of the analysismade for this prupose.
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Table 4.15 ANOVA summary

Source D.F. SS Ms F. Ratio F. Prob.
Between Groups 2 13214.1183 6607.0592 273.2338 .000
Within Groups 177 4218.4317 23.8329

Total 179 17432.5500

As indicated in the table above. there is a significant difference in the performance of

the three groups on the reading ability test. Further analysis was required to

determine the possible source for such a significant difference in test result. Scheffs

test (see Table 4.16) could be used for this purpose as it yields a conservative

estimate regarding test results ofthis type.

Accordingly the test indicates that a significant difference if Mean2 (Average achievers)

- Meanl (Low achievers). Mean3 (High achievers) - Mean2 (Average achievers). or

Mean3 (High achievers) - Mean, (Low achievers) > 3.45.

The findings of the analysis revealed that the difference among the three groups is

statistically significant. This is because. the difference between M3 and M I = 26.46.M3

and M2 = 13.5. and M2 and M I = 12.9.

Further examination indicates that higher achievers scored better as their mean score

was 37.13. Average achievers also performed satisfactorily as their mean was 23.66.

which was similar to the overall average of the test that is 23.73. Low achievers. on

the other hand. performed poorly as their mean was only 10.76.
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Table 4.16 Summary of Scheffe's Multiple Comparison Test

Low Average High
Mean Group Achievers ( G.I) achievers (G.2) achievers (G.3)

10.7632 Grp.1

23.6635 Grp.2 *
37.1316 Grp.3 * *

* indicates significant difference.

From the above table, one can understand that all the three groups: Group I, Group

2 and Group 3 contribute for the significant difference observed among the groups.

4.4. Comparisons of Teacher-Made Tests and
Opertionalized - Test Results

A T - Test was conducted to check if there is a significant difference between

Teacher-Made - Test and Operationalized - Test results. To determine whether

there is a difference or not, we begin with stating the null hypothesis followed by

accepting or rejecting it.

In this case our null hypothesis is, there is no difference between teacher - made tests

and that of the investigator, i.e..

I. Ho: Mean of Teacher-Made Tests results = Mean of Operationalized - Test

results,

II. HI: Mean Teacher - Made Tests ::/= Mean of Operationalized - Test results.

The following table shows the t - tests for two - sample groups, that is teacher-

made tests results and operationalized - test result.
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Table 4. 17 T - Test for Teacher-Made Test and Operationalized-Test results.

Number Mean SO SE of df 2. Tail SE of
Variable of cases Mean sig oiff
Group I 180 23.7833 .736 -2.26 358 0.224 .993

Group 2 180 8.959 .668 -2.26 354.70 0.024 .993

Leven's Test for Equality of variances: F = 4.579 P = 0.033*

The Null-hypothesis (Ho) was rejected since ex which is 0.05 >P which is 0.033. From

this one can deduce that there is a difference between Teacher - Made Test and

Operationalized -Test results.

An explanation for the difference between Teacher - Made Test results and the

Operationalized - Test results could be attributed to many variables, which include;

I. Teachers' evaluations did not particularly reveal students' reading skill.

They rather revealed overall language performance and predominantly

grammar ability as classroom tests dominated by grammar tests.

ii. Teachers' evaluations were not conducted at once, rather at least twice

a semester, i.e. Mid and Final Examinations. Along with these test-

results, there are other 'scores' included in the evaluation. These

additional scores include score for classroom activities, for neatness of

exercise books, and lor for attendance. These additional scores would

probably be the causes for such differences between the two results.

* Note that Leven's test for equality of variances is conducted to determine if homogeneity of the two
distributions (distribution for Group I and Group 2) assumed or not. If the two distributions prove to
have come from heterogeneous population, then t-test is conducted by making adjustments of this
heterogeneous population so that the variables could be comparable.
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4.5 Problems Associated With the Teaching and/or the

Learning of Reading

So far the investigation has paid attention to students' performance in various reading

sub-skills. However. the investigator would like to conclude this section by giving

highlights on some of the salient problems that might possibly account for such poor

performance.

According to the result of teacher's questionnaire. there are various reasons for such

undesirable phenomena prevalent in the sample schools. Most teachers believe that

the new automatic promotion policy is the first problem. The response of the

questionnaire disclosed that students from Grade One to Grade Three are promoted

to the next grade level regardless of their performance. How could a learner. who

cannot recognize a word. comprehend a sentence or a paragraph? One of the

purposes of tests is to identify areas of weaknesses and strengths. and/or to assess

the effectiveness of the method. Avoiding examination may imply avoiding these

opportunities as well.

The other problem mentioned by the teachers is the demand of the syllabus. There

are higher demands on the part of the syllabus. Some of the teachers are unhappy

about the difficulty level of the textbooks. which are considered to be a vehicle for

achieving the objectives stated in the syllabi.

Still the other point. which was identified as a problem. was class-size. In the three

Government schools and one Public school observed. class-sizewas more than 120.
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In the remaining two Public schools. it was more than 90. This. according to the

teachers. causes tremendous difficulties in achieving the objectives.

Lack of proper follow up on the part the family was still the other problem raised by

the teachers. Parents do not follow the performance of their children. If assignments

are given. almost half of the class comes to class without assignments are being done.

"Reading needs serious and continuous follow up. How could students develop their

reading ability without paying attention to the skill?" was the response of one of the

teachers.

There are some individuals who are assigned to teach at this grade level (in the cycle).

These 'teachers'. according to the respondents. do not have any training or

orientation about the profession. The performance of students is adversely affected

by the presence of such teachers. Leave alone teachers who did not have training.

those who graduated from TTls and colleges of Teacher Education are found to be

deficient in handling the skill (Hailom and Woldu. 1999). This is not without reason.

Demand for reading is growing from answering some comprehension questions to a

stage where various reading tasks such as. information transfer. reordering.

vocabulary in content. etc. follow a passage. These kinds of activities. therefore. need

training that equip teachers with the necessary skills.

Lack of adequate vocabulary was also believed to have a serious effect on students'

reading performance. Students. beginning from early stages. do not practise learning

the meaning of new words using different strategies such as contextual clues.
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Whenever they come across any difficult words, they ask for translation. They do

not refer to a dictionary; they do not use contextual clues or any other strategy; but

they ask their teachers or anyone around whom they think knows the meaning.

The above - mentioned problems and probably some more could account for

students' poor performance.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Conclusion

The idea that served as a springboard for this study was that students' language

performance is below standard (Stoddard. 1988; Rogers. 1969; Teshorne, 1999). that

students' reading performance is poor (Genene. 1994; Dubale. 1990; Chefena. 1988).

and that students' listening ability is even worse (Tewolode, 1988; Seime.1989).

Such findings obtain much support in this study. From the total of 180 sample

students who participated in the study. 94 students (52%) scored below the overall

average of the test.

A close examination of students' performance further disclosed that students

performed better in comprehension at word level and at reordering with an average

score of 74% and 56%. respectively. This promising results might highlight the need

to further develop these abilities as students demonstrated encouraging performance.

In this regard. the results of these sections tend to deviate from the findings of

previous studies. notably those conducted by Tewolde (1988); Rogers (1969);

Soddart ( 1986).

According to these studies. in almost all language areas (Stoddart. 1986; Rogers.

1969) and in listening (Tewolde, 1988). students demonstrated a very low

performance. As a result. according to their conclusions. English should not be a
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medium of instruction at least in Elementary and Junior Secondary schools (Rogers,

1969; Tewolde, 1988) and at all levels (Stoddart, 1988).

The result of the present study casts a shadow of doubt on the findings of the three

studies. On the basis of their findings, the above cited researchers suggested that the

medium of instruction should be substituted by Amharic. However, the medium of

instruction should not be the target since there is room for improvement. We

should, therefore, be careful to arrive at a strong conclusion that there is no prospect

at all for students adequate mastery of the language in general and reading skill in

particular.

Contrary to this promising performance on the above mentioned two areas, their

achievements on vocabulary in context test and literal comprehension (Fill in the

blank format) were not promising. Students' performance on comprehension-at-

sentence- level was, to use the terms of Elley (1984), regrettably no better as the

average score was only 38%. The average score for the spelling section was not

adequate as it was only 36%. This means that students' mastery of spelling was

relatively low.

This low achievement in these areas would be the result of many variables which

include: higher demands on the part of the syllabus, poorly designed materials

(mismatch between what is stated in the syllabus and what is there in the textbooks),

class - size, lack of training and orientation on the part of the teachers, the new
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automatic - promotion policy and inability of some of the teachers to handle and

employ the textbook properly. This is particularly so as the response of the teachers

to the questionnaire revealed that most teachers are not happy with the difficulty

level of tasks included in the textbook. They expressed their frustration by saying

"some of the reading tasks are difficult even for us".

Regardless of this, the departure from the overall average score (of 54%) and hence

low achievement, may need a particular emphasis as these areas could cause

tremendous difficulties in the students' further academic achievement. This concern

was expressed by Dechant as early as 1964 who said "There is no adequate

compensation for success in reading. In the academic work of today's school a child

cannot succeed partially. He either succeeds or he doesn't, and without success in

reading, success in almost any other area becomes an improbability, if not an

impossibility." (Dechant, 1964:67).

5.2 Recommendations

As indicated in chapter one, there were some limitations in this study. These

limitations include scope of the test (as it did not include all the major topics of the

textbooks), a number of students and schools involved in the study, some tests are

administered early in the morning, others late morning, still others in the afternoon.

These and probably some other factors were believed to have some effects on the

scope, reliability and validity of the findings. The generalizability of the findings,
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therefore. needs careful attention. Despite this. the findings of the study seem to

have some practical implications for reading instruction.

I. Students were found to be poor in some reading sub-skills like comprehension

at sentence level. spelling (word recognition or identification) and reading for

the main idea. Finding appropriate remedy for these area is, therefore, an

urgent need of the bodies concerned.

2. Having understood the magnitude of the problems widespread in our

education settings. the Ministry of Education changedthe syllabi and textbooks

but not the testing style. Teacher - made tests seem not to be responsive to

the new textbooks; the tests remained similar to the old ones: predominantly

grammar in content and multiple-choice in format. Teachers, therefore, need

an orientation in preparing their tests in line with the objective of the

textbooks. The view that says "testing is a natural extension of teaching"

should be understood in this sense.

3. Some teachers were also found to have difficulties in identifying the sub - skills

of reading. These teachers might thus be one of the major causes for

students' poor performance. Proper training and in - service training seem to

be the crux of the matter if their professional quality is to reach a satisfactory

standard.

4. Usually good readers come from homes and schools with many books.

Parents and schools should. therefore. try their level best to supply students

with some easilyaccessiblereading materials.

5. There is still another contribution from parents. Students can develop their

reading abilities not only through classroom reading instructions, but also

through voluntary and spare - time reading as the sayinggoes: "if you want to
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be a good reader, read more". Voluntary reading can be considered as

meaningfuland effective. Parentscan stimulate such voluntary reading if their

children's reading ability is to reach a reasonable level.

6. Maximum efforts should be made to modify the automatic promotion policy as

many teachers are complaining about its adverse effect. "We were not

better", one of the responses of teachers' questionnaire reads, "we got worse

with the introduction of the new automatic-promotion policy". The very idea

of this policy may not be to bring about such undesirable phenomena to our

education system, but the result of the questionnaire disclosed that there are

some problems at the implementation stage. We need to sit for a while and

look for ways and meansof alleviating these problems.

The aforementioned limited recommendations highlight the fact that it is time to revise the

syllabi, if possible. We also need to see closely what happens when the syllabi are being

implemented. Other policy decisions, on the other hand, should not be always the target

when there are other minor, but still more important decisions.
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Appendix .A: An Achievement Test

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
.,

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature

Part One: Read and Do

Workitu

Workitu was born in Addis Ababa in 1965 E.C. She is now 27 years old. She

works in a school. She is a teacher in an elementary school. She teaches English

in grade 4. She has 35 students in her class, 15 girls and 20 boys. She likes her

students, and her students like her. She is very kind and helps them a lot. She is a

very good teacher.

Section I: Read the story and answer the following questions.

1. What subject does Workitu teach?

A. English B. Amharic C. Maths

2. Howald is Workitu? She is years old.----

A.20 B.27 C.35

3. When was she born?

A. 1927 B. 1965 C. 1935

4. How many girls does Workitu have in her class?

A.35 B. 15 C.20

5. The whole story is about _

A. the teacher B. the school C. the students
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Section II: Are these sentences true or false?

1. There are 20 students in Workitu's class.

2. She is not a very good teacher.

3. She likes her students.

4. She helps the students very much.
.,.,

Section ITI:Fill in the sentences using words from the story.

1. Workitu has __ boys in her class.

2. She was born in 1965 E.C.

3. She is a teacher in ----

Section IV: Vocabulary

1. I am a grade four student. I am learning in school.

A. a high B. a junior C. an elementary

2. Ato Solomon teaches us English very well. He is our _

A. director B. monitor C. teacher

3. I cannot write a sentence. So my brother me to write a sentence.

A. likes B. helps C. gives

4. My father always buys candy and bread only for me. He me very

much.

A. likes B. takes C. helps
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Section V: The following words are not complete. Fill-in the

missing letters.

Example:

Question:

Answer:

sc 0 I : a place where children learn.

School

1. k n-- : friendly or thoughtful to others, not cruel.

: the present time.2. n w

3. 0 d : age

Part Two: Read and Complete

My Friends

My name is Senait. Iam 12 years old. Ihave three friends. My best friend is

Chaltu. Chaltu is 10 years old. She is tall and thin.

My second friend is Hana. Hana is 13 years old. She is short and thin. My

third friend is Muna. Muna is 11 years old. She is tall and fat.

We are all in grade four. We study hard together.

Section I: Complete the table with the age, height and weight

of each students. Some of the answers are given for

you as examples.

Name Chaltu Hana Muna

Age 10

Height short

Weight thin fat
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Section II: Give the answers for the following questions.

1.The first paragraph is about _
A. Senait and Chaltu B. Senait and Muna

2. The second paragraph is about _
A. Senait and Chaltu B. Senait and Hana

3.The third paragraph is about _
A. Senait and Chaltu B. Chaltu and Muna

C. Hana and Muna

C. Hana and Muna

C. Senait, Chaltu, Muna,
and Hana

Part Three: Read and match
Section I: Write the number of a picture against each word.

___ House Horse Dog
Pencils Hen---

1 2

4
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Section II: Which picture does the sentence describe?
The first one is done for you as an example.

1. Hana is sitting on the left of her mother and Ayele is sitting on her right.

- D

2.There is a cat with a ribbon around its neck under the chair.

A B

3. The man in the black coat is the tallest of the four.

A R c
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4.The tallest tree had rune flowers on it and the shortest tree had five

flowers.

a

5. Block 1 has more windows but not as many doors as Block 2.

1 2 21

A B

6. Shimelis does not have an umbrella but the two girls have umbrella.

a. h. c. d.
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Section III: Following the order of the pictures, rewrite the

sentences given below.
The first sentence is given for you as an example.

___ Ayele went out to play with his friend.

___ My uncle and his wife have three children.

___ Ayele ate his breakfast.

___ Their smallest child is Ayele and Ayele has a little dog.

___ Ayele drunk a cup of tea.

1 My uncle and his wife are Living in Arat Killo.

1 2

1

6

6

2

5

5
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· •.

Part Four: Word Game

Find three words which are related to school. Two examples are done for
you (one alphabet can be used many times).

.;

."
T P

E E

A N

C C

H I

E W V S L

R J X T M
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Appendix B: Scores

I Code Score I I Code Scc.re I I Code Score I
I. 4 61. 8 21. 31
2. 5 62. 8 22. 31
3. 7 63. 8 23. 31
4. 7 64. a 24. 31
5. 8 65. 8 25. 31
6. 8 66. 8 26. 31
7. 9 67. 8 27. 31
8. 9 68. 9 28. 31
9. 9 69. .~ 29. 31
10. 9 70. 9 30. 32
II. 9 71. 9 31. 32
12. 9 72. 9 32. 32
13. 9 73. 9 33. 32
14. 0 74. 9 34. 32
15. 0 75. 19 35. 33
16. 0 76. 20 36. 33
17. I 77. 20 37. 33
18. I 78. 20 38. 33
19. I 79. 20 39. 33
20. 2 80. 2() 40. 33
21. 2 81. 2J 41. 33
22. 2 82. 21 42. 33
23. 2 83. 2 43. 33
24. 2 84. 21 44. 34
25. 2 85. 21 45. 34
26. 2 86. 21 46. 34
27. 2 87. 21 47. 34
28. 3 88. 23 48. 34
29. 3 89. 21 49. 34
30. 3 90. 23 50. 34
31. 3 91. 2 t 51. 35
32. 4 92. 2 t 52. 35
33. 4 93. 2~ 53. 35
34. 4 94. 2~ 54. 35
35. 4 95. 2) 55. 36
36. 4 96. 25 56. 36
37. 4 97. 25 57. 36
38. 4 98. 25 58. 37
39. 5 99. 2) 59. 37
40. 5 00. 2 60. 37
41. 5 01. 2) 61. 37
42. 5 02. 2) 62. 37
43. 5 03. 2 ) 63. 37
44. 5 04. 2 ) 64. 38
45. 5 05. 2) 65. 38
46. 6 06. 2 ) 66. 38
47. 6 07. 2 ' 67. 38
48. 6 08. 2 ' 68. 38
49. 7 09. 2 r 69. 38
50. 7 10. 2 ~ 70. 38
51. 7 II. 2J 71. 38
52. 7 12. 2/ 72. 38
53. 7 13. 2' 73. 39
54. 7 14. 2j 74. 39
55. 7 15. 29 75. 40
56. 7 16. 21 76. 40
57. 7 17. 3 ) 77. 41
58. 7 18. 3 ) 78. 42
59. 7 19. 3 ) 79. 43
60. 8 20. 3 ) 80. 43

113



Appendix C: Item Response Chart

Student's Code ~
I part sec Item
No No No 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
one I 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 7

2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 9
3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 10
4 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 12

II 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 8
2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
3 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 6
4 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7

III 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 4
3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2

IV 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 8
2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 11
3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 8
4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 7

V 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Two I 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 8
2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1: Correct
0: Wrong

~ : The Number of Correct responses for the row
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5
One I 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 L
Two II 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5
3 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 9

Thre I 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 6
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 12
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10
5 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 6

II 1
2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 9
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 5
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 16
6 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 4

III 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 7
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4
5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
6

Four 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3

TOTAL 4 5 7 7 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 10 10 11 11 11 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 247

115



Students's Code :E.
No No No 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52
one 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 11

2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 11
3 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 18
4 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

II 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 15
2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 9
3 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 14
4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 9

III 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 5
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

iv 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 10
2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 12
3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 7

v 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

TWC I 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 18
2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 16
3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
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Students's Code ~
ONE I 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 9
TWC II 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5

2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 10
3 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 9

THR I 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 9
2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 10
3 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 15
4 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 12
5 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8

II 1
2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 13
3 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 6
4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
5 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 18
6 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 10

III 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 8
2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 10
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 8
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 7
6

FOUR 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

Tolal 12 13 13 13 13 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 16 16 16 17 17 17 17 383
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Student's Code s:
Part see Item
No No No 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78
one I 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 17

2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 14
3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 21
4 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 16

II 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 12
2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 7
3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 10
4 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8

III 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 15
3 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 10

IV 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 11
2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 14
3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7
4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 8

v 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 7
3 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 17

Two I 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 21
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 5
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
5 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6
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student's Code £
one I 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
two II 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

2 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 7

three I 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 16
2 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 13
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
4 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 18
5 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 20

II 1 0 0
2 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 11
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 8
4 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 12
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

III 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 10
2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 10
3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 9
4 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 14
5 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 11
6

Four 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

Total 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 20 20 20 475
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Student's Code ~
Part Sec. Item
No No No 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 100 101 102 103 104
one I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 23

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 18
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
4 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15

II 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 15
2 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 9
3 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 18
4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 8

III 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 10
2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 21
3 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 15

IV 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 13
2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 18
3 0 0 0 1 0 . 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 9
4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 8

V 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 7
2 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 18

Two I 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 22
2 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 21
3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 12
4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 7
5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 6
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Student's Code ~
one I 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8
Two II 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 5

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 6
3 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 14

Thre I 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 21
2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 21
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
4 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 22
5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26

II 1
2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 10
3 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 11
4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 5
5 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 15
6 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 6

III 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 9
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 7
3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 12
4 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19
5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 14
6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Four 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 8
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 7

Total 20 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 23 23 23 23 24 24 24 24 25 25 25 25 25 25 26 26 26 26 607
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Student's Code ~
Part see Item
No No No 105 106 107 108 109 110 111 112 113 114 115 116 117 118 119 120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130
one I 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 24
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
4 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19

II 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 20
2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 14
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
4 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 15

III 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 17
2 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 22

Iv 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 23
2 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 21
3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 10
4 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 12

v 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
2 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 11
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 23

Two I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 22
4 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 18
5 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 16
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Student's Code s:
one I 5 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 15
Two II 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 8

2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 5
3 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 12

Three I 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 22
2 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 22
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
5 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23

II 1
2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 13
3 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 13
4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 19
6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

III 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 19
2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 13
3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 17
4 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 21
5 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
6 - - - - - - -

four 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 7
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
3 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 12

TOTAL 26 26 27 27 27 28 29 29 29 29 29 29 30 30 30 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 32 766
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Student's Code ~
I Part [see litem
No No No 131 132 133 134 135 136 137 138 139 140 141 142 143 144 145 146 147 148 149 150 151 152 153 154 155 156
One I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 25

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
4 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 15

II 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 20
2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 14
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 15

III 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 22
2 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 24

IV 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
3 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 12
4 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 15

V 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 10
2 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 17
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24

TWC I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25
4 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 22
5 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 20
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Student's Code <:
One I 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 13
Two II 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 19

2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 16
3 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 14

Thre I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26
5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26

II 1
2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 10
3 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 16
4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 6
5 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 17
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

III 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
5 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25
6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 16

Four 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 13
2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 7
3 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 17

TOTAL 32 32 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 35 35 35 35 36 36 876
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Student's Code ~
IPart sec. litem
No No No 157 158 159 160 161 162 163 164 165 166 167 168 169 170 171 172 173 174 175 176 177 178 179 180
One I 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 22

II 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
4 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 18

III 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 21
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
3 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 22

IV 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 21
3 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 14
4 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 17

V 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 15
2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 20
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24

Two I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
4 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
5 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 22
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Student's Code If
One I 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 15
Two II 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 22

2 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 11
3 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 19

Thre I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24

II
2 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 14
3 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 17
4 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11
5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 17
6 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 8

III 1
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 22
5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24
6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 24

Four 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 21
2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 15
3 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 20

Total 36 37 37 37 37 37 38 38 38 38 37 38 38 38 38 38 39 39 40 40 41 42 43 43 927
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Appendix 0: Item Analysis
(For 120 students)

A B c o 0.1. F.V.
Part One: Section I
H = 58 0
L = 23 • 31

2
6

58-23 = 35 = 0.58
60 60

58+ 23 = !U = 0.68
120 120

2 H = 0 57
L = 13 .22

3
25

57-22 = 35 = 0.58
60 60

57+22 = 79 = 0.66
120 120

3 H = 0 59
L = 14 .35

I
II

59-35 = 24 = 0.4
60 60

59+35 = 94 = 0.78
120 120

4 H = 10 47
L = 26 .25

3
9

47-25 = 22 = 0.37
60 60

47+25 = 72 = 0.6
120 120

5 H = 36 13
L= 14. 21

II
25

36-14 = 22 = 0.37
60 60

36+ 14 = 50 = 0.42
120 120

x = 0.46 x = 0.63
Part One: Section II
H = 8 52
L = 31 .29

52-29 = 23 = 0.38
60 60

52+29 = !U = 0.68
120 120

2 H = 19 41
L=41 .19

41-19 = 22 = 0.37
60 60

41 + 13 = 60 = 0.5
120 120

3 H = 60 0
L = 25. 35

60-25 = 35 = 0.58
60 60

60+25 = 85 = 0.71
120 120

4 H = 38 22
L=18. 42

38-18 = ,2.Q= 0.33
60 60

38+18 = ~= 0.55
120 120

x = 0.42 x = 0.58
Part One: Section III
H = II 49
L = 57 .3

49-3 = 46 = 0.77
60 60

49+3 = 52= 0.43
120 120

2 H = 4 56
L = 50 • 10

56-10 = 46 = 0.77
60 60

56+ 10 = 66 = 0.55
120 120

3 H = 6 54
L=48 .12

54-12 = 42 = 0.7
60 60

54+ 12 = 66 = 0.55
120 120

x = 0.75 x = 0.51
Part One: Section IV
H = 0 I
L = II 25

59
.24

59-24 = 35 = 0.58
60 60

59+ 14 = 83 = 0.69
120 120

2 H = 6 I
L = 5 22

53
.23

53-23 = 30 = 0.5
60 60

53+23 = 76 = 0.63
120 120

3 H = 16 26
L = 29 • 17

18
14

26-17 = 2 = 0.15
60 60

26+17 = 43 = 0.36
120 120

4 H = 36 15
L=14. 31

9
15

36-14= 22=0.37
60 60

36+ 14 = 50 = 0.42
120 120

x = 0.40 x = 0.53
Part One: Section V
H = 32
L = 56

·28
4

28-4 = 24 = 0.4
60 60

28+4 = 32 = 0.27
120 120

2 H = 21
L = 24

39
• 26

39-26 = .!l = 0.22
60 60

39+ 26 = 65 = 0.54
120 120

3 H = 3
L = 45

57
• 15

57-15 = 42 = 0.7
60 60

57+15 = 72 = 0.6
120 120

x = 0.44 x = 0.47
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A B C 0 0.1. F.V.
Part Two: Section I

I H = 0 60 60-33 - 27 - 0.45 60+33 - 93 - 0.78
L = 27 .33 60 60 120 120

2 H = I 59 59-28 = II= 0.52 59+28 = 87 = 0.73
L = 32 .28 60 60 120 120

3 H = 4 56 56-1 = 55 = 0.92 56+1 = 57 = 0.48
L = 59 · I 60 60 120 120

4 H=7 53 53-3 = 50 = 0.83 53+3 - 56 - 0.47
L= 57 • 3 60 60 120 120

5 H=II 49 49-3 = 46 = 0.77 49+3 = 52 = 0.43
L = 57 3 60 60 120 120

x = 0.7 x - 0.58
Part Two: Section II

I H = 43 7 10 43-18 = 25 = 0.42 43+18= ~ =0.51--
L = 18. 27 15 60 60 120 120

2 H = 8 22 30 30-21 = 2 = 0.15 30+21 = it = 0.43
L = 22 17 • 21 60 60 120 120

3 H =4 18 38 38-20 - ~ - 0.30 38+ 20 - 58 - 0.48
L = 21 19 .20 60 60 120 120

x = 0.30 x - 0.47
Part Three: Section I

I H = 0 60 60-14 = 46 = 0.77 60+ 14 = 74 = 0.62
L = 46 • 14 60 60 120 120

2 H = 0 60 60-22 = 38 = 0.63 60+22 = 74 = 0.68
L = 38 ·22 60 60 120 120

3 H = 0 60 60-29 = II= 0.52 60+29 = 89 = 0.74
L = 31 ·29 60 60 120 120

4 H = 0 60 60-27 = 33 = 0.55 60+27 = 87 = 0.73
L = 33 ·27 60 60 120 120

5 H = 0 60 60-27 =-.l1 = 0.55 60+27 = 87 = 0.73
L = 33 ·27 60 60 120 120

x = 0.60 x = 0.70
Part Three: Section II

2 H = 7 I 29 23 29-29 = 0 29+29 = 58= 0.48
L = 3 14 • 29 14 60 120 120

3 H = 3 34 II 12 34-14 = 20 = 0.33 34+ 14 = 48 = 0.4
L = 12 • 14 22 12 60 60 120 120

4 H = 28 8 12 12 28-12 = ~ = 0.27 28+ 12 = 40 = 0.33
L = 12. 20 18 10 60 60 120 120

5 H = 13 47 47-37 = l.Q = 0.17 47+37 = 84 = 0.7
L = 23 ·37 60 60 120 120

6 H = I 14 15 30 15-15 = 0 15+15 = 30 = 0.25
L = 14 " • 15 20 60 120 120

x = 0.15 x = 0.43
Part Three: Section III

2 H = 5 55 55-13 = 42 = 0.7 55+13 = 68 = 0.57--
L = 47 · 13 60 60 120 120

3 H = 5 55 55-18:= 37 = 0.62 55+18 = 73 = 0.61
L = 42 · 18 60 60 120 120

4 H=6 54 54-18 = 36 = 0.6 54+18 = 72 = 0.6
L = 42 · 18 60 60 120 120

5 H = 2 58 58- 10 = 48 = 0.8 58+10 = 68 = 0.57
L = 50 · 10 60 60 120 120

6 H = 3 57 57-13 = 44= 0.73 57+13 = 70 = 0.58
L = 47 • 13 60 60 120 120

x = 0.69 x = 0.59
Part Four: Section I

I H = 22 38 38-10 = 28 = 0.47 38+ 10 = 48 = 0.4
L = 50 • 10 60 60 120 120

2 H = 36 24 24-2 = 22 = 0.37 24+2 = 26 = 0.22
L = 58 • 2 60 60 120 120

3 H - 14 46 46-6 = 40= 0.67 46+6 = 52 = 0.43
L = 54 ·6 60 60 120 120

x = 0.5 x = 0.35
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Item Analysis
(For I80 students)

A B C 0 0.1. F.V.
I H = S6. 2 2 S6-24 = 62 = 0.69 S6+24 = l!Q = 0.61

L = 24 3S 2S 90 90 ISO ISO
2 H = 2 . S2 6 S2-39 = 43 = O.4S S2+39 = ill = 0.67

L = 20 39 31 90 90 ISO ISO
3 H = 0 • S9 I S9-51 = 3S = 0.42 S9+51 = 140 = O.7S

L = 17 51 22 90 90 ISO ISO
4 H = IS ·64 S 64-43 = II= 0.23 64+43 = ill = 0.59

L = 30 43 17 90 90 ISO ISO
5 H = 57 17 16 57-20 = 37 = 0.41 57+20 = 77 = 0.43

L = 20. 34 36 90 90 ISO ISO
I H = 19 ·71 71-44 = 27 = 0.30 71 +44 = ill = 0.64

L = 46 44 90 90 ISO ISO
2 H = 37 53 53-29 = 24 = 0.27 53+29 = S2 = 0.46

L = 61 .29 90 90 ISO ISO
3 H = S7. 3 S7-39 = 4S = 0.53 S7+39 = ill = 0.70

L = 41 49 90 90 ISO ISO
4 H = 51. 39 51-2S = 23 = 0.26 5 I+2S = 79 = 0.44

L = 2S 62 90 90 ISO ISO
I H = 30 ·60 60-12 = 4S = 0.53 60+ 12 = l.l..= 0.40

L = 7S 12 90 90 ISO ISO
2 H = 10 • SO SO-3I = 49 = 0.54 SO+31 = 11=0.62

L = 59 31 90 90 ISO ISO
3 H = 15 ·75 75-26 = 49 = 0.54 75+26 = ill = 0.56

L = 64 26 90 90 ISO ISO
I H =4 6 SO SO-39 = 49 = 0.54 SO+39 = ill = 0.66

L = 16 35 .39 90 90 ISO ISO
2 H = 10 7 .73 73-47 = 26 = 0.29 73+47 = 120 = 0.67

L = IS 25 47 90 90 ISO ISO
3 H = 27 3S .25 25-IS = Z = O.OS 25+ IS = 43 = 0.24

L = 49 23 IS 90 90 ISO ISO
4 H = 50. 23 17 50-14 = 36 = 0.4 50+ 14 = 64 = 0.36

L = 14 45 31 90 90 ISO ISO
I H = 5S 32 32-10 = 22 = 0.24 32+10 = 42 = 0.23

L = SO • 10 90 90 ISO ISO
2 H = 37 53 53-20 = 33 = 0.47 53+20 = 73 = 0.41

L = 70 .20 90 90 ISO ISO
3 H = II 79 79-36 = 43 = 0.37 79+36 = ill = 0.64

L = 54 .36 90 90 ISO ISO
I H =4 S6 S6-59 = ll...= 0.30 S6+59 = ill = O.SI

L = 31 .59 90 90 ISO ISO
2 H = 5 S5 S5-55 = lQ.. = 0.33 S5+55 = J..±Q = O.7S

L = 35 -55 90 90 ISO ISO
3 H = 13 77 77-10 = P1.. = 0.74 77+ 10 = S7 = O.4S

L = SO • 10 90 90 ISO ISO
4 H - 21 .69 69-S = B..= 0.6S 69+S = 77 = 0.43

L = S2 S 90 90 ISO ISO
5 H = 27 .63 63-S = 55 = 0.61 63+S = Zl = 0.39

L = S2 S 90 90 ISO ISO
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A B C D D.1. F.V.
I H = 50. 17 23 50-25 = 25 = 0.28 50+25 = 75 = 0.42

L = 25 43 22 90 90 180 180
2 H = 21 31 .38 38-27 = 11= 0.12 38+27 =M = 0.35

L = 35 28 27 90 90 180 180
3 H = 10 31 .49 49-33 = ~ = 0.18 49+33 = 82 = 0.46

L = 30 27 33 90 90 180 180
I H = 5 .85 85-31 = 54 = 0.60 85+31 = ill = 0.64

L = 59 31 90 90 180 180
2 H = 5 .85 85-44 = 11 = 0.46 85+44 = 142 = 0.79

L = 46 44 90 90 180 180
3 H = I .89 89-53 = 36 = 0.40 89+53 = llQ = 0.72

L = 37 53 90 90 180 180
4 H = 3 .87 87-43 = 44 = 0.49 87+43 = llQ = 0.72

L = 47 43 90 90 180 180
5 H = 2 .88 88-56 = 32 = 0.36 88+56 = 144 = 0.80

L = 34 56 90 90 180 180
2 H=II 12 .42 25 42-40 = ~ = 0.02 25+23 = 82 = 0.46

L = 10 17 40 23 90 90 180 180
3 H = 13 .48 17 12 48-26 = 22 = 0.24 48+26 = 74 =0.41

L = 13 26 33 18 90 90 180 180
4 H = 36. 14 24 16 36-16 = 20 = 0.22 36+16 = 52 = 0.29

L = 16 25 33 16 90 90 180 180
5 H = 22 .68 68-22 =~ = 0.51 68+ 22 = 90 = 0.50

L = 38 52 90 90 180 180
6 H = I 18 17 .54 54-24 = 30 = 0.33 54+ 24 = 78 = 0.43

L = 28 17 2 24 90 90 180 180
2 H = 18 .72 72-24 = 48 = 0.53 72+24 = 96 = 0.53

L = 66 24 90 90 180 180
3 H = 20 .70 70-29 = 11= 0.46 70+29 = 99 = 0.53

L = 61 29 90 90 180 180
4 H = 20 -70 70-28 = 42= 0.47 70+28 = 98 = 0.54

L = 62 28 90 90 180 180
5 H = 12 .78 78-28 = 50 = 0.56 78+28 = ~ = 0.59

L = 62 28 90 90 180 180
6 H = 13 .77 77-26 = ~ = 0.57 77+26 = 1m = 0.57

L = 64 26 90 90 180 180
I H = 36 .54 54-15 = 39 = 0.43 54+15 = 69 = 0.38

L = 75 15 90 90 180 180
2 H = 52 .38 38-4 = 34= 0.38 38+4 = 42 = 0.23

L = 86 4 90 90 180 180
3 H = 23 .67 67-7 = 60 = 0.67 67+7 = 74 = 0.41

L = 83 7 90 90 180 180
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A B C 0 0.1. F.V.
I H = 50. 17 23 50·25 = 25 = 0.28 50+25 = 75 = 0.42

L = 25 43 22 90 90 180 180
2 H = 21 31 .38 38·27 = II= 0.12 38+27 =~ = 0.35

L = 35 28 27 90 90 180 180
3 H = 10 31 .49 49·33 = ~ = 0.18 49+ 33 = 82 = 0.46

L = 30 27 33 90 90 180 180
I H = 5 .85 85·3 I = 54 = 0.60 85+31 = ill = 0.64

L = 59 31 90 90 180 180
2 H = 5 .85 85·44 = 11 = 0.46 85+44 = 142 = 0.79

L = 46 44 90 90 180 180
3 H = I .89 89·53 = 36 = 0.40 89+53 = J1Q = 0.72

L = 37 53 90 90 180 180
4 H = 3 .87 87 ·43 = 44 = 0.49 87+43 = J1Q = 0.72

L = 47 43 90 90 180 180
5 H = 2 .88 88·56 = 32 = 0.36 88+56 = 144 = 0.80

L = 34 56 90 90 180 180
2 H = II 12 .42 25 42·40 = ~ = 0.02 25+23 = 82 = 0.46

L = 10 17 40 23 90 90 180 180
3 H = 13 .48 17 12 48·26 = 22 = 0.24 48+26 = 74 =0.41

L = 13 26 33 18 90 90 180 180
4 H = 36. 14 24 16 36·16 = 20 = 0.22 36+ 16 = 52 = 0.29

L = 16 25 33 16 90 90 180 180
5 H = 22 .68 68·22 = 46 = 0.51 68+ 22 = 90 = 0.50

L = 38 52 90 90 180 180
6 H = I 18 17 .54 54·24 = 30 = 0.33 54+24 = 78 = 0.43

L = 28 17 2 24 90 90 180 180
2 H = 18 .72 72·24 = 48 = 0.53 72+24 = 96 = 0.53

L = 66 24 90 90 180 180
3 H = 20 .70 70·29 = 11= 0.46 70+ 29 = 99 = 0.53

L = 61 29 90 90 180 180
4 H = 20 .70 70·28 =..1l= 0.47 70+ 28 = 98 = 0.54

L = 62 28 90 90 180 180
5 H = 12 .78 78·28 = 50 = 0.56 78+ 28 = l.QQ = 0.59

L = 62 28 90 90 180 180
6 H = 13 -77 77·26 = ~ = 0.57 77 +26 = ill = 0.57

L = 64 26 90 90 180 180
I H = 36 -54 54· 15 = 39 = 0.43 54+ 15 = 69 = 0.38

L = 75 15 90 90 180 180
2 H = 52 .38 38-4 = 34= 0.38 38+4 = 42 = 0.23

L = 86 4 90 90 180 180
3 H = 23 ·67 67·7 = 60 = 0.67 67+7 = 74 = 0.41

L = 83 7 90 90 180 180
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Appendix E: Students' questionnaire
(The English version)

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature

A Questionnaire to be filled by Fourth Grade Students

This questionnaire is designed to provide me with information pertaining to

background of students, some problems of learning reading, the solutions for

these problems and to establish face and content validity.

There are no right or wrong answers to each question. What is required is

only your opinion. So, please read the items carefully and give your opinions

as these greatly determine the effectiveness of the research. Any information

that you give for these items will be kept strictly confidential.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Direction

Most of the items have alternatives. Read the items and the alternatives given

for each of them and ind icate your opin ions by putting a tick mark (",I,) against

your choices. For items that request your free response, please write your

opinions on the space provided.

I. Background Information:

1.1. Student's Name:

1.2. Grade _

1.3. Roll Number -------

104. Sex: -------
1.5. Age: _

1.6. Name of the School: -------

1.7. Have you attended any classes before you started your formal or

regular classes. (church, Kuran, or Kindergarten)? Yes No ---

Section ------



2. About your activities and things you prefer to do

2.1. Which of these things (activities) do you do at home? You can

put a tick mark (v") against more than one choice.

• Watching TV _

• Watching Films _

• Reading Books _

• Drawing Pictures _

• Listening to mum or dad reading books _

• If others; Please specify _

2.2. Which one of the following do you prefer doing most?

• Reading words

• Reading sentences

• Reading paragraphs

• Reading stories _

• If others; Please specify _

2.3. Which of the following area/s of your English lesson do you

usually find the most difficult;

• Spelling _

• Grammar ------
• Vocabulary _

• Reading _

2.4. How do you evaluate the reading passagesand exercise that

follow the passages?

- Easy _

- Fairly Easy _

- Fairly Difficult _

- Difficult -------

133



3. Regarding the quality of this test as a whole

Direction:- Indicate the extent of your agreement to each statement by

putting a tick mark (v"') on one of the corresponding boxes

under level of agreement.

Level of A~reement
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral A~ree A~ree

Example: Learning English v'"

is enjoyable.
3.1 The format or the layout of this test

is good.
3.2 The instructions in this test are clear.

3.3. This test assesses or measures my
reading ability.

3.4. This test has caused me fear and
anxiety.

3.5. The time allotted for this test is fair.

3.6. This test is (positively) different from
other English language examination
like your first semester examination.

3.7. The length of this test is reasonable.

3.8. The passages in this test are interesting.

3.9. The passages in this test are simple for
grade 4 students.

3.10. If you have any particular comment
(any thing good or bad about the test),
please specify.
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4. Regarding the quality of each section or component

Direction:- For each statement listed from 4.1 to 4.1 I please rate the

quality of each section or component by putting './' in one of

the boxes corresponding each.

Very Very
Example:- Bad Bad Neutral Good Good

Learning English is ./

4.1. The reading passages p.1 & p.3

4.2. Section I (items 1-5)

4.3. Section II (items 1-4)

4.4. Section III (items 1-3)

4.4. section IV (items 1-4)

4.5. Section V (items 1-3)

4.6. Part Two section I (items 1-5)

4.7. " " " II (items 1-3)

4.8. Part Three " I (items 1-5)

4.9. " " " II (items 2-6)

4.10. " " " III (items 2-6)

4.1 I. Part four " I (items 1-3)
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Appendix F: Students' questionnaire
(The Amharic version)

ilJtil il(lCJ ~~J1Cilt
f~U~ lJD~:P :tlJDUC:t ft:t

f~~ *,*91"flJ il~-~lr~ :tlJDUC:t h~A

nil~1'~ hct:A 1''''1('?J"f f~ ~i\ ODm~~

.eU tJDm .e;,. f 1-H ;J ]!lIJ. f 1-0Ift.~"f , f '}fJ -0 ~ 9"UC:,. "fflu :r A~ ,1'- 1-0Ift.~"f

f, fJ 11 :"9" UC:,., It.0If~ tl0If..Y;J ~t1J.:flIJ. "fC1Jc» tJDli=~ 'I, tltJDt.tl C1JCj tlllU ~ Cj:,.

.e~~ H' ~ f1-H;J]!lIJ.' t.1-Cj h;"CoCj h.eH~ A,lfC f1-H;J]!tl:", o,lIOIfhC1Jl1

OIf~~il tJD:rA AtltJD:rfr' tlOIf~;J1~ ~lIJ.::

tlhY'~')}' ~ Y1: :"hhA w.e9" ilU1-~ f(f~ tJDAil ftl9":: hhCj,1- fOIf..mO.,.lIJ.

Ail1- Yf :r"ftr -O:r ~lIJ.:: iltlllU9" hY'~')}" ~ Y1: O~,:#>1: OOIf,Ol1

Ail 1-.f'f :r"ftr, il(Jl<:: fhCj,1- Ail1-JJf~ f~Cj-t., 11:#>:" fOIf..m9"C tJD(f'1-,

A:"H,r:: fAil1-Yf:r"ftr 9"ilm.t.tf~:" f1-m04> ~lIJ.::

kO"~~T. ~ Y1:~"f AOIft.6f!' AII:flIJ.:: ~ Y1:~T.'Cj AOIft.'"T.' OOIf,Ol1

h A0Ift. o- T. tJDt}hA tlA,1- / tlA':f. 9D C 6l>}. 0OIf..il0If0IflIJ. A0Ift. 6f!' ~:,. tl~:,.

ft..e:,. 9"Ah:" (v'') A~CC1J/A~C1.:: Ail1-Yf:r"ftr, Ootrli= 01-mf:#>"ftrO:"

n:r9" Ootrli= tJDAl\"ftr, Ailli=~::

1. -'=~«J!OD~jf:-

1.1 il9" _

1.2 hCj.:A fhli=A <f!~C _

1.3 1-t. <f!~C _

1.4 }':r _

1.5 1J~0If. _

1.6 f:"9"UC:" o.:"u/?V il9" _

1.7 .eu" :t9"UC:" htJD]!tJDCU/?V O~:" OtJDCPlJtlUlfCj:"T 01:il w.e9"
O<f!Co" :"9"UC~ 0.:" 1-9"~'1A/7jA/::

Tr c'of(u}- ilA T""Cttr _



2. r1 ~,e~:,. h1~il7(\ h1f.r;t-"w:,.cCj/~Cj/ r1 ~~I.DJ

h1f.r:"ODC~/m/ f~m,e<l! ~7i:?J"f:-

2.1 m\'-ru /7i/ (I).{}~ h:r'f h THLH?-T 'h"};P{}:J>c\JP'f f-r~(I)."}

.rh.'1(1).'1t'\U/:rh'l(l).~t'\7\? h~\"}Y: Ol\.e 9"CDlil t'\/-f?"ftJ. .e"fI\A::

tit urtfT _

kA9" urtfT _

au/JVft. urt"}(Hl _ {}6A aut'tA _

'hurturt (JJ.e9" h CICIo- h 11t'\(I). au /JVft. (t'Hl- urt~au ~ _

lbft'>'f ill\- 'hIlU ($It'\/J/at. _

2.2 xuu hTHLH?--r fT~:':") fOt'\m urth'lw"} -rauCflJt'\U/TauCDlilt'\7\?

:J>I\-r"} urt"}Oll _

qL ct:T "'IC"} urt"}Oll _

h"}<t ?"f"} urt"}Oll _

.rtP"f"} urt"}Oll _

lbft'>"f ill\- 'hIlU ~t'\/J/bQ. _

k~A({}TQ"}~) _
O~O(l). _

"}Clll _
:J>I\T _

2.4 Ohft.A (I).{}~ f01f.<tCfl-T"} 9""}CI(l'f h.9""}CI(l"f <t~t'\(I). f01f.'I1-T"}

au Aau l{9' 'f {}-r 'Iau ~t1J.1'(I).

n flJ9" <tl\A '11' (I). ------

<tI\A '11'(1). _

auil ht'\~ '11'(1). _

OflJ9" hClY: '11'(1). _
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ououl,y": hli.U (l;r'f l\1"Hl.H<t-:"fill1"l/ill:f1 ilil1"ffT il/~ "f. (~)
?"Ah:" (llPl~l.'? il?"?"~:"UI/7i1 '?l\o/'?l\m::

f •••rr~-r l.~]{sPT
0('1?" lIooflJ(ti O"l?"
hAll°.,"'I?" hAll"'l"'l?" !ll:f"lt.~A M"'I"'IIIlJ- M"'I"'IIIlJ-

9"'1'ti\,r x I <rJfL 1I?11 outT<fC ilM' ..I't"f ~
~(I).

3.1 fL1'C;(I). il"~ 'P?- ~(I).::

3.2 fL1'C;(I). ouout!"f <rJl'.iJc;:r:(I).::

3.3 .eU L1'C; f"hi.1 f/fJll "ffr>7
.eoullC; l'.::

3.4 .eU L1'C; hi\,fr>"f fA I <rJfL 1I?1
L1'C;!P"f (Ooul'.l1r 7r) f1'l\f
~(I).:: i\rl'ti\, hill1.?1 a.tT<f.•••1'C
f"hl<rJfL1I?1 L1''l

3.5 OH.U t.1'C; (I).•••'P f1'I11'-t:+
'P!<I:!P"f 1l1l-r 1'ou'PCf f<P£:O
,)(1).::

3.6 .eU L1'C; ~C'l-r'l 6J.b1<P-r
ill't.r:C'll?1l'.::

3.7 .eUII L1'C; i\ou"'?-r f1'ou."..O(l).
1ft. O'l! il.e."..i\r::

3.8 flH.U L1'C; (I).•••'P !I\--r r/fJ(l"f
il •••."..I't"f il.e."..I\-9"'::

3.9 OH.U L1'C; (l).r'l'P !I\- 9'"I fJ(l"f
l\il?1'?1 h~l'. 1'tT<ft!P"f <Pill'.
s=»-«

3.10 t.1"'I(D.1 ililouAhf- 1"ffilPlt m/t}??" ,,~ f..t}IPI 1Cf'f1 hli.U (l;r'f

(l1"om(D.{l;r '?l\o/'?l\m
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0000/,1: hllU n.r"f hl-12 n1-Ht.H~~ qt.tt:1- '11C:"f ft..1-CJCIJ..,f1-t\!~

htt:(\u"f ~'t}t. (v") 9"Ah~ h9"C6li)./IV k:" t\k:" nl7lf{)"'ou~

ou1f, / ou1f"£::

(lllJ?" OD'Pb:?" (lllJ?"
OD'PG: OD'Pb: 'P~?" 'P~ 'P~
c,.:f(D. C;:f(D. hM· •.lt-?" C;:f(D. C;:f(D.

4.1 Wit) 1 xCj Wit) 3 sI\-r 9"'}11crf

4.2 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 1 hcf:~C 1 - 5

4.3 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 2 hcf:~C 1 - 3

4.4 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 3 hcf:~C 1 - 3

4.5 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 4 hcf:~C 1 - 4

4.6 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 5 hcf:~C 1 - 3

4.7 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 1 hcf:~C 1 - 5

4.8 9"6trfi. 2 nfi.A 2 hcf:~C 1 - 3

4.9 9"6tr9" 3 nfi.A 1 hcf:~C 1 - 5

4.10 9"6trfi. 3 nfi.A 2 hcf:~C 2 - 6

4.11 9"6trfi. 3 nfi.A 3 hcf:~C 2 - 6

4.12 9"6trfi. 4 nfi.A I hcf:~C 1 - 3
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Appendix G: Teachers' questionnaire
(The English version)

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature

A Questionnaire to be filled by Teachers of Grade Four English

This questionnaire is designed to elicit information pertaining to some

problems of teaching reading, the solutions for these problems and to

establish face and content validity.

There are no right or wrong answers to each question. What is required is

only your opinion. So, please read the items carefully and give your opinions

as these greatly determine the effectiveness of the research. Any information

that you give for these items will be kept strictly confidential.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Direction

Most of the items have alternatives. Read the items and the alternatives given

for each of them and indicate your opinions by putting a tick mark (v') against

your choices. For items that request your free response, please write your

opinions on the space provided.

I. Background Information:

1.1. Name of the School:

1.2. Years of service:

1.3. Qualification:

IA. Subject (s) you teach: _

1.5. Sex: _



2. About teaching pupils how to read, its difficulty and the syllabus

2.1. Have you got access to the syllabus?

Yes No ------

2.2. Do you have the Teacher's Guide?

Yes No ------

2.3. Is teaching pupils how to read difficult or simple?

• Very difficult _

• Difficult

• Simple _

• Very simple

2.4. How do you see the reading activities of the text book?

- They are very simple for the students

- They are simple for the students _

- They are difficult for the students

- They are very difficult for the students _

2.5 Which one of the following readings do your students prefer?

- Reading words - Reading paragraphs

- Reading sentences - If others: please specify _

3. About different reading activities, test preparation and administration

3.1 How often do you think your students can read and understand

compound sentences?

- Always - Often

- Not very often - Almost never

3.2 How often do you think your students can read and understand
75 word paragraph on everyday topics.

- Always - Often

- Not very often - Almost never
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3.3 How often do you administer tests?

- Per week _ - Per month ------
- Per two weeks ---- - Per two months -----

3.4 While designing English tests, do you include reading skills?

Yes No If others: please specify _

3.5 If yes, how much of the test is reading

1/2 __ 1/3 __ 1/4 __ 1/8 __ If others: please specify _

3.6 While designing English tests, do you prepare them in line with

the kind of activities you do in the class:

Yes No If others: please specify _

4. Regarding the quality of the test as a whole

Direction:- Indicate the extent of your agreement to each statement by

putting a tick mark (v") on one of the correspond ing boxes

under level of agreement.

Strongly Strongly
Disazree Disazree Neutral AS!ree A~ree

4.1 This test measures reading ability
4.2 The instructions in this test are clear.
4.3. The format or the layout of this test is good

and convenient.
4.4. This test is (positively) different from other

similar English language tests of Grade Four.
4.5. The time allotted for this test is fair.
4.6. The length of the test is reasonable.
4.7. The markability of this test is satisfactory.
4.8. The passages and the sources of information

in this test are simple enough for Grade 4
students.

4.9. In general. this test is suitable for Grade
4 students.

4.10 If you have any particular comment pleasespecify:
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5. About the quality and content of each section or component of

the test

Direction:- For each statement listed from 5.1 to 5.9 please rate the quality

of each section or component by putting '../' in one of the

boxes corresponding each.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral ARree ARree

5.1. Part one. Section I (items 1-4). Section
II (1-4) and Section III (items 1-3) test
literal comprehension

5.2. Part One. Section IV On P.2 (items 1-4)
tests vocabulary

5.3. Part One. Section V P.3 (items 1-3)
tests spelling

SA. Part Two. Section I P.3 (items 1-5) tests
the ability to transfer information from
one form to another

5.5. Part One. Section I P.I (item 5) and PA,
Part Two, Section II (items 1-3) test the
ability to distinguish main idea
(skimming)

5.6. PA, Part Three, Section I (items 1-5)
tests comprehension at word level.

5.7. P.5 and 6. Part Three. Section II (items
2-6) tests comprehension at sentence
level

5.8. P.? Part Three. Section III. (items 2-6)
tests to ability to sentences in the
correct order based on the information
given in the pictures.

5.9. P.8. Part IV, Section I. (items 1-3) tests
the ability to look for letters to form
three words related to school
(scanning)

6. About some problems of teaching reading at that grade level and possible
solutions to these problems.

Direction: The following items request your free response, please write

your opinion on the spaceprovided.

6.1 What are some of the problems of teaching students how to
read at that grade level?

6.2 What do you think are some of the solutions for these problems?
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Appendix H : Teachers' Questionnaire
(The Amharic Version)

i't~.ll i'tOil ~t iiCllt
f~Ul.. iJDl..~ TiJDUCT fl.T

r~6J!" t. '}t.91'fc; ll"-~(}·C;: TiJDUCT htJ:A
Oi't6--""~ htJ:A ex '}'1{\.H;-; ODiJDU~ '} ftT?CfOA\ f~(}·tJ: ODm.e~

,eU ODm,ec} ri'H;J~m- 'Flll'} (l°1(1i'U1C cv:"-r rU?.f ;J1'(]l)' "fOJ~f'} ftODftr-rt;
ft:r,OJc'~ UD~-r~ ftODl,.ftOJ (li'lJJ,°'lt9" ftH.U 1't;-r ,et.~ tf'}Y: (It;(JO-t;~-r ri'H;J~m-'}
l,."I'r.' h~'C?\t; h,eH-r ,,'},c ?\'I-~r/::'} ft°,/t.;J11' ~cv-::

l' feg 5P~ cIlC1' r« ODAiI r'lrm-9":: hhCil5P rU?m(l~m- (lhf'}~'}P,.. ~mll 'l,e
fft5P-r'} "i1i' fr-r (lODODtfm- ODlPt.-r 9"Ah-r °1Y:t.OJ ~cv-:: rhCil9' "i1i' fr-r
r9"C9"~1 1I:J>-r r°?f1ftOJft·(l-r ODtf'l-,} ",eH'}1-::

UIJOD~f

hlL.u cl'1'ft •• hcl't.(l--r 1'f<i;5P:r· lI"·9':'~ rr/'ft'~ "O,//,.(;bb".}"-'} ,eWPA:: 1'.pct:9>:,:·}
Of.111 f,}lIQ rm-r.' h~ t.(l.:', "0,/ t,.(!iI·:f ODt"JhA9'-'~\C/I r°?fl°'/(JO'(l:"1 0&.'-)' ft&.-r
flftaJ· (l;r 'l,e rt,.,e-r 9"Ah-r (l°'/Y:t.OJ fODAhr/:: (li'm°,/t9" "o1/'·6f!> ftft.'l:,':m·
rr.PL~9':r, ftODAfl ODil6liJ.(li'''I'mm' (l;r 'l,e "i1r/',r-r9'1 fil~C;,::

1 &t,.l£ OD~
1.1 r'-"'9"uc-r (1r/:: i19'-'
1.2 r"1AOJft-r HOD'} _
1.3 r'-"'9"Uc'-'" f.t.~ _
1.4 r°?filr/'9"~'-'" -r9'-'UC:,,/ ..Y,:f/ _
1.5 ~;r _
1.6 roftm~·(l-r ODflh
1.7 rmop,..:" A~ rilt,. 'l,e flAmr.' t"Jft,eOJfto·_

2 1CJ1I1 i1l\°,/i1i'°'/C h°'/i1'1'°'/~ 'if.'-'" I'\,e i1l\o1.f ;J1'(JO' "fOJ~:"r.' fll\ .ODC'!:
'-"'9"lJC'-'"/ syllabus/

2.1 ODC'! '-"'9"UC-r/syllabus/ (l"~'t,.Qf9' ,e1:;:A
"9' rft9'-'_ __ 1",e1i9"1

2.2 rOD9"LJ~ OD9"tf (lh~5P ,e1:;:A?_ "9' _rft9" ",e1"i9" __

2.3 rh ,}"1l\.H:;: (JO-ht,.5P:fo.fH;J~ r°?fmm·tprCV• -r feg 9':f (lh~A m-i11'
r/'°'/t9':f h°?o~tpr(JJ- UDAOD~9'"f i'OJIlt,.-r ;JC r°?ODt)oft· r.'rcv,?
"9' ",ef.~9" _
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2.4 1CJ1I1 1\1t;:(J)' tf.C mi'l\,er itt-.i't;: h~A/ i'°'/t,$1':'f1 ruwr«: },1J?,-r
,eUD1\hr. ;r A? hCJ~ .,(J)' <f>'IA .,(J). _

hn~ ,e'lA <f>I\A,e'lA _
2.5 OUD1lV~ (J)'fl'f' ri'qi'r.-r1 r1CJ(l:'f'J },,,o·1 '1'h-r 1\(J). r°z'UDffi·

UDAUD~$1':'f },1J?,-r ,e1UD"ID'/r«f'A?
1\i'°'1t$1':'f hCJ~ 'Jr(J)' 1\i'°'1t$1'1' <f>I\A,e'l(\-. _
1\i'°'1t$1'~ hO~ ,e'l(\-' 1\i'°'1t,$1':.r, <f>'IA'JrCD.. _

2.6 r},1"1t\.Ht;: (JD<oht-.$1'T1r'l.fH;J)1: r1CJlI hILA1 ft}-r ;r(\-.?
it $1' it'lt}i'r.-rr lbl\.,:'f q(\-. AH.V ,e"lI\1.r(J)· _

2.7. UDAfl$1' «it$1'» htr., O°?fH;J)1:-r t.1''J (J)'fl'f' r1CJlI hILA r1 fV(\-.1
h~A ,ei'i~'JA?

112'1 __ 1/3t;: 1I4~ 1I8~ _

2.8 rx 1"1t\.H~ 00·ht-.$1':f1 or1 fVA 1.tb ,eOfl1t\.?
(ltlr1-r __ 0tJ.1\-r t'tr1-r O(J)C OV·I\:" (J)C
lbl\:'f ql\, },H.V ,e"ll\" fw· _

3 1\l'r, i: '1' 111\., nr, 00' r, ., :" r i'H ;J j! (J), 1 tA' 'J it flUDA h,f,
till. V O.-r:f 1\'1'HcH~·:" .,l'(l:f' r },Cfl$1'1 it fl'1'r f' :" it 1 f" 'I ,e f' I" ,e 'r

rAh:" I{} OO'/~t."I flrr"-r$1'1 ,e"lI\O·::

0"/9" ~ A fl "'1'''1 'l" l'Iunmc'l'} "fl"'!",!I'III· 0"19"
~,Afl",!nol'J" .f'fl:':"It. <;' A ',fl"'1"'! 1'111·

3.1 .eu s.+: f",,°'JMP'f'}
f',}(Hl :f'l\o;T .eovl1r, A
3.2 f'6.",r,w· h '1'1~ 1''i-- ~(J)-

3.3f1H.U 6.,,,r, (J)-fl1'

If' '1' t)rf"~ -r f ck5P"f ·fI tl-r
'I' OV1' CJ f' cpc n h ~ ««v: I

3.4 nH.U 6. -t:r, (J)- fIl'
If',,,t)'I::" l' fckCP"f M,Co'}:'"

fI aIr h fIr ;Jt. c;' ;r (J)-
I
I

3.5 tl&• ." r,Or f' ." (tm (J)- Vb I

fI <l: h ,e!!.l\ v: I
3.6 .eu &A't;' ht\.l\o '.y.
n'}"11\. II '1 &.1·c;CP:}'-1 OlTDAI-J9"

1·~·1 I"I-I\f' ~OJ' 1\9"t} 1\,
I' 'I' tl-l"I: ,} 9" '} fl (l :y.c,' 9" M u '.}~

3.7 I'6.'I'C,'OJ· iTDiTD6ffP',r- °IA'"
t;':(-OJ'

3.8 flH.U 6.'l't;' OJ'{I'I' ,PI\·
9" '} fl (l',y. "{I J? t}:y. M!. J? 1\.9"

3.9 nn,u 6.1'lj" OJ·{Il' fl\·
9",}fl(l~ 1\"6''''~ h~A
'l'"Y69):r- onl9" cf>'IA lj":far

I' (I 9" 9" ~ ,). J? t.l{ cP :r-

3.10 t.i''J(JJ·1 it{}UDAhf- 'hXl,°'lt, ffi1t}t-.r tr., f.t}0'/ "1lJ:f1 hltV O;r:f Oi'OffiW'
(l;r ,e"lI\O, _
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4.. r~i'C;OJ-1 ri'l\ff. h~t\o:y. h:"c1\C; h.eHT Jt1.,C 1\~~T1 Oi'outthi'
ou~ hH.u O~:y. hl-12 rrf"Ht.H~T1 Jtt.~rf" ~1C':y.1 (lu'l101l r &Crf"c;m-1 rrf"ttff.
h~tt·:·f h:"c1\C; h.eHT Jt1'C 7\~~T1 Orf"outthrf"0" 9"AhT h9"c~$P &.T tt&'T
O°'lfl4>ou'l' .eou'H~::

on/?" hAf}°'l"Y?" t\UDOJ(} '} M"Y"Yt\1J. on/?"
hAfl"Y"Y?" JWf'?t.:?fA x fl"Y 0'1/\ IJ.

4-1 9"" &.G: 1 hG:A 1
-r ,N; ¢1'C/1-4/
hG:A 2 l' J' <k ¢1'C
1-4 "C; hG:A 3 1'J'<k ¢1'C
1-3 fj'A OJ'A
"11'10.1 /literal-
comprehension! f,~:"C; A

4-2 9"~l&.G: 1 hlj:A 1 1'J't
¢1'C 1-4 f j''I:'' :fl\o;r 1
/ Vocabulary/ f,~:'-C; A

4-3 9"~l&'lj: 1 hlj:A 1 -r ,<' cf:
c/l1'C 1-3/ Spelling! fM'1lj:
l'IC'H-1 f,~:"C,'A
4 -4 9"~l/r lj: 1 hlj:A I -r ,<'<k
4:1'C 1-5 /Information
transfer/
fun t.:4" (1)/ fl-f" 'I1\lj: :[.;)'1
f,/,.'}C;A

4-5 9"~l/rG: 1 hlj:A 1 l' ,<' <k
4:1'C 5 " C; 9"" ~.lj: 2
hlj:A 2 l' J't ¢1'C 1-3
f1t.lj: 1t.lj: MflO-(11
/Skimrning! :['1\0;r1
,e~:"C;A::
4-6 9"~1~·lj: 3 hlj:A 1 l' ,<'<k
c/l1'C 1-5
j''I :'-1 h 1-(1(1 fUDt.~:"')
"[.1\0;1'1 /comprehension at
word level! f,/,.:,-r, A
4-7 9"~1(.·lj: 3 hlj:A 2
1'.<"1J4:1'C 2-6 ht.lj:'/'
'11C1 h 1-(1(1 fUDt.~:'-'}
:[.1\0;)-1 /comprehension at
sentence level! f,~:"C; A
4-8 9""&.lj: 3 hlj:A 3 1'tt
¢1'C 2-6 :"ss: -I'h-l'A
f(1'1fltll :f1\01
reordering! f,~:"C; A
4-9 9""&.lj: 4 hlj:A 1 l' ,<'t
¢1'C 1-3 fhM I1fl-(1
:fl\o;r1 Scanning
f,~:"C;A::
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ooootf hH.u 0.+ l- P-rHt.H?-T'} Ff'fck ?J:f P?'C(l'} '1' hOOt\ I-JhT .em.e.4'fl-.::
T fck ?J~,} f'}(l.lj' hfl-r fPT?J,} .eflm-::

5.1 t\ht--1'~ h~A -r"1t?J:f '}f1{1'} o.ffl1'sP'?- PlPJ.f ;JFf'OO' f ;JmOO'?JT CPlj' CPlj'

:f<>Jc:l- 9",} 9"'} lj'rOJ'?
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