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INTRODUCTION
        The title of this article gives a hint that we will be comparing teacher’s judgements of student performance with some more standardized measure of that performance.  There is also the impression that this study will be multifactored concerning both Reading Comprehension and Oral Reading.  The independent and dependent variables are not directly mentioned in the title of the article, but looking through the text, one can find the statistical tools used in this study in the results section of the paper.  
ANALYZING THE VARIABLES 

The independent variables in this study are the groups that the children are put into, 

specifically, Word Callers (WC), or Similarly Fluent Peers (SFP).  Students were placed into one of these groups based on the perceptions of their teachers as to their ability to read and comprehend an age appropriate text.  This is a nominal and discrete variable with only two possible values, Word Callers or Similarly Fluent Peers.   Also these variables are paired where one student from one classroom in one group is matched with another student from the same classroom in the other group. 
        The dependent variables are the scores that the students earn on four different tests as well as the estimate of the score that the teacher believed the students would earn.  Each of the test scores will be compared with the estimates of the teachers in order to judge the accuracy of their predictions based on observation of the students in their room.  
HYPOTHESES
        The article clearly states two questions that the researchers are trying to address.  “Are students identified by their teachers as word callers reading fluently but not comprehending”, and “Given that word callers are predicated on teacher’s judgements of individual students’ oral reading and comprehension skills, are teachers accurate in their judgements of these skills?”.  However, the article never clearly states the hypothesis of the researchers.  It never says that they believe the teacher’s judgements to be accurate or that they do not.  Based on a knowledge of statistical principals I assume that their null hypothesis states that there is no difference between teacher estimates of scores and actual scores earned on the assessments used.  
(Ho: ì (teacher estimates) = ì (actual scores)).  The alternative hypothesis would then state that the two would be different from eachother (Ho: ì (teacher estimates) < ì (actual scores), or ì (teacher estimates) > ì (actual scores)).  The hypothesis does not have a definite direction.  The alpha level in this study appears to be .05.  This is the highest p value in the article where the authors write that a significant statistical difference has been found.  
SAMPLE
        I believe that the sample was sufficient in size with a total of N=66 (WC: n=33, SFP: n=33).  Each group had more than 30 people, causing the distribution of sample means to approximate a normal distribution.  The researchers provide us with N, the mean of each test group, and the standard deviation for each group, so the Standard Error of the Mean can be computed.  The following table shows this information:

	
	R-CBM
	CBM-Maze
	CQT
	WRMT-PC

	W.C. (M) 
	129.9   89.1
	12.2    9.1
	5.4    5.2
	92.4

	W.C.(SD) 
	42.8    19.9
	5.0    3.0
	1.0    1.9
	12.7

	W.C. (S)* 
	7.46    3.47
	0.87    0.52
	0.17    0.33
	2.21

	SFP (M) 
	138.1   116.2
	20.9    13.6
	8.8    8.2
	99.6

	SFP (SD) 
	47.2    22.6
	6.2    3.0
	0.8    1.4
	9.8

	SFP (S)* 
	8.22    3.94
	1.08    13.6
	0.14    0.24
	1.71


Note: The bold face scores are the Teacher Estimates, while the plain text shows the actual scores. *S= Standard Error of the Mean

        In each F statistic, the researchers compared the teacher’s estimate with the acutal score, so df=1 in the numerator, and df=64 in the denominator.  It appears (although it is never directly stated) that the researchers are using á=.05 which would required and F value of 4.00 or greater to be in the critical region.
RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS
        A homogeneity of variance test was not used as far as I can tell.  An F-Max test can be conducted for this test.  With each ANOVA test having 2 samples and n=33 the F-Max value must not exceed 2.07 to be a valid test.  The following table shows the F-Max scores for each of the tests that were compared.

	
	R-CBM 
	CBM-Maze
	CQT
	WRMT-PC

	Word Callers Variance 
	396.01
	9.0
	3.61
	161.29

	S.F.P. Variance 
	510.76
	9.0
	1.96
	96.04

	F-Max 
	1.29
	1.0
	1.84
	1.68


        Based on the F-Max test, the number and types of variables and the research question being asked, I feel that using ANOVA and MANOVA were appropriate statistical tests to use.  
        The authors also used a table to present the means, standard deviations, and mean differences for each test and each group.  It made it much easier to view the relationship between the teacher’s estimates and the actual scores, as well as the difference between the scores of the word callers and the similarly fluent peers.  Also, three Interactive Line Plots were presented showing the differences between the actual scores of each group as well as the predicted scores of each group.  These graphs also provided good visual information that made the results appear much more tangible and understandable.  
        By looking at the results, the investigators conclude that in this case the teacher’s overestimated the fluency of the word callers in so much as they were less fluent than the students that the teacher paired them with.  Both students struggled with comprehension, showing that the definition of a “word caller” may not be accurate.  The students are not reading as fluently as the teachers predict that they are.  The means of the actual scores of each group did show a significant statistical difference for the two groups F(4,61)=19.4, p>.001.  This would cause the authors to reject their null hypothesis and accept the research hypothesis.  
        I do not believe that the researchers over-conclude in this study, because they are very cautious about the validity of their test.  They insist that the study needs to be replicated and that the geographic limitations of this study may affect it’s results.  But it does conclude that teachers need to be cautious about their understanding of the difference between fluency and accuracy.  These students may read each word correctly, but that does not translate to fluency.        

Top of Form

