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Interest in ﬂritariaﬁ-r&ferenced testing (CRT) h%SvEGEEiEfaiéd in recent years,
particularly as individualized approaches to learning have become more prévaientf
This interest has lessenad the emphasis placed on programs based only on broad
educational goals. Gcﬁceptsrhave now been added to Efitérién!rEEETEﬁEéd testing
that suggest far-reaching, highly aéaptable uses for gr@upras well as individual
assessment. These concepts as described by Millman (1972) fnclude the establish-
ment of lgrge domains of items which collectively represent a ﬁraficienay standard
in a subject area; and the construction of a matrix based on the total domain of
items (or item pool). The matrix, when used horizontally, provides a set of either’
homogenous or hEtEfogéﬁEQuS items (iﬁ'diffizulty and format) that test a single
objective. When used verticaily, the matrix may be used to establish subtests of
items which sample complete cross-sections of items across the entire domain of

objectives for a subject area.

By makiﬁg!uge of the subtests as detailed by Shoemaker (1974), and administering
them in equal number to approximately equa1~partians.of a student p@éulatian at
random, group scores are yielded which provide group diagnostic information on
examineaé' mastery of the ﬁbjectives in a domain. As in the case of individual
scores obtained by traditional uses of CRT's, the group is compared to a staﬁdard
of achievemént set by the criteria of the domain of objectives. The group is goﬁ
compared to other" groups oa bread educational gaals as in harm—raferen:ed testsi

(See also Shoemaker, 1975. )

A _New Framework for Achievement Testing

By cambiniﬁg the concepts of :rite:ian-refereﬁged tests and multiple matrix
sampling as described above, it has been pcssib;e to establish criteria for com-
pgtengf iﬁ the reading, mathematics and language development programs for the
secondary level of campénsatﬂry EducatiOn in Los Angeles, California.  Thess
veriteria have served to define the domains Df program cbjeztiveq. Items were

3

1




purchased or generated that reprEEﬁted competency in meétiﬂg the objectives.
Thernaxt step was to establish a matrix for each subjeét area as describad,
construct subtests and administéf an exééfiemEﬁtal testing framework that is
being analyzed and revised to match the inst:ucéional program. -The testing

framework 2nd the program ars intended to become one and the same. The resuits

- will ultimately provide information on how well the actual objectives of the

programs are being met, and suggest priorities for instructional decisions about

the directions the overall programs should be taking.

The value of such results is that they offer group performance information, réa
quired for reporting to funding agencies of spe¢ially§funded programs. In addi-
tion to this, such group diagnostic scores sérve to re-educate the community, the
press, the parents, the educators andrthé source of funding about the uses of
test scores. Sinece n@rm—fafa%éﬁced tests do not offer group diagnostic informa-
tion, but only a comparison of groups to one another across diverse papulatians
and on ganerallzad skills, they are not useful in making competency-based educa-
tional decisions for priorities in program content. The much more specific in-
formation provided by group assessment with domain-referenced tests using multipie
matrix sampling is far more enlightening, since it specifies what the group can

and cannot do as the result of the objectives implemented in a program.

A further pos ble use of ériteriaﬁ—refélenced tests fng graup assessments exists
in the ﬁarming of the test results., As pointed out by Raudhush (1974), ETE/M:G:aw-
Hill has already conducted research to determine the relaticnshig batween norm=

fefaréncEd and criterion-referenced tests. Their initial. findings were that. well-

~rwritten, :Qmprehensive, criteri@n-referenced tests may be abla ta produ:e narm—

féfereﬁced,test results about as well as norm-referenced tests.  This;re1ationship
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will bg*iﬁﬁéstigatéd in the present project as a component of interpreting re-

sults obtained from administering the framework.

- Over a”three-year period, framework test results will be compared to szé:es
achieved by ths same population on appropriate levels of the CTB/McGraw-Hill
Comprehensive Tests of Bgsic Skills. Should the framework prove by this compari-
son to produce narmative'data, the way would then be open to eliminate redundant
testing pr@gréms by using the framework for both ﬁriterieﬁarefereﬁéaﬂ énd ﬁarmaa
tive §§t§. This would help to meet the need for both types of evaluation that

exists in specially-funded educational programs.

+
F

Uses of the Framework for Individual Diagnostic Purposes

IheAestablishmEnE of the matrix based on a large itém pool also offers an .oppor-
tuﬁity for individual diagnostic measurements, As mentionmed above, the métrixg

. when sliced horizontally :Dntains many items covering a single objective in a
subject area. Sets of diagnostic tests on single objectives or on small numbers
of objectives may then be constructed. This increases the flexibility of the item
gp?} or d@main agd provides éducstors with even more detailed assessments of

student performances based on the same domain of objectives.

Issues of Test Security

. By maiﬁtainingrﬁcnsisténﬂy Setﬁeen the program objectives and the evaluation
criteria ;ﬁrall three ﬁcfmsEaf evaluation méntionad above, the'neeéufcrrtféaitiéﬂéi
test security is Eliminated{ The program Ecnﬁéng and the EESE;EDntéﬁ; ﬁééaﬁar |
ideﬁtic&i'infﬁﬁat they require a student to demonstrate. Then, bégause the item
vpaol is laégé (sevéra; hundred items} and because there are multipié forms of

the test, it is no longer possible for the test to be memorized. A student may

"gétiaﬁyfuneraf the various forms of the subtests during an examination.
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Instructional Applications for the Framework

Teachers can use the testing framework's domain of objectives to plan program
content. Results from pretests will show a class's and a grade level's perfor-
mance on all the objectives. The idea will then be actually to teach to the
framework's item format and difficulty, since it has baen the progéam's objectives

. which determined the item pool content in the first plaéé.

It will be necessary to conduct training sessions for teachers in the use of data
from these domain-referenced achievement tests. This need for training was
described by Shoemaker (1974) as being an essential component of converting to
such a testing program. He states the following: '"The griticai ingredient here
is cfeaﬁiﬁg a dnﬁaiﬁ;fefefénéé& achievement testing atmosphere within the .class-
room and reorienting the teachers and students so that ‘teaching specifically to
the test'=—or item domain, is pérfegtlzwfgceptable and the primary goal of in-
struction." (p. 157) Test results from tﬁe framework are intended to provide
group information specific enough about instructional needs that a teacher would

be able to focus directly on skills and concepts in need of strengthening.

Flexibility of the Item Pools

e

An additional advantage of building a testing framework on an item pool or domain

is that it allows an entire district (perhaps even a state) to unify itself around
a pool of items which form a composite of their various programs. Individual
schools (or districts) may then select those areas of the domain for which they

wish to bé‘géldfrésponsibla_ In other words, they may identify the portions of

the domain they are actually trying to reach. When tests are administered across
the entire domain, the results show how well their students are doing on areas

' that are not being formally taught in their particular program as well,
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The ground has already been broken in this district for such assessment to take
place on a broader scale. The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) is a
large district (732,Gb9 students) with a composite of speciallyrfundeﬁvpr@grams
serving 142,248 stuéents as of school year 1975-76. Approximately 14,000 of

these students are involved in the secondary public schools portion of the pro-
grams. The state evaluation OffiEEVfOT secondary ESEA Title-i funded programs
has granted LAUSD permission to compose its own véfsion of a testing ffaméécrk

for language development. The framework is currently being built and is bagad'on

a language development curriculum written by educators in the secondary compensa-

‘tory education program especially for the needs of the students involved. Again,
. the domain of objectives is the same for the program and the tgsting framework.

EE

The acceptance of this type of data at thérsta;e levél for specially-funded pro-
grams is a valuable precedent to have set. It is hoped that its use Ey the state
to determine program effectiveness will serve to demonstrate the much more compre=
hensive nature of criterion-referenced test data for assessment of group perfor-
mance as compared to the limited information obtaired from nﬂfmﬁréféréncad

standardized tests.

It is further hoped that the success of the framework would create an opening for
the possibility of state-wide item pools and testing frameworks in subjects taught

as components of specially-funded programs.

Applications of the Framework

| fﬁébfiﬁél product @f this project is expacted t@rbe a testing framework for assess=
ment of group performance in the subject areas of reading, mathematics and langﬁage
dévélapment at’ the secondary level in compensatory education programs in Los
Aﬁgeiéé;' It is fulij Expéctéd that the framework will be Efaﬁspcrtable to other

,

~ districts éandu;tiﬁg programs of a similar nature and with similar populations.
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The actual process by which the framework is built can also be made transportable.
A model for the construction of testing frameworks for group performance in any

subjedt area and for any grade level will be developed. By using the model, dis-

match their programs. The actual format of the model has not yetrbeen de termined,

but it may consist of such components as:

1) a written description of the steps to follow, methods to use, and types
of personnel to involve, possible expenses, time tables and evaluation
designs to use,

2) audio-visual aids to illustrate the above.

3) a list of available consultant services.

4) an annotated bibliography of resources in professionmal litsrature that

relate to the construction and use of such framsworks.

Methods for the norming of comprehensive criterion-referenced tast results will -

also be included in the process model if the attempt to carry this out becomes &

successful component of the project.



The process of designing and constructing the testing frameworks for assessment
of group performance on item domains is already well under way for the Los Angeles

secondary compensatory education programs.

Slightly different procedures were used for constructing each o

the frameworks

L]

for reading, mathematics, and language arts, offering an opportunity to compare
differences in approaches to some of the tasks involved. Basic tésks'iﬂ each are:
1. Construction of Content HapsteﬁeraEiaﬁ of Test Items
2. Scoring Procedures and Statistical ﬁgthéds @ErEvaluating the Tests

3. Tryout and Use of the Tests

4. Revision/Refinement of Tests

Construction of Content Maps and Generation of Test Items

Alternative Approaches to Defining the Test Domain — The domains of

objectives for the three frameworks were defined with three different
approaches, although similar types of personnel were used in each case.
The approaches, personnel, and working titles for the frameworks are

described below.

E;amgwgggéég; Assessment in Reading (FAIR):
Series of workshops were held in November and December 1975 in which
égﬁrdinatars of reading programs at the school level and a reading
- teacher from each of three inner-city junior high schools were
present, Also included wefe three feading-contéﬁt advisors from
- administrative offices in the distriet,'ardisﬁiiet—hired'contEﬁt
expert from Southwest Regional Laboratories, and an evaluator from
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the research and evaluation branch for specially-funded pragfaﬁs

in Los Angeles.

The objectives in the domain for this framework (or content map) were
selected from a scope and seque;ée of the ébje&tives for reading that
exists as part of a reading management program used in the district.
This program, entitled Developmental Reading Program (DRP), was

written by the district and published through Paul Amidon and Asso-
4 '

#iaﬁés in Minneapolis, Minnesota (Copyright 1972).

The portions of the scope and sequence that represented reading pro-
gram content in the three junior high schools were selected to define
what is meant by reading in the secondary zumpensatnry education pro-
grams in this city. A total of 46 objectives were adopted ccvering a
fairly wide range of skills. It was felt this would be necessary to
accommodate the wide range of bélawﬁgrade achievement levels in the
programs while §£oviding enough ceiling in the domain to discover what
gtudenzé already know about what may not have been taught formally.

Framework for Assessment in Mathematics (FAIM):

The workshops held to determine the domain of objectives in mathematics
involved perscnnel in the same sategorie; of positions as listed under 7
FAIR (see above). The only difference was that all positions dealt with
mathematies praérams only.  These workshops also took plscévin November

and December 1975.

What did vary was the means by which the damain of obje:tivas {(or con-
tent map) was defined. 1In the FAIM workshop, its members generated the
objectives for mathematics based on their experiences with what is ' o

actuzlly taught and their knowledge of math content. They did not work
10 =
8. .



from a scapé and sequence of objectives specified by a pre-existing
packaged management system. The mathematics domain was defined to
represent the range of skills and knowledges dealt with in the city’s
secondary compensatory education mathematics programs. As in FAIR, a
certain amount of extra ceiling was added to the domain to detect
serendipitous learnings. Sufficient floor was allowed as in FAIR to
accommodate the range of below-grade achievement levels of studantsr
in these programs.

Framework for Assessment in English Skills (FAIES):

The domain of objectives (or content map) for language development
skills and concepts was defined independently of the workshops for
FAIR and FAIM. These workshops were held during summer 1975 for the -

purpose of defining and generating & curriculum management system for

* this subject area. The entire package was designed to meet the in-

structional needs of secondary compensatory education students in

language development.

ESEA Title I personnel (English teachers, school program coordinators,
" and content advisors in language development) worked together to

~ define and write a domain of objectives that would describe the

language development program for the targeted student population.
The group hés SUbséqUEﬁtlﬁ produced the curriculum package in the
form of a management system. The coordinators of the language devel-
opment programs have been trained ihrﬁﬁe use of this system, and begén
implementing it in their school programs in the=falilaf this year éé a

field test of the materials.

The process of working from the domain of objectives for this system
11
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to produce a matrix of test items organized into subtests has
already been carried out. The selection of the items is discussed

in the next subsection.

Item Generating Procedures = Test items for the three testing frameworks

were acquired in three basic ways. They were purchased from item banks,
used with copyright releases from publishers or generated by ﬁérkshop

members and by curriculum déVélopEfS as in the case of items for FAIES. 1In

Framework for Assessment in Reading (FAIR):

Test items were selected from two sources of previously existing :Qlleég
tions of items. These were the pre- and posttests for the Developmental
Reading Program (DEP) mentioned earlier, and the Nationalm;ssessment of
Educational Progress released ‘exercises published thr@ughrthe Superin-
tendent of Documents, U. S, Gé;éfément Printing Office, Washington, Diég;

July 1973. Items contained in the DRP were generated by that pfogram‘s

davelapers.

The items from DRE'WEfe alreadj §odgd’Eq»;h; §§jgé;;v§s_§é §ar§79€mghE,
management system of that program. It was a simple matter, than;“ta
locate and select test items to ESSESEVPEfféfﬁEQéE anrabjectiféég In.
some cases, however, items were revised for’great&f'relavanﬁy to sec-
ondary level students. (The pcrticn of the DRP used was eriginally

‘written as a prﬁgram for Elémentafy students )

Ttems taken from the National Assessment of Educational Progress
materials were used only in the first eﬁperﬁnentalreditian of FAIR.
Since these itéms have,Eaen7n@rméd; they were insiﬁdedignly”for the

purpose of co mparison with similar items in the tests that came E:om _..'6;"

: DRP;i They are not included in subsaquent editicns-,f
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Wheré th&re were_ iﬁsufiicient numbers af itéms available in the DRP

?

E mate:ials or where Existing items were inspprnpriately farmated wcrk=
shap members gEﬁEfEtEd test items based on the specificaticﬁs af thé

abje&tive'and by dfawing upon their:kﬁowledge of the content of readingi

: Framewgrk fpr, \ssessment in. Hsthematies (FAIH)

CO=0P itéms in mathematics were purchased fme the Uhiversity af Masss
‘ achusatts; Ihis item pODl consisted of tezt ite ms g era téd by public ;:
s&heal and university personnel to cover the mathématizs domain typical

of 'average' 5tud3ﬂts in grades 4 -9,

These items had full gapyright.réleases on Ehem and covered a wide»r

,iéﬁgé of skills and kgowledgéé wi;h la?gé éaals ofrltems; Since the

itémé égfe_labeled to iﬁdicéte the skill fépfesented by-them,:wbrkghop
'ﬁéﬁﬁérs wetarabla,ﬁa'éeleﬁt thosarthat matched the objectives in the
éémai for FAIM. ,;t ﬁéé ﬁlsgcvéréé;rggggye§!_;hat gevérél:éf ﬁheAitémsm o
éickéd ﬁe:é impropeflj writﬁén.‘ Gérréctionslof errors were made bj
workshﬂp members before the printing of. the fi:stjexpeflméntal Edi#i@g;ff
lg some cases, this correction necessitated the writing of a completely

Vﬂéﬁ item. The new items were mﬂdelad after ‘the intent af the griginal

‘itemékénd”formated 51milar1y if apprap:iate;

frédditionalzitems were purchased from Instru¢tion§l“@bje¢tives Exchange

[gﬁ . or IDX at UCLA Thase _also had full opyright releases. Not many'of

‘these itémsfwere used sin 7 of them mst:hed tha dnmain of objeetives

.
w
e
o
0
]
m
m
g

U7 T developed for FAIM, U

Framework for Assessment in English 5k1115 (FAIES):

‘In théhgﬁmﬁé:'wdrksﬁap faf FAIES; currltulum maﬁ§geﬁeﬁt'systeﬁ métgtials
devaloped by th& workshop members fcr lang

B T I et 13;!?




were évéilabie; Thesebcurrizuluﬁ devglopéré used the abjectiﬁes they

- ’ "'matter ta select samples:af»items frém the curri;ulum materials.l These -
samples SEIVEd as models ng thamselves and Dthe: WritEfS té generaia
* . . items for the objectivgs,withfspmg consistency. AEEer the'itams were

‘written, fellow workshop members critiqued the ability of the items to . -

actually test the skill'déss:ibed>in'the objective.

Of the th:e; me thods uséé f§r'sé1aéti§ﬁJaf items for the ffa@ewcfk, the one
| ”:uSEd»féf EAIR has Qfoved,ﬁcst'5uc§aésfu1;f”TBeffééifthét ?h items were part -
lrpf or based on a prgven,managément Systgm algeééyvfie¥§;testedﬁand in usevin;,;
the district seams to have been bEnéfiBiEi;-.Tha use of tke FAiR in field
Vtestiﬁg>§;5 p;o&ucédrthérléast‘éméﬁntiof g:iti;ism Qf ifgmgjfb§wéhéif:

appropriateress to the age and ability-levels of students. |

Stili_tcrcome for all three portions of the framework, are workshops in

1

which teachers-aﬁd various content éxgerts will critique test items for

'validlty and far racial, ethnic aﬂd sexu,l bias.

Each set of tesis will also be:subjected to a critique by students forrﬁhe'

purpose of,gaiﬁiﬁg ideas on content for test iteﬁs that would be of interest

_to the age lévéi ofithé;éﬁudéﬂté tékiﬁg”them;

"Critiq es Oﬁ the items in FAIM to date indicate that- téachirs'feel many of ‘ _

=l e the items are- too. dlfficult for students in the p:og;am ~ This réisesﬁgn ;;f”mrif;i

iﬁterestlng issue,*siﬁce it was teachers and coordinators from the sé”e

""mpr gram who , lEEEéd thé items far FATH 'Thawéénélggion‘iféd’ﬁ&f“ﬁé“ihétzfﬁif*‘ f:
this methad of item seleztion is’ iﬂvalid, but simply that- pitfalls are 1n-
’valv&d. Those s 1 :tiﬂg'it&ms may have a téﬁdEﬁEY'to cverestimate:student

a&hiev&mant levels d p ovide items beyond the gapsbility gf tha sEudents.




‘Those administering the teete in reeeting to the phenomenon of eccounte=,
bility, may heve a tendeney to undereetimete student echievement, and
Suggeetmthe eliminetion of iteme thet may in fact be withiﬁ the reeeh nf

'veiptdgreﬁfe pnpuletign.

Aihe th’ﬂg to be ewere of here is thet both tendeneiee occurg end ceﬁ be
:edueedre leeet by eautianiﬁg thoze selecting the iteme ‘about nvers,:
:estlmaﬁiﬁg etudent ebilitiee. Data abteined from £i eld testing providee
the informetion neeeeeary for edgueting the diffiCulty of items duriﬂg

~ the revision proceeeg‘ A range of difficulty can then be previded to
eheilenge_but eot”ovetwhelm etudentei.iThe'idee is to have enough Vc:eiiingi
on the fremeWO:kftoigeeeufe grewth,in‘the eehievemeﬁt of the group, but
also to provide eeotgh bottomrend middle range toienmp:eheﬁeivelyfdiegneee

the group's performance on the actual heart of the p:bgfemg'

The me thod of item sel on for FA IES has proved unsuccessful, but not

I'JN\‘

beceuee the ectuel method used ie 1ﬁherently bad. The'eeleeticﬁ of it m

_from en_unfieldsteeted eellection of meteriele simply p:edeeed a set of

- tests that did not elosely enough defiﬂe the peremetere of the lenguege

developneﬁt brograme bein g te et d. Aleo, einee the iteme used were
actually drewn from much eho:ter preteste fer a menegement peekage their
Vformet did not lend iteelf to longer teete. As a feeult, it is eeeeerf
to conduct workehepe involving verioue content experte (teechere, enerdi—'
‘nators of re ,@r grpregreme, end district eurrieulﬁm eensultEﬁte) du’iﬁg-

which the content map (or damein of skille end eoncepte) fo: the 1enguege

'”development eampenent for: eompensetory edutetieﬁ at the eeeondery level

w111 be deflﬁed, - "bnce these are defined, the ‘existing items will have to

he re-written or a new source of items located.’

| . _One of the crucial steps left out of the item selection process for FAIES . .= .=




was the involvement of cantenz experts who actually deal with the prggram
'students -in deciding whi;h skills and QDHEEptE ‘are. dgfinitiva of the

: prag;am 5 abja:tives."

Tast Canstrugtioanro:edufes — In the case cf‘sll'three framéwefks, suEE

) . tests were constructed in tha same mannér; The items in tha raspéctive
:d ns were arranged in a mat:ix as EhOWﬁ balow.r ItEms fa: a single j’
‘tive wer arr ngad in the row fgr that ObJEEtiVE on the matrix. Thg rews»af,
objeztives répresgnt the subdomains of singla skil 1 or neapts f@r the
framewafk and for thé prﬂgram'to be Evaluatedi |
Items éésting a single éﬁjective are arranged randﬁmly in a row. Thé sub—'_A
tests are built by cutting the matrix vertically and using 811 the items in ;
a colum. |
oo SAMPLE M MATRIX*
" Subtests
ijeétives' 1 T2 3 4 5. .6.--.7 -8 -9 .10 - Items in
_ o B o ) - subdomain .
LT T T T T T 7T T 07 4w
2 e - T T R 4¢-11 - 20
3 T - ] 7  e}-21 - 30
4 o o 7 B 31 - 40
5 b | 7 441 - 50
5  .’ R N R ‘ | 75__;51!5973_,1—;,, o
R 2 N Y R R 1 1 eer-7 -
20 - , o . . : - etc. thraughr
B R A (R EEEE G K ”':“itém EDQ S

" *For a hypothetical domain of 50 objectives having 500 items in the item pool.




erst Items to Gurrieulum far Diagnastig Pu:ppses — 1n all three

:ases”of'tha testing ffameﬂrks,lthE abjectives fa: tha test damain were
given code numbers. Since the domains of ubje;ﬁives are descriptive of Ehe
respective pragrams iﬁv@lvad, all test items are also coded to iﬁdicate the
vabjeetive for which they are written.  Then, by referring tatthase code “71,
rnuﬁbefsﬂﬁhen-réparting’tést results, it will be péésiblé to repart,diagﬁés#
tic information to teachers on students' abiliﬁies t@rpérférm:ﬁﬂ the objeé;
tives ;ﬁ;thé 3ntira démain; (This relates to students' abilitigs to ccmpleta,":

s

entire subtests. See the discussion of test length below.)

ing Procedures and Statistical QE;@EQS!QEWE§SLua§ingﬁthé $§§E§

Methods of Estimating Criterion Scores — As ﬁEﬁtiengé earlier, one @f'the

priﬁari goals‘af implementing the” test frameﬁafks is'tarbe'ablé‘t@ déter;:f"
miﬁE laval of a:h;évamant of the secnndsry :ompensatary education students
S

' in Las Aﬂéélés over the three i:gm domains for readiﬁg, mathematigs and lansAr

guage develcpment.

To aeéﬁmplish'this, the,techﬁiQUé Bf multiplé matrix sampling. déscribed’

,earller is being and will be used to administer both experimeﬂtal aﬁd final;,

~editions of the tésts. The subtéSts of items. fram the three domains are -

Vrinééﬁaéd to be ‘dmiﬁlstered to xandamly selected subgroups af students in _L;;M”,w;j
gfadas 7 12;_ Althaugh dlfferent subgraups take differEnt subtests, it ié
pﬂiﬂted out by Shaemakér (19743 hat the p ametars astimated will be thcsa,'“;,;r{_
,that wauld have been abtained if all students hsdr U7;téétEdroﬁ»évEEY>itEm" 7 .
':'in the damain,—‘It is, then, the ahility of mul 13 "éﬁfixusampiing to o
"éstimata ééﬁievéﬁeﬁt én largé dﬁmains of items that makés itysoiﬁéiﬁéblé iﬂﬂ;;

asse Ssi g grnup achievement, since tradltional norm-réferenced tests anly

"give ﬁhis Estimatlﬁ on a very limited'number:qfritemsa1'A fufther advantagel;ft“ﬁ”"




is that aithaugh a teétiﬁg dcmain may agnsist of EOG itemsé»each student
'tékes a subtést af @nly 50 itams. Whea 511 thE subtast scarés are zambined,
- a conpgsite scére is obtainad oi. each DbjECti%E gcrass thé‘ﬁultiples of
ccmparabla itams on 311 subtesﬁs;- 3 o o

B

;vAs explaiﬁed by Shcemaker (1974),7"th2 results obtained éram Each subéest-‘?
are used to eszimate all parameters of iﬁterest?ﬂ (pf,l7§) This means thatir
 ‘9n.§€single sgbdcmaiﬁ qf~1témsvonisn ébjective=Ec£§s$ §1i«§uht§§§s§'thé 
réSQItéréﬁﬁéined bn the‘ééﬁe iﬁéﬁbtipé inréSthsﬁEtéét aféiaﬁerééed ér'
7_pogled to. prcduce tha single bast Estimate af that skill or” :ancept.

: Standard errors of esﬁimate a:a ;Gmputed for Each estimated skill or :énz&pt

by usiﬁghdata abtained fr@m all subtest5.~'

' The pooled estimate of a skill or concept is used to estimate the distri=

bution of scores on each subdomain. -
E ablishing Gutoffs — The process of determin:ng which areas Df thé doma;n

rehould ba ccmpleted with Qﬂmpetency by any grada leval in the programs is

ame;h,ﬁg ‘that will evolve Dut-ofgthé 1ntera;tion of tea:h&rs ith test re-

- sult ;It‘was mentioned aérli&r that sﬁ'adﬁaﬁtaggmaf workiﬁg from’ 8 démsiﬁﬁ7f

*thase areas

“'”of obJactives is ‘that persanﬁal aperating a Prngam ﬂgn SE,

°f the df’mam for Whlféh ﬁh%y feel it is feg nable, to b%_hieli>§§75p??§%§}g;‘ N
It w;ll be nece yzfﬁi achers and administrators to have sxperieﬁce with -
- the three framaworks and the Eypé of achievement data ‘they provide bgfore T e

dégisibﬁsrcan be made at the school-lavel about criteria for 1EVEls.OfTE0mpé;vrwi*L
tency across the ddmain cf b E ves.“'Suéh competency criteria might dgﬁaaa':;lff

_s*raﬁa read gsrf,frst,de nts to exit frém—égmpénsatﬂrj7edgga;ibn'pfégfamé;»

E Normativé data;bﬁ:gféﬂé Equiféiéntsff@f‘échiévement within a'Subdémaiﬁ'or o




This, ﬁf LQUfSE, can mnly be dsne if it prcvss possibls to obtain- ﬁarmstivs

dsss on the sssting framsf ork. (Sss shsvs dissussian "Normative Dsts‘frcmv

ths‘Ftsmswsskgn);

Determining Tsst Length — Ths flrst sxperlmentsl sditisns of FAIR,snd FAIH

“were sdminlstsrsd iﬂ the . sp:1ﬁg sf 1976. At that tims ssch of the subtssts'”

for FAIR wsrs,ﬁl itsms 1ong.' thn tsst resﬁltf ﬁsrs sﬁsIYssd after this:

E

- first fi ld sssting of the frsmeworks, it was found that signifissnt numbers

f [ udsnts were unable to samplste the 1stter portlnns of the subtes

| Slncs FAIR and FAIM are dsmsin-refsrsnssd tssts, it is neces —y,thsﬁ ssudsnts

hsve sufflclsnt time to attsmpt all itsms on an sntirs subtest. - As a result,

the sesond sxgsfimsntsl‘sdisisns being sdminisssrsd in,summér 1976 have been

‘revised to reduce ths;:rlsﬂgth as follows:

v Essss@sk for Assessment in Reading (FAI,RE? |
The issmsrfrsm the Nstiaﬁsl'Asssssmsst ofrEducstiasalIErégrsss_ﬁs;ssisls
ware eliminated. This fsdused ssch ssstsss by five. items, lésfiﬁg 46
iﬁsﬁs'in sssh; Since the 1tsms drappsd wsre iﬁsludsd only for csmpsri—
son purposes, the sctusl item psol fsprssentsd iﬁ FAIR was not rsdused

TFrsmswsrk fsr Assessment in Hsthematiss (F I 2 _;qs'l,~sims_sz‘""'

‘It was felt thst shs lsngth of time involvsd in solv1ng ths mathsmstlcs'*

problems Df FAIM subtests was at fault in students not zsmplstiﬁg ally

~items. Not wishing to reducé the actual itsm Pﬂﬂl, a- sclutlan *is

'wsrksd out whsrsby the ten ariginal subtests were incrsssed to fifteen.

subtests. This was dcne by distzibuting the . 500 1tsms thrsughaut flftseﬁ_.

subtssts'iﬂ'ssqusntisl asdss.i in other wsrds, ths first fiftesn itsms

,’nf ths pcsl were distributad to. sash of Ehs fiftesn subtssts Subssi a:::

19
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-quEﬁt items were similarly distribut&d., (See figure belcw.) This

meant that each suthSt no 1ﬁnger zontained idEntizal subdamaiﬁs of

Kl

:,L;gm_s. Scaring far this change will be. handled by adjusting the

“';émputa:fprogfam,uSéd‘ta analyze‘:heﬁdataiﬁt

-REVISED MATRI};{ FOR FAIM -~ =
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g = mfwmfﬁ R f

- AL AL S 5 = Additiﬁn |
s|s)s|s|s|ul M wlm|lwliululix M = subtraction =
— 1T S ST SR [ R Sty DU RN IS NS S D = Multiplication - -
v >D ‘ . - D |{. . an : on F— S ) .’:;‘
7D - D 4? . ?7;7?7 Q;;}? ,9 D 7ani %Q ?éﬁ : = Division
- [ “\_,prm,“‘;m:__a,A,;_,.-and so.on .
_ , L - ] I I thraugh 57 BRI
Iha Framewgrk fa: Asseasment of English Skills was fiald tasggd in
"rnguary'1977@ The 1éﬂgth af subtests fo: this Ei:st aditian 5'301;;”7= F

; items. Indicéti@ﬂs g:e that famat and difficulty of items fnake it-"’

f¢?;f‘ me”Tfiﬁégssihle atrthis‘timé to detérmina whathe::ag;ngﬁ students;:auld, R

" complete a 30-item test with more a?pro?fiate'itemsg~- S

Idantifg ﬁg Uﬁa;cegtable Icem

‘\w

e; Ihe itgm res p@ ;aunt Dbtained fram thef

o field testlng af tha fizst experlmanﬁal Editians of the framawarks has béén,rtx‘




Eﬁéﬂk on the péssibility oi misleading centent or twé :nrréct snswers.
»Reading and mathematics content advisors from ESEA Title I Eield offices
: iﬁ.thé distfic;,aﬁd ESEA Title 1 :@@rdinatgts oE rgadiﬂg and mathamatics i
rpregfgms inbééhoois:wé:érﬁailed iﬁ t&imékérﬁﬁigﬁéhtsron thésa,itemsg: Iéeﬁs
found to be unacceptable by?thééélgfgﬁﬁéfwefe‘reviséd to‘meét thé1ne§3533ry,
criteria. iﬁ éame ééseg itéms wererdiscoﬁéred that wefa’r25pcndé&‘;ar

'corréctly, but did not actually measure perfarmanca on the Bbléﬁtlv& with

b

.. which they weré'idéntifledi~ These were completely re—writtén with new Qﬂﬂ-‘

tent and formats,

‘Pgtéfmiﬁiﬂg’geliability and Valid;ty cf Subdomaiﬁ Scores —

i

Gagffigieﬁt alpha will be computed for each content "

,subdamain withiﬁ each tes;ing framewark.ﬂ The Pfoseduré used for ..

imatlng tha necessary components of vsfianca (ﬁecéSSEry'statistiés

for estlmating coeffiaient alpha) whén matfix sampliﬁg is used is.

givan by Shoémaker (1973) T : ) ' R - ~.'?.’f S i";rt

> frameworks develo?éd hera,aEE'gonteﬁﬁEvalid

ea;h framework is that -ag ed upén by 311

adv1sary panel membars as ,epresenting what is or should be’ taught by

- U teachers to Iitle I students. Ea:h ftamewark demgnstrates additlonally'

- B : L

S S

V,QQHEE:g;t j§1idiﬁy<begause_the associated items are opér%tiénal défiﬁi? R,

" tions of constructs defined by the content m ,ap

. -Try Out and Use of Tasts/— e e T T
e e, S S : v

Vfielf T,S §=g of the Framewarks -_ Bath FAIR and>g§ H have alfeady baen V

Ifleld tasted in thg sprlng and summer of: 1976, and January Df 1977.451§Eﬁ;
'lanaleis byicamputer aﬂdftri;iques cnwitem Eoﬁténtwéni;tggtmfgrmapﬁp?: B




sk

teachers and program advisors for the two subject areas have been obtained. . =

The second and third editinﬁs,iﬁéofpératad';haﬂges'in'ﬁes; directions; =
illustrgticns; distfactors and any portions of item content that msy have

been misleading or unrepresentative of the objectives.

The Eield testing of th séééﬁd_and thirdrexpefimantgl editions is still
a test of the test., -Therefora;’thé,résults will not be used to assess -
studeﬁt aéhiEVEméﬁt; Instead, they will be used to detect further needs for =

- revision,.

The groups involved in these uses of the frameworks are as follows: - -
n ali~ESE§,Titla I students in gfades 7 thfﬂughllz .
2) 2,000 sixth grade ESEA Title I students

- 35 VE,QDDAEOﬁﬁfﬁl udents from grades 6 (1 200), B (1 QDD) in schools

not having ESEA Ti,l

N

programs

Each time the frameworks Efé admiﬂistéfed,”bﬁe!tﬁifd of éaéh gfgup listed

< e - - above will be givan'FAiR, one= third FAIM, and Dne—third FAIES Séiéctio%

Df subgroups of students to receive the three frameworks is made :aﬂdﬂmly.

Norming of the Frameworks - Dve: a three=-year perioﬁ, program assessment

through the ggntinued parallel use of the Cﬁmprehensiva T;s;érﬁf Basic

. 8kills (CIBS)- will be compared with results from FAIR and FAIM. Dvéfali' o
CTBS results will be éém red to the number of items answered zorregtly on

:'the EWO frameworks iﬂ an attempt to Extragt natmativa data from FAiR FAIM.v_‘:

There W111 be an aﬁte,ﬁt to eztablish 1ccal no:ms based on the use of

- FAIES.




Reviéiin Ef Items for the Fin i ditian nf the F:amewark -— During Ehe

course of the first year using FAIR FAIM and FAIES, a spezial type af

win the sec d ary compensato:y ‘education programs are baing EskEd to partic—,"

'ipate in worksheps fcr ite re

.bgckgr@undS'af Ehe's;udents,iﬁ,the/prégfams.ﬁﬂ

.uthé instEUitinﬁal program in that settiﬁg. 'lh factafs as management o

revision pro:éss is tsking pla:e. Selegged students and taa;hers iﬁvolved':

\m
<
e
w
[
Q
o

‘The o bgeat is to alter items where

_passible to be more relevant to the interests, maturity level, and cuitural

-

‘Suggestions are Eing asked for on zhanges in illustratiﬁﬁs, cont ts of
-paragraphs for,camprehénsian items, contents aﬁ graphs and,word prablemsif{i‘*‘"

iI;iis‘hapEd,:hat sugh;révisiuns,wili'dfaw uponmégrrent:ihtafésté'éf the

students, and add relevance and humor to the items, allowing students to |

identify with the c@ntgntsrdf'thi:sﬁbEé%Eé?:'-”:;i-bii:miiil;

- Effe;ts of. Cl SSEO amrEﬁviranment on AchievemEﬁt Iesz résults obtained

' f:émbéhé,fé1171977 tes ng will be analysed to determine the abje:tives on

'which students caﬁ and canﬁgt perform.

B3 ' : : .

S:hgals with pggr results aﬁd s:haals with vary gond results (in bath expéri—';'*Jrlu

,,,a‘

mental aﬁd eontrnl gfoups) will be. identified Glassfoams:fram_thESEigroupsf,leq

will then be :andamly sele;tad far a study of thnse att:ibutes that camprise

- im the,ziéssroom setting;j These evaluatigns will be cﬂnductéd ov,r a -

e ;vgrtiﬂg ta damainsreferaﬁaed ﬁéstiﬁg and its use over that periad af tima.;;,y

thtEE!YEa: pericd to determine what progre i' ffects result frﬁm ﬁOﬁ—;

= —_




re:eiva a questionnaire asking them tg rate. and dascribé the value éf o
S o
dama n=refer nced tést results to their pragram. 'f interest to this !

pfoject will be effects of tha EChiEVEmEﬂt infofmatian on such things as
classroom practicés, teaching methods, student attaiﬁm&ntfand ganeral'prés-“

* gram organization.

VThe,same questionnaire will be administered to the‘teaebers after the

' ,”5pring testing results‘aregréieéSedi v

Alsa'ingludéd willrbe éuésti@ﬂs:about thé value of test—rssults pbtaiﬁ%dQ

s S R
from damainsreferen:ed tésts versus thasé abtained from norm-referenced

F

tests. - =

i:giniqgiéf eachers for Use of the Frarn eworks — Two_ types of 1nSEIViEE

training will bé ﬁeéeéséry,to impleﬁent éffagtiVE use of the. Framaworks..
" These will involve the following:
?15 Instructing teachers on the administration of the framework
2) Explaining the meaning of theu%eStfrgsﬁltS; how they differ from
norm-referenced test results,.and how the results may beféppliad

to the program to make instructional decisions.

Paren; Iﬂg&tvlaa — The parants of g;aminees,will ba afféred infa:matLOnwon L

the charazteristics and intént of the domalﬂ ‘lferénced tests. Differencés f
frgm narm-re;erenaed tests wiil be discussed aud test :esults fram use af o

th&‘ffEmEWéfks will be explained.
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