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Introduction

The use of performance assessments in state testing has grown increasingly
popular over the last five years (State Student Assessment Programs Database,
Council of Chief State School Officers and North Central Regional Education
Laboratory, 1996). In a 1996 survey of state assessment directors, 39 states reported
using non-multiple choice assessment exercises (p. 105). Out of the 11 remaining
states who currently do not use non-multiple choice assessments, 6 states plan to
develop non-multiple choice assessments in the future (CCSSO & NCREL, p. 105).

At the same time that state testing directors have begun to explore the uncharted
world of performance assessment, they have also faced increasing pressure from state
legislatures and the public to use testing for accountability purposes. Florida, for
example, uses a writing assessment to help identify low performing schools (CCSSO
& NCREL, p. 271). Kentucky also uses performance assessments for school
accountability purposes (CCSSO & NCREL, p. 262). The push for performance
assessment, coupled with the push for high-stakes uses has caused concern among
the measurement community (Linn, 1993; Linn, Baker & Dunbar, 1991; Shavelson,
Baxter & Pine, 1992). In particular, measurement experts have raised questions about
the validity and generalizability of some states' performance measures (Bob Linn,
personal communication, April 12, 1997). The KIR IS Technical Report discusses this
issue in some detail. Coupled with concern about the overall validity of performance
measures, is a concern about bias. Do performance measures favor one group over
another? This is an example of the type of question being asked. If performance

measures are going to be used for accountability purposes, it is crucial that they fairly

represent the achievement of all students who take the test.

Even if performance measures seem to favor one group over another, it does not
necessarily mean that a test or test item is biased. The gap in performance could also
be due to real differences between the groups. In order to get at bias, extensive
studies of the test and individual items must be completed. One indicator of possible
item bias is differential item functioning (DIF). DIF procedures allow the researcher to
identify items that function differently for various groups of examinees.

The purpose of this paper is to compare the fifth grade and eighth grade science
items on a State Performance Assessment for differential item functioning due to
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gender. Our research questions are as follows:
1. Is there differential item functioning due to gender on the fifth grade science items of
the 1994 State Performance Assessment? Is there differential item functioning due to
gender on the eighth grade science items of the 1994 State Performance
Assessment? In what direction and to what degree does DIF operate on these items?
2. How does the DIF of the fifth grade science items compare to the DIF of the eighth
grade science items?

Literature Review

In order to understand the context of the present study, it is necessary to review

some background information. There are two major areas of research that we need to
consider in this review. One of these areas is the theory and method of differential
item functioning. The other area is gender differences in assessment, particularly, in
science assessment.

DIFFERENTIAL ITEM FUNCTIONING

The first topic to be considered in this review of the literature on differential item
functioning is the criterion by which DIF is operationalized. Certain DIF analysis
techniques use an external criterion and others use an internal criterion. Those
techniques that rely upon external criteria are based upon the predictive validity
paradigm. Cleary (1968; cited in Camilli & Shepard, 1994) proposed that differential
prediction of the criterion could be a source of evidence in the determination of
differential item functioning. According to Cleary, groups of test takers should have the

same regression equations to predict the relationship between the independent and

dependent variables. Different prediction equations are evidence of differential

prediction from the total test and possible bias. Thorndike's constant ratio model and
the "performance fair" models by GATB are alternative or competing models to

Cleary's original formulation (Camilli & Shepard, 1994). The advantage of using

regression equations to measure DIF is that they are external to the test. There are
concerns with the technical quality of these techniques, however (Camilli & Shepard,
1994).

The internal criterion measures of DIF are based upon item level differences.

These measures 'examine the extent to which individual items operate differently for



subgroups of examinees. Item differences are considered relative to other items on

the same test. lt is critical, when using these measures of DIF, to logically examine the

reported differences in order to make judgments about the real differences in

subgroups vs. the differences due to the "bias" of the items. If the DIF is a function of

real group differences on the construct, it is not an indicator of item "bias" (Camilli and

Shepard, 1994).

It is important to reiterate that, although DIF is a powerful indicator of

multidimensionality in a test, it may miss item bias in cases where the test is

systematically biased or when the majority of the test items are biased. Differential

item functioning procedures are also of importance because they force test developers

to consider whether the items are functioning as intended. Camilli & Shepard (1994)

argue that caution should be exerted, however, when using differential item

functioning to determine the use of a test in a specific situation. Test validity or fairness

can only be assessed within a larger framework.

The second topic to be considered in this review of the literature on differential item

functioning is that of the method of analysis. In item response theory, items are

considered invariant across samples of examinees. This allows items to be examined
for DIF. If the item characteristic curves (ICCs) are different, after common scaling, for

two or more groups, the item is said to have DIF. Several techniques are used to

consider the differences in ICCs and item parameters. These techniques fall into the

broad categories of indices and statistical tests of DIF (Camilli & Shepard, 1994).

The index techniques include "signed" and "unsigned" methods. If the D1F is

uniform at all ability levels, the ICCs will be more or less parallel and the area between

the curves can serve as a measure of DIF. If the DIF is non-uniform and the ICCs

cross, the item will appear more difficult for one group at low ability and for the other

group at high ability. If the "unsigned" method is used with items of non-uniform DIF,

the index will underestimate the actual DIF. Examination of the corresponding ICCs is

necessary to reveal this potential problem (Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985). Such

an examination of the ICCs for this project indicates that they are primarily uniform.

The area between the ICCs can be integrated across all levels of theta in a simple

index or it can be weighted for number of examinees at various points along the theta

scale. Our study employs the simple, unweighted calculation of DIF indices, because

it is more straightforward to apply and therefore more practical for this project.

Other IRT techniques such as comparison of item parameters and comparison of fit
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have been used as measures of DIF. In the case of high-stakes DIF analysis, it has

been suggested that both an area difference method and a comparison of item

parameters be used to search for item bias. The method employed in our study does

indeed include the calculation of an area difference and the comparison of the item

parameters (a and b) to ascertain the DIF.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN ASSESSMENT

Gender Differences in Assessment - General

Several studies have considered the differences in assessment items between

the genders. These studies have identified aspects of test items that differentially favor

males or females. They have also addressed the issue of item format in regard to

gender differences. We will briefly review the findings of these studies to provide

additional background for our current research project.

The majority of the recent research on gender differences in assessment has

focused upon mathematics assessments. These various studies (Berberoglu, 1995;

Ryan & Chiu, 1996; Lane et al., 1995; Wang & Lane, 1994; Friedman, 1996;

Catsambis, 1994) all reach a similar conclusion about the differential item functioning

due to gender on mathematics test items. These authors all agree that females

perform better on mathematical algorithm problems and males perform better on

mathematical reasoning problems.

Another significant difference in the performance of males versus femaleson

assessment items is based upon the interest level of the items. Westers and

Kelderman (1992) found that the level of interest (attractiveness) of various distracter

items was different for the two genders and their performance levels depended upon

how many items were attractive to each sex. This evidence supports the intuitively

logical concept that items of high interest to one or the other of the sexes will show

differential item functioning due to gender. Item bias of this type seems to be relatively

easily detected, however. Consequently, it may not be a major factor in well-designed

assessments.

Context is also a factor in the gender differences on assessments. Research

indicates that females perform better than males on items with embedded context.

This finding has been replicated by Bransky and Qua !ter (1993) with physics

assessments, Gallagher (1992) with the SAT math test, and Jackson et al. (1995) with

numerical tests. Context is related to the issue of item format that has received some



attention in the research literature of late.

There is some limited evidence that item format differentially favors males and

females. Males perform relatively better on multiple choice tests and females tend to
do better on essay tests (Bolger & Kellaghan, 1990; Breland, 1991; Bridgeman &

Lewis, 1994). Consequently, it is hypothesized that females perform relatively better

than males in assessments that require more writing. This hypothesis is corroborated

by evidence from several other studies (Severiens, Tern & Geert, 1994; Lawrence &
Curley, 1989; Carlton & Harris, 1992).

The format of most performance assessments focuses upon written responses.
(Note that if the assessment used only written responses this might disappear as DIF.)

There is a real possibility that females will be favored in performance assessments
because of two factors. These factors have been alluded to above. Performance

assessments are more context specific. Also, performance assessments are more

writing dependent. Jovanovic et al. discuss this possibility in their 1994 article. Also,

Marion and Shepard, 1995, found that performance assessments favor females in

their study of a large scale performance assessment from Maryland. This is the same

dataset used in the present study. They found that girls scored higher than boys in all

six subjects on the test battery in each year and for all three grade levels (grade 3, 5
and 8).

Another factor that may possibly affect differential item functioning due to gender is
that males seem to outperform females on items that are visually/spatially oriented.

There is no research confirmation of this hypothesis at this time. However, the authors
of this paper noticed this trend and, the current study may further illuminate this
possible source of item bias.

Gender Differences in Assessments - Science

In addition to the gender differences in assessments that were discussed in the

previous section, there are some indications that, within the domains of science

content, gender is also a factor. Linn and Hyde (1989) found small but consistent

gender differences favoring males in knowledge of science content. However, when

patterns of difference were examined by content area, girls performed as well or better
than boys in the life sciences and scientific inquiry, but males consistently

outperformed females in the physical sciences and, to a lesser degree, the earth
sciences.



The three basic types of science assessment items are information items, process
items and the fairly new category of science, technology and society items. There are
no gender differences when science process and science knowledge items are
examined in isolation from one another. There is an exception to this rule.
Proportional reasoning questions, a component of mathematical reasoning, favor
males. More importantly, when science process questions are combined with science
content questions, the sex differences favoring males are magnified (Linn & Hyde,
1989). This may contribute to the previously reported higher scores for males on
physical science items. Physical science lends itself more to problem solving and
application questions.

Method

Data Source and Sample

To perform our DIF analysis, we used the 1994 science test data from a State

Performance Assessment grade 5 and grade 8. After removing students with total

zero scores, our grade 5 sample consisted of 8, 539 females and 8, 029 males and our
grade 8 sample consisted of 7,477 females and 7,891 males. We removed students
who scored a zero on all items because the program we used, Multi log (SSI, 1991),
does not function with total zero scores.

Structure of the Grade 5 Assessment

The State Performance Assessment for fifth grade science consists of a variety of

integrated performance tasks designed to elicit higher-order thinking skills from the
fifth graders. The tasks are grouped in four to six test booklets and a matrix sample is
used to collect a variety of school level information. Items draw from the following
domains:

1. Concepts of Science: This area deals with unifying themes from life, physical, earth
and space science.

2. Nature of Science: This area asks students to explain and interpret information
about scientific phenomena.

3. Habits of the Mind: This area asks student to demonstrate ways of thinking about
science.
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4. Attitudes: Not assessed.

5. Science Processes: This area asks students to use language, instruments, methods
and materials to collect, organize and interpret information.

6. Application of Science: This area asks students to apply what they have learned in
science to solve problems.

While the fifth grade science test is primarily a test of science, many of the items on
the test are a mixture of science and reading or science and math. Listed below are
the components included in each test item.

Items with Science Only

Items #6, 7, 8, 12, 14, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30
Items with Science and Reading

Items # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Items with Science and Math

Items # 9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17

The 8th grade science test items are also mixtures of these components. However,

specifications concerning these components are not available for the 8th grade
science data from this 1994 assessment.

Scoring and Calibration

The scoring of student responses was conducted in a manner similar to the scoring
of many other forms of open-ended assessments. The scoring process for the

assessment included the development of a scoring guide (rubric), extensive training of

scorers that required scorers to meet a minimum standard on a qualifying set of papers

(70-80% exact agreement, depending on the type of task), and a series of quality

control procedures including read-behinds, check-sets, and reader-effects reliability

studies. To calibrate the item raw scores a graded response model was used for

converting the responses to these items into scale scores (Yen, et al., 1992).

Analysis

Thirty items from the 1994 Science Performance Assessment for 16,568 fifth grade
students were examined for differential item functioning (DIF) between males and

females. Twenty-six items from the same assessment for 15,369 eighth grade

students were also examined. Females were chosen as the reference group because



the female group displayed higher raw score performance on the majority of items as
well as on the overall test.

Because some of the items on the assessment have more than two categories, (for
example, in the grade 5 assessment, 18 items had three categories and 1 item had
four categories), the items were examined using Mulitlog (SSI, 1991), a software
package designed to conduct IRT analyses of items with multiple response categories.
The item responses were first analyzed using the male and female responses in the
same data set. Item parameters were found using Samejima's (1968, cited in Thissen,
1991) graded response model with a random maximum marginal likelihood estimation
procedure. Multiple b parameters were found for items with more than one category.
The item parameters from the random MML procedure were then fixed and individual
theta scores were estimated for each student using the same data set. The separate
means and standard deviations for the theta scores of males and females were
calculated from the individual theta scores.

Male and female item parameters and individual theta estimates were then derived
for each group using separate data sets. An identical procedure (graded response,
MML and fixed estimation) was used to find item parameters and theta estimates for
the separate male and female groups. The item parameters from the separate groups
were placed on the same scale using the mean and standard deviations from the
separate male and female runs, and the means and standard deviations from the
males and females in the full group run.

The following linear transformation was used to put the item and ability parameters
on comparable scales.

=c+de*
b = c + b* (d)

a = a*/d

The c and d constants were calculated as follows:
c =0- do*
d = Se/Se*

Wheree, Se, b, and a equal the group mean, standard deviation, and b and a
parameters of (either) the males or the females in the joint data set, and e*, Se*, b*,
and a* equal the group mean, standard deviation, b and a parameters of (either) the
males or the females in one of the separate data sets.

For grade 5, item characteristic curves for each item and each group with a DIF of
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.15 or higher were plotted using the scaled item parameters. Those items with a DIF of
.30 or higher on the grade 5 assessment have been included in Appendix A. The
following probability index suggested by Linn et al. (1981, cited in Hambleton &
Swaminathan, 1985) was used to find the unsigned area between the item
characteristic curves of the males and females.

DIF =aP i1 (Ok) Pi2 (01()PAo

Results

Items
There are several problems with the design of this assessment that might

profoundly affect the DIF analysis. The first problem with this assessment is that it most
likely measures more than one construct. As we pointed out in the methods section of
this report, five of the thirty items in the grade 5 assessment were designed to assess
science and reading concurrently and seven of the items were designed to assess
science and math concurrently. The remaining eighteen items were "pure" science
items. One of the necessary assumptions in item response theory and its extension in
differential item functioning analysis is that the construct being measured is

unidimensional (Hambleton & Swaninathan, 1985). Clearly, the assessment is not
unidimensional.

There is additional evidence for the multidimensionality of this measure. We
pointed out in the methods section of this paper that there are six domains of science

upon which the assessment draws. These domains include concepts of science,

nature of science, habits of the mind, attitudes, science processes and applications of

science. Different items in the assessment emphasize varying combinations of these

constructs. We see, once again, that this assessment is not unidimensional.

The difficulties with multidimensionality in item response theory have been recently

addressed by Douglas, Roussos and Stout, (1996). In their 1996 article in the Journal

of Educational Measurement, they discuss the multidimensionality assumption that is
such a problem in this measurement instrument. They propose suggestions to resolve
this problem. It is beyond the scope of this project to attempt multidimensional IRT

analysis. However, future research on our data set should include the consideration of
these suggestions.

The second problem with the aplication of IRT to evaluate DIF in this assessment is
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that it also violates the item response theory assumption of local independence
(Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985). For example, in the grade 5 assessment, items
#1 through #8 and #18 all pertain to soil tests. Items #9 through #17 are concerned
with levers. Items #19 through #30 all relate to salinity. When items are related to one
another like this, they cannot actually be considered separate items in the item
response theory sense. Again, Douglas, Roussos and Stout address this issue in their
1996 article. They suggest the analysis of item "bundles" or "testlets" as a technique
for overcoming this difficulty. In the Maryland assessment, for instance, we can use
their suggestions to analyze the "soil test", "levers" and "salinity" testlets. It is beyond
the scope of this project to do such an analysis. However, it would be an appropriate
direction for additional research.

The third and final problem with the design of the assessment is that the students
work independently at times and, at other times, work in pairs or groups of four. The
measures of individual ability that are produced by an item response theory analysis of
this data are highly suspect. These measures reflect some individual ability and some
collaborative ability or even "acquired" ability. It has been our experience that
students working in groups often produce work that is most reflective of the ability of
those with the most profound understanding of the material and processes. It might be
possible to treat group or pair collaborative items as test "bundles", as suggested by
Douglas, Roussos and Stout (1996). This collective analysis can be conducted based
upon the same assumptions as those for items that are connected on the basis of

content. However, the measures of individual ability that might be produced with this
technique are still completely questionable.

Item response theory analysis of the State Performance Assessment is limited by
three different difficulties. The IRT assumptions of unidimensionality and local
independence are violated in this assessment. Also, the group collaboration on many
of the items confounds the measurement of individual ability. Techniques that might
overcome the first two limitations have been proposed but are beyond the scope of this
project.

DIF FINDINGS

Table 1

The findings of our differential item functioning analyses of each of the thirty
questions in the fifth grade science, 1994, Performance Assessment can be found in



Table 1. The findings of our differential item functioning analyses of each of the
twenty-six questions in the eighth grade science, 1994, Performance Assessment can
be found in Table 2. For grade 5, the range of D1F found for the b1 indices (the DIF
between rating categories 0 and 1) is from .03 to .33. The range of DIF found for the
b2 indices (the DIF between rating categories 1 and 2) is from .02 to .19. The DIF for
the b3 index (the DIF between rating categories 2 and 3) is .05. For grade 8, the range
of DIF for the b1 indices is .04 to .56 and the range of the DIF found for the b2 indices
is .02 to .54. The DIF for the b3 index is .13.

For grade 5, those items that were identified as being a combination of science and
reading constructs have DIF indices that range from .16 to .27 in the b1 category and
from .11 to .19 in the b2 category. In comparison to the range of the entire set of items,
these DIF ranges are moderate. Those items that were identified as being a
combination of science and math constructs have DIF indices that range from .03 to
.17 in the b1 category and from .03 to .12 in the b2 category. These DIF ranges are
very low compared to the range of the entire set of items. The strictly science items
range from .08 to .33 in the b1 category, from .02 to .17 in the b2 category and are .05
in the b3 category. These items have the highest DIF ranges in the item set. A similar
composition of items are not available for the grade 8 sample.

The implications of this trend are interesting. It appears that gender differences in
performance assessment items are the greatest in science only items, less in science
with reading items and the least in science with math items. It is possible that, in
performance assessments, adding a second dimension that favors one or the other
gender, actually suppresses the differences due to the different science domains.

Those items that belong to the first "bundle" or "testier of items related to soil testing
have a range of DIF from .13 to .32 in the b1 category and from .03 to .19 in the b2
category. The items that belong to the levers testlet range from .03 to .17 in the bl
category, from .03 to .12 in the b2 category and are .05 in the b3 category. The items
that belong to the salinity testlet range from .09 to .33 in the b1 category and from .02
to .17 in the b2 category. These ranges indicate that the levers testlet shows the least
DIF, the soil test testlet shows a moderate amount of DIF and the salinity testlet shows
the most DIF. These testlets roughly correspond to the items with added reading and
math dimensions that are discussed above, however. Consequently, this trend may
be an artifact of the multidimensionality issue rather than the local independence
issue.
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Appendix A

The ICCs for each of the items for grade 5 with a DIF index above .30 are located in
Appendix A. They are provided for the purpose of examining the "signed" versus
"unsigned" aspect of differential item functioning. If the ICCs cross, the signed but not
the unsigned DIF is suppressed because the better performance for one group at the
low end of the theta scale is canceled out by the better performance of the other group
at the high end of the theta scale (Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985). In our study, we
found a small degree of this cross-over in items #17, 27 and 28 and a moderate
degree of it in item #24. The relatively moderate DIF indices for these items are each
artificially low due to the fact that we used an unsigned area measure to calculate the
DIF. However, the ICCs for each of the items in Appendix A, those items with

substantial DIF, are not largely affected by this suppression. Thus, those items with
large DIF are adequately calculated with the "unsigned" formula for differential item
functioning. The previously discussed trends in the results are not affected by this
suppression, either. ICCs for grade 8 are not provided.

The grade 5 ICCs can also be examined for difficulty. It is clear that items #18, 20,
22 and 23 are considerably more difficult than the rest of the items in this assessment.
Also, it is obvious that item #24 is relatively easier than the rest of the items.

There is another trend in the grade 5 ICCs. The female subgroup outperforms the
male subgroup on most of the items for high ability levels. Additionally, in the most
difficult items, (#18, 20, 22 and 23), the females outperform the males more

dramatically than in the other items. This trend supports the findings of Marion and
Shepard (1995) on this same data set. Performance assessments should favor
females because their format is more context based and emphasizes writing more
than multiple-choice tests do.

Conclusions

The first conclusion that can be reached from this data is that there is substantial
DIF on certain items. The range of DIF indices has been discussed in the results
section of this paper. In the grade 5 data, items 18, 23, 25 and 26 exhibit the largest
DIF. Item 18 involves proofreading a letter. Item 23 is a written description comparing

two samples in a salinity experiment. Item 25 involves writing a prediction for the
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behavior of certain materials in a salinity experiment. Item 26 involves the recording of
observations and measurements from another salinity experiment.

An examination of the actual items that exhibit large DIF in the 5th grade sample
can illuminate some of the previously mentioned findings on gender differences in

assessment. Females perform better on each of these items. None of these items

involve algorithms. Consequently, our study does not support the conclusions of
Berberoglu, 1995, etc..

It is impossible to determine interest level with the data available for this study.
However, three of the four items that display large DIF are part of the salinity section of

the assessment. Perhaps the topic of salinity is differentially interesting to males and
females. Consequently, the work of Westers and Kelderman (1992) cannot be
corroborated but may find support from these findings.

The context factor as a source of gender differences in assessment gains some
credibility from this study. The four items on the grade 5 assessment that exhibit large
DIF are all embedded in real contexts. In particular, item 18 involves a letter witting

activity that also has some applicability outside of school. However, its D1F is similar to
the other three items. Additionally, performance assessments themselves are more
embedded in context than traditional multiple choice tests. Thus, we should and
indeed do see females perform better across all items with DIF in this assessment.

The item format factor in gender differences in assessment gains considerable

support from the results of this study. Each of the four items with large DIF involve

considerable writing. This finding supports the work of Jovanovic et al., (1994) and
Marion and Shepard, (1995).

The visual/spatial orientation factor does not receive corroboration from this study.
The four items with large DIF do not involve visual/spatial orientation. Consequently,

the previous research that suggests that gender DIF is due to the three factors of

interest, embedded context and time format is supported by the results of this study.

Other proposed factors in gender DIF do not receive corroboration from the findings of
this study.

The second conclusion that can be reached from the results of this project is that
there is considerably less DIF in the fifth grade science items than there is in the eighth
grade science items. The DIF indices for the eighth grade range from .02 to .56. This
is in comparison to the range of from .02 to .33 in the fifth grade items. This conclusion
is logical when one considers the nature of gender differences in students in grade 5



as compared to students in grade 8. Adolescence affects eighth grade students more
strongly than fifth grade students and may, in fact, emphasize gender differences
because of the development of secondary sexual characteristics.

Based upon the current findings, we can answer our two research questions in the
following manner. DIF due to gender differences exists in some of the items of the
State Performance Assessment of 1994. Additionally, the data from this study support
some of the factors that have been proposed by previous research to account for such
DIF. The values of DIF for both of these sets of data range from .03 to .56. The D1F
data from this project uniformly indicate that females do better on science performance
assessments than do males. Also, the DIF in the fifth grade sample on this
assessment is less than the DIF in the eighth grade sample.

There are several extensions of the current project that should be considered for
future research. First, the problem with multidimensionality and the lack of local

independence in this measure should be addressed by the application of the
procedures recommended by Douglas, Roussos and Stout (1996). Second, the grade
three sample of this assessment should be subjected to DIF analysis in order to
provide a comparison for the current findings. Third, this assessment should be
compared to other performance assessments and to more traditional forms of
assessment. The two current trends in measurement toward both more "authentic"
performance assessment and more stringent accountability measures makes the
assumptions of item response theory and the differential item functioning of current
assessments a critical issue. Comparison studies may serve to enlighten the
measurement community in regard to these two trends.
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TABLE 1:
Indices of DIF as well as the a and b parameter estimates by gender for

item #

30 items on the 1994 5th grade -

a's b-1's

State Performance Assessment Program

b-2's b-3's b-1's D1F b-2's DIF

1 girls 0.91 -1.25 0.16

boys 0.98 -0.85
difference 0.07 -0.4

2 girls 1.02 -0.56 0.22

boys 1.17 -0.05
difference 0.15 -0.51

3 girls 1.24 -0.11 1.38 0.27 0.19

boys 1.42 0.45 1.78
difference 0.18 0.56 0.4

4 girls 1.23 -0.14 1.88 0.26 0.16

boys 1.51 0.38 2.17
difference 0.28 0.52 0.29

5 girls 1.19 -0.16 2.25 0.26 0.11

boys 1.42 0.37 2.43
difference 0.23 0.53 0.18

6 girls 0.82 -0.37 2.36 0.2 0.1

boys 0.91 0.14 2.59
difference 0.09 0.51 0.23

7 girls 1.18 0.13 4.03 0.13 0.03

boys 1.24 0.41 4.14
difference 0.06 0.28 0.11

8 girls 0.71 0.21 0.2

boys 0.83 0.72
difference 0.12 0.51

9 girls 0.7 -0.04 0.13

boys 0.8 0.29
difference 0.1 0.33

10 girls 1.11 1.45 0.07

boys 1.31 1.4
difference 0.2 -0.05

11 girls 0.94 1.21 0.12

boys 1.25 1.21

difference 0.31 0

b-3's DIF



item #
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

girls
boys
difference

a's
1.17
1.27
0.1

0.69
0.75
0.06

0.74
0.86
0.12

0.87
1.04
0.17

1.06
1.3

0.24

0.97
1.27
0.3

0.94
1.11
0.17

0.56
0.91
0.35

0.54
0.88
0.34

0.87
1.04
0.17

0.67
0.94
0.27

0.5
0.75
0.25

b-1's
1.65
1.48

-0.17

1.44
1.4

-0.04

-2.33
-1.85
-0.48

0.7
0.92
0.22

0.38
0.63
0.25

-0.36
-0.05
-0.31

-3.2
-2.19
-1.01

-8.02
-4.5
-3.52

-7.89
-4.38
-3.51

1.85
1.96
0.11

-2.1
-1.19
-0.91

-2
-0.84
-1.16

b-2's

2.46
2.36
-0.1

1.31

1.3
-0.01

0.77
0.85
0.08

0.74
0.95
0.21

3
-4.5
-0.69

3.28
-4.38
-0.76

4.22
1.96
-0.25

5.64
4.41
-1.23

b-3's

2.13
2.07
-0.06

b-1's DIF
0.08

0.03

0.14

0.12

0.14

0.17

0.32

0.13

0.15

0.09

0.3

0.33

b-2's DIF

0.03

0.06

0.12

0.11

0.17

0.15

0.02

0.05

b-3's DIF

0.05
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item # a's b-1's b-2's b-3's b-1's DIF b-2's DIF

24 girls 0.64 1.23 0.15

boys 0.9 1.05

difference 0.26 -0.18

25 girls 1.01 -1.75 2.42 0.31 0.11

boys 1.32 -1.05 2.16
difference 0.31 -0.7 -0.26

26 girls 0.58 -1.82 4.04 0.32 0.09

boys 0.85 -0.81 3.29

difference 0.27 -1.01 -0.75

27 girls 0.91 0.14 3.74 0.21 0.06

boys 1.19 0.56 3.31

difference 0.28 0.42 -0.43

28 girls 0.92 -1 4.84 0.22 0.08

boys 1.2 -0.52 3.92
difference 0.28 -0.48 -0.92

29 girls 1.29 0.09 1.45 0.1 0.07

boys 1.57 0.21 1.41

difference 0.28 0.12 -0.04

30 girls 1.18 0.74 3.4 0.12 0.02

boys 1.36 0.97 3.27

difference 0.18 0.23 -0.13

b-3's DIF



Table;
Various indices of DIF as well as the a and b parameter estimates by gender for 26 items (one

cluster/form) on the science test from the 1994 eighth grade
Assessment Program.

Item Gender a b 1 b 2 b 3 10'.v.

- State Performance

7 Female 2.43 -1.32 -0.76
7 Male 2.37 -1.35 -0.77

difference2 -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 0.04 0.02

8 Female 2.12 -0.46
8 Male 2.15 -0.50

difference 0.03 -0.04 0.06

10 Female 1.71 -0.16 0.04 1.24
10 Male 1.75 -0.12 0.12 1.33

difference 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.22 0.13

12 Female 1.85 0.81
12 Male 1.98 0.83

difference 0.13 0.02 0.07

18 Female 1.68 0.64 1.29
18 Male 1.75 0.68 1.27

difference 0.07 0.04 -0.02 0.07 0.05

4 Female 1.36 0.25
4 Male 1.28 0.22

difference -0.08 -0.03 0.09

9 Female 1.77 0.43
9 Male 1.63 0.42

difference -0.14 -0.01 0.09

15 Female 1.62 1.15
15 Male 1.71 1.04

difference 0.09 -0.11 0.09

6 Female 1.35 -0.01 1.77
6 Male 1.44 0.03 1.58

difference 0.09 0.04 -0.19 0.1 0 0.22

16 Female 1.90 1.28
16 Male 2.08 1.22

difference 0.18 -0.06 0.1 1

20



Table(continued)

a b 1 b 2 b 3Item Gender
1 Female
1 Male

1.22
1.12

-0.64
-0.62

difference -0.10 0.02 0.12

19 Female 1.97 1.61
19 Male 1.92 1.52

difference -0.05 -0.09 0.13

17 Female 1.77 0.68 2.20
17 Male 1.92 0.78 2.11

difference 0.15 0.10 -0.09 0.15 0.11

23 Female 1.69 0.01 1.05
23 Male 1.65 0.10 1.23

difference -0.04 0.09 0A8 0.15 0.24

24 Female 1.17 1.04
24 Male 1.21 1.16

difference 0.04 0.12 0.17

26 Female 1.31 0.37
26 Male 1.19 0.48

difference -0.12 0.11 0.18

3 Female 1.49 0.36
3 Male 1.29 0.38

difference -0.20 0.02 0.19

25 Female 1.23 0.98
25 Male 1.25 1.14

difference 0.02 0.16 0.22

21 Female 2.34 1.27 2.00
21 Male 2.26 1.09 1.84

difference -0.08 -0.18 -0.16 0.25 0.22

11 Female 1.99 0.64
11 Male 2.15 0.71

difference 0.16 0.07 0.30

14 Female 1.41 1.08 1.75
14 Male 1.51 0.85 L49

difference 0.10 -0.23 0.30 0.32

21



Table P.(continued)

a b1 b2 b3Item Gender
27 Female 1.26 -1.04 0.85
27 Male 1.34 -0.80 0.95

difference 0.08 0.24 0.10 0.3 1 0.15

5 Female 1.22 -0.20 1.36
5 Male 1.17 0.04 1.66

difference -0.05 0.24 0.30 0.3 3 0.3 6

28 Female 1.40 -0.51 2.23
28 Male 1.40 -0.19 2.68

difference 0.00 0.32 0.45 0.4 4 0.48

22 Female 1.53 0.46 1.82
22 Male 1.66 0.13 1.40

difference 0.13 -0.33 -0.42 0.4 6 0.54

20 Female 1.57 0.89
20 Male 1.80 0.48

difference 0.23 -0.41 0.5 6
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