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AESTRACT

In addition to using chunked items, the Carver-Darby
Chunked Reading Test differs from the traditional reading test in the
way it was developed and the manner in whicn the test scores are
intarpreted. The criterion for developing and revising test items was
based on the inability ot the readers to answer test items correctly
before recding the passages and their ability te answer the test
iter correctly after reading the passages. Interpretation of the
tac. depends on three scores: (1) the officiency score, i.¢., the
number ot incorrect chunks out of 100 possible that th> individual
correctly iderntifies during the 25-minut=2 test periol; (2) rate,
which is deterrined by the number of the last iten attempted: and (3)
accuracy, which is the percent correct. Using these scores the reader
can be classified as efficient-inefficient, rapid-slow, ané
accurate-inaccurate which yield zix possihle categories of mature
readnrs. Although there is no eamgirical research which supports this
particular categorization, speculative judgments are made concernirng
them with the hope of stimulating definitive research. Feferences are
incluled. (DH)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



EDO47911

369

m
= )03

Paper presented at the meeting of the

National Reading Conference
St. Petersburg, December, 1970

PERYISSION TO RE/RODJCE TH'S COPY
FiGHTED WATERIAL BY 1M CROFICHE ONLY
FASEEEN GRANTEDBY

{FXY -

A .
YO EFIC ANC ORGANIZATIONS CPERATING
UNDER ASREEMENTS WITH ThE US QFFICE
©F EDUCATION FUATHER REPRGOUCTICN
OUTSIDE THE ERC SYSTEM FEOLIRCS PER
MISSION OF THE CCPYRIGHT € ANER

The Criterion-Refcrenced Aspects of the

Carver-barby Chunked Feading Test

Ronald

P, Carver

Americen Institutes for Research, Washington, D. C.

AESTRACT

In addition to using chunked items, the Carver-Darby Chunked

Reading Test also differs fiom the

it was developed and the way that test scores are interpreted.

traditicnal reading test in the way

It was

not developed to maximize fndividual differences and *e¢st scores are not

compared to a norm-group set of

scores in the traditional fashion. The

test was developed so that a criterion group of readecs could answer

the ftems and a criterion group
Furthermore, the possible score
designate six types of readers,
types of readers were prescnted

to evaluate the typology.

of nunreaders could not answer the ftewms.
combinations on the test were used to
Hypothesized attributes of the six

in some detail. Resecarch is needed

US OEPARTMENT OF
HEA
EDUCATION S WI'JA!R[”“

Trg

Natiyg

I PO
NS STRTLD Do Ay 08 OFiy

REFRESENT OFFiC

ornc(or;ouc.,,

on
DOCUNMENT ha

DUCED Eractiy ug S GEEN FErnp

THE FERSON OB CROONza ey o

FICENVED BROM
G

DO %01 wpcpesanyy
‘AL OFEICE OF oy

CANDN £OSHICN D Oy




The Criterfon-Referenced Aspects of the
Carver-Datrby Chunked Reading Test
Ronald P. Carver

American Institutes for Research, Washington D. C.

A chunked type of reading comprehension measure was suggested
by Carver (1), and subsequently a standardized chunked test of information stored
during reading has been developes, evaluated (Carver & Darby, 4), and u‘alyzed
(Carver & Daiby, 5). Recently, this test has been published ~s the "Carver-Darby
Cliunked Reading Test"” (Darby & Darver, 6); The advan:ages and disadvantages
of the Carver-Darby Chunked Reading Test {CDCHT) have been discussed in relation
to the traditional multiple-cholce type of reading test and to the cloze type of
test (Carver, 2). Not explicitly discussed in previous journal publicationa
are the aspects of this test which are relevant to critericn-referenced measure-
went (See Carver, 3 or Popham & Husek, 7). The purpose of this presentation
fs to breifly discuss the development of the test and what it proposes to

accoxplish from the standpoint of criterion-referenced measurcment.
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Carver 2

Tradiiiunaily, standardized réading tests hrave been developed to
measure individual differences with respect Lo reading performance. The test
items for these tests have usually been selected to maximally discriminate
between individuals. That is, items with p values around .50 have lLeen selected
because they are most efficient for discriminating among individuals whereas

. items with p values approaching 1.00 er ,00 have been eliminated because they
do not have discriminating power. The research and development of the test also
includes the establishment of a norm-group set of scores which is used as a
standard to interpret individual differences on the test. Thus, the traditional
measures of reading have been '"norm-referenced.’

Tue CDCRT differs from the tvaditional reading test in two ways.
1t was not developed tc¢ maximize {ndividual differences,and test scores are
not compared to a norm-group set ntf scores in the traditio..al fashion. Rather,
the test was developed and revised so that: (a) a group of readers could not
answer test items correctly bzfore reading the passages, and (b) a group of
readers could answer test ftems correctly after reading the passages. In
operational terms, this meant that an item was revised {f over 33% of a non-
reading group answered it correctly or if less than 67% of a rcading group
answered it Incorrectly. Thus, the test items were developed to discrimiuate
between a reading group and a nonreading group, rather than among the readers
of a reading group. The techniques of criterion-refercenced measurement were
used to develop the test so that when an individual gets an item correct, it
1s reasonable to infer that he stored this information while he was reading the
passage. That 1is, a change has taken place as a result of reading.

The techniques of criterfon-referenced measurement are also evident
in the interpretation of the scores on the test. An individual receives three
types of scores on the “JCRT. The most important scorc {e the Ffficiency score,
i.e.,, the number of incorrecl chunks, out of 100 possible, that the individual
correctly {identifies during the 25 minute test perifod. The other (wo scores
are Rate and Accuracy. Rate is the nunmber of the last {tem attempted and
Accuracy is the percent correct, f.e., the ifflciency score divided by the Rate
score. The CDCRT consists of five reading passages, each of which {s i{mmediately
followed by a chunked test. Fach test consists of 20, 5-alternative items where
one alternatfive in each ftem s fncorrect. Table 1 contains information extracted
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Carver 3

from tlue section ot the test manuui concerancd with interpretation of scores.

As is evident in Table 1, each of the three test score variables has been
dichotomized to produce the following categorizations of mature readers:
Efficient-Inefficient, Rapid-Slow, and Accurate-Inaccurate. The Rapid-Slow cut-
off point was selected to be 60~61. If an individual completed reading aud
answering not more than the first three passages and their corresponding test
items (60 or less), then he was arbitrarily categorized as a slow reader. If

an individual attempted Item 61, then he had also read Passage 4. Thus, he was
probably more than a small increment {aster than those Individuals who had only
finished 60 items. The Accurate-Inaccurate cutoff score was arbitrarily set at
67-68%, the same cutoff used for the initial revision of test items. The
Eff{iciency-Inefficfency cutoff srore of 40-41 was determined by multiplyirg the
67% accuracy by the 60 item rate. Thus, this cutoff allowed no overlap between
the category of Efficient, Rapid, and Accurate readers and the category of

Inefficient, Slow, and Inaccurate readers.

e v Cr— e e T — . --———

Table 1 contains the six possible categories of mature readers.
(""Mature reader" is a term used to describe tha genera) type of reader who has
progressed beyond the initial phases of learning to read and who Is now readlng
to learn.) The Efflcicency of a maturce reader is made of two components, his
Rate and Accuracy. Therefore a mature rcader cannot be Rapfd and Accurate and
be clasgified Inefiicifent. At the same time, a reader cannot be Slow and
Inaccurate and be Ffficicnt. This would be a contradiction fn terms, This

s‘tuation is evidenced in Table 1 by the "Not Applicable” in cells referring
to these {nappropriacte combinations.

The CDCRT test manual has not provided norm-group data with centiles
for cach possible score. 1Instead, the last column In Tabile 1 presents the per-
cert of experimental subjects (N=143) who have fallen into each of the sikx
categories of reader types (see harhv & Carver, 6). 1hin fs diffecrent from
traditional norm-referenced measurement fn that there is no suggestion that the
group of experimental subjects is vepresentative of any particular group ia a
normative sense. That {is, although this group 1s 3 sample of mature readers,
the sample was not systematficaliy drawn with the intentfon that these percent

O
[z l(:‘ values be representative of all rature rcaders or cven all college students.

/
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Traditional reading tests provide a continuous scale of individual
differences with no suggestion of cutoff points to help diagnose inadequacies
that might be successfully treated or to help researchers study certain types
of readers. On the CDCRT, each individual has been placed {nto a category which
suggests that his rcading behavior may be 1ike the other individuals in hls
category and different from the individuals in other categories. This
categorization is tied to the absolute criterfa of efficiency, rate and accuracy.

It should be recognized that there is no empirical rescarch which
supports the validity and fruitfulness of this particular categorization. How-
ever, the criterion-referenced aspects of the categorfzation suggest several
interestiing hypotheses that could be tested. Listed helow are the six types
of mature readers with several accompanying statements, which may be considered
as speculative judgcments or tenative hypotheses to be tested. 1t {s obvious
that research is neceded to cvaluate the following iy types of mature readers.

Type 1. Efficient, Accurate, Rapid Mature Readers are those readers
who are most representative of the college popuiation. That Is, they tend to
store and retrieve information at a rate and with a level of accuracy such
that they probably have no dffficulty with the normal course load in curricula
requiring extensive amounts of rcading. It is douhtful ft this type of individual
would benecfit greatly from reading instruction.

Type 11. Efficient, Accurate, Slow Mature Rcaders are probably the
next rast frequent type of college reader. That 1s, they are cefficient in thefr
reading, but their efficiency comes from thefr slow hut sure performance rather
than from their speed of reading. This type of recader 18 mast [{belv to
benefit from training designed to increase his reading rate., However, it
renains to be demonstrated that the reading rate of a mature veader can be
increased without a concommitant decrease in accuracy of the information stored.

Type 111, Inefficfent, Accurate, Slow Maturc Readers arc quite
likely sacrific!ng speed for increased accuracy of retrieval. Yet, they may be
reading at their own optimum or efficient rate., Tt may bhe Jdiffficult to improve
their efficiency by ruading instruction, although they are probahly the rost
frequent type of reader who seeks such help. Thelr most desirable alternative
may be to procced through vollege with a load less than normal,

Type 1V. Efficlent, Inaccurate, Rapid Mature Readers probably
sacriffce accuracy of informatfon retrieval for an increase in amount of informition

exposure, although they stil] are efficient as arbitrarily deiined by this test.
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This individual may be able to lmprove or ¢p s eificiency by decreasing
his reading rate. Reading instruction for this individual may be wisely
directed toward altering his reading strategy since he may bc skimming material
that requires reading.

Type V. Inefficient, Inaccurate, Rapid Mature Readers may be able
to become efficient rcaders by learning to decrease thelr rate to improve accuracy.
It seems likely that reading instruction for these individuals should put more
emphasis upon making the reading rate fit the naturc of the reading purpose.
Accuracy and efficiency may automatically imprnve with a decrease in rate.

Type VI. Inefficient, Inaccurate, Slow Mature Keaders are probably
the least likely candidates to improve marked'y with reading instruction. Thelr
deficiency probably results from a lack of adequate background information or
knowledge. 1f an individuil) is only of high achool age, then he may be an
fnefficient reader sinply because he 1s not a mature rcader and further progression
in school may provide the background necessary Lo become efficient, accurate,
and rapid. If an individual Is of collcge age ar above, then the score may
simply reflcct that he has not stored the amount and type of verbal {nformation
that {s necessary as a prerequisite. That is, he may not have the rcading
vocabulary or the background context necessary to store and retrieve the “erbal
concepts and ideas represented by che reading level of the test material.  There
are many possible causes for reading scores In this category, c.g., low mativation
and inadequate vision. tlowever, for many of these fndividuals, the most froftful
stratcgy for improving rcading cfficiency might be to galn more expericnce and
background by rcading more college level material.

In summ&ry, the CDCRT has been developed throngh the application
of the techniques of criterion-referenced mecasurement, This was accomplished
by revising {tems on the basis of the performance of reading and nonrcading
criterion groups, Alsc, six types of hypothesired criterion groups haive been
developed to facilitate the interpretation of the individual scores on the test,
Finally, the hypothesized attributes of the =ix types of maturce readers have heen
presented in some detatl in an effort to stimulate definitive rescarch relatced

to these hypotheses.
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Table 1

The Six Categories of Mature Readers

Six Types of 1
Accuracy Rate Efficiency Readers Percent Readers
l' -
Efficient
(41 or greater) Type 1 60%
Rapid I S
(61 or greater)) y .fficient
Accurate (40 or less) KNot appiicable)). NA
(68% or greater)+~———-*-———~———v——-*—'— 2 e
Efficient
(41 or greater) Type 11 20%
Slow — .
(60 or less) Inefficient
(40 or Jess) Type 111 17
— .__.,.,._1 —_— SO0 SRS S
Efficient
(41 or greater) Type 1V 37,
Rapid . IS
(61 or greater) | | 7 - T
Inefficient
(40 or less) Type V 32
Inaccurate )
(67% or less) T T
Efficient
Slow (41 or greater){Fot applicable) NA
(60 or less) — —
Inefficicnt
(40 or less) Type VI A J
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