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In the late spring of 1972, the Chancellor's Office
agreed %o support a summer study to be undertaken by a committea of
+he California English Council, to investigate equivalency testing in
+*he area of English and to recommend an appropriates program for use
by the California State University and Colleges. This report is the
result of that study: it attempts to focus on the major issues in
such a way as to poéint to their solution, and it recommends a method
of equivalency testing in Enrglish which is responsive to the .
discipline and -practical to implement. The Znglish examination -
administsred in-May of 1973 consisted of a 90-minute essay test
conducted and’ graded by California State Univarsity and College
English faculty, ard the 90-minute objective CLEP Subject
Examination, "Analysis and Interpretation of Literature," which was
also administered at that time. The most significant results of this
study wers that 1,362 out of 4,071 students taking the test vere
identified as deserv1ng college credit for freshman English, and the
essay componerit has been shown to be a valuable part of freshman
dngllsh equivalency testing. (Thé study ard its results are described
in both rarrative ard table format with newspaper clippings and news
releases included.) (RB)

’

S sk ok ks R o o o ok K K Kok o ok o o okl o o K K R Rk R oK ok K Kk R K R K oo o o o o ok K KK Rk
* Documents acquired by ERIC include mary informal unpublished

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, iftems of marginal

* reproducibility are often =ncoun+ared and this affucts the guality

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproducticns IRIC makes available

* yia the ERIC Documen% Reproduction Service (EDES). EDRS is not

* respons*ble for the quality of the original document. Reproductions
*
*

supplied by EDPS are the best that can be made from the original.
AR KK KR R KR KKK K K R R Kt ok Kok Rk KK Kok ok R kKRR Kk KK kKK

3
Q

] . .

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*




o/ . | ~

; ’ . U'$ DEPARTMENT OFHEALTH,
™\ ] : COUCATION & WELFARE
3 NAYIONAL INSTITUTE OF
m ) £OUCATION
e s DO BASENY rA s BEEN REPRO
OUCED EXACTLY &5 MECEWED FRON
E PERNON OR URGANIZATHONORIGIN
ATiNG T POINTL O 8 OR OPINTONS

b
STAYED D Mo T SNECESNARALY REPRE

SERTOES 8 mp NAT WAL INGVTITUTE OF
EDGCRTON #UN 70N DR POL(Y

: COMPARISON =

AND

-

CONTRAST

THE 1973 CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FRESHMAN ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY EXAMINATION

. . EDWARD M. WHITE -
‘ DIRECTOR OF THE PROJECT ]
FOR
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

.limited number of copies of this document are available for purchase from the Office of the
hancellor, the California State University and Colleges, for $2.00 per copy. Checks or money
rders should be made payable to The State of California. Add 6% sales tax for California

ddresses. In addition, ERIC compatible microfiche copies are available on some reports published

fter January 1, 1972,

[

N ' This monograph is one in a series describing the results of projects
implemented under The California State University and Colleges
Fund for Innovation and Improvement in the Instructional Process.




xu —

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES’
ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY EXAMINATION )

1973

By

f—» Edward M. White
Director of-the project for the _ ’
California State University and Colleges
English Council

Al

C Project 72-143 . ‘
Fund for Innovation and Improvement ‘

October 1973




TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. Summary and Fact Sheet . . . . . . .

II. Administration of the Pilot Project

A, Personnel . .

5.

B. Meetings and Decisioens .~

11.

12.

-

Project Directors .

o .

Coéordinator of Test Administration

Statistician . . . .

Essay Question Leaders

Aldes . . ¢ ¢ o o .

Single Closed Administration

Location of Test Centers

Day of Test . . . .
Date of Test . . . .
Time of Day . . . .
Proctors . ; e o o .

Payment of Proctors

Movement of Test Materials .

&

Closing Date and Late Registration

Test Manual . . . .

Test Form ... & & .

Registration Form .

C. The Objective Test . .

D. The Essay Test . . . .

1.

2. Creation and Aims of the

~ 3.

Format . . «. « « .+ .

Grading System . , .

4

1]

14
14
14
15
16
17
18
19
21
21
22
- 23
23
24
24
25

26

- 26

27
27
28
30
30
31
32



4. Question 1 . + v v 4 4 4 4 e e e e . . 33
a. Directions to Students. . . ... . . 34
b. Directions to Graders . . . . . . . 34

c. Report by Question Leader: ’
Dean' Gerhard Friedrich. . . . . . . 35

Six Sample Stuéené Papers . e e e e e e . 37

5. Question 2 . . . . . .+ & o . .

’ a. Directions to Students. . . . . . . . . 42
b. Direcfions to Graders . . . . . . . . . 42

c. Report by Question Leader:
Dr. Rex Burbank . . . . « « ¢ ¢« +« « « . . 44

Six Sample Student Papers . Lo e e e . 47

6. The Norm Sample. . 4+ « ¢ o o« o o . 0" s o & 51

7. The Essay Reading. . . « 4 o o o o o o o & 58
E, Converting the Essay Grade and
Combining Scores. . . ¢ + ¢ ¢« + ¢ o o o o o @ 62
F. Determination of the Passing Grade. . . . .. . 65 o

G. Notification of Results . . ¢« v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o + & 68

H." Public Information. . . . . . « « . & «w « & . 71

IV. Follow-up-Studies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74
V. The 1974 English Equivalency
Examination. . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 4 e e e e e 77

]

VI. Charts.and TableS. « « ¢ o « o o o o o o o o 79 -

A. Distribution of Composite Scores -
. Total Applicant Population. . . . . . . . . . 80 s

B. Distribution ¢f Composite Scores -
Applicants Who Passed . . . . . ¢« ¢« +v ¢ o o & 81

C. Distribution of Composite Scores -
Applicants Who Did Not Pass . . . %+ . . . . . 82

D. Distribution of Converted Essay Scores -
Total Applicant Population. . . . . . . . . . 83

~ *




K.

L.

M.

._A.

B.

o
Ny

Distribution of Converted Essay
Scores - Applicants who Passed . . .

Distribution of Converted Essay
Scores - Applicants who did not
PAasSsS o« o o« o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o

Distribution of Objective Scores -
Total Applicant Population . . . . .

- Distribution of Objective Scores -

Applicants who Passed . . . . . . .
Distribution of Objective Scores -
Applicants who did not Pass . . . .

Intercorrelations Among Part and
Composite Scores - Total Applicant
Population . . « « ¢« ¢« ¢« « « « + .+ .

Intercorrelations Among Grouped
Essay and Composite Scores - Total
Applicant Populatién . . . . . . . .

r

Male Applicants by Age Catégory . .

Female Applicants by Age Category .

VII. Appendix

 Equiwvalency Testing in College
Freshman English . . . . . « « . .

Budget for the 1974 English
Equivalency Test . . « .« « « o« « &
4

Statistician's Reports:
Dr. William Cowell. . . . . . . . .
1. Statistical Procedures,May, 1973

2. Statistical Report, July, 1973 .

3. Statistical Report, February, 1974

Newspaper Reactions to the Project.

6 .

84

o5

87

88

89

90

91

92

94

126

132

132

150

159
168




<

SUMMARY AND FACT SHEET

This chapter, with the appended fact sheet, summarizes
the results of the Freshman English Equivalency Examination
that was administered to 4,071 students on May 12, 1973.
Analysis of the results shows that this program, designed
and administered by the California State University and
Colleges E?glisthouncil; and fundéd by the Chancellor's
Office division of New Program Development, was a major
success: it provided clear and substantial benefits to the
1,362 students who earned six semester units of college
credit, to’ the EnglishAfaculties, and to the California

State University and College system. Furthermorg, the

"project embodied a constructive resolution to what had

seemed to be an irreversible and bitter conflict.

Fér man} years, English faculties have been largely
Opposgd to the practice of large-scale equivalency testing
and to the objective testing instruments generally used.
This opposition was not without a basis in fact: most
objective tests of writing abilié&, in particular, do
not measure what is usually.taught in" freshman English. . .

English teachers, then, have generaily opposed

external testing programs. These faculty have not had the

4
funds, the time, or the specialized statistical knowledge
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that are essential to develop large scale programs 6f their
own. Thus, it is not surprising that administrators,
generally eager to proceed with equivalency testing, have
been perplexed at the positions ﬁnglish departments have
taken in this area. A particularliy vivid example of this
faculty-administration misunderstanding occurred in the fall
of 1971, when large-scale eguivalency tesging was in fact
instituted ,on two California State UniQérsity and College
campuses, arousing substantial ‘opposition from English
departments.l‘ A -~ i
The California State University and qu}eges English
Council took a statesmanlike position in the fall of 1971,

rejecting what it called "an improper objective test,” bnt

endorsing "the principle of properly constructed and

properly administered challenge examinations." Much

constructive discussion and committee work followed.2 By

the summer of 1972, the Chancellor's Office and the

>
13

1 For a convenient summary of the results of this

testing program, see Urban Whitaker, "Credit by Examination

, at San Francisco State," College Board Review, 83 (Spring,
1972), 12-16. The conflict at its most heated appears in
an exchange between Whitaker and Vermon T. Hornback, then
president of the California State University and Colleges
English Council, in The Future of General Education in the
Califdrnia State University and Colleges, Office of the
Chancellor (1972), 59-76.

| 4 2 A committee 'on equivalency testing established in
. the Chancellor's Office was under the chairmanship of
Dr. Gerhard Friedrich; its sub-committee on English was
under the chairmanship of Professor Charles Adams, of
California State University, Chico.' Professor James
Clark, California State University, San Jose, was chairman
of the English Council committee. The statewide Academic

&




Educatiopal Testing Service had combined resources to
support an English Council report and proposal, calling
for a professionally acceptable examination.3

The success of the Spring 1973 test has implications
that extend outside the field of English and beyond the
borders of California; it has been shown that faculty,
administrators, and national testing agencies can work
together in harmony for the benefit ;f students and the
whole educational process, even'when mistakes have been
made that haye produced an emotion-charged reaction. The
project has also shown that properly constituted faculty
leadership, when given adequate .support, is an appropri=ate
means of a;h;eving academic innovation.

The examination administered May 12, 1973 consisted

of a 90-minute essay test constructed and graded by
7

California State University and College English faculty,

and the 90-minute objective CLEP Subject Examinatiorn,

Analysis and Interpretation of Litera‘ture.4 That objective
test was the only such test to gain the endorsement of the

California State University and Colleges English Council,

Senate, through its Educational Policies Committee, chaired
by Jerome Fox, California State University, San Francisco,
also took an active interest in the matter.

. 3 Edward M. White, Equivalency Testing in College
Freshmah -English: A Report and a Proposal, 1972. "Available
- through ERIC. (See Appendix, page Y4 )

4 The College-Level Examination Program (CLEF) is
sponsored by the College Entrance Examination Board (CEEB)
and administered by the Educational Testing Service (ETS).
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after careful scrutiny of objective tests available in

1972.°

Thehresults of the project are undergoing extensive
analysis, particularly in the Chancellor's Office division
of Institutional Research, which will be assisting the
English‘Cﬁuncil in producing follow-up studies over the
next several years. The report which follows contains a
full account of the development of the project, includiné
all information available by November 1, 197%: The most
significant results now:.apparent can be summarized bfiefly:
1. 1,362 students deserving college crédit for freshman )
English were identified by a rigorous, responsible, and
fair test. These students will be able to enter English
‘courses at an appropriate advanced level, with positive
feelings towards themselves and their English studies, and,
if theyrwish, to accelerate their college cmreers.

2. Student writing has been shown to be a valuable part

of freshman English equivalency testing. Those objecting
to essay testing have generally cited problems of reliable
grading and high cost. This project has demonstrated that

- =

> A new CLEP Subject Examination in Freshman English
has since been released, and it has received some favorable
comment. The new examination should not be confused with
the CLEP General Examination in English Composition, which
has been declared inappropriate by conferences of English
teachers in California, Illinois, Florida, and elsewhere.
A CLEP Subject Examination in English Composition also
exists, but it has beén described as inappropriate by the
CSUC English Council. It should not be surprising if
confusion results from three CLEP tests in the same area.

10




both those objections can be overcome. The carefully
controlled essay reading conducted June 16-20, 1973, by
seventy-five English professdrs drawﬁ from all nineteen »
California State U;iversity and Co}lege campuses, produced
highly accurate test scores at relativelynmdestcost.
The high reliability of the essay scoring was a
. .result of careful plénning. The essay questions were
composed by a representative and experienced group of
English professors, who carefully worked out agreements
on the nature of appropfiate questions and on the criteria
to be used in judging the candidates’ writing. The readers
were selected after nomination by department chairmén, and
only regular faculty with a demonstrated active concern
for fresbma:}English were noTinated. The.gradiﬁg session -
schedﬁle contained time for frequent discussions of standards,
using sample papers; tﬁe reaqers were carefully trained to
“use common criteria for grading; four independent readings
were given to each examination, and, where significant
differences in evaluation occurred, papers . were reread to
reconcile the differences; finally, there were systematic
" reviews and cross-checks on-individual ratings to ensure
consistency throughout the reading.
The basic argument for essay testing, however, does
not de?end on statistical descriptions of test reliability,
thoggg essay testing can indeed be reliable. Almost every--

one will aqree that a college student should be able to

write with directness, clarity, and precision; obviously,

Q :11
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‘ anything motivating practice and instructiqﬁ:in writing
serves fundamenéal educational goals. The existence of a
valid and reliable test demanding writing, as part of a
freshman English equ%valency examination, is likely to
have substantial and positive effects on teaching and

learning in the schools as well as in theé éollqges.

3. Start-up funding for a similar test in 1974 has been
pfovided by the Chancellor's Office, which has expressed

the intention of exploring with the California Department

N s

of Finance ways of incorporating eguivalency testing

programs into the faculty workload budget. A preliminary
bt

analysis shows that. the credit hours earned cost the State

of California much less than the usual expenseq £&x

>

instruction.

However, no one should assume’ that the low cost of
these credits means that the credits were cheaply earned.
It iS5 necessary to set high test_standa;ds to’méke suré ) "y
th%t students who have in cht not ‘gained c?llege—level ) 3‘}

*

abilities do not réceive college credit; such students
-should not be deprived of necessary’ educational experience§ ~
by equivalency credit awarded too easily.’ Furthermore, it‘iF
not to be expected that ;‘very high percentage of students
without a college course should perform as well és

students passing a year's 'work in college English. The
l973-testﬁhas shown that, despite a rigorous pest,'giaded

with high standards, oné—third»of the test group passed.

In fact, the test group, perhaps because of the $15.00

.
fa) :
_1 < .

L] . -
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* ' test fee, seemed unusually able and highly motivated

‘¢

thqse *who ‘passed out- performed (on the essay test) most

of the college students who had successfully completed ‘the
* * college<course and whose papérs were graded by- the same ,

4 »

V. NI . . - » A .
standards. - o . . -
s e, . .
L
s

As long as the academic inteérity 6f the testing

/ ~

process , ig safeguafded_by responsible faculty digeection, .

reasonable people can only. applaud the savings_that .

tequivalency testing offérs. to colleges and to the able -
’ and ambit.ous students who succged. v e T AN

4. The California State bniversity and Colleqe system
\/has attracted nationwide attention for its leadership in

Engtish Equivalency Testing. The policies and repofts of

‘the)English Céuncil have been widely reprinted, and the

[y
.

¥inancial support of English Council proposgls by the
Chancellor's Office has set new precedents. The director
of the prOJect has been asked to make major presentations

at major conferences in .New York .Lousiana, T*llinOis,

< ’

Washingtob, and Utah; confefences in Texas 'and Florida

'{have acce%ted and endorsed parts or the whole of the " .

~“.

-

4 L ]
.

, 4 English CounCil report newspapers and educational journals
p - - o, |
'Have <¢eported favorably en the progect and' ETS and CEEB

:‘_qfve shown an increasing disposition to follow the California

- .» model in the future.

A
- = 1

¢t r . ’
* oy 6 The norm sample of college essays" turned out‘to be: .

}' unrepresentative of the California State University and (

Colleges system and could not be used for -setting cuttlng -
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‘0 <75, - Som; results will be hard or impossible to measure, v
but are nonetheless' significanty The existence of the test
is likely t9 improve the preparation in English that .
sgcondary‘schéols provihe to their students; the test
v - shouid’help strengthen curriculum and encourage atteﬁﬁion
to wgitingaskills. The existence of the essay grading
session, bringing Englishrpréfessors from all campuses ,
,togétheg for evaluation of student. writing under ;pecial— |
) »ized direction, is bound to impreve aspects of'colLeée .
“tﬁﬁglish teachihg. Perﬁaps hdst important of all, the way
~ in which equivalency testiﬁg shifts responsibility for
léarning bpto the shoulders of students has large and
) : positive implications for educatioh as a ;hqle, as any
£eacﬁer looking at ap'essentially unmotivateq class'will

agree.

H ¢ -

-

Finally, the director of this project %%%hes to thank

the following,  whosé assistance,.cooberaéion, encouragement,

« -

and support:helped maké the projeét a sudﬁessg ,
Mémﬁgfs of the California Stéte gnivensity and Collége®
v . Englishﬁcéﬁncil,Af‘e., the depaftmént épairmen and freshman
Engliéh‘coordinaﬁgks; who gave substantial amounts of time
¢ and,energy‘to the projéct; and partic;larly Dg{ﬂRicha}d Lid,
California State University, Northridge, who served as co-
_diréﬁtor Pg ‘the projéct>‘helping wiEh al% phases of the

W, o .

~

—

LY

¢ scores. <But the sample did show that students passing the
test were performing better than many passing college students.

T 14 .

~

»
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~ the other test officers and assisted the program in many ways.

9.

work and handling with aplomb the tangled prbb%gms”éf

budget, facilities planninngand correspondéﬁce.
~

/

‘Members of the California Ste;e University and,

-

Collegés Epglish Council committee that worked with the
project directors to draw up the questions and grading s

criteria for the essay test: Professor Rex Burbank,

» +

California State University, San Jose; Pfofesso; Michael

Cartwright, Cél%fornia State College, Bakersfield;

@

Professor Will Crockett, California State University, San

A}

Jose; State‘University Dean Gerhard'Friedriﬁﬁ; Professor

il .

I3

:Eileen'Lothamar,.California‘State University, Long Beach;

s
-

‘Professor Bill Leary, &alifbrnia State University, Los

-Angeles..
i

Members of the Chancellor's staff, particularly Dr.

David Provost, State University Dean, New Progrgm Development,
Dr. Jack Smart, Deputy Dean and Dr. David Leveille,
Associate Dean in the same office; Dr. Gerhard Friedrich,

State University Dean, Academic and Resource Planning;

n

Dr. Robert Bess, Director, Academic Projects; Dr. Leon

4

Thomas, Associate Dean, I?stitutional Research; and Mr,

Charles Davis, Public Affairs Associate.

2

Test .0fficers on the nineteen California State

*~

University and College campuses, who undertook unusual

responsibilities for this program, particularly br. William
¢ " ’
‘Abbott and Dr. Righard Cantey at California State
a <

University, Long Beach, who coordinated commupicationé with

* -

v

15




; The staff of the Educational Testing Service,
particulariy Dr. William Cowell, from the Princeton
office, whose statistical assistance was invaluable;

Mr. Alan Seder, from the Berkeley office, whose experience

and- tact were equally invaluable; Dr. Richard Harsh, from®

the Los Angeles office; Dr. Albert Serliﬁg, Program

Director for the College-Level Examination Program in

Princeton, aﬁd his assistant Ms. Betsy Barlow. -

%
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1973 ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY EXAMINATION FACT SHEET

Test Date: T ’ qu 12, 1973

Test Used: ' CLEP Subject Examination, Analysis

and Interpretation of Literature
. . - (90-minutes) in combination with

‘Two 45-minute essay questions
prepared by CSUC English faculty
(90-minutes)

Number of Candidates: 4,071 .
Number Passed: 1,362
Percentage Passed:. ] 33;5%

_Number of Credit, Hours Earned? 8,172

Scoring Data:

4

Minimum Passing Scores: 4

Objective Part:. 45 (CLEP scale) (achieved by 60.3%)

Essay Part: ' 13. (out of a possible 24 points;
equivalent to 48 on the.CLEP
scale.) (achieved by 53.5%)

.

Combined Score: _ 100 (49 objective + 51 essay, each
‘ . on the CLEP scale.) (42.6%
- . achieved 49 or better on the
objective test, and 40.3%
achieved 51 or better on the
essay test.) (153 students
achieved a combined score of
100 or more but did not pass’
because .they did not achieve a;
- " minimum.pass on one of the parts.)

-
Mean, Median, Mode,
Standard Deviation: -
Objective Part:
Mean: 47,448
Mode ' 43.0

Median: 47.149

-t
J




Standard Deviation:
‘Essay Part:

'M;én;

Mode:

Median: .

Standard Deviation:
Combined Score:

Mean:

Mode:

%
2
)

Median: 1
Standard Deviation:

Essay Reading:

-

- Number Qf Readers:

Number of Colleges .
Represented:

.Grading Scale:

" Number of Readings per
Test: f

Total Essay Readings:

Weighting and Scaling:

’

Statistical Data:

Correlation’ between CSUC
Essay and CLEP Objective
Tests:

!

?

120

8.854

47.916
48.0
47.662 .

8.402

95.363
91.0

94.485

'14.869

Kellogg-West Conference Center,

\

June 16-20, 1973°

75 M v

All 19 CSUC campuses

6-point

4 (2 independent readings for
each question; additional
readings to reconcile
discrepant grades)

Approximately 20,000

L
The essay score was converted by the

equipercentile method to the CLEP
scale (20-80), and the scores on
both parts of the examination were

added. Each part received equal
weight. v .
L4777




Reliability:

CLEP Test:
Essay Test:
Composite Score:
Student Profile:
- Test Populafion:
Female:
Male:
Pass Rate:
Female:
Male:
Budget Data:
Allotted b§ State of
California (from New
Program Development

Funds) :

Test Pees-at $15.00
per Student:

Estimated Overhead and
Miscellanecus:Costs
Contributed by
Institutions:

CSU Northridge:
CcSC San Bernardino:

CLEP:

Cost to State of
California per Credit
Hour Earned:

.88

.7183 ¥ ,1802

.88

t .05

2,354, 97.1% age 19 or under

1,702, 97.1% age 19 or under

40.1%

24.3%

$64,003.00

$61,Q65.00

$ 2,000.00
$ 7,715.00

$28,000.00

$ 9.00

(approximately)
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III
ADMINISTRATION OF THE PILOT PROJECT

+

A. Personnel

1. Project Directors. The October 26, 1972 california

State University and Colleges English Council meeting
doncluded with the appointment of Professor Edward M.
Whité, Chairman, Department of English, California
State College, éan Bernardino, as Director of the Test
Program 'for the English-Council. The counéil alsq .
appointed .Professor Richard Lid, then Chairman, Department
of English, éalifornia State University, Northridgg, as

assistant to the Director of the project. As the project

deveioped, Professors White and Lid became co-directors, °

A

-

and?Prqﬁessor Lid assumed responsibilities in the area of
budget}ffaciiities planning, and correspondence.‘ Since

it provedimone flexible to have the program budget
estaglished at the Northridge campus, Professor Lid aiso
assumed supérvision over the project secretarial staff and
the disbursement of funds. | ﬁrofessof White remained
responsible for overall project direction, development of
the test and test grading procedures, and relations with
the Engl;sh Council, the éhancellor's Office, and the -
Educational Testing Se;vice.‘ It proved to be a very . ~
useful divisioq of labor for routine mattéfs;rﬁéwever,ﬂon

all important decisions, the project directors agreed and

worked togethef.




2. Coordinator of Test Administration. A series of

additional appointments were made as the project progressed
and as the need for them became apparent. In January,

it became clear that the administration of the test itself

would require a substantial amount of time, training, and

personal contact. Dr. William Abbott, Test Officer, Cal-
ifornia State University, Long Beach, agreed to act as co-
ordinator of test administration, so that the nineteen sep-

-a

arate test offices which would be -administering the test
on May 12 could have one central location for information
and direction. Dr. Abbott and his very able assistant, Dr.
gi;hard\Cantey, relieved the project directors of an
immense amount of detail work and performed .a valuable
function in the course of the test administration. Cer-
tainly, any administration of ; test on multiple campuses
féquires a similar diligent test officer to coordinate the
activities of the various test administrators.

among the functions th;t the test office performed
are the following: 1) assistance in the preparation of
a memo to all test officers (April 1973) providing basic
information on the test program and_fequesting their |
participétién;;most part%cularly,the immediate Séieéfién
- of test loéqtions-;ﬁ each caméﬁs;mmbeIow—up memos were
sent on May 8, 1973 and June 10, 1973; 2) assistance
in the preparation of thef%ggt registration

21
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form, and communication with the various test officers on
proper ways to handle that form: 3) coordination and direction
oé all test materials in cooperation with the Educational
Testing Service office in Berkeley; 4) preparation of a
Ees; manual "for all test officers and proctors, in co—‘
operétion with the Educational Testing Service, Princeton;
5) accumulation of information about the administration of
the test for use by the project directors shortly after
the administration; the California State University, Long
Beach Test Office made approximately 200 telephone calls
in connection with the project; 6) assistance in determing
the statistical procedurés to be used in combining scores

and finding cutting scores.

3. Statistician. As the test date approached, it

became necessary to make several additional administrative

appointments. Happily for the project, Dr. William Cowell,

_formerly Statistical Analyst for Advanced‘Placement, was

méée available to the projeck (at no cost) by the
EducationalJTesting Service. Dr. Cowell was doubly useful
to the project, which he served as Chief Statisticién.

His extensive experience with statistics in testing enabled
the project directors to make wise choices on some diffi-
cult statistical is;ues, most particularly the problem

of combining essay and objeétive test scores and the
problem of establishing fair cutting scores. In addigion,

the fact that Dr. Cowell was not only a participant but

b
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also an outside-observer helped to give the entire pro-
ject additional credibility. It should be pointe(‘out

that Dr. Cowell always functioned as an advisor to the
project directors and to the State University Test Officers
with whom the responsibilities for making decisions always
rested.

-

4, Essay Question Leaders. As the essay test began to

be developed, it became clear that question leaders for
éachaof the two eséay questions would be essential, if

the questions were to be created and graded according to

the best available procedures. After considerable .
consﬁltétion, both within and outside the State of (
Califqrnia, the following two appointments were made:

1) Dr. Rex Burbank, Professor of English, California

State University, San Jose; 2) Dr. Gerhard Friedrich,

State University Dean,'Academic and Resource Planning.

~

‘Each of these professors of English has had over a
decade of experience\participaFing in controlled eésay
readings run by the Advanced Placement Program. The
professional competence‘and experience of the twn .
question leaders were critically imbortant to the swccess
of the test program. Their ;espoﬁsibillties were:

1) participate in the development of'épe two essay
questions; 2) evaluate the fesults of the pre-test of
these egsay'quesgions and*report to the project ‘directors

with sugg'stions for revision: 3) assist in the selection

of table leaders .ahd essay readers: 4) develop statements
N ’

H . - 2;"*
(9}
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. \"m
for graders describing the critéria for grading; 5) select
20 to 30 saﬁple'student essays for discussion by the
graders during the course of the reading and direct these
discussions; 6) maintain supervisory control over the five
table leaders and 30 to 35 essay readers in each question
room during the reading of the essays; 7) Eonsult with the
project directors during the reading on the schedule and
overall adminisfratiqn of the reading;_B):particiQate in
‘ the decisions on cutting scores; 9) prepare a final
report on}their responsibilities during the reading,
particularly with regard fo the kinds;of distinctions that
were made among the essays writte; by the students.

5. Aides. Finally, as the date of the essay reading in
June approached, it becgme necessary to éppoint a staff to
insure tha;.the test papers and othé; supplies were moved
accordipg to plan from reader to reader. AéceringlyL a
staff of 15 to 20 student aégistanfs was selected for our
use By Dr. James Wafe; Chairman, Debartﬁent of. English,

-~

Caliﬁqrnia State Polytechnic University, Pomona, a two:
‘chief aides were selected to supervise the studerft aides
in their duties in the two question rooms and el§éwhere
during the reading. The chief aides‘were Ms: Linda Snyder,
English Department secretary, California State College,

San Bernafﬁino, and Ms, Mary Reynolds,fan English départ—
ment secretary, California State Universfty, Northridge.

Ms, Reynolds also doubled &s project secretary before,

during and after the reading, a second and fulltime

.o N
- >
24~
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g !
job in itself. (It would have been preferable to have

the project secretary remain in charge of secretarial
¢
duties during the reading, and have a-separate person

Y

acting as chief aide in charge of the student aides

during the reading.)

At the inception of the project, the project directors
wére insufficiently aware of the e;traordinany complexity
of ‘a large testing program, particularly one that included
the creatiql, administration and grading of an essay test.
Fortunately, however, as the progect developed and new
areas'of respon51blllty emerged, 1t was p0551ble to find
extraordinarly well qualified people who were w1f11ng to
assume responsibility for these areas and accomplish the
necessary tasks in these areas with efficiency and
responsibility. Without their assistance the project
could not have succeeded. Certainly, anyone undertaking
to direct such a program in the future should be well
aware of the specialized help he will need.

B. Meetings and Decisions

Beginning in October 1972, a series of meetings and
conferences, sometimes as often as twice weekly, began .
among the projett direotors and a group of consultants.
Out of these meetings a series of decisions emerged
which refined and developed the ideas contained in the
Engllsh Council report of October 1972 (See Appendix) .

The personnel and location of these meetlngs changed

according to the agenda, but the following consultants
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made themselves available for meetings at which their

special expertise would be useful: . ‘ .

n~

From the Chancellor's Office: Dr. David, Provost, State

University Dean, New Program Development and Evaluation: Dr.

L3S

v

John Smart, Deputy Dean, New Program Development énd Eval-

uation: Dr, David Leveille, Aésociate-Dean, New Program

Development and Evaluation; br. Robert Eess, Director, o .
Academic Projects; Dr. Gerhard Friedrich, State University

Dean, Academic and Resource Planning; Mr, Charles Davis,

-

Public Affairs Associate, Public Affairs.

L4

From the Eduthional Testing Service: Dr. Albert
Serling, Program Pirecto;, College-Level Examination Pro-
gram¢ Dr, Alan Sede%, Program Coordinator, Beérkeley: Dr.
Riéhard Harsh, Director of the Los Angeles cffice; Dr.

William Cowell. - . o

»

The project diréctdréwweienglﬁgyémﬁfégéﬁEf"fépfe§$nt= .

ing the English departments; as the essay test g&gan to

be-dzﬂéiopéd Drs. Friredrich and Burbank, along with other
expe ienced“English department representatives from the

“various campuses, attended several meetings. In addition,

A

the project director was invited to spend several days at

the Educational Testing Service office in Princeton, New

Jersey tc consult with the various offices and personnel < -

who have been planning and administering controlled essay

<

readings for the Advanced Placement program for many years.,

.While some of the decisions that emerged from these . »

3
<

advisory meetings may have been approPriate only for. thik W

~ 4
4 i
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decided to offer the test on each of the nineteen campuses

. is'by far the best way to proceed,

Ll

b}

#3 .
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particular testing program, it is likely that the issues[
{ .

and the way they were resolved will be useful as a rdf- »

erence for similar programs in various. other states and
N

:. . . v
under various other conditions. Thus, a summary of pro-

blems and decisions follows: o

%

1. Single Closed Administration. Since we were to give’

an essay test and to publicize the test very widely, it!
v - . ” “(.’ : -
was necessary for security of the test to administer the

test only once. Thug, we could not use the'"open" Coliege—
. } .
4, . : .
Level Examinaiion Program centers in the state for our

4

1 P

v

purposes, since they offer tests monthly; we-needed to
4 % ]
¢ Y .
establish ohe closed administration of the test. We thus

»

’

of the California State University and College'syétem on May.l2.

L

‘tain complete tontrol over, all processes of the test admin-
istration and insure that test materials, including over
4,b00 essay examinations, arrived at the p*oéer place at

v 2
the proper time to be prepared for thegrading session.

.There were a few complaints from students who could not ' -

~

take the test the one day it was'offered, but the many advan-
a 1]

-

tages of a sin@leoclosed administration of this sort of

-

4

. test' became apparent véry quickly. ‘Our conclusion was that
- 1 4 .

»

under similar circumstances a single closed administration

¢

This decision worked out very well, We were able to main-
|
|
\
|
|
|

' N - 1" . )
2. Location. Sincé the California State Univérsity and
College system was sponsoring this particular test, we 4 '
- .

» - ~ A [Add M .
. “'
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decided that the test centers s?ould be at:each of the '
P

nineteen campuses in the system rather than at various
t © ’

CLEP -centers around the state. This decision .worked very

v -

well also. The test was clearly and publicly a Galifornia
s &

State University an% Cofleges tesSt, not an ETS operation,

and the test program redounded }o the éredit of the Cal-

ifornia State ﬁniversity,gnd Colleges system. In addition, ’ .
we’néededhto deal only with California® State University
and® Colleges test offigers,hinstead of the Qariety.of
personnel who are directing CLEP centers in various l&ca—
tigns around the state. A few difficulties did agise: at
the fomona é%ﬁpus, there was a conflict with a large a2

campus actjvity, and only with some difficulty were facil- .
Jvity y y

ities found £6r the test. On a few other qampuse$.¢hgre was

kd -~

-

an uncomfortable moment or two, as enrollments for the test”

began to accumulate anq facilities were limited. We did -

make plans to re-direct students, in case some campus

[y

facilities were over-taxed, but in no case did it become

¢
+

.-
. : Ed
necessary. The test officers pﬁ?eaqh~campu§ were coopera-

tive and wholly competent to arfaﬂée for the machiner& of

test taking at each of ‘their .locations. .

3. Day of Test. We had originally thought that a-Thurs-

- ~

day might be more appropriate than a Saturday,.since some
- \ L3 * L

students may have religious objections to being tested on -

Saturday, or be otherwise unavailable on a weekend. These ’

[y
~ -

;easoﬂs were counterbalanced by a possible shortage of

seats available for testing on a Thursday,when classes are

5 4
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in session, and by the need for high school students to

ohtain special permission to take a testﬂat‘collége on a

school day. We decided therefore to offer the test on a

=

\ £
Saturday, and that decision appears to have been wise. We

o -

heard no -complaints whatsoéver from students on religioﬁsﬂ

grounds, and the test officers found themselves much more

»

able to deal with problems of administ@a&ion on a Saturday.

4, Date of. Test. After careful consultation with repre-

sentétives from the Educational Testing Service, the test

date selected was Saturday,,Mé§ 12, 1973. It was necessary

fb check ,carefully to avoid conflicts with other examin-

ations £he same étudehts might wisQ to take. We were par-~

ticularly careful to avoid conflict with Advanced Place—y-
. e

ment, since we suspected there would be students desiring

to take both of ghése tests.

5. Time of ‘Day. After considerable discussion, it was

decided to offer the examination from '10:00-12:00 hoon -

~
and from 1:30-3:30 p.m. ‘There was some opinion that the

test should be given in one block of time, say from 9:00-

12:30 p.m. Such an arrangement may well have been more
convenient for some students and pfoctors, but we decided

on the later starting time in order to_help students who.
= ‘ »

would have'tg travel long distances; and we decided to

break for lunch between the objective and essay tests, so

. B . e
that studentd would be reﬁreéhed and thus ready to write
& on -

Pl P . Fd \\‘\ : .
bétter essays. (The test ‘officers' were instructed to pay .

»

proctors on the basis of a single test session, even though

2
.
4
29
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it was divided by a lunch break, which resolved one diffi-

cult problem in ‘payment of proctors.) On the whole this de- ;

<

cision pfoved to be syccessful, but there were problems.
Sdmé;students showgd up for one session or the other, in-
stead of for both, though that may in part have been
attributable to an unfortugéte tyéographical error which

aﬁpeared at one point in the registration form. A future

administration should make clear that’attendance at both

¢

parts of the examination is required in order for the exam-
14

ination to be considered. At least one campus took advantage

<

of the lunch-break to show some hospitality to the students

~

on campus, offéring,them free soft drinks,to go witlr their

~ . —
-

bag lunghes. An enterprising Tampus, seeking to recruit

v

unusually:able students, could well offer the students

I3

additional hoépitaiity, It is, of course, impossible to *
. > R .’ ‘ .

say how much the break between sections influenced_the -
overall quality of the .essay test, which was very high. R -

6. Proctors. Eacﬁﬁof the nineteen test offices desig-= P
nated a person to act as chief proctor on that campus and
the chief proctor appointed sufficient assistant proctors
to administer th; examination in accordance with normal
ETS procedures. The coordinatiog and direction of these
personnel were carried out efﬁiciently through the California .

State University Long Beach” test office. g

7. Payment of Proctors. Honoraria were paid to. the

California State University and Colleges institutions by

CLEP according to its regular honoraria schedule. These

A ]
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fees were part of the $15 test.fee baid by .each student and
proved adequate to support the expenses of administering
the entire examination. ETS would have been willing to

send a single check for proc£oring to‘the directgrs of the
proaram, who would then pay the various test officesf But
this idea was rejected as unnecessarily compl{cated. Each
test office submitted to ETS its roster of students taking *

the test, énd ETS‘sent checfg to the individual test offices .
on each campus. ‘Though there was some small delay in receiv-

ing payment; the test offices foﬁnd—this arfangement satis-

factory.

8. Movement of Test Materials. This very complicated

-

matter was handled with great efficiency through the ETS

LR

office in Berkeley, under the direction of Alan Seder of
that office. All test materials were received in the Ber-

keley office in ample time so that they could be sent from

~

Berkeley to.the test centers 10 days|before the administra-
tion of the test. By .that time each test office knew the -

number of registrants and had reported ;hat information to
s

~

the test office at California.State University,Long Beach;

sent to Berkeley from Northridge, and the special test man-

. «

ual had been printed and delivered. Mr. Seder included an

#

|
dlso by that time the essay questions had been printed and

|

|

|

|

overage of 15 percent to accomodate f%te registrants, and

L

‘all materials were geceived by the.test centers in ample

time. At the conclusion of the test, the essay examinations oo

I3
-

were mailed to Northridge by each test center; the objec-

31
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tive tests, answer sheets, and all other materials were re-

turned to Princeton.. Tﬁere were no mix-ups in the delivery of *©

material, and the ohly difficulty was the late mailing to

-Prindetgn‘frbm several of the test offiges, which failed to

get the, materials in ‘the mail, in some cases, until Wednes-
day or Thursday of the week aftér the test. Nonetheless, ali
answer sheetgg;ere handled by the Princeton ETS computer
according to schedule) and the objeétive score feport was in
the hands  of the administrators of fﬁe program in time for
the essay reading. - ) . ‘:

9. Closing Date and Late Registration. The announced .

closing date, by which time all régistration forms were to

"be in the hands of test officers, was April 27, two full weeks

s

before the test date:'The test officers did, howéver, agpep?
registfations up to wiFhin a few aays qf the test at their’
discFetion. The established.closing date worked very well

to provide us, with the necessary information about the amount
o} test materials‘to have available at each test center.
There were few enough late registrants so that they caused
nouparticula} problem, and we received no complaints from

test officers about this procedure.

10. Test Manual. The original plan to adapt a CLEP. test

manual, with a small supplement of our own, became imprac-

tical as we discovered the many differences between our test
and usual CLEP procedures. It was thus decided to prepare

a test manual specifically for our test administration. With

o

the advice and cooperation of Alan Seder, in Berkeley, and

¥ 13

.
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Ms. Be%sy;Barlow, in Princeton, who bore particular re-
sponsibility for the preparation éf the Fest manual, this
manual- was prepared, approved, and printed in time to he ,
délivered to the test centers with the test materials. Dr.
Ricﬁard Cantey, of the California State University, Long
Beach, test office, took particular responsibility for over-
seeing production of this manual. The preparation éf a test .-
s

manual should be ¢onsidered as one of the specdial respon-

sibilities of the coordinator of test administration; and

© it would be well to prepare this manual well in advance, so

that thé condition of urgenéy which prevailed duringsthe
last few days of production in 1973 neqd not occur.

11l. Test Form. Dr. Albert Seriing, Program Director for
CLEP, gave instructions that the particular foff of the CLEP
Subject Examination, Analysis and Interpretation of Literature,

which would be used in the May 12 test program, not be offered

in the state of California through the regular CLEP test

"centers. This was .a wise precautionary move to insure the

security of the test program.

12. Registration Form. We could not use the standard CLEP
- . p
Registration-Information form, since it asked for information

of no use to us, and failed to provide the necessary in-
formation” for students taking the examination. The produc-

tion of a new registration form absgrbed a considerable por-
<
tion of the energies of the test administrators, and became

the major vehicle of information about the test throughout .

¢

the state. Since the form needed to be printed in great

- !
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haste in order for the publicity program to get under way,
it was not possible to use the Office of the State Printer
to prepare the form, and one unfortunate typographical error K
did apésar in tpe final‘printed copy. Nonetheless, an.
excellent printing job was done by the Franklin Press in San-
Bernardino, and almost 60,000 copies of Ehe form were dis-~
tributed throughout the state. A repaat’of the testing pro-
= gram needs to insure that the registration form be prepared~
well in advance, thoroughly and carefully.
C. The Objective Test
‘The 1972 report on equivalency testing pfésentaa tha \
arguments for Ehe use of the particular objective test that
was used in the test administration May 12, 1973, and there
is no need to review those argumegts here. The California
State University and Colleges English Council agreed En
October 1972 that the CLEP Subjact Examinafion, Analysis and
Interpretation of Literature, was the most appropfiate ob-
jective test availabie at that time for freshman>Eng— ;
:lish equivalency. This test is basically a good reading
test: it contains approximately 100 multipla choice ques-
;ionsk all of them based on passages supplied Jn the tﬁst.
The passages are selected so that no previous experience w1th
them or knowledge of their background is required to answer

the questions, and the passages are taken from 19th and 20th

centhry American literature and from each of the major periods

of English literature from the Renaissance to the present,
L4

The results of the test show that this objective test was




|
-

appropriate for the test groué; and served, effectively to
make distinctions between fkosg with college-level skills
in reading literature and those without such skills. At the
same time the correlation coefficient between the objective
and the essay test (.477)’fhows that a substantial portion
of what was. tested in the objective test was not tested by
the essay portion. Further evidence of the validity of the
objectiVe test appears.when wé notice that each essayaques—

tion correlated more highly with the objective test*than with
f

the other portion ‘'of the essay test.

1

There can be no question about the use of objective

- Y

testing in large scale Engiish equivalency tests; an ob-

jective test is essential. This particudar ohjective test

worked very well ang may be wofth uéing again for that very
> _ reason. The major ogjection to the use of this test relates

to the nature of the freshman English course itself. In

-

many cases, essay writing in freshman English uses litera-

ture as its subject. In the May, 1973, test, since half

7

of the total examination, the QO-minute'objective test, was

-

a test on the reading of liﬁerature, it was felt necessary

-

) that essays be written on non-literary topics. If a good

objective writing test that would not be based upon an

ability.to read litérature were.to be used, it would then

be possible to give an essay test on literature; such an '

essay test would strike many English professors as still —

more valid than the 6ne given in 1973,

A new objective CLEP Subject Examination in, freshman | -

’ . ~ e
. . - H
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English is now available.” If this new test is used’ for the

.

1974 examination, it would make it possible for the essay

-

s ) )
test, in 1974, to-be about literature. The statistics avail-

able from ETS on this new test indicate that it accurately

reflects achievement in freshman English courses in a wide
variety of institutions, including several in the California
. State University and Colleges system. But the administrators ~ -

of the 1974 test will need to decide whether a new objective

Ed

test, which allows them to use an essay test on literature,

is worth using, when the available statistics from 1973 show o

e
-

that the CLEP Subject Examination, Analysis and Interpretation
of Literature, accurately measures important aspects of

' freshman English skills.

-~ S

” Meanwhile the Advanced Placement Program has shown con-

i

' siderable interest in the California State University and
Colleges English Equivalency'Test, and the College Entrance
" Examination Board is considering possible revisions in the

Btructuré of its several college equivalency programs. e

Certainly, the administrators of the 1974 examination T
i
need to consider all available instruments before a decision

is made about which objective test to use.

-~

D. The Essay Test ] -
1. Format. It was decdided that the essay examination would-

be 90-minutes long and be weighted equally with the 90 minutes

1 N

of objective testing. There 'was considerable discussion of

weighting the results differently, but there were as many
. . .
‘arguments for weighting the essay more heavily than the

|
i objective test, as there were for weighting the objective ,

Q ~
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test more heavily than the essay. It was finally the.con-
sensus of all those involved that the tests should be of

the same length and should receive equal weight. Various

- ways of distributing the 90 minutes of essay testing time

. *

were discussed, and at first it was proposed that three
30-minute essays be used, each essay to receive one reé@ing:
After further copside:atioh and discussion, it was decided
to:give the“students,longer‘time to reply to two different
questions, and, thus,'to require two 45-minute questions.

If each of the two questions received two independent read--
iﬁgs, it seemed apparent that thg‘reliability of reading
would be increased énd that a more fair score would be ob-
tained. vThus,‘Ehe test was made up of two 45-minute ques-
tions, each testing differént kinds -of skills, It was.also
decided that the time limitation would be enforced $o that
graders would be evalhéting comparable effort; -after 45
minutes, question one Qould be collected and qu?stion two
diétributed. .

2. Creation of the Essay Test. Early in the planning the.

decisian was made to create our own essay test, and not use

’ . a
the litefary topics provided with the CLEP Subject Exam- K
ination, Analysis and fnterpretation of Literature. Since
éO minutes of objective testing were gn literature, .and since
most freshman English courses in fact reéuire writing on
many subjects besides literature, it seemed fa&f‘to proyide

non-literary tOpics for the essay test., Once the decision was

3»; .
‘ = '
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- Tk .
made to create our own essay test, it was necessary to

decide precisely.what kinds of skills we were seeking to
test, so that we could examine those ‘skills. This task ’
was accomplished by a committee that met for a full day

with the project Qirectors and the question leaders. (See

»

Chapter 1, page 9 for the members of that committee.)

After prolonged‘discussion, the committee decided to

test on the first question the student's ability to des-

cribe an obiect frém persoﬂgl experience and his capacity >V

to move from description to abstraction. The second ques- : P

AN ‘

tion would ask for a response to two short passages, and

>

demand the ability to respond incisively tc others! ideas,
fhé assumption was that eséaYS emerging from personal ex-
perience call for qu1te ‘different kinds of wrltlng skllls
than essays comparing and contrastlng quotations; both kinds
of questions are common in freshman English courses. (This
assumption was born out by éhe results; the correlation ’ .
of question 1 éo question 2 was only .36élo This relative-
ly low correlation, despite the very high reliability co-
efficient of readers for the same question, supports the
sophisticatibn of the essay reading, which cleér}y did «

not give a high priority to elementary matters such as

spelling, which may be presumed to be constant on both

.

essays.) ) . ) .
. X ‘

3. Grading System. After considerable‘discussion of the

various grading scales that have been'used in the past,

‘it was decided that grading woula proceed on a 6-point’

3. o
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scale, ranging from 1 (lowest) to 6 (highest). The 6- S
point scale was chosen because it liberated readers from

conventional A, B, C, D, and F grading pattern, and, hence,

l‘ L

would make.them morealikély to abide by group standards,

“

and béqause the 6-point °*scale containg no middle score.

The graders are_ forced to decide between a paper that is

¢ -

in the top half (4,5,6) and,, thus, a passing one, or in the

bottom half (1,2,3) and, thus, fdiling. The 6-point scale

-

- 9
is really a pass/fail scale, and the basic decision is
between a.middle pass (5) and a middle fail (2); since

an equivalenc§~test renders a pass/fail decisibn, the 6-
3 * . * .
point scale was more appropriate than any scale that con-

tained a middle score., At the same time, simpler versions .

of the pass/fail (a’ 2- or 4-point scale) seemed to allow

.

insufficient scope for student variation, The results of

. -

* the use of the 6—pd&nt scale were very satisfactory, and

¢ AN .
we recommend that such a scale be used for such tests in

i

the futuxe. When the four grades were added, the lowest

possible score.for a paper that respofaed to'both ques-

LY

tions was a ,four, and ige highest was a 24. The results

+ of this}scale are set out in considerable detail below.’ .

.

All t?é% need be said here is that the 6-point scale work- . BN

ed very well for the purposes of "this examinatién and

hd .

. allowed us to make the distinctions that were needed with -
confidehce.

4, Question 1. The following question was-distributed

©

to all students:




e
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“Many obsetvers of our soci€ty claim that modern man, im- |,

mersed in materialism, is 'owned by his objects.' Yet many
of us have objects that we treasure not just for their ma-

terial value but for a variety of other reasons.r AsSignment:

Describe one or mcre objects which agé“important to you. o 3
. E:qﬂif:~zfat values they represent and comment on those y
t
- value ' g - . ,
The following directions for scoring were distributed to . . e

all readers engaged in the grading of questién 1l:

"The student shouldnbe rewarded for what he doeg well: in

.
response

describe
gescrloe

asked to
on thodse

to the question. Here the student is asked to
one or more objects important tc him.
exEl;in what values they r%presené and to comment

values. He is told to think about the question and

“ ~

He is further

to plan his response. .

"Note that the question does not demand

objects be unusual ones.

"Essays which misinterpret 'objects' as

which deal mainly w1th generalized abstractions

God),
dinarily .not receive above 2,

5 .
that the object or

1

'objectives,' and

(llfe o

should be read sympathetically, but they should or- "

51nce_they fail to under-

stand and properly respond to the quest;on.

-
>

"Possible 'Scores:

6 . A superior

object but describe -them in somé detail,

response will not just name one’ or more

» ‘

.

and it will

, not just identify the values represented but—explaln
and ‘comment on thenm, the;r nature and their source.

A superior paper will De literate and orderly.

«

These scores v*ll be useful for a well-handled papef

which -is def1c1ent in one or twe characteristics of

the superior responsé, i.e. in description’of the
4
object or objects and in explanation of the values

‘represented, but which is otherwise ‘competently written. . ' {

. ‘
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3-2 These scores will be useful for the following kinds |

(4 e 1

£ : . .
of papers: /

—-those in which only one part,of the two- part questxo%

N O
.

is addressed -

. . -—those 1n‘wh1ch the representativeness of specific’

objects is igrored;

» --those which treat the subject in superficial or “7

stereotyped fashion;A ,
--those in which' the writing‘exhibits several weak-

nesses, in wording and otheﬂnrespecté.
. . L

+1 This score is to be used for papers which are lack-
ing in focus and substance, depart from the assigned

t« pic, and/or-:exhibit serious wrlthg faults.

* Non-response papers and papers which do not fall into
the fdbregoing categories, exten51vely argue with the
question, or are otherwise idiosyncratic, should

. . immediately be brought to the attention of the table.

reader and the -question leader."

PO I
.
-

..y

The following report was prepared by, Dean Gerhard Friedrich,

question leader for the first questicn:

~

! . SUMMARY REPORT ON QUESTION #1l

For the first, experimental administration of a system-
wide equ1valency test in Freshman English,-it was, decided
to employ a ninety-minute comp051tlon portion con51st1ng
of two dlstlnct writing tasks. The first essay question
would be relatlvely open-ended, permitting the candidate |
to start wkiting without any "hang-ups'; the second essay
question would be more structured, requiring the candidate
to Beal with a given subject. : i )
A Rlannihg committee called by the co- ~directors considered-
‘a variety of test questlons. Two were eventually selected
for careful rewriting;’ pretesting, and further refinement.
A special effort was made to assure “that the phrasing of
-the questions would be absolutely clear, with the practices
of the Advanced Placement English examlnatlon as a guide.
Pretest responses from students in comparable California

-

‘ R 1
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State University and Colleges classes were reviewed to
determine the actual. ‘'suitability of the proposed essay
questlons and particularly the wordlng of the instructions.
The entire compos1tlon portion was . then administered to a
larger sample of California State University and Colleges
students; -hopefully for norming, purposes.

After the candidates' essay. booklets had been received
.from the test centers, the two questioh leaders read a
large number of responses from all the test centers and
selectedl sample essays ‘illustrating the range of perfor-
mances to be identified, from excellent to incompetent.

It was -decided to employ a 6-point scale, .with scores of
6, 5 and 4. indicating degrees, of creditable performance,
and scores of 3, 2 and 1 degrees-of deficiencies in terms
of college-level composition. Both.guestion leaders par-
ticipated, immediately before the reading. of the English
Equivalency Test at Kellogg-West, in the Advanced Place-
ment English’ reading at Rider College and spent consider-
#ble time in drawing up "rubrics," i.e. guidelines or
criteria for-scoring essay responses in accordance with'
Advanced Placement models. Copies of the final version of
Question #1 and of-the instrugtions to readers of Question
#1 responses are attached for reference.

All readers of the candldates’ compos1tlons were drawn

.from among'the English faculties of the nineteen campuses

in The California’ State University and Colleges. Readers
were divided into groups of six or seven, each with an
experienced table leader. The table leaders for each
question were brought together in a pre-reading session to
harmonize grading standards -on the basis of a representa-
tive sampleggf papers previousily selected. Subsequently,
together wifh" their question leader, they similarly in-
structed their respective readers. Cons1stency of standards
was further ensured by having the table, leaders regularly
double-check scorés assigned by readers:; readers were'also.
encouraged to confer with their table leaders on any

scorinfy problems. Question leaders in turn double-checked
the scores assigned by table leaders, and from time to

time throughout the yeading polled the entire group on
additional sample papers. In this way, a workable con-
sensus was -rather easily achieved and maintained. In the
relatively few, instances in which the scores assigned 'to a
Question #l ‘egsay.were at least two points apart, the essay -
‘received a thit¥d reading, followed by discussion and appro- .
priateyédjustments. I o . .

. -

it shouldlbe nted that the readlng of Question #l essays
was both fair- m1ndedly—respbns1ble and very efficient..
-Readers took the task of assigning appropriate scores
seriously and managed to read more* essays per day than

had been anticipated. The candldates' compositional abilkities

i . 4N
. 3 e
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The following student responses to, Question #l were sample

-

covered.an amq21ngly wide range, from brilliant to illiter—

ate, and in most instances the readers of the same composi-

tion a551gned identical scores. Moreover, in many instances

a candjidate performed at the same level in response to

both essay questions..Howevel, there were.also striking .
exceptions, when no correlation was apparent between a -
candidate's responses to the two essay questions, nor be- .
tween the essay portlon and the performance on the objectlve -
test. > .

. ) @ * . <
Attached are examples of candidates' responses to Question

#1, illustrating the variety of objects chosen as well as

the scored levyels of performance.

s N -

v

. : . Gerhard Friedrich "
. June 30, 1973 : -

papers used during the reading ‘to illuétrate‘the grades on

L%

=&
the 6-point scale: ) .

% el

SCORE OF ONE ’ : .

¢

"I am going to write on some object which are pretty im-
portant to me. The first would be my religon because F think
I should put my faith in something other than 'man', and,
worldly goods. I also believe that I as a person have that -
right to look forward to something higger and better in life,
I an live life better day by\day. This is important because .
I'm a person .who doesn't like to have things cramed down
my throat then  expected to- digest it easily. I feel I have!
the right tc choose who and what I believe in, without some-
one handing me 2 alternatlves to chose from. I want to
choose freely on my dwn will and judgement. I feel that I R
am old enough to choose and have 'free choice'. Another -
object or value which is important to me is my 'Freedom'.
I like to do what I like, go where I want, see what I want,
to a point where I .do not interfer with another persons
'Freedoms. " My whole life is based on what I can do for me

"and other people.- Without this freedom I could not serve.
.to the best of my ability my fellow man. I couldn't put

forth 100% because I would be restricted to do only certain
things. Therefore, without my religon and freedom to do

what-I want I should have never have been born and with. out
these two basics of life I do not see how any man can live.

" So I have told you two of my basic values, again they are

'Freedom to choose my own rellgon' and ba51cAFreedom to live
an everyday life.”

S




. our horizons for we can meet new people, go new places.

‘ SCORE OF TWO, . '
]

~ "Heat, exhaust, fumes, burning rubber and smoke are all
caused by a remarkable invention that. has spured our society 4
into belng one of the most materialisgic in this mdédern age.
Our soc1ety today depends on the car for transportation, We
overlook the bad side of this invention for all the wonder—
ful 'things the car has done for.us. )

No longer are people confined to one small region for

their entire lives. Trips to the coast or, to a distant city
for a day are not unheard of now. It has actually broadened

People we haven't seen in along time are in easy reach.

Working days are shortened with the use of the, car. In-
stead of walking many miles to work, it provides fast and
easy transportation on highways. T

Status is related to owning a car. Some people seem X
to feel that” the bigger a car is, the better it is., Socio-
economic status is based on the number of high value mater-
ialistic things we own. Having four or five cars in a family
tends to raise a famg\y s status.

Cars come in all'shapes and sizes. Big or-small we can J
find one that fits the needs of evkrybody. Campact, economy
and luxary cars are priced to fit people with even low in-
come budgets as well as high.

There is a limit that people using cars must draw, Ex-
cessive use of a car can damage our enviornment. Taking. a .
car into high mountain area can damage or even ruin flora
and fauna. Pollution from cars cannot be stopped unless all
cars are banned.

With all the good and bad sides to cars, which way
can, we turn? Cars can be used for destructive purposes as
well as useful, meaningful reasons." .

.
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SCORE OF THREE

"Bear-Bear" .

“Blue body with a white tummy and round black eyes,,

soon to be loved. This poor little teddy bear went through

so much just for me.
When I came home after my birth, I had 2 sisters and

a strange new friend waiting for me. My sister Monnie Leigh

had a teddy bear placed in my crib. They tell me I actually

giggled when I first saw my teddy bear. . .
Well day$ went on and after countless washings, due to

being thrown-up on or thrown into the toilet, my little teddy

bear had seen his last day with those round black eyes. Yes, |

[
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my little teddy bear needed some new eyes and blue buttons
seemed perfect. After all, blue eyes match a blue body!

Monnie Leigh .decided, one day, that she would* teach
me how to say Teddy Bear. It was a noble effort on her

‘part even though all I could repeat was Bear! The Teddy
bear still didn't-have a name. .

The next day when I was in the llVlng room, I realized
that my. teddy ‘bear wasn't around. With the terrlfylng
thought that he might be goéne, my tiny voice plped up with:
'‘Bear-Bear, Bear-Bear!'

There was no mistaking what I wanted. Now that he had
a name, Bear-Bear would never be more than|a helping hand
away.

I never really pondered on why I kept/ Bear-Bear all
these years. It's 51mple - I love him and [I'll keep him
many more years I imagine. Bear-Bear will/always mean love,
security, and friendship. Perhaps .that's why I choose my
friends carefully and value their love so greatly. My
friends have been wonderfully good to-me (and vise-versa)
since .the very first time my giggle said 'Hi, let's be
friends!' "

SCORE OF FOUR

! "At this point in life, I don't have many objects
which I value a great deal. The few things I do value have
a .sentimental value rather than a monatery value.

The first objects I value are trophies I won diving.
They have a very deep sentimental value to me because it was
my rieward for the hours and years I practiced, working for
a goal. When I look at my trophies on the shelf I think of
all the joys.I felt at winning and alsotthe heart break of
losing. I think of the self-control and self- dlsc1p11ne I
gained at going.to practice each day while my friends were
at the beach. ThlS right now, is very important to me.
These trophles have no real monetery value or sentimental
value to anyone but me because only I. earned these trophies
*and only I cherish them. -

Another object which I value is a ring I rec1eved from
my grandmother. This ring is also a sentlmental object tor
me. I recieved it'after she passed away and sé it is my
rememberance of her. This ring also has monetery value. It
is a gold ring with a small diamond in it.< Others would
- value it because of it's worth but my family and I are
the only ones who value it for a sentimental reason.

My next valuable object is my wallet. My value on my
-wallet is very sentimental. In it, it contains all my
pictures of friends and experlences which I have gone
through. If someone stole my wallet or 'I lost it, I would “
rather lose my money than some of the pictures inside.
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Maybe this is because I am not overflowing with money at
the moment but right now my pictures come over my money.
. ' My last valuable is a watch I received at Christmas
from my boyfriend. This is very important to-.me because it
is from him. I have had watches before from my parents
and_ they ‘really didn't have very much sentimental value to
them. But'my watch contains many memories and I would really
be upset if.I misplaced it. Just like the ring, it is val-

> ’ uable to others because 'of the.cost but to me it is the
person who it signifies. , )

_These are my most valuable objects and it isn't be-
cause of the amount of money they're worth but instead for
the sentimental value of them. I don't really own anything
excessively expensive so I really don't value many things
for they're value in money."

-

SCORE OF FIVH

"As I look_ back on my life, the'object that I place -

A the most value oﬁﬂgs the house that I grew up in. For six- .

- teen years I walked through its doors and lived in its rooms.’
That house became a part of me. .

Now, almost nineteen years old, it stands in a middle-
class suburb of Los Angeles. The surrounding streets are
lined with well-kept homes and neatly-trimmed yeards.

Children that I don't know play baseball on the
avenue, and cars that I don't recognize fill the driveways.

° My dear house is in an alien world both to me and to it.

My family took pride in that home. We bought it new,

»~ put in all the landscaping, and made it a beautiful place
s 'to live. In all the years we lived there, I never once
took its loveliness for granted. I would sit and look at
it and know what a wonderful home we had. \
. That long avenue was my world. Little playmates
moved in and out of the other houses, but I was the stable
" one. I didn't believe we would ever leave our home.

That building saw my first step, heard my first word,
and watched me fall off of my first bicycle. It stood by
when I was sick and was. there for all the happy moments
too. It became more like a person, part of the family.

Leaving it all alone for new people to run about in

0 -was néxt to impossible. Is it as lonely as I am?
Our new house is bigger and more modern than that .
one was. Still, this makes no difference. It will never
iy be home. "

Y
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SCORE OF SIX

"We have in our living room a music box, which for
three generations has given pleasure to the eyes and ears
of my family. It stands about a foot high-and measures
about two feet in length and width. Excep<;for a spray of
flowers carved on its face, the outside is uhadorned. In-
side, pasted to the lid, is a turn-of-the-century litho-
graph of a pair of plump cherubs. There is a.set of tin
records perforated here and there, that goes with the
musdc box. It is run by winding it up and releasing the
spring. Its tunes are datéd; 'My Gal Is A High-Born Lady'
and 'I Guess.I'll Telegraph My Baby', haven't been among
the top ten for quite a while, but this does nothing to
lessen the enjoyment they give. .

My grandfather was the first to own the music box,

He traded a horse-for it and presented the mu51c box to

my grandmother as a gift. They had been married for only
six months. At first it was a very big deal. A music box .
in a Nebraskan farming town can cause quite a commotion,

but as time went by and the popularity of 'v1ctrolas' .
grew, the music box passed into oblivion.
: Ignored and dusty was the way my. father discovered’ it .

in the cefllar. He cleaned it up and got it running and
showed it off patronizingly to his friends as a relic
from his parent's youth. It was played at parties as a
novelty, but again it lost out against the incoming rage:
the radio. So back into the cellar went’the music box
to await rediscovery one more time.
This time it was my sister and I who resurrected it.
We hauled it out into the light, dusted off its rosewood
sides and listened to the songs first heard what seemed
to us to bé eons ago.
My grandparents.grew old, and being practical people,
decided to divide their possessions with their children
.before their death to avoid a tragic scrabble afterwards.
To my father went the music box, and he carefully brought
it to our home and revived it one more time.
Now, despite its years, it keeps on playing its old
familiar songs. I love the o0ld music box. It can never be
associated with a price tag. My grandfather acquired it
- with an honest trade and it has been handed down through /
the years. The music box symbolizes my grandfather's {ove /
for my grandmother, my father's years at home, my sister “
and I exploring in the dark cellar and countless fine
memories. I love it for its beauty, the rich, soft red /
of the rosewood, the way it gleams in the sun. I love the -
whirr of the motor and vigorously cranking the hanrdle. I ’
love the corny .song titles and running my fingers over
the rough surface of the records. And although its value
is largely sentimental, its worth stems from the fact that
is has survived many.years with grace and beauty; something

very few people can claim."

£ 4.'7'
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5. _ Question 2. ThHe following question was distributed to

all students:

"A Pounding Father said: ‘'Get what you can, and what you

. ) ’ get hold; .
/

'Tis the Stone that will turn .
all your Lead, into Gold.

A contemporary writer said: 'If it feels googzj%o it.!

.Assignment: What do these two statements say? Explain how

: they are alike and how they are different."

<

The following directions for scoring were distributed to all

readers engaged in the grading of Question 2:

»

- ~

n6-POINT SCALE

‘g ¢

Key to Scoring English Equivalenc§ Essay Ewxamination _

The student is asked to write an essay in which he éx—
plains what the two statements meén, and how they are alike
and Eéﬁ they differ. He should be .rewarded for whgt,he does

’

weld in his response to the assignment. Papers should be scored
?

for their overall quality.

.An extremely well-written response may be scored a point
higher than it would be scored on the basis of content alone.
A ooorly written response may be scored a point lowers Y

_Spelling errors .should not ordinarily be counted against
thé score. ' ' .

POSSIBLE SCORES: . .

»

6 A superior response will be a well-organized essay that
does the. three things asked for in the‘assignment. It will

explain the meanings of both quotations and compare and con-




trast them; it may expiain the meanings by means of comparison
and contrast, or it may -explain the meanings and compare and
contrast them. The best essays will note that while the quoc
tatlons share a concern for self rather than others the .

first émphasizes results or(/snsequences and acquisition of

achievement, while the second empnas1§es gratification without
regard for conseéuences. The best _essays may well mention the
figurative meanings in the first quotation‘or see an objective-
subjective\distinction between them. An sssay getting a six-~

score will show a high degreeaof scmpetence generally, though

‘it méy’have minor imperfections? It will support generalizations

with appropriate details or examples.,

5-4 These scores will apply to responses that concentrate more
on one quotation than on the other, or that deal, with both sub-
jects somewhat less thoroughly than the essays scoring 6. Essays

in this group may have minor errors in writing. .,

3-2 Papers in this éategory deal with both quotations but

may:

--be lacking in supporting details or examples, or treat
’ ~

both quotations superficially:
--give adequate attention to oné but too little to the other;

s

--fail to see similarities in meaning between the two and to
make distinctions between them; . -

'~-misunderstand or misinterpret the meaning of either or both

--be primarily critical ®r argumentative rather than expos-
itory; '

--have serious faults in writing; .

--drift away from the topics or reveal considerable irrele-

vancy.

1 This, score,should be given to any respbnse that is.on the

tépic but has no redeeming qualities.

~
.

Non-response papers and papefs that are completely off the
topic should be giQen to the table leader." ° -

Y P 4 -~ .
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The following report was prepared‘by'Dr. Rex Burbank,

question leader for Question #2:

SUMMARY REPORT ON QUESTION #2

- -
N >

The two essay questions were devised by subcommittees at our
first meeting in April. Question 2 was designed to suggest an
organizing -principle upon which the examinee could build a 45-
minute essay. Two. quotations were used, and students were asked,
_first, to explain their meanings and, second, to tell how the
meanings were alike and how they differed. The structure sugges-
ted was thus based upon explanmation or deflnltlon comparison,
and contrast. o
Having decided upon the question, the subcommittee arranged
with Dr. 'Lid to have it pretested by a group of 25 freshman
English studénts at California State University, Northridge,
under his direction. The subcommittee developed a scoring key
that set forth agreed upon standards for grading the pretest

samples.

»

When the pretest papers came to me several days later, I read
and scored them in accordance with the key and compared the
essay scores with the grades given those freshman students on
the first two essays assigned in their course. There was enough
of a correlation between scores and grades to suggest that the
question would gene&rate essays by high school seniors that
could be scored meaningfully on a 6-point scale.

We (Dean «Friedrich, .Dr. Li&, Dr. White and I) met on June §

in Northridge, and on that day Dean Friedrich and I read in,
excess of 100 test papers, written by students who had taken
the test in May, and selected twenty-five each (he for Question
1, I for Question 2) for samples. The samples were marked and
Xeroxed for use at the reading in Pomona from June 16-20.
During the following week Dean Friedrich and I both attended
the Advanced Placement readings at Rider College, Princeton,
New Jersey, he as an observer and I as a participant. In the
evenings we went over our chosen samples again, analyzed thenm,
and wrote our scoring keys to reflect the qualities found in
"the test papers. The scoring keys proved, with minor exceptions,
to be both accurate and useful to the readers. A copy of the
scoring key for Question 2 is appended to this report.

On Saturday morning, June 16, Dean Friedrich and I met sep-
arately with the table leaders a551gned to us. Bach of us

was to supervise the reading of responses by five tables of

, readers, who were to convene in the afternoon. I passed out

12 sample responses to my five table leaders, -and we went
through each sample, scoring it and discussing the .scores in
relation to the test papers in order to arrive at agreement as

Ou




to what qualities or weaknesses would be found in responses
at all points on the 6-point scale. By noon, the table leaders
were in close agreement on their grading--their scoring, done
without prior discussion, was within a point of mine in most

cases, - ? = -

In the afternoon, the readers met with table leaders and re-
peated the scoring of samples as we had done it in the morning.
Though both the table leaders and the readers were inexperienced
in this type of reading, the 'training session' went well enough’
fpr us to begin the actual readlng of 'live' test booklets at

4 p.m. We continued the next morning but not until after four
more samples had been read did we resume reading ‘'live' ones.
Always the readers were told, the goal was uniformity in scor-
ing: every student taklng the test, we emphasized, had a right
to feel that his test was being graded in the samé way. and by
the same standards as everyone else's; Readers were asKed, again,
to sacrifice their own grading policies and standards r,those
established by the scoring key,and by the group as a whole.

Most readers understood the need to do this and cooperated.

Samples were passed’out periodically for the next two days.
Readers scored them and their scores .were compared with those
agreed upon by the table leaders and me. The readers were asked
to adjust their scoring in accordance with the samples. In
‘addition to sampling, checking was done by having table leaders
gather papers at random from those already read and scored by
readers at their table, scoring the papers -themselves, and re-
cording both their own scores and those of the readers on a
'check sheet.” The table leaders (who read and scored papers -
without “seeing the scores given by the readers) brought the
checklist with the test booklets to me, and I then read and
scored them myself without’looking~at the scores given by the
table leaders and their respective readers. Thus I was able
continually to check the scoring of the readers with that of
the tablé leaders and both against my own. Where trends de-
veloped at some tables -- such as the tendency to grade too
high or too low or to settle in the 3-4 range z- they could be
and were corrected by passing out samples representlng the full
range of scores in order to remind the readers again to use th
full scale and get clearly in mind once more the qualities of
papers at each point in the scale. A high degree of agreement
was achieved, and in the vast majority of cases the two readings
of Question 2 were within one point of each other. When there
was a spread of two points a response was read a third time by
an individual in a special group of our best readers chosen for
this task. Papers (and there were remarkable few) with a spread
of 3 points were given two readings by that group. 'Most papers
with a spread of 3 points weke radically uneven in quality and
"so the discrepancies were understandable., I'm satisfied, however,
that generally the papers were graded with a very high degree
of uniformity, reéliability, and validity.

¥
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We didn't expect perfection from even the best of the student
responses, but for a score of 6 we required that the paper show
a high degree of writing skill-in doing what was asked by, the
assignment. The essay was expected to say something, directly
or indirectly, about the meanings of the quotations and com-
pare and contrast them. The best papers were.expected to demon-
strate the ability to build on the implied organization with
meaningful details, to develop the general. points the writer
made, and show a high degree of understanding of the quotations..
The best papers, for instance, revealed a consciousness that the ..
first quotation looked to the future, to consequences or re- )
sults, while the second emphasized immediate gratification of
desires or wishes; the first was figurative and stressed acquis-
ition, the second was literal and suggested personal satis-
faction. Students writing the best papers accurately perceived
one 'or more such distinctions. ’

A paper givén a score of 5 fell just short of the 6 essay

in having. minor faults in writing, being slightly less well
developed, or displaying a slightly less acute understanding

q{ one of the quotations; or emphasizing one quotation over

the other. A paper givenh g 4 differed only in degree from those
given a 5; it was awarded a 4 rather than a 3 in that, overall,
it suggested competence, despite whatever minor faults it might

have, rather than incompetence. .

We asked the readers to decide first of all, as they read,
whether the paper was an upper or a lower half (that is, a

6-5-4 or a 3-2-l)essay, to look at the quality of the paper

as a whole, first, and then to make the necessary distinctions
within those two categories. We asked them to forget the letter-
grading they are used to in théir own teaching and to remind
themselves that it was essential to use both ends of the scale
as well as the middle; only then could we make relative Jjudge-
ments and pertinent distinctions.

Papers given a 3 grade were lacking in details, or gave too >
little attention to one of the quotations, or failed to per-

ceive similarities in the quotations, were primarily critical

rather than explanatory, lacked unity, or had serious faults in
writing. A 2 paper had one or more of these weaknesses in greater

. degree than one given a 3. A paper was to be given a1l if it

was on the topic but was so badly written that it suggested
illiteracy or clear incompetence. We gave a 0 to off-topic
essays or papers with no response at all. Examples of papers
given scores 1 to 6 are appended to this report, as are the
forms used in the readings." :

The following student responses to Question #2 were sample

»

papers used during. the reading to illustrate the grades on the l
\
\




6-point scale:

-~ -

. ’ SCORE OF ONE

~
.

- ’"Get what you can, and what you get hold: tis the stone

that will turn all your lead into Gold. .,
This ‘statement attributes to the young, while working

.. +hard in life one may establish a foundation and from this point
molitier this foundation into a future which in later years will
prosper with prosperity and fortune."

»*

SCORE .OF TWO

"These two statements are from two widely separated times
the first was spoken in a time when life was short and hard
when most peoples were poor and the wilderness was sometimes
just behound your door.. T

The other was writen at a tlme when just the reverces was
true life is long-and for the most part easy when most are pros- ) .
press and to find adventure one must go looking for it rathir -
thernr having it come chasening after you. ’

As they come from two diffrent ages they represent two
diffrent views of happyness the first is a life time of happi-
ness not only for you but for your kids. The other is a day to

. ‘day kind it seems to lack the resposably of the other, it does

nct say anything about the resultes on others the flrst state-

| ment does not say this thlngs eather but the 1mpllcatlon is

’ there.” It depends very much on you point of view. Thou in '
| maney ways that diffure in the énd- thay both mean the same té.

be someone 'you must have something only in this way will all

the troubles of you life have meaning and be worth it and all

your lead be turned into Gold." .,

PN

SCORE 'OF THREE

)

"The practical aspects of human motivations should not be
confused.with immorality. The Founding Father offered sound
advise. Paraphrased it means: One may attain his realistic
goals by diligently working at one's maximum level. Thé con-
temporary author says: . One should wear his morals like a suit
of clothes: whatever comfortable is fine, only they should not

N tight under the armpits. -

No basis of comparison, I believe, can find common philo-
sophical points between the two statements. I, therefore, find
the question a loaded one. Only if one were to misunderstand the

Y
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true intentions of the Founding Father could there be a likeness
comparison, fore the contemporary author's statement is easily
understood. and not apt to be confused. :
Perhaps analysis of the statement is indicative. =
'Get what you can, and what you get hold.” . ,
“17is the Stone that will turn all your_.lead into Gold.'
Today, frequently, English speaking people confuse the
meanings of words and generally speak poorly. The word 'can'
in the first line is a modal auxiliary, and when used as such
means 'ability'. If the line were to contain 'may,' then the
advise would not be refering to a goal that could be acheived,
but rather to 'get what you may' -- which connotes immorality
of dishonesty. 'Get what you can' therefore means, rget ‘what
you have the ability to get. Although the.'can' could <¢onnote
immorality it probably does not, because the erudite Founding
Father undoubtedly knew the rhetorical différence between ‘'can”
and 'may'-and therefore did not make a mistake in syntax. v
The second line: ’
1Tis the Stone that will turn all,your Lead into Gold,'
refers to the Philosopher's Stone ¢f Alchemy. This. seemingly
would role out the idea that the Founding Father's message is
concerning morality, or anything neccessarily intangible. It
seems rather obvious that the what one can get and hokd must be
material possessions. In this aspect, then, the statement by
the contemporary author has little relation at- all to the
Founding Father's statement! . ) ’ . .
The statements have little relation to each other. To say
that they do would mean that anything practical is immoral."

v

SCORE OF FOUR !/K

. "Phe first quote says to fihd all opportunities, and when
you find them, keep them because they. will bring fortune to you,

The second quote says to do the things that make you feel,
"good" or happy. Things that make you feel worthwhile are what
you want to do. : . : N

The two statements are s$imilar because they both want the
reader to get ahead and find happiness. The first wants you to
find success, and through success, richness (joy or happiness).
The second warits you to find jéy and happiness in doing some-
thing that comes natural to you. -

The two, statements have differences, not only in their K
words, but in their ways of obtaining‘:happiness. The first tells
the reader 'Get what you can' but doésn't put restrictions on
how to get it. In the second verse of the first statement 'will -
turn all :your Lead into Gold' could be taken by the réa@gr to
mean that: all opportunities will lead to good while the anthor,
in general reading, seems only to Pe saying always strive r
better and don't let an Jpportuhity pass you because of in- .
difference or .indecision. The second statement could.al'so have

* s .
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a bad connotation. for some readers, such as critics, because it
could be taken to mean do somethlng even if it is wrong, 51mply .
because it makes you happy. -

' In general reading, though, the first statement would

seem to b€ an enlonged version of saying the same thing.as, the
second statement." . -

‘ ' . o SCORE OF FIVE

*

"The two statements, one by the Founding Father and one by
a contemporary writer, are very similar, and also very different.
The basic thought in both of theqe is to get or do what
you want. If you have. a goal, or an object that you want to .
obtain, push and shove, or squirm and wriggle, but work towards
your 'goal ;to get it. ThlS is one of man's basic impulses —-- the R
writers are just encouraging the fulfillment of man's wishes.
The thought in the statement made by the Founding Father is
the foremost exémple of the idea of getting an object. It seems
that the writer urges man to acquire materialistic things such as
land, wealth, or possessions. He€ urges you to get it; and once
‘ : you get it, to keep it. -
’ The COntemporary writer seemed to be speaking more of \\\
spirituad or nonmaterialistic things. He seems to urge that man ’
express himself freely in his speech, his actions, his llfe style.
Love can be more easily meant in this statement than in the one
by the Founding Father. This contemporary statement is used
.quite often in regards to the .'New Morality.' No one really knows
what that is, but eVeryone wants to Jbe' g part of it, and the
phrase, e, rIf it feels good, do it', has become a sprt of.cliche.
. The Founding Father and the contemporary writer both seemed
to warit to express the idea that man must look after his own in-
terests, be they pleasures or businesses.
: Whether or not the two writers had any of the same ‘ideas in
making their statements is not known, but the similarities in-
dicate that it is very possible, I'm sure the thoughts of the , .
Founding Father were more conservative than those of the con- <
. temporary writer.
- These two statements both say a lot about man's way of
life, now and in the past. The acquisition of materialistic and
splrltuallstlc pleasures has always been a pr1nc1ple part of
our life,"

*

SCORE OF :-SIX

"People today are looking at life in an entirely different
perspective than those who witnessed the birth of this nation.

)
- ey,
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Life is no longer a constant struggle for survival (as it was «
then), but instead it i5 a ‘time for people to expand and grow in ) )
knowledge and understanding. Today, people ‘live:their lives by * \V
an entirely different ‘philosdbphy than. our. ancestors of yester-_‘ ‘
year.,

A Founding Father once said, 'Get what you can, and what
you get hold; 'Tis the Stone that will turn all your Lead ifto .
Gold.' The phllosophy he is expounding is that of being a 'go- ) )
getter, ! a person who can get all he can, But it is. also a
pnllosophy of values. This means that one should also valué
what he achieVes or gets, and never let go of it. In those days
things of value were often hard to come by, so they valued things
greatly. Because it might be that one llttle item that could
'turn all your Lead to,Gold or make you prosperous. It is a
liberal philosophy in/fhat 1t says to go out and get whatever- .
you can, yet it is conservative in that it gays to hang on to :
it and not to let go. It is a philosophy of hard work, and being
appreciative of that work.,

But the people of today's society have great difficulty-
following a philosophy of this nature. We aren't living in
'hard times', at least the majority'of Americans aren't, so it -
is hard to follow a philosophy' that -old, or seemingly dated.

A contemporary writer states, 'If it, feels goodsdo it,
and it appears as though people are 'd01ng it', because we are
living in a completely dlfferentaway that our Foundlng Fathers , -
did. People today don't feel the need to hang on to things in v
hopes of it producing great prosperlty. Life is too.'easy going' .
and the struggle for survival is' non-existant. So people decide
what they want to-do, and they do it. There are usually no great
risks involved (as there were earlietr) and in gener,al, life has
turned into more of a game or\routine,for people than a\struggle
or a challenge. ‘ . . .

. The two philosophies do have some. common ground. They both
say to go out and do, act, achieve, get, accomplish. They both
call for action, but one says to hang oh to the dividends and
the latter of the two says to move on Lo something else, that
Ifeels good.'

I feel the latter of the two phllosophles shows the real

. moral deterioration of our society today. Life has become so

routine, so mechanical,’so déhumanized that it seems ‘to be .
almost llfeless. And so a contemporary writer tells people to
do what feels good. What feels good is not always what is best,
and often times we have to do things that don't feel. good, but
they must get done. If ohe .-always does  ,what.feels good a lot
of problems go unsolved and new ones are created. R ,

I favor the first phllosophy because it puts -value in what “
we do and it puts purpose in life: that purpose .being wdrking
hard and appriciating the end result; It may not always feel good,
but will provide self-satisfaction in know1ng that something had . “
tq ‘get done and you did it.," o : .

Ay
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6. The Norm Sample. One of the central problems in the

o+

test program was the establishment of norm scores. The ob-

jective test had been normed in*1966, on a group of
» [ - N »

‘students from 17 schools. It was not altogether clear that
.that norm sample was in fact representative’ of- the State
Unive{sity population, although recent experiencé w&th the -
CLEP Subject Examination, Analysis and Interprega%ibn_off
Literature, at the University of Texés has validated the
norm scores. Ideallé,_a new norm sample taken from Calif-
orni; State University and‘dalleges students completing -a
year of freshman English would have supplied new norms for
both' parts of the examination. It proved impossible to fiﬁd

the time and,money to provide such a norm sample for the
objective test, and we decided to stand with the‘porm pop-
ulation achieved bycthe CLEP program in 1966 for the objec-
tive test.” However, we did seek to‘bbtain a norm sample
from California StateﬁybiQersity and Colleges students for

the essay'test.

The results of our attempt to acquire this norm samgle
were disappointing and not really reliable: we had been .
promigig\almost 600 test papers from 12 different ins?itu-
tions; we in fact obtained 259 papers from 7 institutiéns,
and almost half of ghe pape;; represented the State Poly-
technic Universities of Pomona and San Luis Obispo. It also
became clear that the motivation of the students writing

the norm sample at the end of their class work was far be-

low that of the students taking the test(fbr credit.
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The norm sample did show, however, a correragion be-
tween scores achieved on the essay and piojecteé stlident
grade in the course, and, hencé: tended to validate the
accuracy of the‘essay grading. If the norm sample were to
be considered valid, it could be used to show that the
students given crédit‘throuéh the testing program generally
write better than the students.receivinq credit through
freshman composition classes. But that, would be a risky

conclusion to'dray in the light of the project's failure

to accumulate a sufficiently representative and well mo-

1] - i . . ' "
tivated norm sample on the essay portion of the test. (See

Table I and Table ii, pages 56 and '57.)

"Future attempts to gather a norm sample for this‘pug—
pose yill need to take into account the problems we obtih-
iétiqally felt we could ﬁglve. We made personal contact on
each of t?e 12 campuses with directors of two-—term freshman
participate in the norming project, We accompahied the ip—

quest for participation with the letter which follows and a

packing sheet (see pages 69 and 70) in order to assist the in-

4

. structors in giving both the anticipated course ¢grade

and a forced ranking of his students (in case he had theoret-'

ical difficulties with the conventional grading system). It
. . ,
was our expectation that the personal contact, the general

] o

willingness of English‘departments throughout the system to
cooperate with the project and the very specific instructions

contained with the norming materials would all lead to a

s
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CALIFORNIA STATE UN IVERSITY S NORTUHR 10GE
Norihric’.g:, California 9132+
DEPARTMENT O LG LESH Hay 14, 1973 )
v-‘ \ - - F
. \\
. Daar CSUC English Professor: ' . .

. We appreciate your willingness to participate in the norming of the
English Equivalency Test, vhich was administered to over 4,400 prospective
' entering students on May 12, 1973, The norm sample that you will help
collect is absolutely crucial to the proper grading of the essay tests, and.
. wa*are asking you to read and follow the instructions on this sheet with "
‘- great care. )

. ?he only essays we can use are essays written by students completing

two terms of freshman English., Please tell the students taKing this exawm-

- ination that the grades on the essays will be part of their course grades
and please do all you can to encourage them to do their best writing.
But if you intend to mak2 any marks on the papers or to return them to the
studants, plcase make a Xefox for such use. We must receive the cssay book-
Jets vamavked in order to ba able to use them. Aliow the students eiactly

+ 45 minctes for cach essay. Be sure not to open the essay questions until
you adninister them. All answecs nmust appear in the enclosed green CLED
Essay Answer Books, and no student should nead more than one boouk for hoth
essays (thus you need to xedistribute the green books if you use two separate
class hours). Lf necessary, a sccond book may be used. ’

L N

, The, cover sheet of the answer book must be indistinguishable from the high N
school books from the May 12 tgst, if we are to use your papers; thus, ask your
students to use their home address (not a dormitory), to fill in for Subject
"English Test," and to insert your college or university name for Center Name.
If a student does not know his social security number, he may leave that item
blank. Above all, havé the students enter May 12, 1973 for date, no mdtter what
date you ray in fact give the test. I

[}

, . We are also asking you to give us some essential additional information
about each student. Please fill in the enclosed packing sheet carefully, for
without that information the papers you send us cannct be used. The last column
"Comparative Ranking" neceds some explanation. Choose the three or four weakest
students in the class, and write "1 for their ranking; choose the threc or four
best studants and call them "6." The average students should be split between

3 and 4; use no minus or plus signs. This will allow you to provide a ranking
from 1-5 of all your students, without regard to grades.

»
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It seems clehr from the nationwide reaction to cur test prograa that
the success (or lack of success) of what we do will have a profound impact on
nztional testing programs and on the future of essay testing in such programs.
As far as we know, this is the first time English professovs have assuned
‘réSponsibility for the reliability and total administration of such a test,
and the program thus becemes an example of professional activity without
precedent. The scrupulousness and fairness of ‘our procedures will be subject
_to Careful scruvtiny, and your part in these procedures is central to the -
entire grading process. ' ;

Return the entire packet not later thzn June 5 to Professor Richard Lid, -
Department of English, California State University, Northridge, Northridge,
California 91324, .

—” -

» -

Sincerely,

ST A
| ' s J e
T - . ‘ o\'wc:-&c@ [ I-LLCL/
‘ Edward White, Director °
California State Univexsity FEnglish
Equivalency Teost

Edi/mr
Enclosures

O
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CSUC ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY "TEST

Packing Sheet for Norm Sampie .

f
"Faculty Member

Course Number
College or University

i . Number oE'Tescs

Student Name

Social Estimated or Comparative Ranking
_(Alphabetized) Security - afjinal Course (see cover ‘letter)
_Number - Grade (not an (use 6-point scale)

examination grade)

[y

M nJ

3

f
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reliable, useable, and heavy return, As Table I shows,

~

" "these expectations were not well founded., The rather poor

participation, even by English departments who had agreed
to participaté in a test théy themselves were spénsoring,

. is very clear evidence of the residual resentment most

English departments continue to feel towards equivalency
2 N -

testing.

University of California Norm Sample, Two sections

- ‘ -

of studqnts c6mpleting\two terms of,freshman ‘English at —
. H

- .

theaUniversity of California wrote the essay gest, and
their pqpérs‘were\graded durind the esséyﬂreading session, "
As with the California State\Universify and-Colleges norm
samp&ei the gradegs could-not distinguish these te%t pébe:s
A ) .
. from the others; the University of palifornla sémple was
¢oded and later separated.

Twenty-four students from University of Californta Los.
Angeles received a mean score of 14.29 (standard deviation
3.54);.lé students from Univgrsity of California Riverside
regeived a mear score of 13,56 (standard deviation 3.3{).
The total Unibersity of California sample of 40'students
achieved a mean score of 14.0 (st@ﬁd;rd deviation 3.43),

coincidentally the passing score set for the test group. --

7. The Essay Reading. The experignce of the Advanced

Placement program based on substantial ETS research on

essay grading, has shown that for an essay reading to be |
reliable, it must take place under controlled conditions. N '

Thus, an early decision was made to ofganize an essay reading

, 164 _
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“session of approximately one week, during which essay
) .

graders would be gathered together and work together in

order to achieve group grading standards which would be

L]

fair to the students who had written the essay test.
After a survey of local accomodations, it was decided to

make reservations at the Kellogg-West Conference center,

>

at California State Polytechnic University, Pomona for the
week of June~l6—20, 1973. That conference cenfer.supplied

accomodations for about 75 staying at the center, working

3 -

space §€wb large rooms for the ten tables of readers; and

- * 4

L3

three smaller rooms for supplies, statistical work and the

posting of grades), and excellent food within the state-
. ' Y

allowed per diem for college professors. The date was

choseén in order to allow ETS sufficient time to score the

T T gbjective test and return completed information on the

scores to the test administratoré for use dﬁriﬁg the essay
grading session. (ETS also suppliéa two complete sets of
mailing labels) so that notification of the results could
be-mailed to the students speedilf.)

The professional competencé of those reading the;
essays is crucialfy important to the reliability of an
essay reading. Since the project was sp&nsored by the Cal-
ifornia State University and Colleges English Council, the
préﬁect directors requested each of the_nineteen‘English
Department chairmen to nominate from the fullitime English
Departmént staff‘at hig campus those who would be both

willing and able to participate in group essay reading at

—
o
6

.



the time scheduled. Since the English Department chairmen
nominated the readers, and screened them for their ability
to participate, it was a relatively simple task to appoint

readers. The care with which these nominations were made

ﬁ -
is reflected in the reliability statistics of the reading, )
among the highest ever achieved. Seventy-five readers were
i appointed, and, of these, the ten who were the most highly ) .

recommended, or who had had previous successful experience

with controlled essay reading, were appointed as table -
leaders responsible for insuring ‘the reliability of reading
at one table. Thefqgestion.leaders (Se€e pages 17-18)

i3

coordinated and supervised the work of ‘the five table ) <

A

leaders in each room, and directed .the discussions of. grad-

ing criteria.

<

It was difficult to estimate how many readers-should

be appointed. Not until the end of April was it khown h&w
many examinations would be graded, and thére was no way of

. knowing the speed at which the reading would b;ogress. We

estimated that 'a single reader would be able to read and 3
- score ten papers an hour, and that an eight hour work day

. would allow for seven full hours of reading with time fore
* rest and discussion of standards. We, thﬁs, estimated»a
B )

single reader could réad and score 70 papers a day, or 280

during the four days of the reading. As it turned out, we
underestimated the capabilities of our highly professional
readers, who, despite their lack of experience, in fact

were able to read and score 120 papers per day with. great

- 66
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accuracy. .

3
N <

In order to insure fair reading of the papers, several

3
+

steps were taken in preparation: a) Randomizing,’ to insure
. . oy

. 2 4

that nho single'batch'of papers would come -from the same

N .

locatiocon.: Essay booklets from the nineteen test centers

were randomly arranged intp batches of 25. Each batch of 25

was given a batch number and batch éover sheet to insure that

. . . )
it moved.properly through the reading. b) Labéling. Special

. . i [ . ;’
labéls were given to us by the ETS office in Berkeley. The'

1abels had four”detachablé squares which would allow scores

w
“ .

to be recorded through carbon on the test booklet, and yet

be concealed from subsequent readers. At the conclusion of

the fourth independent reading, the carbon paper backing was

torm off and all four scores were expoéed‘to be tabulated.

c) Coding. All papers‘from thé norm sample were coded on

o

“the back cover so that they could be separated from the test

papers and given separate statistical treatment. The norm
papers were then inserted into odd numbered batches from 1
through 55 so that they would be easily separéble from the,

others. -

At the start of the réaﬁing, one reader aide (a local,

’

commuting, student assistant) was assigned to each table.

¢

One was assigned to each of the chief aides, and one assigned
to the statistician. After the first-day, it became clear
that additional student aides wefe needed, and throughtthe
office of the English Department chairman at Cal-Poly Pomona,
additional rnames were provided to us. Thus, in éddition E& )
the origingl thirteen aides, at the peak of the -reading an

.1)'
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additional ‘six aidés were being used, along with a few

*

readers who were assigned to work with the readers" aides
. ;

in the posting of grades. .
. > . ./

When the four readings of the essays had occurred, and

N

the scores were fevealed, thgre were occasional booklets on
which large differences (2 points or mbre) appeared in the
. grading of one, or both, of the egséys. These papers were
‘referred Eaék to the question leadér;‘who either reponciléd
the two grades himself, or assidned the paper .to an exper-—
ienced rgader for reconciliation. An addiéional group .of
papérs, from Studeﬁts wi?h particylarly high objective test

" 4 * 3 ” X
scores, but low essay scores, was also referred to the ques-
. * \ e N

[}

tion-leaderg for reconsideratibn, and a few of the%.were
rescored as passing. . A /

: The management of the essay reading is a huge under-
taking, requiring a substanticl amount of time'énd‘atteh#ion

*

if it is to go well. A staff of approximately 100 individuals

was employed to conduct the reading at the conference -center,

and on the whole the reading went efficiently and success-

fully. The project directors did .underestimate the amount

~ e
" -

of labor and coordination involved in running the ressay
reading properly. But, in part due to the efforts and coop-
erati;u of the management of the conference center, the
reading was concluded ﬁuccessfulli.
E.  Converting the ﬁs%ay Grade and’Compining the Scores.

The objective test is scored on the familiar ETS scale

which converts the raw score to a scale ranging from 20




<~ .

(low) to 80 (high) with a mean of 50 and a standard devia-'
tion of "10. Since we decided to weight the essay portion
of the test equally with the objective portion, it became

necessary to convert the essay scale (which ranged from

4-low to 24-high).to the same scale as the CLEP scale so

that the scores could be combined. After a prolonged period

of consultation with statistical experts, it was decided to
accomplish this score conversion by the equal percentile
method. The following statement by William Cowell summarires

the procedure used:
4 .

"1Equating' scores means making them equivalent °
with respect to some characteristic. Here, the essay
scores were-transformed to the same scale (20 to 80)
as the objective scores so that the transformed €ssay
scores could be added to the objective scores to ob-
tain a composite score in which the two parts would‘/
be equally weighted. Had the raw essay scores been
added to the objective scores, the essay part would
have had a weight of only 1/4 of the total. Also, the
transformation was.done in such a way_that the con—
verted essay scores can be directly compared with
objective scores. That is, a converted essay score of
48, for example, represents the same level of per-
formance a% an objective score of 48.

"Of several acceptable methods of equating -
which are availablel, the equipercentile (curvilinear)
method was selected as the most appropriate. The con-
verted score corresponding to each raw essay score
is that score in the distribution of objective (CLEP)
scores such that the percent of the group scering
below that objective -score is equal to the percent
of the group scoring below the given essay score. For
example, to find the converted score corresponding
to a raw essay score of 15, we observe from the dis-
tribution of essay scores that about 68 percent of

1. Angoff, W.H.; 'Scales, Norms, and Equivalent Scores*
in R. L. Thorndike (Ed.) Educational Measurement,
2nd Ed , Washington, D.C.: American Council on Ed-
ucatlon 1971, 563-590. .

63. i
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'

the group scored below 15 on the essay part. From
the distribution of objective scores it is determined
that a score of 53 is that score below which 68 per-
cent of the group scored. So a raw score of 15 is

. equivalent to a scaled score of 53. Similarly, a

scaled score is found for each raw essay score. Table

. III.shows the cohverted score corresponding to each
raw essay score.

"Y. Technical Notes about the Equating.
. 5

(1) The equating was done using data from the Equa-
ting sample ... . The sample was used instead of the
total group so that the statistical work could pro-
ceed along with the essay reading. Score conversions
and‘distributions could be prepared for the sample

' data in time for a meeting with Question Leaders at
the reading. The' time and cost of equating-was also
reduced by using a sample rather than the total group.
Scrambling the essay booklets-before the reading .
provided a sample which was representative of the
total group. ;

$ -
y (2) A method of graphicalzsmooting, described in
'Educational Measuremgnt''~, was used to interpolate
. between percentlle ranks in the distribution of ob-
jective Scores. )
i)
(3) Although the equlpercentlle method was selected
because it allows for a non-linear relationship be-
tween objective and essay scores, the corrélation
*between raw essay and converted essay scores is .999.
This extremely high' coefificient of linear relation-
- ship indicates that the simpler linear methods™ of
equating ¢ould have been used with essentially the
same results as the equipercentile method.

x

- t

2. Ipid., page 572. o7 .

., 3. Ibid., page 513.
See the Aégendéx for a series of stat}stical reports
prepared by Dr. Cowell on the project,Aincluding a full
‘discussion of the problem of equatins essay and objective

test scores. >
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. ) TABLE III.

KRR :,” SCORE CONVERSION TABLE ,
csuc :ENGLIS'ITI"EQUIVALENCY TEST : o
"y S T MAY L1973

Essay Total Score - Converted -Score

“

5 24 - 76 - .
c . 23 - 73 )
- , . 22 - 71
P . 21 - 69 ’
; . N
. ) 20 = 67 - : . s
. . 19 - 64 .
+ 18 - 62 - : SR
. 17 - 59 o
) .. 16 - 56 . .
a 1‘5—53 R o ‘e
", 14 - 51
13 - 48
127 - 467
11 - 43
, . 1o -41 »
" 9 - 38 -
8 - 35 . : '
7 - 33
6 = 31
5 - 28
4 = 26
4 3 - 24 .
“« 2_\.22 N
: 1 - 20 : - .
- !
- 0 - 18 .

"F. Determination of the Passing Score.

One of the most difficult decisions was to establish

v

the passing score on the essay test. One possiblé passing

‘score could have been a total of 16, that 1s, a paper which

‘ ¥ R

was given a score of 4 on the 6-point scale by each of the .

‘ ]
s 4 readers., However, the 16 converted to a score of 56 on the

ERIC - .
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20 to 80 srale and clearly represented a level of perfor-

mance above that which freshman English professors norm-

«

ally expect of their students at the-end of the course. On

the other hand, it would have been possible to set the

passing score at 11, since the "C" students in the norm

sample (see p. 68) were obtaining essay ratings of about
L .

that level. Once again, the conversion of the 1l to the
. &

CLEP scale (43) demonstrated that that score was clearly
o . .
_too low and that the grade of "C" reported for these norm

sample pPapers was not an accurate reflection of their
ability.
. After much ctonsultation and discussiog, the followi
ing committee agreed unanimously that we should set the
passing level at a score of 14, and that a minimum pass-—
ing level of 13.should al§o be set: Professors White, Lid,
Burbank, Friedrich; .Test Officers Abbott, Cantey, Bradley
(from‘Cal—Poly, Pomona); Statistician Wiiliam Cowell.

The arguments for a passing score of 14 were as*folléws:
1) £hat score represented an average gyade of two 4's and
two 3'sf thatsis, two gf the college professors grading the

essay felt that, the essay to be passing at the lowest leveiﬁ

pd
and two felt it to be failing at the very highest level of

failure. *

2) the score of 14 converted to 51 on the 20 through 80

s

scale which was very close to the mean "C" score on the
objective test of 49, |

3) the norm samp;g, in so‘far as it could 'be relied upon,

+ B . 72 . y
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<
showed that the mean score for students receiving A, B, or

C was ll.9,nand, when awarding college credit, it is well
to err a bit on the side of severity.

4) the mean score of the University of California students
compyeting a year's work %n freshman Engligh, a sample

apparentiy better motivated and better administered than
L4 T,

our own norm sample, turned out to be precisely 14 on a

group Sf 40 papers. ¢

«

The same argumeﬁts were used to justify a minimum

ﬁassing score of 13, which converted to 48. A student could
not pass the test with an essay score below 13, and if he
’ or she had a scoref;f‘l3, an objective score of 52 or above
s {which was acﬁieved by 32 percentlof the test group) was

necessary for a total passing score.

-

- .
7() Y
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G. Notification of Results. Each studeht who took the test

-

-

received a score report from ETS giving the results of the

objective test. An insert was included in that notification,

pointing out that an additional report, which would give the
/ . ks

results of the entire examination (including the essay test)

5

would follow.
The administrators of the .test program prepared two

letters, which were sent to all students. The intention of
: the letters was to stress the meaning of the examination,
.

to test college-level ability, and, particularly, to stress

[4

that, those who did not pass should not think of themselves

*

as "failures."
, -

The following letter was sent to those who did

pass:
"Dear ) .
On behalf of the Engllsh faculties in the Callfornla
State University and Colleges, we congratulate you for
successfully passing the Freshman English Equivalency
. Test you took May 12, 1973.

You are among a select number of studénts who have
demonstrated the same level of ability jany students
achieve mnly after a full year's work in college Ehglish.
In particular you have shown that you have college level
competence in writing essays and reading literature, a
competence we urge youw to develOpgby taking the more
advanced English classes you are now entitled to enter.
“ The ‘test you passed consisted of the nlnety—mlnute

subject examination, Analysis and Interpretation of
. Literature (part of the College-Level Examination Pro-
’ gram of the Educational Testing Service), and a ninecy-
‘ minute essay test composed and graded by State University
- English professors. In order to pass, you needed to
perform satisfactorily on both parts, and achieve a com-
bined score equal or superior to that of the average "C"
student who has completed a year's work in Freshman
- English.
You should take this letter with you when you regis-
ter for classes at any of the nineteen California State
University or College campuses; it will allow you to

*

ERIC - 7]
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‘ claim six semester units of college credit for what you
know and- permit you to enroll for courses with Freshman
, English as prerequisite., You may want to consult with
the English department chairman about which English
courses will be most appropriate for you.

If you do not plan to enroll in the California State
University or Colleges you should still save this
letter, for it is the only notification of your success
that we can send you, Institutions outside the State
University system may well give full or partlal credit
for your passing score, and you should inquire about -
your chances of galnlng credit.

Please be sure to complete the enclosed information
card and return it immediately :.so that our records can
be complete."” -

[

The follpwing letter was,sent to those who did not

pass:; : .

’ "Dear ’ \
Even though «you were not among the group of ‘students

‘ who passed the Freshman English Equivalency Test, May 12,

| 1973, you should not consider that yaqu nfailed" the
test. Your level of achievement on the test did not
match that of the average college student who has com-
pleted a year's work of college English; those who
passed the test were able to accomplish on their- own

9 what everyone else does in a year of college «class .
work. Only those who combine natural ability at English
with careful and systematic college level study have a
good chance at such college equivalency credit, and it .
is no surprise-that many-able high school students did
not pass.

Remember, the test was not an aptitude test, measuring =
your native abilities at English; it was an equitvalency
test, measuring your fevel of achievement. Thus, you
may be very talented at reading ‘and writing-~you pro-
bably are, since you elected to take this test--but
the test results showed that you have not yet developed

» these talents:at the college level.
Your total test score will not be sent to anyone or’
’ any institution, even on request, and the only record
that you took the essay test will be kept for research
. purposes at the English Test Center. (Your score on the
objective portion of the test may be sent by the Educa-
tiopal Testing Serv1ce only on your request, wherever
you wish.)

When you return the enclosed information card, you

will make it possible for us to do this research; we

v
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want to know more than we do about how to help able and

ambitious students prepare themselves in English, and

we need to evaluate the results of the 1973 test in
- order to prepare better ones in the future. We apprec-
iate your help in this research, and we urge you to con-
tinue to follow your own interest in writing and’liter-
ature as you go through college."

\

During the summer, the office of Institutional Research,
in the Chancellor's-Office, prepared a roster of those who

passed. This official roster was sent to each California

!

State University and Colleges admissions office, and was
< used to corroborate student applications for credit on indivi-

dual campuses. In September, after the University of Calif-

.-

ornia had decided to award credit on the sante basis as the
California State University and Colleges system, one additional

roster was sent to Berkeley ﬁg,be used by the University of -
California system. - :
A few requests for information about the examination

.have come from private institutions, whose students have

¥ passed the examinationhand sought credif:t These.requests
have been dealt with on an individual basis. In addition, a
number of‘secondary schools have requested information about
their students' scores. If the program expands, the handling

of test results will need to be reconsidered, since these

broblems will surely grow.

»

»




H. Public Information.

"what 1f they gave a war" the bumper sticker says,

> v

"and nobody came?" What if we gave a test and nobody came?

A

Throughout the developmeﬁt of the test program we were
haunted by the fear that the program, so expensive, so
painstakingly developed, so.carefully_g;epared, would not
at£ract enough students‘to make it worth the giving. Cer-
tainly high school ‘students, particularly the most able
ones, are subﬁecteq to an extensive series of tests in
preparation for college: they take‘the various college
board tests,.Advanced Placement tests,  various aptitude
tests, and, of course, their varfbus'fgnéi examinations in
their classes. Héw were we to draw the attention of these
able high school students to yet anotber test program, and
motivate them to spend $15 to take this new kind of test?

it thus became clear bylthe middle of January; 1972,‘
that a large public information effort would be necessary,
if the students'who stoodkfo profit from the English
éﬁuivalency Examination were to enroll for it. We planned
a two-month campaign in March and April to attract the
attention of students to the new opportunity for college
credit we were offering lhem. This éampaign encompassed
the following aétivitiés: -

1l. Each high school counselor listed on the Chan-

Ay

cellor's office list received 5 registration forms

and one poster in the mail.

1
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2. Each member of the California Association of
Teachers of English received one registration fori,
and one poster in the mail.

N k ’
3. The Counselor's Digest issues of February 1973

and April 1973, featured major articles on the front - -

page about the English Equivalency Examination. Every

-

high school counselor received thesg issues.

4. Each of the nineteen California State University
. - ) -

and Colleges Admissions-Offices was requested to include
oné' registration form for the test along with infor-

, mation to admitted students during the month of March

-

and April. . N

_5. The Office of Public Reléﬁioné]iin the Chancelldér's .- — ———

-

Office prepared several press releases which were dis-
tributed to newspapers, radio and television stations‘
around the state. These releases led to é.major article -
in the Los Angeles Times, and widespread newspaper,

radio and television coverage of the announcement of

the test in early March. The director of the program

was interviewed on KNX New Radio in Los Angeles, and — -
television announcements were made in the San Francisco
Bay Area and in San Diego. Local campus news relea'ses
followed, iA many cases, and a serigs'of annoqncements
appeared in various media during March and April.

»

1 6. A few of the California State University and Col- ' ,

leges English department chajrmen took special pains

to notify high schools in their vicinity of the hew
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opportunity for gaining college credit, and these

£ 4

a

chairmen sent registration forms to high school English
department chairmen with personal notes attached.
This public information campaign was costly and time-

consuming, but absolutely essential to the success of the

- &

’ project. " The number of registrants for the examination, over

" 4,000, was beyond our expectations and ample evidence that

the program met a genuine ‘need; many of those who could pro-
fit from the brogram found out about it. Nonetheless, during
the month of April and inﬂsgbseqUent months, we.kept hear-

* ing of students or entire high s?hool classes Qho knew

nothing about the. test program and were disappointed at.nét
/
being able to participate in it. The public ipformation

.. campaign did not reach all who should have heérd about the

e o e i

examination, and publicity efforts should be improved upén T -

»in the future. The weakest point in the disslemination of

i

i
{ information dbout the test seems to have been the failure . /
i . . of high' school counselors to communicate information to
! ' . i
~ high school English teachers, who, in turn,;would encourage '

\

thiip-best students to enroll for the exami¢ation}' Perhaps !
' ' /

articles in high school student newspapers would solve

. this particular problem.
Nonetheless, an extraordinary amount of publigity was
generated for the test program in a very short amount of

. {
* time. If the program continues, it should become generally

’

3 -
high school seniors. § -

' ‘ known, and a regular part of the spring testing cycle for
|
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" Feproduced--on pages..-75 - 76.
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Then efforts will need to be made to attract adults,

very few of whom took the examination.
. © IV

FOLLOW-UP S?UDIES

The, 0Office of Institutional Research in the Chancellor's
Office has put all information about the students tesFed on
computer tape,';nd has assumed responsibility for conducting
follow-up studies in order to determine the effects of the
examination upon the careers of those students-who took it
and either passed or failed. Along dith ‘the notificat;on
letter, every student who took the examination received a
return post-card rgquesting certain information about his

training and his plans. Approximately 30 percent of these

post cards were returned and the results of that suivey are

That office will continue to collect information about
the students who were tested, and palg;cularly about those
students who Qill be entering and studying in the California
State University and Colleges during the next several years.

The results of this longitudinal study will be published'

5.

later. Among the questions to be answered by these follow-
up studies are: 1) will students use the 6 uniés gained by a
the examination to abbreviate their college career, or rather

to advance the level of their studies? 2) will students

receiving credit for freshman English by examination avoid

further English courses or rather be encouraged to.take pore
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THE CALIFCRNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
English Equivalency Examinations - Spring 1973
Descriptive Statistics - Post Card Response

£

P .

Total Response = 1,234 = 30.3%.of Total Applicants

Response From Those Passing = 1,216 98.5% of Total Respgonse

Response From Those Failing. 18 1.5% of Total Responée

89.3% of Total Passing

Response From Those Passing = 1,216

Fall 1973 Educational Plans - Those Passing

California State University and Colleges = 88.6%
California Coﬁ;gnity Colleges = 4.5%
University ‘of California . = 3.5%
Other Colleges or Universities = 1.4%
California Public High School = ,.2%

No Response - This Item = 1.8%

Institution Last Attended - Those Passing

Public High School : . = 78.5%
Private High School = 13.7%
California Community Colleges ) . K = 3.5%
California State Uniwversity and Colleges ' = 2.7%
University of California ' = . 2%
Other Colieges or Universities ‘ = ©.3%
No Response - This Item ’ = 1.1%

Taking "Enriched" English Course in High School
Those Passing .

»

YES 35.3% . ‘ , .

NO 63.5% ®

dMo Response - This Item 1.2%

CSUC - Institutional Research ;
November 1973 v,

81
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THE CALIFbRNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
English Equivalency Examinmations - Spring 1973
Distribution of Fall 1973 Applications -~ Those Passing

Campus/segment Number Percent
: .Bakersfield : T 19 1.6
Chico ) . 75 6.2
: Dominguez Hills ) 7 .6
Fresno . 30 2.5
Fullerton 113 - 9.3 |
Hayward ) 46 3.8
Humbobldt ' 162 8.4
Long Beach . 71 5.8
Los Angeles - - 18 1.5
Northridge . 91 7.5
Pomona 59 4.9
"Sacramento . . 41 -. 3.4 .
San Bernardino ) S .7
San Diego 120 9.9
San Francisco ) , 80 6.6
San Jose ©94,. 7.7 °
San Luis Obispo 106 -- 8.7
Sonoma ' 43 3.9
Stanislaus 10 .8
All Campuses 1,139 93
California Community Colleges 59 4.9
" University of California 98 8.1
Other 34 2.8
Total Applications . 1,330 109.4
s - CSUC - Institutional Research

November 1973
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advanced Eﬁ ligh courses? 3) will students who receive credit
for fr nmaﬁ Engflsh by examination ach%eve as well in ad-
vanced courses requiring writing as students with approx-
imately equal ability who took the freshman English course?

4) Do students with the particular skills and. abilities to
pass this kind of tést tend to go to or come from certain
schéols or certain programs? 5) go what degree is success

on this sort of examination dependent upon race, gconomic

level, or other extra-academic factors?

\
THE 1974 ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY EXAMINATION ’ :' .
As this report goes to press, word haé‘been reéeiveé
tha;-an examination similar to the 1973 examination will be
supported by the Chanéellor's Office, and'thg same adminis-
trative staff will airect the CSUC exazmination for the

English Council on May 11, 1974.

. Administration of a large-scale testing program is an

enormously complex, enormously time-consuming, enormously

expensive, yet enormously rewarding project. It 1s our hope

B

that the program will in fact become a normal part of the

procedures of higher education, and that college bound
students with the ability to profit from college-level
studies will fand opporiuniti;s in high school to deveiop
their skills in English as far as they are able.. It is our
hope and expectation that such students will be tested by
Znglish department fégulpy who are well aware of what 1is

\ 2
expected in their freshman courses, will be certified by
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these faculty as having met these demands, will.receive
-
< credit for what they have learned, and will move into more

advanced courses with the enthusiasm and delight that

successful students bring to a subject they love. Such a
result can benefit the teaching of English at both the
secondary and college levels and can only be rewarding to
. “*students and faculty alike.
? IS v »
’ \
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CHARTS AND TABLES : ,

- -

Distribution of Coﬁbosite Scores - Total Applicant .
Population : .

|
|
Distribution of Composite Scores - Applicants who
Passed- -

Distribution of Composite Scores - Applicants who
did not Pass

N gl
Distribution of Conwerted Edsay Scores - Total
Applicant Populatigz

.

Distribution of Converted Essay Scores - Applidants
who Passed ’

Distribution of Converted Essay Scores ~ Applicants
who did not Pas$ )

Distribution of Objective Scores - Total Appljicant
Population

Distribution of Objective Scores - Applicants who
Passed ° .
Distribution: of Objective Scores ~ Applicants who :
did not Pass ) ¢

Intercorrelations Among Part and Composite Scores - :
Total Applicant Population )

™

<«
Intercorrelations Among Grouped Essay and Composite
Scores ,~ Total Applicant’ Population

. i . ‘
Male -‘Applicants by Age Category ‘ P i

Female Applicdnts by Age tategory- .

- -




Score
51-59
60-69
# * 70-79
80-89
90-99,
100-109

* 110-119
120-129
130-139
140-149

150~152

.

R - Relative Cumulative
Freguencz . Percent Percent
- \
12 0.2 0.3
' 96 = To2.4 2.7
. 452 11.2 13.8
- 908 22.4 36.2,
1064 « 26.3. - 62.5
836 20.6 83.2
445 11.0 94.1
& - .
170 4.2 . 98.3
52 s T -1.3 99.6
‘t L 4
. 13 0.3 99.9 -
2 0.1 100.0
Total . 4050* - -100.0
Meam = 95.363 Median = 94.485 Mode = 91.000

[y

>

. csyc -

\‘ y
]ERJ()eptemberfl973

IToxt Provided by ERI

- 30.
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

English Equivalency Examination - Spring 1973
R N

Y

¥

Dist¥ibution of Composite Scores -

Total Applicant Population

Standard Deviation = 14.869 ,

*2]1 Applicants did not complete Essay Examination

¥
-

\

s

v
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‘THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

A

Distribution of Composite Scores for those Applicants who Passed

-

Mean = 111.442 Median

A Standard Deyiation = 9.547

« >

CSUC -~ Institutional Research
September 1973

ERIC . - 8%

English Equivalency:Examination - Spring}1973

. Relative Cumulative
Score Frequency Percent Percent
100-104 357° v 26.2 . 26.2
105-109 Q . 331 ‘ 24.3 50.5
E 110114 ' 237 17,4 67.9
1152119 201 14.8 82.7
- 120-124 99 7.3 89.9
125-129 70 5.1 95.1
130~134 37 2.7 1 97.8
135-139 15 1.1 98.9
140-144 ' 11 0.8 99.7
, . 145-149 2 0.1 199.9
150-152 N 2 0.1 1000
’ Total 1362 100.0 '
) = 109.407 Mode = 101.000

{
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THE CALIFORNTIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

English Equivalency Examination - Spring 1973

Distribution of QOmpogige Score§ of those Applicants who did not Pass
) . )
Relative HCumulatiye
§59£g° N Freguepcz Percent Percent
51-54 4 0.1 0.1 3
55-59 8 : 0.3 0.4
6064 a1 ! " 0.8 1.2
65-69 "75 - 2.8 4.0
70-74 166 > 6.2 ' ©10.2
75-79 286 . 10.6 ‘ 20.8 )
Bo-8d a2 T . M15.0 35:8
85-89 : 506 18.8 | 54.6"
90-94 - " 557 20.7 75.3 L
. 95-99 \ 507 18.9 94.2
. 100~104-- , 116 4.3 . 98.5
105-109 32 1.2 99.7
110-114 "5 0.2 99.9
115-119 2 0.1 ) 100.0
120-121 1 0.0 100.0 - .
Total  2688* 100.0
- Mean = 87.222 " Median = 88.202 Mode = 91.000

< Standard Deviation = 9.472

. *21 Applicants Did Not Complete Essay Examination

Y ’ . 8 l’_;, ‘..
12SUC - Imstit ‘tional Research . . {
S ' . . Cy
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N - THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSIT& AND COLLEGES
English Equivalency Examination - Spring 1973
, - ’Distribufion of Converted Essay Scoxes ;
: o, Total Applicdtion Population
) " Relative Curmulative
Score Frequency - Percent Perggnt
.. 22-26 1= © 0.3 0.3
27-31 . 67 .i. 1:9
32-36 273 ) 6.7 8.7
. 37-41 630. 15.6 24.2 .
v
42-46 . 903 22.3 S 46.5
47-51 988 24 .4 70.9
52-56 654 11 871
57-61 . 218 5.4 92.4
62-66 217 - 5.4 97.8
© o 67-71- 75 1.9 99.7
72-76 ‘_éég . “ 0.3 B ‘( 100.0 .
Total 4050%* 100.0 . .
Mean = 47.916 . Median = 47.662 Mode = 48.000
Standard Deviation = 8.402 $

*21 Appiicants Did Not Complete Essay Examination

¢

T

oo CSUC - Institutional ﬁésearch s . .
F - September 1972 ‘ ’
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

English Equivalency Examination -

E

Score

48

53

56
62

67
69
71
73

Total

A

O
,EMCSeptember 1973

IToxt Provided by ERI

Mean = 55.910

Standard Deviation

~

o

Frequency

171
237
218
262
188
113
86"
38
26..

1362

»
»

CSUC - Institutional Research

3

Relative
Percent

12.6
17.4
16.0
19.2

13.8

100.0

Median = 55.135

Spring 1973

Distribution of Converted Essay Scores of those Applicants who Passed’

Cumulative
Percent

-

12.6
< 30.0
- 46.0
65.2
79.0
87.3
93.6
96.4
98.3

Mode = 56.000
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

English Equivalency Examination - .Spring 1973
Ny

Distribution Qf Converted Essay Scores of those Aﬁplicants who did not Pass

A}

: ‘Relative Cumulative
Frequency - Percent Percent

11 0.4
67 ' 2.5

10.2

Mean = 43.868 Median = 44.130  Mode = 46.000

-~

Standard Deviation = 6.369

-

*21 Applicants Did Not Complete Essay Examination

X
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Score

22-26
22;31
32-36
37-41
42-46
47-51

52-56-

© 57-61 -
. <

62-66

67-71
72-76

CSUC - Institutional Research

Q
[]iﬂjeptember 1973

IToxt Provided by ERI

Frequency
11

80
290
665

843

883

633
364

209 °

.75

18

4071

Standard Deviation

Distribution of Objective Scores
Total Applicant Population

Relative
Percent

-3
.0

.140
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

English Equivaléncy Examination - . Spring 1973

s ¢

Cumulative

. Percent

0.3
2.2

9.4

25.7 —

46 .4
68.1
83.6
92.6
97.7
4
99.6
100.0

Mode_= 43.000




THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND-COLLEGES

English Equivaiency Examination - Spring 1973

€

Distribution of Objective Scores of those Applicants who Passed

k4

Relative , Cumulative
7 . Score Frequency Percent Percent
45-47 . 113 8.3 8.3
- 48-50 218 16.0 24.3
51-53 283 20.8 45.1
54-56 186 . o137 58,7
57-59 194 ’ 14.2 73.0
" 60-62 : 164 12.0 85.0
63-65 01 6.7 91.7
66-68 70 5.1 96.8
69-71 26 . 1.9 98.8
72-74 15 1.1 . 99.9
75-76 ‘ 2 Sl . 100.0
Total 1362 100.0
Mean = 55.577 Median = 54.661 Mode = 52.000

7
'g@andard Deviation = 6.318

-

CcsucC - Insgztgtéopal Research

. [N

September 1973 L g)s“ R 7,
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES v
English Equivalency Examination = Spring 1973

»

Distribution of Objective Scores of those Applicants who did not Pass

3

Relative Cunmulative
§gg£g Frequency Percent Percent
22-26 11 0.4 0.4
27-31 80 3.0 3.4
32-36 | 290 10.7 14.1,

- 37-41 665 24.5 38.6
42-46 799 ' 29.5 68.1
47-51 544 20.1 88.2
52-56 216 bg.0 - 96.3

*57-61 74 2.7 98.9
62-66 25 © 0.9 99.8 e
67-71 " - 4 0.2 100.0
72-73 1 0.0 1op,oﬂ

Total ¢ 2709

100.0

Median = 42.;;I\~m\‘Mode = 43.000

AL

Mean = 43.361

Standard Deviation = 6.914

©
y

3 T

CSUC - Institutional Research
September 1973
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THE CALIFORN;A STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES .

English Equivalency Examination - Spring. 1973

-~

Male Applicant; by Age Category )
) nAgé . Failed Passed . Total
Category N Rel.% Cum.$% N Rel:% Cum. % N Rel.% Cum. %
\\3}6 and under 1 0.1 0.1 2 0.5 05 3 0.2 0.2
| 17 57 4.4 4.5. 20 4.8 5.3 L 77 4.5 4.7
18 1051 81.5 - 86.0 322  78.0 ©83.3 1373 80.7 85:.4
19 152 11.8 97.8 47 11.4 94.7 199 11.7 97.1
20 | 10 0.8 98.6  4* "l.0 95.7 . 14 0.8 97.9
2 3 ; 0.2 98.8 . 2 0.5 96..2 5 0.3 98.2
22 o3 0.2 99.0 3 0.7 96.9 6 0.4 98.6
23 2: }.2 99.2 1 0.2 97.1 3 0.2 98.8
: 24 1 0.1 99.3" S0 0.0 97.1 1 0.1 98.9
25 - 29 5 0.4 - 99.7 6 , 1.5 98.6 11  -0.6 99.5 .
30 -~ 34 2 0.2 99.9 2 0.5 99.1 4 0.2 99.7
35 and over 2 0.2 100.1 4 1.0 100:1 6 0.4 ~ 100.1
“All Ages " 1289  75.7 - 413 24,3 . - 1702* 100.0 -
*Age Data unobtainable from 15 (M or F) Applicants

CSUC - Institutional Research .
 Sog*ember 1973 ' 9




Age

Category

16 and under

17
18
19
20
21
22

23

-

25 - 29
30- - 34
35 and over

All - Ages

24

. THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

English Equivalency Examination - Spring 1973

Female Applicants by Age Category

Failed ’ Passed R Total

N Rel.$ Cum. & N  Rel.t Cum.$ N  Rel.t Cum.%
2 0.1 0.1 2 0.2 0.2 * 4 - 0.2 0.2
130 9.2 9.3 74+ 7.8 8.0 204 8.7 8.9
- 1136 80.6 89.9 754  79.8 87.8 1890  80.3 89,2
117 8.2 98.1 . 69 7.4 95.2 186 7.9 97.1
"7° 0.5 98.6 9 1.0 96.2 16 0.7 97.8
2 0.1 98.7 6 0.6 96.8 R 0.3 ° 98.1
1 0.1 98.8 2 0.2 97.0 3 0.1 98.2
2 0.1 98.9 1 . 0.1  97.1 3 . 0.1 .98.3
0 0.0 98.9 6 0.6 97.7 € 0.3 98.6
"4 0.3 99.2  4° 0.4 -98.1 8 0.3 ° 98.9
1 0.1 99.3 5 0.5 98.6 6 0.3  99.2
8 0.6 99.9 12 1.3 99.9 20 0.8 100.0

1419 59.9 - , 944 40.1 - 2354% 106.9 -

*Age Data Unobtainable from 15 (M-F) Applicants

CSUC - Institutional Research
September 1973 ’
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PREFACE

By

o Edward M. White .
Chairman, Department of English
‘California State College, San Bernardino

N

In the fall of 1971, the California State Colleges began large-scale
" equivalency testing for entering freshmen at two colleges, hsing tests
developed by the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP). (This program,
sponsored by the College Entrance Examination Board [CEEB], is administered
by the Educgtional Testing Service [ETS].) After the results h;d been
publicized, serious professional evaluation of the .validity, scoring, and ’
administration of the tests began among the faculties; the State College
English Council raised a number of objections to the English Composition
General Examination in particular, as well ag to various aspects of the
program in general. The Chancellor's Officetproved recep{fve to the English
Council's objectioﬁs, and éo other quéstions raised by a series of statewide
commi ttees and ;ﬁbcbmmittees that have considered the Fall 1971 program.
In late spring of 1972, the Chancellor's Office agreed to support a summer
study to be undertaken by a committee of the English Council, to investigate
equivalency testing in the area of English and’ to recommend an appropriate
program for use by the now renamed State University-and Colleges.

This report is the resu1t’of‘tha£ study. It'is not exhaustive, since

. @ -
such a task in this area would have demanded far more time and support than

was available. It is an attempt to focus the major issues in sich a Qay
as to point to their solution, and it recommends a method of equivalency
testing in English which is responsive to our discipline and practical to

[

implement.
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This report has passed'through a series of drafts and presentatjbns which
have made it, in its present form, an expression of the best thinking of the
English Council as a whole--perhaps evén of the English profession as a
whole. Since Spring 1972, when the Council directed me to prepare this’
report, I have consulted widely with Eng]ish department and freshman English
chairmen throughout California, and have corresponded, sométimes at considerable
length, with over two dozen specialists <in the field elsewhere in the United
States and in Eng{and. I have kept citations to a minimum throughout the
report, which is written for laymen as well as for-the profesgional, so |
must thank here the many teachers, writers, and scholars Qhose published
w;rk and whose substantial and thoughtful ietters to me have'contr{buted
to our findings. I owe a particular debt to Professo;,dess Ritter of
Californiz State University, San Francisco, who worked closely with me
throughout the study, and to Dr. Albert Serling, Program Director for CLEP,
who spent a week in San Berndrdino to give us tfie benefit of his wide ‘
expegiente. The English department chairmen and facu]ty‘wﬂo participated in -
the Southern California Advisory Meeting, August 3, 1972, and in the Northern
California Advisory Meeting, September 14, 1972, will notice the many improve-

ments made in the report as a result of their suggestions. I am also grate-

ful for the advice given me by William Schaefer, Executive Secretary of the

Modern Languaée Association; Robert Hogan, Executive Secretary of the
National Council of Teachers bf English; and most particularly Michael
Shugrue, Executive Sec;etary of the Association o; Departments of English,
who first helped me discover where to turn to dispel my previous condition

of happy ignorance about the entire area of testing in Englisn.

105 :




1. EQUIVALENCY TESTING: The Central Issue

Equivalency testing has become common practice in higher education, and
. has long been widely accepted, at least in theory, in English departments.
A1l but two of the forty-six four-year California colleges and universities
responding to fh% 1971 Association of Departments of English Freshman Engli;h
Syrvey, for instance, indicated that tnere was a way to exempt studentstrom
freshman English at their institutions. In addition, the Advanced Placement
Program, also administered by ETS for CEEB, is widely accepted- as equivalent
to college work; a score of 3, 4, or 5 is accepted & six semester units of
co]legeﬁcredit throughout the State University and College ;ystem. (See a
’ memo entitlied "Systemwide Policy on Advanced Placement andﬂCnedit“~s;&t
by Vice Chancellor Langsdorf to all State College Pré;idents, June 16, 1971,)
~~?gt only :ecentiyvhas equivalency testing been open to very large numbers
of studeats. Advanced Placement candidates, for instance, are relatively few
in number, able and ambitious students, from a limited number of secondary
schools; they enroll in $pecialized courses, and generally perform b;tter
than college and university students on their examinations and in their
subsequent college work. Nonetheless, AP originally encountered considerable
f&culty resistance, and has become widely established and accepted only within
tﬁe last decade. Tﬁe CLEP program has greatly expanded opportunities for
sg]]ege credit by examination and hence has once again focused attention
on the major Fheoretica] issue raised Ey such credit. But since such large
numbers are involved, the arguments have become particularly heated.
Those who arghe for such testing assgrt that it benefits the individual.
No one should be asked to repeaf work in college that he has mastered; he

should receive credit for what he knows and proceed to appropriate levels

of learning.




‘Those who argue against such testing also assert that the needs of the
individual are primary. To substitute mechanical tests of competency for the
individual search for excellence is in fact to cheat the student of possi-
bilities for individual growth.

These arguments, which can be and have been developed at great length,

and which lead to rhetorical heights of passion, boint to the practical weak-

~ -

nesses in both positions. Certainly college courses--ought not to bé rote
repetition of what is already known, and certainly equivalency testing ought
to Tead to more advanced learning. When faculty argue against equivalency
testing without much knowledge of available tests, or when testing people
proclaim the uselessness of college course work without knowledge of the

innovations and expansion of freshman studies, the conflict becomes severe.

{In an article on CLEP, The College Board News, May 1972, claims the five

general examinations afford freshmen "the opportunity to eliminate one
entire year of study and expense," which is a strange and sad way to speak

of what is available in higher education.) There is plenty of blame to go

around for a quarrel which is essentially foolish, and for which students

and higher education in general must suffer.

As in so many heated theoretical arguments, both sides are right, since
they are talking about different things. Some of the tests that have been

used are in fact poor and invalid; no one sensible defends them. Some

"college courses have apparently not been worth the taking; no one really

defends them. But we need not and should not take extreme positions.

N6 one could argue against a program of equivalency testing that satisfies

these two conditions:

105
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1) the.tests must be in fact college level ones, valid for their ‘

"stated purpcses, and properly normed--in short the tests must

gain academic respectability similar to that won by the Advanced .

P]acgment program, and

2) the purpose of the tests must be so clearly seen that no one

can take them as a way to cheat students of their education

by huddling them through credits to save cash; the tests need

to be administered so that they in fact help students develop

their fullest individual capacities. . °

‘Everyone stands to ?enefit from equivalency testing responsibly

done.

2. EQUIVALENCY TESTING IN FRESHMAN ENGLISH

The issues discussed in Section One are more or less applicable to all
fields of :tudy, but they are most pronounced in the area of freshman English.
It is no wonder that equivalency testind‘in freshman English i§ a

long-standing problem. The course itself is a lohg-standing problem,
nationwide. It is the most widely required college csurse (in 1970; 93.2 percent
of all four-year colleges and universities required at least one term of English),
and a millicn or more students enroll in freshman English each year in this
country. Yet there is relatively little agreement nationwide about what

sﬂould be in such a course; while the mosi generally accepted intention is

to improve students'. ability to write, English teachers now use a large number

of different approaches, none of which is demonstrably certain of success.

Since the course is itself in such an unsettled state, it is no wonder that

so many of the testing programs are confused in purpose and in content.
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The sharpest problem for freshman English courses s one that relates
directly. to- the issue that divides us. about equivalency testing: is the

objective of the course some kind of minimum competence, what Albert Kitzhaber

’

called "immediate therapy for students whose academic future is clouded by

*

their inability to manage the written form of English"? Or is the primary

purpose "to focus the 'student/ s attention on fundamental pr1nc1p1es of

clear thinking and effective expression of that th1nk1ng (A]bert K1tzhaber.

}hemes, Theories, and Therapy, 1963,,pp. 2, 3.): The view of Eng]1sh as

l;therapy," as fulfilling its function by dimparting correct spelling and other
conventional forms of expression, is widely ‘held outside of the profession

and even by 48.9 percent of thie English departments in the United States

(acco "ding to Thomas Wilcox, reporting on The National éurvey of Undergraduate ?

Programs in English, in Collgge English, 6 [March 1972], 688). This is the view

of freshm>n English assumed by most placement tests, with their heavy stress
on error-hunting and supposedly corrgct expression. But ovg; hglf the‘bro-
fession nationwide and all the English departments in the California State
University and College system reject this vision of freshman English, in
favor of Kitzhaber's second view. Correct knowledge of formal English,

valuable as it is for many purposes, is not all that is taught in our classes;

hence such knowledge is not alone sufficient for equivalency. Our freshman

English courses are more concerned with developing an awareness of the various

levels of usage, which are appropr1ate to various s1tuat1ons, than in abstract
notions of correctness; and we are far more interested in helping students

develop and test ideas in writing than in maintaining the supposed purity

of the tongue.

Since freshman English has such varying objectives and definitions,

we should not'expect any sirn de national test, however reputable, to satisfy

.
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the profession ;s a whole. Ne,‘however, need to«iﬁsistrthat tests designed '
to examine minimdl competence in‘ﬁechanics, even when they are sound, do

not do more than touch the periphery of our courses. And we need to define
as c]gar]y as possible the objectives of our courses so that better testing

programs can emerge. For reasons discussed in Section Five below, the

nineteen institutions in our system have been:able to come up with a far

greater sense of agreement about objectives than has been possible nationwide.

3

3. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF OBJECTIVE TESTING

Thewhole issue-of objective testing is so complex, and so much :
’ N L

research has been done on it, that to summarize the rgsearch risks super-
ficialty and errgr. Mos't éf the research on this question has beén done

by tie Educational Testing Service, which bas been giving English tests to
large numbers of students sinée it was estéplighed in 1538. Several general
cdnc]usion: emergé from the various'reports produced by the highly capabfe'

scholars ETS has employed in this area:

1) Only those who know little about testing have unlimited faith
in test scores; the specialists are well‘awére'of the 1imita- ,
tions and fa]]ibiﬁi%y.of any'kind,of test, and '
v ° 2 . ‘

2) the best test in composition'will combine the most.reliable'

. elements of both objective and essay testing.

A1l evidence shows that both kinds of tests have impontant strengths
and serious weaknesses; it is important to state here that there is no
- - . 3. " .
necessary conflict between essay and objective tests. We would, in fact,

J

argue strongly against aﬁy equivalency testing.in freshman Ehglish that

did not include both.

t
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Here are five conclusions that we support in the area of objective

~ ” ’

“testing in freshman EngTish: . )
A. Most of the objective tests atai]ab]e are poor; some scandalously
so. We should not succumb to the feeling that people who make up
tests must“know‘what is going on in the field of Eng]ish; many of -
them don't. Anyone with know]edqe of modern 11nguist1c; or d1a1ecto]ogy,
for instance, wou]d f19d some of the rout1ne quest1ons about '
_correctness or the ﬁocat1ng of supposed errors quite absurd.
As‘ohe reads through test after test, he becomes convinced that
the principal ski]l tested, repeatedly, is the ability to take
tests, that is, the ability to discern- the point of view of the
test maker, and hence to guess'shrewd1y the "right" answer. No
wonder the re}u]ts on such teets correlate nicely with,success in
school, which is, after all, normally based on the same skill.
In' short, the well-known deficiencies qf multiple-choice »
testing’still weaken most such tests. Here,'foh one example, i;
a question from one of the newest and most popular test§ in English
composition (s11ght1y changed to avoid copyright d1ff1cu1t1es),
it 111ustrates the typ1ca1 bad’ quest1on st111 being written:

i Eng]1sh speak1ng musicians use profess1ona11y 1arge
f numbers of words from which. ane of the following .

g f languages?
' a. German

French

. ‘Latjn

b

‘ c. Spanish
d
e. Italian

£ 4

The test makers are obv1ous]v lTooking in th1s question for a

scrap of informat1on about the ways in.whichEnglish, uses fore1gn "

[y

-
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words, in this case the Italian vocabulary for some aspects of
musical notation. Some students may in fact pick up such

information in a composition course, though it seems unlikely;

but the student most able to fi11 in the proper square is likely
to be the one whose parents ‘wanted to and could afford to give

him music lesSons as a child. Those not so privileged {including,

v

no doubt; some fine musicians) are not like1y to know the answer,
regardless of the1r writing ability. And someone,who knew too
much--say a specialist in medieval music--might even g1ve the

"wrong" answer, Latin. \

- At the same t1me,»a few objective tests are not1ceab1y better
than the rest, and we ought to guard against un1nformed Judgements

about: all obJect1ve testing. Somet1mes committees responsible

PO

4 .
for developing. a, test are wholly informed and up-to-date--some-

times, indeed, they are leaders in the field--and the test itself

is sometimes reviewed'with such elaborate care .that the routine

prob]ems of objective testing are largely or.who]?} nemoved.
21 - ) « r g

Writing ability~sis a highly complex combinatioﬁ of many skills;

objective tests measure some skv]]s ana]ogous to and 1nvo]ved in

3

writing, but can not measure a]] such'sk1lls and hence ‘can never
be who]]y va11d' We ought to d1strust any. obJect1ve test that

c]a1ms Ao test wr|t1ng ab111ty in 1ts entirety, and we should |

- N

1nqu1re susp1c1ous]y 1ntb‘the:¥a11d1ty of such claims. ~On the
DN Y [ \

sother hand, there are skills which are closely connected with writing

b - » .

L "=

abiltity (for examplé€, size and accuracy of vocabu]ary, or reading

-

comprehens1bn) which caii be measured obJect1ve1y with a high degree of

yer s o

re11ab111ty,,\ye can and should‘demand that any objective test

' . .
- %, ~
.

. v YN

1i0

>

’ 4




.we use examine particular skills with demonstrated validity,

- e ‘ 105.

that it be free from the obviousﬁfiaws of such tests, such as
social bias and amb%guity, and that it not advertise itself as
testing more than it in fact does test.

v

Within some %mportant limitations, objective testing can be a
hﬁgh1y1reliab1e and economical method of measuring achievement.

Dr. Paul Diederich Senior Research Associate at ETS, and one

of the most experienced scholars in the country on English

test1ng. wr1tes that he usually expects’, when meashr1ng a single
test against a reliab]e series of_writ1ng_eva1uat1ons, #a corre-
lation of about 65 with a good read1ng test, .55 with an objeciive
test of writing skills, and£’45 with grades 8% an essay given

by tﬁaingd readers under close supervision." These are dis-
couraging figures: a correlation below .30 approaches irrelevance;-
prufessional designers of gbjective tests aim for .90 and are
distinctly unhappy below .80. But we must recognize the fact,

demonstrated repeatedly, that one good objective test will

correlate more highly with a student's writing ability (using

a series gf writing sampies as a base) than will one good essay

12

‘test. This is a coﬁvincing'arQUMentnthat the equivalency test

we Bpprove should contain an objective section.

Since objective tests do not test writing ability directly, but
only a few ski]ls that are part of or associated with it, no
objeétive test should be used alone as a measure of writing

ability. It ‘s essential that an essay be part of any writing -

"equivalency test that seeks to measure college-Tevel skill.

-
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Everione, even the most avid defender of objective tésting,
knows that some students can do well, or at least passably, on
objective tests in writing and yet write abominably. In addition,
whenever impersonal tésting occurs, there are bound to be occa§iona1
instances of cheating, impé;SOnation, and other outrages endemic to
a test-oriented society. Eor these very practical reasons, essgy
tests are needed to increase the va]idity and security of the
whole testi;g process.
Every Eng}ish teacher's gxperience that writing ability is closely "
akin to reading ability is borne out by -correlation studies.. (Note
that Paul Diederich; as cited above, expects a higher correlation with
writing‘ability from an objective reading test t%an from an..objective
writing test. ETS reports tend to confirm his expectation.) This
finding suppor;§~the common pn;ctice of‘spen&ing much time in freshman
English on qarefu] ana]ytjc reaqing of a[] kinds of writing, including,
but not restricted to, imaginative literature. Capable writers are
almost always .capable readers,.and it 1s reasonable to expect that
careful training in reading will help thg‘deve1opment of writing
ability. Since writing and reading are generally 1inked_in“the
course work, and improved reqding ability is a.no}mai objective
of freshman English, a test designed to-give college credit in
the course must include a substantial reading component. It appears
possible to test reading ability with some'accuracy by objective
examination, and it appears possible to teSt-genera]‘reéding
ability at least in part by the use of. a valid and reliable general

literature examination. But we must be careful that any reading’

‘
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test we use is college-level and substantive. It is Simpler to
ask for the correct spelling of §hakespeare's name (though
Shakespeare himself whd]d not know) than to obtain and evaluate

a response to King Lear's changing relationship to his daughter

Corde1ia. .

4. STRENGTHS AND NEAKNESSES OF ESSAY TESTING

“We ought to have no, illusions about the reliability of essay testing.

To be sure, it is the criterion of writing ability; it i$ the only way to

‘see the real thing. Nonetheless, such tests have many important problems

of which we need to be aware.

Perhaps the most significant problem for the reliability of essay tests
is the large difference in quality of the es$ays written by a single student.

Yesterday's paper is noticeably worse, or better, than.today's and, of today's

~

papers, the one on topic A is far superior to that on tdbic F. An essay

o

does not measure writing abi]ity as an abstract quality, but a student's

L]

abi1ity to write on a certain topic on a certain day under test conditions.
ft is éertain]y conceivab]e that the student whose faiTing paper you Mmay

have read last n1ght cou]d have handed in his paper with a ‘bored sigh of

relief, and gone home to wr1te his girlfriend in Cucamonga a witty, 1nte111gent,

_mechanica]]y accurate; analysis of the test he had suffered through and of the

agonies of the professor who would have to éVa]uate it.

" The second most;importani problem is the‘diffich]ty in achieving
reliable grading of eSSay tests. Even under the most carefully eontro11ed
ana superyised reading conditions, it is hard to find readers who agree
consiz}ent]y about the dua]ity of given essays. 'And the studies ana}yziﬁg

resuits under more usual circumstances, when students arewriting on different

topics, and when we know the identity of the erters,’are'rea]]y depressing.

.
| Y
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But it is possible to establish testing and grading conditions to bring

. the reliability of essay testing to a useful point. It is clear that, as the

ETS publication The Measurement of Writing Ability (1966) states, "The com-

bination of objective items (which measure accurately some skills involved

in writing) with an essay (whish measures direEt]y, if someyhat less accurately,

the writing itself) proved to be more valid than either type of item alone."”
Finally, it is educationally necessary to require a student to write

during any test of writing. We need to validate objective testing by guarding

against students who may. have learned to perform well on tests, but who cannot

write competently. Suppose we were to choose a simple, well-constructed

spelling tesl as the equivalency exam1nat1on (we won't, of course). The

first .ime we used it, the results might well be acceptable; most (but

certainly not all) good writers‘happen to be pretty good spellers. But the

next time, those students who'd%d not "waste" their school years writing,

but instead std&ied spelling, wou]J greatly improve their scores.  In t1me,.

the exam might we]] stimulate mindless cramming and devalue tee writing

act itself. This wou]d be the effect whatever comb1nat1on of skills a non-

essay test might exam:ne, unless we 1nc1ude an essay test in our examination,

we run the danger of def1n{ng writing as not-writing, and this would be a

Dosﬁtionvwithout‘va]idi;y”or integrity.

5. - EgUIVALENCY TESTING IN:FRESHMAN ENGLISH IN THE CALIFORNIA
AT R TY ND ¢ SYSTEM .

‘Conditions are favorable for the development of a respons1b1e and

accessible equivalency test in freshman English within tne California

State University and College system. Not'pn1y is the administration of

the system on recorq“as_urging such testing in general, but the English

Council itself has endorsed it im principle. In addition, some of the

by
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problems.we have listed in relation to freshman English courses and to testing
in these courses are much mére easily resolved within the system than on a
nationwide basis. '

For example, the contributions of the English Council to communication
among the college departments has led to some general agreement about the
objgctives of freshman English in our institutions. Again, for various reasons,
the English departments of the State University and Colleges have tended to
devote a substantial portion of their time and some of their Best energies to
the development of freshman English. Hence, the nationwide neglect and frag-
mentation o; suqh courses has not been a m{jor matter here; indeed creative
experimentation, innovation, and the development of new méteria]s in such
courses have marked our recent history.

Thelrelative ease of communication among the 19 institutions, the general
seriousness and spirit of innovation with which we approach the cdurse, and
the substantial size qf our combined student bodies all argue for the possibility
of a ﬁell-p]anned.and appropriately financed examination that could.have nation-
wide implications. Indeed, the importance of what we are here undertakiﬁg
has not escaped the notice of ETS and CEEB; they have given strong assurances R

-that the two organizations will bring their resources, experience, and knowledge

to help us accomﬁ]fsh aims so consistent with theiergB%%c position on creajt-
by—exaﬁinatibn. The College-Level Examination Proéfﬁﬁ?ﬁas run into some importaht
opposition from faculties, most particularly facu]tie;iﬁn Eng]ish and mathematics,
numbers of whom have found the general examinations 1n‘these areas uqacceptasle.

In re%ponse,'ETS and CEEB have recommended various uses of subject examinations

in these areas and are developing new examinations in both fields. Those

responsibile for CLEP are determined to regain the confidence of these faculties.

- -
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We stand to benefit from a strong working relationship with ETS, which has
done most of the valuable research in testing in our field, since this
accumulated expertise (though by no means infallible) is an invaluable
resource.

The testing program we‘recommend has four features to it, each of whicﬁ
is discussed below: A) A coherent statement of the aims and objectives of
freshman English, B) A test, including both objective and essay parts, which
is demonstrably responsive to these Qims, calls -for an appropriate college
lTevel of proficiency, and is valid and reliable, C) Administration of the
test reliably and professionally, angﬁD) Professional and sensitive use of
test results. Such a program i ot only academica11y gﬁund, byt financially
and technically practisgj4/;;/;iopose it go into operat{on~for ihe fall of
1973, with initial tésging to begin as early as spring 1973. |

A. Aims and objectives of freshman English

Freshman English calls for development of reéding and writing

ability--including the effective uses of.reference and resource

materials--as well,as the acéuisigjon of knowledge aboat the

English language. A student should demonstrate the college-level

ab11{ty

1. to recognize and use appropriate language (rather than merely
to classify "errors"),

2. to recognize and use the basic processes of clear thought.‘
and clear communication, and

3. to reag expository and imaginative writing with understanding.

B. The Test: Objective and Essay

The test should contain both essay and objective parts. Six

semester units of lower division credit, or its equivalent, -

:]fldi
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should be given for successful completion of an examination
of 3 hours, consisting of 90 minutes of objective testing and
90 minutes of a carefully designed essay test.

Adm1nistrat1on of the test

1. Proposed new CLEP Freshman English Test Fall, 1974

We .have great hopes that the proposed new CLEP Freshman
Eng]1sh Subject Examination will be sat1sfactory for our
purposes. We have confidence in the committee of?examiners
dev1s1ng the test (Richard Braddock, University o} Iowa;

Greg Cowan, Forest Park Commun1ty College, Missouri; Mar1anne
Davis, Benedict College, South Carolina; and Walker Gibson,
University of Massachusetts) and respect the committee's
statements about what it is seeking to accomplish. In addi-
tion, we have examjned six 45-minute pretests containing
approximately 450 questions written by co]]ege'Eng]ish ‘
teachers to the specifications of thatécommittee. These
pretests constitute an item pool from which ;bout 200 questions
will be drawn to yield two editions of 90-mipute CLEP multiple
choiceAsubject-exahinptions. On fhe following page are the
test specifications developed by the committee of examiners.
The questions on the pretests seem specifically designed to
avoid the usual faults of short-answer testiég, and seem
genera]]y to examine the kinds of skills.we have agreed
are among our most important objectives.

"In addition the new CLEP freshman Eng]%sh test includes

a 90-minute optional essay section which we can and should

require. The committee preferred a required essay section

\.\ :1 1\ al .
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as part of the test itself, but CLEP's policy is to let the
decision on requiring the essay rest with the institutional
score recipient. Everyone involved in creating tﬁe-test agrees
upon the value of the essay, however. Here is the policy of
the CLEP progrém in relation to essay tésting for the new CLEP
Freshman English Test (exerpted, with permission, from an ETS

memorandum dated July 14, 1972):

"The CLEP Program can offer a most positive alternative
in the special case of this new freshman English test. This
will permit and promote the careful, rational use of the
optional essay section wi thout pena]izihg those candidates
whose essays would be misused or ignored: ‘

"(1) If the committee makes its strongest

possible recommendation urging recipient tnglish

departments to require the essay, the program will

develop and distribhte widely a special publication,
aimed at college faculty members and departments, that
will highlight the committee's recommendation. Colleges
accross the country are in the process of developing '

policies QI credit by examination through CLEP. A

strong recommendation by the committee that this test :

is incomplete without a carefully prepared and graded
essay should be, we think will be, welcomed bx most
recipients of scores. These schools can, shouid, and

will in turn make it clear to individuals 'seeking

credit that the essay is required by the recipient

dinstitution.” ' .

We expect to follow the development of this new test with
keen interest, and are prepared to recommend its use if it
fulfills its promise. We will ;eek.to be included in the
norming studies for pbjective po}tions of this test in the
sbring of 1973, and we will explore ways to conduct gconcomitant

11 :
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norming'of the optiona] essay section for styd%nts in our

system. We have been assyred by the D1rector of the CLEP
program that the program will make tests ava11ab1e to us for
these purposes at no charge,. and will assist us in our validity
studies. Unfortunate]y, while CLEP designs and provides for

an optional essay, the receiving, institutions must themselves

provide for the grading of the essay question. Therefore,

funding from the California State University and College

budget'pi11 be needed in the 1972-73 fiscal year to establish

an organization to read and evaluate essays for this test (or, indeed,

for any other); this arrangement must be carefully and professionally

3%

- set up, so as to assure the reliability and validity of the entire

program. We expect to be able to draw upon California faculty
experienced in AP and other organized essay grading efforts to
assure the professional caliber of this essential operation;
ETS specialists in this area stand ready to assist us.
‘However, because of the elaborate evaluation this new CLEP
test will undergo, it will not be available for our use in
September 1973. We thus need to choose an aeceptab1e alterna-
tive for the year ahead, even as we watch the development of

what may well be a CLEP test we can accept without qualms.

Analysis and interpretation of Literature: Fall 1§73

We recommend the following as a responsible short-term -
solution for the 1973-74 academic year only:

A three-hour examination consisting of the 90-minute
objective CLEP Subject Examination, Analysis and
Interpretation of Literature, and either its 90-
minute essay section or one of our own-devising:

,‘1 /
12u
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The disadvantage of this sﬁort-term solution is that the
test does not deal with composition aside from 1;terature,
apd that no no;ﬁé}have been déve]oped specifically for our
student population.

The advantages of this prOpo;a]. however, are important:

‘a. The test exists, and‘has been well received throughout
| the country and within our system. It contains a highly
.relijable and valid objecéi&é test_(;c;ording to the
elaborate studies conducted b§ ETS), which will serve
the necessary measurement function of the objective

portion of our, test. ‘ <

b. The Literature test, while not ideally suited for all

Pl ~

aspects of freshman English, is skewed in the &irection
of rigor r§ther than ease. it is a college level
examination.

c. Reading skill correlates closely with writing skill,
and this carefully constructed reading test, along Qith'
a 90-minute essay test, is more appropriaté for our
short-term uﬁe than any objective SOécaa1ed.combosition
test. ‘ |

d. Two new, up-to-date, editions of this test will be
available for'our use in 1973. Tﬁese new editions

L)

will improve an already impressive test.

e. CLEP has no objections to substituting an essay test
of our own devising for -the essays on literature now

part of the examination. We can select appropriate .

essay questions for our purposes as the testing date : R

A}
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approaches, or we can acéébt those prépared by fhe CLEP
cqmmittge (William Vestermang Rutgers University:’w. 0. S.
Sutherland, Univers{;y of Texas; Mar; Rion Hove, St. Otaf
Coi]ege) with the advice of the ETS test specialists. “
Essay Grading: Supervision and Expenses -

We resolve that the English Council will select é committee
with confinuing responsibility for‘superv?sion'of the testing ]
program. We need furfher'?éports on the development of the

‘new CLEP Freshman English tést, and since there is no national

grading system for CLEP essays, we need to supervise the entire

-
~

process of essay grading.

wexprdpose tha£ the Eng!ish Counci],;fuhded(thnough thé
Chanoe]fdr‘s Officé,'take responsibi]it} for evaauating the
student e§says‘written‘f0r course'equivarency in Eng]tsh.f Né
;cén as a body -ensure the integrity, consistency,.and quality of
essay graping far better than can any other offjpe. Since,
essay grading i; complex and expensive, it is bound to be-
vulnerable; under~our direétion it will be less assaj1ab1:,‘
less cost]y,¢and,more reliable than any but a national system "
such as used by AP. , N -

The cost of reliably grading large numbers of essays is
not prohibitive ‘(about $6.00 per exam, based on tentative
estimates of costs shown in Appendix I); when meésured aga}nst~

" theé potential savings for students and the system, gnd:whgn

placed against enhanced recruitment of able students, this

expenditure in fact becomes a great bargain.'

¢ N

¢
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The cost of developing the examinations we recommend -
are being borne by CFEB; the cost of taking the examination
’js borne by‘the cand%date seeking credit; the costs of scoring,
reporting,.and transcript serVice for the objective test,are
prov1ded by ETS the cost of scoring and 4sing the essay sect1on
of the test needs to be prov1ded by the State of Ca11forn1a

~
Dur1ng the 1972-73 fiscal year this cost should, we suggest,

be pa1d by the fund for 1nnoVat1ve programs. But after the
1972- 73 fiscal year, the faculty staffing: formula 'should pro-

v1de for the program, which oov1ous]y ca]Ls for cont1nu1ng

a

attent1on from the English Counc1] and for maintaining a pool
of trained readers We hope that costs of grad1ng can be

¢ reduced,s as we gain experience; ‘it may be that the scores

4 * A

on the objective test will be 'so valid for our purposes that

papers of those.on the upper and lower endiof the scale will

not need to be read. e ‘
See Appendix I for a tentat1ve budget, tabu]at1ng the

ant1c1pated expense of grading 5, 000 90-minute essay ‘tests.

4, Pass1ng Scores . .

We accept the recommendat1on of the independent Council

¢

on College-Level Examinations for the acceptab]e.passing - ;

score on the objective part of the test. The Council recommend§
credit.be granted for scores at or above the mean score for C

students on the CLEP national norm. For the Analysis and

Interpretation of Literature tésts,-that is a score of 49 or

. . roughly the-50th percentile. (We may wish to use a California

rather than a national mean score, when such local norming

<
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takes place.) " The essay test will need to be scaled by the )

) - . ./ . o . .
chief reader and his .assistants.after the scor1ngGhas been done,

ol N

and the two scores combined. - e e : [ PR
The Use of Test Scores ° . . . .. . v
' Fx3 . ’

The use of test results requ1res carefu] attention and
&i‘

p]ann1ng. Those who have-passed the test and;rege1ved,ered1t\'

.

for the co]lege'course work should be fully informed of the . .

va]he of what they haye achieved invécademic and'deveTopﬁental . g

»

terms--not merely mechanical or f1nanc1a1 1angqgge’_they should f:

5,

~

be urged to take more advanced work in Eng11sh in Grder to deve]op

the1r capac1t1es further.’ Thus the placement value of this Coy, )

L4
k1nd of test1ng should be exp]o1ted even if course equifa{enqy I -
is the major purpose. T )

" -
-

- The individual co]]eges and universities should also retain

o O 5

flexibility in the use of test-results, evel if credit is

granted systemw1de AxstUdent who does not succeed in paésing

\
.the equ1va1ency exam1nat1on may wish to app]y for- a cha]]enge ) .

exam1nat10n at his own 1nst1tut1on, he ouOU]d have the opportunity )

to do so, if the 1nst1tut1on W1shes to cont1nue offer1ng such

tests on a local basis. 'h R RS . -

- -

The student should have the option of how he will use ¢redit -
ga1ned by examination, The exper1ence of AP students is illus- .

trative in this regard; these students, with their head start, = 7

take more college units than do students without ‘AP credit.

Certainly, careful and eensitive'cpunse]ing, advisément, and ’ SR




.'equ1va1ency program we recommend can in fact be open to all

: ' . 119.

“

~

"guidance are essential to this program, and not only for

those 1ikely to be successful in it. Those with-little

chance of success ought not to be encouraged to take tests
covering college-level “work they do not know, those succeed1na
at the tes¥s should, be encouraged and gu:ded in their self-~

mot1vated quest for learning.. Decisions, however, must always

~ -

rest with’ the student, and each 1nst1tut1on shou]d seek to

develop appropriate ways to he]p the student decide wisely.

The Co]]eges and the Schools o o

Since it is not to- be expected that most, -or even many, high

school graduates will in fact have accomp]ished co]]ege-]eve]

work in Eng]ish without special training, no equivalency test
\ ,
program is comp]ete without close liaison between the colleges

granting credit and the schools. For a co]]ege—]eve] equ1va1ency
program to succeed for more thari a few individuals with unusual
traﬁning_or talents, the h{§h~schoo1s will need heip and support -
gn providing formal co]Jege-level‘opportunities for all students
who may profit from such opportunities. Such an innovative

-~

approach requires not only subject field communication between

'the colleges and ‘the schools,‘but also a deliberate program of

action on the part of the Chancellor's Office and the State

' Department of Education. We urge those agencies to initiate

( i ™ Y

ikand foster a large-scale ctuort to assist the schools in

‘ estab]ﬁshing appropriate curr1cu1ar offerings, so that the

-

g potent1a11y qua11f1ed students. .

o -
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6. HOW EQUIVALENT IS EQUIVALENCY?

Even as we endorse equ1va]ency exam1nat1ons and proceed in all good

faith to administer them, we need to reassert the value of our freshman English

, programs. After all, only a small percentage of our entering freshmen are

likely tq:have 1eareed college level skills in our field, and even some of
those receiv{ng credit may we]i seek to take.freshman English in order to
receive the less meesurap]e benefits of the course. ‘

" Freshman English, as weii as many obher college codrses, offers various
experiences that have 11tt1e to do with measurable sk1]]s, and yet that

can be of great educat1ona1 value to students. For example, as Thomas Wilcox
puts 1t, "The English class may offer the freshman his only opportunity to
part1c1pate in-the free exchange of 1deas and confer with a _professional

J
1nte1]ectua] This may be the best reason for limiting the size of freshman

-

English c]asses and, 1ndeed the ch1ef Just1f1cat1on of freshman: Eng]1sh
itself." At ; time when human1z1ng higher education has become’ much more
than a s]ogan, Qe should not overlook the;ﬁumaniiing effect of a‘good fresh-
man Eﬁg]ish course. "Students often testify, as they look back, that their
freshman English cour§e first brought their minds to life.... QeFause'
freshmaé Ehg]ish classes are still relatively small in most institutions, ‘
the instructor is often able to proyide individuai help for the student; ‘
he often becomes a counselor as well as‘a teacher, just because he is Yess

remote than the lecturer in the large introductory courses." (Robert Gorrellﬁ

"Freshman Composition," The Co]iege Teaching of English, ed. John Gerber ‘
[New York,] 1965, p. 92) , )

If equ1va]ency becomes one more mechan1ea1 device to turn education into_
processing, we will have done our students and our soc1ety a significant dis-

service, even if we have saved them some cash.

192%
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_ If equivalency becomes a simple matter of certifying minimal competency,

without a concomitant push for achievement of individual excellence, we will

have denied our mission.

»

We need to holq fast to our purpose as educators of individual students,
even as we must get involved in the machinery of testing for units. The surest
way for us to keep equivalency. testing to its‘stateJ 6urpdse of fostering
and individualizing education in our fié]d is for us to supervise djrect]y
a responsible professiona]ﬂprogfam such as the one we~here propose. Our

aim, after.all, is to help students educate themselves; we should expect that

" students will continue to come to us for the best we have to offer, and we

can certify their achievements in various ways. Equivalency test scores

may well be equivalent to-our course grades, but the full and rich experience
. .

of language and literature, however measured, has no equivafency. :

S -




_EXPENSE GF- ESSAY READING

Following are estimates of the expense.of reading with reasonable
reliability 5,000 90-minute examinations, each composed of three separate”

essay questions. These estimates assume the fo]]owwng

Three 1ndependent read1ngs will be given each paper {one reading

a.
for each question). *
b. Five minutes of reading time will be required to score each
essay or a total of 15 minutes for each test.
c. Six tables of eight readers and one table leader each will be
requ1red for the reading; two tables for each quest1on.
d. Each reader will receive an honorarium of 5300 for 4% days of
work; each table leader will receive $350 for 5 days work.
e. An exper1enced chief reader will organize and direct the reading;
$1,000 should cover his honorarium, travel, and expenses.
i
Honoraria
(48 readers @ $300 and .
6 table 1eaders @ $350) , - $16,500
: Per Diem T . ) ‘
(Housing and meals @ $22 per day) 5,412
Transportat1on .
. (Average $5C) ‘ ~2,700

* Chief Reader

-

(Honorarium and expenses) 1,000

€lerical and Data Processing

-

(Combining the 3 separate scores;

combining the total essay and

objective test scores; weighting )

scoires appropriate]y, etc.) ' 5,000 j

. TOTAL ‘ $30,612

.

‘10 28 . . ¢
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OBJECTIVE TESTS IN FRESHMAN ENGLISH

The following objective tests were made available by publishers”for
examihation by the writers of this report. The College Proficiency Examinat{on
Program (CPEP) Examinations grééted and used by the University of the State
of New York, were not made available; there are, no doubt, other tests in use,

or in potentia, that we have not seén. We did, however, attempt to examine

every widely. available test designed for freshman English.
" American Guidance Service, Circle Pines, Minnesota i
Fssentials of English Test -(forms A and B), by Dora V. Smith
and Constance M. McCullough, rev. 1961 by-Carolyn Greene

Bobbs-Merri11, New York ' )
Analytic Survey Test in English Fundamenials (form 4), by
.J. Helen Campbell and Walter Scrjbner Guiler

Bureau of Educational Measurements, Emporia, Kansas

‘Barrett-Ryan English Test (forms I, II, 1II, VI, 1948, 1954)
Barrett-Ryan-Schrammel English Test (forms EM, DM)

Hoskins-Sanders Literature Test (forms A, B)
Walton-Sanders Engiish Test (Test I, form B; Test II, forms A, B) .

Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey
CLEP General Examination, Englich Composition

CLEP Subjéct Examinations
English Composition
American Literature

’ English Literature ]
Analysis and Interpretation of Literature (six forms)

Freshmdn English (six: pretests)

Undergraduate Progr;m (up) -

Literature Test
European and American Literature Test (modular complement

to the Literature Test)” i
Cooperative English Tests (forms 1A and PM) )

o

Harcourt, .Brace and World; New York _
Missouri College English. Test, by Robert Callis and Willoughby
Johnson (form-B)

-

L 4
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Houghton, Miff]in.'Co.; Boston, Massachusetts
B The New Purdue Placement Test in English (forms D and E), by
G. S. Wykoff, J. H. McKee, and H. H. Remmers
McGraw-Hi1l, Monterey, California

Test of English Usage. (form A), by Henry D. Rinsland, Raymond W.
Pence, Betty Beck and Roland Beck

Educational Skills Tests, College Edition: tnglish (form A)

Psychometric Aftfiliates, Brookpoki, Iiiinois - .
College English Test (forms A and B), by A. C. Jordan
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LIST OF CORRESPONDENTS

The authors of this report are particularly grateful to the following
specialists in the field of testing in English, for their detailed and
valuable letters.: If the report is valuable to the profession as a
whole, it will be in large part due to the participation of the pro-
fession as a whole.

G. C. Allen, Deputy Director, School of Education, University of
- Sussex, Brighton, Sussex, England.

R Richard Braddoék, Coordinator, Rhetoric Program, University of
Iowa and Editor of Research in the Teaching of English, Iowa
. City, lowa. . j '

J. N Britton, Goldsmith Professor of Education,; University of
London, England.

Rex Brown, Assistant. to the Director, Research and Anaiysis, National
Assessment of Educational Progress, Denver, Colorado.

Jonathan Bryan, Associate Professor of English, Northern Virginia‘
Community College, Annandale, Virginia. ’
Michael Cartwright, Coordinator of Freshman English, California
. * State College, Bakersfield, and Director of the Association
» of .Departments of English Survey of Freshman English o
* Programs.

Paul B. Diederich, Senior ReSearch Associate, Educational Testing
Service, Princeton, New Jersey.

Gerhard Friedrich, State Univefsity Dean, Academic Program and
Resource Planning, ,0ffice of the Chancellor, The California
State uUniversity and Colleges.

Walker Gibson, Professor of English, -University of Massachusetts,
Amherst, Massachusetts. : '

William F. Irmscher, Director of Freshman English, University of
Washington, Seattle, Washington.

Arnold Lazarus, Professor of English, Purdue University, Lafayette,

. Indiana. .

William J. Leary, Professor of English, California State University,
Los Angeles, California -

Stoddard Malarkey, Director of Composition, University of Oregon,
Eugene, Oregon.

F. T. Naylor, Director for Advanced Level Examinations, Schools
Council, London, England. .

Alan Purves,-Professor of English, University of I11inois, Urbana-
Champaign, I11inois.

J. Stephen Sherwin, Chairman, Freshman Program, SUNY College at
Buffalo, New York.

-

Blanche J. Skrurick, Acting Director, Basic Writing Program, The
City College of the City University of New York. , -

- W. 0. S. Sutherland, Professor of éngiish, University of Texas, Austin,

Tgxas. 131 ‘ ‘
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TO: Dr. Robert Bess, Director . DATE: December 4, 1973

Academic Pro jects
~0ffice of the Chancellor - e

FROM: R. W. Lid'and Edward M. White
English Equivalency Testing Program
&

Attached Is the full budget for the English Equivalency Testing Program, in-
cluding funds already allocated and funds requested. Thus far we have been granted
$15,741.00 start-up costs. We are requesting an additional $60 313.00 for a total

of $76,054.00

For conveniénce the budget has been itemized under three separate parts:
(1) Start-up costs, allocated and requested”
(2) Reading costs requested
(3) Follow-up costs requested.
The third category runs beyond the current fiscal year.

i

As to the request for additional funds under item (1)‘dbove, the original
budget was for the Fall semester only. Within that budget we chose to economize .
by stretching faculty assigned time througb a second quarter. Hence the requested
additional) reassigned tine 1is for ane quarter- -course' only, together with an ad-
justment figure for the semester/quarter dlffernntiai Beyond the above, there are
some added clerical and operating costs which occur és we approach the reading
period. Also, the State Princer's estimate for the printing of the brochure is
running higher than anticipated, probably because of rising paper costs.

The Reading Conference costs are all based on 6,000 candidates taking. the. test.
Should there be a substantially larger number, we ‘would have to request additional
funds--unless polity were set in advance that we close registration at some point.
Conference tosts are figured at a substantially lower figure than last year based
on workload and production figures for Summer 1973. In effect, we will be reading
.half again as many test booklets (6,000 instead of 4,000) for only a marginal in-
crease in costs (3-4 %). If we were to'go over the estimated 6,000 candidates, the
additional cost would be five dollars per test booklet to 7,500. It is of course
assumed that if we come in under the 6,000, we will hire proportionally less readers.
Finally, it should be pointed out that transportation and per diem have probably been
figured high; we have been cautious because the gas shortage may mean that fewer of
-our readers will choose to commute this year.

As to Follow-up costs, they represcnt Dr. White!'s seeing the final processing
“and mailing of results to tneir conclusion. They also include the writing of a
detajled final report and the making of-'a statistical study.

Two final points: (1) iast yeak Dr. Smart offered the Deans of Admission post-
‘age costs for mailing the brochures. Long Beach billed us $245.00. Had others done
the same, we would have qu1cr1y gone over our budget. We would like a policy for
this year that excludes such’billing; if not, then we would like additional funds
granted for each such charge made against us. (2) The only new item in this budget.
over last year's is computer costs. Weo -have been unable to asccrtain them precisely
as of this dafe and the figure given is an estimate,

The budgeg has been itemized in some detail. Should you havc\any questions or
need additional! data, please feel free to ask Nr. Lid for such information.

»

gut-/me . - 13z .

[Kc - _
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English Equivalency Testing Program

Budget Summary

Al

Start-up costs.....$21,515.00
Reading costs...... 49,348.00
Follow-up costs.... 5,191.00

$76,054.00




Start-up Costs

Original ‘Grant - Personal Services

Faculty Man Years: .30 $ 6,252 ) R
Temporary Help 3,415 .
Staff Benefits (12%) - 1,018 -7
Salary Savings (194)

i Total Personal Services $ 10,491

Operating Expenses

Brochures . o $§ 1,700

.o Mailing ) -, 1,500

- ¢ Supplies 500

* Facility Reservations 100

- Word-Processing . _— 200
. Travel . 1,250

Total Operating Expenses. . § 5,250

4

ITotal Budget $ 15,741 o
Additional Costs - Persongl Services . )
2Faculty Man Years $ 2,432
Temporary Help ’ 1,000
Staff Benéfits ’ 292
Total Personal Services $ 3,724

T

Operating- Expenses

.

Brochures , $ 350
Mailing 200
Dittoing 20C
Xeroxing 300
. Travel 1,000
Total Operating Expenses § 2,050
Total Additional Request $ 5,774 ,

IThis 1s the original budget (Ref. No. A73-217) of $15,004 as adjusted to include
7.5 salary increases requested/received by Northridge.

and semester accounting
White ($1,390). Dr., White
.25 {2 courses) for AY.

2This sum is nceded to cover disparity between quarxter
systems ($1,042) and one additional course off for Dr.
1s to have 4/9 ths reassigned time (4 courfes); Dr. Lid,



Readi ng Costs

(
Summary

Reading Costs k : . .

\ *
Readers and Professional Team
Aides

Per diem/Readers and Professional ‘Team

Transyulfatlon/Readers & Professional Team .

Lunches/Aides

Reglstratlon Fee - Kellogg-West:
Computer costs
Xeroxing .
Telephone ' ‘ .

A
v

i, i Total

Costs Itemized by Category"

Readers and Profess1onal Team

60 readers @ $300 (4% days)

10 table leaders @ $400 (5 days)

2 question leaders @ $500 (5 days)

1 chief reader (12 days)

1 usscciate chief reader (17 days)
" 7 1 secretary (6 days)

1 statistician (6 days)
- 2 chief azides @ $250 (5 days)

$2.00 per hr., 9 hr. day, 5 days .
$2.50 per hr., 9 hr. day, 6 days
$3.00 per hr., 9 hr. day, 6 days
$2.00 per hr., 6 hr. day, 5 days

%
\ ”

129.

$ 27,300
2,301
9,850
5,850
. 247
1,500
2,000

250

.50

$ 49,348

$ 18,000
4,000
1,000
1,200
1,700

300
600
500

$ 27,300

$ 900
< 675
486

240

$§ 2,301

*For 1974 reading ETS will likely provide s&atistlcian and travel
cpsts; we will provide per diem. Hence this particular sum will *

most likely not be expended.




.

Eé&r diem/Readers and Professional Team . .
o 74 @ $25 per day for 5 days $ 9;250‘
) 4@ $25 per day for 6 days 600
- ‘78, LI ’ o $ 9,850
. . Transportation/Readers and Professioqfl Team
T 78 @ $75 average $ .5,850
Lunches/Aides
) 1& for 5 days @ $2.50 per day -8 '115 '
_E for 6 days @ $2.50 per day 12,
| § 24

22 ' ¢

Registration Fee - Kellogg-West .

} - : g N
78 Readers and Professidhal Team & $ 1,500
22 Aides (100 x $15.00) '

/

: Computer \ $ 2,000
b4 . N < .
Xeroxing \ . $ 250 °
L .
Telephoue ) . $§ . 50
s

»

)/
!\
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Follgw-up Costs - .Summer 1974
ST ) ‘

-Director's’ Salary (2 months) $ 3,742

Temporary Help »- - 1,000
Benefits L 449

%
* - -
o R
$ 5,191
-
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The Callfornla State Unlver51ty

~t

hngllsh Equ:vglency Lest

-

STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

May, 1973 g ‘ ' Williem Cowell.

L4
*

I. Tne Test.and Scores: e . .

" The California State University English Equivalency Test con-
sists of two ninety minute parts; an objective part and.an
escay part. The objective part is the Subject Examination
"Analysié and Interpretation of Literature" of. the College-
Level Examination Program (CLEP). The essay part.has.been pre-
pared by the English.professors of the California Stute Univer-
sxtles and Collegqs : EE :

3 »

Educat10na¢ Testxng Service will) score the objective pert and
report scores on a scale of 20 to 80. The essay part consists
.0f two questions. Each of the two essays will be read by two
readers. Readers will ‘assign’'grads on a scale of 1 to 6 (zero
will denote that the student did not attempt an gnswer). The
. four essay grades will be added to obtain the essay total score.
Essay totals can range from O to 24. Essay tctals of 0-3 are
possdble only if the student does not attempt one or both of
the quesilons g .

A Composite score for the whole examinatidn (objective and’
essay) will be determined by transforming the essay total score
té the 'same scale as the objecuivé scores and adding the objec-

* tive and the trédnsforméd essay scores. The technique-for trans-
forming the essay scores is:%Fscribed below (Section III).

-

Candidate Groups and Norms Samples

a

T

1) Total Group:
& . -
The candidates (potential Califjornia State University and
College fresiman) who register for and take the English
Equivalency Test. ’

¢

2) Equating Sample: ) . -

A sanple of the Total Group. Since it is desirable ‘to begin

the work of combining scores before .the essay readfﬁg is
finished.,, the transformation of the essay scores toz the CLEPy .
will be based on a sample of the total group. This sample

Q . . ) ' « ¢ '13?3 R 5
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i

. . ] ! R
‘ ) ; will con51st of tne first 500 papérs from the total group
ST to have, the readlng completed.,&Slnce the papers of the,
. "total group will be ‘scrambled ‘before the reading begins,
R the sample should be representive of the total group. The
‘representativeness can b€ checked by comparing the objective

. ( scores of thé.-sample and total group._ If the mean or stand~
T £ ard dev1at10ﬁ of the scores Tor the sample differ signifi- -
. cantly from those of the total group, the sample should be .
; 1ncreased until it is representatlve. This sample will be
. réferred’to as "The Equating Sample" ‘
. o . ) i
-~ . 3) CSUC  Norms Sample: ; ‘
The sample of CSUC students 'who take the essay part of the
M -examination as part of their English course. This group
will bé used in determining minimum passing scores.
KN
4) CLEP Norms Semple: ' ‘ . E

‘The nation-wide sample of college students “who participated
in the 1964 norming administration of the CLEP Analysis

and Interpretation of Literature examination.

4 -
,

. i‘

5) Texas Norms Samplg :
The sample of students who partlclpated in the 1970 validity
. study of the CLEP examlnatlon at the Unlver51ty of Texas.
*III. Equating of Objective and Essay Scores: .
Equating is a method of transforming the essay scores to the
N CLEP scale to permit addition of objective and essay #cores in
a meaningful way. Equating 'may also be of value in determin-
ing minimum passing points. . . .

£

-

. . Lo
Since both objective and essay scores will be available for the
Equating Sample (see II above), it is possible to establish a

_4table showing the CLEP score (on a scale of 20 to 80) equivalent

.

to each essay totel score. The process of obtaining this table
is called,"score equating" Severgl acceptable methods are.
available™. The equlpercentlle (curvilinear) method seems to

. be most approprlate for establlghlng comparable objectlve and

-

,~ Angoff, W. H.; Scales, Norms, and Equlvalent Scores' in R, L.
Thorndike (Ed.) "Educational Measurement". (2nd ed.) Washington,
D.-C.: American Council on Education, 1971, 563-590.
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£

1

H
essay'scores. The scaled-score corresponding to each essay '’
total score will be that score in the distribution of -objective
(CLEP) scores such that Qheﬁpercentage-of the group scéring

below that CLEP score is equal to the percentage of the (same)
group scoring below the given essay score. Step-by-step pro-

s

cedures are given in Appendix A. ;

+

v

The CSUC Norms Sample (see II above) will provide information to’
determine the score on the essay part of the examination that
corresponds Lo the passing point as defined in the announcement

of the program "A Head-Start at College" - i.e., performance at
the level of the average "C" student finishing the college English
course. . .-

- —~

The minimum ‘passing score corresponding to the average "C" stu-
dent's performance is to be determined in terms of the combined
objective and essay scores. Setting a single cut-off point on

the Composite score allows for freely compensating part-scores,

i.e., & very poor performance on the essay part can %e compensated |

for by a very good performance on the objective part, and vice
versa. It has been decidéd that limits should be placed on this
compensation. Té‘pass the test a can?idate must earn a Composite
score equal to oxr greater than ,the minimum passing score (middle
"C") and he must earn part scores (objective and essay) equal to
or greater than certein minimum scores (to be determined).

As was pointed out at the April 18th meeting, it would be very
desirable from & psychometric point-of-view teo have -both objec~-
tive and essay scores available for the CSUC Norms Sample. In
that. case minimum passing scores could be derived directly for
both parts and the total. Because of the high costs in testing
Yime and in money, only the essay part will Dbe aﬁministerea to
the CSUC Norms Sample. Minimum passing scores for the objective
part apd the total test can De derived from other data which will
be available. Two alternatives exist for estimating the level

of performance of an average "C" student on the objective part:

1) The equating method described.in Section III establishes a
-+ relationship between objective and essay seores in a way

that allows direct comparison. For example, an objective
score of 49 represents the same level of performance as an
. essay score of 49. Therefore, the CSUC Norms Sample essay

score distribution could be used to establish two "cutting-
scores"; a) “the score corresponding to the level of per- ’
formance of an average "C" student which eventually would
determine the minimum passing score on the ‘total test, and
b) .the minimum e&cceplable score on the essay part. Since
the objective scores represent thc same level of performance
as the corresponding essay scores, it seems reasonableito
use the same cutting scores Tor the objective part as is
determined for the essay part. Step-by~step procedures are
given in Appendix B.

T : 140




2) An alternative for estimating minimum passing points for
the objective part involves the use of the CLEP Norms Sample
and/or the Texas Norms Sample. Each of these groups con-
sists of college students enrolled in approprlate" English
courses and each group took the CLﬁP objective test. Data
are available to fndicate the level of performance of an
average "C" student. However, average "C" is defimed in
terms of grading standards at non-CSUC institutions and
"appropriate" courses were selected by non-CSUC staff to
match the description of the content of the CLEP examination.
The CLEP Norms Sample consists of students from 17 colleges i
representing a wide range of types of institution and geo- .
graphical locations. The table below shows the mean CLEP
score for the various course grade categories for each norms

’

group. -
~' \ ? ,
T . ‘ NORMS SAMPLE
.3
J . : .
CLEP . TEXAS
+ Mean Score for:
T "A" stddents ~ 61’ 61
o . "B" students, 55 55
— ! Pc!" students N ko Lo.
"D" students ‘ , . b ha
"P" students . ‘ 4o 50
\ Total Groups \ 50 52

| f L
The remarkable similarity of the Texas and National Mata is
supportive of the use of national norms data to establish . ' .
minimum passing scores. However, in u51ng national norms
data to establish minimum passing scores for the objective
part, it is assumed that collective standards for course .
, ' grades among the 17 colleges aYe similar to standards for ‘

“  the CSUC and that thc welationship of CLEP scores to course
grades 1is 51m11ar in the two 51tuat10na.

' Having two methods available for estimating objective cut-

off score®, one method can be used to check on the other, ’ .

or modify the other if substantial differences occur. I

recommend that the equating method be used to determine the

minimum passing scores and the CLEP Norms: data be used to

check, or modify, the results. I think it is desirable to

. ‘ 4
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.

derive the minimum passing scores directly from Celifornia 3
gdata. Appendlx B describes the procedurc in detail. ‘

ks oniReading Reliability:

Thre
to r

)

2)

.the flrs&_e§say and grades for the second essay. For con-

‘The prbcedure for resolving, differences of 3 or more points

|
g
-

e types of checking and control will ‘be used with respect
eadlng reliability. -~

Table Leaders Vlll continuously spot check the grading of
readers at their table afd Question Leaders will continu- ‘
iously monitor the grading of all the tables reading their -
question. These checks are informal in that no record will
be kept but differences between the Jjudgments of reader and
table leader or question leader will be resolved on- the- Spot
This procedure is intended to maintain grading ‘standards over
the duration of the reading. i

¢ 1
When the grading is completed for a paper, the cover (car-
bon) strip is rémoved and the whoéle set of four grades is
visible. The aide removing the cover will inspect the grades
for consistency. The grades for first and second readings
of the same essay ought to agree, within reasonable limits.
There is no reason to expect grades for different essays to
be the same so no checking is needed between the grades for o

venience in referring to each of the four grades, let: s

Qll denote the grade for Question

.

first reading .

Ql2 denote the grade for Question second reading

]
1

Q21 denote the grade for Question 2, first reading
2

o
Q22 .denote the grade for Question second reading
Then Qll and Q12 should be compared and Q21 and Q22 should
be compared, but no checking is needed for other possible
pairs., . - .

The difference between grades for two reaalngs that is to

be accepted is fairly abitrary. It is probably not feasible

to try to resolve differences of l"or 2 points, but differences
of 3 or more points probably ought to be resolved.

should be established prior to the reading. It is suggested
that the aide return‘the paper with discrepant grades to

the Question Leader. The Question Leader will read the essay
himself.or assign it to  a third reader to try to determine
which grade is iIn 1naccord with the standards. The Question

Leader will .then discuss the. dlscrepancy with the reader and/
.or Table Leader to maintain consistency “of grading standards

e
>

[ S
—
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as well as to try to resolve the difference in grades. fIt
seems inappropriate for anyone to change a grade without
the consent of the reader who assigned it. . i
An alternate procedure would be to return the paper to the
Question Leader, obtain & third reading, and use all three
grades. This procedure would be faster but does not have |
the beneficial effects on maintaining grading standards and
allows "incorrect" grades to enter intc a student's total
score. The essay total should be adjusted to include only
2/3 ofi the sum of the three grades, rounded to the nearest
. whole number, plus the grades for the other question to -
keep the essay total on the same scale as regular papers.

» 3) - The third type of check on reading reliability involves
obtaining correlations between grades for first ‘and second
readlngs This work can be done by the statistical aide R
following the recording of each day's production.

, .
The reading reliability for question 1 is the correlation
between grades Qll and Ql2. The reading reliability ,for
question 2 is the correlation betwcen grades Q21 and Q22.

VI. -Validity:

" ‘The college professors of the students in the CSUC Norms Sample
have been asked to supply.two measures of performance in the
college English course for each student:

A 8

* '

1) the letter-grade in the course

*

2) -a cdtegofical ranking in a forced distribution

Corelations between essay tlotal scores- and each of the two per—‘ -~
formance measures can be obtained as the data become available
} to obtain validity .coeficients for the essay scores. .

lnﬂ&
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' - CSUC ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY TEST
- STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

APPENDIX A

3 «

PROCEDURES FOR EQUIPERCENTILE EQUATING

Mey, 1973 ' : William Cowell
1. Before the reading begins the _essay booklets from the regular
candidate group should be put in a random order. It is partic-
ularly important that the Equating Sample be a random sample of
the total group. If a candidate used more than one booklet,

the booklets should pe’ securely fastened togéther to withstand
many handlings during the reading.

- 2. About 500 ‘:essay booklets\selected at random from the regular
candidate group should bé mixed with the booklets from the CSUC
Norms Sample. These thousand (gpprox.) booklets should be read
first to enable the statistical/ work of equating and norming to
begin as early as possible. .

3. As the reading is completed on each batch of booklets, the grade
cover (carbon) strips are removed and the aide should check for
consistency .of grades between first and second readings. Grade
discrepancies should be resolved as-quickly as possible and the
paper returned to the-aide. Booklets for the CSUC Norms Sample
should be separated from those for the Equating Sample. A
special code for the Norms Sample will 1dent1fy those booklets.

(See Appendix B)

k. As the completed booklets are sorted, the information from the
Equating Sample booklets should be recorded on the form:

-

ROSTER OF SCORE INFORMATION
CSUC ENGLISH EQUfVALENCY TEST
. EQUATING SAMPLE

The columns headed "Converted" and "Composite'" will be filled
in at & subsequent step. The Objective Score will be copied
onto this form from the alphabetical roster of objective score
* information supplied by ETS. The information can be recorded

4 in the order that the booklets are received; :it is not necessary
to alphabetize this roster. If a candidale has an essay book—
let but is not listed on the objective score roster, remove the
booklet from the Equating Sample.

s

RIC S L L
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-

After the information has been recorded on the roster, the
information should be schecked by another person and red dots
placed beside the Objective Score and Essay Total Score to
indicate thal these data have been checked and found to be
correct. If a discreponcy is found, cross-out the incoryect
figure and write the correct figure in red, then have it re-
checked. N : -

Sort the booklets into 25 piles depending on the Essay Total
Score (0-24). The number of booklets in cach pile will give
the frequencies for the "Distribution of Essay Grades".

After all the booklets for the Equating Sample have been read
and the information recorded on the roster, score distributions
for the Objective Scores and Essay Total Score will be
obtained. Use the forms "DISTRIBULION OF OBJECTIVE SCORES" and
"))ISTRIBUTION OF ESSAY TOTAL SCORES" to make a tally of the
scores. One person can read scores from-the roster wvhile another
tallies the scores on the distribution. Then, for the objective
scores, reversc the jobs and make another tally to check the
first. For the essay scores, a count of the booklets in each
pile can be used to check the tallies. (See step 6 above) It

is very important that these distribtuions for the Equating ’
Samplec be accurale since they will determine grades for the total
group. .
When an accurate taily has bcen obiained, write the frequencies
(counts) on another copy of the form. Then fill in the
"Cumulative Frequency" column, accumulating frequencies from the

@ bottom to the top. The figures in the "Frequency" and "Cumula-

tive Frequency" columns should be the same for the lowest scoxe,
and the cumulative frequency for the highest score should be
the total number of candidates in the sample.

-

Have the "Frequency" and "Cumulative Frequency" data checked.

»

A -

Fill in the "Percent Below" column. The percent below for any
given score is the cumulative frequency of the next lower score
divided by the total number of candidates (rounded to the nearest
tenth percent). For example, to find the percent below for a |
score of 20, find the cumulative frequency for score-point 19

and divide that number by the total number of candidates in the
sample. Then more the decimal point two places to the right !
(equivalent to multiplying by 100) and round to the nearest

tenth (e.g., 48.7).

Have the pércent below talculations checked. Place a red dot

beside’the percents as they are checked to indicate they have
been checked and found correct.
) \

] »
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15.
16.
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18.

19.
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t

Plot the CLEP ob3qctive scores against their percent below
values on arithmetic probabilitiy paper. Check the plotting,
then ink in the points. Draw a smooth curve through the points
using a French-curve. (1f a computer program for curve-fitting
can be raccessed via the ETS remote terminal, the computer pro-
»gram may be used to check on the graphical procedure.)

For each Essay Total Score, the corresponding CLEP Scaled Score
will be found by using the graph obtained in step 12. For eachr
Essay Total Score, . ‘ ,
< .
a) find the percent below corresponding to that score on the
"Distribution of Essay Total Scores"

b) locate the corresponding percent below along the horizontal

axis of the graph

¢) read the corresponding CLEP score from the vertlcel axis (to
the nearcst integer value)

d) record equivalent Essay Total and CLE P Scaled Scores on the
"SCORE CONVERSTON TABLE".

Have stép 13 checked.
Record thgycpnverted scores on the "Rostier of Score Information".

Add the objective and the converted essay score to obtain the
Composite Scores.

Have steps 15 and 16 checked.

Télly~the composite scores and. obtain the "DISTRIBUTION OF
COMPOSITE SCORES" as in steps T-11.

£
Obtain the correlation coefficient between objective and converted
essay scores (including means and standard deviations of each
score distribution). ) o

2 1

Y
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_ Sample booklets should be recorded on the form:

CSUC ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY TEST
STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

APPENDIX B !

. PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHING MINIMUM PASSING SCORES

May, 1973 William Cowell

The essay booklets from the CSUC Norms Sample should be mixed
with about 500 booklets selected at random from the regular
candidate group. These thousand (approx.) booklets should be

read first.

As. the reading is completed on each batich of booklets and the
consistency of grading is checked, bookleis for the CSUC Norms
Sample should be separated from those for the Equating Sample.
(See Appendix A, steps 137 .

As the booklets are sorted, the information from the CSUC Norms

-

ROSTER OF SCORE INFORMATION
CSUC HORMS SAMPLE

Course grades and rank index can be obtained. from the rosters
supplied by the college professors. Essay grades and Essay
TPoial should be recorded even if course grade and/or rank index
are not available. The column headed "Converted" will be filled
in later. The information can be recorded on this roster in

the order that the booklets arc received; it is not necessary to
alphabetize. . .

[y

After the information has been recorded on the roster, the infor-
mation should be checked by another pérsoh} Red dots should be
placed beside the essay total score and th'e course grade to
indicate that these data have been checked and found to be ‘k
correct. If a discrepancy is found, cross out the incorrect
figure in red, then have it re-chtcked.

7
Sorti the booklets for the .CSUC Norms Sample into six piles de-
pending on the code for Course Grade (A, B, C, D, F, and No Grade
Reported) . .
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10.

11.

12.

13.

142, .

=

‘After all the booklets for the Horms Sample have been read and
the information recorded on the roster, six distributions of
essay total scores should be constructed; one distribution for

each of the grade categories A, B, C, D, F,-a&nd o Grade Re-
ported. Steps T7-11 of Appendix A describe the procedures.

After these six distributions have been obtained and checked, a
distribution of essay total scores for the entire CSUC Norms
group can be obtained by adding the frequencies across, the six |
distributions (for each essay score).

Find the nean and standard deviation of each of the seven dis-
tributions. = ' : ,

The mean of the distribution of essay tolal scores for thehgrade

- category "C" is the basis of the minimum passing score. Use the

graph constructed in step 12 of Appendix A to find the CLEP
Scaled Score (Converted Score) corresponding to the megn "C"
grade. Multiply this score by 2 and round to the nearest in-
teger value. This is the minimum passing score, using Method 1
as described in "Statistical Procedures".

Po compare the results of the two methods suggested in "Statis-

tical Procedures" for establishing the minimum passing score,

add 48.54 to the CLEP Scaled Score correshordifig to the mean

"c" grade. (The value 48.54"is the mean CLEP score for the

CLEP National Horms Sample.)

The minimum passing scores derived by cach of these methods

(steps 9 and 10) should be reported to the Director of the -
Reading for final determination of the minimum passing composite
score. .

The minimum passing pari-scores must also be determined. This
score should be set to minimize the number of classification
errors (A, B, and C students who fail and number of D and F
students who pass). %o determine this point for the essay scores,
construct two additional frequency distributions; one for the
combined A, B, -and C course-grade groups and one for the combined
D and F groups. (Only the freqguency columns need be filled in.)
Inspection of these frequency columns will suggest one or more
possible cutting points. The score which minimizes the number of
classification errors should be selected. The Director of the
Reading will make the final decision on this minimum passing
part-scores.

After the "Score Conversion Table" has been completed (see
Appendix A), the Converted Essay Scores can be added to the
"Roster of Score Information". ) .
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EQUATING SAMPLE ™ © ... ) I »
May 1973 ° . ; :
Obj. Essay Grades
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- ROSTER OFF SCORE INFORMAT]OE‘!
CSUC NORMS SAMPLE *
May, 1973 144. .
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A . ) DISTRI@UTION OF OBJECTIVE S{ORES
T ' ‘ EQUATING SAMPLE - .. 145
’ ’ SN Ma 1973 ‘ ‘ :
» “ . Y, / . J s
Objective Cumulative | Percent Objecgive T Cymulative Percent -
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DISTRIBUTION OF ESSAY TOTAL SCORES
May, 1973 ’

3

Essay Total
Score

Frequeney

Cumulative

Frequeney

Percent
Below

24

23

22

21,

20

19

18

17

16

15

14 "~

o
SO

3

O I+ N W | oy N (o o
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DISTRIBUTION OF COMPOSITE SCORLS
CSUC ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY TEST
May, 1973

&

Composi.te Cumulative | Pexcent
Sgorcs Frequency Frequency Below }
160 _
155 - 159 | ©
150 154 . A .
143 - 149 —_ ;
140 ~ 144
135 -139 | :
130 7'134 ) )
125 - 129 C
120 = 124 |
115 = 119 ‘.
110 - 114 ‘ .
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100 - 104 | L
95 - 99 ]
90 = 94§ I R
-85 - 89 — ] . -
.80 - 84 —
70 = 74 L -
65 - 69
60 =64 | |
55 =59 '
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REEIEN T R R R
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SCORE CONVERSTON TABLE
CSUC ‘ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY TEST

May, 1973

ESSAY TOTAL
SCORE

CONVERTED
.SCORE

24

23 .
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THE CALIFORNNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

English Equivalency Test
. STATISTICAL REPORT"

.

R}

July, 1973 ’ . : William Cowell
. The Test. ’

.

II.

JAI.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Candidate Groups and YNorcs Sazplss.

The California State un*versl y Engllsh Equivalency Test was
adnministered to 4,071 studeats oa May 12,°1973. The test consists
of two ninety- mlnute parts; an objective (nultiple-choice) part;and
an essay part, The obJecclve part is the Subject Examination
"Analysis and Interpretation of Literature" of the College-Level
Examination Program, (CLEP), The essay part consists of two questions
prepared and graded by the "Enzlist professors of the California State
UnlverSLLy and Colleges (csce). '

Scores., Lt

]
(1) Objective Score. The Educaticaal Testing Service sccred the
objective part and teported scoras to the students ,and the.CSUC
English Test Center on th2 CLE? score‘scale of 20 to B80.

(2) ‘Essay Question Scores. Zzch of the two essays wvas graded by two
readers who, assigned scores on a scale ofz«l to 6. Zero denotes that
the student did not attenpt aa azswver to the question.

"

(3) Raw Essay Total Score. The four essay question scores were added
to obtain the raw essav. totzl scorz. The.essay total: scores range
from O to 24. Scores of D to 3 zrs possible only if the studént did
"not amswer one or ‘both gquestions. .
» - &u\ ‘ T — e L L

(4) Converted Essay Score. The raw essay total scores ‘were -trans-.
formed to the same scale as the objective scores tc permit addition
.of objective and essay scores in 2 reaningful way. The technique
for converting the scores is descrl ~bed below (Section I%.)

-

(5) Composite Scores. Composite scores for the whole examination
were obtained by adding the Cowvnrted Essay Scores and the Objective
Scores. . . ¢

*

(1) Total Group. lhe tota l group consists of the 4,071 students who
took the Engllsh Equlzalﬂ ncy Test in May- 1973. ’

(2) EquatingﬁSample. The écguatinz sanple consists of the first 53%
papers completed at the readinz szssion. Essay books were scrambled
before the reading to essentially randomize the order. The sample
is not significantly <¢ifferent Zronz the total group with respect to
the mean and standard deviation oI the objective scores.

P

» - 15¢6.




Objective Scores .

. . . Mean S-+D.,
Total Group 47.45 8.85
Equating Sample - 47,63 - 8.75

(3) CLEP Norms Samplé The CLEP Norms Sample consists of the 541
college students who Barticipated in the 1964 normlng administration
of the CLEP Analysis an@ Interpretatlon of Literature Examination.
(4) Texas Norms Sample. The Texas Noxms Sample consists cf the 188
students who participated in the 1970 validity study of the CLEP -
‘examination at.the University of Texas.
. 4 ~
(5) CSUC Norms Sample. The essay part of the English Equivalency
Test was administered to a sample of CSUC students completing a year
of college English in an attempt to link performance on the test to
performance in their course (as measured by ‘their grade 1in the
course), It had been planned to use the scores of the CSUC Norms
Sample to establish the minimum passing score for the éssay part of
the examination. _Since fewer.-.tha@n half the expected numbzr of papers
were received in time for the reading and because the scores were’
unreasonably low, it was decided to base the minimum passing scores
on other criteria (see section VI, below). A summary of the score
information for the Norms Sample is shown in Table Z./ Although the
data. may not be very reliable, they do provide some indication of
the relationship between college grades and grades on. the essay part
of the exam. .

-

I
Table 2

Summary Data for C¢SUC Norms Sample
Raw Essay Total Scores

- " Course : " Standaxd )
Grade h N - - - Mean- - _. Deviation
& . S
A 26 13.5 4.0
B 75 12,9 3.0 :
C 98 10,6 3.5
D 33 10.1 3.2
F 10 ' 7.8 2.4

Total 242 11.5 3.7

Equating the Essay and Objective Scores.

"Equatiang'" scores means making them equivalent with respect to
some characteristic. Here, the essay scores were transformed to the
same scale (20 to 80) as the objective scores so that the transformed
essay scores could be added to the .objective scores to obt4in a com-
posite score in which the two parts would‘be equally weighted. Had
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the raw essay scores been added to the obJective seores, 'the essay
part would have had a weight of only 1/4 of the total., Also, the
transformation was done in guch a way that the converted essay scores
can be directly compared with objective scores. That is, a converted

‘essay score of 48, for example, represents the same level of perfor—

mance as an objective score of 48,

Of several acceptable methods of equating which are availabIeA,
the equ1percent11e (curvilinear) method was selected as the most
approprlate. The converted score correSpondlng to each.raw essay
score is that score in the distribution of objective (CLEP) scores
such <that the percent of the group scoring below that -objective
score is equal to the percent of the group scoring below the given
essay score. For example, to find the converted score corresponding
to a raw essay score of 15, we observe ‘from the distribution of essay
scores that about 68 percent of the group scored below 15 on the
essay part. From the distribution of objective scoreés it is deter-
mined that a score of 53 is that score below which 68 percent of the

, group scored. So a raw score of 15 is equivalent to a scaled score

of 53, Similarly, a scaled score is found for each raw essay score.
Table.”l1 shows the converted score corresponding to each raw essay
score.

Technical Notes about the Equating.

(1) The equating was done using data from the Equating Sarmple des-
cribed in III(2) above. The sample was used instead of the total
group so that the statistical work could proceed along with the essay

reading. Score conversions and distributions could be prepared for
the sample data in time for a meeting with Question Leaders at the
reading. The time and cost of equating was also, reduced by using a

sample rather than the total group. Scrambling ‘the essay booklets
before the reading provided a sample which was representative of the
total group. ) ' ’
(2) A method of graphical smoothing, described, in "Educational
Measureﬁeﬁt'z, ‘was used to interpolate between percencile ranks in
the distribution of objective scores. .

(3) Although the equipercentile method was selected because it allows
for a non-linear relationship between objective and essay scores,

the correlation between raw essay and converted essay scores is ,999.
This extremely high coefficient of linear relationship indicates

that the simpler %&near methods3 of equating could have been used
with essentially the same results as the equUipercentile method.

¥

L

‘l. Angoff, W. H.; "Scales, Norms, and Equivalent Scores" in
R. L. Thorndike (Ed.) Educational Measurement, 2nd Ed, Washington,
D. C.: American Council on Educatidn, 1971, 563-590.

2. Ibid., page 572.

3. Ibid., page 513.
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TABLE 1

SCORE CONVERSION TABLE
_CSUC ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY TEST
May, 1973 .

Essay Total Score - Converted Score
24 = 76 .
23 - 73
22 w31
21 - 69
20 - 67
- 19 - 64
- : 18 -.62
17 - 59
i6 - 56 -
15 - 53 -
14 - 51
. 13 - 48
12 - 46
r1 —043‘ -
) Y10 - 41 ,
9 - 38
8 - 35
7 - 33
6 - 31 L
5 - 28 .
4 - 26
3 - 24
. 2 - 22
) 1 - 20
! °
0 - 18 »
Minimum Passing Scores. . e

The minimum passing score for -the total test was determined by
setting a passing point for each part and adding the scores. For
Loth the CLEP Norms Sample and the Texas Norms Sample, described in
paragraphs III (3) and III (4) above, the average CLEP,score for "C"
students was 49. It was decided that 49 should be the minimum passing
level for the objective part. “The ninimun passing score for the
essay part was set at 14, which converts to a scaled score of 51. A
composite score of 100 (49 ocbjecrive + 51 essay) was thus determinad
to be the minimum passing score on the exanination.

Setting a single cut-off point on the Coriposite Score allows .
for freely cempensating part-scoeres; that is, 2 very pocr nerfermance |
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on the essay part can be compensated for by a very good performance
on the objective part, and vice versa. It was decided that limits
should be placed on this compensation. In addition to earning a
composite score of 100 or more, a student had to achieve 2 minimum
score on each part. These minima were set at 45 for the objective
part and 48 for the essay part. (A converted score of 48 corres-
ponds to a raw essay score of 13.) A student who scored 12 or lower
on the essay part could not pass the-.exam no matter- how high the
objective score. A raw essay score of 12 represents the score level
of uniform agreement among four readers that the essay performance
is unsatisfactory. An objective score of 45 was set as the cut-off
point because in both the CLEP Norms Sample and the Texas Norms
Sample a score of 45 minimized the number of A, B, and C students
who would fail and, the number of D and F students who would pass._

7

Number and Percent Passing.

Of the 4,071 students who took the test, about 33 percent
(i.e. 1,343 studeﬂts) passed and are eligible to receive six semester

”houru of college credit. From the distribution of scores on the ob-

jective part, it can be determined that about 43 percent (i.e. 1.733
students) passed" the objective half of the test -~ that _is, about

43 percent of the total group earned scores of 49 or higher on the
obJectlve part, Therefore, had oaly the objective part of the test
been given and#Same =ininun scpre'been used, an additional 10 percent
would have passed. .These students failed because their essay scores
were unsatisfactory.

+

4
Corresponding data based on the distribution of essay scores .

are not yet available for the totel group, Estinmates based on data
from the Equating Sample will be discussed'in the following section.

Estimates Based on Data from the Equating:Sample..

Estimates of the characteriscics of the total group can be made
from data available for the Equating Sample. It has been pointed
out in paragraph III (2) that the nean and standard dev1a*ion of ob-
jective scores for the sample are very nearly equal to those of the
total group. It is not clear, however, that the essay scores for the
sample are representative of the total.group. It is not uncommon,
for example, to find that grading tends to become more severe near
the end 6f an essay reading session. Until final essay results are
tabulated, a direct check on essay data is not possible. As an in-
direct check on the similarity of the sample and total group, the
percents passing the entire exan (objective plus essay) were compared.
Whereas only 33.0 percent of the total group passed the entire exam,
37.5 percent of the Equating Sanple passed. This rather large dif-
ference suggests that the following data be used with caution,
allowing for the po§51b111ty of substantial changes when the final
distributions are available. When actual data become available,

these estimates should be disregarded.
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(1) For the Equating Sample, 43.1 percent "passed" the essay part

of the, exam - that 1is, 43.1 percent of the sample earned scores of

51 or higher on the essay part. The difference between 43.1 percent
"passing" the essay part and 37.5 percent passing the .entire exan
(1i.e. 5, 6 percent) 1s the percent of the" ‘sample who failed because

of an unsatisfactory performance on the objective part. Had only ‘the
essay part of 'the exam been given and the same minimum passing score
(i.e. 51) been used, an additicnal 5.6 percent of the sample would

havie passed. This estimate is probably a fairly reliable éstimate
for- the total group because the sample and total group are very
nearly equal on objective-part performance. Projected to the total

‘group of 4,071 students, an additional 225 to 265 students would

have passed if only the essay part been given. .

(2)-0f the S§6'students in the Equating Sample, 218 had Composite
Scores of 100 or higher, i.e. they had '"passing" Composite Scores.

" Of these 218 students, 201 passed the entire exam, The remaining 17

~

IX.

students (about 3 percent) failed because of the limits placed on
compensation between the part scores., "-0f these 17 students, 11
failed because their essay scores were lower than 48%* and 6 failed
because their objective scores were lower than 45*%*%, Projected to
the total group, it can be estimated that only 1 or 2 percent (i.e.
40 to 80 students) failed because their objectives scores were below-
45 even though they earned Composite Scores of 100 or more. An
estimated 2 to 6 percent (i.e. 80 to 240 students) failed because
their essay scores were lower than 48 even though their Composite
Scores were 100 or higher. .

!

Correlations among the Parts.

-

Correlations among-the objective, Raw Essay Total, Converted
Essay Total, and Composite Scores were obtained from data available
for the Equating Sample. If correlation tables become available for
the total group, those tables should replace these but thése corre-
lations should be fairly reliable estimates of the corresponding
total group data.

The correlation of .547 between the objective and essay part
scores seems about ideal for this type of examination. It is high
enough to show that «the parts are testing related abilities and con-
sequently that combining the part scores to obtain a single composite
score 1is justified. However, the correlation is low enough to justify
the use of both parts; that is, each part is contributing some unique -
component of its own. . ‘ ‘

The correlation of .999 between the raw and converted essay
scores indicates a strong linear relationship between the scores.

v

»

*0f these eleven students, eight had scores of 46 and three had
scores of 41 (1.e., raw essay scores of 12 and 10, respectively.)

**0f these six students, three had scores of 44 and one each had
scores of 43, 42, and 40,

161




Table 3 ‘ ‘

Correlations among Part Scores and Composite

for. the Equating Sample - -
Raw
Score Objective Essay Converted Composite
Objective ; 1.000 0.547 0.547 . 0,877
Raw Essay Total 0.547 1.000 0.999 0.876%
Converted Essay 0.547 0.999, -1.000 0.877%
" Gomposite . 0.877% 0.876%* Y0.877% . 1.000

*Spuriously high because the part is includéd in the total.

As noted earlrér, a linear equating method could have been used in-
stead of the more complex curvilinear method with e§sentially the

same results. =

-

¢

Reliability... : .

~ -

(1) Reliability of the*Objective Part. The CLEP Score Interpretation

Guide% reports that{ the reliabjlity--of the "Analysis and Interpreta- '

tion of Literature" examination is .88.

(2) Reliability of the Essay Part. Probably the most relevant kind
of reliability coefficient for an éssay test would be "form-to-form"
reliability; that ®is, the coefficient that . would be obtained by )
constructing two equivalent forms of the essay part (either of which
could be used in the actual administration), administering them both
to a sampie.of students, and obtaining the correlation coefficient®
between the scores on the two forms. Each student in the sample.
would take both tests. Since this type of data is not available,

the reliability of the essay part must be estimated by-other methods.
Two methods are used; one method gives an upper limit, the other
gives a lower limit. We can be reasonably certain the actual, re-
liability lies somewhere between these two values. : )

(3) The Upper Limit. This mefhod is based on the correlation

between grades on the first and second readings of each essay ques-

tion. The correlation betwveen the grades for the first and second
readings of Question 1 is about .66, and that of Question 2 is about
72, These values are the reliabilities for a simple essay grade.

That is, each of the grades for the two readings of Question 1 has

1] L

4, , Score Interpretation Guide, College-Level

Examinations Program, College Entrance Examinatior Board, Princeton,
N. J., 1967, page 31. . -
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XI.

¢

a reading reliability of :66 and each grade for Question 2 has a
reliabiiity of .72. Since the actual final grade includes the .
grades for both readings, the reading reliability for each question’
is higher than that of a single reading. The Spearman-Brown
Prophecy Formulad can be used to estimate the rieliability of the
total for each question. For Question 1, the reading reliability is’
about .80 and for Question 2, about .84. The:Essay Total score is
the sum of grades for all four readings and Ehe_estimated reading
reliability for the whole essay part is .90. )

Since the unreliability due fo grading is only one of several
sources of aneliability contained in the scores, the reading re-
liability is always greater than the score reliability and is an
upper limit of score reliability. The reliability of the essay part’ .
would not be greater than .90.- ' '

. (4) The Lower Limit. The second =2thod of, estimbsting score relia-
bility is based on the correlation between the scores for Question
1 and Question 2. This is.an approximation to the fo;m—té—form'
reliability, using veach question a3 i{ it were a one-question testy
To the extent that the different guestions on one form are..designed
to measure different abilities within the general domain covered by
the test, the guestions within one form wmay not be equivalbnt'in they

same sense.as two different forms are equivalent. Therefore, the i
coefficients obtained in this way =ay be expected to underestimate o
the actual score reliability and nay be regarded as-a lower limit’
“of the reliability of the essay section. . T I SN '
Based on the data from the Ecuating Sample, the correlation ~
hetween the grades ‘for Questions 1 and 2 is about .41. .This is an
estimate of the reliability sf each '"one-question" test. The actual

test consists of both questions so the reliabdility dis higher. The
Spearman-Brown Formula is used :to estimate the reliability of the
entire essay part and gives an estimate of about .58. The actual
score reliability is probably betwzen .58 and .90. s

(5) Reliability of the Cormposite Scores. Based on reliability co~-
efficients of .88 for the objective part and between .58 and .90

.efor the essay part, it is estimated that the:reliability of the
Composite Score is between .83 and .93,

“

Validity. ‘ ~ :
The CLEP Score Interpretation Guide6 reports correlation of .42

and .54 between scores on the "Anzlysis and Interpretation of

Literature” exawination and course grades before and after the final

[

. -

H

5. O0p. cit., Educational Measurement,-pages 71-72.

£ e n ’
&, Op. cit., pages 33-34. '
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exanihation, respectively. The final cpurse grades mJ& or may not
include the score on the CLEP exan and the grades were given at 8
variety of colleges with differing grading systems.,

>
.

Using data from the: CSUC Noras Sample, a correlation coefficient
of .39 between Essay Total Scéres and course grades was obtained.
The cautions suggested in the CLEP  Guide and .the cautions noted in
section III (5) above should be" con51dered in interpreting this
correlation. .

.

-

<«




. The California State University

ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY TEST . : e

STATISTICAL REPORT

February, 1974 William R. Cowell

-
-

I, The Test. ,

The California State University English Equivalency Test was
administered to 4,071 students on. May 12, 1973. The test consists of two
ninety-minute parts; an objective (multiple-choice) part and an essay part®
The objective part is the Subject Examination "Analysis and Interpretation

- of Literature" of the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP). The essay
part consists of-two questions prepared and graded by the English profes-
sors of the California State University and Colleges (csuc).

II. Scores.

‘(1) Objective Scdre. The Educational Testing Service scored the objective
part and reported scores to the students. and the CSUC English Test Center

on the CLEP score-scale of 20 to 80. .

' (2) Essay Question Scores. Each of the two essays was graded by two
readers who assigned scores-on a scale of 1 to 6. Zero was used to de—
note that the‘student did not attempt to answer the question.

(3) Raw Essay Total Score. The four essay question scores were added to
obtain the raw essay total score. [The essay total scores range from O to

24,

» - (4) Converted Essay Score. The raw essay total scores were transformed to
the same scale as the objective scores to permit addition of objective and
essay scores’in a meaningful way. The technique for converting the scores

i{s described in Section IV.

(5) Composite Scores. Composite scores for the whole examination were
obtained by adding the Converted Essay Scores and the Objective Scores.

III. Candidate Groups and N6érms Samples.

(1) Total Group. The total group consists of the 4,071 students who took
the English Equivalency Test in May 1973.

{2) Equating Sample. The equating ‘sample consists of the first 536 papers
completed: at the reading session. Essay books were scrambled before the
reading to essentially randomize the order. The sample is not significantly
different from the total group witiBrespect to the mean and standard devia-
tion of either the objective scores or the essay scores.

A >
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Table 1

Comparison of Equating Sample and Total Group
/i .

. o Objective Scores - Essay Scores
Group ) Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Total Group ' 47.45 8.85 47.92 | 8.40
Equating Sample 47,63 8.75 48.25 | 8.86 ~
£ ’ P » .

8 7 //‘ . .
" (3) CLEP Norms Sample. The CLEP Norms Sample.consists of the 541 college "
students who participated in the 1964 norming’ administration of the CLEP
Analysis and Interpretg;fon of Literature Examination.

- s

(4). Texas Norms Sample, The Texas Norms Sample consists of the 188
students who participated in the 1970 validity study of the CLEP examination

at the University of Texas.

id .

(5) CSUC Norms Sample. The essay part qf the English Equivalency Test was
administered to a sample of -CSUC students,completing a year of college
English in an attempt to link performance on the test to performancg in

their course (as measured By their grade in‘the -course). It had been planned
to use the scores of the CSUC Norms Sample to establish the minimum passing
score for the essay part of ‘the. examination. Since fewer than half of the
expected number of papers were received in time for the.reading and because
the scores were unreasonably low, it was decided to base the minimum passing
scores on other criteria (see Section VI). A summary of the score informa-—
tion for the Norms Sample is shown in Table 2. These data provide some in-
dication of the relationghip between college grades and grades on the essay s

part of the exam.

Table 2 ' .
Summary Data for CSUC Norms Sample
. "~ Raw Essay Total Scores

) Course Standard

Grade . N Mean Deviation /7
A 26 13.5 | 4.0
B 75 12.9 3.0
c 98 10.6 3.5 ’
D 33 10.1 3.2
F 10 7.8 2.4

Total 242 11,5 3.7 3 ’
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IV. Equatini the Essay and Objective Scores.

)

, MEquating" scores means making them equivalent with respect to some
*  chatracteristic. Here, the essay scores were transformed to the same scale .

(20 to 80) as the objective scores SO that the transformed essay scores
could be added to the objective scores to obtain a composite score in which
the two parts would be equally weighted. Had the raw essay scores been
added to the objective scores, the essay part wfuld have had a weight of 1/4

) of the total. Also, the transformation was done in such a way that the
converted essay scores can be directly compared with objective scores. That
is, a converted essay score of 48, for example, represents the same level of
performance as an objective score of 48, i .-

0f several acceptable methods of equating which are available,l the

] . equipercentile (curvilinear) method was selected because the nature of the

distribution of essay scores could not be predicted. [See V (3)]. The con-
verted score corresponding to each of the raw essay scores was found by the
procedure illustrated in the following example. To find the converted score
corresponding to a raw essay score of 15, for example, we observe from the
distribution of essay scores that about 68 percent of the group had scores )
below 15. We then dlook down the "percent below' .column in the distribution
of objective scores for the percent-below closest to 68. The objective score
corresponding to that percent-—below is designated as the scaled score for
an essay score of 15. In this case, the objective score of 53 corresponds
to 68 -percent below. So a raw essay score of 15 is equivalent to a scaled
score of 53. [See V (2)]. Similarily, a scaled score is found for each raw
essay score. Table 3 shows the converted score corresponding to each raw -

essay 8score.
4

V. Technical Notes. About the Equating.

(1) The equating was done using data from the Equating Sample described in
III(2) above. The sample was used instead of the total group so that the,

» statistical work could proceed along with the_essay reading; i.e., score
conversions and'distributions tould be prepared for the sample data in
time for a meeting with Question, Leaders at the reading. The cost of equat-
ing was also reduced by using a sample rather than the total group.
Scrambling the-essay booklets*before the reading provided a sample which
was representative of the total group.

r
-

(2) A method of graphical smoothing, described.in "Educational Measurement"z,
was used to interpclate between percentile ranks in the distribution of

objective scores. ¢ ‘

-~
*
~

. 1. .Angoff, W. H.; ''Scales, Norms, and Equivalent Scores" in .
- __ R. L. Thorndike (Ed.) Educational Measurement, 2nd Ed., Washington, D. C.:
American Council on Education, 1971, pp. 563-590. 4
° .

: 2. 1bid., page 572. : /)

\ : .
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(3) }lthough the equipercentile method was selected because it allows for
a non-linear relationship between objective and essay scores, the correla-

tion between raw essay and converted essay scores is .999. This extremely

.high coefficient. of linear relationship indicates that the simpler linear

methods3 of equating could have been used with essentially the same results

ag the equipercentile method.

Table 3

Score Conversion Table
) CcSuc English Equivalency Test

May, 1973

Egssay Score Scaled Score

24 . © 76
23 73
° 22 71
21 69
20 67
19 64
18 . 62
17 59 . .
16 56
15 53
i 14 51
13 . 48 .
He12 46
Tl .43
10 41
9 38
8 35 ,
7 33
. 6 . 31
5 .28
-
4 26
3 24
‘ 2 22
1 20 )
0 18 ' ¢

3. 1bid., page 513.
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VI.

VII.

Minimum Passing Scores. .

v The minimum passing- score for the total test was determined by seéting
a passing point for each part and .adding. the scores. For both the CLEP

Norms Sample and the Texas Norms Sample, described in paragraphs III (3) and

III (4) above, the average CLEP score for "C" students was 49. It was de-

" cided that 49 should be the minimum passing level for the objective part.

The minimum passing score for the essay part was set at 14, which converts
to a scaled score of 51. A composite score of 100 (49 objective + 51 essay)
was thus determined to be the minimum passing score on the examination.

. i {

Setting a single cut-off point on the Composite Score allows for
freely compensating part-scores; that is, a very poor performance on the
essay part can be compensated for by a very good performance on the objec-
tive part, and.viceé versa. It was decided that limits should be placed on
this compensation. In addition to earning a composite score of 100 or more,
a student had to achieve a minimum score on each part. These minima were
set at 45 for the objective part and 48 for the essay part. A -converted
score of 48 corresponds to a raw essay score of 13.- A student who scored
12 or lower-on the essay part could not pass the exam no matter how high
the objective score. A raw essay score of 12 represents the score level of
uniform agreement among four readers that the essay performance is unsatis-
factory. An objective score of 45 was Set as the cut-off .point because in
both the CLEP Norms Sample and the Texas Norms Sample a score of 45 mini-
mized the number of A, B, and C students who would fail and- the number of D

and F students who would pass. ’

Number and Percent Passing. . .

Of the 4 071 students who took the test, approximately 33 percent of
them (1,362 students) passed and are eligible to receive six semester-hours
credit. From the distribution of scores on the objective part it can be
determined that approximately 43 percent 'passed" the objective half of the
test - that is,-they earned scores of 49 or higher on the objective part.
Therefore, had only the objective part of the test been used, and the same
minimum pasging score established, an additional 10 percent would have passed.
These students failed because their essay scores were unsatisfactory.

Approximately 40 percent of the total group achieved ""passing' essay
scores - that 1s, they earned scores of 51 or higher on the essay part of

* the test. Therefore, had only the. essay part been used and the same pass-

ing point gstablished} an additional 7 pere¢bnt would have passéd.

In addition to earning a total score of 100 or higher; a student had to
earn scores of at least 45 on the objective part and 48 on the essay part.
0f the total group, 153 students achieved scores of 100 or more on the total
tést~but did not pass because they did pot earn the minimum score on one of

the parts.
4

*
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VIII. Reliability. .

. (1) Reliability of the Objectiye Part. THe CLEP Score Interpretation Guide
reports that -the reliability of the "Analysis and Interpretation of

Literature" examination is .88.

(2) Reliability of the Essay Part. Probably the most relevant kind of re-
liability coefficient for an essay test would be "form-to-form" reliabilitv;-
that 1is, the coeffictent that would-.be obtained by constructing. twc equival-
ent forms of the essay part (either of which could be used in the actual
administration), administering them both to a sample of students, and ob-
taining the correlation cosﬁficient between the scores on the two forms.

- Each student in the sample™would take both tests. Since this type of data
is not available, the reliability of the essay part must be estimated by
other methods. Two methods are used; one method gives an upper limit, the
other gives a lower limit. We can be reasonably certain the actual relia-

bility lies somewhere between these two values.

(3) The Upper Limit. This method is based on the correlation between
grades on the first and second readings of each essay question. The cor-
relation between the grades for the first and second readings of Questton 1
is about .66, and that of Question 2 is about .72. These values are the
reliabilities for a single essay grade. That is, each of the grades for
the two readings of Question 1 has a reading reliability of ,$6 and each
grade for Question 2 has a reliability of ,72. Since the actual final grade
includes the grades for both readings, the reading reliability for each
question is higher than that of a single reading. The Spearman-Brown
Prophecy Formula5 can be used to estimate the reliability of the total for
each guestion. For Question 1, the reading reliability 4is about .80 and
for Question 2, about .84. The Essay Total score is the sum of grades for
 all four readings and the estimated reading reliability for the whole essay

part 1is ,90.

»

Since the unreliability due to grading is only one of several ,sources
of unreliability contained in the scures, the reading reliability is always

, greater than the score Yeliability and is an upper limit of Bcore relia-
bility. The reliability of the essay part would not be greater than .90.

(4) The Lower Limit. The second method of estiﬁhting score reliability is
based on the correlation between the scores for Question 1 and Question 2,
This is an approximation to the form-to-form reliability, using each question
as 1f it were a one-question test. To the extent that -the different questions
on one form are designed to measure different abilities within the general
domain covered by the test, the questions within one form niay not be

°
- .

. 4, f Score Interpretation Guide, College-Level Examinations
Program, College Entrance Examination Board, Princeton, N. J., 1967,
page 31. : ' :

5. Op. cit., Educational Measurement, pageg 71-72,
7 ,
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equivalent in the same sense that two different forms dare equivalent.
Therefore, the coefficients obtained in this way may be expected to
underestimate the actual score reliability and may be regarded as a lower
1imit of the reliability of the essay section.

Based on the data from the Equating Sample, the correlation between
the grades for Questions 1 and 2 is about .41, This is an estimate of the
reliability -of each "one-question' test. The actual test consists of both
questions so the reliability is higher. The Spearman-Brown Formula is used
to estimate the reliability of the entire essay part and gives an estimate
of about .58,

»

(5) Reliability of the Composite Scores.6 Based on a reliability co-
efficient of .88 for the objective part and a lower limit of .58 and_an
upper limit of .90 for the essay part, it is estimated that the reliability

of° the Composite Score is bgtweeni.83 and” .93,

Correlations Among the Parts

Table 4

Correlations Among Part Scores and
Composite for the Equating Sample’

*N = 536 i
Raw
Score Objective Essay Converted Composite
Objective = 1.000 = 0.547 0.547 0.877*%
Raw Essay Total 0.547 . 1.000 0.999 0.876* * )
Converted Essay 0.547 ~0.999 1.000 0.877* /
Composite 0.877* 0.876% 0.877% 1.000

*Spuriously high because the part is included in the total.

Correlations -among the Objective, Raw Essay Total, Converted Essay
Total, and Composite Scores were obtained from data available for the
Equating Sample. The correlation between the objective and essay part-
scores is 0.547. This correlation coefficient is an index of the extent to
which the objective and essay parts measure the same abilities. If both
parts were perfectly reliable, the correlation coefficient would be higher;
i.e., the correlation coefficient is less than 1.000 partly because the
objective and essay tests measure different abilities and partly because
they are less than perfect measuring instruments. The correlation

6. Ibid., pages 401-404.

171




166. .

coefficient can be adjusted to eliminate the effect of the unreliability
of the tests.’ Using .88 as the reliability of the objective part and a
lower limit of .58 and an upper limit of .90 for the reliabildty of the

essay part, the corrected (disattenuated) correlation between the objec~
tive and essay parts is estimated to be between .61 and .77.

"The correlation between the objective and essay part-scores seems about

ideal for this type of examination. It is high enough to show that the
‘ parts are testing related abilities and consequently that combining the part

- scores to obtain a single composite score is justified. However, the corre-
lation is low enough to justify the use of both parts; that is, each,part is
cpntributing some unique component of its own.
The correlation of .999 between the raw and converted essay scores
indicates a strong linear relationship between the scores. As rnoted
earlier, ,a linear equating meéthod could have been used instead of the more
complex durvilinear method with essentially the same results,

X. Validitx. .

" The CLEP Score Interpretation Guide reports correlations of .42 and .54
between scores on the "Analysis and Interpretation of Literature' examination
: and course grades before and after the final examination, respectively. The
final course grades may or may not include the score on the CLEP exam and
the grades. were given at a variety of colleges with differing—grading systems.
{

Using data from the CSUC Norms Sample, a correlation coefficient of .39
between Essay-Total Scoreg and course grades was obtained. The cautions
suggested in the CLEP Gudde and the cautions noted in Section III (5) above
should be considered in interpreting this correlation.

XI. Summary . T

* . The California Sate University English Equivalendy Test was adminis-
tered to 4,071 students in May 1973. .The test consists of two parts; an
objective (multiple-choice) part and ‘an essay part. The essay part was also
administered to ,a norming sample of 242 CSUC students. Essay scores wete
converted to the same scale as the objective section scores by the equi-
percentile (curvilinear) method. Data suggests that simpler linear methods -
could have been used with essentially the game results.

To pass the exam, a student had to earn a total score of 100 or higher
and, in addition, earn scores of 45 or higher on the objective part and 48
or higher on the essay part. Approximately 33 percent of the students
. passed the exam.

» .

7. Lord, F. M. and Novick, M. R.; Statistical Theories of Mental Test
Scores, Reading, Mass.:, Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1968, pages
115-118. .

-
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.

The correlation between the objective and essay part scores is about
.55; high enough to show the parts are related and low enough to show each
The reliability

part coftributes some unique component to the total score.
of the objective part is about .88 and that of the essay part is probably

between .58 and .9Q. The reliability of the gompoaite (objective plus essay)
is probably between .83 and .93. T

Y

The correlation between part-scores and college course grades is
approximately .40 for both the objective and essay parts.

Ih"'
{') . *
*
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L3

PUBLICITY FOR 1973-74 ENGLISH EQUIVALENCY EXAMINATION

-

* Publicity pertaining to the statewide English Equivalency
Examination has included both program information and editorial .

l I
comment. In December 1972, William Trombley in the Los Angeles

v

Times reported on the agreement reached between the Chancellor's
Office and Ehe Califdrnié State University and College English '
faculties for the English Equivaleecy Examination, and on the
natufé, sGcope ;Ad purpose of the proposed examination. During
it; development ih.early'l973, the project as well as the concept
kof English Eguiyalency Testing came under‘professional.scrutiny

in the Chronicle of Higher Education.

As firm timetables were established for the testing phase
of the program, news releéses from the Chéncéilor's Office and
each of the participating institutions provided notice of test
dates, sites and prerequisites for participation. More than
seventy—fivefnéwspapers th;qughout the state, incl;ding.those
Qith local and statewide circulatiop, carried ?retest stories
about the project. The pretest publicity campaign was rounded
out by radio appearances of the project director, and by direct
mailings of test broéhﬁr?s and application forms to all state

£

high school counselors, and to all persons applyifig. at that

»

time for admission to any of the California State Colleges and

. v %
Universities. 1In all, approximatef@ 59,000 registration-
information forms were distwributed.’

Media coverage of the project followinhg the May examination

focused pr%ma}ily on the test results. For example, the test

outcomes reported by the Chancellor's Office in .a news release
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dated June 28, 1973, yere carried in the Los Angeles Times on

-the follow1ng day under the byline of William Trombley who

referred to the success of the 1973 test and the p0551b111t1es

of refunding the program in 1974. The Los Angeles. Herald

Examiner tarried an editorial on.July 4, and many other

newspabers throughout the state reported the test results.

Public interest in the program seemed to remain fairly

-

high. ’ .
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73-10 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE February 25, 1973

LOS ANGELES--The first systemwide program enabling students to earn
academic credits withou£4classr09m attendance was announced today by
Chancellor Glenn S. Dumke of The California State University and Colleges.

The program will permit seniors in all California high schools to
be tested May 12, 1973, on their knowledge of freshman English. Those
who pass will receive credit equal to six semester units at any of the
system's 19 campuses. - A '

Under the plap, incoming freshmen who demonstrate sufficient
college-level ability will be able to move directly into advanced course
work in English. ‘

Application forms will be mailed between March 1 and April 18 to
students who have already -applied for fall 1973 admission. The forms
must be returned by April 27, 1973. Forms also will be available from
counselors in high schools., 7

The tests will be administered on all California State University
and Colleges campuses only the one day--Saturday, May 12. The campus oh
which the applicant takes the test need not be the one he plans to attend.

"We are moving rapidly on the premise that many students come to our
campuses with sufficient knowledge and ability to proceed directly into
more advanced levels of acadenic work," Chancellor Qgége said.

"The new testing program developed by representatives of our English

faculties is an important example of our efforts to increase the options
of higher education. It contains the hallmarks of much success."
’ Dr. Edward M. White, chairman of the Department of English at
California State College, San Bernardino, "the project's director, said the 1

test is divided into two 90-minute components with a break in between. |

The first component is an cbjectivé exam, the Coll&ge-Level Exam-

--MORE--
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ination Program (CLEP) Subject Examination in Analysis and Interpretatlon

of Literature by the Educational Testing Service of Princeton, N.J. .

Sponsored by the College Entrance Examination Board, objective-type .

CLEP tests were tried on a large-scale exploratory bdsis in 1971 with

fregshmen about to enter California State University, San Francisco, and

California State College, Bakersfield.
Although CLEP tests in the new project are not the same/as thgse in

the 1971 program, experience from the earlier project prompted wider

agreement among English facultles that fully adequate testing must contaln

both objective and written portions. v . y

Thus, the test's second component will be in essay form. It will

consist of two questions composed for students by English professors

throughout The California State Universify and Colleges.

Students taking the exam will pay a $15 fee, the standard cost for
the CLEP test ‘alone. The system's Fund for Innovation and Improvement

will finante the project's administration and the separate essay component.
Results of the CLEP portion of the test will--at the option of the

student--be sent to other institutions as well as those-in The California

State Un1versxty and Colleges.

However, only the 19 campuses.in the State University and Colleges

system will be provided a list of students who pass both parts of the

exam. These students, upon registration, can claim--and will automatically

receivVe~-academic credit.

Passing scores will be based on average performance of "C" students

who have actually completed six semester units of freshman English.

Students not attaining rhis level will not be penalized, however, as none

of their names wlll be forwarded to admissions offlcee. ' ’
"We expect 3, 000 to 4,000 students will take the examination,"
Dr. Whlte said. "Many able high school seniors shduld pass, if they have

done enough reading and writing.
Dr. White noted that, although English professors usually oppose mass

testing programs, this one has received unanimous approval of 'English

Depa}tment chairmen because of its essay component and the high quality
of the objective-type CLEP test.

"The entire process is being supervised by English professors," he

. 1 . » - . "
said. "The professors have full canfidence in this project and urge

all students who fecl theay might pass to take advantage of this

~—MORE -~ - '
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1nnovative 6pporéunity to gain a head start in college."

In addition, the project has the endorsement of the Chancellor's
Council of Presidents and the Academic Senate of The California State
~University and Collegeé. .

Dr. White, as project director, will be assisted byﬁDr. Richard Lid,
chairman of the California State Univeréity, Northridge, English
Department. Dr. William Abbott, chief test officer at California State
University, Lohg Beach, will be cdqrdinator of test administration.

Dr. White said students taking the examination will be inﬁormedeéf
the results in two stages. They will recéive results of the CLEP portion
IN June from Princeton, N.J., and the combined results of both CLEP and

essay components in July or August.

o

# B
.o L.
<

NOTE: For additional information please contact Public Affdirs, Office
of the Chancellor_(213) 938—2981, EXt. g}}, or Dr. Edward M.
White, CSC, San Bernardino (714) 887-6311, Ext. 597.
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LOS ANGELES--More than 1,300 newly graduated high school

*

seniors will receive academic credit for freshman English upon entrance

in ThelCaliﬁprnia State University and Colleges, Chancellor Glenn S.

-
~

13

‘Dumke announced today.

N

The seniors-are among approximately 4,100 who last month took
the, Califoénia State University English Equivalency Test, the first exam 2
of its kind administeéred under auspices of the 19-campus system.

By passing the two-part examination, students can receive credit
.v

equal td six semester units at any of the system's 14 universities and

v

five colleges ..

} . Thus, they can move'airectly into‘advanqed coursework in E%glish
and--if they choose to do so--shorten the usual class attendance time “
required for graduation. - . T
E ° ‘

The examination program Aas supported in part by the CSUC Fund

for Innovation, created‘by the Le¢islature last wyear in respdﬁsé'to N
. r \\

Chancellor Dumke's 1971 proposals for New Approaches to Higher Education.

English professors throughout the system deviséd and conducted

-

the testing plan under the direction of Dr. Edward M. White Of California.

State College, San Bernardino, and Dr. Richard Lid of California State

|
| yS
| . . . t
| University, Northridge.
‘ ’
N
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"The results are most encouxaqing in that many students will, not
b 4
be required to duplicate work they have had in high school and can use

their time in higher education more effectively,” Chancellor Dumke said.

v

"I am pleased with both the resurts of the examiyation and the ;
adherénce to established academic principles which was strongly evidenced '
in this unrque testing program."

Dean David H. ?rovost of the Division of New Program Development -
and L"val‘uation, which monitors the system's.approximately 50 pilot projects
in educatlonal 1nnovatlon, said students who took the test will be ‘
notlfled of thelr eligibility to receive academic credlt in letters belng
mal;ed this week.

Congratulatory letters to the some 1,343 students eligible for
academic credit noteo that they "have demonstrated the same level of :
ability many stueents achieve only after a full year's work in college f

) . A !
English." . g

. v o, ‘ ﬂ' 13
The test, divided into two 90-minute components, was administered

.

May 12 at all system campuses.

The first component was an objective exam, the College~Level

Examination Program (CLEP) Subject Examination in Analysis dnd

Interpretation of Literature. The CLEP portion was developed by the

Educational Testing Service of Princeton, N.J., for the College Entrance

Examination Board. !

Dr. White'said California students performed very well on the CLEP

the.tesg group, "without the college course, approached the

component ;
!

national norm based on students who have compld‘ed 7Ae ¢ollege course.

’

/ o The test's second componeht required atuaeﬁrs to prov1de essay
. »~ / . .
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responses to two questions designed by Englisﬁ professors from The

California State University and Colleges.

Seventy-five English professors graded the essays during a ;

~N

four-day session this month. Essays were read by four faculty

members, working indecpencently and without knowledge of grades assigned

by the other readers. - '

Py
v

Upon completion of the in@i&idual gradipg process, thé ratings
of all four readers formed the basis for assignment of a2 final grade.
Combinétion of scores on the CLEP component and the essay grades
resultgd in th? determination of whether students,qua¥}fied for academic

credit in the State University and Colleges.

Students taking the examination paid a $15 fee, the standard

~

cost for the CLEP test alone. The system's Fund.for Innovation financed

the project's admihistration and the essay component.

¥

NOTE: For additional information please contact Public Affairs, Office
of the Chancellor (213) .. 938-2981, Ext. 231, or Dr. Edward M. White,
CSC, San Bernardino (714) 887-631l1, Ext. 597.
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College-Level Equiva,lency Exams i English Draw Fire

By Edward R. Weidlein

The use of standardized tests 10 allow college
freshmen to skip introductory courses js being
subjected 10 increasing scrutiny. parucularly
. by professors of English.

The current debate over credit by examina-
tion recalls faculty onposition in the 1950’s and
carly 1960's to the advanced-placement tests of
the College Ertrarice Fxamination Board

This time, however, it newer series of College
Board tests—the College Level Examination
Program (cLrp)—is being looked at.

The cLEP tests were instituted in 1965 by the
College Board as a way to provide academic

cerlification for knowledge that people picked

up outside of college classrooms
That use of the test has been heavily pro-
moted, In one CLEP television commercial, a

. . .

tall, bearded job applicant named Lincoln i
turned away by a sleazy employment agent be-
cause he does not have a college degrec—de-
‘spnc Lincoln’s piea that he has read a lot, “sort

of on my own.”
\«oidmg Freshman Requirements

}hcjdea of using cier to give academic
credil to contemporary Lincolns has been gen-
crally applauded. but a growing * number of
colleges have also begun to use the tests to
allow incoming freshmen to avoid normal
freshman requirements, such as Englhsh com-
position. .

Some history professors, mathematics pro-
fessors. and a few others have criticized this
latter use of c1Le. but English professors have
been most vocal and have organized several

confercnces {his year to consider how (o re-
spond to the burgeoning practice of credit by
examination.

Their concers 1s hardly surprising. Already
the profession is wary, because many colleges
have been dropping or reducing freshman-
English requirements, thereby at least poten-
taily endangering the jobs of some English
professors,JNow cLi-P has the further potentsai
of cnabling huge numbers of freshmen te skip

.many of the freshian-Enghsh courses that still
arc required. :

These fears have combined with skepticism
that an objective. multiple-choice test can really
measure a student’s writing ability, and with
distruss of admunistrators who impose credit-
by-examunation programs. The concern sur-

Continued on Page 6, Column 3
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College-Level Equibalency ~Tesis in English

Held Inadequate by Some Professors *

Continued from Page 1

faced in Cahfornia abuut a year ago.
when the Califorma State Unsversity
and Colleges. 1n an experiment, gave
a battery of five CLEP tests to entering
students at two of its 19 campuses.

Of the 873 students who took the
tests at California State University at
San Francisco, 331—38 per cent—
passed all five and became "“instant
sophomores.” About 10 per cent of the
148 students who took the test it Cali-
fornia State College at-Bakersfield also
scored well enough to skip the fresh-
man year. ”

Several of the students at Bakers-
field were quickly counseled by the
English department, which had given:
its own written placement test. to take
remedial English beforc they could
expect to take even the regular fresh-
man course.

Experiences like that, and general
faculty objections that the English
section of the tesfs did not do well in
measuring students’ writing abilities.
led to the appointment of a university
committee to study CLEP. Last fall,
the committee produced a 25-page re-
port, and this spring it will conduct
its own experiment with a CLEP test.

Few professors challenge the basic
idea of a test like cLEP,

“No one should be asked to repeat
work in college that he has mastered;
he should receive credit for what he
knows and proceed to appropriate
levels of learning,” says Edward M.
White, chairman of the English depart-
ment at, California State College at
San Bernardino and author of the
report on CLEP,

‘A Disaster

But some professors do nsist that
some CLEP tests are inadequate. “The
use of the present CLEP objective tests
as a means of exempting a whole year
of freshman English is a disaster,”
charges James A. Parrish, English de-
partment chairrman at the University
of South Florida.

The CLEP tests have been used
on a mass basis elsewhere without
creating as much furor as they did
in California.

At the University of Utah, about
1,200 students were able to trim a full
year off the time it will tike them to
earn a degree. Although Utah has
been probably the largest single user of
cLEP, faculty criticism of the tests
there has been restramned.

Some of the cnticism nationwide

reflects ‘httle more than a common
professorial aversion to standardized
tests. Mr. White's report tries to com-
bat such perceptions. He points to re-
search that shows that. “one good ob-
jective test will correlate more highly
with a student's writng abplity . . .
than will one good essay test.”

That is more or less accepted
gospel among psychometnicians, the
people who put objective tests to-

gether. Less widely held s a view Mr.
White puts forth as almost a man-
datory corollary: “The combination
of objective items (which measure
involved

accurately some skills in

8
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essays with the objective tests are
worth the.costs of grading the essays.
which Mr. White- admits 1s a “hide-
ously expensive” undertaking.

A Question of Costs

He and his colleagues hope to show
that the essays are worth the $6 or
more it costs to grade each one.

It 1s a cost the College Board itself
cannot hope to bear. The CLEP pro-
gram has already consumed $3.1-
million in grants from the Carnegie
Corporation and at least an equal
amount in board funds. The number
of people ,taking the tests is mush-
rooming, however. There were about
20,000 candidates last year and this
year the board expects 55.000.

This month, more than 30.000 ap-

plication forms for a special “Cali- ,

fornia State  University English
Equivalency Test” were mailed to
California high schools. The test, to/
be given in May. is essentially an ob-
jective crrp test on the “analysis and
interpretation, of Jiterature,” together
with an essay question put together
by the state system’s English pro-
fessors. .

Mr. White estimates that 4,000
high school studcn?\\?‘):;gn up .to’

take ther test., Thos 0. get a com-

., bined grade of C or better will re-
ceive six semester-units of credits in

Edward M. White: .

*No one should be asked
to repeat work in college
that he has mastered.”

writing) with an essay (which meas-
ures directly. if somewhat less ace
curately, the writing itsclf) proved to
be more .valid than either type of
item alone.”

The statement comes, in fact. from
The Measurement of Writung Ability,
pubhshed tn 1966 by the Educauonal
Testing Service, the: semi-autonomous
agency that the Collene Board con-
tracts with to wnte, administer, and
score CLLP and cther tests.

Some t.T.s. officials question, how-
ever, whether the benefits of including

»

s

English at the college and university
system’s-19 campuses.

* More Rigorous Test

Students will pay the normal $15.
CLEP fee to take the test. Those fees
will go to the College Board. The
state system has also
£40.000 tor cover the grading costs of
$6 per test plus other expenses.

Implicit, in this plan devcloped by
Mr. White and his fellow English
profcssors is the belief that the new,
more rigorous GLEP test will not per-
mit as many as 38 per cent of the
students who take it .td become
“instant sophomores.” «

“If kquivalency beconmics one more
mechanical device to turn education
info processing. we will have done
our students and our society a sig-
nificant disservice. even if we have
saved them some cash,” Mr. White

sn)&.

“Although crep officials  expréss
much greater confidence in their
wholc range of tests than does Mr.
White, they have also taken some of
hts comments 1o heart. Albert Serling,
CLEP's program director at Educa-
tional Testing Service, calls Mr,
White's report “about the btest thing

that has cver been done in the field

of English testing.”

But cLEP officials may have some
difficulty in convincing professors that
their jobs are not jeopardized by the-
tests. For instance. James Hallowe.
chairman of the English department
at Bradley University, states, “The
examinations inevitably- lead to the-

.culting down of staff in large fresh-

* ¢ man com

sition courses.”

i
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