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There are four steps ir obtainind £ data, each
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students, two tions are in order. Pirst, for nO’: thenc.d
tests, students in the treatment group should tske be test at the
same time of the year as the students in the no;liﬂg 8‘Iplg, sgcond'
high absenteeism, differences among test adginist
testing environments may significantly affect pre
scores. Publisher's manuals should be fcllcyed e32 to engure
consistency between treataent and compariscp ggcﬂP” Ten g :cscarch
vievpoint, trained test administrators shocu}d pe © Ny Tather thap
classroos teachers. Scoring decisions incluge .c10‘f N9 an gugwér
- fora (machine-scorable booklets vS. answer gpeets)? ;'1Qc a
scor ing agent (school personnel, test ptubligpey, O’ainq‘ ot test
scoring company) : and costs of scoring and of .100”. Y8 stagigtical
analysis. Pinally, vhen recording scores,'d.ca'fﬂr’ :houla be
carefully proofread. A1l scores should be ccpp10t01’t Qﬂntigi.a and
arranged to facilitate analysis. Eleven suggestich t Or dcuigpinq
test results forms discuss page numbers, tegpting d’oe' 9roup
identification, confidentiality, test name, gse ne Sheet,
arrangement and forsat of names, identificatijop poP#te€rs, rusper of
entries, and arrancement of cclumns. (CP)
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Once an evaluation -design and an approprlate
achievement test are chosen, the most crucial R
step in the evaluation process is the collection
of accurate, complete data. Analysis of the data
may be a more technically complex step, but at
least, when analysis errors are discovered, they
can usually be corrected. On the other hand, if
data are distorted or missing, no amount of analy-

. s can.adequately correct the. problem,. If there
are too many flaws in the tav data, the entire
evaluation becomes meaningless.

ﬁggre are four steps in obtaining test data,
each quiring planning an¥ decisions: ?a) as-
sembling the students, (b) adninistering the S
tests, (L) scoring the tests, and (d) recogﬁing
the scores, /
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ASSEMBLING STUDENTS FOR TESTING

This.step, often passed over lightly, is im- :
/portant for tw reasons. First, of course, the
time of day and the place where students are
assembled may affect test scores. 'The date of
testing may also be important. In the porm-
referencégd model, for-example, it is critical
that students in the treatment group take the
test atd{hc same time of year as the students -
in the’ dfbrming sample. Second, any changes in
the way the test is given that are made between
the pretest and posttest may significantly affect
test scores. A cbange su¢h as testing students
in their classrooms rather than in a large assem-
bly hall may Oor may not make a difference in ,
scores,'but the only way to be safe is to use ex- g
.actly the’same procedures each time. ' Changing ’
from independently administered pretests to post-
tests administered by classroom teachers because
the money ran out--or vice versa becauge money .
was Left ovet--is an example of a prag ice rhich T
ke Q ; 3 A’f/
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should be carefully avoided. Careful Pfanﬁing_

could avoid all such problems. ' p

fs difficulc, to generalize about rules for
asse ling students because -of the wide differ-
endes among schools, ‘Most important -is to mini-
ze the disruption to the studeats .while ensuring’
that all treatment and comparison students cen
take both pre- and posttests under similar test-
ing conditions. The major problems in achieving
this goal are high absenteeism, differences among
test administrators, and. differencesgz testing '

-

environments, \mege thé evaluation ply in-
volves testing project students in their regular
project setting, fﬂw problems should be encoun-
tered., On the other hana, the situation may be
more complicated {f control students are involved.
or if students are to be tested before the project
begins or ‘after it ends., Under these circum-
stances, it is well worth the effort to lay out

in detail the number of differ¢nt tests or test
levels to be used, the number of test locations,

the time for each test, the number of make-up
sessions, the number of special test admimnis-
tra}ors or: supervisors, and 80 on. Testing often .
turns out tu be a, big&cr project than anticipated, ;
and, {f resources are limited, it 1is better to -
esimplity both fhe pretest and posttest rather
than to expend so much effort on the pretest

o
3 . that posttesting cannot be accomplished in an ¢
‘adequate fashion,
poe
ADMINISTERING THE TESTS
;;) Ensuring C_&nsbtency - Y o
d It goes wifhout'saying that tegtadminiscra-
tion should be orderly, and that cheating and
her irregularities are not permissible. But
orderliness is not enough., For: the purpo%ss of
' -
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evaluation it is necessary to ‘lﬁe'cons{stehcz.

There are two kinds of consistency to worry about, '
depend{pg on whether a norm-referenced\or compari-
son-group evaluation design is used. If a norm-

Esﬁgggﬂggﬂ desjgn is used, the critical thing is

to be sure that the test publiSher's procedures
are followed exactly, ' This specifically includes

reading instructions, answeting quesctions, doing

practice‘problems, and timing each section.

gen a comparison ‘r up is used, it is still
adviswble to follow cfie publisher’s instructions
to the letter in order to make supplementary norm-
referenced comparisons possibleét The most criti-
cal thing, however, ig to maintain close simi-
larity betwen treatment- and comparison-gretp
tescing situations, The simplest way to ensure
comparable situations is to test both treatment
and comparison students as a single group. "Usu-
‘ally, however, in either norm-rcferenced or "com-
par ison—group designs it will be necessary to test
several gxoups. Then special steps must be taken
to make sure that they are tested.under as similar
conditions as possible., Even here, there .are many
possible problems; for example, bringing compari-.
soﬁ-group pupils into an unfamiliar project lab r

£or testing may put them at a disadvantage,

" Training Test Administrators

< .
There are two basic ways of making test ddmin-
istrations comparable, One is to use a few trained

‘test administrators to test all the groups, The '

other is to train the regular teachers to give the
tests to their own students. The latter_alterna-
tive is much less' desirable from a research view-
point. If teachers muse be used, it is advisable.
to have them test each othefs’ classes to minimize
possible blases, BAEENY .

\ 1)
simply telling tedchers or other test admine
istrators to look over che test manual is never



nistrator should be im-
rtance of following proce-

exactly. Each one should at least have

ed through" the entire process, from handing

out pepgils to collecting the tests, before ever

_adniqiste ing the test in an evaluation. Where

teacher judgments are involved in scoring student

responses (as in oral’ reading tests). much more N ¢ -
training is required. i ‘
.\\" ‘
- SCORING THE TESTS \ _
. ' P/

The most hﬁportant scoring requirement 1§ ae-
curacy, but there are trade-offs of time and-money
“to consider. The important var}ables are whats
type of answer form to use .and who does the: Sco,
ing. . . ‘N: ‘ '

e ¥
Most -of the major ;t‘esti tan be purchased with '-_“
machine-scorable bgokiets oxr separate ansué \ ﬁ
shects. “Some non-standardized tests may Ye ava 1—_
. able only in handwscored wersions. The mdin fdc- -
@/ /r

D Selectmﬁ an Answor Fprm '

g

tot* in choosing among answer forms is the’age of

’ he stud¢nts. Sepagate answer sheets are usualL
fjuch easier to protess, but young children sg;end

to score lower o these forms, presumably Because
the forms are cifu{ing to them. In genegal, sep-
-argte answer sheets are suitable for afiévgiaverage
fdurth graders and all-older students., Yxngen ,
children should Use macKfne-scorable or hand-
scored bOORlets (Harcoyrt Brifce Jovanovich, Inc., .
19713). '

]

- : . :
Selecting a Scoring Procedure - * +f

Wiichever type of form is used, there’a‘re -
three basic ways of having the test scored. Scor-
ing can be done by: (a) local school perﬁnnel,

4




. . ) . . . .
(b) the publisfier of the test; or (c) & indepen. -
dent test scorinf COMPRny . " . ice Det¥een the
test puhligher or &0 1ndepeﬁdent company will
"depend on the locsl Situapo and the test thac ¢
18 chogen, Cost, tUrfargyng time, dﬁd types and -
quality of gervice may Vary, Shopping around ig
in order. The ‘ajor decision i houever' is ‘“\ethel/
to have the -scoring dome by o0\, . "yype Of service
or gimply by ava!l‘ble 8chog) pefgbnnel' e :
major advantages °f 2 8od4d scoring service are
accuracy mnd the VaTiety'og analyses provided by
computer processing. The major disadvantages are’
cost, care necesssry in Preparing the 3"8%er
forms, and turnaround tine, Ic is also possible
that forms may be 108t in gy, o 00 "or that mig.
handling o faulty equipmen, will result in scor-
ing errors, There 18 lige)g recourse When formg
are 108t. but SPOF Checks on gcoring acc"“’cy }
should be made 8fter answer ¢ .=\ ye been re-

turned, :
\ N .
Cost Considerations . .
f "Bﬂll'park" cost fisutes for mchine—BCOred

forms (taken from o0 Widel, used.publishet’s ser-
vice) range from $-30 to g3, per pupils depending
‘on the type of form and e .. " . 'pe test battery,
Hand-scored booklets €OSEt  three or FOUT times ag
much. to score, although a louet.original Purchase
price will offset this diffetence slishtly' Clear-.
ly. lOQa]_ personnel can do the paqic scoring at
lower “cost, but included .= % ' 0 o sgrvice’s
price are a number Oof feat“e8 that are €ostly,
time congsuming., and prone to error wheo scoring

is. done by hand. These incluge: (a) FEPOTLS.with’
convenient formats 1N tripy,, o g5 each group
(e.g., class), comPletely y4 '\ ied as O test,
date, group, etce; ‘Taw scores,.pefce“tile
scores (local or nationa) distributiO“S)' 8tandarg
scores, and} in 80™e InStan.. . “yepg for ‘each gpy
dent on each subtesti (c) “ean.standafd scores

IS
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for each group. Several other analyses are avail-
able for prices ranging from an additional $.9§

to $.12 per student for each analysis. These in-
clude score dis®™ibutions for each class,” item
analyses, and individual student profiles. Addi-
tional statistical analyses are readily available,
or, for schools with access to their own computer
facilicies, the scores are available from the pub- -
lisher on computer cards or tape. . 3

ln short, for very small tryouts with simple
an#Myses it may be desirable to do the.entjre job
locally, Unless local computer facilities are ’
available, however, more extensive ewaluations
may well ‘be completed more accurately, thoroughly,
and econoﬁically with the help of a scoring ser-
vice. All the major services have literature and
consultgnts to provide dgtails and to assist 1in
planning the scor#ng and analysis.

RECORDING THE SCORES

Recording the scores is the final step in the
data collection process, .but to ensure that the
scores will be usable, the details of recording

- should be worked out well before pretest time.

1f you use a commercial scoring service, you may
have little control over the recording process,

1f you decide to do your own scoring, or if you

want to transfer scores from computer printouts

to a more convenient form, you must consider two ‘
important issues: accurdacy of the data, and de-
tails of the data-recording forms.

'Copying scores accurately onto data forms is
not a complicated problem for small-scale local

"studiesy; but the possibility of errors must not be

overlooked. Even the most conscientiqus record-

ers make errors.. All data forms should be carel . }
fully proofread, preferably with one person read-

ing aloud while a second person checks the scores,

6
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The details-of the data forms'might appear to
be of little importance, but, in many school dis-
trices, the way in which data have been recorded
virtually precludes any reasonable dnalyses. Two
general principles must be observed when deciding
upon a standard data format. First, 211 scores
must be completely identified, and second, scores
must be arranged in a way that facilitates analy-
slis.

Considerations for D‘ptl-ﬂocordfnd Forms

The following considerations should be incor-

porated into any data-recording form and are il-
" lustrated by the building level worksheet forms
that accompany each model. '

e Page numbers. st sets of scores require
more than one page. A page number at the
top should identify each sheet and the "num- .
ber of pages”" helps make sure no pages are
missing.

e Testing dates, " Test dates are critical, espe-
~cially in norm-referenced.evaluations, .Record
the date of the original’ testing and make-up
testing sessions for both the pretest and
posttest.

e Group identification. Identify clearly the
group for which data are recorded near the
top of the page to simplify the retrieval &f
that group’s data‘ from a large data base.

e Provision for anonymity. Arrange the page
so that it can be photocopied without the stu~
dent’s name, This permits possible later use
of the data for research purposes without com-
promising student privacy.

@ Test name. It simplifies analysis greatly
to have only one test (pre and post) recorded .
on each sheet, provided the rules fbr listing

.



students suggested belgw are followed. List
the complete name of the pretest and posttest
(taken exactly from the test booklets and- in-
cluding publication date) #

v

Single pre/post data sheet, Idemtifying stu-
dents and organizing their 'names efficiently
are the most difficult problems in recording
student data. uhere evaluations are only for
one year and are based on ,fall and'spring
testing, the problems can be golved with a

1@ e effbrt and care. But where gtudents
-must be“followed over several -years, the prob-
- lems8 are more difficult since students come
and go from projects, and groups are reorgan-

ized every yead. The simplest rule is to make

sure that the posttest scores are all entered
on the same. sheet of paper as the correspond-
ing pretest scores. This at least eliminates
the problem of trying to find each student’s
name on two lists,

Standard order of names, A seébnd rule for
listing student names is to establish a gtan-
dard ordering of the names, and stick to it
fpr the life of the evaluation and for all
tests that are used, 1If a student moves or
fails to take some of ‘the tests, then the ap-
propriate entries are blank, but he should
not be eliminated from the list. If pew stu-
dents enter the program, their pames should
be added to the -end of the lists for all
tests, even those far which no data will be
entered. Besides a reduction in confusion,
there are some practical advantages to this
procedure. For example, a master form can be
prepared vwith only the students’ names and
identification nuibers filled in, and the
forms can simply be duplicated when new tests
are given. 1t also makes comparisons or cor-
relations between.any tw sets of scores ‘ela-
tively easy because any tw forms can be laid

8
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side by side and the corresponding names will
“line up correctly. If there is a compelling
.reason to change the order of student names

in the middle of a project, then eithet change
all forms, or maintain a double set of forms
(old and new order).

-

.Standard form for names, - Establish a rule
for recording names. "Caldwell, D.E." should
never become "Danny Caldwell" on a second list.
The simplest procedure is to .allow plenty of
space ang to spell out firet names and includg
middle initials (e.g., Caldwell, Daniel E,). &

y

L.D. numbers. If I.D, numbers are used, each
studept should have an I.D., number that iden-
tifies him completely. For example, different
digits might identify the ,student either as a
member of the project group or a control group,
indicate class or sex, and of course, repre-,
sent the individual student, In some evalua-
‘tions, other codes (including letters) can

be used, but careful planning is necessary:

in order to permit any desired grouping simply
by I.D. number. :

: 7
Unifofm number .of entries. A page should have’
some reasonable number of entries (e.g.,\20,
- 25, 30), and the number should not vary from
page to page. :

Pre/post score columns., Keep pre- and post-
test scores in adjacent columns, For example, -
_enter the raw scores for pretest and posttest
in two columns, percentile scores for each in
the next two columas, etc., instead of pairing
each pretest raw score with its standard.score,
percentile score, etc., followed by each post-
test score and its transformations. This -
‘greatly simplifies the .mechanics of analysis;
comparisons -are mearly always made between
pre-~ and posttest scores of the same type,

+ 9
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