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A descr1pt jon of the d1ff1cult1es encountered in

- constructrng a cr1ter1on— ferenced test t6 _assess end- of-year skills,j_

as part of" a program evaluat1on is. presented The problems

et Uil e NS

‘humorous-detail. The first problem tnvoived the 115ten1ng test«'

" obtained from a publisher without ,adminisgration instruction. The
- test booklets were not prepared as' ordex® "7gnd7;tg@7§9r@gt§7had to.

be changed. Items were. 1ncorrect1y scored vwhen returned to the

publ1sher, which complicated an item analysis. The norm- data reports p'

_issued by the. publ1sher were also 1naccurate.iThe final revised
instrument prov1ded useful information about the listening .

-; comprehen51on sk1lls of, students who were. nonreaders. Desp1te the
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-f Hany school districts are moving away from a. reliance ‘on normf'*ferepcedﬁ”gvn,?uiz

- publishers, or. prefers ‘to’ adopt a home grown variety.; ere'are-“

H.alFinding the right crdterp
"‘matter. Whe ther one - gd

rests—to—a—faaafter—use—o%:erfterfbn—referenced—uﬁﬁxr—beiieving probably

rightly so) that the criterion-referenced tests can- proviﬂe a bette

of - 1earning. Research has fairly well estabiished that norm- ~-ref

tests do differ in content and that the overlap betﬁeen curriculum :

content affects test scores: Given these somewhat simple-minded factst
is’ clear that the closer tf """
tested the miore accurate 1

4,

 ‘complications: What 1'd Iike: ‘to do ‘today. is .share with’you,some-i.'

'ohave not added anything to increase the dramatic effect;

AR :

','complications we encountered last year when we went the expert" route.f I"

:det rmine’ whether the program was _being. implemented ‘as planned and whether,‘

fsvstemwide basis. we: wanted a criterion—referenced test. g' >
:administer at the end of the‘school year to assess the first an N
-graaers end-of—year skillsf’_

B

s

First, a few words about the context of our effort; We ﬁere in the process:av?;

;0"con§ucting an evaluation of a new reading/language arts program that had."

een developed in our” countyr; The purpose of the evaluation was.. to

omce -.'-‘implementedL the prograii had any effects od’achievenent or attitudes

o et o e AR /

groups of studehits are being folﬂ%wed-—a primary group (starting in Grade ) R

. toward reading. The: st:%f’is a three-year, Iongitudinai effort in which two~f"'

roup-(gtarting in Grade 4). Because we did notat & . "

and a later eiementary

' ;that time do anyaend—of—year testing in readingjlanguage arts om a,;ffff ;'

ur first challenge was to* ‘Find a set of items thet the program developervif n;ﬂi e

’w uld accept as being good measures of the ob1ectives at these two. grade " X3

IM

. had been administered earlier Ln ‘the year aﬁ’ because they had been highiyf

'criterion-referenced tests had already been developed by the programl

Boddedel s . T L 2L Y

levels: This was not an easy task as he had solle very definite ideas about: -

both what should be measured and how it should be measured The fact that

‘ criticized by .some s&hool staff) rendered selecting sole outside measure'5;J

ﬁg;The test bank as ié was described .to us. had some uniquelv appealing,*

even more difficult: We brought in deveratl outside groups o pitch their -

. wares; show us items, and negotiate. dollars; - Einally.'af er extensiveﬁrrii;,gl ‘
~review . and time;, we found a group that appeared to have ‘a product we could .- - s

.

live with’ R L e

H-features. To start with, if _one included certain- items {regardless of their

‘*curriculumfmatch) not . only couid ‘the district receive criterion~referenced

data'but.aiso norm-referenced data. Thus. pational conparisons could be

made as well ‘as_more local omes: ‘Second, the aysilable item bank wag rather N

extensive, as the publisher had taken items from the many different tests

produced bv the". company. Third although items on the test had already been

arranged into ob1ective groupings. we were told that we could have our test
. e y e . )
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“eustomized:"; - We couid create onr own item groupings and give them our: own'i

P AR — — T . A R

tfq-obiective names. This was a new feature the company was offering end se7-“
7‘”becsme one - of the first clients to tske advantage of this option.

3 A

uivf{,;The next five months can- only be described as a "comedy of errors.—: ﬁaving_‘r

C oy

7ﬁif.responsibility. S S el e T

. and. developmental dilemmas. we wound up encountering one disaster. after'

‘;:another._ Hhether these were caused by unworkable time constraints or

‘incompetent staff, I wont venture to Bsay. Let me. lav out the problems wef

‘encountered and leave yourto decide how you would allocate tbej

v

LA ’ T A TR L S

RN

.i;!The normed items on . the first-grade test were described to us by the locsr 'f
" rep anﬁ ‘her regionsl manager as: orally administered.; This alloﬁed the_' N

1-'possibilitv of obtaining measures of ‘text comprehension, which were not* .
'Vnecessarily tied to decoding skills. This had a good deal of appeal to usfx.

- . some- teachers felt that existing tests did not ailow the student who was

°

: essentiaiiy a nonreader to show" his]her listening comprehension skills:’ In,‘

ﬁbuiiding the. first-grade test we decided however. to include a second *

nonoral‘section in order to be able ‘to measure reading skills. In order to
. }orm data. we included the norm items'in a listening portion. added
7the objectives we wanted. to test,
Accomplishingz

SN

tativelv promiSed

d for additi%nalat not welcomed. the possibility of getting

listening measure, ’,' ed t uit in a decision of the pluses outweighing'
-the minuses. Thev were ready, : . .

6ne bit of infotmatiOp not include
ﬁthe publisher was:.the instructions for administering the listening test,

.We nteded to Rnow how much tim\Jwas allowed, how many times each: passage -and

"°‘the aiternative answer choicesVwere read, etc. - For some reason.-the local

standard directions and

kept returning with the answe that there were n

- rép- was having problems- getting such informationgjrom the main office and:

that we should develop our o We fonnd this re ponse extremely puzzling'f

.Ibegan to get very nervous.‘ ‘ T SRR .
/Then one night around six I was home having my first scotch of the evening

'séIéc%ed:en——expert——group—for—its—awareness—fﬂ?:test—constructfon—pitfalls.h.

. e di : 7 Lo -
. - PR

’ "cPROBLEM ONEL,THE LISTENING TEST. o _5;;'.- R

ith a good deal of work and negotiation between the}“ E

7ors selected. we notified the principals whose;\ff
”"he reading study that. the test which had beentp -
fact. about to become a reality.. While the -

in the prepackaged material provided by_:'

’ ‘when I got a long distance call from the main office of the pubiisher.h Thev'~ ”;::;

| were finaiizing the test and had some questions about how items were ‘to be

I naturally had occasién to refer to the listening section and the reading
{ section. To make a -long story short, aod believe me," we had many

/: conversations*on this topic in a relatively short period of . time.',ue found/

L . . . 7',-'.
: .- . . ) . PR AT
’ R RN 1 : a0 Co. [ ‘ R ..
; . . . . N o A e . o . e

/ grouped into subsections end ob1ectives. In the course of this conversation.'
/



__.u S
an oral test waSn t quite true. Whnt was meant was that-the{item dire tions«, .
‘were -to be given orally. but the test was al@tandard test of reading at- t
,,,first grade.‘not ‘a test of listening comprehension as- ve: ‘had been told:

‘had created a’ truly -customized product and ﬁt was too late to regroup. - A1)

" PROBLEM fﬁi()':f'

"Sho:f?Z after the conversations described above the test_;arrived nearly ;jV%i ;1

two)thousand of them. ready for- administration. We had assumed we'd: be sent

" a gajiley for, - proofing before. the actual printing. but either through

”'over ight br perceived lack of time. this step was skipped

o [ . O i v.";_ s

721 s the charge for coiored covers was taken off ‘the bill’

“Vrdespite our. previons conversations. some. of the items were WIOTng, We;hadn? v
‘'selected them, they didn't match and thev couldn t be uged. “If that
weren't enough. the. items. because they had been taken from a variety of

jf7 'tests._vere in varied type stylesé Finally.' directions for the items ‘were

inconsistentiv wordedaand in some cases’ omitted.»1~ oL S

1f-r It took us many converéstions snd displays of temper to get changes mgde in v
7 the format of the items 8o that. they were reasonably consistent. While the . ~.
' publisher s staff did not necessarily agree that inconsistencies in format o

o ~_ in and agreed to make as many changes as possible.‘ They also agreed to. give.i I
/70 us tests with the items we had selected . instead of omes which apparently S,':

2; . s ___ZT

had been developed bx‘gremlins.,we threw~out the initial cartons of test ei'ni

;booklets and waited. This time, facsimiles were-telecopied to us before -
: 'printing.,so that we could se@ the instruments. The next batch was what»we
- had.ordered and looked useablé. : . : R . .afé o

,‘\ *
_)

A
PROBLEH THREE° THE ITEM TAPE
i He made it through test administration with no new disasters.'coilected the ]

s, booklets, and sent them off to be- scored -Since the tests. were being
ﬁ.3jgadministered for the- first time and we were not totally sure of hether or

.fﬂgfnot all the items would be acceptsble. ue{asked for a tape of item ', onsés._ - B

- T80 We could conduct some’ preliminary analyses before score reports were. - - i

produced for individual schools. - We had a suspicion that some . items might

?anot work“ and that they would have to be thrown 0ﬂt._9

N ! ) ! .

'Items of special concern were ones where many students had selected‘sn 3':.
L incorrect ‘answer. We wanted to be sure’ that.the students hadn't been in 3
»’f some way thrown off by the wording or structure of the question and that

v informa tion.’ Qhat ve found instead was that in a.number of instances the

item had been incorrectiy scored. The gremiins were at it again. When we f

o .called the publisher about this problem. we found out thst they had found
. N oL . ) . ,. ) i ‘ . __.. ., ‘ . ' e : ) = E ‘\ 4‘ . . ‘_ .
: . : z: L DY ‘-';‘, P N




'fvours. ; ,
'epossibilities

/pe might: open up). we went ahead made

v th our item analyses. ';

[

B R

vel in- ‘grouping objectives into subtests,.
on ‘two” different ‘subtests. (The '1tem

c 2 iz’t wa& used twice for scbring purposes.)

safes ha beern
)85 bili ty;,

' ateh. the eye. However. since apparently

,rhritem tape before these were sent;

4 w
The publishing company offered a variety of ways of reporting norm data. The -

_ ,pttons ‘varied in unit of analysis and type of score presented (stanines,
 grade equivalents; etc.). ‘A certain number of scores came as part ‘of the
package' ‘others required additional funds. ’ S g Lo

\"

national saunple, the gremlins got in ‘the’ way once more. Instead of
‘receiving the four scores that 'we had requested; we- received one that. we had

requested and) three that we had not. By this time; we _pretty much expected

that" something would go wrong: - Galmfty, we, calied and explained The correct

2 - /

reports were; duly dispa‘tched

BRI  CONCLUSION AT .

Believe it or not, afite'r.all that.‘the data we_ got from the tests were

L extremely useful. And, it turmed out that the listening test for first

greders provided us- with some. very: useful information: about - the - listening

comprehension skil:ls of .gtudents who were, nonreaders. In fact, Wwe were

surprised at how well some students did on what had been jndged to. be fairly/

©  _ Ccomplicated passages. . - _ ) S,
— / . . . o N . . .

jHow about our relationship with the publisher. "It'sabit sens’itive;‘b’ut
‘we're sti1l on- speaRing terms {or at least were until this AERA

another test this year;: For a variety of reasons; we are turning to the

home-z‘rown elternetive.- From utnt's been happening so fsr,\I think I'll be‘

back fext year with a whole nea set of stories. . R

.

b

: : : 4

What had happénéd was the. e

oy ‘PROBL TFIVE?REPORTS oN NORM_ mm P _-~.—-_j\.f g o

presentation) Ve haven t crossed ‘them/off our list, but we're oot’ buying -




