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PREFACE

14

Four bulletins have been developed to provide information about the Florida
Teacher Certification txamination. Bulletin I .describes the development ofﬂihe
examination and presents the specifications for each of the subtests. . It also
pravides a 1ist of supplemental materials and references and a set of sample
jtems to illustrate the kind of items which will be used in the examination.
Bulletin II presents a general description and specifications for each item
in the reading, writing, and mathematics subtests. Bulletin 111 provides speci-
fications for the professional education subtest of the Florida Teacher Certifi-
cation Fxamination. It includes a Hescription of the content base and item’
specifications for each of the professional education items to be included in
the examination. This bulletin, the Technical Manual, is the fourth in the
series and describes the technical adequacy of the examination including such
topics as establishing tes! reliability, test validity, passing scores, and' ) -
protecting the test from cultural or ethnic bias. /"‘5§

It is expected that faculty members of teacher eduration programs
students in these programs will be especially interested in Bulletin I.
of Teacher Education Centers and school district staff development direc ,
also find the information useful.- The specific item specificafions and otfer '
information in Bulletins II and III will probably be of special interect
professionals involved in program development and evaluation. Bullet
designed primarily for measurement qrofvssionals.

Please note that the scope of. the examination is limited to the essential
generic competencies which are assessable by a written ®xamination. There has
been no attempt to cover all aspects of teacher training. Many important com-
petencies are assessable only by direct observation, and many competencies are . .
specific to the subject matter taught or the developmental level of the students. '
It is also important to remember that teacher ‘education is dynamic; it must
change to reflect-snd incorporate new research evidence and wisdom accurulated
from expérience. For these reasons, even though the examination has been care-
fylly developed and reflects the current state of knowledge and priorities for
the general preparation of teacners, the specifications for the examination
shouid not be used as the sole basis for a teacher training program.

" The Department of Education encouragec professionals to make rgcommendations
to improve the Florida Teacher Certification Examination. Reconmendations and
other inquiries should be addressed tqQ: ~

he }

Dr. Garfield Wilson, Administrator Dr. Themas Fisher, Administrator |
., Teacher Certification Section Student Assessment Section
Florida Department of Education ~  Florida Department bof Education
Tallahassee, Florida 323071 Tallahassee,,F]orida 32301
. :
i
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R CHAPTER I
 DEVELOPMENT Of THE EXAMINATION

Section 231.17 F.S. requirves that, beginning July 1, 1980, each applicant
for initial teacher certification shall demonstrate on a rehensive written -
examination mastery of the minimum Competencias adopted in Florida Statutes and
State Board of Education Rules. In order to develop the Florida Teacher Certi-
fication Examination (FTCE), the following tasks had to be accomplished:

(1) planning, (2) writihg and validating test items, (3) field testing the.
certification examination items, (4) setting passing scores, and (5) preparing
for test assembly, administration, and scoring. The procedures by which each
task was addressed are described in this chapter. - .

o st

-

The events associated with each developmental task are described “in chro-
nological order for a given task; however, since many of the tasks overlapped,
there is some duplication of time 1ines across tasks. There is also some
redundancy in these descriptions, because a single activity was sometimes used
to accomplish more than one task. The calendar ot key events is provided in
Table 1.1. Reference to this calendar will make clear the overall chronology of
the development of the examination. -

. - Planning

The subtasks involved in planning for the examination were (1) identifica-
tion and validation of the essential teacher competencies, (2) general planning
for examination development, (3) development of subskills for each competency,
and (4) development of test and item specifications. - Each of these activities
is described in this section, ;

7
Identification and Validation of the Essential Teachep Tompetencies

The single most important step in the development of an examination {s the

determination of what it is to cover. From 1975 through October 1980, the

Council on Teacher Education (COTE) was involved in the development and imple-
mentation of a “"competency based model" of teacher certification, %hich was
enacted into law as Committee Substitute for Senate B{11 549 (CSSB 549) and berame
Section 231.17 F.S. During this time, COTE served as a statutory advisory council
appointed by the State Board of Education to advise the Commissioner gf Educa-
tion ‘on all matters dealing with teacher education and certification.

The “minimum essentfal competencies,” which were to be the basis of

“teacher certification in Florida, were identified in a study conducted by COTE,

beginning in March 1975. The first phase of the study was the identjfication

of a set of competeacies deemed essential for all certified personnel. Follow-
ing an intensive literature search, the Council prepared a survey instrument
1isting 48 competencies and submitted it to a five percent random sample of all
certified educational personnel empld¥ed in Florida for 1975-76. The survey
revi:aled an extremely high degree of consensus on 23 of the 48 competencies.

The 23 competencies identified in the survey were recommended to the Commission-
er of Education for incorporation into State Board of Education Rules governing
teacher education and certification.

-— - _— —maa

1The Council on Teacher Education was replaced in 1980 by the Florida -
Educational Standards Commission)

ry
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TABLE 1.1
CALENDAR OF KEY EVENTS IN THE.
DEVELOPMENT OF THE FLORIDA TEACHER CERTIFICATION EXAHINATION

-
Identification and Valication of the Essential Competencies . . . . . . 1975-1976
Development of the Competency-Based Hndel of Teacher Certification . . 1977-1978

SBE Rule, Requiring Essential CGmpgtencies for Teacher :
Education Programs . . . . « g ¢ s o o o 2 s o s + s n s« « » March 1978

Sectfon 231.17 F.S. Enacted . . . ... e ae e e+ o« o June 1978
Ad Hoc Professional Task Force Established . .. .. ... ... .. . July1978
Devélopment and Validation'of'Sustiils for Each Competency i . July-October 1978
Task Force Report to COTE . . . . . . . . .4 ¢ o v . “ .+ .... November 1978
COTE Recommendations on Test Development by Contractors . . . . . . January {979'
Development of Item Specification. . f e e« « o« « » » « March-dune 1979
Review of Item Specifications hy Task Force e e e .'. ..... . July 1979

Refinement of Examination Specifications by
Measurement-Consultants . .. .. . ... ... ... «. .. August 1979

Development of Items by Contractors . . . . . . . . . September 1979-January 1980
Expert Reviewof Items . . . . .. .. ... .. .. « + . . January 27-29, 1980
Field Test OF TEOMS « « = o v v o 0 o o o o o o o s . .. .. April 17-18, 1980

Analysis of Fi81d Test Data . o « o oo v o v o m i a e v oo e s April-June 1980

Setting Paséing SCores . . . . . s 0. . .'. e e s e s e v e s wdune 24-26, 1980
Approval of Contract for Formatting, Administration and
Scoring of Examination . . . . . .. A I I July 15, 1980
Adoption of SBE Rules for the Florida Teacher
Certification Examination . . . . ... . . . . . e . - s . . . July 30, 1980
A
) a



After extensive publicity and public discussion, the 23.Essential Generic,
Competencies were incorporated in March 1973, into State Board of Educalion
Rules governing the curricular requirements at institutions of higher education
with approved teacher education programs. All of the' COTE deli tions, deci--
sions, and recommendations, along with the results nf the numerous surveys, are
documented in .the COTE Minutes for 197% through 1978. The competencies are
Tisted in Appendix B.

General Planning for Examinatian Deveiopment

In June 1978, immediately after the Governor bad signed CSSB 549 into law,
a meeting was called by the Department of Education to begin planning for the
written examination required by the Paw. Attending this meeting were members of
the COTE Executive Committee, representaf1ves from the two state teachers'
organizations and the state administrators' organization, and Tegislative staff
members. This meeting resulted in recommendations to the Department of Educa-
tion as to timéline, tasks, and professional 1nvoTvement for the development of
the teacher certification examinatior. .

: Responsibility for direc%ing the development of the examination was
assigned to Dr. Garfield Wilson, Office of Preservice Teacher Education, Depdrt-
ment of Education, with COTE serving as the primary advisory group. In July
1978, a ProfeSSIonal Ad Hoc Task Force was convened, The Task Force consisted
of six classroom teachers, three teacher educators, one school administratoe,
and one Department member. The classroom teachers-had been recommended for
participation by each of the two state teacher organizations. Dr., Jacob Beard,
Profes<or of Education, Florida State Universily, was selected as a measurement
consultant to assist COTE and the Task Force.?

The Professional Ad Hoc Task Force was responsible for many activities in
the early development of the examination. One of its first duties was to con-
sider the overall design for the examination, an activity conducted with the
assistance of Dr. Beard, The Task Force di‘cussed major design tasks and prob-
lems and then compiled a set of récommendations which were circulated for review
throughout the State. Comments were solicited from all teacher education insti- |
tutions, school districts, Teacher EFducation Centers, Department staff, and pro-
fessional ornanizations. "All reactions and comments wepe carefully considered
by Department staff and the revised recommendations were then presented to the
COTE Committee.

At its January 1979, meetxng, COTE considered the recommendations devel-
oped by the Department. It subsequently adopted the following recommendations
concerning the overall design parameters for the teacher examination:

B = e

2The Department also was assisted in the planning phases of this. project
by Dr. Howard Stoker, Florida State University, Dr. Annie Ward, University of
South Florida, and Mr. Robert Feinbery, University of florida.

-
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1.  The test should be an objective-based paper and pencil
- examination.

- 2. The test should be organized into two major parts addressing,
- general education and professional education competencies
with each part divided into subtests as fol]ows:

General Education
A. Writing
B.  Reading and Listening
C. Mathematics

Professional Education
: A. Physical, Social, Academic Development and Inter-
. i » personal Skills o '
B. . Technical Skiils
) C. Administrative Skills

3.  The response format should include:

A. Writing--a writing production task that will be
rated holistically by selected evaluation experts
B. Reading Camprehension—-{lg A "Cloze” test .
2) Reading passages with
multiple-choice questions
C. - Multiple-choice or some other form of objectively
scoredgitems for other subtests :

4. Specifications for test items should be based on the subskills
that are recommended by COTE after consultation with experts.
The subskills must be amenable to paper and pencil testing. .
The 127 subskills for the 23 essential generic competencies
and the competencies specified in statutes were identified by
. an Ad Hoc Task Force in July 1978,
. y“
5. Specifications for the test items for each subtest should be &%
developed on a contract basis with Florida Institutions of
Highe? Bducation with demonstrable expertise in the arga in
question. ;

6. Specifications developed by contractors should be carefully
reviewed by COTE and the Task Force, ‘

7. Following approval of specifications by COTE, the State should
develop a prgcalibrated jtem pool [calibrated through Rasch
technology].

8. The item pool should be Jarge enough to allow construction of

a new form of the test with each administration for purposes
of security.

- 3Minutes of the Council on Teacrer Education, January 1979.

. | | 1 1;
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9. The items Jin the precalibrated item pool should be included on
appropriate subtests in rough proportion to the median weights
assigned by the Task Force. ‘ ;

10.  The test will be a requirement for eligibility for a Florida
teaching certificate; it will not be a requirement for a
baccalaureate or other degree. -

11. The test fee should be sufficient to cover the cost of mainte-
pance and administration. : N

12. The test-should be administered at least twice a year at
- selected locations statewide.

: 13. Only pass/fail scores shall be reported on each subtest. All
- subtests must be passed; only subtests failed must be retaken
or eligibility for regular certification. .

14, The procedure for es%ablishing cut-of f scores should be devel-
oped by measurement experts, advertised, and incorporated into -
State Board of Education Rules no Tater than April 1979.

After much discussion by COTE, the Department, and various consultants, a 3
decision was made to issue a Request for Proposals fRFP) to the various univer-

sities in the state for the development of item specifidations and items for the
examination. It was also decided to issue an RFP to universities and commercial

testing agencies for the operational tasks required for the formatting, printing,

field testing, administering, and scoring of the examination,

-

Development of Subskills for Each Cempetency

Fd
At the first Task Force meeting in July 1978, one assignment was to devel- .
op subskills for 22 generic competencies {competencies #6 and #19 of the original
23 essential competencies were combined by legislative action). Duriag an intensive
week of writing, review, and revision, the Task Force developed 127 subskills as
indicators for the essential competencies. -

qin August, 1978, the subskills were submitted to a random sample of certi-
fied personnel in the State to determine how well the subskills were related
to the original competencies. A1 but 12 of the subskills met the criterion for
acceptance. Two of the subskills {5d and 14b) which did not meet the criterion
were retained because of statutory mandates. This left a total of 117 validated
subskills.. Of these, twenty-six {26) were distributed across the five general
education competencies, and the remaining 91 were distributed across the seven-
teen professional education competencies. (See Appendix B for the Tist of
competencies and validated subskills.)

The competencies and subskills were reviewed by COTE at its September 1978 .
meeting. COTE was asked to make some recommendations on the most appropriate
evaluation procedures for the ¢ tencies. COTE recommended that since the
Task Force had developed the subskills it would be the most knowledgeable aroup
for developing recommendations on methods of evaluation.

S S
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In October 1978, the Task Force was reconvened Lith measurement consul -

tants Dr. Jacob Beard and Dr. Annie Ward assisting the group. The Task Force
-in a two-day session, déveloped recommendations for the most appropriate eval-

uation procedure for the essential competencies and subskills. These recommen-
dations inrdicated-the competencies and subskills that could be measured most
appropriately by each of three procedures: a comprehensive written (generic)
examination, a written specialization examination, or a performance evaluation.

(See Appendix B.) :

The Department of Edugstion staff, with assistance from Dr. Beard, pre-
pared draft gverall test design specifications for the examination and the

subtests. . The proposed specifications were reviewed by COTE at its September

and November meetings. The proposed specifications, including the 1ist of .
valjdated subskills, were distributed to all c6lleges and universities with .
approved teacher ‘education programs an- *o statewide professional teacher
organizations for review and critique. /he reactions from these groups were

reviewed by the Department and revisions were made as needed,

Development of Item and Test Specifications

In keaping with the January 1979, recommendations of COTE, an RFP was
jssued, and in March 1979, contracts were awarded for the development of item
specifications yv» i+ would guide the creation of specific test guestionms.
contracts awarded were as follows: f ’

The
\. i)
. \ ’
Writing (Competency 2) )
Florida State University ' -
Dr. Gordon Brossell and Dr. James Hoetker
Project Directors .

Reading and Listening {Competencies 3 and 4)

Florida State University
Dr. F. J. King
Project Director

Mathematics {Competency 5)

Florida State University
Dr. Tom Denmark
Project Director

Professional Education: Personal, Social, Academic
Development (Competencies 6/19, ‘
20, 21’ 22, 23) Bl 4

Florida State University

Dr. Gary Peterson and Dr. Steven Rollin
Project Directors

, 13
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Technical Skills ((l:gmpﬁfi-ncigs 7, 8, 9, 10,‘11. 12,

Florida Atlantic University :
Dr. Willard Kelsorn and Dr. Anna Nelson
Project Directors

Administrative Skills (Competencies 15,-16, 17, 18)

" Florida Internationa) University
_gr. Colleen Ryan -
roject Director .
wen A1l contractors ‘uere fequired to have their draft item spegifications re-

. - viewed by experts from other institutions. A sample of the specifications was
also reviewed by COTE at the May 1979, meeting. In July 1979, the Task Force
was. reconvened to review and critigue the item specifications. The Task Force

“also recommendpd priorities for the inclusion of the subskills for professional
education competencies {#6 through #23) on thé first and subsequent forms of
the written examination. Seventy-two {72) of the subskili} were mteddeither
nessential® or "#mpurtant,” while the rest were rated “not necessary.
The Task Force spent three days reviewing and critiquing the item

specifications and prioritizing the subskills. Comments and suggestions for
improving the item specifications were compiled. ‘

During the process of reviewing the item specifications, the Task Force
also considered the general test specifications and further refined them. It
was recommended that Competencies 1 (oral comminication) and 3 (1istening)
should be deleted from the written examination but should be assessed by per-
formance evaluation during the year-long internship.

In August 1979, a full day work session was held with DOE staff and
measurement consultants Dr. Jacob Beard, Dr. Howard Stoker, and Dr. Annie Ward.
The purpose of this session was to review and refine the proposed specifications
for the examination. After reviewing the item specifications, Task Force recom-
mendations?,and previous COTE recommendations, the measurement consuliants made
the following tentative recommendations about the make up of the examination:

1. The examination should consist of four subtests: Writing,
Reading, Mathematics, and Professional Education.5

2. The Writing examination should be 45-6b minutes in lengtﬁ,
including time for reading and choosing between topics. -

3. The &eading'exmination 'should be approximately 30 minutes
in length and include a maximm of 100 items in a modi fied
cloze format.

dMost of those rated "not necessary” were judged to be covered in other
subskills.

5Three professional education subtests had been recommended by COTE ..
January 1979. '

ERIC 14
| | o _. 0
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& The Mathematics examingiion should consist of approxiuate1y‘
40 items with one hour of testing time.

5. - The Professional Education examination should consist of
‘ qppmoximater 100 items with 2) hours of testing time.

The consultants also recommended that the examination should he adminis-
tered on Saturdays four times during the first year on the same dates at various
locations throughout the state; that the examination should be scheduled for a
full day, with sathematics, reading, and writing in the morning and the profes-
sional educationAexaminationgin the afternoon; that scores should be reported
on each of the subtests; and that persons scheduled to retake one or more of
the subtests should be tested during a regularly scheduled testing administra-

tion. -

In September 1979, the Department entered into a contract with the .Uni-
versity of South Florida to provide psychometric assistance to the examination
project. Dr. Annie Ward was assigned this responsibility. She subsequently
assisted the Department in the production of the examination and the publica-
tions describing the examination. Or. Ward finalized the sgecifications for .
the examination and for each subtest and compiled three bulletins which pre-
sented the test and item sgecifications. These bulletins are: The Flg§1da

Teacher Certi L i letin I: Overyiew; 52112%12_111_7___
General Educatfon Subtests; and Bulletin 111: The Professional Education Subtest.

Writing and Validating Test Ite&g )

In order to generate a pool of validated test items it was necessary to:
(1) create the test items, (2) pilot test the {tems, and (3) conduct a review
ofithe 1t§ms. The procedures used to accomplish each task are described in
this section.

Creating the Test Items

The Department negotiated with University personnel in Florida for revising
some of the item specifications and for writing items in several areas. The
contractors who prepared the item specifications were invited to submi¢ a proposal
for writing items according to those specifications. The Technical Skills area
(competencies 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14) was divided into two parts. The
specifications contractor for that area agreed to prepare items for competencies
7, 12, and 14 and a new contractor was secured for competencies 8, 9, 10, 11, and 13.

cbntracts were awarded as follows: ’ ®
Reading
Florida State Uriiversity

pr. F. J. King, Project Director
21 test passages, each containing 10 jtems

15
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Nriting

Florida State University

Dr. Gordon Brossell, Project Diméctor
Validation of topic: and evaluation of three
presentation modes

Mathematics - U
Florida State University

Dr. Tom Denmark, Project Director
102 mathematics {tems

Professtonat Education &

Florida State University .

Dr. Gary Peterson, Project Director .

100 items for competencies 6, 20, 21, 22, and 23
(Personal,” social, and academic development)

Florida Aclantic Univérsity

Dr. Willard Nelson and Dr. Anna Nelson
Project Directors ~

80 items for competencies 7, 12, and 14
(Diagnosis and assessment)

Florida State University

Dr. Walter Wager, Project Director il
80 items for competencies 8, 9, 10, 11, and 13
{Teaching and lepming) ) ’

University of Wést Florida

Dr. Ronald Peake, Project Director :

99 jtems for competencies 15, 16, 17, and 18
. {Administrative/classroom management skills)

In addition to writing items, " tractors were required to arrange a series
of reviews to establish the relatedness of the items to the validated competencies
« and to eliminate obvious technical problems. These review processes included:

1.

ERIC

Internal review. ;' All items were reviewed by the contractor’s
staff before the:items were approved.

External reyview.’ Each item was reviewed by a minimum of four
experts. They included classroom-teachers, content specialists
either university or public schorl), and measurement special-
sts. Each group also included both sexes and representatives

of the major eJ hnic groups.

One-on-one adwinistration. Each item was administered indivi-
dually to at least three persons, with the examinee solving the
item aloud. The examiner noted the types of problems exam-
inees had with each item. :
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‘After the contractors completé% their review and revision of the items,
the items were submitted to the Department for review and critique. The items
were further revised as needed and prepared for the pilot testing. -

Pilot Testing the Items

The contractors conducted a pilot test for their own items, sorting the -
items into, two or three forms for convenience in administration. Common items
were Drovided for the various forms of the pilot tests so that they could be
calibrated on a common scale. The sample of students who took the pilot tests
was made up of senfors at teacher educatign institutions of the state., The
institutions in which the pilot testslzﬁygncnnducted are indicated below. Each
form of each subtest was taken by at ledst 200 students, except for the Reading

(;as@, where the samples were 50 for each fora. T e
Reading Florida State University
Florida A & M University
& * . o)
Writing - Florida State University
Universitg of South Florida S

Mathematics - Florida State Unfversity . p
) University of Central Florida
Florida A & M University
¢ Bethune-Cookman College
University of Miami
Jacksonville University

Professional Educﬁiqzn (Personal, Social, and Aéademic Development )

Stetson University

* University of North Florida
University of South Florida
University of HWest Florida
Bethune-Cookman College

(Diagnosis and Assessment)

Florida Atlantic University p
Florida International University -
Nova University '
(Teaching and Learning)

Florida State University
University of Florida

{Administrative/Classrcdom Management Skills)
Stetson University
University of Florida

University of South rlorida
University of West Florida

(e 17
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pData from the pilot tests were analyzed to secure traditional item ‘
statistics. In addition, a contract was negotiated with Florida State Uni-
versity to analyze the data using the Rasch model. Data from both these ~ -
analyses were available for the final review by experts.

: ""’Revieuihg the Test Items ?

A panel of experts was assembled in Tallahassee on January 27, 1980, to
review the items. There were three aspects of the review process: content
validation, technical qualities, and absence of bias. The review team consisted
of classroom teachers, school administrators and supervisors, teacher ecucators,
and measurement.experts. The reviewers had been selected in a way that provided
expertise in all areas of the examination, as well as expertise in measurement,
linguistics, and bias. Three consultants helped to plan and conduct the review

process: Dr. William Mehrens, Michigan State University; Dr. Howard Stoker, Florida e

State University and ETS; Dr. Tom Frejlo, formerly at University of South Florida,
now Pfesident of PDE Associates. The complete roster of participants §s included
in Appendix A. The review procedures are described in Chapter II, and the agenda

. is presented in Appendix D.

“'Field Testing of the Certification Examination Items

The field test of examination items was conducted by the Student Assessment
Section, Division of Public Schools, Department of Educatfon. A1l items which
had been accepted by the review panel, or which had been edited, revised, or .
rewritten according to recommendations of that panel, were assembled into seven
field test forms. Several common items were provided for each subtest to be used
as 1inking (anchor) items. The various forms of the test booklets were randomly
distributed to the examinees. The field test was conducted on April 17 and 18,
1980, with 1,186 examinees at .4 sites located throughout Florida. The sites were
selected to represent public and private schools, schools of varying size, and
schools with varying ethnic populations. .

Most of the examinees were students who were completing a teacher educa-
tion program and were completing their internships. ~In addition, a small group
of non-degree Vocational/Industrial teachers who were completing their profes-
sional preparation were included. Participating institutions ware asked to
try to secure total participation of all eligible students. However, at some
institutions, the term had ended and many students were no longer available; other
institutions had interns scattered over the entire state and communication with
some of them was difficult.

During the field test, a few participants were unable to complete
all the items. Therefore, the amalyses were limited to those ex#mined who
completed each subtest. Since all test booklets were arranged so that Read-
ing items were first, then Mathematics, and finally, Professional Education,
most of the incomplete'papers were in the Professional Education area. The number
of cases included in the analyses is shown in Table 1.2.

Is
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‘ - TABLE 1.2 %
PARTICIPANTS IN FIELD TEST
) Form Number '
1 2 3 4 5 | 6 |7 |[Total
Reading 170 | 172 | 168 171 | 168 | 167 | 170 | 1186

_Mathematics | 170 | 172 | 168 | 171 168 | 167 | 170 | 1186

L Y

Prof. Educ. | 164 | 166 | 158°] 164 | 162 | 161 | 166 | 1141

The Deparbﬁent of Education data center scanned the answer sheets and

. provided distributions of sep:es~for the total group as well as for the various
institutions, program areas; and sex and ethnic groups. In addition, Dr. Jacob

Beard at Florida State University provide# Rasch analyses, item-total and inter-

jtem correlations, reliability indexes and bias analyses. The analyses are re-

ported in later sections of this manual. ' .

Setting Passing Scores P

Passing scores for each subtest were determined by a panel of twenty-one
judges, a1 of whom were either current or past members of COTE and who had been
jnvolved in the development of the examination. The panel was made up of eight
classroom teachers, five school administrators, five teacher educators, and
three community represantatives. (See Appendix A.for a complete roster.)

-

F ) .

The procedure used for the Reading, Mathematics, and Professional Educa-
tion subtests involved identifying items which represented the level of perfor-
mance which was acceptable. For the Writing subtest, various levels of pre-
scored writing samples were considered. :

As a result of these deliberations, passing score reconmendations were
made to the Cormissioner of Education for each subtest. These recommendations
were adopted as a rule by the State Board of Education on July 30, 1980. The
procedures are described more fully in Chapter IV of this bulletin and in the
minutes of COTE, June, 1980.

Preparing for Test Assembly, Administration, and Scoring
[

The operational tasks of preg:rigg test forms, administering the tests, and
scoring the answer sheets during the 1980-81 school .year were conducted by the
Office of Instructional Resources {0IR), University of Florida. A contract for
these services was awarded through a competitive biddigg process. OIR was respon-
sible for assisting the Department conduct the first three test administrations.
These administrations, which took place at several different sites across Florida,
zge d::cribed in other publications and reports prepared by the Department of
ucation. *

19
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CHAPTER 11 Tl C
VALIDITY

\ . .
According to the Standavds for Educa :
. “  published by the American Psychological # , APA, 1978}, te

- is concerned with inferences appropriately made from test scores. These infer-
ences may be related to (1) what is being measured by a test and {2) what can
be inferred about other behavior. i

Jaeger {1979) classified the two types of inferences as those which relate
to a well-defined domain of tasks (proximal) and those which relate to some
ultimate criteria outside the sampled domatn (distal). The former is of impor-
222‘2? toz:t;ltel;lgr;da Teacher Certification Examination because of the wording of

on . D . .. N

‘-« Section 231.17 F.S. provides that "Beginning July 1, 1980 .... each appli-
cant for inftial certification shall demonstrate, on a comprehensive written ex-
amination and through such other procedures as may be specified by the state

N board, mastery of’/ those minimun essential generic and specialization conpetencies

*  and other criteria as shall be adoptdd into rules by the state board ...." Note
that the statute addresses only the status at time of certification, which is a
roximal concern, and does not require that any inferences be made about the

stal concern, {.e., whether the test is directly related to the excellence of
teaching. The domain of interest was that of entry level skills.

. Furthermore, validity, according to Cronbach (1971), relates to whethér
or not the test {tems adeguately sample the "universe of tasks the developer
intended to measure ...." For the Florida Teacher Certification Examination,
thefb;'oad dimensions of the intended domain were identified in Statute 231.17
as follows: ‘ < :

°

The ability to write in a Jogical and understandable style with
appropriate grammar and sentence structure;
The ability to.'comprehend and interpret a message after listen-

Jng;

The ability to read, comprehend, and interpret orally and in

writing, professional and other written materfals;

. The adbility to comprehend and work with fundamental mathematical
concepts; and - '

The ability to comprehend patterns of physical, social, and

academic development in students, and to counse] students con-

cerning their nsads in these areas.

The extent to which the Florida Teacher Certification Examination provides data
which allow inferences to be made about these dimensions may be determined by
examining the adsequac%of the set of operations used in test construction. The
steps through which the Florida Teacher Certification Examination was developed
are described in this chapter. .

A
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Development o% the Items \‘\
h

The intended coverage of the examination was determined by a process whi
used professional consensustto {1) identify tencies which should be demon-
strated as a condition of certification, and (2) identify subskills associated
with each competency. The procedures by which the intended coverage was identi-
fied included surveys of the profession, reviews by COTE, reviews by the ad hoc

s Task Force of COTE, and reviews by teachers and other educational personnel. By

. these processes, a set of competencies and subskills wpre developed which defined
the domain to be covered by the examination. The domain was further explicated
by the various contractors when they prepared the item specifications.

The specifications for each subtest and for items of the Florida Teacher
Certification Examination have been published in three bulletins: Bulletin I:
Overview; Bulletin II: The General Educatioh Subtests - Reading, Writing, Fathe-

,  matics; BulletIn J11: The Professional |ducation Subtest. 1hese Ei“egins were
distributed to al] Florida teacher education Institutiors and school system

personiel offices in the fall of 1979, An overview of the coverage of the exam-
ination is provided in Appendix C.

For the Rnading subtest, the domain of materials was derived from materials
commonly in use in Floridh teacher education institutions. The materials and the
procedures used to identify them are described in Bulletin II.

For Mathematics, a survey was made of teachers and other educators. tb
(1) identify subsubskills for the competencies and subskills and (2) determine
the relatfve weights of other dimensions of the test. The specifications derived
from these surveys were published in Bulletin I1. ' :

] For the Writing subtest, it was necessary to determine (1) the kinds of topics.
to be used and (2) the method of presentation of the topics. A study was conduct-
ed to resolve these issues and the results are presented in a report to DOE by
Brossell (1980), "Validation of Topics and Comparison of Three Presentation Modes

for the Writing Subtest of the Florida Teacher Certification Examination.” The spec-
ifications for the writing subtest and scoring standards are included in Bulletin II.

‘ For the Professional Education Subtest, contractors identified specific
- rules, Zrinciples, theories, etc., in the professionl literature which serve as

the basis for both the specifications and the items. \This body of supplemental
materia s combined, analyzed, and organized into the "content base® to which
all specifications of the Professional Education subtests have been referenced.
Both the specifications and content base were published in Bulletin III.

After the intended coverage was identified and explicated, items were writ-
ten and pilot tested and then compared once again to the skills being measured,
Tais last 1tem review step included (1) a check that each jtem addressed the in-
tended competency subskill and specification and (2) a check that each item was
free of the invalidating effect of bias or technical problems. -

-~

\
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Final Test Item Review

« ° The final item review was carried out in two steps. First, items were S
~ reviewed by a special review 1 which assembled in Tallahassee on January 27-30,
~1980; then the items were fleld tested with a representative sample of seniors in

tea:?er ‘education programs and reviewed once again by Department of Edvcation
sta » . ) 4
Ky , . . ' .
The review panel was comprised of classroom teacheérs, teacher educators,
and administrators. Reviewers were selected to provide coverage of all content
:reas o{ m; examination and to include women and minoritigs. (See Appendix A
or roster.) “ ~ , S . g :

The review process was organized -into-two-tasks.- Jask I-fncluded the SR ——
following activities: : _

1. Keying the 1tem, to check the accuracy of keyed response
.{. ~ “Blind" Traceback as follows; . '
{a) For Mathematics, tracing the item to the subskill
and the other specification categories
(b) For Professional Education, tracing the item to
the competency, subskill, and content category(ies)
3. Rating the item for appropriateness

The items v[ere stratified by test area. Reviewers were also stratified by
area of expertise. Items were assigned to reviewers in such a way that the
following requirements were met:

1. All items were keyed and "traced back" by at least three

specialists in the area of content .
Each item was rated for appropriateness by at least five

educators spreagd across various specialized groups

No reviewer was fred to trace back more than 60 {tems

Each reviewer also keyed and rated some additional ftems

as to appropriateness .

The second task included a review of item content, bias, and technical quality.

£ L) "~y
) »

Committee assignments were made according to the special qualifications of ,’ : _"'
each reviewer and to the needs for each type of expertise. Review forms were ‘
g;veiz_;;edEtg guide the review procedure. All review forms are included in

pendix E.2. .

Content Review

The content reviews were conducted by four panels selected to represent
specialized areas of the test, Items were also sorted into four groups. The
assignment of items and persons to groups 1s indicated in Table 2.1.

i 22 .
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"TABLE 2.1

ITEM AND PERSON ASSIGNMENT

FOR EXPERT REVIEW

' Test Area

i v

Review Specialists

Mathematics
{102 Items)

-

Professional Education
A. Assessment, diagnosis,
measurement

Competencies/Subskills:

sb; 7 (all); 10h; 14 (all);
18 (al1)

{approximately 115 1tems)

Pro7essional Education

B. Teaching and Learning,
Methods, Materials,
Procedures

Competencies/Subskills:

9 (all); 10b, c, d, f;

1ic, 4, e; 12 (all);

13 {all . 15 (all);

16 {al1); 17a, b, e, ; 20d
(approximately 130 items)

Professional Education
C. Personal, Social,
Academic Development

Competencies/Subskills:

6a, d; 10a, e; 11b; 17¢, d;
20b, c; 21b, ¢, d; 22d; 23b
{approximately 124 items)

‘Hatheuktics Teachers and Professors
Mathematics Education Professors
Mathematics Supervisors

Measurement Professors ‘
.Supervisors of Testing and Evaluation

Measurement and Evaluation Consultants
Classroom Teachers

4

Curriculum Methods Professors
Curriculum Supervisors

School Administrators
Classroom Teachers

Education Psychology/Guidance Professors
guidance Counselors, School Psychologists
Pupil Personnel Supervisors

Classroom Teachers .-

Q ‘ 23 ’ '
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Each panel member was given a specially designed review form on which to
record his or her comments. Separate review forms were provided for the Mathe-
matics and Professional rducation S:'btests. The forms required that the items
be rated as to adequacy, relevancy, behavior reguired, and general jtem
characteristics.

Bias Review

The panel to review the items for potential Lias was composed of minority
persons, women, and experts trained in Jinguistics. Many of these people were
experienced item reviewers; ail were knowledgeable about education. Review
forms were prepared which required the reviewers to determine that each item
(or passage, in the case of the Reading subtest) was free of the appearance of
b:as a“diOf ?iasing elements. {(See Chapter YV for additional information on the
bias review.

Panelists for the technical review inc uded both measurement and language
arts experts. Both groups examined the actun] items; in addition, the measure-
ment experts considered item data from the pilot Lests. Commonly acceépted
guidelines for multiple-choice {tems and review f embodying the guidelines
were provided to each panelist. Experts also noted any technical defect not
covered on the form provided.

Each aspact of the Task II reviews was conducted independently. As the
reviews were completed for each subtest area, the project staff collated the
Task I reviews and the three Task II reviews and made a decision as to the next
step for each item., Possibilities included {a) accept the item-as is, (b) refer
the item to the re-write team, and (c) return the item to the contractor for
replacement.

. The third task was the rewriting and re-review of items. Some reviewers
were assigned to rewrite teams to work with the contractors to revise the items
as needed. Contractors were responsible for producing items in a final form
which were acceptable to the reviewers and to the Department of Education.

Analysis of Field Test Data

The final step in validating the items was the review of field test data.
(See Chapter 1 for a descriptfon of the field test procedur#s.) Items which did
not perform well (i.e., which did not "fit" the Rasch Model; did not correlate
well with other items, or which did not discriminate well) were removed from the
item bank. These ftems were ejther thrown out permanently or revised and
sukjected to another field test. Staff of the Department performed these tasks
during the summer and fall of 1980.

Summary

The validity of the Florida Teacher Certification Examination has been well
established. The validity rests primarily upon the content validity of the test.
No claim i made that the test scores will have predictive validity--i.e.,
be able to predict the success of a prospective teacher in an actual class-
room situation following passing the examination. It only is claimed that the
tests adequately measure the skills for which they were designed. This validity

rests upon the manner in which the tests were designed and the carﬁ and detail
with which the content area domains and test ftems have been described.

24
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CHAPTER I11
- : " RELIABILTY ~ -

Relfabilty may be defined as the deg;ee of consistency between two measures
of the same thing).The reliability considerations for the Florida Teacher Certi-
fication Examination'muitiple choice subtests {Reading, Mathematirs, and Profes-
sional Education) are different than those of the Mriting test, a production writing
sample. With the multiple choice tests the piimary concern is for the rel{ability
of an individual’'s score, while for the Writing test, the concern is for the
reliability of the judges' ratings. The data for the reliability studies for the’
multiple-choice subtests were obtained from the field test conducted in April, 1980.
{See Chagter 1 for a description of field test procedures and N's for =ach form.)
Reliability data for the Writing subtests were obtained in a study conducted for
the Florida Department of Education by Brossell (1980), "Valdidation of Topics and
Comparison of Three Presentation Modes for the Writing Subtest of the Florida
Teacher Certification Examinaticom.”

Reliability of Multiple Choice Tests §

An individual’s score on a test is made up of the "trye score” and an "error
score.” The true score may be thought of as the “domain™ score. Since 1t {s not
feasible to actually give an individual all items of a given domain, the domain
is sampled to prepare alternate forms of a test. If an individual took several
forms of a test, all constructed by sampling from the defined domain of items,
scores on the varfous forms of the test would not vary except as a result of
randem errors. Such random errovs come from item sampling errors and from changes
in the individual from one test to another--attention, interest, fatigue, etc.

Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests (APA, 1974) states that
“. ... Treliabi1ity coefficient’ 1s a generic tem. It can be based on various
types of evidence: each type of evidence suggests a different meaning.”" Relia-
bility evidence is generally of two types:

1. internal consistency, which is very important if items arve
viewed as a sample from a relatively homogeneous universe.

2. consistency over time, which is very important for tests
which are to be used for repeated measurement. However,
the possibility that scores will change as a result of
developmental or educational influences must be considered. .

For the FTCE the important reliability issuc is the extent to which an
individual's performance level would be judged the same regardless of which form
of the test 1s taken. This §s an internal consistency question since applicants
will not ordinarily take the examination more than vie time unless they have
failed it. In that case, they may have taken additional preparation directed at
improving their performance, so a difference would be expected between scores
made from one time to another. However, it is essential that an individual's
score at one point in time be consistent with his or her score on another form of
the test taken at the same timew@p with no intérvering learning. That is, an

ERIC
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individual's performance can be generalized to his or her performance on the
.domain covered by the test. This type of reliability is assessed by measures
of internal consistency. Two types of yeliability estimations are reported
for the field test data. First, the standard errors of scores at the pass1n§
score level of each subtest are examined, and second, the coefficient alpha is
reported for each form of each subtest. e

Standard Error of the Passing Score

The standard error of a test score may be used to identify Timits that
have a detined probability of including the true score. For example, the prob-
ability is approximately 68% that an individual's true score 1ies within the
range of the observed score 1 standard error, and the probability is approxi-
mately 95% that the true score lies within the range of &' standard error from

- the observed score. A reliable test will have.small stardard error values.

For the FTCE the decision point is at the passing score level, as estab-
Jished by State Board of Education Rules. Therefore, it is essential that the
examination be very reliable at the passing score point on each subtest.
Table 3.1 reports the standard error for each field test form of each subtest
at the passing score point.6

TABLE 3.1

STANDARD ERROR FOR FIELD TEST
FORMS OF THE FTCE EXPRESSED AS LOGITS

Field - Passing Form Number Median
Test Score
. |Length J1r 2|3 fajs |6 |7
Reading | 50 1.40 |.36 (.36 |.37|.36 .35 |.36 |.36 | .36
Math. 27-28 1.00 .46 | .47 |.45 | .46 | .45 |.47 |.46 .46
Prof. Ed. | 69-70 < .25 .27 1.27 .26 |.27 1.27 |.26 }.27 | .27

These standard errors are quite acceptable. Furthermore, since the field
test forms for every subtest were much shorter than they will be on the actual
examination and since some items were included on the field test which did not
meet acceptable standards for inclusion in the actual examination, these standard
errcrs are expected to be smaller for the actual administration.

6Passing scores and Standard Errors are reported as logits. For a definition
of logit see Chapter IV. :

26
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Reliabilty Coefficients

A second reliability consideration is that a score on one form of the
examination should be comparable to scores on other forms of the examination.
Part of this concern is handled by careful calibration of items and person ’
scores so that the varfous forms are equated. (See Chapter 1V.) :

Another way of-lcoking at relfability is to consider the reliability
coefficients for random collections of items from the item pool, such as those
provided by the seven field test forms of the examination.

_Coefficignt alpha for each of the field test forms of the various sub-
tests is reported in Table 3.2. These coefficients are remarkably consistent
across forms and are acceptably high.

TABLE 3.2

COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR VARIQUS FORMS
OF THE FTCE FIELD TEST

No. of Test Form Median

ftems 1 2131456 |7 Alpha
Reading so | .82 |.s1 882 |.83 |.77 |83 .82
Math. 27-28 .83 | .84 .81 .86 |.88 |.82 |.83 .33
Prof. Ed. | 69-70 .| .81.].79].79|.80 |.82 |.82 |.82 .81

Because the field test forms of all subtests were shorter than the actual
forms of the examination will be, the Spearman Brown prophecy formula can be
used to estimate the reliability for tests of the length of each subtest of the
actual examination. Estimations of the total test reliability derived through
this process are shown in Table 3.3. Again, these values are quite acceptable.

TABLE 3.3

ESTIMATED RELIABILITY FOR LENGTHENED
SUBTESTS OF FTCE

| | Median
\ Number Proposed ObSexyved Estimated
of Items - Length (L) RelfabfiTity--_| Reliability
Reading 50 80 .82 .879
Math. 27-28 80 .83 .883
Prof. Ed. | 69-70 100 .81 .859

Q 27
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Both corrected and uncorrected reliabilities meet Che usual standards for
educational achievement tests.

Reliability of Scoring of the ¥riting Subtest

A The major reliability concern for the Writing test is the inter-judge

reliability of the ratings. In the study from which the relfability data were
obtained, ess?ys were written by 360 teacher education students at two teacher
universities.{ Each essay addressed one of six topics. The judges were selected
and trained by the same procedures which are being used in the actual adminis-
tration of the examination. Each essay was rated independently by three judges
with a referee to reconcile discrepant scores. Two approaches were used to
estimate the reliability. Each of these is described below,

First, four indexes of inter-rater agreement were computed Sﬁd compared °
with "target” values derived from the literature. These are reporied in
Table 3.4. '
TABLE 3.4

INTER-RATER RELIABILITY OF
WRITING SUBTEST OF FTCE

Raters' Level Target Level
Index 1 -- % Complete Agreement 32.2 30-40
Index 2 -- Average % Two of Three <
Raters Agreeing 98.3 80-90
Index 3 -- Average % AQreement by
Pairs as to Pass/Fail 81.3 X 80-90

Index 4 -- ¥ Complete Agreement
about Pass/Fail 71.7 70-80

On three of the four 16dexes the rating team's level of consistency fell
within the target ranges; in one case, Index 2, the team's level exceeded not
only the target range, but also the Tevel it had achieved in the training session.

In addition to the four jndexes, Coefficient alpha was computed for pairs
of raters and for the rating team both before and after the substitution of the
referee’'s ratings. This coefficient indicates the expected correlation between
the ratings of the team on this task and those of a hypothetical team of simi-
larly comprised and similarly trained raters doing the same tisk. Table 3.5
presents the coefficients. ;

during the scoring process at the University of Florida for each actual test

The relij;*T1ty of the scbring of the writing test also was monito:ed
i
administration.~The results of these studies are reported elseuhere.

28
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, TABLE 3.5
COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR INTER-RATER RELIABILITIES
FOR WRITING SUBTEST OF FTCE
"Raters 1 and 2 619 - . |
Raters 1 and 3 720 799
 maters2and3 » 686 818
Raters 1, 2, and 3 759 | 828
The figures unmos.snnmmm«mm'smwu&
team's between-rater consi mm Jevel of ralisbility in
instance and Increasing it 1ally in some. The most am-t

--that of raters 1, 2, and 3 (C.o., the whole team) with the referes’s retings-~

is, as would be expected, the highest, since the u‘lhbi} v

raters nl!yimmuinnmrimm:mmm fon of a
referee’s ratings 1s, in and of itsslf, a deliberate adjustment in inter-
rater reliablﬂty. The Jeve) of reliadbility achieved by the rating team mests
acoeptable standards for such ratings.

Sia

The Florida Teacher Certification Examination has adequate relfability for
the purposes for which it was designed. The reliadility of the mu'ifiple choice
tests wvas calculated from data ved from the April 1 field ust. Reliadility
cosfficients were expressed in terms of standard ervor, cosfficient alpha, and
Spaarman-Brown Prophecy values. The test reliabflity 11ty 15 further monftored ooch
time the test is administered, but those data are reported elsewhere. .

For the wﬂ:ing test, reliability of raters' W s mmm in a
special pilot test of the procedures. The raters’ s!

- of the actual tests Js monitored by thy test support contractor mimlty
of Florida, and is reported elsewhere,

i
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CHAPTER 1V
' SCORE SCALING AND PASSING SCORES

In order to set passing scores on the multiple choice subtests of the FTCE,
there were two major.tasks to be a 1ished. First, it was necessary to
determine the perfo Jevel on subtest which would be judged satis-
factory and secondly, it was necessary to develop a system to equate perfor-
mance across differvent forms of the examination. - Although these are separate
tasks, 1t was considered desirable that the outcome of both be incorporated in
a single rule; that is, the rule for passing scores on the examination would
-be expressed in terms | a scaled score which would be vsed 0 equate various
forms of the examination. .

Score Scaling

The matter of the scaled score was addressed first. Very early in the
development of the examination it was decided to use a non-normative scale, and
the Rasch model was selected as the scaling and equating method to be used.®

The Rasch model s one of a family of measurement models developed by
Georg Rasch. It is now being widely used in large-scale testing programs. Both
item difficulty and person ability are calibrated on the sswe scaie. -Person
ability is expressed as a function of the difficulty level of items which an
examinee can answer correctly and item difficulty s expressed as a function of
the ability of examinees who answer the item correctly. )

Both person ability and item difficulty are expressed as a 1ogit, a termm
coined from "logarithm odds transformation,® The logit for a person’s ability is
the natural log odds for succéeding on 1tems selected to define the “2ero point®
(.00) on the scale. The Togit for an 1tem’s difficulty is the natural Jog odds
for eliciting failure from persons at the “zero point® {.00) on the scale.?

Logits range from approximately -6.00 through .00 to +5.00, with scales for
most tests ranging from -3 to 43, Togit scale can be used to interpret item
difficulty and person ability. MNowever, the logit scale has two drawbacks. First,
it is & decimp) scale, and second, it has negative numbers. In order to make the
scale more cosvenient to use, i1t should be transformed to cover a different rangé
of values. In making the transformation, several properties for the new scale -
were importart. First, the transformation should be mathematically simple. Second,
the transformed scale should preserve all the information in the Jogit scale.

Third, the scale should not be easily confused with other scales in cosmon usage.

BMinutes of the. Council on Teacher Education, Januaiy 1979.

9For additkn1a1-‘J jnformation about the Rasch mode], see references
in Appendix G.
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In order to detemmine an appropriate scale transformation, three questions
had to be addressed. First, what constant would be used as a multiplication
factor? Second, what additive constant would be used to eliminate negative
numbers? Third, where should the scale be anchored? Answers to these questions
* would establish the characteristics of the new score scale.

The multiplication factor was selected, to be 20. This would eliminate any
decimal values for scores and make it possible to round whole numbers without
los:ng any information. Thus, no two adjacent raw scores would have the same
scaled scores. '

The additive constant was selected to be 200, This would permit the scale
to be expressed entirely with three digits and would not generate a scale identical
to any other commonly used scale. ,

Last, it was determined that the scale would be anchored at the passing
score for each subtest; so, even though the subtests vary in difficulty, the -
person performance level necessary to pass each subtest can be made identical.
The passing score value-wWas set at 200. Y

Setting Passing Score Standards \§%

In nreparing for the task of setting the standard for passing the various
subtests of the Florida Teacher Certification Examination, an extensive review
of the literature was undertaken. Fortunately, many of the most relevant papers
have been collected in three publications, and earlier papers are cited in these
pgbl}gggigns, so that the task of identifying the state of the art was greatly
simplified. ' .

The first of these publications is the Florida Journal of Educational” Re-
search, Volume 18, 1976. This journal published papers presented in a symposium
at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education {NCME)
in April, 1976. The second publication is the Journal of Educational Measurement,
Volume 15, No. 4, Winter 1978, published by NCME, which was a special issue on
standard setting. Finally, NCME issued a monograph, Practices and Problems
in Competency-Based Measurement, 1979, which was prepared by a task force as the
cuTmination of three years of study and symposia. Many of the papers in this
monograph also appear in the other publications.

In developing the procedures to be used in setting passing scores for the
FTCE, the materials cited above were very helpful. However, the procedures
recoomended for the Florida Teacher Certification Examination are not directly
adopted from any of the published material. As Bunda and Sanders state in their
preface to the standards chapter of the 1979 NCME monograph, "The reader will not
find a little jiffy formula in this section which will allow for the setting of
standards. The choice of a standard is a complex decision.” In his paper in the.
same monograph, Conaway states, , ’

"A review of the literature shows that a definitive set of
procedures for setting standards in various types of competency- -
based programs doks not exist...it is apparant that practitioners
cannot obtain validated standard-setting procedures, either off-
the-shelf or out of the Jiterature. Instead, they must devise

their own standard-setting procedurés, relying upon their own
experiences and philosophies in competency-based measurement and

upon any guidance they can get from available 1iterature and

fellow practitioners.”

2
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This is what the Department of Education did for the FTCE. The procedures
are described in the following sgctions of this chapter.

Several procedures for setting standards have been used or proposed in the
literature. They generally fall into one of ghkree categories. Each of these
categories {is presented and discussed in t Tlowing pages. ‘

Requirgmeént for Perfection

The-"requirements fu.' perfection” method simply selects some passing score
Jless than 100% so that an allowance is made for “careless errors® or "Japses common
to all people.” Advocates of this procedure often ignore, or are unaware of, the
fact that items measuring a given objective or subskill may vary greatly in diffi-
culty because of such irrelevant factors as ambiguity in wording and the clobéness
of the distractors to the corrgft (keyed) answer. ‘

The Use of Nommative Data ’

Standards can be set throuzh the use of any of three types of normative
data. First, one can simply Took at the distribution of actual performance of
the group of applicants and set the passing score at some point on that distri-
bution. When only a small percentage §s to be selected from a large number of
applicants, (as in selecting candidates for medical school, for example) this
m;ethod work: quite well. It 4s not 11kely to-work so well in selecting only the
"{ncompetent.” \

.+ A second way of using normative data would be to determine or estimate what
prgportion of begimning teachers presently employed are "{ncompetent” on the
skills measured by the examination and set the cutting score for the first year
in such a way that a specific percentage of applicants is failed. In subsequent
years, the cutting score would remain the same, even though fewer and fewer appli-
cants might fail because of improved selection and training in the teacher train-
ing ,institutions.

o
A third way of using normative data would be to determine the number of new
teachers needed each year and set the cut-off score so that a sufficient number
of applicants "pass” to provide for the needs.

None of these procedures seemed acceptable as the basis for setting the pass-
ing score.

Opinion of Judges

The third method is known as the "jury method” and several different
procedures using "judges” have been deve]oged. The judges are usually selected
to represent some or all of the important "clienteles” of the test. Most of the
progedures described in the literature were developed for use with course exam-
ingtions and the "jury” was made up of instructors in the courses.

* Al1 of these procedures require that the judges conceptualize a minimally
marginally qualified person and keep that person in mind while making their
Judgements. However, the operational definitions of those terms vary greatly from

one situation to another.

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
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The procedure developed by Nedelsky (1954) requires judges to eliminate for
each item those options which the "lowest D" student could eliminate. The proba-
bility of that student answering the item correctly is the reciprocal of the

_number of the options left, The sum of the reciprocals 1§ .the "guess score” for
the "Jowest D" student, and the passing score is set somewhere above that point.
;f

. Ebel's (1971) procedure requires judges to rate each item as to relevance
and difficulty for a "minimally qualified (barely passing) applicant." Then a-
table is used to assign a "probability” value to each item based on the combina-
tion of the ratings on relevance and difficulty. Finally, the average item prob-
ability is determined and that becomes the cutting score. :

Angoff's (1971) procedure simply requires that eaéh'jﬁdge state the prob-
ability that the “minimally acceptable person” will answer each item correctly.
The sum of the probadbilities is the cutting score. '

A1l of the preceeding progedures require that judges estimate the difficulty
of items. If judges do not have expertise in the area, their estimates may be
grossly inaccurate. Furthermore, 1t seems ridiculous to ask judges to estimate

. it&mh:iggigglzy :hen empirical data are available, as they were for the FTCE,, based
ont eld test.- ~ . :

. In a different kind of procedure, judges are not required to judge item
difficulty. Instead, they are provided samples of calibrated items, arranged in
order of difficulty, from easy to hard. They are asked to identify the dividing
line .between items which the minimally qualified examinee should generally answer
correctly (probabjlity greater than 50%) and those for which the probability is
and should be lower {Draba, 1979).

It was the last procedure that was used for the FICE. The jury used was the

Council on Teacher Education (COTE) which met in Wakulla Springs June 24-26, 1980,
and developed recommendations for standards for passing each subtest of the FTCE.

Procedures Used for the Florida Teacher Certification Examinationl0

The judges who recommended the passing score standards for each of the
subtests of the FICE were current and former members of Ahe Council on Teacher
Education {(COTE). COTE had developed the competency-based model for Teacher
Certification, conducted the studies which identified these compétencies, and
validated subskills and specifications for the examination, so 1t was very fitting
that this group should determine the performance.level to be required in order to
pass the examination. There were twenty-one judges assembled in Wakulla
Springs on June 24, 1980, to begin the process of settiny the passing scores.

(See Appendix A for the roster.g

Before the meeting. participants received two documents for study. The
first document was the history of the development of the examination. The second
document provided technical information to be considered in setting passing scores.
The latter document covered the following topics: Overyiew of methods used in
setting standardsy 1ssues In setting standards, and re ndagions for score scaling.

10For a complete description of these procedures see COTE Minutes, he
June 24-26, 1980: b

® 5 . 33
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' The procedures to be used in setting passing scores were developed in a
conference between Dr. Garfield Wilson, Administrator of Teacher Certification,
Dr. Dale~Take, Behavioral Science Consultant; and Dr. Annie Ward, Measurement
Consultant. Dr. Lake agreed to Jeard total group discussions and to facilitate
. group process in order to help the j arrive at decisfons. Dr. Ward pro-
vided technical information in both written materfials and oral presentations,
andDr. Wilson supervised all administrative details, including invitations to
Judges and other interested people.

At the beginning of the NWakulla Springs meeting, Dr. Lake discussed the
procedures to be used and Dr. Ward discussed the technical information distrib-
uted to participants. Staff recommendations for passing scores were given to the
participants. It was agreed by the total gmu? that its deliberations would
-result in recommended passing scores which would balance technical issues,
social and political concerns, and practical considerations.

In subsequent sessfons, the various subtests were considered one at a time
until consensus was reached about the recommendatfons for each subtest. For each
subtest the procedures were as outlined below. '

1. In a large group session, Dr. Ward presented the staff recom-
mendation and the rationale for the recommendation. Tne
rationale covered such points as: ’

a. General nature of items on the subtest,

b. Level and range of difficulty of items on the test,

c. -Characteristics of the distribution of scores for*®
the test (4.e., amount and nature of skewness, abrupt
changes in slope or breaks in the distribution);

d. Impact data; and

e. Research information if available.

2. Judges assembled in mixed role groups. They were given samples
of items for the subtest, selected from a full range of diffi-
culty levels. Legit values for each item were provided.
Instructions required that the judges sort the items into two
groups: (a) those which applicants should be expected to answer
correctly more than half, and (b% those which agglicants should
be expected to answer correctly less than half.

Then, the judges were to determine the dividing point (in.logits)
between the two groups. Judges worked independently at first,
then attmﬁ:ed to. arrive at group consensus. Finally, they
compared their decision with the staff recommendation, and either
accepted, modified, or rejected that recommendation.

3. As soon as all groups were ready to report, they assembled in a
group of the whole. At this session, each group Jeader presented
the recommendation for the group and noted problems or concerns
of the group. A}l these reports were recorded and displayed.

. 11see Appendix D for Agenda and Appendix F for materials.

12See COTE Minutes, June 34-26, 1980, for a more complete description of the
procedures.
34 ~-
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4. Judges reassembled into role-alike ps. In these groups they
considered political and practical mications of the recommen-
dations. Nommative data for varfous ethnic groups and programs
were provided for consideration.

y 5. After the small group deliberations were completed, 'the total
L : group was reassembled. ‘ -

The original plan called for the final recommendation for each subtest to be-
made at this point. However, with the very first subtest, concern was expressed
about setting passing scores on the various subtests in a pfecemeal fashion, so it
was decided to develop only tentative recormendations at. first, then to reconsider
all recommendations as a package at the end of the meeting. Therefore, the pro-
duTT of each geng ‘ t‘;a;a:eﬂhg was a tentative recommendation and a 1ist of concerns
d ja .

: The procedure for the Writing subtest necessarily differed somewhat from
that described above for the multiple-choice tests. In the first place, the con-
. tractors who had developed the Writing subtest had developed a scoring system which '
. incorporated a standard of “acceptable” or “unacceptable” performance. The
: judges’ task was to examine the application of that standard. Samples of essays
‘were provided to the jumal%mth the ratings from three trained raters
and, in some‘cases, a re . gudges were asked to consider whether they
felt the essays had been correctly classiffed, particularly those which were
judged either “Unacceptable” or "Minimally Acceptable.” ) - ®

Recommendations
After al] deliberations, the judges recommended acceptance of the staff

" recosmendations of all subtests except the Writing subtest, for which they recom-
mended a slightly higher standard.

The recommended passing scores (expresseﬁ in logits) afe Jisted below, with
a note about the concerns and consideratigns which were expressed about each, .

Y \
-+  Reading: Performance equal to a logit value of 1.40.

Concerns: 1)  This standard is above the 75% correct level
recommended in research. '

2) A high rate of failure for Blacks and s
program areas may result. ,

Consideratfon: Items are very easy, and there were many
perfect scores
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Mathematics: Performance equaf to logit value of 1.00
Concerns: A high rate of failures, particularly for

Black students and some program groups,
possibly will result.

Considerations: 1) Items are not too different from high o
schoo] State Student Assessment Test. ,
Prospective teachers' should be expected et
to do as well as high school students.

, 2) Mathematics is an easily trained skill, i
‘ : so those who score low can improve o i
:!i:eir performance in a short period of Bt

me. :

Professional EducgtJon: Performance equa‘l}o logit value of .25.

Concerns: - 1) - Many are items possibly frrelevant for . °
the Voc/Tech group. .

2) There 1s a possibility that the scores
may be "over-interpreted;:” performance
assessment in the Professional Education
area is important. :

Considerations: 1) Items have been judged directly relevant
to fdentified competencies, subskills,
) and specifications.

2) Items have been developed to achieve a
balance across grade levels and subject
matter.

.

2

Writing: A total score of six or more based on the summed rating
of three trained judges using a scale ofryohe to four;
at least two of three judges must agree On the accept-
ability of the writing sample. '

Concems: - 1) A high failure rate may occur.

5) It may be difficult for applicants to
improve their performance in a-short
period of time. !

Considerations: 1) Even the "minimally acceptable” essays
are of poor quality. .

These recommendations were submitted to the State Bodrd of Education as a

proposed Administrative Rule. The Board adopted the recompendations as Rule on
July 30, 1980, *
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CHAPTER V
“,\
BIAS ANALYSES

Test bias has been defined in various ways.. One set of definitions relates
to the way tests are used and the equity of decisions that are based on the tests.
Another set of definitions is related to the content or the format of the items on
the test, Bias also 15 a validity {ssue because, to the extent that scores on a
test reflect group membership rather than the knowledge or skill ths test 1s sup-
posed to measure, the test §s invalid. As Shepard, Cami1l4, and Averill (1980)
say, "a test is biased 1f equally adble individuals, from different groups, do not
have equal probabilities of success.” .

Note, however, that differentfal performance of different groups is not
adequate evidence of bias. An example from another field will 1lustrate this.
If a group of undernourished children and a gmup of well-fed children are weighed,
and the well-fed children are found to have higher weights than the undernourished
roup, it cannot be concluded that the scales are biased. The differential weight
ii.e.. *performance”) reflects accurately the difference in the two groups as to

nutrition.

Several methods of investigating bias have been developed and reported in
the literature. Many of these procedures are related to (acisions made on the
basis of the scores.. The potential bias of decisions made on the basis of the FICE
will necessarily have to be delayed until criterion data are available (e.q.,
performance rating on teaching). However, care has been taken to ensure that the
content of the test is not biased. This has been accomplished in two steps:

1. In the item development stage, a series of reviews wa; used to
screel; ;tms for apparent or potential bias and for offensive
materials.

2.  Data from the field test were analyzed statistically to
identify 1tems which performed differently for different
groups. The {tems ﬂag;rd b{ statistical analysis were
then inspected for possible biasing elements. The data.
were analyzed for sex groups, ethnic groups, and

program groups.
Developmental Procedures

The procedures used in developing and reviewing test items for potential bias
incorporated the practices most frequently recommended in the 1iterature. A set of
guidelines for avoiding both the appearance:of bias and biasing elements was pro-
vided to contractors and incorporated into review forms. (See Appendix E.1.)

: Each contractor who wrote ftems for the FTCE was required to have all items
reviewed by at least three experts in the area, and at least one expert was re-
quired to represent a minority ethnic group. Review teams were also required to
incTude both men and women. . In addition, contractors were required to administer
each item on a one-on~one basis to at Jeast three students, one of whom was re-
quired to be a minority person. Both sexes and a variety of program areas had
to be represented. (See Appendix E.2 for the review form.)
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After all items were written they were pilot tested and then reviewed by
expert reviewers for potential bias. The bias review team was made up of five
members, consisting of two Hispanic and three Black members. Two of the team
were male and three were female. The bias review was conducted by Dr. Tom D. 5
Freijo, a measurement expert with considerable experience in item review procedures.

' Two Reading passages were flagged as having "sexist” language (i.e., use of
generic 'he'); one Mathematics item and one Professional Education item were con-
sidﬁreddas offensive to one or more ethnic groups. A1l of these items were
repiaced. . ‘

Statistical Procedures

Statistical methods have been developed to identify items on which groups
perform better or worse than their overall performance on the test would predict.
The flagged items are then inspected to ascertain whether there are biasing
elements in the item. A review of the literature on statistical procedures for
detecting potential item bias has been yreatly facilitated recently by a paper
presented at American Educational Research Association {(AERA) by Shepard, Camilli,
and Averil] (1980). This paper cites several very compretensive reviews of item-
bias detection methods and reports the results of a study in which six of the
best known approaches, some with more than one variation, were compared.

The data used 1n the FTCE-studies of potential item bias were collected in
the field test in April 1980. The methods for analysis of bias of items on the
FTCE were:

]
1. the transforwed Item Difficulty Method (Angoff) introduced in
Angoff and Ford (1973); ‘ . :

2. the One-Parameter Item Characteristic Curve Method (Rasch) -
(Wright, Mead, and Draba, 1976); and

3. correlational studies.

These were the only methods for which sufficient data were available, because
although 1,186 people participated in the field test, items were distributed across
‘seven test forms, so N's for some test forms were as small as 150. When these were
further sorted into ethnic or program groups, the N's became very minute in some
cases. Some groups were combined, when the combination was a logical entity, in
order to form groups large enough to analyze.

Before compariscns were made, items with p values lower than .05 and higher
than .95 were deleted because for these items group differences are almost certain
to be simply chance differences. In addition, items deleted from the pool for
technical reasons {poor discrimination or model fit) were not considered. The
numbey of items deleted for these reasons is indicated below:

p<.05 or Technical

No. of items > .05 Deletions Remaining
Reading 230 141 - 89
Mathematics 102 5 4 93
Professional Education 369 b 29 334
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T1D Comparisons (Angoff)

The Transformed Item Difficulty (TID) approach relies on an ftem-by-group
interaction definition of bias. Items are flagged for further blas review if
they are relatively more difficult for one group than for another. Angoff and
Ford (1973) introduccd the {item-difficulty delta plot method. It is one of the
most. common methods in practice and is routinely used by the Educational Testing
Service as a screening device in test development. Item difficulties or p-values
(the proportion of examinees getting the item right) are computed separately for
each grogp, then each p-value is transformed to a z-value corresponding to the
(1 ~ p)th percentile of the standardized normal distribution. The pringdpal axis
line is then computed. Items which deviate most from this line (measurdd as a
perpendicular distance) are flagged as :otentiany biased. The direction of the
difference indicates the group for which the item is relatively easier.

The following comparisons were made for all items using the Angoff Method: - s

Sex
Male to Female —~

Ethnic Group -
BYack to Wige

White to Hispanic

Program Groups |
Secondary Programs her Programs

Elementary Programs to A1l Other Programs
. Yocational Programs to A1l Other Programs
’ Special Education Programs to A1l Other Programs

An item was flagged for review 1f the "standardized blas" value was 22,00 or
greater, indicating that the delta difference for the two groups was twice the
standard error.

Of the B9 Reading items considered, 18 were flagged for further in-depth
review. Performance on four of these favored Secondary Education majors, and
performance on five others favored Special Education majors. An inspection of
these {tems does not provide any obvious reason why these items should be
relatively easier for these groups. For the other flagged Ttems there was no
consistent pattern.

Thirteen of the 93 Mathematics items were flagged for inspection.
There was a tendency for the flagged items to favor males {3 items), Secondary
Education majors (4 items), and Vocational Education majors (4 items). Inspec- :
tion of the flagged items did not reveal any biasing elements, except that one
which favors Vocational Education majors has a vocational class setting;
however; items with elementary school settings did not favor elementary majors.
The other flagged items involve simple computation of fractfons or decimals.
It seems unreasonable to think that the {items are really blased toward or against
any group.

- Q 39
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s Twenty-one of the Professional Education items were Tlagged for, review. Five
jtems favored Secondary Education students. These were all related to either
Competency 6 (Personal/Social/Academic pevelopment) or Competency 14 (Diagnosis
and Assessment). Four items favored Special Education majors, One of these
was related to Competency 6, the others were related to Competencies 11 and 12
(Teaching Methodology). Three of the four items which favored Vocational Educa-
tion majors were from the Teaching Methodology area and the fourth was related to
student assessment. Five items favored Hispanics, two favored Whites, and one
fayored Blacks. There was no simple explanation for these results, since the
jtems cut across all content areas. Furthermore, there was no feature of the
context which seemed to be related to any ethnic group. The setting for the
jtems covered five different subject areas, and there was no specification of sex
or ethnic variables in any of the items.

In summary, a few of ihe flagged items favor certain program gfoups (Secondary,
Special, and Vocational Education), but none are biased against any ethnic or sex
~groups. The greatest percentage of flagged items were Mathematics items and involved

very basic mathematical procedures {e.g., addition, subtraction, and divisionof
* fractions; percent; ratfo; etc.). The Reading and Prefessional Education items which
' favored Special Education, Secondary, and Vocational Education students tended to

come from the Educational Psychology field. Rather than reflecting bias, it is prob-

able that these results reflect current curricular empnasis for these program areas.

Rasch Analyses

Rasch mode! methods for identifying biased items are based on the concept that
examinees with the same abjlity should have the same probability of getting an item
correct regardless of group membership. After difficulty parameters are equated to
the same scale, the most straightforward index of bias js a simple difference in the -
difficulty parameters estimated separately for two groups.

The Rasch analysis for item bias was limited to linking items, €.§., the sub-
sampled items which were common to all forms of the field test. These common items
had been selected to represent the pool of items for each of the subtests. Using
the common items made it possible to make comparisons for groups which were too
small for intra-form comparison. The number of items involved was as follows:

Reading: 2 passages, 20 items
Mathematics: 15 items
Professional Education: 20 items

The following comparisons were made using the Rasch Model:
Sex Group
MaTe to Female
Ethnic Group
Black to te

Hispanic to White - §
Black to Hispanic ‘

Program Groups
Elementary to Secondary
Elementary to Vocational
. Elementary to Special Education
Secondary to Special Education

Secondary to Vocational
Special Education to Vocational
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An item was flagged as potentially biased if the differences in difficulty
logits exceeded *2 standard deviations. A summary of the results follows.

Reading Subtest Assessing bias for items in the Reading subtest was complicated by
the extreme easiness of the test. Of the 20 items which were used as Jinks, only
three items (2, 13, and 18) had p values below .95, and one of those (13) had a p
value of .90. Therefore, it was decided to Vimit consideration of bfas for only
those three items. :

Only one of the 30 comparisons (3 items x 10 comparisons) was flagged, less
than the number to be expected by chance alone. Inspection of the item and the
passage in yhich it was imbedded did not reveal any obvious biasing element.

Mathematics Subtest None of the 15 linking items for Mathematics was eliminated
because the p vaiue was greater than .95, so the group comparisons were made on 15
items, making a total of 150 comparisons. Seven of these differences were statisti-
cally significant at the .05 level, exactly the number which would have been expected
by chance. Furthermore, the direction of the differences varied across all groups

,with one each favoring males, white, black, Secondary, Elementary, Special Education,

and Yocational. :

Professional Education Subtest Of the 20 common items for Professiona) Educa-

tion, two were removed from the item pool for technical reasons; none were eliminate«

because of extreme easiness. Therefore, there were eighteen (18) items involved in

the comparison, providing 180 comparisons. Only six (6) of these differences were

significant at the .05 Jevel, less than the number expected by chance. These were

g;stributed in favor of Hispanics (2), Special Education, Secondary (2), and
ementary.

In summary, the Rasch analysis did not reveal any items which could be con-
firmed to be biased. f

-

Correlational Analyses

Correlations were computed for the Rasch item difficulties for each pair
of groups for the Mathematics and Professional Education-subtests. The Reading
subtest was not included in this analysis because of the small number of items
involved, h : ‘

The correlations are reported in Table 5.1. For Hathemaiics, the correlations
range from .710 (Special Education-Vocational Education) to .914 (Elementary-
Secondary) with a mediap of .864. For Professional Education the correlations range-

" from .887 (Elementary-Secondary) to .976 (Male-Female) with a medfan of .930.

These correlations indicate that the item difficulties for the Professional
Education- subtest are generally in the same order for all groups. For Mathematics,
there is siightly more varfation between groups, with both of the lowest correla-
tions involving Spectal Education majors. '

Summary

The Florida Teacher Certification Examination was extensively reviewed for
cultural, sexual, and racial or ethnic bias. The bias review procedures included
statistical procedures and reviews of the items by professional educators. The
final set of approved items are free of bias.
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TABLE 5.1

CORRELATIONS OF ITEM DIFFICULTIES
BETWEEN VARIOUS GROUPS

Mathematics Gyoups r
Male - Female - .849
Black - White ’ .904
Hispanic - White .877
Black -~ Hispanic .B14
Elementary - Secondary Education .877
flementary - Vocational Education .840
Elementary - Special Education .914
secondary ~ Special Education 96
Secondary - Vocational Education 9
Special Education - Vocational Education 710

Profe'ssional Education Groups

Male - Female .976
Black - White .934
Hispanic - White - . .932
Black - Nispanic . 903
Elementary - Secondary Education 887
Elementary - Vocational Education .926
Elementary - Special Education .933
Secondary - Special Education .928
Secondary - Vocational Education : .944
Special Education - Vocational Education .905
H
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APPENDIX A

Professfonal Contributions {(Personnel)
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i 8- .

A. Professional Contﬂbutionk |

Many people have participated in the development of the Florida Teacher Certi-
fication Exm}hation. Some of these will remain anonymous- {(e.g., those who
participated In the pflot test or fieid testing). Those with direct responsi-
bilities are Jisted below: i

Director:
__.Dr. Garfield Nilson, Director of Teacher Education .
Department of Education o

Measurement Consultants: ' ‘
Dr. Jacob Beard, Florida State University
Dr. Annie Mard, University of South Florida
Dr. Howard Stoker, Florida State University
Mr. Robert Feinberg, iniversity of Florida

Staff Assistants:
Wayne Marris (1978-79) Ps
Christian Doolin (1979-80)

Conmpetency Survey:
William Davies, Director of Federal Programs and Grants,
Polk County Schools

Preparation of Specifications Bulletin and Téchnical Manual:
Dr. Annie Nard, Measurement and Research, University of
j South Florida

Reviewers of Technical Manual:
Dr. Robert Ebel, Michigan State University

Dr. William Mehrens, Michigan State University
Dr. Roger Wilk, University of South Florida
Dr. Howard Stoker, Florida State University
Dr. Jacob Beard, Florida. State University

Dr. Thomas Fisher, rtnent of Education

Dr. Garfield Wilson, rtsent of Education
Dr. Kenneth Loewe, Department of Education

o«
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| COTE Members (1978-80)

, \ Class T '

William Moore, Seminole Eounty |
Quintilla Lynch, Columbia County ' .
Teresa Mention, Dade County .
Laurie Murray, Duval County

Amna Jones, Duval County

Ida Weimer, Brevard County

‘J. Thompson, .Sarasota County

_nar orie Hedd, Broward County .

Fannie Williams, Broward County

Walter Johnson, Brevard County

Thomasena Lindsey, Dade County

Schob] Admi n*lsg:gé rs ‘ Y

Ray Pottorf, S rintmdant. Lee County

Dr. Donald. Gﬂl Supm"lntendent, Yolusia County

James Reese, Mncipal. Escambia County

John Lizer, Director of Staff Development, Hn!sbomgh County

Lonnfe Coleman, Principal, Dade County

Ide!la Moss, Diregtor of Teacher Education Center, Sarasota County
Jerry Sisk, Principal, Baker County

Same‘l Hunter, Assistant Superintendent, Persomel, St. Lucie County

Cecﬂ Cariton, Jry,y Superintendmt. Taylor Counwb

Higher Education

. Robert Wiegman, Florida Aﬂantic University
Dr Marian Calway, Florida Southern College
Dr. Willis Holcombe, Broward County Commumnity College
Dr. Marcia Mann, thiversity of South Florida
Dr. Eva Wanton, norida M University
Dr. Paul George, Unive of Florida
Dr. James Richburg, Valencia Community College
Dr. Barney Stoutamire, Upltversity of West Florida

Citizens
Beebe White, Yoiusia County
Geraldine Kalvin, Collier County

John Espey, Pinellas County
Ethel Beckham, Dade County
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Ad Hoc Task Force , » R

Dr. Jacob' Beard, Professor, Measurement and Research,
Florida State University
Dr. William E. Blank, Assistant Prgfessor, Vocational
" “Education, University of South Florida .
William Davies, Director, Federal Programs, Polk County
. Linda Denmark, Veacher, Polk County
Tom Fackender, Teacher, Leon County
.Lewis Jones, cher, Leon County
Mary Johnson,CTeacher, Polk County :
Quintilla Lynch, Teacher, -Columbia County
Mary Newton, Teacher, Polk County _
Susan Nordeng, Teacher, Bay County .
Dr. Daniel Purdom, Professor, Curriculum, University
of South Florida -
Dr. Annie Ward, Professor, Measurement and Research, .
University of South Florida

Developers of ltem Sgggification;

project Director: Or. F. J. King, FSU
Project Staff: Dr. John Hi1ls, Carol Lynch-Brown, Dr. Carolyn
schluck, Dr. Lawrence Hafner ' )
Reviewers: Dr. William Castine, FAMU; Dr. Al Lowe, USF

Reading:

Pfoject Directors: Dr. Gordon Brossell and Dr. James Hoetker
Project Staff: Dr. Lucy Hayward )
Reviewers: Dr. Nancy McGee, UCF; Dr. Dan Ke}ly, UF

H;'i ting:

Project Director: Dr. Tom Denmark, FSU
Project Staff: Dr. Janice Flake, Dr. Walter Dick

Reviewers: ’:§§

‘Roy Buldoc, UF )
Doyle Casteel, UF

Mathematics:

Daryle May, JU
Seaton Smith, UWF

Arnold Cheyney, UM
Barry Greenberg, Fl
sandra X. Kirk, UNF
Ronald LaFaro, BC
Lennie Middleton, UM
H. E. Steiner, USF
Robért Tests, FIU
John Bullock, USF
W. H. Castine, FAMU
Gordon Eade, UWF
Susan Homan, USF

R. £. Lee, UWF

Barbara Stephensonﬁ/JU
Nick vigilante, FI

Ernie Burgess

Richard Burnette, Fla. So.

Paul Fleming, Fla. So.

Mike Hynes, UCF

Shirley Lee, BCC

Mary Mercer, FAMU _
Judith Staver, JU N
Ann Taylor, BC

Allen Wuertz, Fla. So.

Arlene Brett, UM

‘v
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meessioﬁal Education

Personal, Social, and Aca@ ¢ Development:

Project Directors:
Project Staff:

Revi eiers 2

Technical Skills:

Project' Directors:
' Reviewers:

Dr. Gary Peterson and Dr. Steven Roliin, FSU

Dr. Dan Kelly, FSU; Dr. Steven Rollin, FSU; )
Peter Linkway; Gene McBride; Michael Kommanicki;
Kevin Murphy; W Conners; Ellen Hume;

John Rushbrook

Dr, Daniel Purdom, USF; Dr. Raoul Arreola, FSU;

'Dr. Herbert Alexander, FAMU; Sara Butzin, Mary

Calhoun, Brenda\Columbo, James Pitts, {all
teachers, FSU Da%lomnm Research School)

Or. Anna Nelson and Dr. Willard Nelson, FAU
Dr. Charles Dziuban, USF; Dr. Annie Ward, USF

Administrative Skills: :

Project Director: .
Project Staff:
Reviewers:

Deve'lopérs of Items

M=
Project Director:

Project Staff:
Réviewers:

Writing:

Project Direttors:

Project Staff:
Reviewers:

Mathematics:

Project Director:
Project Staff:
Reviewers:

Dr. Colleen Ryan, FIU -’
Dr, Barry Greenberg, FIU; Dr. Marisal Gavilon
Dr. Jim ¥ells; FIU; Dr. Charles Dziuban, UCF;
Dr. Tim Sullivan, UCF

Dr. F. J. King, FSU
Carol Lynch-Brown
Dr. John Hills, Dr. Laurence Hafner, FSU

Dr. Gordon Brossell, Dr. Jim Hoetker, FSU
Barbara Ashe

Dr. Dan Kelly, UF; Dr. Nancy McGee, UCF;

Dr. Dwight Burton, FSU (referee); Pamela Laws,
Tallahassee Community College; Linda Clarke,
Lincoln High School; Carol Gray, Leon High School

Dr. Tom Denmark, FSU

Dr. Robert Kalin, Dr. Janice Flake, Dr. Walter Dick
Dr. William Castine, FAMU; Dr. Andria Troutman, USF;
Ms. Marie Boyd, Escambia Co. Teacher; Richard
DeAugiro, Dade Co. Teacher
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Professional E'm;cation

Project Divectors: ODr. 'Gaq Petersm Dr. Dan Kelly, FSU
Reviewers: Dr. ¥{1liam Notmu. Leon Co. Schools;

‘ Teachers of Leon Schools as follows: Jeff
Patterson, Elem.. Teacher; Winston farrell,
Principal, Senly em.; Botty Watson, mgh
School Math; Geo gh School;
Frances Stal . ‘Middle School. am!
Senesac, Elen.; bmey Falmlen, High School;
Peter Linkway, High School -

Project Director: Dr. Wilter MNager, FSU
Project Assistant: Joan Fox
Reviewers: Dr. Ivy Mitchell, DRS, FSU; Ms. Linda Marts, DRS,
FSU; Dr. John Mansen, FSU; Dr. Walter Dick, FSU;

Diagnosis a 5 :

Project Directors: Dr. Anna Nelson and Dr. Willard Nelson, FAU
Reviewers: Or. Helen Franke, Palm Beach Co. Schools;
. Mary C. Greene, Dr. George Mouly, UM; Thais
Villanueva, Teacher, Boca Elem. School;
Frances Carter, Teacher, fson Mizner Elem.
‘ School; -Dr. Murray 1. Gellen, FAU; Frank Martinez,

Teacher, Boca Raton Middle School; Dr. William
V. Meredith

Classroom Management/Administrative Skilils:

Project tor: . Ronald Peake, UNF
Project Staff: Dr. Dorothy Diamond, Dr. Helen James, Dr. Hilda
Schaer, Mrs. Carlisle Semmes
Reviewers: Dr. Phila Crane, INF; Dr. m?a Gardner, WNF;
Mrs. Haze)] Scales, -Assist. Principal; Mrs. Jo
Tt;;nater. Elementary Teacher; Dr. James Za“irau,

Item Review:

Director: Pr. Garfield Wilson, DOE
Coordinator: Dr. Annie Nard, USF ’
Consultants: Dr. Nillfam Mehrens, Professor, Educational Measurement,
Michigan Stite Wmiversity -
Dr. Howard Stoker, Professor, Educational Research,
Florida State University
Dr. Tom D. Freijo, (Formerly Professor, University of
South Florida) President PDE Associates, Tampa
Staff Assistants: gg;ins;ian Doolin, Clara Combs, Will{iam Green,
oX
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Ms. Mary Thompson, Teacher, Venice High School

Ms. Helen Goodson, Teacher, Seminole Co. :

Mr. Henry Fraze, Teacher, Northeast High School, Pinellas Co.

Mrs. Ldtc:sa Slﬂﬂ]h Assistant Superintendent for Personnel, Volusia

- Sdm S o .o . .

Dr. Bruce Hall, Chairmen, Measurcment & Research Department, College
of Education, University of South Florida : '

Dr. Dan Purdom, Professor, Curriculum, University of South Florida

Dr. Kenneth Loews, Student Assessment, Department of Education

 Dr. Gabriel Valdes, Consultant, Foreign Language & Bilingual Education,

Department of Education |

Ms. Lois Plaag, Teacher, Chamberlain High School, Hilisborough Co.

Dr. Jxaes Beck, College of Education, Florida A & N University

Dr. Pau) Gallagher, Assistant Vice -President, Faculty Relations,
Florida International University .

Dr. Mildred Murray, Coordinator of Federal Programs Evaluation,

Hil1sbo .County Schools
Mrs. Margaret 5 VIS Teacher, Dempsie Brewster Elem. School,
Yolusia County -

Mr. Norman Sank, Teacher, Da&e Co. Schools

Dr. Annette Goin, Acting Chairperson, Division of Education, Bethune-

Cookman Co‘ng?e
Dr. Haﬁc:?‘uhay. {vector of Teacher Education, Florida Southern
Ms. Mary Newton, Teacher, Kathleen High School, Polk County
Mr. Larry Wantuck, Math Supervisor, .Broward Co. Schools
Dr. Nelson Towle, Coordinator, Media & Instructional Material,
Sarasota County Schools
Ms. Quintilla Lynch, Teacher, Columbia Co. Schools
Dr. Linda Crocker, Chairperson, Reasearch & Found. of Education,
_ Conegi of Education, University of Florida
Dr. Carolyn
University of Miam)

Field Test:

Coordinator: Dr. mms Fisher, Administrator, Student Assessment,
Department of Education

Test Sites ‘Administrators

Bethune-Cookman | . Dr. Annie Ward, University of South
Florida

Florida Agricultural and Mechanical Dr. Thaxton Springfield, Leon County

University Schools ’

Florida State University

Florida Atlantic University Dr. Robert Pickens, Palm Beach County

Florida Intemational University Schools

Florida Memorial College
Palm Beach Atlantic College
University of Miami
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Test Sites (Cont.)

University of Florida Dr. Mel Lucas, Alachua County Schools
University of Central Florida . Or. Russell J. Crouse, Orange County
- Schools .
Jacksonville University Joseph R. Wallace, Duval County
. ‘ Schools
St. Leo College Dr. Susan Turner, Hi11sborough County
Unfversi‘y of South Florida Schools ~ .
.. Sarasota Vo-Tech Center : Dr. Rick 0. Nations, Sarasota County
. ) . Schools

Standard-Setting Panel

Coordinators:  Dr. Garfield Wilson, Department of Education
Or. Dale Lake, Organizational Devel t Consultant
Dr. Annie Ward, University of South Florida

Preparation and Presdntation of Technical Hateria‘ls“: Dr. Annie Ward
Conduct of Group ussfons: Dr. Dale Lake

COTE Members:

Dr. g:ﬂan Calway, Director of Teacher Education, Florida Southern
ege ",
Lonnie Coleman, Principal, Dade County
Dr. Donald 6111, Superintendent of Schools, Volusfa County
Marjorie Head, Teacher, Broward County
Dr. Willis Holcombe, Provost, Broward County, Community College
Geraldine Kalvin, School Board Member, Collier County .
‘Dr. John Lizer, Director of Staff Development, Hil1sborough County
Teresa Mention, Teacher, Dade County '
B111 Moore, Teacher, Seminole County
Laurie Murray, Teacher, Duval County -3
James E. Reese, Principal, Escambia County
Dr. Barney Stoutamire, Director of Teacher Education, University
. of West Florida o
lda Weimer, Teacher, Brevard County -
Fannie Williams, Teacher, Broward County



Former COTE Members:

Prog ram Planning Specialist, Walton County
Ta?n:; g:::%n the Collgge of Education, Florida State U.dversity
" Quintilla Lynch, Teacher, Columbia County

Irma Norman, Lay Member |

Bob Richburg, Vice President VaTencia Commitv College

Mary Thompson, Teacher, Sarasota County

Allan Keeth, Schoo! Board Member, Seminole County

Observers:

Chris Doolin, DOE

Fred Milton, DOE

John Staples, DOE

Shelley Boone, DOE

Ralph Turlington, DOE

Claudd® Thomas, FTP/NEA

Mrs. Jimmy Reese, Escambia County
Mrs. Barbara Keeth, Seminole County
Mrs. Ralph Turlington, Tallahassee, F
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APPENDIX B

Evaluation Strategies
for
Florida Generic Competencies and Subskills
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Florida Essential Generic Competencies
Evaluation Strategies

KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

Performance Evaluation

Nritten|Content Area | Generic .
Exam [Application | Application | Deleted
1. Demonstrate the ability to ’ ‘ ‘
orally communicate informa- 1.
tion on a given topic in a '
coherent and logical menper. xx
- a. Utilizes the principles
of sigplicity and .
clarity in organization
of oral presentation. - XX
b. Uses standard English
in oral communication. ¢ XX
"c. Uses vocabulary suit-
able to the topic and
' audience. X XX
d. Speaks with ¥.volume
and paca that promotes .
comprehension. XX
° e. Provides verbal and '
non-verbal cues to the
organizational struc-
ture of the oral
message. XX
f. Provides relevant ex- -
amples that illustrate
oral content. XX
2. Demonstrate the ability to
write in a logical, easily
understnod style with
appropriate grammar and
sentence structure. xx x
a. Differentiates between ,
formal and informal .
written English and
demonstrates ability
to use both forms. X




KEY:

. =52

x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

~

Hritteﬁ

Exam

. Performance -Evaluation

Content Area]
Application

eric

Application

Deleted

d.

Uses hmw;ge at the
level appruopriate to
the topic and reader.

Comprehends and applies
basic mechanics of
writing; spelling, cap-
italization and punc-
tuation.

Comprehends and applies
appropriate sentence
structure.

Comprehends and applies
basic technigques for
the organization of
written material.

Comprehends and applies.

standard English usage
in written communica-
tions.

Demonstrate the ability to
comprehend and interpret a
message after listening.

a.

Accurately follows
multi-step oral direc-
tions.

Listens effectively
for the orgapization,
mafn idea, subordinate
ideas and details of a
message,

Listens effectively in
order to identify
relevant information
and propaganda
techniques.

Listens affectively in

order to draw infer-
ences. ‘

04

XX

XX

b ¢ 4

xX
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 KEY:

A ¢

x » Minor Evaluation Emphasis

xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

Nritten
Exam

Application

Performance Evaluation
Content Area

eric
Application

Deleted

4.

Swemarizes the message
after listening.

f. Comprehends both stan-
dard and non-standard
English language used
by students.

e.

Demponstrate the ability to
read, comprehend, and inter-
pret orally and in writing,
professional material..

a. Identiffes and evalu-
ates relevant profes-
sional material.

b. Understands basic
statistical terminol-
ogy (such as: mean,
median, mode).

c. Demonstrates literal
reading skills (such
as recognizing main
sequencing, compari-
son, and contrast).

- d. Demonstrates inter-
pretive reading
skills (such as:
predicting outcome,
drawing conclusions,
making generalizations).

Demonstrates critical
reading skills (such
as: recognition of
reievant and irrele-
vant information,
propaganda techniques,
and fallacies in’

X

XX

XX

reasoning).

XX

LAY
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4

KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis <

xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

Performance Evaluation
lWritten| Content Area Generic
Exam { Application Application} Deleted

f. Produces a logical
summary interpretation
of the results of re- »
search in professional , , ¢
material. X

5. Demonstrate the ability to
comprehend and work with
fundamental mathematical . -
concepts. xx

a. Adds, subtracts,
multiplies, and :
divides whole numbers, | ;
decimals, and frac-
tions. XX

b. Demonstrates the mean-
ing and use of frac-
tions and percents. XX

c. Represents and inter-
prets data using
charts, tables, graphs,
and maps. XX

d. Solves measurement
problems involving
length, area, volume,
capacity, weight, time,
and temperature, using
U. S. customary and
metric units. . XX*

e. Applies mathematical
skills to solve real
world problems, XX X

f. Identifies geometric
forms and relation- :
ships. - . X

*Not validated in professional survey but was retained because of statutory
requirement (229.841 F.S.). .

ob
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KE?: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

* -
Performange Evaluation

Written cmﬁiﬂ?ﬁ! Generlc

Exam |Application | Application | Deleted

6/19. The ability to comprehend
patterns of physical, ,
social, and academic | .
development in students [
and to counsel students
concerning their nesds in
these areas. x xx

a. Demonstrates knowledge
of basic principles of
human growth and devel-

opment. XX X

b. Obtains knowledge of
students through class-
room tests, teacher
observations, and
student records to -
contribute to under-
standing of student .
needs. X X XX

c. Explains test data and
other classroom eval-
uvations to students in
relation to their edu-

. cational needs. ‘ X

d. Applies motivational :
techniques to encourage ”
students to be achieve- .
ment-oriented and goal-
directed. X X XX

e. Assists the student in
relating achievements
and interests to apti- |° :
tude and ability. X XX

b
"

<t
¢
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

' | performance Evaluation
Written | Content Area eric
1 Exam |Application | Application |Deieted

. f. Demonstrates knowledge
of altemative school
and community resources
for students who have
special needs. X

g. Assists students in
developing individual
learning activities. X XX

h. Develops student aware-
ness of career oppor-
tunities using school
and community
resources, , X

7. Diagnose,the entry level
knowledge and/or skills of
students for a given set of
instructional objectives
using diagnostic tests,
teacher observation, and
student records. xx x xx

a. Selects the specified
knogledge or skill to
be d¥$agnosed, and

. determines the most
appropriate method
for conducting the
diagnosis. XX X X

b. Selects or constructs
a test to diagnose
student leaming
needs. XX X X

c. Uses classroom ob-
servation techniques
to diagnose student
learning needs. X X XX

-d. Uses information
from student records
to diagnose student
learning needs. X XX

08
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis
Performance Evaluation
Written | Content Ares ric I
Exam | Application | Application] Deleted
e. Interprets results ob- |
tained from diagnostic .
tests, teacher observa-
tion, and information
from student records. xx X X
8. Identify long-range goals !
for a given Subject area. x xx
a. Identifies state and
district long-range
goals. : X
b. Formulates subject
area goals consistent
with state and district
goals and student
needs. Addressed in (9a)
9. Construct and sequence re-
lated short-range objectives
for a given subject area. xx xx x
a. Identifies knowledge, 4
skills, and attitudes
to be attained for a
subject area. , XX xx : X
b. Constructs or adapts
short-range objectives
for identified know-
ledge, skills, and y
attitudes. XX XX X
c. Sequences short-range
objectives consistent
with commonly accepted
principles of learning. XX XX X
10.  Select, adapt, and/or devel-
op instructional materials
for a given set of instruc~
tional objectives and
student learning needs. x x xx

09
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Enphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

", Performance Evaluation ’
Written |Content Area | Generic.

Exam {Application |Application | Deleted
a. Determines desirable .
characteristics of

materials based on s
- objectives and student
learning needs. XX X XX

b. Locates and evaluaies
available instructional E
material. X X XX

c. Selects materials.to
assist students in
- mastering an objective.| x X XX

d. Demonstrates techniques
for modi fying materials
to assist students in
mastering an objective.] «x X XX

e.  Determines materials to
be developed based upon
existing resources and
student needs. © X X xX

f. ldentifies and selects
resources needed for
materials development. X X XX

g. Designs and constructs
materijals based on .
instructional gbjec- . s
tives, student needs,
and available re-
sources. XX .

h. After use, evaluates
the effectiveness of
instructional materials
in accomplishing objec-
tives, and revises
accordingly. X X XX

11. Select/develop and sequence
related learning activities
appropriate for a given set 3
of instructional objectives
and student learning needs. X xx X
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis

. xx ~ Major Evaluation Emphasis
- ~ " Performance va jation
Written | Content Area eric

Exam | Application | Application | Deleted

a. rehends basic prin-
. ciples of human growth
and developmeqt. X

b. Identifies conditions
that affect learning. XX X

e. Identifies altemative N
activities to achieve )
an objective. . XX xX X

d. Selects an approﬁriate
leamning activity to x
achieve an objective. XX xX X

e. Combines appropriate
learning activities
.into an instructional
sequence, XX XX X

12.  Establish rapport with
students in the classroom
by using werbal and/or
visual motivational

devices. x x X%
#
} a. Secures the attention v
of students through
appropriate devices, X ~ XX

b. Relates instructional
objectives and activi-
ties to inter.sts,
capabilities, and
experiences of stu-
dents. X X XX

c. Informs students about
objectives, subsequent
learning tasks, and
performance expecta-

tions, X X XX
d. Explains choices and //,\\\ o*

1imitations of possi-

ble Jeaming activi-

ties. ) ’ X . XX




KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

Performance Evaluation
Written | Content Area Generic
Exam | Application | Application | Deleted

e. Alters Instructional
strategies durin
learning activities
based on student re-
sponses and other
factors. X X XX

f. Relates students’ and
teacher's experiences,
thoughts, and feelings
to learning activities. X xX

g. Uses reinforcement
techniques to assist
in student motivation. X - XX

h. Uses media to secure
interest and maintain . ~
attention. X X XX

. i. Uses student products
and talent to secure
interest and maintain
attention. X XX

_13.  Present directions for
carrying out an instruc-
tional activity. x ‘ x . xx

a. Selects appropriate
means for presenting
directions. " XX X XX

b. Secures attention of
students for the pur-
pose of giving direc-
tions. X XX

c. Informs students of
objectives, assess-
ments, and performance
standards. X XX

d. © Informs students of
the sequence and
nature of Tearning
activities to achieve
the objectives. X XX

62
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

e. Identifies materials
for a learning acti-
vity and explains

their use. X X X
f. Determines if students
understand directions. ‘ 2 XX

g. Clarifies directions
by responding to stu-
dent questions. X XX

14. Construct or assemble a
classrocm test to measure |
sctudent performance accord-
ing to criteria basad upon
objectives. xx x x

a. Identifies uses of
basic types of class-
room tests and asses-
ment techniques. XX X X

b. ldentifies appropri-
ate uses of norm-
referenced and
criterion-referenced - -
testing. xx* X X

c. &iven an objective,
specifies knowdedge
and skills to be

. assessed. XX H X

d. Selects appropriate ~4q
assessment tech-
niques to evaluate
mastery of an objec- :
tive. , X% X

e. Determines limita-
tions, constraints,
and requirements for
administering tests. XX X

*Not validated in professional survey but was retained because of statutory
requirement (229.575 F.S.).

ERIC
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x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

KEY:

Hritten
Exam

Performance Evaluation
cdﬁ%éﬁi??ﬁiﬁf‘"1555?%&5‘

plication

Deleted

15.

Constructs and identi-
fies test items afld
tasks that evaluate
mastery of an objec-
tive,

Identifies criteria
for standards of
performance.

Assembles test compo-
nents including test
items, directions,
and scoring keys.

Evaluates and/or re-

vises tests on the
sis of validity,
1iability, and

student responses. ’

Establish a set of class-

room

routines and proce-

dures for utilization
and care of materials.

a.

Involves students in
developing classroom
routines and proce-
dures for utilization
and care of materials.

' Determines the type

and amount of mate-
rials necessary to
complete classroom
assignments.

Organizes an effective
system for placement
and distribution of
materials in the class-

xX

room.

64

Application

XX

XX

XX

XX

XX

.
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"KEY:  x ~ Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

Pe Evaluation
Nritten

Con . - c
Exam ] Application | Application | Deleted

d. Organizes and arranges
a center that will
serve as a focus of /,-’
interest for student
leaming (such as a
bulletin board, display
table, or exhidit). X XX

e. Identifies physical
elements and arrange-
ments in the classroom
that directly affect
leaming. ~

f. Involves students in :
develdping routines *
and p ures for
. physical movement in
P the classroon. X X XX

g. Arranges classroom
furniture and equip~
ment ¢o accomodate
selected teaching ‘
strategies. X X XX

h. ldentifies approved l
procedures for move-
ment of students in
emergencies that can
be anticipated. XX X

186. Formulate a standard for
student behavior in the
classroom. x x X

a. Identifies approved
safety procedures and
incorporates them into
38 standard for student
behavior in the class-
room. _ xx X X

o 63
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx ~ Major Evaluation Emphasis

Performance Evaluation
Written |Content Area Generic
Exam {Application |Application |Deleted

b. Identifies and incor-
porates socially
accepted norms {such
as mutual respect,
consideration of
others, courtesy) into
a standard for student-
behavior in the class-
room. xX XX

c. Identifies characteris-
tics of the student
population {such as age
and maturity) that need , )
to be considered in :
formulating a standard
for student behavior in
the classroom. XX - X X

d. Establishes a realistic
standard of behavior
that has potential for )
consistent application.| x X XX

e. Identifies and incor-
porates state and loca)
policies into a stan-
dard for student behav-

~ ior in the classroom. X xX

17. Identify causes of classroom
misbehavior and employ a
technique(s) for torrecting
it. X x xx

a. Identifies factors of
the physical environ-
ment that affect stu- .
dent behavior. XX X X

b. Identifies social and
emotional characteris-
tics of the teacher
that affect student
behavior. XX X X
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

" Perfo e Evaluation .
Written | Cortent Arde T Eoeric
Exam _|Application |{Application |Deleted ‘

c. Identifies physical,
social, and emotional
characteristics of the
student that affect
student behavior. xX X X

d. ldentifies out-of-
school factors that
affect student behavior.] xx X S

e. Identifies & ts of
instructional procedures
and techniques which
affect student behavior.| xx X X

f. Demonstrates effective
techniques and strate-
gies for managing stu-
dent behavior. XX X X

g. Uses selected verbal
and non-verbal tech- e
niques for reinforcing
and modifying student
behavior, X XX

h. Identifies and uses
school and commnity d
resources for assistance
in modifying student
behavior. X XX

by

i. Obtains and utilizes
parental assistance for
modifying Student .
behavior. ’ 3 XX

18. Identify and/or develop a
system for keeping records of
class and individual student -
progress., xx x x

b7
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““\ KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx - Major Evaluation Emphasis

! ~ Performance Evaluation
Written {Content Area Generic
, Exam |Application Application Deleted

a. . Constructs a system for
recording individual -
student knowledge and ‘
skil1s progress in a
subject area. XX X X

b. Identifies methods for
reporting individual
student’ progress in
knowledge and skills in
a subject avea. XX X X

¢. Identifies methods for
recording class progress
in knowledge and skills
in a subject area. XX x . 3
{

d. ldentifies methods for
reponting class progress
in krjowledge and skills
in a 'subject area. XX X X

e. Demonstrates knowledge
of the laws and policies
‘governing the content
and use of student
records. XX X

19, (See Competency #6)

20. Identify and/or demonstrate
behaviors which reflect a
feeling for the dignity and
worth of other people in-
cluding those from other
ethnic, cultural, linguistic,
and economic groups. x xx

a. Creates a learning
environment in which
students express them-
selves openly and
honestly. X xx

6§
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx -~ Major Evaluation: Emphasis

Performance Evaluation
Written |Conient Area EgﬁiFic
Cxam _[Application | Application { Deleted

- b, Assists students in
understan-ling that
individual differences
enable each person to
make unique contribu-
tions to the
effoit. } S X xx

¢. Demonstrates awareness
of cultural divferences|
in dress, believrs; and :
practices. X xx

d. [Establishes an environ-
ment for positive com-
munication and inter-
action between students
from different socio- -
cultural backgrounds. X .

21. Demonstrate instructional
and social skills which
assist students in develop-
ing a positive self-concept. x x xx

a. Exhibits behavior in
the classroom that is
empathetic, positive,
and reinforcing. X XX

b. Assists students in
initiating self-

directed learning. X X ‘ XX

c. Assists students in
understanding their
needs, motives, expe-
riences, and indiyidual
value and digaity. X X xxX

d. Selects and uses cur-
riculum materials in
accordance with the
abijities and mastery
levels of individual
students. XX X X%
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KEY: x - Minor Evaluation Emphasis
xx ~ Major Evaluation Emphasis

Performance Evaluation
' Written | Content Area Generic

Exam |Application | Application |Deleted

22. Demonstrate imstructional
and soclal skills which
assist students in inter- ‘
acting constructively with | ' :
their peers. ’ x x xx

a. Establishes an envi-

’ ronpent that permits
students to cooperate

and share jdeas and
materials. X XX

b. Assists students in . |
applying constructive .
criticism in response .
to each others' work. . _ X

e~

c. Establishes a learning
environment designed to
assist students in ex-
hibiting positive inter-
personal traits {such as
mutual respect and coop-{ .
eration). X XX

d. Uses techniques that
assist students in exam~
ining their values, :
attitudes, and beliefs. | x X XX

23. Demonstrate teaching skills
which assist students in de-

~ veloping their own values,
attitudes, and beliefs. x x xx

a. Assists students in
understanding the need
to explore alternative
solutions to problems. X XX

b. Establishes teaching
strategies that allow
students to make choices
based on clearily defined ‘ .
consequences, X X XX
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Coverage of the Examination

During the process of review and development described in Chapter I, some
subskills were deleted apd a few of the competenciec and subskills were judged
not to be assessable by a written test. Nineteen of the competencies, covering
80 subskills, have been judged to be measurable to some extent by a written
test. Appendix B Indicates those subskills which were deleted and, for those ’
which remain, it indicates the primary assessment technique to be . ed.

The Teacher Certification Examination covers those competencies and subskills
checked in the first column of Appendix B. The examination consists of four
subtests: three in General Education (reading, writing, and mathematics) and
one in :r?fessional Education. The competencies to be covered by each subtest
are as follows:

Redding ' Competency 4
Writing Competency 2
Mathematics Competency 5 .
Professional. Education Competencies 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,

16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, and 23.

Examination Schedule

4

The examinq;%gg,nil] be scheduled to cover a full day. A typical examination
schedule mig/;[be as follows:

8:00 - /8:30 Check in, including retakes for Writing Subtest

8:30 - 9:00 Genperal Instructions

9:00 - 9:45 Writing Subtest (Production Task) .

9:45 - 10:00 Break (Check d§ retakes for Mathematics and Reading Subtests)
10:00 - 11:00 Mathematic § st

11:00 - 12:00 Reading Subtest .
12:00 - 1:30 Lunch .

1:15 - 1:30 Check retakes for Professional Education

1:30 - 4:00 Professional Education

- Examination Dates

November 22, 1980
April 4, 1981 °
July 11, 1981

Examination Locations

Eight sites have been identified for the 1980-8] year.
University of Nerth Florida, Jacksonville

University of Florida, Gainesville
Florida State University, Tallahassee
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University of West Florida, Pensacola
University of South Florida, Tampa -
University of Central Florida, Orlando
Miami Dade Community College, South, Miami -
Edison Community College, Ft. Myers -

o 73
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The Subtests
The Florida Teacher Certification Examination s divided into foun subtests:
Reading, Writing, Mathematics, and Professional Education. B
1. Reading: S

a. The Reading subtest uses the multiple-choice CLOZE pyocedure.

b. The test consists of eight passages of approximately 100 words,
selected from the following sources: (Wtextbooks commoniy used in
required professional education courses, (2) journals and newsletters
published by non-sgecfalized teacher organizations, (3) documents for
teachers-in-general produced by the State Department of Education, and
(4) teachers’ manuals for tests in common usage in Florida. -

c. Each passage has ten words deleted. Deleted words are nouns, verbs,
adjectives or adverbs, not structural words.

d. Examinees are asked to select the word to fil11 each deletion from

among four choices which are syntactically equivalent but different
in meaning.

2. Writing:

b.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Each examinee writes on one topic,‘to be selected from two options.
A1) topics are required to meet these criteria:

Self-explanatory (i.e., clesrly and explicitly phrased)

Defined and limited

Familiar to every examinee

Stimulating ,

Fresh,

Of middle emotional ground (i.e., neither too pedestrian nor too
sensational)

Non-biased and non-biasing

-3 WU et ) e
» s s 8 8 e 8

Scoring is holistic {general impressionistic).

Judges have been specially selected and trained. They are required
to reach a specified criterion of agrecment with other judges (80%).

Ratings are on a 4-point scale, with the score being the sum of
three ratings.
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3. Mathematics:

a. The Mathematics subtest consists of approximately 40 multiple-choice items,
divided approximately as follows:

50% '
50% Real World/
Computation/ Problem A
Subskills Z Understanding  Solving No. %
(1) Adds, subtracts, multi- 15 4 19 48%
plies and divides whole num-
bers, decimals, and fractions. .
(2) Demonstrates the séaning and 3 . 3 6 14%
use of fractions and per cents.
(3) Represents and interprets data 1 2 3 8%
using ctarts, tables, graphs,
and maps
(4) Solves measurement problems in- ] 5 6 141

volving length, area, volume,
capacity, weight, time and tem-
perature, using U.S. customary
and metric units.

(5) Apglies mathematical skills to 6 6 16%
solve real world problems. .

20 20 40 1003
b. Additional Recommendations:

[REAL WORLD]

50% items are teacher related and 50% items consumer related/probiem solving
33% items can be answered by making a "ball-park" estimate

16% items contain extraneous information

30% items have information presented in a graph, table or drawing

50% items involve two or more steps

162 items are analysis or synthesis tasks

IMEASUREMENT_1TEMS]

50% English and 50% metric with at least 12 items distributed across the
following topics: length, weight, capacity, area/perimeter/volume,
elapsed time

GENERAL

36% items have "none of the abd@e” as an option as indicated in the item

specifications
127 items have "none of the above” as the correct answer (6 Real World,
6 Computation/fact/understanding)
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4. Professional Education:

Examinees have 2 and 1/2 hours to complete the Professipnal
. Education portion of the exam.

The Professional Education subtest consists of appmximtely 100

1tiple-choice ftems. Tha distribution of items will be based
e considerations:

1. AN

Petencies 6-23 are covered. Competency 8 s addressed
nation items related to Competency Subskill Sa.
6 and 19 were combined by statute.

2.. The extent of the coverage is hsed on the priorities set
3. The coveragelis based on a balance between the

major
categories of the content base and the conpetencies as indi-
cated below:

[ Bl ST | J .

Forminte # shanlard v stulints Shivior o
e shaseraen,

37, mzmd!wﬂ”ﬂ‘d ' * s .
| r* S T LR

!% wwu-u

m&.aﬂw

o'
wihely, cottored
owe.

m mm&‘nm‘ mm
m’::mm vlpNg » peet-
sim

#3. w‘ 1“ et wtily
whieh Jeatst stedunds 2 m” -
stitwly stk tetr ] ¥

-2 3 n-mg 31178 abtn
s eIy %."" s 1 '

mas n L ” » L] o o
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APPENDIX D

: Agendas
D.1 Expert Review Pane)

D.2 Standard-Setting Panel
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Sundsy Gveetsp, Savery 29 7:00 - 810 pa. -

Mighlsods Rocs, Tallahassee Hilton, Second Floor

MELCOME - Qommissioper Turlinglon "
TWTRODUCTION T0 THE CERTIFICATION EXANIBATION:  Garfie}d Wilgon

General Orimstation:

legal Issies:
Orisntation to TASK I:

Overview
Nork Plan

July Srechnar, DOE Attomty
Keyiag, Tracedack, Appropristemess Rating

lork Mlaces
Mterials

Yy, Jensary 28

House Office Bullding, Lower Lavel

8:30 a.m, ~ 11:00 a.m.
11:00 aum.
11:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.

2:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 pm. - 5:00 p.m,

8:30 o.m, ~ 12:00 p.m.
12:00 p.&, - 1:00 p.m,
1:00 p.m. - §5:00 p.m.

s
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EKCn am, - 3:00 p.m.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Morris Hall
Task
Yurn fa materials to Staff Assistants

Orientation Sessions for Yask 31, Lontent,
Messuremnt, Sias Raviews

A, MWhite Yask Force / - Roow }§ _
8. 8lue, Yollow, Greem,
. YTosk Forees / = Norris Nall
" Gold Task Fores _@ug » Sosm 24
Lusd
Task 11

{Matertals are arranged in growps. Turm in materfals
for gach section as 500m a3 materisls are completed.)
Staff will collate matarials for siach ftawm review and

fdentify items tO B¢ n-ﬂtm

Tuesdsy, Jenuiry 29

tiouse Office Building

Continue Task I as assigeed
LUNCH

Continwe Task §I, Sagin Tesk 111

Staff wil) begin revisw of ftews at moon, Tuesdsy
(or;s 000 45 reviews are completed for 2 test
ares}.

Nedwsday, Daawry B

Task 111 / fmerits, Re-reviey

 REVIEN TASK FORCE
RILTON OYEL

SIATE: Or. Garfield Nitson, Dr. Annle Mard, Chris Doolin, Joh Green, Clara Comdr, Joan Fos
SONSULTANTS: Dr. Mi)liam Mehrens, Professor

Educational Mehsurvaont
Fichigen Stata Safverst

gin State thviversity
tast Lansing, Michigan 48823

Or, Noward Stoker, Professor
_ Flerida smo Unfversity (os lesve)
Current Assigsment:

m Atlanta
2348 Peachiree foad, A.E.
Atlanta, Seorgla 30326

Or., Tom fnuai President

8521 1 L’:’:m
St. Petersburg, Flo,. 337D

#rs. LeRosa Seith
Asst, rintendent

- Parsonne

Yolusta Cownty Schools
Deland, Florids 22720

Dr, Bruce ¥all, Owairwan
Neasuremsnt & Research fev,
{ollege of Education

Unfy. of South Florids
Tampa, Florida 33820

Dr. Dan Purdom, Professor
{ollege of Educetion
Uhiv, of South Florice
Yempa, Florida 33620

Dr. Kennsih Loawe

Stdent Assassment
rtmmnt of Education

Tallahasses, Fla. 2

or, G’Mll aldes

Foreign Language and BiVingus)

foucation
Department of Esucation
Knott B‘uﬂﬂn&
Tallahasses, FL 32301

Plamnt. n‘ nmt. A Evaluation .
sociates
P. o. 72&!
Tm. Florida X382
mum: ’
r‘ M. Lois M)
len 43505 N. Rome ]
Yanice, h m Teope, Florida 33503
Nz, Nelen Goodson Or. James Beck
P.0. Box 1522 Qmm of Education
Longwond, Florida 32750

‘l’lmm. fla. 2%

Dr. Moyl Gallagher
Asst. Vice President
Facuity Relatfons-

Fla. Intermationa) Untv,
N Floride 3NI99

fad. Progrems Evaluation
Kilisboro County Scheols
707 £. Colusdus Orive
Tampa, Florida 33502

Mrs. Margaret Wolfs
VIS Teacher

Derpsin Br?nur Elementary .

Schoo
Deland, Florids 32720

Mr. forwan Sank
221 Palm Tree Lame
Pastrook Pines, Fla, 33024

Or. Anngtte Goin, Dir.
Teschur fducetion
Ssthune-Conkmn College
6380 Second Avanwe

faytond Seach, Fla. 32018

BEST N2V preanramy

Or. Marisn Calwmy
Florida South'n o)1
Lakeland, Floride 3

. Nary Nawton
l‘.nmm #igh School 1
Kathieen, Florids 33849 ~

Nr. Larry Mantuch \P
fath, Swerviser 1
Srovard County Scieols

P.0. Box 8408

Ft. Lauderdale, Fls. 31310
Or. Nelion Towle .

Medis § Instructional Mat.
Sarasota County Schools
2418 Hatton Street
Sarasota, Florida 33877

Ms. Quinttills Lynch
P.0. Box 13 '

Branfors, Florida R008

Or Linda Crocker
Ohairperson

Resegreh § Foung, of fa,
Co)lege of Education
niversity of Floriga
Satndsville, Fla. 32511

Or. Carolyn Ganwod

Assoc. Dean of Instructior
College of Educstion
infvarsity of Rlani

Miamt, Florigs 028
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SONTRACTORYt
 Dr. Tom Densark pr. F. J. King

Cerricatum 3 Instruction Researeh, Development
219 Cdoucation Bmd!g? and Foundatfons °
Florids State Untvers & 307-C Seone Bullding
Tallahassee, Fla. X Florida State Untversity

; . Tallabsssee, Fla. 22308

Mritieg Dta Aselysis
Or. Gordon Broszel) Dr, Jacod Beard

297 Stons Sutlding
Filorida State Universi
Tatisnassce, Florida

Corrfculim & Snitruction
213 Education Buf)dd

Florida Stats University
Tallahassen, Fla. X6

Or. Gary Paterson

Center for Educotional Technology
1-A ‘h"; &yn ‘4

florida Scate Univarsity
Tallahassew, Fla. 32306

Pro $onal ation =~ i

Dr. Willard Helson Dr. Aona Kelson
Foundations Department Foundstions Departsant
College of Education toliege of Education
florida Atlantic Uniy, Flortda Atlantic Univ.
Soca Raton, Fla. 13431 Boca Raton, Fla. 331

Professional Education ~ toncies

Dr. Ropald Peake

Elem. 8 Sec. Education
Unfv, of West Florida
Pensacola, Fla. X254

Professional Education - i 0 3

Dr. ¥alter Mager

207 Stone Building '
florids Stete university

Tallahassee, Fla. 32306

£2T L0V AVAILABLE

]

THE

FLORIDA TEACHER
CERTIFICATION
EXAMINATION

“ ITEM
REVIEMN
TASK
FORCE

JANUARY 27-30, 1980

- Stote of Floride
: Departmant of Educstion
Tallahassep, Florida
Ralph D. Turlington, Commissionsr

Aftirmntina srtinn fanaal prnnrfunine paeniner
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TOTAL 17115

NUMRER | NUMBER * NUMBER
' ITEMS PRIMARY OTHER READING
: TASK I GROUPS IN ITEMS ITEMS PASSAGE PER PERSON
- PRIMARY PER (1-M-2 or
. GROUP__| PERSON -P-2 1] 2] Mg
| M| A Bl C ]
| ] ] 26 21123
Ifﬁg Mathematics  (Yellow)
wantuck Fraze f .
Sank Goodson 102 51 -~ 19 22116 3 51 |47 3
’ W. Nel;on, Murray .
ja\ Assessment {Green)
Hall Loewe
Gallagher Crocker 115 58 11 |-~ |21} 16 3 58 |48 3
King Peterson :
. (28]
b
[ L
| Teaching, Learning, Methods,
Classroom Procedures (Blue)
Purdom Denmark
Calway Goins
Thompson Lynch
Towle A. Nelson 150 41 12 {17 | --{ 17 3 41 | 46 -3
Newton Valdes '
Personal, Social,
' Academic Development (Pink)
Garwood Beck
Fox Wager
Smith- Plaag 124 41 12 113 |22 ¢ -~ 3 41 | 47 3
o Peake Wolfe




iion 11 Groups

bk » ¢ }
ITEMS TO BE ITEM FORMS REVIEW FORMS
REVIEWED
3 Reviews ITEM FORMS REVIEW FORMS
sursnenL- 1te) - STOKER Per_ Item ;
1 ! Reading Booklets/4 Forms | II-M-R-1 11-M-R-2
Math Book'lets/:i Forms - 11-M-M-1 I1-M-N-2
, Hall PSA Booklets/3 Forms 11-M-P-1 [1-M-P-2
i ray Crocker ALL T & L Booklets/2 Forms " ¢
Gallagher AS Booklets/3 Forms " "
. D A Booklets/2 Forms » "
. Writing Study Report 11-M-§-1 I11-M-N-2
. Bias (Gold) - FREIJO .
: Test Booklets' 11-B-R
Valdes , Newton Reading 4 11-B-M
Smith Wolfe Math 3 11-B-P
Beck S PSA 3 "
Alb T&L 2 »
cll - AS 3 N
® DA 2 11-B-¥W
Writing . -
Instructions
Content - MEHRENS
. 1 Fou; ?poups
Groud M Group C | Group B Group of Items:
MATH - PSAD
. (Yellow) {(Pink) {BTue) (Green) Math 102 11-C
AS ASSIGNED | Group A 115 11-C-M
e Wantuck Garwood | Purdom Loewe TO GROUP Group B 150 I1-C-P
Fraze Plaag Towle King Group € 124 11-C-P
Goodson Peake tvins Peterson . IT-C-P
W. Nelson | Wager Denmark
Sank Calway A. Nelson
- Thompson -
Lynch SJ
[ adal R £ Lopoew
EKC 84 Beei T LT _.



ACENDA | /
COUNCIL ON TEACHER EDUCATION

June 24-26, 1980
Wakulla Springs Inn

TIME - ITEM WO ACTION REQUIRED OR TAKEN

Tuesday, June 24, 1980

7:00 P.M, Registration Chris Doolin Security Statements

7:15 P.M, General Session
- Call to Ordex Marian Calway
Introductions Carfield Wilson
Introduction to the Process Dale Lake
Presentation of Tentative Recom Annie Ward
mendation
Identification of Parameters i Dale Lake

" Wednesday, June 25, 1980

8:30 A.M, General Session Annie Ward Receive technical materials for -
' . Recommendation #1
9:00 A.M. Mixad Role Groups . Group Leaders Modify Recommendation #1 and
Rationale
10:00 A.M. Break
10: 30 AM. General Session Dale lLake Develop Second Draf: of Recommenda~
, tion #1
11:15 A.M. Role - Alike Groups Group Leaders Check Recommendation J1 Against
' Decision Matrix -~
12:00 MNoon . Lunch —
1:00 P.M. Genegal Session -rmmw———l-nea-nn-nwm‘
: Annie Ward Receive technical materials for
- Kecommendation {2 _
86 . o .
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TIME

AGENDA

COUNCIL ON TCACHER EDUCATION

ITEM

June 24-26, 1980
Wakulla Springs Imm

WHO

ACTION REQUIRED OR TAKEN

Wednesday, June 25, 1980

{continuved)

2:00 P.M.

3:00 P.M.

_3:30 P.M.

4:15 P.M.

<3

5:00 P.M.
5:30 P.M.

7:00 P.M.

7:30'P.H.

Mixed Role Groups

Break

General Session

. -

Role - Alike Groups

Ceneral Session
Dinner Break

Ceneral Session

Mixed Role Groups

Group Leaders

Dale Lake

Group leaders

L

Modify*Recommendation #2 and
Rationale

-

Develop Second Draft of Refcu--enda-

tion #2

Check Recomméndacibn #2 Against
Decision Matrix .

4

i dnuéhurikﬂmu;

Annie Ward

Group Leadera

Receive technical materials for
Recommendation #3

Modify Recommendation #3 and
Rationale

$

Thursday, June 26, 1380

3:00 A.M.

9:00 A.M.

- -

Ceneral Session

Role -~ Alike Groups

Break

Dale Lake

Group Leaders

o

Develop Sccond Draft of Recommenda-

tion #2

Check Recommendation #3 Against
Decision Matrix
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AGENDA
COUNCIL ON TEACHER EDUCATION

June 24-26, 1980
Wakulla Springs Inn

TIME ITEM WHO ACTION REQUIRED OR_TAKEN
Thursday, June 26, 1980 '
{continued)
10:15 A.M. General Session -MardanEatwry———t-fertom-omrReTommEentTrton—a— "
Annie Ward Receive technical materials fér

':11:30 AM,

12:30 P.M.
1:30 P.M,
2:00 P,M,

2:30 P.M.

3:30 P.M.

Lqpch

Mixed efle Groups
General Session
Rol€ -~ Alike Groups

Genaral Session

Adjourn

Group Leaders
Dale Lake
Croup Leaders

Marian Calway

Recommendation #4

Modify Recommendation #4 and

Rationale
]

Develop Second Draft of Recommenda~ %ﬂ
tion 4 ’ .

»

Check Recommendation #4 Against
Decision Matrix

ncrdon—on-Rosemmondesbonit ¥
*fetvow on  all recommen-
da'ho‘ns Jcl_q_y ed unri

g © ol v s v ) e - A o 3t

30

allaiere Condsidered.




APPENDIX E -

Forms
E.1 Contractors’ Review Forms

£.2 Expert Panel Review Forms:
Content, Technical, Bias

~



APPENDIX E.1 *

ITEM REVIEW
Report Form
\Mﬂww%wauﬁw ) Competency
(Check all which apply) : Subski11
Y Item -No.
——- Classroom Teacher (1f more than 1
—— Content area scholar for subskil]
and/or professor

—~— Measurement Expert
Ethnic Group

— Black-—— Hispanic
— NonHispanic White-— Other

Sex: Male Female

£

{Circle One) Comment 1f ND or ?

1. Relevance to competency and subskil}

a. Does the item address the appropfiate YES N 1?7 .

knowledge base for the competency and
subskill?

.

b. Is the knowledge base addressed YES N0 7

correct and current?

2. Level of behavior

il

a. Which level of behavior does this YES NO 7
item require? ’

Knowledge _  Application

Problem Solving _

b. Is the level of behavior appropriate YES NO 7

for the competency and subski?l1?

3. Adequacy of item stem

a. Does the stem make clear what is YES NO 7

the task to be performed?
b. Is the wordina of the stem clear? CYES NO- 7 o
¢. Is the stem free of extraueous YES NO 2

or confusing materials?

4. Relevance of scenario (if provided)

a. Is scenario realistic? 4 YES NO ?

b. Is scenario appropriate for the YES NO 72

competency and . subskill?

33




-90- _
{Circle One) Comment if ND or ?

5. Relevance of pictorial material
‘ (1f provided)

a. . Is pictorial material appropriate YES NO ?

»~  for the competency and subskil1?

b, Is bictoriaf material necessary YES N0 ?
for the item? , .
6. Appropriateness of item options, .
8, What is the correct answer ___
b. Is the correct answer stated YES NO ?
accurately?
c. Are ény other options also correct? YES NO 7
d. Are all the options grammatically YES NO 7
' parallel?
e. Are all the options logically , YES NO 7 @
paraliel? |
f. ‘Are all options plausible for YES NO 7
naive examinees? -
g. Are all options free of YES N0 ?
irrelevant cues? |
h. are all options of apﬁroximate1y YES NO 7
the same length? :
i. Are the options reasonably YES N0 7
ordered?.

7. General item characteristics

a. Does the item fit the item YES NO ?
specifications?
b. Is the item consistent with re- YES NO 7
. quired formatting?
¢. Does the item have "face YES NO 7
validity?" :
d. Is the reading level appropriate? YES NO ?
8. ltem Bias
K4
a. Does the item contain any informa- YES N0 7

tion that could be seen as
offensive to the culture, race or

religion of teacher applicants?

J4
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(Circla One) Comment if NO or ?
b. Does the item contain any informa- YES N0 ? b

tion that could be seen as
offensive to either sexual group?

¢. Does the item include stereotypic YES NO ?

depictions of any cultural, racial,

., or religious group that are debasing?
d: Does the item include stereotypic YES NO 7

depictions of efther sexual group
that are debasing?

e. Does the {tem portray cultural, \ES N 7

racial, or religious groups as un-
equal in ability or natural . | .

endowment?

f.” Does the item portray sexual groups YES N ?
as unequal in ability or natural

endowments?

"3

g. Does the item contain clues or YES NO
information that could be seen to

work to the benefit or detriment ,
of any cultural, racial, or .

reHg'l nus group?

h. Ooes the item contain clues or YES N ?
information that could be seen tc

work to ‘he benefit or detriment
of either sexual group?

i. Does the item contain group-specific YES W 7

language or vocabulary (e.g., culture-

related expressions or slang)?

Q
ERIC



Form I-R-1

APPENDIX E.2
Panel Review Form
READING :

Passage and Items

*-93-

Passage ‘Code

Key:

OOOVR~NDULI W N -

o

n

1.
2'
3.
4.

—&egzeeziezgn§§§. (How
mportant is it that.

prospective teachers .
be able to read and .
understand material
such as this?

Essential
Important
Acceptable __
Questionable

Di

fficulty Level

1.
2.
3.

Easy
Medium
Hard

A————




._Item Code

Form I-M-1
& ‘

Key

TASK X | PATHEMATICS
ITEM

Traceback

Competency

Subski 1l
Item
Descriptor

ropriateness (How
mportant is it that
prospective teachers
be able to answer
this item correctly?

1. Essential

2. Tmportant

3. Acceptable
4. Questionable

—————

e ————

J ’ Difficult& Level

1. Etasy
2. Medium
3. Hard

97

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Form 1-M-2

MATHEMATICS

I1TEM:

Item Code

- RPN ———

o

Appropriateness (How
qmrtant 1s 1t that.
prospective teachers

be able to answer
this item correctly?

1. Essential
2. Important
3. Acceptable .
4. ‘Questionable __

Difficulty Level

l.’ Easy
2, Medium

"~ 3., Hard

A —r—————

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

3¢



Form I-P-1

.

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION
ITEM,

-96-

Item Code
A

Correct Answer

Lompetency

— Y ———

Subskill -
Content Base ¢
Category(ies): = .

|l
11
111
v
v

- VI

Il

Apprepriateness (How
important is 1t that
teachers and teacher

" candidates b able
to answer this item .
cprrectly?)

1.
2.
3.
4.

Essential _______
Important
Acceptable
Questionable______

Difficulty Level:

1.
2.

3. Hard

Easy
Medfum

——————————

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

33



form 1-P-2 .

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATIGN

o ITEM

-97-

Item Code

Correct Answer

Se

Appropriateness {How
fmportant it {s that
prospective teachers
be able to answer -
this item correctly?.

1. .Essential
2. Important
3. Acceptable
4, Questionable ¥

Difficulty Level:
1. Easy

* 2- -'ed"m

3. Hard

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
- t . . T

100



v
RAVIRG: w30 ften No.
mmmh Tilons 9: e -
nor Rev S - TASK ]
Major Revistens FonTEAT REVIEY - T Subsknyy
Seject N
. Cirgle Om Comeents
1. Genera) item characteristic
2. Does the item fit the ftem YES W ? " ‘
spacificatioms? ) Revimmr (ode __ 1
b. 1Is the ttem consistent with TS M ? -
required forwatting?
c. Dogs the vtem have "face VS W
valigiey™?
1. 13 the resding level appro- YES W ?
priata?
* 2 "Adeguacy of ftem stem v " "
3. Does t7? stem meke clear vEs W ?
what i3 the task u be
” nrfwnﬂ
b, Iz the wording of the xtem YES WO ¢
clear?
€. Ix the stem fres of con- YEs ?
fusing saterfals?
4. Does the stem contain YES t
¢ extranpous katariala? (May
» e reguired by the apec ﬂnt@u.)
3. Pictorte) Rataria) {47 ysed) )
. )
8. Is the pictorial saserial S 0 1?
appropriate for the subski)}?
b. Is tw p!:wr‘m matarial YES W ?
acCuratal | ¢
&. Appropria ; 1 1 )
4. 5 the style of options YES ?
correct snd clear
b. Are the options srranged in 8 YES %0 7 ’ v
logiss) and systemmtic order?
§. Bghavior Requirsed
2. WNhag {s the Yewve! of {omputation Arodlem Solving
dehavior requirsd by the Understanding *M!yaislmmh
item? (Check highest.) *
S, Can the Iten de snswered YES n
with a "bal) park” astimete? ~
‘ €. Now many staps are required 1 2 3 moom
1 to solve the prodism?
d. 1s the iten “Res) Nor)d*? Y ® ’
1f "Real World,” is it s ] . . -
g xz Teacher-Related? YES »n .
2, Consumer-related? YES [ -
B. 13 this s reatgrement ftes? 1f CYES w0 )
Yes, answer "4 8 2" below:
8. I8 4t (1) English system?
{2) Metric Systes?
B. srdich topic(s) s (are) .y
adaressed?
‘. -
(1) Llangth —_—
(2} wetght P
3) Capacity
4) Area/Perimpter/Volume
{5) Dlapsed Tim I .
7. I3 “tone of the abowe™ wsed as ¥&s 50 -
sn opsion? If Yes, answar "p*
and “p™ Delow: .
. 8. Is "None of the above” the s »w .
‘ correct anywer?
. N mny# ' ‘!‘> ', }‘5&
l b, 1s the correct snswer 8 vis " 1 01 E T .C. M
EIKTC finfte, exsct valye?



¥

i

)

finor Revis
fajor Revistfons

o — CONTENT gxoi - sk 11

Lircle One
1. Sslevance to comstency and subiill ] -

a. Does the ftenm addrass the appro- Yis M0 ? : -
priate knowledge base for the , . -
compatency and sudskiil? .

b. Is the incwiadpe dase addrassed 7ES W 7
correct and current? " $

2. Level of bedevior :
3. WAtch’lavel of behavior doas

Knowladoe
this ftem require? Aplication -
' : Problea Soleing

8. Is the level of bedavior approe= T W °? | ¥
prista for the cospetency and . - — —
sudskiN? - . ‘ .

3. Adequacy of ftes gise . ‘ :

a. Does the stew maks clear what Yis W
1s the task to da pe ‘ —

d. Is the wording ..t the sten
clear?

»

i
=
|
4

il
5

¢. 15 the stem free of extra-
necus or confusing materials?

4. Belevence of scemrin (4 prowided) T : | .

a. s scemario reslistic?

g d
5

». Is scemario appropriate for
the corpetency and subsk{11?

5. evance of pic 1 ris
%ﬂ"m\nua , ,
s. Is pictoria) material appre- s W7 -

priats for the competency and
subshill?

i
&

b. Is pictorial material necesssry
Tor the 1tem?

8. Appropriatenesy of ftem optioas . ¢ ) .

8. Is the keyed answer Stated
accurately?

il

correct?

t. Are all the options gram-,

YEs
b. Are any other options also . {31
Vs
mtically paralial?

s

B 8 & 8
[
v
-

d. Are a1} the options logically
paratlel?

8
-

e.  Are al) options plausible for YES
naive’ examinews? . .

t." Are 811 votions free of YES
irrelevant clues? *

§. Are #11-options of approxi- %S
mately the same length?

58 8 3
->

A. &re the options reasonably YES
orgerso?

7. General itsn characteristics

8
-3

a. Doms the tlem fit the item YES
specifications? s

b, Joms the item have "Tace S 0 Y
wligity™?

¢. 15 the reading Jeve) appro- YES XD ? - e o— ,

102  BEST COPY MYMILNSIE
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| RAK_NG . '
cep -101-

Minor:Revisions . 101

Major Revisions

Reject ‘
“ Reviewers Code TASK 11 ,
_ . MEASUREMENT REVIEW

WRITING - 1

INSTRUCTIONS: Circle One

a. Is the tone friendly and suppSFtive? YES KO 7 .

b. Are the instructions clear about the YES “NO 7

- basis for tng scoring?

c. Are examinees encouraged to plan and YES NO 7
organize their thoughts before writing?

- TOPICS:

a. Is the tupic self-explanatory; that YES NO 7
{s, is it clearly and explicitly .
phrased? '

b. Is the topic adequately defined and YES NO 7
delimited? |

c. Is the topic 1ikely to be familiar YES NO ?
to every examinee? ‘

d. Is the topic stimulating; 1.e., will YES NO 7
it evoke examinee interest?

e. Is the topic fresh; i.e., is it YES NO 1?2
one which has not been over-used?

f. Is the emotional tone appropriate, YES NDO 7

i.e., neither too pedestrian nor

ettt

too sensational?

FRICH H-M-H-1

~
LY

103

Topic Code:




.

-102-~

TASK 11

MEASUREMENT REVIEW
WRITING - 2°

Topic Code

Reviewers Code

reta———

-~

In answering these questions, refer to the papeé “Validation of Topics and Comparison

.of Three Presentation Modes for the Writing Subtest of the Florida Teacher Certifica-
tion Examination."

Circle One

Comments:

k.. TJopics
a. Do any topics yield lower YES NO ?
ratings than others?
b. Do any topics yield higher YES NO ?
ratings than others? T
¢. Do any topics yield shorter YES NO ?
essays than others?
.d. Do any topics yield longer YES NO 7 o
essays than others?
= 2. .odes .
a,. Do any modes yield lower YES NO ?
- ratings than others?
b. Do any modes yield higher YES NO 2
ratings than others?
, €. Do any modes yield shorter YES NO 7
essays than others?
d. Do any modes yield longer YES NO ?
essays than others?
3. Interaction .
a. Does there appear to be an YES NO 7 t
interaction of topic and mode? B
4. Recommendations
-~ a., Acceptable Topics: ]
b. Recommended Mode: ' :
O 11 .\
R 1-HH2 104

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Ma

Reject B

-

- ‘ '

RATING = « R
_Accept
Minor Revisions'__

jor Revisions

mh o

m |

1.

2.

3.

[ 4

Are the directions clear and
easy to follow?

Are any distractors too close
in meaning to the keyed answer?

Do the deleted words follow
the specifications?

Are all the distractdrs for
each item syntactically equiva-
lent £0 the keyed answer? ¢

Are all options for each item
approximately equal_in length?

L]

-103~

TASK 11
MEASUREMENT REV
READING - 1

[

Circle One

YES NO ?

YES NO ?

YES' NO ?

YES NO 2

YES NO 7

Passage Code

. Reviewers Code

Comment if "NO" or "7%'




" RATING - . ' Passage'Code
Accept ' ' : . s
Minor Revisions . -104- y Reviewers Code _
Major Revisions '

Reject .
TASK 11
MEASUREMENT REVIEW -
c READING - 2 , oo
| " gircle One Comment if "NO" or "7*
1. Appropriateness of Format. b
a. Is the format of the item YES NO ? :
appropriate for the content v
. and sgill being tested?
» 2. Adeguacy of Item Stem
a. Does the stem make clear what YES- NO ? L
fs the task to be performed? ~ v
. > ‘
b." Is the wording of the stem : fis NO 7 , -
ciear? ’ R
c. Is the stem free of extraneous YES NO 7
or confusing materials?’
3. Item Data ! l &
a. 1Is the difficulty level YES NO 7
acceptable?
b. Is the discrimination YES NO 7
level acceptable? .
c. Are all distractors func- YES NO ? N
tioning? , <

\_\

, ' | 10y




RA;:"G | " - ‘ Passage Code )

cept _

Ninor Revisions S -105-. v Reviewers Code R
Major Revisions - ey
Reject ‘ :

Eal «*  TASK II
, MEASUREMENT REVIEW
HATHENATICS '
Circle One Comment if "NO" or "7* <

1. Appropriateness of Format . ‘ b ' »
a. 1Is the format of the item YES N0 ? ¢

appropriate for the content
and skill being tested?

2. Adequacy of Item Stem -

- a. Does the stem make clear what . YES NO ?
, is the task to be performed?

b. Is the wording of the stem YES NO 7 . )
clear? ?_:“ -
¢. Is the stem free of extraneous YES ND 7 !
or confusing materials? ' -
3. Item Data .
a. 1s the difficulty leve | YES N0 ?
acceptable? R
e .
b. Is the discrimination YES N 7
level acceptable? _ ,
c. Are all distractors func- YES NO 7 _
tioning?

{ "
Iy .

107




N

Y "106-
M{&Gﬁ R Item Code
mn:?- vistTonb .
~. Major Revisions ____
N Reviewers (ode
TASX ;‘(
MEASUREMERY REVIEW
PROFESSI EDUCATION - 1
€
- m gnts:
" 1. Appropristeness of Format
a. Is the formst of the {tes YE3 MO ?
appropriate for thes content
and ski1) boing tested?
-
2. Adequacy of Item Stgm
a. Doss the stem make clear what YES M ? ‘
is the task to be performed?
b, Is-the wording of the stam YES WO ?
clear?
c. IS the stem free Of extraneous YES NO ? i
or confusing materials?
3. ropriatenes. .f "tem Options .
a. Is the keveu .aswer stated YES NO ?
accurately?
d. Are any other options alse YES NO ?
correct?
c. Are 2)1 the options grammatically YES NO ?
parallel? -
d. Are 211 the opfions Jogically YES NO 7
parailel?
e. Are the options claarly worded? YES NO ?
¢. Are 211 options plausidle for YES NO 7
naive examinees?
g. Are all options free of irrele- YES NO ?
vant clues? ’
h. Are all options of approximtely YES NO 7
the same length?
{. Are the options reasonably YES B0 7 N
ordered? : - ,
4, Llanguage Usage
a. Does the language of this item YES N0 ?
follow standerd usage? :
b. Is the item free of ambiguities? YES X0 ?
c. Ary all the refersnts axplicit YES NO ? —
and correct? ) -
d. 1s the item fres of misplaced YES MO 17
modi fier phrases or clavses?
A Y
' AR TADLLL L Tol B ol
— 105 preT £°5Y [ LE
Form 11 M-P-] 5

Can .~



Pl T 2 PUSPRPORER

ate for the content |
md skiil being tasted?

2. uacy of 5

2. Does the stem make :lnr what
fs the task to be perfojued?

o - <F9 the.wordipng. of the stem .
clear?

'c. Is the stem free of extraneous
or confusing matarials?

3. Appropriateness of 1tem Options :

8. Is the keyed answer stated
accurate!,y‘f

b. Are any other options alsp
correct?

c. Are all the options grammatically
parallal?

d. Are all the options logically
parallel?

e. Are the options clearly wordsd?

f. Are 8!l options plausidie for
naive examinees?

g. Are all options free of irrele-
vant clues?

h. Are all options of approximately
the same length?

i. Are the options reasonadbly

\ ordered?
4. Item Data

a, Is the gifficulty level
acceprablie? ‘

b. Is the discrinﬁnﬂnn Jevel
acceptable?

c. Are al d%;tracmrs func-
tioning?

Form 1] M-P-2

?ﬁ'
s

YES

B

.

YES

VES

YES

YES

-107-
r
. 4 .
RATING
Ac t
mr RevisTond ____
Major Revisions ___
Reject”
TASK 11
NEASURDIERT REVIEW
mrgsxm EDUCATION - 2,
’ rcls
1. ria ss of F
a. Ismhmtdmim YES WO

VES N0

YES

Reviewers Code

Comments:
o
‘Q

LB AR E A A



 RATING - ) Passage No.
- Accept , . ——n
Minor Revisions - : -108- '
Major Revisions b . ' » .
REject ~— ]
\ | ' legsﬁiziiw
Reviewers Code .
) hd - READING
. ” -
o . . Circle One Comment i “YES® or *{"
-1. Does the péssage contain any information YES §D ?

that could be seen as offensive to the ' .
culture, race, or.religion of teacher o
applicants? , | . ‘ . .

2. Does the passage contain any information YES NO 7 ' : 7’
». that could be seen as offensive to ~ . Cos )
either sexual group? -

3. -Does the ﬁassdge include stereotypic - YES NO ? - v .;j
depictions of any cultural, racial, - . . . —
or. religious group that are debasing? : :

4. Does the passage includas stereotypic. YES NO ?
' depictions of either sexual group :
that are debasing? ‘

5. Does the passa?e portray cultural, YES NO ?
racial, or religious groups as ) :
unequal in ability or natural . :
endowments? .

4 & |

6. Does the passage gortray sexual groups YES NO 7 N
as unequal in ability or natural en- : , ~
dowments? ‘

7. Does the passage contain clues or YES NO 7
jnformation that could be seen to-work . -
to the benefit or detriment of any
cultural, racial, or religious group?

, 8. Does the passage contain clues or ) YES NO ?
information that could be seen to work
to the benefit or detriment of either
sexual group? N “

9. Does the passage contain group-specific YES NO ? _
language or vocabulary (e.g., culture- o
related expressions or §langl?

!

oorm 11-8-R 119
v




,mxmt S » ' | Topic Code ___
cep -
Minor RevisTons - o -109- ' -
Major Revisions . ’ R
Reject : v
: ’ TASK II _ - o
Reviewers Code . BIAS REVIEM -
- WRITING , |
, Circle One " Comment 1f "YES® or "1°
1. Does the item contain any information YES N0 ? " L

-

. that could be seen as offensive to the
culture, race or raligion of teacher
applicants? '

.2, Does the item contain any information . *YES ND ? .
.. that could be seéhy as offensive to :
either sexual group? )

—-3..-Does..the..item include r*ereatypic . ........, . YES. .M ... .. ..
depictions of any cultural, racial, .
or religious group that are debasing?
4. Does the item include stereotypic -Yes N0 7

depictions of either sexual group
that are debasing?

~ 5. Does the item portray cultural, YES NO 7
racial, or re?igious groups as .
unequal in ability or natural : -
. endowments?

6. Does the item portray sexual groups ' YES NO ?
as unequal in ability or natural
endowments? -

7. Does the item contain clues or require YES NO ?
information that could be seen to work

to the benefit or detriment of any ,
cultural, racial, or religious group?

®

Does the i1tem contain clues or require YES NO ?
y. information that could be seen to work

- to the benefit or detriment of either

sexual group?

rh

9, Does the item contain group~specific YES NO ? , —
: language or vocabulary {e.g., culture-
related expressions or sIangS? /
$
111
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" RATING ‘
Accept -110-
Minor Revisions |

A——————————

Major Revisions
Reject

Reviewers Code
. TASK 11X
P BIAS REVIEM -

MATHEMATICS, PROFESSIONAL EDUCATYON

1. Does the item contain any information
that could be seen as offensive to the
culture, raceé, or religion of teacher
applicants? | :

2. Does the item contain any information
. that could be seen as offensive to
efither sexual group?

3. Does the item fnclude stereotypic
‘ depictions of any cultural, racial,
or religious group that are debasing?

4. Does the item include ‘§tere6tw1c
depictions of either sexual group
that are debasin

5. Does the item portray cultural, racial,
or religious groups as unequal in
ability or natural endowments?

6. < Does the item portray sexual groups as
unequal in ability or natural endqmnts?

7. Does the item contain clues or ‘infor-
mation that could be seen to work to
the benefit or detriment of any cul-
tural, racial, or religious group?

8. Does the item contain clues or infor-
mation that could be seen to work to
the benefit or the detriment of either
sexual group? . ) "

9. Does the item contain group-specific
Janguage or vocabulary:{e.g., culture-
related expressions or slang)?

_ Q
ERIC . .
11-8-M-P

Circle One

YES NO 7

YES NO 7

YES NO 7

YES NO ?
YES NO 7

YES NO ?

YES NO 7

YES NO ?

YES NO 7

Item 7y

Coment_if "YES® or *1°

P T
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APPENDIX F

TECHNICAL MATERIALS AND INSTRUCTIONS
USFD BY
STANDARD-SETTING PANEL -

\
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k.

TENTATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

- COTE
. : | - June 24~-26, 1980
A Wakulla Springs, Florida

o

. A recomendation of the pei'fomance level which {s to be considered
“passing” for each of the subtests is provided for consideration. Technical
. infgn:a n will be provided to help you consider and modify each recom-
menda . S . ‘

‘dn addition to these materfals, you will have samples of calibrated items -

. for the three multiple-choice tests and writing samples scored at various
levels. These materials will helvégnu“sgtwa»igelinauignﬂxhgpngrfqrmangg.“uh.“wmwnmgw
level represented by the various scores. - - i - '

Des;:riptive data about the field test samples is provided in the attached
table. ! . .

-

Tentative Réoomdations

Recommendation §#1 - It is recommended that the cutting score for the
Reading Test be set at a point which represents 75% comprehension on a
sample of materials from the identified and adopted domain. This is a
logit value of 1.4 which will be converted to an FI'E scale value of 200.
(This. is close to 80% comprehension.and fits th. data.)

Recommendation §2 - The minimal acceptable performance Tevel on the
Mathematics Subtest should be that equal to a logi: value of 1.00.

Recommendation #3 - The minimal acceptable performance level on the
Professiona] Fducation Subtest should be that equal to a logit value of
.25. k _

Recommendation #4 - An individual shall pass the Writing Subtest if at
Jeast two of three trained judges determine that the writing sample is
acceptable; that is, has a total score of 5 or more. Thus a minimum
passing score, based on the sum of three judges’ ratings, will be 5.

114




-114-

INSTRUCTg;NS FOR READING ITEMS

You have a sample of passages to be used for the Reading
subtest, arranged in order from easy.to hard. The dif- .
ficulty level is indicated, with ~1.88 being easy and

3.29 being difficult.

It is suggested thai you follow these steps:

L

{1) "Take” the items as‘'a test.
" {2) Check your answers against the scoring key.
(3) Sort the passages into two piles:

A. Applfcints should be expected to answer
..”.NWNFE§E,§Fems correctly (all but 1 or»z).

B. Aﬁpiicants may miss several itemsKin
each passage {(3'or more).

(4) Determine the dividing point (in logits)
’ between the two groups.

(5) Compare your cutting point with that of
others in your group and arrive at a
group decision.

(6) Compare the group decision with Tentative
Recommendation #1. .

»~
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. * Recommendation #1 - Reading
- Technical Materials |

’.
A

Domain of Materials Sampled
The domain of materials which are sampled for the Reading Subtest were defined as
tallows: , e )

A. Textbooks: . Textbooks for commonly required professional education courses.
Thesa were identified by a survey of all Foride institutions with approved
teacher education programs. The textbooks wege organized into these categories:

1. History, Philosophy, Social Foundations, School Law
2. Hethods . -

3. Measurement

3. [Fducational Psychology

B: Library Journals: Non-sﬁécializsd educational journals.

C. State Departzent of Education Publications: Selected Department of Education
publications or genera}l interest.

Testira Technigue . A

Multiple-choice cloze test. Test items constructed by randomly selecting passages
from the domain, deleting edch nth word and providing 4 options from which examinee
* is to selett the correct word.

E

Resedreh cvidence:

-

Tt

Pefar to articie by John R. Bormuth, "Empirical Determination of the Instructional
Reading Level,” International Reading Association Conference Proceedings, 1963,
13, 716-721. ;

Sumtmary:

Reading experts have traditionally used a criterion of 75% mastery to determine the
*instruct.onal level” of reading mcterfals. This practice is based on a recommenda-
tion oy Thorndike (1917) and widely promulgated by Betts {1946), although there has
been little empirical evidence to support the practice.

30rmutﬁ'conduc£ed a study to investigate the matter. The specific question addressed
was whether “...there is some range of difficulty which maximizes the amount of
information students gain as a consequence of reading instructional materials.

The results of this study supported the use of 75% comprehension as being optimal
for learning gain.

Interpretation of the data is complicated by the fact that Bormuth use coggleiion
CLOZE tests and translated his results into multiple-choice equivalents, based on
another study. ’

1186

*article attached
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Normative Information

The fﬁ’tributibn of scores for the fielgd-test sam;ne 1s graphed on the attachment.
Setting the cutting point at a logit of 1.4, which is equivalent to 80% compre-
hension, would resuit in 6.6% failing this subtest.

READING SUBTEST (50 Items)
- ¥DISTR!BUTIQN OF SCORES

IELD TEST - April 1980

-~

STATENWIDE
« WA SCORE ’ LOGIT* N ) % CUM. %
20 & Selow - .40 1 .08 .08

21 -~ .30 . 1 .08 .16
22 - .20 2 17 7 .33
22 - .15 1 .08 .41
e | , - .10 2 .17 .58
25 ‘ .00 ' .58
26 CW10 ™ 4 .34 ). .92
27 .15 . .92
°3 ' .20 1 .08 1.00 ,
22 .30 4 .34 1.34
20 .40 2 .17 1.51
3 .50 5 " .42 1.93
2, .60 3 25 2.18
3 - .70 5 .42 2.60
34 .75 4 .34 2.94
15 .80 7 .59 3.83
6 .90 4 .34 3.87
37 , 1.00 6 .51 4.38 ~

. 28 g 1.10 11 .93 5.31
29 1.20 - 1% 1.26 6.57 ;
10 1.40 37 3.12 9.69
41 1.50 32 2.70 12.39
a2’ 1.65 54 4.55 16.94
43 1.80 55 4.64 21.58
14 2.00 79 6.66 28.24
45 2.20 107 9.02 37.26
16 2.10 139 11.72 43.98
47 2.80 167 14.08 63.06
48 3.20 162 13.66 76.72
49 3.60 180 15.18 91.90
50 4.00+ | 96 8.09 99.99

1,186
\
*fFrom Rasch Analysis N
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR MATHEMATICS ITEMS

You ‘have a sample of mathematics items, arranged in order from
easy to hard. The difficulty level is indicated, with -1.30
being easy and 1.50 being difficult.

It is suggested that you follow these steps: ’
(1) "Take" the items as a test.
{2) Check your answers against the scoring key.
(3) Sort the items into two piles: |

A. Applicants sﬁﬁuld be .expetted to answer
correctly more than half cf items of this

type.

B. Applicants should be expected to answer
correctly less than half of 1tems of this.

type.

(4} Determine the dividing point (in logits) between
the two groups.

(5) Compare your cutting point with that of others in
your group and arrive at a group decision.

(6) Compare the group derision with Fentative
Recommendation #2.
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Reéommendation #2 - Mathematics
Technical Materials

Description of Test Items

The examinatiop covers gly basic mathemntics. with veny little Algebra or other
higher mathematics. Half the items are simple computation or one-step word
problems, the other half are “real world" problems. °

The items are multiple choice, and only 36% include "None of the Abnve as an
option.

In general, the items are judged to be fairly "easy.”

Normative Inforﬁation e e e

The distribution of field-test scores is quite skewed. For the 27 items, the
mean was approximately 22; SD was approximately 5. That means that 2/3 of the
scores fell between 17 and 27. The logit for 17 is .50. The "break" in the dis-
tribution comes between 19 and 20, with ¢ logit value of 1.00.

Setting the cutting score at .90 will result in approximately 30% failing. A
cutting score of .50 would fail 16%.

Addvtiona1 Information

A%

The "passing” score for student assessment for similar items is 70%. For 27 items,
that would be a raw score of 19, with a logit value of .80.



,  MATHEMATICS SUBTEST (27 Items)
DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES

. FIELD TEST - April 1980
,i
RAW SCORE - - LOGI T* — STATEWIDE
| . N g UM 3
7 2 Below -1.40 16 1.4 1.4
8 -1.20 8 .7 2.1
9 ~-1.00 8 .7 2.8 .
10 - .80 16 1.4 §.2
11 ~ - .65 13 1.1 5.3
12 - .40 18 1.5 6.8
13 - .20 17 1.4 8.2
14 -.10 21 1.8 10.0
15 .10 37 3.1 13.1
16 .3d 36 3.0 16.1
17 .50 54 4,6 20.7
18 .60 " 53 4.5 25.2
19 .80 77 4.8 30.0
0 1.00 78 6.6 36.6
21 1.30 87 7.3 43.9
22 1.50 88 7.4 51.3
23 1.70 122 10.3 61.6
24 2.00 145 12.2 73.8
25 2.40 142 12.0 85.8
26 2.90 106 8.9 94.7
27 . 3.60 64 5.3 100.0
1,186

* From Rasch Analysis
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Recommendation #3
. Technical Materials

Description of the Test Item

a. The test will consist of 100 multiple-choice items.
b. The test is generic; that is, it covers general principles and recommended
procedures, r_-aﬁer than those related to specialized areas.

¢c. Most of the items have been written at the application or problem-solvin
level. This was done in order to provide a test task chE 1s as close to e
actual classroom situa;ions as possible with a paper and pencil test. . - ¢

d. In writing application and problem-solving items, a scenario is frequently
used to. present a context dﬁicﬁ specifies important, relevant vari: ' .es.
There are two potential prop]em associated with this practice:

1. Some degree of ambiguity may result since it 1s not always possible to
specify all relevant variables.

2. The context -chosen may not be familiar to a given examinee. o
The multiple review processes have addressed tie. first problem to some extent; thé
second has been handled by deliberately vanyin? the context sc that there is a balance
between various grade levels and subjects. This means that every examinee will have ‘
some items for which the context be unfamiliar, even tho principie being :
tested is one which should be familiar to all teacher applicants. {See attached analysis.) .

he correctness of the keyed response can be established either by reference to
prafassional literature or by expert opinion or both. Experts differ to some
extent as to the correctness of the keying of the items. 1icazion and problem-
suiving require the integration of many issues and theories, so the correct answer,
i5 seidom clear-cut. The keyed answer is the one selected most frequently by
"experts.” but the percent of experts choosing the keyed answer varias from one
item to another. , :

Normative Information

Except for a small percentage of cases with scores at or near the chance level,
score on the Professional Education-Subtest are almost normally distributed, with
. 4 mean of approximately 34, SD of approximately 6. The modal score {5 36, with 38

being the.next most frequent score. :

The disfribution has a slight “break” between a logit of .40 and .45. Setting the
cutting score at .45 would fail 20%.

R?w scores lower than 25, made by 9% of the sample, probably have a large component
of chance.

The recommended cutting point of .25-1ies at -1 SD from the mean and above the
507 chance level. The percent failing with this cutting score would be 133.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION ITEMS

You have a sample of {tems for the Professional Education
subtest, arranged in order from easy to hard. The difficuity
] level is 1ndicat§d. with -1.60 being easy and 2.10 being
s difficult. » : ,

It is suggested that you'}ol‘low these steps:
(1) “Take" the items as'a test.
(2) Check your answers aga#nst the scoring key.
(3) Sort the items into two piles:

A. Applicants should be expected to answer
correctly more than haif of items of this

type.

-+ . B. Applicants shou_id be expected to answer cor-
rectly less than half of items of this type.

(4) Determine the dividing point (in logits) between
. the two groups.

(5) Compare your cutting poir;t with that of others in
your group and arrive at a group decision.

(6) Compare the group decision wjth Tentative Recommen-
dation #3. '

124
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PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION SUBTEST
" DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES
FIELD TEST - April 1980

; [ STATEWIDE
; RAW SCORE _LOGIT* N % CUM. %
. 12 & Below ~1.3% 6 .5 .5
i 13 -1.27 1 .1 .6
14 -i.xo 3 .3 .9
/ : 15 - cm 4 04 102
| 16 - - ,95 10 .9 2.1
e 17 - .80 4 .4 2.5
I, . 18 - .65 8 .7 3.2
19 - .60 2 .2 3.3
| 20 - .50 7 .5 3.0
i 2.’- - a4a . 9 -8 4:7
- 22 - .30 11 1.0 5.7 »
22 - .20 10 .9 -~ 6.5
2 - .16 14 1.2 7.8
25 .00 17 1:5 9.3
2 .05 19 1.7 11.0
| 27 .20 27 2.4 13.3
; 23 .28 31 2.7 16.1
; i .40 43 3.8 19.8
- .30 .45 . 36 3.2 23.0
) S .50 55 4.8 27.8
32 .70 59 5.2 33.0
13 .80 66 5.8 38.8
13 .92 79 6.9 45.7
35 1.00 78 6.8 62.5
36 1.10 104 9.1 61.6
2 1.20 73 6.4 68.0
‘ 33 1.30 93 8.2 76.2
39 1.50 72 6.3 82.5
| 40 ’ 1.60 61 5.3 87.8
\ 31 1.70 46 4.0 97.9
a2 2.00 26 2.3 93,1
k 13 2.10. 32 2.8 * 96.9
z a4 2,40 20 1.4 96.7
a5 2.60 9 .8 99.5
s a5 2.70 3 .3 99.7 -
P 37 3.20 3 .3 100.0
- 1,141
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DIRECTIONS FOR WRITING SAMPLES

You have eleven writing samples, selected to represent a wide
range of scores assigned by trained judges. Some are "Unac-
ceptable”® (score of 3), some are "Minimlly acceptable”
{score of 5 or 6), others are "Acceptable” {score of 7-3) or'
"Superior” (score of 10-12) .

It is jsuggested that you follow these steps:

(1) Sort the essays into 4 piles, according to
your judgment as to overall quality, using the
. scoring criteria presented in Attachment 1.
- Your groups should be:

Unacceptable - Rating of 1
Minimally acceptable (Rating of 2
Acceptdble * {Rating of 3
Superior Rating of 4

(2) Check your sorting against the judges’ scores,
using Table w-1,

(3) Consider whether the scoring directions, as

written in Attachment 1, correctly classify
the essays. ]

128




-127-

Recommendation #4 - Nriting
Technical Materials . C

Description of the Test S ’

The Writing Subtest wirﬂ be a production w‘lti‘ sample scored by three traine
and experienced judges, with discrepancies resolved by a "referee.” o,

I_'he standard for passing s built into the scorirg standard. (See attachment 1.)

Preliminary studies have 1ndicéted that judges can be trained to attain very high
reliabilities - better than 90% agreement.’ '

- Normative Information ‘ . . -

The Writing Subtest was not included in the field test. However, an earlier study

was carried out which provided some data. In the fall of 1979, writing samples

were collected from 360 students at two teacher training institutions, Florida

State University and University of South Florida. The sample is not completely
reprasentative of the population because certain ethnic and program groups were
;mder—r‘egresented. The description of the sample and the distribution of scores |
s attached, ' : -

| Because of the noﬁ-representativeness of tue samplé. it should be anticipated that
- the percent failing the YWriting test will be higher than the 10% found in the
study, perhaps being as high as 20%. )

Scoring Procedure Recbmmde_d for the Nriting =
Test by the Contractor

n

Scoring S_ystem to be Used

The scoring system for evaluating essays written on the Florida Teacher Certifica-
tion Examination is as follows: each essay will be read independently by three
raters. who wiil assign it a rating of 1, 2, 3, or 4, depending on his or her judge-
ment of its overall quality. (The meaning of these ratings is discussed later.) If
one of the three ratings differs from any other by two points or,more, or if the
three ratings are some combination of 1 1 2, the paper will be s@nt to a fourth rater,
or referse, who will read it and assign it a rating. (This rating will then replace
the most discrepant one.* The sum of three ratings for each paper--either the three
original ones. or two originals and a referee's substitute--is its final score. The
range of scores for each essay §s thus 3 at the low end to 12 at the top.) Note that
no paper Will have a final score of 4. A minimally passing score is 5.

*|f the referee's rating is 1, then it Yeplaces the 2, so the score becomes 3. If
it is 2 or higher, it replaces a 1, so the score becomes 5 or higher.
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Description of Sample for driting Study

Fsu ‘ usk

Major | # in’ Sample  Major ¢ in_Sample

Physical Ed. : 55 " Elementary Ed. 98
Special Ed. ~ 21 Early Childhood Ed. 36
Music Ed. 17 Leamning Disabilities 16

" Elementary Ed. 17 * EMR :

" English Ed. ’ 13 EMH
' Speech. Pathology 10 English Ed.

Social Studies Ed. ' 6ifted Ed.
Home Economics Ed. Foreign Language Ed.

N Art Ed. ‘ Deaf Ed. R
Mathematics Ed. .

: Social Work ‘

Early Childhood Ed.

: Child Development
Science Ed.
Visual Disabilities
Library Science
Vocational/Business Ed.
Industrial Arts Ed.
Foreigh Language Ed.
Theater Ed. _
Political Science
ESL
Psychology
Art Therapy
Career Ed.

gnumnmm

oy
,

Ui H UL N el

gwumnuwNNquwhhmmmmN

Distribution of Scores on Writing Sample
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Median Score--6
Modal Score--5
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*Papers with a score of four were reviewed and the scores were adjusted to either
a three or a five depending on the referee'’s rating. y .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The Rating Criteria for the Nriting Subtest

The criteria were developed to accommodate three specific conditions imposed by the

writing test:

1.

~ that they take into accoynt the writing subskills identified by the Council

N

that they reflect ;hose.charécteristics which are widely accepted as indicatiie
of good writing and which can thus reasonably be expected to appear in essays
written by people.seeking initial Florida Teacher Certification; ‘

that they are amenable to .being "translated” into operationai descriptions of:
levels of competence that can be used by raters; ,

e 7T

e e < e R

on Teacher Education.

1

Criteria to be Used by Judges for
the Evaluation of Essays

Rhetorical Quatlity

1.1 Unity: An ordering and interdependence of parts producing a
© single effect: comp]eteness. .

1.2 Focus: Concentration on the chosen topic.

1.3 Clarity: Lucidity of expression;'Iack of ambjguity and distortion.

1.4 Sufficiency: Appropriate depthAand breadth of expresSion to meet
the writer's purposes and the demands of the particular topic.

Structural and Mechanical Quality | : .

2.1 Organization: Consistent and coherent integration and connection
of parts. _ ' :

2.2 Development: Appropriate and sufficient exposition of 1deas;\use
of detail, examples, {llustrations, comparisons, etc.

2.3 Paragraph and Sentence Structure: Appropriate form, variety, logic,
relatedness of and among structural units.

2.4 Syntax: Appropriate ordering of words to convey intended meaning,

Observance of Conventions in Writing

3.1 Usage: Appropriate use of language features: inflections, tense,
agreement, pronouns, modifiers, vocabulary, 1e"e1 of discourse, etc.

3.2 Spelling, Capitalization. Punctuation: Consistent practice of accepted
forms. :

131
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THE RATING SCALE >

The four-level scale is used because 1t provides enough degrees of distinction to
be meaningful in assessing writing competence. '

1. The essay lacks unity and focus. It is distorted and/or ambiguous,
and it fails to treat the topic in sufficient depth and breadth.
There is little or no discernible organization and only scant
development of ideas, 1f any at all. The essay betrays only
sporadically a sense of paragraph and sentence structure, and
it is syntactically slipshod. Usage is irreyular and often
questionable or wrong. There are serious errors in spelling,
capitalization, and punctuation.

2. The essay has some degree of unity and focus, but each could be
improved. It is reasonably clear, though not invariably so, and
it.treats the topic with a marginal degree of sufficiency. The
essay reflects some concern for organization and some for
development of ideas, but neither is necessarily consistent nor
fully realized. The essay reveals some sense, 1f not full
command, of paragraph and sentence structure. It is syntactically
bland and at times, awkward. Usage is generally accurate, if
not consistently so. There are some errors in spelling, capi-
talization, and punctuation that detract from the essay's effect
if not from its sense. :

3. The essay is focussed and unified, and it is clearly if not
distinctively written. It gives the topic an adequate though not
always thorough treatment. The essay is well organized, and .
must of the time it develops ideas appropriately and sufficiently.
It shows a good grasp of paragraph and sentence structure, and
its usage is generally accurate and sensible. Syntactically,
it is ciear and reliable. There may be a few errors in spelling,
capitalization, and punctuation, but they are not serious.

4, The essay is unified, sharply focussed, and distinctively effective.
1t treats the topic clearly, completely, and in suitable depth
and breadth. It is clearly and fully organized, and !t develops
jdeas with consistent appropriateness and thoroughness. The essay
reveals an unquestionably firm command of paragraph and.sentence
structure. Syntactically, it is smooth and often elegant. Usage
is uniformly sensible, accurate, and sure. There are very few,
if any, errors in spelling, capitalization, and punctuation.

132




.~131-

APPENDIX G
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