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‘Battery and estimate the score that could be expected from a

minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate: The Contént Review pPanel

found that 93 percent of the Profess1ona1 Knowledge Test; 98 percent

of the Mathematiqs Test, 97 percent of the Science Test, 100 percent .

of the Social Studies Test, 842 percent: ‘of- the L1terature/F1ne Arts

Test,” 100 .percent of the Reading Test, 98 percent pf the Listening

Test; and 96 percent of the objective itémg:on the Writing Test were

'Eontént appropriate. The Panel cohcluded that the NTE Core. Battery is

"a valid measure for the teacher education curricula in Louisiana. The
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‘"uKnowledge Estimation Panel evaluated the difficulty and importance of -

‘each item of each of the eight Core Battery Tests, then estimated the

‘proportion: of items that the minimally knowiedgeaﬁie teacher
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R CHAPTER T e
iNTRoaueTleN‘ANé GVERVIEW
RN ;. E .
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY ; ke
1ty of the Natlonal Teaeher, Exama.n sf';-(NTEB Core Battery for use m ' .
7_':‘»teacher cert1f1catlon. 1n"Lou1s1ana. . Th1s mformatlon was produced to )
assist - 1n the recommendat:con and establishment of a reﬁulred score onj o
the NTE The report 1s presented to the Blue R1bbon Score Committee fo,r‘ g
Tty - “ J*P e .
N
‘s '
knowledge, a:nd knowledge of h.‘LS or her area of speclallzatlon (R\S
17 7(6)) The law also requlres that the State Supermtendent of Educa" R
/" ) . : I . o
ET tlon choose th}a“ approprlate 1nstrument, conduct research, to validate the_ S
R g, : . oL
: appixcabxhty of the 1@trument td*‘*teacher educatlon f)rograms in Loms;*f.,f."' S




L_

X - EERE ' S ;. . ~

’

K 3_ Educatronal Test1ng Serv1ce completed a’ valldatlon study of the

ry
“

ment —'of Edncatlon in July, 1978 Following this study; ‘the State Super--

| dwan

b -~

va11d for use 1n Loulslana and b)a§§tab11shed scores requlred for cer--
o ‘Y -%* - ) . 4\ :
t1f1catlon 1n 18 teachlng areas The score requlred for certlflcatlon‘

-

31n each area was a comp051te of the Welghted Common Examlnatlons Total o

- o
P ‘

"and the approprlate Area Examlnatlon

'NTE has replaced the Common‘Examlnatlons g%th the Core Battery fhe“,

- the Common Examlnatlons con51dered in the 1978 valldatlon study and the )

AN

Slnce that t1me, Educational Test1ng SerV1ce, the publlsher of Ehé;

N

f1rst admlnlstratlon of the new Core Battery was In November, 1982. ”As"':

, 7
L the outllne below 1llustrates, there are substantlve dlfferences between

Core Battery that was the ObJeCt of thlS current study 3..

Gore Battegy

‘one 195-minute test - ° three 120-m1nute modules

. i*‘components in Profes51onal . 'y separate modules in General
Education and General Knowledge . Knowledge; Communication:
with objective measures of typical =~ Skills, and Professional
teacher education training and =  Knowledge emphasizing the
llberal arts ba51cs ; {teacher as'a®problem solver

o . ' éﬁ& decisroh mahér L '

_e content in profe351onal educatlon, ® content in profe551onal educa-_'
written Engllsh expression; social . tion; ‘social studies,.litera-
studies; literature and the fine fl ture and the fine arts, . - ~
arts;°science; and mathematics ~ science; mathematlcs, read1ng,

ol ' B ' ‘listening; and writing. o
, . _ (ohjeative questlons and essay)
i . : : : . . S
e scores in four areas (Profes51onal . unwe1ghted scores - from each of

,Educatlon, Wrrften Engllsh ‘Expres- ‘the three modules (General
sion; Social Stud1es an&’therature : Knowledge, Communlcatlon

. and Fine Arts; and Science and - Skills, and Profes31onal .
Mathematxcs)iwexghted to produce a Knowledge) R T,
:'We1ghted Common Eiamihatlons Total =~ - T s : .
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o ~In the Judgment of the LOUlSl&n& Department of Education, the dlfin~"'

complete valldatxon study of the Core Battery.. The-§é§értﬁéﬁt was '{ "

e <tlon.

_ — 1

:'SCGRE RECOMMENDATTON PROCESS ' 3§

Three maJor groups are Invoived in the valxdatlo% of the Core Bat-

~ -

tery and the establlshment of a new’ NTE score required for ‘teacher cer-;
txficatlon in Loulslana' TheSe are the Superintendent of Educatlon, ‘the -
Flgure 1 optf

»

_ FIGURE 1. VALTHATION DECISION FLOW

A
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-

State Supermtendent of Eaucatlon '

s A

The Superlntendent 1s respons1b1e for selectlng a test to be ysed

-

‘test. He refers h1s declslon to the ‘State Board of Eiementary and Sec-

-~ v -

:'l’e,Rlbbb

Blue Rlbbon ’Score Commlttee - B - 4;‘ SRR

,;6ﬁ&agy,gau¢ati§ﬁfa,The Superlntendent forms h1s declsxon after rece1V1ngl.”Q

Th1s commlttee was appoInted by the Superlntendent of Educatlon to'

v

recommend a requlred score on the NTE. The comp051t1on of the commxttee

’4 i

.

memhefsﬁip met - the requ1rements of R.S. 17: 2(6) about those persons :

Whose recommendatlons the Superxntendenttas to conslder. The'Blue Rlb-
: t;, P

.
4

%chools, representat1Ves of teachers organxzatlons; deans of_"¥

‘dent of
. schoois/;; educatlon, ‘members of the governlng boards for hlgher educa-

tion, and persons who‘represented the State ‘Board of Elementary and Sec-

© . .

of the eaamittéé members is given in-Appendii'I-A;

The Blue Rlbbon Score Commlttee has two functlons. The flrst 1sj

-, o \

to- recommend to’ the Superrntendent wh1ch modules (all or some) of the*

. 4 . t4 .

Core Battery are. suff1c1ent1y vaild for use in Lou1s1ana The Second
J

.‘%.

-

andary Education; business, labor; and civic groups. A completeflfsting,

»?4'thé-entire NTE orgexp sed as a: mu1t1 component score) The validation -
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-~ o I : BRI P 50

.

PR

" study reported here 1s a maJor source of 1nformat1on for the Biué ﬁihhon'h

P

~

_*Score Commlttée 1n maklng ;ts recommendatlon;

- B 7

-

'S

.The Validation Team members‘weré«ﬁomiﬁétéd by deans of colleges of

.

”dleducatlon from pub11c and prlvate 1nst1tut1ons of hlgher edUcatlon in

o ;efthe Core Battery The selectlon aﬁd composxtlon of the Valldatlon Teamnf_fifﬁwt*

is fully descrrbed An- Chapter II and its” role .is dlscussed 1ater in L

3

' this Chapter and throughout ‘the 'report; The :nembers are’ lxsted in

—Appendix I- B . The 5u&gﬁén;ts of the Valldatlon Team provided, the data

",for the Gontent Rev;ew and Knowledge Estlmatlon, components ‘of this

f_'report;'

TechnmalSupport o ‘ o i ' ; )

o

Educatxonai Testlng Ser?ice conducted the 1978 NTE Valldatlan.

study in a contractuai agreement'thh the Lou1s1ana Department of Educa- v

tion The Superlntendent a551gned esponsxbllxty for the 1983 stud¥~to
o ; .

. the Department of. Educatlon, Offlce ‘of Researeh and Development Staff

V-

 in the Study are listed in Appendix 1-c.,

::from thxs offxce was repons1b1e for de51gn1ng and conductlng the study,‘

ana1y21ng the results, and wrxtxng the f1na1 report Other Offlces and .

F

t1on and Teacher Cert1f1cat1on,
providing consultation. Department of Educatlon staff members 1nvo1ved

“

5




6

s i:‘ Educat10na1 Testlng Serv1ce malntalned a consultlng rolsgsunder

L ,coﬁtract In the 1983 valldatxon Thxs_group prov1ded procedural recom-

-
1

mendations. _'a"n'd '_the test 1tem‘sj needed for the validation. study, attended .
 the Vali'datioﬁ Téa’tﬁ'-méétiﬁ%’? to ensure sécurity of Educational Tésting
Serv1ce materlals,_and permItted spec1a1 admxnrstratxons of the Common

-1983.

STUBY BESIGN_._'} ANB‘; RATIGNALE

It should be'noted that whlle the NTE is requrred for certIfIca-

ftion-as a.beglnnlng_teacheraln.Loulslana,.1t_rs not the sole requirement .
for certification: Th‘éféfofé,—‘; this study is 'com:érné'd; oni'y 'with the

valldatlon of the NTE and does not address any other aspect of cert1f1-

,; ,catlon ' This study was. based upon the ‘eslgn that had been developed by

1', e } ’(‘
>

| 1978 Eoursrana valldatlon off'he NTE. Therdes1gn and proceduresbare

descrlbed fully in A Manual‘ for Borng Gontent Valldlty Studxesi:the

:lkes,(Educatlonal Testg"

1ng Serv1ces, undated) . The preface to thlS manual argues legal and

,,,,,,,,, - .

The NTE Pollcy Councrl s guIdelrnes for nsxng the Natlonal
Teacher Examinations state:’
In keeplng with the’ sentlment expressed in the- _
S decision rendered im the:U.S. w. South Carolina. . . . = * .
R ‘ (South .Carolina 1977) case the - Counc11 requlres e e
DT that: an NTE ﬁser develﬁp a—rat;gnalé:tha == = -

tion §§§§§§§uﬂf fgrther! the - Goﬁﬁcll requlres
that a validity study be conducted to determime . . L
the relatlonshlp between the: 'teacher training P . o

e E T

aurricula of the state and the outline ‘and: spe- . _
" . . . gific_test guestions for each test being consid-
AR - éred. In the process of conducting the validity *
' ' *  study, if a minimum,score is to be estab11shed

)
€3




A

S e

it sheuid';Be _established in relation to some .
‘critéribﬁ, such as the judgﬁents of experts.

1 | “have been. promulgated by other. groups and agencles (Amerlcaﬁ:

Psychologlcal Association, the National Council for Measure- |
ment in Educatlon, and the Educational Testlng Service, for
- example) ‘as well as' with relevant decisions. rendered in the-

federal courts. (Educatxonal Test/mg SerV1ce, undated Pre- H
face) , : C - _ N - o .

*;4xeofmeNfE 7[ ";;_,_ wgwj | |

.__ .

it teachers organrzatrons The American Federatlon of Teachers feels that’

R

\

\
that théy meet minimal standards, 'a.nd. Welcomes fair and valid .teacher
\ ’ _ : N _

ésaﬁétéﬁay tésts“ (Shaﬁkéf ana‘warai 1982, - 85, The Natienéi Educa-

0

'°'ti'o'rii pregrém' is ill- t1med and 1nappropr1ate (Hodgkms a:nd McKe‘tma,ﬁ

'1981). - These authors argie that proflclency in the basic skills. and

4

are frequently used .are generallyv too narrow and_ maccurate, . In the;'.f'

judgment of those responsible for this study the iagt,sét»af;Afgg@éﬁ@;g

. * - et LI
« o . - . - ) : B A

\ o eb"o'ut the use 'o"f’atest for teacher certi’frca’tion;, 'ftfe ,'dxsagreements “




€

L]

siﬁ&eﬁt s educatlonal career at wh1ch the NTE 1s admlnlstered., Second 'f Ce

‘

N

':f?: ate 3udges of the NTE_» v '_drty as a meak?re of the teacher educatléh’ff”'i”u

SO

N
o B

2 . 5

rently use the NTEfln teacher certrﬁrcation A1abama% Arkansas,

Ca”

i_'_ '“:an M1§s1ss1pp1, South Carollna, _Tennessee, Vlrgxnra,/»and'West V1r-;

va11dat10n

validatlon

R
4

ﬂnWIth minor

s additioris o

oL : g SO RS
has ~ W1thstood legal chéi»enge when thlS valldatlcn prdced f‘""‘{" L

'-'.r_

.

ment of the researchers, contrlbuted pmrtant 1nformatxon about test_

.t
‘.~

-, ,_’w o S
Foe

;these are dlscussed




a.

_briefly. in the design sectiemand in the following chapters describing

the results. . - ) ;
G e ’ . 5
Besugn S ~ﬂ \ :

mally knowledgeabie teaCher candldate. Educat;onal Testlng Serv1ce,hadiffF‘

selected a jury 3udgment approach éVer 6ther alternatives in 1978

‘Service, 1978, pp: 42-43). The %éggatéa'altéfﬁatiVés::a detailed comn--
: . A * .
tert analysls of written documénts or observation of NTE scores among a -

group of teacher candldates 1ndepeﬂdently 3udged to possess a mlnlmaiiy -

acceptabie amount of knowledge--aﬁpeared equally 1mpract1cable for the-

rrrrrrr \

1983 study. I : S o

Flgure 2 outllnes the design for ‘the study ;Faculty aéaséfs'wﬁa'

met Qﬁalificétieﬂs concerning teaching areas and years of experience in
g Louisjana colleges and ﬁﬁiversities~weré nominated by deans of cclleges

‘of education. Panellsts were then selected from this pool to form.a
7

group that was representatlve of Louxsrana institutions in three areas: ‘ ;'

ST e the number of teacher educatlon majors graduating from the univer-
. sities; . o - . - A ~;

=




fWere~appropr1ate

~nom1nated

'?;Fx Each Content Rev1ew pane11st made two maJor Judgments ab_.t thr
Core Battery test to whrch he or she‘Was,assIgned i;;

\5\\ , @ IS the emphas1s given to top1cs w1th1n the test: the same as the
‘ emphas1s given to- those topics.in the Louisiana teacher educatlon-

curricula with which the. panellst is famlllar° .

’

" Would 90 percent or more .of the- graduates “from the teacher ediica-

. tion programs in Louisiana with which the- panelist is familiar

have had .the opportunlty to learn the content Included in each

_test item? —_
s

- . ~ : L ; A

and curriculum content determined how well the tes-ts matched tgacher'

}éauéatibn prdgréms.~ Their . judgments about the approprlateness of items
B _ (whether students would have'had the opportuﬁlty to learn the requlred
, N ) : :

: content) was combrned with thrs to evaluate the overall,content valldxty o ~

'of edach test for Léulslana Only'those Items Judged to be approprlate

[~
2.
vl




A A L Pea T SwE. LNITweReTr

Representative of Loutalana Collegeq nnd Hntve
(Nuhber of Teacher Education rreduntes, Public

mitles | I
I?rivate, F TP PN

- +-|_Mnor{ty/Ha] ortty Fnrollmenta)

: \ .
2 R N mns " FOCR ESTONRTCON PAVFTS Vg
' (for each test)
2 i
;j; is emphnuia given topica vithin.itlzﬂould QU; ormore -, [ - !F quglg@gg gggggtgg_
| eich.teae desceiption congraent | of ‘teacher. education A tenchet candidate find each = b by each iten esaential;
_mhﬂMHMMMmm g@mgmuyf i%ﬁumnmmNr ,mmmnmmmw
. tﬁrttcﬂti? : | opportunityito: learn. .} [ congiderable difficu]ty? ) ipportant?
' 'cggggnt of each teat , : N ' . g
_ [ltes? - —— |
. 7 .
***\*.' - ‘ U
.‘ Hatch betweén doiatns fn tlat : ;Petcentlge of test ttens N ] e proportion of ltems stech | . S
|t Louiaiaﬁa tetchet education ;| appropriate for toutetana [\ v [ conbination.of . Qtffttulty/inportanca S S
jjcmﬂmhhu SRR *ﬂtuwuqmﬂﬁum I K g,]}e&,uwhumuu)wud;"» T
b R AT S . intually noiledgeable teathet . SR R
"““*.'** e ‘ '“'cundidate ansuer :orrectly? N R

0 | bvalustion of content valtdity of -{ . Catcutnte4ﬁﬁhﬁét of appropriate : Exanine NTE perforunnce
~wo - | each test:and of: the wodulea they | . v " | itens ninimally knowledgeable. hnM@mmmM

L ."compriae for EOﬁi!ilﬂl. oon : ‘teacher .candidate would .angwer test acores to eatinate
SN ' cortectly to estiuate required,

) ol : . scores on tests in Core Battery '

I ——— - : uoaules. IR o

. » B ‘ cl |

' - 1 IJ 3 l.‘q.
0} h . ‘ h
R0 A e
' " | toutntana deteruination of performance . '
- standards on appropriité tébti and nodules,

e

. FIGURE 2, STUDY AESHCN ‘;' ; o
: R r‘ ; _ “ 1
A ) L ‘I [T A.'.I.,.’u..‘t.j...t. .
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"ﬁIncludlng

ffurnlshed“by the Content Revxsw,Panels to calcuiq‘e the n

ERI!

Aruiitex: providea by enic [l



fx

’.to also take the Gommon Examlnatlon Tat no extra cost “"The

" test i'ng 'com'p'any.

1 score was estabeshed xn Juiy, 1983 - ¥

As the last step in Flgure 2 shows, three sets of Informatlon Werer

¢

-the NTE P 'f_l:;ese"were‘:

e Evaluation of the coq;ent va11d1ty of Gore Battery Tests, Judged
" by the. Content ReV1eW Panels‘ ‘ : SRR
e A score that could be expeoted. of the m1n1ma11y‘ knowledgeableg
. teacher candldate, formed from the judgments of the Content Review
,; ‘ _ ,'and Knowiedge Est1mat1on Panels* and ~$Mumjgu%m_,;ﬁ ,h;”- Qw
°

N ;_: d1fferent quallfying scorés on EouISIana teacher candxdates‘}ﬁ

- attemptlng the Core" Battery
- - ‘.‘;i ‘

1';"@' . - . '“3',::*.» -

v

procedﬁres.» ThIs addltxon was the opportu- .

‘1{ took the Core Battery 1nf.ovember, 1982 or

The purposet"i the: double testlng Opthn was to av01d




"““—*‘*“"“«”-Hodgk1nsufR yvand McKennar*B %EEetlngﬂand teacher certxfxcatlon an f:;ﬂﬁtr~

: Educatlonal Test1ng,Serv1ce A Manual for Dorng Content Halldr_y o f;‘ﬁ.
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CHAPTER |I
PANEL SELECTIQN

- . . ! - - . o B -
- P 4 N o St

.PANEL SELECTION PROCESS

- R T A -';y

:gramS' There were three objectlves cons1dered in the composrtron of‘

publrc/prlvate status of 1nst1tut1ons, and c) represehtrng colleges and

~

-unlver51t1es wrth srgnrfrcant ‘black student enrollments fa1rly

were nom1nated as panellsts have thesdes1red length and krnd of teachlng'

.

f expérrence Nomlnatlons were to be 11m1ted to faculty who had taught

| areas or erIds that paralleled the contenf of Core Battery tests. The'”

had taught a coursefW1th1n the last five years. ‘The colleges and ufi--

v

-~

fields for the tests wrthxn sach moddle of the Core Battery are outllned

0l
-~

below.

-

° Profes31ona1 Knowledge. there was one test w1thrn this
module. Faculty members were to ‘be nomlnated from the

academic fields of educat1onal psychology, instructional
methodology, measurement and evaluatlon, and the sociol-

ogy, organIZatIon, and adm1n1strat1on ‘of schools. .

1

S P ) .

General Knowledge. there were four ‘tests rn th1s module.

[ The areas for faculty nomlnatlons to each test were:

* . Sclence Test® biology, physical science;, chemrstry,'g
‘ astronomy, geology, meteorology, and general science.

v

for two -or more years in a Eou151ana postsecondary 1nst1tut1on, and<who



£1terature/F1ne Arts. Test English mu51c; and art
Mathematrcs Test: mathematics and mathematics

.

eaucatlon —~ B — e B

e Communication Skills: there were three tests’in this

module: - The a;eag for facﬁlty nominations to each teet'-u
] were: v . : .
'+ " Reading Test English : ‘

‘ --Writing Test" English - :
T Listening Test' speech and communications.

‘ teacher education graduates 1n 1980 1981 Iﬁétitutiong,were-asked to .
nominate a specrfrc number of paneiists determined by the re1at1ve 51ze'“'

nvof their teacher education programs;"For-exampie; if:a univerSIty had'

° .

fgraduated 10 perdent of the teacher education majors 1n 1980 1981, it'

tion sto&§ : ; - '

-

The third objective was to ensure fair representatron of universi=- -

-’

ties and colleges with s1gn1ficant black enrollments. The State Depart-
\ . . ) i
ment of Education collected iﬁformatioﬁ?éboﬁt the proportioﬁ of ethnic

of nominations from predominantiy.biack or white 1nst1tutions matched

v

‘the proportion of students from these' institutions: For example, if 25

N - _ L . : S : : oL -
percent of the State's college and university students were enrolled in

* The éé&éﬁ&*&ﬁjéééivé féaﬁiféa fﬁéﬁ“éééﬁ'iﬁgéitutiaﬁ pfaviaé a praz -

LI



17 -

predomlnantly black 1nst1tutlons, then 25;percent of the paneirsts were,

to be nom1nated from these schools It shou1d be noted that th1s wasﬁ

A

imémbérs re'quired for eachfarea.' - He or she was then asked to send the

.:nomrnees w1th backgronnd Informatxon on’ each The Ass1stant D1rector of

this Bureau was . respon51b1e for chalrlng the task force that conducted

this study The 1nformat1on 1nc1uded the number of years the nomlnee‘

taught 1n the 1ast five years.; It could not be~expected that all fac- Ew

. -

ulty members would have taught a11 of the toplcs W1th1n the Core Battegy ‘

‘:tests (Scxence5 fdr example, '1nc1uded e1ght d1sc1p11nes) Thus,. the

$éﬁt;a broad rsnge_of the-required expertise; l - i”ﬂ BN
PANEL NOMINATIONS o .

Table 1 shows the number of faculty members requested and nom1-

nated from each of the 1nst1tut1ons.. Three hnn&red seven nom1nat1ons

» b}
-,

-were requested and 302 were rece1Ved Four unlver51t1es nomrnated more

A .
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\  faculty members than m. Bééﬂ -fe'quéfstéa,— 'é;nd" four _-subﬁtﬁe& "'féwé‘r}'ﬂsm'i;.
nees Eﬁiﬁ feinesfé& Xavxer Unxversxty dxd not p§ovxde a:ny nominees and

&id..nc'—pa;:—t 1c—1pate—m—t41e—‘(a4—mat—wn W udy-

[}

o

. . number sf‘ nominations Vreque'ste_d were -_‘rec,ellved m ;all‘ but two " areas.

‘fhese wére'éft;viﬁ'whiéh ?§:peieeﬁt bf'thé:féguésté&'namiﬁatibnsiwere:
P Ts e : o : ' - .
féééii’iéd; and speech/commun'xcatxons, J;n which ;85 percent. of the
feﬁnesfe&vneﬂi‘ingf:iéns were feéeiifeiji;
The {ﬁumbér_'ef neminatiens requesfed' and received was actually .
- . &

=

alternates each. All of the '6thér test areas Wété to héi?é ;Zﬁ'panéllstsz

10 members and two altermates for both the Content Review and Kaowledge
| . Estimation Panels. All panelists, including the. aiternates; were to”
. ¥ . ; : : - Y =

' f','part1c1pate iﬁé'the véiidatieﬂ"study. : The;‘excess ,§ominationSWere ot

-

the possxbxhtg{~ of facnity members thhdrawmg from a panel and nonpar- e ;

.

- _L“t1c1patlon because of unforeseeable ‘schedule confhcts . Table 2 sﬁéi}s,

.

"".‘seiected from the 362 nominees. . Thxrty seven panehsts were selected‘
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ry"

. compensate somewhat“.for Xavrer' Unrversrty s nonpartIpratIon.~~ Withiﬁ :

v

Representetlveness cf Penels i

‘”"fof iééﬁ '1981 Loul ”’a teacher.

- > - =

Table 3 presents the propo

\—— o ;,}'

‘edncatron'graduates and the proportIon of facuity from eacn unrversxty i

] -,‘
I

amonélthe panellsts who were,nomlnated .selected and who actually‘par— 'fﬁ

t1c1pated 1n the study There were only two cases’. 1n wh1ch the percent

\ - »
-

of facuity seiected for the paneis dIffered by fore - than half a percent--

i

‘ age po1nt C. 005) from the percentage of the State s teacher educatlon'-

-
>

,.graduates.comlnggfrom that 1nst1tut1on. These .were - Southern Un1vers1-“; .

{

o . .

ty--Baton Rouge, which produced 11.5 percent ‘of..the t'e'ach'e'r. educatio'fi_" ~

&

graduates'and from whlch 10. 7 percent of the paneirsts ‘were seiected
) A

and Southern.Uﬂ1vers1ty~-New 0r1eans, wh1ch produced 2 5 percent of the
' ‘.

State s teacher educatlon graduates and from wh1ch 3 &, percent Qf the o

n

panelrsts were selected. The pertentages of panelxsts partlclpatlng by‘;

1nst1tut1on d1ffered scmewhat from the percentages of paneirsts seiected




TABLE 3

| | PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES AND FACULTY NOMINATED,
‘444444444‘______1?"CHEB‘*END_PERTICIPETING“BY‘INSTITUTIUN

]

Institutions - . ,fﬁ.ff;‘”ijiase 1981 f?f"“ | Faeuity | e
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5"It also shows the proportlons of graduates and panellsts from

m\w.

‘i; Oyerall the schools W1th predom1~

\eéCEEr édﬁcatfon,majors, 23 4. pércent of the selected panellsts ‘came -

f'1n Table S The prOportIon; of women faculty members. partlcxpatxng

“'(31 9m) d1d not dlffer greatly from the proportlon of women‘among the

v—'"

‘ panellsts nom1nated (34 %). Three faculty members Wéré.nominated who

. .:a‘

5'8 d not haVe the requlred two years of experlenpe. fhéSé;”frsons were

Sy

i»'

"not selected as' panellsts uThep maJorIty of thef f;cﬁit§ nomiﬁated.
(7& 1%) and part1c1pat1ng (72 3%) had 10 or more years of teaching eXpe-

ar;ence. '."”

=

? e’ distr1but1on and years of experience.

. -

N

U
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TABLE &

FACULTY MEMBERS NOMINATED SEEEGTEB 'AND PARTICIPATING

2

?@'s;
\
v

FROM INSTITUTIONS CLASSIFIED BY-TYPE OF SUPPORT AND

PREBOMINANT—RACEAE—CQMEQSIIIQN_OE*SIUDENTLBODY<~w~-w~~#~i~ ’

PERCENTAGES

¥
Institufional
Classification '

Lo~

«:_ .Q N

‘(Percent)

Faculty Héﬁbéis.

1980-1981 |
Graduates | Requested
(Percent)

Nominated

(Percent) |.

Selected | P
(Percent),

" state Supported .
Black
White

- Predominantly
Ptédéﬁiﬁéﬁtl?

T

g

.22.0

(¢33
~3
W00 |

21.9 -
' 68.9 .

;g ‘ _
Private . , o L o o ) Ji'},
Predomlnantly Black 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.6
Prqdoqlnantly White 8.% - 8.8 8.3 8.8 8.4
A1l State Supported 89.5 89.1 T 90.7 90.1 89.9
All Prlvate 10.% 10.8 9.3 9.8 10:0
A11 Predominantly Black 24.0 23.8 22.8 23.4 22.5
All Predomlnantly White 75.9 76.1 77.2 76.5 77.4
' - - . |
"Base Number 4285 307 ‘302 205 191
7 ' i
- E ) A v:



nTégLE S 4? |

FACUETY MEMBERS NOMINATED1 SELECTED ‘AND PARTICIPATING
BY SEX AND YEARS oF - EXPERIENCE TEACHING. IN .

4

LOUISIANA: NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES S

| C

N

: Faculty

'

Nominated

Selected

Sex ‘
Female
Male

105

197

o B~

. NV
N, 00

~ N

funy
W -
Wov., .
av W :
0 N

Years of Experlence

Less than 2

‘2 to 5 : i
.6 to 9 : '
'10 or more

' Unknown

212

3¢

[ur
[
N VO -

Iy
L oN

152:4

po
Y]

N

O Do a

28 14.7 -

138

Participating

Base Number i 302 " 205 191
3 e : L

{1,

W



PANEI: ASSIGNMENT»S* T T AR Pt

LR

The selected Valldatlon Team members Were randomlvlassigned_to‘_,

, 4L Fend
“‘Aﬁfrrrgeitheraa—Gontent Revaew—or—a—Knewledﬁe—Estimata”“ He

o

Vy:_ _ 4£pr1ate to their area of expertxse V‘Panelrsts were notxfxed of thelr

: aSS1gnments by the1r Campus Coordlnators and were encouraged to famlll-i

13

~

arlze themselves w;th the1r 1nst1tut1on s total offerlngs 1n the area of-

-
m,_‘ -

the test they were to evaluate To help In thrs preparatxon, the pane-;v

e e e

'ﬁContentRewewBanelAssa&nmentsandAttendance

Table 6 shows the number of Content ReV1ew panellsts selected to

o, e,

lists. were nomlnated The table also reports the number . who actnally”

L \

,attended the October 13, 1982 panel ‘assemblles R
The ertlng Test panellsts evaluated . the objectlve 7subtest on
L S . Y
‘ October 13 1982 and essay subtest on February 17 1983 The latter

S sess1on was necessary because the panelxsts Worked wrth “samples af' ”

»actual essays from the November, 1982 Loulslana admlnlstration of the‘

.

. ;,: ; .

“v?ary 10 and 11 1983 to evaluate that form

IR

Content Rev1ew panellsts were selected from’20 of the 21 universi-

‘ﬁ - . 3

_dL
‘1’.

o j ‘all ‘But ‘one of these Instxtntlons._ A total of 102 panellsts wds

"selected; and ,94;ﬂ(92%)_ attended; The smallest number of panelxsts..l
T RS - ) P . : ° . - S

-




mnw umsnvs ST isn ATEEOLNG CONTENT REVI® PAE nsssnm. A
o ssmm BY TEST mnssnnmmsmu'rmu T

TR | — T —
e e RORBGR A L — ——_ cmsmmcmon s
- - .1 . | ] ;,5 77777 — [ Seedal - | Litersture E F '
E— Aem— )| p—1) )| Studies—ﬂu—lﬂ!—.__ Ren __15_ Jli;m_ﬂn;_' mmh

N 1 S | . l ‘ R Ohjsr—ﬂsssr——

g nttsnd |Ss1sct nttend Attend |

R , .
" Jeotlst Gheletlen - L 4oLy Lo ; Lo }7 — . : e ; o
ety S | e . X S ————

11

fogisiant Colfege ~ — '
""-LSU-Bston RsH ‘
sl Teh |

T T ——

et

| ‘; 'Nnrthesst Lwis%i
* Oue Iady iinis Crons

Bt Hsrysnoniniessi‘% - SRR l |

1 [ — — R

—
—
—
. ° U LT - -§ .- .
. ) . . . ‘ - .. - .- : - ;
. 1 - i a - : — : =
- N a - ) 1. - .
LRS- . - o . 5 - ° .
R ) - ‘ - . S e Y _ 1
. BN . . . SN B . N .
. ! ) 1 - K R SR . : B .
Toea i fum R R N N S \ N - -
1 N MR . - B ! > . | S a
—
—
iy
~
— i o s e |-
— "~ -

Sotirbte g+ | 2Ll Ly

- Sogthernohew Octeans 11 | ]

e B fJﬁL t?|' N ,[_ = . B

' i‘lJniversity of New Orleans ,
University SouthvesHﬁ—;i—f' Ll 1_,_1_'_2__2 - L.
L i i ni,g,pqsﬁ; o || ep [ win nod

B
& [ro

1
|
—
~
—
—
—
(-1
—
<
Y

i, SELACTD: R T A S R P A
7L ATTENDING’ 9{; B o ol o --.,2..‘@_‘ 3 PR ) ,. LA . S

| The sane panelists evaluated the obiectm snd esssv subtests in the Hriting 'l'est R ‘['” L ,
‘EKCms of Listening Test evstusted {n sepsrate sittings, one psnelist di,d nqt return for reviev of secnnd fom. .' . L Li

N 1
v . . [
FullText Provided by ERIC. ' 4 . § . - . ah
- ' ' [N . . ! . ' R Yo “ . LI . ' PR ! L R [
F R T N . o oo . oty L - P R
2 . N o TR . s W JORI

ezt o




.-

tion: The Knoﬁiedge Estxmatxon Panel ‘met” on October 14 and 15; 1982;

" The f1rst day of the meetlng conslsted of tralnlng seSSIons to famlilar-

o
B ~

ize the part1c1pants w1th the va11dat1on tasks they would perform on the

fo11ow1ng day: Paneixsts evaluatxng the essay subtest of the Wr1t1ng

13Test and the second form of the LIstenIng Test were reconvened in Febru-

ary, 1983 along w1th Content Rev1ew Panellsts for these.;ests:

; TWenty of the un1vers1t1es taking part in.thé vaiidation study

and panellsts attended from each of these schoois. A totai of 163 pane-'

ts

11sts was selected Nlnety seven of them (9&%) attended and 93 (90%)

- provided data that were used in the study.- Four panellsts were dlsgual-
ified because they inadvertanmtly failed to meet the procedural require-

_ments of the study: These panelists -'aé‘aaf‘ aﬁﬁééf"i—ﬁ the Rﬁowledge

'Estimation fesuifs; The smallest attendance was for the essay subtest

.

of the Wr1t1ng fgst  (seven panellsts attended) and the L1sten1ng Test

_ [ 2 e
(nIne reVIewed the first form, seven rev1eWed the second) These num=
. { ,

: bers were below those caifzd for .in the study desxgn but were con51dered

y,, ""L'
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NUHBER oF FACULTY MEMBERS SELECTFD D ATTENDING KNOWLEDGE ESTIM)\TION PANEL ASSEHBLY.
. - HOWN BY TRST JUDGED KND INSTITUTT N
Ve
— T — — R
SR e fNOWLEDGE [ —— . - GENERAL. KNOQLEDGE . . COMMCA’P[G%LSKLLLS f
o I IR T Soclal | Titerature | I B
L Mgtk Scienéé—EStudtea i Fine%fck Reading | Listentng—|— Hrtt:tng
. AT I ! ! ‘ Obfec- Essay
. , o ‘ o | | tive _
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Knowledge Estimation Pandl. In the case of the Writing essay subtest,

11 Content Rev1ew panellsts also performed the Knowledge f/t;matlon rat-

> - -mg tasks. ‘ This Wéé diié ,tb the natire of the éSSEY Siibtegt— WhiCh dif-

'Content Review ratings would not have been meaningful. The greater of
- numisér 'o'f ra'tings thiis iucreaséd the staBiiity of thé data. = Attendarce

91,

[

HALF PANELS

;,, After the October rat1ng ‘sessions; each attendlng panellst was

s

- as51gned to a half-panel These half-paneis werg formed to measure the

conslstency of responses among judges on the Content Review and Knowl-

- o

. any duties separately; i : . - ) '”Bhw*”’

The two half-panels for each test were constituted to be as simi- -
‘iar as éossibie»to.one egother With.regarddto~average'tenure; represen-
tation of ﬁféaaﬁiﬁaﬁtiy black universities, and the aapart@antg in which
the judges taught. This was done to form half-panels that would allow a
comparison of ratings by the two groups that would not be-expected to
7d§ffet-bbé6ause of these factors. in measuring consistenéi 'forfleaeh

test; data from the two half-panéls were treated as 1f the groups had -

tasks ' The analyses of the half-panel data in Ghapters iii and v are.;hﬁ”

& measures of 1g§ragroup '(half-panel) re11ab111ty, i: e., a measure of ﬁhe

*

Ings do not agree consxstently may 1nd1cate a need for caution in inter= .

X

pretlng the“results of that analysis: e )




terta: a; the ﬁﬁﬁber bf years each had taﬁght 1ﬂ{1bﬁ1§1§ﬁé; b;.t@;

‘.{racial compositlon of the student body at the unrversrty in whrchfthe

Judge taught and «c) the depantment in wh1ch the 3udge taught.. The

4

_similar to each other; Table 8 compares the half-panels for each testv
predomrnantiyvblack 1nst1tut1ons

In'can be‘hotedrthat the average teihre of theitﬁo hélfﬁﬁ&héi&ffor
any test did niot differ by mwors than 2.8 years. The mean difference in
féﬁﬁfé’bétwééﬁ the half-panels for a test was 6.§,yéaf§. similarly, the
half-panels were constructed so that each Included Judges from predoml-

stltutlons when poss1ble’ Only . three of the srxteen

: _ S~ o
5 half-panels d1d not/1nclude one or. more 3udges from a predomlnantly“

in Whlch

3udg£ from a predomlnantly black 1nst1tut1on,:and that Judge was arb:- L

'trarlly placed 1n the other half panel of the pa1r

| Fxnaliy, the. department in which ' each Judge taught was . con51dered?i
- s

" ‘when . half-panels were selected:’ Thrs “was especxaliy important for the5' .

-Soc1al Sclence and Sclence Panels, 1n which a varlety of drscrpllnes Was

: \J -
represented The a551gnments were baséd upon dlstrlbutlng 3udges from -

':Jthey'taught to drfferent half-panels Wxthxn each test -

. ‘s‘ e




B L D mws B I P ST
y AN ‘NUHBERMCHARACTERISTICS nnqvczs 1 S AT UG U RN
o S n G D GG Es’nmmu : SRR 2R S
I v BAUR-HNELS, BYTEST . o 5 T
—] T O —— HLEE, Esmwrmu —
} A 0 jhemell N Banel Y., |me14| |Eanel_l |
e v If@;;iﬁé' " Nimbee | - Average ~ fisgber.  j-Aversge ; Moaber . hverage ' Number
-, | |Years of{For Black | = - |Years ofl for Black | IYearq oY]for Black |Years o£| for Black
Number t 'l‘eaure nstituttan@ Nucher | Tenure |Institution Numberl Tenure fnatitution NﬁﬁBét| Temrre |Institution
) : i { l** s o . )
T TN I, ] ) ] L i N J' BN I i l : )
. Professionsl Education | 18,0 | B;:l; "17;1'| r B 160 | 8 { 160 |
., Mathematics | 14,8 | 1- | 5 | .;'1 13.8,i|" 1 5o, M8 | U R R A+ 2 | P
Seleice AT | 15.5 | LI I | ‘ll;dl‘” 1 5o WA ol 6| 1.8 |
- Socal Btudles ‘- . |, 5 ] '11.2 | b | L2 N S | BE] 1 b |l2.)0 |
g i ,,,,,,,,s,,l,',,',,,j ,,,‘,: -], n.' I I l J’ - i ‘ i l LI_ Jr’ i ‘\ _ - i .
" iterators/Hne Arts* | 5 L | 10.4 | 5 ] [V U I T R | 2 5] 12 | -
Resdtng . . " |6 | 15.7 | 1 b | : :1°5;0|'. 2 6 | 1.8 RN B, | \150' | 4
——— T T 7 Tt ,i e
listadig” WomB) | 6 | 153 SRR TETIN S I A CO N I A B
S I TR B T TER R I  AR
- (fomB) 5 1646 S R T (N P 8BS 13 |,173 | 0 o
SR R L . S S
o | N L Lo L
Hriting (Objéctm) : 6;‘ | 13 | ! b | .12;8| 1 6 | | - 15".0 |1 5 | 15.6 |
\ ™ R T
Hriting (Essay) | e N | g | I 2 9 | B2
Listening Test Knowtedgé Eﬂmttau tnctadea Beparate. half-panels for EomsA (upper line and I-‘omB (lower line) of that test. Thia ppocedure I
< accomnodates differencea 1n attendance at -rating sesaions for'the two foras, - .. ¢ . e o
Theré #8810 Content Review Panel :for the may subteat of the Writing Test . ' : o -
* NG
- 0 i ‘-( ,'




oy . ’ .

o
. s

ary, 1983 ) Only seven of the orlgmal fiine panellsts were able ‘to

‘—

e

return for the second rat1ng se!;lon. Because of thlS, 1t was _necessary

@ A.i

)

sts who attended both

rating sessions aré included in both §ets of half-panels. Those who did’

. not attend the second §‘e§§i6ﬁ_ are excluded from the half-panels for Form

B. This procedure was followed to prevént an imbalance in half-panel

© PR ’ . U.

. assignments. _ , . s i

The éss'ay subtest of the Wfitiﬁg Test was ﬁét included iﬁ‘thé C?

N -
. .

a

"Gore Battery proV1ded a comprehen51ve -representatlon of teacher educa-

3 tmn programs m f.otnslana. AH but one of the State s n:nlver51t1es

,-‘(

the departments m whlch they taught a.nd pcssessed a broad range of_ o

‘;. ‘;. by e

: teacher educatlon exper:.ence. The panellsts,

I'_ *

e

Lo

ERA
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CHAPTER [ Il

"cou"rEN'r REVIEW RESULTS

CINTRODUGTION . ©

: ;

" The Content Rev1ew phase of the valldatlon study invelved four

types of Judgments'about the. Core Battery"tests ~a) tﬁe content approt‘

priateness of the test 'itém'g for students who Have .:complété& teacher

~

educatron programs in Houlslana, b) cqmprehen51veness, i.e.; the extent

-

\

ter II The panellsts met on. October 13, 1982, at Whlch time the1r task

descrrptrons an& Instrnctlons were rev1ewed in detall and the item and

°

test validation ratlngs were’carrred out;' An overvxew of the tasks car-

o

dirled out by €he Content Rev1ew panellsts 15 1ncluded 1n Appende IIIﬁA

D Wi s

'panel'aésemblies The Bxstenrng Test panellsts reconvened in February,

< 1983, to evaluate the secaﬁE'Eorm of that test, and: the ertlng Test e

N v

j:péﬁellsts were “alsa. called back  in February to serve aﬁ,tﬁé Knowledge -

et

= ',

The comp051tlon of the Content Rev1ew Panel is dlscussed in Chap-.

c

e@élﬁéte

, |

Y




E had the opportuﬁ:ty to 1earn the knowledge requrred to aﬁswer the ques-

£

- P

t1on. This learn1ng could have ocgurred dur1ng the student s teacher'

‘.f
"
b

educat1on course of study or as part of coursework prerequ1s1te to. the

.

teacher educatron program Judges were 1nstructed to rate each Item as

<7

either: content approprlate or 1nappropr1ate unless they had ‘no bas1s

whatsoever for maklng the Judgment In the latter case. they could j

N
C - R

assrgn a "Bo Not Know rat:ng:l» : O

PO

S ‘The test it-e’ms 'twere_ 'fi'rst 'a'nalyzed md1v1dually Some: "tju'dges

. .

‘selecteduthe Do Not Know opt1on, so not- ‘all questlons ‘were class1f1éd

Y

by all Judges.x The "Bo Not Know responses were treated as<nerther

a

approprlate nor inapproprlate, and wére thus not 1ncluded in the’ data _7

.

analysls. The exclus1on of the "Do Not Know responses was based on the

\ , - -
assumptlon that ~1f theSe Judges had ‘had a baS1s ‘on wh1ch to. rate’ the

o

to

: g'* items, thexr ratrngs would have been dxstrxbuted xn the same way as

N
e
u

. drlaté Thls procedure had been followed by Educatlonal Testing SerV1ce

0 .

1n the 1978 va11dat1on study It was also deS1gned to exclude any 1tems

"Qf that ‘were rated’(as erther approprxate or xnapproPrLate) by fewer than

Ly

. :: three%Judges on: a panel"or half-panel None of the Items from any test

f, requlred exclus1on on th1s,bas1s, all were rated by three or more Judges

A o Y ¥ige 3

on both half~panels. 1'

e

t.

B ate in the Judgment of’ the total panel evaluatrng the test in wh1ch It

it

1

1 se of the other Judges who rated the 1tems as appropr1ate or 1nappro-l

'J"J‘ i
S _§ . Each Item was then classxfxed as;exther appropr1ate or 1nappropr1-tﬁ%1

i



_\ . . n‘ .

.8

‘to that used In the 1978 valxdatxon study. In actual practxce the crxf

'L \te' 3§&Was somewhat h1gher than 51 percent.' In the largest panel (Pro-v'

-

. ifessxonal Knowledge Test) the maJorlty was nine of 17 ellsts, or 53
percent’ The maJorlty was SIx of 10 in the smallest p;%

Table 9 dlsplays the number and percent of 1tems rated és»eanféﬁf'

'approprlate for both forms of. each Core Battery test | The number an&‘

' i(therature/Fine Arts Test) It should be noted that only those Items

.‘rated as content approprlate bY the majorlty (51% or more) of the Judgesz

N
ey .
“a

" could contr1bute to the‘recommended

_ Batterya

When the tests were cons1dered as modules, the percent qf Items

"Jjudged approprlate ranged from 92 3 for Form A of Profess1onal Knowledge

r

V'fto 98 3 for Form B- of Communlcatlon Skllls It 1s 1mportant to cons1der'

.the Item approprxateness of the modules because Core Fattery scores are

[l -
b .

» reported for the three modules rather than for theIr component tests:

\r

- T T A T S S L
: appeared An,item was. classlfied.as content-appropriate 1f'51 percent

or 60 per- f,

”erformance standard on,the;Coreggf



YR

e

_, _Tmms9 ——
d : _NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ITEMS RATED»APPROER;AIEfggR ',' BN
EACH.TEST FORM AND MODULE AND AVERAGE PERCENT -~ ..

SEE APPROPRIATE FOR. TEST FORMS'AND MODULES -

~ 'n"

C oo FoRMAT - | FORM'B . | AVERAGE®

.. | nNumber  Percent Number Percent |  Percent .
oL ] ef of ~of . of | of

5 Items  Items | Items = Items | Items

S Ty

Professional Knowledge:.- R : o L Edﬁfrﬁu,: .
Test/Module . .96 92.3 ‘96~ - .94.1 [ 93.2.

: Matheﬁaticsi'i‘est
Science Test .
Social Studies Test

Arts Test

General Knowiedge :
‘Module - -

" Reading Test .-
Listening Test
Writing Test e Gl

 (Ovjecttve) .f S| 42 933 | 4ai 97.8 | 95.6
o Commuuication Skiiis P I B BT R
: ‘Mcdule o S 111 965 | 113, 98.3 | 97.%

i

I

Snm of the percentages for Form A and Form B divided by 2 SN
Excludes essay subtest. : g R L _“;.fb‘ R




e .

R .
-Vappear in the oontent de5cr1pt1on of each test (See Appende III C)

DU e
4

;Thls was done 1n order to determlne the extent to whlch the tests om1t-

v[ted 1mportant content. Forty-three of the 94 Gontent Revréw paneirsts

NI

't»_;‘completed a Test Content Om1551on Form The results are summarlzed 1n183¢y .-

.'-_Table 0. - ‘;';i‘f'; S R .

-
‘1,

“ that were‘lncludea in’ the1r instltutlons teacher educatlon programs butf/fff

\ P .
om1tted &n the Core Battery test content descrlptlons The rema1n1ng 13

o

-

or more Judges TWO of these toprcs were, ,

c1ted for the_Eistening Test: analy51s and synthe51s of oraL communlca-vji;_jﬂ

v»x

tion— and stlmuluSﬂresponse questlons for oraL communlcatlon Two 3udges£}m;v

Rele -

noted that the L1terature/F1ne Arts Test d1d not 1nc1ude 1tems on the'

rfi e

.recognxtion of names-and works,of famons artrsts In. the Mathematxcs,
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' given content topics in the -Core Battery 4:ests and. in I;ouxs:tana teacher B

ERE

=g

'education programs, Pinelists were © given ‘a- TEsx Content‘Descriptioni.inf”

Ry

each‘content topic; They were then.asked to judge whether that topic
,_,;t:ii_i,:;i
/ ences of 5 pereent or less. This restriction was imposed to encourage'
ffé.{ %: Judges to focus on only those meaningful differences that hould indicatevﬁ '
| a true divergence bétﬁéén the tests an& the ;ﬁf%iéﬁia. Tabierii pres- L
. ents the frequeneies of the three rilagive emphasis ratings for each‘. f;i;/jA

test. - o _u“' = S _:_ - : E ; - : v‘ - PR
Lo T S S I A T .

_ ii%g ”.4,', The'column titled Preportion of Same" in'Tahle 11 shows the dif:' B

.o .2 : o L/D g = o ::'

ferences in emphasis for each test’ The vaiue given each test in this

T column Was computed By dividing the number of Jsame responses given by :‘_H.'gf

2

the panelists by the total numh@r of responses ( same plus more pfis MR

/ ¢

PrOportion of Sa:ié ,vaiiié for d:he pgafész
o . : ’ Y . 17 . .‘ '. -;7‘.7 u. .v'l N . ; !
A 58 (number rating emphasis as samé“a MR TN & A o ,
o 102 (number rating "sﬁme," "morejgﬁxless") v ' :

When this prOportion was 50 or gzeater it meant that for the test .as’ a
whole, half or more of thé paneiists judged that gge emphasis given dif-

_,b—ferent topics in teacher education programs in Louisiana was- the same as

L o _ L T
?. 3

the.emphasis that topic received in the test
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FREQUHWCIES OF JUDGMENTS KBUUT REIMIVE EHPHISIS
: INTES'I‘SANDCURRICULUM. .

. | -rércentage - Nuiber Rating Emphasis , ' | Proportign | Degree of,
‘Topic . of Test Given Topic in; Curriculum' - of Same |Difference
4 PR - - Less - hm - ’» Hum — - -
yfeasional Knowledge S o
-st/Hodule L B :
3 .
C b
5
_ 6 o
o ’ Total _
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Atetatire/Fine Arcs Test . 1 e EE T | &, '
‘ Lo 3 2 .8 Y I e . ' .

, ) .3 12 2 &l 3 TR
L _ Total 100 9 = LR .43 =.06 s
?fia}_&dfgd_gfffé‘zlfi::;*:';;__ R ":li;*.;_k_;.:.’;:: "Zlﬁ::'iég'::::'::':zégzz- q =
teading Test 1 . 50 "2 5 S | i R U T

' ' 2 .35 4 1 1. : :
i .3 e 2 . 1 ‘ 1 v o PEETE
: Total . 100 ¢ 1Z 20 | I .56 | =.50
-tstentng Test 1 37 4 5 | 2 3 '
s 2o T30, 4 - 2 DT
e ~ 18 C 3 3 5 o
s 5 -1 3 | T
‘ . 100 16" ‘ TE‘ : 12 .36 T U
ititing Test (Objective) ~ .. 1 | (. "55. |, . .4 6] _ : ",
. ; R I 45 4 5 et 2 R ¢
: N . Total 100 - .78 ST | 3 .50 |.. =45
mnication Skill Nodule | o : Q B J | : s |

Rgggg t:gjppﬂgixa III-C, 'resc CGﬁcént Déscript:ton. for a description of topics igglgglggfin 5139 gggg lggt:ery Test. i
Less: less emphasis in curriculum t:han t:est:' ‘Same: une euphuia in cnrrimtmn and - test; Hore. nore emphasis in° .

curriculum than test. .
Q rtion of Same is t:ot:al number of "Same raﬁiﬁgi dividéd by total nmnber of hfl ratings.; . )

]: lCE ‘of Difference is algebraic sum of "Less" ratings (negative value) ‘and "Hore ritiﬁgs (posttiveavalue)
o 2 by total of ”l:e'"’" iﬁd "Moré". rntings. R - 5{7 v I EEE
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The "Degtee.of Difference" column provides an indication of the
’avéragé»ar'saianCé of,thé_"moréﬁ.or "iéss" ratings;, The values in-this

i

column were computed by assigning algebralc s1gns to these responses

(_negatlvé for less,i positlve for . more") and then calculating the

algebraxc sum gf these responses for each test Thnlg sum was -then

;d1v1ded by the totai number of 'more" and less responses for the test. . .
Fo‘i--"éxample?__hthe ,Degr’e’e of lef_erjence ,value for ;"tﬁé_ﬁ’isfé?{iig Test

e S " s e e et e s e R IR L L

was«. o T _ R ' ~ } .
dumber respondrng 1e”” ': 16 . Algebraic assigament: 16
Number respondmg moz:e ': 12 Aiééhraiéia's;sfi'g’inienti +12
‘ Sum : : Algebraic sum B
| it P T P
28 T

~

A negative "ﬁegféé 6f'ﬁif£éféﬁéé“ meant that tﬁaﬁjﬁagésfwéré,maréf
. ‘/

llkely to. say that a top1c was overrepresented 1n 1ts emphasrs on a Core
o
' ’ \

Battery test compared to Lou1s1ana teacher educatlon programs In other

words, the tOpIC Qecerved less emphas:l.s 1n the currz.cula than 1n the 3 “.‘

'test. A pps1t1ve value 1nd1ceted that, on the . average Judges felt an .

top1c was glven 1ess emphas1s of: the test than 1n teacher educat::on Eur-

-

'*frx ula W1th whlch ;?”"

As Tabie 11 shows; the Proportlon of Same values ranged from 36? C

° A S

on the L1sten1ng Test to’ 65 on’ the Mathematrcs Test For three tests A
* the value was less tha.n 50 That 1s, the number of paneh:sts respond- .

or "less outnumbered those respondlng "same. These tests“ :

-~

.

were Lrterature/FIne Arts, Soc1a1 Stud1es, and L1sten1ng Addltlonally,;'

the number of‘"les !, responises exceeded the m:unber of more responses o
- 4 . N AR M

; o ";.'for every test as the negatlve Degree Qf leference vaiues indrcate.




i'ii

“
?
s
-
VB
S
-
.

ance of these Judgments was that the toplcs were overrepresented on the

Cofé,BéttérY tésté.; Thé Vélﬂés rangéd frofm -.50 for Réading to 1;06 for.*

Litéfatﬁfq?iﬁé Arts. o B
| When the test ratings were averaged to give ratings foi the Wod-~ ...
~ules they constituted; the "Proportion of Same" -was greater-than 50 for—= '
Professjonal Knowledge and ééﬁérai ;K’ﬁawiéagé..f The value was .467for

cammﬁﬁiééEiéﬁ Skills: The ﬁegree of Blfference ranged from in§'

:

General Knowledge to E 32 for Profess1ona1 Knowledge o e

o

one’ of the follow1ng optlons to; represent the” degree to wh1ch the test

-

’__At ‘The - test content top1cs parallel the teéchér éaﬁcation.,"feiv';i
' ‘sequence at onr 1nst1tutxon very closely ' L
-,BL\K,There are some dlfferences between the testicontentktopics-w

and the teacher education sequence at our institution, but .
. these dlfferences do not appear to be appreclable .

7,,6;"'}There ‘appear to be soie appreclable dlfferences betwﬂen the.:erAj
' ., .test content toplcs and the teacher edncatlon sequence at_

ittle 51m11ar1ty between the test content
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pe shown in Table 12. The final column in the.
St table, Prop'ortlon -iSm"l A; '

,; was also used 1n the 1978 Valldatlon Study

”'to reflect the proportion of Judges‘who 1nd1cated that the test theygj,l

reviewedfclosely paralleled’ or d1d n

. -

_dIffer apprecxably from, the

'1s number was comput*:'f

The results show that the values of 'Proportlon Slmllar

= from 40 in the EIstenIng Test to‘-92 “in the Readxng Test. ,Th‘

ere~no; or no

Sel

s aPpreclable,- dlfferences"betweenf% ii 'h;fiﬁ. ,,‘{; ! est and the ' h

larii ratlngS'were 88 for Profess1ona1 Knowledge, .80 for General Knowl-?
. . . RS

T ‘tests were combIned 68 (76%) of the 89 Judges Who prov:ded ratlngs feltA

that the content of the . Core Battery tests closely paralleled or dId not A o

5
| INTERPRETING AND EVALUATING CONTENT REVIEW RESULTS
E The panellsts prov1ded four types of data about the content Galid:
-‘1ty of the Core Battery tests. The first was concerned w1th‘;he appro-
pr:ateness of Indzvzdual items within. the tests. . The other three typeS'

lﬂ

of data addressed the overall content valxdrty of each test: the omls- :

o
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_t1on programs The 1978 valldatlon study conducted by Educatlonal Test-ﬂ

| ’four cr1terla Any test wlth.obse;vedrval

:Q_percentage of content approprrate Items couid range fromhe-'

'.f1t Were Judged to be content approprlate

Comprehen51veness of test.- " The . greater the number of tOplCS )
'crted by panelists as omifted from a. test, - the. less compre-

IR henSrve yas the test: Tﬁrsliumber could have ranged from 0

" (no topics. om1tted) to “the number oﬁ content topics- In a'

teacher education sequence (if- ‘the -test  ‘included' fione of ““'b

these). Following the procedures of the 1978 V&lld&tlon

LI

83
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NFORNING SPECIAL REVIEW OF CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TEST CONTENT AN PEOGRNN CONTENT

¥ 3

- ;-Aspé’ct of éorgéépoﬁdén’qe{

S

Measire of ‘Correspondence
Vo P T

Theoretlcal

Oﬁserved i

" .t s A ST T g

S .
»
i

L
H
o
i

Eoutenx—kpprop:lateness*-—————

of Ttems. -

38 content appropriate by total.
 total panel (average for two forms)

—Percentage—ol—questlons—class{fl’“'; '

T
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¥
e
1
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oF

gaﬁpféﬁéa;ﬁéaggg of Tests

lsber of antted contet toples
+.| cited by two'or mote panelists

Qtototal [ 0to3

toplcs in

currlculum

Relatlve»Epphasls of Tests
and Currdeula - ‘

- --4-._——_,_,/*-\

20} Proportion o judgments rating

b) gt o Differeice fn

i R -_,J_,-—---y ._.’—"'-—-.._, e,

emphasis a8 same’

“iot GgEe Jidgients
-.F;currlculum emphésis: "les
.+ e corrlculum emphasls more")

s

<100 o 41,00 -0

Ou'to 100 |36

less than SO g&fT

and

w28 to SO

,‘:(mldpoint or below
: ':!observedarange) =

Proportion of judges r&ting

or "does not dlffer appreciably"

A

-slmllarlty a8 ¢ losely” parallels

f*ﬂléééfEEin”isOﬁﬁij B “e”j

e Ml.




. .. .. . study, the measure chosen for this triterion was citation by, -
: two or more judges. Citation. by only a 51ng1e judge was not -

considered’ representatlve of the total group evaluating the

1. B R - - S . ST DS S e R

RN test; ..and: requiring more than :two citations.-could have" yr'.’
_ e v'excluded 1mportant omltted toplcs A test quallfled for
——— B —_—-_.specidl review 1I one.or more toplcs'qere noted by tWo OT

more pane11sts as om1tted e e L :_v . e

i} ; > .
. iﬁRelatlve éﬁﬁﬁééig - The flrot spec1a1 reV1eW ‘measure used . 4
' H#ere  was \the Proportlon of Same" Judgments (that . thé
empha51s glifn content tbpits ‘within a test was the same a
the emphasis given those. topics W1th1n teacher educatlon
o currrcula) 1is. value could range: £rom 0‘(emphaS1s dlffered

"tppl s) to1:00 (emphasis the samekfgr all topics)

,_1hh.“_it_shnnid_hﬂ_nQEEd_thatﬂl\gges _gave a_ ratlng of "same" only .

R - when they felt that the content emphaSeS bf“fﬁ‘“f*’f‘and*tth‘r——*~*r

o . curriculum were W1th1n '5 percent of one anbther Hence,‘ "
this is_a conservatlve measure of 51m11ar1ty There.was no

- standard value | for what constltuted acceptabie 'Proportlon .

of Same" ratxngs,

because beiow thrs leVel ‘a. test became moreidlssimrlar.than

§1m11ar 1n contént empha51s to teacher éducatlon currrcula

- cated whethef paneilsts ?élt that a test d in empha-

- sis from the ‘curriculym by. provrdrng Ss emphasls (positive .

“%.value) than  the cirriculum - or - more émﬁﬁasrs (negative  ~ . ]
o value)., This 'value could: rang% from -1.00° (all non-same T
toplcslbverrepresehted on test) to +1 00" (a11 toplcs under-

represented on_ test)

o

ent1f1ed tests w1th a greater'
‘of.content toplc. .Using two fac-
‘o£j§ame Judgments and the.

nce’ = roV1ded joint ‘estimates

re, ;e ts were con51dere& e11-'

1ittle smﬂa 11
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B :‘ .; T;:’#f _ diffeerapprec1ably, from,,sthe"currlculum) Tests, aége;Ti“ ;
C "v;zwselected for special review if this value was less than. .50; .
e " that is, if fewer than half of the panelists judged that ‘the:.; . -
Low o e ﬁoverall SImI%QEItYWPPEFQE? the test and the curricula“was .- .i.
et © highi “The. Same criterion! value ‘had been employed In the . .~ 7.
- 1978 study- 7 ” TR — : ' T
T o R ; : L
. T Fd . ’ . < “
_ Speclal Revnew‘? Crlterla Results v : , L
B . Cl e L e PR
v The observed»value for each of . these crlterla was compared wrthf}'
R the spec1a1 reV1ew value for the elght tests compr1s1ng*the Core Bat--'f,,fx
' téfﬁ Table 14 preSents the Te ults Four testsf;frofess1ona1 Kn;wlfrgq
. edge; 'Sclenoe; ~see1a1 Studies; and Reé&iﬁé)‘ had vaiues w1th1n the

" accepted ranges on all criteria. None of these tests warranted spec1a1

' The L1terature/F1ne Arts Test had an Item approprrateness value of'

AN L
R ‘ A B oy

»éﬁ.o pereent,- It washthe only test requlrlngﬂf* "'f‘
e
- f@:. 7
two or more jﬁdges ' None of the testsvfell w1th1n the range of reV1ew, R
ol . . , e '
values for both factors In the reihﬁige;emphasxs crxterlon. The Llsten—}.7
PR y’ ; ; l,?._ R
‘1ng Test was the only one of the elght tests to quallfy for specral"‘:<
‘.'-;j'"" L - Lot ((_:v: N e . 3 . - ~ .
Lo ‘ rev1ew on the cr1terlon of overall 51m11ar1ty 2
. SO : _5 ] :
s Sl o
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Appllcatlon of Specnal Rewew C:gterla Results

The 1mpact/of the rev1ew crlterla lay in each test s contrlbutlon

A

SHen- a; numerxcai we:ght to each tes

qwthat refiected the number/‘

£

'8

CA

Qf 1tems 1h that test and to sum the resultlnf flgures for all tests]f

‘f ‘,‘-- . w\’ N ) . Bt N
R w1th1n ‘a module.ﬁThe results are shown in the "Items X Vaiue column of o
P , N X i 3 I Lo
L "rab.ie‘“is ”””” :

1
R z )
. - -
N - .
s - - & - ‘v.'7 - <
. . F
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ERIC 7G99 - '
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"a;é (reasonably related)?

‘_:-the werght was 1 (ciosely related) 3Ehe;;other_ fonr teats all nhad>; v
A
: 3 reéectlve module*
;_ £

’:._._'éagé was the only test w1th1n its module, and it ﬁfédﬁééd af?*fiﬁz_saﬁié'

Il

.teacher educatmn,'_ e

" __":;ﬁ,welght of 0 0 or ‘ very closely related' tS"‘ thé

3

had welghts of about 8 and 1 1
Thrs was ciose to the value of 170 that w&s iﬁtérﬁréted L
: a . T e e
_ ‘Iy:;rel-ated-'-']:tc 'the State s teacher e’ducaticn curricula; h

s are not meant to d;scount content d1ffer-.,

tween I:oulsrana s teacher preparatlon progréins and the 1nd1V1d-L

~~.

;Q}»_ . rv ¢ LN

_clal revrew cr1ter1a are not absolutes, but were adapted from the prec- g

.‘-

- edent of earher valrdatron stiidres . The specrai revrew Iﬁfaﬁﬁfron,
therefc're,;“ is .'.pres’ented.?;tc the Brl_ue »Rlb'b'c'n ; Sccr_e gommttee and to the‘
Superlntendent of Educ.at i the1r ‘use in mak:.ng mformed J, judgments, ’

' '; °
. : 'i. 3.' ; . F
ERIC. S

PAruitext provided oy enic IS
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ratmg tasks for the

These. ,cf;'?;nsta:tnted.; two_ mado
‘were considet’ed suffmient for

elative: emphasis
Pariels; and these tasks were cor

=

panels agreed on the 1tem approprlateness of test forms 1s ssnown on.
As m other tables, the haif paneis_are IdentIerd for con- -

i . Table 16
by 14’» 6 peqcentage pomts, -
i

nce between half,—panels was 10 0

Lomyg
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~-across tes"ﬁ' form s d
o 31milar to those reported in the 1978 validation study E :3.‘¢yf~;‘r-

«

Table 17 prov:l.des information about the extent to which theSv‘nalf- ‘

X T

Y-ZZ panels agreed on the classif1cation of individual 1tems The columns in-.

”'the Table report the percentage of items that both half-panels £

appropriate, that the half-panels disagreed “p n, and that both half-A"}

B panels felt were inapw%opriat : the columns identtfred as;

Sk 7
X

'Ihalf-panels agreed upon as either.' inapprooriatei’

: The' percentages of agreement “ranged from 74 3 (Erterature/?ine'gii'f

lﬁrts) to 166 6 (Readrng) on Test Form. A, The range was smaller for Form

R

"’9%6.7 (Social Studies). - Of the 16 Perceﬂtagég

8& percent. By contra

”k:TFOnly 29 of the 46 percentages of agreement calcuiated for the Common and
*Area Examinations in the 1978 validation study&éxceeded 84 percent & h s

J A An average probability of agreement‘ was also calculated This’ :
:probability was estimated as the average of two conditional prohaBili-.:
v_tres that areﬂgiven by. a) the percentage of rtems Judged content appro- :

H

priateiby,both Panels 1 and- 2 divided by the percentage of’ items judged vj}

appropriate by Pgnel 2 and b) the percentage of items Judged appropri-.
“pfiate by PaneJ '*Thxs statistic IS a measure of the probability that;
'55%5 agf&ﬁ*. f-panels would judge an 1tmm appropriate ihe example
below shows how the average probabilities of agreement were calculated

o

for the Listgning Test avepaged across test forms

i




AGREEMENT ETWEEN HALF-PANELS ABOUT 4‘,jx

CUNTENT APPROPRIATENEﬁS OF 11, BY TRST. mRC R
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:‘?f: Pane; 1: ﬂ

we

l:,{ﬁgg f.Appropriate inapproprrate 4
o e.:-'_ : e o S .

sa;ggu.‘kgﬁf

Appr ate,... r N 1.2,
’ ﬁInapproprlate o Lo1n25 LT, e
" Total ~ © " B7.50
T is” table;,. vthe condltlonal probablllty of agr

¢ i N ]
“In a sxmxlar fashzog; half-panei con51stenoy‘1n agreement about 4
R ‘ )
1tems Judged 1nappropxlate,was v1ewed as‘thaﬁprobablllty that one of the

.;~Z* panels would 3udge an 1tem 1nappropr1ate 1f the other’panel had 3udged 15
- ,'t_so Forgzhelestenlng Test thlS probablllty was-?':*ﬁ};,“' wﬁ ;3”7- o
g - . { . . 7' i‘ 4 e - ) ; . . ' : ‘
! k) . e B 1 ..7——(—”— o Sy o : .
5 _.},risi - % 0125 + :9%32‘51, SN ;
T v -

r.w..

Ba'Eter}7 '?éS_ _s’ are. presented in’ 'i‘able 18 The values fa the ltems clas-’m ey

cg98 In other words, 1f/the 3udgés ‘ofi one half-panel determlned that~ana._jf_42

R . /= L : - a
1tem Was approprlate, ,the AJudgeS on the other half-panel generallyL
3 , ; , , : | .
L e e R U T A
agreed S T S ST s%w;_ R S ,';:g-.-°'
. 7 v:’, S R T STt ) E IR SN \. BN
_ ‘23} - On- the other hand there was - less agreement about Items'that were -

P N - + \/r 2

;;;" 3u§ged 1nappropr1ate. The values ranged fr .00 for three tests (Math-»‘

: f ematlcs, Sc1ence, and Soc1a1 Stud1es) to 63 (Profe551ona1 Knowled ) 2
| Gnly tﬁree of the exght tests Ea& an average probablllty of agreement on ; w'j'
. ) ‘; iﬁ ) SRS )

. - N
- - . A
_,‘ - Y - . ‘ . - DS .
\)‘ =Y A _ . [
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AVERAGE PROBABILITY OF AGREEMENT L :
 ON_ITEM APPROPRIATENESS ACROSS S AR R
../ . HALF-PANELS® Y , o
AT R T T S iuf' . . I
el '»fﬂ _«*. ? . ; S AAAAAAAAAgpropriate . .| - Inappropriate

7; .92 7, RN I ~;gj-a~

“f’,,j' Mathematics o '"»' %f,j.l . . .95 il oo

?f“  Scienrp-f.*fj',ﬂ’ . i b \a :E; i .97 “T.‘Ji Q{.E, f€ v':;ﬁﬁ.

I

: :?5;f. SOCial Studies B '\ - .96 | o .00

- S A —— N P
therature/Fine Arts - ' ‘x_;iﬁg, . ;87 R 55 s

5 yr'igead%ﬁG T L § - 98 | s b
LTt Eisteningfsi~' RN

"T "

g ..Wricing (Objective}
.24 _ . (A — e

Note that the data used to compute these figures are based on the 'f.,: o

T
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’ !
mapproprlateness that was 50 or greater. These lowg values pomt to o

= 'r:._'

It is 1nterest1ng to note that the tests on’ wh:.ch there was~ 00

. o :;_:,, . - ,«,_ ‘_1‘, . . : . A . .
.",agreement w1th rggard to content Inatppropr:tate items (tiaﬂ:eﬂa{f;:cs; Sei- 7
o 3 .en"ce, and Socla} Studles) h;d very h1gh probabllltles of agreement on- ‘
'aporoprlate natlngs €. 95 u.'éf,— and ' 96 respectlvel; i -
A ’ theusse‘ tests iéere &éﬁﬁagéa of memhefs from the most

“

The dlsagreement on 1nappropr1ate 1tems Very

r o

glects the d1vers1ty in currJ:cula among the pénellsts ijniiier: s
3 ngh average probat I:Lty of agreement for mappropnate 1tems

4 7#. n"

o occurred for the P‘ i
C —:'?érs"iﬁ'tiés'~ and the departments repreSented by the half panel members for
;' ’ L . . L . ) Y o
1,i sts. d;. S |

; e '

of the relat1Ve

(a) thé Propor-
EK MR -
o AR ‘ ’ ST



<

s ) . . LT

"more" or "less"

',ratings. The half panel analyses shown on Table 19 compare the" haif_-

Th Proport:;on of Same rat1ngs show a h1gh agreement betw‘ y

; 7;.. dlfferences in proportlonfof 7 percent or less) for four

€ o H E R . Loz
athématlcs, Sc1ence,_Soc1al Studles, and Llstenq.ng The half- g
the proportion ‘of top1os that._
; -

T ~ece1ved the same:emphasm on the test as in therr te§cher'edncat1on ;
: ; ¥ . . .

/

< .e;%\ - s
'.Jcii:rrioii'la‘. There was somewhat less agreement between the half panels on

- t'@,f‘. _q(: s - -,/J,i B
s -.the Proport;.on of Same ratings for the other four exam1nat1ons, rang-:

) ! Ing from a &ifféféﬁée of 11 percent fof? Readin’g,to" ‘a differenoe of 28
v f) P A . - i
o : @, e T o . . B
percent for Professmnaﬂ Knowledge. i

RET N

-

(‘\

l;"rdlcate that the@half pan-

NI _
B (4 N a v %7

els agreed 1n dlrectlonallty Sor flve of the_ elght tests. .-These'were .

'*Thé. results, jo't | Dégréé of. leferencé"f

R .- /. S

, the Readmg, Wrrtmg', EIterature/F he Arts, Mathematqtcs,_ and Prefes .5

o smrtgl Knowl‘edge Tests, in wh1ch alL half panel_ _J;%gs v?ere negatrve

|- T ""{ .l '

except for a. 00 ratmg progglced frog~one of the half-panels Anc L1tera-" :

2 ~ ~

. : ol o y ) =
Y ture7F1ne§5Arts. oth half panels agreedx, on én aVerage, that dlffer-'

'-ff'. | ‘ences. rn emphasrs ﬁ'eflected an overrepresentatxon» d’f conten

“ . ... R . . ey C. o . e . [ -. _ : [
ﬁ these tests. S v T

'r

TR L e A SR
R There were dlsagr‘Eements 1n Degreg 02 D1fference
“ < . A - 1 .,"_

: '. L half-panels on the LlstenJ.ng, _ Scieg,ee, an'd SoolaJStudles Tests.f—

. _ Iﬁteresting that thésé all ﬁad hIgh a f-!panel @greement‘on the Propor-

. -. - : N . . -t

e
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L TP e e 4,': Panel 1. Qﬁf;ﬁ;m;ggfiﬁéi 2 S

T ST zg’_5:.Prpp9:tiont : ngree”of Prqu;tign,ﬁaggfee of

Ma;hematics

// . Science

-

Social Studiesq

Litera;ggezFinerAfts o

’. - l N

Rgad'h-u?

3R gy

.‘-’ ..

»eviewed only “Form A of the Llsteni‘”VN*
S 'ere*those cons%%ucted ) Xm |
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t ébpgat_é. that: $he half-panels for the'se three

- -,.‘._ wq' .
4" or *ﬂ.’ess

'é"fratmgs abr on Degrea

~f 8

eerréﬁiéi?

§§iﬁ“”P55§§§E19§;6f~§éﬁé?f85&’?ﬁég;

‘ that .‘j:.he" : CDIIQBIlt '
R a

.

meaSures of Rne{ed&e for teaohei educatlon gradudtes m Loulslanaq

ail teSts but T:Iterature/f':tne Mts the pa:nellsts rated‘* 96 percqnt vor
’

_TaNG

¥ be 1nc3!ﬁdei 1n calculat'ng the Knowledg EStllD&i:lOIL Eahel S )

7 - RO : V- = . L
recommende& *performancg'i?geﬁai for the yeare Battery, Tn four .of the. s f&-;,_: -
P N Y PO Y’wf DT “ 4: : . ~

A elght'ates‘ts twc or- more Jud es mt yk*“tdpic as’ omiv‘ted Howev’er; Ancl T T
ST ,;'T?-;Q"~.;f" e P et _ o : : N R :

* s

SN




ERI

‘3 .

to the empﬁ‘asis glven these top:.ce 1n the Core Bat;ery

The numerlcal weightmg used J:o convert t
Y S B -

s on a Var:gety of content valiai"% Ee'aéﬁfej'

> L~

. . K

\ . ,module s overall approprlateness (see,; Table 15) demonstrates the' aocept~. ‘» }i;i,;% :
:’ abllrlty of the Cone Battery \The Pxéofe?"rot 1al Knowledge Module was raté/ Cot

, co . - N Lo .
A 24 .

Very Closely Related" to the Louisiana teacher educatxon curyxcula./_ P

s Te Lk

.k&}oth the General Kﬂbwled;e and Comnum:ccatlon ;’Skllls ﬁoﬁul

W

G
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' ter. use, of ‘tests. One featiire tﬁhat must be present when tests are used te
: CE SRR . Y -"-5-* >
é,; ' make classéflcat‘s\n dec1s:Lons about examnees 1s a s<:ore that represents the
‘. ‘U .
' ';.decrsron pomt (the po:Lnt th‘at .‘LS use%’ to separate acceptable from unaccep-
- g N

,,,,,,

B table candldates) ifxe 1ssues ‘D;E jhow to establxsh qualeymg scores and

9.

: _le condltlon. o
~e .’

distandards in’ avs other t an meE 1r

- and numérous E other " 's

Ve Wy T

are 'q’iial.lfled

/.
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jee Eéei:e seiected f5r _thé
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Hambleton and Elgnor'(lsso) ha ec
LR » - \ 7
' r’ t1ng methods 1nto three categorles Judgmental Eiiip

O

P

4 fc:ases, some extern&l measure .@f thﬁ efcammee S - status to determ:Lne the . {
N e : . »

£ b . i : ‘ . i T e

" Vpl»gi_:‘_ia:ijient_ Of - t)h//st'a.néard For exampie, the Coﬁtrastmg Groups metho& (a

-

oy e

on, f"ethod‘) requlres that Judges (usuallys 1nstruc;.ors) rate each"
: - > L -

anmeefas abmvigor bélow the m1n1mally écceptabl-e performance 1 1. 'TéSt )
?r' B : " H L 9 o )
‘%,; scpx:e dxstr:tbutlons of the two groups' can be comparid The pomt of inter- - ¢.

;%fore, one ofet.‘he( TR
[ E .' .

se methods requlre -y

%°Sté de

eable exa;nm’ g

‘-:a. -‘

ENd v;;

‘L/owleag
\r' - ‘ﬁ%




For example; for a Elve';

_]udges : ratlngs resuit m fIxed and mlequally space&l probaﬁlhtles If a&

0
v

number between 0 50 and 1 06 ThlS restrlctlon in the“%uethod has been '

§ “ regarded(as a’ drawback 'H?wever, the Nedelsky method does requlre 3udges to

3

' the mmxmaily ‘icnowilfedgeab:"

effect this methodrequi‘r
1te§ for the

,-probabllltles

EMC R
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' inability to N =~
< - .
pred1ct accﬁrately 1tem scores for examlnees (lea,ngston & Zleky,
_' @ s
Thls 15 an unfamlllar task Wmost Judges,

and studles to date have not
: 1ndicated that Ju&ges can do it accurately

Whlle judg_es 0

F 4
1982).

K i

{

RN

1t is much more dlfflcult to predlct performance on, a speclflc 1tem.

v ¢ v

A modlflcatlon of the Angoff methf”lwas used % the 1978 NTE Valida-

: txon study in ;Eou::sxana and in other st 'dxes

; sgven-p‘olnt scale (é 10 25 46; 60, 80,. and 98) and were iﬁ‘s{trﬁcted”to"" 5

Jtldges_- were -pIOVideanWi-tﬁ_:.q-";, L

\ -
. .a.nsWer;

choose ofie of the pOlnt§ to regg;esent the predlcted probablllty of a corre%
w{ i -

..... Th:ts S

method Stlll requlres Judges "f‘o pre&1ct item dlfflcultles, but the scale . } R

, R

. ‘7 v & : L S

11m1ts the optlons a’vallable and restrlcts the predlctmg of item d1ff1-
7”?

/4“

o -z

3

Slmq,lar results may occur

[

k “vance  and- diff:

KN
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. of categorles withm a dlmensmp 1s not prescr:tbed \Onge each 1tem has been-

- : 91",.._.. . ro o B - -

- rated along each of the two d1men51ons, 3udges a551gn -a percentage to

o 0

f ,culty ta three broad categorles _

o
~.s,., .

more re11ab1e and va11d data than £

were ‘n6 iy

[ .

h _ task of estmatmg the proportlon of

- ..
- . < B

LA
PR

levance dlmen‘slon t 'Zthe dlfﬁ;culty d1men'

fo . nmr\-

of tk&g prevxqus vahda’tlon lﬁethod,, 1y
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ée g ,3 easy/essentiai moder e/rmporta:nt 'et\c) f A ratlng of o percent ot

would mean ghat a mnlmally knpwledgeable examinee would ansyer none of the Sk
: R i "

;m'the Core Battery, J.tlwas clear that .a d:.fferent

a

s 5 ’01 T
"imally knowledggable esg;ay resp%hs

to ‘aéf&aijjgj’;

_

Follow:.ng the‘fallg 1982 adm:.;ustratlon and $cor1ng of the Core Bat-\fl

S, @l o
L8 Q.ft.

—.-‘;_'Ed;uca't:.on‘aa:* Tf't:%ng Serv:.ce usmg ‘a hOllSth scorlng methodol&gy

'y A §




or between 0 and._ 12 ini:i’usive,; : o
. . *:\ A ' ' S
: : score ‘-&S'S’igﬁéd to those pai:ers rated as berderlme ,

: ’ """ B f ST v“ . : . - 3

KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATIQN_ PR

' K

'ost progpectlve teachers,.ti}s has meant takmg both the Com— e

spec1f:.c to each cand’ldate 'S "ﬁiéjo

Qhapter V for a dlSCUSSlOII df ttjﬂ o o
R A : y AUETEE

: 'Smce t,he Gor jsed « ini- the  certifjication- o
declsm.onqﬂ" 1t L S. ng
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f1c1ent knowledge to begln a teachlng career in Lou1s1ana The Knowledge

“ . s,
-

Est1mat1on panels were formed to prov1de 1nformat1on to ass1st in determ1n-l

?

. . j \ = n T -.._L.;
ing that standard; e T R

PR
!

-Panelists were selected to evaluate items in. one of eight subject -

. ’

areas of - the  tests éiroféssioﬁai -iiﬁo'wiéagé, Matiié'm'atics; Sc’ience,— so’c’i‘ai

Studres, ﬁrterature/FIne Arts, Readrng, Erstenrng,-and Wrrtlng) : Each par-r

t1c1pat1ng panellst rewlewed test items from the content area;to wh1ch he of .

‘)

shé was nominated A descr1pt1on of the selectlon'of panellsts can be found

t

o a

in Ghapter ll of thrs report

only one conceptual task there Were two maJor steps in. that task
R ) - . . 74 7 _ -

rmed

»

SP . . .
X .o ' T e - o L

l
-

Formulatlon of a Re?erence Grougﬁ R STt e

9

hypothetlcal reference group ifi order to- make spec1f1c judgments about&thé
« - o . S

knowledge possessed by members of that group

-

Frrst the Judges were asked to refer prrmarrly to those graduates who

were llkely to become teachers If 3udges were fam111ar' w1th their stu-

—

: .déntsv oareer plans, they were : 1nstructed to refer only to students who were

plannlng to pursue teachlng careers Panellsts were d1rected to refer to

P

. . - L s -
. : . - . ) ,,ﬁ/

' ‘mentary or secondary grades. T , . c /

| _ e
K . T

. - /
'k Sécond Judges were asked to refer only to those graduates . who were -

e /
Jﬁst mrnlmally knowledgeable v ;g}nzmall(/knowledgeable" was def;ned as hav-
S b
1ng the m1n1mal nn of academlc knowledge to a) complete the college pro-
. . :
’-' x \ '

Members of the Knowledge Est1mat1on panels were requlred to develop a

v

i
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Th1$'_ :
.f the Panei members; ’
. An assessment,f.- LA
'..'1éé§t lﬂ‘péfts-v"""" .
L :
~ ,éfé_ﬁt's; earolled i
: ance,
n Do e :;:’
4
: .&

;_ffknowledge he or she has. Thav d1v1d1ng Ilne must be: ass,‘"

: »*
ing examlnations;ybecause_the'deiivery'of a failihg gréde h’_
o _ . . . - ’ K N \ . =
consemences, most consc:.entlous faculty members pa& grea -
. & l . . ‘a’
g theJ.r conceptlon of .
e
5
seif or herseif the mlnlmally knowledgeable ~t'eacher -’c’andldat'e.' ) A; déscripf v ,
Sl ;o L : ’
5 tlon of that traJ.nJ.ng is prOV1ded later 1n the chapter. '\" ‘
. * . 1 i - B '-
- . : ] Y @z
Y e - . - :
- v ~ .
- .

:."‘? . . o . R R . N

G o ) ' . 97 | - ) .."
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Em:mqlatmn of the Estlmates 4‘; | O ; Q o ';.,. - ",'.f\iyv_f;;}_:';'

|
-
:

a

In the development of the study de51gn, 1t was a:nt1c1pated that ma:ny,:' =
facuity members would niot: have taught all of the courf\hs in whlch the ‘con- '
: — ,

o

E assenibl-res, the J,‘.'_V

- with local, s'g'u'r'cé :

-

,4; in eéch d1ff1c ty/releg\z:nce ce11 on the probab111ty of correct responses by L s

the m1n1ma11y knowiedgea 1e teacher cm;xdldate In ’the 1978 vahdatlon study
of t}ge NTE 1n Ibulslana, _]udge‘s had been asked. aki
knowledge i@g&hmcorrectwspmg was done tf \.,tfree Judges from .

est1mates about ‘

"‘,:,

knowi:edgeabie stu&ents wouid guess the co‘rrect a:nswer Slnce Gommon Exam:L- I

: a

natmn scores 'were _corrected for guessing, thlS was an approprlate proce-'

¢

4 4,7duré.r Scorés. from the Core Battery\ however, aref not corrected for gUe ss= ”,"fff;,_'
J}ng 7'I'herefore, judges part1c1pat1ng 1n the curreng. study were d1rected to ;_ 3
) | -
make’ égtimates con&ernrng the percentage of Items the mmlmaiiy knbwledge- N \
.:.able teacher) candldate Would answer correctly | 4. ‘ L T
The judg%s We,re asked to make estamates for all 1tems except those for. : ; {/

L -
’ o . B}
v

' Wthh their: exper1ence prov1ded them with.no basis’ .for making a _]udgment

5 B -
,,,,,,, - i :
In these cases they. were Instructed not to respond to that. 1tem P

-




: S g : :
| ii ) } N - . Pt
‘j*Kr;owledge Estlmatlon I::ammg Sesfuéﬁ e

. Lo S R
session was to occur " The training session was organized into three meet-

- N

© ings.. »

| First, all Knowledge Estimation Papel members convered. in a single

" large-group session:  General -issues were addressed agd an overview of the

tasks to be performed was presented in this meeting. R

D O P ) / ' :
\\‘*Follovlng the "neral,session, ered Gontent (MC) m1n1 ses51ons Were
o B / . . A

'iheld: Each of- the elght C mini= sess1ons conta1ned ﬁanellsts from a varlety

) 6f:§ubject areas The purpose of the MC sess1ons was to st1mu1ate dlSCﬂS' S

cher candldate (Appendlx IV C) The panellsts then part1o1pated

i "? of - the1r 1nterpretat1ons_ of the descrlptxon rn order ‘to

1;%¥ftlar; fff It 5a's perceptlon of the mlnlmaiiy knowledgeable teacher can=

b
but rather to ald eacthanellst in clarlfylng and stab11%21ng his or her own
- conceptlon of the m1n1mally Rnowledgeaiie teacher candldate.' In otherﬁJ5
‘ . Ay ,\
words, each pénellst made a set of'lndegen'ent Judgments Before doxng so,'\
oY o lme

m1n1ma11y knowledgeable teaéher candldate 1n eaoh”Judge S m1nd 'The MC ses1

\_\\slons lasted approx1mately one hour
. P .

"y

'
¢
.
®
. Co PO
. 'Jr:‘ .
oy




§\s Follow:.ng ;the MC m#ni- sess1ons, Same Content (SC) sés ions were held

%}f' s .

Partlclpants 111;‘ each SC sess1on were nomlnated to serve 1n evaluatmg the

‘s

.‘Seven of the panels ‘were proV1ded w1th 10 sample 1tems., The Profess1onal

2,

to be -»s:;gnlfrcantly- longer than that of t}’xe others panels -' Half of the
- T .".' C - : “", - ) B { >— ‘ : Ta
. items were "rat'éd and thésé ratmgs were tabulated and d1scu ssed Then the "

remalnmg half of the 1tems were rated tabu,lated* and5d1scussed Judges’,

\ L

" then predrcted the proportIOn of Items m each category that would‘,, be/

‘answered correctly by the m1n1mally knowledgeable teacher cand1date. Fol-

/

£ ' e
_the xratlngs would later be used»to determme quallfymg, ‘scores. - Th{iese_wn s

o . . _ ) L
¢

- . . ; E - .
. oy i . LI
o - . : S

. : ; .o
R J. - } . . - ‘ . I
- - b . o . R R

' Description of Ratiﬁ”g's'

L »
Item ratlngs were conducted on the mornmg followulg the tramm:g Ses-

k

si'o"n.' Ratmgs Wwere counterbalanced byA both fori and -ta”[c. That 1s, half of'

tﬁé'juagés rated Form B'first‘ and the others rated Form- A flrst half rated

"'TItem dIffIculty fIrst and ‘half rated Item relevance frrst items that were
\

commorn, to both forms were deleted from the' Form B packets Dur‘lng data pro-v

-

'céssmg, ratlngs of common items. (those “that appeared on both Form A and' ; ;

L)

[ |

- . CG c N o

-8




Eh 1®w1ng the rev1ew, each 3udge rated Form B in the. same manner- in which he or

‘ : g .‘ - -
N - . - »

';ﬂ;she had rated the f1rst form'ﬁﬁif . hmmwﬂm;ffifffwfh;mfh;f;”"lf?iif”::;' R

SInce the essay vairdatlon methodoiogy requIred a sampie of examInees

essays ratlngs of the essay subtest could not be conducted\durlng the 1arge o

e :
ratlng sess1on 1n October Instead Writlng panellsts reconVened in Febru-A

ary, 1983 to. rate the essays, IA;sample of 66 essays produced by Loulslana
4

examlnees Was chosen to approx1mate the'overaii dlstrIbutIon of essays in

= -,}

the State : Panellsts from both the Content ReV1eW and the Knowledge Estlma--

tlon Wr1t1ng Panels were 1nv1ted to partlclpafe 1n the ratlngs Only éssays,f“

L

from the fa11 982 admlnlstratlon of the Core Battery Were avallable for,f

Sy B :
B fatiﬁg; The time constraInts for compietIon of the study dId not aiiow forjif?
" ’ ! . . . vy .' . . e ) =
rating the sprlng, 1§83 essay form: -, o A .
/ = » . | v/r- "‘ - ¢ . o P )
~ Lo o B ’




“

£ -

As explalned prev1ously, e1ght panels of Judges (one for .each test'_inv-

xz
-

: “in the_ areas of Professmnal Knowledge, Mathematlcs Sc1ence, L1terature/
- T e

Fme Arts, Soqq\i\\Studles Wr1t1ng, Readxng, and Iirstenrng NTE Core Bat-' '
13

tery scores are no%: reported at thlS level of detall however, so follow1ng

. I

the idetermmat'lor';-r‘;'of‘the 'p"a'nellsts standar'ds- -for each‘ tes’t test scofes

£

were aggregated .;6.5 f;s'rm Scores for each modu?ce "ﬁatheﬁatigs; A'Scienc_e';
Social Studies; and :Eif:éféf:iifé/f‘ine Arts wer_'e combined to form the General

Knowledge mo‘duie Wr1t1ng (obgectlve), ertmg (essay), Readlng, and ‘Lis-

tening wéréu‘inciuded in the Communlcatlon SklllS module. S‘cores in. thIS‘ .

4 D ] _
.

fiodiile are Welghted so that each te'st (Lrstenrng, Reading, and ertlng) have . :

- - d

— _equa.’c werght.-._A.WIthrn the ertlng Test the oh_]ectlve and essay subtests are

' '-. - ' R
T

V : 1 s L N A

dards,— data from the Content ReVIew Paneis : ratmgs were merged with the

.i

Iénowiedge Estmatron data & Items Judged content approprlate (see Chapter

IT) were g1ven a. welght of 1. 0

Content 1nappropr1ate 1tems were welghted * .

L ; . 2 e,

.Cv’. _Kn wledge Estlmatlon rat1ng§ were mu1t1p11ed by their content appro-

O\'

pr1atef1ess welght durlng data processmg Tlms* content appropriate 1tems

9 "y _,,

s . .
. % .
Y . 4
L Y ¢ P P
S .
N ‘ ¥ - ) S
. . . .
" PR A L
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- ¢ -




'k‘ﬁaw_teaaé ESTIMATION RESULTS .~ e
Essay Raiuugs ) ‘1 o L ;!fu' oy %ﬁ“" ;
. R = -, = . --.; = - g B B \

»

Tabae 20 presents ‘lnformatlon concernxng ‘the dIstrrbutIons of all »

o N . -.

essay sco;e§11n.£ou151ana for the Novemb%r, 1982“ administration of the.Core

Battery and of the- sample of papers selected for°reV1ew., As can be Seen In,f’j

LR

_Table.20 a. sllght oversampllng was reqﬁrred xn the tails of the d1str1bu-‘

7

t1on (the hxgh and Tow ends) to pr0V1de representatlon at all ‘score levels

At least two essays were sampled at each score‘bolnt Table 21 1nc1udes‘¢he‘j

e .

f.. \

v
»

/Content Revxew jﬁ&ges, Knowiedge Estlmation Judges, and the total group It

can be seen from the Table that there was - general agreement between the two

types of panels .in the percent of . essays ass1gned£ each category Gongent.

ReV1ew panellsts rated somewhat more paperslas "Border11ne, %hereas Knowl-}
e

3

EN

_.edge Estrmatron‘Judges placedamore papers'lnfth' Acc p able" category

g ‘—-._ B

B Informatlon cqncefniigg"fhé.‘:ai'réra‘gé' '.'se‘orés" assigned - to borderllne
L LT . :
papérs'is présented in‘Tablé'22 Both theimean and median are reported in
~ ’ L

5,.Tab1e 22.- The medxan IS InC1Udtf since rt&Is a.more stable stat1st1c than~'

/ : K . “~ 5 ,

_from those of other 3udges, the-mean w111 bé more affected by such ratlng

»A . - &

than\the med1an Insngtlon of Table 22 xndxcates that th1s -was - not t

case. The medlan was 6 93, and the mean was 6. 91 Therefore, the mean was

“used rn ail further calculatlons since. 1t 1ncorporates more 1nformat on. than

e

N i_the medlan Based on the results shown 1n Table 21 it was dec1ded to use .

7A'the m1n1ma11y knowledgeable teacher candrdate! Note that TablesZZL_and122f+;m_,

4

- W .
AT

L2

s



i_”yiy 4 . TABIE 20 T v
 PROPORTION OF LOUISIANA ESSAYS REGEIVENG EAGH POSSIBIE ‘SCORE
OVEMBER, 1982~ ——

ST '; _

NTE CORE _BAT

Propbrtxon of R A »
R

'f—';‘;i"bvf SR
| JUDGMENT CATEGORY BY, NTE WRITING;PANEL MEMBERS

o Knowledge Fitxmatxon)f;"
- sented l’ater in thlS chapter

SN s e B oport'on of 1
. Raw. S;c;bi;éi"&" ]':.ouismzia ] xaﬁiﬁéé§ Sample

T e
o e
oo

ot
’ ,‘
) o
o N
. . . i
s v Lo
. : : 3 - .
. s : &
" . ;
o = | Y
- ; - ) ’/ . -
. - v
!
i
o

" AVERAGE PERCENT 0% ESSAYS CLASSIFIED#IN EACH

" Acceptlable * Unacceptable ' Borderline '*. -

B -

Gontent Revxew - 42 50
.+ . Knowledge Estlmatlon ;. . 48.89 -
i) Total Panel ! Qb;_ b 63

i
R

Revz.ew or3 L

S 75‘_,

present ‘the da‘bﬁ by the Judges orxgmai taék ass,lgnménts (Content




-“".ﬂfl‘

F‘ SCORES ESTABLISHED BY JUDGES AS

7NTTNG‘BGRDER£TNE ESSKYS* o

| Mean of Judges’ Ratings .

iContent ReV1eW

Knowledge Estlmatlon
Total Panel

Cavovaal
R -1
Lo IR S RO N

"!prov1ded Table 23A 1nd1udes the dlstrlbutlon of relevance ratlngs by test

l

A';lujof not very Important knowledge is reported forfx S

It can‘be‘seen”frdm Table 23A that Jéﬁgeshtended toff;thi.

v

el.thét esSéﬁtlal or "‘not very mportant knowledge;

Ji;'éted 1tems as important. v Add;tronally;vJudgments;ﬁiv»"

be In'the not-very‘iﬁpoftéﬁt' category than any other '

‘,
: -

Were not expected they are not altogether surprlslng




A B : . - - L B - : * .
- T P ) . . . - . 85
- B d . X ~ . ' . -

o L . . w - - B - ' " v

_ Further aiai§§és a%:é ocndﬁétedf' The»resuits'eppearvin Tabie_iSE; which -

57presents the number and percent of" 1tems rated Es'”"" fI”"*"””

.'ma]orxtz of Judges. If over half of the Judges for a glven test rated an:’

_ item as elther 1mportant or - essent1a1 _that item was 1nc1uded in Table 233 ,‘7_ 5

It is apparent that most of " the 1tems 1n the Gore Battery were not consrd-
ered unrmportant u51ng thlS cr1terxbn,_1n contrast to the perCent of ﬂ_gg [gfﬂl

ments ta111ed 1n Table‘2§A Thus wh11e there was an. apprecléble number of

“ - o
P e g

not very 1mportant Judgments, they tended to be spread across items, very

' few 1tems recerved thls ratlng by .a maJority of 3udges

”,.

Table zz; follows the s,amg format as Table 23A a.nd reports* the dlffl' L

.

;culty ratlngs About one-thrrd of the 1tem Judgments across tests wereg

-

moderate .on both Forms A and B For Form

>

There were several steps 1n the analysas of 3udges ,ratingsﬁtoﬁcaion;"

,w B .

1.§atéi§nﬂéipéotéd i;n1mumtscore : F1rst data fromothe Content Rev1ew Panels-

moderate]essentlal

o (easy/essentlal

Jere.t,u‘f.¥“*“f-,;sﬁif Pom ol

- This ‘péfcéﬁtagé”wés then




‘NUMBER AND_PROPORTION 01 ERTS
RELEVANCE Cﬁ&EGORY BY KNOWEEBGE ESTIMKTION ‘PANEL MEMBERS :

‘”*”CED IN-EACH

Number .

_ Essential.

Important. -

_ Percent”

- . a
. Percent”™

Number

fﬂqmbgr

‘, Pertént

. Professional

.+ Knowledge .
Form B..
: =,ﬂﬁéfﬁéﬁéiiés

_FormB

'1f,S¢iéhcé,_:,_"'

. Form &

Form A

* Fotm B -
'L&tégétéiée
SR Fine Arts’
——""_. __ Form A
' . Form. B~
' ﬁéaglng-,,

. Form:B ",

‘Form A .- 30.7.: . 29.5°
32,6 . 32:0

i s emd 4=f;?f+

 Form A

'ﬁiéféﬁiﬁg,;"

o= Form A .-

B N LI

. Form B_

-;";fertlng (UbJectlve) :
o 1504 '-334';’

Form A -

. FormB ..

18.8 - 46.

30.

io gi.
.5

~4.00t
o

11.0 * 0 36.7
'11.8 ¢ f

0O

Lo,
vt
N

Q\\p:.

4

20 p f' 50",  ff};lL

15:4 = 34

T

oV~

KN N ST

Twe

SN

b

~N N

ADIOV .

Wik




s ' TABLE 23B .
L. Toel j o . [T [
" NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ITEMS RATED ESSENTIAL OR IMPORTANT
BY A MAJQR;$Y OF JUDGES FOR EACH TEST FORM AND- °
AVERAGE PERCENT OF THE TWO TEST FORMS o
< ’ . o o ,:1,7',, " ; - o I,,,:ﬁ,; ,
e : ~ FoRM'A . | FORMB .
‘ oy v 3 e N - 7// - R 4‘ -
;7 Number ,gg;cenﬁ’“ff;Nﬁsbef ‘Percent i 'Percent
o --‘l . .- Items” Items Items’ U Items. - Items
ProfesSzonal Knowledge 799 1 95,2 - . 97. 5 95.1° " . 95.1 . -
e Mathemat:.cs Test Lt 26 . 96.0° 24 96.0 .
' Science Test ~©. . .. . ;26 ' "86.7. 28 .. 90.0
- Social Studies Test . e 26 . -86.7 g 27 0 88.3
L1terature/Fme Arts.Test. ©~ 31 -%- '88.6 - =~ 28 . . 85.5
General Knowledge Module e 107 - B9.2°0 i 107;_;" JE: 89.5

. Reaaing Test T-'vﬁ s . 30 10040 ”?,39 C o .100:0 0 £ 100:0:C
Islstenmg Test coE R T o 97.5 o 49 S A2 100.00 987 e : v
Writing Test (Gb_]eetxve) 44... - 97.8 ‘JT" bl T.97:90 el

Communlcatlon Skllls Module . 113, - 98.3 11& ’ 2 ;98,'.-7; '

'.knowledgeable teacher candxdate would answer that item correctiy As an

el supposé' an :tt had been Judged to be moderately diffzeult and:_ o
ant, and that the ;]udge predicted that 50 percent of such 1tems would o :-"5:;

m.‘

hg answered correctly by the mmmally knowledgeable teacher cand:.date ' 'I'hef' ' ( \
probabllity of a mm:;mally k:nowIedgeaBie teacher candxdate answerrng an 1tem.»-
 in thrs category oorreotly would be SO The sum of suoh probab:.htles for_
‘A all 1tems 1n the test 1s the pred1cted raw s‘core.(the number of 1tems-v
_answered correctly) of that Judge .'I'he--, prﬁ&lcted raw scores werew averaged B

across jﬁdges for eacﬁ test.‘ These average test scores were. f:tnaﬂy trans-"-’

i ormed to soale soores for the three modules of the Core Battery us:.ng ,. ; 3

, 4 VAR ‘ Lk
; transformat:.on formulas : prov1ded by Educational Testmg Serv1ce - The . "
%< S o .
resultmg sca1ed score standards are presented 1n Table 25 N
. = o dos :




V L '7 TABI:Eza 7

MEAN NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF ITEM JUDGMENTS PLACED IN EACH

DIFFICULTY CATEGORY BY" KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION PANEL MEMBERS

-

o

é .

;"T?'{-fngééi.éié'“' ./Fl Easy " “Moderate’ - - Hard “vf;;w.ﬁif

D ) g e O e I
: Form o Numher B Percenta:-thbe;;”'?ercent ~ Number - - Percent -
LI . i - . LURT A i ! R

3Pf6féé§i6ﬁé1-
Knowledge '
Form A..
Form B

,ﬁMathematlcs B
. _Form A
- Form B

chignce'_ R _
. Form & % 11.5 s
L ForuB. . 88 . 29

~ o
oo
(WX
NO - )
. . N L

, Mo RN SR

U
)
W

. Socxal Studxes :':‘_];I'_; T N".;
Form A ~ 12:7 ' = 42.2 - 10.6 35.

..+ Form B . 13,9 . 46.4 - 10.7 ' 35,

SOV
S

S Y
-
o

‘Literature and T - S
 Fine Arts B ) S -

 "Form-A . 11.8 - 33.

Form: B . . 8.5 -  25.0

D CY
fury
S

oV OV

[SLI

D~

(W

N Co

0 O

. Reading.- -
.7 . Form A
. ‘f Fbrﬁ;.

[=- M- 1
TV
FOLRN
w
[u
IS
-
o
AW
IS
~
o
o
[=R[¥V]
N
o
e ]

. AN'ZL;stenlng'; : R
”;g’f. . Form A .- 1 2;;'
L B o 1

T .
© 15.6 -

Form

H-' N\_.,u
O
N
[y}
[

E ‘m
‘00 OV
W B~
[o ),
(o \\le.]]

-L\\.n
N )
(%Y
B

S ertlng (Objectlve) D
e+ . Form'A T 10.9 - 2%:2 320
oo ' Form B - 12 9 28.7 : 21.

.Nj_?-tﬁw

(el
£+ F

[« )91, %

v e ..
i
-

(o]

9, ]

23,

E

A’ - ’ . . -
-

. # Percentages.nay not total 100 because of rounding and nonresponse.

v : L L : =

~

‘&‘}

v;_ J f"E‘;?";Ti§;ffi- ' fi.:%ltjé;i; .'EiN?:ONN.f;;U.PN




r s e

/ . The results - for Form A and Fprm B are s1mllar for the Profess1onal

' -

scaled pomts betWeen Form A and Form B. However, the range between Form A'-

.

and Fori B of : the Commu.nlcatlon Slglls_modlrle wai greater. Thrs was 1arge1y '

, -
i

due to drfferences III the number of Judges ratlng ‘the two forms of the L;s- :

: - ? ‘. L . . .

ten1.ng Test One 3udge rated oSt of the 1tems o both forms as- '_'no‘t very -
: P - - ":-iy_,;.-',~‘
i lii_ip'é_i:té_.ﬁt-' than

v Thes 1mpact of th1s Judg;e s ratmgs was greater ‘on’ Form B

GGNSISTENGY GF RESULTS FOR KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION PROCESS

Sy '
‘,n"‘: . XY

K

method employed 11‘1 the 1978 val:tdatron study to match the changes in the

procedures used fqr}_p,roducmg Knowledge Estlmatlon ratlngs The half-panel/

ana\lyses presented here conS1sted of four parts _a) a comparlson of the T
’;’ »i-,; . - 8 . .’._‘»,-.-:'& . Lo | TAﬁi‘E 25 ) ., : i | t
Em “%FESULTS OF. APPEEC&TTON OF EBEL METHODOLOGY
O STANB?;’&BS.BY NTE.CORE BATTERY JODULE
& Module: - . . % Maximusm = Form A Form B Average . -
R - Possible . ;
Professional Knowledge = 690 634  esi _ 652
Getieral Knowledge ) ' 690 . ¢ " 6527 . 650 N o651 oo .
Communication Skills:, = ~ 690~ & 656~ .. 64T 652 '
. half-panels' determination of Ebel methodology standards by module ‘and test . |
. EPE |




s -
and test form, and d) a. comparrson “of half pa:nel ratrngs of the percent of -

1tems the m1n1malIy knowledgeable teacher c'andldate would be expected to ‘

- answer correctly by test ' c

In® order to apply the Ebel methodology, vthe Judges gave ratings fo'r L

IR
ehach* ‘combi=::. |

‘ck to contrast each component

«

ThlS procedure sefved two .functlons ' it presented

! the consrstency of results for the overaﬂ Iprocess a:nd it exam1ned the:

sources of 1ncons1stent:1es Whe.n they appeared.. .-~ - 0 :

o

"*Coi'isistency of Ebel Results S - . e o

BN

o standard scaled score that could be expected pf the m1n1mally knowledgeable '
. . q . )
teacher* candrdate are shown for both Form A and Form B of " each module

.
.

Differénces . 1n half-panelw. estlmates ranged from ume points (Form ‘A of

- -

'the Commun1cat1on Sklll module) to three pomts (both forms of General.,”

:‘,Knowledge) T= tests of the d1fferences between faw scores assr":ed by the

i drcat ed" that

' none of the d1fferences bet\geen half p el rat:|.ngs Were stat-’stlcally 51g-5 '

'd
. n1f1cant; '




S TABLE 26
RESULTS' OF APPLICATION OF EBEL METHGBGI:GGY *
" STANDARDS BYQWIE CORE BATTERY MGBULE : :
FORM; AND HALF- PANEL SCALE SCORES ~ ’

R " Form& __  FormB . . Both Forms
P g - ~'Panel.l Pamel 2 Panel 1 Panel,2 Pa.nel 1 Panel 2
B e ™
.~ +Professional Knowledge - 651 656”““¢»mm649ch-; 654 . :650. 655:
Geqeral Knowledge = .. . 650 = 653 648 GSIN;NHHH 649 . 652

‘ommunlcatxon Skills- . = 652" 661 651 658 » 652-4M_;_669f;m.j

5\

oyl
i

_. . F‘v - ‘ . \\

After determining that the overall results from the Ebai methodo\logy

-

standards were consistent across half-panels, each task in the procedure was

S : F O A
~;then_exam1ned to determlne if this cons1stenéy had been ma1nta1ned through-
R \

.out the standard“séttiﬁg process Two analyses of the xtem dxffrcuity rat- b
" \
A\

: correiat:ons of the half-panels Judgments of item difficulty and average‘

,,,,,

d1fferences 1n the half-panels ratlngs of 1tem d1ff1culty

ments of 1tem dlfflculty ranged from 39 (Form A of the Llstenlng obJectlve

s

subtest) to 73 (Form B of the Mathematlcs Test) All correlatlons were

s1gn1f1cant at the p< 01- level or. greater, and 13 of the 16 correlatlons

o

_were 51gn1f1cant at the level of p< 001 ’ It was concluded from tﬁrs testfli'

that the half-paﬁel ratlngs for each of the Gore Battery tests showed a high”

1z L

i
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. TABLE 27

OF I

R

\}'\

o ALT-PANEL RATINGS
; Uy ITEM DLFFLCULTY BY 51 FORM

'Examinationé

r

R il

Hathematits-

Sefence

*Soetal Studtes

Iitefatmreiiine'erté; f

e

maﬁwmf“

Listening®

i

Corre&ation Between
Half-Panel

Judgments on Items

Form A ' x ‘

5

* Mean
Difference in

§cores on Items

Correlation Between |
i Half-Panel -
I Judgments on Items

mmm,

B 7
Difference in |
thf‘Panel
Scores on Items

. Professional Knovledge |

R

e I

, Ly . §o
co By e

el

' o ! N A
. e . T A
Y o " ) ' ¥ "

)
PR

i,

1 0 and the maximum reveIance ratimg vas 3 0”

FEFR R

* .I‘ . ;;'_.r’v.
y

_ Note that half-panel compo§ition is different for. Forms i and B for Lfetening as explained im Chapter II v ﬂ




93

e

; -9 T ) ) o e 1«_'
A . : 'L; . e y

: panels) to 2 QO (1f one. half-panel gave an average d1ff1culty rat1ng of_

§

/’“f 1.00; or 'easy;i,and the other half pane1 gave an average d1ff1cu1ty rat1ng

e ’

‘of 3.00, of“ﬁhard“j*. The range aetually observed for these- dlfferences was L

1“f¥gm' .01 (Form B, of the Science and Social Stuﬁies Tests) 'to .33 (Form-A of -

<

& -
. .

the Wr1t1ng ObJectlve subtest)

ratrngs acrosfs all tests was'ﬁiS;

.i(Form ‘B of Mathematlcs)

the,Liétening.Test; were

N IfIcant-at ‘the p<’05 or greater level; Eight of the correlations were

signlficant at the level of p< 001, 1nd1cat1ng a hlgh degree ‘of assoc1at1on E

: tlQnswfor th%kLlstenlng Test ' Thgse low correlations,,noted in the preced- o

Llstenlng Test as "mot Very Important; The effect of thlS panellst s rat-

;Ings was more. pronounced on Form B, for wh1ch there were; seven 3udges, than'

. A :
on Form\A - for. Which there weré.niné judgéé There were no procedural rea-

.

t1ons for the Llstenlng Test shouid be: Interpreted Wlth the understandlng ' ;

L)

that they incinde one set of oplnlons that d1Verged w1de1y from those of the
other judges. -

N

]
dic
H&‘ 1

N "_1 .
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Lo e coupenrson 0F HALF-pnnuL RAT'Iued

N WmmEBmGEmST
' L eonu | Lo

o R i e e e A T T T
. ',5"€".;":“:' ,n;l'.. ,’p N % - ".l‘;-'.‘(l‘ .‘rj INTA w/ N AL "‘v'. e ‘ Yoo
{ \ v, -
ot L
s
. 3 — !
—

R FormA o b e L ForiB .
L T . Correlation Between Difference n Correlation Between  Difference. in
BONEE RN | Half Panels' ~ Half Panels Half Panels' ' Half Panels'

RN - Exaninations o Judgments on lteme‘f1 Scores on ftems Judgments on Items A!-”Scores on. Items

do] g I LI
2 .J‘_-w_‘v!8k5,::”.._.,.j ulii}fQSVQ*hff‘?7'dfch

L Seckal fuidtes |

e iit'erature’ﬁine s | &
Readingi e e ot e
‘urit%g (Objective) B TN

Pearson product-moment correlations are reported All correlations were significant it the p_ < 05 level, |
except for the correlations for Foriis & and B for the Listening examination. - These two correlations
(=.0,: .08) were not significant. o 2 -
ff‘b‘ The differences reported here vere computed by .comparing the average relevance rating for itens given by
Panel'l and Panel 2. The range for these differences was 0 to 2 gince: the minimum televatice rating vag-
l 0.and the maximum revelamce rating ws 3, 0 RPN S !

lNote that half-panel composition is different for Forms A and B for Listening as. explained in Ghapter I .

B " _ [ , . S ' .. . ‘l
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o cent of" :ttems the mmlmaﬂy knowiedgeabie teacher candldate would answer”‘

o -

cctrectly That mfcrmatlon 1s presented m Table 29

%': : ‘..“ -

essay siiEtést of the Wiits Test;*becaus:e the Kncwledge Estlmatmn prece-' T ;
dures used here d:Lffered from thSFSe eulgloyed W:Lth the other tests '
R ) g« i.:?” L '._.;';,r_ \_-

: . ¥ 2 ) 7..7_”.7 S i
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Scrénce L =
Bodial. Studles S
ltheraturé/Flne Arts
Readlng

Lt The c rx"atxons reported: h re'are'Pearson r@duct-moment coxrelatlons.'
Aii c%rre&atzons wgre 51gnif1cantr . P

'was 0 td 1_

L LR

range for " th se

51nce:the maxlmum dxfferehce°wou1d be betwaen 0 peréént

VERAGE. PERCEN;‘ OF \ESSAYS vs b1 .
EACH JUBGKENT CAT'E o -

.

; IPIED IN
GBRYAQY HALF-PANEL
;%ﬁ e

,,29~?§ S Si:é?
128.70 29,63 R
: 24,72 o 30;"65 ,
/ v.
e L -




unaccepta-
R E%e;i or borderlxng The dIstrIbutlons shown in, Table 30 are : 51m11ar for
the two half-panels. Members of Panel 2 placed approX1mately 8 percent: more

a .
.essays ln the unacceptable category, whlle those In Panei 1 rated approx-;bn

o
SSavs .

‘;olmately 6 percent more essays as acceptable i The average essay;scoresffi“”'

idfproduced by the two half-panels ranged from 6 76 (Panél 1) tO 7 06 (Panéi

;;='2j, a dlfference of .30 polnts on ‘a range of 0 to 12 A T- test of thlS drf-

4l

TS

-‘”ference found it to be statIstIcaily non51gn1f1cant

‘Conclusions

J}:f The data presented in measurlng Knowledge Estlmatlon Panel conS1stency‘f

W

'~are 1nterpreted ‘as. showlng a h1gh degree of agreement between half-paneis .

‘about 1tem d1ff1cu1ty, 1tem relevance, and the score that couid.be.expected"f

- ) .
of the m1n1ma11y knowiedgeable teacher candldate The-one exceptlpn to thls:ﬁj d

ey

=
oy
AW)
by}
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1A :
"S%ttery scores 1n the cert1f1cat1on process.g ‘These. are: a) the rela-

v

. t1onsh1p between tHe content of the tests and the content of the teacher S o

.tra1n1ng currrcnlayln Loulﬁlana, and b) the est1mated score level that

v

:;fjWould be achleved by a m1n1ma11y Rnowledgeable teacher cand1date.:

J \ ¥ : .
Informatlon w111 now be presented concernxng two other aspects of

Eicertlflcatlon of the max1ma1 number of qua11f1ed appllcants,'fl

.

‘ithe r1sk of certxfyxng unquairfred appircantsrrsalnevrtabiy affected

' The level of rlsk (1 e., reJectlng qualifled appllcan;s or acceptlng"

/

- ) .. ¢ . . .

it r'th1s'chapter. Second the standard eventually ad0pted for certification

.
L

'WI11 affect the- snpply of new. teachers 1n Eoursrana. For the present,,

;butlons of Lou1s1ana examinees . taklng the Core Battery 1n November, .

.’1982 and March 1983 - To the extent that these examinees are typical

_of ail,appizcants for. 1n1t1a1 cértrfication in the State, these data can-
‘bee used to estlmate the probable effect that use of a glven set of score.

»

standards W111 have on the supply of teachers applying for cert1f1ca- g

tlon. Before address1ng these ‘two add1tlona1 concerns, however;.the'

7

'format of the revrsed NTE qualifyrng score wrii be d1scussed

u;;study, Educatlonal Testxng Service has- supplled_the performance d1str1-;;:L~



'”'.'_,'8-, ed..Cof

cand1date =) Area and WCET scores weref-_.é
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;.;lsummed and the total was compared to a comp051te standard This“md&ef““’
IR 1 :

~Vﬂhad two sallent features' compensatlon (a hlgh WCET score could compen-

. sate for | low Area score, and v1ce versa), and an approxlmately equal_:;

‘

i..‘v,welghtlng of the Area and WCET scores. ance the WCET was reported as a

F'Aponent subtest of the’ Common Examlnatlons Wlthln the WCET the follow-.h~

< ».s

: 1ng welghts ‘Wwere ass1gned by Educatlonal Test1ng Serv1ce to ‘each. of theﬁ‘r,'
b .

'component subtests ProfeSsronal Education (4 O), Wr1tten Engllsh;:r

Exfsression (1;03, Social Studles and therature/Fine Arts . 5), and

HSclence and Mathematlcs (2 5). _ 1,;

'.'from that of ‘the Gommon Examlnatlons The Core Battery con51sts of

. three two -hour modules, 1nclud1ng a total of‘elght testS' the~éammaﬁ§

3 -

 was a s1ngle three and one quarter hour examlnatlon comprlsed of s1x; e

itestswr Educat1ona1 Test:ng Serv1ce wxll report each of the ‘three Goref"'

»

vBattery module scores separately and. w1ll not Welghtvthe mOdules dlffer- RECEE

'._gntlally or comblne them ifito ' a single Core Battery compos1te scoreff'

-

. o Furthermore, the scaling of each module dlffers from the Area and Common;

Examinatxons scales: the range of scaled scores for the Gore Battery;ﬁ
-modules'is,666-696,,while5the Common and Area‘Examinations score. ranges

were 286-990. . ..,




e

Blue RIbbon Score Gomm:;ttee consxdered a number of format optlons for

. ~

the new quallfymg score(s),\ 1nc1ud1ng 51ng1e*versus multlple, welghted'

A 'er a 1engthy dISCIISSIon e:nd the consxderatxon of severai aiterna- .

tlves, the.ccmmlttee'V6ted iF_faver of a four-score; ndnC6mpen§atiﬁg;:

format for the reV1sed NTE:étéﬁaéfés,»:Aeteraiﬁgfféﬂtﬁiéfﬁédeiihegeh

Core Battery tiodule and. the -éﬁﬁf&ﬁfi’été Area EiéﬁiﬁétiEﬁ would have am .

mdependent‘ minimum score that a teacher candldate must meet or strpass
'_}éwbrdér teibe ellgible fbt Céft;flbétlbﬁ;\Yfge.;emalnder of the disétsj.
sion of ﬁgéiiéying-scarés.wiii reflect this Strﬁetﬁral_eﬁéﬁge;ftéﬁithe;
' former NTE composite score. | e

O

RISK OF REJECTING ‘QUALIFIED C?XNDIDATES

- falls W1thm a ra.tige of seores on. e1ther side of \the examinee's trie

SR -
score. One convenxent way to interpret the score is to recaH; that

under cértam assumptlons, there are 68 Cha.tilces in 100-that the exami-~

3 - o -

’

: o : . 129,

€
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be wrthxn two standard errors bf measurement of h1s or her true score,-

@ - >

@ . -

-

'anu 99—chances in 1UU that it will be W1th1n three standard errors oﬁ

1

measurement of h1s or her true score Tf the scores - 1dent1f1ed by the

’.,

-

a.

rejected even though the1r true scores, If known, would be above“the o

1l

standard The reverse is also true;' Thus, dec1s1ons 1n establlshlng the :

H

e

NTE standard should take 1ntoVaccount the probablllty at d1fferent score

than that value The probabxirtres are grven for several standards of

. s
3

'acceptance expressed Ain multlples of the standard error of measurement

w .
(SEM) The part1cu1ar multlples of the standard error of measurement in

x -
. Ve
I 4

w Table 31 can bs u;e,éa.. 'Sup:

<

N

. one SEM from it. In-thxs case one would 1ocateithe;SEM value of -1

-

L The standard error of measurement 1s an est1mate of the amount of var-",
" iation in a performance measiire (e. g., test score) attrlbutable to meas-

'_H\ ~
m |
ot

. Urement error. It'is theoretically equal to the mean difference between .
'.examlnees observed score and true scores. H B '

g V%lrdatron Team Judges are adopted as the standards for the Core Battery _;,.

e
g™




PROBABILITES OF INCORRECTLY REJECTING QUALIFIEB APPLICANTS'M
ANB IﬂFBRREGTLY ACCEPTING UNQUALIFIED APPLICANTS AT SIX -
-LEVELS OF THE STANDARD ERROR OF MEASUREMENT (SEM)

e

_Wthe fall of 1982 or. thefspr;ng of-i983 -and- who 1dent fied-t h ”e1Ves as Y

spec1f1ed score,‘aﬁd sé on.

' Probablllty of ReJectlng B
3'App11cant Whose True Score .. -

‘a

... is the Specified Number of ., is the Specified Number of
~ SEMs above Standard 3 U . SEMs' below Standard
--r---------------------;--;--; --------------- omm=m - .‘---'Tp7
SEM . 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 é.% 2.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0.2.5
0.0 | S0 .31 .16 .07 .02 .01 .50 .31 .16 .07 .02 .01
-5 | 31 (16 107 [0z o1 001 69 .50 31 16 .07 .0z
-1.0 | v16 <07 .62 .01 -~ .001 <.001 . :84 .69..50 .31 .16 .07
-1.5 | -07 .02 01 .001 <.001:<.001 .93 ,.8% 169 .50 .31 .16
=2.0 | .02 .01  .001 <.001 <.001 <.001 .98 .93 .84 .69 .50 .31
.5

sxde of the Tabie Indlcates that

there would then be 16 chances in 100 of £a%l%ng to eert&ﬁy a cand1date

whose true score was equal to the spec1f1ed score, seven chances in 100
. )

of fa111ng to certlfy a: candldate whose true score was one-haif of a: SEM

.
.

'1»hca§es that there.woﬁld be 8# thances in 100 of _____ﬁyégg a cand1date

&
‘.h

Aﬁhose trie scofe was equal to the spec1f1ed score, 69 chances in 100 of

Table 32 presents the mean score and standard gev1at1on for ‘each

o

of the Core Battery modules for those persons who attempted the NTE M

» !

sen1ots -at the t1me of testlng The data are also-limited' to examlnees -

~

.01 .001 <.001 <.001'<.001 <,001 .99 .98 .93 .B4 .69 .50 -

.above the specxfled score, and so on The :;ggg 51de of the Table 1nd1- '

< -

Aﬁpixcant Whose True Score o

b

' 5certify1ng an. appllcant whose true score was one-half of arSEM beiow the
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S L AL

Area Examlnatlon) Included 1n Tahle 32 afe- the percent of examrnees;:]“

i; athevrng or exceedlng the mrnlmum score propoSed by the Valldatlon Team}f"“

3udges ‘en each module and the standard error of measurement {SEM) for

i g

' dards as a whole are presented in subsequent tables

each module - This Table rs limited to the percent of examlnees‘meetlng

each 1nd1v1dual standard - The JOlnt passlng rates foruarl four stan-

.
'7”77'_j,"'*Fi“ L .
TABLE 32~ .
MEAN EXAMINEE scogg_ANp PERCENT -OF Exéﬁiﬁiié Hﬁﬁfiﬁé e
JUDGES ' STﬁNDARDS ON NTE CORE BATTERY MODULES
i LN
. . o B ; Mean , . Percent
o Judges - Examinee 7, .at or
o ] Minimum =~ = - Score . Standard " ‘above
- © ' Score .~ " SEM (n—1013) DeV1atlon Mlnlmum‘

1-fProfessional.Knoﬁledgé-..~1 652 - 3.8 ,Jl-égé.g’j_ 3 %
| General Knowledge . . 651 © 3.5 - FJSSi;?: hl2i3‘;. 65.6
CommunrcatIOZSkrlls o, e52- 35 ":'6'58‘9 11k 74.8

NOTE:'SEM'deri@ed'fromrfall,;19§2,.form of Core Battery
T S S L r,,,,,,W;”",,fli;,'”gl,,ic,g£;§$lr-, —
Tabl@ 33 gives the percentages of Lou1s1ana examinees scorrngr bove the

study estrmate of the score standards for the three Gore Battery ‘modules. -

It

and each Area»Examinationf Tables 3% to 36 nge the percentages of

. S or '
Louisianakexamine*s cor1ng above the study estlmate of the score stan-'
dards for the three Core Battery modules minus one; two, and three stan-"
dard errors of measuremeﬁt, respectrvely’ . 7

. : Loy = N e e B .
“~ h; A
- : ‘ y o
VL N
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R B TABLE33 %

PERCENTAGE OF LOUISIANA EXAHENEES SBGRfNG AT ‘OR ABOVE® STUDY
' ESTIMATE OF CORE. _BATTERY SCORE STANDARDS R BN

D BY AREAEXAMINATION .

2

—_— ;

; S % ',,1,;;
) 'Nﬁﬁbéfiéf Stdndard Estlmate Estimate' Estimate - %

’Examinees ﬁor Area for PK N for GK _.fﬁr,CSA“;Péééy

L Agrlculturg A ‘;6,é' >¢66(,.» A652 - ‘651_ - 652 * "33:3
e Blology & s UL e Tl L R o
T4 UGeneral. Sc1er;,ce -r23 575 - 852 651 . 652  69.6
S 7Bu51ness [ T e R S A T
‘.ionr 7 Educatiom © . 0. -4@7". 591 652 .. 651, . - 652 . 45.0 .
Co i.Chemlstry/Phy51cs/ e L T A S TR N
. rGenmeral Sciefice . 3 -"530 . 652, 651 . g52  100.0 .
CEarly Childhood '@ ' o O oo sl s T T
‘. Education . - . = 96 -;gﬁﬁﬁ. -, -652 . _ ."651. * 652 43:8.. . .
- . Education in T S o AL s T
" Elementary: Sch1 . -511 545
Education of ° U Co
Mental Retarded =~ 12 - 541
English Langy/:. e

. T Lite;ature ;: iy 49 441 :
~ French 2 s e
- German . ... 0 . 496
. Home Economics CL
.Education’ . = ., 29 - ©_5a9¢ ‘
S Mathematlcs Lt 25 617 .-
2T Media® Spec1allst/ PR

© .. Library/&:V: - "~® " 563 .

- Mu51c B e T S
. Educatlon o b6 ) J533 o :
”fPhy51cal o e T e DR
" ’'Education- | -7 - I13°. -.545° - 652"
fSﬁéi&l Studies. - ' . 46 563 ¢ :

7,';.1 ‘..

Caa




| ;_,_,ks-i;f“_;;;,;' f_ ;3“ fAﬁiﬁ 3ot f?.' -

ST ESTEMATE OF CORE" BATTERY SCORE- STANDARDSVMINUS ONE SEM -
. . A.‘”thl SooEn pv AppA FYAMTNATTHN‘ j{,.

ISl od

PR B

‘ Afeé'”‘ Number of Stendard Estlmate Estlmate EStlmate“¥ Fo
Exam:nation Examlnees for Area s for PK for GK .‘“f”n:CS _Pass .

Agrlculturé i ;'; T 6 asa:_;ﬁ “”649?; ,];v;;
General Sc1ence7x-j’23? 575
~ _Education - 40 - 591
L "Ghemlstry/Phy51cs/ - o S
. . . “General Scierice .. 3, ‘ 530 649
- Edrly Childhood .~~~ : L
. Education: -~ = . 96~ ‘' 506 - 649
Education 1n R I
Elementary Schi = 511 ~ 545 649
Bducation of % . S
~ Mental Retarded , .12 - 541 .°°649
e Engllsh Lang/ - _7;7f Sesel T
S Literaturé « . = .- &9 ° 441 « 649
. © .. .French . 2+ 517 . 649 o : .0
' Germam' - '+ . .8 496 .t 649 648 . BA9 1 mm o
7 Home Ecomomics . T oo LT et
Education . - 29 509 - 649 648. 649 T 655 . i
Mathematics = ' . 25 . 617, T..649... - 648 649 .. 3200
' Media- Spec1allst/ T T e e :
se. o Library/A-ve ‘“o' 563 649 .648 ' 649 - ==
‘Music & . . e e R R
__Education - .. 46 533 5 | 649 648 649 T 69.6
A Physmal e : SR R R

3 ~“545 ' T 649 . ..648. . 649 47.8°
6: ¢ 563 649 648 649 - 54.3" . 7
. I 538 . 649 C 648 . 649 75.0Q

. Speech Commun;c L T A _ T T R > e
i & Theatre (eLD) .. 8.1 519 649 648 .. 649 . 75.0° .

Total Across Areds 1013 #;:1,‘_Vf *649, .

B

°

g
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© .’ TABIE 35

PERCENTAGE OF EOHESIAN& EXAMINEES SéORING AT OR ABOVE - STUDY

BY AREAVEXAMINATION o ' .

Area Number of/ Sféﬁ@éf&'“Eéfiﬁéie..Esfimeﬁe ‘Estidate %
ExamInatlon Examlnees for-Area = for PK, . for GK' for CS Pass

Agrlculturevq-*~i -6 . 466 . - 645 644 . - 645 - 83:3
R 1';Blology & o : S ;vjﬁi T o "‘% S v .
v:¢‘_ _-.General ‘Science .23 ‘575 7 645 . 644 - 645  78:3
L ”'Bu51ness T T
" Eddcation - 40 591- T 645 . . 644 .. 645 '57.5.
,Chemlstry/Phy51es/ v o . R .
= . General Sciemce . '3 530 - 645. ‘ 644 . 645  100.0°
e 'Early ChlldhOO}i; o ;' : . T ’ g ) . e S
' -Education o .96 -566. .- 645 ‘ ‘644 -, 645 63.5
“Educatlon inm Cs e T e
- Elementary Schi . 511 - 545 T645 . 64b, 645 - 68.7 &
'.,EducatIon of - N D T LT
.. * Mental Retarded 12 541 645 . 644 - 645 -, . 50.0 .
: ',aEngllsh Lang/ o o LT .l ;
% Literature " 49 441 .. 645 - - 644 = 645  9%1.8

* ' French - . .2 517 645 . 644 -~ 645 . 50.0
~ . German N 496 645 . 644 . 645 @ --
» - Home Ecomomics - e
; wBducatiom -~ 29  509. 645, - 64k . 645 86.2
" Mathematics . = 25 617 645 . . B4k - 645 32.0
~ 'Media Specialist/ L L o C
-Library/A-V . 0 - 563 645 - 644 645 --
Mu51c e o - : o - ' e
_ Education 46 533, - 645 .. 64b 645 . 80.4
Physical I N T
" - Education | 113 545 .. 645 644 . 645 66.4 7 .
' Social Studies 46 . 563 -, 645 - 644 - 645 5§,7<L»
§Span1sh . & ~ 538 645 644 | ‘645 75,07 -
Speech Communic ' . ‘ S L
'& Theatre (OLD) . 8  '519s - - 645. - 644 . 645 ° 75.0 -

i

"Total Aefags“éféas 1013 ---= 645 k4 645’ 68:5

<

' ZPK-Prof5551onal Knowledge, GK—General Knowledge, CS—Communlcation SKills

fNOTE See text for explangtlon of Area Examlnatlon Standards

. -
R SR
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“ : PERCENTAGE OF EOUISIANA§EXAMINEES SGGRING AT OR ABOVE STUDY’

: . A ORE—BATTE --h‘iRE:SIEANDARDS:MIINUS:IHREE:SEMc
» _ g o BY AREA EXAMINATION T

/ i
[
f =
"Area,  Number of Standaid Estimate Estimate Estimate %
Examinat/ion .Examlnees fo: Area for PK for GK f@r cs Pééé

Agriculture + - 6 466 "641 - §a1 ‘f642,' 83:3
o Blology & [ S s oL B e
, General Sc1ence 23 575 641 641 - - 642  ~78:3 °
- Bu51ness ; o e L
Education © 40, 591 641 . 641 642  60.0
Chemistry/Physics/ - T e . N
General Sciemnce 3 530 - 641 641 642 10030
Early Childhood . S T ' o
¢ _ Education .96 ° 506 641 641 642 . 72(¢
Education in T - . T o
Elementary Schi 511 545 641 -~ 641 642 73.2 i
' Education of - IR o o - SRR e
Mental Retarded 12 541 . 641 641 . 642 58.3 L.
- English Lang/ o o I . .
- Litérature - 49 441 , 641 -~ 641 642 4 93:9
‘Frernch L 2 517 - 641 641 642 - 50.0 :
German TP 496 641 641 642 T --
Home Ecomomics : - I R
Bducation 29 . 509 64l .64l ek2 931
Mathematics : 25.: 617 641, . 641 642 32.0
Media Specialist/ o C o o 3
. Library/a-v - . 0"~ 5863 641 - 641 642 --
. Mu51c o L : , L . |
‘. _ Education = - 46 - 533 64t - - 641 642 - '82.6,
Physical . , T L.
. Education- 113 545 - 64t 641 6427  75.2
© Social Studies 46 563 .64l 64l - 6h2  58.7
Spanish - & . 538 641 64l 642 75.0
- Speech Communic I T o
- & Theatre (OLD) 8 519 &4l - 64l 642 75.0

8

7¢§Eatai}éaf§ssséréas 1513. ,v:::;_a;iiv.éai', B4t eh2T o 73.2

@,
©
»
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from the 1978 va11dat1on study est1mates These estrmates,Were not used

The standards fcr the Area Examlnatlons 1n all four tables Were der1ved

..

lf

7

;' .

>

o

- “P\

compos1tg score model

Y
Fy

-
‘

tiors and Theatre test, produclngfa new Speech Communxcatxons Area Exam-».i"'

. ' \"

1nat1on to replace it. Gandxdates seekrng certlflcatlon in, th1s area

and taking the new Speech Communlcatlons Area Examlnatlon will be

requlred to meetwbnly the Core Battery moduLe standards unt11 the new -

a standard set for. the test Gandxdates seekxng certlflcation 1n Speech
i R
Commnnlcatxons after the new standard has been set w111 be requlred to

.

x

. .

to estab11sh lndependent %Eandards for the Area Ekaminations in thé 1978n7;

.



" meet the Area Examination afd Core 'ﬁat'téry module .gtaﬁaafase A valida= = .

t1on study of the new Speech COmmunlcatlons“Area Examlnatlon rs sched-

A

.

,uled for the fall of 1983

-

b -
:“., 4’

e

Coeg

- . T

-~

.standards.ln these areas: _ : ; ' BN . e

*
- ;

SUPPLY OF NEW TEACHERS IN LOUISIANA

Closely related to the cons1derat:Lon of the rcLsk of re_]ectlng

Lot ,"»‘ - ; e

ylng score nequlrements on the supply of new teachers 1n each of the

specxalty frelds If there 1s§a substant1a1 shortage of teachers at a

{
v

part1cular t1me, a h1gher -risk of certlfylng unquallfled candldates may

be cons1dered acceptag% Informatlon on teacher supply and demand may.;f

o

be used 1n conJunctlon Wlth tge valrdatron data reported above to esti-

L3S

It should also be. noted on Tables 33 through 36 that no ﬁou1S1ana

R exam1nees attempted the German or the MedIa Spec1a115t L1brary Audlo and;

mate the effect of any set/of score standards on the probable supply of,_

Lr‘candldates and 1nd1rectly, oni the capablllty of meet1ng demand

)

Tables 33 through 36 g1ve selected statistlcs based on.ﬁoursrana

‘nt

* seniors’ who ‘took the NTE Core Battery In the fall of 1982 or the springf

\

-off&§83; if an examinee had taken any bf ‘the Core Battery modules or

the Area Examlnatlon fore than once, only the f1rst ‘Scores earned were. -

D

1ncluded ThlS procedure is: é;nslstent w1th the 1978 NTE valrdatron

R T

Sy \) : ) : PR '
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il

: study in Lougs1ana. There was one eXceptlon.r If an examlnee who had

.preV1ously taRen an Area Examlnatlon attempted it agarn 1n Aprll 1983;”-*'

,from those observed S f. j,n L i ' ';g

' yleld actual passrng rates ‘that are unreallstlcally low, g1Ven ‘the

= =

the more recent Area Examlnatlon Score Was used

. The values of - the means of. the est1mated scores cannot be compared B

" across teachlng areas, since the scores om d1fferent Area Examlnatlons'

exceed the est1mated means can be compared although In rnterpretrng the

compar1sons 1t, is essentlal to recognlze that d1fferent fields -may

1 P
4'.'

attract students w1th dlfferenr\sletrels of talent.' Moréover;.; thé;.ni‘imhér’s :

. m?
. <

' small so that the results for a dxfferent pgrrod could vary apprec;ably,

a
S

“.

As shown 1n Table 33, the appllcatlon, w1thout adJustment of the:

’

.

teachIng f1elds;‘ On the average, only 51 8 percent of the 1013 examl-i

0,

demand for new teachers in many states.’ In keeplng w1th the report of

and Superlntendent of Educat1on at that txme, only devratrons from the |

v

'study est1mate that yre&d hrgher p&Ss1ng rates (1 e., by subtractlng_

Ll R

standard errors of measurement) are 1nc1uded in the present report The

.
. <

',effect on pass1ng rates of standards that are more str1ngent than ‘the

a .

y o N
SRR

are not on comparable scales The percentages of examlnees whose scores

.~

. tiom of d1fferent numbers and percentages of candldates 1n d1fferentn' -



: A 2 ,
' §E3&§; However, the total number of 1nd1v1duals seeklng teacher certIf-

«
<

PR e e

o b a .

“of candIdates Inxthe valldatlon populatlon who would meet ‘a glven set offl«A”

- e

college senior teacher candldates who would pass each set of standards.

. f

'Thus, Whlle the Eassing rates d1scussed in Tables 33 through 36,app1y to

' graduatlng senior teacher candldate5¢ the actuai number of certlf;able;‘

8

aogh

,populatlon.- In comparIng the State s need for teachers w1th the percent

&
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. CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY OF THE'STUDY = .

‘ . . . -
T . ’

Th1s chapter 1s ‘a summary of the precedxng text It is Intended
as a brref synopsrs of the frndrngs and an overV1eW of the ent1re study

Earller chapters should be rev1ewed for complete documentatlon and more

«-.

deta11ed explanatlon of the f1nd1ngs summarlzed below. ", ‘yj' .

STUDY DESIGN com S R

3 éi’i&iéi% bf 'EBé’N‘iﬁs .
Gore Battery for use 1n certlfylng teachers in Louaslana. The deslgn

The purpose of thlS study was to evaluate theh

s -

was’ modelled on the one developed by Educatlonal Testlng SerV1ce and ' >

used 1n Loulslana s 1978 valldatlon study of the entrre* Eo - fn the—tﬁf_~~fm~

.

.. . J ."-
tIes wrth teacher educatlcn programs reV1ewed the e1ght tests comprlslng
. e

_ the NTE Core Battery They proV1ded judgments about the follow;

. Gontent Revrew is the emphas1s g1Ven to
wrthIn each test the same ‘as the emphas1s these t;

A N
= i

Knowledge Estlmatlon. Would the-mrnxmally knowledé

able teacher candidate find each test item easy, mot ra;ely“v”

~difficult; or. hard9 Is the knowledge measured .in ‘ed
1tem essentlal

>



 detérmining a teaeher,;e;tification standard.

‘]STUBY PARTICIPANTS IR

f\ij | ve_;. | il'l'. o l; B £ C

vegardlng the match between tho content of the tests and teacher educa-
, "-A'. R ks ‘ ‘ i

I

only those 1tems that were approprlate measures of raﬁigiaﬁé teacher

v

_Céﬁdidétég would haVe had the opportunlty to learn The Judgments of

fthis Paﬁel were combrned W1th those of the Knowledge Estlmatlon Panel to

+

tfproduce est1mates of the score that could be expected‘of the m1n1mally

o

“.knowledgeable teacher candldate o each Core Battery test The result-

" -

Z.Ing scores'were then combrned to’ produce estrmated Scores for the three

’

{
~ i

“and cemmuﬁlcatleﬁ Skills. -The ﬁiue Ribbon écere'éemmittee also met dur- .

I4

.feducation curricula' that 1s, those that reflect content the téachér_

-

L8

NTE score take the form of four m1n1mum scores (one for each of thef

.three Core Battery modules plus the approprlate Area Examlnatlon) in
;b

/

| X

rh
Qe

;Estlmatlon Panels was representatrve of Eoulslana teacher educatlon pro-

"grams; As Chapter II illustrates;vtﬂis'objective was achieved. Twenty-

Tt
. “ .

oiie of the 22 collegés aﬁd unlver51t1es with7such prograiis were:inciﬁ&e&

~Amodules of the Core Battery Erofessional Knowledge, General,Knowledge;."

“ tlon curr1cula. Th1s ensured that the est1mated'scores,wou1d 1nclude_?a?”

~~



ES

[

.dents. The Panels .also refiected an equltable representation of pnvate

o ‘1nst1tut10ns ‘and those’ W1th predommantly bIacIe student bod1es Fbi: all.

A R .

.. .required for reliable fesults._v ' f??’ // o R L
. . ., . - . - - ¥ : N N

GGNTENT REVIEW FINDINGS

"of te,st*

nent tests T.’hese summaries mclude the content appropriatenes

1tems, the comprehensﬂzeness of the tests relat:Lve emphaS:s gJ;ven top- -

-

. 1cs in the tests and 1n Louxsxana teacher educatlon currlcula, and the
overali s1m11ar1ty»between the tests and-- these c’u;?ic'ula. ‘Chapter, III .

prov1des a complete d1scuss1on of the procedures and data upon wh1ch
these immar:,es are based , -

i

7 this méduie’consisted-ef eig*testj ?rbfessieﬁai iﬁbwiédge. It was
- ‘ “' Q (—

‘test. The emphas1s glven top:Lcs w1th1n the test . was acceptable., Wh‘en

2 -
3.

yohwlg., L Sl e : R $

\
[
Ry




2

R : e i o b 116
educatron ﬁfagf&ag Elghty-elght percent of the 3udges felt that the -

b o«

"test c1ose1y paralleled,or dldﬁnot d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y from Louxsxanah

A

BN <

teacher educatlon curr1cu1a; IR . : : ' o -/

.

General Knowledg_ Module o | - /_

* The Generai Knowledge Module 1nc1uded four tests. Mathematlcs,

:Sc1ence, Soc1a1 Stud1es, and L1terature/F1ne Arts Hhe module was/éva1:

o

uatéd as c1ose1y related to Lou1s1ana teacher educatron cnrricﬁla/ Each -

component test is d1scussed berow IR _ . o s

. N o A Lo y . o
s . .
N . . .
.- . . . . R - . ~
. L &

MathemStics Test . . .

e 77-777A777777W-7 . L ~ . 7 R R . - . ~ 7'
Ninety-eight percent of the items were judged .content appropriate.

Three topics (probab111ty,» statistics; and aigehraic problems) were

+ B
s

cited as omitted The re1at1ve emphas1s was acceptablef"“

~

sented on the test . Eighty percent of the 3udges rated the content of

I

the test'as a close match w1th the teacher educatlon curr1cu1a. R
. o B / .
. ' ./ :
| .. ,/p. .
Science Test B T
i : ‘ o oo RS )
o
N1nety seven percent of the 1tems were: 3udged conitent approprlate'

No top1cs were noted by two or more panellsts as* om1tted The relatxve‘

/ . r . < op

o,

77777 A

emphas1s was acceptable, and where differences were noted topxcs were;
? ../. ;

' generally overrepresented ‘ont the test: The test'was percelved as match-

1ng the content of Lou1S1ana teacher educatlon programs by 90 percent of

the panel;sts S - . : / '7,j*_h_~.., ”?gi,v }




Social Studies Test V»'_ o - o f' ' " o

In thlS test 100 percent;of the iteis were Judged to be content
Lo - N N
A °.

approprlate;~ No toplc was listedahv_two‘or-more panelrsts.as omittéd

'fraiﬁ the test: The value for relative ei f)hasis was .48, less t than the

.50 level set for excluslon from add1tfona1 reV1ew on th1s crrterion.'

v

7 drffered from that. grven toplcs in teacher educatlon curricula;’ they o
"N 5 ) . '_\0 ‘>
judged the tOplCS ‘to be overrepresented on the test. However; some 82 s
percent of the pénéllsts evaluated the test as cioseiy parailellng, ‘or R
s R 4

not dIffering srgnrfrcantly from, Loulslana teacher educatlon g’ograms.

Lii:éréturé/?iné Arts Test . A

; . ‘ - - ) ' ) s

Erghty four percent of the items were evaluated as content appro-

-

‘priate. Flve of the 10 1tems Judged 1nappropr1ate dealt w1th a s1ng1e dfw

LA

°

7;empha51s was ;¢3 less than the 50 set as ;dn. acceptéble level When
] .

.;-

there was a dlfference between the emphasls toplcs recemved on the testf/j?

> ) :
i;éhd in" Loulslana teacher edﬁcatxon cﬁrriEuia, toprcs were generally

.ol ."‘

overrepresented on the test. Slxty-seven percent ‘of the panellsts s

i L

Judged that the content ofﬁghe test matched that of teaChér educat1on .T
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4 vﬁommunlcatlon Skllls Moaule P = S ol

oo : L ‘ v * o . N '

Aeducatlon programs.r_It Included three‘tests’ Réa&iﬁé; Elstenlng; and -

.'ertlng The .Writing Testa_was, in* turn, composed of ‘an: obj’ecﬂtive; ,‘suio':;.

test and an es a&’egércisé. The essay component was' not consxdered by

3

. 4 : :
v @ - - s i
. - fe.

the'GontentQReniEﬁ Paﬁéi'hecause it did notcinclude discrete items that‘f

@ ~ -
o

"_cpuld be evaluated for . thear approprlateness or for the1r match W1th the g ;“

v

_empha51s top1cs rece1ved in teacher educatlon curr1cu1a

. o S . o o

2
.
a
L}

.'hReadmg Test ' ' - - :

no topxc was feit to’ be omitted: The relatrve empha51s that toplcsF; o
- ‘ ° . O
recelved on the test was judged to be acceptably close to the empha51s

S H

-these.xoplcs rece1ved in teachér educatlon currlcula. leferences An
A : : P ’ ’ “
. gemphasis reflected an overrepresentation of topxcs on the test. Nineti-.'
. .

catlon programs ;" ‘fi. ) - |
= 7 'A.}“'T \ : &
_.-_;,i:iéféﬁiﬁg Test I ST T

K]

Nlnety-elght percent of the* 1tems were rated asqcontent approprl-‘fj-
"ate. TWo top1cs were clted as omitted from the test: ana1y51s and ﬁfSQ_'*“

- lSYﬁtheSlS of oral communxcatton,' and - stxmulus response questrons for

e communrcatron ‘ The relatlve empha51s was 36 1nd1cat1ng that 1ess than

ot ’;/‘

il _
o
&, -

i IR
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o emphasxs on the test that they“recerveabrn teacher educatlon programs
: leferences in emphasrs were generally cas ’ n wh1ch toplcs were over=
: represented'on the testﬂ; Forty percent -of the ﬁanelxsts rated the test
. o as cloSei;AParalieilngf or not‘dléferlng 51gn1f1cantly from, Lou1S1ana
teacher educatlon orograms «7_ :fﬂA, iﬁi o '?“ i | . :
wii §Test | ) ;,-' SR '_ BN 4

> content approprlate; One toplc was noted by two judges as omitted: the

b ‘spelllng of frequently confused words (to too, threw through)., Thé'rél;

- __Vg"

were oVerrepresented on the test; In 3udg1ng oVerall sihllarlty,

R
I i

percent of the panellsts evaluated the test -as matchlng the. content of“ .

~
.o

‘Lou1sxana teacher eduqatlonnprograms;a

s [ A

i DA Sl B v

K’ WLE"DGE ESTIMATION -

-

e teacher candldate would answer, correctly ‘ The method used for evaluat-

AlngAﬁhe‘essay exerclse of the»ertlng Test was somewhat dlfferent s1nce .

Y c . .
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per

, R ORI
' . : L) B fo
- o - 120
o . . e L R . X a
. R

the éssay was not’ composed of 1nd1v1dua1 1tems. ) For "this éxerci?s’ej :

.
“ \
e N

panehsts ;cevxewed a ntnnber \of essays thabi had been written by I:otnsxa:na

I

teacher candldates attemptlng the NTE Core . Battery, and c1ass1f1ed each"u

. . 4 ‘,}' ,

/‘.
I

o

“items . _]udged £6 be apprOprIate by the Content Revrew Panel -This ﬁfaé-é- .

dure ensured that Lou1s1ana Teacher candldates would fiot be penallzed

: Dol
a A S

P candrdates ‘coutd st111 earn points’ toward theIr tota1 score on a Gore

2 - «,u‘

~ Battery module by correctly 'answermg those ftems that had been rated as

3

&

content 1nappropr1ate by the Content Review Panel

-

j The resultlng scoreS that could be ,expected of

Chapter IV Chapter V d1scusses the mpact of these ?cores or;n Louisia-

C L

scores as weil:i as VarIatlons from the scores expresse& as sta:ndard

©

'errors of measurement; These estimates were Obt&lned from the perform- :

s ;_jn the fall 1982

. d W .'z

‘3”

for each test' us:Lng only those

the m1n1ma11y

V,also stiows " the percent of,f ‘

<
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SUMMARY

L

The Content Rev1ew section}of this study found the NTE :Core Bat~-

‘e, '.n.

a

o -
g

tery modules, 1n\the Judgment of those Loulslana college and un1vers1ty

faculty members who evaluated therr component tests, to be valid meas-

o.‘ X

‘ures . of teacher educatlon curr1cu1a in the State. The Knowledge Est1ma~.

Coe : )
tion coul@ be expected of a mInrmally knowledgeable,teacher candidate.
Informatlon is also prov1ded about the potentlal effect of poss1ble

s v

<

Blue Ribbon Score Committee to“asslst them in the1r dellberatlons about
. : &4

approprlate performance standards on the NTE Core Battery for cert1f1ca~"

- . Tl

Yoo tlon of béglﬁﬁlﬁg teachers in the State.

L
.
W

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i tion results present scores for each module that -in. the Judges estrma-l

-

- e




. = ' ' M n
q ‘
' ' NTE BLUE RIBBON SCORE COMMITTEE MEMBERS. ..

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




: 3 ., . NTE BLUE RIBEON SCORE COMMITTEE ,
Committee Member T 'ﬂ ”,fRepresentation ’ ~fi£§;ﬁ;-
. Dr. Robert Alciatore, Qean ' 7: P .. DPeam. - - - .
' College6f Education = - y T Board of Trustees‘
'University of Southwestern ‘Louisiana 3.; g 4 :
Dr. Louis Barilleaux, Dean -  Dean . :
University College T . Private University
’ Tulane University .~ e o
&7 br. E. erady Bogue, Chancellor' "o Chancellor = ° .
o Louisiana State University . AR ,‘Board of Supervisors '
;:ShreVeport : 3 '
- o  Ms. Mary Bl,lrﬁé , o ’ Teacher ' .
X ' ' | ‘ ' : . ;fTeachers Organization ;
Mrs. Fran Bussie | L 'Américan Federation of
o - o : ' .+~ Labor-Council of"
- ‘ ' f} ' o ST Industrial erganization
’ Ms. Margaret e&faaaéﬁé EE 'f,\§\\§ ;Private Citizen
: o o
Mr: Charles C'astille_' o lsribvat«é_Citizen
B L i ;‘" . ) ( o . '7;
Dr. John Dempsey . -~ ... . Teacher
LééVillé High Séhool ' 8 a: : R
Ms. Jacgie Bucote ” : L Louisiana Association of
Executive Director ' : : o and Industry Lo
Louisiana’ Association of - N . s
Business and Industry o .0 R .
Ms. Rosemary Guillory f o -Teacﬁér“;'. :>." SRR
7 B,}':,ER?IE,G Harrison.; " Private University
“awi- ./ Vice President for L - L
: . Administration and Placement ! ) R :
= Dillard University )
7 ) pen Jeffers L f’é_f'iif:;aé .ei,azéa“
1,5F; Burnett Joiner, Dean 7'7'“ T :f~ ‘Dean ' - o
e 'Division of Education A SR '3: Beard of Trustees Ty
T Grambling State University : ”“*17 : :
" Mr.samjomes. " Youmg Democrats
" President o o 3§§??E3uisiana.
Young Democrates of Eouisiana o LT e
Ms. ﬁreﬁdaxs Jordan . R IRSET 'vTeacher )
RS ~ - ‘Teachers" Organization
Dr. Tom Kelly, Chairman . Private University

o~ e
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arish S

- Jefferson Parish

d '7‘.6 . .

Dr. Claire Landry o Brinedpal e
: - R o S SRR State Board of Eiementary -
R s . 'and Secondary Education ‘

e

5 . i . @b

Mr. Walter Lee o " Superintendent of Schools

Caddo Parish - .0 o S T R

Dr. Wesley MhCiure T o o  Vice Chancellor = ,
Southern Hniversity - - . Academic Affairs< .~ = oo

Baton Rouge A St s - ;- .
Mr. James Prescott . - . - ' Lousiana School Boards

. Executive Secretary. , L o o Association i
‘Louisiana Scheol ' : '

 Boards' Association

Dr. Marilyn Ray, Dean : N o '_~- Dean L S I ‘;_:';

. Southern University T . Southern’ University .o

' New Orleans : - Lo P Board of Supervisors __éﬁr e
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Ms.: Rupert Richardson7 o D& 0 T '-National Association for
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i : the Advancement_of
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Mr. Warren Sevin = L e Principal ;. o "
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President Louisiana® = - oo - Teachers' Organization
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 NTE CONTENT REVIEW ANg

" . Abbott, Jane i S, Louisiana State University<f'?j.:[, P SIS
- Ambrose; Mérgarét s .7 Southern Univergity = E R P
Anderson; Jates.” ¥ ';”w_—li ' Louisiana College ~ =~ =~ .= -7 i v monE
‘Armstrong, Giifford : . -Southern University _ '
. Barmes; Arthur D . Louisiana State Universityj:
~-+-Barnhill, Viron L: T 4”University of New Orleans .
Barnitz, John - S <7 University of New .Orleans -
' Bass, Carrol_ _ _ ‘_“ﬁ;SOutheastern Louisiana. University

*BefsenherzTPale‘u. —— ———University—of NewOrleans——— g’ —

- Bidner;. Sara - T Southeastern Louisiana Universityrﬂr -
Birdsong, Theda - = ° . Northeast-Louisiana University

_ Bitner, Joe -~ g Southeaste;nfLouisiana University_
‘Black, Joe ~*: .° . Louisiana College - :

.Blankenstein, Mark -  Southern University .

=B vy binda- Ty~ o= JIniversity of -New-0rléans — . .

Bodet, Gerald P.. = - 4 . ‘University of New Orleans

~ Bollman; 6lemS: - ~ ° °° . ‘Louisiana State, University
.Boudreaux; David ~ "~ - - . . Nicholls State: University
"Brewer, Kay ST -Louisiana Tech University , _
Broussard ... Hercedes' : I Southern University ~ . . - i
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Chachere, Ernest G. , Lo niversity of ‘New. Orleans. -
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OVERVIEWfUF TASKS TO BEJPERFORMED BY’ MEMB RS
- = _" ‘n’QF CGNTENT R:EVIEW‘ PANEBS

2

is, being conduiirdvoy-they,g;i

Thefstudy in which you have béen asked to participate
____BouisianaiSIate—Department—ofiﬁducationitLSDE9+::$h a1 :
evaluate the content of the National Teacher Examinations (NTE) in relation to:
Louisiana teacher education programs and:to estimate the test performance of
minimally knowledgeable candidates for. certification as«teachers in the pubii

"'schoois in Eouisiana.

»

"} : ¥ ’ '."’ 7__{‘.‘1: . o . :
< ohu L L

;f'A Content Review Panel has been established for each section of the NTE Core
Ed;Battery Teststé You have been selected to. serve on  the Content Review Panel
’”,for- s 2 T I r f TL ol et s 5§ ;

) - 0 T

T of the Goutent REVIEW Panel you will be asked to perform ‘two tasRS'r e

o>
[/ ]}
[V}
".‘j_uBl,
f”éﬂa.
' ma‘

:v;:institution or ocher Eouisiana institutions with which you are familiar

.{L T

.jii_u To examine individual test questions_ jd~to judge whether the content

]v‘assembied in. érder to make their judgments. > “wi
tiade individually and indeé%ndently, members of tlie same panel will. not confern_ ;
as a group, nor will .any member be informed of the judgments made by any other. '
individual member. . The judgments of all members of a panel will be combined
-statistically By the LSDE to arrive at a summary jydgment for: the_panel about =~ -.
3 uesti ummary judgments for the. questions also will be.combined;  ®:
- -and the final results 'ill be published in a report describing the’ study and” 1ts;r A
'*;findings or_conclusiofpfa

'The information in this mailing is intended to help you to prepare for your

tasks.” If in studying the materials- you find that you have questions. ‘#bout. the - .

tasks, be sure that they are answered during the initial orientation session at

the central meeting ‘gite,

covered by the.. test and indicates the relative emphasis that is given to each.; G
You will be asked to evaluate the overall congruen e~hetween the content of tﬁe}
teacher education’ curriculum and the content of fhe test, and to record your

'evaluation on the Test Content Review Form. - In addition, you 'will be given_a

- get of test questions and asked ‘to make judgments about them and to record'§our
'judgments on the Question Review Fbrm, Before you go to the central ‘meeting

'site, please- think carefully about “the Test Content Description ‘and the

o curriculum at your. institution. You may- want .to ‘make preiiminary notes wliile you

. have access ‘to various sources of : information on_your .own eampus and to bring'r

-"them with you to. the meeting siteg where _you, will ‘be asked to complete the

";Review Forms.,-' L . , | L B




You have been asked’ to participate in this study because you are £ miliar with
~the curriculum at your institutioq;in the field(s) covered. by the lxamination f
"with which you will be. working. *Before -attending: tﬁe pane session,‘you ma

—— e [ e — ——  —— — e AR S,

'institution, such as your college catalo', specialists 4in curriculum planning,-
‘'or, other sources available to you. You‘may also find it helpful to- talk with
———vcolleagues—who:have:taught—specific—coursessthat~you:have—aqﬁihgeRAcalleé:upon
’ to tEECh&-.‘. o Ly £ ) Ll ‘.Ju_av,.

’ . R . RERIS c. - . g

P

important part of the study methodology. Iu order that the final report of the
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o INSTRHETieNS ) ;‘; .

"1%i3?1_fﬂ,{'J"’, B }ngf stsrxou REVIEW ronn

R ity St — —

teet questions is taught in one ‘oY more courses that are part of Louisiana

"teacher education programs 1e€§ing to certification.,_~ - ,__,5 : w\

& S

In making your judgment about each- question. consider whether or not thejtontent

‘of the question would have been covered in any of the courses ‘formally taken by . -

students in teacher education. programs; In some cases a course that is Jprereq-

E uisite to: entering a teache?’éducation program may have been taken in college by '

some - students But 4n ﬁigh schooi by others. When such a course _1s the one in*
‘“wﬁicﬁiji"' "a lar gquestion is“taught, all students who would
a ken ~the course, whetlier in college or’im high school, shouid be con- -

‘sidered to have had the opportunity .to learn the content. "You are not to judge'

- whether the students would;. in: fact, have learned the answer; you are only to -

judge vhether they would have had an opportunity to learn the ansver.

}ﬁs you read each test question and its underlined answe udge whether at-,east AS
90 per ceft of the stiidents in- the group-with which you;are'

ate concerned would have }7
" had anm opportunitx to ‘learn: the -answer. If you “think thnt”they would . have,

“1 circle "Yes™ on. the, QueStion Review Form; if you think that 'they would’not-have,

. circle: "No": .. pefore you circle your gnswer, please . make.-sure that the number
~ that identif the question on thé answer "form is the game as the number that
identifies the question in the quEstion set. .

“ .

N -
-

‘ If you ° feel that your experience provides you with npihasis whatsoever for

making a judgment about gne of the questions,: you may.

Know"). = The DNK«catego isanot to be used simply because':

it is a ‘difficult one.f The: DNK category 13 to bE’usjjv'”‘"
‘basis’ for making any judgment.r»' g e

= o ' .
In msking your judgmentSryou are - not. to be concerned about ‘how meny questions

' you 'are assigning to the "Yes" categoty or to the "No" category. It is your
responsibility to apply your bést judgment in evaluating each question inai-'
viduslly. g . , A o -

have. finished maki your judgments about the questions in the entire .

\questiongsetjfplease 1ok ‘over; the questions and your decisions about them: to .

-make sure that you ife satisfieé with the consistency of youv judgments. »
wd e ‘ : o - : i
“The. 093f8§9§§,"hq?!i%iyﬁgfkengnghing the forms will" appreciate yoyr using a .

: Nuﬁber 2 pencil and erasing carefully when you chsnge your mind so that your,
finai judgment about each quesiion will be clearly indicated. g : .

°

As’ you. turn to- cach new test item, please be sure that the number of the '. E’

question on .the page corresponds to the number on the Question Review Form. When

‘you have made Jjudgments about all questions in the.question set," check‘ihat -the ~

"~ number of the 1last question for which you have recorded a 3udgment on thf £orm

Q ‘orresponds to the numbcr of the last question in the question set,

e R 160 . -




7 QUESTION REVIEW FORM - - . 5 5

4 . . . -
s A

Juage ;_\',' ) “ a —-ifo?-m

Name ol

Question

s Content . .

C | Question IB ébﬁféﬁf . Qqestion < iB*Content

‘Number . Tigg@t? - _'Nuﬁﬁer ?anght? ' %oA Number Taught’ ,

T
4

1. Yes No DNK 13. Yes No DNK - . |- 25, Yes No DNK

26. . Yes
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‘vx|;§7 ;'§;,f ' NTE Gore Battery Test Content Description
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S o Comunicat:ton Skills: R&ﬂa‘me o

PR : e .
f S, R i . . L e T

'?iCOEPZGBEﬂBiﬁn.gligf,;i_.f ,_;fig } -.'?'_j‘f_;L ?F = 356 :f‘v

\‘v
- Stay Ty

T S
L

L i ldea . e : ;:;_'%f‘ff_;;_d_ﬁ; o _s-,_;i;' Ll

- 2. Detail _
‘e.g:» Definition g,word; ehra

N I .G—Sﬂy Sequence R n!fei;.

r
. vl";.

;-thhe writer's purpogef;i; T
- 'The writer's essumptioﬁé B T

_ The writer's attitude or ton ﬁ?"

u?Implicationa of the message

" Inferences from the messase F.

TN W wﬁ)‘-p—m. K-
L £

. Fact vs. opinion in the message:

... Organization of the messafe - S ':p'lbt: {:f:?3?”'itiiittxf5

3';Use of language in’ the message . ) R W

R . .

;f‘tﬂpplication of elements in the ﬁéssage

00 S0V
®

"Tiii;-_J“Evaluatiou . ';; zki"f o f{';&"'::j sy
i P ..‘, - ) /‘——- . ) ) X ERY ¢ : N .. . .
Com The abiiity to. meke reasoned quaiitattve jnﬂgments aboutaf.{ L
7 . “the nqture and merits of a vritten message ‘ '

,; . Eﬁoiionai or manipuiat&ve nspects of the e Eégeﬁ;a-(

.2, = Strengths and/or weaknesses of the argument

“3, Relevance and/or lﬁii&i?iitinéié of supporting
- ;y,evidence. .arguments’ o
- & Relation- ‘of the mcssase to “tiie audience aud]or tojg'“

T . A . i )
v 'q - - . FEE ; -
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 +  Approximate
' - % of Test

'oubject-verbéagreement.' erb form,.pronoggfproblems,

ggrallelism. diction; idiom, structural probléﬁé.

and xdiective-adverb confueion L S -

i

oé - includ g problems ogicgyerence.a; '”*§5
:-word order. economy of statement, appropriateness of ' .| :

diction and choide of idiom; subordination.of sentence;“

‘elements, 1ogicai comparison structure, and clarity off R
modification and pronoun reference ’
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“NTE Core Battery Test Content Descriptign 4

S ceneul Knawledge. Liizimm AND FINE ARTs_ '
‘;i-h:."RGCOSﬂiZins basic elements and components of works - {; 29
N of it:erature and fine arts. oo

¥ . T

I Analyziug xndlint.
-7 fine arts RETEE “f o R A

s ER . . . - . . . . X e R P
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i 5v : O iogic o ' | L . E ) R
v : : : M k] = /

fd'f"m'i%_ " 'Has good number sense gnd understands ﬁow nunbers

. ol Y’

",

IIr?“ Understands and uses futbers in an appropriate way ‘

I to quantify thinking -y _
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ﬁfﬁ Core Setter{_fegﬁ Gontent Deseription .
: . General Knowledge. Séiﬁﬁﬁﬁ | |
eE T C Approximate.
' * ‘Topie ) C . _% of Test
7 S & "fBemonstrates understanding of _energy relationshipsiinq“)-» 'ii' -
A .. both living and nonliving contexts L O
T = . ' Cowmbo S
II. " jDemonstrates underatanding of tﬁe signifitant features 11
" of living tﬁings ;;7 , ) ﬁ_ . e
o :iii;~:;fbemonsfrites understanding,of the fact that the ope ;aﬁé i 11
S tion of natural processes has resulted in .organi: 8 I
“"_ . . that £111 a vast _npiber of ecological niches end~t4
- T these organisms are nsuaiiy ciassified on a Btru ! o

® D basts mee

“‘ﬁ{} dIV.iA':Demonstrates understanding of the reiationships betveeu :i;ﬁ
. 14ving organisms. pattituiariy hunane. end the oL

9 - PR RE._A, v

L zenvironment ‘L’Tf.»; - ,,_;,_“ ",~

ﬂ.a part of the, Universe and dey tﬁat Bas speeiai

'.characteristics ‘;J¢bu_ N A , ¢->.[/,h o
S : e S . _-,“, o Lo D _:.'.._.“_.:.“v - ,\)

fiVi;.e7;Demonstretes underetending that a11 matter'is tomposedg
.. of gfoms, ‘that atkms are divisible, and that atomis -
' :hﬁnd'dfo conbinations S, S e

.t' : s e
.

VII.. 299399§E¥§t93 understandinétof'tﬁé fa;ééé”EBPE‘aéf{onggniip H1
SR of matter . s T "y o
3 N : " . . . I . . 9' . & L . ) : ‘ 7_‘

’Viii. _ Demonstrates understanding of the methods of science. SRR 5§
" the kinds of reasoning ‘and ‘the organization of informa- '
tion that have contributed 2
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cL NTE ﬁore Battery est Content Descriptibn l*risffﬁif‘w;
.¢i~’ e Generalrxnowledge. §6éi§i §fﬁ§i§$d T BT RR L P
. BT R L ‘; - Lo | S L., iiﬁroximate .
o - . JTopic _'J‘ TR S R TR ‘ Z of Test . .o .+
B 1. - 'Understandins the forces which have inflﬁéﬁééa the ”.”’ 25 ; .
* - evolution and- current state of . ﬁﬁﬁéﬁ Eﬁitﬁre'and e
..~ . institutions . - ey S _;,j-;;"; I
o "iUnderstanding the behavior of individuals, of small . - .. 25°
T  groups, and of social ‘institutions and the 1nter- / Ao
relationships among inaividuais. groups. an& socidi ®
’ 1ﬁ§tit6t1665 ‘;

111 Recbgnizing both the uniVérsal features of vorld S
S culture.and hiatory, and the basic differepees ameng w,-

“cultural an& national-nnitsf

L

Iv.:

T pets ectiv
T \ éﬁo’w

e to anaiy:e ‘and make informéd 13’

%The tbpic areas above will be related to the fbllowing speci!
‘wajor U,S. historical and cultural events and movements;. politi:
and political values; prominent characteristics off societigs and¢)

patterns of social change, poiiticai organizations, poiiticai vaiue&

ship between culture and individual (e.g., processes and patterns of. preju ﬂ%e

 stereotyping, and discrimination); economic concepts and proéé§§és'“geographicalm
features and characteristics of- human settlement and culture; .and methodologies,_

methodological tools. and resourcg? of social sciences. : e
b N ) . i : . / ‘;.‘ y ,J_ .
T is-
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’ NTE Core Battery Teet Content Déécription i - }ff
Ty p,i/c};rzssmnu KNOWLEDGE LU R e
. "gggzg A . ©. _% of Test . -
fiufiPlanning objectives, diagnosing needs, i&en;&fﬁiﬁg' L “25; : i‘ R
5 Lo resources, and: designing instruction’ - o o
) 338 ‘¥§gpiementing conditions ‘that facilitate,learning Vfg:ﬁ,g:2§3i: 4
5 SR ’lnd instructional deﬁign 5 R st
111, 5 student g
y _ effegtivenees and. using evaluation data to re ine.'
.~ Ainstruction . ~ -
~-i§.‘2_jRecognizing sfudents constitutional rigﬁtgfggd ?fg' :if‘ 9. L
.~ . state; federal, andjudicial policy; add their %
o _impiiéitions for ciassroom practice - “?G,ll_ S
s . : Y : oy . 7.,“' Lo d
Vs Recognizing extra—cles oom: influences on teachers.'"" B ¢ -
A and students; iﬁclﬁaing school policy, community NS :
R '“expectations, the meaia, and chiidren 8. deveiopmentai,,;' S
S pittérng- __,7' . . L AR : e
) VI. %;Demonstrating knowledge of the. teaching profession ¢ﬂﬂj;“;1'i@"= o
L -:and pf professional teaching behaviors N .~f;? _' ) aﬁfﬁ_:?




(ipg;qges idgpttfying assumpttons. drawing Q{fv _,;~-‘ \

~inferences, recugnizing 1mp11catibns. and - -
identifying speaker 3 tone)_ P E_b,:'fﬁ:*

effectivenese‘bf supporting material. and

evaiuating effect thspeakeréh tone on: aﬁ' fr

audience)

. iii Féédbé’ck-&!esponse - o ’;- \ ‘\ Lo _ Lo :'» : : 15 C?, \
LI N T . : - K : - . T .
(inciudes idenﬂifying appropriate responses to - )
questipns or‘aiiioéﬁég) S s
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- 'test, along with the relative. weight given to each topic. Compare the relative
- * emphasis of the topica ‘1isted to the _relative emphasis of toeee”togics within

- 'the . broad Q;urriculum outline of - the. teacher, eaucation sequence at’ your Qaﬁff
institntion.,-. . i - L o ,‘. . _,r-,~ S ,,&ﬂ* '

Tﬁe foiiowing chart iists the mxjor content topics that are covered in this NTE‘iitﬁi

.....
hd v

,f'eircie the "M" next to each topic that is given morefemphasis in your institu-‘:'
«—' tion's teacher education curriculum than in the test. ‘‘Mark this column only if

\in your opinion the difﬁerence is greater than 5%. jf,'. o e

next to each to icftﬁgtiisigiyen ies§£EE§Ei§il‘ : f'giﬁ%?igué?ﬁ
nly if

circle the-

. tion's teacher education curriculum than ;in: the test.b,ﬁig;
in your opinion the difference is smaller” than 52.._ Lo
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teacher education sequence that do not appear to be covered in "the Test Content
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5. Based on tﬁe information you have regarding the general content topieé coverea

I

teacher education sequence at our. institution, but Eﬁese differences dn

Z in this test; select the option below. .that wost .closely characterizegayour

judgment regai'ding £he eimilarity between this NTE test and the -teacher ‘educa—v

_mot appear to be appreciable., S SRR ,

tinn Bsequence at’ 'ifon ~institution. Jn@icgte your- answer by placing an X next c

- to'the response that: yguﬁljgvefgbosen, : then use the space below to; add any : L
!+ additional comixeﬁté §6u may have. B Rt S : co
. / R SV DRI N S
— The t est content topics paraliei the te,g;her_- education: sequence at our, - '

T dnst itution very clogely. .- B N '_ RTINS

,; ] .‘\: L 0 '-;.'. . - RIS _4,‘.‘ ~_" : 4_,, N ;.,i
There are some differences betﬁeen the B e‘st"ﬁ{tontent togics an& tﬁe

‘l‘here -appear to be _some 'apptecialqle differences between the etest content’ 7 5

& topics and the teacher, edu-catibn §equence at- ‘our institutio@ _; R

°
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o ITEHM SSTIMATION FORM -
Professional Kuowledge: -SECTION 1

Todge's Fame . P

“ L.+, "+ Tirections for Ratisg Ites Isportance

- - e . R - . ,~.‘Q.' P .
Read aach tast item and the ansver cNpices vhich accoupany it 'carefully. AS you resd the ites, think of the '
{zportance of the knowledge required to answer the item correctly. In your épinion; does this item test . - =

'_ﬁi'th’c columm labelled "Item Importance” to reflect your judgment. '
AR =" Directions for Rating Ttem Difficuley .- . & ..

’ -

essential knowledge (E), important knovledge (I), or not very important knowledge (K)?  Circle the E, I, or ¥ - °,

“Aw you read each item; thisk of hov the afniaally knovledgesbls student vould perfors on this item. In your =~
" opinion, woyjld the minimslly knowledgeable student find this to be an essy itsm (E): a wmoderately difficult
iten (M), or a hard (H) item?” Circle the E,'M, or B in the column labelled "Item Difficulty" to reflect ™=
your judgment. R R o R L e - o
: v ¥ . . : O -t HA T S
P . . { l, . ] ) 7»7 e 4,',,. L ;' : h - ’
(Wheri you have rated all items in both question sets, §o on to the Test Estimation Form:)
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6VERV1EW 'OF TASKS TO B‘E"PERFORMED BY: MEMBERS' . SR o
: - OF KNOWLEDGE' ESTIM‘HB}L PANELS - . i L S

4 : h you have been asked to, particlgate 1sf§; ng conducted by the: ?'}~
,State Department of Eddcation (LSDE). .-The. purpdse of the study Jis to* :
: __ﬁt@f{hk&ﬁﬁmﬂf%ﬁﬂmrEﬁmumtmm%%M$¥duﬁwkﬁRm%n*—?—

-Lougsiang S
',ﬁiﬁimﬁ%}} knowledgeable ‘candidates for centifIcation as teachers in- the public,; X
,schools in Loulsiana._, oL L . RS ,

s,

.'hA Knowiedge Estlmation Panel has I establlshed for each section of the NTEﬁ :

';ﬂfmCore Battery Tests.: You have be 21 to -serve on the Knouledge Estimatlonv'“L

vPanel fog --';_,7;4”;

mlnimum amount offknowledge necessary ‘to complete the teacher educatlon program Y

requxred for- —certification ir_Louisiana; and

also be aqked tomake judgments abouf the Import"

"ach effectlvely. “*You will
e of. ‘the knowiedge required - v~

»

. o to,answer each test question correctly, and to est mate the number of testfztems‘ A
B wh1ch fall into .each category of difflculty and-iﬁportance.. Your Judgments will ..
i,be comblned w1th 3udgments mad% by obher faculty members to der1ve an estimate -

_assembled in order to make theIr Judgments. -There, will-be two meetings of the

“Knowledge Estlmation Panel: a Training Session on October” 14; 19825 to prov1de a

. detailed~ ,group orlentation to -and- exerc1se in the Knowledgée ~Estim
1procedures, and the actudl.Rating: Session on Octobe“ 155-119 ,
time; Judgments will be. ""de indlvidually and 1niependently, member
-.panel will not Eonfef 77777
judgments made by. amy of..
a panel will be combined statisticaliy by ;he LSDE to . arrive at a summary Vo ]
7 ‘judg%ent _for the panel about each test. . The, summary judgments for . tﬁe tests. i
. also”will be combined, Znd. the final" results will be publlshed in a report‘ L
."describlng the study and itsﬁflndlngs or concLusions. ‘-;_ﬁ: .""

—~—— o

.. .‘.\
e A

,Qkh : ,
tasks. If in studying-thé#ﬁ:terials y u find that you have questIonﬁggpout thec_, o
. on ober:l4;- .-
'”ics that are.

Z—The Test - Content Déé tlon identifies;the major 3§ogps of
' covered by the' test %nd indicates the q;lative emphas *that is giten o AL
It will. serve to familiarize you with e generq} content oﬁLthe test before you},:ﬂ_{@

. see‘the test questions t mselves”, ff:;, .

. P "35&" I
You have been, asked: to pa’c

" the cufrdculumrat lyour in ol
+.. wigh which: you' ¥ be working.

to draw - upon Jiocal gources- of in ormation; regarding #the curridﬁlum 3

lfinstitg gR»> suth as g§ur codlege

bg;. specialists in curriculum plinn; ng,-ai;'hﬁ

-

,3'quother sodrces - ava aﬁlgwto you.' You may also find it hglpful*to-taik witht

»7..colleaguewah5 have ught speeific courses ‘that - you have  not been caliedb
" to I:eaz:hP ,4 e L S g. " - S \7._‘

ERIC <55 o, e 17% R j

Tt Providsd by ERIC ' - F




y: In order thagwp e fi al” rep”'t ofﬁv

studyais f1nd:cngé and conciusions ;be 'as infc:rmatlve as poémble tao. qthe;s who’mléy

. -'wish to use it; we will dsk for -your permissigfi~to identify you “in the final :

'réﬁéff. ‘Your indlvid””l 3udgments ~W111 -not be 1dentifled.,, AL

y
,. - M

-
s A

‘" When you go to” the ﬁiééting, Eiease take thls Pa"ket °f°¥matenaism

v

We very much appreciéEJé\ §our wiihngn65$ a'.fb partic1pate in this important study.

ERI
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Kr;oi dgeable Téacher Ca

2

: ‘in desighi% an examination? so ag

| Hscademic Enovledge ne éééd;, té\ ' iﬁé‘l' Acoiiege ,ﬁié{;:m» requiredﬁf r.
_certif:fcation in the Séé é',qn&r % i 3 ;4;3,
Enowledge is a; task ,ths't every’fac :'
tim; he ‘or :he wri'tes and iradss ;exami’ﬁaltions ‘for sé:udents enrolled in college“,,; n

i A PR o = 0

;oﬁrses or evaiuates a student teacher g /pe/vformsnce.- The diviJing line betweerﬁ

3 minimﬁiiy passing and§ failing grade must be estahiished by a facuitv me’mbe;-

«,: &
tto {t the

110

.
N

1y inowiedgeab

777777 =i

‘ able fo %o £0’ achieveaa passing grade g tEeir examinations.

plying your conception of. "_,E

. .

'able student tc test m%’s, éf;t n for tﬁe N’fE.
T ﬁ ;'

i
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it *’;,1@ff:a. ‘ INSTRUCTIONS R S

' ':-;E B KNOWLEB&E EéTIMATIGN FORMS b
You: tgask is to make JPE‘SPFF‘E? alzquit‘?tlze glifficnl;y and importance of ind dual
és? qiiéétiané forg minimally knowledgeable persons in all teacher e ation

ed to draw upon your expenence “to const'f
) each of wﬁem, in your judgment; has the
. o complete the teacher:education.program re ujcred EPEEC
) for\cé‘rtlfication f Lous siana, and has the" m;r_rimum amount of kncwi:edge to teach ;
T eff‘gctively. . The" stant -

crxtegia,i “that is; ‘com ;academic program and then- using the knowledgg
«,,,gﬂﬁéd from the academic’ ﬁrogram to teach. In* &tawing upon. JOUT g * v
will probably find three types. of persons for whom "differéhr levels™ of:
achlevement would 'ré'p’i'ééé'nt ninimum knowledge: (15 those ‘who - will pursue‘
nonteaghing < g after, graduatidn;- (2)° those who' will pursue elemeptary. 8
secondary ch:mg ‘careers;

hing ‘career i‘iand (3) those who will pur -,gr%uape study. ThlS

- study is. fon d only vnthwsogs whc W111 pursu"
ey e b
teaching:, re_e§E and the !

i knowled able pe sgns ‘sl

"fieids.r You will be  a:

f
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l%gments a‘bgu’t': the test

Eion. of a_yg}'oup of mind 'h%wledgeable tudents,

S W A

> r.think of this greup.'»Th gg whether’ the m1n1mally knowledgeable Etii’dé_ﬁ
f’ _w_"”ld find\each item to be easya(E), ,moderately difficult (M), +or hard(H). ‘ Cif'
@th" E, M;s0r H in®thé columng labelled. "Item Difficulty" on: the t
to reflect 3ogr judgment.- Now, think of the. importanc"'

[ 0 zanswer tﬁe iﬁem céfféctly “In - ;’gur c.?’pin/:ton, d‘_

BN hwledge

. the. Kno iedge
s this"ﬁtem ;est

" ‘ you wz.th no basiJ whé’EsS nfor m%kxng e

,you are

_ \ to rate - ’i
\ \
f % b .7'7 )
P N = -;s}’-;("\-\;.
el: "’about how man Nons. % .

it i gnr responsxbﬂxty. to ap y

, _.:_‘p lease—go6k .
é y throsghout

,r’ stran’ ards cons:.s ten




the,number on . the Item Estzaatzoﬁ

When you\bave made

that the number of

dgments abopt aii th_rqnestion§ in he- qﬁEStIon set cﬁe

_J,,
the last”qu

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fessentlal " In::your opinion, what percent of - these 1tems ‘would; be -
f”correctly by the. minimally knowledgeable student? In other_words, if. there were{ .
< 100 easy/essentlal items, how manv would the m1n1mally knowledgeable student be.°’,4
- ablé .to answer correctly? dee a8 similar judgment. for -each 'of the® pfne\y " .
_combinations of drfficulty and impbrtance: - Repord your Judgments in the spaces;;; Ca
uprovxded on the Test Estimatxon Form., : ‘

form.

item difficuity at_x;k Importance. Gonsxder the itemsr




ERI

<

., KNOWLEDGE ESTI IATION TRAINING Ex?aﬁéiéﬁ

§ - -

ﬁ‘ , L

S %
' BIrectIons for Rat-xng It'i‘-sm leflculty

IR s g

1;:em and the answer cholces wluch accompany At carefully Aéf you

_f‘;q.nem,_tnlnx_qr now the minimally knowledgeable student; 1d per-
, "form on ‘this -item. In your opinion,.would the mlnlmallyﬁknowledg able stu-
-7 dent f1nd this.to: be%ﬁ” east item (E), a moderately difficuilt: Item (M), or a

L hard 1tem (H)v erc ‘the E M or- H in the column labelled "Ttem D1ff1-

As you read each 1t&m, think of the Importance of - the knowledge requlred to

answer the item correctly In your opinion; does this item test essentlal_'

" knowledge (E), important knowledge (I); or not" very 1mportant knowledge (N)?
‘Tircle the E; I, or N in the column labelled _to reflect
your Judgment. » C
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'coﬁﬁﬁnations of difficulty and importance.

When you have finished rating both question'sgts fof a test, comgiete this form

for that test. Be sure to complete the, .blanks atLthe top. of. this. form:; Then,
review the decisions you have made about the ratings of item: difficul;y and

imgortanbe. Consider the items you have rated as easy and essential. In youf E
oplnion, ‘what percent of these items Would _be answered correctly by the: mini-
mq}%yikn9wiedgea§;gg§tudent7 Make = imllaf judgment for each .of ‘the nine”

below. .
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'\ by 10 and enter .thzs -na;. number on the
gt fix. The purpose of this muitxphcatxon is

next ‘line in each -cell of :thg"*

) to increase art1f1c1a11y the’ﬁumber of Items in each ceii whrie mamtammg
o _ L o ’4’“\- C ‘,.;l‘af-t .
? ; {37 Enter the percenﬁ:ages of 1tems at each 1eve1 of dlff:.culty and :unport :

wh:.ch uhe mmma;lly knowledgeable student should answer« correctly into each‘ h

*entlred on athe Test Estxmatron FBEE'.'. _ : . 2o # ' 0 i
LR Muitrply this pe,rcentage byathe number ‘in’ the "Items X 10" sSpace; enter. ..
the “product . in" the space marke Corr_éct ~For- examp}e,_ if the:§ are 2(1 IR
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