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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION AND ..OVERVIEW

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study reported here was to determine the valid:- 1-

ity of the National Teacher, ExaminatiOns-.(NTE) Core,Battery for use in

teacher certification

. ,

assist in the recommendation and establishment of, a required score on

the NTE. The report is presented to the Blue Ribbon Score .Committee fcir'

This information was produced to

its consideration in recommending a score to the State Superintendent of

Education, and to the'SuPerintendent Bar his ;deliberation in receiving

',:the Committee's recommendation and determining the score he will refer

to the State Board of Rlementery and .Secondary Education..

Louisiana law requires that any person sapp/ying.for initial cer-

tification as a

state

teacher

and applying

(including those certified to teach in another,

for certification in Louisiana) shall satisfactorily

pass an examination "'that includes English proficiency, pedagogical

knowledge, and knowledge of his or her area of specializatiOn .

17:7(6)). The law Also requires that the State Superintendent of Educe-

tionchoose the appropriate instrument, conduct research to validate he

applicability of the i5ktruMent'td'teacher educetion programs in Louisi-

ana,-And carry out research to determine the level at which the selected'

'test is satisfactoiily completed. In condUcting this research, the

Superintendent shall meet with, and consider the siggestions'61, 'clasi;

-room teachers, representatives from teacher organizations, deans of edu-

-dation fromlouisians public collages, and universities, and representa-,,

tives 'of the.governing boards for higher education.
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Educational Testing Service completed a vialidation study of the

NTE Common Examinations andr Area Examinations for the Louisiana Depart=

meni,of Education in July, 1978., FolloWihg this study; the State SUper-,

. intendent of Education a) determined wHibh---Componenta of taNTE were

valid for use in Louisiana and b)61§pablished:scores required for cer--
,

tification in 18 teaching areas... The score required for.certitication.

in each area was a composite of the Weighted Common Examinations Total

and the appropriate Areh Examination:

Since that time, Educational:Testing Service, the publisher.'

NTE, has replaced the Common,Examinations with the Core Battery.

first

f the'
VA

The

17, ,-

administration of the neW Core.Battery was in November, '19824 As

the outline below illustrhtes, there are substantive 4fferencL beWeen.

the Common Examinations-considered in the 1978 validation study

Core Battery that was the object of thii.current study.

Common Examinations Core Battery

7

one 195=minute teat

'cOmponents in Professional i separate modules in General

Education and General Knowledge Knowledge, Communication
with objective measures of typical Skills, and Professional

teacher education training and Knbwledge emphasizing the

liberal arts basics -teacher as' asproblem solver_
and decision maker

three 120-minute Modules

and the

content in professional e4ucation,
written English expression', social
studies, literature and the fine
arts,'science, and mathematics

scores in four areas (Professional
Education, WriEten English 'Expres-
sion, Social Studies anii-Literdture
and Fine Arts, and Sciehce and
Mathematics) weighted to produce a
Weighted Common Examinations Total

content in professional eduba-
tion, social studies,.litera-
ture and the fine arts,
science, mathematics, reading,
.listening, and writing
(objective questions and essay)

unweighted scores from each of
the three modules (General
Knowledge, Communication
Skills, and Professional
Knowledge)



www.manaraa.com

In the judgment Of:the LbuiSianai,epartment of.Education; the dif7.

_ .

ferences between the CommonsEiaminations and Core Battery warranted-A

complete validation study of the Core' .Battery. TheDepartment was :

directed by the Superintendent of Education to conduct a validation

tudy to be- '§ubmitted to the Superintendent and an appointed committee.

that would assess the validity of the Core Battery and 14asist ip'the

'establishment of a .qualifying score on the'NITE for teabher certifica-.

SCORER RECOMMENDATION PROCESS

Three major groups are involved in the'validatio4 of the Corp Bat.=

tery and the establishment of a new'kE score required for teacher -cer-

tificationin LoUiaiapai.. These are the Superintendent of Education the

Blue Ribbon Score C itt'ie, and the Validation Teams. Figure I out-
_

. . .

lines the relationship among these groups:

aids, Board of Elementary

and.Searidary tion

(ADOnowl

3
-

Sate SuPerintandent

d Etkication

A o

Bk Ribbon

Soirn

ma SCOW - ROOM

.FIGURE

Variation

Strn

ine urn

. VALIDATION DECISION PLOW
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State Superintendent of Education

The Superintendent is respOnsible for selecting a test to be used

in teacher certification and establighing the required score on that

test. He refers his decision to the State Board, of Elementary and Sec-
-

ondary Education. -The Superintendent forms his:decision ifter receiving

ValidatiOn'st reiiott,;and 'the orpcpmmendaiiong the,:Blue Rib120611'

Score Committee about a required test score.

Blue Ribbon 'Score Committee

This committee was appointed by the Superintendent of Education to

recommend a required score-on the NTE. The composition of the committee

membership met the requirements of R.S. 17:7(6) about those persons

whose recommendations the Superintendentis to consider. The'Blut Rib-

bon Score Committee included teaChers, principals, a local superinten=

dent of, bchbols, representatives of teachers' organizations, deans of

schools of tducation, members of the governing boards for higher educa-,

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

_

ondary Education, business, labor, and civic groups.. A complete- listing

of the committed memberS is given in Appendix I-A.

The Bite Ribbon Score Committed has two functions. The first is.

to recommend.tp the Superintendent which modules (all or some) of the

Core Battery are sufficiently valid for use iv Louisiana. The second

function is to recommend' a minimal performance level required for

teachercertification. In performing the latter function the committee

must .decide upon_ both required performance on the Cord Battery and the
.

composition of the score or scores (weighted or unweighted, single .for
1,

the entire NTE or-expresSed as a multi-component score); The validation
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study reported.here is a major source of information for the Ilue Ribbon

'Score Committee in making Its recommendation:

Validation Team

The Validation. Team membersvereinominated by deans
.

7 d

of colleges of

education Irom public and private institutions of higher education in

'_TheY.:wer'e-'nominat'ed at-the request of theState-Department.

of Education, and CeSe faculty 'members acted as judges in validating
t .

the Core Battery. The selection and `composition of the Validation Team

is fully described in Chapter II, and its role .is\ discussed later in

this chapter and throughout the 'report. .The members are listdd in

-Appendix I-B.. The judgments .of the Validation. Team provided, the- data

for the Content ReView and Knowledge Estimation, components 'of this

report.

ich'nical Support

Educational Testing _SerVice .conducted the 1978 NTE validation

study in a conractuai agreement with the Louisiana Department of Educa-

tion. The Superintendent assigned responsibility for ihe 1983 studyrto

the Department of,Education, Office of Research and Development% 'Staff

from this office was reponSibl6 for designing and conducting the Study,'

analyzing the results, and writing the final report. Other Offices and

Bu;eaus within the Department, particularly the Bureau of Higher Educe.- -

tion and. Teacher Certification, also served in managing the study-end

providing consultation. Department of Education staff members involved

in the 'Study are listed in Appendix I-C.
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Educational Testing Service maintained a consulting r 1 under

contract in-the 1983 validation. This group provided procedural recom-
+a-

mendations and the test items needed for the validation study, attended

the Validation Team meetin ensure security of Educational Testing

-Service materials, and permitted special administrations of the Common

Examinations in Louisiana in November, 1982 and March, 1983.

STUDY'.DESIGN AND RATIONALE

It--should Yeel-ncited that, while the"NTE'is required for certifica-
.

k

"tion as a beginning teacher in Louisiana, it is not the sole requirement

for certification. Therefore,. this study is concerned- only with the

.validation of the NTE and does not address any other aspect of certifi-

_cation. This study was based up9n the design that had.been developed by

Educational Testing Service and used in other states as well as in the

1978 Louisiana vaIidatiOn of he NTE. ...The design and procedures are

dscribed fully in A Manual\ for Doing Content _Validity Studies the

National Teacher Examinations for Certification ,Uses (Educational Test-

ing Services, undated). The preface to this manual argues legal and

professional justification for the validation procedures.

The. NTE Policy Council's guidelines for using the National
Teacher Examinations state:'

InIteeping with the sentiment expreqsed in the
decision rendered in the U.S. v. South Carolina
(South .Carolina 1977) case the Council requires
that an NTE_user develop: al_rationaletha

examinations in that certifica-
tion process. Further, the Council requires
that a:validity study be conducted to determine
the relationship between the teacher training
curricula of the state and the outline 'and spe-
cific test questions lor each test being consid-
ered. In the process of conducting the validity
study, if a minimum,score is to be established,
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it shOuid be_established in relation to some
criterion, such as the judgMents of experts.

This pOlicy is consistent with guidelines fbiyteSt_USe that )

havebeenpromulgated by other; groups and agencies (American:
Psychological Association, the National Council for Measure7,
ment in Education, and the Educational:resting Seivice,'for

. example) as well as with relevant decisions,. rehdered_in the

fedekal courts; (Educational Test-lingServid, undated; Pre-

face)

? Use of the NTE-
ProfessignaI -opinion in the field of education is,not unanimous

about the use a test for teacher certification.

about the philosophy of this practice have been articulated by two major-

disagreements

teachers' organizations. The American Federation of Teachers feels that

it is approporiate and desirable to test teacher candidates to ensure

that they meet minimal standards, and "welcomes fair and valid teacher

Competency tests" (Shanker and Ward, 1982, p. 8). The National Educa-

.

tion Association, however, endorses the rigorous evaluation of aspiring

teachers, bull feels that 'testing at the coMpIetion of a teacher educe.-

4ti.on program is ill-timed and inappropriate (Hodgkins and
//

Maenna,

I981).- These authors argue that proficiency in the basic skills and

liberal arts should be assessed before a student has invested four_years---

in a teacher education prograx y..The--have two further objections: a),

teat schools of education and state licensing agencies are too far
-

removed.from the acquisition of skills and knowledge in specialty areas

to assess these adequately, and b) that the paper and pencil tests-that

are frequently used are generally too narrow and inaccurate.: In the

judgment of those responsible for this study the last set of arguments
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does' not apply `to evaluating the validity of the NTE for teacher certif-

ication id.Louisiana. F -first; the study does notiaddress the point , in a
°

student's educational career at which the NTE is administered.' Second,'

the NTE' is conaidered g'-itteas-ure of knowledge possessed by a. can-
. .

didate;' not a measure of teaching -perfOrma.nce:' Hence, the college .fac-

UItY .members reponsible for-Preparing 'teacher aa.nclidates are appropri

ateljudges 'the validity :as nisa "eas re of the teacher -'educaiiiii

curricula The' liotisiana., legislature has already ,decided that.. certain

A,area -.15;f4teackier 'candidate knowledge e assessed

Tegitiiing as early as4i976, foux states required passing the NTE as

condition for teacher certification (Vlaanderen, 1982). An additional,.

23 states 'have used the N'rE fOr certification in specific 'areas or for

validating credits froMkan unaccredited"institution. Eight states cur.

rently use the NTE in teacher certVidation: Alabama,, Arkansas,
_ -_--

ana, Migsissippi; South Carolina; Tennessee, l'arginia, and-VIest

ginia.

practice--and legal decisions.; to date- permit the'
..,

use f the NTE for teacher certification when appropriate validation

studies have been., employed. The me.thodologi "used for the validation

study reported here is felt to b* apPrPpriate becaue it' with min'Oi.

additions, he One developed y the publiAer of the NTE, and the test

has withstood legal chaIlefige this. prdcedure

Th64t68611t.study haP 0000 two components 'that, ;in the judg-
.

ment of the researchers, contributed important information about. teat

content and 'improved the.-quality of 'the validation; these are discussed
VA
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briefly in the design section end in the following chapters describing

the reSults.

The study'employed,the ju'ry judgment ap oach used in the 1978 NTE

validation study conducted by Educational testing Service. In this
P c-

method,'paneIs OffeciatY members were drawn from Louisiana.inStituttbns,

igher,-education to' a) validate"thelgontent'of the testa >in the,Core

y and b) eS-0.Mate the score that -could be expected

wally knowledgeable teacher candidate. Educational Teating Service, had

selected a jury jUdginent approach= over other alternatives

because none of_these could provide equally extensive and reliabie data

w akin reasonable time and staffing constraints (Educational Testing

Service, 1978; pp. 42-43). The rejected alternatives--a detailed con-

in 1978

tent analysis oT written documebts or observation of NTE scores among a

group of teacher candidates independently judged to possess a minimally -

acceptable amount of knowledge -- appeared equIlly impracticable for the

1983 study.

Figure 2 outlines the design for the study. (Faculty members who

met qualifications concerning teaching areas and years of experience in

Louisiana colleges and universities were nominated by deans of colleges

of education. Panelists were then sel'oted from this pool to form ,a

group that was representative of Louisiana institutions in three areas:

the number of teacher education majors graduating from the univer-
sities;

the proportion of public and private collegeS and universities;
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O

co the proportion of institutions with predominantly white and pre
dominantly black student enrollments.

The selection and composition of Validation Team panels are

cussed in thapter,II-.;

fully dig-

Validation.Teath Member were.assitied,to serve on either.a Content.

Review Panel or a Knowledge EstimationPaneLi.' and they jUdged-teSts that

were appropriate

nominated.

Each Content Review panelist, made two majOr judgments about th

Core Battery test to which he or she`Was/assigned.'

4 IS the emphagi8 given to topics within the test` the. same as the
emphasis given to those topics in the Louisiana teacher education
curricula with which the,paneliSt is fkmiliar?

thee. respective subject areai fr6m which they were.

4 'Would 90 percent on more.of the graduates Irom the teacher educa-

tion programs in Louisiana with which the panelist is familiar
have had _the opportunity to learn the content included in each
test item?

the Panelists' judgments about the congruence -be weer test topa

and curriculum content determined how well the tests matched teacher

education programS. Their judgments about the appropriateness of items

(whether students would have-had the opportunity to learn the required

_

content) was combined with this to evaluate the overall content validity

of each test for Lci:uisiana. Onlylthose items judged to be appropriate

by the Content Review panelists were included in the nalysis of the

,

Knowledge Estimation results. In other wOrds, -an item judged to be

inappropriate could not contribute to the recommended score.
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Representative of Louisiana Colleges andLUniver Ides

(Nuiber of Teacher Educatibli Gra:hates, PlibliC/ rivate,

Ninority/Majoritylnrollmentel L:

CONTENT REVIEN1ANELS

(for each test)

le empheeisliven_toPics within

Oichlist.discription congruent;

with emphasis given topics in

curricula?

fetch bipeen doiatne in {eat

and Louisiana teacher education

curricula.

Would' 90i or !sore

of ieiehtt edurcation

graduates haie,an

,opportunity to_

content vreach test

item?:

Percentage of test items

1POPP01010!11,006414
leacher. candtdoree.

. -

ivalUition of content validity of

each test end of,lhelodules they

comprise for Louialini;

22

KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION PANELS

(for each test)

Aould minimally knoWledgeable:

teechercandidate:finci each

it of little, medium, or

C0 iderable.diffitultyT

IA knowledge *Wed-.

0 eachJtem tatential,

important, of not Irery

important?

What proportion,of_items at eacil

coibinetiOn.of;difficUltY/iipOttanco

_'.(e.t.,easiteeeential) would_

minimally knowledgeable teacher

candida te. aniwir carte cth?'

Calculateqiumher_of appropriate

items minimally knowledgeable..

AeicheiLtendidete.would.anower

correctly to estimate required,

scores on tests in Core Battery.

iodulei;

Examine NTE performance

in telitibn to 0.0040

test scores to estimate

impact of score on supply:

of teachers,.

Louisiana deterdnetion of performance

standards on appropriate tests and modules.

FIGURE 2, sir nis16

Pr'
0:0.; L., .4
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12

The Knowledge Estimation panelists were asked. to *determine, what

they considered to be the minimally knowledgeable teacher -candidate:
,

person possessing the minimal amount of academic *k.iloyledge needed to,-
. , , , .. .. : - .

,
Complete the college program retiultedjor certification in Loui4ana.;

:i,. ....
.

b).teaCh, effectivelY.. Using th# minimally knowledgeAble.teachgf.::Candi

. -date as 'a ,frame 9f referencei each pafieli;t then answered three: titles-
.

a

tions about the test to which he or- she had been asSigned:

Would the minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate find. each item
easy, moderately `.-. ,

_
Is the, knowledge itleaiured in ea`ch,F item .essential, '-impOntartt, or ."

veryery importan't?%
...

. What proportion of: items _would the minimally?knowl,:edgeable tedcher
..candidate tr,ntwer cocrAtiy iri each ; .of the nin-ecategoties of Al-if-

. fi-ulty. and riniliortalice i-Ceasy/essetitial,' easy /important; 'easy/xi
v

Pt-
. .ery. important, etc)? ,

?.

TheA ratings -of importance were an addition -to the '197,;
-dgtign. ;In that earlier` validation, judgeS hdd been 'asked to 'rate- Only-

. . ,
-,, -

item difficultY: Including .ratings of igin' igirportance.pi-tiv,ided an addi.-
..,tional' dimension to "the .meerSuemene:of validity..-phe; rationale for this

..?.-,
. . --,.' ,.-_,.

in the study design Is dis;cussede, -ii C,tiapter, iy.
.. , 2, _ .. : .. , ':, -i. ' -; , i', :. ' -- 3,

-..The KmowIedge Eatimatian .parAelists ' judgments ° of the number %-of
,." - ...,

..
, - .,

. tOL';
. -.

,in each of the nine drfficulty-_, and iloporiance categories tv.r.4,Ltiitio 01;.:,if

, ''''''. ,. - P ,
with their judgnients,.,of the 'percentage iof items in each 'category a

s'os

.0! t. '

17,

, .

items

bined

knowledgeable, teacher candidate tgoifd answer Ciarrecil. ese
. , .

datd wer,e further combined with the judgments about itee.:appropi-iatdness
. . .

furnished'hy the Content Review ,Panels to . calculate the ,number..of
.5,

;1::-.
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1?,ZiOe items the, miniiially..knowledgeable teacher 'Candidate would answer

correctlyolinthe.Corejiattery Tests.

rasa element of the vslidation Study, involved second addi-

tion to-tiLe a978 Validation procedtres, This addition was thl opportu-

nity for teacher candidates Who would eligible for certification by

September 15, 1983; and-Who took the Core.Battery iri ovember, 1982, or

. _

Mai,ch, 1983; to alao take the Common Examination no extra cost. The

Common Examinations-' were no longer in use by ducational Testing Service

. ,
'after the introduction of the Core Batt . flowing Lbilisiana-teacher-

candidates to take both examination was a concession on the part of the

r

testing company. The purpose. the double testing option was to avoid

penalizing any teacher didate who wished to apply for certification

(
score was established in July, 1983.

As the last step in Figure 2 shows, three Sets of information were

,provided to assist in recommending and determining= a required score on

the NTE. Ttlese were:

6 Evaluation of the content validity of Core Battery Tests, judged
by the. Content Review panels;

A score that could be expected of the minimally knowledgeable
teacher candidate, formed from the judgments of the Content Review
and Knowledge EstimatiokPanels; and

Performance--tnformation to be used in evaluating the ,4ffect.of
different qualifying scores on Louisiana teacher candidates

attempting the Core'Battery.
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CHAPTER I I

PANEL SELECTION

PANEL SELECTION PROdESS

.:4MThe Validation Team members ho formed the Content Review and

Knowledge EatimatiOn Panels'were selected to:represent equitably the

Louisiana colleges and universities that have teacher education pro-,

'grams. There were three objectives considered in the composition of,

these panels: a) designating members with tbp required expert qualifi-
..

cations; b) representing teacher training programs fairly by size and

public/private status of institutions, and ) representing colleges and

universities with significant-black studevtenrollments fairly.

The first objective requIred that the college faculty members who

were nominated as panelists have theodesired length and kind of teaching

experience. Nominations were to be limited to faculty who had taught

for two or more years in a Louisiana postsecondary inStitution, and 'who

had taught a course,mithin the last five years. The colleges and uni-

verSitieswere also requested to nominate faculty from the professional

0-

areas or fields that paralleled the content of Core,Battery tests. The

fields for the tests within each Module of the Core Battery are outlined

below.

Professional Knowledge: there was one test within this

module. Faculty members were td .be nominated from the
academic fields of educational psychology, instructional
methodology, measurement and evaluation, and the sociol-

ogy, organization; and administration.of Schools.

General Knowledge: there were four tests in this module.

The area for faculty nominations to each test were
Science Test:- biology, physical science,. chemistry,

astronomy, geology,' meteorology, and general science.
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Social Studies' Test: history, political science;.
economics, sociology., anthropology, and geography.

Literature/Fine Arts Test: English, music;t and art.
Mathematics Test: mathematics and mathematics

Communication Skills: there were three tests in this
module. The areas for faculty nominations to each
were:

Reading Test: English.
Writing Test: English.
Listening Test: speech and communications.

test

The second" objective required that each institution provide a pro=

portional number of'panelistg for the study based-upon the number of

teacher education graduates in 1980-1981. Institutions were asked t

nominate a specific number of panelists determined by the ielative size

f their teacher education programs. For example, ifNa university had
o

graduated 10 percent of the teacher education' majors in 980-1981, it

was asked to nominate. of the panelists needed for the valida-

tion study.

The third oNective was to ensure fair representation of universi-

ties and colleges with Significant black enrollments. The State Depart-
.

meat of Education collected information about the proportion of ethnic

minorities within the student body of each institution having a teacher

education program. Each. institution was then categorized as-predomi-
-

nantly (51% or more) black or white. The number of panelists requested

from each was then determined in a manner to. ensure that the proportion

of nominations from predominantly black or white institutions matched

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

percent of the State's college and university students were enrolled in

4.
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predominantly black institutions, then 24- percent of the panelists, were

be nominated from these schools. It should be noted that this was

ground of the facultY members nominated. Predomi.nantlyU white institu-
.

tions were free twnominate nonwhite panelists, and vice versa.

The President of each of the 22 institutions with teacher training

programs was asked to designate a Campus Coordinator to manage the paneA

nominations. Each Campus Coordinator was given a form listing the, areas

or fields from which nominees were requested and the number of faculty'

-members required for eacharea. He or she was then asked to send the

Bureau of Research, Office of Research rand Development a list of panel

nominees with background'information on each The Assistant Director of

this Bureau was responsible for chairing the task force that conducted

this study: "The information included the number of years the nominee

had taught: in Louisiana, the major and minor fields Of the person's

degree, membership in professional organizations, and a list of courses

taught in the last five years. It, could not be,:expected that all fac-

ulty members would have taught all of the topics within the Core Battery

tests (Science, fdr example, included* eight disciplines). Thus, the

faculty background data were used to select panelists who would repre-

sent a broad range of the required expertise.

PANEL' NOMINATIONS

Table 1 shows the number of faculty members requested' and nomi-

nated from each of the institutions. Three hundred seven nominations*
,

were requested and 302 were received. Four universities nominated more
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TABLE 1

NUMBER OF FACULTYAEMENS RECTED±(104 AND NOMINATED (NOM);

SHOWN BY INSTITUTION AND AREA

1 1 1

_Professional_ ?Lath Science Art Music English Speech I TOTAL

I. Knowledge
1

I ' 1 StUdita 1
1 1

entenary
.

illard

rambling

ouisiana College

SU-Baton-Rouge

H-ShreveFert 1-1- 14-- -I

1 3 3 I -1

I i* i 1 i

1_
REQ NOM REQ NOM REQ OM /ItEQ NOM }$E4 NOM .REQ NOM' REQ NOM REQ NOM VtEQ- NOM

I 1 I 11
1 r 1

.'43 11 1

1 0-

4 4 I 3

1

1

3 3

124
24

7 5

4 31 31

1 6 7.

aditiana Tedi

byola

cheese

iCholls

ortheast.Louisiana-:

2 i 2orthwestern-State

I

1

'3 I 2

1 1 1 r 1 1 2

111 111 11.

2 1 1 01

3 3

1 , 1 0

I '10 101

1 11

outhesstein University

outhern-Baton Rouge.

outhern-New Orleans

ulane *

I

11

1

4

!S_1 23 23

61 21: . 21

1 1_ 5 SI 2 21 22

I I'
1

11 2 2I 2 1 15 13*.

t

1

1

1 1 1

1 11 1 i I I 1- 11

5 5 I 3 4 1 3 4 1 3 3-1

5 61

iiiiiiiiitY,44-NOW-Orleatie I 4 S j 2

t IA -4 4

*vier 1 1 0 1

otaI Nouinees . I 55 56 1 36

11
I I

31 3 3 1

3 4

3 25 29

4 35

8 7

3 3

0

1

25 20
1

.30

1--01 3 . 0

86 811 34-1- 29 307 302
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faculty members than had been requested, and four submitted fewer nomi-
,

nees than requested. Xairier University did not pfovide any nominees and

didnotparticipate in =theNalldationgtud

Within the subject areas of the tests, 90 percent or more of the,

number of nominations requested were received in all but two areas.

These were art, which 75 percent of the requested nominations were

received, and speech/communications, in which ,,85 percent of the

requested nominations were received.

The number gf nominations requested and received was actually

greater than the number of panelists required. The study design called

for a total of 36 panelists in Professional Knowledge to form,Content

Review and Knowledge Estimation Panels' composed of-16 members and two

alternates each. All of the other test areas were to have 24'panelists:

10 members and twos alternates for both the Content Review and Knowledge

Estimation Panels. All panelists, including the alternates, were to"'

participate ins the validation, study. The excess ominations were

requested to allow for a.proper balance of expertise'among panelists,

the possibilltx_of faculty memberslwithdrawing from, a panel, and nonpar-
-

ticipation because of unforeseeable schedule conflicts. Table 2 shows

the size of the panels drawn for each test area and the number'of pane-

lists selected from each institution. A total of '205 panelists was

selected from the 302 nominees., Thirty-seven panelists were selected

for Professional KnoWledge, and 24 were selected for each of the her

test areas. The additional panelist in Professional Knowledge was nomi-

nated by a predominantly black private university and was selected
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Rentiat Christian

111

ntenary

I i .1 I:

PrOfessiOnal 1 Rath I Science I SoCiel' LiCeratnre'lListening Reading I Writing
1

TOTAL
Intiirlidge Studies -.11mttiArte

lIard

IIambling

nislana CoIle e

I

I

I

I

1 I l I

1 1

.4 I 4, l

1 1

'IAMisiana Tech

lyoia
NONeese

1

1 I

1 , 1 I

1- 1

3'

3 _1_3-1-2-1-20,
1 I

_ice
1

1

2 I 7

3

2 16

cholla

rtheast Louisiana 2

I.

I 1 I _ 1

1 2 1 1 1 3 t

r

theastern University.-

uthein-Baton Rouie

hern-New_Orleans

lane

University Southmest LiI

lei Nominees

9

1

1 I -1

1 I

1

2 I 3 1 3

I

I

2 .

I 3

-----1-- 24

I

I

17

I 3 19

I 24 t 205
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compensate' somewhat° .. for: kavier University's nonparticipation.

the constraints of the . nominees expertise, every attempt was made

di.s#:ibut,e:EaCith.-rolL(1±f:Ee-mdlttsLtitiitioneacross-test-areas-.

.ge

Representativeness of Panels

Table 3 presents-the. propo n of '19a0-198L Lbuisiana teacher
:D. t-

to

.education 'graduates and the of fecal:CY...from each universaty

among the panelists who were, nominated, selected:, sand who actually, par-,

ticipated in the study. There were only two cases' an which the pdrcent:
, .

of facnityselected for the Panels differed by `more 'than half. a rsercent-'
,

age point (.005) from the percentage of, the 'State's teacher edfication*

graduates coming. from that institution. These were Southern Universi-

ty--Baton Rouge, _which produced 11.5 percent Of the teacher education

graduates and .from which 10.7 percent Of the panelists were selected, .,

and Southern UnIvprsity--New* Orleans, which produced 2:5 percent' of the
A

State's teacher education graduates and k'raull' vghich;3:4 percent of the

panelists, were selected. The percentages of 'panelists 'participating by

inbtitution differed somewhat from the percentages of 'panelists selected

because some selected faculty =members were not able- t:o- attetd .the

.

dation study meetings However, the discrepancies' here were

. The greatest differences were-,.i_OrGrgmbling St4t4.1niiiersity, which prd-,

also small.

vided 8.3 percent of' the selected,panelasts .and 6.8 percent of the par-
-

ticipating panelists, and Nichorls.State University, with,7.3.pereent.of

the panelist selections and 7.9 ,percent of the participating panelist's.

Table 4 descries the panel selections in.terms of. .the. ..predominant-,
s

racial background of the student bodies in the participating ifistitu=



www.manaraa.com

TAI3r...E 3

ERCENTAGE_O.P- UR-ADUATES_AND_ FACULTY- NOMINATED;
SELECTEDT-ANDIPARTICIPATINGi BY INSTITUTION

Institutions. 1980-1981

Graduates

Baptist Christian
Centenary
Dillard
,GrambIing
'Louisiana College
LSU;Baton Rouge
LSU-ShOvePort
qiodisi.ana Tech.-

Loyq14
MENeese
Nicholls
.NortheaSt LouiSiana
NorthWeStern State
Our Lady,Holy Cross
St. Marys 's Dominican.

..Southeastern University .

SoutherreHaton Rouge
Southern-New Orleang
Tuland
,University of New Orleans'
University Southwest LA
Xavier

6

0.8
1.1
8.0
2.4
10.0
1.9
3.6

7.0
6.8,

'1.2
1:3
6.2
11.5
2.5
0.8
8.1
9.4 .

0.9

I..Faculty.

Selected
.,.

Nominated

0.7
1O
1.0
7-9
1.7

10.3
2.3
3.6
1.3.
7.6
7.a
7.3
4.3
1.3
1.3
9.6,
11.6
2.3
1.0
6.6

'10.3 ,

0.0°

0.5
1.0
1.5
8 . 3

2 .4

9 . 8

2 . 0

3 . 4

1.5
7 . 8

7,3
6.8

. 4. 4-

1.0
,1.5

11).7

1.0
8.3

0.0

Participating

0:5'

1.0
6

6.8
2.6
9.9
2.1
3.1
0.5
8.4
7.9
6:8
4.7
1.Q
1.6

11.0
3.1,

1.0
.8.4

9.4
0.0

(N)

ncfUdes nine qualified substitutes who replacdd

Percents may not total 100 dud to rounding.

originally selected paneliss.
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tions.' It also shows the proportions of ,graduates and panelists from

public and private

I 1 ./MM 1111.--111111 ramartasarrommi it

Overall,the schools .with a predomi-
.

an ntetemeg- mgc. wie all zislowilimve

teacher education, majors; 23.4 pbrcent of the selected panelists came

did 22.5 percent of the paneliits who actu-

icipated in the study. State-supported institutions produced

of the 1980-1981 teacher education graduates. Some 90.1

the ;elected panelists and 89.9 percent of the participating

panelists were from these schools;

The sex and years of experience Of.the faculty members who were

selected, and who participated in the studs, are presented

Table.3 The proportion of women faculty members participating

(11.9%) did not differ greatly from the proportion of women among the

panelists nominated (34.8%). Three faculty members were nominated who

required two years of experience. These rsons were
.

not .selected is panelists The majority of the f culty nominated

(74.1%) and participating (72.3%) had 10 or more years of teaching expe-
,

In summary, the panelists who wer nominated and selected, and who.

, 'participated in the validation study were representative of teacher

education programs in Louisiana. The selection process produced no

of the size of the teacher education, program,

in the ethnic identification or public/private status of the universi-

tl6s repreSented. The selected fatUltyalso matched the total group of

nominees in sex distribution and years of experience.
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TABLE 4

FACULTY MEMBERS NOMINATED, SELECTED, AND PARTICIPATING
M-INSTITUTIONS-GUSS-I-PIEW TYPE OP-SUPPORT-AND

PREDOMINANT-RACIAL-COMPOSITION _OF-STUDENTLBODY:
PERCENTAGES

24

.

v.
Instiiutional
Classification

1980 -1981
Graduates
(Percent)

t

I

Faiculty Members.
,*

Requested
(Percent)

Nominated
(Percent)

Selected
(Percent)

Participating
(Percent)v"--

State Supported
Predominantly Black
Predominantly White

Ar
22.0
67.5

21.8
67.3

21.9
68.9

22.4
67.3

20.9
69.0

ilt

Private
Predominantly Black
Predominantly White

2.0
8.4

. 2.0
. 8.8

1.0
8.3

1.5
8.&g

1.6
8.4

.

All State Supported,
All Private

,

89.5
10.4

89.1
10.8

a

90.7
9.3

90.1
9.8

89.9
10.0

All Predominantly Black
All Predominantly White

24.0
75.9

.

23,8
76.1
-

22.8
77.2

23.4
76.5

%

22.5
77.4

Base Number 4285 307 '302 205 '191



www.manaraa.com

25

FACULTY MEMBERS NOMINATED =, SELECTED, AND PARTICIPATING
BY SEX AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE TEACAING IN

LOUISIANA: NUMBERS 'AND PERCENTAGES

Characteristic

Sex
Female
Male

Years of Experience`,
Less than 2
2 to 5
6 to 9
10 or more
Unknown

P

Nominated

Faculty

A

Selected Participating,

A

105 34.8
197 65.2

66 32.2
139 67.8

3

35 11,6
40 13;2

212 704,2

12 4;0

,.- 0 0

28 13.1.

25 12;2
152: 74;1

0 0
I

61 31.9
,130 68.1

0 0

28 14.7

25 13.1

138 72.3
0. 0.

Base Number 302 205 191



www.manaraa.com

PANEL ASSIGNMENtW

eselecteci Validation Team members were randomly assigned

itherAZbntent R-T7i-W-1141T a.RhoWledge Estimation Panel that .was appt6-

priate to their area of expextise.: Panelists wire notified of their

assignments by their Campus Coordii0tors and were encouraged to famili-

arize themselves with their institutions. offerings in the area of

the test-,they were td evaluate. _To help in this preparation, the pane-

lists,were also mailed rating task directions and instructions and test

4.ontent descriptions a month prior to the panel assemblies.

"tontent view' Panel .Assignments and Attendance

Table 6 ahows the number of Content Review panelists selected to

evaluate each test 'and the college or university from which these pane-
.

lists were nominated. The table also reports the number who actually

attended the October 13, 1982 panel-assemblies.

The Writing Test panelists evaluated the objective -subtest on

dctober 13, 1982, and essay subtesi on February 17, 1983. The ratter

session was necessary because the panelists Worked with samples of

actual essays from the November, 1982, Louisiana administration of the

Core Battery. The,second form of the Listening Test was also not avail-

able in October, and the Listening panelists were called back on Febru=

ary 10 and 11; 1983, to evaluate that.form..

Content' Review panelists were selected from/20 of the 21 universi-

ties participating in the validation study, and were

all but one of these .institutions. A total

in attendance from,

, .

102 panelists was

selected, and 94 (92%) attended. The smallest number of panelists
0
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TABU 8,

WIRER OF KUM insmq SELECTED Aritein corm _REVIEW PANED ASSMILT,

SHOWN BY TEST to AND INSTITUTION

PROFESSIONAL

.10108LEDGE
ENERitt:kNowtEoct. .

CONNUNICATIO6KILLS. ,

§otiel

----Meth---'----Science-=--:
Fine Arts ,__ leadi

Literature

nn t

r tfve
:

Select Attend Select AttentiSelect-A4endINect Attend Select Attend
itleit-AttandISilectittendiSeleci Attend Attend,

ristian 1 1

Catena -

Dillard MOW
Louisiana Collee

t

LSU-Baton
1 .1

toaisiens Tieh

Levis

Ife Neese

1
-T1°2-

Nit-blip ...

-- 1 1 .4 1 I :- 2

iorilieist touidaiii .__...._t.......:LL_,..-,1-_,..........ti,,..;.'" 1 1

I

idithvioteit-Stiite

Out Lady Holy Croas

St, Mary's 00Pinic

Stutheistetn-UMVereity

Southern -Baton Rea e 2 2 -41_

Southern4eW Orleans

111 j2
1 2

4 1

Tulane

University of New Orleans

University Southwest 11
1- 1

Total
18 IT 1 11

TOTAL SELECTED: 102

TOTAL ATTENDING: 94

2 10 12 11 112

1.

1 1. 2

111
2'

1 *--1 1 1 '1' )

'2 3

2' 12 12 12 12 ',- 11

°

The same panelists,evaluatid the
Ohjettive and essay subtexts in the Writing Tat

bTwe forms of Lig-ening:fest evaluated in separate sittinkkeini
paneliit Otdnotleurn for review of secondlek,.
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attending"for any test was 10 (Science and Literature /Fine. Arts Tests).

Attendance was equal to or greater than the number called for'in the

design for each of the other testssand compared favorably with that in

the 1978 validation study..

Knowledge. Estimation Panel Assignments and Attendance

The numbers ofpanelists selected for and attending-AtteKnowledge'

Estimation Panel assembly are shown in Table 7 by institutional affilia-

tion. The Knowledge Eitimation Panel met on OctOber 14 and 15, 1982.

The first day of the meeting consisted of training sessions to familiar-

ize the participants with the validation tastes they would perform on the

following day. Panelists evaluating the essay subtest, of the Writing

Test,and the second form of the Listening Test, were reconvened in Febru-

ary, 1983, along with Content Review Panelists for these _tests.

Twenty of the universities taking part in the validation study

contributed faculty members tp the Knowledge Estimation Panel selection,

and panelists attended from each of these schools; A total of 103 pane-

lists was selected. Ninety-seven of them .(94%) attended and 93 (90 %)

provided data that were used in the study. Four panelists were disgual7

ified because they inadvertently failed to meet the procedural, require-

ments of the study. These panelists do not appear in the Knowledge

Estimation results, The smallest attendance was for the essay subtest

of the Writing T '(seven panelists attended) and the' Listening Test

°, At,

(nine reviewed the first form, seven reviewed the second). These num-
f

bers were below those cared for in the study design but were considered

Sufficiently _large to_ allow validation analyses of these tists with the
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MM.

TABLE 1

NUMBER OF'FACULTY MEMBERS
SELECTED AND-ATTENDING KNOWLEDGE

ESTIMATION PANEL ASSEMBLY

SHOWN BY TESL, JUDGED
AND INSTITUTT )N

GENERAL-KNOWLEDGE
.

.4
CONIICATIONZILiS

rT Literature
Selene Studies Pine Reading I Listening----_ ; Writher Social

'
'Objec- EssaV

I
I the

Select-Alt and Select ttend Select-kW Attend

Select Attend

Baptist Christian

,Centenary-----

Cradling

_Louisiana-College

10,Battin Roue

_

Louistini-Tich'

Northeast Louisiana

Northwestern-S-

,Diasgv-linli Cross

St; Dominican

Siuthes;tern-510trilt
.

,.':Southert-Baton Rouge

Tilani

iniversity3outheatilLV

.-,,,TOTAL SELECTED; 103',

TOTAL ATTENDING;` 97

The same Panelists evaluated
the objective and essay aubteats' in

the Writing Test;

Two fp
LIstening Test evaluated.

in separate sittings; two panelists
did not return

(di review of the second form.

-,
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Knowledge Estimation Panal. In the case of the Writing'essay subtest,

it Content Review panelists also performed the Knowledge Estimation rat-
_

ing tasks. This was due to the nature of the essay sub-test, which dif-

fered in form from the other Core Battery Tests) and for which formal_

Content Review ratings would not have been meaningful.; The greater of

number of ratings thus increased the stability of the data." Attendance

wai'above the number desired for all other tests.

:0

HALF-PANELS

After the October rating sessions, each attending panelist was

assigned to a half-paneI. These haIf-panelvwerc formed to measure the

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

edge Estimation tasks. Half-panels never met as a group or performed

any duties separately.

the two half-panels for each test were constituted to be as simi-
.

lar as possible to one another with regard to average tenure, represen-

tation of predominantly black universities, and the departments 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

differ because of these factors. In measuring consistency for each

testi data from the two half-panels were treated as if the groups had

given independent ratings on the Content Review and Knowledge Estimation

tasks. The analyses of the half-panel data in-Chapters III and IV are

4 measures of i%tragroup (half- panel] reliability, i.e., a measure of 'ace

- tt

consistency of the ratings. Rating tasks on which the half-panel rate

ings do not agree consistently may indicate a need for caution in inter-

preting the'results of that analysis.
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Selection and Composition of Half- Panels.

Judges were allocated to half-panels on the basis of three cri-

"teria: a) the number of year each had taught in ,;Louisiana; b) the

racial composition of the student body at the university in whichr-the

judge taught, and c) the department in which the judge taught. The

half-panels that resulted from this.selection process were deliberately

.similar to each other; Table 8 compares the half-panels. for each test,

on size,,average tenure of members, and the proportion of panelists from

predominantly black institutions.

In can be noted that the:average tenure of the two half-panels for

any test did not differ by more than 2.8 years. The mean difference in

tenure between the half-panels for a test was 0.9 years. Similarly, the
E .

half-panels were constructed so that each include judges from predomi-

nantly black institutions when possible. Only three of the sixteen

half=panels did n tinclude one or more judges from a predoMinantly

black institution: These three exceptions -were instances in which

half-panels had been constructed from Panels -that-contained only one'

judiA from a predominantly black iristitution, and that judge-was arbi7

trarily placed in the other half - panel; of the pair.

Finally, the: department in which each judge taught yas,considered

when half-panels were selected.. Thiswas especially important for the

Social Science and Science Panels,, in which a variety of disciplines Was

represented. The assignments were based upon distributing judges from

the same diSOiplines, indicated by the university departments in which

they taught, to different half=panels within each test.
o.
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tABLE 8

NUMBER AO CHARACTERISTICS OP JUDGES ON CONTENT

'REVIEW AND KNOWLEDGE EStIMATiON

RALF4ANELS-, BY ,TEST

.

.

Number

.

i Panel

CONTENT

1

Met
Black

REVIEW

.

,

Number]

1 ,Panel 21. ,

Number_

Bliz.k . .

Humber

_ _°.KNO9IDGE,EST

I Paned

Black

h

Number

TIO . .

I Panell I

for Black

. ,i Average. I.JIumber

I Years of, 1

1 Tenrce "Institution

I '..,Avetagel

Years of For

Tenure nstitution

' AveragerN

I Years of I idr
Tenure Itnstitution

__Average i _Number._

'Years .of I for,

1' Tem !netitUtion

professional Education

I

18,0 ,- . ''17,l I

.

, 16,0 1 , 16,0

I k

..
Mathematics

)
J4.8 1, ,' 13,8,1' . 1

I

,

. f -I
14.8 I

.

'15;0 1

'Science 5 15;8 1 5

, ,

17 ;01 °

,

11.4 1 I 14.8 1

,

Social 8tUdies

I-

.11.2 0 6

,

12;0 1

,

' 13,8 I -..4 0 ''

ffiteraturilFine Arts ". ,, '1 , 5 10,4 11,8-.1 16,0
I

° 2 5
I

13,2 2

Reading ,
,

f

6

,

' 15.1

.

.
.

15;0 1. 7 14.8 1 4.2 . 6. (r%15.

, . _

,
.00

o J

Listeningi (Form k)

(Form B)

, 6

5

t6;5

4

,

, 16,6 2

_

14, 8 1

I

17,41 ,
1 4

16 ;0' I.

I I

I

18,5
I

16,3

1 17;3 10

0

,

Writing (Objective
,

13,2 12;8 1 I. 16;0 I 15.6
.I

.

b

Writing °(Essay)

-

l'

I

9 13,4 12 9

.

I

13.2
1

,

2

0'.

Listening Test Knowledge Estization'inclOdes separate:halfrpanels for formi A (upper line): andiormB (lilgr line) 6f: that test, This procedare'
,

accommodates differences, in attendance stsating sessions for,the forms,.1

There: no. Contentieviaw PanelJor the essay subtext of, the.. riting Test.
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. It has been ,noted' that the Knoledge Estimation Panelists for the

LiStening Test evaluated Form .A in October, 1982, and Form B in Febru-

ary, 1983. Only seven of the original nine panelists were able to

return for the second rating se4ion. Because of this, it was necessary

o construct two separate sets of Knowledge Estimation half-panels, one

for each Form of the Listening Test. ThoSe,padA'' tsts who attended both

rating sessions are included in both sets of half-panels. Those who did

not attend the second session are excluded from the half-panels for Form

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

assignments.

The essay subtest of the Writing Test was not included in the Con-

tent Review since the subtest did- not include discrete items. e ce

half-panels were constructed only for the Knowledge Estimation tasks.

The information presented in this chapter demonstrates that the

Knowled d,EStimation,and Content .Review, panelists,who evaluated the NTE

Cdre Battery provided a. comprehensive representation of teacher educe-

tion programs in Louisiana. All but one of the State's universities

with.,Sucll programs Were:proportionallYrepreSented among the pangliSts.k
. -

These faculty members, as a' group, reflected the-balance Of public or

rivate, and, predominantly black or white; universities contained within

Louisiana. They also represented a wide range -of disciplines through

the departments in which, they taught; possessed a broad range of

teacher education experience. The panelists, in summary, were highly

'We
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CHAPTER ) I i

CONTENT REVIEW RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

The Content Review phase of the validation study involved four

types of judgments about the Core_Batterrtests: a) the content appro

priateness of the test items for students who have ,.completed teacher

education programs in Louisiana, b) comprehensivenesS, i.e., the extent

to which the tests included major content topics, ) the match between

the emphasis given content topics in the tests and in teacher education

programs, and d) the overall similarity between the content of each Core

Battery test and that of Louisiana teacher education programs.

The composition of the Content Review Panel i discussed in Chap-

ter II.' The panelists met on October 13, 1982, at which time their task

descriptions and instructions were, reviewed in detail, and the item and

test validation ratings were carried out. An overview of the tasks car=

lied out by the Content Review pandlistsjs included in Appendix III-A.
4 I

$

Of the 102 Content .Review i)anelists selected, 94 attended the October

panel agsembIies. Th6 Listening Test panelists reconvened in February,'

1983; to "evaluate the second, form of that test; a#4:.,the Writing Test
. , #

- servepanelists wire also.called back in February to on the Knowledge

Estimation Panel'for the essay subtest.

Conte-nt-Agiam4Oxiabansi- of thmns

Judges used t -4'Question Review Form (Appendix III-B)-to evaluate

tlacontent. appropriateness of each item in the test to which they had
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been assigned: item `was to be rated as content appropriate if the,

.panelist judged that 90 percent or more of the students in the Louisiana

teacher education ,programs with which he or she was familiar would have

had the opportunity to learn the knowledge required to answer the ques-

tion. This learning could have occurred during the student's teacher

education course of study or as part of coursework prerequisite to the

teacher education program. Judges were instructed to rate each item as
7

eithen-content appropriate or inapprOpriate unless they had no basis

whatsoever. for making the. judgment. .In the latter case. they could

assign a "Do Not KnOw"' rating;

The test items were first analyzed individually. Some judges

selected the "Do Not Know" option; so not all questions were classified

by all judges., The "Do Not Know" responses were treated as neither'
N

appropriate nor inappropriate, and were thus not included in the data

analysis. Theexclusionof-the Not Know" reaponses.was.based'on the .

assumption that, if these judges had had a basis on which to rate the

items, their ratingswould have been distributed in the same way. as.

e of the other judges Who=iated the items as appropriate or inappro-

priate. This proCedure had been followed by Educational Testing Service

in the 1978 validation study. It was also designed to exclude any items

that were rated (as either Appropriate or inappropriate)-.by fewer than

three judges on> a panel: half-panel. None of the items from any test

required exclusion on this,basis; all were rated by three or

on both half-TanelS.

Each itemwas then classified askeithevaPpropriate Or inappropri

ate in the judgment f the total panel evaluating the test in which it
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appeared. An iiem was claiiified as content appropriate if 51 percent

or more of the judges gave it this rating- This procedure was identical,-
,

to that used in the 1978'validation'study. In :actual practice the dri=

teri n was somewhat higher than 51 percent. In the lafgest panel Pro-
,

fessional Knowledge Test) the majority was nine of 17 Qanelists, or 53

percent. The majority was six of 10 in the smallest

cent ,,

or 60 per-
,

Table 9 displaYs the number and percent of items, rated as content

appropriate for both forms of each tore, Battery test. The ntmber and

percentage of items given for the Writing Test exclude the essay 'SIM-
,

test. That subtest consisted of a topic on which the examinee. was

instructed to write an essay and did'not include discrete items, that

could be evaluated for their content.appropriatetess.

Across tests, the percent of items ,judged content appropriate

,ranged from I00:percent(Reading and Social Studies Tests):tO 84.percent

(I0teratureitin4"ArtsTeSt). 'It:should be noted that only those stems.

rated_as :contentappropriate by the majority (51% or more) cqthe judgeS-

couldcontribute t

Battery;

the recommended performance standard. .on..the Core.

When the tests were considered as mOdules, the percent of items

judged appropriate ranged from 92.3 for Form A of Professional Knowledge

to 98.3"for Form B of Communication Skills. It, is impOrtant to consider

the item appropriateness of the module's because Core battery scores are
. .

reported for the three modules rather than for their component tests.
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TABLE: 9

NUMBER.ANDTERCENT;OF ITEMS RATED APPROPRIATE FOR
EACH.TEST FORM AND MODULE.:AND.AVERAGE PERCENT

APPROPRIATE FOR TEST FORMS-AND MODULES

FORMA

NUMber Percent
of of

; Items Items

Piofessional KnoWledg
Test /Module_

e

11,kt.ibeiatiqs Test

'SCieicCe,teit
Social Studies Test
.Literature/Fine
Att8 Tagt

General Knowledge
Module

Reading Test
Listening.Test
Writing Testi
Object#0

Communication Skills
:Module

24 96;0
29 . 96;7
30 100A 4/

8:6 ,

114. =95.0

30 100 ;0

39 97.5

42 93.3

FORM- B

Number Percent_.
of of

Items Items

:96 94.1

25 100.0
29 96;7
30 :1:00;0r,

.27 79C4

AVERAGEa

Percent
of

Items

93;3

30 100;0

44. 97.8

96.5 113 9f3.3

Sum of the,percentages f6r Form andTorm B di=ciided.by 2;
Excludes:essay subtest.
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Comprehensiveness- of Tests

Judges were asked t

39.

identify any major topics that were inc luded

:in the teacher education sequences of their institutions but-did not

appear in the content detcription of each test (see Appendix III-C).

This was, done in order.t6 determine the extent to which the tests omit-

ted important content. Forty-three of the 94, Content Review panelists

completed a Test Content Omission Form. The results are summarized in

Table 10.

Cf.-the 43 panelists"returning the form, 30 cited specific topics

that Were,included in their institutions teacher education programs but
,

omitted In the Core Battery test content 'descriptions. The remaining 13

been.panelists who returned forms either indicated that no topics had
_,-

omitted or made seneral .comments that were not content specific

----the-4teSt.:_Orhetedcher educatIOn curritu um. '.The number o

topics cited ranged from-o#e (Reading'Test) t

seven topics were cited by two or mere judges.

about

omitted

11 (Writing Test). Only

TWO, of these topics were

cited for the Listening Test: analysis and synthesis of oraL communica-

tion and stimulus--kesponse questions for oral, communication. Two judges_:
.;.

. .

noted that the Literature/Fihe Arts Test did .not include items on the'
.

recognition of names and works of famous artists, In the Mathematics

T4st, three panelists, noted the Cmissionof probability, and two cited

statistics and algebraic

Writing Test (Objective)

.problems as omitted 'topics. Finally, in the

the topic of spelling of frequently confused

words was reported .to be omitted by two judges.
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im Section-,

TABLE 10

TOPICS IN TAE CURRICULUM IDENTIFIED BY-JUDGES
AS NOT INCLUDED THEIEST-CONTENT'DESCRIFTION.OF THE NTE CORE_BaTERY

- . ,.

Number of Judges
taming Form!

a_
Frequency
of Mention

>festionalAChoOledge Developmental processes
ehi4iamodifiration

MbltienitdraleharaPteriaticsof:-
tputemporary tchopl

PiiitfpsychOlogy=-(As-oppeeea:to.applied)
SpeCific educational thioritts*theories:

Statistics.
-Algebraic *Otlems.

.-,"TrigonOMetty
Set theory.. -,-....-_

Consumerorienfed problems
IpfordeIge4meetry-------
PrOPitied of ieal nuMberd

..hanitiet

Nation
Work'
Staple machines;_
Physical energy,
Laboratory techUiquet.I.

'COntemporarymeriCan gaierament
political ita#WinktoPien-:ji

Y.Constitutianil:iad legal topiCk
The Middle ages' _

;.7

European _:culture

Early civilizations
gbtCes

trature/Fine%Arts -Redagnition-Ufameillu4larorkspfjaMpus.people...,

. Gotland development:in:the arts
Questianstied tn- content ,.

-.. -

Aing 3(2?,i

- ,

tening : ,'
a ysisanil:eyethesis of oral, communication

Siimdluareeponse:quistions for,'cOMmunitat*ou
Andienceanalysis,
RhetoriciLsituetiona,
Modes eV-persuasion =
Psychology_..of listening vs. hearing'-:.

.leasage_strategies
-LOgic of argument;
Minority 'cultures
Following direCtiona,

txralUationof -the message '

.tine. Spelling confuses Weria,
thres,-through) _

_StandirCygi: non-Standard English verb forms

Transformational,gtathmar
Linguistic principles
Rhetorical prinCiples

!-Comma Bpi/cell

Pi:Bed sentences
.11rinCipalparts of verbs
-Libra -techniques
aisiaiikpapers
Composition

U.ompreheniliOrCof sequending:pf events

1

to AppendixjII-C. Test Content Description..for a listing, cf ,topicd included in the- :Core Battery Tesid.
- :

, . :

r_of judges withinthe total shown who returned form but indicated that no topicswera,amitted:4ndfor wrote

al comments about the test.
,
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RelativalEmplumas of Tests ;Aid Cumr-iitAlla

The judges were asked to evaluate the match between the emphasis

given content topics in theLCore Battery !tests- and_ in Louisiana teacher

- -

education-programs. Panelists were given a Test Content- Description

(Appendix III-C) showing the percentage of the test that was devoted to

each content topiC; They:Ogre th4n asked to judge whether that topic

received the same, more, or less emphasis in Louisiana4each%r education

__curricula than ta the test. Panelists were told to 'disregard differ

dimes of. 5 percent or less. This restriction was imposed to encourage

judges to focus.on only those meaningful differences that would indicate

a true divergence between the-tests and the curricula. Table 11 pres-

ents the frequencies of the three relative emphasis ratings for, each

teSt.

The-coluim titled "ProVortion of Same" in Table 11 shows the

ferences 'in emphasis for each test. The value - given each test in- this

cOlumn was computed by dividink the number of 7iar1,e" responses given by

the-panelists by the total num of responses, ("same" plus more plus

"less ".)`
-'- 11

, ,

lesS .lor:exaMple,:the PrOportionof, Sate lraliw for-,4the PrOfeS-
-

siondl Knowle-Age'resi was:

58 (ntmber rating a hasis as 'Irs'aloit",3' = .57
102 (number rating 'slime," "more, 'less")

,When this proportion was %S0 or greater it meant that, for the test.as

whole, half or more of .the panelists_jUdged'that-Ve emphasis given-dif--

)---ferent topics in teacher education programs, in Louisiana was the same as
4

the emphasii that topic received in the test.
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TABLE 11

FREQUENCIES OF JUDGMENTS ABOUT RELATIVE EMPHASIS
IN TESTS AND CURRICULUM .

Topics
,Percentage

Of Test

Number Rating Emphasis
Given To is in Curriculum:
Les ore--

Proportion
of SiMec

_Degree ofd
Diffitehte

. ;

fessional Rnowledge.
:stIModule 1

-2

3

4
5
6

Total

thema t tee- Test

2

3

4

5

icience Test

Total

iocial Studies Test

1

2

3

5
6,

7

9
Total

AteratdreiFide Arts Test

iere3ACtioeledgeModule- ___

!Wing Test
. 2

.Total

1

1

2

3
4

. I

2

3

TOtia;_.

Astening Test

24
25

FA. 17

9

11

_14

100'

7-20- --

16

-24
16

42

100

11

11

11

11

11

11

II

11

11

y.P.- :89

"25;,
:25

25

400

2 I 11

3 ItY

5 -' 'io.

7
.6 10 ! 1--

6 I.. -10 1

29 58 _15 ____

_____ __

2 6 3

2 7 2

1 7 3

2
J

9, 0
4

I
7 0

-4 _T 0

.15 43 8

3 6 1

1 I 6 3

;2 I 8 ,. 0

2 ' 6 = 2

1 7 2

0 8 . 2

2' 5

3 I .7 I 0

'5 I _4 1

19 57 14

2
1

5

19

:65

.43

----;5&----

-_;_32_L

-.30

-.22

Total.

kiting Test (Objective) 1

TOtaI

omuntcaticra Skill Module

50

35

1756"

)7
30
18
15

100 .
-.14

,

.50

;46"

Ref4t to Appepdia.;II/TC; Test Content Description; for a description of topics i661ddid id the Core Battery Test,_

Less: less emphasis An curriculum than teist;SaMe: same emphasis in curriculum and,test, . Mere: More emphasis in
, ;

curriculum than test; ,

:Proportion of Same is total nuMber'ef "Stiatit ratings divided by total number. of alW ratings, -

__ _

Degree-of Difference--is algebraic sum of "Less" ratings (negative Value) and Note ratings (positiVeAralue) ,

divided by.rptal of='!Less" and "More ". ratings;
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"Degree. of Difference" column provides an indication of the

average or balance of the "more". or "less" ratings. The values in this

column were computed by assigning algebraic signs to these responses

(negative for "less," positive for "mare") and then calculating the

algebraic sum f these responses, for each test. This sum was then

di:vided by the total number of "more" and "less" responses for the test.

Fat 'd-/-cara-p141,_the "Degree

was:

of. Difference value for the Listening Test

Number responding "less": 16 Algebraic assignment: =16

Number resPonding "diore": 12 Algebraic assignment: +12

Sum 28 Algebraic sum: -4

Degree of Difference: -16+12
7-17611T

.14
28

A negative "Degree of Difference" meant that the judges were more'

likely to say that a topic was overrepresented in.its emphasis on a Core
.)

Battery test compared to,Louisiana teacher education programs. In other

words, the tOpic41'eceiyed less emphasis in the curricula than ,in

test. A 'positive value indicated that, on the average, judges felt.a

iopic was given less emphasis on the test than in teacher education cur-

ricula with which ;.they. were familiar:

As Table 11 shows, the "Proportion of. Same" values ranged.frob .

on the Listening Test to .65 on the. Mathematics Test. For three tests

the value was MSS than .30. That is, the number of panelists respond-

' +more"more
II

or 'lessouthumbered those. responding ".tanie" These' tests*

were Literature/Fine Arts, Social Studies, and Listening, Additiondlly,
,

-

umber -f'nese,respones exceeded the nUMberYof1"MOre"Lresponses

for everyteSt, as the negative "Degree of Difference" values indiCate.

.o
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This meant that in cases in which panelists judged that the emphasis

given topics in the Core Battery differed( by more than 5 percent from

the emphasis given those topics in'teacher education curricula, the bal=

ance of these judgments. was that the topics were overrepresented on the

Core Battery tests. The values ranged from -.50 for Reading to -.06 for

Literature/Fine Arts.

When the test ratings were averaged to give ratings foe the. 'aid-
4

uldsthey-cOnStatuted",.thd-"Propbrtion-of Same".-was-greater-than-.50-for-

Professional Knowledge and General 'Knowledge. The value was .46 -for'

Communication Skills. The "Degree of, Difference" ranged from

General Knowledge to -.32 for Professional Knowledge.

<,

Overall Similarity Between Core Battery Tests and curricula

fOr

Panelists completed the Test Content Summary Form (Appendix III-D)

to evaluate the overall similarlty between the Core Battery tests and

the teacher "education sequences of their institutions. Each judge chose

one of the following options to.represent
)
the degree to which the test

he or she,had reviewed paralleled the teacher education curriculum:
t

The .test. content topics parallel the teacher education
sequence at

.

institutionnstitution very closely. ,V

There are some differences between the test content topics
and the teacher education sequence at our institution, but
these differences do not appearto be appreciable.

There appear to be some appreciable differences between the
test content'topics and the teacher education sequence at
our institution.

Iher W.-little similarity between the test content topics
1116d the teacher education sequence at our institution.

.

-6 response was-vrovided.

59
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The response frequenci

45

e shown in Table 12; The final column in the.

table, "Proportion Simi was also used in the 1978 Validation Study

reflect the proportion of judges Who iindicated that the test they

reviewed closely paralleled, or did not:: differ appreciably Iron,

curricnlud. Thit number Was computed-bidilAdIng-the/PO-of *116.:.kand
.

, ,.
responses -fo5 each test by the total number -of responses

e

C plus D). The- NR response7viaS'-not included since it did not,constitute

a ratini.___

The results show that the values-of 'Proportion Similar"

from .40 in the Listening Test to A2 in the Reading Test. Thai s,

percent of the Listening Test panelists felt that therd were no, or no

appreciable, differences between-, the content of.ihat ,test and

teacher education sequence; 92 percent of those evaluating the Reading

Test made the same judgment. For the three-modules the "Proportion Simi=

the

lar" ratings were .88 for Professional Knowledge, .80 for General Knowl-

edge and .67 for Communication Skills. When all of the Core Battery

tests were combined, 68 (76%) of the 89 judges who provided ratings felt

that the content of the CoteBattery tests closely pataIleIed or did :not

differ appreciably from kay&at of the State teacher education programs.

O

INTERPRETING AND EVALUATING CONTENT REVIEW-RESULTS

The panelists prOVided four types of data about the content valid-

ity of the Core. Battery tests. The first was concerned with /he appro-

priateness of individual items within the tests. The other three typ

of data addressed the overall content validity of each test: the
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TABLE 12

,FREQUENCIES OF JUDGMENTS ABOUT.SIMILARITY BETWEEN THE CORE BATTERY TEST AND THE TEACHER,EDUCATION SEQUENCE.

(A) (B) _(C) v' (0) (NR)

Very No Appreclable Same No Proportion

ClOse 'Differentes Diffe-reneesAffilaresponseTML__S-imila

POfessional KnOwledge Te§t/Modul
,88

Mathematics .Test

Science Test

Social Studies Test

Literature/Fini Arts Tat

General Knoidedge Module 2 30

Reading Test

Listening Test .

Arting Test (Objetivi)

Communication Skills Modem

Total All 'Tests 12 , 56 20 94 .16

a
Proportion Similar is sum of A B divided by sum of A + C
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sion of imporianCtOntent topics, the match between the'emphasts given

content topicsin the tests. and in teacher education curricula, and the

overall similarity between the' content of the tests and,teathereduca-

tion programs. The 1978 validation study conducted by Educational Test-
.

ing Service used each type of data as .a criterion in evaluating the -con-

tent validity of the tests'reviewed-at that time. A similar process was

applied-to theteats in:the Core Battery.for.the ,curentstudy.'-

Criteria for Special Review

A ,,range of special ,review values was- determined Dor each

four criteria.. Any test t4ith obseyved values falling.,within the .,range

of a special review value on any of the indicators of,tontent validity
- .

MOw was then reviewed in detail-. Table 13 identifies the :criteria used in

.judeifg whether a test qualified for special review. -A description of

the.review Criteria,-and the.basis forTthe. values. assigned one

are given below.

Content appropriateness of items; An item was rated as con
tent appropriate if 51 percent or more of the paneli*ts-.
reviewing the item judged that 90 percent or more of .tha.:
students graduating from, touisiana teacher education,.pro-
grams would have had the opportunity to learn the knOwladie,

required to answer the item correctly. Theoreticallythe
percentage of content appropriate_titems could range froM, 0
percent (none appropriate) to 100 percent (all appropriate).
'Following the procedures of the 1978 study, a test qualified
for special review if less than 90 percent of the items in
it were judged to be. content -/'appropriate.

Comprehensiveness of test. The greater the number of topics
cited by panelists as omitted from a test, the less compre-
hensive was .the test. n:number could have ranged from-0
(no topics omitted) to the number og content topics in a
teacher education sequence (if-the test included none of
these). Following the procedures of the 1978 validation
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'TABLE 13

CRITERIA FOR PERFORMING SPECIAL REVIEW OF CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TEST CONTENT AND PROGRAM CONTENT

Aspect of Correspondence Measure oftorrespendence

,

Theoretical

Range

Observed

Range,

Special Review ..

,- Values :

' ,

,Percentage:o uestIonsassified7

as content appropriate by_ total .

total panel- (average for two forms)
. .

....

Aprovr

0% to 100%

.

84%,to,100% less than 0%

,,;
.

ontent a eiess

of Items,

,

omprehensiveneas of Tests

. ,

. ,

Number of :,omitted content topics

cited br'two'or more panelists

,.

0 to total

topics in

curriculum

0 to 3

,

ot more tiviis,,

,

, . . . .. ,

elativelmphasis of Testa

ad Curricula

.

.

,.,

.

reran Siiilarity. Between

!its and Curricula '

a) Proportion 'of judgments rating

emphasis as same

.

b) Degree of Difference in

"not speciudgments

(7, P, Carrictilitm emphasis "less%

' + at ctirriCUltia *huts more

_.,,

0 to 1i00

s.

-1.00 to +1.00

'

.36 to .65"

.

,

-.06 to -.50

...._.

less than .50

and

-.28 to -.50

(midpoint or below

observed range)
.

.

,

Proportion of Judges rating_

n - 11

'similarity as'.glosely parallels

or "does not differ appreciably"
. \ .

.

.

0 to, 1.00

..

'

.4 to .92

.

.

less than''. . -
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study, the measure chosen for this criterion was citation by
two or more judges. Citation. by only a single judge was not
considered representative of the total group evaluating the
test,, -.and requiring more than two citations . ,could have;
excluded important omitted' topics. ,A test qualified for
special. review if one or more topics were noted by
more panelists as omitted.

*Relative emphasis; The first special review measure used
4tere was the "Proportion of SaMe" judgments. (that the
emphaSis gi,4?.en content topics within a _test was the same
the emphasiS_ given those topics within teacher education
curricula). his value could range froth 0 (emphasis differed
for-all. topics) to 1;00 (emphasis the same 'for ail :topics):"
It stintadbeLi ca)ted_thatiges _gave a ratirii.of "same" only
when they felt\ that the content emphases Oft-heteand the
curriculum wee within 5 percent of one another. Hence,
this is a conservative measure of similarity. There was no
standard value \for what constituted acceptable "Proportion
of Same" ratings; .50 was chosen as .a plausible value
because. , below this level a test became more diSsimilar than
similar ia content emphasis to teacher education curricula.

A Second" ,measure ,was also used in identifying .testS:'-that
were candidateS fot Special review becaute cif rd.iffere4bes in
relatoive emphasis. nie.:'/."Degree of Difference ' indi=
cated whethei PaneIlits.teit that a test differed in empha-
sis from the 'curricuIpai . by prOviding leSs emphasis;: (poSitive
value) than.:' curriculum or mote ;' "emphasis (negative
value)., this value could range from -1-:00 (all non-same
topicsverrepreselited on test) to +1.00 .(all topics under7
tepresented on test).- A_` test could. qualify for special
revieW if its Degree' of Difference value was-'at or above
the, midpoint of the obserVed values- ,fot all tests . Since
the observed values ranged froth.. -.06 tO,' .50 , the special
review value was set at ,;.28; This figdre was computed" by
adding - :06 and .7;50 7 and dividing the sum by 2';' Tests With
a, value .pf 2£3, to:;,7 .50 we're'poteiitially eligible for spe-:::
iaj. review. ) thisi;;:ptocess. identified tests with a greater

than average overemphasis of', content topic. . Using two fac-
torS togetherth0""Ptaportion of ',Same judgments and the
size of the "Degree Of-Difference"=-Rrovicied joint estimates
of Aelative eniphasii;j,.':TheiefOre,.teits were considered ,eli-
gibIe for reVieW. only :if they fell' within the speci-
fied value ranges for both: criteria.

Overall _similarity. This measure was the proportion of
judges:..whp felt that a test( closely paralleled `or _did.. not
differ :significantly from the curriculum. It could range
frok°.0,.(6117'jUdges felt that the test differed appreciably
from; or bore E little. similarity to, the curriculum) to '1.00

juctgeshat the: test closely PiitaIleled or did not

WO or
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-differ. 'appreciably, from,
selected for special review
that is, if feWer than half
overallesimilarity between
high. The game criterion:
1975- study.

Special Revievi Criteria Results

The observed';Value for each of these criteria was compared With

the curriculum) Tests were
if. this value was less than .30;
of the panelists judged that the
the test and the curricula was
value had been etployed in the

the special review value fora. the eight tests comprisinethe Core Bat-

tery. Table 14 presents the results. Four tests (Professional RnoWl=

edge, Science; Social Studies, and Reading) had valUes Within the

accepted ranges on all criteria. None of these tests warranted special

review.

The Literature/Fine Arti Test had an item

84.0 percent. It was.,the only test requiring

appropriateness. AlthOugh the number- of items

appropriateness value of

4

further review- for item

was ,not large enough to

support statistical testing .of distribution, five of the 10 items judged

inappropriate concerned a single topic..This was the,topic of "relating

works of, literature and fine arts 'to one another and- their sodial-his=

fa A,.

torical context.' It;%tonitituted 17 percent of the test.-

Mathematics-, LiteratureiFine.:Aris,, Listening, and the
.

objective

subtest of the Writing Test qualified for special review on the basis/of

comprehensiveness, since each test omitted one or Tore topics cited by

two or more judges. None Of the tests fell within the range of review

values for both factors'in the relstiire em phasis criterion
.

Test was the only one of the eight

The Listen-,

tests to 'qualify` for special

review-on the criterion of overall similarity. .
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TABLE 14

SPECIAL REVIEW CRITERIA DATA rie,CORE.11ATTERY TESTS

itl

Comprehensiveness

Appropriateness (>_11 topic , Relative Emphasis Overall'Similaritv

(< 901) omitted)
<

.50) (7.28 to -.50) (< .50)

Professional inowledge 92.9 .57 ;32*

Mathematics 98.0 .30*

Science

Social Studies

terature Fine'Arts

96.7 .90

100;0
.

2

82-9*
o

1* 43*

Rtacling 100.0

..;Listening 2:5 .36*

Wi(joillOblectiVe) 95.

"M.

fell within rpnge for special review on this criterion

;.45*
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Application of Special Review C4iteria Results

The impact/cif the review criteria lay in each test's
.()

content', validity, of "'the. Core Battery module
"

to the
,component Thg_s was' ecause scores. >

rather than,

contribution

of valich it was a

are reported for entire modules

ividual tests or the COre Battery as a whole. Therefore,

in evaluati

sary to

of crite:

test'

Lt e iiipact of the-special

a numeridal weight to each

review criteria, it

test that reflectedc

was necesI

the number -

whAC., the test_ Or-siDeCial...reiVievy- and the

o`. the total module. is was 3-azotiqci4fep. process.

tsed in /the 1978 valid

vlu baSe4 ;upon the number of.

paralleled

tion istu

spec AtilkewL--criteri-34 for

r

441,51,' Th6se valnes and their

cIOSeIy related to..

interpretatrions were:

0: No crit?rialor 'special ewi test very
curri, 4. .

01:1:'-o#A-Ver,ion for speClal 'review, 'test closely' related to
.1cUrri.c,

;i;wo' criteria for special review, test reasonably related to
curricula. .

:Three;criteria for special review, test probably related-to
Fe,"curricula. .

FrOur. criteria for'sjieciaI review, test not reIate4..to
ula.

-1LeThe second step was to multiply the..-ialue-given each test by the number

o item that test, and to sum the resulting figures for all tests

'!within a The results are shown in the "Items x. Value" column of

Table' 15. This sum was then divided by the total number, of ;items in a
.

it -.A.-_zo du 1 e to produce the Module Value weight shown in ;the Table.,-.4-in this'
. , . ,

way the content validity results for each st :contributed 'as much 'in

judging .the content validity of the modula.!* performance on the test.,

would contribute to the module Score;
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TABLE 15

CONCLUSIAS ABOilT CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN CORE BATTERY MODULES AND PROGRAM CONTENT

Special

-Review

Value

xofeSsional Knowledge

etiral Knowle

Mathematics

(0,Scienc

Sacial.Studies

Literature/Pine ,Arts,.

TOTAL

25

30

30 _

34.5

119.5

Communication Skills, .

Reading

Listiiing e

Writing (ObjectiVe)

TOTAL CloSdly Relg

a

Module Value equals,Items x Value divided.bylliumber of Items;
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Both the. Listening and Literature/Fine Arts Tests had a weight of

(reasonably related). For Mathematics and Writink (objective subtest)

The Other four tests all hadweight was i closely elated).

weights of 0, or very'closely related:

demonstrated acceptable levels of content validity: ProfeasicharAtnowl-

When theSe weights were.adjusted to acc.Onnt for the con' bution

each test to the total score of its module, the :modules

edge was the only _test within its module, and it produced 'module

weight of ..0.;0 or very closely related". td- the teacher -edudation

sequence in .Louisiana.' The other two Core Batterymodules, Ggneral

Knowledge and Conimunication Skills, had weights of abont and 1.1,

respectively. This was close to the value Of 1.0 ,that was. interpreted

ti

closely rebated :to the State teacher education curricula.

ese.. interpretations are not meant to discount content differ-.

etween Louisiana's teacher preparation. programs 44 the indivit7

Core Battery tests. They simply provide another way of evaluating

thecontent validity of the tests and, by extension, the total' modules.

It should be stressed that the methodology and values used in the spe-
;,6 '

.

dial review criteria are not absolutes, but tithe. pwere adapted from rec-',

,edent of earlier validatiOii studies. (The special review inforvtion,
. -

therefore,-is ;.presented ,tc) the Blue RibbOn Score ommittee and to the

Superintendent of Educ.atibi-C.for their use in making informed judgments

the content Validity of the Core Ratted
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CONSISTENCY OF AESULTS

study refig;ted the consistency of ratings

across half.panels for the'confentappropriateness of items and the::; 4.1:,e

ative emphasis of tests; and curricula. After careful, deliberation, the

investigators decided to follow the 9emiNprocedure La:the current study
.

-
and t elirovide consistency infordation for content appropriateness and

relative. emphasis.
:

These constituted. two matOr rating tasks for the-

these tasks were considered 'sufficientContent Review. Panels;

half-panel:COntraSta..

and

.

Consistency of,. Results far Content Appropriateness of items

The consistency of judgments about the content'approfiriateness o

the items-was examined frOm two points.of view. Table 9reports the

extent to-Which the percentages of content apprOpriate,quesfion8 were

_ -
aiMilar.for the two forMS-Of each-test.-

panels `agreed

Table::16.

On..the

The extent to,which the half-
_

item appropriateness of test forms is sown on

As in other tables, the half-panels are identified for

venience as,Panel 1 and Panel 2.

,- .

Table 16 shows the'Oercentage of items

,

by "Half- panel and test form, as well-'as .the averagee,of Forms A and B.

The half-panel average ratings ,differed -by.. 10 or more percentage points

foi onlytwo tests. These were ProfessiOnal Knowledge; in which the
*

average ratings by the half-panels differed by 14:6 percentage points,

judged content appropriate.

and -Listenin which the difference between halt-panels was 10.0

tests, Mathematics and Reading, the average percentagespoints.= For

i
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TABLE 16

NUMBERAND PERCENT OF QUESTIONS JUDGED CONTENT APPROPRIATE,

BY TEST FORM AND HALF-PANEL

Professid61 Kiloviedp

Mathematics

Science

_Panel 1

Form Form s

panel
u.

Torml. Yana

Average Average

:lumber Percent Amber Percent. Percent Nuiber Percent .NuibetTercent Percent

Items_Of items Of Items .Of Items Of Items:Iv II: it : II : _Of

82

Social Studies

Literature/Fine Arts

Reading

30 100 0

30 100:0 30 100.0 100 0

28

29 82;9 27 79.4 81.1

86.7 16;7

28 80.0 24 70.6 75,3

30 106) ,100;0, , ,0 30 100,0 28

33 82.5 37 92.5 ' 87.5
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.

across test tooliffer by four or fewer points. These.results are

similar, to those reported in the 1978 validation study.

the Table ,report the percentage of items that both half-panels felt were

,on the classification of inilvidual items. The columns in

Table 17 provides information about.the extent to which the
,

4..

°

half -

panels agreed

appropriate, that the half-panels disagreed upon, and that both half =

panels felt were app opriate.:-nay,: the columns identified asin V4k
,

.
Fi ll.,

%

"Percentage .-of Agregient" contain the percentage of items that both

half7panels agreed upon as.either-apprOpriateHOr- inappropiiate

The percentages of agreement' ranged irom°74.3 (Literature/Pine

) to 100.0'(Reading) on Test Form A. The range was smaller for Form

from (Writi o.96.7 (Social Studies) . Of the 16 percentages

of agreement calcUlated, were greater than 84percent. By contrast,

of"the:46percentgges of agreement calculated for the Common and

Area Examinations in the 1978 validation study4xceeded 84 percent.'

An average probability of. agreementwas also calculated. This

probability was estimated as the average'of two Iconditional

ties that are-given by: a) the percentage of.items judged content appro-

priate, by..-,both, Panels

appropriiite by

ate'br-Panel* tand 2;

1 and.2 divided by the percentage of items judged.
. '1

and b) the percentage: of. items judged appropri-

divided
-

divided by the. percdp age.of items judged appro..

priate 8y Panel isstatistic ii a measure of the probability that

both of th'e Alf-panels would judge an itemcappropriate. -14e example

-below shows how the average probabilities of agreement were dalculated

for the Listiening Test, avenged across' test forms.
e 'rt-
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TABLE 17

AGREEMEMTBETWEEfiALFLPANELS ABOUT

::COMTENT APPROPRIATEMEg OF ITEMS BY TEST, FORM

Both Both Percentage

Panels Panels panels of

Appropriate Disagree Inappropriate Agreement

18 8 4 84.6

88,0 12;0 0 88.0,

93 3

ocial Stales 86 7 13 3

Liter4iirefFine Arts

Both fi Both, Percentage

Panels Panels Panels of

kpropriate Disagreizinapprofiriate east

.7 5.7e 74 3

,(Objective)

e

84,4

o.
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Prcentof It6ms Judged by: ".
Panel 1:

Appropriate Inappropriate

Appropriate. 86.25 25
Inappropriaie 1'.25 1.25
Total ' 87.50 12-.50

'97.50
2.5.0

100.00

Frain .tiii table, the conditional probability o

items judged content _appropriate was cbmtruted as
8625 t' .8625

.9750 - .8750

agreement. for

a similar fashiow; half-Renel consistency* in agreement -about

items 'udged inappropyiete. was viewed as vEhei-probability that one. of the

panels would _judge an it 'inappropriate; if the other panel

Foh Listening Test , this probability was :

r.

..9125 ' ..
.0250 :.1250
. 1-N : t .

c., .

:- 2_ .0.

had jUdged

. .
.1..., I I

The conditional 'probabilities of,..- agreemerit for all of the Core
- .... ...- . . \

7 ' e:BeEttrY 1)-s-Es are. preserked in Table 18. The ;values f the. iteins clas-
, .

sified content appropriate were consistently high, ragging from :87'

98. In other words, ttie judges on one halilpanel determined that. an
/4

item was, appropriat the judges on the coVier °half variel,

On .the other hand, there was less.--agreenient about *terns that were

judged inappropriate. The values ranged fr. .00 for three- tests (Math-. ,- .

emetics, SCience, and .. Social StudieS) to .63 (Professional Knowledf.
0Only three of the' eight tests hadfran, average probability of agreement on
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TABLE 18.

AVERAGE PROBABILITY OF AGREEMENT'
'WIT M APPROPRIATENESS ACROSS

HALF-PANELSa
o '

:1Ofessiona0CnOwledge

Appropriate Inappropriate:

-;63 rd. °,92

MatheMatics' .95

.00__Science .97

SoCial'S'todie§ .96 ;00

Literature/Fine Arts .87 ;55

aeadift 98 .50

N
tisteffind

..94 -30-

Writing (Objective) -,It 93
a
Not'd that the datausea to compute these figures are based on the:
average of content apprOpriatkandr inappropriate percentage `_responses for
Forms A and'8:1:Refer:*9i4t-.for-anexample of the calculations..
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inappropriateness that was ..50 or greater: These 'low valUes point to

=
on ithe difficulties that arise, in constructing a test to measure

. .

YMoSt. items will match the content of most curricula; ,others , will not;

n t y e all test it T,7i 1 match- al 1 the topics of all of. the curric-
7;04L.

is interesting to note that the tests on which there- was, ,00

agreement' with regard to content inappropriate items (Ma 1tics, SCi-the-16.

ence, and Sogiaj..StUdies) had very high probabilities 'of agreement- on
,

apipropriate 'ratings .'"( .95,- .27, and ,96' respectively The panels for'

these tests- were ,cOmpoSed of members from the most diverse subject

areas, who'' apparently agreed on apiropriate items, bui disagreed greatly

n :inapproprate ' items. The dIsagreethent On inappropriate items, very

likely ieflects the -diversity in curricula among the panellsts univer-

'sities and departmentL,,
,,

,

P

: .

High average oprobatiiTit of agreement for inappropriate

.ocCurred for the Peofpgsipilai'Knowledge, °Literature/Fine Arts; and

ing Tests ( 1,5S. and, '.J50 :,respectively). This suggests

was closer agreement about he content- of these fields across 'the uni- ,
.

4 4-

versities and ,the departments iepesented by the half -panel members for

e tests'than:aMong other panelists.

Consistency of Results" ;fat' kelative. Enipha-sis

reported earlibi in Ta a ,10, the analysis of the

emphasis Of tests' and-,Curricula focused on two 'Values: (a) the ill3.ropor-
. 0
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W

.

T ' _ _
_.

tion of Sallie," wh indicated
:2-ft:4s3

§ 2 topics

62..J

for each test as a Whole the percentage

receiv4d the same emphasis in the

ference," which indicated the average balance of

ratings The .half -panel analyses shown on Table

panel ratings on.these same two criteria..

The "Proportion of Same" ratings show

half-panels (differenceS in proportiont
.e3

tests: Mathematics, 'Science,

panels,for theSe examinations

4-th7e-Degree of Dif-

the "more" or "Less"

19 compare the half-

a, high agreement between the

7 percent or less) for four

Social Studies, and Listening. The half-
-

agreed the proportion of topics that
-fthe test as in their teitcher education.:eceilied A the same,p emphasis on

.curricnia.. There was somewhat less agreement between the- .half - panels on
.

_

,3 the:I"Proportion of :Same" ratings for the other four examinations,

ing from.. a :difference of 11, percent for. Reading_ to' :a difference of
gP =

. ,

percent for Professional Knowledge.

g-

2 8 .

-The resultstifor "Degree of. Difference

els agreed in directionality 'S

dicate;that theme -pan -

ive of theeight tests. These were

the Reading, Writing, Literature/Pine Arts, Mathematitics, and Profes-3

Knowledge Tests, in which alL half - panel'. Are negatve

except,,for a .00 rating prOctced froprona of the half-panels in Litera-
- -4- A 11..

' turelTinVArts. Both half-panels agreedi, average, -that differ-
fy V

,. .

ences in emphasis *effected an overrepresentation-. GO content ioAcs on
FP

0these teat. ;4 '
t r '4' , HA

,, ..

There were disagttements in ."De4rke- ok Difference-between . 8
- .

half-panels on the Listening, Sciewee., and Social 'Tests. ,1-t. is--
,...x. -- , lk.,.,- fsit . `------w

interesting that these all Bad high half4i3"anel reemenronuthe "Propor-
-,

a
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TABLE 19'.

-PANEL RATINGS'. FOR RELATIVE EMPHASIS - --'_

Op_TtSTS AND CURRICULe

Panel 1 L : - Panl 9---
).A.

Proportion E1greePOf PrOporOon, 1pgfee of

.43

titer3atitwelFine'Arts

data were gen atedjn:theTall'vaiidation0ocedure by. =per =OX1
.

reviewed only 17o m A-Of the Listend: e-Ot.The half- panels f$f tbi$
4alYs ere..those.:con.ncted Po iof the;.test.` See Chapter II
for an an I ion of as 4: nment an41s for W4e ListetinvTe
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tion of sane ratan It appears that pie half-panels for
f ,,A

£4

these three

`tests.: agreed highly. on the proportton=b,V1-topics that received the same.'
3 -

in-theiam-sx0.1sqecm,xmimaA4=14 AdAdstello=t1I-e-kriirdals-
- ..... . ...

of whvther those topics that 1..iial4 p-opR ionately represented
.

A, .7,-.
. :.,0 '. .._

received -7more or''Xess" eitphiSIS in, their .c,ii icula '; -' --..-- ''-:
,-, . , .,

Qn the other handi'half-petnelS with relatively higher disagreement

on the-,.Piaroportion of Same" ratings (Reading,,Ariting, Literature/Fine

Arts; ancl, ess onal Knowledge Testa) agreed op. the 4irectionality of ;

4 e.

topics th4t :were :cifspropeiceio tepresented..difference for

It appdap the
4.. ,7

"Proport4on. of

t high agie-ement between' half "andls adicurse n -either
-

ratings .2br on '
fDegritPOW Difference"

e

. .. . - .. .not .on" bdth:. .half -panels., for the Mathethatica .Test, .

-ones to agree h ghlY on' bath "PrOporision' of Same" and ,"beir
. , ,... ...-.

.. ,,,,,
ence. 43

1,1*

SUMMARY

gsented- in this; chapter, -suggest that the Co'n.ent, '

rally evaluated the. Core Battery tests as appropriate
, -

measures of knowled k f o r te a'o. h e edg- ca:-.t. i on graduates i n L- ouisi anc:
..-.

all teStt ,hut Literature/Fine -Az-ta cure paneliits rated- 90 percent -or
tfr ., 9

more of the s as appropriate/ It should be
.

ir. IpAnAp,,e by half or More Of the

Items

them.' .

of be incifEde4 in. caltulat n the 'Knowled,g Estimakion_ 04U-nel's
. ....---7

for the Core Mattej In ;four I? .the .
is

Alt

riOgic as omitted': Howev'er , In ...
7,

u
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se tests the number of omitted topics was still 'skal

One_ topic (Vri,ting,.. and Literature/Pine Arts) to three (Mathe

Same' ratingsla'64Wthat-forthe_ma

of#, eight") the panelists also judged that the 'emphasis, placed on
, ,

dbeent:topics initheir teacher educati-on .CurripuIaWas acceptably PlOke

to the empltasis given these tOpio_ in the Core. Battery

0 1

The numerical weighting, used to convert e panelists

on a variety of .conten.,t validity measures to a zating

.module's overall apprppriateness (see Tabre 15)...demonstrates ,,the iocept-
- ,-

ability of the Corte Battery- The P±ifep'sional Knowledge Module. rat d
'

.

. 4
as , Very. Closel3r Related" to the Louisiana,, teacher education' curricula/-

'Both the General Ktrowled.ge
.

and Communication' 'Skills- illo as were 'evalu-,-,;

. It , .4
ated as Closely Related." . V
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;INTRODUCTION 4'

The purpose of this chapter is, to present the 'anitlytes of the judge.:4
. . S

merits . 54 the 'Knowledge E ima on Panel that yielded inprmat(Cop.4.fbr deter-
'

the NTE Gore Battery. The chapter is .mining the. performance

divided into' four major sections. The.. first .section cc nta±ns a di.,,scussiolz

ond sect'of standard. setting add7.7 standard:- s
I.

gains, an overview of the knowledge.: timation mocess use 'this ITtudy.
\

41 .Included are ano.xpiaria bn of .the purpos
of , 1

:

ieIs , a. review of i the training provided to jnd es_.,- a '''' .perfor. and an expl ation of the -relat ships
. . .

A .idS -that 'resulted fr ' -ledge. Estimation
-:,... ,.

AP
,

tion -or th cOnt: , tie .results of the

among th

ratings.

he' KnoWledge

--4r INT a a .C1-10,14 TO'':ST)N ARD SETTING
.-1

use ofThe .of tests' to; classify examiAljels
.

i , ,;.

on . test perforiance has ,inc sed in ',the last
_used to m 44' decisions nging fre the formation

. .
,,

ion and l eisure f inat6iduals des itcertif

catcegories or stat'esased

15- years. TeSti being
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o

ter. use, of 'tests. One feature that must be present when tests are used to

make cla fidation decisions about ,examinees is a score that represents the'

decIsioxi,point (the point .t at is uset.to separate .acceptable froth unaccep-
. ,

table candidates): The issue'S'OE ow to establish qualifying scores and3the'
. C'i

fvalidity of the res lting classifications have been subject of much

Y
debate in -the psychometric. comun

Nurgerous -Inethods have been 'proposed' for sett

tions-- of 'many- of the me been. compiled by %everaf researchers (e.g.

Hambleta & EignOr, 197 Jaeger, 1976; Popham, 1974' Shepard,

common Meath e of all'standara setting *method's- I that :they: employ human
.N

4
.

judgment.
:,

;All standdd setting metho othe at use .test data

ust, at some p }t inva ve subj udgmentsr abo inal placemtrit
-

the standard.. p9t \fir 5-----iiees..C.t-' ily undesi le condition.
-.

: .....0, ,.
,,-....

Many uSefuivan4 -.a, e standards in a eas other than me& rement are -sub-
...

...

jective. Speed liMits,_- acceplab discharge 1 its, of chemicals from induS-

pIantS; and nilmtrous other 's that affe- aily .are the
, a I

qf c Sub I dot dgment ; ce lijective c xteria

r,11
_

ardaar6 tonaiellys av hie; Po*fant t9. en

aN* ,
h ud,r-,Individualt. whose ju4gment az.41/4 so i are qualifitd.

ments. r .61+Kre of them: uctlis ase with the 'd

ng scOr 0

f ta Ora wha .*;Were ..noMinate

perform .the il(iAgS:

410C
were teIected fbr t contr

-
-1d iring t 'Vie task.;

test ..Ittms `r s revieWed pror
.7. - .7.---

.

respective e s being kqualified. to
d--

_

embers of e. Blue i core Commit-
_

-. ...; Ro- ---------,

, . c.
..--...

ions:Ah e s ti ackgr and fi...

c
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Hambleton and Eignor (1980) have blassfified a number -of standard set--,
,

tf tang methodS into three categories Judgmental, EMpirital",..and Coglibiriation,=:,...-.7.,;,4-

/ cases, some external measure df flit ekaminee's status to determine the.
. ,

placement o the fo.ndard. For example, the Contrasting Groups method (a

Empirical and .Combinion methods requite actual thst4ato ,apd, in most

Combination ethod). requires ,that- judges (usually instructors) rate each
uy /4-

iphineeras above- or bdlow the minimally acceptabli. performance 1e 1. Test

The point of inter-

04

scpre_.distributions of the two groups can ber
.

zection of the two distributions is alogical

d2rd1.7.: ' , J ..

Such , data were( no ,Available
t, -

.. : . 4 ,

al t.q , the NTE Core "13atter-$ f ertgr. c
-

111

Judgmental methods of-sit

cotpari

chaise or a perfprmance , stan-

lotion,. who. would

ation. ore, one the-C-

gels , to rate test;

, . .
commonly menti

(1971); and' Ebel (

ese methods require -

g score14 h. t st a '

1954) ;

Nedelsky

cThe

Nedelsky met ho.dI requiri_

.

-ju. d ges t o °

-
mi,

,

nie t
.

gthemOamall knowledgeable examine of a
f

I act r
4I I' . i %,I4.,,,,

'''' ifti '17 ''l t -.

test item. udges- read the test item and ttie option

ch --judg then' eliminates the opiiong he o she

dal correct by the mini lly,i,

the

feel& are

ledgeab e exaiinee

will etimina

i omly
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i1.ity :of minimally' kndwledkeable person's

44.e"44"it
diprOCai of the number'of options

ckoice

eltm'
P

correctly

remainin4

een el rin.ated. For eXample, for ya dive

the Minimally knowledgeable student would

Xtwo;bptions a clearly inOorrect. S ce th e options :remain, the

estimated$robability of .a - correct answer is one third (1/3).

One feaure of the-Nedersicy method that can be, problematic is .that

judges .-ratings_result in fixed and unequally spacq probibilities. If

incorrect options re eliminated by a judge, the probability of a correct

respenee is If two options remain, the probability is 0.50. :under -no

circumstances may the progetility of a correct response bee 'ahy, other

in the '4iethod has beennumber between 0.50 and .1.00. This restriction
1

regardedas a drawback. Ibilwevei; the Nedelsky method does require, judges to

rate each distrac -Judges

-distractors4that may make
4a

Tevel of scrut' Y is

An

O

r
The Angoff method sd requix

them

must consider the fine distinctions ,between

diffe'entially attiactiVe xaminees. This

.4herLst and settin

judges to consider test items from,thii

fAme,of reference f the-minimally knowledgeable examinee. In the Angofg

method, however; the judge requ'red only'to estimate the p bbabll that

the .minimally miledgeab stu n

effect; this method. requir

for the minimalry,kn

probabilities equals, the

examinee.

,
would answer the item rrett In

judges to predict the item difficultyv:of each

wledgeable group examinees. The. sUm 4Se

dietVd testscore for the min*mallY krieFlegea le NI.

.T ,

el

Nib

goer
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The major , criticism of 'the Angoff method

predict acctrately item scores for examinees

s the iudges

70

inability to

(LivingS`ton- Zieky, 1382).

This is an unfamiliar task f:V.t. most judges, and studies to date have not

indicated that judges can do it accurately. While judges often ,work

test scores and can often predict the overall test performance of an ex
4,

nee, it 'is much more difficult to predict performance on a' specific item.

A modification of the Angoff meth was used in the 1978 NTE

tdon study. in 'Louisiana and in other stra.dies. Judges Were provided Iwith a,

sgven:point scale A, , 25, 40, , 80, and 98) and were sins'tructed

choose one of the points, to revesent the predicted probability of a correqi

answer . Also indluded in the scale was an "I Don't Know"- option. - This

method still requires judges Ab predidt item difficulties, but the scale

limits the options available '' and restricts the predicting of, item diffi-

culty. Additioallyi "s6in es -earche s maintain that the. pres tation of

fixed: scale may ingTIup.oe judio to make, certain, tpes of ratings, FOr
-

(44,stionnaireS ,there is 6ft en '4, pendency eithOrig .respondents. to

cfiboSk:options taward of the scale Sithilar -.results may occur
fir -::-

W

1S a ..Miiire....irompl method than the
ii i --._.-.

sating lath, test item on '''-a: diMenSio
-- , ..

-;EbdVs._ original' Pr ion 0- the m ocLuSbd four
.

.... ] ,
.-,

, i deptable, ionable),:.
..;i-.: ..0.

(easy, moderate, herd)1::AloweVer hakr.number
,

The Ebel (1972)T

off methadg°07 It pinv

'yams and-difficult

an# the
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of categories within a dimension is not Prescribed.- °rise each item has been

rated along each of the two dimensions, judges assign a percentage to each

d by aconibination
. -

percentage is the judge's expe

knowledgeable examinee the

1.

(eaS

- would

a diffic category The.

the petoVitsaiibe- of the min° imally
. 4

hat combinations

method was °,seleate for use in this stu4 for several rea-i
,.,. ;

J.1 ,.

the Departmeni. of ucatioli.'s. researchers felt that limiting.

the study .ratings of item.. d° "culty toa three broad categories
. 7 .

erate, and hard) would'syiel , mor,e reliable and, valid data than
. . .,- -:

the Angoff seRt-point ating scale.' Second there were no- i

restrictions on the ass_ignnierittrf di-fficuley pr flict ions as in the Nilcirsky

and modified Ang ff methods.

O tb 1

;,
ere. free Ito choose any percentage from

for each ategory.

.correct scores
_ .

r -group of similar

percent 'scOr

task of estimating the proportion of

items iS,riot unlike estimative d'total,

is a level-bf. evaluation inpr. familiar tor

es, it. -was' felt t they woula latovirle, more v4".fad. inform z4.tfi ,tJ ... lk,
't '

' . ,1, 4. I /
le# IC 5,1101 fifth that cif rating in

.. .0. ..
.1..."

...relevance dimenSion to-the Iliff.iculty dimen on, (the oflly Aimenside
(-1

''' 1-4' 1. '' 1 %

ational" Testing.- Service stud ) Etiveared., to , be .a si
...

nhaficem clif tft previous _vakida-tion Tiethoao. ''gy r l em di
, --/ -) 4 7-

,

, .... .

,and the relevance of fit ms were inc id the :ea cultktion of the standardOr ,

: . : ." ,:,? { I

, 7"vi,dual s . thp n of

on of 'the. tb41. Wthodol

. study.

'was' used for Fie current''kE

n the `Tht ree ( difficulty dimensioni.desci.
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ousir -.92n41 ance. dimensibn (essential, iinportent

Item Releyance=

Essential'

EBEL. DECISION kies*X:..

A
important). The reaulting 3 x *3 ma

4 rs .

were Presented kith two tes

-edit

answer,: indicate The judges- asck

/For

attery;

g's to the all,

was- shown
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tent, not very importaht) in,the relevance column to .represent the relevance-

rating. After'the difficuly-and relevance of all items were rated, a sec,.

V

and form was completed by -the judges. The seOdiriCform was used to indicate
1,"

/the etcerit .iteds that the jlidge expected 'a minimally knowledgeable

candidate to .answer correctly in each difficulty/relevance c egory

(e.g., aeaiy/essential, .modere/important,. etc.). A rating of 0 percent

would Mean Viet 'a minimally kriowledgeable examinee woltld answer none of the

iieds in the category correctly, whereas. 100 percent ,raiin" would-Mean
T '

items in category would be answered torre&tly.

Method°. Io9y

method seeded well- suited to the' rating of the obje6-

the Core Battery, it 'was clear, that. a different

employed for the essay subtest of the Writing'Test.

, I

seem feasible to ask judges to read' the test-ired

4te'lvdiftimally.knowiedgeable esgay.respbTise.. It was also

ON # r 2nos possible for judges to..:5etermine an acceptable scofe. without seeing.

tcoredt'essays.' For that,reaso it was deterdined hat'judges, would require '

4

A

4 . .

-access' t _actual essays t 131 examinees tak the Core Battery in..
:1

order to determine what . constituted .minimal writinI performance (Tllot test

essays' were not availap

. Following the =,fall' 19g2, administration and scoring of the COre Bat-

4

e

tery, .a sample. of- 60 essay "was dr
4etin''

from tiw. set of essm. written

Louisians4Xaminees scored by Educa.O.onak SerVice4 .Essays,

scored by.EdlinertionaZ .T .Servide using 'a holistic -scoring methodolagy.
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-

Each essay teCeived a score between JO: and 12, inclusive. ,inak th scoring':

methodology was not part- of the validation effort, it, is not discussed' here .
-__The _'.sample was drawn to approxima;e the distribution .of essay scores iriT't he

to '.'State. The 'writing panelists 'returned -Baton Rouge
.
in Febiu .4 1§83,:f_ to

_ .

read the- essays. Both Content Review and Knowledge Estitha n panelists
.

.

.

. -
' .

- --$,rated the essays; asS.igning each .A. rating of acceptable, unacceptable;-,

border 1\ine z average score assigned to those pdpers rated as borderline

ch, judge. The mean of these averages was 'taken as thefad

ded scan on the 4essay,subtest;

KNOVLEDdE ESTIMATION PR E Se

.

Purpose of Knowiedti stimation

.

. ,

The N' 1E ..serves as .a certi - ion ,instrument ino.LouiSiana.'

als wishing to teach in Louisiana must, in' addition to completint a teacher
u_

:educati.on program; taste the NTE alter eXteed established' periormance

'most prospective teachers, Atit has meant 'taking bath the Com-

mo E xa mi i a ti ons a nd test speci.ic to each candidates major. f4 e ld (an
$ A4

Area Examination). A Combined A an We ig Common, Examinat 'bus Total
$,

a
. , .1 y

score been used to determ" e certification, ith the rela ement of the
0 A

mmon Exarnination
..- .

-- 1 --i-'-a... .i61ab

. .... 4,. .::...,sqores and Ar a Sc., i be :.: in' t e' certificatiOn.'decision.- (See
-' 7? c- 4

jjEti)te r V for a discussion of _th format o ' ifying scores.) ...

attery, existigg certification,- standards

ation of t4i-Ccii.,p bAtteiST mp`attlp

'Sin.ce the Corr Battery s repVe p t ,,used in the certication.
decisoLome it n cessary to wish.: a .perforthanci- standard. This sten-,
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dardwill represent the score at which an individual is judged to have suf-

ficient knowledge to begin a Leaching career in Louisiana. The Knowledge

Estimation panels were formed to provide information to'-assist in determin-
.1

ing that stanc*d.

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

areas of. the tests 1"rofessional Knowledge, Mathematics, Science, Social

Studies,' Literature/Fine Arts, Reading, Listening, and WritinS). Each par-
.

)

°.ticipe.ting panelist reViewed test items from the content area to which he or'r_ _

she was nominated. A description of the selectIon"Zof panelistS can be found

in Chapter II Of this report. While Knowledge Estimatipn judges,pedormed

only one conceptual task, there Were two major'steps in that task.

Formulation of, a Reference' GrouRa,

Members of theknowledge Estimation pane 6 were required to develop a

hypothetical reference group, in order to make specific judgments about the

knowledge possessed by members of that group.

I

First, the judges were asked toreferprimariIy to those graduates-who\-
.

.)
were likely tObecothe te )

achers.. If judges were familiar with their stu-
)P

_ _ . _
.

dents reer:plans, therWere:instrUtted to:,refer only to students who were
.

. .
.

planning to 1:11#sue teaching careers. Panelists were directed to refer to

graduates in'all teacher education fields who intended to teach in, the ele-
, -_t------
i_ ---

mentary or secondary grade. ___-_,----77
. 1

.,----
-------

.

S6cond, judges were asked to refer; only tcl__.thos-e graduates who were

just minimally knowledgeable: ll_Minimalli-knowledgeable" was defined as hay,'
,

ing the minimal am unt-61-academic knowledge to a) complete the college pro-
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gram required for. certification .State- a,:ue

task was closely related to the practical eXpr7,9,lues Of the panel members

.

and thus was likely to be performe4with reasoifib Ocurac An assessmen

of minimal knowledge. was a -task that .every fa

least in part,- every time he` or, she wrote and

aents enrolled in college courses or evaluated

.160ber performed, at

teacher

ance. The dividing 'line between a minimally pass

must be datablished.by a faculty member in designin

clude settings the level of difficulty of the quest

excludes the, minimally qualified student from demonst

knowledge heor she-has. That' dividing line must be asse17again in ;rad-

ing examinatibns; because the delivery of a failing grade had,suelz impOrtant

consequences, most conscientious faculty members. pad greatiAqtd"

their conception of, What the< minimally qualified stdent, s

do to achieve a,PaSsing_grade,on° their examinations.- The 4Goide 84'Es"-timaA0

-tion Panel members were asked to draw upon this, knoiedge zn set, ing the

'dividing line between low passing and failing work, and tb,apply their

caption of

others.

Since the stands -stetting

con-

the, minimally' knowledgeable student:tO:test questionawritted

to most Knowledge t timation panel

the .rating" task.

rocess was a difficult familiar one

half,,.-day training Session preceded

purpose of the raining session was to familiarize

judges with the tasks to be performed and to help eav4,1 judge define for him-

self or herself the "minimally knowledgeable" -teacher candidate.- kdescrip-

troll of that training is provided later in the chapter.

Pi

s
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ration of the Estimates

development.of the study design, it

faCulty members would not have taught all the coursed in
a--

tent of the test _items would have° been Covered. The "SOCial.8tUdiea Teat,.
-

for example, contains content from six separate disciplines:

asseMblies,.. the

with local' source

ges were sent material" rhat encouraged term s consuLt.-
_

of information regarding the curriculum at the2iliatitu-'

tic= in which their taught; such as -college catalogs, sp#cialiats in ourric

lum planning, or other available sourced before attending .the, panel assem-

blies. They-were also told that they might wish talk with colleagues who

had taught specific courses that they themselves, had not been called upin to

/.-teachi An overview of the panelists' tasks is included in, Appendix

Judges were instructed to base, their -predictions of percentage scores

' in each dlffi y/rel ance cell on the probability of correct responses by
.

.

the minimally knowledgia teaCher candidate. In the 1978 validation study
-

of -ale NTE in Louisiana, judge's had been asked.

o

knowledge- rather-than_correct-responses. This was

the responsibility of attempting to determine

knowledgeable students would guess the cOrrect

estimates about

done' to _free judges from

the extent to which Minimhlly

answer. Since Common Exami

nation scores "were corzected fOr guessing, this was an hppropriate proce-

tiure Scores from the Core 3attery\ however; are not Corrected for guess -.

ing. Therefore, judges participating in the currenV study were directed to

make estimates con4rning the percentage of items the minimally knowledge-
.

able teaChercandidate would answer correctly.

The judgLs were asked to make estimates for all items except those for

which their experience provided them with no basis for making a Judgment.

In these cases they were instructed not to respond to that item.
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Knowledge Estimation Training Session
41

n order .to familiarize judges with the rating task they were to per-

form: a ibefore the actual rating

session was to occur. The training session was organized into three meet-

First all Knowledge Estimation

large-group' session. General issues

tasks to be performed was presented

,Folloying the

members convenecL in a

were addressed a4d an overview Of the

in this meeting.

//
neral seesion,, Mixed Content (MC) mini sessions were

held. Each of the eight SiC mini-sessions contained panelists from a variety.
o

of subject areas. The purpose of the MC sessions was ,to stimulate discus-

"
sion of the concept f the "minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate."

NEh,paneIist received a copy f a handout describing the. minimally knowl-ac

edgeable teaclier candida.te (Appendix IV-C). The panelists then participated

In a disclin.'of- their interpretations of the description in order to

clarify-a-dhlpOe's perception of the'minidlaUy knowledgeable teacher can-

didaie. A The di*Oaions covered curriculum issues and broad skill areas in
oe,

. ,

addition to-the deetriptipn of the minimally knowledgeable'teacher candidate
,

1
,

provided: 'in the handduanelists were told that the purpose of the dl

cussion was -MA. to reach;COnsensus on.what constituted minimal knowledg

ut rather to aid eachanelist in cl4rifying and stabilizing his or her o

._
conception of the minimally knowledgea le' teacher candidate. in other,

. .,...

words; each panelist made a setPofindependent, judgments. Before doing ,so,
7 _

. . ,

however,atrainingforumwasprovided to deiTelop 'a stable' concept of the

=, .

-minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate in each--udge%s mind. The MC ses-
lr .

ions lasted approximately one hour.

,
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Fallowing .the MC._ mini - sessions, S

Particirlants in each SC session Were

r'arrieGor3=11e:

Content (SC) sessions were held.

aci..-18 I -. is ni $ ifigat - n

sessions. Following/ the initial disdussion, jdges were provided with same=

pie item sets, forms, and direCtions for-completing the Knowledie Estimation

rating task (Appendixes IV-D tnd IV-E contain sample forms and directions) .

Seven of the panels were provided with 10 sample items. The Professional

Knowledge Panel received 20 'sample- items' since their actual rating task ;was
,

to .be Significantly- longer than that of tAe. others panels.- Half of the

items were `rated, and these ratings were tabulated and discussed. %Then the

remaining half of the items, were rated, tabulated, anediscussed. Judges'

then predicted the proportion of items in each category that would

answered correctly by the minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate,. Fol.-

lowing the rating of the sample items, panelists entered their results into

a know edge estimation training worksheet(Appendix.IV-P) to demonstrate luxe

the -.ratings would later be used to determine qUalifying scores. These

results wete also compiled and discussed.

Description of Ratings

Item atings were conducted on the morning following the training Ses-

Sion. Ratings were counterbalanced by both form and to k. That is, half of
.1"

the judges rated Form B first, and.;:the others rated Form A first; half rated

item difficulty first, and half rated item'; relevance first. Items that were

common, to both forms were deleted from,;the:;PormB paCkets: buria data prb-

cessing, ratings of common items. (those -tlat appeared on both Form A and
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was :held for the ratingask. Pane =:
1

*
liss-H'eNt47Tati4gthle-4Am7-'td b-reent..027i7:4et1. LuL'142 siL wi one ano her,:

/
.

judges were'instzu8f of ....tio_confexamong_thpmcplvec.,

/ 0'

At'the,tii* of /the /ratings, only one form of the Listening Test was
/-=-/,''',

1

vaiOhle in final farm ild:a/ityped version of-the final form was avaiii.
t

thatijiIdges should hear the Lisiening Vest rather than

reason; only the one complete'form of the Listening Test
r

toberi; /982, session. Panelists were invited to return

February, 1983, td' rate the ,second Listening Test fo

)

theyeven judges,retUrned'for'thit rating session. At that time, eY listened

4

the first f
i
rm of the. test and reviewed their ratings of that form

7
re-establish the framework from which they made their Form A ratings. Fol-

,

lowing the review, each 3u4ge rated Form B in the same manner in which he or

she had rated the first forms

Since the essay validation methodology required a sample of examinees:

essays, Tatings of the essay subtest could not be conducted during the large

rating session in October. Instead, Writing panelists reconVened in Febru-

1--
ary, 10834 to.rate the essays. A, sample of 615 essays produced by. Louisiana

.examinees was chosen to approximate the overall distribution. of essays in

the State. Panelists from both the Content Review and the-Knowledge Estima-

tion Writing Panels were invited to participate a in the ratings. Only essays.

from the fall, 1982, administration of the Core Battery were available for

rating. The time constraints for completion of the study did not allow for

/rating the spring; 1983; essay form.

_es
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As

dole Q u a rifyi n 9S-co-re s

explained previously, eight panels of judges (one for.each test

the _Core Battery) were formed to provide ratings." These panels were formed,

in the areas of Professional Knowledge, Mathematics, Science, Literature/

Fine Arts', Socials, Studies, Writing, Reading, and Listening.-.NITE _Core! Bat-

tery-scores,are not:reported at this level of detail, however, so following

each test,. test -scoresthe tdetertiainatio-n- 'of the panelists' standards for

were aggregated to form 'scores for each module. ,`MatheEnatics; bScience,

Social Studies, and Literature/Fine- Arts were combined to form the General

Knowledge mddule. Writing (objective), Writing' (essay), Reading, and Lis-
'

teeing were included in the Communication Skills module. Stores in thiS'

module are weighted so that each test (Listening, Reading, and Writing) have
I

equal weight. Within the-Writing-Test the objective and essay

weighted equally:, Professional. Knowledge is a coMplete module.

At the-time that panelists' ratings were aggregated to determine stan-
.

dards, data from the Content Review Panels! ratings were merged_ with' the

subtests are

Knowledge Estimation data-. Ites,judged content appropriate2 (see.chapter

III) were given a weight of 1.0. Content inappropriate,items were weighted

0.0. Knowledge Estimation rating were multiplied by their content .appro-

priatehess weight during data processing. ThUs, content

were secluded in the determination of the standard,

aivropriate items

.

but content 4nappropri-
_

ti

ate items were dropped from the calculations.
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KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION RESULTS

'Essa Ratings

Tale ,20 preSents information concerning the distributions of all

essay scores` -iii Louisiana for the November, 1982, administration of the Core

Battery and of the-sample of papers Selected fororeview. acan be,seen

Table 20, a slight oversampling was recitired in the'tails of the distribu-

tion (the. high and low endg) to provide representation at all score levels.

At least two essays were sampled at each'score Table 21 includes

average number o£ essays placed in each of the three rating catgories by

2Content Review judges,Kno1dedge Estimation judges, and the total'group. It
\s ,

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

Ar
types of panels in the percent of essays assigned #o each category. Content

r
Review panelists rated somewhat more papers as "Borderline," Cwhereas Knowl-

edge Estimation. judges placedimore papers in the "Accelitable" category.

papers

Information concerning _thee average .scores -assigned to -borderline

is presented in Table 22. Both the mean and median are reported in

:Table 22. The median is since a more stable statistic than

the mean. In the,case in which one judge provides ratings that vary widely

from those of other judges, the mean Will be more affected by such rating

than %the median. Insppction of :"Table 22 indicateS that this was not

case. The median was 6.93, and the mean was 6.91. Threfore, the mean was

used in all lurth4r calculations since it incorporates more informaAon than

the median. 'Based

results ,from the total panel

the results shown in Table 21, it was decided to use

the calculation of the estimated score for

the /minimally knowledgeable teachei- candidate% Note that Tables-21 and 22



www.manaraa.com

PROPORTION OF LOUISIANA ESSAYS RECEIVING-' EACH FOSSIBT2 SCORE
YTEC-012.EHVI MBER,_1_6 ;

Raw Score ,
.. \

P oport on of
LOu'siana xarainees

Propbrton of
Sample

12 .003 0.033
11 - 0:014 0.033.
10 6.058 0.067
9 0.118,-, 0.100
8 0.284 0.200
7 , '0.196 a 0.183.'

0.183 . 0 :167
0.094 0 .083

0.069 0.06/
3 0.0211k,

13---1744%

0.033
2 p.012 ,

TABLE 21

OPAVERAGE PERCENT ;01 ESSAYS ;CLASsIFIED,isIN EACH
JUDGMENT CATEGORY BY NTE WRITING. PANEL MEMBERS

Panel Accept:able Unacceptable Borderline
. . 4

Content Review 42.50 24. '32.06
Knowledgd Estiimation , 48.89 " 25. 25.83
Total Panel 44.63 424. 30:65`

present the d by the jildges ' task as*ignments (Content kevieW,

ImowIedge timation). ,Half-panel results fim,Knoaledg Estimation are pre -`'

sented later in this Chapter.
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TABLE 22i

MEDIAN, AND F SCORES ESTABLISHED ,BY JUDGES AS
REPR NTING-BPRPERLINE,IS8AYS

84

Panel Median of Judges'..Ratings' Mean pf 'Judges' Ratings

'Content Review 7.04
Knowledge Estimation 6;6S 6.65
Total Panel 6.93

.-.

6.91

Ebel..Results

ReSultS of the Knowledge Estimation Panel ratings of objective test

items (the Ebel rat4gs) are presented in this section. Three tables are

provided: 23A includes the distribution of relevance ratings by test.

The average:percent.and number .of item judgments Classified as measuring
.

,

essential, "important," or not verimportant" knoWledge is reported,for

each'form of each test. ..Itican_he seem:froaLTTable,23Athat'Aliges tended t0

i
:

-.. v i .

rate.items as measuring either "essential 7 or -not very important" knowledge,,
.

.

.oftefi ;than they rated items as "important." Additionally, judgmentsmore

were more likely to be in the "not very important" category than. any.other.

e fhesit', results were not expected they are not altogether surprising.

Judgds 'Fere instructed to classify the knowledge required to answer each

aritemcoreCtly,aS<eSsentiaL "importantior, not very 14:cportant."- It is
1

likely that, rather thanevaivating theAnbiiiledge required:to answer an item'
- . .

',correctly, judges rated tee, uverail,relevance of each item.: In isolation,

,
the specific content of a given item (rather than the "knowledge it:repre-

sents) is not likely to ..be. considered essential. light of the higher

than pxpected.;perentage of ratings. inthe "not Very ialportant"" category,
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. .

further analyses were conducted; The results appear

esents the number and ercent of- items rated s at

majority of judges. If over half- of the judges for a given test rated an

iMportant or essential, that item was included in Table 23B.

23B, which

item as either

It is -apparent that most of the items in the Core Battery were not consid-

ered unimportant using this criteribn, in contrast to the percent of judg-

merits. tallied in Tabla----23A Thus while there was an appreciable, number o

"not Very impOrtatti! judgments; they tended to be spread across items:; very-
-

few items received this, rating, by a Majority of judges.-

Table 24 follOws the staage format Table 23A and *reports- the diffi-

culty' ratings.. AtTOut one-third of the item judgments 'across tests were

classified as easy. six*of the eight tests more than 70 percent of the

.judgmerts were either "eaSY. or 6moderate' on both Forms A and B. .For -Form

B f the Listening Test, 65.5 percent' b the item judgment Were "easy''' or

moderat.' and: for _Form .ofthe Literature/Fine- Arts Test; 61.0 percent -o

the ratings 'fell in these categories.

Calculation::;of Judges' Standards

There were several, steps in the analysis of judges ratings to calcu-

,late an expeoted,:mihimum score. First, data from.. the Content. Review Panels
4--

were 'merged with the , Knowledge Estimation, ratings provided, by _each judge.

ratings of items jtidged to be content inappropriate Were deleted from
.

fli4her second, each judge's

.(easy/essential; Moderate/essential, etc.) was replaced by the percent of

items in the category that. the jUdge predicted would be answered. correctly,

the thihimaily.'''IctioWledgeable teacher candidate. This percentage was then

converted to a proportion indicating the probability' that the minimally
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TABLE

MEANNITIIBER-AND-PROPOREGMENTSLACED IN-EACH
RELEVANCE CAIEGORY BY KNOWLEDGE- ESTIMATION PANEL MEMBERS

Test and Essential

Form -\ Number Percent,

6

Important -

Number Percenti'

.

t9Very Important

Nupber Percent
...

Professional.
Knowledge

A

Form A 30.7 29.5 17.4 16.8 56.5 54.3
FOrm B 32.6 32.0 . 16.3 15.9. 56.1 `55.0

"Hr

Mathematics
Form A 10.& 143- 2 3 .2 J.2.8 10.9 43.6
Form ,B 11.5 - -=-146.0 2.7 10.8 10.7 42.8

Science
Form tg, 8:5 28-2 6.9. 23.0 14.5 48.2
Form B 7.3 . 24.2 6.8 22.7 15.8 52.7

°cis' Studies
Form A 8.0 . 26.7 i 7.4 24.7 14.6 48.6'
Form B 10.1 33.6 6.3 21.1 13.6 .45.

Literature and':,

Eine Arts
Form A. 10.2 29.0 6.8 19.3 18.0 51.4
Form B- -9;4 --- __,26.7 9.1 26.7- 16.8 49.3

------- --_
Reading

Form A 11.0 36.7 2.7 8.9 16.3 54.4.__.
Form B , '11.8 35.2 2 . 3 7.5 .15.9 53.1

tt ,,.

Listening
,Form A 18.8 46.9 7.9,` 19.7 13.1 32.8
Form B 20.0 50%0 ' 5:4 - . 13.6 8.2 . 20::6-,

Writing (Objective)
Form A 15.4 34.1 6.5 14.5 22.9 :50.9
Form B 15.4 34.1, '5.2 11.5 23.7 52.7

a Perp:entajes.may:*ttota '.100,4adcause.s:of Toun

107
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TABLE 23B.
,

.

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ITEMS RATEDESSENTIAL OR IMPORTANT
BY A MAJORITY OF JUDGES FOR' EACH TEST` FORM

THE AVERAGE PERCENT OF_,TBE TWO TEST FORMS'

FORMA FORM B AVERAGE:-

Professional Knowledge
Test/Module

NuMber PerCen'O' 77-Number Percent:. Percent
of of of hf

Items Items Items' Items'. IteMS

Mathematics Test 24 96.0 24 : °96.0 96.0
SCience Test , 26 88.7 28 4" 93.3,. 90.0
Social Studies Test A 26 -86.7 27 90 0 88.3
Literature/Fine Arts Teat 31 88.6 28 82.4
General Knowledge Module 107 89.2 107 89.9 89.5

Reatring Test 30 100.0 30 100.0 I 100.0.
Listeningjegt 39 975 40 160.0 98.7
Writing Test (Objective) 44 97.8 47'' 44 97.8 97.9
Communication Skills Module 113 98.3 114 9.1 98.7

knowledgeable teacher candidate would answer that item correctly. an

example, 'suppose an item had been judged to be moderately diffiCult an

important and that the judge predicted that 50 percent of Such items Would

be answered correctly by the minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate. The

probability of a minimally knowledgeable teacher candidate-answering an item

in this category correctly would be .50. The sum of such probabilities for

all items in the test is the predicted raw 'store (the number of items

answered correctly) of that judge. The PiSiicted raw scores were averaged

across judges for each test. These average test scores wire finally trans

armed to scale ,scores fOr' the three modules of the Core Battery using/ I
transformation formulas provided by Educational Testing SerVice. The

resulting scaled score standards:_are,presented in Table
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MEAN NUMBEE(AND PROPORTION OF ITEM' JUDGMENTS PLACED IN EACH
DIFFICULTY CATEGORYHYKNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION. PANEL MEMBERS:

Ta41..and Hard

Number Percent

Professional
Kmowledge

27 . 48V.4 28.Form A.
Form B .9 28.4 , 45 . . -27-.6

Mathematics
Form A
Form B

ScienCe
Form A 11.5
Form B 8.8

9.1 36.4 10.0'

,9.0 36.0

Social Studies
Farm ,A 12.7 42.2 10.6 35.3 22.5
Form B 13.9 46:4,\ - 10.7 35.6 5.4 18.1

3
10:6 42;4

38.5 12.3 40.9 6.0 20.0
29.4 13.2 43.9 7.9 26.4

Literature and
Eine Arts
Form A 11.8 33.6 14.6
Form B 8.5 25.0

Reading
Form A 9.4 31.4 14.3 47.8
Form B

. 41.7

37.0

9.3 "31.1 r5.6 51.9

Listening ,

Form A 12.9 32.2 18.6 46.4
Form B 11.4 28.6. 14.8 36.9

Writing (Objective)
Form A 10.9
Form B 12.9

8.6.
12.9

24.5
38.0

6.3 20.8
5.0 16.7

24.2 20.7 46:1
28.7 , 21.1 46.9.

8.4 21;1
6.2 15.6,

13.3
10.5

29.5
23.4.

Percentages.may not total 100 because of rounding and nonrAponse.
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,The results for Form A and Fprm B are similar foe the Professional

Knowledge and General Knowledge 91oduIes, with range of no more three

scaled points betWeen Form A and. Form B. However the range'betweenForm A.

and Form .B of the Communication Skills modulewas greater- This waslargely

due' to differences in the number of judges rating the two forms of the Lis-
,

teding Test. One judge rated most of the items.on°

important.' The-impact of this judge's ratings was

.0"

both forms as, "not very

greatei on ,Form B than

orm-A because' kewer lilidgeksevalda;tea'reim:Band re

dard for PheiPotal FOrm B CommAnication Skills _Module

sultel

CONSISTENCY OF RESULTS- FOR .KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION PROCESS.0

-
The half-panel. analyses: for KnoWledge Estimation r. changed from the

method employed the 1978 validation study to Match the- changes in the
-

procedures used feAF-producing Knowledge Estimation ratings.

presented 'here consisted of four parts: a)analyses

TABLE 25

SULTS OF.APPLICATIOM OF EBEL ODOLOGY
STANDARDS BY.NTOOkE BAIURY OD=

The .half panel

comparison of the

Maximum Form .A Form B Average
Score
PossibleN

Professional Knowledge
General KnOwledge
Communication Skills

half-panels determination of Ebel methodongy standaras by module and test
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90

form; b) a comparison of half-panel rat hgs of item difficulty bY.test and

test foim; c) a comparison of half -pane' ratings of item relevance by test

and test form; and d) .a comparison of half-panel ratings of the percent of

%
items the minimally knowledgeable teacher 6 nUdidate wouidbe expected to

.answer correctly by test.

In'order to apply the Ebel methodology, -the judges gave ratings for

item difficulty, item relevance, and the percentak& of items in each combi-

nation of difficulty and relevance that;- the mini0I.Iy: know Ikeigga e.._tiather.

-Candidate would answer correctly The half-panel, analyses began with the

era-PkOduct of thee judgments an&WorkeCback to contraSt each, component

part across half-punels. This procedure setved two .function: it presented

' the consistency of 'results for the overall process and it examined the

sources of inconsistencies when they appeared..

Consistency of Ebel Results'

hv The final results from the derivation of the Ebel methodology stan-
4

dards by half-panel are shown in Table 26. Half-panel estimates of the

-standard scaled score that. could be expected pf the minimally knowledgeable

teathervCandidate are. shown. both Form A and Form:B of each mOduIe;

Differdnces.in.half-panoLestimates ranged from nine points (Form A of

-

the :Communication Skill module) three points (both forms of General

Knowledge). T-tests of the differencesbetween.raw scores'assi ed by the

two half-panels to the eight tests comprising these Modulesrndicated that

none of the differences betren half - panel ratings were stat'stitally sig-
.
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TABLE 26

RESULTS OF APPLICATION OF EBEL METHOWLOGY
STANDARDS BYRTE CORE BATTERY MODULE;
FORM; AND HALF-PANEL: SCALE SCORES

Form A Form B Both Forms
tPaneIl Tane1:2 Panel 1 Panel2 \Panel 1 Pattal,2

.Professional Knowledge
Gerteral Knowledge

Communication Skills

651
650
652

656
653

661

649

648
651

654
651
658.

.650

649
652''-

655.

652
660

After determining that the overall results from'the Ebel methodology

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

then examined to determine if this consistent.y had been maintained through-

out the standard setting process. Tum analyses of the item difficulty rat -\$

ingS are shown by half-panel in Table 27. These are. Pearson product-moment

correlations of the half-panels' judgments of item difficulty and average

differences in the half-panels'atings of item diificulty.

The Pearson product-moment correlation values between half-panel

meats of,item difficulty ranged from .39 (Form A of the Listening objective

sub-test) to (Form B of the Mathematics Test). All correlations were

significant at the p<.01 'level greater. and 13 ofthe 16'correlations

were significant at the level

that the half-panel ratings for

f p<.001. It was concluded' froM t1is test

each of the Core-Battery tests showed a Nigh

degree of association::

The differences in half-panel ratings of item difficulty could, range

from 0.00 (if the average difficulty ratings were identical for both half-

1 2
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113

Examinations

Professional Knowledge

Mathematics

Science

Sogiat Studies

Literature/Fine Arts

J`

Wiiting (Objective)

Listening°

b

)

COMPARISON OF F-PANEL RATINGS

ON ITEM DIFFIC TY BY TEST FORM

Form '.A

Rik
Corretation ,Between Difference in

Half-Panel: Balf-Panel'
P

Judgments on Items Scores on Items

COrrelatfon Between.

_.z

jUidgmenet biltems,a,
,

Mean

Difference in

b
Scores On, Items

Pearson product-moment correlations are reported,. All correIatiots were level;f

except for the correlations for Forms A and B for the Listening' examination;.. These two cottelatici,:AL
(-.02, ,,08) were not significant,

0

The differences 'reported here were comOted by coiparing the average difficulty rating for items given by...
Panel 1 and Panel 2, The range fOr these " differences 01h 2, since the. ihnimuM rdevanCe rains was
1;0 and the maximam revelance rating was 3;0;

c
Note that half-panel compopition, is different for,FOrms A and B for Listening as explained n Chapter II,
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o

panels) to 2.40 (if one half -panel gave an average difficulty rating of

1.00, or eaSy,". and the other. half-panel gave an average difficulty rating

f 3.00, or "hard"). The range actually observed for theSe differences was

.01 (Form ,of the' Science and Social Stuilies Tests). -33 '(For.-6 A Of,

the Writing Objective'subtest). The average difference between half -panel

ratings, acro s all tests was .15.

Similar omparisons of consistency for item !relevance : ratings are

shown in ..Table 28 .;-The;-AOWeSteorteiationa rented-are for the .Listening

:Test: ;02 for` Fort A and for 'Form remaining correlations ranged

from .35 (Form ..B`' of ,Literature/Fine Arts) .85 (Form B of Mathematics).

All correlations; with-the exception-of those for the Listening Test, were

ificani at the p<.05 or greater level.. Eight of the correlationa were

significant at the level of p<.001, indicating a high degree of association

between half-panel ratings of item relevance.,

The overall correlation values far item relevance are very similar to

those for item difficulty, with the exception of the item relevance corrdla=

ti2ns_ for the Listening Test. These law correlations, noted in the pieced-
_

ing,paragraph, ocdurred because one panelist rated most of-the items in the

"Listening Test as not very =per an . The effect of this panelist's rat-

ingsings was more pronounced on Form B, for which there were,seven judgeS,:than

on Form`A, for. which there were nine judges. There were no procedural ree-
f

sons for excluding this panelist's judgments, but the'half -panel correIa-
.

7

tions fdr the Listening Test should be interpreted with,the understanding-

that they include one set of opinions that diverged widely from those of the

other judges.
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COMPARISON OF HALF-PANEL RATINGON

ITEM RELEVANCE BY TEST

FORM

Examinations

Form A

Mean
,

Correlation Between Differince,in

Half. Panels' Half Panels'b

Judgments on Items SCores on Items

Correlation Between

liaff Panels'

Judgments on Itimsa

Mean,

DifferenCe. to
Half Fanels!

b
Scores on Items

Professional Knowled e

MAthematicS

Seience

Social Studies

Literature7Fine Arts

Reading

Writing (Objective)

Listening

.11011.11171T/1111

a

Pearson 'productmomentcorrelations are reported, All:correlations were significant, at the P < .05 level;

except'for the correlations for Forks A'and,B for thelistening examination. These two correlations

(=:;02,.08) were not signifiCant;

"b
The differences reported here were computed by ,comparing the average relevance, rating for items given by

Pahell and Panel The range for these differences was 0 to 2, since,the.minimum relevance rating was-

1;0:and thy, maximum revelance rating wig 3;0;

Note that half-panel composition is different for Forms A and B for Listening as explained in Chapter II.'
,

N

17
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The difference between half-panel ratings
.

item relovance
a A

range from 0.00 to 2.00, As tfiey could for item difficiaty. A difference of

0.00 would mean that the two halftpandls made identical: average .ratings'for.

item relevaac2- A.differencg 2.00 would Amean that one half-panel judged..
. .

all items to be

all

ences

Among

"not very important" (1.00)',.and the.other half=panel judged

.

items to be "essential-Y (3.00). he observed range.for these differ-
-

was higkest for the Listening. Test: .42 for Farm A and P61...for Form B.

.

the other 'tests. the ,range was from ,03.(for.Forb A of the Reading

'rest) to 35 (for Form B of the 'Mathematics Test). Excluding the-Listening.

Test.,, the average difference across the'remaining seven tests wqs' ,

.

was the same average difference as that found fore item

rfiefinarcomparison was at between half-panel, estimates of the pert:,
00 0

.w

cent of items the miaimally knoWiedgeable teacher candidate would answer

correctly. That information is presented in Table 29 T-values NI- the

,half-panel correlatibns were consistently high, ranging,from .88 mn the Lis=

telling Test to- :97 on the Professional: and Literature/Fine Arts

Tests. Forahalf,panel 'differences in percentage-es vtim4tes, the could
-..

range pm, 0.00 (cbmplete Average agreement). to,1.00-(Complete.disagreement,

on the average, for all nine categories of dgfiCulty and rdlevance). The

observed range was fro .02 fox the Literature/Fine Arts Test t&.20 forthe

,MathematicS Test. The average difference across tests was..10.

49,....

'Consistency of.:Essay Restiit
. :. . '
The-OnsiSteitcy,measuies descr5Tbed..ahpVe were-not appropriate

, __..

'
. ..> ,, ,.

.. . ...-
,

essay subteat ofsthe Wilt
_i

Test,i0ecause.the KnOwledgeEstimation'proce-
.

' '--.
, _ .

dures used here differed froftr:thes employed` with ...the other test's. Cons'i"
ou

v v ,
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4.

TABLE '29

COMPARISON OF HALF-PANEL liAINGS. ON PERCENT OF ITEMS
THE MINIMALLY: I(NOWLEDGEABLE -.TEACHER CMDIVAtE:WOUTA)

BE EXPECTED T0 ANSWER CORRECTLY... . 4
..

ProTesgional Knowledge
Matheinatioq
Science
Sodial Studies
...-LiteraturA/Fine Arts
'Reading
WAting (gbjectiVe)

a -4-,
The correlations reported here:are Pearson -15rodtct-moment correlations.

All c4;rrelations were significant, at.the p,:< .01, level.

Correlation.,EetWeen.

Half-Paneld-,Judgments

Across Categories

Eifferetice7rAetwe'en .

a

?

Half.-Paffels' re.,

4d:tiSsq:categdrIeS'

f

b
These differ-ences, were computed
erencd in ia_tifigs° _given, by Panel

I.tem difficulty/relevarite..4. The r
since ';the maximum differences would
'cent (1.00)

.z'

155.7 comparing the ,...ft,raisge'llqraentage dif-

and Panel. 2, for' the nine Categories cif
tinge for these 'difieiences was 0 to 1,
be between 0 percent And 100 per-

. tt, TABI A.3&0.

iiiitiAgE PERCENT OF4ESSAYS
EACH CI ENT' dii,t0ORY 4Y -HALT-PANEL

Pane
a

,Mgan Score -Pe`rcent.

4co4table-,. Unacceptable
Percent

Border' line

Panel l 6.76 .

::Panel 2
Total Panels

41;67
20.74
28.70
24.72

31;67
29;63
30.65

119
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tency was measured here by comparing the number o panelists in each half-

pan 1 who placed essays >in the three categories of "acceptable," "unacceiita-

II

or "borderline." The distributions shown in. Table 30 are similar;for

the two half-panels. Members of Panel .2 placed approximately 8 percent more

essays in the 'unacceptable" category, while those in Panel 1 rated approx..

imately 6 percent

produced by the

more essays as "acceptabl Th

-
' -1-- '-

two half - panels ranged from 6.76 (Panel 1) to 7-06: (Panel

2), a difference of .30 points on a range of 0 to 12. A T-test of, this dif-

ference found it to be statistically nonsignificant.

Conclusions

*The data presented in measuring Knowledge Estimation Panel consistency

are interpreted as showing a high degree of agreement between half-panels

about item difficulty, item relevance and the score that could be expected
.

of the minimally' knowledgeable teacher candidateThe one exCeption_.tothis.-

general agreement occurrejii the relevance tatinga.fOr.the_Listen-ing
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CHAPTER V:

INFORMATION ABOUT RISK AND DEMANb,

The data.presented to this point have addressed two fundamental

Considerations in establishing a rational basis for the use

ttery scores in the certification process. 'These are: a). the rela-
.

tionship betWeen the content of the tests and the Content of the teacher

training curriculan Louidiana, and b) the estimated score level that

f NTE Core

would be achieved by a minimally knoWledgeable teacher candidate.;
r

InfOrmation will now be presented concerning two other,aspects o

applPing'NTE scores, in the certification procesi: First, when the score

standards derived from the Validation Team's judgments are adjusted to,

allows for'certification of the maximal number of qualified applicants,

the risk of certifying unqualified applicants isinevitabIy affected.

The level of risk (i.e., rejecting qualified applican4s or accepting

unqualified applicants) associated with each adjustment is included in

_

this chapter. Second, the standard eventually adopted for certification

. ! A

will affect-thesuPply of_new:teacher$ -inLouiSiana; For the present

study, Educational-Testing-Service has-supplied_theperformanCe distri-

butions of 'Louisiana examinees-taking the Core Battery in November,

1982, And March, 1983. To the extent that these examinees are typical

of all applicants for initial certification in the State, these data can

:be-used to estimate the probable effect that use of a given set of score.

standards will have on the supply of teachers applying for certifica-

tion. Before addressing these two additional concerns, however, the

format of the revised NTE qualifying score will be discussed.

99 122
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FORMAT OF REVISED NTE QUALIFYING SCORE

When the CqMmon Examinationswere used for

purposes in LoUisiana from 1978-1982, the format of the qualifying score

(WCET) scores. In other words, a candidate s Area and WCET scores were

summed, and the total was compared to a, composite standara. This model "'

had two salient features: compensation (a high WCET,score could compen-

sate fora low Area score, and vice versa), and an approximately equal

weighting of 'the Area and WCET scores. Since the WCET was reported as a

single score, the Area score carried greater weight than any single com-

ponent subtest of the` Common: Examinations. Within the WCET, the follow-

ing weights were assigned by Educational Testing Service to eaCh of the

component subtests: Professional" Education (4.0), Written English

Expression (1.0), Social Studies and Literature/Fine Arts (2.5), and

Science a nd Mathematics (2.5)2'

As mentioned previously, the Core Battery has

.

from that of the Common Ekaminations. The Core Battery consists of

three two-hour modules, including a total of eight tests; the Common's

a'-fox-mat different

was a single three and one - quarter hour examination comprised of s ix

.tests. Educational Testing Service will report each of the three Core

'Battery module scores separately and will not weight-the modules differ-
,

entially or combine them into a single, Core Battery composite score.

Furthermore, the scaling of each module differs from the Area and Common

Examinations scales: the range of scaled scores for 'the Core Battery,

modules is 600-696, .while: the Common and Area Examinations' score. ranges

were 25e-990,
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BlUe Ribbon Shore ComMittee met on March

recommend a format fqr the Core Battery and. Area Examinations standards.

Although the Area Examinations were not revised (and therefore were not
1/4

iresubrito the- eprese Va J. a Jou u y), the applic-aLion rea

scdres in the certification process could be affecfed by the differences,

between the Common Examinations and CoreBattery .previously noted. The

,Blue Ribbon Score Committee considered a number of format options for

the new qualifying score(s); including single ,versus multiple, weighted

versus unweighted, and 'compensating versus noncompengating score models.

er a lengthy discussion and the consideration of several alterna-
1/4

tives, the committee voted in favor of a four-score, noncompensating

format for the revised NTE standards. According t thiS model, each

Core Battery Module and the appropriate Area Examination would have an

independent minimum score that a teacher candidate must meet or surpass

in order to be eligible for certification. The remainder of the discus-

sion of qualifying scores will reflect this structural change from-the

-
former NTE Composite score.'

RISK OF REJECTING QUALIFIED CANDIDATES

Each test score identified by the judges as the level-that a mini-

mally knowledgeable teacher candidate would-achieve is a theoretical

true score. The. score actually achieved'by any person taking the NIE.

falls within a range of scores on -either side of the, examinee's true

score. One convenient way to interpret the score is to recall that,'

under certain assumptions, there are 68 Chares in 100-that the exam-
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4

nee's observed score will be within one standard error of measurement

of his or her true score, 95 -Chances in I00fl that the observed score will .-

be"within two standard errors of measurement of his or her true score,

au -19 --drancesin 100 that-it-Tall be within three standard errors of.

measurement of his or her true score. If the scores identified .by the

Validation Team judges are adopted as the standards for the Core Battery

modules, Some applicants with test scores below the standards will be

rejected even though their true scores, if known, would be above the

standard. The reverse is also true. Thus, decisions in eatabliShing the

NTE standard should take intofaccount the probability at different Score

level§ of rejecting a truly,qualified applicant.

Table 3Ipresents the probabilities associated with the risk of

rejecting qualified candidates with true scores greater than a specified

value, and of accepting unqualified candidates with true scores bf.less

-
than. that `value. The-probabilities are given

.

for several standards of

acceptance. expressed in multiples of the standard error of measurement

(SEM). The particular multiples of the standard error of measurement in

-Table 31 are merely illustrative; any, multitsle can be used. The values

in this table are not specific to any particular test, but are general-

ized prbbabiiities.

An example may, help to illustrate. W4Lble',31 can be used. Sup-t

pe one were to consider adjusting the study estimate by subtracting

one SEM from it. In this case one would locate the, SEM value of -1

The standard error of measurement is an estimate bf the amount of
iation in a performance measure (e.g., test score) attributable to meas-
urement error. It is theoretically equal'to the mean difference between
examinees' observed score and true scores. ,
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TABLE 3

PROBABILITES QF.INCORRECTLY REJECTING.QUALIFIED'AMTCANTSH-
AND INFORRECTLY ACCEPTING.UNQUALIFIED APPLICANTS. SIX

-LEVELS: OF THE STANDARD ERROR-OFHMEASUREMENT (SEM):

Probability. of Rejecting
Applicant Whose True Score
is the Specified NUmber of
SEMs above Standard

Probability of Accepting
.Applicant Whose True Score
isthe Specified Number of
SEMs below Standard

SEM 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

0.0 :50 .31 .16 '.07 .02 ;50 ;31: .16: .502 701
-0.5 31 ;16 .;07 .02 ;01 ;001 .69 ;50: .31 ;16 ;07 ;02

-1.0 -.16 ;07 ;02 Al :;001 ... .84 .69 ;50 .31 ;16 .07

-1.5 I .-07 .02 ;01. .001 <.001.-<.001 .93 ,.84 :69 .50, ,31 .16

-2.0 I .02 .01 .001 .001 <.001 <.001 £98 .93 .84 .69 :,50 .31

-2.5 I .01 .001 <.00.1 <.001 -:,99 .98 :93 .84 .69 .50

(third row in the Table). The left Side of the Table indicates that

there would then be 16 chances in 100 of failing to certify a candidate

whose true score was equal to the specified score, seven chances in 100

of failing to certify a candidate whose true score was one-half of a,SEM,

above specified score, and so on. The right side of the Table indi-

cates that there wo ld be 84 snhanceS

whose true scoie was equaltothe

in 100 of certi fying a candidate

specified score, 69 chances in 100 of

'certifying an..applicant whose true score was one-half of &SEM below the

specified score, and so on

Table 32 presents the mean score and-standard deviation for each

of the Core Battery modules for those persons who attempted the NTE 2h

the fall of 1.982 or the-aprpg_of-1983 -and-who identified-themselves-as
. .

seniors at the time of testing. The data are aIso-limited'to examinees

who took the entire NTE (Three Core Battery modules.and an appropriate
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Area Examination); InCluded in Tab S2 re ae the percent of examinees.

achieving'or exceeding the minimum: score propoSedby the Validation Team

judges on each module and the Standard error of measurement <SEM)-for

e
each module. This Table is limited to the percent .of examinees Meeting

. -

each Individual standard. Th joint-passing rates for. a 1 four Stan;-,

dards as a whole are presented in subsequent tables.

TABLE 32

MEAN EXAMINEE SCORE AND PERCENTOF ,;E-XAMINEES MEETING
JUDGES' STANDARDS ON NTE CORE BATTERY MODULES

.

. Mean Percent
Judges' Examinee at or
Minimum Score Standard: above
Score 'SEM (n=1013) Deviation Minimum

.::ProfdaSional Knowledge 652 3.8 656.5 11.3 67.4'
4

General Knowledie . 651 3.5 655.7 12:3 , 65.6

Communicatio Skills
J

652 - 3,5 658.9 11.4 74.8

NOTE: SEMderived from,fall -1982 3 form of Core Battery

Tabld 33 gives the percentages of Louisiana examinees scoring..: boVe the

study estimate of the score standards for the three Core Battery modules

and each Area Examination. Tables 34 to 36 gite the percentages of

Louisiana examinees scoring above the study,estimate of the score stan-

dards forthe three Core Battery modules minus one, two, and three star -'

dard errors of measurement, resPectiveIy
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TABLE 3'3'

PERCENTAGE OF LOUISIANA EXAMINEES SCORING AT OR ABOVE 'STUD'
ESTIMATE OF CORE, BATTERY SCORE STANDARDS

BY AREA-EXAMINATION
d

7.

Area , Number of Standard Estimate. Estimate Estimate %
aminat ion Examinees for. Area for PK for GK . for CS Pa as

Agriculture -6 . -466' 652 - 651 652 ' "33.3.
Biology '&

;
, .

Genera/ Sciende - #* 3 575 .652 651' 652 69.6
,BUsiness . .-:

'..: .

Education ';591 - 652. 651 652' 45.0
.Chemi °stry /Physics if

General Science -530 652 651 652 .100.0
Early Childhood '..,

Education 96 -46 -652 - 651. 652 43.8
Education in , s

Elementary. S chi' -511 545 652 651' 652 54.0
Education of
Mental Retarded 12 541 652 652

English Lane,
Literature 49 441'

French 2 517
German 0 496
Home Economics
.Educat ion

tiatliethatiC
Media Specia 1 ipt/

Library/A,-V
Mus id

Education
Physical
Education

Sodial Studies
Spanish
Speech. CommUhid

&' Theatre (OLD) 519

652
652

46 533 652,^ 651 652 58:7
- .

A

113- - 545 :. 452 ---., : , 651 - 652 36,3
46 563 6g2 651 -' 652 52.2

538 6,54, 651:. 652 '15.0
.

-

,

.

651 652

Total Across Areas 1013 51 652t

'PK=Pro f es s iOnaI Knowledge GKEF-General Knowleel a CS7cotamunication...Skillt:,

NOTE: See' text for' 'explanation: Of Area Examinatiori Standard
r
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TABLE 34-.

.PERCENTAGE OF LOUISIANA; EXAMINEES :SCORING AT OR ABOVE ::STUDY:

ESTIMATE *OF CORE -BAI1ERY SCORE' STANDARDS:.KNus,:ONE SEM'.

BY AREA. EXAMINATION'.

Number of Standard EStimate Estimate
Examinees for Area for PK for GK

Estimate'
for Pass

Agriculture 6 466

-Bi°1W & )

General Science 23 575
Business
Education 40 591

Chem is t ry/ Phys ics /

General Science 3 530_
Early Childhood
Education 96- 506

Education jag.

Elementary Scfil 511 545 648
EducatiOn of . ,

Mental Retarded .12 541 648
English Lang /

Literature . °49 441 ., 649 .648
French

. 2 - 517 649 648
German ' '- 0 456 649 648
Home Econotics - ...

Education - 29 509 649 648.

Mathemati"cs 25 , 617 -649 - 648"
. ..

Media' Specialist/
Library/A- .. 649

Musi. 4..

-Education 46 649 64g '' 649 69.6
Physical -

Educatiofi 113 5 5 649 648 649 47.8.

Social Studies 46 563 649 648 649 54% 3'

Spanish 4 538 649 648 649 75 . Q

Speech Communic
& theatre (OLD)

649

649

649

649'

648 z- 649 .50,0

648 ;6.49 13:9

648 , 9 55.0

648 649 c100.0

648/ 649 50.0

649 62.4.

649 .50.0

648

649 ,

649

649

649

649

65.5".,
.32.0

.: a

Total Across AreaS .1013

519 649

PK=Professional Knowledge; GK=General Knowledge; CS=Communi,cation Skills

NOTE: See text for'explanation of Area EXamination Standards:
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PERCENTAGE OF LOUISIANA EXAMINEES SCORING AT OR ABOVE STUDY

107

BY AREA EXAMINATION

Area Number off Standard Estimate Estimate. Estimate %
Examination Examinees 'for-Area for PK for GK for CS Pass

Agriculture 6 466 645 644
Bioldgy &
General Science '23 '575 645 644

Business o

Educatioli 40 591 645 644
Chemistry/Physics/
General'Science 3 530 645. 644

Early Childhoq4,
Education 96 506. 645 644

Education in
.

Elementary SchI, 511 545 -645 . 644,
Education of

Mental Retarded 12' 541 645 644
English Lang/
Literature 49 441 '645 644

French '2 517 645 644
German 0 496 645 644
Home Economics
mEducation 29 509. 645, 644
Mathematics 25 617 645 644
Media Specialist/
, Library/A-V 0 563 645

,

644
Music
gducation 46 533 645 644

Physical
Education 113 545 645 644
oc esSocial Studi 46 563 645 . 644

'Spanish 4 538 645 644
Speech COMmunic

6, Theatre (OLD) 8

'-,

5191 645- 644

'Total Across Areas 1013 645 '644

645 83.3

645 78.3

-645' 57.5.

645 100.0

645 63.5

645 68.7 01

.

-645 , 50.0

-645 91.8.

645 50.0
645

645 86.2
645 32.0

645

645 80.4

645
645 58.7
645 75.Q.

645 75.0

645 68;5

PK=Professional Knowledge; GK=General Knowledge; CS=Communication Skills

NOTE: See text for explanution of Area Examination Standards.
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',PERCENTAGE OF EOUISIANA1EXAMINEES SCORING AT OR ABOVE STUDY
RE=STANDARDSMINUS=THREE=SEMS

BY -AREA EXAMINATION

mogymnidihmaiumill oom: AVM 'sm.

Areal Number of
Examination _Examinees

Agriculture . 6

Biology &
General Science 23

Business
Education 40

Chemistry/Physics/
General Science 3

Early Childhood
Education .96

Education in
Elementary SchI 511

Education of
Mental Retarded 12

. English Lang/
Literature 49

French 2
German

5)

Rome Economic
Education 29

Mathematics 25 .

Media Specialist/
Library/A-V '0'

Music
Education 46

Physical
Education- 113

Social Studies 460

Spanish 4
Speech Communic
6, Theatre (OLD) 8

Standard
for Area

Estimate
for PK

Estimate
for GK

Estimate
for CS

466 641 - 641 '1642
I

575 641 '641 642

591 641 641 642

530 641 641 642

506 641 641 642

545 641 641 642

541 641 641 '642

.

441-,- 641 641 642
517 641 641 642
496 641 641 642

509 641 641 642
617 641 641 642

563 641 641 642

533 641 641 642

545 - 641 641 642'
563' 641 641 642
538 641 641H, 642

.

519 .641, 641 642

%
Pas

83.3

78.3

60.0

\--
100.0

72

73.2

58.3

93.9
50.0
--

93.1
32.0

82.6.

75.2
58.7

'75.0

75.0

Total Adross :Areas 1013. ;2

PK=PibfOsiqnglKnowlddgt; GK=6earal Knowledge; CS= Communication Skills

NOTE: See text fdr oxplauationof Area Examination Standards.
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The standards for the Area Examinations in all four tables were derived

from the 1978 validation study estimates. These eitimates were not used

to establish independent /!andards for the Area Examinations in the 1978

. ,compbiitl score model'. In order-

,sition from the former: composite (conpensating) model to they present

noncomposite model, a`itatistical adjustment of three SEMs from the 1978

study 'estimates was necessary._ These Area, Examination stand is appear

allow for the effect ofittietran-
.

.

as constants in.Tables 33 through 36 and the remainder of this F ort.

Only those Area Eiaminations that are required for certification

in. Louisiana and. that were judged to be valid in the 1978 study are
r

included in the analyses presented in this chapter. Candidates:seeking

teacher certification in the areas of SPeech---Pathology, Art Education,

and Industrial Arts Education will be required to meet the standards

established on the three Core Battery modules but will not be required

to meet an Area Examination standard. Candidates graduating from the

Generic Special Education programs ba,Louisiana will also be requred,to

pass only the three 6,re Battery modules:

Educational Testing Service has also revised the Speech-Communica-

tions and Theatre test, producing,a new Speech Communications Area,Exam-

ination to replace it. Candidates seeking certification in:this area

and taking the new Speech Comiunications Area Examination will be

requited to meet-bray the Core Battery module standards- until the new

Speech Communications- Area Examination has been studied for validity' and

a standard set for the test. Candidatessseeking certification in,8peech

Communications after the new standard-has been set will be required to
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meet the Area Examination and Core Battery module standards A valida-
.

tion study of the new Speech CommunicationsArea Examination is sched-

,uIed for the fall of 1983.

It should also be noted on Tables 33 through 36 that no Louisiana

examinees attemptedthe German br the Media Specialist-Library Audio.and.,

Visual Services Area Examinations in the fall df 1982; or the Spring of

1983: As a result Tables 33 through 36 do ,...0ot report estimates of the

percent of examinees expected to meet the proposed Core Battery module

standards' .in theSe areas;

SUPPLY OF NEW TEACHERS IN LOUISIANA

Closely related to the consideration of the risk of rejecting

qualified candidates is the assessment of the effect of proposed qualif7

ying score qequirements on the supply of new teachtrs in each of the

specialty fields. If there isia substantial shortage of teachers at a

particular time; a higher risk of certifying unqualified candidates may

be considered acceptable. Information on teacher_supply and demand may

be used 'in conjunction with the. validation data reported above to esti-

mate the effect of any set-dT score standards on the probable supply of

candidates and, indirectly, on the capability of meeting demand.

Tables 33 through 36 give selected statistics based on. LOUisiana

seniors who took the NTE 'Core Battery in the fall of 1982 or the spring

of 983. If an examinee had taken anyHof:the Core Battery modules or

the; Area Examination more than once, only the'first scores` earned were

included. is procedure is insistent with the 1978 NT'E validation
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study in Louisiana. There was, one exception. If-an. examinee who Fad

previously taken an Area Examination attempted it again in Apiil, 1983,

the. more recent Area Examination Score was Used.

, The values of the means of. the estimated scores 'cannot be CoMPated

across teaching areas, since the scores on different Area EXaminations

are not on comparable scales: The. percentages of examinees whoSe scores

exceed the -estimated Means can be compared, although in' interpreting the

comparisons it is essential to recognize that different fields may

attract students with differentdeVels of talent. Moreover, the.numbers

of examinees who take some of the Area Examinations are relatively

Small, So that the results f r a different period could vary appreciably

from those observed;

As shown in Table 33, the apPlication, without adjustment of the

NTE score level8 Suggested by this study, would result. in the certifica-
,

tion of different numbers and percentages of candidates in different

teaching fields, On the average, only 51.8 percent of the 1013 exami=

flees_ whose scores were, tabulated would be certified accordingly. His-
,

tarically, validation study estimates ofperformance standards often

yield actual 'passing rates that are unrealistically tow, given the

demand for new teachers in many states. In keeping with the report of

the 1978 study and its implementation by the Blue Hibbon Score Committee

and Superintendent of Education at that time, only deviations from the.

Study estimate that yield higher passing rates (i.e., by subtracting

standard errors of measurement) are included in the present report. The

effect on passing rates Of standards that are more stringent than the

134
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_fn,

study estimates by adding standard errorsa measurement} will be

- : - r per ntende

Education, if and Whentrequested.

Finally, it shOuId te restated that the projected passing rates

presented in this chapter are based upon the 1013'Louisiana seniors who

were examined on the Core Battery modules and an appropriate Area Exam
4 ,

nation. This method of analysis is consistent with the 1978 validation

However; the total number of individuals seeking teacher certif-

_
ication in a given year may exceed the 1013 included in this study's

study.

population. In coMparing the State's need for teachers with:the percent

of candidates the validation population 06 would meet i given set of.'

reaognize that :04i total number of certi7standards)* it is important

fiable teacher candidates will almost certainly exceed the number of

college senior teacher candidates who would pass each set of standards.

'Thus, while the passing ratet.ditcutted n Tables 33 through 36: apply to

graduating senior teacher candidatese the actual number of cei.tifiahle°-

teachers will include persons in addition to Allege seniors 'and will

very probabl,y be somewhat higher than the numberSthown herd.
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SUMMARY OF THE'STUDY

is chapter is a pummary of the preceding text; It is intended

as brief synopsis of the findings and an overview of the entire. study.

Earlier 'chapters should be reviewed for complete documentation and more

detailed explanation of the findings summarized below;

STUDY DESIGN

The purpose of this study was to, evalhate the xiaIidity Of the

Core'Battery for use in certifying teachers in. Louisiana. The design

was modelled on the one developed by Educational Testing Service and

used in Louisiana's 1978 validation study of the entireNTE. In the

r

current' design, panels of faculty _from Louisiana colleges and univerpl-

ties with teacher education programs reviewed the eight, tests' comprising

the NTE Core Battery. They provided judgments about the follOwingoiajor

--aspects 'of the Core Batter)°, as an instrument for teacher a.- eztificatioxic.

Content Review., Is the -eqfphasis given to topics
within each test the same as the emphasis these topics
receive in Louisiana teacher education curricula?;-, -tirdnld

graduates from. Louisiana teacher education programs have haci
the opportunity to learn the content included in each:
item?

Knowledge Estimation. Would the, 'minimally kiiOwledie-,

able teacher candidate find each test item easy, mOdyeirapely
difficult, or hard? Is the knowledge measured in, test
item essential, important, or not very 'important? pro-_

portion of items In each of the nine resulting categories of..
difficulty and relevance would the minimalI),1'. knoWled.geahle
teacher candidate answer correctly?

11
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27egarding the match between the content of the tests and teadher educa
.

Lion curriculq. This ensured that the estimated scores would include

114

task of the Content Review PaneLwas to provide information

conly those 'items that were appropriate measures of Louisiana teacher

educatiOn curricula; that is those that reflect content the teacher

candidates would have had' the opportunity to learn. The judgments of

this Panel were combined with those of the Knowledge Estimation Panel to

produce estimates of the score that could be expected` of the minimally

knowledgeable teacher candidate on' each Core Battery test. The iesult-

ing scores were then.combined to produce estimated scores for the three

modules of the Core Battery: Professional Knowledge, General Knowledge,

and Communication Skills. The Blue Ribbon Score Committee also met dur-

ing the time the study was under way and recommended that:the required

NTE Score take the form of .fouratinimum scores (one for each of the

three Core Battery modules plus the appropriate Area Examination) in
P

/

determining a teacher certification standard.

STUDY PARTICIPANTS

54- The usefulness of the study design rested largely upon the degree

0 which the faculty who served, on the Content Review and Kmowledg

Estimation Panels was representative of Louisiana teacher education pro-

grams. As Chgpter II illustrates, t is objective was achieved. Twenty-

one of the 22 colleges and universities with Such programs were included

in the Panels, and\thenumber of faculty participating from each insti-

tution matched the institution's size in the number of graduating stu-
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dents. The Panels also reflected an equitable'representation of,private

-

Institutions and those with predominantly black student bodies. For all

Core Battery testa the number of faculty participating in both the Con-
.

tent: Review' amd KioWldge Estimation Panels .met or exceeded the number.

required for reliable results.

CONTENT REVIEW FINDINGS

e 'results of the Content Review Panel judgments are presented

here for the three. Core.Battery modules and for each of the eight compo-
.

.-, . .

,

nent tests. Thesa summaries include the content appropriatenes o test°

items, the comprehen2SiVeness of the tests, relative emphasis given *Op-.

ics in the tests.and in Louisiana teacher'educatiori curricula, and the

overall similarity between the tests and these cur .'cula. Chapter III

provides a complete discussion of the procedures and data upon which

these summaries are based.

Professional

This module

Module

consisted of ona teat, Professional Knowledge. It was
krT,

judged to be very closely related to the Louisiana teacher education

curricula. Ninety-three percent of the items were judged appropriate,

and there were no topics noted by two or more judges as omitted from the

test. The emphasis given topics within the test was acceptable. When

there was a ;difference in emphasis, topics tended to be, overrepresented

on the tatt'in comparison with the, emphasis they received in teacher

138

f
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education programs. EightY-eight percent of the judges felt that the

test closely paralleled or did'llot differ significantly from Louisiana

teacher education curricula.

General Knowledge Module

The General Knowledge Module included four tests: Mathematica,

Science, Social Studies, and Literature/Fine Arts:- il'he module was/eval-

uated as closely related to Louisiana teacher educatibn curricula! Each

component test is discussed bekow.

MathemXtics Test

o.

Ninety-eight percent of the items were judge&content appropriate.

Three topics (probability, statistics, and algebraic problems) were

cited as omitted. The relative emphasis was acceptable, and where there

were differences between the test and curricula, topics were overrepre-

._

sented on the test; Eighty percent of the .judges rated /the content of

the teat as a close match withthe teacher education curricula.

Science Test

Ninety-seven percent of the items were,-judged content appropriate.

No topics were noted by two or more panelists.as'oMitted. The relative

. -

emphasis was acceptable, andwhere differences were noted, topics were

generally overrepresented'on the testa The testwaaPerceived as match-

ing the content of Louisiana teacher education programs by 90-percent of

the panellsts.
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Social Studies Test

In tHis test 100 percent, of the items were judged to ,be content
0

appropriate. No topic was listed by two or more panelists as omitted

from the test. The value for relative e Phasis was .48, less than the

.50 level set for exclusion from addit'onal review on .this criterion.

Again, when panelists felt that the emphasis given topics on the test

differed from that given topics in teacher education curricula, they

judged the topics to be overrepresented on the test. However, some 82

percent of the panelists evaluated the test as Closely pafaIleling, or

,

not differing significantly from, Louisiana teacher education

1
ograms.

Literature/Fine Arts Test

'Eighty-four perCent of the items were evaluated as content appro-

priate. Five of the 10 items judged inappropriate dealt with a single

topic, "relating works of art, to one another and their social-historical

141c.
context. One, topic,-.recognition of the names and works of famous peo-

a

pie,- was noted by two judges as omitted from_the test. The relative'?

,emphais was .43,clessthan the .50 set as acceptable level. When

there was a difference between the emphasis topics received on the test__)?

d in Louisiana teacher education curricula, topics were generally"
. .

overrepresented on the test. Sixty-seven percent of the panelists
4

.

judged that the content oflpe test matched that of teacher education
,t-

curricula closely or with no significant differences.
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-Communication Skills MOdule

This module was-,,judked to be closely.related to Louisiana teacher

1

education programs: _It included three'tetts: R"eading, Listehing, and

Writing. The .Writing Test was, in turn, composed of an objective.

test and an essay xercise. The essar component was not considered VS=

the ContentsReview panel because it did not include discrete items that

could be evaluated for th6ir appropriateness or for their match with the

emphasis topics received in teacher

Co

ducation curficula.

Reading Test

All of .the items (100%) were evaluated as content appropriate, and

no topic was; felt to'be omitted. The relative emphasis that topics

received 'on the test was judged to be acceptably'close to the emphasis

these .eopic6 received in teacher education curricula. Differences in

-emphasis refjected an overrepresentation of topics on the test. Ninety

two percent of the panelists judged that the test closely paralleled, or

did not diEfer significantly from, the content of Louigiana teacher edd-

cationprograms,

Listening Test

Ninety-eight percent-of the'items were:rated as;COntent Appropri-

ate. Two topics were cited as omitted from the test: analysis and

synthesis of oral communication, and stirhulus-response questions for

communication. The relative emphasis was .36, indicating that less than
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0 percent.of the panelists judged that,topiCs were given the same

emphasis on the test that they 4receive4.in teacher education programs.

Differences in emphasis were generally cases in which topics were over

represented,' on. 1.1e test. Fortypercent of the panelists fated the test

as .closely paralleling, '. or not differing significantly. from, Lbuisiana
,

teacher education programs.

P
Writirig Test

.0;

'As-noted earlier, Content Review was limited to.theobjective sec-
.

of thistese°. Ninety-six per6ent of the items were judged to be

content appropriate. One.topic was noted by two judges as omitted: the

ispelling of frequently confused words (tortoo, threw- through);. The rel-

ative emphasis value was an acceptable .50. , When the emphasis liven

topics on the test differed from that given in the'-curricula pies

k_

were overrepresented on the test. In judging overall similarityi::.64

percent of the panelists evaluated the-test as matching the content of .

Louisiana teacher education pro'grams.
-

KNOWLEQGE LESTIMAT-ibN

The Knowledge istimatiOn Panel

and importance of eachitem

estimated the

Members evaluated the difficulty

the eighitore'tattery Tests. They then

proportion bf items the minimally knOwledgeable'-

method used for evaluat-teacher Candidate would answer, correctly.

essay exercise of the Writing Test was somewhat different,. since

142
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the essay was not composed'of individual' items. For this exercise,

panelists reviewed a number of essays thaf,had been written by Louisiana

teacher candidates attempting the.NTE Core Battery, and classified each
ia

-as acceptable, unacceptable, or of borderline acceptability.

The, proportion Of items at each level Of difficulty and importance

that the minAally 'knowledgeable teacher candidate could be expected to

answer correctly was then combined, for each test, using only those

items judged to be 'appropriate by the Content ReviewPanel. This prooe-
,

dure ensured that Louisiana Teacher candidates would not be penalized

for content they had not had the opportunity to learn. However,:teacher

candidates "could still earn points toward their total score on a Core

Battery module by correctly answering those items that had been rated as

content inappropriate by the Content Review Panel.

JThe resulting scoret that could be .expected °of the minimally

25 inknowledgeable teacher candidate are shown for each

Chapter IV. Chapter .V discusses the impact of these cores Lo isia-

na's supply of teacher candidates. Chapter. V also, shows the percent of

teacher candidates who could be expected to attain each set of minimum

scores as well as 'variations 'from the scores expressed Az standard

errors of measurement. These estimates were obtained from the perform-
,

ance of Louisiana teacher candidate.son the, fall 1982,yand 4pring;

1983, administrations of, the NTE Core Battery:
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The .Content ,Review sectionlof this study 'found the NTE-Core Bat-
,

tery modules, in,the judgment of those. Louisiana college and university

faculty members whO evaluated their component tests; to be valid meas-
.

ures of teacher education curricula in the State. The Knowledge Estima-

tion results present scores for each module that,in.the judgesi estima-

tion could be expected of a minimally knowledgeable;teacher candidate;

Information -is' also 'provided about the potential e"ffect of possible

:'qualifying scores on the supply of new teachers for Louisiana. All of

this information is presented to the Superintenc nt of Education and the

Blue Ribbon ,Score Committee to-assist them in their deliberations about

appropriate performance standards on the NTE Core Batter); for certifica-=

'tion of beginning teachers in the State.
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NTE BLUE RIBBON SCOREt6MMITTEE MEMBER,.
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NTE CONTENT REVIEW AND KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION F.

NAME

Simpson, William
Skinner, William R.
Smalley, Alfred E.
Smith, Dorothy P.
Smith, Fred M.
Smith, Jackson
Spikes; Dolores R.

Glenn.
Taylor, Willene P..
Teague, Anna D.
Thames, Mary L.
-Tharpe, Edith M.
Tully, Anita
Wade,.Luther
Walker, terbara C.
Watson, Cresap
Webert, Henry
Wells, Dorothy B.
Whitfield, George
Whittaker, Leon
Whittington, Curtis C.
"Williams, Allen
Wiltz, Carroll
Wooten; Carl
-

Young-Henry
Young, John C.

COLLEGE

Louisiana College
McNeese State .University°
Tulane University
University of New Orleans
Louisiana State University
Northeast Louisiana University
-Southern University
NiehollgState University

MEMBERS:

Southern-University
Southeastern Louisiana University ;

University of New Orleans
Baptist Christian College
Nicholls State University

,Southeastern LOuisieng\UtiVersity
. Southeastern Louisiana7University-.
University of New Orleans;
NiCholls State. University
Southern University
Southern University
Gratbling State University
McNeese State University
Gtatbling State University
Dillard University
University of Southwestern Louisiana
Southern University
McNeese-State University
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LOUISIANA STATE DEPARTMENTOF EDUCATION NTE TASK FORCE

r. Helen Brown, Director, Bureau of Curriculum, Inservice;
and Staff Development

Robert.Crew,_Director;Bureat of Higher Edimation and
TeacherCertifitation

Carol FalkOakii Administrative-Officeri B ieau Research, -, .

RObert,Girvue:(TaakFOrt!vehaitman)4 Assiatatti.DirettOr,
Etitedu-5:tf-Research

r. Michael Gli8Sot, ASSiStant Director, Bureau of
-Zdudationand.Teacher_Certification

,

LieHoffman, Sea-ion dbiek,Bureau of Evaluation

Jacqueline Lewis, forpier DirettoriEureau_ofaigher Education and Teacher
Certification .

.:

MCGuire (Chief Adiiuistrator for:Tafik-tdiCe), Administrative
Officeri BureqU of Manage** Informatitin Systems

r. Craig:_Mills,-AdMitisttetiWaiider;:Biitedu of .Accountabiiity
.

J. Frank Norris, Director, Bureau of Materials of-Inspi&etion and
Textbooks

_
Dr. Hugh Peck, Associate Superintendent-for*SeaiCh and Develcipment

_.,
. Janella Rachal, AdtihiStratiVe Offider, Bureau of-Evaluation.

Dt. David Ransen,' Bureau of ManagementauformatioU Systems
.

ljteharies TeddIie; Administrative Officer,': Bureau. of Re-earth

Joseph Williams,, Jr.; DirecOri BUtdiU Of ACcountabi4ty
6
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OVERVIEWAEJASKS TO B.EPERFORMED BY'14EMBERS
'JOp:.771ENT REVIEWPANELS..

The study In,whichHyou have_been_asked: Operticipate isbeingcOnduCted by the
ouisianatate=Depa-ftment-afEducaticii4LSDE)----Tbe,---purTitest

evalltate the content of the National Teacher Exabigationt (TrEYin.:relation to
Louisiana teacher eduCation programs and-to eStithite the test-perforMance.Of
minimally knowledgeable candidatei for.ceitification as. teachers in the pubIiC
schools in LOuisiana.°

A:Content Review Panel has .been established for each section of the-_NTECore
!ittery Testa.t 'Jotv:have,heen selected to serve on ,the Content 'ReVidW Panel`'

-for--

As s-a member of the Content RevieW Panel, yoU will be asked- .to perform two tasks;

To examine description'ryo thit.it-..followed do
developing the test and to'iSCertain wheihei thecurriculum areas covered by the
test 'are congruent 'with'..the curricultmi areas covered by the: program it your-
institution or Louisiana iistitutioni with.which you are fithiliar:

.2. To examine individual test queStions and to judge:,Whether the content
of each .question would have been included in the teacher edUcation program(s)
followed by the students who take the'test for Certification:

As indicated in 'the Nit Design StlMary, a number of faculty members.wilrjbe*
assembled in order to make their judgments.' The judgments, jlowever,''wilLthe,
made individually and indeAndently; members of the samespapel will not codia'r.
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 1pdgment for-the,panel about
each question 'Theiummary judgments for the questions also will be.combined,
and the final resultsWill be published in a report describing the study and"its.
findings or:conclusions.

The information in this mailing is intended to help you to prepare for your
tasks: If in studying the materials.you find that you haveAttegtions about the
tasks, be sure that they are answered during the initial orientation session it
the central meeting site:

The Test Content Description identifies the major groups of topics that are
covered by the -teSt and indicates the relative em hasis that is given to each,
You will be asked. fo evaluate the overall congruen e-between the content of the
teacher education curriculum and the content of he test, and to record your
evaluation on the Test Content. Review Form. In addition, you will be given-a
set of test questions and asked to make judgments about them and to recordsOur
judgment on the Question Review Form, Before you go to the central meeting
'Site, please think carefully aVout. the Test Content Description and the
curriculum-at your institution., You may want to make preliminary notes while you
have access to various sources of information on your own campus and to bring
them with you to the meeting sitee,where you will be asked to complete the
ReView.Forms.
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135
You have been asked,' to participate in thit stlidy because .you are familiar with
the Curriculum_ at your inatitution io the field(s) covered.,.13y the -:examination -

With which you will be working. ''--,Before attending :.the page Session..iyou__
want to draw upon local sources of information regarding the curriauIum.at your
institution, such as. your college cataIogi, specialists in curriculum planning,
or. available to you YoU may also find it heilpful to talk with

--Lcolleagileshohaveught Specifi-ccou-rses--rIlat--youAlavenot beencalledupon__
to teadh;,--.

Tour- cOutribution, tO this study and your qualikicitions to participate are an
-important part of the 'study methodology. In girder_ hat the final report of the
Study's ,findings and conclusions he as informative as possible to others who may

'.wish" to /use it, ,fie yi11 ask- for your .permission to identify you in the final
report. Your individual judgments'-will.not 'be ..identified.

1, n

-appreciate yobr willingness to participate in this importent Study.

4114keit,;tbii
NEE laidatton Tesk Force
Louisiana State Department of Education'
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INSTRUCTIONS

QUESTION REVIEW FORM

07

Your task it to take 'judgments about thethet Ornotthe ,content of individual
Iest_Auestions_is. tine';Or more courses that are part of Louisiana
teacher edtcatioMPrograms le4ding

In making your judgment about each.questioni, COftSidetlAtthet or not theontent.
pf the question would--hive_been covered in' Any of the-courses normally taken by
studetttin'teather edtCatiOt_prOgra* In some cases a course that is:prereq-
Uitite to' entering a teachereducatiot4fOgram may .have been taken _Woollege. by
some Students but in high school:hyothert;- When-such a course is the Ofte.iht

e ion 367-taUght1;-41IStiidetttwto woUld
itavehecoutsewhethr et_ in high school; should be cot.--
:alder-ad to have had the opportunity y-xo learn the content: You are not to judge'
whether- the Studentt would;. it fact. have learned the answer; you are only to
'judge whether they would have had an opportunity tojearn the atswer.

, -

Atyou read each-test question and its underlined'answS , judge twhether at-least.
90-Ter cett'btthe students in the group with which youjtretOteerned would, have
had an opportunity to I:tart:the answer. If you thinithatthey.lituld:luOiei
circle "Yetrl'on,theA0e0tion Review Form; iflrou thitk that.' they .00uld±not;.have;

Befote ,Your answer, Olease:taketutt that the number
that identiftes the question on Vice answer form is the tame as. the
identifies.the question in the questidt set.

If you feel that your..experience:Tiovides ou whatsoever lot'
making aludgment abOut Ste of the questiont!yOu:m014:Cie?"W" (for "Do Not
Ktow") The Dillcatego)ts'As motto be usedAimply"becaute:,Ou have difficulty
in deciding whether to,',aiswit7Fis" or Na to decision even if
it'is a-difficultAjne.TheDNK category is to beT,usedllik whenyou have no
basii for :making any judgment.

In makihgLyouripdgmenttioU trenot to be
you'are assignitg to the ,'Yee categOty of
responsibility to apply,yout best X4-flit-ft

tOncerned±about ,how many questions
to ihei"No" oategOry. It is your
in evaluating each question indi-

,./4teryou:hiive.:finisihed'making4oui judgalents about then questions in the:entire
quesxfon: set, please oietitheAuestiots and your decisions about them:'to
-make sure that you are satisfied with the consistency of your judgments.

*

10* operators.who Will-be-keypunching the farms will: appreciate your using a;,
NuMbit 2 pencil and erasing cerefully'when you change _your mind so that your_

fiiitI-judgmentabout'each ques40d will be clearly indicated.

As 'you ; turn to., eachinew' test item, `please be sure that the number of the'
quistiot (tithe page 'corresponds to the nutbet on the.Question RivieW Form; When
10t&bave made judgments about all questions in the.question_setthichat the
nuttierOf the last question for which you have_ recorded a judgMent on the.form,
correspotOrto the nunbei of the last question in the question` Set.

.
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QUESTION REVIEW FORM

,_Frofessional,KnowledgelSECnON-1='

138

Question..

Judge's' Name Form,'

Question:
Numher

Is Content Question
Taught? Ntier,;.

Is COI:10qt

taught? Nutiber.

Is Content
taught?

Yes No DNK 13. Yes No DNK 5, . Yes NO

o DNK 14; Yes DNK, i. Yes No DNK

Yes No DNK es ; 0 LINK

Yes No DNK 28. Yet No DNK

YeS No DNK Yes < No DNK 29; Yes No DNK.

Yes DNK 15. l Yes No DNK Yes No D'NK

Yes 19; Yes Yes

eti 410 .DNK 20. Yet; NO DNS 32; Yes ;.No EtNK

21. Yes No DNK 33. < Yes No DNK

Yes _No DNK 22. Yee No.. DNK 34: :Yee: No DNK

- .

23. Yes No .DNK 35, Yes No. ;DM

42. Yek o 24. es DNK
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b%.

Permission to reproduce copyrighted material granted,%y Educational
Testing Pervice
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NTE: Core Battery Test :Content. Description..

Comptehension

Tie ability to underatand accurately and completely
the expliiit content of a written-mesffage

Coeminnication Skil ili7-READ-ING

I. Main Idea
2. Detail

e.g., Definition = word, phrase, etc.
Supporting Ideas'

RelatiOnships
e.t., Sequence'

Cause and Effect
4J Paraphrase/SuMmary

Analysis

c AA'_?A

The ability-tO clarity' a written message an
-understand how

- it oiganized and cOnveys message

The writer's fmtpese
'The writer's assumptions
Thewriter."8 attitude or tone
Implications of the' message'
Inferences from the:_message.

, Fact vs. Opinion in the -Message

Organization of the message
7 Use_of language in' the message ..

8. application Of eleMents in :the message

The ability to make reasoned qualitatiVe jagnients about-

'the nature and atria of a written message-.

L Emotional of iiiiPulatIve aspects of the message

2. Strengths and/or weaknesses of the argument

3. Relevande and/or appropriateness Of supporting
evidence, argnments' .

Baikal-on of the message to' the audience andlor o

the general universe oetthe,topic '
e.

Copyright Q 1982 by Educational Testing Seivice. All rights 'reserve

Educational Testing Service is an Equal Opportunity Employer.
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NTE'Core..BatteiYI:leiPsContent Description
.

.COMmuiiiaation.,S illit WRITING -

'Topic

4; ;DOS e:TilitlOing Capital zatiOn and 'punctuation,
.,.rsubject-yerbiatieement erb form, pronoun problems,

dittionOdiam, structural' problems;'
and adjective adverb coafusioi

Sentence - _includ g' problems of coherence,
word order, econ of state eat, appropriateness of*:
diction and chOi e of idiom, subordinationof sentence;'
elements,' ,logital tomparison structure, and clarity of
modification and pronoun referenci

'yaght el 1982 by EclucationaL.Taaling Servicei .An hts
.

.
,

Educttional:Tesfing.Service is EqualOpportunity gmployer--

.;
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'ITIE Core Battery Test Content Discriptism

142

General RhowIedge: 'LITERATORE' MD FINE ARTS

Appioximete
2 of II estTopic

.

.Recogniz'ing basic elements, and components of works 29

of 'literature and 'fine arts.

' Analyzing and .intgreting Works of literature and 4

fine arts

III. Relating works of literature and fine arts to_.ciiie
another and to their social/historical -context

dY

ti

-17

Copyright Q 1982 by Educsaional Testing Servile. All rights reserved:

EducationalTisting Service is an Equal Opportunity Employer.
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143.

NTE Core iattery Tesi 6ntent,bescriptian

General Knowleage:. NATHEFIA TICS

Topic

.

Hasgood.puMber-:sense andunderstanda' nw nuMbers
"behave

\

;,ynderstands and uses nuMbers.in'an appropriate Way
to quantify thinking

III... ItacOgnizes and uses mathematicaIreIatiOnships

Vnirersiandse.vat4ematiadbasis of.measuitment
T

Land ,deduCityt-itasoning

evsrapbic, symbolirc-and verbal Material

CopyrighA t982 by Educational Testing Service. All tights.reserted.

EducataaI Testing Servi6e is al Equal Opportunity Employer.
-0
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NTE Core Batteryes Content Description

General Knowledge: SCIENCE

Topic
Approximate,
t _off Test

Demonstrates understanding of energy relationships in 11
both living and nonliving contexts

Demonstrates under of the significant features
Of living thingi.

e

t

III. Demonstrates understanding_ of the fact that the op
tion of natural,processei has resulted in organi
that fill a vast puMber of ecological niches and,t
these organisms tie' usually classified on a. stru
basis'intoa smal' number of categories,'which,facilitate
the underetanding and.study of the organisms

Demonstrates understanding of the relaiiOnships betide-en
living organisma. particularly huiansi aid the
environment .

Demonstrates understanding of thelact-that,parth'isEbobh
a:part of the,Universe and a body that has SPeCiaI
characteristics -

V :. Demonstr4es Understanding that all matter iS Cod10060--

,

of ms,Aliat at4Ms are-divisible. and that atoms
.und o coMbinations

VII:4 Demonstrates understanding of the forces that act oti-,un
of matter

s

Demonstrates understanding of the methods of science:
the kinds of reaSoningsmirhe organization of informa-
tion that have contributed to-,:,..- e development,of science

c-
Demonstrates understanding oft e role Of scie dce in
securing and maintaining imibrtant humangai e

sit

Copyright 0 1982 by Educational Testing Service. 411 rightt reserved.
:

EaUcationSi Testing Service is-an-Equal OppertUaty Employet

X67
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NTE Core Battery Best Content Description,

General Knowledge: SOCIAL. STUDIES

Topic

I. Understanding the forceswhich:haveinfluence&the
evolutioninUcurrent state of:human cuIture-ad'
institutions'

II. Understanding the behavior of individuals, of small
groups, and of social institutions and the inter-.
relationships among individuals, groups, and social.:
institutions P-

.

Recognizing both theuniversal features of world
culturCand history, and the.basic differendes among-
cultural ara-national-units

IV., Posseisinithe essential tooliViOd the balinced
perspective to analyze and: make informedly eats'

aidiity,kociety",

The topic areas aboVe will be related to the_folloWing ice& tS AWi31404v.
-

major.U,S, historical and cultural events and movemehts;A:$91iii nSti
and poritiCal values; protinent characteristics 'or societisis..ana,

-AAA!**
patterns of social change, poIitic4.organitationsit:politiCai vaiyesW
ship between culture and'individual 164;;.proceitea and Oitternivbf*eju
stereotyping; and discrimination); economic concepts andpiiieettesT-geOgraPhiCel

±--featureSand characteristics oftliPm4P aettlement_and culture; and methodologieSt.-:
methodological tools, and resOurceirof4oCial=7SCiences;

,
. l

Copyright 0 1982 by ucational Testing Service; All rights reserved;

---"\Educational meting Service fs an Equal Opportunity-Employer..
7 _...4,' .

4. A

-.-."-'

168
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Planning objectives, diageosing needs, identifying
resodrces, and designing instruction

II. Implementing conditions thit facilitate learning
and instructional design, 'A -,,-

EvaIditing stddenv*hieVemglit itainstiimeti
effectiveness and using eviluation dito to re
instructien

Recognizing students' constitutional rights=ang,
state, federaLand judicial policy; aid their-
implications for cIissroom practice,

V. Recognizing extra-clas oom influences on teachers.
and students, including school policy, community
expectations, the &digt, 'and children's developmental
patterns _ ,

j)emonstratintAnowlidge of the teaching profession
and pf prefessional teaching behalders

yrUht ;6 1982bi Edutatioial Tetting Service. All "rights reserve

.Educ OfileekTesting:.$erIiie is an Equal Opportunity Etployer.
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.11TE Core Battitylest Content:Description
-

Communication Skillet .

Approxiiate

2.4441

. Basic Comprehension .of Message

(includes paraphrasing iesiage, u it-standing
connotations of words, and summa zing major

idea)

II. AnalySis.of Message,

'(includes identifying assumptions, drawing
inferences, recognizing implications, and
identifying speaker's tone)

1 Of Test

37

30

III. Evaluation of Message 18

(indludesidiptifying and.ataluatinogical
sttuctere,:AsOessinvapproprietentei.and
effectiveness:_of-supportingrmaterieli:Aed
evaluating effect of 'epeakerle totti:Olvan
audience)

IV. ,Feedback-aesponse--

(ieeludig identifying, appropriate reilioOsei' to
OeitiOni Ofdia/dgues),

4

4- ..

Copyright 4 1982 by Educational Testing Service. AII righis%reeerve

Educational Testing Service is Equal Opportunity_ Employer
_

7
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INSTRUCTIONS.

CONTENT REVIEW FORM'

-The following chart lists the 'major: Content toplas that are covered in thisNTE
along with the relative_ weight given:to each topic. _.Compare the relative

' emphasieof the_topics.listed to the relative emphasis of these tOpiCewIthin
the ..brdad tpurridOltim of the. teacher, sequence at your..

,.

institution.:

Circle the:"Seitt-tcYeach topic that la_Weli4hOtthesabe400hasienhe
. .

teacher education curriculusvat;,your institution as inthe tes t. TOTAgard small
percentage differences, .i.e.differences of 5% or

A

CirCIe' the'"M" next-to each topic, that is given more emphasis in your institu
tion's teacher education, curticulum than-in_the test. -tiark this column only if
-it LyourHopinionthe difference is greater than:52.

Circle the"tiL" next toeach:tOic that is given emphasie ti tua;

tionts teacher educatiofi curriculum than4ni:the test; IlatIct
in your opinion the diffeteuie is smaller -than 52. .

° 9
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PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE

of test

24

25.

17

VI: 14

I

149

Emphasis in the
..

curriculumuum

SAME MORE::

14

*.ligierto the accompanying MO Contentl)escription as yon compIete'thiS form
..

L

L.: .



www.manaraa.com

EiT CONTENT -OMISSION FORMH

_V

itidge's Name

Use the
,

space below to list any major: content artia:?iii.yeiirAnstitOSfon s
teacher education: oaquence that do not appear to be covered_in*the_Test Consent..
Description: Pleiii.notathat the topics you write in should be-of-approxf=
tiateIy the level pf_specificity avOose Iistid. 'DO not list topics that may
be subsumed under one of the categories listed- if you. Whether
to_liai a topi& hire, please refer back to the teit:Conient'Desciiption before

150

dOing so.

O

r

°

;b'

3

7
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.z. Based on tgi informationtion you have 'regarding the general content: topidal covered.in this test- select the .option below .that most closely characteriiet,your-
jidgment regarding /the similarity between this NTE test and the,reaeher 'educe,-
Lion_ sequince ,Indicate your answer by placing:an X.'nextto'the response that you have chosen; then use the space below to,:atld any

(; additional comments you may have.

The test content topics parallel the teac.her eddiation sequence at our,
institution very closely. ' 4

. . .

There. are' some differences between :the -3,tiat patent :topics and. the
teacher education sequence_ at _biit, inatithtioni but rheie differences do

..notjappear to be appreciable.T-
.), ;- ... ._

.7.

.Thera:tappear: to-be some:apPreciable differences .between:the -erlt -.content-

_.. ._, .___ ,
: topicii and the teacher;-education- sequence at'our .institutiot4°.

--___.
.

Th e is little. similarity between the %test content 'topics an4 the2jteacher
education sequence at our institution.

7:1,1ealv-`. ,..../.
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ITEM ESTIMATION FORM

Professional Knowledge: °SECTION 1

Judges Name

Directions for Rating Item Importance

Read each test item and the *newer cipiCal Width idea:many it ,careftilly. Xs You read the iten, think 'of the
importance of the knowledge required' to_answer_the Item correctly. In your Opinion, does thii item' test
essential"knowledge EE)_. it:portant knOWlidge (1). Or net VeryLiMpertent knowledge (N)? Circle the E. T. or N °,

in thik cold= Libelled "Item Importance" to reflect yodi judgment.

Directions for Rating Item Difficulty
. 9

As you read each item; think of how the minimal* knowledgeable sthdent Voiild_parfOrii oa this .item. In,yOur
opinion, Wili41d the siaiaeally knowledgeable stiMent find thii to be an easy -item (E)._a_moderatily difficult
item (31). or a hard (B) item? Circle the E.'.M. or 11 in _the column .lahelled "Item Difficulty" to refIrret-:
your jtidgmspt.

(When you have rated all items in both question sets, go on to the Test Estiastion Pore.)

Its Item
Number liiportance

E

E

--_E _ _I

-E

7. t

9.

10. E--I ^

12

13 i
I"

IS. E I

16. E I
,

17. rE
8 I

Item Item.
Difficulty Number

- Iteet
- Difficulty_:

Itam
OrtenCe'

19.; E I W

20. E M B'

N 14__B 21. B.

N

N M B 23. I ;..11 11

B 24. I N E.

M I N

N

B 27. E. E

V E I N :'M.

IC t E '-'-M H.

Es I.- W E,

B 31. `.
.r_,

B-I TN
M' 32.

N 33. irl-31-..
N ' Z

M

. .

Mm H

V X
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OVERVIEW. OF KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATIONS. PANEL TASKS
°



www.manaraa.com

YI.

OVERVIEW 'OF TASKS TO BE -PEkFORMED BY MEMBERS,
as3 OF KtIOWLEDGE ESTIMAITON-. PANELS-.-

°-.7.-,The- study In whi-Oh you have been asked to participate is
Louisiana 'State ,.'Department of Education (LSDE) .The purp

t-ional-T-eather-,_E:sataination
Lonisiana teicher education ,programs and to estimate the

'cOnducted by the
of the study is to',

in-relatiOn-t
test. performance of

arifiintAiy - knowledgeable candidates for certification as teachers in the Public.' ,

schools in Louisiana.

'A:Knowledge' Estimation Panel has .been,;:established for each section 'of NTE,'
Core'. Battery Tests.. You have .beeti:4SeleOted,_to -serve on the 'Knowledge Estimation.

Panel

As a Menber:,.of the, Estimation`.Panel; you Will be isted to make judg-
. inents about tii+5;, difficulty of individual test questions for perponsi who hatie tye

minimum 'amount of kriowledge necessary to complete the teacher education. program
required forTs-ceitification in, Louisiana, and to ach effectively --..You will
also be asked tcr/taake judgthents about the import e of the knowiedie required
to answer ea.'611- teat question, correptly; and to est -Mate the nuiber of test items'
which fall into ..each category of difficulty and Aipportatice; Your judgments' will

.-' be combined with j
of. the probable test performance of this group .of persons.

udgments ma-e- by 'other faculty members to derive an estimate

a.-

?;As indidated in the NTE Design . Summary; a nuO:ler of faculty members 'Will; be
asseibled in Order to make their judgments; Thera. wiW be two meetings of the
Knowledge Estimation Panel: a. Training Session on Octobez014; 1982; to provide a

. detailed!. ,group orientation to and ex,enCise LI the .. Knowledge Est
procedures; 'and the actu 1 . Plating. :Session on Oct-obe:-.:_15;-\198i:. At
time ; judgments, will be de individually and :in epqndently; member of the
panel will not confe aS_.4 a gituRo_ nor will arty meniber be informed of
judgments made by an other, individdekLmember; The judgments of an member

panel will be combined statistically, by phe JADE to' arrive at .a summary .

jud;tterit or the panel about each test. The summary judgment's, for the tests'
alSOwill be combined i dnd the final reSultS will be:.publithi:d in a report.
describing the study and' itsfinetings or-conclusions. ' : .

._ . . .

s.

.N::::: ingtiE, tended to help you to prepare for yon ;", ---...6)The information, in, th
tasks. If in studying -the aerials ..y u find that yon have queStio -,!out the.0:

tasks_, 1;e pure; that they are answered during, the training Sespi on ober .14:,
The Test Content DO.coriation'identifies ith4. major Icons 'Of, ics that are
covered by the' test Itnrindicates -the relative emphas that is g en to each.,
It will serve to familiarpe youNith e geperV. content ;the test before you
seem the test cfueStions thimselves.,. . .

o P
You'. have been,. asked. to 'pairrcipate zthii
the 4our in itiitioN4,:irt =the".
with 1.71iich yotch-t411! be working. Befori"'af.td
to draw upoit,,locll soiwces- of information

ecauPe y U ark
cover by- th

ng e Pan session ryou
regarding othe curriculumnsttit sun as

.0. other so rges,..aVa
colleagues have
to teach? '

ar with
nation..

your '
ur_c.ollegf-gatearog; specialists in curriculum pl nning;

ableaAg you You may., also find it shelpfuli.to talk With 4,
aught speoll6 courses 'that -Yon'. have notes b'eer ,.called upon.
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iiur contribution stu and yotiV:q ificatia Ab R4ticipate are an
nethpdaIogy. In order that the ,final report of.: the

studyis findings and conclusions as informative as possible to, othe;'s who 'mai,
wish to use it, we will ask fdr, xonr permissicituto identify you In the final
report. Your individual judgments vilr not be identified-,

. .
_

important. parct:`of tie

When ou o to the meeti ease take this racket oSmateriaIs

-
We very much appreciate your wiiiingnesstFb :participate in this important study.

,Robert J. rrvue
Chaim
NTE V datibn. Task Force
'Louisiana State pepartment of Educatio
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- For the imipose of this Eittidy use tiS a fiame.of reference the minimal amaunt -of
o

academic knowledge needed .ttz a grank-..required.

certification in the State'i. effettivery. A#1ka SoisAtilt of male

knowledge is a task that ',every ':facclty r performs, at least in tare, every
-time he or she writes and grades , examinations Tor 'Students enrolled in college" 4.

lodraes' or -evaluated a student teacher-es /performance.. The dividing line between
)

a' minimtnY'pas.sing and "failing grade must be eStahliShed), by a. faculty

in desitenivi an exathination, so as not to jet the. difficulty. o
. ,...

questions slip high ;hat it excydes. the,' minim s3 knowl- geable student f

demonstrating the level- of knowledge he, or4she hilt. .Ilitii,, diViding line must be .
'i... ._

:-assess gain in ,- grading ezFamiarib because the deliv of it,., failing :.(
siide haIe such important' c-onsequenc4; cientious 'faculty m...-

great:mttention to their cotitettidn- of, -;whIft.--tin 11\'tkn'owIedgeab
-... . ..

i-.-

shbuld b able -1-6 io ,.to aehieve.a i paising glade t ileir examinations
,asked to :draw upod this experience in a plying your tOndeptiOn.,

1Y-knowled able 'student ;e4 quail written .for the IITE;'



www.manaraa.com

APPENDIX 11;1-13

INSTR -tipm_EDGE FORMS AND

t(NoWLED re-FlrfrfA.ON .TRAINING tkERCISE
t , ;
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bt.

INSTRUCTIONS

KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION FORMS
4.

. Xour task is to make judgments, about the difficulty and importance of ind
eAsit questions fortminimally knowledgeg4 persons in all teacher e

dual
cation

'-fieIds; You will be a ed to draw upon your experience to const= t a
hypothetical .group of, person each of Whom, in your judgment, has .the inimum
amouvrCf. academic o complete the teacheneducation.prdgram r tired
for;ce i
effectively.

itification. Lou siana, and has them mum amount of knowledge to teach ',
T

:, ectively. The stay, arcs at You apply should be appropriate to both
critefia,"that is,,Toi academic prograff and then using the knowled0V ,,-'r

;gained the acadtpic Program to teach. In' drawing upon your
.

rienceybn -
, .

will irobably find three types, of persons for whom *diffd levee ciy,,:-
achievement would .represent minimum knowledge: (1) those who will pursue'

\
nonteaching after graduatiim;- (2) those who will pursue elementary At

.secondary pe6ching careers; and PI those who will pu :,gri6ate study; This
study itjEcince d only with soxjs who will purtumentary or beeondaryA
teaching ree an :the ssestments that you make with.respect to minimally
knowled able p= be made' with only .. this icates&ty. of persons-W;:Mliid....

,
....- 4

, -gments about the test nestiona. are to De malie7i? reference ,to, your n.ZOL1

1:1 ion, of a,tFoup .of .raill
re7ceaingagr0,).' . As yotrr

:Chink of this group: , Th
w

D,th

ly cidedgeable tudentsi, at aescrtbed In the
d each test qtie-sti and,,its underlined answer,

whether the ,'minimally knowledgeable student
Id find\each item to be easys(E),',,moderately difficult(M)4.",or hard(H).
E, H iiWthe columns labeqed "Item' DiffiCultY" on tht em EstimatiOri

to idelece.l.ovi.-jUdgitent. Now, think o_-. the ...importanc f the kno*Iedge
ed nswer the. teem .cprrectly; YOur dies= this14eeml_test

wledga.;, O' ortant0 kncdedge _-,(T) or rz. important
rc1 th m"Importance" 46E, X, or.:11,, colnma lapelled

udgment.Estima on refrec
. .

you with no basi whatsa or making
may

b choose not o rate th Rm. Do
o u ave fficulty in mak/ g a judgile ',you are

a difficult "one.. You wo ld hdose. n _t-tr rate

sis for. making an- judgme v

"-.,'Z'at skip items si
miP ecause

e .a decision eve. it
an em only when y

4at your experience pr
ju g out 'one of 'the ques

Ag your judgmenta
e a-ssigning,c5

t *1st judgmeqt

ou are not to be concer about how man nes
ailous categories: It i 9nr -responsibility to ap

each question indiiriduli y.

_-_
ons

ou .have i'":0 -
-..

jpdgmint.,_about the questions in t_ _

enti uesOon. t,.1,-.4.,,.. make you e that you haVe 3*--i-ed y
,Pttran ards consistent --, - e set. If

,..
1,

--'..,qt
--.K

The A rs,mb 11 be é fo
erasi car ^ hen you
each q e.c .ear

,

lk.tuber_;42: vesncil
na :figment ab

ill apprecia
your mind

ndicated.,

afsing a
that your
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As you turn to each new test item,- ,pleas0, be ,sure that the ripiqber bf-::1
questipn -mbe:.page corresponds to "ntliber on .the Iteir Estilition'ES

. When you', Dave made TjudgmentS-about 'all the question4 in he` set
-40.44that the number of n..z-for;whit 0411.av e

the form corresponds, to the nuinb r-of the-last esti= ion- set.

ter you aye rate. a- -, items, in. of quest on sets, . ou will be -asked to
complete, a second form; Review the decisions y u have mad about the ritin s .

item difficulty a4 importance Cone ider the items u ated as7' is -tan
es, sential; In ,7your opinion; what percent of these items would; be an weitkdi
correcely by the minimally knowledgeable student? In other_ worde, if there were
100 easy/essential items, how many would the minimally knowledgeable student be .°
able .to answer correctly? Ma`.:.ela similar judgment. for -each 'of the ne . ,

combinations of di'fficulty and impbrtance.: Repid your judgments in the spaces
Rrovided on the Test Estimation ,Form:
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KNOWLEDGE ESTIMATION" TRAINING 4ERCISE.

Directions for Rating Ittm Difficulty

igeffi and the answer choicer which accompany,iit carefully. you
1.t...1iink_of how the minimally knowledgeable student lruld per

form. on this item. In your °Pinion,.
dent find thisoto bet' east item (E)
hard'ifem- (H)21 Circ4,the E,.M, or
culty" to reflect your ;judgment.' --,

would the minimallyknowledg able Istu-
; a moderately difficUIt 'item (M); or a
H in the column labelled. "Item Diifi-

Directions for Rating

As you read each itm, think of the importance of the knowledge required to
answer the item correctly: In your opinion, does this item test ,essential
knowledge (E),- knowledge (I), or not very important knowledge (N)?
Circle the .E; I, or N in the column labelled "Item Importance" to reflect

jmportance

ryour judgment.
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Item Number Item Difficulty
. .

Item Importance

,

"",
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TBSt- ISTIMAtION "ORM
.

Test Content

Direction

4 C J- i
When you have finished rating both queSiton sets for a test; complete this fOrm
for that test; Be sure to complete the:blanks at the' toP of, this. form., Then.;
review the decisionS you haVe made about the ratings of item difficulty. and
importane_. Consider the 'items you ave rated as 'easy. and essential. In. your
Opinion, what percent of these items ould be answered correctly _by the mini = _.
=lily knowledgeable student? Make imilai judgment for, each of the nine
coavingtions of difficulty and importance': Record- yongt judgments in the spaces
berow; .:;) 0: , .,

.

INPORTANCE

ESENi'Ih4

EASY

EASY
A

,
MODERAE

. IMPORTANT

MODERATE
o

MODERATE

E§gikikt
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KNOWLEDGE ESTIMAT I PN: TRA IN I NG WORKSHEET
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Enter the nUmber,
etc. into each of .the

2. Multiply each of these- by "40, .and enter. this new number on the
next line in each ,cell thck.tbitrix. The purpose of this pultiplication is
to increase artificially the-itumber of items in each cell while maintaining
the same ro tions as the Origin4 ratedp p r

Enter the percenetages of items at each level of difficulty and import
-Which tihe minirnaflly knowledgeable student should enswer correctly. into each
cell of the matrix, on the line marked These; are the percentages you

*entered on athe Test Estimation Porn'

4.. Multiply, this percentage by ,..the number 'in the Items X 10" space; enter.,
the. 'product in the apace' mark "Corr.ect". -For iexarople, if them are 20:.
items in the -"Items X '10'1- spac d.- §1:1 in the space; the number in the
"Correct" spac would be 20 : 9Q = 18. Perform thiS tabulation' for Aach
cell An the m .

EASY 11ODERATE

SSIENTIAL

,.

Items
:Items iX 10.

CORRECT.

Items
Items X '10

CORRECT


