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12 steps for effective test
development (Downing

In Downing, S. M. & Haladyna, T. M. Eds. (2006). )

1. Overall Plan /. Test Administration
2. What content is to be 8. Scoring Exam
tested? Responses
3: Test Specifications and  9: Establishing Passing
Blueprinting the Test Scores
4: Item Development 10: Report Exam Results
5: Test Design and 11: Item Banking
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Assembly 12: Test Technical
6: Test Production



Main challenge




Key concepts
-




Test equating methods

Mean Same relative ranking on both forms, difference in
difficulty is constant throughout entire score range

Similar score distribution for those taking Test A but
. allows relative difficulty to vary across score range
Linear (one form might be easier for low ability examinees)
but we can still equate

EC]Ui- In reference to percentile rank in group, larger samples

percentile

Item parameters independent of ability level of
examinees-- , I n v a'r- itemnandeexaminees can be
IRT scaled on same scale - (statistically most complex)
Sample size -1 parameter - 300 examinees

Sample size -3 parameter - 1,500 examinees







IRT enables the equating of test with common
or linking items

IRT scoring produces abllity estimates of
examinees NOT number scores

Ability estimates can be converted to scaled
scores

With 3-parameter IRT, more discriminating
items influence the ability estimate more that
less discriminating items




“1 RT scores potent.
l nf ormati on about th
their complexity makes them nearly

|l mpossi ble to expl
Wendler and Walker

in Downing, S. M. & Haladyna, T. M. (2006).
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“.the vali d I nterpret
results Is the responsibility of those who
develop and administer the
assessments and who produce the
score reports and interpretive
materi al s.
Ryan

in Downing, S. M. & Haladyna, T,




Which scoring method to use?

* The simplest method

 Viable in a given testing situation

* Yielding acceptable level of information

* Maintained by the testing program

Wendler and Walker\g— &
TESY



Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing

» Reliability and errors of measurement

* Test development and revision

« Scales, norms and score comparability

e Test administration, scoring and reporting

V

e The responsibilities of test users
[

* Educational testing and assessment

: S W /)
e Testing in program evaluation and public policy



EALTA guidelines
~

a . .
C.3.7. If there are different versions
of the test, how Is equivalence

verified?
\_ Y,
e B

C. 3.13. What results are reported?
How? To whom?

|







Exam reports




General principles for reporting
large-scale assessment results

Goodman, D. P. & Hambleton, R. K. ( 2004).

. Make the report readable, concise, and visually
attractive

. Keep the presentation clear, simple, and uncluttered
. Do not try to do too much with a data display

. Include text to support and improve the
Interpretation of charts and tables

. Minimize the use of statistical jargon
. Include a glossary of key terms




General principles for reporting
large-scale assessment results

7. Use bar charts to facilitate comparisons

8. Group data in meaningful ways

9. Use boxes or graphics to highlight main findings
10. Avoid the use of decimals

11.Use color in a purposeful manner (given the
potential for misuse, however, the general use of
color was not universally recommended)

12. Pilot the reports with members of the intended
audience

13. Create specially designed reports for different o
audiences




Assessment literacy

Principle 7 - Code of Ethics for ILTA

Language testers in their societal roles
shall strive to improve the quality of
language testing, assessment and
teaching services, promote the just
allocation of those services and

contribute to the education of society
regarding language learning and o
language proficiency.



THANK YOU

slbriggs@umich.edu
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