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LEAP 2025 U.S. History Technical Report 

FOREWORD 

Improving student achievement is a primary goal of any educational assessment program 

such as the Louisiana Educa tional Assessment Program 2025 (LEAP 2025). This technical 

report and its associated materials have been produced in a way that can help educat ors 

understand the technical characteristics of the assessment used to measure student 

achievement.  

 

The technica l information herein is intended for use by those who evaluate tests, interpret 

scores, or use test results in making educational decisions. It  is assumed that the reader 

has technical knowledge of test construction and measurement procedures, as stated in  

Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational Research 

Association, American Psychological Association, and Nation al Council on Measurement in 

Education, 2009) and in the new edition, Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 

(American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, and 

National Council on Measurement in Education, 2014 ). 
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1. Introduction  
The Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) has a long and distinguished history in the 

development and administration of assessments that support its state accountability 

system and are aligned t o its state content standards . Per state law, the LDOE is to 

administer statewide summative Social Studies assessments in grades 3 ɀ8 and in U.S. 

History . Fulfilling the directive of the Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary 

Education (BESE), the LDOE must deliver high -quality , Louisiana -specific standards -based 

assessments . Further, the LDOE and the BESE are committed to the development of 

rigorous assessments as one component of their comprehensive plan ɁLouisiana 

BelievesɁdesigned to ensure tha t every Louisiana student is on track to be successful in 

postseconda ry education and the workforce.  

 

The purpose of this Technical Report is to describe the process for the  operational  

administration  of the statewide summative S ocial Studies assessment  for high school 

U.S. History . This report outlines the testing procedures , including forms construction, 

administration, scoring and analyses, standard setting, and reporting of scores.  
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Summary of the 201 7ɀ2018 Activities  

WestEd and Pearson, in partnership  with  the  LDOE and Data Recognition Corporation 

(DRC), the administration vendor, developed a timeline to capture the major activities 

necessary to produce the fall 2017 and summer 2018  U.S. History operational forms, and 

the spring 2018 operational forms with embedded field test. Table 1 .1 summarizes those 

key activities along with the months during which the activities were completed.  

Table 1.1 

Key Activities from December 2016 to August 2018 

Date  Activity  

December 2016  ¶ Started  item development planning for spring 20 18 EFT 

JanuaryɀMarch  2017 

¶ Item development plans approved  

¶ Content development specifications and style guide updated  

¶ WestEd began item writing and development  

March  2017 ¶ 2017ɀ2018 Framework and Test Construction Document proposed  

MarchɀJune 2017 ¶ LDOE staff review ed proposed content  

July 2017 

¶ Item Content/Bias Review Committee convened  

¶ 2017ɀ2018 Framework and Test Construction Document approved; 

test construction activities began  

AugustɀOctober  

2017 

¶ Data for  spring 2017 results  reviewed  

¶ LDOE staff review ed proposed 2017 ɀ2018 test selections  

¶ Fall 2017 OP and AE materials  delivered  to administration vendor  

¶ Reconciliation meeting held between LDOE and WestEd staff  

¶ Planning Meeting held  

OctoberɀNovember  

2017 

¶ LDOE staff review ed proposed sprin g 2018 EFT test selections  

¶ Online content delivered to administration vendor  

November 2017  
¶ Technical Advisory Committee Meeting  convened  

¶ Began planning for standard setting  

Novemberɀ

December  2017  
¶ Fall 2017 test administered  

December 2017  ¶ Remaining spr ing 2018 materials delivered to administration vendor  

January 2018 ¶ Planning Meeting  held  

March 2018  
¶ Technical Advisory Committee Meeting  convened  

¶ Teacher Survey 

April 2018  
¶ Pre-policy Meeting  convened  

¶ Spring 2018 test administered , including EFT 

July 2018 ¶ Standard setting  initiated  

August 201 8 ¶ Data for  spring 2018 results  reviewed  
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2. Framework of Assessments  

The assessment framework include s information on both the spring 2017 embedded  field 

test and the first operational year.  It include s: 

¶ proposed te st designs ; 

¶ test blueprints ; 

¶ the range of standards to be covered ; 

¶ reporting categories ; 

¶ percentages of assessment items and score points by reporting category ; 

¶ projected testing times ; and 

¶ the numbers of forms to be administered.  
 

Based on the results of  the Data Review for the spring 2017 field test, the 2017 ɀ2018 

operational test forms were constructed. The Assessment Framework  was revised to 

include tables reflecting the actua l structure of the 2017 ɀ2018 test forms as constructed, 

as well as the statis tical item criteria used to guide item and form selection. In addition, 

the field test development plan for the embedded field test items was revised to reflect 

plans for the curr ent year.  

 

  



4 | LEAP 2025 U.S. History Technical Report 

3. Overview of the Test Development 
Process 
 

This section describes the process es used to develop  field test item sets and stand alone 

items to embed within the spring 2018 LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment.   

Item Development Plan  

WestEd proposed to revise eight  item sets from the existing  item bank and develop 10 

stand alone items , for a total of 1 20 items . The table  below provide s the overview of the 

developmen t plans for item sets and stand alone items.  Revised item sets included a 

combination of revised items and new items. All of the stand alone items were new items.  

 

 

Table 3.1 

Item Development Plan for Embedded Field Test  

  
Total 

Item 

Sets 

Total 

Items per 

Set 

SR CR  TE ER 
Total 

Items  

2018 

EFT 

6ɀitem w/ 2CR  ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ 

6ɀitem w/ 2TE  ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ ɀ 

6ɀitem w/ 1CR +2TE 8 ~13 86 8 16 0 110 

Standalone Items  (MC/MS) 0 ɀ 10 0 0 0 10 

TOTALS ACROSS ALL ITEM SETS 8 ɀ 96 8 16 0 120 
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Proposal and Review of Topics and Sources  

Determining Topics and Choosing Grade Level Expectations ( GLEs) 

The WestEd content lead reviewed  the existing item bank,  LDOE instructional mate rial s, 

and the U.S. History standards to help determine the content eligible for assessment  and 

what was needed to support the development of the operational assessment . After 

studying these resources, the content lead made recommendations for which item s ets 

should be revised and re -field tested. The content lead also generated  a list of topics  for 

stand alone items . 

 

When identifyi ng a topic, the WestEd content lead  considered:  

 

¶ what content is eligible for each GLE  per the U.S. History standards ; 

¶ which GLEs were not covered in great numbers in the item pool ; 

¶ which GLEs could appear together in sets to provide meaningful assessment of 

content and  concepts; and  

¶ how a topic could tie into the LDOEɅs goal of assessing larger themes rather than 

discrete facts.   

 

Topics were chosen to represent the breadth of assessable U.S. History content . Choosing  

which GLEs to assess was central to determining standalone items . The process of 

choosing GLEs was iterative and included the identification of potential GLEs that could be 

assessed together within  a single topic, as well as an understanding of the need t o 

address as many GLEs as possible in the field test . 

GLE Coverage  

By the end of the second year of development in U.S. History, WestEd  had developed at 

least 1 item  aligned to each of the 35 assessable GLEs that are associated with Standards 

2ɀ6. It also aligned as a secondary alignment at least 1 item to GLEs 1.2, 1.4, and 1.5 that 

are associated with Standard 1.  Although Standard 1 is not part of the reporting cate gory 

structure, alignment to Standard 1 GLEs demonstrates that the items address a range of 

historical thinking skills.  
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Obtaining LDOE Approval for Revision of Item Sets  

For item sets, WestEd submitted lists of proposed item s ets from the existing  item ban k to 

the LDOE for review to determine which ones would be eligible for revision . These lists 

described topics , the number of items and stimuli associated with each item set, the 

reporting category for each item set, and the de velopment requirements for rev ising each 

item set so that it would be compliant with current LDOE expectations . Once the LDOE 

approved the proposed item sets  to be revised  and expanded for the development cycle, 

stimulus  searching and development of item s ets began. 

Identifying Stimuli  

The stimuli for the LEAP  2025 U.S. History assessment include d authentic historical and 

contemporary documents, including letters, speeches, photographs, paintings, reports, 

and other primary source documents , such as authentic newspaper articles . The 

assessment also included secondary sources, such as book excerpts . These materials are 

supplemented by timelines, maps, tables, charts, and graphic organizers created by 

WestEdɅs design team. WestEd used both  experienced  internal and external  U.S. History 

assessment  editors as searchers to locate appropriate stimuli for item sets and 

standalone items . Before the editors began the process, the WestEd content lead  trained 

them  on the stimulus searching process, on the LDOEɅs objectives, and on best practices 

for  accessibility , as well as on bias and sensitivity issues. For an outline of the training , see 

Appendix A for the LEAP 2025 U.S. History Stimulus Search Training Agenda (2017ï2018).  

 

Public Domain versus Permissioned Work . WestEd endeavored to maintain a ratio of 

80% of the stimuli as royalty free , drawing from sources in the public domain or created 

internally , to 20% permissioned work. The actual percentage of permissioned work in the 

field test was 5% permissioned work and 95% in the public domain or cr eated internally 

by WestEd. Before administration of the assessment, WestEdɅs permissions coordinator 

obtained permission from the rights holders for five years of use of any work that 

required permission.  

 

Evaluating the Reading  Level of Stimuli . WestEd performed a Lexile analysis on each 

passage of the revised item sets to obtain a quantitative measure of the readability of the 

texts. The Lexile Analyzer, developed by MetaMetrics, analyzes the semantic and syntactic 
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features of a text and assigns it a Le xile measure. MetaMetrics also provides grade -level 

ranges corresponding to Lexile ranges. It should be noted that the grade -level ranges 

include overlap across grade levels. In addition to the Lexile measure, the ChildrenɅs 

WriterɅs Word Book (Mogilner, 2 006) and the EDL Core Vocabularies in Reading, Mathematics, 

Science, and Social Studies (Steck-Vaughn, 1989) were  used as additional measure s of 

grade-level appropriateness. WestEd and the LDOE also drew on  the  professional 

experi ence of educators, during Content and Bias Committee  review, to verify that 

sources would be accessible to students, and made changes based on  their feedback. 

Most of  the  stimuli chosen for the assessments were found to be below or at grade level; 

however,  some of  the authentic his torical documents were evaluated as above grade 

level. In those cases, additional support such as footnotes was added for words that were 

above grade level and for words or phrases that were thought to be sources of potential 

confusion for students. The appropriateness of the stimuli for both content and 

readability was an explicit part of the content review process  with Louisiana teachers.  

Obtaining LDOE Approval for Item Sets and Stimuli  

The WestEd content lead worked with LDOE staff to confirm that any new stimuli were 

appropriate for use as the sets were revised .  

 

For standalone items, WestEd submitted the items  along with their corresponding stimuli; 

there was no separate stimulus approval phase for the topics or stimuli for these items.  

Item Writing a nd Review Process  

WestEdɅs best practice is to employ  external  writers  and editors for U.S. History. WestEdɅs 

general process is to get LDOE approval for new writers on a project . The writer s and the 

editors received training  from WestEd  that outlined less ons learned from the previous 

cycle of development, reviewed LDOE expectations, and presented best practices for  item 

development, including bias and sensitivity. The LDOE did not participate in the writer and 

editor training. For an outline of the informa tion covered, see Appendix A for the LEAP 

2025 U.S. History Item Writer and Editor Training Agenda (2017 ï2018).  

 

After the training, item writers were provided with approved item  overviews, which 

identified the topic s, listed the GLEs to be addressed, and  offered specific guidance to the 
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item writer about how the content for each item should be addressed. The use of item 

overviews  allowed WestEd to control the quality of the standalone items and item sets 

during the item development cycle.  Once written, it ems went through two rounds of 

content editing, one round of proofreading, and a final round of review be fore being 

submitted to the LDOE for their first round of review. The LDOE had two rounds of review 

prior to Content and Bias Review Committee meetings . WestEd revised items based on 

the feedback provided by the LDOE assessment staff.  

 

After the training, editors were provided with documentation for the item sets to be 

revised and expanded. They were instructed to revise the item sets to match the curren t 

LDOE style as well as to develop new items to meet current LDOE expectations and 

requirements for field  testing t wo versions of each item set. Each item went through two 

rounds of editing, one round of proofreading, and one final round of review before b eing 

submitted to  the  LDOE for their first round of review. The LDOE had two rounds of review 

prior to Content and Bias Review Committee meetings. WestEd revised items based on 

the feedback provided by the LDOE assessment staff.  

 

Item Development Platform . Items were developed in Assessment Banking and Building 

solutions for Interoperable assessment (ABBI), PearsonɅs proprietary item development 

platform. In addition to the items and stimuli, the platform captured item metadata and 

allowed viewers to previe w items using PearsonɅs format viewer (TestNav 8). ϥn this view, 

items appeared together with their assoc iated stimuli in the set. The ability to examine the 

items and stimuli as a set was critical in the item review and in the evaluation of each setɅs 

content and cognitive demands on students.  

 

Style Guidelines . The LEAP 2025 U.S. History Content Style Guide was updated immediately 

following spring 2017 test construction  to reflect final formatting decisions made by  the  

LDOE. Throughout the development ph ase, when questions of style arose that were 

unanswered by existing documentation, Wes tEd consulted the LDOE, and approved 

changes were added to the Style Guide throughout the development and review process.  

 

LDOE Content Review . As writing and editing for  batches of item sets and standalone 

items were completed, the batches were sent to the LDOE for content lead review. 

Feedback from the LDOE review was implemented before content and bias review.  
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Content and Bias Review. After the completion of item deve lopment and the initial 

rounds of LDOE review, WestEd coordinated virtual content and bias review meetings. The 

meetings were led jointly by facilitators from the LDOE and WestEd. Participants included 

current classroom teachers,  content specialists, and s chool administrators. The LDOE 

recruited the participating educators, who represented schools across the state. Table 3. 2 

provides information about the representation of educators who participated in the 

content and bias reviews . 

 

 

Table 3.2  

Representation of Educators Participating in 2017ɀ2018 Content and Bias Reviews 

Grade Level  Teacher  School System   Coordinator  VI/HI Teacher  

USH 5 1 1 

 

 

Training and Security for Online Review. The virtual format of content and bias review 

allowed participants to ac cess the item development platform and vote on stimuli and 

items individually  before coming together in an online meeting format to discuss the 

items and stimuli as a group. Prior to accessing the platform, WestEd provided training to 

explain the content a nd bias review process and to review the security protocols 

associated with t he virtual pre -review and review. To orient educators to the process, 

WestEd described the criteria for evaluating items for content and bias considerations, 

explained how to use ABBI for item review, and showed educators how to individually 

review the ite ms and record their recommendation to accept, accept with edits, or reject 

an item.  

 

Committee members were provided a pre -review day during which they accessed the 

items using th e ABBI tool and voted on the items. Comments were compiled and shared 

with  the LDOE and WestEd facilitators prior to the joint virtual committee review. When 

the committee convened as a group, the committee members revisited and discussed all 

items and sti muli presented. A WestEd recorder took detailed notes about discussions 

and r ecorded the final committee recommendations. These notes were compiled for 

reconciliation with  the  LDOE and post-review implementation. Access to the items was 

tightly controlled by WestEd, with password access shutting off immediately following the 

close of each pre -review and review session. At the close of each session, committee 
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members were instructed to clear their internet browser history. In addition, all 

participants compl eted a nondisclosure agreement prior to accessing any items.  

 

Results of Con tent Review . The results of the reviewersɅ individual recommendations 

were captured in ABBI. Table 3. 3 provides the results based on the participantsɅ individual 

votes following t heir initial review of the stimuli  and items . Table 3.4 shows the results of 

the group votes after discussing and reaching consensus on the disposition of the stimuli 

and items . 

 

 

Table 3.3 

Vote Totals Based on Individual Votes Following Initial Review of Stimuli and Items 

Grade  
Number of 

Stimuli/Items  
Accept  

Accept 

with Edits  
No Vote  Reject  Grand Total  

USH 160 827 85*  3 1 916 

*Votes cast as ɈAccept with Reconciliationɉ were counted as ɈAccept with Editsɉ since this vote was not used 

during this round of review.  

 

 

Table 3.4 

Vote Totals for Items Based on Group Consensus for Stimuli and Items 

Grade  Number of Stimuli /Items  Accept  Accept with Edits  No Vote  Reject  

USH 160 115 45 0 0 

 

 

Post -Review Finalization . At the conclusion of the content and bias review s, WestEd 

content leads  consulted with  the  LDOE to reconcile any unresolved committee feedback. 

Following implementation of the committee Ʌs feedback , the LDOE and WestEd content 

leads met virtually for final item reconciliation. WestEd provided record s of all 

implemented changes to the LDOE prior to the virtual reconciliation meetings . During the 

reconciliation meetings, the  leads reviewed  the items to ensure that they were finalized  

for inclusion in the embedded field test . Once all content considerations were resolved, all 

items and stimuli went through a final formal fact -checking round and two additional 

rounds of proofreading . Any changes resulting from these reviews were submitted to the 

LDOE for approval.   
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4. Construction of Test Forms  

Initial Constru ction  

The purpose of the fall 2017, spring  2018, and summer 2018 forms construction activities 

was to create operational forms using items from the spring 2017 embedded field test 

and to embed field  test items in the spring 2018 form for potential use in f uture 

operational assessments. This section describes the process used to create operational 

and field test forms.  

Operational Forms  

Data review -approved items from the spring 2017 embedded  field test were available for 

use on the fall 2017 and spring 2018  operational assessments. (See the 2016ɀ2017 LEAP 

2025 U.S. History Technical Report: 2016ð2017 Field Test for results from the data review and 

reconciliation of the spring 2017 field test items.)  

 

WestEd completed item selection for one operational (OP) form and one administrati ve 

error (AE) form for the fall 2017 administration . The designation of these forms was 

reversed for the spring 2018 administration so that the fall operational assessment 

became the spring 2018 administrati ve error form and the fall administrati ve error form 

became the  basis for creating  the spring operational form.  Four operational forms were 

created for the spring administration. The difference between the four forms was the task 

that was selected. Otherwise, the item sets and st andalone items were the same across 

the four forms. WestEd worked with  the  LDOE content staff to select items for the forms 

following  the data review meeting in August and submitted these forms to Pearson 

psychometricians for consideration before formal su bmission to  the  LDOE for approval. 

The operational and administrati ve error form s were designed to adhere to the blueprint 

for U.S. History  and exhibit the broadest possible balance of content and breadth of GLE 

coverage. Based on these considerations , the  WestEd content lead sel ected the task first 

and followed with a combination of item sets and standalone items  that would ensure 

that  the relative distribution of score points by reporting category would meet  the 

blueprint for the operational assessment  and administrati ve error forms for U.S. History 

while avoiding similar content and topics across the balance of items and item types . 
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Placeholder items were included on the fall operational and administrati ve error forms to 

match the location and item type s of the field  test items that would appear on the spring 

2018 forms.  The spring 2018 administrative error form included placeholder it ems. Table 

4.1 provide s the original operational test design  for U.S. History as the forms were initially 

constructed for fall 2017 and spring 201 8. 

 

Table 4.1 

Original U.S. History Operational Test Composition for 2017ï2018 

Sets and 

Stand alone Items  

Total 

Sets 

Total 

Items 

per 

Set 

Total 

Points 

per 

Set 

SR CR TE ER 
Total 

Items  

Total  

Points  

6-Item Set  2 6 7 10 0 2 0 12 14 

6-Item Set with CR 2 6 8 8 2 2 0 12 16 

5-Item Set  4 5 6 16 0 4 0 20 24 

Standalone Items  0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 10 

Task Set 1 5 12 4  0 0 1 5 12 

Total  9    48 2 8 1 59 76 

 

However, as a result of discussions between  the  LDOE, WestEd, and Pearson, a decision 

was reached to adjust the length of  the  U.S. History test . Based on the testing time data 

from the spring 2017 embedded field test  and conversations with stakeholders , the LDOE 

and WestEd reduced the length of the operational test  by one item set and decrease d the 

number of field -test items by one item set and thr ee standalone items . As a result, the 

number of total points on the test was reduced from 76 to 69 and the composition of the 

test design was modified.  Points were reduced from each reporting category . The number 

of points in the reporting category Western  Expansion to Progressivism was reduced from 

13 to 12; the number of points in Isolationism through the Great War was reduced from 9 

to 8 points ; the number of points in Becoming a Great Power through  World War II was 

reduced from 15 to 14 points; the numb er of points in the reporting category The Cold 

War Era was reduced from 15 to 12 ; and the number of points in the reporting category 

The Modern Age was reduced from 8 to 7 points. Table 4.2 provide s the operational test 

design for U.S. History as the forms were constructed f or the 2017ð2018 administrations .  
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Table 4.2 

U.S. History Operational Test Composition for 2017ï2018 

Sets and 

Standalone Items  

Total 

Sets 

Total 

Items 

per 

Set 

Total 

Points per 

Set 

SR CR TE ER 
Total 

Items  

Total  

Points  

6-Item Set with 2 

TEs 
1 6 8 4 0 2 0 6 8 

6-Item Set with CR  2 6 8 8 2 2 0 12 16 

5-Item Set  3 5 6 12 0 3 0 15 18 

4-Item Set  1 4 5 3 0 1 0 4 5 

Standalone Items  0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 10 

Task  1 5 12 4 0 0 1 5 12 

Total  8   41 2 8 1 52 69 

 

Tables 4.3 and 4.4 provide the number of points per standard for the operational tests. 

Points for the tasks are presented separately from the other item types. The points for 

CRs are included in the standard rows, although they are no t included in the reporting 

category.  
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Table 4.3 

U.S. History Operational Test Point Compositions by Reporting Category for Fall 2017 

Standard  Task Standard  SR CR TE ER 
Total  

Points  

S2. Western 

Expansion to 

Progressivism  

 8 0 4 0 12 

S3. Isolationism 

th rough the 

Great War  

 6 0 2 0 8 

S4. Becoming a 

World Power 

through World 

War II 

 10 2 4 0 16 

S5. The Cold War 

Era 
 8 0 4 0 12 

S6. The Modern 

Age 
 5 2 2 0 9 

Total Points  

Excluding Task 
 37 4 16 0 57 

Task 

S4. Becoming a 

World Power through 

World War II  

1 0 0 0 1 

S5. The Cold War Era 3 0 0 8 11 

Total   41 4 16 8 69 
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Table 4.4 

U.S. History Operational Test Point Composition by Reporting Category for Spring 2018 

Standard  Task Standard  SR CR TE ER 
Total  

Points  

S2. Western 

Expansion to 

Progressivism  

 10 2 2 0 14 

S3. Isolationism 

through the Great 

War 

 6 0 2 0 8 

S4. Becoming a World 

Power through World 

War II 

 8 0 6 0 14 

S5. The Cold War Era  8 2 4 0 14 

S6. The Modern Age   5 0 2 0 7 

Total Points  Excluding 

Task 
 37 4 16 0 57 

Task Forms 1ɀ7 

S2. Western Expansion to 

Progressivism  
2 0 0 0 2 

S4. Becoming a World 

Power through World War II  
1 0 0 0 1 

S5. The Cold War Era 1 0 0 8 9 

Task Forms 8ɀ14 

S4. Becoming a World 

Power through World War II  
1 0 0 0 1 

S5. The Cold War Era 3 0 0 8 11 

Task Forms 15ɀ20 
S5. The Cold War Era 2 0 0 0 2 

S6. The Modern Age  2 0 0 8 10 

Task Forms 21ɀ26 

S3. Isolationism through the 

Great War  
2 0 0 0 2 

S4. Becoming a World 

Power through World War II  
1 0 0 8 9 

S5. The Cold War Era 1 0 0 0 1 

Total   41 4 16 8 69 

Field Test Version s 

Twenty -six embedded field  test forms were administered in spring 2018 for  U.S. History. 

This number is great er than the number of item sets that were revised from the existing 

item bank for field -testing. Because standards  for the U.S. History  assessment  were to be 
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set in summer 2018 following the spring 2018 administration, there was a need to field 

test as many items as possi ble so that  those items would appear on the same scale  for 

future operational assessments . All of the items selected fo r the fall 2017 operational 

administration were embedded in field  test positions . Additiona l item sets that had been 

field tested in spring 2017 were also embedded and re -field tested.  One or two versions of 

each item  set were field tested as needed.  

 

¶ 7 item sets from the fall 2017 operational form  were  embedded in field test 

positions  

¶ 6 revised item sets from the existing ite m bank were field tested  

¶ 5 item sets previously field tested in spring 201 7 were re-field tested  

¶ 1 item set developed but not field t ested in spring 2017 was field tested  

¶ 10 stand alone items from the fall 2017 administration were field tested  

¶ 10 stand alone items developed for spring 2018 were field tested  

¶ 41 stand alone items previously field tested were re -field tested  

 

The following em bedded field -test design was developed for the spring 2018 

administration : 

 

¶ One 6-item set with 2 TE or 1 TE  & 1 CR 

¶ Three stand alone items  

 

Because fewer stand alone items were developed than positions were available across the 

twenty -six field  test forms, stand alone items were repeated as necessary across the 

forms.  

 

In addition to content balance, the WestEd content le ad was careful to avoid cueing and 

clanging between items. Cueing occurs when content in one item provides clues to the 

answer of another it em. Clanging refers to overlap or similarity of content. Because 

content was purposefully distributed across the for ms, cueing and clanging were intended 

to have been avoided; however, developers also conducted a separate review of the 

forms to check for i nadvertent cueing or clanging.  

 

Following the final item placement by the WestEd content lead, test maps containing each 

itemɅs unique identification number (UϥN) were created. The test maps captured details 

about each proposed form , including test session , item sequence, unique item number, 
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and associated item metadata. Item descriptions were also included for each ite m, to aid 

in the review of the selection and placement of individual items.  

Revision and Review 

Psychometric Approval of Operational Forms  

Prior to submitting the forms to LDOE staff for review, Pearson psychometricians and 

WestEd content specialists parti cipated in an iterative process of reviewing and revising 

the forms . The psychometric review consisted of  compari sons of  the expected 

repres entation and the actual representation of reporting categories ( Standards 2ï6) and 

item types Ɂselected response (SR), constructed response (CR), technology enhanced (TE), 

and extended  response (ER)ðon the operational forms . The answer keys for multiple -

choice (MC) items also were examined , to determine whether  any forms had significantly 

non -uniform distributions of correct responses (A, B, C, and D) . Spreadsheets were used 

to generate frequency tables of reporting categories, item types, and MC answer keys  for 

each form and across forms.  Deviations from the bl ueprint  were identified and 

addressed. Test characteristic curves (TCC) based on item response theor etic models were 

applied to data, and conditional standard errors of measurement were computed for 

each iteration during the test construction process to ev aluate how well a proposed test 

form matched psychometric targets. Psychometric approval from Pearson was provided 

for all forms prior to submission to the LDOE for their review . 

LDOE Review  

Following the psychometric reviews, the test maps and constructed  sets were delivered to 

the LDOE for approval. Forms were reviewed by both LDOE content and psychometric 

staff. Based on the LDOE review, sets or items were replaced and the sequence of answer 

choices (for field  test items) and the sequence of items within  sets were revised as 

requested. Following these changes, the overall balance of answer choices and key runs 

was re-evaluated, and final adjustments were made to achieve the appropriate balance.  

Finalized test maps were used to create PDF versions of pape r forms, which were 

reviewed by WestEdɅs proofreaders before the items were transferred from ABBϥ to DRC. 
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Streamlining of Stimuli  

Following the spring 2017 field  test administration, the LDOE evaluated the student 

testing times . The Department expressed concern that the length of stimuli in item sets , 

particularly text -based documents , was a contributing factor to  students taking longer 

than anticipated  to complete the tests . As a result , the  LDOE requested that WestEd revisit 

the stim uli of existing field  test item sets and reduce the length of the stimuli  to the extent 

possible . Focus was also to be given to reducing  the reading level of stimuli where 

possible to further ensure  that the sources would n ot impede student performance on 

the assessments.  

Revisiting Design  

As part  of the effort to reduce the testing time on the assessment, WestEd worked with  

the  LDOE to reduce the length of the test for the 2017 ð2018 administration. The total 

number of  opera tional  points was reduced from 76 to 69 , and the number of operational 

item sets was decreased from 8 to 7. The number of embedded field -tested item sets was 

reduced from 2 to 1 , and the number of embedded standalone field  test items was 

reduced from 6 to 3 on each form.  
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5. Test Administration  

This section  describes processes and activities implemented and information 

disseminated to help ensure standardized test administration procedures and, thus, 

uniform test administration conditions for students. Acc ording to the American 

Educational Research Associatio n (AERA), American Psychological Association (APA), and 

National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) (2014) Standards for Educational 

and Psychological Testing (hereafter the Standards), ɈThe usefulness and interpretability of 

test scores require th at a test be administered and scored according to the developerɅs 

instructionsɉ (111). This chapter examines how test administration procedures 

implemented for the Louisiana Educational Assessment Progr am for High School 2025 

(LEAP 2025 HS) strengthen and support the intended score interpretations and reduce 

construct -irrelevant variance that could threaten the validity of score interpretations.  

Training of School Systems   

To ensure that LEAP 2025 HS assessments are administered and  scored in accordance 

with the DepartmentɅs mandates, the LDOE takes a primary role in communicating with 

and training school system  personnel. The LDOE provides train -the -trainer opportunities 

for school system test coordinat ors, who in turn convey test  administration training to 

schools within their school system . The LDOE conducts quality -assurance visits during 

testing to ensure school system  adherence to the standardized administration of the 

tests.  

 

The school system test  coordinators are responsible  for the schools within their school 

system. They disseminate information to each school, offer assistance with test 

administration, and serve as liaisons between the LDOE and their school system . The 

LDOE also provides assista nce with and interpretation o f assessment data and test 

results.  
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Ancillary Materials  

Ancillary materials for LEAP 2025 HS test administration contribute to the body of 

evidence of the validity of score interpretation. This section examines how the test  

materials address the standards related to test administration procedures.  

 

For the spring 201 8 test administration, DRC produced an administration manual, the 

LEAP 2025/EOC Test Administration Manual (TAM), which serves for the LEAP 2025 

administrations.  

 

DRC also produced a test coordinator manual . LDOE assessment staff review  and provide 

feedback  and final approval for the  test administration and test coordinator  manuals. The 

manual s are inclusive of all LEAP 2025 HS assessments in ELA, mathematics, social 

studies, and science. The manual  provide s detailed instructions for school system  and 

school test coordinatorsɅ responsibilities to distribute and collect test materials and to 

return test materials to DRC when appropriate.  

 

The TAM provides detailed i nstru ctions for administering the LEAP 2025 HS assessments. 

The manual includes instructions for test security, test administrator responsibilities, test 

preparation, administration of online t ests, and post -test procedures.  

 

The Standards contain multiple  references relevant to test administration. Information in 

the TAM addresses these in the following manner.  

 

The manualɅs directions for test administration address Standard 4.15  from the Standards, 

which states : 

 

The directions for test administration sh ould be presented with sufficient 

clarity so that it is possible for others to replicate the administration 

conditions under which the data on reliability, validity, and (where 
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appropriate) norms were obtained. Allo wable variations in administration 

proced ures should be clearly described. The process for reviewing requests 

for additional testing variations should also be documented. (90)  

 

The TAM provides instructions for before -, during -, and after -testing activitie s with 

sufficient detail and clarity to s upport reliable test administrations by qualified test 

administrators. To ensure uniform administration conditions throughout the state, 

instructions in the test  administration manuals describe the following: genera l rules of 

online testing; assessment dur ation, timing, and sequencing information; and the 

materials required for testing.  

 

Furthermore, the standardized procedures addressed in the TAM need to be followed, as 

the Standards state in Standard 6 .1: ɈTest administrators should follow carefully the 

standardized procedures for administration and scoring specified by the test developer 

and any instructions from the test userɉ (114). To ensure the usefulness and 

interpretability of test scores and to minim ize sources of construct -irrelevant variance, it  

was essential that the LEAP 2025 tests were administered according to the prescribed test 

administration manual. It should be noted that adhering to the test schedule is also a 

critical component. The test a dministration manuals included instructions for scheduling 

the test within the state testing window. The test administration manual also contained 

the schedule for timing each test session.  

 

Standard 6.3 . Changes or disruptions to standardized test adminis tration procedures or 

scoring should be document ed and reported to the test user. (115)  

 

Department staff release annual test security reports about  testing concerns observed 

during monitoring visits. These reports describe a wide range of improper activit ies that 

may occur during testing, including cop ying and reviewing test questions with students or 

using a calculator on parts of the test where it is not allowed.  

 

Standard 6.4 . The testing environment should furnish reasonable comfort with minimal 

distra ctions to avoid construct -irrelevant variance. ( 116) 

 

The TAM outline s the steps that teachers should take to prepare classroom environment 
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testing for administering the LEAP 2025 online test. These include the following:  

 

¶ Determine the layout of the classroom environment.  

¶ Plan seating arrangements. All ow enough space between students to prevent the 

sharing of answers.  

¶ Eliminate distractions such as bells or telephones.  

¶ Use a Do Not Disturb sign on the door of the testing room.  

¶ Make sure classroom maps, charts, and any other materials that relate to the 

content and processes of the test are covered or removed or are out of the 

studentsɅ view. 

 

Standard 6.6 . Reasonable efforts should be made to ensure the integrity of test scores by 

elimina ting opportunities for test takers to attain scores by fraudulent o r deceptive 

means. (116)  

 

The test administration manuals present instructions for post -test activities to ensure that 

online tests are submitted and printed test materials are handled prop erly to maintain 

the integrity of student information and test scor es. Detailed instructions guide test 

examiners in submitting all online test records. For students who were administered a 

braille version of the LEAP 2025 assessment, examiners are instruc ted to transcribe 

studentsɅ responses from the braille test book in to the online testing system (INSIGHT) 

exactly as they responded in the braille test book.  

 

Standard 6.7 . Test users have the responsibility of protecting the security of test 

materials at  all times. (117)  

 

Throughout the manuals, test coordinators and ex aminers are reminded of test security 

requirements and procedures to maintain test security. Specific actions that are direct 

violations of test security are so noted. Detailed information about test security 

procedures is presented under ɈTest Securityɉ in the test administration manuals.  
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Time  

Each session of each content area test was timed to provide sufficient time for students to 

attempt all items. The test administration manuals provided examiners with timing 

guidelines for the assessments.  

Online F orms Administration  

The online forms were administered  via DRCɅs ϥNSϥGHT online assessment system. School 

system and school personnel set up test sessions via DRCɅs online testing portal, eDϥRECT, 

and printed test tickets. Students entered their ticket inf ormation to access the test in 

INSIGHT. In addition, s tudents had access to Online Tools Training, which allowed them to 

practice using tools and features within INSIGHT. Students were required to experience 

the Online Tools Training (OTT) before the compu ter -based test administration. The OTT 

allows students  to observe and practice features of the Online Assessment Software prior 

to an actual test administration. Students were also required  to view the Student 

Tutorials, which present visual and verbal des criptions of the properties and features of 

the DRC INSIGHT Online Assessment Software.  

Accessibility and Accommodations  

Accessibility features and a ccommodations include Access for All , Accessibility Features , 

and Accommodations.  

 

¶ Access for All features  are available to all students taking an assessment.  

¶ Accessibility Features  are available to students when deemed appropriate by a 

team of educators.  

¶ Accommodations must appear in a studentɅs ϥEP/504/EL plan. 

 

Accommodations may be used with students who qu alify under  the  Individual s with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and have an IEP or Section 504 of the Americans with 

Disabilities Act and have a Section 504 plan, or who are identified as English learner s (ELs).  
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Accommodations must be specified in th e qualifying studentɅs individual plan and must be 

consistent with accommodations used during daily classroom instruction and testing. The 

use of any accommodation must be indicated on the student information sheet at the 

time of test administration. AERA,  APA, and NCME Standard 6.2 states: 

 

When formal procedures have been established for requesting and receiving 

accommodations, test takers should be informed of these procedures in advance of 

testing. (115)  

 

In complia nce with this standard, the TAM contai ns the list of Universal Tools, Designated 

Supports, and Accommodations permis sible for the LEAP assessments. The following  

accommodations were provided by DRC for this administration:  

¶ Braille  

¶ Text-to -Speech 

¶ Directions in Native Language  
 

The following additional  access and accommo dation features were also available.  

¶ Answers Recorded  

¶ Extended Time  

¶ Transferred Answers  

¶ Individual/Small Group Administration  

¶ Tests Read Aloud 

¶ English/Native Language Word -to -Word Dictionary  

¶ Directions Read Aloud/Clarified in Nat ive Language 

¶ Text-to -Speech 

¶ Human Read Aloud  

¶ Directions in Native Language  

 

For more details about these accommodations, please refer to the LEAP Accessibility and 

Accomm odations Manual.  

Testing Windows  

Operational and field test items were administered du ring the o nline testing , which  was 

available from Monday , April 23, through Friday , May 18, 2018. 
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Test Security Procedures  

Maintaining the security of all test materials is crucial to preventing the possibility of 

random or systematic errors, such as una uthorized exposure of test items that would 

affect the valid interpretation of test scores. Several test security measures ar e 

implemented for the LEAP 2025 HS assessments. Test security procedures are discussed 

throughout the TCM and TAM.  

 

Test coordinat ors and administrators are instructed to keep all test materials in locked 

storage, except during actual test administration,  and access to secure materials must be 

restricted to authorized individuals trained in test security (e.g., test administrators an d 

the school test coordinator). During the testing sessions, test administrators are directly 

responsible for the security of  the LEAP 2025 HS and must account for all test materials 

and supervise the test administrations  at all times.  

 

The LDOE routinely conducts comprehensive  data forensics with the admin istration  

vendor . Incidents that warrant further investigation with prospective voided test results 

include p lagiarism , excessive wrong -to -right response changes, and patterns of unusual 

school -level gain s. 
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6. Scoring Activities  

Answer Key Verification  

After a targeted num ber of tests were administered, DRC conducted an answer key 

verification. The purpose of this verification was to verify that the correct answers were 

being properly applied during the scoring process.  

 

DOTS Process. DRC created a DOTS file, based on the approved test selection.  The DOTS 

is a document containing information about each item on a test form, such as item 

identifier, item sequence, answer key, score points,  subtest, session,  content standard, 

and prior use of item. WestEd reviewed and confirmed  the contents of the DOTS file as 

part of test review rounds. The DOTS file was then provided to the LDOE for multiple 

rounds of review, then final approval. Once approved,  the informat ion contained in the 

DOTS was used in scoring the test and in reporting.  

  

Multiple -Choice Item Keycheck . Scoring of SR items is evaluated with  TRIAN, a 

standardized Pearson program that calculates MC item statistics, to verify that MC items 

were keyed cor rectly (i.e., that the true correct response was applied durin g scoring). 

Items are flagged if item statistics fall outside expected ranges. For example, items are 

flagged if few students select the correct response ( p-value less than 0.15), if the item 

does not discriminate well between students of lower and higher ability (point -biserial 

correlation less than 0.20), or if many students (more than 40%) select a certain incorrect 

response. Lists of flagged MC and MS items, with the reasons for flagging, are provided to 

WestEd content staff for key verification. Scoring of MS items was evaluated at data 

review.  

 

Scoring of TEs and Adjudication . All TE and MS items were processed through DRCɅs 

autoscoring engine and scored according to the assigned scoring rul es as established 

during content creation by WestEd in conjunc tion with the LDOE. DRC ensured that all 

rubrics and scoring rules were verified for accuracy before scoring any TE items. DRC 

established an adjudication process for technology -enhanced items t o verify that correct 

answers were identified. DRCɅs technology-enhanced scoring process included the 

following procedures:  
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¶ A scoring rubric was created for each TE item. The r ubric described the one and 

only correct answer for dichotomously scored items (i.e., items scored as either 

right or wrong). If partial credit was possible, the rubric described in detail the 

type of response that could receive credit for each score point . 

¶ The information from the scoring rubric was entered into the scoring system 

within the item banking system so that the truth resided in one place along with 

the item image and other metadata. This scoring information designated 

specific information that varied by item type. For example, for a drag -and-drop 

item, the information inc luded which objects are to be placed in each drop 

region to receive credit.  

¶ The information was then verified by another autoscoring expert.  

¶ After testing started, reports were generated that showed every response, how 

many students gave that response, and  the score the scoring system provided 

for that response.  

¶ The scoring was then checked against the scoring rubric using two levels of 

verification.  

¶ If any discrepancies were fou nd, the scoring information was modified and 

verified again. The scoring proces s was then rerun. This checking and 

modification process continued until no other issues were found.  

¶ As a final check, a final report was generated that showed all student respo nses, 

their frequencies, and their received scores.  

 

In the case of braille tes t forms, student responses to items were transcribed into the 

online system by a test administrator.  

 

TE item s and other eligible items  identified in the test map were automatically scored as 

tests were processed. TE item s were scored according to scoring rules in the Directory of 

Test Specifications (DOTS), which includes scoring information for all item types . 

 

The adjudication process f ocuses on detecting possible errors in scoring TE  and MS items . 

DRC provides a report listing the frequency distribution s of TE item  responses  and MS 

items . Members of the LDOE and WestEd content staff examine the TE and MS response 

distributions  and the a uto -frequency reports  to evaluate whether the items were scored 

appropriately. In the event that scoring  issues are iden tified, WestEd content staff and the 

LDOE review recommend changes to the scoring algorithm . Any changes to the scoring 
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algorithm are based on the LDOEɅs decisions. DRC, in turn, applies the approved scoring 

changes to any affected items.  

Constructed -Response and Extended -Response Scoring 

A full description of the methods used to score  construc ted and extended responses can 

be found in the LEAP Processing RulesɁScoring (LEAP Spring 2018) document. The document 

table of contents is listed below.  

 

¶ Schedule, Locations, and Staffing  

o Training and Scoring Schedule  

o Scorer Degree Requirements  

¶ Training  

o Social Studies Training Materials  

¶ Qualifying  

¶ Reader Monitoring Procedures  

o Team Leader Read-Behinds  

o Validity Responses  

o Recalibration Sets  

o Inter -Rater Reliability  

o Handscoring Quality Control Reports  

Á Scoring Summary Report Sample Ɂ8-Point, Two -Trait Extended -

Response Item  

Á Scoring Summary Report Sample Ɂ2-Point Constructed -Response Item  

o Expected Agreement Rates (Inter -Rater Reliability and Validity)  

Á Spring 2018 Operational E xtended -Response ItemsɁ2017 Field Test 

Handscoring Data  

Á Spring 2018 Operational Constructed -Response ItemsɁ2017 Field Test 

Handscoring Data  

o Reader Feedback Logs 

¶ Handscoring Rules  

o AI Scoring of Grade 5ɀ8 ER Items 

o Scoring of CR Items and Grade 3 & 4 ER Items  

¶ Handling Unusual Responses  

o Nonscore Blanks  
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Á Grade 3ɀ8 CR and ER Nonscore Code 

o Alerts  

¶ Artificial Intelligence Scoring   

o Model Building  

o 2018 Model Enhancement Process  

o Evaluation Metric  

o Scoring Responses with the AI Engine  

o Quality Control of the AI Engine (MI)  

o Scoring (DRC) 

o Identifying Responses for Human Review  

Á Alert Detection System  

Á Identification of Non -Alert Responses Requiring Human Review  

Á Identifying Copied Text and Plagiarism with the AI Engine  

¶ Appendix  

 

It should be noted that Tables 6.1 through 6.4 pro vide the inter -rater reliability and score 

point distributions for the constructed -response and extended -response items 

administered in the 2017 ɀ2018 forms.  
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Table 6.1 

Constructed-Response Inter-Rater Reliability 

Administration  Item  

Inter -Rater Reliabili ty  

2x 
Percent Exact 

Agreement  

Percent 

Adjacent 

Agreement  

Percent  

Non -

Adjacent  

Spring 2018  USH_Item1 ɰ7,240 78 22 0 

 USH_Item2 ɰ7,600 80 19 0 

Note. Total Exact+ Adjacent+ Non -adjacent does not always add up to 100% due to rounding  

 

Table 6.2 

Constructed-Response Score Point Distributions Spring 2018 

Item  

Score Point Distribution  

Total  
Percent 

Ɉ0ɉ Rating 

Percent  

Ɉ1ɉ Rating 

Percent 

Ɉ2ɉ Rating 

Percent 

Blank  

USH_Item1 ɰ39,700 22 55 23 0 

USH_Item2 ɰ39,700 55 24 21 0 

 

 

Table 6.3 

Extended-Response Inter-Rater Reliability Spring 2018 

Item  

 Inter -Rater Reliability  

2x Dimension  
Percent Exact 

Agreement  

Percent 

Adjacent 

Agreement  

Percent  

Non -

Adjacent  

USH_Item1 ɰ5,440 
Content  94 6 0 

Claim 93 7 0 

USH_Item2 ɰ7,110 
Content  95 5 0 

Claim 94 6 0 

USH_Item3 ɰ9,990 
Content  96 4 0 

Claim 95 5 0 

USH_Item4 ɰ10,140 
Content  93 7 0 

Claim 93 7 0 

Note. Total Exact+ Adjacent+ Non -adjacent does not always add up to 100% due to rounding  
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Table 6.4 

Extended-Response Score Point Distributions 

Item  Total  

Score Po int Distribution  

Dimension  
Percent Ɉ0ɉ 

Rating  

Percent  Ɉ1ɉ 

Rating  

Percent Ɉ2ɉ 

Rating  

Percent Ɉ3ɉ 

Rating  

Percent Ɉ4ɉ 

Rating  

Percent 

Blank  

USH_Item1 ɰ10,520 
Content  16 32 31 15 3 0 

Claim 21 28 30 15 3 0 

USH_Item2 ɰ11,340 
Content  31 32 21 11 5 0 

Claim  29 35 21 10 4 0 

USH_Item3 ɰ14,060 
Content  21 34 26 11 6 0 

Claim 31 33 21 10 3 0 

USH_Item4 ɰ16,720 
Content  37 30 26 11 4 0 

Claim 32 27 25 10 4 0 
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7. Data Analysis  

Classical Item Statistics  

A measure of item difficulty, p (or Ɉthe p-valueɉ), indi cates the average proportion of total 

points earned on an item. For example, if p = 0.50 on an MC item, then half of the 

examinees earned a score of 1. If p = 0.50 on a CR item, then examinees earned half of the 

possible points on average (e.g., 1 out  of 2 possible points). The corrected point -biserial is 

a measure of item discrimination. Items with higher item -total correlations provide better 

information about overall student ability (i.e., they discriminate between lower - and 

higher -ability students ). Table 7.1 summarizes several key classical item statistics from 

2018 field -tested items. The majority of items field  tested were MC, complemented by 

other item types that comprised 25% of the field test item pool. The summary table and 

the box plots tha t fol low illustrate the range of item difficulties  by item type, and good 

item -total discriminating power  for all item types overall.  

 

 

Table 7.1 

Summary of Classical Statistics for Field Test Items for U.S. History 

Item Type  N Items  
p-value 

Mean  

p-value 

SD 

Ite m -Total  

Correlation  

Mean  

Item -Total  

Correlation  

SD 

Percent 

with  B-

level  DIF 

Percent 

with  C-

level  DIF 

MC 162 0.57 0.13 0.38 0.09 15% 1% 

MS 11 0.36 0.15 0.39 0.13 18% 0% 

CR 10 0.21 0.10 0.42 0.12 30% 10% 

TE 28 0.42 0.10 0.46 0.11 21% 4% 
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Figure 7.1 Box Plot of Item p-Values 
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Figure 7.2 Box Plot of Item-Total Correlations/Point Biserial (PBIS) 
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Differential Item Functioning  

Differential item functioning (DIF) analyses are designed to detect statistical evidence of 

potential item bia s. Because test scores can have many sources of variation, the test 

developersɅ task is to create assessments that measure the intended abilities and skills 

without introducing extraneous elements or construct -irrelevant variance. When te sts 

measure someth ing other than what they are intended to measure, test scores will reflect 

these unintended skills and knowledge, as well as what is purportedly assessed by the 

test. If this occurs, these tests can be called biased (Angoff, 1993; Camilli  & Shepard, 1994; 

Green, 1975; Zumbo, 1999). One of the factors that may render test scores as biased is 

differing cultural and socioeconomic experiences.  

 

Analysis of DIF is a statistical method to detect potential bias of an item. DIF is defined as 

a difference between g roups (e.g., male and female) in the probability of getting an item 

correct. These analy ses are conditioned on the ability that the assessment is intended to 

measure . 

 

The DIF methodology for dichotomous items used the Mantel ɀHaenszel (MH) DIF statistic 

(Holland & Thayer, 1988 ; Mantel & Haen szel, 1959). The MH method is frequently used 

and is efficient in terms of statistical power (Clauser & Mazor, 1998). The MH chi-square 

statistic is computed as  
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where krN 1  is the number of correct responses in the reference group at ability level k, 

kfN 0  is the number of incorrect responses in the focal group at ability level k, kN  is the 

total number of responses,  kfN 1  is the number of correct responses in the focal group at 

ability level k, and krN 0  is the number of incorrect responses in the reference gro up at 

ability level k. The MH DIF statistic is based on a 2×2× M (2 groups × 2 item scores × M 

strata) frequency table, in whic h students in the reference (male or white) and focal 

(female or black) groups are matched on their total raw scores . 

 

The ƠMH DIF is computed as  

ȹMH DIF= ).ln(35.2 MHa-  

Positive values of ƠMH DIF indicate items that favor the focal group  (i.e., positive DIF items 

are differentially easier for the focal group) , whereas negative values of ƠMH DIF indicate 

items that favor the reference group  (i.e., negative DIF items are differentially easier for 

the reference group) . Ninety -five percent  confidence intervals for ƠMH DIF are used to 

conduct statistical tests.  

 

The MH chi-square statistic and the ƠMH DIF were used in combination to identify the  field 

test items that exhibit strong, weak, or no DIF (Zieky, 1993). Table 7.2 defines the DIF 

categories for dichotomous items .  

 

 

Table 7.2 

DIF Categories for Dichotomous Items 

DIF Category  Criteria  

A (negligible)  |  ƠMH DIF | is not significantly diffe rent from 0.0 or is less than 1.0.  

B (slight to moderate)  

1. |  ƠMH DIF | is significantly different from 0.0 but not from 1.0, and 

is at least 1.0; OR  

2. |  ƠMH DIF | is significantly different f rom 1.0, but is less than 1.5.  

Positive values are classified as ɈB+ɉ and negative values as ɈBɀ.ɉ 

C (moderate to large)  
|  ƠMH DIF | is significantly greater than 1.0 and is at least 1.5.  

Positive values are classified as ɈC+ɉ and negative values as ɈCɀ.ɉ 
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For polytomous items, the standardized mean difference  (SMD) (Dorans & Schmitt, 1991; 

Zwick, Thayer, & Mazzeo, 1997) and the Mantel ʔP

2
P statistic (Mantel, 1963) are used to 

identify items with DIF.  SMD estimates the average difference in performance between the 

reference group and the focal group while contr olling for stu dent ability. To calculate SMD, 

let M represent the matching variable (total test score). For all M = m, identify the students 

with raw score m and calculate the expected item score for the reference group ( ERrm R) and 

the focal group ( ERfm R). DIF is define d as DRm R = ERfm R ɀ ERrm R, and SMD is a weighted average of DRm R 

using the weights wRm R = NRfm R (the number of students in the focal group with raw score m), 

which gives the greatest weight at score levels most frequently attained by students  in the 

focal group.  

 

SMD = 
В

В

В

В
 

 

SMD is converted to an effect -size metric by dividing it by the standard deviation of item 

scores for the total group . A negative SMD value indicates an item on which the focal 

group has a lower mean than the reference group, condition ed on the matching variable. 

On the other hand, a positive SMD value indicates an item on which the reference group 

has a lower mean than the focal group,  condi tion ed on the matching variable.  

 

The MH DIF statistic is based on a 2×( T+1)×M (2 groups × T+1 item scores × M strata) 

frequency table, where students in the reference and focal groups are matched on their 

total raw scores ( T = maximum score for the item) . The Mantel ʔP

2
P statistic is defined by the 

following equation:  

 

MantelɅs …
В В В В

В В
. 

The p-value associated with the Mantel ʔP

2
P statistic and the SMD (on an effect -size metric) 

are used to determine DIF classifications. Table 7.3 defines the DIF categories for 

polytomous items .  

 

 

  



  

38 | LEAP 2025 U.S. History Technical Report 

Table 7.3 

DIF Categories for Polytomous Items 

DIF Category  Criteria  

A (negligible)  Mantel ǒP

2
P p-value > 0.05 or | SMD/SD| ¢ 0.17 

B (slight to moderate)  Mantel ǒP

2
P p-value < 0.05 and 0.17<| SMD/SD| <  0.25 

C (moderate to large)  Mantel ǒP

2
P p-value < 0.05 and | SMD/SD| ɰ 0.25 

 

Two DIF analyses were conducted for field test items: female/male and black/ white. That 

is, item score data were used to detect items on which female or male students 

performed unexpectedly well or unexpectedly poorly, given their performance on the full 

assessment. The same methods were used to detect items on which black o r whit e 

students performed unexpectedly well or unexpectedly poorly, given their performance 

on the full assessment. The last two columns of Table  7.4 provide the percentages of 

items flagged for DIF. Items flagged with B -DIF are said to exhibit slight to modera te DIF, 

and items with C -DIF are said to exhibit moderate to large DIF. Very few  field test  items 

were flagged for C -DIF by either analysis.  

 

Note that DIF flags for dichotomous items are based on the MH statistics while DIF flags 

for p olytomous items are based on the combination of Mantel ǒ2 p-value and SMD 

statistics.  

 

Table 7.4 

Summary of DIF Flags for Field Test Items for U.S. History 

Comparison Groups  A B,[B-] C,[C-] 

Female ɀ Male 191 9,[9] 0,[2] 

African American ɀ White  185 2,[23] 0,[1] 

 

All items exhibiting DIF were reviewed by the  LDOE and WestEd content staff.  Per the 

LDOEɅs standard practice, if multiple  item s exhibiting statistical DIF must  be used on a 

test,  the items to be used are purposefully reviewed and selected to ensure that the DIF 

flags do not consistently favor or dis favor the same comparison group . At the  2018 data 

review, no items were found to exhibit bias , and no items were rejected from the 

prospective item pool  strictly on the basis of  DIF analysis results . 
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Item Calibration  

The LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment  is a standards -based assessment  that has  been 

constructed to align rigorously to the Louisiana Student Standards for Social Studies , as 

defined by the LDOE and Louisiana  educators. For each course , the content standards 

specify the subject matter students s hou ld know and the skills they should be able to 

perform. In addition, performance standards specify how much of the content standards 

students need to master in order to achieve proficiency. Constructing tests to content 

standards enables the tests to ass ess the same constructs from one year to the next.  

 

Item Response Theory (IRT) models were used in the item calibration for the  LEAP 2025 

U.S. History  test. The LEAP 2025 U.S. History test was calibrated independent of the 

EOC U.S. History  test.  Scaling is the process whereby we associate student performance 

with some ordered value, typically a number. The most common and straightforward way 

to score a test is to simply use the sum of points a student earned on the test , namely,  

raw score. Although the raw score is conceptually simple, it can be interpreted only in 

terms of a particular set of items. When new test forms are administered in subsequent 

administrations, other types of derived scores must be used to compensate for any 

differences in the difficul ty of the items and to allow direct comparisons of student 

performance between administrations. Typically, a scaled metric is used, on which test 

forms from different years are equated.  

Measurement Model s 

IRTPRO, a software application for item calibration  and test scoring, was used to estimate 

item response theory (IRT) parameters from LEAP  2025 data. Multiple -Choice (MC) and 

Multiple -Select (MS) items were both scored dichotomously (0/1), so the 3 -parameter 

logistic model (3PL) was applied to t hose data:  

 

ὴὭ—Ὦ ὧὭ
ρ ὧὭ

ρ Ὡ
ὈὥὭ—ὮὦὭ

. 

 

In that model, ὴὭ—Ὦ is the probability that student j would earn a score of 1 on item i, b Ri R is 

the difficulty parameter for item i, aRi R is the slope (or discrimination)  parameter for item i, 

cRi R is the pseudo -chance (or guessing) parameter for item i, and D is the constant 1.7.  
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This operational test also included three types of polytomous items: TEs scored 0 ɀ2, CR 

items scored 0 ɀ2, and ER items scored on two 0 ɀ4 traits . Data from polytomous i tems 

were used to estimate parameters for the g eneralized partial credit model (GPCM ) 

(Muraki, 1992 ): 

 

ὴ
Ὥά
—Ὦ

ÅØÐВ ὈὥὭ—ὮὦὭὨὭὯ
ά
Ὧπ

В ÅØÐὈὥὭ—ὮὦὭὨὭὺ
ὓὭρ
ὺπ

, 

 

where ὥ— ὦ Ὠ ḳπ, ὴ —  is the probability of an examinee with — getting score 

m on item i, and Mi is the number of score categories of item i with possible item scores as 

consecutive integers from 0 to Mi ɀ 1. In the GPCM, the d parameters define the Ɉcategory 

intersectionsɉ (i.e., the — value at which examinees have the same  probability of scoring 0 

and 1, 1 and 2, etc.).  

Field Test  Item Parameters  

The distributions of item parameters are summarized in Table 7.5. Figures 7.3ɀ7.5 provide 

Box Plot  displays of the distribution s of IRT parameter estimates by item type. The IRT a-

parameter , or the discrimination parameter, represents the relationship between the 

probability of a correct response and increasing ability. The IRT b-parameter, or the 

location parameter, represents the difficulty of the item  on the latent trait scale . The IRT c-

parameter, or the pseudo -guessing parameter, represents an itemɅs lower asymptote. CR 

and ER items have no c parameters because they are polytomous items and are therefore 

modeled using the GPCM.  A desired range of item parameters can be found in the 

frame work used for test construction.   

 

Table 7.5  

Summary of IRT Statistics for Field Test Items for U.S. History 

Item Type  N Items  b Mean  b SD a Mean  a SD c Mean*  c SD* % Fit  

MC 162 0.24 0.76 0.90 0.30 0.20 0.06 95% 

MS 11 0.90 0.84 0.86 0.22 0.07 0.03 91% 

CR 10 0.68 0.54 0.87 0.17   80% 

TE 28 0.57 0.74 0.60 0.19   50% 

Note. *Only dichotomous items ( i.e., scored 0 or 1) have c parameters.  
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Figure 7.3 Box Plot of IRT a-Parameters 
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Figure 7.4 Box Plot of IRT b-Parameters 
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Figure 7.5 Box Plot of IRT c-Parameters 
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Item Fit  

IRT scaling algorithms attempt to find item parameters (numerical characteristics) that 

create a match between observed patterns of item responses and theoretical response 

patterns defined by the selected IRT  models. The QR1R statistic ( Yen, 1981) is used as an 

index for how well theoretical item curves match observed item responses. QR1R is 

computed by first conducting an ϥRT item parameter estimation, then estimating studentsɅ 

achievement using the estimated  item parameters, and, finally, using studentsɅ 

achievement scores in combination with estimated item parameters to compute expected 

performance on each item. Differences between expected item performance and 

observed item performance are then compared at 10 selected equal intervals across the 

range of student achievement. QR1R is computed as a ratio involving expected and observed 

item performance . QR1R is interpretable as a chi -square (cP

2
P) statistic, which is a statistical 

test that determines whether t he data (observed item performance) fit the hypo thesis 

(the expected item performance).  QR1R for each item type has varying degrees of freedom 

because the different item types have different numbers of IRT parameters. Therefore, QR1R 

is not directly compar able across item types. An adjustment or linear transformation 

(translation to a Z-score, 
1QZ ) is made for different numbers of item parameters and 

sample size to create a more comparable statistic.  

 

YenɅs QR1R statistic  (Yen, 1981) was calculated to evaluat e item fit  for field test items by 

comparing observed and expected item performance . MAP (maximum a posteriori ) 

estimates from IRTPRO were  used as student ability estimates . For dichotomous items, QR1R 

is 

ὗ В , 

where ὔ  is the number of examinees in interval (or group) j for item i, ORij R is the observed 

proportion of the examinees in the same interval , and ERij R is the expected  proportion of the 

examinees for that  interval . The expected proportion is  

Ὁ В ὖ—
ᶰ

, 

where ὖ—  is the item characteristic function for item i and examinee a. The summation 

is taken over exam inees in interval j. 
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The generalization of QR1R for items with multiple response categories is  

ὋὩὲ ὗ В В , 

where  

Ὁ В ὖ —
ᶰ

. 

Both QR1R and generalized QR1R results are transformed to ZQR1R and are compared to a 

criterion ZQR1,crit R to determine whether fit is acceptable. The conversion formula s are  

ὤὗ
ὗ ὨὪ

ςὨὪ
 

and 

ὤὗȟ τz, 

where df is the degrees of freedom  (the number intervals  minus the number of 

independent item parameters ). Items are categorized as exhibiting either F it or Misfit.  
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8. Reporting for U.S. History  

Additional information regarding score reporting can be found in the Interpretive Guide 

English I, English II, Algebra I, Geometry, U.S. History 2017ɀ2018 document.  Detailed 

Information can be found at the following link: 

https://www.louisi anabelieves.com/resources/library/assessment .  

The elements of the table of contents are provided below.  

¶ Introd uction to the Interpretive Guide  

¶ Overview  

o Purpose of the Interpretive Guide  

¶ Test Design 

¶ Scoring 

o Item Types and Scoring  

¶ Interpreting Scores and A chievement Levels  

o Scale Score 

o Achievement Level  

o Student Rating by Reporting Category  and Subcategory  

¶ Student -Level Reports  

o Sample Student Report: Explanation of Results and Terms  

o Sample Student Report  

o Parent Guide to the LEAP 2025 Student Reports  

¶ School Roster Report  

o Sample School Roster Report: Explanation of Results and Terms  

o Sample School Roster Report  

  

https://www.louisianabelieves.com/resources/library/assessment
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U.S. History Standard Setting  

Ancillary documentation of the standard setting process and results can be found in the 

LEAP 2025 Standard Setting Meeting document.  The full report summarizes the processes 

and results of the standard setting.  Excerpts from the Executive Report are provided in 

the following pages. The elements of the table of contents are listed  below.  

 

¶ Executive Report  

¶ Chapter 1 ɀ Overview  of the Standard Setting Process  

o Goals of the Standard Setting Meeting  

o LEAP 2025 Achievement Levels  

o The LEAP 2025 Standard Setting Process 

¶ Chapter 2 ɀ Pre-Meeting Development  

o LEAP 2025 Achievement Level Descriptors  

o Development of the Participant Materials  

o Preparation of the Ordered Item Book  

o Development of the Presentation Materials  

o Facilitator Training  

o Preparation for Data Analysis during the Meetings  

¶ Chapter 3 ɀ Standard Setting Meetings  

o Purpose of the Standard Setting Meetings  

o Committee Participant Compo sition  

o Standard Setting Meeting Facilitators and Staff  

o Materials  

o Procedure  

o Standard Setting Meetings and Proceedings  

o Recommended LEAP 2025 Cut Scores from Standard Setting Committees  

¶ Chapter 4 ɀ Post-Standard Setting  

o Vertical Articulation Meeting  

o Standards  Policy Review Committee  

o Scaling Process 

¶ Chapter 5 ɀ Evidence of Procedural Validity of the Standard Setting Process  

o Internal Procedures  

o Committee Representation  

o Committee Training  

o Perceived Participant Validity of the Workshop  

¶ References 

¶ Appendices   
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Standard  Setting  Executive Report  

10 July 2018 

 
This report summarizes the process and results of setting achievement levels for the 

Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (LEAP) 2025 U.S. History assessment. The 

Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) and W estEd with Pearson (LEAP 2025 Social 

Studies assessment contractors) recommend the achievement levels shown in Table 2 of 

the Standard Setting R eport for adoption by the Board of Elementary and Secondary 

Education (BESE). 

LEAP 2025 U.S. History Standard Se tting Process and Results  

Achievement level s are used to classify student achievement on an assessment. In order 

to classify student achievement into the different achievement levels, the following 

components are required: 1) policy definitions, 2) Achieve ment Level Descriptors (ALDs), 

and 3) cut scores. Policy definitions describe the achievement levels in general terms that 

apply to all courses or subject areas. ALDs illustrate the achievement levels in terms that 

are specific to a course or subject area.  Cut scores represent the lowest boundary o f each 

achievement level on the scale.  

 

The process of recommending achievement standards for the LEAP 2025 U.S. History test 

was similar to the processes followed for previous assessments in Louisiana and in line  

with national best practice. Results and d etails of the process are presented in the 

following sections.  

 

Policy Definitions  

Achievement level policy definitions for the LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment are shown 

in Table 1. These policy definitions are also used for the social studies grades 3 ɀ8 

assessments, English language arts (ELA) assessments, and mathematics assessments. 

The titles and descriptions of the achievement levels were defined to be part of a cohesive 

assessment system, and the achievemen t levels indicate a studentɅs ability to 

demonstrate proficiency on the Louisiana student standards defined for a specific  course.   
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Table 1 

Achievement Level Policy Definitions for LEAP 2025 

Achievement 

Level  
Achievement Level Policy Definition  

Advanced  

Students performing at this level have exceeded college and  career 

readiness expectations, and are well prepared for the next level of studies in 

this content area.  

Mastery  

Students performing at this level have met college and career readiness 

expectation s, and are prepared for the next level of studies in this content 

area. 

Basic  

Students performing at this level have nearly met college and career 

expectations, and may need additional support to be fully prepared for the 

next level of studies in this  content area.  

Approaching 

Basic  

Students performing at this level have partially met college and career 

readiness expectations, and will need much support to be prepared for the 

next level of studies in  this content area.  

Unsatisfactory  

Students performing at this level have not yet met the college and career 

readiness  expectations, and will need extensive support to be prepared for 

the next level of studies in this content area.  

 

 

Achievement Level Descriptors (ALDs)  

ALDs for the U.S. History test are show n in the appendix  of the Standard Setting Executive 

Report . A multi -step iterative process was used in developing, reviewing, and approving 

the ALDs. Prior to the standard setting committee, a draft set of ALDs representi ng a 

gradual increase in expectatio ns across the achievement levels was created by LDOE 

content staff in cooperation with WestEd content specialists. Panelists who participated in 

the standard setting committees had the opportunity to provide suggestions a nd edits to 

the draft set of ALDs b ased on the recommended cut score for each achievement level 

and the items in the ordered item book. To produce the final set of ALDs, the LDOE edited 

the set of draft ALDs based on suggestions generated by the panelists in the standard 

setting meeting.  
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Cut Scores 

The cut scores recommended for adoption by BESE are shown in Table 2. This table shows 

the scale score ranges corresponding to each achievement level. The cut scores for the 

achievement levels are the lowest cut  score within each range. There is no cut score for 

Unsatisfactory, since 650 is the lowest obtainable scale score a student can earn.  

 

Table 2 

Scale Score Ranges for LEAP 2025 Achievement Levels for U.S. History 

Achievement Level  
Scale Score Ranges  

U.S. History  

Advanced  774 to 850  

Master y 750 to 773  

Basic 725 to 749  

Approaching Basic  711 to 724  

Unsatisfactory  650 to 710  

 

Details pertaining to the general method for obtaining the recommended cut scores are 

provided below.  

General Method  

Prior to the standard setting committee, on April  26, 2018, a policy committee was 

convened of teachers, school and school system  leaders, and LDOE staff. The purpose of 

the meeting was to review information that would be useful in considering the policy 

implications of the cut scores for the LEAP 2025 U .S. History assessment and to provide a 

set of recommended ranges for the cut scores that would be presented to panelists 

during the standard setting meeting. The information that was shared with the committ ee 

included the impact data from the spring 2017 administration of the LEAP 2025 Social 

Studies assessments for grades 3 ɀ8 and the high school assessment for U.S. History, the 

Louisiana high school graduation rates in 2016, and the results of a contrasting  groups 

teacher study performed for the U.S. Hist ory assessment during spring 2018. After a 

review and discussion of the data presented during the meeting, the policy committee 

members approved recommended ranges for the cut scores. The ranges, shown in Ta ble 

3, represent the maximum and minimum percenta ge of students that could be 
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reasonably expected to be classified into each achievement level or higher based on the 

policy considerations. These ranges helped guide the standard setting committee in 

underst and ing policy considerations as part of the stand ard setting process.  

 

Table 3 

Recommended Ranges from the Policy Committee 

Achievement Levels  
Cumulative Impact Data  

Minimu m  Maximum  

Advanced  5% 15% 

Mastery  25% 40% 

Basic 50% 65% 

Approaching Basic  70% 85% 

 

From July 9 to July 10, 2018, after the fir st year of operational administration, a standard 

setting committee meeting was conducted to provide cut score recommendations for the 

LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment. The committee was composed of 13 individual s, 

including teachers and non -teacher educa tors, who were selected for the standard setting 

committee to provide content expertise during the committee meeting and to be 

representative of the stateɅs educators. The evidence-based bookmark method was used 

for the standard setting meeting (Lewis, Mit zel, & Green, 1996; Mitzel, Lewis, Patz, & 

Green, 2001; Schultz & Mitzel , 2009). The key material used by the committee was a book 

of test items arranged in order of difficulty. Participants identified and discussed the 

knowledge, skills, and abilities req uired to respond to the test items and divided the items 

into two groups Ɂitems that a student who is minimally qualified for an achievement level 

would likely answer correctly and items too difficult for students at that same 

achievement level. Additionall y, the participants were provided the recommended ranges 

from the policy committee to review and consider as part of the judgment process.  

 

In order to create a common point of reference across the social studies assessments, cut 

scores and measures of stu dent achievement on all LEAP 2025 assessments are 

translated to a scale t hat ranges from 650 to 850 points, a Basic cut of 725 and  a Mastery 

cut of 750. The common values of 725 for the Basic cut score and 750 for the Mastery cut 

score across assessments d o not mean that they reflect that same difficulty, or that 

achievement le vels can be compared in difficulty through the scale values of their cut 

scores across grades and subjects. Similarly, the percentage of students in an 

achievement level is not direct ly comparable across grades and subjects. The population 
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of students test ed is different for each assessment. Achievement levels from different 

tests are not comparable because the cut scores for these tests are criterion referenced Ɂ

they are based on conte nt -specific expectations of what students should know and be 

able to do.  

Results for LEAP 2025 U.S. History  

Table 4 shows the percent of students who took the LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment 

during the spring 2018 administration that would be classified into achievement levels 

based on the cut score recommendations from the s tandard setting committee.  

 

 

Table 4 

Percent of Students in Achievement Levels 

Achievement Level  
Assessment  

U.S. History  

Advanced  9% 

Mastery  19% 

Basic 32% 

Approaching Basic  15% 

Unsatisfactory  24% 
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9. Data Review Process and Results 

During data review, field -tested items with accompanying data  are reviewed  to make 

judgments about the appropriateness of items for inclusion in the item pool. Items in the 

pool are eligible for sel ection and use on operational test forms. Item statistics that may 

signal potential concerns  are reviewed during data review . Items are not rejected solely 

on the basis of statistics . Only items that exhibit concrete and identifiable content flaws 

are reje cted from further consideration . 

 

An internal data review meeting was held between the LDOE, WestEd, and Pearson for 

items field tested in spring 2018. Teachers did not participate in the data review. The 2018 

data review for U.S. History included a refres her  of appropriate interpretations about  item 

statistics (difficulty, discrimination, DIF, score distributions), reasonable values  of item 

statistics , and how the values might differ across different item types.  

 

Data review materials included a  booklet of item cards with an image of the item with its 

metadata and item statistics , and a booklet of corresponding  stimuli for the items. TE 

items could be  displayed on a screen to view items in a computer -based format . Content 

and psychometric representatives f rom the LDOE also participated in data review . 

 

Pearson and WestEd facilitated the data review of field -tested items. Statistical 

information for each item was evaluated  to determine whether the item functioned as 

intended. No items exhibiting statistical DIF were identified to have content flaws to 

account for the statistical DIF flags. A consensus recommendation  for each field -tested 

item was  then recorded , specifically to accept, to accept with edits (or Ɉrevise/re-field 

testɉ), or to reject an item. Collateral information to revise/re -field test was documented to 

aid future steps and processes . 

 

Following data review, LDOE content specialists revisited  items that were rejected or 

accepted with edits. This reconciliation process provide s the LDOE with an additional 

opportunity to review item content an d to consider possible revisions that would allow 

items to be re-field tested for possibl e future operational  administration . The 

reconciliation decisions are the final decisions  of record . Table 9 summarizes  the 

disposition by item type of the field test items reviewed during  2018 data review.  
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Table 9 

FT Item Dispositions by Item Type, 2018 Data Review 

Item Type  

Number of Items  

Accept  
Accept with 

Edits  
Reject  % of Total  

CR 8 ɀ ɀ 4.88 

MC 117 4 8 78.66 

MS 6 ɀ 1 4.27 

TE 20 ɀ ɀ 12.20 

Total  151 4 9 100.00 

Note. % of Total means percent of total # of items 
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10. Reliability and Validity  

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimation  

Internal consistency methods use a single administration to estimate test score  reliability. 

For state assessments where student testing time is at a premium, internal consistency 

procedures have a practical advantage over reliability estimation procedures requiring 

multiple tests. Probably the mo st frequently used internal consisten cy reliability estimate 

is coefficient alpha ( Cronbach, 1951 ). Coefficient alpha is based on the assumption that 

inter -item covariances constitute true -score variance and the fact that the average true 

score variance of  items is greater than or equal to th e average inter -item covariance. The 

formula for coefficient alpha is  

 

, 

 

where N is the number of items on the test, is the sample variance of the ith item (or 

component) , and is the observed score variance for the test. Coefficient alpha is 

appropriat e for use when the items on the test are reasonably homogen eous. Evidence 

for the homogeneity of LEAP 2025 U.S. History tests is obtained through a dimensionality 

analysis. Dimensionality analyses results are discus sed in ɈChapter 7. Data Analysis.ɉ 

 

The reliability and classification accuracy reports in Appendix F: Reliability and 

Classification Accuracy  provide coefficient alpha  and also IRT model-based or Ɉmarginal 

reliabilityɉ (Thissen, Chen, & Bock, 2003) for th e total test. Coefficient alpha values ra nge 

from 0. 92 to 0.93 , and the marginal alpha value  was 0.98. Marginal reliability is described 

as Ɉan average reliability over levels of ǃ or thetaɉ (Thissen, 1990). Marginal reliability may 

be reproduced by squari ng and subtracting from 1 each of the 31 Ɉposterior standard 

deviationsɉ (SEMs) in the IRTPRO output file. Since the variance of the population is 1, each 

of these values represents the reliability at each of the 31 ǃs. Marginal reliability is the 
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average of these computations  weighted by the nor mal probabilities for each of the 31 

quadrature inte rvals. The formula for marginal reliability is  

, 

 

where is the variance of a given ǃ (is 1 for standardized ǃ) and  is the 

average error variance (a.k.a . the mean of the squared posterior standard devi ations by 

weighting population density). Marginal re liability can be interpreted in the same way as 

traditional internal consistency reliability estimates (such as coefficient alpha).  

 

Additional reliabilities were calculated on various demographic subgro ups P0F

1
P using the 

entire population of students (se e reliability and classification accuracy reports in the 

yearbook). Included with coefficient alpha in the tables is the number of students 

responding to the test, the mean score obtained by this group of  students, and the 

standard deviation of the scores obtained for this group.  

 

Coefficient alpha estimates are provided for the entire test, as well as each subscale by 

reporting category . Subscore reliability will generally be lower than total score relia bility 

because reliability is influenced by the number of items (as well as their covariation). In 

some cases, the number of items associated with a subscore  is small (10 or fewer). Results 

involving subscores must be interpreted carefully, as in some case s these measures have 

low reliability due to the limited number of items attached to the score.  

Student Classification Accuracy and Consistency  

Students are classified into one of five performance levels based on their scale scores. It is 

important to know  the reliability of student scores in any examination, but assessing the 

reliability of the classification decisions based on these scores is of even greater 

importance. Evaluation of the reliability of classif ication decisions is performed through 

estimat ion of the probabilities of correct and consistent classification of students. 

                                                 

 

 
1 The subgroups are male/female, white/Black/Hispanic/Asian/American Indian or Alaska Native/ Native 

Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander/multi -racial, and English Learners.  
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Procedures were used from Livingston and Lewis (1995) and Lee, Hanson, and Brennan 

(2000) to derive measures of the accuracy and co nsistency of the classifications. A brief 

description of the procedures used and the results derived from them are presented in 

this section.  

Accuracy of Classification  

According to Livingston and Lewis (1995, p.  180), the accuracy of a classification is Ɉthe 

extent to which the actual classifications  of the test takers . . . agree with those that would 

be made on the basis of their true scores, if their true scores could somehow be known.ɉ 

Accuracy estimates are calculated from cross -tabulations between Ɉclassifications based 

on an observable variable  (scores on a test) and classifications based on an unobservable 

variable (the test takersɅ true scores).ɉ True score is also referred to as a hypothetical 

mean of scores from all possible forms of the test if they could be somehow obtained 

(Young & Yoon, 1998).  

Consistency of Classification  

Consistency is Ɉthe agreement between classifications based on two non-overlapping, 

equally difficult forms of the test ɉ (Livingston & Lewis, 1995, p. 180). Consistency is 

estimated using actual response data from a te st and the testɅs reliability in order to 

statistically model two parallel forms of the test and compare the classifications on those 

alternate forms.  

Accuracy and Consistency Indices  

There are three types of a ccuracy and consistency indices that can be ge nerated from 

these tables:  overall, conditional -on-level, and cut point . The overall accuracy of 

performance -level classifications is computed as a sum of the proportions on the diagonal 

of the joint distributi on of true score and observed score levels . It is a proportion (or 

percentage) of correct classification across all the levels. The overall accuracy index ranges 

from 0. 723 to 0.726 for the  LEAP 2025 U.S. History Assessment.  
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Another way to express overall  consistency is to use CohenɅs Kappa (k) coeff icient (Cohen, 

1960). The overall coefficient Kappa when applying all cutoff scores together is  

 

where P is the probability of consistent classification, and PRcR is the probability of 

consistent classification by chance (Lee,  Hanson, & Brennan,  2000). P is the sum of the 

diagonal elements , and PRcR is the sum of the squared row totals. The PChance index ran ges 

from 0.229 to 0.232 for the  LEAP 2025 U.S. History Assessment . 

 

Kappa is a measure of Ɉhow much agreement exists beyond chance aloneɉ (Fleiss, 1973), 

which means that it provides the proportion of consistent classifications between two 

forms after remo ving the proportion of consistent classifications expected by chance 

alone.  The Kappa index ranges from 0.517 to 0.523 across forms . 

 

Consistency conditional -on-level is computed as the ratio between the proportion of correct 

classifications at the selected level (diagonal entry) and the proportion of all the students 

classified into that level (marginal entry).  

 

Accuracy conditional-on-level is analogou sly computed. T he only difference is that in the 

consistency table both row and column marginal sums are the same , whereas in the 

accuracy table, the sum that is based on true status is used as a total for computing 

accuracy conditional on level.  

 

Perhaps the most import ant indices for accountability systems are those for the accuracy 

and consistency of classification decisions made at specific cut point s. To evaluate 

decisions at specific cut point s, the joint distribution of all the performance levels is 

collapsed into a dichotomized distribution around that specific cut point . 

 

The information mentioned above is reported in Appendix F: Reliability and Classification 

Accuracy. 

Validity  

ɈValidity is defined . . . as the degree to which accumulated evidence and theory supp ort a 

specific interpretation of test scores for a given use of a test ɉ (APA, AERA, NCME, 2014). 
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The purpose of test score validation is not to validate the test itself but to validate 

interpretations of the test scores for particular purpos es or uses. Test score validation is 

not a quantifiable property but an ongoing process, beginning at initial conceptualization 

and continuing throughout the entire assessment process.  

 

The 2017ð2018 LEAP 2025 U.S. History test w as designed and developed to provide fair  

and accurate scores that support appropriate, meaningful  information for educational 

decisions. Validity evidence may be found in the following portions : Chapter 2 (Framework 

of Assessment s), Chapter 3 (Overview of the Test Development Proc ess), Chapter 4 

(Construction of Test Forms), Chapter 5 (Test Administration), Chapter  6 (Scoring 

Activities), Chapter 7 (Data Analysis), Chapter 8 (Reporting  for U.S. History ), Chapter 9 

(Data Review Process and Results), Chapter 10 (Reliability and Valid ity), and Chapt er 11 

(Statistical Summaries ). As the technical report has evolved , chapter by chapter, it reflects 

phases of the testing cycle. Each part of the technical report details  the procedures and 

processes applied in the creation of LEAP  2025 and their results.  

 

The knowledge, expertise, and professional judgment offered by Louisiana educators 

ultimately ensure that the content of  the  LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment  is an 

adequate and representative sample of appropriate content , and that  the con tent is a 

legit imate basis upon which to derive valid conclusions about student achievement.  

 

Chapters 3 and 4 of the technical report address test -form development. Chapter 3 

presents a general discussion of test book creation and  the  editing process, describing the 

selection of operational test items, the content distribution of embedded field test items, 

and the process to obtain  approvals from the LDOE. The test design process and 

participation by Louisiana educators throughout the processɁfrom  item  development , 

cont ent  review , and bias review  to test selection Ɂreinforce confidence in the content and 

design of LEAP 2025 to derive valid inferences about Louisiana student performance.  

 

Chapter 5 of the technical report describe s the process, procedures, and policies th at 

guide the administration of the LEAP  2025 assessments , including accommodations, test 

security, and detailed written procedures provided to test administrators and school 

personnel.  

 

Chapter  6 describe s scoring processes and activities f or  the  LEAP 2025 U.S. History 

assessment.  



  

60 | LEAP 2025 U.S. History Technical Report 

Chapter 7 describe s classical data analysis and item response theoretic calibration, 

scaling, and equating methods, as well as processes and procedures to clean data to 

ensure replicable, iterative calibrations and  scaling of the 2017 ɀ2018 LEAP 2025 U.S. 

History test to derive scale scores from studentsɅ raw scores. Some references to 

intr oductory and advanced discussions of IRT are provided. Chapter  7 also describes an 

analysis of DIF. Complete tables of gender  and ethn o-racial DIF results for all 2017ð2018 

LEAP 2025 U.S. History operational items are presented in Appendix B. 

 

Chapter 8 of the technical report summarizes the test results, score distributions , and 

achievement -level information.  

 

Chapter 9 describes t he data review process and results.  

 

Chapter 10  addresses  CronbachɅs alpha and marginal alpha as measures of  internal 

consistency and also describes analysis procedures for classification consistency and 

classification accuracy.  

 

Chapter  11 reports the sta tistical summaries o f the  LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment for 

2017ð2018. 

 

Additional, corroborating eviden ce consistent with the validity, reliability, and consistency  

of the LEAP 2025 U.S. History assessment has previously been documented in prior years Ʌ 

LEAP Social Studies technical reports and standard setting technical reports.  
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11. Statistical Summari es 

For all LEAP 2025 assessments including U.S. History, the lowest obtainable scale score  

(LOSS) is 650 and the highest obtainable scale score (HOSS) is 850. Test results are 

provided  in Appendix B.  Scale score means and standard deviations as well as the  

percentages of students in each performance level are reported for the state , and are 

disaggregated by demographic groups. In addition to the descr iptive statistics presented 

in Appendix C, scale score frequency distributions are presented in Appendix E.  
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Appendix A: Traini ng Agendas 

LEAP 2025 Social Studies Stimulus Search Training Agenda 
2017ς2018 Field-Test Item Development 

 
I. Introductions  

II. Stimulus Set Overviews  

a. Item Set Topics 

i. Themes of the item set that will need to be developed and supported by stimuli 

and items 

ii. Reporting Categories 

iii. Potential Assessable GLEs 

1. Stimuli should support these GLEs 

iv. Potential Types of Stimuli 

1. Recommended. The overview contains recommended stimuli that will 

support the item set 

2. Searchers can propose other stimuli that support the item set or task  

v. Stimulus Internet Source Links 

1. The overview contains specific websites that can be used to find sources 

or specific stimuli 

b. Bias and Sensitivity 

i. Bias: Avoid stimuli that cannot be aligned to GLEs. This could give an advantage 

to one student group over other student groups.  

ii. Sensitivity: Avoid topics in stimuli that may upset or offend students in items 

(e.g., references to graphic violence, nudity, alcohol, drugs, natural disasters, 

caricature representation of ethnic groups) 

iii. Universal design and visual impairment  

III. Receiving stimulus search assignments 

IV. Submitting stimuli for assignments 

a. Text-based stimuli 

i. Readability measurements 

1. Lexile 

a. Lexile bands 

ii. Originals and marked-up copies of texts 

iii. Text Complexity 

iv. Range of Textual Evidence 

v. Levels of Inference 

b. Graphic-based stimuli 

i. PDFs with source of graphic and location 
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ii. Word document with caption 

iii. Gifs and JPEGs 

V. Completing Webforms 

VI. Using Box 

VII. Additional Resources 

 
 
 

LEAP 2025 U.S. History Item Writer Training Agenda 
Item Development Cycle for 2017ς2018 Field Test 

 
I. Louisiana Content Standards and GLEs 

a. U.S. History  

b. Reporting categories 

c. Standards 

d. Grade Level Expectations 
 

II. Item Types and Overviews 
a. Selected Response (Multiple Choice, Multiple Select) 

i. Rules for numbers of answer options and number correct 

b. Technology-enhanced items 

i. Templates 

c. Constructed-Response Items 

d. Item Sets 

i. Sources (Each set will have three to four sources) 

e. Standalone Items 

i. Purpose 

ii. Use of stimuli 
 

III. Rubrics and Scoring Guides 
a. Constructed Response Scoring Rubrics 

b. Constructed Response Scoring Information 
 

IV. Item Metadata 
a. Range of textual evidence 

b. Levels of Inference 

c. Depth of Knowledge: Items should be DOK 2 or DOK 3 
 

V. Item Examples 
 
VI. Item Writing Reminders 
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a. Grade Appropriate Language: Make sure the vocabulary of the items does not exceed 

the grade level of the students. (Exception: Content-specific vocabulary that is part of 

the state standards) 

b. Plausible and Logical Distractors: Distractors should address misconceptions that the 

students may have about the topic. 

c. Cueing and Clanging of answer options:  

i. Items should avoid using key terms from the stimuli or in the stem that direct 

students to specific answer options. 

ii. Items in sets should avoid cueing each other, either in the stems or in the answer 

options. 

d. Outliers in answer options. Answer options should not stand out because they appear 

different from the other answer options. 

i. Capitalized words, use of numerals 

ii. Grammatical differences in answer options 

e. Bias and Sensitivity 

i. Bias: Avoid information in items that may give an advantage to one group over 

another group in answering the item. The focus on content aligned to the GLEs 

reduces the potential for bias that can occur by including content that is not 

aligned to instruction. 

ii. Sensitivity: Avoid topics that may upset or offend students in items (e.g., 

references to graphic violence, nudity, alcohol, drugs, natural disasters, group 

stereotypes, representation of ethnic groups) 

VII. ABBI Item Development Platform 

a. Functionality of the ABBI platform 

b. Creating items in ABBI 

c. Attaching scoring information in ABBI 
 

VIII. Receiving item assignments via Smartsheet 
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LEAP 2025 U.S. History Editor Training Agenda  
Item Development Cycle for 2017ς2018 Field Test 

 
 

I. Item Set Overview 
a. Review the item set overview to determine if the items fulfill the requirements of item 

set/task overview. 
b. Reporting Category alignment: Does the item align to the identified Reporting Category? 
c. GLE alignment: Does the item align to the correct GLE? 
d. DOK Level: Item aligns to the correct DOK level 
e. Source Alignment: Item aligns to the correct source(s) 
f. Item emphasis: Item meets the item emphasis 

I. Note: meeting the item emphasis could reflect meeting the expectations of the 
general directions in the item emphasis section or using, and possibly modifying, 
the stem provided. It will depend on the overview. 

 
II. Style Guide Requirements 

a. General Rules 
I. Grade-level language 
II. Correct content 
III. Most items should reflect some level of analysis. Even for GLEs that would naturally 

lend themselves to identification items based on the wording of the GLE, try to 
create an item that is not DOK 1. 

o DOK 1 items are not permitted on the U.S. History assessment, but they may 
appear in grades 3 through 8 in very limited numbers. 

IV. Things to avoid:  
1. Idiomatic language  
2. Trivial content  
3. Cuing and clanging in a set: Clanging occurs when two or more items use the 

same information. For example, clanging can occur in correct answers, such as 
ǳǎƛƴƎ άŦŜǊǘƛƭŜ ŦŀǊƳƭŀƴŘέ ƛƴ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƴ 
item covers the same content in a slightly different way. 

4. Cuing within an item. Stems should not provide specific clues for the answer 
options. 

5. Outliers. The answer choice options should not contain grammatical or content 
outliers. 

6. For U.S. History, the answer choice options should come from the identified 
reporting category. 

7. Avoid adding a scenario to an item, if possible. It increases the reading load and 
typically adds unnecessary context. Context should be provided by the stimuli. 

8. 5ƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ά!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ LƴŘƛŀƴΦέ The LDOE prefers άbŀǘƛǾŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴΦέ 
9. 5ƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ άǎƭŀǾŜǎΦέ The LDOE prefers άŜƴǎƭŀǾŜŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎκǇŜƻǇƭŜΦέ 
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III. Item Metadata 
a. Make sure the metadata are correctly completed on each item, including: 

I.  All the stimuli with a set have been associated with each item in the metadata 
II.  If you change the key in the item, update the item metadata 

 
IV. Stimulus Review 

a. Look over the stimuli. The stimuli have been approved by the LDOE in advance. We may 
not replace stimuli. If you believe a stimulus needs to be replaced, consult the Content 
Lead before making any changes. 

I. Make sure all the stimuli have Source X (with the correct number) in a text box 
above the stimulus. (bf flush left) 

II. Source all captions. 
1. Captions for text passages in the upper grades follow this style:  

This excerpt is from a speech by President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, delivered 
on March 1, 1933. (Note: In the lower grades, ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ƻƳƛǘǎ ά9ȄŎŜǊǇǘέ ŀƴŘ 
ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ άCǊƻƳΦέύ 

2. Captions for graphics (e.g., photographs, political cartoons), follow this style: 
This photograph by Dorothea Lange is from 1934. 
This political cartoon from Thomas Nast appeared in Puck in 1877. It has the 
caption: Graft.  

3. Tables, charts, maps, and timelines do not require captions, as long as they have 
titles, which should be centered. 

III. Sources on the stimuli:  
1. Make sure text passages do not include the source and access info at the end of 

the passage.  
2. Do not use Web links for sources for tables, maps, charts. 
3. Political cartoons and photographs should include sources (e.g., Source: Library 

of Congress.) 
IV. Make sure that this order is followed: 

1. Source X (bf) 
2. From Students Start Business to Learn Economics (title of text source, like a 

newspaper article, in bf. In a text box, not embedded in anything by DT.) 
by {ƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ bŀƳŜ όōȅ ƛƴ ƛǘŀƭΦ ŀƴŘ ƴŀƳŜ ƛƴ ǊƻƳŀƴύ (text passage) 

or 
Source X (bf) 
Louisiana Government Spending (title of map, graph, chart, quotation; all 
sources require a title, in bf) (for a quotation, use: Sen. Joseph McCarthy 
vǳƻǘŀǘƛƻƴΤ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƳŀǇǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀǇƘǎΣ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άmapέ or 
άgraphέ) 
(caption in roman) 
(image) 

Source: U.S. Geological Survey. (source line, italics, with the final period. 
This must be embedded flush left by the WestEd Design Team.) 

V. Make sure the metadata are correctly completed on the stimulus. 
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V. Item Sets 
a. Item-Set Purpose Setting Statements 

I. For item sets, add a Purpose Setting Statement that appears before the 
stimulus/stimuli:  
Example: Read and study the sources on Columbus and the New World. Then use the 
four sources and your knowledge of U.S. History to answer the questions.  

II. (bf) Replace the first xxx with the correct number of stimuli. To add a PSS: 
III. Go to the menu page in ABBI and click Create Passage. 
IV. Delete the last two digits of the UIN and replace with _S (underscore capital S) 
V. Mark the status as the round you are currently editing. 

1. Fill out the Stimulus Title field with: PSS The Exact Title of the Set 
2. Fill out Part of Stimulus Set as Yes 
3. Fill out Stimulus Sequence in a Set as Scenario 
4. Fill out Stimulus Group field with: The Exact Title of the Set 
5. Add a text box from the Elements tab and type in the statement above  
6. Save the item 

b. Make sure the CRs can be answered in a fairly predictable and limited way.  
c. Make sure the CRs are in the correct format. They should be in the Extended Text 

Interaction format. Make sure the Text Entry items score correctly in TN8. Items in the 
CR format will not score in TN8.  

d. Make sure the CRs have answer information uploaded under the Attachments tab 
όǎŜƭŜŎǘ ά{ŎƻǊƛƴƎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅύ ƛƴ !..LΦ ¦ǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ 
Box. 
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Item-Set Constructed-Response Item Prompts: 
 
Examples: 
Stem: 
 
Scoring for SOXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 
Stem: Based on the sources and your knowledge of social studies, describe two ways that World War II 
affected Louisiana. 
 

Scoring Information 

Score Points Description 

2 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ describes two 
ways that World War II affected Louisiana. 

1 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ƻƴŜ ǿŀȅ 
that World War II affected Louisiana. 

0 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ƻƴŜ ǿŀȅ 
that World War II affected Louisiana or 
identifies an incorrect reason. 

B Blank. Student provided no response. 

 
Scoring Notes: 

 

¶ People in Louisiana migrated from rural to urban areas because many jobs in war industries 
were in the cities. 

¶ The number of employees increased in Louisiana businesses that produced goods for the 
war. 

¶ Louisiana helped train and mobilize U.S. forces. 

¶ Individuals from Louisiana served in the war. 

Accept other reasonable answers. 

 
VI. Selected-response (multiple-choice and multiple-select Items) 

a. Reference sources in stems where possible. Use the language Sources 1 and 2 rather 
than Source 1 and Source 2. When referring to all of ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ǎŀȅΣ άŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ wŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ to come at the beginning of the stem, when possible. 

b. Make sure MS items are in the correct format:  
Which natural resources inspired Americans to migrate westward? 
Select the two correct answers. 

c. Make sure the item scores correctly. 
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VII. Editorial Process 
a. Move the items to Content Editor 2 or to Proofing 1, depending on the editorial status 

of the item or the direction of the coordinator. 
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Appendix B: Test Summary  

U.S. History  

 

Contents  

Table B.1.1 Test Blueprint  

Table B.1.2 Actual Percentage of Points by Reporting Category 

and Form  

Tables B.2.1ɀB.2.4 Standard Coverage by Form  

Table B.3 Summary of Spring 2018 EFT Ite m Development  

Field-Tested Items by Item Type  

Table B.4 Summary of Spring 2018 EFT Item Development 

Field-Tested Items by Reporting Category  

Table B.5 Spring 2018 Operational Item Summary for U.S. 

History  

Table B.6 Raw Score Summary 

Table B.7 Raw Score Summary by Reporting Category  

Tables B.8.1ɀB.8.4 Scale Score and Raw Score Summary 
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Table B.1.1 Test Blueprint 

Reporting Category  Target Percentage  

Standard 2: Western Expansion to Progressivism  23% 

Standard 3: Isolationism through the Great  War 15% 

Standard 4: Becoming World Power Through WWII  26% 

Standard 5: Cold War Era  23% 

Standard 6: The Modern Age  13% 

 

 

Table B.1.2 Actual Percentage of Points by Reporting Category and Form 

(includes Task Set Items) 

Reporting Category  Form A  Form B  Form C  Form D  Form E  

Standard 2  23.2% 23.2% 20.3% 20.3% 20.3% 

Standard 3  11.6% 11.6% 11.6% 11.6% 14.5% 

Standard 4  21.7% 21.7% 21.7% 20.3% 31.9% 

Standard 5  33.3% 33.3% 36.2% 23.2% 23.2% 

Standard 6  10.1% 10.1% 10.1% 24.6% 10.1% 
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Table B.2  Standard Co verage by Form 

 

Table B.2.1 Form B 

Reporting Categories  and GLEs 

No. of Items  

% of Test  TE MS MC ER CR 

N N N N N 

Standard 2  

US.2.1   1   1.92 

US.2.2   1   1.92 

US.2.3   1   1.92 

US.2.4 1  2   5.77 

US.2.6   1  1 3.85 

US.2.7   1   1.92 

US.2.8  1 4   9.62 

Subtotal  1 1 11  1 26.92 

Standard 3  

US.3.1   1   1.92 

US.3.2   1   1.92 

US.3.3   2   3.85 

US.3.4  1 1   3.85 

US.3.5 1     1.92 

Subtotal  1 1 5   13.46 

Standard 4  

US.4.1   3   5.77 

US.4.10   1   1.92 

US.4.2 1 1 1   5.77 

US.4.6 1     1.92 

US.4.9 1  3   7.69 

Subtotal  3 1 8   23.08 

Standard 5  

US.5.1   2   3.85 

US.5.2 1  2   5.77 

US.5.3 1 1 2 1 1 11.54 

US.5.4  1 1   3.85 

Subtotal  2 2 7 1 1 25.00 

Standard 6  

US.6.2   1   1.92 

US.6.4 1  4   9.62 

Subtotal  1  5   11.54 

Total  8 5 36 1 2 100.00 
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Table B.2.2 Form C 

Reporting Categories  and GLEs 

No. of Items  

% of Test  TE MS MC ER CR 

N N N N N 

Standard 2  

US.2.1   1   1.92 

US.2.2   1   1.92 

US.2.3   1   1.92 

US.2.4 1  2   5.77 

US.2.6   1  1 3.85 

US.2.7   1   1.92 

US.2.8  1 2   5.77 

Subtotal  1 1 9  1 23.08 

Standard 3  

US.3.1   1   1.92 

US.3.2   1   1.92 

US.3.3   2   3.85 

US.3.4  1 1   3.85 

US.3.5 1     1.92 

Subtotal  1 1 5   13.46 

Standard 4  

US.4.1   2   3.85 

US.4.10   1   1.92 

US.4.2 1 1 1   5.77 

US.4.5   1   1.92 

US.4.6 1     1.92 

US.4.9 1  3   7.69 

Subtotal  3 1 8   23.08 

Standard 5  

US.5.1   2   3.85 

US.5.2 1  2   5.77 

US.5.3 1 1 5 1 1 17.31 

US.5.4   1   1.92 

Subtotal  2 1 10 1 1 28.85 

Standard 6  

US.6.2   1   1.92 

US.6.4 1  4   9.62 

Subtotal  1  5   11.54 

Total  8 4 37 1 2 100.00 
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Table B.2.3 Form D 

Reporting Categories  and GLEs 

No. of Items  

% of Test  TE MS MC ER CR 

N N N N N 

Standard 2  

US.2.1   1   1.92 

US.2.2   1   1.92 

US.2.3   1   1.92 

US.2.4 1  2   5.77 

US.2.6   1  1 3.85 

US.2.7   1   1.92 

US.2.8  1 2   5.77 

Subtotal  1 1 9  1 23.08 

Standard 3  

US.3.1   1   1.92 

US.3.2   1   1.92 

US.3.3   2   3.85 

US.3.4  1 1   3.85 

US.3.5 1     1.92 

Subtotal  1 1 5   13.46 

Standard 4  

US.4.1   2   3.85 

US.4.10   1   1.92 

US.4.2 1 1 1   5.77 

US.4.6 1     1.92 

US.4.9 1  3   7.69 

Subtotal  3 1 7   21.15 

Standard 5  

US.5.1   3   5.77 

US.5.2 1  2   5.77 

US.5.3 1 1 2  1 9.62 

US.5.4   1   1.92 

US.5.5   1   1.92 

Subtotal  2 1 9  1 25.00 

Standard 6  

US.6.2   1   1.92 

US.6.4 1  6 1  15.38 

Subtotal  1  7 1  17.31 

Total  8 4 37 1 2 100.00 
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Table B.2.4 Form E 

Reporting Categories  and GLEs 

No. of Items  

% of Test  TE MS MC ER CR 

N N N N N 

Standard 2  

US.2.1   1   1.92 

US.2.2   1   1.92 

US.2.3   1   1.92 

US.2.4 1  2   5.77 

US.2.6   1  1 3.85 

US.2.7   1   1.92 

US.2.8  1 2   5.77 

Subtotal  1 1 9  1 23.08 

Standard 3  

US.3.1   1   1.92 

US.3.2   1   1.92 

US.3.3   2   3.85 

US.3.4  1 3   7.69 

US.3.5 1     1.92 

Subt otal  1 1 7   17.31 

Standard 4  

US.4.1   2   3.85 

US.4.10   1   1.92 

US.4.2 1 1 2 1  9.62 

US.4.6 1     1.92 

US.4.9 1  3   7.69 

Subtotal  3 1 8 1  25.00 

Standard 5  

US.5.1   3   5.77 

US.5.2 1  2   5.77 

US.5.3 1 1 2  1 9.62 

US.5.4   1   1.92 

Subtotal  2 1 8  1 23.08 

Standard 6  

US.6.2   1   1.92 

US.6.4 1  4   9.62 

Subtotal  1  5   11.54 

Total  8 4 37 1 2 100.00 
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Table B.3 

Summary of Spring 2018 EFT Item Development Field-Tested Items by Item Type 

Item Type  Item Count  Percent  

CR 10 5% 

MC 162 77% 

MS 11 5% 

TE 28 13% 

 

 
Table B.4 

Summary of Spring 2018 EFT Item Development Field-Tested Items by Reporting Category 

Reporting Category  Item Count  Percent  

Standard 2 40 19% 

Standard 3 41 19% 

Standard 4 53 25% 

Standard 5 52 25% 

Standard 6 25 12% 

 

 
Table B.5 

Spring 2018 Operational Item Summary 

Form  MC MS TE CR ER 

B 36 5 8 2 1 

C 37 4 8 2 1 

D 37 4 8 2 1 

E 37 4 8 2 1 
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Table B.6 

Raw Score Summary 

Form  N Mean  SD Minimum  Maximum  Reliability  SEM 

B ɰ9350 34.78 13.35 2 68 0.93 3.53 

C ɰ8420 35.74 12.94 2 68 0.92 3.66 

D ɰ7300 35.18 13.04 1 68 0.93 3.45 

E ɰ7280 35.30 13.12 4 68 0.93 3.47 

            Note: Reliability is coefficient alpha.  
 

Table B.7 

Raw Score Summary by Reporting Category 

 Form  
Reporting 

Category  
Mean  SD Minimum  Maximum  Reli ability  SEM 

B Standard 2  7.98 3.52 0 16 0.76 1.72 

B Standard 3  4.01 1.93 0 8 0.61 1.21 

B Standard 4  7.49 3.19 0 15 0.73 1.66 

B Standard 5  11.40 4.84 0 23 0.83 2.00 

B Standard 6  3.90 1.80 0 7 0.59 1.15 

C Standard 2  6.83 3.19 0 14 0.74 1.63 

C Standard  3 4.19 1.91 0 8 0.60 1.21 

C Standard 4  7.75 3.10 0 15 0.71 1.67 

C Standard 5  12.89 4.99 0 25 0.82 2.12 

C Standard 6  4.08 1.77 0 7 0.59 1.13 

D Standard 2  6.75 3.22 0 14 0.74 1.64 

D Standard 3  4.16 1.88 0 8 0.59 1.20 

D Standard 4  7.10 2.96 0 14 0.71 1.59 

D Standard 5  9.32 3.18 0 16 0.74 1.62 

D Standard 6  7.86 3.78 0 17 0.78 1.77 

E Standard 2  6.75 3.18 0 14 0.73 1.65 

E Standard 3  5.50 2.36 0 10 0.68 1.34 

E Standard 4  9.99 4.70 0 23 0.80 2.10 

E Standard 5  9.03 3.05 0 15 0.74 1.56 

E Standard 6  4.04 1.76 0 7 0.58 1.14 
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Table B.8  Scale Score and Raw Score Summary 

Table B.8.1 

U.S. History Form B 

Subgroup  N-Count  Percent  

Scale 

Score 

Mean  

Scale 

Score 

SD 

Raw 

Score 

Mean  

Raw 

Score 

SD 

Total ɰ9350 100.00 729.05 33.37 34.78 13.35 

Female 4760 50.89 729.36 31.48 34.8 12.76 

Male ɰ4590 49.11 728.73 35.22 34.76 13.93 

African American  ɰ4010 43.35 716.87 30.13 29.76 11.75 

Asian ɰ160 1.74 743.55 34.77 40.94 13.84 

Hispanic/Latino  ɰ580 6.28 721.15 36.09 31.89 13.99 

Multi -Racial ɰ140 1.61 735.97 32.57 37.49 12.95 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  <10 NR NR NR NR NR 

White  ɰ4350 46.98 740.53 31.57 39.45 12.88 

Note: These tables report the number of students, scaled -score means, and standard  

deviations for subgroups.  

 

Table B.8.2 

U.S. History Form C 

Subgr oup  N-Count  Percent  

Scale 

Score 

Mean  

Scale 

Score 

SD 

Raw 

Score 

Mean  

Raw 

Score 

SD 

Total ɰ8420 100.00 731.63 31.77 35.74 12.94 

Female ɰ4370 51.92 730.51 30.11 35.2 12.38 

Male ɰ4040 48.08 732.85 33.44 36.33 13.5 

African American  ɰ3460 41.39 719.1 29.65 30.57 11.74 

Asian ɰ170 2.08 750.31 30.65 43.21 12.53 

Hispanic/Latino  ɰ380 4.58 729.4 32.34 34.72 13 

Multi -Racial ɰ130 1.59 734.89 32.41 37.1 12.86 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  <10 NR NR NR NR NR 

White  ɰ4200 50.27 741.2 29.75 39.71 12.36 

Not e: These tables report the number of students, scaled -score means, and standard  

deviations for subgroups.  
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Table B.8.3 

U.S. History Form D 

Subgroup  N-Count  Percent  

Scale 

Score 

Mean  

Scale 

Score 

SD 

Raw 

Score 

Mean  

Raw 

Score 

SD 

Total ɰ7300 100.00 730.18 32.15 35.18 13.04 

Female ɰ3780 51.83 729.95 30.14 34.99 12.39 

Male ɰ3510 48.17 730.41 34.18 35.39 13.7 

African American  ɰ3090 42.66 717.25 30.1 29.9 11.78 

Asian ɰ120 1.77 753.32 32.77 44.64 12.45 

Hispanic/Latino  ɰ330 4.61 730.54 31.43 35.24 12.91 

Multi -Racial ɰ90 1.27 735.32 32.24 37.09 12.87 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  <10 NR NR NR NR NR 

White  ɰ3590 49.59 740.23 29.8 39.31 12.41 

Note: These tables report the number of students, scaled -score means, and standard  

deviations for subgroups.  

 

Table B.8.4 

U.S. History Form E 

Subgroup  N-Count  Percent  

Scale 

Score 

Mean  

Scale 

Score 

SD 

Raw 

Score 

Mean  

Raw 

Score 

SD 

Total ɰ7280 100.00 730.43 32.35 35.3 13.12 

Female ɰ3790 52.11 729.11 31.07 34.65 12.67 

Male ɰ3480 47.89 731.87 33.64 36.01 13.56 

African American  ɰ3000 41.41 717.27 29.56 29.84 11.66 

Asian ɰ100 1.43 754.12 32.9 45.09 13.05 

Hispanic/Latino  ɰ340 4.81 729.85 33.47 35.29 13.38 

Multi -Racial ɰ110 1.52 736.44 30.67 37.62 12.74 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  <10 NR NR NR NR NR 

White ɰ3670 50.75 740.32 30.43 39.39 12.54 

Note: These tables report the number of students, scaled -score means, and standard 

deviations for subgroups . 
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Appendix C: Item Analysis Summary 
Report  

Summary Statistics Reports  
U.S. History  

 

Contents  

Table C.1 P-Value Summary  by Item Typ e 

Plot C.1 P-Value by Item Type  

Table C.2 Item-Total Correlation : Summary of Point -Biserial Correlation  

Plot C.2 Item -Total Correlation  by Item Type  

Table C.3 Summary of Corrected Point -Biserial Correlation  

Plot C.3 Corrected Point -Biserial Correlation  

Table C.4 Item -Total Correlation Summary by Reporting Category  

Table C.5 IRT Parameter Summary  

Plot C.4 IRT a-Parameter  

Plot C.5 IRT b-Parameter  

Plot C.6 IRT c-Parameter  
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Table C.1 
P-Value Summary by Item Type 

Item Type  
No. of 

Items  
Minimum  

25th 

Percentile  
Median  

75th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

CR 2 0.313 0.313 0.406 0.498 0.498 

ER 4 0.269 0.276 0.325 0.346 0.364 

MC 48 0.277 0.550 0.616 0.721 0.871 

MS 5 0.341 0.385 0.640 0.682 0.690 

TE 8 0.281 0.307 0.385 0.469 0.599 
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Plot C.1   

P-Value by Item Type  
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Table C.2 

Item-Total Correlation Summary: Point-Biserial Correlation 

Item Type  
No. of 

Items  
Minimum  

25th 

Percentile  
Median  

75th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

CR 2 0.573 0.573 0.631 0.689 0.689 

ER 4 0.733 0.735 0.747 0.764 0.775 

MC 48 0.237 0.358 0.407 0.456 0.550 

MS 5 0.355 0.492 0.519 0.563 0.584 

TE 8 0.407 0.463 0.494 0.555 0.598 
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Plot C.2  

It em-Total Correlation  by Item Type  
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Table C.3 

Summary of Corrected*  Point-Biserial Correlation 

Item Type  
No. of 

Items  
Minimum  

25th 

Percentile  
Median  

75th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

CR 2 0.537 0.537 0.596 0.655 0.655 

ER 8 0.690 0.694 0.708 0.726 0.741 

MC 48 0.201 0.325 0.377 0.428 0.523 

MS 5 0.322 0.464 0.493 0.537 0.559 

TE 8 0.363 0.428 0.457 0.519 0.558 

Note. *Corrected point -biserial correlation  which is slight ly more robust  than point -

biserial correlation , calculates the relationship between the item score and the total test 

score after removing the item score from the total test score . 
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Plot C.3  

Corrected Point -Biserial Correlation  by Item Type  
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Table C.4 

Item-Total Correlation Summary by Reporting Category 

Item Type  
Reporting 

Category  

No. of 

Items  
Minimum  

25th 

Percentile  
Median  

75th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

CR Standard 2  1 0.689 0.689 0.689 0.689 0.689 

CR Standard 5  1 0.573 0.573 0.573 0.573 0.573 

ER Standard 4  1 0.734 0.734 0.735 0.737 0.737 

ER Standard 5  2 0.733 0.736 0.747 0.755 0.756 

ER Standard 6  1 0.772 0.772 0.773 0.775 0.775 

MC Standard 2  11 0.272 0.381 0.401 0.425 0.470 

MC Standard 3  7 0.355 0.412 0.489 0.504 0.538 

MC Standard 4  10 0.237 0.325 0.394 0.433 0.550 

MC Standard 5  13 0.253 0.356 0.392 0.452 0.548 

MC Standard 6  7 0.328 0.345 0.432 0.463 0.489 

MS Standard 2  1 0.563 0.563 0.563 0.563 0.563 

MS Standard 3  1 0.355 0.355 0.355 0.355 0.355 

MS Standard 4  1 0.492 0.492 0.492 0.492 0.492 

MS Standard 5  2 0.519 0.519 0.552 0.584 0.584 

TE Standard 2  1 0.513 0.513 0.513 0.513 0.513 

TE Standard 3  1 0.474 0.474 0.474 0.474 0.474 

TE Standard 4  3 0.474 0.474 0.523 0.598 0.598 

TE Standard 5  2 0.407 0.407 0.430 0.453 0.453 

TE Standard 6  1 0.586 0.586 0.586 0.586 0.586 
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Table C.5 

IRT Parameter Summary 

Item Type  Parameter  
No. of 

Items  
Minimum  

25th 

Percentile  
Median  

75th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

CR a 2 0.743 0.743 0.873 1.002 1.002 

CR b 2 0.010 0.010 0.335 0.660 0.660 

ER a 4 0.900 0.964 0.996 1.089 1.265 

ER b 4 0.646 0.712 0.759 0.975 1.058 

MC a 48 0.301 0.659 0.850 1.042 1.444 

MC b 48 ɀ1.799 ɀ0.596 ɀ0.045 0.545 1.401 

MC c 48 0.054 0.131 0.183 0.265 0.380 

MS a 5 0.700 0.842 0.937 1.126 1.222 

MS b 5 ɀ0.751 ɀ0.659 ɀ0.455 0.666 1.047 

MS c 5 0.015 0.046 0.048 0.051 0.155 

TE a 8 0.390 0.495 0.629 0.675 0.750 

TE b 8 ɀ1.033 0.199 0.570 1.273 1.304 
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Plot C.4  

IRT a-Parameter  
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Plot C.5  

IRT b-Parameter  
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Plot C.6  

IRT c-Parameter  
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Appendix D: Dimensionality  

Dimensionality Reports  
U.S. History  

 

Contents  

Table D.1 Zq1 Statistics and Summary Data  

Table D.2 Q3 Statistics and Summary Data  

Table D.3.1ɀD.3.4 Reporting Category Intercorrelation 

Coefficients  
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Table D.1 

Zq1 Statistics and Summary Data 

Form  Type  Minimum  
25th 

Percentile  
Median  

75th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

Num. 

of 

Items 

with 

Poor 

Fit  

B CR 20.59 20.59 37.80 55.02 55.02 0 

B ER 19.40 19.40 19.66 19.91 19.91 0 

B MC 1.34 4.97 8.06 13.37 61.20 0 

B MS 7.46 7.56 10.43 12.15 22.18 0 

B TE 9.75 27.86 32.74 60.90 87.66 1 

C CR 20.59 20.59 37.80 55.02 55.02 0 

C ER 8.31 8.31 9.71 11.11 11.11 0 

C MC 1.29 4.65 7.81 12.51 61.20 0 

C MS 7.46 8.95 11.29 17.17 22.18 0 

C TE 9.75 27.86 32.74 60.90 87.66 1 

D CR 20.59 20.59 37.80 55.02 55.02 0 

D ER 9.27 9.27 10.11 10.94 10.94 0 

D MC 0.22 4.65 7.81 12.51 61.20 0 

D MS 7.46 8.95 11.29 17.17 22.18 0 

D TE 9.75 27.86 32.74 60.90 87.66 1 

E CR 20.59 20.59 37.80 55.02 55.02 0 

E ER 3.73 3.73 4.15 4.56 4.56 0 

E MC 1.50 4.65 7.81 12.51 61.20 0 

E MS 7.46 8.95 11.29 17.17 22.18 0 

E TE 9.75 27.86 32.74 60.90 87.66 1 
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Table D.2 

Q3 Statistics and Summary Data 

Form  

Average Zero -

Order 

Correlation  

Minimum  
5th 

Percentile  
Median  

95th 

Percentile  
Maximum  

B 0.196 ɀ0.095 ɀ0.048 ɀ0.016 0.026 0.916 

C 0.183 ɀ0.083 ɀ0.049 ɀ0.016 0.028 0.883 

D 0.185 ɀ0.076 ɀ0.049 ɀ0.017 0.030 0.906 

E 0.190 ɀ0.089 ɀ0.048 ɀ0.017 0.025 0.930 

 

 
  




























