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ABSTRACT 

This study was made to determine whether or not 

there would be any score variance when two different 

achievement tests were administered to the same sample 

o f students. The sample consisted of 173 Sophomores 

from Hunters Lane High School in Nashvill e, Tennessee. 

The sample was administe r ed the Stanford Achievement 

Tes t in the ir freshman year and the Comprehensive Test 

of Basic Skills i n thei r s o phomore yea r . 

The score s of the t wo t es t s we r e co rre la ted and an 

a na l y s i s o f the r esults i ndica t ed t h t the s t ude nts 

p e r f orme d simila r ly o n both c hi e ve en t t es t s wi th 

corre l a t ion s o . 70 nd b e t e r , ith t he excep t ion of 

the e qu ival e n t Sp e l li ng su es s . Te s ple eans ere 

bove t he ex pec t e 50 o he no 

Th e s t nd r e v 1 t ions r nge ro 

equ ivalent s ubt e s s n we r e cce 

r o p o n both t ests . 

4 o 2 1 o n the 

be · th t he 

excep t io n o th e St n o r Sellin sub es 

s t ndard d e vi t ion o 36 . 

h i ch h d a 

I n conc lusi o n, t he r e 

betwee n th e t o t es t s ; 

simila r abi li ti e s . 

s i t e sco r e va ri a nce 

e e o r e, e see o easu r e 

i i 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

A spotlight has been placed on the nation's 

schools. One cannot listen to a news report or read a 

newspaper without the state of our schools being 

mentioned. This is a time of educational reform. 

Schools have changed their programs so that basic 

proficiency skills are in the forefront because schools 

are being held accountable for the achievement level of 

their students and the success of their programs. 

Due to the need to be accountable to the public and 

demonstrate pupil achievement, competency testing 

programs have been implemented. Metropolitan Nashville 

Public Schools are no exception. In the 1986-87 school 

year the Metropolitan Nashville Public School System 

began administering the 1982 Edition of the Stanford 

Achievement Test. In 19 90 the school s y stem is adopting 

the 1989 Edition of the Comprehensive Test of Basic 

Skills. 

In the Fall of 1988, all ninth grade students at 

Hunters Lane High School were admin i stered the Stanford 

Achievement Test (Level TASK II). In the Spring of 

1990 these same students will be evaluated by the 
I 

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills Survey Test (Level 

19/ 20). My hypothesis is that there will be score 

variance due to the fact that the scores are from two 

differently designed tests. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Educational reform has been in existence since 

World War II. Colleges and industries hav e complained 

since the 50's that students are graduating without the 

abilities needed to go i nto higher education or fill 

posit i ons in i ndustry . As a result, the National 

De f ense Education Act of the 1950 's was manda ted 

requiring schools to look a t t he outcome s of ou r 

educationa l s y stem ( Brandt, 1989) . 

I n the l9 7 0 ' s, accountability came into effect. 

Th e feeli n g wa s that much money was being put into the 

sch oo l s , ye t the SAT scores were going down . There wa s 

a dema nd to know what the country was getting for its 

money (Brandt , 1989 ; Brown, 1988). 

Educational reforms have been in the form of 

improving the quality of teachers preparation through 

career laddering, incentive pay programs, and 

certificat ion tests . To improve instruction to 

students we have extended the school day, added , 

required courses for graduation, instated no pass - no 

play policy in extracurricu lar activity programs, 

developed enrichment and remedial programs, and required 

a passing score on a test of minimum competency skills 

to graduate (Airasian, 1987). The main goal of all 

these reforms is to improve the competence of people 

comi ng out of our educational system . 



The use of tes ting systems has become the most 

visible and critical aspect of s t a te government efforts 

t o improve educational standards and gain inc reased 

control ove r the process of education in local school 

districts (Airasian, 1987). One criticism of the 

t esting movement, according to Jane L. David (1988), is 

that a shift in test scores of a given school could be 

attributed to quality of instruction as well as a change 

in student population, curriculum, available resources, 

school leadership, or even the physical facilities in a 

school. Yet it is these test scores that we look at to 

judge the quality of our schools. 

Another criticism of the testing movement is that 

the government is looking at the outcome of the schools 

as shown by test results, rather than the input into 

education. Test results change the behavior of 

administrators and instructors in order to improve the 

test scores. Schools, as reflected in their 

curriculums, tend to narrow their focus to instruction 

on isolated skills that can be easily measured by 

multiple choice items on standardized tests (David, 

1988; Brandt, 1989). 

In 1984, there were 29 states that required pupils 

to take competency tests at selected points in the 

· · 1987) The 1989 state educational ladder (A1ras1an, • 

legislative sessions opened with approximately 30 states 

h · t bi' lity issues scheduled for discussion av1ng accoun a 



(Pipho , 1989 ) · I n 199 0 , the number of states requiring 

testing ha s increased as 1 more aws mandating 

accountability of our local schools have been passed. 

As a result of the state and federal legislation to 

improve the plight of our schools, there has been a 

great number of task forces and research programs 

developed to study the quality of testing programs for 

use in the schools. One of these research programs is a 

five-year study at the Center for Research on 

Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing, sponsored by 

the U.S. Office of Educational Research and Improvement. 

Eva L. Baker (1988), who is a member of the research 

team, stated that many policy-makers regard standardized 

tests as credible, objective, and the bottom line for 

the assessment of the schools. Another program, The 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), has 

been periodically monitoring U.S. students in reading 

comprehension, writing, and mathematics. The federal 

government is considering changing the NAEP measurement 

practices to make state-by-state comparisons. Also, the 

National Association of State Boards of Education is 

developing a set of recommendations which would 

strengthen state capacity for education policy making 

(Cohen, 1988). 

state leadership in educational policy has 

· d the years as state support for local increase over 

schools has increased. states pay about 50 % of 

4 



duc,1 10n cos s , and h · h 1g -quality education is now 

v1 we as a key o economic development (Cohen, 1988). 

The s ate of Tennessee, like other states, is interested 

i n i mproving its economy and level of educational 

preparedness . Tennessee has expanded its interest in 

economic development, i nitiating programs to attract 

large businesses i nto the state. Local media has 

indicated businesses are reluctant to locate in 

Tennessee due to its standing in the national comparison 

of school systems. As a result, the state has become 

more concerned with the achievement standing of our 

schools. This concern has brought about the development 

of a state-wide testing program that will be used to 

evaluate school achievement. 

This paper focuses on the impact of the testing 

movement in its narrowest sense by looking at only one 

local school district and one high school. The 

Metropolitan Nashville Public School System has been 

administering the 1982 Edition of the Stanford 

Achievement Test Series to its pupils at selected points 

in the educational ladder since 1985. In the Spring of 

1990 , the Metropolitan Nashville Public School System 

changed from the Stanford Achievement Test Series to a 

state-wide testing program called the Tennessee 

comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP). The TCAP uses 

the 1989 Edition of the Comprehensive Test of Basic 

Skills Survey Test (CTBS/4) • 
Additional subtests have 



be n add d wh ich measure spec1' f1· c skill objectives found 

in h e Te nnessee St a t e Curr iculum Guides . Th e CT BS/ 4 

will be used t o obtain no rm-re f erenced in f orma t ion about 

the ach ievement leve l s of students. The additional 

subtests will be used to assess mastery of skills 

c ov ered i n the curriculum. rt is important to review 

the c h a racteristics of these tests. 

Stanford Achievement Test series 

The Stanford Achievement Test Series, 7th Edition, 

contains ten battery levels which range from K.O through 

13.0. Test content was developed by the review of 

textbooks, state guidelines, and syllabi. The 

instructional objectives were developed from this pool. 

Test items were then developed to measure each of the 

objectives. The test was normed in 1982 providing 

empirical norms from the Fall and Spring semesters 

(Cannon et. al., 1985). Test authors used the 1970 

School District Census from the U.S. Office of Education 

and statistically weighted test results to achieve a 

better approximation of demographic representation. 

Also data were collected concerning median family income 

and median years of schooling of adults over 25 years of 

age. The standardization sample included 250,000 

students from 300 school districts for the Fall, and 

2 d t from 30 0 districts for the Spring 
00,000 stu ens 

s ample (Gardner, et. al., 1985) · 

The St a nford research design called for traditional 



~e t hods o f da a a naly . 
sis and the applica t ion of Rasch 

Model Techn i ques. A pool oft 
ryout items was developed 

and adm i nistered t o th t . . 
es andard1za t1on samples . Each 

item was judged accordi ng t t h 0 e f oll owi ng cr i t erion : 

a) How well does t he question measure the 

particular ob j ective for which it was 

written? 

b) How many in the tryout group answer 

correctly? 

c ) How does the question distinguish 

between those who score high or low 

on the test? 

d) Do more students answer the question 

correctly at successively higher 

levels? 

e) How many students selected each option? 

Students were administered adjacent levels of the test 

i n order to place scores for all ten levels of the 

series on the same scale. Rasch item difficulties were 

calculated for each item in a domain, such as 

Mathematics, and a mean Rasch Item Difficulty was 

computed for each level in that domain. Then, the 

difference between the mean item difficulties of the 

levels was calculated and added in as an equating 

constant to conve rt the item difficulties of one test 

level to the scale of the next test level. The 

appropriate equating constant was then added to the Fall 



c.. • , ·- : 11 1 ; ;- 1 t 1 o n 1 m d1fficul is of c h es lev l o 

r-: ..... 1ul-P;~n qa dRas h b · 1· c a 1 1 y scale (Gardner , e 

Vali i ty data for the S t a n fo rd Ac hi e v e me nt Test 

- h Ed on , were in the fo rm of a referral to the 

Sanford Index of I ns truc tional Ob ject i ves a nd a 

, 

suggestio n tha t the use r evalua te the val i d i t y o f the 

test throug h carefu l exa mination of the test conte nt. 

Reviews o f the Stan f ord indicate it contains a 

comp rehensive range of content suitable for a large 

number of schools. Item difficulties are provided for 

each item i n the index. The technical manual also 

provides i ntercorrelations between the Stanford subtests 

and t h e Ot i s-Lennon School Ability Test. The 

intercorrelations were from a sample of 4,147 students 

at t h e beginning of grade 10. The correlation 

coef fic i ents ranged from .70 to .80 (Gardner, 1985). 

The Stanford Test of Academic Skills Level II (TASK 

II ) i s the 9.0-13.0 battery level of the Stanford 

Achievement Test Series. The Stanford TASK II was the 

Stanford Achievement Test that was administered to 

Hunters Lane High School students. As this study will 

on l y review d a ta from Hunters Lane High School, the 

rev i ew will deal ma i nly with the Stanford Achievement 

) This level of the Stanford 
Test (Leve l TASK II · 

Achievement Test was designed to evaluate those ski l l s 

. · t to continued academic t rai n i ng . 
that are requ1s1 e 

The 



st lS 1n n mu l i ple c hoice format . The i ems are 
wrl e n so ha he s t udents pe rform at a ll levels 
Bloom's Taxonomy . The test i t ems j udged are t o be 

bette r or worse than other achievement tests (Ory , 

1985) . 

of 

no 

A reliab il ity study was performed during the 

equa t i ng of forms program used to develop the final form 

of the test. Data were provided for internal 

consistency reliability, alternate-forms reliability, 

and measurement to show consistency over time. The 

internal consistency reliabilities were computed using 

the Kuder-Richardson Formula #20 reliability 

coefficients . They ranged from .88 to .96 for Form E 

and .90 to .96 for Form Fin the Fall and from .86 to 

.96 for Form E and .89 to .96 for Form Fin the Spring. 

Alternate-Forms reliability coefficients ranged from .84 

to .92. Also, correlation coefficients were computed 

from the performance of students tested in both the Fall 

and Spring of the same school year. The Fall-Spring 

correlation coefficients ranged from .69 to .86 

(Gardner, 1985). The test was reviewed by John C. Ory 

(1985) as having satisfactory reliabilities across 

subtests with reasonable standard errors of measurement. 

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 

The Fourth Edition of the Comprehensive Test of 

Basic Ski lls (CTBS/4) was published in 1989 · There are 

from grades K.O through 12.9 and e l even leve ls ranging 



two forms of e a ch level. T wo new forms, the Survey form 

a nd t h e Benchmark form, are available for those who wish 

a quick survey but have no need for curriculum 

referenced information. 

The test objectives were developed using textbooks 

and curriculum guides from state departments of 

education. The pool of items was reviewed by panels 

representing various ethnic groups and teachers. 

Comparisons were made of test items with other recently 

published CTB/McGraw-Hill tests (Linn, 1985). The items 

at each test level were categorized by subobjective 

(word attack) and by cognitive process, whether the item 

requires recall, understanding, inferential reasoning, 

or evaluation. There were new item types such as 

vocabulary and spelling being evaluated in context 

(Shepard, 1985). The test items reflected the need for 

higher order thinking skills such as: critical 

thinking, comprehension of the whole passage, and the 

ability to find, interpret, organize, analyze, and apply 

information for their own purposes. 

The test provided norms for the Fall and Spring. 

The standardization samples consisted of students from 

the Northeast, Midwest, southeast, and West regions that 

were stratified by region, community type (urban, 

· The Fall sample consisted 
suburban, rural), and size. 

of 167 000 students in grades K-12 and 156,000 students 
I 

from grades K-12 for the spring sample. 
The samples 

10 



w-er composed of public school districts 
I Catholic 

Dioceses , and private non-catholic schools . 

The CTBS/ 4 was constructed with the use of Item 

Response Theory used for item analysis, item bias 

studies, scaling, and estimation of standard errors of 

measurement. CTBS/ 4 used the Three-Parameter Logistic 

Model of Item-Response Theory. This model of IRT checks 

each item for item difficulty, item discrimination, and 

the probability of a correct response for a very low

scoring student. Students were administered adjacent 

levels of the test to form a continuous scale for each 

subtest. Each level of a subtest has a nominal range or 

a lowest obtainable scale score and a highest obtainable 

scale score. Each level has a range from a scale score 

at the 5th percentile of the Fall of the lowest target 

grade for that level to the 95th percentile of the 

Spring of the highest target grade. For example, Level 

17/18 covers grades 6.6 to 9.2 and a score at the 5th 

percentile would be equivalent to the Fall of Grade 7. 

A score at the 95th percentile on Level 17/18 would be 

equivalent to the Spring of Grade 8. IRT scoring or 

t rl·ng can be used (Technical Bulletin, number correc sco 

1989) . 

Of the test was discussed in terms of 
Validity 

The t est authors refer the user to 
content validity. 

Handbook and the class Management 
the Test Coordinators 

l'nformation about the test 
Guide for descriptive 

1 1 

' ' 



S1ncE> h es was j uSt rec ntly pub l i s hed , no 

rPv1e~ s w r availa ble 1 0 c o lec t add i t ional i n formati o n 

co n e rn1ng validity of the t t 
es · A rev iew of t h e 

CTBS / 3 , Fo rms U and V, by Robert Linn (198 5 ) indicate d 

" sca nty " evidenc e s upporting the validity of that 

edi t ion . Like the CTBS/ 3, the CTBS/4 technical manual 

lists pages o f item location parameters, item 

difficu l t i es, intercorrelations with the Test of 

Cogn itiv e Skills , and proportion correct scores. 

Content validity was considered primary and the decision 

as to whether or not the test was valid for the intended 

population was left as a matter of judgement for the 

user. 

Reliability, or the consistency of test results, 

was described using several kinds of data. The test was 

administered in the Spring and Fall of 1988 to the 

standardization sample. Students were given 

interlevel linking tests which, for example, contained 

half Level 11 items and half Level 12 items to form the 

Level 11/12 test. Hunters Lane High School students 

were administered the Level 19/20 survey Test of the 

CTBS/4. Internal consistency reliability coefficients 

were computed for each subtest from one administration 

by using the Kuder-Richardson Formula #20 (KR2 0) · The 

KR2 0 coefficients for Level 19120 survey, Form A, for 

87 in the Fall and from .74 
grade 10 r anged from .73 to · 

The KR20 coefficients for Level 
to .94 i n the Spring. 



o . <J4 1n 
h ,, an from . 68 

gra e lO rang d from . 67 

0 
· 9 4 i n the Sp ring. The s 

au ho rs also refer 
o the use of the St anda rd Error of 

asu remen (SEM) a t 
s ano her aspect of reliability of 

he es scores . They t· men ioned the fact that 

measu rement error is associa ted with every tes t score 

and that the SEM can be used to obtain a within range 

wh ich a students true score is likely to fall. A 

Standard Error Curve was presented for each subtest in 

which a curve for each level is plotted. This was done 

i n an effort to help the user identify the range within 

each level and within each test that provides the most 

accurate measurement. 

Item Response Theory 

The research design of both tests was based on Item 

Response Theory (IRT), pioneered by Frederick M. Lord. 

Item Response Theory became a dominant topic of study in 

the 1970's and is based on latent trait theory. 

According to Hambleton and Swaminathan (1985), examinee 

performance on a test can be predicted in terms of one 

or more characteristics referred to as traits. The 

traits must be estimated from observable examinee 

performance on a set of test items. Item Response 

Models are mathematical models which are based on 

t t d ta Tests built 
specific assumptions about the es a · 

. . d h;ch tells the precision with 
upon IRT provide an in ex w ~ 

. 's ab;lity is estimated. which each exarni nee ~ 
This index 



can vary from exami nee to exami nee , hence , the t est is 
sampl e- f ree . Unlik t e s andard testing methods, IRT 

produces t ests that a re sample-free and item-free. The 
s cores are not a function of th · e items used to construct 

the te s t or the samples used t o calibrate the tests. 

The Stanford Achievement Test is designed using the 

Rasch Model or One-Parameter Logistic Model. The Rasch 

Model assumes that all items have equal discriminating 

power and that guessing is minimal. Traub (1983), 

disagrees with the Rasch Model on the context that 

common sense and the history of testing show that 

guessing plays a part in the process of multiple choice 

items. However, the fact that the Rasch Model has fewer 

parameters lends it for easier application. There has 

been much research concerning the Rasch Model and it 

has been found to have fewer problems with parameter 

estimations than more general models (Hashaway, 1978). 

The comprehensive Test of Basic Skills was designed 

using the Three-Parameter Logistic Model. This design 

incorporated item discrimination and guessing as two 

significant factors in the development of a test. 

model acknowledges that some test items may be more 

discriminating than others in predicting score 

This 

consistency on items. The third parameter is called the 

pseudo chance level parameter. 
rt accounts for item 

from low-ability examinees or the response data 
examinee answers an item 

probabili t y t hat a low-ability 

14 



co rr c 1 Y · Th is model is said to have better II fit 11 

be t wee n the mode l and the data which would lead to 

stronger results. 

This research project will compare student 

scores on the St a n f ord Achievement Test and the 

comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Although both tests 

asses s a broa d range of achievement, these two tests are 

bas e d o n different models of test design . Therefore, 

t h e tests need to be compared to see which instrument 

better fits the population it was used to test. 

I', 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Subject s 

In the Fall of 1988, 494 Freshman were administered 

the Stanford Achievement Test (Level Task II). In the 

Spring of their Sophomore year, 361 students were 

administered the CTBS/4 (Level 19/20). Of these 

students, only 173 students had a score for every 

subtest on both the Stanford Achievement Test and the 

CTBS/ 4. Therefore, the sample of this research project 

consists of a population of 173 students. 

Each student was assigned a case number, the names 

were not used. There was no contact with any of the 

students. The scores were obtained from the school data 

summary for the Stanford Achievement Test and from the 

individual student reports for the CTBS/4. (The 

individual student reports were not distributed to the 

students until the Fall of 1990.) 

Instruments 

The Stanford Achievement Test subtests and the 

CTBS/4 subtests were analyzed to find equivalent 

subtests to be correlated. Because the CTBS/ 4 Language 

. •on Mathematics Computation, Mechanics, Language Express1 , 

• t' subtests had no and Math Concepts/Applica ions 

Stanford Achievement Test, 
equivalent subtests on the 

The following table, 
they were not used in this study. 

f d Achievement Test and 
(Table 1), shows the Stan or 



CTBS / 4 s ubtests that were equ · ivalent and used in the 
study . 

Table 1 . Stanford and CTBS/ 4 E . 
quivalent Subtests 

-----------------------
Stanford Subtests 

Read i ng Comprehension 

Read i ng Vocabulary 

Total Reading 

English 

Mathematics 

Spelling 

Using Information 

Science 

Social Studies 

------ -----------------------
CTBS/4 Subtests 

Reading Comprehension 

Reading Vocabulary 

Total Reading 

Language Mechanics 

Language Expression 

Total Language 

Math Comprehension 

M-Concepts/Application 

Total Mathematics 

Spelling 

Study Skills 

Science 

Social Studies 

--------------------------------------------------------
Procedures 

The Stanford Achievement Test school data summary 

report and the CTBS/4 individual student reports 

contained scores for each student by subtest. Normal 

Curve Equivalents (NCE's), obtained from the tests 

manua l s, were reported for each subtest raw score. 

The equivalent subtests' Normal curve Equivalents 

were correla t ed by a statistical computer program using 

l 7 



the Pearson Produc t-Moment Correlation Formula . 

Analysis 

Normal Curve Equivalents, which have a mean of 50 

and a standard deviation of 16, were used for score 

comparison on both tests. The data were analyzed by 

comparing subtest correlations, means, and standard 

deviat i ons of the sample group. Analysis of the 

correlation coefficients provides information concerning 

whether or not the students scored similarly on both 

tests. Analysis of the mean score of each subtest 

provides information as to how the sample performed as a 

whole on the subtest, which could indicate the sample 

difficulty of each subtest compared to the norm sample. 

Analysis of the standard deviation of each subtest 

provides information concerning the variability of the 

sample groups scores on each subtest. 



CH APTER 4 

RES LTS 

L~t e -;, 11s s he r esul s of the correlation of 

eq 1valen su ests o n the Stanford Achievement Test and 

he CTBS ; 4. The Total Reading subtest scores had the 

h1ghes c orrelation with a . 828 , followed by the Total 

Mathematics ' subtests with a correlation of .799. The 

rest of the subtests correlated moderately well with a 

range of . 70 5 to . 77 1 with the exception of one, 

Spelling , which had the lowest correlation of .681. 

Tabl e 2 . Correlation Coefficients of Equivalent 

Subtests . 

Stanford Subtest 

Reading Comprehension 

Reading Vocabulary 

Total Reading 

English 

Mathematics 

Spelling 

Using Information 

Science 

Social Studies 

CTBS/4 Subtest 

Reading Comprehension 

Reading Vocabulary 

Total Reading 

Total Language 

Total Mathematics 

Spelling 

study Skills 

science 

social studies 

---------------------------------------------

Correlation 

0.711 

0.771 

0.828 

0.722 

0.799 

0.681 

0.739 

0.736 

0.705 

that for the most part 
The correlations showed 

both tests. 
students scored similarly on 

A student that 

. or low on the 
Stanford Achievement 

scored high , average , 



Tes t t e nded t o score similarly on the CTBS/ 4. The 

s t udents sco red most similarly on the Tota l Read i ng 

subtest and the Spelling subtest obtained the most 

di ssimilar scores. Since both tests were designed using 

school curr i culum guides as guidelines for the 

development of their items 
I they tended to tap or 

evaluate similar abilities. 

Table 3 lists the equivalent subtests and their 

means based on the sample group scores. 

Table 3. Equivalent Subtests and Means 

Stanford Subtest Mean CTBS/4 Subtest Mean 

Reading Comp. 51. 803 Reading Comp. 55.127 

Reading Voe. 46.335 Reading Voe. 51.306 

Total Reading 48.832 Total Reading 53.428 

English 52.775 Total Language 52.393 

Mathematics 54.717 Total Mathematics 54.272 

Spelling 52.272 Spelling 52.647 

Using Information 54.775 study Skills 54.491 

Science 50.214 Science 49.468 

Social Studies 52.312 social studies 51. 734 

--------------------------------------
The Stanford Achievement Test means ranged from 

Vocabulary subtest to 54.775 on 
46.335 on the Reading 

the Using Information subteSt · 
An average of the means 

11 t S t mean of 
equal s an overa e 

listed on the Stanford 

51. 559 . 



The CTBS/ 4 means ranged fr om 49 . 468 on the Science 

subtest to 55 .127 on the Read i ng s ubtest. 
An average of 

the means listed on the CTBS/ 4 equals an overall test 

mean of 52.763. 

The Hunters Lane High School sample performed, as a 

whol e, " slightly" higher than the norm group on both 

tests with overall test means over the expected norm 

group mean of 50. The students overall test mean was 

higher on the CTBS/4 than the Stanford. 

Table 4 lists the equivalent subtests and the 

standard deviations obtained for each subtest based on 

the sample group scores. 

Table 4. Equivalent Subtests and Standard Deviations. 

Stanford Subtest S.D. CTBS/4 Subtest S.D. 

Reading Comp. 15.133 Reading Comp. 17.299 

Reading Voe. 16.377 Reading Voe. 18.934 

Total Reading 15.126 Total Reading 17.363 

English 14.865 Total Language 18.142 

Mathematics 15.672 Total Mathematics 18.863 

Spelling 14.071 Spelling 19.709 

Using Information 16.751 study Skills 21.047 

Science 15 . 896 science 19.832 

social studies 18.240 
Social Studies 15.788 

------------------------ ------------------------------
t standard deviations 

The St anford Achievement Tes 
. btest to 16. 751 on 

the spell1.ng su range from 14.071 on 
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the Using Informat i on subtest. An average of the 

standard dev i at i ons listed on the Stanford equals an 

overall test standard deviation of 15.520. 

The CTBS/4 standard deviations range from 17.299 on 

the Reading Comprehension subtest to 21.047 on the study 

skills subtest. An average of the standard deviations 

listed on the CTBS/4 equals an overall test standard 

deviation of 18.825. 

The Stanford and CTBS/4 standard deviations, for 

the most part, were in acceptable ranges in comparison 

with the expected standard deviation of 16 as in the 

norm group. However, the CTBS/4 Study Skills subtest 

with a standard deviation of 21.047 may have 

questionable discrimination capabilities. This 

standard deviation indicates a great deal of 

intrasubtest variability. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSI ON AND SUMMARY 

The hypothesis that there would be 
a great deal of 

score variance due to the two d'ff 1 erent test designs 

proved to be i ncorrect. Th e equivalent subtests 

correlated moderately well with the Spelling subtest 

obtaining the lowest correlation. 

The lower correlation between the spelling subtests 

could be due to the fact that the CTBS/4 used a new 

format on the Spelling subtest. Instead of choosing the 

correctly spelled word out of a series of spellings of 

the same word, the CTBS/4 tested spelling words in 

context. Although Hunters Lane High School Students 

performed better than the norm group on both subtests, 

the standard deviation of the CTBS/4 Spelling subtest 

indicated it had more intrasubtest variability. The 

low correlation indicates that the two subtests may be 

tapping different abilities. However, this study did 

not research the individual abilities measured by each 

subtest; therefore, this topic may need to be followed 

up at another time. 

Comparison of the individual subtest means of the 

that the Students scored above the norm 
CTBS/4 indicated 

group on all the CTBS/4 subtests with the exception of 

one, the science subtest. 
The Science subtest mean of 

49 . below the norm group mean of 50, 
.468, which lS 

'th this 
indicated that the sample had difficulty wi 



sub est . 

Comparison of the i ndividual subtest means of the 

Stan f ord indicat ed that the students scored above the 

norm group on all the Stanford subtests with the 

exception of one, the Reading Vocabulary subtest. The 

Reading Vocabulary subtest mean of 46.335, which was 

below the norm group mean of 50, indicated that the 

sample had difficulty with this subtest. The Total 

Reading Score was below the norm group mean as well 

because of the low mean on the Reading Vocabulary 

subtest. 

Comparison of the sample's performance on the 

equivalent subtests of the Stanford and CTBS/4 indicated 

that the sample scored higher in the areas of Reading 

and Spelling on the CTBS/4 than the Stanford. In 

contrast, the sample scored higher in the areas of 

English/Language, Math, Using Information, Science, and 

Social Studies on the Stanford than the CTBS/4. 

Hunters Lane High School students, as a whole, 

scored better than the norm group on both tests. 

Comparison of their overall test means indicated that 

the students scored higher on the CTBS/4 than the 

Stanford based on their averages . 

. h standard deviations 
The CTBS/4 subtests had hig er 

· h ns the CTBS/4 than the Stanford subtests, whic mea 

dl'fferences between the 
measured wider individual 

students scores than the stanf0rd · 
The CTBS/4 study 
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skills subtest scores h d 
s owe the most variability with a 

standard deviation of 21.047, while the Stanford 

spelling subtest scores showed the least 
variability 

with a standard deviation of 14.07l. 
The standard 

deviations were in acceptable ranges when 
compared with 

the norm group's standard deviation of 16. 

Whether one test was better than the other could 

not be proven by the data gathered in this study. The 

data show that the students did not score significantly 

better or worse on either test. The decision as to 

which test would be the better fit with the students 

requires further study . A fol l ow up study needs to be 

done that correlates the objecti ves cove r ed i n t he 

curriculum with the objectiv es covered by the t ests . 

As Metropolitan Nashvi l l e Public Schools have 

already adopted the CTBS/ 4 , some advant ages of t he ne 

test should be mentioned . Th e CTBS/ has more r ecen t 

norms and the short survey fo rm e nables school sys t e s 

to gather normat ive data and add c r i t e r ion r eferenced 

items designed to assess the i ndividual school syS t e s 

needs. 

i ndividual o r s choo l As in any form of assess ent, 

individual stude nt or wide, important decisions about an 

only one assess ent 
program should never be based on 

. bles that can affec t test 
tool. There are ma ny var1a 

to do with the test . 
scores that have nothing 

Al l of 

Considered when making any 
the variables need to be 

25 



decisions. Accountability must work bot h ways, the 

schools need to assess to evaluate progress, but the 

ones who look at the test scores to ake deci s i ons 

should know how to interpret the s cores an e 

accountable fo r the ref orms t ha t co . e r o e r 

decisions . 
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