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Issue Addressed
ETS, the College Board, other high-stakes testing programs, and the entire
measurement community have had long-standing concerns for making assessment
instruments as fair as possible with respect to gender and ethnic groups. These
concerns are reflected in the current Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (1999). Much research has been conducted on the most meaningful fashion
of defining and measuring fairness, both at the item level and the test level. The
principle behind most, if not all, of these methods is that understanding what makes
an item or test fair or unfair will lead to information on how to avoid unfairness.

This Study
In this study, a different tack is taken. Given a simple measure of fairness, impact
(the difference in the proportion correct between majority and minority groups), the
goal is to include information about impact in the process of constructing
assessments. If this can be accomplished without disturbance to the construct
measured by the assessment, then we have a mechanism for constructing fairer
assessments that does not require detailed knowledge of what, exactly, causes
differential performance on items or tests.

Four different kinds of test sections, using three methods of test assembly that
incorporate the goals of simultaneous moderation of three different kinds of impact –
gender impact, African American impact, and Hispanic American impact – were
constructed. These test sections were administered undetectably to random samples
from the appropriate population and the results were compared with sections
constructed without regard to impact.
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Findings
•  Almost all methods of test assembly taking impact into account produced either

moderation of impact or no change in impact.

•  Taking impact into account tended to lower reliability slightly.

•  Taking impact into account tended to reduce the relative efficiency for test takers
in the middle score range while increasing efficiency for those with more extreme
scores.

•  There was no evidence that taking impact into account did not maintain the
constructs measured by parallel operational sections.

Implications
•  The explicit consideration of impact when assembling tests, as suggested by

Bond (1987), is effective in moderating irrelevant impact when tests are
administered.

•  The results of this empirical study tended to confirm more theoretical predictions
from previous studies in terms of the properties of the resultant tests.

•  The two test construction methods that were based directly on the Weighted
Deviations model and incorporated impact targets as explicit goals produced the
most consistent results.

Availability
ETS Research Reports/Memorandums are available to ETS staff on the Research
Web site (http://researchnt.research.ets.org/research/index.html). Printed reports are
available from Gloria Moreland (gmoreland@ets.org, mailstop 10-R).

Please send questions and comments to Martha Mendez (mmendez@ets.org).
May 2001

www.ztcprep.com

http://researchnt.research.ets.org/research/index.html
mailto:gmoreland@ets.org
mailto:mmendez@ets.org

	An Empirical Investigation of Impact Moderation in �Test Construction
	This Study
	Implications
	Availability

