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A Message from our Vice President
Linda Cook, Educational Testing Services

It is very hard for me to believe
that almost three years have
passed since | took office as
Vice President of Division D. |
want to begin this, my last
newsletter, by thanking all of
the many wonderful colleagues
in Division D that | have had the
privilege to work with over the
past three years. |took on the
responsibility of Division D Vice
President with some degree of
trepidation, having no idea what
a rewarding experience it would
be for me. | believe that AERA
is an extremely important or-
ganization and that Division D
has the very important role in
the organization of setting high
standards for educational re-
search and supporting and men-
toring young professionals work-
ing in educational research. |
am very grateful that | have

had the opportunity to support
this role over the past three
years.

As you are all aware, Barbara
Dodd will take responsibility as
Division D Vice President follow-
ing this yearods
Barbara and | have been work-
ing very closely this fall and
winter to ensure a smooth tran-
sition in leadership for the Divi-
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sion. One of the most impor-
tant activities that we have
been working on is planning for

this yeards ann
Denver. |know that in these
difficult economic times that
some of you will not be able to
attend the Annual Meeting and

| am very sorry about that.

| 6m hopeful tha
who do attend the meeting can
make your papers readily avail-
able to your colleagues who are
not able to be at the meeting

so that they will at least be

able to benefit from your re-
search.

I want to thank
program committee, led by
Aaron Kuntz, for putting to-
gether an exceptionally diverse
and stimulating program. The
committee consists of Aaron,

Jill Adelson, Terran Brown,

Ryan Gildersleeve, Jeff Har-
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ring, and Anna Kubiak. | also
want to thank Dubravka Svetina,
Chair of the Division D Graduate
Student Committee, and Emily
Shaw, Chair of the Division D
Affirmative Action Committee,
for attending the program plan-
ning meeting and for assisting
the Annual Meeting Program
Committee with the planning for
this yeards meet.i

| 6m pleased to sa
year, that we are planning to hold
a Division D Luncheon and Busi-
ness meeting at the Annual
Meeting. Those of you who at-
tended the inaugural luncheon
held at the 2009 Annual Meeting
know it was a great success. We
will continue the tradition this
year of having the winner of the
Significant Contribution to Edu-
cational Measurement and Re-
search Methodology Award pro-
vide a short talk at the luncheon.
The winners of the 2009 award
were Jacqueline Leighton and
Mark Gierl. The title of Jacque-
l'ine and Mal&Beof t
Cognitive Models in Assessment .
Tickets for the luncheon are
$25.00 and can be ordered when
you register for the meeting or

by contacting aerameet-

(Continued on page 2)
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(Continued from page 1)

ings@epilogic.com. | want to thank Rose-

mary Reshetar and the Division D Lunch-
eon and Business Meeting Committee for
taking responsibility for planning and orga-
nizing the luncheon.

A second tradition we will continue at the
2010 Annual Meeting is our joint social
with NCME. | am really excited about the
social this year. Neal Kingston, from the
University of Kansas, who many of you
know, approached the president of NCME,
Terry Ackerman, and me this fall and of-
fered to organize entertainment for the
soci al I dm pl eased
UMASS Error Band and the Skew, from
the University of Kansas, will provide a
rock and research battle of the bands,
emceed by Neal Kingston. We will be sure
to allow the first hour of the social for
conversation before the bands start up,
then, be prepared for a lively evening of
dancing and entertainment!

A new Annual Meeting event for this year
will be the inaugural Robert L. Linn Distin-
guished Lecture. This lecture will be given
by the winner of the 2009 award, Robert
Mi sl evy. The title
Integrating Measurement and Sociocogni-
tive Perspectives in Educational Assess-
ment. We will have two very distinguished
discussants for the address, James Gee
from the University of Arizona and Mark
Wilson from the University of California,
Berkley.

| also want to highlight the activities we
have planned for graduate students and
early career scholars. We will host a men-
toring lunch for early career scholars that
will be structured similarly to the lunch-
eon held last year. The luncheon will be
organized by the Division D Mentoring
Committee, led by Judith Green and Audra
Skukaukaite. As was the case with last
yeards luncheon, the
organized around communities of scholars,
each being supported by a host mentor

A Message from our Vice President (cont.)

and a distinguished mentor.

In addition to the mentoring luncheon,
Division D will also be offering the
Graduate Student Seminar, organized by
the Division D Graduate Student Seminar
Committee, led by Gary Cook. The title
of the seminaris, What They Are Look-
ing for in Hiring New Graduates: Transi-
tioning from Graduate Student to Pro-
fessional. The speakers for the seminar
are Arturo Olivarez, James Kaufman,
and Akihiro Kamata. Breakfast will be
served and there will be lots of time for
i@fq;magdg,%yssiprhwgq these ﬁiiétin-
guished speakers during breakfast.

The Division D Fireside Chat, organized
by the Division D Graduate Student Com-
mittee under the leadership of Dubravka
Svetina, will focus on Experimental vs
Quasi-Experimental Design in Educational
Research. The discussion will be led by
several distinguished researchers, Greg
Hancock, Joan Herman, Neal Kingston,
and Chip Reichardt.

The final mentoring activity that | want
otg) me%tl%nbisf~J the 5/'%390/5 513 -Spmgiresss
Research Gala. | think many of you will
remember this event from last year. It
was an extremely successful session;
again, organized by the Division D Gradu-
ate Student Committee. This event will
take place in the evening as a social of-
fered in conjunction with a structured
poster session. The poster session allows
Division D graduate students to receive
feedback on their work in progress.
Three works in progress will be chosen as
exemplary studies and the completed
studies will be presented at the 2011
Annual Meeting. As a separate event this
year, the works that were chosen at the
299 (Dyisign p - Rrogress Regearch
Gala will be presented in a session
hosted by Jill Adelson. Tia Sukin, Mat-

thew Gaertner, Tara Lee Saylor, and Tzu -
An Chen will present their studies in this
session and their work will be discussed by
Steven Raudenbush and Barbara Plake.

| also want to mention a number of co -
sponsored sessions that will take place at
the Annual Meeting. Division D is co -
sponsoring two sessions with NCME, an
Update on the Revision to the AERA/APA/
NCME Joint Standards and a session on
Common Core Standards and Coordinated
State Assessment. We are also co -
sponsoring a session with the Classroom
Assessment SIG titled  /nternational Per-
spectives on Assessment and Assessment
Research.

In addition to the update on the revision to
the Joint Standards, a special round table
discussion will be held to gather feedback
on a draft of the revised Fairness Chapter
of the Joint Standards. This session
(Revising the Joint Standards: Fair and

Accessible Assessments for all Individuals )

will be moderated by Suzanne Lane and the
participants will be Linda Cook, Joan Her-
man, Barbara Plake, Frank Worrell, Martha
Thurlow, and Jamal Abedi.

This year, for the first time, the Division D
Affirmative Action Committee, led by Emily
Shaw, has organized a session for the An-
nual Meeting. The seminar is titled;
and oHowso of
Body: Where Measurements and Research
Methodology Meet Social Justice.

A full list of the Division D Program High-
lights, including some very exciting invited
sessions that | did not describe here, can
be found later in the newsletter and an
expanded description of the events is avail-
able on this website.

b Idrope many of you will be able to attend

the meeting in Denver.

oWhyso
Buil di ng
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A Message from the 2010 Division D Program Chair
Aaron Kunz, University of Alabama

We have finalized the 2010 program
thanks to the excellent efforts of all
Division D proposal contributors, re-
viewers, volunteer discussant and
chairs, as wel/l as
fice staff. This year, | was lucky
enough to chair a committee com-
prised of Jill Adelson, Terran Brown,
Ryan Gildersleeve, Jeff Harring, and
Anna Kubiak. Since the conclusion of
the annual conference in 2009, our
committee has worked hard to create
an exciting program that should prove
to be of interest to the diverse mem-
bers of our division. Throughout, |
was impressed by the collaborative
effort put forward by all members of

the committee.

This year, commit-
tee members were
especially chal-
éljr:ggﬁ'%oQﬁplerﬁe?‘ut"
AERAGs new
regarding proposal
review and selec-
tion. Throughout
the review process,
committee mem-
bers noted challenges in the new sys-
tem with the aim of improving the re-
view process as it evolves.

A total of 276 individual submissions
and 35 symposia submissions were re-

ceived, which represents a
slight decrease in submis-
sions to our division from
the 2009 conference. We
worked hard to link reviewer
expertise with appropriate
proposals as well as to assign
three reviewers to each pro-
posal. Our acceptance rate
decreased a bit this year,
though still remained near
50% for all submissions. As in the
past, we worked hard to accept as
many qualified proposals as possible.
A summary of the sessions is below:

Business Meeting 1
Poster Session 1
Structured Poster Session 4 (2 invited)
Roundtable 11
Working Group Roundtable 4 (2 invited)
Paper Session 19 (6 invited)
Symposium 8
o
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AERA Division D:
2010 Annual Meeting Program Highlights

Division D Luncheon and Business Meeting

Speaker: Jacqueline Leighton and Mark Gierl, University of Alberta, 2009 recipients of the Division D Award for
Significant Contributions to Educational Measurement and Research Methodology

Presentation : The Use of Cognitive Models in Assessment

NCME and AERA Division D Joint Welcome Reception for Current and New Members

This event replaces the NCME No Host Cocktail Party and the Division D Business Meeting and Reception. This year
we have added entertainment. The UMASS Error Band and the Skew, from the University of Kansas will provide a
rock and research battle of the bands, emceed by Neal Kingston, University of Kansas.

Inaugural Session: First Robert L. Linn Distinguished Lecture

Speaker: Robert Mislevy, University of Maryland, 2009 recipient of the Robert L. Linn Distinguished Lecture Award
Presentation. Integrating Measurement and Sociocognitive Perspectives in Educational Assessment
Discussants: James Gee, Arizona State University, Mark Wilson, University of California, Berkeley

Organizer and Moderator: Katherine Ryan, University of Illinois

Diagnostic Measurement in Education: Theory, Methods, and Applications

Towards a Holistic Research Agenda into Data and Decisions in
Education: Methodological Possibilities for Studying Information
across Systemic Levels

Organizer: Jeffrey Harring, University of Maryland, Andre
Rupp, University of Maryland

Chair: Jeffery Harring, University of Maryland

Participants. Kristen Huff, The College Board, Roy Levy, Ari-
zona State University, Andre Rupp, University of Maryland,
Rebecca Nugent, Carnegie Mellon University.

Discussant: Andre Rupp, University of Maryland

Organizer: Philip Piety, American Institutes for Research

Participants. Chris Dede, Harvard University, Richard
Halverson, University of Wisconsin -Madison, Joan Talbert, Stanford University, Jonathan Supovitz, University of
Pennsylvania, Susanna Loeb, Stanford University.

Discussant: P a t Forgione, Educational Testing Service, Jenni fer O

Working Validity: Transactional, Transformational, and Holistic Approaches to Qualitative Inquiry

Organizer and Chair : Aaron Kuntz, University of Alabama

Participants : Mirka Koro -Ljungberg, University of Florida, Jeasik Cho, University of Wyoming, Melisa Freeman,
University of Georgia, Michael Gunzenhauser, University of Pittsburgh.

Discussant: Gretchen Rossman, University of Massachusetts, Amherst

Assessment Validation: Bridging the Gap between Theory and Practice

Organizer: Linda Cook, Educational Testing Service

Participants: Pamela Moss, University of Michigan, Derek Briggs, University of Colorado, Katherine Ryan, University
of lllinois, Scott Marion, National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment.

Discussant: Michael Kane, Educational Testing Service
(Continued on page 5)
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AERA Division D:
2010 Annual Meeting Program Highlights (cont.)

(Continued from page 4)
Innovations in Test - based Educational Accountability
Organizer : 1saac Bejar, Educational Testing Service
Moderator: Henry Braun, Boston College

Participants : Michael Feuer, National Research Council, the National Academies, Randy Bennett, Educational
Testing Service, Daniel Koretz, Harvard University, Anton Beguin, CITO, Barbara Plake, University of Nebraska,
Kristen Huff, The College Board, Isaac Bejar, Educational Testing Service, Aurora Graf, Educational Testing
Service.

Discussants: Robert Linn, University of Colorado, Linda Darling -Hammond, Stanford University

Mixed - Format Tests: Addressing Test Design and Psychometric Issues in Tests with Multiple Choice and Con-
structed Response Items (a Structured Poster Session)

Organizer: Rosemary Reshetar, The College Board
Chair: Maureen Ewing, The College Board

Participants: Rosemary Reshetar, The College Board, Amy Hendrickson, The College Board, Won -Chan Lee, Univer-
sity of lowa, Sonya Powers, University of lowa, H. Jane Rogers, University of Connecticut, Pamela Kaliski, The
College Board.

Discussant: Robert Brennan, University of lowa, Oliver Zhang, AICPA
Revising the Joint Standards: Fair and Accessible Assessments for all Individuals

Organizer: Joan Herman, University of California/lCRESST

Chair. Suzanne Lane, University of Pittsburgh

Participants.: Linda Cook, Educational Testing Service, Joan Herman, University of California/CRESST, Barbara
Plake, University of Nebraska, Frank Worrell, University of California, Berkeley.

Discussants.: Martha Thurlow, NCEO, Jamal Abedi, University of California, Davis.

Special Session Organized by Division D Affirmative Action Committee

Answering the OWhyso6é6 and OHowsdé of Building a Diverse Student
ology Meet Social Justice
Organizer: Emily Shaw, The College Board

Participants. Mitchell Chang, UCLA, Patricia Gurin, University of Michigan, Sylvia Hurtado, UCLA.

Discussant: Stephen Raudenbush, University of Chicago

Sessions Co- Sponsored by AERA Division D and NCME

Update on the Revisions to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing

Organizer : Barbara Plake, University of Nebraska

Presenters. Laura Hamilton, RAND Corporation, Joan Herman, UCLA/CRESST, Barbara Plake, University of Nebraska,
Denny Way, Pearson, Laurie Wise, HUMRRO

Discussant: Steve Ferrara, CTB, McGraw Hill.

(Continued on page 6)
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AERA Division D:
2010 Annual Meeting Program Highlights (cont.)

(Continued from page 5)

Common Core Standards and Coordinated State Assessment

Organizer: \Wayne Camara, the College Board

Presenters : Wes Bruce, Indiana Department of Education, Pascal Forgione, Educational Testing Service, Brian Gong,
National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment, Suzanne Lane, University of Pittsburgh, Robert Linn,
University of Colorado, John Tanner, Test Sense.

Sessions Co- Sponsored by AERA Division D and the Classroom Assessment SIG

International Perspectives on Assessment and Assessment Research

Organizer: Susan Brookhart, Brookhart Enterprises LLC

Participants: Val Klenowski, Queensland University of Technology, Claire Wyatt  -Smith, Griffith University, Queen-

sland, Lorna Earl, Aporia Consulting Ltd., Dany Laveault, University of Ottawa, Knut Steinar Engelsen, Stord Hauge-

sund University College, Norway, Kari Smith, University of Bergen, Norway, Jeffrey Smith, University of Otago, Lisa
Smith, University of Otago, Alison Gilmore, University of Canterbury

Sessions for Graduate Students and New Professionals

Division D Exemplary Work from Promising Researchers

Organizer: Jill Adelson, University of Louisville

Participants: Tia M. Sukin, University of Massachusetts Amherst, Matthew N. Gaertner, University of Colorado at
Boulder, Tara Lee Saylor, University of Virginia, Tzu  -An Chen, University of Texas at Austin

Discussants: Stephen Raudenbush, University of Chicago, Barbara Plake, University of Nebraska

AERA Division D Mentoring Luncheon for New Professionals

Organizers.: Audra Skukaukaite, University of Texas, Brownsville, Judith Green, University of California, Santa Bar-
bara

AERA Division D In - progress Research Gala (a structured poster session)

Organizers : Dubravka Svetina, Arizona State University, Gail Tiemann, University of Kansas, Karen Rambo, University

of Connecticut

Participants: To be chosen

Division D Fireside Chat:  Experimental vs. Quasi - Experimental Design in Educational Research

Organizers. Karen Rambo, University of Connecticut, Tia Sukin, University of Massachusetts, Dubravka Svetina, Ari-
zona State University

Moderator: Jill Adelson, University of Louisville

Participants : Gregory Hancock, University of Maryland, Joan Herman, University of California/CRESST, Neal
Kingston, University of Kansas, Chip Reichardt, University of Denver

Division D Graduate Student Seminar: What theyd6re | ooking f or d&iTmansitiohingifromg
Graduate Student to Professional

Organizer : H. Gary Cook, Wisconsin Center for Education Research

Participants : Arturo Olivarez, University of Texas, James Kaufman, California State University, San Bernar-
dino, Akihito Kamato, University of Oregon.

new grad
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A Message from the Chair of the

Affirmative Action Committee
Emily J. Shaw, College Board

This was the first

year that the Af-
firmative Action Com-
mittee had the data

to analyze reviewer
acceptance decisions
to be sure that these
decisions were not
systematically disad-
vantaging any groups
(by gender, race/
ethnicity, professional affiliation, and
student status). | am pleased to re-
port that there were no glaring issues
though certain rejection decisions
were reconsidered by section chairs
based on the analyses. A number of
other divisions are currently conduct-
ing similar analyses while other divi-
sions plan to do this in the future.

There will be another first for the
Division D Affirmative Action Commit-
tee this year 9 a sponsored session at
the annual meeting devoted to af-
firmative action issues. The session is
titted, Answering t he
OHowso of
Body: Where Measurement and Re-
search Methodology Meet Social

Justice . This session was developed in

relation to the 2003 Supreme Court
decision on Grutter v. Bollinger which

Buil di ng

affirmed the legal frame-
work for the consideration
of race and ethnicity in
higher education admis-
sions. It was stated by Jus-
tice Sandr a
her majority opinion that
upholding the consideration
of race/ethnicity as one of
many factors in admissions
was related to the legally
compelling interest it served, specifi-

cally, the educational benefits of a di-
verse student body. These educational
benefits were largely substantiated by
empirical social science research submit-
tedtothecourtt Despite the
decision to allow the consideration of

race in admissions, there have been con-
tinued legal challenges, and a number of
states have passed ballot initiatives pro-
hibiting the practice.

It is within this context that educational
researchers and measurement experts
can provide the crucial link to support

oWhys

. (g and . .. o
universities In mamtammg legal admission
a Diverse Situdent
practices with far -reaching educational
benefits for all students. Ongoing, inno-
vative research measuring the educa-
tional benefits of diversity at the insti-

tution level is necessary and will be par-

Day

ticularly important if an institution

finds its race -conscious admission poli-
cies under legal challenge. Further-
more, institutions in states that are no
Iong% Q?gnii{t%d(}orconFidner race in
admission are in need of techniques to
develop race -neutral admission models
that will result in admitting, enrolling,
and retaining a diverse student

body. Panelists include Mitchell Chang
(Professor, Higher Education & Organ-
izational Change, UCLA), Patricia Gurin
(Nancy Cantor Distinguished University
Professor Emerita of Psychology and
G/enten'd Studies, University of Michi-
gan); Sylvia Hurtado (Professor and
Director of the Higher Education Re-
search Institute, UCLA); and panelist/
discussant, Stephen Raudenbush
(Lewis- Sebring Distinguished Service
Professor, University of Chicago).

They will discuss the core issues re-
lated to designing studies, programs,
and methodologies that will most con-
tribute to advancing research (and
court evidence) on the educational

benefits of diversit Y.
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Cognitive Diagnostic Models:

Understanding What Students Are Thinking

Jimmy de la Torre, Rutgers University

Cognitive diagnosis models (CDMs)
are measurement models developed
primarily to analyze data from diag-
nostic assessments and support
finer -grained inferences. Compared
to unidimensional item response
models (IRMs), CDMs involve multi-
dimensional discrete latent vari-
ables called attributes. Instead of
single overall scores, CDMs provide
mastery profiles of what attributes
the students have and have not
mastered. By
specific strengths and weaknesses,
CDMs have the potential to provide
information that can support class-
room instruction and student learning.

As a psychometric model, CDMs have
received greater attention in recent
years. This is evidenced by the higher
number of conference presentations
and journal publications in the last
few years. However, despite the
surge in interest and greater access
to work in this area, several miscon-
ceptions about CDMs still persist. |
would like to focus and shed light on
two of these misconceptions.

The first misconception about CDMs
is that, as IRMs, they are too complex
to be tractable and practically useful.
Aside from the multidimensional na-
ture of these models, they also re-
quire specification of an explicit form
of the CDM and a Q -matrix. However,
it should be noted that compared to
traditional multidimensional IRMs (M
IRMs), CDMs are relatively simpler in
that they only typically involve binary
attributes. In addition, unlike tradi-
tional IRMs which solely rely on item

responses,
CDMs also
capitalize on
the informa-
tion that can
be found in
the Q -
matrix to
simplify the
estimation
task by iso-
lating the

pi npoi attributesgequiredgor eathiteme nt s 6

Moreover, a relatively recent develop-
ment, which pertains to generalized
formulations of CDMs, now obviates
the need to identify the specific

forms of the CDMs  a priori . For ex-
ample, the generalized version of the
determi nistic
mode/ can be used in place of a wide
range of CDMs @ conjunctive, disjunc-
tive, interactive, or even multiple -
strategy models. In these respects,
CDMs can be simpler and more compu-
tationally tractable than traditional M
-IRMs.

The second misconception about
CDMs is that, provided appropriate Q
-matrices, they can be used in con-
junction with any assessments irre-
spective of their original designs and
purposes. Currently, most of the cur-
rent CDM applications involve assess-
ments designed to measure a single
construct. Although such applications
provide value -added information by
supplementing overall with finer -
grained scores, they may not repre-
sent the optimal use of assessment
for diagnostic purposes. For one, the

i nput

same test development procedures
employed to ensure unidimensionality
can also purge assessments of items
containing important diagnostic infor-
mation but do not measure the gen-
eral construct to the same extent.

For another, because of its haphazard
nature, the amount of information
about the different attributes can be
very uneven within an assessment and
across assessment forms, thus, im-
peding the reliable measurement of
the attributes. As many CDM re-
searchers have underscored, obtain-
ing optimal diagnostic information
necessitates not only the use of ap-
propriate psychometric tools, but also
assessments designed to support di-
agnostic inferences.

At prgs%r{t, the psﬂ:l’?or%eqrfé devef re
opment component of diagnostic as-
sessment has outpaced its test devel-
opment component. Consequently, al-
though CDMs of varying types and
complexities abound, assessments
specifically designed for diagnostic
purposes are difficult to come by. Due
to their novelty and relative complex-
ity, the need to make CDMs more ac-
cessible to educational researchers
remains a top priority. However,
equally important is a collaborative
effort with experts from various

fields, such as learning science, cogni-
tive science, subject domains, and
didactics to design assessments from
the ground up using a diagnostic
framework. Only then can the full
potential of CDMs be realized in the
applied educational settings.
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Thinking on Think

Eunice Eunhee Jang, University of Toronto

She starts to t hi nkdiftcultforyouny d . I R e Tty
ous shedbds on t he v e rlggmersovho hhve g (
thing out, oWel !, | nkexperende fiths,
buté | knew t hat. Foahinkaleuwh one
goes that many over.Skmﬂﬁilé)&m&g///
confused as to Whyéo’con‘gtgnﬁ’ydr%\ﬁdﬁs‘
squinting at the SCfbﬁcﬁgﬂoundQnévg-m

confused.

one. But | dondt
then she sees /t.
up, and zero over.
vided by zero!o

vertical line is anything divided by
zeroifiand thatds an
Ohhh. Okay. Now | see. The slope of a
vertical line is undefined. Ahhhh. That
means something

that! o

Some readers of this newsletter might
have figured out where the quote above
is from --- Outliers: The story of suc-
cess by Malcolm Gladwell (p. 244). She,
Renee, a nurse, not a big fan of mathe-
matics, spends 20 minutes talking aloud
while solving the math problem using the
computer software. Confused from time
to time, she experiments with her the-
ory and keeps talking aloud until she
solves the problem. Her misconceptions
and partial knowledge are revealed in
this process.

Renee is thinking aloud. This technique
has its long history in psychology and
more recently became popular in educa-
tion. A think -aloud protocol is a data -
gathering tool for understanding the
complex nature of human cognitive proc-
ess during problem solving. In education,
by prompting students to think aloud as
they work through problems, we can
indirectly observe their cognitive proc-
esses and strategies while carrying out
tasks. Students are asked to keep on
giving a concurrent account of whatever
thoughts come to mind. Interpretive
prompts are discouraged because they
tend to elicit reflection rather than
concurrent thoughts. This is much
harder than it sounds and is especially

/| tos a t eneﬁg{éas‘ﬁ{;eycﬁnqe
wa notehehd probidhs, 2 ¢

0

now.

/ réle‘?/a%t toatkﬂa)‘,/ n
Her pfoﬁ'leﬁn@, reéo’grﬂz@

the intention of

Y1 Oitfots thhd texd, ¥

tive

al

(éulalizé e@e%tg

or predict the con-

tent of the text by looking at titles and

pictﬁres%dﬁ@eﬁ Iea(rn@ré @rﬁ’h@size new
information from the problems and con-
stantly monitor their strategy use, and
orchestrate multiple skills from low - to
high-level thinking processes. Such cogni-
processes
awareness, which makes it difficult for us
to fully access them. Carefully planned and
executed think -aloud protocols have the
potential to provide complementary, yet
incomplete, information that is much
needed for test design and validation.

How so? Think-aloud data bring to our at-
tention various sources of discrepancies,
such as skills from testing vs. non -testing
contexts or between test developers and
test takers. Furthermore, data can tell us
whether observed item difficulties are
associated with the degree of cognitive
complexity required by the items. For ex-
ample, research that utilized think  -aloud
protocols offers insight into why test items

intended to measure higher -order thinking

skills often fail to do so.

While offering us insight into the human
mind, a think -aloud protocol is, however,
prone to various challenges for researchers
who wish to collect meaningful data for the
development and validation of a cognitively
rich test. First of all, depending on timing
and prompts, the content of think  -aloud
protocols could differ greatly. That is, ret-

happen

-Aloud

rospective verbalization inevitably
involves change in thinking as a
consequence of retrieving informa-
tion from long -term memory be-
yond what is available in working
memory. Simply put, talking aloud
makes us think better; thoughts
change while talking aloud; there-
fore, itis hard to capture a fast -
moving train of thoughts. Also, the
human mind likes to interact with
others and with environments. In-
teraction can alter what occurs in
the mind. In such a case, verbaliza-
tion becomes dialogic and interpre-
tive rather than descriptive and mono-
logue. This can be problematic for those
who wish to use think -aloud data for re-
search.

Paradoxically, that makes think -alouds an
effective teaching and learning tool in
classraommso Thtough reediated énters.cd
tions that function as dynamic and scaf-
folded feedback with students, teachers
can help students test, reinforce, and
renew their knowledge. In this encounter,
knowledge is not viewed as static, which is
stored in the mind, but rather it is ap-
proached as if it were fluid processes. In

|l anguaging (yes, it
2009) thoughts out loud, learners often
reconstruct their initial interpretation of
events and reach a more sophisticated
understanding as a result of think  -aloud.
Think -alouds can provide teachers with an
opportunity to
knowledge shaped by their cultural experi-
ence facilitates or inhibits their learning.

Whether think -alouds are used as a data -
gathering tool for research purposes or as
an instructional tool for improving stu-
dent sd
be a useful tool for developing and validat-
ing assessment which is designed to assess
studentsd knowl edge
outcome. In either case, the primary in-
tent is to understand the problem -solving
process rather than the outcome of such
process.
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A Message from the Mentoring Committee Chairs

Judith Green, Chair, University of California
Audra Skukauskaite, Vice Chair, University of Texas

Each year at AERA, Division D, Measure-
ment and Research Methodology, hosts a
Mentoring Luncheon for Early Career
Scholars. The theme for the luncheon
this year is Critical Issues in Research
Methodology for New Generations of
Scholars . The luncheon will take place on
Monday, May 3", 12:25-1:55 and will be
organized around ten Communities of
Interest.

The luncheon will begin with an introduc-
tion by Linda Cook, Division D Vice Presi-
dent, who will address some of the cur-
rent issues in research methodology.
Following the introduction of issues, par-
ticipants will have an opportunity to en-
gage with Distinguished Scholars within
Communities of Interest  on issues of
common interest. A Community of Inter-
est will be hosted by two Distinguished
Mentors and will include ten early career
scholars. The goal of the Communities of
Interest is to provide opportunities for
the early career scholars to meet others
with common interests and to explore
critical issues related to work in re-
search methodology.

The Communities of Interest this year
include:

Cross Case Analysis
Discourse Analysis
Ethnographic Research
International comparative re-
search

Large scale data analysis
Measurement in Education
Multi -method and mixed -
methods research
Psychometrics

Qualitative Research
Validity & Assessment

=a =4 =4 = =4 -8 =4

=a =4 =4

The mentors for the communities will
be announced at a later date and will
be available with the call for applica-
tions on the Division D website.

We invite applications to participate in
this Division D Mentoring Luncheon for
New Professionals. The application
deadline is March 1, 2010. PhD stu-
dents at the advanced stages of their
doctoral programs and scholars within
5 years of earning the doctoral degree
are encouraged to apply. Applicants
should be members of Division D.

- Santa Barbara
- Brownsville

Please submit your applications to the
vice-chair of Division D Mentoring
Committee, Dr. Audra Skukauskaite
at audra.skukauskaite @utb.edu by
March 1, 2010 . Please indicate the
first choice community of interest in
the subject line of the email.

In your application please include:

1. A cover letter describing your
research, career goals and areas
of critical concern related to
research methods in the Commu-
nity of Interest to which you are
applying. Please indicate your
first, second and third choice of
the Community of Interest you
would like to join.

2. A Curriculum Vita that includes
name, address, institution, tele-
phone, email, educational back-
ground, professional publications

and presentations , teaching ex-
perience, and service activities.

Selection will be made based on the
match of scholar interests with the

focus of the Community of Interest
Ten participants for each Community
of Interest will be selected on a

first -come-first -serve basis and will
be limited to one scholar per institu-
tion for each Community. Selected
participants will be notified by email
by March 30, 2010 .

We look forward to seeing you at the
Division D Mentoring Luncheon at
AERA in Denver!
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Grad Student Corner

Dubravka Svetina, Arizona State University &
Karen Rambo, University of Connecticut

Happy New Year Division D gradu- Fireside Chat. Thi s year 6s t lseanmar indludes Arturo Olivarez,

ate students! We hope that you our Fireside chat is focused on the James Kaufman, and Akihiro Kamata.
had some time to relax as .WeII as Expgrifjenta/ Vs. Quas/ -Experimental As always, there are other exciting

to cor!tlnue your work. While there Des./gn in Educat/ona/./?esear.ch. The events at the conference, including

are still sgveral months before we dec!smn to use agua3| —expenmgntal our Division D Luncheon and Business
convene in Denver, we wanted to design for educational research is one Meeting, NCME and AERA Division D
share with you some of the excit- that is usually made based on the Joint Welcome Reception for Current
ing things we have been working on infeasibility of designing purely experi- and New Members. and the Robert L
in preparation for the annual con- mental research studies. The purpose Linn Distinguished Lecture; the first
fe.ren_ce, as well gs some qf the Of-thIS session is to discuss the appro- inaugural lecture to be given by the
highlights that might be of inter- priateness as well as the strengths and 2009 award recipient, Robert Mislevy
est to you. limitations of each of the approaches. Dr Mi sl evyds presentati

On our panel, we have esteemed re-
searchers and scholars, including Greg-
ory R. Hancock, Joan Herman, Neal
Kingston, Chip Reichardt, with our
moderator Jill Adelson. Please, join us
for this great event. Refreshments will

Division D In - Progress Research
Gala This will host our second an-
nual graduate student poster ses-
sion. Again, this year we have re-

ceived a great number of submis-

sions, and with support from the

Integrating Measurement and Socio-
cognitive Perspectives in Educational
Assessment will be followed by dis-
cussants James Gee and Mark Wilson.
This event is organized and moder-
ated by Katherine Ryan.

Division and scholars within it, we be served. As the semester progresses, we wil
hope to have yet another success- Graduate Student Seminar. Thi s ye &ﬁtiﬁﬁe to contribute to our,website,
ful poster session. Selected seminar | sWheantt itthl eeydd f%eré n?ughlfnformation related to
graduate students will display ing for in hiring new graduates 3 Tran- graduate students can be found. We
their in -progress research, and we sitioning from Graduate Student fo hope you will visitit at AERA-D Grad
invite you to join and participate in Professional6 Or ganiHzGay by Student Website . As always, let us
an informal discussion and intellec- Cook, and supported by Division D, this know how we can serve you graduate
tual exchange. Refreshments will event will certainly be helpful to all students better.

be served. graduate students. A panel for the

Conclusive proof it pays more to do nothing
than it does to get a Ph.D.:

Average Maximum Annual Average Graduate
Unemployment Benefit Student Stipend

$21,060 $18,779

Sources: U5, Dapartrment of Labar (via SF Chroniclia), The Cheonscie of Higher Education Z008-2009 survey
of pay and benefils for laaching and research adasiants. Unemployment banefits compubed from sverape
maximum state weekly benefils (typically 50% of base wages, capped by state) mulipled by 52 (in some

cases, banefils can be exiended up to T8 weeks). Academic year slipends extrapolated to 12 months.

JORGE CHAM B 2009

Wi PHDCOMICS. COM
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Just For Fun...

NapsSNOIS atjasoniove.com | A statistics professor was describing sampling theory to his

"Of students surveyed, 64% prefer English and | are used to
32% prefer math. The fact that these numbers | determine
do not add up to 100 may help explain why.” )
how multi-

ple millions of advertising dollars are spent. The stu-
dent remained unimpressed saying, "You mean that
just a sample of a few thousand can tell us exactly

what over 250 MILLION people are doing?" Finally,

the professor, somewhat disgruntled with the skepti-
cism, replied, "Well, the next time you go to the cam-
pus clinic and they want to do a blood test...tell them
that's not good enough ...tell them to TAKE IT ALL!!"

YEAW. ALL THESE EQUATIONS

NCU KNOW, T
ARE LIKE MIRACLES., Yo

DONT THINK

A REUIGIONT

MATH 'S A TAKE THO WUMBERS AND WUEN
SCUENCE. I 2 YOU ADD THEM, THEY MAGICANY
THING 1TS BECOME OME NEW NUMBER /
A RELIGION . © NO ONE CAN Sy HOW (T

s EUAPPERS. YOU EITHER BELIEVE

7 OR You DONT

j/kFL)

3

§
5
¢
&
&
-
=

THIS WHOLE Book 'S PUL
OF THINGS THAT HAvE TO
BE ACCEPTED ON FANTH 7
\T's A
RELIGION f

class, explaining how a sample can be studied and used to gener-
alize to a population. One of the students in the back of the
room kept shaking his head. "What's the matter?" asked the
professor. "l don't believe it," said the student, "why not study
the whole population in the first place?" The professor contin-
ued explaining the ideas of random and representative samples.
The student still shook his head. The professor launched into
the mechanics of proportional stratified samples, randomized
cluster sampling, the standard error of the mean, and the cen-
tral limit theorem. The student remained unconvinced saying,
"Too much theory, too risky, | couldn't trust just a few num-

bers in place of ALL of them." Attempting a more practical ex-
ample, the professor then explained the scientific rigor and me-
ticulous sample selection of the Nielsen television ratings which

BAYES THEOREM and the
casa of the falze peositives...

FOR A MORE SERICUS APPLACATION OF
LOMTITICMAL PROBABILITY, LET'S CMTER
AN AREMA OF LIFE AND PEATH

SR

I'"'T_ 'L:;E; I\M

SUPPOSE A RARE DISEASE INFELTS OME OUT OF CVERY 1000 PEOPLE M A
POPLILATICN.

AND SUPPOSE THAT THERE 15 A 6008, BUT MOT PERFELT, TEST FOR THIS
PHAEASE: IF A FERSOM HAS THE DISCASE, THE TEST COMES BACK POMTIVG $9%
OF THE TIME. OM THE OTHER HANP, THE TEST ALSO PROTGUCES S0ME FALSE
POHITIVES. ABCUT 2% OF LMINFECTER PATIEMTS ALSD TEST FOSITIVE AND YOU
JUST TESTER POSTIVE. WHAT ARE YOUR CHAMAES OF MAVIMG THE DISEASE?

LET'S PuT
T T Wy :
SHoULe 1

TR 1 BNBCET

W s
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ication of
A Publicatio! o
A Division D The purpose of the AERA Division D Meas-
urement and Research Methodology is to
promote: excellence in the design, execution,
and dissemination of research on educational
] measurement, methodology, psychometrics,
and interpretive and statistical and mixed
methods and applications .
=
A Note from the Editor
Cindy M. Walker, University of Wisconsin A Milwaukee
Well, my second attempt at and | hope to see all Vice President.
creating this newsletter was of you in Denver! Thanks to everyone who contributed
much Ies§ anxigty provoking At the conclusion of to this newsletter, especially Jimmy
than my first. Likely because | our annual meeting the de la Torre and Eunice Jang who con-
had already created the tem- vice-presidency baton tributed articles. Thanks also to my
E)Iate and found aII,my "8 will pass from Linda editorial board for all of their help
_0 sour C €s _0 f 0_ rot > CoBkTo%Barbara Dodd.  over the past year. | would especially
jokes that | like to include in ~ Linda has done a fabu- like to thank outgoing members, Kurt
the newsletter. . lous job as our Vice Geisinger and Joanna Gorin , as well
As you can tell, the majority President. Her organ- as outgoing webmaster and committee
of the content in this newslet- izational skills, crea- member, J. Patrick Meyer. You will
ter is related to our upcoming tivity, and sense of inclusion have really be missed! As always, if you have
meeting. Our program chairs have helped to improve our Division and while  ideas for articles or ways to improve
done an excellent job of putting it is sad to see her leave | am also look- this newsletter feel free to contact
together a comprehensive program ing forward to working with our new me at cmwalker@uwm.edu
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