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Reading comprehension is a key path to knowledge acquisition and is closely related to academic achievement. Therefore, in
order to devise an appropriate intervention plan, the test taker's actual reading ability must be accurately assessed. The present
study proposed a new scoring method that reflects the examinee's response time for each item in order to increase the reliability
of reading comprehension tests. The new score was obtained from the raw score multiplied by the response time-weight. The
response time-weight is the ratio of an individual examinee's response time to the mean response time of all the examinees. It
was hypothesized that time-weighted scores would demonstrate higher alternate forms reliability than the raw scores. In
Experiment 1, 73 university students completed two alternate tests with paragraph jigsaw puzzle items that required arranging
paragraphs in the correct order. The correlation between the two time-weighted scores was significantly higher than that between
the two raw scores. In Experiment 2, 77 participants took two tests where they read the passage and then solved multiple-answer
items without the passage. The result showed the same pattern as in Experiment 1. The results of the two experiments suggest
that the time-weighted scoring method can measure the examinees’ reading comprehension ability more consistently.
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Figure 1. An example of the Paragraph Jigsaw Puzzle Item
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of results of the Experiment 1

1 Test 2" Test
Raw score 120.16(13.06) 137.62(13.30)
Time-weighted score 146.62(49.09) 168.31(52.60)
Response time 158.75(43.79) 120.15(33.61)
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Figure 2. Scatter plot for raw score and time-weighted score
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2X A|EE 6H A 2@ B0k & AT AEE S F2 79 S ARtel sl R S, o] Atk
71 A AZY ol 5], Azl = HolA vz FAof vrdsieint. 4 Aol Alke wrgR A A 474
2 o7l ti] A ¢S o flvke A skt o Aentd AEd Haol Fder ALtE o
AT 2004 A7 A WA GAIA EF= & 0% 5
= FA § WA AAE 290 4 AARIA R Zal 9 =9
=2 WA F4 100258 2o 10270 222 olsfishs
AZEE 7HT o% 7R EA Aol thE wlolXE AT 29] 71E FAlE Table 201 AAEHUIT A F
AEA "ol7h, A2y R B4 v VIE & AL 40301tk AF 13 nRivRR 2 ARRE whdet A
T A A7 AR Qo] 4 2@elA "ol A = dgo] A (D 22 7AIE FojEglen, oz <
He AAE BT EEt dte] FAor AAFITE ofF o el HIS) HaFol H WA mEuit: kS
Uz 2] disiAE 22 o] vHEE|Q)ct, k.
T A AE 7] AR APER(Figure )2 AJA5HA
FEHs 24 ot AT 2004 FFAA AREE SIS Ak et 7£
ErAE 2304 9848 ARE W e 22 HAe o T A dAs 7 A2 0310181 ((75) = 0.3
2 7 AeE ARt 2E AHASE € 0 712 932 p = .006), ARES 9t de 7Re] AR 0.55¢ ]i’iE}
Ade dger d4AeAet odE eFdoR AYREA (75 = 0.55, p €.001). Fisher Z 44 A3 &= A4 Al
£ BT A5 Altel wtdst= Zoldh ol AA7ta, b, T WA fRRE Zol7b Az = -1.86, p =
¢, d, el BollA o] a, b w, F7EAS] $Ho] a, ¢ .03). Wt EpAY BgoAE AIZHS Hhdet H4vt 9
A BFE AddlE 4 vk AFe SHolM, SHAM 4 HeEo ¥ d¥HoE yEhgral & 4 itk
o F 459l aE Agglenz 13 R 4 it 19 AT 13 mpp7pR] g, 79k Fo] A 94 7he] A
U A" § shdel bE AdEsk] ¢teng 085 Fofgt 2 gRlsiylth. 1 A% A aolMe 28 8719 A&
ot o] SR & o, FHM 2HY d, e5 AEst  AZoNE &£ Fol AN 94 7o AT frofuls
2 ggtong 747 144 24 Folgd & Aok d8u @ A gSith web A 204k A TEApEe] ARl &
Hel & AEglong 04e Foldith oo wet of 28 ARE Aol Solde® olsikrt ARt E I K|
oqel Hee & 3o "k o] Yzof wet FrEAl= ' oY
295 0HolA SEAE B 4 Ak 2 AR g of
Table 2. Descriptive statistics of results of the Experiment 2
1 Test 2™ Test
Raw score 25.94(4.19) 27.75(4.05)
Time—weighted score 29.27(9.32) 30.84(8.72)
Response time 236.01(82.77) 206.20(58.19)
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Figure 3. Scatter plot for raw score and time-weighted score
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