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Decision-Mcking Rationale for Educational Testing

Consider the possibility of a well-enforced policy which stipulates
that achievement tests may be administered only at the request of a

student; written justification must ‘be given for every‘measurement

f”activity conducted in the school and confidentiality of test results‘

must be insured. 'This would represent a maJor change in current

: measurement programs and poss1bly a solution to many reJated problems

There is discontent Wlth educational measurement as evidenced
by -the numerous attacks which have been made on standardized tests.

It is said that they discriminate unfairly, are culturally biased

are products of money—making organizations, are an invaSion of privacy,.

are .a cause of unwarranted frustration and anxiety4 and are outdate

and irrelevant (Gross,,1962; Hoffman, 1961; Yourman, 1970).‘ Nongraded/
programs have been introduced in an attempt to de-emphasize levels of
achievement (Rhoades, 1966; Perkins, 1961; Goodland & Anderson, 1959).
Thefpass-fail,option,,and the userof a'Satisfactory-Unsatisfactory
Scale'were~initiatedfto'minimiae distinctions in perfééméﬁéé’(sgan,f
1969) Parent teacher conferences as opposed to theﬁquarterly or

Six-week report cards, are another attempt at eliminating the quantifying

and categoriZing of'students., A "good teacher" tends to be equated




report card we just signed, it will be possible to get an objective.
view of measurement, and identify more accurately the nature of the
problem of educational measurement.

Measurement is. an acceptable ard respectablz activity in the
physical and domestic sciences. The refinement of measurement. has
usually been. recognlzed as a mark of progress, and the 1imitations_
of an 1nstrument frequently supplled the motlvatlon for such progress.
Impatlence with 1mprec1s1on resulted in the per fectlon of instruments

more frequently than ln the1r e11m1natlon. Dissatisfaction with

‘the sun dial, for example, dld not 1ead to a‘diSregard.for the time of

day, but rather to Lhe 1nvent10n of prec1s1on time pleces._

Educatlonal measurement however, has enJoyed comparatlvely

little prestige or progress. The 1im1tatlons of testlng programs

are vigorously'discussed, but there has been a shortage of con-
structive crxiticism. Perhaps we lack the patience that marked pro-
gress in measurement‘requires; perhaps we doubt the need for educa-
tional measurement. But if we are 1ntent on 1mprov1ng educatlon,

we must res01Vehour problems with measurement. For 1mprovement or

,progress w1thout some form of measureme. is”questionable;

]

;artlcle is to propose a Dec1sion Ratlonale

‘The- purpose of th1

f01 Educatlonal Testlng (DRET) whlchFWould provlde a. gulde tor developlngf,




factor of option which are believed to be significantly related to
the effects of educational measurement. After briefly exemplifying
the role of these three factors (i.e., decision, expectation, and
option) in noneducational measurement, I will discuss their function
in educational measurement.

Ordlnarlly an 1nd1v1dua1 has .a deflnlte reason €for u31ng a
tape measurer, for checklng the outdoor thermometer, or for. conputlng

1
mileage on a trip. It is the reason which justifies one' s readlng,

,recording; adding, subtracting or comparing of numbers.u A person

records m11eage, not only to satlsfy cur10s1ty, but to decide what
flgures to write on an expense account, or Whlch of two routes is
he shorter, or whether a recent tune-up lmprcved h1s m11eage.,‘A'”
pendlng declslon motlvates the a ct of measuring.

Accompanylng the need for a dec1s1on there is usually a factor
of expectation which affects the satisfaction derived from measure-
ment. It is more enjoyable for an individual to test his tennis
sk111 when he expects 1mproved performance than when he is s1mp1y
asked to serve as a practlce partner.‘ The task of metlculoualy

recordlng experlmental data ‘bécomes 1ess borlng and poss1b1y

excltlng when an 1nd1v1dua1 ant1c1pates s1gn 'cant effects.

,Expectatlon reflects a personal lnterest tnat maxes measuremnnt

fmeanlngful

A thlrd characterlstlc of‘most ‘méasu 1‘g:a't v1"é$7is;thatL0fv;”




most cases, but an individual is generally free to measure or avoid
measurement.

What decisions, expectations, and options are involved in
educational measurement? At present, the answer to this question
leaves much to be desired. I suggest that a major reason for
educational testing is administratiﬁe_routine: It is time to give
report cards and evidence is needed in case of student or parent
objections. It is an odd numbered year and IQ tests are given
aiternately with achievement,measures.‘ The Title I Project Report
requires pre- and posttest comparlsons. The school board wahts‘the
annual results of the c1ty—w1de testlng program. kfﬁnds'forta ‘

-phys1ca1 fltness program have to be JuStlfled '

What decisions are at stake’ How important are they? For
whom are they important? A teacher can decide which.of her pupils
will get A's and who will be giVen the B's, C's, etc., The test results
from the Title I>Program may have an effect on future funding. The
results of the city—wide testing may lead to a decision regarding il
of several experimental programs should be given preference for the

|
coming year. But these types of decisions are admlnlstratlve.

,Measurement 1n 1mposeﬁruponostudents so teachers and admlnlstrators

o

can~solve thelrggmoblems .or” Satley the1r reSponS1b111t1es. “The

dECL810n power is not in: the hands of the 1nd1v1dua most _mmedlately

'The natu e f hefdec1szon 1s often:

irespohsible 'or'the mea urement

isurement
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an exam period, but aside from such a manuever he has little or no
choice about when,.how, or on what content he is to be measured,

He has no right to say, "I'll skip the standardized tests this year;"
nor does he enjoy the freedom of saying, "1'd iike to measure my
science and math achievement, for I'm considering a course.in
physics."

.The factor of e#pectetion and its effect on educational measure-
ment is difficult to assess. It seems reasonable, however, that
expectation will be more specific on freely seleoted,tasks than on
imposed tasks.. If expectation functlons as a goal settlng motlvator :
(De Cecco; 1969), 1nten81fy1ng student expectatlon can .be expected toix
improve test performance,‘and should, therefore, be one goal in
designing a testing program.‘ |

In summary, measurement programsbas theg currently exist in ohr
schools are not for purposes which the student defines; he is not a
decisian-maker; there is little reason to believe he has strongly
motivated expectations; and he has probably never enjoyed less option.
Precision instruments would probably be of:little value under these -
circumstances, and the most»crﬁdely designed could not"he‘held,; |
accountable for. the resultlng dlscontent. Thue, e reeolution of ourfi
,educationalvmeasurement d11emna requlres more than a technlcal dls-

/CusSion‘of~inStruments._ it requlres a re- evaluatlon aud reformuLatlon

‘fdoffour'retionalehand>e:oorrespondlng'modlflcatlon of:our t stlng

011c1es.‘
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and two ground rules. It assumes 1) measurement is intended to facili-
tate decision making; 2) the choice of an instrument, the identification
of exsminees, and the interpretation and use of results is determined
by the decision for which the measurement is to be taken; and 3) effective
educational measurement is a function of the nature of the decision,
the examinee's option to'measure,_and his expectation of the measure-
ment. The ground rules are: |
1. A dec1s1on issue must be clearly stated and Valldated before
measurement is 1n1t1ated
‘2. Measurement in excess of that Whlch dlrectly fac111tate5'f
the va11dated dec1s10n—mak1ng act1v1ty is. prohlblted
A look at current educat10na1 practlces in view of these rules
clearly emphasizes the.excessiveness of our measurement acti?ities?_‘it‘ﬁ
is difficult to imagine a decision which‘would require the routine
testing of every student.at a given level over all major areas of
content. For a system-wide curriculum decision, one would only need
to measure a random sample of students over just that content relevant
to the dacision issue. A decision: concernlng the 1nd1v1dua1 student
would"requirektesting therne individual,for whom a decision‘is to.

be made.a It is 1nconcelvab1e that a. school system makes an annual

’dec'. ion about “very 4th 6tb and 8th grader on every maJor subJect

P

durlng the month of October or»November' f{flv_rﬂer.[Q

To env1s1on'a DRET-based tésting programifsupbose4that'afsohool &




sign that reads, "TEST AVAILABLE AT EXAMINEE REQUEST ONLY!" Aside
from a few rare oxceptions, no instrument is "cheeked ;;::~;;IQS§ it
is requested by the examinee for a specific and justifiable purpose
implying some decision. Only that part of the instrument related to
the decision issue'is loaned and provisions for its supervised use are
made. The test results are personal 1nformat10n to be revealed or
shared only at the dlscretlon of the examinee (or parents in the case of
a very‘young‘child)l

Under such a system the examinee's option'to measure would be
guaranteed. ;Requiting‘the sﬁecifiéation of the decision for which
meesurement is to be useu,'would,heip insure test,validityiand maximize
student effort. The expectation factor would undbubtediy be operetive,
since the examinee not only can but must determlne when, why, and on
what cOntent he will be measured. Testing'could‘beeome a measure-
ment activity which is under the immediate control of the examinee--
assuming the examinee can be motivated to measure his -academic
‘achievements! ‘ L:;’,ww

The mctlvattnn requlred to 0perat10na11ze a "test at stuant“M
request" program could be a cnallenge. It is an1ous that students
w111 have to be given 1ncent1ves-~dcceptab1e reasens—~for taklng tests..

But, then, an 1mproved ratlonale 1s deszred not only by students, but
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similar activity requiring the application of shorthand I is‘desired.
On the other hand, the course content, the teaching method, and the
class composition usually assumes a given level of achievement which
supposedly helps insure success. Thus emrhasizing conditions for
course enrollment (i.e., stating requisites and prerequisites) would
have greater relevance than emphasizing conditions for successful
course completion. Test taking would becomeqa means by which students
would assure themselves and the instructor that they were prepared
for a given learning exﬁerience.

Furthermore, if”orereguisites are'expressed:in terms of achieve-
ment levels rather than completed conrses or specificke#periences,
the means . to achievement can be left flexible.g Theistudent can simply'
be held accountable for provxdlng eVidence of achievement.‘iAﬂshift
of emphas1s from post-measurement to pre-measurement would offer 1mproved
guidance for course selection as well as protection against failure.
The use of requisites and prerequisites might also be used to provide
incentives for attemding to less des1rab1e 1earn1ng act1v1t1es.» For
example, the studert whose primary interest is shop and whose 1east
desirable'subject is reading might discover that the requirements for‘
the flrst shop class are:

1.-}To demonstrate at 1east a 4th grade 1eve1 of reading

igability and a 3rd grade 1eve1 of math ability.fﬁ




2. To have successfully completed one course in art design.

3. To have demonstrated at least a 5th grade level oif
reading ability.

4, To carry simultaneously a minimum of two additional
subjects in which satisfactory performance is deﬁonstrated.

By the time the student reaches the 4th or 5th shop course the require-

ments might include "having an academic program that can terminate in

a diploma or certification within 12 months," Studenté (with varying
degrees of counseling) would decide upon a program or course;Land‘atteﬁp#v B
to demonstrate'their_qualificatiqns (t?pica11§ by pfoviding'téstfséorég). | |
Substandard performénce (i.e., below prereqﬁisife level) bﬁ an instfu- 
ment would simply suggest to an examiﬁee tﬁat édditidnaliknqwledéé orf 

skill is needed prior to attempting his selected coﬁrsg. ‘Theiindividual_

who '"measured up" to a course would request-that his sddre be for-
warded to the appropriate téacher, and thus earn admission. Students
would test into courses rather than out of them.

There always are and, undoubtedly, always will be students who
lack motivation;'who appear to have no course interests and therefOfé‘

would have no reason for measuring their ability or achievements. A

]

~ DRET approach,-howeverglis_more'likely_to'deéregse than:iﬁcreaSe

membershib:inithis“foid} lIﬁcf@aéihgxthefsfudéntfthe¢13i0h;pQWér 5nd;_ {

~ his options in program Uevelopment and measurement can be expected

'*tdfréducefétﬁdéﬁt,épdfhy
(ko reduc . 'E
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" interpreted? What happens to the sthdent-whofis poorly,motivated'for
ﬁlearhing, has no,desireftopmeaaure hieFSRill, haslno prereQuisites‘hel
ioarespto’meet?' The cooperatioh’and oollaboration:of*eddoatore,Jtest‘
cohstruotors ‘and.meaaurement‘experte1oan‘hndouhted1yfarrive.at.a

f:varlety of acceptable answers to these and related questlons. ‘Thef

‘ major ssue is whether the proposal Justlfles an attempt to overcome

the problems it may entall

" Five practlcal questlons related to such a. program are br1efly
disCussed’below:‘ ‘. | n | |
;.l:f:How would a DRET program affectvtest construc.:t:l.on‘7 ‘Theredwould

’3 be an 1ncreased demand for the serv1ces of test constructors-—a' :




"of a comprehensive measurement required;for,a more adVanced course.

'¢f1nd that "testlng at_student request"'1swa.morehmean1ngfu1 way of

11
Program) In addition to these communications, a conference
method mlght be used to d1scuss a student’ s progress,
Would teacher-nade tests typlcally given~on a da11y or- weekly

basis, be outmoded7v Not at all Such testsjwould be made»

avallable for students who de31re a measurement on the spec1f1ed

:content. A major functlon of such tests or qulzzes would be to

give the student an expectatlon of h1s knowledge and ab111ty.

This, in turn, would serve as a guide in his eventual selectlon ' i

Could ‘tests no. longer be used to measure the attainment of

teacher—made goals (e g.; behav1oral obgect1ve)9A Teachers may

ﬁTest records could play a more s1gnificant5role"thangever;1nfthe“ajr

assessment of goal atta1nment.

In summary, measurement in- 1tself 1s a harmless activ1ty Whlch - : '”.:l

The problems we~experience
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of reference materials are invalid excuses for testing programs.
: . . - . . ' . -
: . : : y
-+ We must establish a rationale that will justify educational testing
for the test constructor, the test administrator, and most of a11,1the

test taker.
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