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Abstract B . . . .

N ) 4 . ' : . .o .
A critical issue in current ‘assessment efforts is the widespread
>~ - . . :

use of teqhnicall&_{nadeduate tests. This study looked at the tech~ )

- nical adequacy of tests chosen by 159 school professioggis during a

- -
4

S : )
computer simulation of placemgnt decision making. Chi square analysis
showed”technically adequate devices were chosen proportionately more

often than téchffically inadequate :devices whep pormé/é;re considered -

. ’ . ) . i
b (p < .05). ~This differentiation was not found when adequacy was
‘defined by validity and reiiability (p > .05). More emphasis on the: ' ‘ y

importance of technically adequate assessment devices is needed in

#

v

:

-

j‘training<fchool professionalg. '




Technical Adequacy of Tests Used by rqfessionals in T

$* ot _ Simulated Decision Making
' . James E. Ysseldylte Bob Algozzine - | -k
e -i ‘ Yniversity pf Minnfesota University of Florida o
',; : ’ Richard Regan - . - . : " Margaret Potter | .
. "University of Minnesota . University of Minnesota , ’
< ' .‘ ° : 7. " \ .
i " Educational’personnel routinely use tests to gather information | § .
. . for’ the purﬁose of making psychoeduéational decisions about: students.
% 'y ) . . _"‘.' o _‘ . ]
' : The decisions that are made can have a significant effect on the students'
'”ﬂtdife opportunities. When data are collected using tests, it is imperative *
' . ) .‘. ’ * ¥
that the tests used be technically adequate (Salvia & ¥sseldyke, 1978;
Ysseldyke, 1978, i979). ?sseldyke (1979) reﬁorted that one of the most )
d " eritical issues in cufrent.asqessment”efforts is the Qideépgead use of .
Y i . a - . . .
‘ ‘u -
& technically {nadequate test% in decision making. : S
\ A computer simulated decision-making program was constructed to CL
- . ' »
st@dy the extent to whicﬁ'professionalé use gechnicaily adequate tests !
‘ N .
S o in making placement decisions about students.' .
A\ ‘ .
' ‘Methodology I
A} v R
* Development of a Computer Simulated Decision-Making Program
, . ' ' v .
, " A computer simulated decision-making program was developed fér ///
N the purpose of studying the process diagnostic personnel 'go through in. -

making decisions about potentially handicapped students. Figure 1 1s

’ *

a flow chart illustrating stepé in the simulation program,

e oo / | o '-

Initially, the progri#y pretest collected demographic data on ,
L : ,_the participants and assessed their knowledge base din paychoednbational

. ¢
| i

'FEB 1 3 1980 ‘

Y & c A
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. " - assessment. Partieiparts were then prqvided/bogus referral information
N . . .. . K . . . ” }(K i . Q A
. and wﬁfe instructed that they were to make a_pldcement decision for
. ' ' . ¢ .. -

Y . ' ) .
the hypothetical referred ﬁtudent. ;lhey were tqld that the computer

-
) - -

could provide them with scores and qualitative'information regarding

N
.

thé pupil's bérformance on a va;;eti of tests,iu’seVen domains. Parti-

‘cipants indicated’ domains in which they wanted information, and then * *

i
\

. . selected specific tests on which they wanted scores and/or qualitative

Q*\ . \ . »
» ..
. informatton. _ L , o

L4

Participants were allowed to continue selecting domains'and
_(* specific tests on which they wanted to see information until théy indicated

they wete ready to make a placement decision (or until 75 mfhthM had
ﬁ ’ . o
elapsed). Upon indicating their decisions regarding eligibility for
. . - ’ . \ .

~‘_services, diagnosisy and prognosis,'the oartieipants were agked a series

of duestions regarding factors” that influenced their decision. y é

]
. , " One aspect of the simulatioh program is important for the purposes
. \

of this study, specifically, the devices_that individuals  selected during

. -

u

decision making. - N * ..

- . B . . ’

‘Creation of ~fn Archive of Test Data

Asg reoorted above, the si'ulation Rrog?am.provided.participants \

K e

+ with data'on specific'tésts.' All data werefwithin the average range_ of

1

performance, for a ‘pupil of the age referred. Participants were allowed’
K ] ] ’ .
free selection of devices to be used in decision making. Tests included
v : were tbosgtthat Thurldw and” Ysssldyke (1979) had shown were most frequently

W

used in making decisions about learning disabled students.

A

The list of tests included both technically adequate,and technically

. -

inadequate devices. Technical adequacy was evaluated on three dimensions:
o . * . . . \

*
] ' t
. . . » A
\ . [} . )
' o i "

W

P




-

. v 3 ~
¥ -g : . R
norms, reliability, a d'validity, First, tests that did not include
A L © (.-' .
" this information in their.matuals were judged technicdlly ihg&équ e.
. . . _ _ .

. \
the tests; we believe test authors must report the data in their man-

5
- 11‘

Thé’inyestigators did. not go *beyond manuals in search of.pgsearch'on - i;}

-

uals. Second, crftqria'sﬁedified by Salvia and.Ysseldyke'(1978),_by

 Ysséldyka (1978);3and in the_APA Standards §bcument,(1972) were ﬁsed A

to evaluate the technical adequécy of the tests, .

¥,

“ . ¢

,The devices available for seLectiJn duriqghthe simulated diagnostic o/

session and -‘their technical adequacy‘relativé tQ\Forms;_reliability, and (‘Tf\\\f .

-t

~validity are'listed'in'Tablévl.l Twenty—foﬁr percent (i.e., 12 of 49)\
of ‘the deviceq_;ére rated as having feéhnjcé}ly adequ;)é norms and - m -
_ vali&ity; thirty-three percen£ were rated as having adeqﬁ;teAreliability:

A : = , ) { A\
sixty—éiye pé{cent Were rétéﬁ'hs having inadequatg norms:-ﬁifpx;niﬁé.
'pefc;nt as.havigé inadequ;té?reliability; and sixty-;even‘pqrcent as

. . .- ) \

- having iniﬂequate validity. ' ¢ ]

Insert Table 1 about here _ . S .o .

] . -

Subjegfs - | v . : Lot . ,
\ Subjects were 159 professionals irom puf}ic and private schools |

in Minnesota. All participants were volunféq€s who h?d previously - >

pairticipated in at least two plapewent team meefings;” Disciplines re- -

presented within the sample include regular ed%gation teachers (N = 55),

- . g -
special educakion.teachers (N = 47),-administrators (N = 16), school .
psychologists (N = 25), and support_ personnel (e.g., social worker, '
nurse, etc.) (N =°16). ~ ' A .

’ . , -

L




. Procedures
- . . “ . - .’

. _ Data were collected using a Telray remote computer terminal
. LI M . - .

" ’ i ) i . : . . - ’ Y
and were accessed by the Cybernet netwonrk.. All data were collected _

in the professionals! home school districts. ‘Each subject participated
. ’ . . t -
in’ the interactive program“for agproximately 45 minutes.

_ ¢ \ . \
q ‘ ” '._ . s X'
) Y .
. - - Results— .
’ ' The extent to which téchnicaii?radequate or inadequate devices - . .

were selected during the diagnostic simulagion may be derived from
. . ' L . 4 . 3
y o Table 2; presepted is the total number of times the deyiceg\were

. ) Es , .

° selected. - —

’
'] it .-'—J—:—--——-—-—.—-—-—-—-—-——--—'-——

o *+ ' Analyses of the results of three separate Chl square tests sug-

-

» gested thaf individuals tended to select devices with similar technical

. . »

) ‘ / : '
. " characteristics for reliability and'validity (e.g., xz < 1.0) but that -

. their choices with regard to the technical auality of the tests' norms

. wéré'diffeténtially distributed (xz = 46,43 E.<‘205)°‘ Specifically,

’

L3
Ay

“

subjtcts selected more'teSt devices wigh technically adequate nérms~; +

and fewer devices with technically ina ate norms than might be ex-
%ected‘by chance. ] o
: ‘ - /

. Discussio¥ .o
LR )

s .+ That professionédg who engage 1 assessment of children.should

»

? -

do so “with techniqelly adequate devices seems an obvious requirement
- : and/or' recommended practice. Salvia and Ysgeldyke (1978) have pointed

out:that a numbef(;f the currently popular agsessment devices used

» L4
[

s

S




o o~
% " "_5* O o
R K ,.
| ,’v n" | | i v 5 . ) .
- by special educators are teéhnically'inadequateibasédaon-nrofgssional //7/
1 . o ’ |

.
standards for best practices (APA, 1972). No controls exist through

which the publication of tests with inadequate norms, reliability, and/or .
. - o
validity may be monitored; ‘the burden ofvappropriate sélection and use ’

]
-

then res%s.with the professioral who engages in{gsychoeducational .

assessment. ’
”?-The extent to which professionals (i.e.,ISQhool osychologists, _ W
=,
special educatton teachers, etc.) seledted technically adequate or
is .

hinadequate devices during a diagnostic simulation was addressed by .-

/o

this research.: An analysis of the results suggbsted ‘that school per~ .

‘sonnel tended to select,devices with't cbnlcally adequate ‘reliability

L

.- . .
and validity as,oﬁten as they selecte deviggs wit?;;:adeqdate relia-
A . . o \ _ .

bility and validlty.' With regard to test norms, howgver, participants . 1
.tended to select de ices Judged to have adequate norms more oﬁten than

r

they selected inad uately normed)devices.

. )
‘ [

+

- The participants in °this study were all ,individuals who had | v

already participated in making placement decisions. We believe it is

imperative that incr ing attontion be givon in both inservice and

preservice training to the 1mportance of "technical adequacy in the
. . - ) [y - 0 . .
selecpian of instruments, fot use:in decPsion.making. . &\
- P , e, : .:l

.

p

<
L
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| REFERRAL STATEMENT

,\L ’

’ l .
. .

TESTS WITHIN DOMAINS

N . |
.
» -~
]

QUANTITATIVE DATA

I

11

YOU WANTN\
QUALITATIVE

PROVIDE' QUALI- |
TATIVE DATA . ,

_DATA?

YOU READY
TO MAKE A
DECISION?

\ OUTCOME QUESTIONS

1. PLACEMENT

2. FACTORS
AFFECTING

-

DECISION
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