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y ) FOREWORD .
A major goal of the Right to Read Program has been to disseminate
information about the status of literacy éducation, successful products
practices and cirrent research Qndrng in order to improve the i instruction of
reading. Over the years, a central vehigle for dissemination have been Rrght to
\ Read conferences and seminars, In June 1978, approximately 350° R’nght to )
Read project direcsors and staff from State and localeducation and non profit. -
agencies convened in Washington, D.C. to' consider Lieracy Meeting the

Challenge "
N ) A\ N L4 . . (
The ¢onference fqcused on three major areas: : & f '
. . - - ’ -
= * | ® examination of current literacy problems and issues - @ﬁ
. ” :
* assessment of accomplishments and potential resolutrons regard- -t .
’ ing literacy issues; and - L
' ] exchange and dissemination of ideas and materials on successful
practices toward increasing literacy-in the United States , :
. R ’
All levels of education, preschool throﬁgh adult, were considered .
* »

The response to the Conference s such that we have decnded to pubhshthe
papess in a series of individual publications. Additional titles in the series are
listed separately as well as directions for ordenng copnes

] R T . B - .

v ' - -
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R ' - * SHIRLEY A. JACKSON™
’ Director >
\ ' - " Basic Skills Program o
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= - A Serios of Papers P.resented atthe - T s
National Right to Redd Conférence
. i May 1978 : i
Assessment of Reading Competencies 7
. Donald-Fisher o
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Bernard Spodex . .
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- ‘ <
Relating Literacy Development tp Career Development
Allen B. Moore . < ) .
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/
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purporting to measure reading-achievement, has been frequently called into
“Question. Beginning with a definition of the kind of test it will considerandthe . °
criteria the test must satisfy to be deemed valid, this paper reviews existing
tests in the light of each critesion in turn. It then offers approaches to

" achieving validity, again according to each criterion. It concludes that the

" profession should not continue administering standardized tests mn their

For the past fifteen years the validity of standardized tests, neluding those \ (

present form. - . . .
. , . |
Definitions . . s e .
. : . i » ‘ M
o~ Asserting that validity depends upon situation;she aushor'dcﬁpes asthetest

he will consider a general measure of children's functional literacy skills that
will be used bosh for purposes” of accoumabiﬁ\y and to identify minimal
reading competencies. He thep introduces the four criteria that test must
satisfy content validity, construct validisy, concurrept validity, and predictive
validity. L : : . . .

¢ : - s ’ . 3

Threats.to the Va_lidity of Present Tests

'

' \

¢« -

: No ofie type of instrument should’ bear the brunt of criticism because ali-
four in present use fail to satisfy the critéria that definevalidity, The manner in
which norm-referenced tests are constructed - virtually precludes content
"“__!gjidity. Objectives-referenced tests also fall short of content validity, first,
because no substantial evidence links the sub-skills measured with the skills _
fequired for functional literdcy. second, because literacy skills themselves
have not beert firmly established, and third, because the domain frem which
test items. derive' is undefined. The. multi‘ple-c'ho\ica format»common to
yStandardized tests make# construct validity virtually unattainable because it
does not allow students to give theirreasons forchoosing ananswer and hence L
provides no assuranc that their errors result fromﬂdeﬁciencnés in the skills
that the questions intend to measure. The means for determining concurrent
validity remain incomiplete; in default of a reliable cut-off score, there 1s no
assiwance that any test,identifies.all and only the masters of the. skills: —~
measured The author éypasses the problems ‘ef determining predictive
validity, first, because studies of existing tests rarely.discover sigmficant
correlations between scores and pgrformance in later life and second, because
the tests studied were pot constructed te predict.what the test_ under
consideration should predict! adult success in life. * ’ '
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Approichs to improv‘ng Validity .

Drawing upon approaches proposed and actually taken, therauthor offers
methods of constructing functional literacy measures that would meet the
objections set forth above. To assure tHat items are representative of the
appropriate domain, Le., to achieve content validity ., it would be Possible to”
adopt the apprfach taken by Army researchers, who asgertained what
matenials and fot whatgurposes soldiers read in connectidr with their work

_and, from this information, defined job-related reading ‘Lw More
practicably, it would be possible to ask content specialists to rqtethe télevance
of ntems to the domain or to ascertain whether identically informdd item
writers could construct equivaléht tests. Acknowledging that steps toimprove
construct validity, though many, are neither so $imple nor so attractive, the
authar confines himself to arguing that students taking multiple-chgice tests
must have the chance to explain their answers. To arrive at a rehiable cut-off
score,.a prerequisite for establishing concurrent validity, minimum passing
levels for each item cbuld be determined by experts.and then'totalled: The
author refers to statisticaf techniques that might correct for measurement
errots that result 1g musclassification. Finally, while acknowledging the
naivete of trying to correlate any set of items to success ar failure in life, the
author ‘presents two ,apﬁ‘roaches to improving predictivg validfty, both
illdstrated by the Adult Performance Level Project

v

<

( Conclu§ion . . »

Present standardized tests risk misclassifying students and hence not only
‘{i{ll to aid diagnosis and remediation, but perpetrate injustige. Since we cagnot
claim 1gnorance of the problem, we have a-duty to confront it.
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-~ ASSESSMENT OF READING COMPETENCIES

“Introduction - . - L. e
% . ‘-

\, Ladies and gentlemen, it is indeed an honor and a pleasure to be here toda

- I'hope to make our next hour as enjoyable as it Is instructive..To this endf1
have left out details which shoald perhaps have been included. Worfe yet, 1.
may have ipcluded too many tiredsor worn out issues. If I do not succeed for
some of you, I trust you will understand itis not froma want of effort. Asmost
of you are aware, the focus of this morning’s talk will be an measures of
reading achiévement. In partncular we will ask whether the measures of
reading achievement really identify what we claim they measure. And if the
measyres fail to identify what is claimed of them, then we will ask what can be

* done {o improve them. So much for my prefatory remarks.

‘

-

We as educators ‘we as parents, we as.students, we all are no longer
mnocent These are perhaps harsh words to begin a talk with. But I believe
they ‘are justified. A little over ﬁfte;n ygars ago a book was published which,
created Some controversy. The book,.aptly titled The T)ranny-of Testung
{Hoffman, 1962), was the heginning of an end to our innocence. Traditional
standardized tests were vigorously criticized by the author of this book. The
producers of standardized tests were quick to retaliate (see for example, |,

‘ “Explanatlon of Multiple-Choice Testing,” 1961). The controversy raged for
awhile, but then seemed to fade. Perhaps many hoped it were no more than a
tempest ma teapot. However, matters heated up againin 1972. The National
Education’ Assotiation passed a resolutior™calling for a moratorium
sta'nq’rdlzed testing. The National Association for the Advancement (Lf

. Colored People issued a similar statement in the spring of 1975. The
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development and American
Association of School Administrators, while not calling diregtly for az
Tmoratorium, have used strong language about the need to reconsider uses of ,

vstandardlzed tepts (Perrone, 1977). | oo
" The debate jhas been pursued at length in many of the-most resbccted
Journals in cducation. Phi Delta Kappan devoted this month’s issue (May -
19784 to the use of standardized tests (see articles by Brickell,” I978" Cawelty,
, Frener, 1978, Glass. 1978, Nathan and Jennings, 1978, Popham, 1978).
Todals Education devoled their March, April ,issue to the problems .
surrounding standardized testing (see articles by Engel, 1977, McKenna,,

S 1977, National Education Task Eorce on Testing, 1977, TayllQr 1977). The
journal, ‘Vauopa/ Elementar) Principal, devoted two issues n 1975 to
standardjzed testing. Yet, standirdized tests are perhaps more 1n use today

*  than they ever were before. -




= The litany could continue™for days, perhaps weeks. Fortunately, we fan
stop here without doing damage to the point beg made. Again; we 7€ no
longer ihnocent, We datinot easxl) claim to be ignorant of the existence of the
_* coptroversy surrounding the use of standardized tests We have been literally
besneged with arguments both for and against the use of such measures. But, L
knowm{that such arguments exist is one thing. Knowing which of these? .
arguments to believe 15 quite another. I cannot Hope to offer a complete ‘
freatment of the argu,ments bandied about 1 do not pretendto be unbiased.
. But | can hope ta present a few of the mofe salient issues as cIearI) andas’ ‘
Torcefully as posslble sues which bear repeating if already known, issues
/ which deserve a heanné}f unfamiliar~So, we ngw turnto a dxscussm{n of the

. Major criticisms levelldd against the use of standardized tests. In particular, we
will focus on those criticisms which bear in one way or anotﬁer on the
purported vahidity of standardized tests of reading. . . = . !

' . 1

« Accountability, Validity and Minimal Compétencies
. — ¥ .
At Icas; four crticisms have been raised against standardized tests of
reading achievement. The content validity of the tésts, the construct validity,
. the predictive vahidity and the copeurrent validity have all received their share
of Lnticism. In order to expand on the:»c(crmusms we need a more detailed
description of the villah and 4 more detailed description of what we hope to .
accomplish with our measure of reading achievement. The wvillains are <
e standardized tests, but certainly not all standardized tests or afl aspects of any
one standardized test need be viflainous, The goal of our testing 1s a vahd
measure of reading competencies, but certamly some competencies are
imporfant in one situation, 4nd not important in others These points chanot
be made too strongly. A testis valid only ina certain context or situation. So,a
* test \ahd in one situation may not he vakld in another situation.(Anastasi,

b 1965). The triteria for validity may .themselves concesvably change frem
situdtion to situdtion. . . R o S
b ! ' ' . .
Thus, 1t 1s only proper to agk me at this point just what sort of situation Iv )
have in mind."First. | am assuming that onensluoklngforageneral measure of .

chuldren’s functional literacy skills. Second, | am assuming that the measure s |
te, be used for purposes ora«,countablht) And third, | am assuming that the ﬂ |
measure will be wsed to identify what have been called mmxmal reading
(\compcttncncs Interest jn functional literacy, accountabnht) and mmnmalv
* « competencigs have more of less gone hardd 1n hgnd. The interest is centered at
. all levels of government. national, State, and local. (Flsher 1978) As of March
~ 15 of this year, 33 States had taken some action.to mandate the setting of
minimum competency standasds for clementary and secondar) students.
(Pipho, 1978) And many of these states arc using measures of functional
Iteracy as standards of accountability. Typical funcfional lteracy items
mclude those used on a test given by the Educatiogal Testing Sérvice (see
Figures | through 5). The stem for the items are, m\ndcr ¢
\ / . .
. " X ) '4 ' ~
Q ot . -
ERIC * . 4 -
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! " 1. Place a cnrcle around the bo'Tte ofllqttld that would be safe to
VoL, drink. N -
, 2. Look at the train schedules. Put a.circle around the time the
. daily train leaving Trentonat 1446 p.m. armes in Washington.
' ) 3 Puta circle around the label that would be the best one to put
on a box used to mail something easily broken. .
4. Look at the garment tags. Circle the two tags that indicate the .
‘garments are made from 100 percent Polyester. . .
5. lfook at the application for employ ment. Put an X in,the space T
where'you would write the names and addresses ofsomeone to ¢ s
V. - notify in case of.an emergency oL »
. N - *y
'With the ‘content and purpose of the measure in hand, we can go on to
delineate the criteria which such a measure must satisfy 1n order to be
considered valid. First, the criterion of representativeness or conteny vahdity
' }‘ must be satisfied. The materials on the test should be representative of the
materials it is thought |mportant for the student to read. And the questigns
asked on the test should be representative of the sorts of questions it is thought
implortant for the stydent to answer. (See Bormuth, 1973, for a fnuch more
" complete expdsitiBn.) Scond, the criterion of*fairness_or constrhct vahdity
should be satisfied Children should ot be penalized for.a defensible answer,
even though this amswer devgates from the one originally thought cogrect. The
exidtence of defensible answ&rs 1s much more ub, quitous than one might at’
first imagine if one can believe what one reads. There are other aspects to the
criterion of fairness. These aspects need not be' mentioned until later. Thtrd‘
the criterion of present relevancé or concurrent \ahdlty must be satisfied. In
™ the present case this means that the measure must be able to differentiate
between masters and nonmasters of functional literacy skills. And fourth,the ¢
criterion of future relevance or P edictive validity must be satlsﬁcﬁ/'ln the (\

T~

- &

( present case this means that later in life the masters must possess the mimimal
competencies needed to weave their way through the warp-and woof of daily
. existence. Conversely, the nonmasters, must not have the skills needed to .
3 function at some minimum level in society. Type I measures will be.used asa
B’ " shorthand to refcr to instruments which mtet these standards of vahdity.
\ .

The S|tuatlon has been well-established. That 1s, the measure of reading
achievement is to be used for the purpose of at.t:ountabtht) It remains to

-
. idéntify the villain.
\ »
\ Four Criticisms of the Viliain
The villain is not any one sort of instrument. Criterion cferent.ed measures
of reading achievement objectives-refereffced measures readmg achieve-
ment all can be improved upon. I there 1s one message which joutake home [
with you at the end of this hour or so it is just this. Labels alone do not make a .
.
[ . 5 s
Q ) . , ’
- 1o,
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7 measurc vahd This message i simple enough. but it too-often gets lost in the
s rhetoryc of the testing controversy. A test must be measuged agasnst the four
types of vahidity we set out And how do present day measures stack up-agamst
* “these cnteriaky An attempt to answer this question follpws immedately, We,
’ will look separately at contcntwli&, Lonstrut \ah,jnty.qucurrcnt vahdlfy
,and predictive vahdity. .
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P l spoJ(e earlier of the criterion of reprcsentauveness or content vahduy J,l
) will be argﬁcd here ‘that both nosm; referenced measures and objectives-
. referenced meabures pose threats {o the;ontem vahdxty of type 1 tests. F nrst.'
consxder qorm reﬂ:rencvd tests, Wc can, in fact say something very strong
v + . .
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about the conten} validity of norm-referenced measures: Villian say that‘in
-, . . e . N
princi eferenced measures are designed to identWy differeng®s in*
ability or achievement between students. Therefore, itemé will be excluded
from the instrument ‘wrl%h fail to, differentiate’ between afilents. In the
extreme case, an item ay be answered corregtly by eviqeRRS
would inevitably bg jettisoned (Popham, 1974). If cveryondi8¥rs the item
correctly, thep thefe is no reason to include it 0n a norm-refgrenced measure, X
In general, it is plear that such. a procedure will .not lead to a representative
iors or items. Itéms are systeratically excluded and included
on the basis of their d?fﬁculty, not on the basis _({f’thcir reprégentativeness\ r
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Some members of thedience may aceept the technical paint. yet find it
rather unexciting, lacking any real oumph. Hopefully angxample can give life
to the point. anure 6 coggains three sample items which might appear on a
pilot test of readin} achievement in the 6th grade. Suppose une finds that over
99 percent of the students answeor the first item correctly, roughly 50 pereent of
the students answer the second item Correctly, and fewer than one pereent of
the students answer the third item correctly. 1n general. one \wuld notexpect |
to find thé first and third fems appearingon the final version. ofithe test. icy .
would be excluded becausc they fail to differentjate bctwcc;n students. Yet
they are clearly impdrtant iters. By Systematically excluding very casy and
very difficult items one may well be excluding those items. those reading
behaviors, which one would _most ltke to see measured.

A

o~~~

It has been arguchhat the tontent vahdity of type | measures is threatened
by the magpner in which norm-referenced tests dre constructed It is also the
case that the content validity of type | Measures gan be defined as those tests
which specify n great detail all the reading competencids or behavyors the
. individual is thought to necd. Some tegtshave specified upwards of 350 skills.
) Global tasks are dissected, pla«.cd ugder the microscope, qnd JJaimed to

consist.of so many minute behaviors. In pnnuplc such an endeavor is
laudable enough. In practiee, such cff‘ortsturn out to be rather dreary. Thiss
so for at Icast two reasons. .

-

"First, there, is little, if any, evidence {which links the specific sub-skalls
measured on ObJCLII\CS referenced tests with the reading skalls ong might need
as a functional I:tcratc Indeed, this 1y not surprising. Functional literacy 1s
very much a part of lit racy. And the specific skills nceded to be literate, to

. under;(and what one has read, have never been well-defined. (Fast, 1969)
Thus, the set of skills sclected for testing on obyectives-referenced measures

may well not be representative of the larger set of skills needed for functional

literacy. This point o&new réceives further support when one goes so far as to

10°
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analyze the errors made on tests of}comprchcpswn. Pgrtléularly instructive is
the analysis of errors in the functional literacy measure administered by the
Educational Festing Service. (Murphy. 1975) There were two phasePto this
analysts. In the first phase. the’ answer, ‘booklets from a previous
administration of the functional literacy test wire examined. Fully 85 percent
~of the incorrect rd$ponses could not e categorized. If the relation between
reading cofetency sub-skills and general reading behivngrs were _
transparént, one would expect to find the classilicatgn fask easy enough
+«nder most circumstances. One could sa)?"Thn's. person frade an errgr here
becausethey didn't have such and sdch a sub-skillgh.and,so on. Now if one
can't relate putative sub-skills to actual reading m{;kﬂs p;deman_cié, one has the
beginnings of a’ problem.: For the possibility 1s raisedyihit some of the
objectives are truly irrelevant to the demands written mterialg placé upon the
reader Thus. the set of skills selected for testing on objectives-referenced
measures may well not be’representative of thedarge set-of skills needed for

-

functional hteracy. . e ) L.
The second phase of tle analysis makesthe samepomfs{l‘more forcefully.

Examinees were ashed to clabogate &n their dnswers as they went along. Other

than vocabulary and item format. the answers on’the whole were not
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amenable to any rigid sort of catcgonzauon or expfahatnon In fact the
responses u!a particular i ntem were often uniyue to one mdn vidual respondcnt

* '.-,

Several examples of the rathcr umgue way in which lndmduals respond are

+ offered by Murphy (1975). They bear repeating b hcre . ,

I, In a list ln\ngCh the respondent is to éhoose an en{ry .
corresponding td baby's Blothes, the entry hampers appeared.
A respondent who chose that-entry explained that he thought
,hampers pught be like “Pampers -a commer;cral product of
~disposable baby’s diapers.  ° .

A list contained several amounts of alcohol and the effects
associated with drinking such amounts. A respondent was
asked to circle the nmount associated maf“a given effect He
circled a greater amount andeave as his reason s disagreement

" with the chart He ‘judged 'that the effect would be assocuated
with a greater amount of alcohgl.

3 Adoctor’s bill listed the amount owed, A respondent arcleda .
. ’ higher amount listed on the bill bectiusg it corresponded more
. cloiely {6 her own latest doector’s bull. . )

bo thcscqrespuns:.s appear tu Be due to the absgnu. of arfy of the sub-skills one
, most offen sees un tests of reading comprehension? 1 think the answer woald
have to be nu. Objectives-referenced tests at the moment simplydo not po:sess
{e/uomem \ahdnt) reguired of a type | measure. 1t should be m‘gltmned that
the violation of content validity being considered here could also be construed
- as a violation of construct vahidity.” '

The conteny \ahdll) of o‘bjccmcs referenced measures s threatened forstill
another reason Lltimately..we want to be able to generahize from the type 1 |
measure to the r‘am under considefation. Com.der a behavioral objective
such as, “The student shali be able to spt.” 80 pcn,ent of the hist 6f 50 word§
presented to him ina penod of Jess than ten minutes.” Such an objective says
nothing about the domain of words frum which the test items are selected. As
such we cannot immediately generalize to some larger set of words. Oul%
kaowledge aboyt the student’s performance is confined to the hst of words.on
the test. Whenthe domain of beltaviors is not clearly establlshed one has what
Popham (1974) calls a ‘cloed-referenced test,' . . v .

AEN

-

. Construct Validity ‘ . . '

s
d /
' .

Three related criticisms have been levelled agaihst theconstruct validity of
various of the standardized tests. It willb-be remgmbered that the ¢onstruct
»alndnt) of andnstrument is threatened when an item purports to measure one
cogmtive autmu but autuaII) measures anothcr The first of these related

, criticisms is aimed specifically at the muluplc-chmcc format of most -
- standarducd tCsts “The cnucs find all manner of things wrong. wnh the
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multiple-choice format (se¢ for example Hoffman, 1962). We will concentrate

on only one. In particular, ! will focus on that ¢riticism whith faults the .
- multiple-choice format for not allowing a student to md.cate his or her -
reasons for choosing a particular jtem. As such, one never knows wh; a’
student answered the item correctly, or for that matter mcqrrectly, Insucha

case one could say that the measure is hlerarchncally opayue. if answers were
unambnguously right or. wrong, there would be one less reason to argue
agamst the multnp1e-chonce format. But answers are not always clear cut,

-

A particularly invidious sort of item i(the verbal analogy. We havealrcady
seen an item of this type. (Figure 6, item #2) Note that one can easilly provide |
reasons which lead to the choice of any one of the alternatives. Choice (d)s,
correct if one argues that the value of a nickel is one-half the value of a dlme.
just as two is one-half of four. Choices (a), (b), and(c)are correct if one decides
that ten, the dime, is to five, the nickel, as even s to odd. Choice (c) 1scorrect lf
one decides that Just as a nickel is the least smallest coin less than a dime, s0 . -

' there is a least smallest integer less than four, namely three. Choice (b)1s < «
correct if one decides a dime is 5 more units than a penny just as4igfivemore -
units than -I. And choice (a) is correct if one decides that a dime, which has

.~ four letters, is to nickel, which has six letters, just as four, which has four
letters, is to eleyen, which has six letters. .

Note that this is a problem intrinsic to the testing of verbal analogies with
the multiple-choice format. One can almost always (I hesitate to say alwaysf
Jind reasons for choosing one alternative over anothef. And in general the
muItane-chonce format is to be avoided. One simply lnnot know ‘whether =
students are 1denufylng a ‘correct’ answer for the wrong reasanis, or
ndenufylngan incorreét’ answer for the tight reasons. The threat to construet
validity is potenually enormous when one fails to identify the reasuns 4 person
has chosen a particular alternative.

A’second related criticism of construct valdity again focuses of the
hierarchical opaqueness of such measures. Remember that the measures are
being called opaque because it is simply not possible’to determine why. a
' student hasthosen a particular alfernative. Now suppose one wanted to know

whether an Englishspeaking person could broad jump four feet. One might »

measure a | fout foot spati, putting markers at the beginnipg and end of the, =
span Ote would then go out and accost the first fnendly neighbor run into.

. Butinstead of asking him or her lO_jllmp the four feet in English, suppose one
asked him or her to jump the four feet in Chmcsc Well it 1s quite clear that the
person who speaks onty English will not understand the request. It 1s equally
clear that the person may well be able to leap the full four feet. The moral of
the story js apparent enough.+If one wants to test a person’ broad jumping
skills one doesn't at the same time test his language comprehemsion skills.’

’

-

But what televance does this have to measures ofreadmg achievement, and
in pamcular to the issue of construct validity? Figure 7 may contain ordinary
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"c'n‘oﬁg'h phrases for the members of this audience. But for one grpup of
" exammnees the list of words was far from ordinary. The hist ué words were as

fQ,gelgn to them as Chinese 1s to a persun that speaks only English. Al¥the
. witds appcared as part of the item gtem.on o test adminntered by the Educa-
 tional festmg Service (Murphy. 1975) The Yest was a measure of functional
A diteracy skills It was determined in later analyses of other individuals that
o these phrases were usponsnblc tar many errgrs. Unfortunately. these error
anal»scg werg done after 10.000 individuals had atready beenrtested The test
was not supposed to medsure an examince’s understanding of the stem Yt
because the measyre was hierarchically opaque it did indegd do so

One no sooner leashes this Qrgumcnt on ohe’s opponents, than one’s
opponents pipe up with what appears to be a cogent x.duntcmrgument They
claim that the fault lies not with the mulhplc-chuucformatbut withthe fmlure
of the test makers. The wunlcrdrgument calls for a proleptic defense of sorts,
While | grant the opponent’s Lountcrdrgumcnt in prinaiple, | yeéno reason to
admif defeat in fact Remember the conclusions of the error analysis done by
the Education Testing Service reported n the previous section. Theerrors’so
to speak were umijue to each respondent Mapy of the alternatives might hgve
been considered correct if the examinegs hall been allowed to’y oice the reasdn
for thesr choices Sinue the reasons which lead to the particular choice of an

- ,alternative are so unique. St seefns most unlikely that une can desggn a valid

LS L Y '
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muiltiple-choice test, g multiple-choicia test which Jeaves newoom for the °

idiosyncratic answer. .3 . e y .

. cor o ' .

' *This same crjticism extends to other situations. We say we are measuring a

* behavior such as determining the main idea of yome prose passage. But can we

infer that indinvidGals who did not get the main idea are deficient 1 “main

ot 1dea™ shilis” Probably not. We are more likely ‘measuring somefhing like

vocabulary We say we are measuning a behﬁb@whnch has something to do.

with drawin iiferences But again, can we infethat the person who did not’

. arcle the cotrect answer 1s deficlent in referencing dkills? Agarn, probably not.

We are just as apt to bé, measuring general_fahﬁlhan't) with the test matenial.

Some individuals might thoose to %rgué at this pomnt that the notion of

abstract skills such ay “inferencing™ or “getting the main i1dga™ are empty

notions by themselves’ For éxamplg. one does not draw inferences in a

vacuum One draws infererices with n:spect't'o.a particular content or written

passage Eherefore, 1t 1 legitimate to Consider vocabulary as a component or

inferencing skills 1 know of, no*hard and fast argument against such a

position But'l do know tharsuclfa position can enly muddy the waters. For if

1 want everyone to do poorly On some test of inference, I can simply make the

passage abstruse enough. In short. 1 can casily make it difficult if not_

impossible tb_know. whether “students do indeed - possess anything like
iiferencing skills.

-

. % .

The third and-final criticism 1s again focussed on the hierarchical
opaqueness-of the standardized measures. However. this time their potential
for culttiral buas 1s at 1ssue. The existence of cultural bias in tests affects their
construct validity in the S¥me way the existence of obscure voca bulary affects
the construct vahdity. Some studies have shown lttle change in the
perfotmance of students when the test is rew ritten in the dialect (a\vored by the
students The study 1 am going to report does fied a change,/a very large

- change The study (Thurmond, 1977) was an attempt to measure the effect of
black dialect on reading test performance of black and white high school
students Forty-six low achieving ninth-grade students were adminystered a
standard English form and black dialect form of the reading subtest of. the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. The dialect form was written so that the
written language of the test approximated the-exact ordl sentence pattern of

. the blatk students taking-the test. Results showed that black students

administered the dialéct form did sighificantly better (.05) than black gtudents
. administered the standard Enghsh Yorm. White students dd significantly

" better than black students on the standard English form of the test. The means

to are reported in Figure 8. The results are especially striking when one realizes

.. that as hittle as & point cari'make a full grade differdnce in reading levh\\

.

Concurrent Validit‘y — . /) \

There ar¢ three common ways of measuring the concurrent validity of
norm-referenced tests. The test can be validated against some other already

lﬁ' o
20




estabhshcd test. The mcasurc can be compared with syme otheruntenon such
©  as judges’ rating of perfprmqnce Or the test canpbe validated using what 1s
called the method ofuontrastedgroups Forexample, tl_)e test may be givento
one group that 1s thought to possess the skills in question, and to another
+ group that is thought ot ty possess the skills in question. These methods are
» appropriate tu type | measures, butincomplete. The problem comes in ﬁndmg .
a reasonable cut-off swr'. sométhing that hgs not been attempted until 1
. recently on any large scae. The finding of a reasonable cut-off score 1s a ;
problem for concurrent v3lidity in the folfowing sense. If the cut-off geore s
set too hugh, itwill tailto entify all the masters of a givendomain. Therefore,~  *
it will have less than pnrfut oncurrent validity. Similarly, if thg cut-off score
is sct too low, it will identify sume nunmasters and masters. But | am getting oS
. ahead of myself The new gechryques Tor setting cut-off scores are best
. discussed 1n a latchcchon . -

.

.

>

/7 Predictive Validity - o ( "’ "
, p .
Al the moment we can glso bypass the problems anvolve ane the
determynation gf predictive mhdm This can be done for two reasons. First, :
‘consider extant ‘medsures where studies of predictive vahdity have been
undertaken In the numergus studies where test scores have been used to
predict adult success une rarely of ever finds significant correlations (Nathan
* ,and Jennings. 1978) For example. the dissenting opgmon of California

v

[ . . . Y La—
’ N J
) ~ - ] (r o 7 o -
Test Form/Race Black White —_—
A Y
\ : - .' J‘
' ! - ;\ . -
L] * 'l
: i . ~30.7
.| dialect , 30.3 .

\d * 4 ) N *
e | . » RN S . . M . .
standard , 4 A 22.2 31.4 n
o' ., . g ) . - &
1 ' , R
' ‘ .. . .
) ) .
: ' FIGURE g . —
L. 1b s :
’ ; T
ERIC H el
5 . . :
o .‘ . ' ! ) M . ) '




VR : E f
Supreme Couri Justice Arthur Tobriner in the celebrated Bakke case cited
"numerous studies showing faq correlation betwéen high ‘medical school
. admission test scores and ,quality performance as a physiciah later 1n hife
*  ("Regents of the University of California v. Allan Bakke™), § )

Indeed. the medical $chool's decision to deemphasize MCAT scores 4nd grazic-_ ‘

° point averages for mm{ymms is especially reasonabic and invulnerable to
constitutional challeage in light of numerous studies which reveal that, among
qualfied applicants, such academic credentals bear no sigmficant corrclauo\n to
an individual’s eventuah achievement sn the medical profession The ﬁndm\gs of
these stldies are not surprising when one considers all of the nonacademic

“ qualiies energy. compassion, empathy, dedication, dexterity, and the hke

. ' which make for a “successful™ physician

. One more example 1s worth citing A recently published Phi Delta Kkappan
article (Jennings and Nathan.'1977) cited research on the complete jack of
correlation between high scoreson the two majoscollege admissions tests and
success inadult life The two tésts considered were the American College Test

and the College E_ntrancc Examupation Board

<
»
-

. There 15 yet a’second reason we can bypass a criique ‘of the prcdxctwé\
validity of preyious measures. Tn generak such measures have not been
. constructed with regwrd to the sort of predictive validity we have in mind.
/Unul recently no tests’that I know of have been produced specifically for the

> “purpose of predicting adult success in hfe. So. we cannot ¢riticize earlier )

g measures simply because few are around to criticize '

- »

Summary

.-

’ g

Tosummarize. we'have examined the various threats to the validity of type

I Measures posed by traditional. standardized tests. It 1s not the name of the
Aesl 0 much as the manner of construction and the item format which

" identilies a measure as particularly ‘offensive. The content validity and
construct validity of some present measures was found wanting. The need for*

new approacbég to cd'nc‘u\rrcnt .and predictive vahdity was noted.
Appropriately enough, 1t 1s now time to consider just such new approaches. -

A ] N .

Vs . ’.

Recommended Type I Measures .

Crioism is abundant. Constructive criticism is a bit more dear. And -
creative, plausible alternative suggestions and solutions are hardest to come
Ay Fortunately, this 1s one of those infrequent and happy occasions when
3 alternatives are available and cheap. Of course. the relative abundance of
¥ alternatives to established ways does not preclude criticism. But at least it
leaves the road to constructive action paved with possibilitics. As in the Jast - .
section, my remarks will all fall under the general rubric of vahdity. First then v
we turn to'a discussion of the ways in which oge might go about improving the o
validity of type | measures. : ’
. . 3
v S 4 } .
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Content Vahdny oo :
\

™™ Norm-gefercm.ed and Obth.ll\Cs -referenced tests were seen as threats to the

_“\ content validity of a type | measure. In one way or anothepsghe nom-
reférenced and objectives-referenced tests Biased the content of these

« measures. In general, the yuestions and materials on these tests are not
representative of the universe of written yuestions and matenats. In the
abstract, the steps one must take to help guarantee-representativeness are clear

" enough (Ebel, 1962, Hively, Patterson. and Page, 1968) The steps are

summed up by Hambleton et al (1978):

I. The dogfain must be specified cledrly enough so that all items
whiclCould be written frgm the content domain to be tested
st be written or known in advance of the final item selection

-

process. b !

3. A random or stratifiederandom samplmg proccdurc musl bé
) used in the item selection process. :
- ¢ . ‘ 3 s
While these goals remain models to strive. for. they, are rarely if ever
approached in practice: So we need ways of apprommalmglhese goals. Two
such approaches are discussed. . .

4 \
\

’ The first approach might be referred to as a4 hands-on attempt to,r\pt'am
content validity. Something akin to the research done by Dr. Stitcht, at
present an Asseciaty D;ryur of the National Institute of Education, seems
desirablases \ ineber etal, 1971) A brief review of this work 1810 order. In
1966. tH® L nited States Army imitiated Projéct 160.000. Up to 100,000
individuals were to be let into the armed services who weuld previously Have
farled tS gain trance for reasons of health or measuied intellect. The military

“ needed tp knuw huw muchoif any. litéracy training these men would require.
A sample of the Project 100,000 men suggested that much work lay ahead.
Approximately 30 pereent of the sample read below the fourth-grade level
while almost 70 percent read below the sixth grade level By themselves these

*  figures mean lttle The Army did not know the reading demands of the
varioas oogupational specialties it could expect lh’PIOJCCl 00.000 men to
enter. Nor did the Army know whether the scofes on standardized tests of
reading achievement were good predictors of job performance. Therefote, the

- Army sought to ubtain information concerming the literacy demands of
milttary jobs andithe prc’dlctnc power of rea‘mg and other related tests.

In order to determine the actual reading demapds of personnel in Army

jubs, rescarih psychologists interviewed men at work. The men indicated both

: what they read and why they read it. The most frequently cited matenals and
tasks werd eventually included vn what came to be called job-related reading |

tasks. The face vahdity of such an approach i1s unimpeachable.

L‘Mo'rtunaqh. it cxists 10 practice much less frequently than one might

suppose. .

18 ) , .
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The second 5ppr,oach is more likely to be the ofe adoptedbythe majority of
individpals involved in the construction of functional literacy measures.
instead of actually sampling the domain of behaviors, judges are asked: to
indicate the relevance of an item to a particular domain. Ahy one of a number

- of schemes have been'suggested. Rovinelli and Hambleton (1977) suggest -
« three procedures, any ofe ofwhicp could be easily constructed. Forexample,
they suggest that content specialists rate the relevance of an item to the
- domain being&eéte}d. One computes the mean of the ratings across content
specialistsforeach jtem. Presumably one*can then agree upon some cut-off
score below which items are no longér considgred appropriate to the measures

*  of agiven domain One can easily compute the vanance associated with each ¢

, item. This gives a measure of the agreement among content specialists.

[ R Y

L3

Cronbach (1971) suggests what might be called aduplication experiment. A .

group of item writers is selected and randomdy div.ded in‘half. They recerve the .
same information about the domain to be tested. If the domain specifications
-are cle_a“r. and the sampling representative, then thetests should be equivalent.
Clearly, these are pnly stop gap measures. However, since the potential harm
of such methods seems minimal, and since the methodg may indeed point up - .
weak spots, they may be worth pursuing. It should be notad in passing that the
beginnings of much more technically precise ways of sampling from ador‘nam/

- have\gppeared in' the literature recently (see for example Bormuth, 1973:
Hively, Patterson and Page. 1968). Hewever. these methods are not yet ~

1 applicable in any area quite as diffuse as functional Iiteracy.

Construct Validity Y .

N

The sieps needed to improve the construct validity of type | measures are
neither as simple nor initially as appegling as the steps required to improve the
content validity of such measures. Many approaches are possigle. I will
present only one It seems to me imperative that the student be given a chance
to explain his choice of a particular alternative while a multiple-choicé test1s
in progress. And furthermore. the student should be allowed partial or full
credit for explanations which bear up under scrutiny. On the surface such an
approach sounds at best unworkable, at worst indefensible. The approach
may seem unworkable because of the long hours #ts administration would
seem to entail. The approach may seent indefensible because of the door it
openﬁo the monster of subjectivity. I hesitate even a his moment fo go
forward with the attack But the cnd seems more than w fith the ridicule that <0

* maystand in the way Note that 1 am notalone. Individuals who denounce the
present standardized tests almost to a person make the same criticisms of the
multiple-chaice format that | have made. By implication, they must cither go
on to arguc against all testing whatsoever. or suggest some alternative
» approaches Unfortunately, no'generally attractive alternatnye&havc rolled off ?
the pens of todays critics. So 1am left to breach the gap between the hoped for
and the possible. R

) M [
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I'have chosen to argue for tﬁe_multiple-choice format as a way of testing
functional literacy skills. However, | have added an important proviso. | have
- suggested that the student be allowed to defend his answers as he proceeds
‘through the tests. It 1s now time formme fo offer a brief defense of my pwn
choices. At Jeast fourargumcnts suggest themselves. Furst, the experience 1san
instructive one for teachers and other individuals invplved in the
administrataon of such an exarh. Presumably the teachesf§ accountable for
behaviors on the test. It is to his of her advantage to become as familiar with
the important areas ¢f functional Jitéracy as possible. On the one hand, the
teacher involved in the type of testing | am suggesting 1s.confronted with
.~ deading what it 1s that constitutes the general nature of correct and incorrect
answers. On the other hand, the teacher becumes more aware of the students’
strengths and weaknesses through listening to the students’responses.
Second. such a way of testing stull retains a fair share of objectivity. Theitem
stem, the item iself. and the alternaties are idefitical for each and every
student. Third, the student as well as the teacher stands to gain from such a
procedure T'he'construction and defense of an argument in the space bf a few
. minutes is a skill to be valued in itself. But fourth and perhaps most important,
the increase Mhe construct validity of sucha test over traditional tests seems
“inevitable So. the procedure’ | havé sketched seems to be of benefit to
everyone In our rush to avod subjectivity 'we may have lost sight of the
importance of construct vahidity With more ObjCCll\ll) came a decrease in
construct validity Perhaps it ;s hlgh ume’thdt a morc fa\orablc baldnce was

struck 7

-

Concurrent Validity
v ‘ o

The prohfcratmn of techniques used to place.indpmduals into the category
of master and ‘nonmaster 15 bewildering at best, dnd counterproductive at
worst. All the techniques rest on the dssumptlon that mastery and non-

-t Y

mastery are meaningful concepts in the domain being tested. 1t is intuitively
+ plausible that such areas as mathematics and the sciences umay satisfy this
N assumption. However, the generally arbitrary nature of cut-off scores has

proved so troublmg tu sume people that they seriously quéstion the merits of
> dctcrmmmg and using cut-off scores at all{Hambleton, 1978, Glass, 1978(2)).
Nevertheless, we will assume for the moment that one can legitimately diyide.
the relevant portions of the world into masters and nonmgsters. The approach
to.a cut-off score determination has until very recently been largely based on
'ome form of agreement between experts in the field (sec Meskauskas, 1976,
for a good review of both this approach and the following approach).
Recently this has been augmented by helpful statistical techniques. 1 will
speak bricfly of both a/p,proachcs. : . ”
o ) .
One of the first attempts toa ™ ata cut-off score was undertaken in the
late 1940 for a University of Chicago departmental physics course (Nedelsky,
1954). The department, which'taught physics courses by means of a gommon

el
¥
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subject outling, generated a joint departmental comprehensive examination _
consisthg of ovsr 200 five-chojte questions..Each of the approximately six
Jnstructors who were teaching scctions at z given point in tmie were asked to
look at the test prioggo the candidate'staking t. The instructors had to decide
for each quesuofrv/p‘:ch of the distractors the lowest passing student (in this .
case a D Student) should be able to identify, as itcorrect. The mintmum
passing level, or MPL. for each item is_the feciprocal of the number of
remaining alternatives_For example, if 1n a five-choice question only one of
the distractors 1s mg@Ked as one that the lowest passing student should be able
'to eliminate, the m‘mum passing level for the item 1s s since there are four
remaiung alternatives. Each question was jated by all the instructors in this )
manner For a five-thoice'item the possible values are .20, .25, .33, .50, and
10 The MPL for~the examination consisted of a summation of these
indwvidual item"MPL values The meth®) becomes a bit more complicatedin
- practice, but the abgve reflects the general idea well enough. Figure 9 shows .
how one might arrnve at a cut-off score fof an exam with five choices or o
- ¢ alternatives, five 1tems and three judges. . :
. /

.\ Several criticisms of sucha method quickly come to mind (Meskauskas,
v 1976) One of these criticisms 15 a starting point for statistical proceduressto .

cut-off ycores Note that errors of measurement did not enter anywhere into
the discussion of, the above method. However, 1n 1971 Emrick, noted that
measurement errors would cause a number of non-masters to be included 1n ’
the master category These were talled alpba errors or false posifives.

" Simularly, a number of masters would bg intluded in the non-master category,
These were called beta errors or false negatives. In many cases we might kke to
know the relative abundance of false positive and false negative errors.
Furthermore, we might well want to change cut-off scores so that they gave
more weight to the false negative ertors than they gave to the false positive ,
errors That is, we might consider 1t very important to classify all masters as
such Emfick’s particular solution to thip problem has since been disputed
(Wiicox and Harns. 1977). However, the importancé of being able to
distinguish between alpha and beta errors is sull with us and has yv'or'iicd its
way into a number of other models for determining cut-off ?Cbscs.,(Scc, for
example, Fhaner, 1974) - ! ) R

» . .

’ Predictive Vulidity . . . 5
- Finilly, wamrauon Qf the efforts taken to increase the

predictive validity of measureS of fungtional literacy. to increase the extent to
which”success on the measure pchgcts succesy in adult Iife. There are 1
*neral two ways of going about the task. Both ways can be illustrated by the *
krk dene at the Unbﬁcrslt) of Texas in what has vome to be called the Adult
Performance Level Project (Adult Performanice Level Project Staff,:1973),"
First, the predictive validity af a measure may be increased in a relatively
simple and straightforward way. If experts can agree on what the minimally
* literate adult must be able to read, then these experts’ Spinions can be put to

’ <7 1
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good use. Items can be placed on the measure which reﬂ,gct the experts’
. opinion of what must be tested. A reasonably conscientious and carefuls ’
project can go a long waj toward clarifying the content of what must beTested
as well as incregring the potential predictive validity of she measure. Before
- tonfusion sets 1n, let me distinguish Between the concern wth content validity “ Ry
N inan earlier section and the concern with predictive \ahdi(kip thissection. In
the section on content validity 1‘assumed that the general domain of
ithportance had already been specified. The job was tofill in the domain with
the appropriate content. Here I am ot assumingthat the generalvontentarea
has been specified."Thus we are backing up a step. * %

The manner 1n which the Adult Performance Level people set out theareas
of importance is worth noting (Figure 10). They divided the world tnto general
knowledge areas and basic skilfs. There were six general Knowledge areas.
occupational kn&ledge. consamer economucs, health, community resources,
government and law, and trarisportation. And there were six basjg skills,
reading, writing, listening, compiXation, problem solving, and interpersonal

. relations. My point in bringing up this ¢xample 1s not to suggest that there 1
anything particularly good about their division of knowledge areas and basic
skills. My point 1s more general. A matrix such as the one which appears in
Figure 10 allows one to be complete, to forge ahead with some map of the
umverse. I think such a map 1s a Welcome adjunct to our intuitive notions of '
}vhat ar¢ a‘n"':l’what are not mlmm.al t:ompetcncncs. e ,

. ) . C e . .
There is a second.way one mig_h't g0 atfth mcrea;\pg the predictive validity
of measures of functional literacy. One might worry less about ‘what the

. - 1

Item Judge L Judge 2 Judge 3 o item MPL
’ Al g? . A B oa B
- : + > ;
1 2 3 1/2 .
PG ‘ / ' 2 1/3 . ‘39
2 4 ) - 30 Y2 4 1 .83 .
- 3 .1 1/4 1 1/4 <0 1/5 .23
.4 } 2 173 RS S V2 2 Q /2 .36
4 v e
s, .3 14‘2‘ 3 1/2 z 172 D1
) . % ’ .
Vh A * - . ‘
Test Minimum PassingsLevel: (. 39+.83+.23+.36+.25)= 2.06 .
. - N ' ‘
. “ l " -~ s . . - « .' - .
A. ¢ of choices- minimally campetent student should be ablke to discarnd ‘

rec’iprocal of ¢ of mr{\axnxng 1tems, l.e., expected value .for an
item with equiprobable choice of remaining items
. e .

% ) . . . N /
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mnmmaII) compe peison o)ught to read and more about what the
mnmmaII) competent person shotld have achieved in his job and other life
* activities. The only thing that justifies the previous procedure is the notion
" that the materials we select are indeed needed to be competent. Instead of this ‘
more or léss subjecu approach, one might identify various indices of
compétence. That is, gperson who is placcd high on an index of competence |
should score well on 3n item designed to measure competence skills. Again,
this is just what the Adult Performance Level people did. They identified three
. indices of competence. occupational prestige, education and weekly income.
Four levels to each index were defined. Scores on an item were then correlated
with level of an index (Figures I'l through 13). Items on which scores
“correlated well with the level of anindex were kept in, other items were thrown

out. F.d

> Lest you think everything s turning up roses the following comment by a
V \&icll-r’espectcd educator 15 in order, (Glass. 1978 (2)) ' y.

To my kndwlcdgc. every attempt to derive a criterion score s -
either blatantly arbitrary or derives from a set of/arbitrary
- premises. But arbitrariness is nosbogeyman, and one ought not to
_shrink from a necessary task because it involves arbitrary
[decisrons However, arbitrary decisions often entail substantial

. risks of dnsr'upuon and dislocation. Less arbitrariness s safe.
L a-Y

Teachers and their consultants attempting to deﬁnc competence”
znd writing test jtems intended to reflect mmlmal levels of
S -
a

cquisition are cngagcd in a bootless and potenfially embarrassing

ehdeavor. They are hikely to construct a competenc based test for.

C gragduatidn that is quite inappropriately difficult. Theh they will be

farced-to back off and will be accused publicly ¢f either not

knowing "what l;dcnts ought to know or else Aot teaching

students what they ought to learn. They are indact guilty -on

. neither account No one knows how well a person must read to

- succeed in hife, or what percent of the graduating class ought to be ’
f able to calculate compound 1nterest payments. n

I must confess that | agree with the spirit of Dr. Glass's remarks. It does indeed -
seem to me rather naive to assume that we can, actually ﬁnd a set of items
awhich mére or Ius%uamntus suceess of failure in ife Pcrhaps the whole
/ notion of- mimimal competenaies 1s as silly and as useless as the vote taken
during one’s semior year in high school on’the stadent most likely to succeed.
But these remarks fall generally outside the substance of this tatk. For our
purposes we nced only note that one can seemingly take measures gbat
:mprovc thie predictive validity of our mstruments. ‘ :

-

* Conclusion

/

It should be clear by now that many standardized testsare simply vety,poor
mcasures of functional literacy. One can all too easily find fault with the

-
’ ‘
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FIGURE 10

- .
validity of most standardized measures. And valid is just what we want our
measures to be.

Implicit in my criticism of standardized tests have been the followmg two
equally important, if not more important, criticisms. First, it is simply bad
econonycs to go on tesiing as we do. Too many children may be masclassnﬁed
Teachers will learn little if any thing from the testing situation. Diagnosis and
remediation may well be unrelated to the real problems of students. But bad
economics as a criticism pales before the inherent unfairness of standardized
tests. Students are sentenced to a test score without a trial. Studénts are not
allowed to defend their answers. If an answer is given which test developers
did not consider, 30 much the worse for the student. There is no reason for
tests to be the arbitrary, often capricious dictators of students’ lives that they
" are. Something can be done. Something 5‘0 uld be dbne, for we are no longer

s

innocent. . B
1 [ v
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Item 9 . .. .

-

low, which of the ~
se?

If you o eea to.apply for the job shdw
following application methods would %oy
. - : Security Officers)\-Start $2 peh
hour, uniforms furhished. Apply
v . . 801 W. 24th st., after 6 p.m.
, Holmes Lobby-Desk.
a. telephqge chll . . 2 .
b., written igcation (resume P
Xc. in ‘person application e
. d. I don't know . : ,
” . .. - -
Eighty-two percent of the sample ansydred" this item correctly,
while 13 percent answeréd incorrectly. Percént correct responses
¥ according to criterion variables are given in Figure 9.

.

- ’ $94
96+
93
90+ c°p
87+
84
81-
7384
75+
724
69
66" -
63 i
60+ -

57
544. .
514 [ - - . R .
48+ « . -

45 LA .

*r

~
«

~

e

Perceont Correct Response

v
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3
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Figure 9. Occupational Knowledge referenced item on work: .
application procedure - . L. :
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Item 4 - . ) .

- LY
Mr. Packard wants to buy a car. The Salesman says that he can
pay for {t over a year and that, plus xnterest, the price will
be $255.66. Interest is: . .
. l

a. “the salesman's salary B ‘ . ,

b. the 4actual value of the car

Xc. the cost charged for handling the deal on the, time basis

d. & state tax .

?. I don't know

The percent correct response attainel by the APL sample on this
item was 70 percant. This 1tem, like the precedin nes, also, dealt
with a commerical term (interest). However, .the jtem differentiated
among the 1%véls on all four group variables, The more successful
persons were more likely to know the meaning of interest. Percent
correct responses for the criteridn variables are pre‘Fnted in
Pigure 4. .

13
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93+ \ >

90 M

gz: $ DR ¢
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78] o

75+

96
66 /
637

57
54
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ABE D ABCD\ ABCD ABCD

v

myficent Correct Response

LEVEL ' LEVEL LEVEL ' LEVEL'
4 , Occupational | Weekly ABE Education
. Prestige Income _ Leyel Level £
Figure 4. Consumer economics referenced item on commercial term:
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This two-item ﬁxer%xse was developed to test the adults’ ability
to calulate weight and price per unit in order to arrive at the nOST
econonical buy on fcod purchases,

4

Directions: Below you will see three boxes of “cereal. On

each box is printed the price and the weight. Look at the

Prices and the wpeights and then answer the two questions

celow, please. s
v p .
i /
- ~| Soggy .
. 89¢ .| woggies® / -
Cereal s
) . El Grosso . Frasbee Oat .
. 4
k  Cereal [ 19 oz. = Cerea}
L] 17 0zl Net Wt. 18 oz. Net weigh ,
" | Net Weight / .
. . . 9le 93¢ N
Fs
. « = .
*
. Iterm 31 . .

L]
Which pf the three boxes of
*Answer:

Only 52 percent of the samp

Soggy Woggies Cereal

cereal is the best buy?

-

. v
le answered this jtem correctly. chi

square values of pattern of response reached significance on three of the

criterion variables.
Level C of Occupational Prestige
ia the higher Level D rating.

Weekly Income was the exception.

Adults in
ratings did slightly better than adults

The overall trend of response was in an

ascending pattery, indicating that adults in the higher levels were more

successful in figuring which cereal was the best buy.
percent correct responses’ by levels across the criterio
(See Pigure 12),

Figure 12 gives
n variables.

.

. v

Iten 32 ’
Which of the/ three boxes of cereal qontains the most cereal by
waight? '
Answer: Sogqy Woggies Cereal =
‘ . ’ ,
FIGURE 13 .
. on N
L. 27 .
" . LN '
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