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INTRODUCTION ‘
‘This booklet is‘intended td'help'schoo]_personnel, parents, students ' o CL
and members of the community,understand‘concepts and research relating e
“to testing-in public schools. . What drier"topfc‘than tests cou]d there | t' -
"be? But what issue has captured the attention of the pub11c and, at the
same_t1me, inspired so much anxaety? Even the 1east 1nterested c1t1zen
Amust be aware of the growing use of testing in American public education.
C . And tests are used for several purpcses.lnAt many 3chools today, chi]dren
‘are expected to pas; numerous formal tests. Their performance is be]ieved
to'indicate students' 1eve1 of academic-achieVement, and in furn, to
. ' ' ;,ref1ect the q5a1ity of teaching and organizaticn of the sch5{1
| | Tests are important because they fu]fi]] three genera] functidns. -
: AF1rst they allow for some aspects of educat1on td#become public. Test ,
findings are often reported in the newspapers and frequently f1nd their ‘ ;
way into political dlscuss1on on local, state, and nat1ona1.1eve1s
Even though we ‘will later address the degree to whlch findings do provide
pub11c access to the products of education, they nonethe]ess are assumed
to permit 1ns1ght 1nto-the quality of educat1ona1 efforts. This 1nsight
re]ates c]ose]y to accountab111ty, which is the second general use of
tests. Test performance a]]ows the public not on]y to monitor the |
'schools but to act collectively to assign*responsibi]ity and to express
m‘. expections for improvement. 1In additionyvas schod]ing has come to serve
many diversevpurposes, testing has come tp be seen as a mechanism for

pulling out’ from the complicated curriculum those areas regarded to be .

of most significanCe. In this way, people have assumed that having

_tests assures that the schools have standards of quality, and this
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_ implicit setting of'stahdards is thie third general reason for testing; ' L

: These three general uses--pub]ic'aceess, accountability, and standards--

€

relate t0°test1ng in 1ts broadest concept1on

4

\ I %

" Tests are also assumed to be usefu] for specific purposes In this
discussion of tests, only achievement tests will bejtreated. such tests
are used presumably to assess the subject matter and skills that students

have ‘learned. Other types of tests--for»exampfe; aptitude tests (used to - ﬁ"
) ) ' o 5 Y -~ <
? predict what areas a student might be good in) or attitudinal measures L
|
\

- o (used to find out how a student fee]s about self, school, and othefs)--are;
poptlar but do not\ﬂave the extended use of ach1evement tests (For the
reader 1ntere;ted in f011ow1ng up on a range of testing 1ssues, there is
a se]ected bibliography and g]ossary at the end of th1s bookiet. )

/’". ‘The specific functions of tests are many ang may be d1v1ded inte

{ two categor1es: (1) tests whose resu]ts directly affect the student; ) ;/

v ] .>“ - who feke them; and (2) tests whose findings affect thevinsﬁfuctiona1 \

program.

- . . . °

. TEST_USE WITH DIRECT .EFFECTS ON STUDENTS

There are at least three kinds of tests in the categdry of direct -

‘effects: St -
~ ° Tests of certification
° Tests of se?ection".

° 'Teets,for placement

Tests of Certification

Certification fests'allow students to become credentia]ed. Certi-

fication tests have long functioned in the professional fields, such as -




13;, where a:Bar Examination must be passed{ or in medicine, where state
certification examinations arevrequﬁred In'many b]aces teachers are |
required'to pass a test to be Certified | Cert1f1cat1on has always _
operated in an informal way in the schoo]s. Passing a fina1ﬁexamination | e
in algebra meant that a student was acknowledged as hav%ng necessary

. skills and‘conceotsbtaught invthat.course."What is new in education,ﬂat

~
" ’

Co!east in the intensity and speed with whfch‘they are being imp]ementedf
are formal tests for certificatfon of public education.’Ca11ed "com- :
petency" or "proficiency" tests, these measures are admi;istered(.o
certify minimum sk111s acquired by students.. Sometimes these tests.are -~ -
adm1n1stered to assure a competency 1eve1 which wou]d a11ow a student
to receive a high school d1p]oma, an actual certificaté. In other
~situations, these sorts of tests are“used to permit promotion from‘one |
‘ grade to another, and to counter the concern that students are being o
- promoted based_on their age and other soc1a1 reasons rather than on
their abiiity Approx1mate1y 40 states have competency tests under
development or in p]aé&k\;Ihese tests sometimes are locally developed by-
school d1str1cts to ref]ect needs of the community and in other cases
‘are developed by the state, where a s1ngie test 1s ‘used as a standard:
for all students in that state Accompany1ng these tests are expecta-
t1ons that students if they do not perform well, will receive
appropriate. remed1at1on ' -
Competency tests have been cr1t1c1zed~gn a number of grounds
First there is concern that a sing]e test is not a suff1c1ent bas1s:for‘
deciding on someth1ng as 1mportant af whether a student graduat from

high schoo]. A]]ét’sts make mistakes about students The error in

testing sometimes comes fromathe way the test items themselves are

a




-

‘z';“""’;! R -
9 > ' N v . . ' ';‘(\\

developed, the way a student might feel on a given day, or conditions

under which the test is administered. In addition to error, competency

tests have been cr{ticized because they appeaf to shift the entire

burdenﬁfor performance clearly to the shoulders of the student, rather
tHan‘requiringAgchoo]s tofshare the burden. On' an individua], student-
by-student basig, .ﬁtudent'resppnsibility for.perfé%mancé is importéﬁt;

o
1

but it should be clear that if great numbers, fail cafefu]]y developed

"tests, it.will not be long before the public discerns that some of the

responsibility for failure Belongs to the instructional prbgrams in the

¢ ’

schoo]s.
Since a central point‘in discussing the purposes of testing is to -

give the public an uhderstandihg of what is going on in the schoois,

some éducapors gtrong]y believe that the tests used ﬁo provide éueh

. 4 ‘ 7 ‘
information, and in turn to make important decfsions,‘qught to be pub-

“licly available. But there‘arewcouﬁter arguments in support of test

-

secrecy; énd they reJo1vé around. two general concerns. Fifst, if tests
are public, will teachers "teach" to‘them?' There have been repofts in

the bast gf testing programs whose 1n£entiohs weré compromised. by teachers
who gaVe students direct drill‘andvpractice onvthe actual test items
dppearing on the test. Thefeff;ct of such practice is to reduce the
complexity of a body.of.curriculum to something that can be readily
ﬁémqrizéd to pass é test.

Anothef criticism of pub]it access to tests ref]eéts an economic
concern. Tests which were published after administration (to avoid the
direct drill and practice potential.described above) wauld require ﬁhe
repetitious develbpment of similar teét items. Since test development

is not such a quick or easy business, public access to tests would

2
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require costly development activity. In addition, much of the control of ,

test development at present is in the hands of private test development

companies. Thus, the public financial outlay would be heavy. However,

. . . ( |

recent experience with-errors found after publication suggests the cost . !
may be worthwhile. ‘ |

Some advocates of pub]io testing take an intermédiate view between"
_direct publishing of all test materiais and the secrecy W1th which ‘much

[~}

of certification testing proceeds at present Their argument is as CA

fo]]ows if the test is measuring concepts'or skills which are tru]y
important, then it should be possible to describe c]ear]vahat the test f
has in it. They argue that publishing the specifications which ﬁuide
test development and sample items might Be sufficient to-meet the need
for pubiiC'access Again, the utiiity of such speCifications wou]d
.depend upon the importance of the topic and skill being tested for,

Y

in the case of test items, test spec1f1cations are also cost]y to deveioqr'

»

Thus, the economic concerns would thenitend to favor development of test
specifications ior more important areas, an outcome that'critics taking
the intermediate position would support. Whether advocatiné pubiick
-faﬁgess to the entire test or to'specifications and sample items, some
.

educators argue that there is no other way to assure that teachers and
L [‘\ :

~students understand what is expected of them. "

Other issues in the competency testing areas reiaté to the question‘
of how many.sources of information should be used to make an important I .
decision. In some states, the competency test has become the single
standard which is used for decision purposes such as graduation. In
other situations, students who fail the test are given alternative means

of securing a diploma (or promotion). In some cases, other sources of

1)




I .
information on the student--teacher reports, counselors' judgments, and

»other perfor@ande records--contribute to the decision. Those Who argue
for\using mu]tfp]e %nf&rmaﬁion sources do so on the basis of fairness. L e
Their opponeiits, however, ‘often counter with the argument that the
performance standard set for compefency tests is usua11y very low (typi-'
cally, 8th grade reading ability suffices'fo; high school cqppetency),

and thus anybody wifh marginal competency ought to be able to achieve at

)
PR

: : L

that level! > ‘ ; | S
. r i

|

|

Tests of Se]ect{og

A second form of tests‘with direct effect on sfudents are tests of

o

selection. Such tests are tybica]]y used to address the prob]em of
resource a]]ocatioh. Assumiﬁg thatAthere are‘only 1;mited spaces in a- ‘
.program or co?]ége; fof instance, a test might-be used to select the ’ ‘ o
 mgst qua]ified'students. Or, perhaps, if special funds were-available ‘
to remediate students with the poorest reading performahce,'a selection - e
test mfght be used;to detérm*he who needed help the most. Selection

tests differ‘from_certifigation tests in that the problem they address

is "who is bes? (or worse)?" ‘rather than "what can a particular person.

do?" Selection test; are comparative, and the resu1ts;they provide

often relate to a”"norm“ or'standard group. These tests are sometimes

A}
administered to evaluate students' admission status for colleges (like

hd 3

" the Scholast#t Aptitude Test or the College Entrance Examination Boards).
: A :

BecauseAfésts of this sort clearly impact on students' opportunities,

.

|
) |
called norm-referenced tests (NRT). Common selection tests are those

many of these measures are being examined for test bias. That is, are

identifiable groups of students performing less well on these tests ,
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‘because ofvreasons‘thought to be outside the test content, such as dif-

“ 4

- ferences in cultural perspectives? In later =ections, we will explore

% "

some of the ideds related to test bias for these and other kinds of

-t

‘tests.:

StUdent;' performance on selection tests is usually reported in
terms of where a student stands in relation to the average score. On
the SAT, for example, the average_écorg for a typical group‘of student;
was 500. A score of 550;means tHé student was above average for the
norm,groub; a score of 700;means the student was well above average.
There are tables which a]]ow these scores to be translated intovper-

centiles, so sometimes scores on tests of selection are reported in

percentile rank. If a student”s score falls in the 88th percentile,

-this means that 88 percent of the students taking the test scored below

that student.” A 15th percentile rank means that 15 percent of students
taking the test 3erformed less well. It is importani to keep in mind
that percentile score does not mean 88 {or 15) percent knowledge, or 88 °

-4

(or 15) percent. right answers. “These scores are always interpreta( s

‘relation to how otheripeople'have done on the test.

Even though the purposes of selection tests are subposed to bno
limited, they'dften providéﬁgenera] information about how people iure
doing. For example, there was much publis interest in the report of the

declining scores en the Schalastic Aptitude Test, where students' average

’

scores drepped cbnsiptentTy below 500, which had been the average in '

-

earlies years. While such tests usually consist of:braadly based abil-
ity item:, inferences abc.c school piogram effectiveness can generally
be made. For this reason, a number of study groups we}e formed to N

invesfigate the potential reasons for the drop in SAT scores.
, . o

§
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Tests for Placement

In add1t1on to certification tests and se]ect1on tests there are
also tests of p]acement These tests are used to dec1de where a student
will receive educat1ona1 opportun1tv most cons1stﬂnt with h1s/her ab11-

ity.. Some p1acement.tests are diagnostic. They are deve]oped aga1nst

a specific field of information or set of skills. Students who do no}

o

possess given skills are then placed so that. they will receive appropriate

: ,
instruction. This kind of placement test requires caref\J description

of what-a student's pérformance means, so that proper_instructiongmay be
‘made available. Other .lacement tests are more general. They determine

L=

hog.studEnts aré performing in terms of a'generaléaverage, such as the -

average reading score of children in the fifth grade.‘ As such, they -

tend to be less descriptive, and provide only an overall.estimaté of
where a child might pfofit most from instruétion, Supp]émenting these

tests with good diagnoitic tests would seem to be a‘suitable tactic..,

[ 4

Almost all students encounter tests of the three types--certifica-

tion, selection, and placement--during their scheol years. In fact,

these tests probably represent only a small portion of the te§ting an

. \

individual und rgoes as part of school. Intelligence tests, attitude’ \,A

scales, aﬁd aptitude measures are a]so given, and most teachers deve]op
aqU édminister their own 1nforma1 assessment procedures to find out
where a student,stands with respect to a particular skill. By ask1ng
quest%ons of Students or providing them with a small task to perform,
the teacher is able to make inferences about their abi]it%es. Teachér§
frequently devige their own formal tests as well, using multiple choice

or other formats. "Tests" may also take the form of essays, projects;

| 5
¢
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and other activities assigned and evaluated by teachers. So it is clear

that testimg occupies’a good deal of attention in school programs:

) TEST USE WITH INDIRECT EFFECTS ON STUDENTS

Beyond the tests developed specificaﬂly'for decisions about‘fndi-
w{dgal students, tests are used for 5 number of other purposes. Test.
information can be us?d to make judgments about the qanit} of an |
instructional program or the quality of the teachiné staff, or td
validate the worth of a curriculum or specific'practicés. When tests
are used in these ways, tﬁey'are-providing "evaluation" information to
someone; usually an administrator of the program in question. For
instance, public agencfes often deVe]op new prograhs t; address prdblems
of literacy or other areas of academic péiformance. Thg& test students
and attempt to infer from the test‘informatioﬁ whéther the program is \
"working," which is often taken to mean that it improves students' =~ -
achie&ément. | . ‘
Many beople in.the field of evaluation object to the use of iest

scores as the exclusive basis for concluding that a program does or does

not work. They say that w2 must also find out if the program in question,

is be1ng used or “1mp1emented”‘as intended before we can make an infer-
ence from\test performance. S1m11ar1y, a]though the use of students'
test performance to evaluate teaching would seem to ‘be a good idea,
‘comparisons among teachers assUme that the ;eachers'are working in
similar settings. It is easy to understand how onehteacher might have
better‘insiructional materials, or students who weré better pfepared in

a previous grade, or a more sympathetic and helpful principal than a

colleague does.

. Differences ‘on any of these, and many other dimensions, .

~




would make the’%se of student test scores to evaluate teaching a diffi-

- cult proposition‘to defend.  The same’, perhaps repetitious, argument can
be made about using test results ﬁo eQé]uate é ﬁew curriculum. Some-
times materials and pfocedures are not actually used as planneg and
'thus test performance alone presents an inCompleté pfcﬁhre about their
effectiveness.

While much more remains to be said, and has been by others, about
the various.uges of-tests, ﬁhe‘issues selected for discussion in this
booklet are meant to provide a picturé of how ﬁuch testing there ac}ua]]y
is in schools. - One school administrator rgce6t1y reported publicly that
students in his dis}rict spent about 70 hours taking jggmgl'tesfs for
cértification, placement,-ahﬂ evaluation purposes. This figure did not
include teacher made tests and other informal assessments, nor the tests
thét come as part of many gurribuia. Devoting 70 hours to formal.testing
takes on meaning when one compares it with the aﬁount of time devoted to

reading instruction, 180 hours, over the entire elementary school year.

way, costing as much asvit does, educators and parents want to be sure
" the time is well spent, and that value is.received by all participants.
. In the next section, we will discuss one type of‘test which is
curfently receiving aL§00d~8éa1 of attention. Ways of establishing test
quali;y will also be-discusssed with an eye tq proyiding a basic in£ro-

duction to the kinds of .questions which should be asked.whenever more or

diffefent testihg is proposed for schools.

|

|

|

Obviously, if testing is taking so’much of students' time and, by the '
3




CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS
. - @

-Criterion-referenced‘tests (CRTs) are‘a relatively new typé of
o
measure. They are based upon a design wrich tries to assess how much a
/

student knows or can do, rather than how much better or worse the stu-
dent jsAin comp;rison to other students. Much work on the def1n1t1on of
criterion-referehced tests has been done, but much more is qeeded.
;Thesé t;sts, ﬂiké other tests, ére also subject to error. %hey‘oﬁly'
prévidé an estimate or an approximation of how how mucﬁ a student knows | »

N e A |

Q : : )
about a subject--1ike, for example, AmericanlHistory--because it7wou1d

be impracticalx even ;f it were possible, to test students on all facets
of that‘subject. The attempt in criterfon-referenced tests és to arrive
“‘;t scores whiéh have meaning wfth regard to a paf;jcﬁ1ar set of’informa-
tion. Various waysbhave been described to getyat what this "particular
set” might be. Some péople have-used edﬁcatibnal objectives as'the bagis
of CRTs. They try to develop test items which assess a student' s ab111ty, -
fo#;in%tance, to solve simultaneous éq:ations. The task sounds simple,v

but even attempt1ng to assess someth1ng as prec1se as . equat1on so]v1ng :

can become comp11ca£ed when decisions must be made concerning the diffi-

culty of the material prov1ded the format of the test items, how the

1tems ‘are put together to form the total test and so on. B ‘ 5

Ay

TéCHNICALgFEATURES OF TESTS

Test makers have identified certain general problems relating to

]

the development of tests and have adopted techniques to.assure the

quality of a test. These general ﬁrob]ems are sometimes called validity,

standards, reliability, and bias.

. 3
~




Test Validity

' - Test validity'is frequent}y defined”by‘posing a k@the% simple
question: "Does the test measure what it is supposed to measure?" The
problems arjse when one begins to speculate on how we might go about
answering this question. The sihp]eséktask.would involve looking at'
test itemé and seeing if the items seem to measure wﬁat they afé sup-
posed to. Does a CRT designed to assess sugtraction skil]é redhire that
students solve problems fEQUiring suﬁtraction?’fThé‘answér to %his
‘question may be made fairly easily if the test cohsists.of sets of

]

,numbgrs requiring subtraction computations. Bu; the ﬁﬁsue becomes more

&

complex when the test's items consists of word‘problems. Then the

question becomes: How much of a student's score relates to ability to

read as opposed to ability to subtract?
Another problem resides in the fallibi]it§ of human judgment. How

often would avgroupyof experts looking at the same test agree that it

* does indeed measure what it is supposed to measure? Until recently,

teéhniques for getting at such judgments were very primitiVe, and con-
éisted of on-off -choices:. a test jtem was”either,satisfactery or it was
ouﬁ. More‘fecent work has attempted to focus the étténtioh'of judges on
specific aspects of the test items: for example, whether the content
covered represents‘the full range of the coﬁtént inteﬁded, whether the
format and directions‘for the test are appropriate for the students

being tested, whether the 1;nguage Tevel fequired for performance is

appropriate, and whether tﬁe’intellectual level of the teét item is the

samécasyprovided in the. objective or test specifications.
The problem of validity inspired some work in a sub-species'of

criterion-referenced testing called domain-refcrenced testing. Domain-
2 .
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referenced‘tests (DRTs) -are built ey following specificetieng, much as a
-house is created from a blueprint. Feaeureevof these test-bluepfints
vary, depending epgh their designers, buf they a]mosf all have certejh'
essential characteristics: | |
1. Items are referenced in terms of specifie'inte11eCtua1 lével:
that js, the test may measure recall of information,‘app}ica-'
tion of informatﬁbn, or some higeer order prob]em'sdlving
skills. Various strategies heve been developed fbr‘deciding
on inte]]ecteal 1eve1;_the two most popular were eevelobed by
Benjamin Bloom and Robert Gagné. | |
2. itemsAare referenced in terms of the perf;rmance‘expected:
that#is; whe£ the student is asked to eo on the teet-;eelectiﬁg
fan answer from a set of alternatives, fo; instance. As %ti ‘ .
happens, .there are eome vocal and pereueeive critics weo think
multiple choiée.fests shou]g‘not be used at all since they do
not represen£ the }eality of most tasks thch confront beop1e.
3. Items are usually referenced to the content they are supposed
o . ' tq‘eovey. Thus it cen be determined iffthe items are represen-
tetive.of the full .range of information that the student is
' suppesed to have and if they are fair in that they do not\
focus on small bitsgef fnformation. . |
4, Iﬁems are subjected.to scrutiny in terms of the way |7'cor‘r‘ect"‘

3

answers are determined: Is there a rule for knowing the cor-
rect answer when you see one? * How are “wrong" answers, perhaps
provided as foils in a multiple choice item, developed? Are

there ﬁequ]arities so that students who' consistently select a

certain kind of wrong answer would provide good information to

g'“j\ﬂ
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"moment,;the four previous]y‘described seem to represent a ghecis of the

“the teachefiabout'neéded changes in instruction? In abwriping
iask, for instahce, one‘ﬁight ;Sk what critéria are used td
determine whether theipaper passeg., Senten@e struc;ure,
spelling, and;punctuétioﬁ are all common critefid, but does

~ therspecification also intend that coherence, orgahii%tioﬁ,'

, supporting detail, and point of view be included?

[

Further research will probably generaﬁevother dimensions but at the

most common components of domain-referenced testing.

'Sometimeg peopTe ést&b]ish "domains" empirically. Someone may

-

~drcide’ that “reading“ means uttering aloud sentences found on the front

r

page of the NgW"Ygfk Times.  That would be a domain specification, and .
we certainly would know instantly how to determine whether an item (or -

senteﬁce) was fair. Others may_generafe algerithms, or rules, to decide .

‘what a domain is. A simple algorithm might be that all words that -start

with a single consonant and. have a consonant-vowel-consonant pattern

_ (1ike a special favorite, ."cat") would fit. These aJQOri}hms might be

amplified, for instance, to exc]ude any nonsense words (like~“]atf) or
any words Whiéh;appear in the cGE]d's~primeﬁ (like "let"). Certainly,
many: more complex algorithms or rules‘have been generated. - |
-Among fhe problems Qith domain-reference End, in some respects,
with cerﬁain cri%erion-referénced tests, is the issue of homogeneity.
Homogeneify simply means sameneés, as partic]és in homernized-mi]k are

thought ideally, to be the same. Some proponehts think that }he.difficu]ty

.of 1tems from a CRT or DRT should be the same. “Item hombgeneity can be -

: Judged aga1n using a set of specifications by which to compare. 1tems

L
Item homogene1ty can also be determined using empirical methods. Emp1r1ca1

4




techniques requ1re that student performance samp]es--the1r actual
responses to items--be co]]ected and‘aha1yzed. In. the most absolute
sense, we would expect‘students to perform simi1ar1y on7a11 test jtems
from a sing]e‘dohain. But just as we know there is variation in the:
size ofhpartic1es making up milk, we also know that certain bits of
‘ cohteht are 1ike1y‘to>be harder than othersr The problem 20 + 30 is
‘easier than‘the prob1em 78 + 45 even thought the content‘soecificatﬁon
mfght say "pair of two digit numbers " Whi]e it is orobab1y possibTe to
analyze prob]ems so as to produce homogene1ty or equa1 d1ff1cu1ty, the
great numbers of doma1ns‘wh1ch wou]d have to be separate]y prepared
makes the task an 1mpract1ca1 one. Another issue 1s the des1re for
genera11zat1on or transfer. IWe.wou1d hope that when'stqdents 1earn to
add such prob]ems; they would then be able to transfer their sk111 to a
wide range of similar problems. Some test makers argue therefore for-a
tradeoff of specificity (and equal difficulty) for transfer: .
. Other factors must be taken into account in the validity issue.
One has to do with the variations that students m1ght have in their
instructional backgrounds. Theoret1ca11y, we would 11ke the student to
have no exoeriehce'with an item (and receive zero on a test:adm1n1stered
before instruction) and great ski]i—with the item (demonstrateo by;
.perfect'response) following instruction. But pep.1e khow things in'bits
.
and pieces, and someone is always a little more experienced than another
ih every area. Thus, the perfect case of com61ete fai]hre and comp]ete.
perfection rarely holds in test practice. The prob1em js further ;om- S

4 ~

plicated because all of us want to be able to "va]jdate"ua test against

S

the kind of ideal instruction which should be offered in a particular

area. Such validation can never be complete, for how are we to know




) what "good" instruction is? Despite the fact that quality inferred for

instruction and qua]fty inferred for test items are always mixed up, or
coafounded, people do make approximations, and look for, in genera1,

improvemerits of a group from pre- to post-instructional testing.
t : . .

=

Setting Standards . '

A related and similarly confdsing issUe 1s the setting of standards'.-
A standard in testing means the same th¥#mg as it does in common English:
a po1nt aga1nst wh1ch performance is to be measured. Standard settihg'
can be based upon experiential or more r1gorous emp1r1ca1 information.

~In experientia1'standard setting, educators and otHers decide upon~a

cr1ter1on for determ1n1ng the score a student must attain to pass a
test--for cert1f1cat1on, for examp]e A- common]y used cr1ter1on is the
70 percent 1eve1 of performance 'This standagd Lorresponds to what is
usua]]y‘cons1dered a "C" in the grading of‘pub11c sghoo] academic per-
‘formance; yet in the classroom, ay“C";usua11y coniotes an average score

rather than a barely passing score. Since convention‘and habit play an

important role in this form of standard'setting,‘some»of the implications
might be explored. The eharge»of'"arbi;rarjness“ ijs often leveled at
standards of this'sort, particu]arly'when students may be adverse1y
affected, e.g., denied a high school djp]oda. One might,argue tdat|68
percenf isn't really a]f'that much djfferent from 70 'percent and so the
queStion arises as to whether a studenﬁ who_achieyes at that level |
should also pass. Such arguments are.not easy to 1%ve with, and ﬁhe
|

only sensible reply usually relates to the need for some standard p1us

the conven 1ona1 approval g1ven the level of cho1ce ‘
An issJe related to this form of standard sett1ng is the possibility j

H

of manipulation of performance. An interesting example occurred in some
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of the early days of programmed instruction where the mi]ftary adopted a
90 percent student perfOrmance staridard for the evaluation of training
materials. When such a standard was difficult to achieve, the items on

the test were sometimes simplifiad, allowing the performance level to be

"magicaT}y” met. Having a ctear set of test specifications or iteh

' preparation rules reduces this type. of practice, bdt most schoel systems
have not developed their materials in such a way that test item manipu-

"lation 1s prec]uded

A second kind of performance standard, setting derives broadly from

empirical 1nformat1on--1nformat1on about wnat students actually do. For

instance, ex1st1ng 1nformat1on wh1ch revea]s that students are present]y
able to read certain word lists with 75 percent accuracy. is used to ’
justify the selection of -a standard pegged to current ab111ty; On the
one hand, this kihd of'procedure seems to assure that the system will
“maihtain”la leve] of performance, even in the face:Of different types
ot entering studént;. On the other hand; using existing pertormance as
a basis for standard setting can be seen as a way to perpetuate the
status quo ratherfthan as a way to encourage renewed effort.

Another ewnoirical procedure that could be used to set student

standards is to identify a subgroup known or thought to be performing at

a.desirable level. In written language, for instance, standards might be-

set by inspecting the quality of work of students who are entering
college or who may have passed some other test presumed to be valid.

This “mastery” group's performance -.can set a standard that is des1rab1e

L .

for the 1arger-popu1at1on. A more precise use of empirically or1ented

L3

standard setting involves the close examination-of an operationally

‘defined successful group.” For instance, the Geometry I .course '

-




for what is minimally acceptab1e

5 "\

hperformance of students who go' on to succeed in Geometry II.might be

examined' Their'1eve1 of performance could then serve as the standard
8 . C )

A

It shou1d be noted that most standard setting done now is of the
exper1ent1a1 sort, and the techniques developed for use by school people

often focus on ways of obtaining more precise]y stated opinions of what

A}

-studentglshou1d be}ab]e to do and how well they should be expected to

N
N

do 1t

Up to this po1nt we have 1imited the discussion 3f standard sett1ng

_to the area of deciding upon the level an 1nd1v1dua1 student shou]d meet

in order to be passeduor certified. Again we confront the issue of test

error:- Tests can misclassify students; and arbitrary standards can

increase the potential for misclassification. People can be misclassi- .

fied in two clear ways. On the one hand; a person who, if the real

truth were known, deserves to pass, might fail on the'test’and thus be
wrongly he1d back. On the other hand, a person who passes a test may ,
again if. truth were available, really deserve to'?a1@t One quest1on 1s,

%
of course, which kind of error is worse? The "benef1t of the doubt"

‘point of view would hold that it is better to err in the d}rect1on of

Teniency From th1s standpo1nt a person who wrong]y passes a test will

'be in the positi~n of having, in a sense, the benefit of chéhc in

h1s/her»future 1ife. The consequence of this sort of error bE that .

‘these people may encounter frustration and future failure. For instance,

- of the Geometry I students who pass, those misclassified might experience

extreme difficulty in the ‘next course. In the face of such difficulty,
they will probably require more assistance from the teacher, and théy _

may or may not be able to work hard enough to catch up. To regard this

R .
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'would have to have confidence in the test used to make the pass-fail

passed and is therefore held back. This kind.of‘error means that the.

kind of error as more serious than an error in the ovher direction, one

’ L

L}

”

decision and the'standard that has been set.

We must also consider the student who fai]s,when,he/she‘should have

student will be required to undergo ‘instruction which is largely redun-

dant and an unnecessary cost, and he or she may suffer a morale problem

which could discourage persistence in an area which should be well® °
. -~ . ‘
within his or her competency. . T . .

There are statistical methods,-based on test performance of many

students, which theoretically pernmit the'setting of standards to reduce

one- or the other kind of misclassification. Because decisions of this
sort are geherally reciprocdl, it means that if we try to reduce one
kind of error, we increase the other. Some educatprs,‘therefOre, prefer
the equal chance that both kinds of error ui11 occur. It is extremely‘
important»to remember thet‘not’on1y can individua1 items "make mistakes"
about people, but the kind of standard set cah also contribute to errors , o
and misclassification. |
Standards may also involve a more complex set of rules than simple
pass or fail. There have been.cases in recent competency test develop- v‘

a -

ment where standards have required a minimum average score, say 70

o .
percent on the ent1re test and a provision that at least two thirds of - n>L

the sub—obJect1ves have to be ‘met. Sometimes the arithmetic works olt

that it is 1mposs1b1e to do oné w1thout the other, but ‘there are cases

where this further refinement of standards seems to have pract1ca1 . T s,

importance. In effect, a joint provision of this sort means that a

student may not compensate for failing a certain portion of the test by

19 . 'v [ I
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doing well on another. 'While complex rules for pd;%jng are not neces-

sarily seen as a virtue, the availability of alternatives should be made
-knawn, and the rules for passinpg be set with as.mueh information on
V'techniqde as possible.

There is, as prev1ous1y ment1oned considerable discussion about

“the use of awsingle measure and perhaps a single standard, to make
decisions that are as complex and 1mportant as student cértificatidn.

Some school districts have adopted policies which nitigate the effect'oflf
a single poor test score. Some localities have decided'that-a "band"

o

should be‘est§b1isned'around'the pass score. Imagine that the pass. score
has been set at 75 percent. Students‘who score between 65 percent and
75 percent could be individually reviewed: In this review, teachers'
judgments and student performence on other indicators, such as different

| .
tests or written assignments, could be studied. A decision could be e

¢ o

reached eithen~to“pass the student from a review of his/her record as a
whole, or to permit the speedy readministration of the test. Such a
protedure forna11y recognizes. the 1imitation:of a‘single test, the error
ﬂnherent in a]] tests, and begins to make the process more humane, if
not more sens1b1e The way the ”band” around the pass score is set may

' vary considerably, agafn ranging from an erb1trary decision to qne based
on some rather fefined statistical procéddresJ The force of this general
kind of decision, howeVer, fs to specify a margin of error and to bfing
some human judgment‘to‘a process which is largely quantitative in ‘
or1entat1on >

Another kind of standard wh1ch is. often used 1n cases where test -

- findings have indirect effect on- students is the proport1on of students

: meet1ng a criterion. For example, in evaluat1ng the success of a schoo]

B




district's reading program, a question which might be raised is "How

many students passed... Fifty percent.... N{nety percent?" The decision

.relating to the sufficier y of the proportion of passing students can

also be arbitrary, but it has inherent in it the.saﬁé expectations as
for a single student's passing or failing. Thaﬁ expectation is the
belief that be]owﬁstandand pérfoﬁmapce impos€s a requirement for remedi-
ation. In the case of a_éing]e studente clear instructional remedy
should be attempted to bring a student's performance .up to par. In the,
case of a sysﬁem, the expectation is that the school district will
continue to invést-iﬁs time and resources in refining the program until
an established proportion of student success is achieved.

An illustration from the field of curriculum development might

.expand the notion. Suppose, it were decided, through some approved but

]

mysterious process, perhépS‘even throqgh'a political.process, that a’
¢ericu1um should be révised by developers until 80 percent of the
students attempting ft are successful., If on the first tryout of the
materials only 60 percent succeeJéd, the developers would make infefences
from pérformance and try again. But then suppose, after an extended
period of time, tryputs, and expenditure of_resourées, it became clear
that under the present conditions the curriculum would never do more

thaﬁ reach 75 pefcent of the students successfully. Should the devel-
opers keep trying? Should they give up? Should the materials' be dis-

carded? In the-case 6f a school district which did not meet such a

s
.

standard, should teacheﬁg be given in-staff dévé]opment experiences?
Should the superintendent be thrown out? Should a new school board.E;.
re-elected? Some of these alterhatives are rather extreme, but are
provided to underscoure the poiﬁt that'standards create expections, and
expections, when not met, cértain]y.causg trouble.

g 2 0.7
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One alternative to the se]ectjon of proportion-of-grouﬁ sténdaras .k
yequires that an empirical base be established. For instahcg,'how well
do the best schools in a reQion do when other factors suc.. as wealth
and educational levels are taken into account? Maybe the proportions

| achieved‘in thdée settingsvmight Be:adopted and feasibly met. ‘Perhaps,
:on the other hand, a broader based inforﬁation set ﬁight be inspected.
Suppose information were kept over time abou; the percentage of increase
or decrease in ﬁhe performance of the school district,wstate, or region.
Tagging performance standards to trends of this sort might also alléw

- them to be more practical and, at thé same time, avoid the creation of
unreasonable expectations. Scholars in educational measurement: have
attemp£ed studies in which various procedures are used to set standards,

but the political and practical consequenceé of such processes must

always be kept in mind.

7
Test Reldability

‘Tgsﬁ re]iabi]ity is another concern which mus® be addressed in any
discussion of the problems of test use. In the testing context, reli-
ability means the same as it does in common English usage: consistency.
Test error, .either within the items, on the whole test, or‘with regard
to a sﬁandard, depends upon the re]i;bi]ity of tﬁe test and-how this
feature is estimated. At a minimum, wevwou1d want a test to measure a
particular concept of competency consistently. This means that items on
the test should relate closely to one another and consistently assess
the student's competency. We would also want the test to be a stasﬁe

indicator of performance. For instance, a.test would not be any good to

us if a student had a good chance of receiving a high score on it on one -




suffer when there'is 1itt1e'spread among test scores. From the discus-

occasion and a very low score on another. We would expect that people,
more or less, would perform consistently on the test from one time to

-

another. Tnere are numerous ways of estimating a test's re]iabi]ity,
and most are based upon whether‘the test d1fferent1ates between h1gh and
1ow performers Re11ab111ty can often be increased s1mp1y by adding
more items to the test. Thus, the longer the tést, in genera1, the more

reliable it is. On the other hand, there certainly is an upper limit in _ a

practical terms'of‘test length because of concerns for_administration

of

" time (one or twg>c1ass sessions) and fatigue of students who may tune

Y
out or just get too tired to give accurate responses.

Reliability is often described in terms of a number. A test which

has test items that are perfectly consistent with one another; or a test

‘which measures peop1e from test occasion to test occasion witniperfect

.stabi1ity, would have a number of +17} the worse case, conplete reversa1

(the h1ghest scorer on one occas1on is ‘the lowest scorer on the second) .
wou]d have a number of -12' Most pub11shed tests have re11ab111t1es of
around +.8 or .9. ' ‘ ‘ . : e
One of the problems with the standard re]1ab111ty coeff1c1ent is ,
that the stat1st1ca1 formulae deve]oped to estimate ft are most appro- ~ .

pr1ate for norm-referenced or_se]ect1on tests. Re]1ab111ty coeff1c1ents

sion of CRTs we reca]] that it is possible on those tests for people to

perform qu1te we11 Af the 1nstruct1on is successfu1 In an 1dea1 case,

the scores would hot be spréad out but instead wou1d be c]ustered at the

-

high end of the scale. Thus, applying conventional re]%abi1ity tech-

niques to a CRT would provide information which is potentially misleading.

'Researchers have been exp]oring»thé creation of other ways to assess

\
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re]iability for.éRIs_and;newer forms of‘testing. Some people have
called for'p;ocepures which do not depend upon statistics at all, but
‘rather?}eqqire the test developers to do student-by-studeht studiesA |
without'summarizing and aggnegating.performanCe over many’students: %he
prob]em of re11ab111ty has also been assessed)1n terms of sett1ng dif- -
ferent standards of performance, but as yet no genera11y agreed upon '
~solution‘has been found. Thus, while the concept of re1iab11ity ic
still vefylimbeetant, the'utj1it¥.of_such "gdod" ndnbers for CRTs and

DRTs is still under study.

.a'm

o

Test Bias ’ ’

,-%est bias is a provgcative conqeptm Bias is often described as

d : something which should be avoided at all costs, and a test should be
putged of its baleful consequences. Bias 1itena11y means the tendency
for the test to give results which systematica]lyhdev}ate %n a given
d1rect1on A test would be biased if its results were always much worse
or much better than what we expect, given some "true" estimate of student
ab111¢y. Bias of this sort is not terr1b1y 1mportant to test .developers
and users because all pers;ns who take the test are affected in similar

’ ways. But bias does became a ser1ous issue when a lest seems to prov1de
differential results for different groups of people. If a certain group
of people pertonm systematically worse on a test than other people do,
the test would be thought qf as biased against members of the 1owest'

. scoring group. For example, if‘a group of children who have been

~instructed on cdncepts of energy do less we11 than should be:expected on

a test, a test bias explanation is that there is something in the way.

e

the test itself\was coastructed that ledds to the differentidl- results .
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for the group"in'question. The idea of bias is related to the idea of
" fairness.. Tests, if they are valid, should measure fairly the concepts -

o~

wﬂ' and ski?]é in question rether than other , perhaps irrelevant, behaviors.
But test bias rema1ns a touchy issue. For instance: if a group of
peop]e‘regu1ar1y scores,]ower on a particuilr jnstrument; what aoe the .
possible explanatians? As indicated, f{rst, there may be something-,
wrong with the test. The test might use examples %haﬁ afe not common in
the ekperience of the group. The test might ﬁayeljtems with especially

w

difficult syntax for group members. The format of the items might be
Y one with which the group had little previous e;pefience. Particular
distractors (wrongvchoioesAon a multiple choice test) might seem to be
“r1ght" because %f a certain cultural 1nterpretat1on brought to the
words¢used. For example, the word "bad" can. mean "espec1a11y good" in .
co]]oquia1.use among part1cu1ar groups,of people. These factors, and
.others like them, represeﬁt non-essential features of test items thét
might contribute to test bias. dther features of the test which might h -
Jﬂ;ontr1bute to bias relate to the uUse of sexist and racial stereotyp1ng L
What other reasons are there for b1ased results. in achievement
test1ng7 One clear contender is the qua11ty of instruction which students
have reee1ved, Sighificant performance differences may occur, not because
o% prob]ems’with'the test, but rather because students were not given an
edequate chance to learn the material. This line of reasoning is con=
cerned with equity and depends upon a belief that certain grouos of
students--minority students, as an example--do not reoeive equal instruc-
tional opportunity. In this case, equity means that for'gll‘students
the actual delivery of instruction;'inc1uding vague matters such as the

teacher's belief that students will profit and learn, is comparable‘to

v
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that received by good performers on;the test. Obviously, the extenéion

of bias to include not only features of tests but characteristicy .of

tnstruction requires a broader range of ideas about how such brob]ems

Y

might be solved.

a

Another issue in test bias, and a prqglem with all formal tesping,

v
Y

. ©
» is the problem of inferring learning from test performance. Because.a
child does not perform well on a test does not hecessari]y.meanvthat

gdbd.performance on the test is beyond the student's ability. Students

may not comply with testing requirements because of overall disaffection

with school and its routine. _Thus, biaged results on tests may relate
to the wil]i;gess of the s%udeht to play the game, to respond on cue and
on time in a testing'gituation. That decision, to pléy‘the game or not,
is a comp]gigoné and in‘part is based upon“fhe student's estimate that
taking the test:is wo%thWhi]e, that tests previously taken Bave been
p]easaht experiences, and that the authority imbued in the test should
be obeyed; | )

Another possib]g explanation f@r,test bias is that students in low
performiﬁg groups are not able to- learn the @gteria1 because of individual

"

. differences in ability. While a few educators have forwarded this posi-
tion,‘the evidence in its sUpport is nbt compelling. This view assumes‘
a "can't do anything about it" frame of mind,<a,c6ﬁtept difficult to
’justify éthica]]y. Furthermore, uhtil,thé re1a£ionship among déod
teaching, good learning, and test'performange is untang]ed a little

vmore, our efforts should ﬁé diréctéd to improving both tﬁe’design of
tests and the corresponding instruction to meet goals. 7

* Returning ﬁo the test itself, how are biasing influences avoided?

Under the preésure of groups advocating equity for women and minorities,

Q. v, o L2630
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test review procedures have been adopted in which test items are

t

inspected for possije biasing features. For example, in story brob]ems

there have been efforts to require_that roles and employment optionsfhe \
equally distributed among minorities,‘women{ and white nen. Thds,Ain |

“ _  somé tests, and texts as well, more women and minerities are shown:in
technical and professienal_jobs,'in;power positions; and“doinglmére
interesting kinds of things than ever before. ThetlingUistic and cul-
tural ana]yses to which most tests have been, subJected are cursory
indeed. Often, the on]y thing done to assure "equ1ty", beyond re;g:ng
to detect any obvious s]urs in-the test ]tems, 1s the imposition of a’
readability formn]a to calibrate the test td a certain "grade'lenel.".‘

However, most of the techniques «in use were not developed for the short,

staccato form of writing’ekhibited by test items; ana thug'assurances;

- - v
“even on this general level, are weak. - ‘ > s R

«

. * Q F )
Work in test bias continues to go forward. However, it will prob-
ab]y on]y have s1gn1f1cant impact when thevreview processess for antici-‘

pat1ng bias are made more r1gourous and the 1nstruct1ona1 contr1but.nn

 to test bias made more explicit. | ,
% B . TEST USE
. So far we have exam1ned the maJor purposes of tests -some different.,

&2 . types of ‘tests, a part1cu1ar1y prom1s1ng a]ternative to common tests the

' criterion-referenced test--and features of testsvsuch as validity, . .

standards, re]iabi]ﬂty, and bias, fhere is, of course, mdre.to come. - L '
Whenbone confronts the enormous.amount of research effort which has beeﬁ

invested in_studying tests, and at the same time imagines the time and

resources which govinto'the testing actjvity, a logical question follows:

Are tests useful? . ' 3
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,uti]ity-and,educationai improvement uses. . First of all, tests allow

school districts and other agencies to lnok efficient and accoﬁntabTe.
Giving'tests seems to be a responsible way to'act; schools giVing'no
tests would be under suspicion (what are'they.trying to hide?). This ©

"responsibie image" use of tests pertains to other government agenCies

as wei] as schools, for tests are often‘used as a basis of evaluation

. for innovative programs. So one major use -of tests is the appearance

function.’
Appearance must always be linked in one way or.another withvreality.

What'is the reality of test use for the actual'improvement of education?

. To start, no one would make the chaim that test resu]ts should be the

Singie most important basis for deCision making, either on a poiicy
1eve1,or in the relative privacy, if not qUiet, of a classroom. But the~

evidence so far does not even show test results as an important feature

1.
v

e in instructiona] decision making. While analysts believe tests should

pedhelpfui, the single most important finding in this area is that test

resu]ts are‘not now useful. Teachers report that tests do not help them

‘make deCisions about students or, more importantiy perhaps, dec'sions
. apout how they wouid.address instruction. Tests seem to be regarded as
. ah administrative burden, something that‘has to be “gone through' rather
'than_occasions which»have promise for application to teachingn Sometimes
jtest data are processed and large amounts of effort go into reporting’

_the resuits so that they may ‘be easily interpreted by teachers _To‘”

‘Tests may be useful in two distinct ways. -They may have political
date, however, there are preCious few examples of school districts which
\

have in piaCe testing systems that truly contribute to. the. improvement

¢

of insbruction. Just as ap aside, so that it is clear that no shot is
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being taken at teachers, the use of ‘test results for administrative

decision making is also weak. So we are in an iriteresting and complex

position: First, tests are "eing administered with increasing. frequency,

and theiruimportance for inc 'ua]_studehts‘is.on theﬂupsying. Second,

- the qué]ity of tests available needsfsignificantiimprovement."Third,

. : o,
there is 1ittle evidence, at present, that much sense is made of tests

by teachers and other potential information users.
Our techno]og1ca1 selves hurry w1th explanations:
1. New forms of test1ng (CRT/DRT) have not beenr1n p]ace long
enough to have'anv1mpact. f{Potentja11y trye.)
2. Teachers do not have much experience with or understanding of
the test deve]opment process. or even how to interpret tests.
(Our research télls us this is also true. ) 4

3. The pub11c wants tests (True, for the present )

Therefore, and the leap to the therefore is 1ong, we should deve]op

procedures to make tests more usefu] for people. - We might argue that we'

vshou1d bring to bear all that we know about learning and persuas1on to-?

influence teachers'and'adm1n1strators.to know how and to-want to use

tests. We believe with training and sufficient incentives we could do "

the job; we might conclude that it has not been very extensive]y,tried

‘before. (Also true )

Our more cyn1ca1 seTves m1ght counter argue as follows: If tests
are expens1ve and not usefu1, why have them? Why not develop alternative
ways of aSsessing the goodness of educational programs and services?

Why should we continue to persist in engineering-mechanisms to support

testing in the‘classroom? Why don't we admit that the classroom may be

_the°p1aceFWhere formal testing is 1east’necess§ry, given‘the range of

29 . .Q;,
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"informal assessments teachers daily make about their students? - Why not

give it up and let the results of tests, given only for ceremonial

purposes, comfortably remain in' the desk drawers. Let the political use.

of tests persist. We -have better things to spend our time and money on.
v o .
We.are_present1y trading scarce resources for testing which seems pre-

ﬁdominant]QBto have an image building rather than an educational function.

Why not build 1mages in other ways? We may have to. But for the time

o

be1ng, the circus is 1n town and our job is to make it safe for students.

Pout1ng about tests is not 11ke1y to be an effective short-run
 solution. Instead we might try a 11m1ted program (say about 10 years)
'to improye‘tne qua11ty of tests and to explore, with open m1nds,‘whether
they should be used‘for‘the purposes We decided upon in the past. . This

prpgrym'couao be based on four princip]es-uhich should guide the use of

tests in 'schools. < F'f?: iR n
'First, tests, or their specifications, should be Eub1§é. A1l .

people haveAthe'rfght to know what tests are about, how performance,wi}g
be judged, and how results will be used. They caniuse this knowledge to
prepare for what .is expected (shou1d a high school diploma mean 7th

.grade reading‘abilsity?) and to examine the connections anong the curric-

ulum, teaching, andvtesting to make sure that the schools are providing

”

adequatg experiences for all students.

o

Second, tests should be economical. They shou1d’be easy and prac-

tical to give, reasonab1y easy to score and interpretA_and thus_conser-
ving of both money and time. Exploring the cheapest rather than the

most comprehensive ways to use tests seems to be an appi-opriate tactic

in-times of. dwindling resources.

[




Third, tests shou]d relate to instruction closely and comfortab]y

Their pub11c nature may help in that process We shou]d take steps to
review the re]at1onsh1p of testing to teaching and teach‘ing to learning
to be sure that all the connections are intact. We should cont1nue to ’

explore new ways to integrate testing validly into instructidn and

‘attempt to drop the barriers and the trapp1ngs which may keep tests from .

be1ng as usefu] as they might be.

Fourth we shou]d be sure- that the’ tests themse]ves should offer

- significant experiences to students so that what.is tested is important,

that the message carried by the tests corresponds to what we think is

important in schools, and ‘that thevtest;'fn all its parts, is accurate. .

These four principles, if used as a basis for ihe review of a

- testing process, could result in significant changes in the way people

think about tests and believe in their usefu]ness.

" ACTIVISM AND TESTING

o -

This brief sec¢tion is directed to the activist readers, those who
wish to do somethfng about testing and tot assure that any‘increase in
testing is worthy of the time and effort expended. .lLatent activists may

also f1nd ‘Lhe strategy presented useful. What inhibits clear public

| d1séUss1on of test1ng is the percept1on that tests are arcane and myster-

jous ent1t1es' Tike the quarks in physics, “and that-on]y those who have

z‘

been 1n1t1ated are a]]owed to discuss the topic freely and w1thout

..

reproach. The research and. technology which surround testing are some-

' ' ' N L . R _
times, it is true, difficult to understand, since their language 1s

" often equations and derivations, coefficients and calculations. However,

common sense questions should be appropriately directed to the testing’

&
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process, and the belief that only the technitally competent ure permitted

.Thus, a strategy is proposed wﬁich might help teachers, sﬁhoo]
administfators, and parents begin to piércé the ;eehnd]ogieé] armor
which has protected tests'and‘tﬁefr developers. The secret to using ;
this straﬁegy is not to be put off or»satisfied with sého]ar]y answe
not:conveyed in common language. Some good questions are Tisted below.

This set might be useful under the following conditions: \(a) when a new

" to raise such quéstions should be eradicated.:

7
7
I

rs

test or testing program is proposed; (b) when test resu]ts are used to

| justify new action; (c) when the individual opportunities of students

and teachers are constrained by test results. Here are the questions:

1.

3]

Why do-we need thi- test? what information will it provide

that we don't already have available?

How was this test deve]bped? Has it ever been shown.that

ment of thfs test?

How much will this test cost, both in money and time ‘taken

from other impdrtant activities? Is using this test the best .

way to spend our resources?

How are test results reported?

translate findings'into préctita] courses-of actigﬁ for

students and teachers?

How much can we know about what is in this test?
How do we know the test matches the cprridu]um?

Is there 1s-provisioh for discontinuing .this test if it

"doesn't work out"?

-repeated use of this test improved education (teaching and

learning)? What kinds of students participated in the develop-

Is there a‘way provided to

How will we know it isn't a good test?

32
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Answers to such questionsAmay be hard to get. If these answers are

built exc]usive1y on numbers (“the reliability coefficient is..95") or

on authority cTéims ("but famous person X said it was a good test"),.

is c]early important to ask quest1ons such as those suggested go that
more tests are not pi]ed on top of existing test1ng requ1rements. ‘
Unless there is c]earbevidénce that the nswly prgposed test will improve
the situation for any (and preferably all) of thsjcriteria dischssed |
ear]ier--pub]is accessibfTity,_economy, instructional sénsitiVity; and
.signifjcancs¥;ose shoﬁ]d question diréct]y snd lister hard to the answers.
The more people within a group, a group like teathers; and the more groups,
1ikeqadministrators, pareﬁts, stﬁdents, counselors, and teachers, whict
raise the issue of bro]iferation of testing in an open and careful man- ' -
nef ‘the sooner the educat 1ona1 commun1ty may be in a pos1t1on to reassure

a2

you may be suspicious about the reasonableness of the pos1t1on But it ’
itself about what tests are really for.
|
|
\
|
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GLOSSARY

Achievement test -- used to irldicate student knowledge or skills in a

particular subject area) e.g.}tmathematigs. An achievement test
mﬁy be related to specific curricula or instruction; or it may
“attempt to assess some general level of achievement, e.g., state
mandated achievement tests.

Aptitude test -- used to predict or anticipate student potential or

capacity for successful performance or learning. Often this is
done by assessing studgnts in important component skills or related
skills, e.g., verbal fTﬁency:tests as 'predictors of college success,

used for entrance,screening(

.

Competency test -- a type of achievement test with some predetermined

definition of what constitutes ""competent" performance or with some
predetermined standard o% what is.acceptable as cdmpetent'pefform?
ance. This standard or definition may refiect the ‘least allowable
or lowest limit of acceptable performancé. In such cases, the test

is often referred to as a minimum competency test.

- Constructed item -- a test item for which the student must perform or

construct his/her own answer, rather than select one from given

test may be constructed item type tests. .

Criterion-referenced test ---used to descriBe student, performance in

BN

terms of specific "criterion behaviors," i.e., tasks that are con-
sidered to constitute achievemeny in.é particular subject area.

Criteripon-referenced tests are constructed from some sense of what
behaviors or skills .make up a subject area. ' For some test devel-

operﬁ, this may mean using behavioral objéctives to construct the

tast; for other test deve]Operé, a more sbecific-bluepriht of

skiils or behaviors.

Diagnostic-prescriptive test -- used to describe areas in which student

*performance is inadequate or weak and to suggest subjec. areas
and/or methods of instruction 13kely to remedy the problem.

- : , 36 | qu

choiceéi An essay test, an'oral,lanQUage test, a driving or cooking -

g




-

»

A

Domain-referenced test -- this phrase is often used interchangeab1y with ¢

’criterionfreferenced test; however, a dumain-referenced test is
more specifically tied to the subject area (domain) by more detailed
definitions of behaviors and skills of the domain and the conditions
~under which they are performed. These detailed definitions, called
domain specifications, provide guidelines that suggest tasks or
test items. A eemp1e of domain-referenced items; i.e., a doﬁein-
o ‘ referenced test;'is taken as evidenee of student‘ebi]ityjie ﬁhe .

domain-or subject area. Furthermore, these domains may be made .

pub]ic.

Item d1ff1cu1ty -- is determ1ned by the percentage’ of individuals who

wget an item right. If hinety percent of the exam1nees were to
answer an jtem correctly, the item would be easy. Conversely, 1} ’
only ten percent of the examinees were able to anzwer it correétﬁy, .
the item would be difficult. ’

‘Norm-referenced test -- used for making judgments of relative achievement

or relative worth of sttudent, class, school, or district by com-
paring that one score ageinst the distribution of scores for some
larger group. of comparabfe students,_c]aSses; schools, or districts.

Comparison results are often reported as percentiles or.stanines.'

_— ~ "'Reliability -- referc to the consistency of test results; that is, to what
extent a student's test score varies due to chance'or-test error.

'Equivalent forms reliability is estab]ished“by giving two forms

(equivalent or paraﬁ]e]) of a test to.the same person and deter-
mining the consistency or agreement of the results. '

Internal consistency re1iabi1ity occurs when most items on.a test

measure essentially the same th1ng It consists of high corre]at1on
of scores on the different items within the ‘test.

Test-retest reliability occurs when the same test is readministered

_to the same students after a time interval and prodUces consistent

results.

Validity -- refers to how well e test accomp]ishes‘its aim; that is, the
extent to which a test truly measures what it claims to measure.

This quality is crucial to all tests.
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