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Test Reviewing: Problems and Prospects
David J, Weias
University of Minnesota
Introduction

A comprehensive test reviewing process is desirable for at least three
reasons, First, test reviews provide vsluable information to test users in
terms of selection, use, and Znterpretation of data from psychological ine
struments, Secondly, test reviews are a means of providing information to

- test authors and test publishers about the desirable and undesirable charace
teristics of the instruments they publish., As a result of this kind of ine
formation, test publishars and authors may improve instruments with subse.
quent benefit to the usere of psychometric instruments, A third important
reason for the existence of teat reviewing programs, is to provide a vehicle
for the exercise of professional influence over the kinds of instruments
published for use in the provision of paychological services, and in psycholos
gical research, While many test reviews are not directly aimed at meeting
the ethical responsibilities of the profeosion, they may have an indirect
effect by providing relevant information to both test users and test publie
shers,

By far tha vast majority of test reviews have been published by Oscar
Buros in the Mental Measurements Yearbooks (MMY) series, In the thirty yeaxs
during which Frofessor Buros has published six MfYs (a seventh 1s now in
preparation) he has critically reviewad virtuslly every published psycholo-
gical test, inventory, and questionnaire. A small minority of test reviews
appears in various psychologicel journals, with the number of reviews bee-
ginning to show an increase in the last few yesrs. Hcwever, because of
pressures on journals for publishing other types of materials, tast reviews
have not bean given & prominent position in the press for space in current
journals.,

In 1965, an ad hoc committee of the Divisicn of Evaluation and Measure-
ment (Division 5) of the American Psychologicsl Association was convened to
determine whether current test reviewing procedures were meeting the needs in
the field. After two years of discussion of the problem with leading indivie
duals in measurement, education, and related fields, the Division 5 committee
felt that the formation of a more permanent vehicle to coordinate test review-
ing activities would be approoriate. The committee then contacted all rele-
vant organizations and held a series of meetings with interested organiszations
to diacuss the possible direction of a coordinated effort in the field of
test reviewing, These discussions lead to formation of the Inter-Associstion
Council on Test Reviewing (IACTR), which was formally established in 1967.

The purpose of IACIR {s ''to prowote and facilitate the disseminatfon of
information about and critiques of published psychological and educational
tests, including devices and materisls for evaluation and prediction,"
JACYR is composed of representatives of a number of organieations with
interests in the use of psychological and educational assessment devices.
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Since ite founding, IACIR has been concerned with studying the problem in
more detafl, to arrive at a permanent solution to what appeared to be the
problems in the area of test reviewing., At its first annusal meeting in

1968, IACTR formulated plans for a survey of test users and journal editors
to further clarify the problems in test reviewing and to obtain the reactions
of test users to some of the prospective solutions to these problems. This
report is based on the findings of these surveys,

The Surveya

Test Users Survey

A "test user' was defined as a member of an organization which was cone
conerned with use of psychological tests and assessment devices in indivi-
dual assessment or research. Rluven organizations were selected using this
criterion. The names of the or;anizations and the abbreviations used in
this report are shown in Table 1. All questionnaires were mailed in the
spring of 1969,

The most recent membership lists were obtained for each of the 11
organiecations. Within eacl membership list, 216 names were selected by
random procedures. Each person so ralected was sent a questionnaire and
a cover letter describing the purpose of the survey., The questionnaire
asked a number of questions concerned with specific problems and prospects
fn the field of test reviewing. It also included a demographic data page
designed to obtain {nformation to describe the samples from which the data
were obtained. Descriptive characteristics of tiwe respondents are shown
in appendix Tables A-1 through A4 for the total group and separately for
each orgunizational subgroup., Appendix Tables A<} and A-6 give information
on the kinds of assessment instruments used by respondents.

Insert Table 1 about here

Table 1 shows the percentage of returns by group, and ~he percent of
total group representad by each of the 11 organizations. As Table 1 indi.
cates, the lowest percentage of returns (39.4%) was from the Division of
Clinical Psychologists (Division 12) of the American Psychological Associa-
tion (APA). Divisions 15 and 16 of APA also had relatively low raturns. The
two organizations with the highest rate of returns were the Association for
Measurement and Bvaluation in Guidance (AMEG) with 61.1% retponding, and the
National Vocational Guidance Association (NVGA) with 60,2% responding.
Accordingly, these latter two groups represented over 10% of the total
analysie group of 1,142.respondents.

Two groups whose members were also likely to have an interest in paycho-
logical teating were not specifically sampled in this survey. These were
the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCMR) and Division S of
the American Psychological Association. However, a cross tabulation of
organizational membership for those organizations sampled with all organi.
gations sempled with the addition of NCME and Division $ of APA, showed that
a portion of the membership of each of those organirations was included in
the survey. This cross-tabulation Ls showvn in Appendix Table A-7,
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Table 1

Percentage distribution of respondents by organization sampled,
and percent responding in eech group

of Total Respond-

Organieation Abbreviation N Group ing
American Educational Research

Association, Division D ABRA, Div. D 112 9.8 54.4
Americzn Rehabilitation

Counseling Association ARCA 103 9.0 47.7
American School Coungelors

Association ASCA 103 9.0 41.7
Association for Measurement and

Bvaluation in Guidance AMEG 132 11,5 61.1
National Vocational Guidance

Association NVGA 130 11.3 60.2
Society for Projective Tachniques and

Personality Assessment SPIPA 107 9.3 49.5
Amerjican psychological Association

Division 12, Clinical I'sychology APA, Div. 12 85 7.4 39.4

Divieion 14, Industrial Psychology APA, Div. 14 98 8.5 45.4

Division 15, Rducational Psychology APA, Div, 15 90 7.8 41.7

Division 16, School Psychology APA, Div. 16 87 7.6 40.3

Division 17, Counseling Psychology APA, Div. 17 100 8.7 46.)
Total Group 1,147 sen 43,3
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As Table A-7 shows, 11,9% of the total group were menvers of NCME, and 8.8%
of the total group were members of Division 5 of APA, These figures agree
xeasonably well with the percentage composition of the total group by groups
actually sampled (eee Table 1), Thue, these groups were well represented

in the total study group.

However, Table A-7 also shows that other groups which were evenly same
pled in the research design were disproportionally represented in the total
group as a result of overlapping group memberships, Specifically, the
National Vocational Guidance Association (NVGA) was represented by 33.8% of the
total group of 1,147 respondents. This compares to only 9.9% members of Division
14 of APA members (Industrial) since very few Division 14 members held
duplicate membership in other organizations studied., The results for the total
group should be interpreted with a consideration of -these disproportionate
frequencies,

Journal Editoxs Survey

A separate questionnaire was also sent to journal editore, Some of the
questions in the journal editor's survey were identical to those uued in the
test user survey. Additional questions were asked of journal editors to
obtain spezxific information concerning their views on certain problems not
xrelevant to the test user audience,

A total of 28 questionnaires were mailed tc the editore of journals
identifiad as publishing test reviews, or publishing research using psycho-
logical and educational assessment devices, Of the number mailed, returns
were received from 21 journals, representing a 75% rxeturn from the total
group mailed, Appendix B lists those journals whose editors cooperated in
this survey,

Anaiysis

Anslvsis of the data was based on the computation of percentage of
respondents choosing each of the multiple choice alternatives in the Question-
naires, Some questions asked respondents to respond in A& categorical 'yes"
or "no" response; for these questions the percentayxe ''yes" and tha total
number responding is reported, In addition, for tha "yes=no" questions,
several questions asked & relative question in terms of which of eceveral
activities was most important or preferred by the respondent.

Because of the possibility of there being group differences fin percene
tage responding, the analysis aleso included the computation of .hi-square
tests for significance of the differences among the 11 groups. For those
Questions which weru the same in both the journal editor and the test user
survey, ths results of the journal editor survey are presented in comparison
with the results for the test users, Howaver, becausa of the small number
of journal editors replying to the survey, the results for the journal
editors were not included {n the computation of chiesquare tests of group
differences in responss frequencies,
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Analysis of data was facilitated by a grant of subsidized computer time
from the University of Minnesota Computer Center, ’

Problems in Test Reviewing

Number of test reviews

A question in both the journal editors and test user survey asked "How
do you feel about the number of test reviews being published?" Table 2
shows the percentage distributions of responses on the five-point rating
scale provided for this question, Of the total group of 1,057 individuals
who responded to this question, only 18.5% indicated that there was Yno. in-
crease required" in the number of test reviews being published. Only 4.3%
of the total group indicated that ''less" test reviews were appropriate.
Combining the three response alternatives indicating that an increcase in the
number of test reviews would he desirable, 77% of the total group of respone
dents indicated that more teat reviews were appropriate,

Tnsert Table 2 about here

An analysis of the group differences in response to this question,
awmong the 11 groups studied, yielded a chi-square value of 54.44, with an
associated probability level (4U df) of between .10 and .05, This suggest-
ed & teadency for the distributions of the responses of the groups to bLe
different, Whila about 50% of each of the 11 groups indicated that '‘more"
test xeviews are needed, 7.6% of the members of the Sociaty for Projective
Teclniques and Personality Assessment indicated that 'less" test reviews
are needed, comparad to only 1.1% of the members of the Amirican School
Counselors Association, In terms of the responase of "need many mora" test
reviews, raesponses varied from 7,7% for members of APA Division 16 to 19.8%
of AERA Division D members.

Among journal editors, 65% of the 20 respondents indicated that '‘wore"
test reviews wore needed, and an additional 15% rasponded in each of the
categories "need meany more'”, and "need & slight increase,' In total, 95%
of the journal editors supported the need for some fnvrease in theg number of
test roviews, None of the journal editors indicated .hat less test reviews
were needed,

The consensus of both journal editors and test users, then, is that more
test reviews are nceded. Hence, while Buros's Mgental Meagurements xe%rbooko
provide & large numbexr of comprehensive test reviews, almost 8 out o i
potential snd actusl test users feel the need for an increase in the nuaber
of teet reviews,

Nature of test reviews

Two quastions in the test users survey were concerned with the nature of
test reviews, Question 2 asked '"How do you feel about the nature of current test
reviewst"; respondents were asked to reply on a fourepoint scele from 'much too
technical" to “"not technical enough". A related question (question 4) ssked
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"To what extent do current test xeviews mest your nceds?'; reapondents were
asked to characterize test reviews as '"too technical', ''adequate", or "too
practical", The second question was also asked of journal editors, in terms
of how well test reviews meet the needs "of test vaers',

For the first of the two questions (see Table 3), about half of the
total group of respondents felt that the nature of current test reviews is
Yabout right"; 51% of the total group of respondeats chose this aiternative.
However, 31.5% of the total group i{ndicated that test reviews wers either
"too techniceal' or '"much too technicsl". Only 17.4% indicated that current
test reviews are "not technical enough'.

Insert Table 3 about hero

Analysis of the organizational sub-group differences in response to
thie question yielded a value of chi-square significant well beyond the
+01l level of statistical significance. This indicated wide differences
among the members of the 11 organkations in terms of their recponses to
this question., In geneval, tha members of APA, the Society for Projective
Techniques and Personality Assessme..t, and ABRA Division D, tended to indi-
cato more than the other grouns, that test reviews were 'mot technical
enough'', Por theso groups, the percentage choosiag the latter response
varied from 20.5% to 26,3%. Among the groups representing the American
Personnel and Juidance Assocltation (ARCA, ASCA, AMBG and NVGA) the
pexcentage indicating that current test zeviaws were ''mot tachnical
enough' varied from a low of 6.3% to 10.5%.

A aimilar contrast is shown in the percentages of responients indica-
ting that test reviews were ''too technical” or "wmuch too technical’, Only
15.1% of the members of the Divieion of Industrial Psychologiste of APA
(Divieion 14) indicated that test veviews were aeither "too technical" or
"much too technical', This contrasts with a total of 50.5% of the ARCA
menbers and 53,74 of the ASCA members choosing these alternatives, The
percentage of individuals indicating test reviews were ''much too technical
varied from 0% for members of APA Division 14, o 12.1% of ARCA members.

These results, indicating large and statistically significant differ-
ences among the members of varicus oxganirations, suggest that test reviews
need to be written at various levels of technical erophistication. It
would appesr that members of the more spplied groups such as ARCA, ASCA,
AMEG and NVGA require test reviews at a lower level of technical sophistica-
tion, than those of the more resesxch-oriented groups such as sre found
among the APA membership.

These results are supported by the findings on the related question
To what extent do current test reviews meet your needs?”, Tho rasponse
distributions for that Question are shown in Table %, As Table &4 {ndi-
cates, 51.6% of the total group indiceted that current test x:views were
adequate, with mora than twice as many of thoe remaining 50% indicating
that test reviews were "too technical' s opposed to "too practicsl',
Among the 11 organications sampled, statistically significant differences
verae again found in response to this question., While only 15.9% of APA
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Division 14 members indicated that test reviews were '"too technical",

57.1% of ASCA members chose that response, Over 20% of AERA Division D,
APA Division 14, and Division 15 members choese the ''too practical' alterna-
tive, while only 4.1%Z of ASCA and 6.57%7 of AMEG members agreed that test
reviews are "too practical,

Insert Table &4 about here

Interestingly enough, 26.7% of the journal editors indicated that test
reviews were "too technical", while 60% supported the statement that test
reviews were adequately meeting the needs in the field. On this questiong
journal editors tended to agree more with the members of the APA than with
members of the applied groups represented by APGA membership.

Depth, availability, and frequency of test reviews

Test users were asked '"Do you feel that current methods of dissemination
of test reviews are adequately meeting the needs in the field in terms of the
depth, availability and frequency of test raviews?" Users were requested to
respond ''yes" or ''mo" to each of these three possible problems. Percentage
distributions for the percent responding "yes" to each of these three alterna-
tives are shown in Table 5.

Ingert Table 5 about here

Depth. Among the total group, 46,87 indicated that current test reviews
meet existing needs in terms of ''depth". Analysis of the group differences of re-
sponsa to this quesiion indicated no statistically significant differences in xe-
sponse among the members of the 1l organizations sampled. Percentages varied from
34.7% for APA, Division 12 to 55% for NVGA members. In general, then, it
would appear that only about half of the respondents to this question indicated
that the "depth' of current test reviews is appropriate.

Availability. The percentage responding "yes" to the question ¢f "availa-
bility of test reviews'" was only 32% for the total group. Thz sub-group per-
centages ranged from 22.7% for APA Division 16 members to 43.6% for APA Divi-
sion 15 members. However, no significant differences occurred among the sub-
groups. The data indicate, however, that two out of three test users are not
satisfied with the availability of test reviews.

Frequency. The picture appears to be even uore bleak for the question of
"frequency of test reviews'. Only 22.9% of the total group indicated that
test reviews are frequent enough in terms of che needs of the field. Responses
for the subgroups varied from 10.7% for APA Division 16 (9 our of 10 of respond-
ents to this question said that test reviews are not frequent enough) to
32,.2% for members of SPTPA. Differences among the subgroups were statistically
significant, indicating different needs among subgroup members concerning
timeliness of test reviews.

Thase data point up three important problems in test reviewing. First,
almost eight out of ten test v:ers feel that test reviews are not frequeat
enough, Seven out of ten feel that test reviews are pnot readily available,
and slightly over half of the test reviewing audience e feels that test reviews
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Table 4
Percentage distributions for Question 4:
To what extent do current test reviews meet your needs?

) too too
Group N technical adequate practical
Total Group 1011 34,7 51.6 . 13,6
AERA, Div, D 93 20.4 57.0 22,6
ARCA 97 49,5 42,3 - 8.2
ASCA 98 57.1 38.8 4.1
AMEG 123 39,0 54.5 6.5
NVGA 120 41.7 50.8 7.5
SPTPA 93 31.2 49.5 19.4
APA, Div, 12 67 25.4 56,7 17.9
APA, Div, 14 82 15.9 63.4 20,7
APA, Div, 15 72 26.4 51.4 22,2
APA, Div, 16 73 38.4 43.8 17.8
APA, Div, 17 93 25.8 61.3 12,9
Journal Editors 15 26,7 60.0 13.3

x2(20 df) = 86.0 p <.0l
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are not adequate in terms of depth. These results are similar to those iden~
tified in the early meetings of IACTR with orgasnizational representatives,

and were the kind of information which lead to the developrnent of several
prospective solutions to some of these problems. These solutions formed the
second half of the survey.

Prosgpects

General Direction of New Programs

Test users and journal editors were asked “Should new test reviewing
efforts concentrate on 'more test reviews', ''different types of test
reviews', and 'bibliographies for tests'. Respondents were asked to reply
categorically ''yes' or 'mo' for each of the three alternatives, then to
indicate which of the three was most important., Percentage distributions
of responses to these questions are shown in Table 6.

Insert Table 6 about here

As Table 6 indicates, 70.1% of the 975 test users recponding to this
question indicated that new test revieuwing efforts should be concerned with
"more test reviews'". Among the responding organizations, the percentage
regponding ‘yes'’ to the question of “more test reviews' varied from 62.5%
for members of ASCA to 79.3% for members of Division D of ARRA., The chi-square
value of 13.7 for group differences in the responses to this question was
not statistically significant at the ,05 level. Hence the total group per-
centage of 707 would be representative of the responses for each of the sub-
groups. Journal editors agreed with test users on this question. A total
of 77.8% of the journal editors responding to this question indicated that
"more test reviews" is an appropriate direction for future efforts in the
test reviewing field.

Concerning the question of '"different types of test reviews'", 89,97 of
the total group endoresed this as an appropriate direction for future efforts.
Among the sampled groups, 79.3% of APA Division 14 members indicated that
"different types' of test reviews vere appropriate, while 94.6% of APA
Division 17 members expressed a preference for this alternative. The differ~
ences among organizations ir response to this question were statistically
significant at the 5% level. This, of course, supports the previously ob-
scived differences among responding subgroups in terms of their dissatisfac-
tion with the nature of current test reviews. HKovever, the preferences
expressed in responses to this question for uew kinds of test reviews are
even more marked than they were in responses to previous questions. Among
Jjournal editors, 37.57% agreed that ‘different types' of test reviews were
appropriate. Apailn journal editors and test users were in general agree-
ment as to the future direction of new test reviewing efforts.

The question of 'bibliographies for tests" yielded a somewhat different
picture. thile 63.37 of the total group indicated that new test reviewing
efforts should include bibliographies, the percentages varied widely among
the responding subgroups, and results were statistically significant. Only
slightly more than half (53.0%) qof the APA Division 16 members endorsed the
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nead for bibliographies, while 77.2% of the AERA Division D members supported
that prospect. This would suggest that the more research-oriented groups,

such as AERA, have a greater need for bibliographic material than the more
applied groups such &s Divisions 16 and 15 of APs and NVGA members. Journal
editors were in general agreement with the total group, as 62,5% of the journal
editors endorsed the need for bibliographies,

When the test users were asked to indicate which of the three activities
was the most important direction for new test reviewing efforts, the praference
was clearly for "different types' of test reviews, Among the total group,
57.9% indicated that '"different types" of test reviews were the most important,
while only 14% supported "bibliographies” and 28% supported ''more test reviews',
The .chi-square analysis of the response distributions for this comparative
question indicated no statistically significant differences among the respond-
ing subgroups., All groups agreed that ''different types" of test reviews are
the most important of the three options given.

Type of reviews

Anticipating the need for different types of test reviews, based on
earlier discussions with representatives of the organizations iuvolved in
IACTR, the questionnaire presented four different types of test reviews to
both the journal editor and the test user audience. The questiocn in both
surveys was worded as follows "For each type of test review listed below
indicate whether or not you feel it is (or could be) an important kind of
test review: (&) comprehensive and integrative reviews of the research
on a teat (b) comparative reviews of measuring instruments of the same type
(e.g8,, reviews comparing the Strong Vocational Interest Blank and the Kuder
Occupational Interest Survey, or the Stanford-Binet and the Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale); (c) topical reviews, e.g., reviews of the 'measurement
of intelligence'’, reading, achievement, etc. (d) reviews of new tests as
they appear, based primarily on the information in the menual.” Respondents
were directed to reply ''yes' or "no" to each of these four alternatives. In
addition, the survey questionnaires asked the following question "'Of the
four typee of reviews listed above, which type do you feel is the most import-
ant?" This question was designed to obtain an indication of the relative
importance of the various typses, in terms of setting priorities for the
development of new test reviewing efforts.

Table 7 shows the percentage responding 'yes' to each of the four
alternatives, and the percentage choosing each of the alternatives as the
"most important" typz of review,

Insert Table 7 about here

Comprehensive and integrative reviews, Among the total group, 88,2% of
the 1,055 respondents indicated that "comprehensive ard integrative" reviews
of the research on 3 test was an important kind of test review, Response
percentages among the organizational subgroups varied from 73.8% foxr the
members of NVGA to about 95% for members of Divisions 12 and 14 of APA,
Differences were statistically significant among the organizational sub-
groups, reflecting the different needs of the groups, based probably on the
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activities of the constituent members, Journal editors endorsed this alter-
native at the rate of 95,2%, agreeing more with APA members than with members
of the applied organizations,

Comparative reviews, About 95% of the total group of test users and
95% of the group of journal editors agreed that comparative reviews were an
important kind of review, Analysis of the differences in percentages among
the test user subgroups ehowed that only 91% of APA Division 15 members
supported the need for comparative reviews while 98,5% of AMEG members
desired comparative reviews of tests, Differences among organizational
grougs were not statistically significant, It is important to note that
while over nine out of ten of the members of all groups studied folt that
comparative reviews were important kinds of reviews, very few of the reviews
not’ being published are of a comparative nature,

Topical reviews, Support for the alternative of topical reviews was
expressed by 826% of the test users and 90% of the joirnal editors. Among
the organizational subgroups, only 76.7% of APA Division 12 members endorsed
this alternative while 90,6% of APA Division 17 members supported the
notion of topical reviews, However, differences among organizational sub=
groups were not statistically significant, Again the topical review which
is rarely now available was endorsed by almost nine out of ten members of
all groups studied,

New tests. Test users and journal editors disagreed with each other
on whether reviews of new tests were desirable, Of the total group of test
users, only 58,9% of the respondents endorsed the need for reviews of new
tests, Among journal editors 75% endorsed this alternative, This difference
suggests that journal editors perhaps are not fully awave of the desires of
test users, and are producing test reviews of new tests because of their in-
accurate perception of the needs of test users,

Among the test users subgroups, only 50% of ARCA members were interested
in the reviewing of new tests, while 63% of ASCA members were interested in this
type of test review, However, the differences among test user subgroups were
not statistically significant,

Comparison of types of test reviews, When test users were asked to chovse
among the four types of test reviews in terms of the one which is 'most impor-
tant”, the total group's results were equally divided between two types of
reviews that are frequently not currently available. About 38% of the total
group of test users indicated that the “comprehensive and integrative' reviews
were most important, while an additional 38% indicated that ''comparative
reviews" were most important, It is interesting to note that for the type
of test reviews currently most prevalent in reviewing journals, only 6,6% of
the total group indicated that the reviewing of 'new tests' was the most
importent of the four types of reviews; ninety-three out ¢f 100 respon- -
dents indicated that other types of reviews were more importent,

Interestingly enough, similar cesults were found for journal editors,
Only 4.5% indicated that reviews of 'new tests" were most lmportant (contrary
to the current practice in journal test reviews), while half of the journal
editors felt that comprehensive and integrative reviews of the research on a
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test were the most important of the four types given, The journal editors
disagreed, however, with the test users in terms of the desirability of
topical reviews vs, comparative reviews. About 32% of journal editors
supported topical reviews as most important while only almost half that
proportion (16,7%) of test users endorsed topical reviews as most important
of the four alternatives, Test users felt comparative reviews to more
important (38,4%) while journal editors felt these to be less important
(13.6%), These findings can possibly reflect the differential needs of the
average test user and the perceptions of those needs by journsl editors in
terms of the research vs, practical nature of test reviews,

Analysis uf the subgroup differences in responses to the comparative
question of type of test veviews indicated a highly statistically significant
difference in responses among these subgroups. For five of the 11 subgroups,
comprehensive and integrative test reviews were the most important of the
four types listed. These groups were the SPTPA and the following four divi-
sions of APA: Divisions 12, 14, 15 and 17, For these groups about 50% of
the choices were for comprehensive and integrative types of test reviews.
Comprehensive and integrative reviews were also chosen most frequently by
members of AERA Division D; however, the difference between the percentage
choosing that response (37.8) and the percentage choosing comparative
reviews (33,3%) was not as great,

Four of the 11 groups clearly chose comparative reviews as mos t important
of the four types. Percentages for these four groups ranged from 42.9%% (APA
Division 17) to 52.8% (ASCA members), For nonc of the groups was topical
reviews or reviews of new tests the most important of the four types of
reviews, The percent choosing new tests as the most important varied from
a low of 2.2% for APA Division 16 to a high of 11.8% for members of AMEG,
These data indicate, in general, that different test reviewing populations
require different kinds of reviews to meet their needs,

Dissemination

The yearly discussions of IACTR and the preliminary Division 5 subcommittee
discussions also were concerned with new methods for dissemination of test
reviews. Accordingly, both the journal editors survey and the fest user survey
included the following question: ‘'Should test reviewing efforts expand in
the direction of g) A separate periodical publication devoted exclusively %o
a variety of types of test reviews for all kinds of tests; b) A series of
separate publicatfons by broad subject watter headings, e.g., tests of intelli-
gence, measures of personality, Flementary School tests, Secondary School
tests, etc, c) Separates for individual tests available from a central source
by mail; and d) More reviews in existing journals."” Both journsl editors and
test users were asked to respond "yes" or "no" to each of these four alterna-
tives, In addition the test user groups were ssked to indicate "Of the four
possibilities, which is the most important?"

Periodical publication, Table 8 shows the percentage distribution of the
responses to this series of questions, For the total group of test users,
58.9% endorsed the possibility of a separate periodical publication, while
47% of the journal editors supported that means of dissemination. Among
the 11 test user groups sampled, responses ranged from 45.3% '"yes' for APA
Division 14 members to 67.5% for members of AMEG, Differences amcng
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the groups were statistically significant. In general, the idea of a separate
periodical publication was supported more by grous which were not members of
APA, with the exceptiom of SPIPA.

Insert Table 8 about here

Separate subject matter publications. On tha question of separate subject
matter publications, 69% of the total group supported that as an alternative,
For this question, only 477 of journal editors supported the idea of a separate
subject matter publication, Among the 11 responding groups, percentage endors=
ing this alternative ranged frcem 56.87 for members of Division 15 of APA to
a high of 88.3% for ASCA members, with differences statistically significant
at the ,01 level, It is interesting to note that the percentage responding
"yes'" for journal editors was substantially below the percentage responding
'yes" for almost all of the test user groups.

Separates available by mail. The difference in opinion between journal
editors and test users was even more pronounced on the question of the availa.
bility of separate test reviews for individual tests through a 'mail order
house"”, Only 25% of journal editors endorsed this altsrnative, while over
twice as many (57.74) of the total group of test users endorsed this possi-
bility. While subgroups of the test users varied from 48,9% to 63,9% ''yes",
the differences among teat user groups were not statistically significant.

More reviews in existing journals. On the question of more reviews in
existing journals, the journal editers and test users again disagreed some-
what, Among the journal editors, 72,2% supported this possibility, while
only 58.6% of test users supported the dissemination of more test reviews
in existing journals. The test user sub-groups responded significantly
differently on this question. Only 45% of members of SPIPA supported this
alternative dissemination mechanism, compared to a high of 69.3% of the’
meabers of APA Division 1S5.

Comparison of dissemination approaches., In comparing the four alterna-
tive methods of dissemination of test reviews, statistically significant
differences were found among the 11 test user groups, The members of ASCA
clearly chose ''separate subject matter publications" as the most importent
(52.,77.) as did members of NVGA, Members of most other organizations also
chose this approach as most important, although the result was not as clear.
SPIPA members were equally distributed between ''separate periodical publica-
tion"” and ''separate subject matter publications' as their first choice.

AMEG members preferred the "separate periodical publication' to 'separate
subject matter publications" by a small margin, While none of the groups gave

a majority preference to the possibility of more reviews in existing journals,
the percentages responding to this as the most appropriate alternative varied
from 5.4% for ASCA members to 24,7% for APA Division 15 members, These results
tend to suggest, however, that different dissemination mechanisms might be
appropriate for different subgroups of the test user population,

Prospects for subscribers. In an attempt to obtaln a more definite
statement of the "market' possibilities for some specific new methods of
dissemination, the following question was asked of test users: 'Which of
the following new methods of dissemination of test reviews would you patro-
nize? a) a reprint service from which you could purchace all reviews done
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test were the most important of the four types given. The journal editors
disagreed, however, with the test users in terms of the desirability of
topical reviews vs. comparative reviews., About 32% of journal editors
supported topical raviews as most important while only almest half that
proportion (16,7%) of test users endorsed topjcal reviews ag most iuportant
or the four alternatives. Test users felt comparative reviews to more
important (38,4%) while journal editors felt these to be less important
(13.6%), These <indings can possibly reflect the differential needs of the
average test user and the perceptions of those needs by journal editors in
terms of the rescarch vs, practical nature of test reviews,

Analysis of the subgroup differences in vesponses to the comparative
question of type of test reviews indicated a highly statistically significant
difference in responses among these subzroups. Fox five of the 11 subgroups,
comprehensive and integrative test reviews were the most important of the
four types listed, These groups were the SPTPA ard the following four divi-
sions of APA: Divisions 12, 14, 15 and 17, For these groups about 50% of
the choices wexe for comprehensive and integrative types of test reviews.
Comprehensive and integrative reviews were also chosen wost frequently by
members of AERA Division D; however, the difference between the percentage
choosing that response (37,8) and the percentage choosing comparative
reviews (33.3%) was not as great,

Pour of the 11 groups cleariy chose comparative reviews as moe t important
of the four types, Percentages for thesc four groups ranged from 42,9% (APA
Division 17) to 52,8% (ASCA members)., For none of the groups was topical
reviews or reviews of nev tests the most important of the four types of
reviews, The percent choosing new tests &35 the most important varied from
a low of 2,2% for APA Division 16 to a high of 11.8% for members of AMEG,
These datu indicate, in general, that different test reviewing populations
require different kinds of reviews to meet their needs.

Dissemination

The yeatly discussions of IACTR and the preliwinary Divisfon 5 subcommittee
discussions also were concerned with new methods for disseminetion of test
reviews, Accordingly, both the journal editors survey and the test user survey
included the following question: '"Should test reviewing efforts expand in
the dixection of a) A separate geriodical publication devoted exclusively to
a variety of typee of test reviews for all kinds of tests; b) A series of
separate publications by broad subject matter headings, e.g.,, tests of intelli-
gence, measures of personality, Rlementary School tests, Secondary School
tests, etc, c) Separates for individual tests available fivou & central source
by oail; and d) More reviews in existing journals." Both journal editors and
test users were esked to respond "yes' or "no" to each of these four alterna-
tives, 1In addition the test user groups were asked to indicate "Of the four
possibilities, which is the most important?"

Periodical gublieatlog. Table 8 shows the percentage distribution of the
responses to this series of questions. For the total group of test users,
58.9% endoxsed the possibility of a separate periodical publication, while
47% of the journsl editors supported that means of dissemination, Among

the 11 test user groups ssmpled, responses ranged from 45,3% '"yes" for APA
Division 14 members to 67,5% for mesbers of AMEG, Differences among
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the groups were statistically significant. XIn general, the idea of a separate
periodical publication was supported more by groups which weve not members of
APA, with the exceptiom of SPTPA,

Insert Table 8 about here

Separate subject matter publications. On the question of separate subject
matter publications, 69% of the total group supported that as an alternative,
For this question, only 47% of journal editors supported the idea of a separate
subject matter publication. Among the 11 responding groups, percentage endors=-
ing this alternative ranged from 56,8% for members of Division 15 of APA to
a high of 88.3% for ASCA members, with differences statistically significant
at the ,01 level. It is interesting to note that the percentage responding
'yes" for journsl editors was substantially below the percentage responding
yes'!' for almost all of the test user groups.

Separates available by mail, The difference in opinion between journal
aeditors and test usere was even more pronounced on the queation of the availa-
bility of separ:ie test reviews for individual tests through a '"mail order
house'. Only 25% of journal editors endorsed this alternative, while over
twice as many (57.7%) of the total group of test users endorsed this possi-
bility. While subgroups of the test users varied from 58,9% to 68.9% "yes",
the differences among test user groups were not statistically significant.

More reviews existing journals, On the question of more reviews in
exlatlng journaIs. the journal editors and test users again disagreed some-
what, Among the journal editors, 72.2% supported this possibility, while
only 58,6% of test users supported the dissemination of wore test reviews
in existing journals. The test user sub-groups responded significantly
differently on this question. Only 45% of members of SPTPA supported thie
alternative dissemination mechanism, compired to a high of 69,3% of the’
members of APA Divisfon 15,

Comparison of dissemination approaches, In comparing the four alterna-
tive methods o ssemination of tesv reviews, statistically significant
differences were found among the 11 test user groups, The members of ASCA
clearly chose ''separate subject matter publications" as the most important
(52.7%) as did members of NVGA, Members of most other organizations also
chose this approach as most important, although the result was not as clear.
SPTPA members were equally distributed between "separxate periodical publica.
tion" and "separate subject matter publications' as their first choice.

AMEG members preferred the "separate periodical publication' to "separate
subject matter pudlications' by a small margin. While noné of the groups gave
s majority preferenca to the possibility of more reviews in existing journals,
the percentages responding to this as the most appropriate alternative varied
from 5.4% for ASCA members to 24.7% for APA Division 15 wembers. These results
tend to suggest, howaver, that different dissemination mechaniems might be
appropriate for different subgroups of the test user population,

Prospects for subscribers. In an attempt to obtain & more definite
statement of the ilﬁriot" possibilities for some specific new methods of
dissemination, the following question was asked of test users; 'Which of
the following new methods of dissemination of test reviews would you patro-

nize? 8) & reprint service from which you could purchase all reviews done
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on a test; b) a revicw subscription service which would provide you with
reviews in given subject matter areas (e.g., intelligence, personality,
reading) as they were available; ¢) a quarterly journal which would publish
raviews of all tests and a variety of kinds of reviews (comparative, inte-
grative, new testt); d) hard cover collections of reviews on & subject
matter area {(e.g.,, reviews of reading tests, intelligence tests) published
at S-year intervals,!" The test users were asked to respond 'yea' or "no" to
each of those four alternatives,

The response distributions for the total group and the 1l subgroups are
shown in Table 9, Among ths total group 63.8% indicated that they would
patronize a "reprint service' providing reviews of specific tests by name,
Among the 11 organizational sub=groups, percentage responding 'yes" varied
from a low of 52,1% for members of Division 15 of APA to a high of 77.4% for
AMEG members, Differences among the subgroups were statistically significant.
The results show, however, that at least 50% of the members of all groups
sampled indicated that they would patronize a reprint review service. General-
ization of these roesults to the total organizational membership of the groups
sampled indicates a very large possible source of users of such 8 reprint
sexrvice,

Tnsert Table 9 about here

The possibility of a review subscription service was rupported by 67.5%
of the total group. While subgroup differences varied frow 55.7% for APA
Division 15 members to 76.9% for ASCA members, tha differences amonyg sube
groups were not etatistically significant., However, about two out of every
three members of the organizations studied {pdicated their probable patro-
nage of a review subscription service,

On the question of & quarterly jourunal, again almost two out of every
three (65.8%) of the total group indicated that they would support such a
service, The percentage rasponding ''yes' varied from 46,5% for APA Division
12 members to 75.6% for NVGA members. The differences between the 11 sub-
groups were statistically significant, indicating a differential finterest
in a new journal of test reviews on the part of the wembars of various
organizations, Howaver, at least about one out of two of all respondents
supported the creation of a quarterly journal of test reviews, with about
three out of four responding affirmatively among the less highly academically
oriented groups,

The poseibility of a series of hard cover subject matter collections
(similar to the kinds of review collections currently being published by the
Mental Measurements Yearbooks, e.8., Pegaonaltt¥ Teats and Reviews, Reading
Tests and Reviews) was received favorably by only 35.6% of the total group.

The organicational subgroups responded significantly different on L..s Question,
however. Only 18,67 of the ASCA members supported the possidility of a hard
cover subject matter collection, while proportionately three times as many of
the AP Diieion 15 members (53.6%) supported the possibility of s hard cover
subject matter publication, The differences in endorsement percentages msay
relate to the relatively high cost of subject matter pudlications, and the

availability of such funds among specific professional sudgroups. These data
night reflect the fact that the groups responsible for the day-to-day operstions




- mpemen - -—— - -

10°> 10~ *S°N 50> d

1) § 0ot o1 o1 3P
8Ly L°Le 8°S1 €°81 3aenbe-1qd
Y°0¢ z6 z oL % rAL s z6 °09 16 L1 *A3qQ ‘vav
s°Le 144 T°%9 8L U oL 9°69 69 91 *A¥q ‘vav
9°8S 474 6°%9 y/4 L°ss 114 1°28 142 ST “ayq ‘vav
0° 1Y €8 z°8Y €8 €°L9 €8 6°S9 <8 YT *ATQ ‘WaV
L7Le 69 S° 9% R ¥4 0°0L oL 6°29 0L 1 °A1Q ‘vay
g°se £6 8°6S 26 6°09 z6 6°59 16 valuas
. 2 ¥4 1344 9°SL STt 9°69 S11 1°€9 1448 voan
m.. g°ve STt 9°€L 71 T°sL 11 YL S1t oIy ,
3°81 9¢ rAR rA3 §$°9¢L 16 9°SS 06 Yosv
1°%¢ 16 L°tL <6 $°19 16 °09 16 v
9°0S 16 €°69 101 %°89 s6 8°¢9 ” d °“ATQ ‘vaav
9°st €L6 8°59 6101 8°L9 986 2°£9 8L6 droxy 1w301
59X% N 53X% N S94% N SIXL N dnoxd
SUG}3ISIT 10> — teaanol 90TAI23 307AI9S
29338W JOaians £1x9328nb uoy3d1Idsqns auajadax
J9A00 pawy MITAI

i971u01jed nOL praOe SMITAII 3§93 JO
UOYIBPUTWISSYD JO SPOUIIM mau BayMOTTOF I IO YOIUM ig aoyasand
30 sjaed-qns ag3l 103 24, 3uyscog> juldaad pue ST¥NPIATPUT JO JIquny
6 21qe)




2222

of service agencies (e.g., ASCA, NVGA, APA Division 17) have less funding
available for such purchases than those involved in research (e.g., ATA
Division 15 and AZRA Division D), Alternatively, these results may reflect
the perceived archival and research function of the "collections" of reviews
and/or the delay in publication specified by the "5-year intervsl' clause

in the question.

Teken together, however, the three new dissemination mechanisms su;gested
in the survey-- & reprint sorvice, a review subscription service, sund @
quarterly journsl--were favorably received by about two out of every three of
the {ndividuals included in this survey, while the hard cover subject matter
collection was endorsed by only one out of three pcople surveyed. This
"desire to patronize" the new approaches to dissemination of test reviews
implies a very large group of potentiasl subscriders for any or all of the
proposed publication services.

Who should review tests?

One of the concerns of the IACTR representativas was that of determin-
ing whether changes were desirsble in the test reviewing process as it is
currently carried out, This included a concern with developing new sources
of reviewers, or new ways of developing test reviews. Accordingly, the
following question was asked of test users: 'Who should review tests
(assuming that each choice is among "experts" in the field)? a) one
expert only; d) more than one expert, put independently of each other;
¢) more than one expert in consultation with each other; d) a penel of
experts chosen specifically for tests of & given type; o) 8 panel of
experts who eontinuvoualy review sll tests,'' Test usera were ssked to reply
"yas' or "no" to each of these five alternatives, In addition, tha following
question was asked '"Which is the most sppropriate type of reviewing process?”,
io order to obtain & comparative statement concerning the five possibilities
previously presented.

The results of the responsea to this series of queations are showu in
Table 10, In the total group only 5% indicated that “only one expert" should
review tests, Differences among the organizati onal subgroups ware statistically
significent however, with less than 1% of the NVGA membars supporting this
alternative, dut 12.5% of the APA Division 14 members indicating that only one
expert should review tests. Of the total group, 18.4% supported tha second
slternative--"wore then one expert, but independently of each other', Again,
diffarences smong subgroups were statistically significant with only 67.6% of
NVGA members supporting this slternative while 88.5% of APA Division 17
pembers asupported this method of test reviewing, the most comoon one in use
now, :

Tneart 1able 10 about here

The possibility of test raviews being done by more than one expert in
consultation with esch other was supported by only 43,9% of the total group.
Large end atetistically significant between group differences were observed
on this question, Only 23,3% of APA Division 15 wemvers supported the use of
"experts in coasultation', whereas proportionslly twice 8s many of the ASCA
members (59.8%) supported this poseibility. On the question of s "panel of
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reviewers', s method almost never used in curzent test revieving procedures,
a surprising 79.4% of the total group endorsed this possibility. It should
be noted that this percentage is sbout the same as the percentage endorsing
the current method cof having more than one independent test review. Onm
this question there were no statisticelly significant differences among
groups, i{udicating that all of the groups sampled were in agreement on this
question, When the question was posed as "a panel of test reviewers for sll
tests" (as compared to & panel for specific tests) the percentage endorsing
this alternative dropped to 41.6% for the total group. The responses to this
question were more similar to the responses to ths quastion of 'more than one
expert in consultatinn with each other', since the two methods are fairly
eimilar. Again, significant differences were found between the groups with
24,1% of AFA Division 14 members responding positively while over half
(53.0%) of NVGA membars supported this alternative.

On & comparative basis, within the total group the second and fourth
alternatives received almost equal percentages of first choice. About
35% of the total group supported the current method of '"'more than one expert,
but independently ss the most appropriate type of reviewing process, while
39.9% (or slightly more) supported the possibility of "a panel of test
reviewers for specific tests™, As might be expected from the previous respone
ses, statistically significent between group differences were observed in
percentage responding to each of the five alternstives as 'the most appropriate
type of test reviewing process”. Pour of the aubgroups (AERA Division D,
and Divieions 12, 1% end 15 of APA), chose the current method of reviewing
as the most appropriate method. However, in each case the ''panel for
specific teets" alteroative wss second higleat, and for APA Division 12
membere the percentages for the two methods were equal.

For the remaining seven groups, the most appropriste method of test
revieving wae indicated to be'h panel for speoific tests'., However, ASCA
memberes divided their choices almost equally smong the last four alterna-
tives as compsred to members of APA Divisions 14 and 15 which were heavily
in favor of the second and fouzrth alternatives.

1t {s interesting to note that the pesrcentages choosing the altertiitive
nore than one expert {n consultation with each othexr' varied from & low of
2.3% for APA Division 14 to 20% for ASCA members. In terms of "a panel foz
all tests", 8.,1% of APA Division 14 members felt this the wost 8ppropriata
nethod while proportionately three tiues as many of the ASCA members (24.2%)
felt that to be the most appropriate method of reviewing teste. The alter-
nstive of "one expert only' was uniformly sslected to be the least appro-
priate test revieving process with percentages of from 0% (APA Div. 15 members)
to only 4.7% (APA Division 14) choosing that as ths most appropriate test
revieviag process. These dats scem to suggest, therefore, that tests shovld
be reviawed by multiple individuals, but the exact mechanisn for implements.
tion sppesrs to differ from organization to organication,

oshar reeults of the surveys
Test users s:xvey

Ob;glntumﬁmtm Qn tests. Test users were sleo asked "In choosing
& test for & specific purpose you currently obtain information?", The
results of the responses to this question are showvn in Tadble 11, Among the
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total group 80.4% indicated that they "asked colleagues" for infonzation on a
test. The subgroup differences were not significant on this question. Only
39.4% of the total group indicated they 'consult test experts', Subgroup
response differences were statistically significant. About 79% of the
vespondents indicated that they "search journals' to obtein information on
tests, with the differences among subgroups significant only at the 10% level.
On the question of "consulting the Mental Measurements Yearbooke', 90.7% of
the total group indicated that they do use those publicltlsnu as a source of
{nformation, However, for this question, significant differences were found
among the organizational subgroups. Only 77,9% of the ASCA members iudicated
"consulting Mental Measurements Yearbooks' as a source of information, while
98,4% of the AMEG group (or virtually all of the AMEG members) use the MMYe
as a gource of information on tests, Among the total group, 21.8% indicated
that they use "other" sources of information on tests. An snelysis of the
"openeend' responses to this question indicated that the majority of test
users do one of the following to obtain information on tests (in decreasing
order of appearance): 1) read the technical manual, 2) write to test
publishers for information, 3) examine & spscimen set of ths test, 4) talk
to test salesmen, or 5) experiment with the test in trisl adninietrations
or {n their own research.

Tnsert Tabie 11 about hare

When tast users were asked to indicate which of the five sources of
information were thair "primary source' of informstion on tests, statietically
significant differences appeared among the 11 subgroups, In ths total group,
44.6% {ndicated that the Mental mgu Yearbooks was their primary source
of infomation on tests, Similar results were obtained for nine of the eleven
subgroups, with perceatsges choosing the Mentsl Measurements Yesxbooks &s the
primary source of infomation renging from 27.3% for Divieion 12 members
to 57.1% for AERA Division D members, Among the two clinical subgroups, (APA
Divieion 12 and SPTPA) the Mental Messurements Yeavrbooks did not appear 8s the
primary source of infomation on tests. For SPIPA, the Mental Measurements
Yearbooks and "colleagues" obtained equal percentages of 34.1% as the primary
source of informstion. Among the membere of APA Division 12, the primary
source of {nformation was "colleagues” with 36,4%, while the Hentsl Messure-
wentes Yearbooks obtained only 27.3%. Appasruntly very 1ittle use is made o0
test experts as primary sources of infurmation, the parcentages varying from
0% for three of the 11 groups to 10.8% for AMEG memberxs,

. Two additional quastions were asked
of test usars concerniuy 1 Measuroments Yearbocks, since it wes a
primary source of information o1 tests. Table shows & distribution of
responses to dotermine the accessibility of the Mentsl H‘l!gigggnt Yoa;gggka
to test users. As few as 1,8% of AERA Divieioa D members said that they
access to ''none’ of the Mentel Measureme ks, while 26.,2% of ASCA
meabers did not have access to any of t ke
12 also shows the distridution of perceatsges respe g poo y to the

question of access to each of ths voluaes of M{Ye,vwith uniformly high percens
tages of vesponse to the most recrat volume,

Tosext Teole 17 abouf Bers
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Percent responding to the sube-paxts of Question 1l:
To which volumes of the Mental Measurements Yearbooks
do you have ready access

-27-

Teble 12

(e.g., in a neaxby libraryS?

Volumes
group N None Volume 6 Volume 5 Volume 4 3, 2,0r1
Total Group 1147 8.7 70.5 71.1 59.5 46,8
ABRA, Div. D 112 1.8 85.7 89.3 78.6 67.9
ARCA 103 6.8 68,0 79.6 64.1 49.5
ASCA 103 26,2 52.4 46,6 4.0 28,2
AMEG 132 6.1 78.0 76.5 62,9 45.4
NVGA 130 6.2 60.8 50,0 46.9 39.2
SPTPA 107 11,2 66.4 64.5 53.3 37.4
APA, Div. 12 85 16.5 60.0 60.0 45.9 37.6
APA, Div. 14 93 2.0 70.% 76.5 65.3 49,0
APA, Div. 15 90 5.6 80.0 77.8 70,0 64.4
APA, Div. 16 87 11,5 67.8 64.4 54.0 36.8
APA, Div. 17 100 5.0 85.0 85.0 79.0 60,0




“ 5B~

Table 13 shows the percentage distribution of responses to the question
"How valusble do you consider the comprehensive test bibliographies that
appear in the Mental Measurements Yearbooke?', The response alternatives
were as follows: 'Extremely valuable-=they should definitely be continued;
valuable«~thay should be continued if possible; indifferent; nof valusble-«
the space could be better spent on more or different kinds of reviews and;
worthless--they take up too much space end they raise the price of the lMental
Measurements Yearbooks unnecessarily.' As Table 13 shows, only 1% of the
respondents in the total group indicated that the bibliographics are ''worth-
less'!, Only 5.5% indicated that thay were "not valuadble', Over 75% of the
respondents indicated that they were ‘‘valusble' or "extremely valusble',

Tnsert Table 13 about nere

As Table 13 also shows, significant differences were obtained in tha
distributions,of responses to this question smong the 11 subgroups. There
was a tendency for membexs of APA Division 12 to view the Mental Measurements
Yesrbooks bibliographies as either "indifferent’ or 'hot valuable”, while
wenbors of ABRA Division D wure least likely to respond to those to slterna-
tives. The percentage of respondents indicating that the bibliographies in
the Mental Measurements Yearbooks were "extremely vsluable' varied from
14.,0% for ASCA memoers to 36.5% for AERA Division D members. These percen-
tages undoubtedly reflect the differential activities of these groups as they
relate to the use of bibliographic materials,

Journal Editors Survey

Several additional questions were asked of journal editors, using two
forms of the Journal Editors Survey Questionnaire, One form of the questionnaire
was designed for use with those journals that did publish test reviews; the
other was designed for those journals which do not review tests. In addition,
several questions were common batween the tw forws.

Table 14 shows the percent of journal editors responding positively to
each of the questions that vere coemon to both forms of the Journsl Rditors
Survey Questionnaire, As Table 14 indicates, spproximately 30% of the
Journsl editors considered test reviawing to be s desirable function of the
journsl. Thirty percent also suiively solicited test reviews for thes journal
or considered publication of submitted test reviews which had not previoely
been solicited. When journal editors were asked whether they felt it
desirable that there be at least two reviews of a test in the same journal,
63.2% of the 19 journal editors endorsed that slternative. Of the 19 journal
editors responding to the question in terms of whether it was desirable to
have two reviews of the test appear in different journsle, 84.2% responded

affirmatively,

One qucstion in the journsl editors survey was concerned with the general
question of whather current methods of test reviewing were meeting the needs
of the test reviewing field, Only 0% of the 20 journal editors responding to
that question felt that this was true,
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Table 13
Percentago response distributions for Question 12
How valuable do you consider the comprehensive test bibliographies
that appear in the Mental Measurements Yearbooks?

extremely not
Group N yaluable valusble indifferent valuable worthless
Total Group 1062 24,2 51.8 17.5 5.5 1.0
AFRA, Div, D 104 38.5 5t.0 5.8 3.8 0.0
ARCA 99 22,2 54.5 17.2 “6el 0.0
ASCA 93 14.0 59.1 20.4 4.3 2,2
AMEG 125 2.8 57.6 14.4 3.2 0.0
NVGA 123 22.8 48.0 23,6 5¢7 0.0
SPTPA 96 27.1 43.8 24,0 4.2 1.0
APA, Div. 12 .18 24.4 43.6 17.9 11.5 2,6
APA, Div, 14 87 17.2 €3.2 14.9 3.4 1.1
APA, Div, 15 81 30.9 43.2 21.0 3.7 1.2
APA, Div, 16 78 20.5 47.4 19.2 9.0 3.8
APA, Div, 17 98 22.4 55.1 15.3 7.0 0.0

K240 df) = 65.6 p <01
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Table 14
Responses of journal editors o additional common questions
N i¥es
™2 you consider test reviewing to be a desirable
function of yo"-lr Journal?.....-......--...-.-.--..-.21 3801
Do you actively soiicit test reviews for your Journel?...22 31.8
Do you consfder publication of submitted test reviews
which have not been Bolicitedilillllllllll.llllll'l.zo 30.0
Do you feel that it is desirable to have at least
two reviews of a test appe&ar in,..
1, the same Journalecssescessssesessoscensssoncscsssel? 63,2
2, different journals........-....-..-...-..-..-...19 84.2

Do you feel thaet current methods of dissemination of
test reviews (i.e,, the Mental Measurements
Yearbook and two or three journals that publish
reviews regularly) are adequately meeting the
needs in the test reviewing £ieldleceecscoccosocesasll 10.0
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This should be considered in contrast to the 38% which considered test review-
ing to be a desirable function of theixr journal, In other words, while the
journal editors felt that the needs were not being met in the field, they
apparentiy were uuwilling or unable to considex test reviewing as an important
function of the journal,

Table 15 shows the responses of those journals which did review tests to
the questions specifically asked of those journals., The first two questions
were concerned with possibility of IACTR obtaining copies of previous and
future reviews that had been published in journals for distribution to test
users either by free distribution or by purchase of test users, Eight journals
replied to these questions. In response to the question of whether JACIR could
reprint existing test reviews, half of the journals responded positively, half
responded indeterminantly, and none responded negatively, When the question

.was posed in terms of whather IACIR could sell reprints of past reviews to
test users, one journal sald "mo", two said "yes" and three replied indetermi-
nantly. The reaponses to the second question concerning future test reviews
were identical to those of the first question.

Insert Table 15 about here

Table 15 shows that four of the six journals replying to the question
concerning the influence of test reviews on selection decisions made by the
readers of the journals replied that they felt that their test reviews were
"somewhat influential"; two replied that they "did not know',

Despite the fact that most of the journal editors said that the needs
in the field were not currently being met, three of the four journals that
currently publish test reviews indicated that they still plan to publish
only about the same number of test reviews; only one indicated plans to
increase the number of test reviews it will publish, On the question of
vhether a new test reviewing journal would have any efiect on plaus of
current journals that publish test reviews, two of the five that replied
to that question indicated that they would pull ish "fewer test reviews"
under those circumstances, two indicated 'no change", and one indicated
they would publish ''more test reviews',

While journal editors generally indicated that the current numbers of
test reviews are not meeting the needs in the field, but also generally
indiceted no intention to increase the number of test reviews being published,
five of seven replying journal editors indicated that they thought their
readers were as equally interested in test reviews as in other content (even
though test reviews currently occupy only a small proportion of the space
available), Two journal editors indicated that their readers were more or
much more interested in other content than in test reviews.

Table 15 also shows the percent of journal editors responding ''yes' to
each of seven questions deucribing possible problems they may havz had in
scheduling test reviews, As the results indicate, the problem that was cespone
ded to positively by most of the eight journal editors was that of "obtaining
research data on tests from publi hers', closely followed by "obtaining ressarch




Table 15

Responses to additional questions by editors of journals that did review tests

N %
1. would it be consistent with the polictes of your organiza- -
tion to give the Inter-Association Council on Test
Reviewing permission to copy and/oxr reprint test reviews
that have appeared in your journal for:
g8, distribution to test users on request
yes 3 50,0
no 0 0.0
caunot say at this Cime 3 50.0
b. sale to test users
yes 2 33.3
no 1 16,7
canriot say at this time 3 30.0
2, would your organization consider selling or giving reprints
of future test reviews to the Inter-Associatiocn Council
on Test Reviewing for subsequent:
a, distribution to test users on request
yes 3 50.0
no 0 0.0
cannot say at this time 3 50.0
b. sale to test users
yes 2 33.3
no 1l 16. 7
cannot say at this time 3 50.0
How influential do you feel your test reviews are on test
selection decisions made by your readers?
very influential 0 0.0
somewhat influential % §6~7
of little influence 0 0.0
not influential 1) 0.0
do not know 2 33.3
What are your future plans concerning test reviews
ewphasize them more 1 25.0
publish about the same number 3 75.0
de-emphasize them 0 0.0
get out of the business of test reviewing altogether O 0.0
If a new journal which was devoted exclusively to test reviews
were started, what would you most likely do?
stop publishing test reviews ) 0.0
publish fewex test reviews 2 40.0
no change==continve publishing about the same numver 2 40.0
publish morxe test xeviews 1 20,0

=¢continueds
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Table 15 (continued)

N %
How interested do you think readers of your Journal are in
test reviews as compared to the other content in your
Journal?
much more ircerested in test reviews than other cone
tent 0 0.0
more interested in test reviews 0 0.0
equally interested in test reviews and other
content 5 11.4
wore intercsted in other content than test reviews 1 14,3
much more interested in other contant than test
reviews 1 14.3
Following are some problems you might have had in scheduling N %Yes
test reviews. Please indicate for each statement below
vhether oxr not it has been a problem for your journal.
l. obtaining tests from publishers for review 7 42,9
2, obtaining research data on tests from publishers 6 66,7
3., obtaining research data on tests from the
literature 5 60,0
4. d{dentifying competent reviewers 6 33.3
5. obtaining the cooperation of test reviewaers to
review tests 8 37.6
6. obtaining reviews from reviewars in time to meet
publication deadlines 7 14.3
7. knowing what tests your readers are interested
in having reviewed 7 14,3
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data on tests from the literature'. Almost half of the editors indicated
that they had problers in '"obtaining tests from publishers for review"”, while
only one of the responding editors indicated that their problems included
knowing "what tests the readers were interested in having reviewed' or
"obtaining reviews from the revievers in time to meet publication deadlines’,
On a comparative basis, the most serious problems were identified as numbers
1 and 3 with one of the respondents indicating that number 5 was his most
gerious problem.

The journal editors were also asked to indicate whether IACTR's assis-
tance in solving some of the problems would help the journal publish more
reviews, and 71.4% (or five of the seven journal editors) responded affirma~
tively. FPour journal editors indicated other specific items of assistance
that IACTR could provide in the area of test reviewing. The comments re-~
lating to additional services IACTK could provide journals are as follows:
"Encourage different tvpas of reviews, that is research va. school use of
tests''; "Provide reviews”: ‘Number one above is significant and if publishers
become active members of IACTE perhaps problems would be resolved'; and
"Need help in identifying competent reviewers in a veriety of areas."

Several journal editors also providerd additional cormments on the open-
ended questions provided in the journal survey. These comments are repro-
duced in Appendix C.

A number uf journals were identified as those which did not publisn
test reviews for their readers. Table 16 shows the response distributions
to the questions asked of these journals. According to the journal editors,
the major reason why their journals did not publish test reviews was that
"There were too rany other pressures for publication of the regular conteat
of our journal’: 44,5% of those journal editors responding positively to one
or more of the questions indicated that to be the major reason why their
Journal did not publlsh test reviews. When each question was asked separately,
71.4% responded affirmatively to question 4: the lowest percentage of affirm-
ative response was to question 2. In general, the journal editors did not
feel that their lack of publication of test reviews was because the readers
vere not interested in tesst reviews, because they had insufficient funds,
because it was too difficult to obtain materials, or too difficult to find
competent reviewers.

Insert Table 16 abaut here

The final question asked of the journals not reviewing tests concerned
whether IACTR's actfvities would assist them in developing a program of
publishing test reviews. Slightly over 30%Z of the respondents indicated that
they would be more likely to publish reviews if IACTR provided assistance
both in obtaining tests for review and identifying reviewers. UHowever, 43.8%
of the journal editors indicated that regzardless of what IACTR did they would
not be likely to publish test reviews.



Table 16

_Responses_to additional questions by editors of iournals that did not review tests

N %Yes
For each statement below, indicate whether or not it is a
reason why your journal does not publish test reviews:

1. the readers of the journal aren't interested

in test reviews 13 23,1
2, lack of an appseciable nuwber of tests in areas
of concern to our readers 13 7.7
3. other sowces are providing enough test reviews
to meet the needs 14 42,8
4. there are too many other pressures for publicaticn
of the regular content of our journal 14 1.4
3. lack of sufficient funds 13 15.4
6. it is too difficult to obtain materials for review 13 23,1
7. it 18 too difficult to find competent rveviewars 13 38,5
Would your journal be more likely to pu.lish test reviews if N %

the Inter-Association Council on West Reviewing provided ...

assistance both in obtaining tests for review and
in identifying reviewers

assistance only in obtaeiniug teste for raview

assistance only in identifying test reviewers

other assistance

none ¢f the above

ad = = NN
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Suggeations of the xespondents

Appendix Dcontains the suggestions of the respondents derived from the
open=end responses on the test user survey questionnaire. The responses are
organized according to four general headings as follows: 1) general sugges=
tions, 2) suggestions concerning test reviewers; 3) suggestions on the nature
of tast reviews, and 4) suggestions on tha dissemination of test.reviews. -
Many of thease comments provide valuable insights into the problems of test users
as vwell as important suggestions for the improvement of test reviewing procee
dures and services,




Sumsary and Implications

Problems sbound in test reviewing., About 80% of test users said that
moxe test reviews are needed; 95% of journal editors agreed. Different
organizational subgroups expressed different feelings about the nature of
current test reviews; some groups sald they were "too practical’ while some
felt they were "too technical'’, Only about half of those test users gurveyed
were satisfied with the "depth" of current test reviews, Clearly, thare is
a need for different kinds of test reviews, more test reviews, and test
reviews tailored to different audiences,

Test reviews ara not being made available enough to many audiences.
Only one in three test users felt that he could get accass to reviews when
he needed them. Test reviews are also not being produced frequently enough.
About eight out of ten test users are dissatisfied with the frequency of
test veviewa, There is clearly a need for new programe and mechaniews for
the dissemination of test reviews,

What directions should these new programs follow? Seven owt of ten
test users and journal editors said more test reviews are needed; nine out
of ten said different types of test reviews are needed; only six of ten
said that more test bibliographies are needed, Of these three general
classes of needs, different types of test reviews is clearly the most
urgent need,

Nine ouc of ten of test users and journal editors supported the need for
"comprehensive and integrative", "comparative' and '"topical” reviews; different
organizations expressed different needs. Journal editors disagreed with test
users on ''reviews of new tests'; three-fourths of editors felt these to be
important, compared to only six of ten test users, These data imply two
conclusions; 1) different kinds of reviews need to be developed and aimed at
different populations; and 2) journal editors perceive only some of these
needs sccurately,

To focus distribution of reviews where they are needed, new approaches
to dissemination are required, with different kinds of dissemination appro-
priate for different groups. At least six of ten test users felt that test
reviews should be disseminated in a variety of ways, including more reviews
in existing journals, separates available by mail, separate subject matter
publications and a separate periodical publication. Journal editors, however,
tended to disagree with test users on how reviews should be disseminated.

About two of every three test users ssid they would subscribe to at
least one of three new methods of dissemination of reviews, including &
reprint service, a rveview subscription service and a quarterly journal., In
general, vesponses differed among the organizational subgroups, reflecting
their different needs for test reviews, The data suggest, however, that new
approaches to the dissemination of test reviews axe likely to bo well received
by test users, and that a large market exists for new reviewing services,

Test users alaso supported new procedures for producing test reviews,
While many incicated that reviews should be done by independent experts,
four of ten supported the idea of a panel of reviewers for all tests, while
gbout eight of ten test users felt that reviews could be produced.by & panel




Summary and Implications

of reviewers constituted to review specific tests, These data suggest that
some changes may also be desirable in the way test reviews are being done.

In general, the surveys support the contention that important changee
are needed in the field of test reviewing, Not only should new ways of
producing reviews be developed, but new kinds of reviews are needed, tailored
to different audiences, as well as innovative ways of making these new reviews
readily available to those who need them, when they need them, Specifically,
these data suggest that IACIR shoukl concentrate on the development of
comparative, comprehensive and integrative and topical reviews, tailored for
specific audiences; should explore the possibilities of using panels of
reviewers for specific tests; and should attempt to implement an integrated
dissemination approach including a quarterly journal of reviews, with an
assoclated review subscription service for more focuse! distribution, as
woll as distributing reprints of single reviews or review packages by mail-
order service, In these ways, IACIR can begin to take important steps in
the solution of the pressing problems evident in test reviewing,
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Appendix A

Table A=l

Highast Academic Degree Held by Respondents, in Parcentages

" pachalor s Haster's  Doctor's
Group N None Degree Degres Degree
Total Group 1,116 0.1 - 1,2 37.8 60.9
AERA, Div. D 109 0.0 0.0 16,5 83,5
ARCA 103 0.0 1.9 57.3 40.8
ASCA 100 0.0 3.0 90.0 7.0
AMEG 125 0.0 0.8 74.8 26.4
NVGA 127 0.8 3.2 70.1 26.0
SPIPA 103 0.0 1.9 22.3 75.8
APA, Div, 12 84 0.0 0.0 77.1 92,9
AFA, Div, 14 95 0.0 1.0 9.5 895
APA, Div, 15 88 0.0 0.0 8.0 92,0
APA, Div, 16 83 0.0 0.0 22.9 77.1

APA, Div, 17 99 0.0 0.0 1.1 38.9
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Table A-2

Primary Type of Work of Respondents, in Percentages

—
m— > =

Clinical Educational Multiple

Group N Teaching Research  Eval, Eval, Other Response
Total Group 1,120 13.8 9.3 10.4 11.9 27,18 27.5
AERA, Div, D 109 21.1 27.5 0.0 11.0 8.3 32,1
ARCA 103 12.6 4.8 16.5 5.8 32,0 2.2
ASCA 103 5.8 0.0 1.9 20.4 57.3 14.6
AMEG 127 7.1 47 4.7 24.4 37.8 21.2
NVGA 128 7.0 1.6 3.9 21.9 4445 21.1
SPTRA 104 8.6 1.7 34.6 1.0 11.5 36.5
APA, Div, 12 84 2C.2 3.6 21.4 2.4 14.3 38.1
APA, Div, 14 96 15.6 21.9 2.1 2.1 3444 24,0
APA, Div. 15 84 25.0 21,4 8.3 4.8 10.8 29.8
APA, Div. 16 83 10.8 4.8 13.2 16.9 10.8 4344

APA, Div, 17 99 24.2 7.1 12.1 12,1 23.2 Z.2
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Table A<4

Age and Sex of Respondents

Age Sex
Group N QL Mediean Q3 N % Hale % Fenale
Total Group 1,113 38 45 53 1,129 75.3 2.7
AERA, Div. D 108 36 42 49 109  82.6 17,4
ARCA 101 35 45 50 103 77.7 22,3
ASCA 101 35 4, 50 102 ~ 59.8 40,2
ANEG 127 3% at 49 130 59.2 40.8
NVGA 128 36 43 52 130 68.5 31,5
SPTPA 101 37 46 53 106 69.2 30,8
APA, Div, 12 84 “ 8 58 8 79,8 20,2
APA, Div, 14 9 “ 0 57 97 96,9 3.1
APA, Div, 15 88 44 49 85 89 86,5 13.5
APA, Div, 16 81 4 49 8 83 61,5 325

APA, Div, 17 97 40 46 56 9 86.8 11,2
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Appendix B

Journals cooperating in journal editors survey

American Educational Research Journal
American Journal of liental Deficlency
British Journal of Educational Psychology
Child Development

Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of
Journal of

Applied Psychology

Child Psychology, Fsychiatry and Allied Disciplines
Clinical Psychology

College Student Personnel

Consulting and Clinical Psychology

Counseling Psychology

Educational liessurenent

Fducational Pasycholcgy

Genetic Psychology

Projective Techniques and Peraonality Assessment

Occupational Paychology

Perceptual

and Motor Skills

Personnel end Guidance Journal
Psychonomic Science

Peview of Educational Research
The Clinical Paychologist

Vocational

Guidance Quarterly
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Aggendtx C

Comments of Journal Editors

Each issue of o test review periodical might be devoted to a test or type
of test, with articles devoted to: (a) a technical review, giving manualetypu
{nformation and description; (b) a "survey of literature' paper; (c) several
additional papers, each one on its use in & different setting or problem area,
e.8., research use, clinical use, use with children, use with institutionel
populations, etc.; (d) one focusing on measurement problems.

I feel idea of journal makes sense. Perhaps a quarterly. It would not:
seem unreasonable for this journal to perhaps carry reprints of the reviews
originally carried in the publications aimed at specific segments of the
test using professionals.

1 feel that test reviewing is an official function of the American
Psychological Association, Test evsluation is too big & job for private
resourcaes.

This journal is governed by policies set by policies set by Publication
Bosrd, It is not likely to be one of the APA journals to move in this area,
But Publication Board will probably support some moves in this direction.

Our Board of Advisory Editors for this journal has reviewed the issue of
test reviewing., It is our feeling that while there is & need for more fre-
quent reviews beyond that provided by Buros and other sources, there was vary
little agreement that the Journal should ewbark upon setting up & test
review section. As I have indicated sarlier, we have on occasion considered
favorably & review of a test area or a specific test, where such 8 review
obviously made a significant contiibution to new knowledge.

The quelity of tast reviews need improving, Our readership is not highly
concerned with testinuz and those who are can get this service from other
journals, I would not be opposed to supporting quality test review in our
Journal when appropriate to vur resdership,

My journsl, hae a set of charter “empirical studies" which virtuslly
excludes the possibility of publishing test raviews.

I have been in favor of some kind of coordinative sctivitiss since the
formation of the Council and its predecessor organisation. Despite my own
special interest in testing, I am finding it a 1ittls difficult to get rol-
1ing on a :est veview format for our journsl, I would probably want to
ippoint a test review editor, but he would face some of the same problems.
My burden would be lightened appreciably if IACTR would set up some coordi-
native and consultative services. Perhaps a meeting of journal editors only
would be & helpful step,

Cenerally, practising psycholopists tend to adopt tests which meet pro-
fessional problems in assessment, treatment etc all too uncritically. They
have pressing and irmediate pressing problems conterning which they have to
make an immediate decision. However, if new tests could be objectively
eriticised, and evaluated, compared with other coeparable tests and such
tindines clearly summazigzed (a sort of consumer's association publicstion)
in journals and/or separate classified publications, this might &saist the
adootion of higher standards ead encourage production of grood teste vhile
discouraging substandard efforta.

Q
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Appendix C, cont.

If we don't improve the use of test results--it will be like the goose
who laid golden eggs--dead. The problems are more in ths mis-use of the
results than in the tests. Another area that needs assessment is the non-
cognitive and non academic area. Most of the available (and reliable)
tests are in the academic areas.

Encoursge different types of reviews, that is research vs. school use
of tests.

Sorry, to give an unhelpful reply--but this is not an area which we deal
with. Research papers may in fact often include materisl which could be
described as "test reviews", but we publish on the strength of the research
contribution, not because they are roviews of tests.

Almost all reviews are incompetent. Test authors and publishers should
have space to comment on stupid, unperceptive, even iiaccurate statemants
by reviewers. We gave up on Buros years ago. Others a13 not much better on
the average. ,..,. Let me repeat. The adequate test reviewer must have!
1) extensive experience with the test; 2) training in traditional approaches
to test construction, standardization and validation: 3) real sophistication
in the philosophy of science as it applies to measurement in all sciences.
Very few people like this, so almost all reviews poor. Test authors should
have an opportunity to try to block (by persuasion) unfair statements by
reviewers, and should be guaranteed journal space to reply to (or comment on)
reviews, as a matter of fixed policy. Our journale are the only onas which
consistently do this. ... Please be super-careful in any steps you take-=this
is a sensitive field in which most reviews are badly biased, and intellec-
tually incompetent (from a measurement theory point of view). We don't
really need more journals, but more intellectual competence.




