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PREFACE
. ~
‘ When the NEA Task Force on Testing began to conclude that the great
prcponderaqce of aténdardlzed tests likely do more harm than good, they
initiated an explbratlon of alternatives. In doing so, they recognized the
potential of criterion-referenced testing for alleviating some of éhe de-
structive effects of standardized measures and engaged in an exanlnation
of the concept.
Tﬁe Task Force's conclusions sbout the usefulness of crite;ion-refer.nced
tests (CRT;a) resulted in mixed reviews. While they were aware that teachers
havellong used CRT's in some form (the ?rlday quiz based on the 1netru¢tio;al
objectives for the week {s one exassle), they hoped to identify more refined
adaptations. Increased psychometric sophistication was tﬁdeed found, but
frequently it was without correction of the major deficiencies in standardized
tests. As a result of their deliberations and findings, the Task Force gave
direction to the development o£>tbn guidelines and cautions that follow. The
13 caveats present a strong point of view on criterion-refgrenced testing, one
to which teacher associations will want to give seriou; attention where critetion
referanced tests are proposed or already in use.

For those who need to brush up a bit on some couﬁonly used definitions

related to tests, & glossary of measurement terms is appended.

Bernard H. McKenna
Professional Associate
NEA Instruction and Professional Development
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GUIDELINES AND CAUTIONS

FOR CONSIDERING CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTING

Standardized achievement tests used in most schools today are known

as "norm-referenced" tests. They are constructed in such a way as to maximize

differences among students so that one can be compared to another. This {s

done by providing for maximum discrimination between high and luw‘scores. The
purpose is to rank a student among his peers. Hence, scores are reported in “
such terms as "John Jones is in the ninety-fifth percentile on verbal reasoning."
While norm-referenced tests are useful for sorting peopie into categories (to
the dismsy of many), they are not useful for improving educational programs.
nncenti} a new concept has been promoted among test makers and the
educational public called criterion-referenced testing, also termed objective-
r;ferencod testing. At least three factors have contributed to emergence of
the concept: First is a strong and rising dissaflsfaction with tests in gen-
eral. Second is the inadequacy of traditional-tests for diagnostic and in-
structional purposes. Third, fh.re is some clamor for evaluating lnatructia\
and ‘teachers as part of the accountabtilty movement. Although criterion or
objective-referénced tests may have potential for diagnosing learning problems
and improving instruction, they are not useful for evaluating teachers. (Test
scores depend largely on variables in a student's background rather than on what he
or she is taught in the classroom. Even so, a few ycagg ago & bill was introduced
in the Kansas legislature to cut off funds to districts whose children did not
scoxe lbovn,thn national average on such teut;. Fortunately the bill did not
pass,)
Criterion-referenced tests, instead of comparing one child to adoth;r,

prasumably measure the child's performance against a upociﬁ:d criterion (or

4 ‘




\ . -2 .

v

objective). Thus all children might be able to achieve the criterion and
eventually score 100 percent on the tests., The criterion-referenced test, .in
concept, is much iike the kind of test the teacher gives in the classroom on
Friddy to evaluate learning of specific objectlve£ taught earlier in the week.
Conceivably the external criterion toward which the test is directed

could be 2 number of things. For example, one could have a criterion-referenced
test for measuring the skills of a bricklayer (no doubt a nonverbal tth) -~ Can
he lay bricis? Can he mix mortar? -- without reference to how others do.

The higher an individuql scored on the test, the closer he wouid be to acquiring
a bricklayer's skills, regardless of how many other people had the same skills.
Test makers, however, have shown little inclination to develop ;ests
directed toward such criteria,.. Establishing agsequence of a@ills and vaildating
them ie= a laborious, difficult, multiyear tasﬁ at best. Staying with the example
of the bricklayer, they would have to conduct studies to show that‘good'brlck-
layers score high on the test; that is, they would have to evaluaée the test.
Test makers instead have resorted to a conception of crite:lon-referenceg tests
as .those which yield measurements 'directly interpretable in terms of specified
‘performance standards" (Glaser and Witko, 1971). 1In practice, this means that
the criterion toward which the test is directed is ﬁsaally a prespecified ob-
Jective (an objective stated in advance, e.g., "A bricklayer muast be able to mix
mortar''),

Thus "criterion-referenced"” usually means in practice "objective-referenced."
In fact, those vho have most strongly propaga;cd criterion-referenced testing

are frequently the seme persons who have propagated behavioral objectives. In
typical pf;cedurn, objectives are established ind test items are written to
msasure those objectives. Test results can be reporced in terms of what specific

objectives each individual student was able to achieve, which presumably is useful

o




for instructional purposes. In this way, it is argued, tests can be tailored to
specific objectives the way a teacher tailors test questions on what he or she
has taught. .
/ %
The distinction between criterion-referenced and nom-referegced tests is
quite blurred. Most test makers use similar procedures to construct items for

both types, or use the same item, and enploy'test statistics for norm-referenced

items in selicting items for criéerlon-refe;enced, tests., There are no clearly

defined and commonly agreed upon procedures for constructing criterion-referenced

-

tests, and many of them are in fact norm-referenced tests in disguise. The

distinction becomes a matter of emphasis rather than being clear-cut.

Womer (1973) defines a critgrion-referenced test as --
...ons which is designed to provide information about
attainment of a specific objective (criterion), which
. emphasizes direct measurement through the use of dif-
fering formats, vhich may use items at varying difficulty’
levels, which must have content validity, vhich wmust
minimize guessing, and which is particularly useful for
instructional and evaluative purposes.
Womer's "differing formats" term indicates he is keen on test items
which call for rupt;nua other than uultiple-choice. Many criterion-referenced
tests continue to be made up msinly of multiple-choice items.
. .
A main advantage claimed for criterion-referenced tests is their
utility for improving educational programs. In viev of the confusion among
test makers themselves sbout the concept, construction, and utility of the tests,

soms caveats are in order for those ..~ sidering the use of critarion-refereanced

or objective-referenced tests. -
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1. Common deftciénctg in testing need to be communicated both to the

profession and to the putlic. Neither criterion-referenced tests (CRT's)

D
'

nor objective-referenced tests (08‘1".2 eliminate the most comnon deficiencies

of tests in general. p

qp'a and ORT's for the most part still measure simple casks at the
expense of relearning abilities and higher-level thought processes (Stake, i973).
Complex perfom;nc'u are so difficult to measure that test items reflect only
the simpler tasks. Such things as Binet's categories of mental imsgery, imagina- D

tion, aesthetic appreciation, and moral sensibility are almost totally unmeasured.

2, Teachers should examine carefully the derivation of the objectives for ORT's.
ORT's can be no better than the objectives on which they are baséd. - Un-

fortunaul_y, the methods for deriving objectives are often ill-considered, hasty,
and grossly inadequate. There is an inclination among test makers to slide over
thc'gproblc.u'of deriving'obje‘;.tivu in order to get to item construction, a task
with which they are more familiar. Yet appropriate objectives are just as im-
poru.nt and just -as difficult to arrive at as are.test items.

‘l'luro are at least four ways t'c': choose objectives (Klein and I(ooecofft,’19'73).
First, choosing by expert judgment means that a mll gpup of subject matter ex-
perts decides which objectivés should be uuuud for & given field. This was
uuntully the origin of Nationel Assessment tuta. While few persons would
dcny thd nl.vanc. of the judgments of subject matter experu, few would coatend
thit such judgnnu faithfully or completely represent what should be taught. By .
no means do they fully represent the judgments of teachers, parents, students, and
ot;uu vitally concerned. ,

-

A second way of choosing objecctives is by consensus judgment , whick requires

that various aoupa -« teachars, adninlatutoﬂ, parents, school board, etc. --

decida what objectives are most important. (In this paper, "objectives' refers

[KCto specific student learning outcomss.) Unfor,uunly, the immense problems of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ such priorit}zing have been slighted. Frequently decision-making groups respond
only to those qu;ctivés that are presented to them by a single group (e.g.,
school administrators) or a limited number of groups. Correcting for important
objectives that have been omitted is not taken iato account. ;f critical ob-
jectives do not emerge from the objective-generating process they are ordinarily
103; forever. For example, there is likely to emerge a high preponderance of
content-bound objectives that are easily measurable. More subtle learnings are

" neglected. Attending to the objectives that are easily identifiable severely

K limits the range of decision-makers' thinking and results in detenﬁiﬁlng (and
limiting) the curriculum, : - |

The rating of priority statements themselves is severely dependént upon
how abstractly the objectives are specified (haﬁ global they are), the types
of criteria on which the objectives are rated (Are they rated in "importance,"

" how nuc& ﬁonay will be spent on them, how much time and effort will be spent,
and.the nature of the groups doing the rating?) (Stake and Gooler, 1973; House,
1973)', Test makers have had little expeflen:e polling the opinions of non- .
professional groups, so surveys for the purpose of developing or r;tlng the -
importance of objectives are likely to be highly class-biased. Actually, such
surveys are seldom done., Objectives generation and mea;uranent are likely td
be treated in the most cavalier fashfion. Test-developers who would never think
of including an item without fiéld testing it lometinfl accept and discard ob:
jectives with abandon. A cou;on procedure is to have the objectives reviewed
by a small group of citizens and educators and claim that the objectives have
been approved by the public. Those citizens involved are too frequently upper-
middle-class and the odécators so salected that they are not broadly representative.

A thixd Juy of deriving objectives 1|.throdgh curriculum analysis. One can

inspect materials such as textbooks or courses of study to aetermine what is being

o taught and then write objectives and tq;t‘ltcns based oﬁ such content. Much of

ERIC 8
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-F the impetus for CRT's came [.om curriculum dcve!opers 1ike those who pionecred

Individually #rescripted Instruction (IPI) as part of their efforts to develop
. , b
l tests that meusure exactly whct the materials teach. This grocedure also has
{ts limitations in that it is lilely to emphasize only content-related objectives.

Fourth, objectives can be chosen by in-depth analysis or those 1nstructional‘

areas vhich one wishes to test. 0. tries to detenuine the centents and behaviors

in an area of instruction and to associate chjectives ind test items with contents
and behaviors. In othef words, by task analysis che instruction is t': dken into
discrete learnings. The must ambitious efforts dldﬁg this line hav{ requlted'tn
“4{nstruments called "domuin-referenc;d tests" (Hively,'1973- Baker, 1973;

Millman, 1973}.

Domain-referenced testing {DRT) attempts tc define "domains' »~f behavior --
categories of behavior one migyt test and teach for -- and to represe;t-these
domains by an extensive pool ;f test items which measure human performance in
a particular domain or domains. In one sense, domain-referenced tests app2ar
to be an attempt to escaée the triviality and absurdity of much of the behavioral
objectives movement. If one must delineate a highly specific objective for each
aspect of student behavior, one hightigeuerlte thouiands of such objectives. 1In
one project an attempt to define a comflete set of objectives for the high suhool
was given up after 20,000 objectlvas had been wxitten. A complete delineatlon
becomes an lblurn;ty and most such lists becoma trivial.

Domain-referenced testing aims at ovcrcomlns these problems by defining
important categories of content and behavior so that only objectives reprasenting
particular donal;a hecome inpqrtant. Other objectives are merely subsets or exampl
The tnstructionii benefits of such a scheme promiae‘ég?bcilarge since one could
prgctic; on other cojectives and test items from the domain to learn the behavior.

One could alwsys construct another test from the innuserable objectives and test

~{tems represeating that domaia. 9
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Dﬁr's exist more in promls~'than in practice. No doubt thLe task analysts
will confront the same formidable conceptual problems as psychologists who have
tried to c2tegorize mental behavior and.currlculuﬁ deveiﬁpers who have tried to-
define the "structure' of their subject. Even the most séphistlcated schemes
of human mental abilities, such as Bloom's Taxonomy, tend to.falter when s;b-
jected to‘enplrlcal examination. Human mental processes defy categorization
which suggests emphasis on the long-debated principle of teachlzg to the whole

. . ,

child rather than to specific skills.

3, Teachers should have an extensive role, from the beginning, in deriving

objectives and should beware of co-optatiod.

Most teacher (and public) involvement in developing objectives has been

-

cursory at best -- more fcr the purposec:zllegitimlzing the objectives than for

# < *

determining or implementing them. For e ple, objective-referenced tests

wera developed for the state assessment program 1n'Michigan and employed on
s mandatory basis at salected grade levels. For the ;electea grades, subject
specialists from the state education agency set up a small éoﬁmftiee of educators.
including four teachers, to select and review objectives. The committees developed
goals which were later reviewed by subject matter associations. Then several
one -day %arze group meatings we;e held around the state to give people a chance
to respond. |

50391:. this effort to involve them, many of the teachers and administrators
who participated in the group meetings felt that they had not had adequate input
on the objcctfveo (House, Rivers, and Stufflebesm, 1974). They were presented

with a 1ist of objectives and asked to respond after a cursory review, Most

teachers in the state never saw or heard of the objectives. In spite of promises

that the objectives were only for experimental purposes, the state agency developed

tests based ou them and administered them the following year, claiming educator

endorsement. 10
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4, W@lch objectives are selected and retained for tes’.ing is criclcalrfor

ORT's. Teachers should be intimately involved from the beginning in selecting

objectives,

s.l;ction of final objectives for testing is as important as generating

them, and teachers are frequently provided only cursory particlpation in this
activity also. In the Michigan assessment program over four hundred objectives
were generated for fcurth-grade mntbema;iés,'yet=on1y thirty-five were selected
for testing. The limiting factor was the amount of time required for testing
each objective (it was deemed advisable not to exceed five hcurs of testing
time). Which objectives were excluded? Why? If only the most important
objectives were included, how was "importance' determined? What would be the
instructional effect over time of excluding the other several hundred objectlv;a?
In most cases of objectizt development the objectives are rewritten and screened
by state education agency officials, select citizens' groups, and test make;s.
For example, in Illinois, goals derived from public hearings were selected and
extensively rewrittan‘by several groups before being p;esenteﬁ as putlic goals,

13

S. The ways in which test items are constructed should be examined, _When

possible, teachers ‘should employ their own test experts to help them #ssess the
grocedurea. '

The usual number of items to measure one objective seems to vary from
three to five. Good results have been obtained with five. Sinece even the most
specific objective can be measured by thousands of test items, selection is im-
portant. Sophisticated test makers use a systematic sampling plan that produces
items for'aubcntcgoriﬁa of the objectives. ‘

Of st least equal importance is the type of response the item calls for.
Traditional tests use mulgiple-choice ansvers because they .are easy to machine-

score. However, if the purpose of the test is to describe and diagnose classroom

11
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learning and provide usable information ts the téacher, multiple-choice answers
may be much less desirable. The degrae to which a test is a faithful sample
of learning behavior is more important in an objective-refe;enue; test than
in one whigh derely strives to differentiate among students. '

. A group of items conatructed by teachers is likely to be more relevant
to the instruction of shose particular teachers. Items written by measurement
experts from a8 matrix of content ard behavior are likely to be technically
better but less relevant.

t 4

~»

6. CRT's and ORT's should be thoroughly fie.d tested. Teachers should refuse

to use tests that have not been thoroughly field tested.

while this may seem a rather obvious ~aveat, the fact is that many

objective-referenced tests have not been extensively tried out. Even where

tried out, frequently only a handful of students are involved., Tests with so little

field testing should he resolutely avoided. The test developer should be required ' ,

to present details of the field test. If he can't-he probably hasu't zonducted
. ) \ .
one, an all too common occurrence. .

7, _Test developers should present evidence of the test's reliability, Teachers

£3

should not use tests for which evidence on reliability is unavailable,

For an ORT, each set of items used to measure an objecti%e'might be considered
a test in itself. These should be reliable measuras in and of themselves. @he
usual relisble determinants are teést statistics which are measures of internal .
conllq;cncy developed for traditional norm-referenced tests. They are based
on variations in individual test scores -- item difficulty and the differences
Potvlon the top scorers as opposed to bottom scorers, for example. The reliability
will be highest whan about half of the students get an item right and half get it

wrong y-‘a-noru-rcforoncod conc.pt'naxiniz}ng diccr;uinntion among test takers.
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Using these traditional techniques causes the tests to discriminate ia the
same Way as ao items in standardized tests. Unfortunately, the ORI developers
have not been able to solve this problem. The alternative is to have no evidence
of r.liab}lity, vhich to many is even more unacceptable, Perhaps the best policy.

{s to insist on some measures of reliability, ones for which the *- *  2lopers
/
/

supply a public rationale which can be assessed. . //

-
s
v

8. The test makers should present evtdenée of the validity of the tests.

Teachers should inspect the valldaéion:grocedurea carefully.
Validity -- which depeads upon the ability to answer the question, "Does

the test measure what it is supposed to?" -- presents another difficult problem

for the maker of criterion-referenced tests. For traditional norm-referenced

tests, validity is often established by how well the teat predicts concurrent \

8

academic sradqs. But this makes little sense for CRI';. Test de-elopers are

. usually left trying to make logical assessments of "content validity'" based on

how the tests were dié;lopad.

If the test is objective-referenced, one can assess whether test items
sdequately measure the ODjectives and whether the oﬁjectlvei themselves are
valid for what the test is tryi?g to measure.,

If tha test purports to m+¢sure the effects of classroom instruction, then

‘the obj- *1vea must be the ones taught and the test items must be sensitive to

instruction. The Michigan assessment progran trled a "aenaltivity 1ndex

to determine if correctly responding to an item was dependont on inatruction.

The index didn't work in this situation. A highly specific objective might b;

valid for one class but not for another, and a test which pr;aumua to be valid

for assessing innt;uction in a whole state has the problem o£~demonatrqttng .
th;t its items and objectivss ware constructed in such a way as to be approprlife
statswide -- not an easy tiak. The wh&lo problem of validity is an unresolved

one, but th- burden of proof should fall on the test maker, not the buycr.

13 = o
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No matter what the derivation of the test or what it is called, unless
" it covers what 3 particuluar teacher has tauéht it cannot be a velid mcasure for

that teaching situation; it is a measure of someone else's objectives. On the

'

-other hand, Lf the test is a measure of objectives qhich the teacher devel oped
ubtit Ghich he is willing to:accepb as indi:ative of his instruction, then the

objectives are valid for that teaching situation,

%

3

9. "Minimal competency' or "gaste:y" cut-of{f points for students should be

. viewed with some suspicion., Teachers should question arbitrarv standards and.

bstitute theéir own. . s

'

Item difficulty on tests can be ﬁanipuiated easily by test makers, Whether ,

& student scorss 30 percent or 88._percent can be built into the test itsclf

-

. and just as easily changed by assigning arbitrary values to teﬁt items. Since

there is no objective means by which tests can establish a level of satisfactory

"competency," the setting of such standards is extremely arbitrary. What is
<
minimal competency in reading? When has ohe "mastered" reading? On the other .
. hand; one may be willing to accept the opinions of'certain groués as g.andards

1f they are clearly recognized as gfoup opinion and subsject to all Ehe deficiencies

- . .

that japlies,

,\ * L
1

ﬁonntheless, many CRT developers continue to huild highly arbitrary '

. ltandard; into their tests. For example, the Michigan assessment is based on
o ! ‘ -

a - minima. skill concept that declares a student must achieve 73 percent of the

-

min‘mal objectives. . In the first year of implementation some.of the districts

vhere: the highest academic achleygﬁin; micnt be expected were able to achieve

A eSS,
- v
o

only 30 percent of some objectives. The 75 percent cut-off was evidently

)

without justification.

]
r
iw
2
o
;
r
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10, Many objective-referenced tests ar: really norm-referenced tests in disguise.

No teacher should voluntarily adniniiter a tést that he does not understand. ‘

- 1f One constructs 'objectlves such as "reading a newspaper at a fourth-

.grade level,” the norm is obviously built in. 1If one then selects test items

' ulins traditional test statistics, like item difficulty, and uses items from

, notm-refergnced tests, the result is a test that discriminates among students
but has the appearance qf being referenced to skillg rather than ‘students., It
becomes 1 norm-referenced test that looks like a criterion-referenced test.
(Some test experts claim that it is impossible to construct anything other than
a norm-referenced fest.) It is also possible.to use ORT results in a norm-
referenced manner if one counts Mow many objectives each student learned and
then makes comparisons among students.

™

11. The gublh. and the profession should be made aware that CR or ORT's are

not panaceas, ‘re-': bias problems remain the same with CR or ORT's as with norm-

referenced tests.
Low;r-locioecononic groups will score as low on criterion or objective-

referenced tests as they do on norm-referenced tests. Basic factors such as
malnutyition and lack of mottvition toward school and test taking are untouched
by change“frun*oqa type to 9nothar. What GRT's migh? offer scme students is a reprieve
from being told they are inferior. (In some districts test scores are attached ‘
to the :eport'carda or even reported in the.newspapers.) Since self-confidence

seems to be critical in schooling, lack of stigmatization couke:be an important‘
advantage. Another ad;ané;ge‘might be to spell out in greate;‘detall where .
certain educstional we'akneuu of students lie. Aétually, CRT developers have
dons little that might result in preventing racial class school building, er
neighborhood bias in their tests.

..15 | }
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12, CRT's could cost more than traditional tests, depending on the thoroughness.

of development. The costs of tests versus their utility should be carefully.
considered. N

Traditional norm-referenced tests already exist and 40 not need to be
developed, so if CRT superiority can't be positively demonstrated, the question
should be raised, "Why go to the extrs time and expense?”" Also, because of
their greater specificity, consider that CRT's might be valid fcr only a qm&ll
domain of behavior at a given point in time (there éould be large rewards in
this, of course, in promoting lo;f!!ng). Many more tests would have to be
dev:ioped rather than a few general ones. The procedure of developing and
validating objectives an@ test items is a long, diffic&lt, and costly pro- -
cedure vhen properly done. ) w

There are two ways of rgﬁuclng costs. 6ne is based on thg gssumption that
there are certain basic and necessary sktlis and stages of learning independent
of the local setting and that one need develop only one test for basic ro;dlng
skills anﬁ sell it to everyone. This {is tﬂ; assumption of the test'mlkeéa_--
but it is a quastionable one. Learning often seems to be highly context-dependent.
Children learn in different ways in different"seattings. The inability of educa-
tloﬁal research to coma‘ip with guaranteed teaching techniques and the inabiliry
of psychology to demonstrate transfar of trnlning indicates this is so, ‘

Another way of rcddcin‘ cost' would be to have local groups of teachers
develop their own CRT's as they now do fpr their claa.roons; But there is the
question of whether the amount of time faqulred woqu be profltab;y spent in test
construction. (See chapter 11, "Cooperative Development of Evaluation Systems

»

- for Student Learning,” in Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus, 197L,)

16
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13. Teachers should not be evaluated on CRT's and ORT's any more than on norm-

referenced tests. Teichers should not allow themselves to be evaluated on the

!

balll of ANY tests.

Tests are not good measures of vwhat is taught in school. Although objec- !

tive-referenced tests purport to be better measures of learnlng, they cannot

be consideied good measures of teaching. An obvious deficiency is that the tests

measurs only cognitive aapeﬁtl pf the classroom. In addition, the teacher does
not have control over many of the variables that affect test scores. Evaluating

teachers is a use that should not be claimed. for ORT's. The evaluation of teaching

/

‘should be based on observatlon, self-evaluation, student ratings, interviews,

>

and many ouner t?peé of data,

L]

14. A main advantagé of CRT's or ORT's seems to be in the reporting of results,
that is, avoiding blanket catagoylzatlonéAof children by test scores and pro-

viding;gore useful instructional 1nformatloh. - Subtests should be used only ‘ N

v

as diagnostic ‘instruments. o S .

[3

Instead of a composite score v'th which the teacher‘can do llttlg but
type the child, in crlt;rion or objective-referenced testing the teacher is
presented with'apocifié objectives the student can or cannot accompgésh.; The
“avoidance of ; single score categorizing the child is a major beneflt: Pre-
sumably the teacher also will be better able to make use of the de;alled ij;ctlves
for improving instruétion and learning. | .
1t should be noted,’ however, that there 1is llttle evidence that a teacher
can do a better jobfyotktng with qpcclfic objectives than working without them.
Whether to use specific ?bjcct;vél should remain a matter of gtile and judgment

for the individual teachor;’ﬁgtakc (1973) has 1nd1cated that there are significant

costs in using bchavioral objocttvcu, 1nc1ud1n; the possibility that the teacher

- [:R$§: uill teach only vhat is oaty to ..‘.ufiﬁ7 In Michigen, most teuchers did not find:
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. ) .
the ORT's valuable for instructional purposes (House, Rivers, and Stufflebeam,
1974). The instructional benefits are also reduced by the limited number of

~ objectives to which one can teach and for which one can reasonably test.

$

)

15, While worthy o; ;onsideution, the claims of cg?iterlon, ob]ectlvg.‘_and
q

domain-referanced tests should be viewed with some skepticism but with an open
aind, Teachers should vigorously resist the misuse of all kinds of tests. .

In spme ways CRT's can be viewed as a response by the testing establish-
ment to ’av'oid some of theﬁ criticisms of tests. Such was the motivacion in i
Michigan. CRT's and ORT's atill‘egbody most of the deficiencies of tests in ' -
general aud sre not useful for evaluu:lné teachers in accountability schemes,
“he tests are .also difficult to construct and are subject to much conceptual
vonfusion, even -though Ehey gé offer the pote::tial of being more uaeful-'for 4
instruction. ' S )

An hpo&aht benefit of CR versus norm-referenced tests is'that with CRT's the
test taker is not ”itigntiz'ad by a global score supposedly representing lﬁa/hu-

¢

‘ability. This _1'1 a great advantage. The best use of tests is in raising

4 T

- quastions in the teacher's mind ibou; individual students who achieve unusual
scores. The tests themselves may be in error, or the ugchu‘:'a precon'ccption
may bc'. .In any case, f.olla-adm up on l..mi;ls discrepancies is the job of the
protnatbpal. Tests should be t{ud to raise questions, not to resolve them. i

L

P
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GLOSSARY OF MEASUREMENT TERMS™

ACHIEVEMENT TEST

A" test that measures ths amount learned by a student, usually in

scademic subject matter or basic skills. pn 3

APLITUDE TEST

A test consisting of items selected and standardized so that the
: test yields a score that can be used in predicting a person's ,
‘; future performance on tasks not evidently similar to those in the
' test, Aptitude tests may or may not diffir in content from achieve-
| ment tests, but they do differ in purposa. Aptituds tests consist
of items that predict fnturs learning of performance; achievement
tests consist of {tems that sample the adequacy of past learning. J
cnmnmn _ ' ' *
[ 4
- A stansard or judgment used as a basis for quantitative and qual- !
itative comparison; that variable to which a test is compared to -
constitute s measure of the test’s validity, For example, grade-
e point average and attainment of curricular objectives are often used
’ as criteria for judging the validity of an academic aptitude tast.

" CRITERION-REFERENCED TEST . . '

A test in vhich every item is directly identified with an cxpucitly
stated educational behavioral objective. -The test is designed to
determina which of these objectives have been mastered by the exsmines.

+
~

' GRADE_NORM | 3 .

The, average test score obta!.nad by atndentl classified at a gtven *

grade phemnt .

4

’

LOCAL wores . ‘

3 | Norms that have bean obtained from dats collected in a limited locale,
' such as & school system, counity or stats) They may be used instesd -
: of mttoul norms to svaluate student performance, ‘ v

-

F

L ik} 1 U
. -

£ test quutiou coufutinrot a stem in the form of a direct quastion
or fncomplets statement and two or mors amswers, called altematives
or response choicss. The exsmines's task is to choose from among the

, alternatives provided the bast answer to thc question posed in the stem.

* Ixcerpts from the uvtud cdiuon of A Clossary of Measursment Terms: A Ba'ic )
Yagabs agy. for Bvaly n and : mhﬁ Mru-ﬂtﬁ Del ﬁtl

‘" mtmoms. hprintod by
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NONVERBAL TEST
o s
> A test in whicq the items consist of symbols, figures, n.mbers,
or pictures, but not words.

PERFORMANCE TEST -

RANDOM SAMPLE

" A test that requires the use and manipulation of physical objects

- and the application of physical and maoual skills. Shorthand or
typing tests, in which the response called for is similar to the
behavior about which information is desired, exemplify work-sample
tests, which are a type of performance test.

’ -

P ~—

A sample drawn in such a way that every member of the population
has an equal chance of being included, thus eliminating selection
bias, A random sample is "representative" of its total population.

RELIABILITY

“The ‘cgnsistency of test scores obtained by the same individuals

on different occasions or with different sets of equivalent items;
' sccuracy of scores. Several types of reliability coefficients

should be distinguished. - ' *
Coefficient of internal consistency is a measure based on internal :
analysis of data oBtained on a single trial of a test (Kuder-Richardson
formulas and ths split-half method using the Spearman-Brown formula).

td
-

Coefficient of equivalence or alternate formsd reliability refers to
a correlation batween scores from two forms of a test given at :
approximately the same time. :

Coefficiant of stability or test-retest reliability refers to a
correlation between test and retest with some period of time inter-
vening. The test-retest situation may be with two forms of the same
test. ! - )

STANDARDIZED TEST

A test constructed of items that are appropriate in difficulty and
discriminating power for the intended examinees and that fit the pre-
plannad table of content specification. The test is administered in
accordance with explicit directions for uniform administration and is
used with a mandal that contains relisble norms for the defined
reference groups. ' . - .

VALIDITY

“The lbilitf of a test to measure what it purporti to measure. Many
mathods are used to establish validity, depending on the test's '
purpose. 231. -

o \ . \ ‘



